
First Name : martin 
Last Name : browne 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues :  You lied ... to the people of California with the wording of the initial bond 

measure and the way you are delivering those initial promises. High-Speed 
Rail has become a $68 billion boondoggle that is not what voters wanted 
when they approved Prop 1A in 2008. You have misled me - ballooning 
project costs, reduced speeds, reduced areas/line to be served. I cannot 
believe you are still continuing down this path. Cut your loses and give up. 
You are spending billions of dollars on this boondoggle. Wasting our tax 
payer money on a project that is costing way over the initial budget and will 
not even give us what we initially wanted from the bond measure. GIVE UP 
now and walk away. This project will bankrupt the state and does not even 
give us high speed rail throughout the state. Only people that are profiting 
right now are the consultants, marketing firms, lawyers, and those hired by 
the HSR authority. Wake up and give up. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Ray 
Last Name: F 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This has a bunch of items all ending 4 to 6+ years down the pike. No firm end 

of the Paperwork and work for Lawyers. 
Get us(The Taxpayer) out of this long termed list of Paper Products with the 
construction and operating problems not solved. 
Too much money being spent on paper. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Walter 
Last Name: Windus 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I can't believe that you won't have a station at Los Banos. Much of your 
traffic would come from the State Route 33 corridor. Even if some of the 
valley traffic drove to Los Banos and boarded the train, it would take cars off 
Highway 152 across Pacheco Pass. 

I would appreciate an explanation and justification for omitting this station. 
Please reconsider this omission. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Dr Lawrence E 
Last Name : Corcoran 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: In ten years, when you claim it will be operational, it will be outdated. 

The money being spent is going down a rat hole, even though he will 
be gone from office. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: cristina 
Last Name: echemendia 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This is project that's costing Californians millions of dollars, this is exactly 
where that gas tax funds are going to. We need better roads not more trains. 
This is going to be expensive to build and expensive to ride and people are 
still going to drive. This is crazy and we don't need it, it's all political. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Leonard 
Last Name : Graves 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Before this is useable it will be old technology. This is a huge waste of my tax 
dollars. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : randy 
Last Name : aaronian 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This train to no ware needs to end, your business plan is terribly flawed you 

are spending money that we can not afford, you continually lie to the public, 
cost continue to spiral out of control. All of your so called experts are liars, do 
the write thing and STOP THIS TRAIN NOW!!!!! 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Brian 
Last Name: Phegley 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Thank you for your continued work to ensure that high speed rail becomes a 

reality for the state. I know there are many interests who are interested in 
building high speed rail, and often they have separate, distinct interests that 
need to be satisfied. 

In the latest plan, I am concerned about the continued presence of Merced 
station and the stub of track to lead to it in the first phase of the project. As I 
originally understood the project, Merced would be the connection point for 
the San Joaquin line and thereby to places further north. But as of now, it 
seems like Madera station will serve as that transfer point. 

Personally, I would prefer to not have Madera station. It seems like an 
addition tacked on unnecessarily to the project, and simply adds more time 
on the route for trains that have to stop there. Rather than build it, I would 
rather have added track built for the San Joaquin line to reach Merced 
station. Until the time that phase two funding can be considered, much less 
built, Merced station would then become a hub for transfer to the northern 
Central Valley and to Yosemite, bringing in people and justifying its existence. 
The city of Merced with its university and access to the Sierras seems like the 
right place to have the transfer and a fully supported station. Madera does 
not appear to me to have those kinds of benefits. With such a thought, 
however, the stub to Merced ought to be moved forward in funding and 
development than is currently considered in the plan. 

On the other hand, if the insistence is on building the transfer point in Madera, 
then building a stub of track to a very low demand station in Merced seems 
like a waste of valuable funds for the mainline. Given the need to identify 
funds and cut costs, I would ask if it would be better to move the build out of 
the stub line to phase 2, and save the money and resources to focus on the 
main route. While I do not like this idea, your current plan seems to make this 
the obvious choice. 

Either way, I think more focus needs to be made now to the Merced stub, 
rather than allow it to be the burdensome add-on it seems to be right now. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Rod 
Last Name : Decker 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Challenges are correct, considering the increase in cost of doing business! 
No doubt way over budget, and still hundreds of people who think the project 
was just a figment of Browns imagination. Lots of jobs OK, but the dynamics 
of the debacle will soon rear it's ugly head. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Jill 
Last Name : Cox 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This is the biggest waste of money and is a complete disaster. Please find 

better use for the people of California's hard earned money. Why not put all 
this effort toward water saving infrastructure instead of killing all proposed 
ideas. What about our freeways that already exist? Shame on you high 
speed rail, Governor Brown and Sacramento cronies!!! 
I am in the proposed corridor of one of the routes and I completely oppose 
this! Thank you for your time and attention. 
Regards, 
Jill Whitney 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Randy 
Last Name : Aaronian 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : You need to stop this train to no ware, we are constantly lied to about all 
the cost over runs and delays, it's a mess out here, and your workers don't 
know what they are doing. Your so called experts are liars, someone needs 
to tell the Governor that he is nuts and you need to put an end to this 
train!!! 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Grady 
Last Name: E. Morris 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This is the biggest waste of money, time and effort. When will California 

pull their collective heads out of their a ... err the sand and see how this 
type of governance is ruining this once great state. You people are 
pathetic. 

Grady E. Morris 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Joseph 
Last Name : Patrick Thompson 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Gentlemen, Thank you for inviting public comment on the CAHSRA's 

Business Plan.I repeat what I've said ever since you were a commission, to 
Judge Kopp, andto others: see attached.Thank you.Joseph P. 
Thompson(408) 848-5506353 E. Tenth St. #312Gilroy, CA 95020e-Mail: 
Translaw@PacBell. Net 

Attachments : HSRApanaceaVShell.pdf (48 kb) 
HSRPROFITABLE-HOWTODOIT02181 0.pdf (56 kb) 
KOPP021696.HSR1 .wpd.pdf (57 kb) 
LINDSEY.Lt1 .pdf (92 kb) 
MORSHED.L T2.pdf (61 kb) 
MORSHED.L T3.pdf (76 kb) 
MORSHED.L T4.pdf (24 kb) 
MORSHED.L T5.pdf (27 kb) 
MORSHED-LEAVITT03311 0.L T1 .pdf (65 kb) 
TouristsPanacea.pdf (56 kb) 
TrojanHorseCAHSR090809.pdf (68 kb) 



JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 
Attorney at Law 

8339 Church Street, Suite 112, Gilroy, CA 95020 
Post Office Box 154, Gilroy, CA 95021-0154 

Telephone (408) 848-5506; Fax (408) 848-4246 
E-Mail: TransLaw@PacPell.Net 

Fax ( 408) 842-2206 August 24, 2007 

Editor 

Email: editor@garlic.com, editor@gilroydispatch.com 

The Dispatch 

6400 Monterey Road 

Gilroy, CA 95020 

Re: Bullet Train: Tourists' Panacea, Taxpayers' Hell 

Dear Editor, 

The proposal to build the Bullet Train in California is proof that socialists have taken-over 

our government. Based on past cost overruns, the price tag on this extreme boondoggle is about $75-

$80 billion in today's dollars. Paid back interest on these bonds will also burden our children and 

grandchildren and great-grandchildren will billions more. Annual operating losses will exceed those 

of all Lite Rails combined. Fares won't cover 1 % of operating expenses, estimated at $1 billion/year. 

Bond debt will bury us. 

Technology exists to build it, but how do we pay the construction costs, and operating costs? 
It's technologically incompatible with existing railroads, so it will need BART-like right-of-way. 

Eminent domain power, included in the legislation creating it, ensures that it will plow through 

Gilroy and Morgan Hill and any other place, regardless of opposition. But it cannot cross the 
UPRR' s tracks because the Class I railroads' eminent domain trumps Bullet Train' s eminent domain 

power, according to UP's top commerce counsel on the West Coast. Tourists will ride it, but enjoy 
a 99% taxpayer subsidy for rides that will cost more than those on the Concorde Supersonic Jets. 

Local small business owners will pick-up the tab, maybe getting 10% back from tourist dollars if 

we're lucky. 

In 1970 Congressmen stood up in Congress and proclaimed that Amtrak would be "self

sufficient in three years." Yeh. By 9/11/01 taxpayers had thrown about $30 billion in subsidies down 

that black hole, but did we have adequate airport security? 

In 1863 General Granville Dodge, who was later UPRR's top civil engineer, and who 

discovered the Sherman Pass over the Continental Divide, was summoned to the White House. He 

later said that he told the President that the government should own and operate the transcontinental 

railroad. Lincoln, who as a young member of the Illinois Legislature had seen government owned 

railroads in Eastern and Midwestern States go bust and shutdown operations in the 1830's and 

1840's, said no. He said that private enterprise must do it, although the government would assist with 

When will we ever learn? 



development incentives (my words, not his). They did it. And what did taxpayers receive in the deal? 
They got about $460 million (measured in 1940 dollars) more than the value of the land granted to 
the railroad corporations because of Section 22 in the original Interstate Commerce Act (lower 
freight rates for government shipments). 

A hundred years ago the Progressive Movement, led by William Jennings Bryan, sought 
nationalization of the railroads and other industries, but their passion was rejected by voters. 

When the railroads were nationalized in 1917 during the Administration of Woodrow 
Wilson, government genius so botched-up shipping that rail traffic came to a standstill. That 
experiment failed, just as Lincoln predicted it would. In the Transportation Act of 1920 the railroads 
were de-nationalized, and came to be the envy of the world's nations today; the backbone of our 
nation's commerce. 

Instead of making taxpayers pay for Bullet Train, like we pay for County Transit, Cal train, 
Amtrak, Lite Rail, etc., etc., while motorists are paying 100% of their own transport costs, seeing 
our politicians rewarding transit wastefulness, why not use the unlimited power of capitalism? Have 
you been on I-5 lately to see the uninterrupted 24-7 tonnage flowing North-South in California? I 
appeared before the Bullet Train commission five times over the last decade and told them that if 
they put enough UPS, Fedex and Postal Service tonnage on their trains, then they would not need 
to ask the taxpayers for a dime. Did they listen? 

Like Amtrak's promoters, their pie-in-the-sky predictions show that they did not listen, nor 
did they learn from history, either United States or world history in the last century and one-half. So, 
hold on for the ride, and warn your children and grandchildren, our leaders will strap taxpayers to 
the rocket to Hell. We'll be paying unimaginable sums to attempt what Lenin, Trotsky, Stalin and 
the USSR failed to achieve, despite all their promises to their citizens that socialism could bring 
utopia. If they fund it with gas taxes, be prepared to see $10/gallon for gas at the pumps. They'll tax 
motorists out of their cars, leaving them to ride our Trojan Horses, and bike or walk the rest of the 
way. 

Caveat Viator I 

Respectfully yours, 
JOSEPH P. THOMPSON, ESQ. 

Member, Executive Committee, Debtor-Creditor-Bankruptcy Section, SCCBA 
Member, Legislation Committee, Transportation Lawyers Assn. 
Member, Association for Transportation Law, Logistics & Policy 
Candidate, American Society of Transportation & Logistics 
Winner, AST&L's Best Research Paper Award 1997 
Past-President, Gilroy-Morgan Hill Bar Assn. 
Post-Doctoral Student, Transportation Law & Policy 

When will we ever learn? 



JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 
Attorney at Law 

8339 Church Street, Suite 114, Gilroy, CA 95020 
Post Office Box 154, Gilroy, CA 95021-0154 

Telephone ( 408) 848-5506; Fax ( 408) 848-4246 
E-Mail: TransLaw@PacPell.Net 

Fax (408) 842-2206 February 18, 2010 
Editor and Editorial Board 
Email: editor@garlic.com, editor@gilroydispatch.com 
The Dispatch 
6400 Monterey Road 
Gilroy, CA 95020 

Re: MyBulletTrain: Profitable for who? 

Dear Editor, 

Bullet Train blietzkrieg, multi-million dollar campaign, using taxpayers' money to sell them 
on the boondoggle claims that it will be profitable. Yeh, but for whom? The planners, consultants, 
ad men, bond salesmen, foreign equipment manufacturers. The bankruptcy of all State-owned 
railroads in the USA in 1830's ought to tell us something about the right way to build a railroad. The 
American experience with nationalization of the railroads in 1918, the collapse of the USSR, and 
the world-wide privatization revolution of the 1990's should teach us a valuable lesson in railroad 
building. The insolvency of Amtrak, Caltrain. The bankruptcy last month of the Las Vegas Monorail, 
etc.-lessons abound from our history, but will we learn from them? 

Sustainable rail transport hinges on the bottom line on the balance sheet; do revenues exceed 
costs? If we use VTA government-style accounting methods, we won't see a sustainable Bullet 
Train. We have to use the same accounting used by the world's most successful railroads, UP, 
BNSF, CSX, etc., America's Class One Railroads. If you lose money moving passengers, then you 
have to make-up your losses by moving freight. Intermodal tonnage on Bullet Trains, moved on 
separate trains during non-peak commute hours is how I've told the California High Speed Rail 
Commission, now High Speed Rail Authority, to do it. If the taxpayers purchase the infrastructure 
for the Bullet Train's owners, it will be like financing the Interstate Highway System, and the State 
Highways, for the trucking industry. 

Transport me as a tourist, and I'll need a 99% fare subsidy. But transport me as a deceased 
traveller, and my estate, or relatives, have to pay 100% of the cost of moving the dead freight. So, 
to create a sustainable Bullet Train, you have to think like railroaders, not horizontal elevators in 
communist nations. 

Why do our leaders want to grow bigger government, when common sense people, e.g., 
Editorial Board of Gilroy Dispatch, say we should be doing just the opposite? Do we have 
leaders who give a damn about the harm their decisions inflict? Why do we tolerate such 
hypocrites? 



Caveat Viator I 
Respectfully yours, 
JOSEPH P. THOMPSON, ESQ. 

Member, Executive Committee, Debtor-Creditor-Bankruptcy Section, SCCBA 
Member, Legislation Committee, Transportation Lawyers Assn. 
Member, Association for Transportation Law, Logistics & Policy 
Candidate, American Society of Transportation & Logistics 
Winner, AST&L's Best Research Paper Award 1997 
President, Gilroy-Morgan Hill Bar Assn. 
Post-Doctoral Student, Transportation Law & Policy 

Why do our leaders want to grow bigger government, when common sense people, e.g., 
Editorial Board of Gilroy Dispatch, say we should be doing just the opposite? Do we have 
leaders who give a damn about the harm their decisions inflict? Why do we tolerate such 
hypocrites? 



JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 
Attorney at Law 

8339 Church Street, Gilroy, CA 95020 
105 East Alisal St., Salinas, CA 93901 

981 Fremont Street, Santa Clara, CA 95050 
Post Office Box 154, Gilroy, CA 95021-0154 

Telephone (408) 848-5506; (408) 984-8555 
TeJecopier (408) 292-1061 

February 16, 1996 

The Honorable Quentin Kopp 
CALIFORNIA STATE SENATE 
2057 Capitol Building 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: California Transportation Policy 

Dear Senator Kopp, 

While the need for high speed passenger trains in California, and the entire Nation, is 
obvious to any student of transportation, it appears to me that the HSR Commission is 
completely ignoring the only viable alternative to providing them. 

Instead of using the existing railroads, staying with private enterprise, which past 
generations bequeathed to us, the Commission seems to be hypnotized by socialism. At a time 
when privatization around the world is correcting the mistakes of publicly-owned 
transportation, e.g., Australia, Canada, New Zealand, England, Western Europe, etc., the 
Commission seems to be falling under the fatal attraction of a ruinous fiscal belief that cost 
does not matter. 

Do we have the ability to learn from our history? Will we ignore it and be condemned 
to follow the course of the Soviet Union? IISTPS Executive Director Ron Diridon, addressing 
the students at SJS, said that transportation decisions hinge on three things, "Finance, finance, 
finance." Rather, I believe it hinges on policy, because the latter predetermines the former. 

The legislative findings in SCR 6 are undoubtedly true, but the solution currently being 
proposed by the Commission is a nightmare, which, if brought into existence, will certainly 
plunge us down the path followed by the Soviet Union. 

Why not consider changing policy to attain the same goal? Why seek to ruin 
California's economy in a search for "finance," when by adherence to the nation's 
transportation policy, and its rail transportation policy, we could have bullet trains without 
spending tax dollars? If this country had adhered to these national policies since the end of 
WWII, would we have seen thousands of miles of 



Hon. Quentin Kopp 
February 16, 1 996 
page2 

track abandoned? Would we have invested untold billions in the creation of the interstate 
highway system? Would we be addicted to automobiles today? Are we in denial about our 
addiction, which blinds us to our violation of our own national transportation policies? 

If the law said: (1) freeze truck lengths, (2) prohibit triples, (3) return weight limits to 
something that would not break concrete freeways, ( 4) reverse the intercity freight trend since 
WWII, then how much less money would we need for such things as: (1) highway maintenance, 
(2) fuel, (3) injury, death, property damage expenses? If policy were made by wiser men than 
we seem to have had in charge since the end of WWII, would we have (1) cleaner air, (2) less 
highway congestion, (3) lower health care costs? 

If the government is in control, why not set transportation policy and tell each mode 
what it was going to do based on decisions favorable to the people? If we can move freight 
profitably, but not passengers, then why not mix the two in one revenue stream to attain 
satisfactory corporate profit levels? Divorcing rail passenger from rail freight in 1 970 was a 
big policy mistake, and some in Congress seem to have recognized that now by enacting 
legislation requiring Amtrak to break-even in seven years. Of course, without the freight 
revenues it can never do so in the face of highway and airline competition, and the vast federal 
subsidies given to those modes. 

The solution lies in equal treatment by government of the different modes, and in 
freight revenue subsidizing the unprofitable passenger fares, just as earlier generations, who 
faced these same decisions, learned. While it might come as a shock to the Commission's staff 
and members, we have railroads. The trouble is that we ignore them and have favored their 
competitors with billions of dollars of subsidies. Our policy makers apparently prefer our 
citizens to use four times as much fuel to move our freight, and to sit on congested freeways, 
rather than establish transportation policy which capitalizes on the inherent advantages of the 
railroads. Amazingly, the stated policy is already in the statutes, but in practice we do not 
follow it! Why? 

The Commission's current study suffers from myopic concentration on a fantasy, rather 
than realistic appreciation for the wisdom of earlier generations. Why are the Commissioners 
not investigating the obvious solution of using our railroads to accomplish this goal? French 
and Japanese transit systems, like 
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those in this Country, operate at a huge loss, requiring taxpayer subsidies of ever more scarce 
tax dollars. 

Instead of trying to imagine millions and billions of dollars, this needs to be put in terms 
that are understandable, and revealed to the voters for what it is. For example, when Amtrak 
was formed in 1 970 it was cheaper to send a passenger from LA to NY by taxi, and pay the 
cab by a $1 00 tip, than to send him by Amtrak. When METRO was built in Washington, D.C., 
it was cheaper for each rider to be furnished with a Mercedez than to ride public transit. For 
BART, the riders could have two BMW's and the taxpayers were better off. 

Of course, these solutions are just as stupid as the ones our decision makers and 
planners gave us. The arrogance of today is to forget the wisdom of the past. Who gained by 
selling those cars, building those interstate highways? 

Harvey Levine's seminal work, National Transportation Policy: A Study of Studies, 
ought to be required reading for both the Commissioners and the staff, not to mention our 
decision makers. 

When we needed a transcontinental railroad, did we opt for government-owned 
railroads? Whenever WWl's demands caused nationalization of the railroads, did we keep 
them that way? Does government owned business work in the long run? Do we want to go the 
same way as the Soviet Union? 

No! 

When I testified2/2/96 before the Commission in Fresno, I showed them the Harvard 
doctoral dissertation by John D. Donahue, The Privatization Decision (1 989), and reminded 
them of the Wall Street Journal special edition on privatization that was published in October. 
I said that if they were a board of directors of a corporation then they would have been 
terminated. They did not effectively cross-examine the experts brought before them by their 
own staff. They did not realize that the "profits" displayed by the French Officials were for 
a trunk line route, and that the truth is that system-wide the French experience is no better 
than that of the best American public transit system. They are considering borrowing billions 
to create a line that will require $800 million annually just to service the debt (tbonds) it 
creates! There can be no doubt that Big Brother's slogan pales in comparison with this 
proposal: "WAR IS PEACE, FREEDOM IS SLAVERY, IGNORANCE IS STRENGTH." 
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As I said to Mr. Mineta, we are, I believe, about half nationalized and half free
enterprise in transportation. Can this situation last? It is not unlike an earlier period in our 
history: 

"If we could first know where we are, and whither we are tending, we could better 
judge what to do, and how to do it. We are now far into the fifth year since a policy was 
initiated with the avowed object and confident promise of putting an end to slavery 

agitation. Under the operation of that policy, that agitation has not only not ceased, but 
has constantly augmented. In my opinion, it will not cease until a crisis shall have been reached 
and passed. 

A house divided against itself cannot stand." 

At this point, too, we are at a crucial stage of evolution in the nation's history: We are 
a house divided. 

The Lincoln administration decided that our railroads would be privately owned, with 
construction financed by government-backed securities. Today we appear to have rejected the 
policy of free-enterprise ownership because we continually create "authorities" and 
"agencies" to own and operate our rail passenger mode. The same is true with bus 
transportation. Now I hear that Amtrak will be moving freight. We have abandoned not only 
thousands of miles of rail, but as a nation we have also abandoned the policy of private 
ownership of transportation. Our elected officials boast about what they have done, but not 
one of them will tell you how much it costs per passenger ( or per passenger-mile) to transport 
people by bus or rail. Deregulation during the past 15 years has rendered the private 
transportation sector a virtual graveyard. So where are we, and where are we going? How can 
we have nationalized industry and reduce the budget deficit? 

To paraphrase Mr. Lincoln, ifwe could first know where we are, and "whither we are 
tending," we could better judge what to do, and how to do it. Our national transportation 
policy was initiated with the "avowed object" and confident promise of creating a sound 
national transportation system. Under the operation of that policy, 
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one national goal is to make the county competitive on the global arena. In my opinion, it will 
not happen until a crisis shall have been reached and passed. 

Today we are at a point where we are half slave to public ownership of transportation, 
and half free-enterprise. The trend, however, runs counter to private ownership. Reversing 
the trend becomes increasingly difficult as we commit vast resources of our society to 
nationalized modes. 

Again to paraphrase, I believe thatthe nation's transporta-tion system "cannot endure 
permanently half slave and half free." I do not expect the nation will be dissolved; I do not 
expect the house to fall; but I do expect it will cease to be divided. It will become all one thing, 
or all the other. Either the opponents of nationalization will arrest the further spread ofit, and 
place it where the public mind shall rest in the belief that it is in the course of ultimate 
extinction, or its advocates will push it forward till it shall become alike in all modes of 
transportation. 

We will then have arrived atsthe stage of development, and an experience similar to that 
of the demise of the Soviet Union must ultimately follow because government-owned industry 
does not work in the long-run. Great Britain and other western European countries, Canada, 
Australia and New Zealand are all privatizing previously nationalized industries because they 
have realized the truth in this. Nevertheless, our elected representatives push for more 
government-owned transportation modes each passing year. 

Today we could send six passengers by limousine from Gilroy to San Jose cheaper than 
it costs us to send them on Caltrain. Yet if private industry moved those passengers and a fair 
share of the available freight tonnage, the burden on the taxpayers would lessen, road 
congestion, health care costs, and air pollution would decline. Local government would enjoy 
another source of tax revenue. 

Since WWII, creation of the interstate highway system has diverted a greater 
percentage ofintercity freightstraffic away from the rails each passing year. Separating freight 
from passengers on the railroads was a decision rejecting earlier generations' investments, and 
plunging us along a course toward Soviet-style industry, and we know how well that system 
worked. I 
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keep asking our elected officials: If government ownership of industry failed in the Soviet 
Union, then why are we trying it? promoting it? How can America compete in "global 
markets" if it is saddled with deadweight nationalized transportation modes? 

The Emperor has no clothes! We cannot afford to borrow billions to build a rail 
passenger line that loses millions each year. This is especially true when we have an existing 
alternative that will not cost the taxpayers any money at all. All it takes is someone strong 
enough to enforce the nation's transportation policies that are already on the books. We need 
not reinvent government to accomplish this goal, but rather, merely keep this a government 
of, !!,y, and for the people. 

Thank you for giving me an opportunity to make this comment. My formal response 
to the Commission will follow as soon as I complete it. 

Respectfully yours, 

JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 

Encl. 
cc: Hon. Henry Mello 
cc: Hon. Dean R. Dunphy 
cc: Hon. Peter Frusetta 
cc: Commissioners 
cc: Executive Director Daniel S. Leavitt 
cc: Rod Diridon, IISTPS 

c:\trans\kopp.lt l 



JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 
Attorney at Law 

8339 Church Street, Suite 112, Gilroy, CA 95020 
Post Office Box 154, Gilroy, CA 95021-0154 
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January 15, 2003 
FAX (916) 653-2134 
Honorable R. Kirk Lindsey, Chairman 
California Transportation Commission 
1120 N Street, P.O. Box 942873 (MS-52) 
Sacramento, CA 94273-0001 

Re: Transportation Funding Crisis Workshop Jan. 17, 2003 

Dear Mr. Lindsey, 

Thank you for sending notice of the CTC's funding issues workshop and for inviting public 
comment regarding the State's fiscal "crisis." It was a pleasure meeting you at the CTC's meeting 
in San Jose at the Fairmont Hotel last month. Congratulations on becoming Chairman of the CTC. 
One cannot help but sense the irony in a trucking company CEO being CTC' s chairman when our 
chickens are coming home to roost. At Mr. Lawrence's invitation I addressed the CTC in December 
2001 at the PUC in San Francisco on the subject of intermodal transportation infrastructure 
improvements for the State, and although I cannot attend the workshop on the 17th of this month, I 
would like to offer my recommendations. 

1 .  Author. I have 39 years experience in transportation industry (trucking and railroad). I am 
a post-doctoral student of transportation law and policy. I am a member of the Transportation 
Lawyers Association, and serve on TLA's legislation, intermodal, arbitration and freight claims 
committees. I am also a member of the Association for Transportation Law, Logistics & Policy, and 
a candidate for the American Society of Transportation & Logistics. 

2 .  Background. For additional background, please refer to my paper that I presented to the 
CTC and handed to Mr. Rem en at the CTC' s meeting at the PUC in San Francisco, December, 2001. 

3 .  Official Record. Will you please direct your staff to include these remarks as part of 
CTC's official records. 

4. Summary. In response to your call for public comment on the current "funding crisis", 
I once again give my conclusions reached six years ago during debate on IS TEA reauthorization. See, 
"I STEA Reauthorization and the National Transportation Policy," 25 Transportation Law Journal, 
pp. 87-et seq. (1997), and "ISTEA Reauthorization and the National Transportation Policy: 
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Overlooked Externalities and Forgotten Felt Necessities," Transportation Lawyer (Dec. 1997). A 
copy of the former is enclosed for your ready review, although I previously submitted it to you in 
December 2001. 

5. Recommendations. The CTC should first frame the fundamental issue facing it, which 
was identified by Transportation Secretary Min eta while he was serving as Chairman of the Surface 
Transportation Committee in the House of Representatives: "The crucial question in transportation 
today is: What should government do and what should it leave to others?" 

Governor Davis' call for "structural reform" should focus CTC on Secretary Mineta's 
"crucial question." The answer that CTC gives to Governor Davis and Secretary Mineta will shape 
the solution for our transportation "funding crisis," and the future of transportation in California. 

These issues are also pending in the 108th Congress as it takes up the subject of 
reauthorization legislation for Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21 ). Please refer 
to my recommendations to USDOT dated 8-23-02 on this issue (see copy enclosed). 

Rather than a band-aid approach to the "funding crisis," I recommend that CTC strive to 
achieve "structural reform" in the basic approach that we take to the for-hire carriage ofpassengers. 
I believe that CTC should have no "sacred cows" immune from this search and rescue mission. Like 
waking-up with a hangover, California must swear-off its former excesses. 

The Emperor Transit First is stark naked. Unremunerative fares yield insolvent carriers, of 
both passengers and freight. Deficits piled on top of deficits bring predictable results. Farebox 
recovery rates that fail to cover fully allocated costs produce a result which does not surprise 
transportation students or history students. Such public-sector transit systems are not "going broke" 
in California ( or elsewhere), they were conceived insolvent, born bankrupt, and kept operating only 
with massive blood transfusions from the taxpayers. No member ofCTC should be surprised at the 
present "funding crisis" because we have intentionally navigated the State to this destination, one 
in which California's deficit exceeds that ofall other States' combined deficits. We asked for it; we 
demanded it, even if it meant damning future generations into decades ofdebt. Bankrupt operations, 
bankrupt carriers, bankrupt policies, are the result of our myopia. Increasing insolvent transit 
systems' operations undermine our financial capability to build and repair transportation 
infrastructure. Theirgrowing demands have reached a predictable breaking point. We must look into 
the mirror and recognize the problem staring back at us. 

There has been occurring a world-wide "privatization revolution" as described by the Wall 
Street Journal, special edition 10-2-95, yet we have steered a contrary course of nationalization, 
statism, and public-ownership. Only a hypocrite would feign surprise at arriving at our present 
destination of fiscal "crisis." 
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CTC and California must ask itself this question ifit wants to be cured: "Why did Canada, 
Mexico, Great Britain, Australia, New Zealand, and many other nations denationalize their publicly
owned transportation industries during the past 25 years?" 

We must ask ourselves, if we truly want to bring permanent relief to this and future 
generations of Californians: "If all of the USSR's Five Year Plans were such raving successes, then 
why did the USSR collapse in revolution?" 

Why should we adopt the Marx-Engels-Lenin-Trotsky-Stalin theory of government when our 
Founders placed its foundations on Adam Smith's theory? Did the USSR win the Cold War, or did 
we win it? Ifwe defeated the USSR, then why should we adopt their failed economic philosophy? 

Answering Governor Davis' "structural reform" challenge, answering Secretary Mineta's 
"crucial question,"learning the lessons of the history of the past century, CTC and California must 
recognize the error of our policies, unless we have no intention of solving the "funding crisis." Phony 
efforts of "reform" will just be wheel-spinning in mud- wasted motion. Genuine "reform" means 
going back to American free-enterprise in transportation, personal responsibility, not transit welfare. 
Our galley slaves, i.e., taxpayers, are beyond the breaking point. Our policies have burdened the 
taxpayers under unsustainable loads. Like overloaded trucks, our axles are breaking. Bankruptcies 
are at historic highs, both business and individual. Small business failure rates are at 80% on average 
during the first five years. Traffic World's report that more than 10,000 trucking companies (with 
20 or more trucks) either filed for bankruptcy protection or closed during the last two years illustrates 
what plight business owners are bearing from our ill-conceived government policies. Did you ever 
think you'd live to see PG&E, United Airlines, and Consolidated Freightways in bankruptcy? We 
are killing the goose to steal her eggs, but what will our children eat? 

The fallacy in our current transport policy can be shown by comparing fares paid to move a 
200 pound box with fares paid to move a 200 pound man. The shipper of the former pays 100% of 
his carrier's fare; but a passenger on public-sector transit (bus or rail) pays only for the first two 
pounds, and the taxpayers are expected to pay for 198 pounds (applying generally accepted 
accounting principles, not the Enron-style accounting method our Legislature authorized for transit 
agencies' financial reporting). 

"Structural reform" of this unsound policy must be approached in the same manner as Great 
Britain accepted under the administration of Margaret Thatcher- privatization of nationalized 
industry. Keeping the status quo will only mire us further in misery. Flatboats, bullet trains, 
rickshaws, lunar escalators, i.e., any mode of transport, must charge user fees (fares) that are 
remunerative, unless we want to see it fail in the long run. Refer to my letter to HSRA's former 
Chairman enclosed. 
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William Jennings Bryan and the Populists were wrong, just as Marx & Engels were, as 
government nationalization of the railroads proved during World War I. 

Neither CTC nor California should be surprised by the "crisis" resulting from this fallacy ( or 
lunacy) in our transport policy. Do we have the will power to reform our policy, or will we take the 
same route as did the USSR? I pray that God will give you and your fellow Commissioners the 
wisdom and courage to make a course correction for California now, before it is too late. 

Caveat Viator ! 

Respectfully yours, 

JOSEPH P. THOMPSON, ESQ. 

Encl. [ Article; Letters] 
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JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 
Attorney at Law 

8339 Church Street, Gilroy, CA 95020 
Telephone (408) 848-5506; Fax (408) 848-4246 

E-mail : TransLaw@PacBell .Net 

March 23, 2009 
Fax: 916-322-0827 
Mr. Mehdi Morshed, Exec. Dir. 
High Speed Rail Authority 
925 L Street, Suite 1425 
P. 0. BOX 942874, MS-74 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Public Comment HSRA's Environmental Impact Report SF-San Jose-Gilroy-Merced 

Dear Mr. Morshed, 

Thank you for allowing members of the public to comment on HSRA's EIR for the San 
Francisco-San Jose-Gilroy-Merced Segment. 

Identity of Author. I am a graduate of San Jose State University, and have done post
doctoral study of transportation law and policy at the Mineta Institute at SJSU. I write only for 
myself, and not on behalf of a client or organization, but merely to express my personal reply to the 
EIR for the segment that includes Gilroy, where I have practiced law for more than 30 years. 

Background. I here refer to and incorporate by reference: (1) my letter to you dated 3/10/04; 
(2) letter dated 2/23/09, amended 3/13/09, from Mr. J.S. Jerry Wilmoth, UPRR; (3) Map CA-13, 
CA-17a&b, and CA-18,tRailroadtAtlas of North America, California and Nevada, pp. 18, 22-23; 
and Wendell Cox & Adrian T. Moore, The California High Speed Rail Proposal: A Due Diligence 
Report, Reason Foundation, Sept. 2008; Legislative Analyst's Office, The High-Speed Rail 
Authority, March 17, 2009 (see copies enclosed). 

Summary. The crucial question facing us with HSR's proposal was concisely stated by the 
Honorable Norman Y. Mineta: "The crucial question 

1 

in transportation today is: What should 
government do, and what should it leave to others." The sound, sustainable answer to Secretary 
Mineta' s "crucial question" lies in the private sector; not in the public sector. With free enterprise 
as a foundation, high speed rail's owners and investors can combine profitable freight revenue with 
losing passenger fares, rather than asking the maxed-out taxpayers of California for more tax 
subsidies for yet another public-sector passenger mode of travel. 

1 Joseph P. Thompson, "ISTEA Reauthorization and the National Transportation Policy," 
25 Transportation Law Journal, pp. 87-etseq. (1997). 



Comment: Funding Source for Operations. The current proposal does not satisfy the 
requirements of sound railroading, while it adheres to the tax-dependent method of finance akin to 
Amtrak, Cal train and urban mass transit, with only a very small fraction of the overall expenses paid 
for by the patrons. The underlying assumption that taxpayers can continue to pony-up the subsidies 
for more government-owned transport is wrong. History shows the proposal to be fatally flawed. All 
of the State-owned railroads in the Nation failed in 183 7-1840. Lincoln knew personally about those 
failures, so when General Granville Dodge recommended to the President in 1864 that the 
government own the transcontinental railroad, Lincoln said "no." His theory, which ultimately 
worked, was that private enterprise own the railroads, but that the government would aid in their 
construction. When the Nation's railroads were nationalized during World War I, it only took 18 
months before the government's mismanagement had brought all our railroads to a screeching halt. 
So, Congress reversed its previous decision and de-nationalized our railroads. In 1970 during debates 
in Congress on formation of the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), some members 
promised that Amtrak "would be profitable in three years." Amtrak has failed to break even, and 
requires ever-increasing tax subsidies to continue its operations. Our Nation paid dearly for Amtrak's 
subsidies because on 9/11/01 we did have Amtrak, but we did not have adequate airport security. 

The north-south tonnage flows in California, on Hwy. 1-5, US 101, and Hwy. 99, represent 
a source of funding that could, in a private-sector model, duplicate and exceed taxpayers' subsidies 
in the public-sector model as proposed in the EIR. The French government has announced that it will 
have Fedex freight transported by that nation's HSR starting next year, so those with experience in 
operating HSR in Europe have apparently resorted to freight revenue as a source of funding. We 
could reduce air pollution, traffic congestion, and road and bridge support deterioration and 
maintenance expenses ifwe diverted some of that tonnage onto HSR. I have said this to the HSRA 
since before its creation when it was a Commission. 

I believe that reliance on tax subsidies ought to be deemed unfeasible, given the tax/fee 
burdens already imposed on Californians by all levels of government, not to mention the even larger 
burdens which our generation is imposing on future generations. 

Rather, the manner in which railroads were originally created, and funded, freight revenue 
combined with losing passenger fares, ought to be the funding formula upon which the HSR is 
created and maintained. 

As the LAO's Report states (page 5), the HSR service should "not require an operating 
subsidy." A feasible "funding source . . .  for future years . . .  " (page 6, LAO's Report) exists now and 
will exist into the future: freight revenue. As with freight moving in the bellies of airliners, HSR can 
transport freight, thereby decreasing air pollution because the fuel savings per ton/mile is about 7 5% 
compared with rubber tires hauling freight on concrete or asphalt. The profit made moving freight 
can offset the losses sustained transporting passengers. Overnight shipments between Northern and 
Southern California can be transported without interfering with daytime, commute hours. 

Comment: UP's Property Rights. 
In addition to those aspects identified by Cox and Moore ("Reason Report"), the UP's Coast 

Main Line, which is part of its incomparable interstate railroad, and considered by many to be the 
best railroad in the whole world, if not in America, is entirely its to own, for its shareholders' benefit. 
The Nation's national security and interstate commerce justify the position paramount to lesser 
entities, the States, and local government, which the courts have repeatedly upheld on federal 
preemption grounds. A look at the Maps of UP' s tracks in the SF Peninsula, San Jose, and South Bay 



Area show that the current HSRA proposal is impossible without UP's consent. Since UP has not 
given its consent (Mr. Wilmoth's Letter enclosed), the proposed route is not a legally possible route, 
even if the HSRA could find the tax subsidy money to operate it as currently proposed. 

Conclusion. I believe that Secretary Mineta was right. However, HSRA's answer is wrong 
for California, and impossibly burdensome for its taxpayers in this and future generations. By 
following our predecessors' example, and having learned from their mistakes, we can have sound, 
sustainable HSR in California. 

Caveat Viator I 

Respectfully yours, 

JOSEPH P. THOMPSON, ESQ. 



JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 
Attorney at Law 

8339 Church Street, Gilroy, CA 95020 
Telephone ( 408) 848-5506; Fax ( 408) 848-4246 

E-mail: TransLaw@PacBell.N et 

January 5, 2010 
Fax: 916-322-0827 
Mr. Mehdi Morshed, Exec. Dir. 
High Speed Rail Authority 
925 L Street, Suite 1425 
P. 0. BOX 942874, MS-74 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Public Comment HSRA's Environmental Impact Report SF-San Jose-Gilroy-Merced 

Dear Mr. Morshed, 

Thank you for allowing members of the public to comment on HSRA's second Gudicially
required) EIR for the San Francisco-San Jose-Gilroy-Merced Segment. 

Identity of Author. I am a graduate of San Jose State University, and have done post
doctoral study of transportation law and policy at the Mineta Institute at SJSU. I write only for 
myself, and not on behalf of a client or organization, but merely to express my personal reply to the 
EIR for the segment that includes Gilroy, where I have practiced law for more than 30 years. 

Background. I here refer to and incorporate by reference: ( 1) my letters to you dated 3/23/09 
and 3/10/04; (2) letter dated 2/23/09, amended 3/13/09, from Mr. J.S. Jerry Wilmoth, UPRR; (3) 
Map CA-13, CA-17a&b, and CA-18, Railroad Atlas of North America, California and Nevada, 
pp. 18, 22-23; and Wendell Cox & Adrian T. Moore, The California High Speed Rail Proposal: 
A Due Diligence Report, Reason Foundation, Sept. 2008; Legislative Analyst's Office, The High
Speed Rail Authority, March 17, 2009 (see attached to my letter to you 3/23/09). 

Summary. Lenin convinced his fellow countrymen that Marx & Engels were right, with 
Trotsky's help, and Stalin's "persuasion" tactics. Did that make his philosophy right? No. Just like 
Lenin, CAHSRA's proponents are wrong. You remind me of heroin addicts who refuse to admit 
their addiction. Revelations since the election show what a disastrous idea you have proposed for 
this sad State, dominated by radical socialists in our Legislature, the League of California Cities, and 
the California State Association of Counties, and the public transit agencies and their public-sector 
unions. I think that history will be just as kind to the CAHSRA's proponents as it's been to Lenin. 
The people of California will rue the day that the Trojan Horse was approved in the guise of the 
Bullet Train. 

As I said before, "The crucial question facing us with HSR's proposal was concisely stated 
by the Honorable Norman Y. Mineta: "The crucial question in transportation today is: What should 



government do, and what should it leave to others." 1 The sound, sustainable answer to Secretary 
Mineta's "crucial question" lies in the private sector; not in the public sector. With free enterprise 
as a foundation, high speed rail's owners and investors can combine profitable freight revenue with 
losing passenger fares, rather than asking the maxed-out taxpayers of California for more tax 
subsidies for yet another public-sector passenger mode of travel. 

Comment: Funding Source for Operations. The current proposal does not satisfy the 
requirements of sound railroading, while it adheres to the tax-dependent method of finance akin to 
Amtrak, Cal train and urban mass transit, with only a very small fraction of the overall expenses paid 
for by the patrons. The underlying assumption that taxpayers can continue to pony-up the subsidies 
for more government-owned transport is wrong. History shows the proposal to be fatally flawed. All 
of the State-owned railroads in the Nation failed in 183 7-1840. Lincoln knew personally about those 
failures, so when General Granville Dodge recommended to the President in 1864 that the 
government own the transcontinental railroad, Lincoln said "no." His theory, which ultimately 
worked, was that private enterprise own the railroads, but that the government would aid in their 
construction. When the Nation's railroads were nationalized during World War I, it only took 18 
months before the government's mismanagement had brought all our railroads to a screeching halt. 
So, Congress reversed its previous decision and de-nationalized our railroads. In 1970 during debates 
in Congress on formation of the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), some members 
promised that Amtrak "would be profitable in three years." Amtrak has failed to break even, and 
requires ever-increasing tax subsidies to continue its operations. Our Nation paid dearly for Amtrak's 
subsidies because on 9/11/01 we did have Amtrak, but we did not have adequate airport security. 

The north-south tonnage flows in California, on Hwy. I-5, US 101, and Hwy. 99, represent 
a source of funding that could, in a private-sector model, duplicate and exceed taxpayers' subsidies 
in the public-sector model as proposed in the EIR. The French government has announced that it will 
have Fedex freight transported by that nation's HSR starting next year, so those with experience in 
operating HSR in Europe have apparently resorted to freight revenue as a source of funding. We 
could reduce air pollution, traffic congestion, and road and bridge support deterioration and 
maintenance expenses ifwe diverted some of that tonnage onto HSR. I have said this to the HSRA 
since before its creation when it was a Commission. 

I believe that reliance on tax subsidies ought to be deemed unfeasible, given the tax/fee 
burdens already imposed on Californians by all levels of government, not to mention the even larger 
burdens which our generation is imposing on future generations. 

Rather, the manner in which railroads were originally created, and funded, freight revenue 
combined with losing passenger fares, ought to be the funding formula upon which the HSR is 
created and maintained. 

As the LAO's Report states (page 5), the HSR service should "not require an operating 
subsidy." A feasible "funding source . . .  for future years . . .  " (page 6, LAO's Report) exists now and 
will exist into the future: freight revenue. As with freight moving in the bellies of airliners, HSR can 
transport freight, thereby decreasing air pollution because the fuel savings per ton/mile is about 7 5% 
compared with rubber tires hauling freight on concrete or asphalt. The profit made moving freight 

1 Joseph P. Thompson, "ISTEA Reauthorization and the National Transportation Policy," 
25 Transportation Law Journal, pp. 87-etseq. (1997). 



can offset the losses sustained transporting passengers. Overnight shipments between Northern and 
Southern California can be transported without interfering with daytime, commute hours. 

Comment: UP's Property Rights. 
In addition to those aspects identified by Cox and Moore ("Reason Report"), the UP's Coast 

Main Line, which is part of its incomparable interstate railroad, and considered by many to be the 
best railroad in the whole world, if not in America, is entirely its to own, for its shareholders' benefit. 
The Nation's national security and interstate commerce justify the position paramount to lesser 
entities, the States, and local government, which the courts have repeatedly upheld on federal 
preemption grounds. A look at the Maps ofUP's tracks in the SF Peninsula, San Jose, and South Bay 
Area show that the current HSRA proposal is impossible without UP's consent. Since UP has not 
given its consent (Mr. Wilmoth' s Letter enclosed), the proposed route is not a legally possible route, 
even if the HSRA could find the tax subsidy money to operate it as currently proposed. 

Conclusion. I believe that Secretary Mineta was right. However, HSRA's answer is wrong 
for California, and impossibly burdensome for its taxpayers in this and future generations. By 
following our predecessors' example, and having learned from their mistakes, we can have sound, 
sustainable HSR in California. 

Caveat Viator I "  

Respectfully yours, 

JOSEPH P. THOMPSON, ESQ. 



JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 
Attorney at Law 

8339 Church Street, Gilroy, CA 95020 
Telephone ( 408) 848-5506; Fax ( 408) 848-4246 

E-mail: TransLaw@PacBell.Net 

November 10, 2010 
Fax: 916-322-0827 
Mr. Mehdi Morshed, Exec. Dir. 
High Speed Rail Authority 
925 L Street, Suite 1425 
P. 0. BOX 942874, MS-74 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Public Comment HSRA's Environmental Impact Report SF-San Jose-Gilroy-Merced 

Dear Mr. Morshed, 

Referring to my letter to you ( copy enclosed), I am enclosing my supplemental remarks about 
the EIR for the SF-San Jose-Gilroy-Merced Segment. 

Will you please add this supplement to the official record of these proceeds. 

Future generations must know that you were warned. 

Respectfully yours, 

JOSEPH P. THOMPSON, ESQ. 



JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 
Attorney at Law 

8339 Church Street, Gilroy, CA 95020 
Telephone ( 408) 848-5506; Fax ( 408) 848-4246 

E-mail: TransLaw@PacBell.Net 

January 6, 2012 
Fax: 916-322-0827 
Mr. Mehdi Morshed, Exec. Dir. 
High Speed Rail Authority 
925 L Street, Suite 1425 
P. 0. BOX 942874, MS-74 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Public Comment HSRA' s Re-Revised Environmental Impact Report SF-San Jose-Gilroy
Merced 

Dear Mr. Morshed, 

Referring to my letters to you ( copies enclosed), why are you ignoring truth in transportation? 
Why are you ignoring sound railroading? Why are you ignoring history? Why are you ignoring the 
will of the voters of California? Why are you ignoring the legislation from our State Legislature 
signed into law by our State Governor? 

Please include these remarks as part of your official record of proceedings and these 
enclosed supplemental remarks about the re-revised EIR for the SF-San Jose-Gilroy-Merced 
Segment. 

You remind me of the public sector transit advocates and supporters who cram taxpayer
funded transit down our throats so that public sector transit welfare recipients and public sector union 
employees and joint power authorities staff can enjoy our blood regardless of the damage that it does 
to our State. Like addicts who refuse to admit their addiction, you seem Hell-bent on your Leninism 
even thought history, both world-wide and American and North American railroad history proves 
that your concept is fatally flawed and is not sound nor sustainable. I repeat what I said to the High 
Speed Rail Commission and then State Senator Quinten Kopp: High Speed Rail can only work in 
the private-sector. Otherwise, you'll just stick another blood-sucking leech on us like Amtrak, 
Caltrain, Lite Rail, and other public-sector boondoggles that fail every place, and every time that 
they've been tried around the world. 

Respectfully yours, 

JOSEPH P. THOMPSON, ESQ. 
Encl. 



JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 
Attorney at Law 

8339 Church Street, Gilroy, CA 95020 
Telephone (408) 848-5506; Fax (408) 848-4246 

E-mail : TransLaw@PacBell .Net 

March 31, 2010 
Fax: 916-322-0827 
Mr. Dan Leavitt 
High Speed Rail Authority 
925 L Street, Suite 1425 
P. 0. BOX 942874, MS-74 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Public Comment HSRA's Court-Ordered Amended Environmental Impact Report SF
San Jose-Gilroy-Merced 

Dear Mr. Morshed, 

Thank you for allowing members of the public to comment on HSRA's Court-ordered 
amended EIR for the San Francisco-San Jose-Gilroy-Merced Segment. 

Identity of Author. I am a graduate of San Jose State University, and have done post
doctoral study of transportation law and policy at the Mineta Institute at SJSU. I write only for 
myself, and not on behalf of a client or organization, but merely to express my personal reply to the 
amended EIR for the segment that includes Gilroy, where I have practiced law for 31 years. 

Background. I here refer to and incorporate by reference my letter to you dated 3/23/09 
( copy enclosed-with attachments). 

Summary. Facing reality is difficult if you refuse to admit your addicted-in this case to 
taxpayers' subsidies for a fatally-flawed railroad. Your idea has been proven wrong by examples in 
history, e.g., USSR, Amtrak, Caltrain, etc. Notwithstanding history, economics, and the sorry state 
of this State's budget, from present to the foreseeable future, you insist on persisting with the same 
mistaken assumptions, same erroneous concept, same flawed scheme to run your railroad by taxing 
us into oblivion. Well, others have already beaten you to it, and we're flat broke, and the next 
generation has been decimated by radical socialist spending, and even worse for the subsequent 
generation. As I said to the HSRC, and to HSRA. 

Conclusion. As I said previously,! believe that Secretary Mineta was right. However, 
HSRA's answer is wrong for California, and impossibly burdensome for its taxpayers in this and 
future generations. By following our predecessors' example, and having learned from their mistakes, 
we can have sound, sustainable HSR in California. 

Caveat Viator I 

Respectfully yours, 

JOSEPH P. THOMPSON, ESQ. 
Encl. 



JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 
Attorney at Law 

8339 Church Street, Gilroy, CA 95020 
Telephone (408) 848-5506; Fax (408) 848-4246 

E-mail : TransLaw@PacBell .Net 

March 23, 2009 
Fax: 916-322-0827 
Mr. Mehdi Morshed, Exec. Dir. 
High Speed Rail Authority 
925 L Street, Suite 1425 
P. 0. BOX 942874, MS-74 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Public Comment HSRA's Environmental Impact Report SF-San Jose-Gilroy-Merced 

Dear Mr. Morshed, 

Thank you for allowing members of the public to comment on HSRA's EIR for the San 
Francisco-San Jose-Gilroy-Merced Segment. 

Identity of Author. I am a graduate of San Jose State University, and have done post
doctoral study of transportation law and policy at the Mineta Institute at SJSU. I write only for 
myself, and not on behalf of a client or organization, but merely to express my personal reply to the 
EIR for the segment that includes Gilroy, where I have practiced law for more than 30 years. 

Background. I here refer to and incorporate by reference: (1) my letter to you dated 3/10/04; 
(2) letter dated 2/23/09, amended 3/13/09, from Mr. J.S. Jerry Wilmoth, UPRR; (3) Map CA-13, 
CA-17a&b, and CA-18,tRailroadtAtlas of North America, California and Nevada, pp. 18, 22-23; 
and Wendell Cox & Adrian T. Moore, The California High Speed Rail Proposal: A Due Diligence 
Report, Reason Foundation, Sept. 2008; Legislative Analyst's Office, The High-Speed Rail 
Authority, March 17, 2009 (see copies enclosed). 

Summary. The crucial question facing us with HSR's proposal was concisely stated by the 
Honorable Norman Y. Mineta: "The crucial question in transportation today is: What should 
government do, and what should it leave to others." 1 The sound, sustainable answer to Secretary 
Mineta' s "crucial question" lies in the private sector; not in the public sector. With free enterprise 
as a foundation, high speed rail's owners and investors can combine profitable freight revenue with 
losing passenger fares, rather than asking the maxed-out taxpayers of California for more tax 
subsidies for yet another public-sector passenger mode of travel. 

1 Joseph P. Thompson, "ISTEA Reauthorization and the National Transportation Policy," 
25 Transportation Law Journal, pp. 87-etseq . (1997). 



Comment: Funding Source for Operations. The current proposal does not satisfy the 

Amtrak, Cal train and urban mass transit, with only a very small fraction of the overall expenses paid 
for by the patrons. The underlying assumption that taxpayers can continue to pony-up the subsidies 
for more government-owned transport is wrong. History shows the proposal to be fatally flawed. All 
of the State-owned railroads in the Nation failed in 183 7-1840. Lincoln knew personally about those 
failures, so when General Granville Dodge recommended to the President in 1864 that the 
government own the transcontinental railroad, Lincoln said "no." His theory, which ultimately 
worked, was that private enterprise own the railroads, but that the government would aid in their 
construction. When the Nation's railroads were nationalized during World War I, it only took 18 
months before the government's mismanagement had brought all our railroads to a screeching halt. 
So, Congress reversed its previous decision and de-nationalized our railroads. In 1970 during debates 
in Congress on formation of the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), some members 
promised that Amtrak "would be profitable in three years." Amtrak has failed to break even, and 
requires ever-increasing tax subsidies to continue its operations. Our Nation paid dearly for Amtrak's 
subsidies because on 9/11/01 we did have Amtrak, but we did not have adequate airport security. 

requirements of sound railroading, while it adheres to the tax-dependent method of finance akin to 

The north-south tonnage flows in California, on Hwy. 1-5, US 101, and Hwy. 99, represent 
a source of funding that could, in a private-sector model, duplicate and exceed taxpayers' subsidies 
in the public-sector model as proposed in the EIR. The French government has announced that it will 
have Fedex freight transported by that nation's HSR starting next year, so those with experience in 
operating HSR in Europe have apparently resorted to freight revenue as a source of funding. We 
could reduce air pollution, traffic congestion, and road and bridge support deterioration and 
maintenance expenses ifwe diverted some of that tonnage onto HSR. I have said this to the HSRA 
since before its creation when it was a Commission. 

I believe that reliance on tax subsidies ought to be deemed unfeasible, given the tax/fee 
burdens already imposed on Californians by all levels of government, not to mention the even larger 
burdens which our generation is imposing on future generations. 

Rather, the manner in which railroads were originally created, and funded, freight revenue 
combined with losing passenger fares, ought to be the funding formula upon which the HSR is 
created and maintained. 

As the LAO's Report states (page 5), the HSR service should "not require an operating 
subsidy." A feasible "funding source . . .  for future years . . .  " (page 6, LAO's Report) exists now and 
will exist into the future: freight revenue. As with freight moving in the bellies of airliners, HSR can 
transport freight, thereby decreasing air pollution because the fuel savings per ton/mile is about 7 5% 
compared with rubber tires hauling freight on concrete or asphalt. The profit made moving freight 
can offset the losses sustained transporting passengers. Overnight shipments between Northern and 
Southern California can be transported without interfering with daytime, commute hours. 

Comment: UP's Property Rights. 
In addition to those aspects identified by Cox and Moore ("Reason Report"), the UP's Coast 

Main Line, which is part of its incomparable interstate railroad, and considered by many to be the 
best railroad in the whole world, if not in America, is entirely its to own, for its shareholders' benefit. 
The Nation's national security and interstate commerce justify the position paramount to lesser 
entities, the States, and local government, which the courts have repeatedly upheld on federal 
preemption grounds. A look at the Maps of UP' s tracks in the SF Peninsula, San Jose, and South Bay 



Area show that the current HSRA proposal is impossible without UP's consent. Since UP has not 
given its consent (Mr. Wilmoth's Letter enclosed), the proposed route is not a legally possible route, 
even if the HSRA could find the tax subsidy money to operate it as currently proposed. 

Conclusion. I believe that Secretary Mineta was right. However, HSRA's answer is wrong 
for California, and impossibly burdensome for its taxpayers in this and future generations. By 
following our predecessors' example, and having learned from their mistakes, we can have sound, 
sustainable HSR in California. 

Caveat Viator I 

Respectfully yours, 

JOSEPH P. THOMPSON, ESQ. 



JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 
Attorney at Law 

8339 Church Street, Suite 112, Gilroy, CA 95020 
Post Office Box 154, Gilroy, CA 95021-0154 

Telephone ( 408) 848-5506; Fax ( 408) 848-4246 
E-Mail: TransLaw@PacPell.Net 

Fax ( 408) 842-2206 August 24, 2007 
Editor 
Email: editor@garlic.com, editor@gilroydispatch.com 
The Dispatch 
6400 Monterey Road 
Gilroy, CA 95020 

Re: Bullet Train: Tourists' Panacea, Taxpayers' Hell 

Dear Editor, 

The proposal to build the Bullet Train in California is proof that socialists have taken-over 
our government. Based on past cost overruns, the price tag on this extreme boondoggle is about $75-
$80 billion in today's dollars. Paid back interest on these bonds will also burden our children and 
grandchildren and great-grandchildren will billions more. Annual operating losses will exceed those 
of all Lite Rails combined. Fares won't cover 1 % of operating expenses, estimated at $1 billion/year. 
Bond debt will bury us. 

Technology exists to build it, but how do we pay the construction costs, and operating costs? 
It's technologically incompatible with existing railroads, so it will need BART-like right-of-way. 
Eminent domain power, included in the legislation creating it, ensures that it will plow through 
Gilroy and Morgan Hill and any other place, regardless of opposition. But it cannot cross the 
UPRR' s tracks because the Class I railroads' eminent domain trumps Bullet Train' s eminent domain 
power, according to UP's top commerce counsel on the West Coast. Tourists will ride it, but enjoy 
a 99% taxpayer subsidy for rides that will cost more than those on the Concorde Supersonic Jets. 
Local small business owners will pick-up the tab, maybe getting 10% back from tourist dollars if 
we're lucky. 

In 1970 Congressmen stood up in Congress and proclaimed that Amtrak would be "self
sufficient in three years." Yeh. By 9/11/01 taxpayers had thrown about $30 billion in subsidies down 
that black hole, but did we have adequate airport security? 

In 1863 General Granville Dodge, who was later UPRR's top civil engineer, and who 
discovered the Sherman Pass over the Continental Divide, was summoned to the White House. He 
later said that he told the President that the government should own and operate the transcontinental 
railroad. Lincoln, who as a young member of the Illinois Legislature had seen government owned 
railroads in Eastern and Midwestern States go bust and shutdown operations in the 1830's and 

When will we ever learn? 



1840's, said no. He said that private enterprise must do it, although the government would assist with 
development incentives (my words, not his). They did it. And what did taxpayers receive in the deal? 
They got about $460 million (measured in 1940 dollars) more than the value of the land granted to 
the railroad corporations because of Section 22 in the original Interstate Commerce Act (lower 
freight rates for government shipments). 

A hundred years ago the Progressive Movement, led by William Jennings Bryan, sought 
nationalization of the railroads and other industries, but their passion was rejected by voters. 

When the railroads were nationalized in 1917 during the Administration of Woodrow 
Wilson, government genius so botched-up shipping that rail traffic came to a standstill. That 
experiment failed,sjust as Lincoln predicted it would. In the Transportation Act of 1920 the railroads 
were de-nationalized, and came to be the envy of the world's nations today; the backbone of our 
nation's commerce. 

Instead of making taxpayers pay for Bullet Train, like we pay for County Transit, Caltrain, 
Amtrak, Lite Rail, etc., etc., while motorists are paying 100% of their own transport costs, seeing 
our politicians rewarding transit wastefulness, why not use the unlimited power of capitalism? Have 
you been on I-5 lately to see the uninterrupted 24-7 tonnage flowing North-South in California? I 
appeared before the Bullet Train commission five times over the last decade and told them that if 
they put enough UPS, Fedex and Postal Service tonnage on their trains, then they would not need 
to ask the taxpayers for a dime. Did they listen? 

Like Amtrak's promoters, their pie-in-the-sky predictions show that they did not listen, nor 
did they learn from history, either United States or world history in the last century and one-half. So, 
hold on for the ride, and warn your children and grandchildren, our leaders will strap taxpayers to 
the rocket to Hell. We'll be paying unimaginable sums to attempt what Lenin, Trotsky, Stalin and 
the USSR failed to achieve, despite all their promises to their citizens that socialism could bring 
utopia. If they fund it with gas taxes, be prepared to see $10/ gallon for gas at the pumps. They' 11 tax 
motorists out of their cars, leaving them to ride our Trojan Horses, and bike or walk the rest of the 
way. 

Caveat Viator I 

Respectfully yours, 
JOSEPH P. THOMPSON, ESQ. 

Member, Executive Committee, Debtor-Creditor-Bankruptcy Section, SCCBA 
Member, Legislation Committee, Transportation Lawyers Assn. 
Member, Association for Transportation Law, Logistics & Policy 
Candidate, American Society of Transportation & Logistics 
Winner, AST&L's Best Research Paper Award 1997 
Past-President, Gilroy-Morgan Hill Bar Assn. 
Post-Doctoral Student, Transportation Law & Policy 

When will we ever learn? 



Editor: this was published in Orange County Register Wednesday, June 14, 2006. Please publish 
again for Gilroy & Morgan Hill raped taxpayers, about to be re-screwed by utopian insanity by 
Bullet Train. The author is one of the Nation's top transport policy men. 
Joe Thompson 
Gilroy 
( 408) 848-5506 

1. Taking taxpayers for a ride California focus 
Proposed state high-speed rail system would cost too much 
to do too little 
There has been considerable discussion about the proposed California High Speed Rail project. 
California taxpayers are being subjected to grandiose claims about reduced traffic congestion and 
cost-effective alternatives to flying and driving. 

The HSR system, which would connect Los Angeles, San Francisco, San Diego, Sacramento and 
areas in between, would require as a down payment a $10 billion bond issue that voters may 
consider as soon as November. The California High Speed Rail Authority says the system could 
cost much more - $37 billion. Reality is more like $75 billion. 

Luckily, the Assembly last month passed a bill that would delay the bond election until 2008. 
That bill is now in the Senate Appropriations Committee, where there is no clear indication 
whether it will come to a vote anytime soon. However, there is evidence the Assembly's caution 
is justified, and the Senate should follow its lead. 

First, the HSR system is likely to cost much more than advertised. Cost projections for large 
transportation projects are notoriously inaccurate. Boston's two-decade "Big Dig" racked up three 
times its projected cost, even after accounting for inflation. Across the country, transit 
megaprojects have escalated in cost after approval; these are not isolated cases. 

What's more, it appears these overruns are not accidental. Research by Bengt Flyvbjerg of the 
University of Aarlborg (Denmark) published in the Journal of the American Planning 
Association demonstrates these projects routinely surpass estimated costs due to "strategic 
misrepresentation." Planners and proponents underestimate costs in hopes of obtaining project 
approvals that would otherwise be impossible. 

As a Los Angeles County transportation commissioner, I witnessed costs escalate for the Blue 
Line light rail from Los Angeles to Long Beach eventually exceeding three times original 
projections (inflation-adjusted). At no point did anyone seriously question the increases, because 
the taxpayers had already committed to the project. There was simply no incentive to keep costs 
down. Why should we expect the HSR project to be any different? 



Flyvbj erg and others also have found that ridership estimates tend to be overstated. The Los 
Angeles Red Line subway even today carries less than one-half the ridership that was projected 
when we approved it. 

Ridership is important because the California high-speed rail system is advertised as not needing 
its operations subsidized by taxpayers. But this claim is likely based on an overestimation of the 
ridership and an underestimation of the operating costs. Amtrak's high-speed Acela service 
between Washington, D.C., and New York City carries little more than one-tenth the passengers 
that proponents promise for the California system, despite serving a larger market. So it is likely 
taxpayers will need to keep their checkbooks open indefinitely to subsidize HSR operation. 

All this would be irrelevant if we needed such a system. The California HSR has been touted as a 
strategy for reducing highway congestion. In fact, projections indicate that traffic congestion 
along the rail corridors will still increase 26 percent by 2020, even with the high-speed trains. 
Without them the increase by 2020 would be 31 percent. 

Claims of reduced air traffic congestion are similarly flawed. Most air travel between the San 
Francisco Bay Area and Southern California already avoids the busy San Francisco International 
and Los Angeles International airports, and their share of travel is declining. Planners delude 
themselves into believing HSR will take away half of air traffic volume. But last year Amtrak 
said its New York-to-Washington high-speed service lost ridership to stronger airline 
competition. Planners assume airlines will stand idly by as their customers jump on the train. In 
fact, airlines will compete, and compete hard. 

Much has been made of HSR's purported cost-effectiveness, with claims that highway 
improvements would cost more than twice as much as the rail project. But the highway 
alternative would produce four times the congestion relief, making it twice as cost-effective, even 
without the inevitable cost escalations for high-speed rail. 

Thus, for California, the question is not whether high-speed rail would be nice - it would be. The 
fundamental question is whether it is worth the tens of billions it could cost. At this point, there 
is every reason to believe this project would be, quite simply, a waste of money. 
************ 
EDITOR: Please publish this letter that I sent to you on 3/2/03: 

JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 
Attorney at Law 

8339 Church Street, Suite 112, Gilroy, CA 95020 
Post Office Box 154, Gilroy, CA 95021-0154 

Telephone (408) 848-5506; Fax (408) 848-4246 
E-Mail :  Translaw@ PacPell.Net 

Fax ( 408) 842-2206 March 2, 2003 
Editor 
The Dispatch 
6400 Monterey Road 
Gilroy, CA 95020 



Re: Downtown Gilroy and Soviet-Style Transportation Policy 

Dear Editor, 

Could it be that our government intends to oust UP from its right-of-way through 
downtown Gilroy, supplanting it with Soviet-style Bullet Train and Son-of-Amtrak Caltrain? 
With VTA's Ministry of Truth touting Gilroy as its newest land-use planning (i.e., Sovietized) 
poster child, will we see an end to the history of private-sector railroads here? How many jobs 
will that kill-off? How much commerce will we lose if the VTA-led socialist-communist scheme 
is crammed down on us? The malignant tumor of socialism-communism is being stimulated by 
Politico-Transit Alliance advocates in our local government, our County government, and our 
State government, so will small business owners be able to stop this socialistic train wreck? 
We've seen the canneries go bankrupt and close their gates. The Black Hole Frankenstein "transit 
hub," where empty buses stop so public-sector union drivers can rest from the tedium of 
transporting empty seats around town, is growing- who knows where the socialist policy will 
stop? If we don't stop runaway government now, how will our children or grandchildren ever 
stop it? Where is an elected leader with the guts to fight back for us? I believe that it is time for 
us to retake our government away from the socialist small business killers. Caveat viator! 

Very truly yours, 

JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 

Member, Executive Committee, Debtor-Creditor-Bankruptcy Section Santa Clara County Bar 
Assn. 
Member, Legislation Committee, Transportation Lawyers Assn. 
Member, Association for Transportation Law, Logistics & Policy 
Member, SBC Citizens Rail Advisory Committee 
Candidate, American Society of Transportation & Logistics 
Winner, AST&L's Best Research Paper Award 1997 
Past-President, Gilroy-Morgan Hill Bar Assn. 

********************* 



EDITOR: Please publish this letter that I sent to you on 8/24/07: 

JOSEPH P. THOMPSON 
Attorney at Law 

8339 Church Street, Suite 112, Gilroy, CA 95020 
Post Office Box 154, Gilroy, CA 95021-0154 

Telephone (408) 848-5506; Fax (408) 848-4246 
E-Mail: TransLaw@PacPell.Net 

Fax ( 408) 842-2206 August 24, 2007 
Editor 
Email: editor@garlic.com, editor@gilroydispatch.com 
The Dispatch 
6400 Monterey Road 
Gilroy, CA 95020 

Re: Bullet Train: Tourists' Panacea, Taxpayers' Hell 

Dear Editor, 

The proposal to build the Bullet Train in California is proof that socialists have taken
over our government. Based on past cost overruns, the price tag on this extreme boondoggle is 
about $75-$80 billion in today's dollars. Paid back interest on these bonds will also burden our 
children and grandchildren and great-grandchildren will billions more. Annual operating losses 
will exceed those of all Lite Rails combined. Fares won't cover 1 % of operating expenses, 
estimated at $1 billion/year. Bond debt will bury us. 

Technology exists to build it, but how do we pay the construction costs, and operating 
costs? 
It's technologically incompatible with existing railroads, so it will need BART-like right-of-way. 
Eminent domain power, included in the legislation creating it, ensures that it will plow through 
Gilroy and Morgan Hill and any other place, regardless of opposition. But it cannot cross the 
UPRR's tracks because the Class I railroads' eminent domain trumps Bullet Train's eminent 
domain power, according to UP's top commerce counsel on the West Coast. Tourists will ride it, 
but enjoy a 99% taxpayer subsidy for rides that will cost more than those on the Concorde 
Supersonic Jets. Local small business owners will pick-up the tab, maybe getting 10% back from 
tourist dollars if we're lucky. 

In 1970 Congressmen stood up in Congress and proclaimed that Amtrak would be "self
sufficient in three years." Yeh. By 9/11/01 taxpayers had thrown about $30 billion in subsidies 
down that black hole, but did we have adequate airport security? 

In 1863 General Granville Dodge, who was later UPRR's top civil engineer, and who 
discovered the Sherman Pass over the Continental Divide, was summoned to the White House. 
He later said that he told the President that the government should own and operate the 

When will we ever learn? 



transcontinental railroad. Lincoln, who as a young member of the Illinois Legislature had seen 
government owned railroads in Eastern and Midwestern States go bust and shutdown operations 
in the l 830's and l 840's, said no. He said that private enterprise must do it, although the 
government would assist with development incentives (my words, not his). They did it. And what 
did taxpayers receive in the deal? They got about $460 million (measured in 1940 dollars) more 
than the value of the land granted to the railroad corporations because of Section 22 in the 
original Interstate Commerce Act (lower freight rates for government shipments). 

A hundred years ago the Progressive Movement, led by William Jennings Bryan, sought 
nationalization of the railroads and other industries, but their passion was rejected by voters. 

When the railroads were nationalized in 1917 during the Administration of Woodrow 
Wilson, government genius so botched-up shipping that rail traffic came to a standstill. That 
experiment failed, just as Lincoln predicted it would. In the Transportation Act of 1920 the 
railroads were de-nationalized, and came to be the envy of the world's nations today; the 
backbone of our nation's commerce. 

Instead of making taxpayers pay for Bullet Train, like we pay for County Transit, 
Caltrain, Amtrak, Lite Rail, etc., etc., while motorists are paying 100% of their own transport 
costs, seeing our politicians rewarding transit wastefulness, why not use the unlimited power of 
capitalism? Have you been on I-5 lately to see the uninterrupted 24-7 tonnage flowing North
South in California? I appeared before the Bullet Train commission five times over the last 
decade and told them that if they put enough UPS, Fedex and Postal Service tonnage on their 
trains, then they would not need to ask the taxpayers for a dime. Did they listen? 

Like Amtrak's promoters, their pie-in-the-sky predictions show that they did not listen, 
nor did they learn from history, either United States or world history in the last century and one
half. So, hold on for the ride, and warn your children and grandchildren, our leaders will strap 
taxpayers to the rocket to Hell. We'll be paying unimaginable sums to attempt what Lenin, 
Trotsky, Stalin and the USSR failed to achieve, despite all their promises to their citizens that 
socialism could bring utopia. If they fund it with gas taxes, be prepared to see $10/ gallon for gas 
at the pumps. They'll tax motorists out of their cars, leaving them to ride our Trojan Horses, and 
bike or walk the rest of the way. Caveat Viator! 

Respectfully yours, 
JOSEPH P. THOMPSON, ESQ. 

Member, Executive Committee, Debtor-Creditor-Bankruptcy Section, SCCBA 
Member, Legislation Committee, Transportation Lawyers Assn. 
Member, Association for Transportation Law, Logistics & Policy 
Candidate, American Society of Transportation & Logistics 
Winner, AST&L's Best Research Paper Award 1997 
Past-President, Gilroy-Morgan Hill Bar Assn. 
Post-Doctoral Student, Transportation Law & Policy 

When will we ever learn? 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : STEVEN 
Last Name : LILJEDAHL 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This project is a complete waste of taxpayers money ..... it is so over budget 
and behind schedule. Please spare all of California the burden of further 
waste of millions of dollars and end this now. It is an absolute travesty if this 
nonsense continues ..... 

Steven H. Liljedahl 
Integrity Plumbing 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : JOSEPH 
Last Name : THELEN 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : When will we know what the fare will be from San Francisco to Las Angeles, 
and how long will the trip take? Is there even an estimate you can provide? 
Thanks, Joe Thelen <ko4sledge2sbcglobal.net> 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Charles 
Last Name: Albert 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I own a small business in San Jose, and greatly appreciate the efforts to 

make this a reality. We are looking forward to being able to use the system 
for both business and leisure. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Amy 
Last Name: Alspaugh 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Aside from the limited area the "bullet train" will service, the cost is out of 
control. California can't afford it, and it does not service a large enough area 
to justify those costs. Additionally, funds for our crumbling infrastructure all 
over the State would be negatively impacted for this one project. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Deming 
Last Name: Allison 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Why are we not spending the money that is going to this folly on existing 
infrastructure? as far as I know there is not one High Speed Rail in operation, 
that makes enough money to operate with out being subsidized by some 
other form of support, "taxes" 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Michael 
Last Name: Steffen 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This needs to stop now. California has way too many issues to even think 
about this waste of money. Water supply, homelessness, roads and the list 
goes on. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Steve 
Last Name : Swanson 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Stop the project now. The latest budget estimates show that the project is on 
the way to costing in excess of 150 Billion by completion. Tunneling under 
Pacheco Pass through undetermined geology zones will cost billions more 
than any estimate. The elevated potion planned across California's 
Grasslands south of Los Banos will endanger migrating waterfowl. We have 
114,000 homeless, and over 2 Million undocumented illegal aliens that need 
attention now in 2018 instead of a HSR with a possible completion far over 
budget by 2033. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Maya 
Last Name : Ross 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Stop the train before it is too late to save face and billions of dollars. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Benjamin 
Last Name: Eversole 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues First, could you please provide more information on how the cost of California 

HSR compares to that of other HSR projects around the world on a dollar per 
mile basis? If it costs more, why is that so? Second, I think you should start 
running trains once you have completed Bakersfield to Merced. If you help 
fund the ACE train extension to Merced, then passengers will be able to 
reach the Bay Area from Bakersfield by transferring to an ACE train. That way 
passengers can start using HSR while you dig the tunnel to Gilroy. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Cm 
Last Name: Tucholka 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : We've got more pressing issues than this. Does anyone in government 

understand what's going on in this state? Stop spending other people's 
money like drunken sailors. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Ginger 
Last Name: Denos 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: What a disappointment the 2018 Business Plan Draft is. First of all there is 

not even a precise map of the travel routes of the proposed rail systems. 
Secondly Fair and Just compensation for those losing property through 
Eminent Domain is not addressed. If Eminent Domain is to be used then this 
must be a non-profit project. Obviously it will not be not for profit and definitely 
not a public project. Additionally it is common knowledge that typical 
government greed will keep private citizens from actually receiving Fair 
Market Value for their property. Any individual forced to give up their property 
should by right become a Shareholder entitling them to royalties. Why were 
these two items omitted from the Business Plan? 



Jay 

12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : 
Last Name : Goth 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This is a huge waste of money - by the time this program (if ever) starts 

carrying passengers, we will all be using autonomous vehicles powered by 
renewable energy and even newer forms of transportation that haven't even 
been developed yet. It is an obvious boondoggle and complete waste of 
taxpayer money to fund politician's programs. I am appalled at the lack of 
vision and integrity our state government is displaying on this issue. More 
delays, higher costs, environmental issues and a failed lack of leadership at 
the highest levels. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Mark 
Last Name : Schack 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : When the HSR was originally on the ballot, I strongly supported it. However, 

the costs are FAR above what were originally projected, and realistically, will 
only continue to rise, given how much longer this project will take. 

Therefore, I now strongly oppose the completion of entire project. Just finish 
the segments that are currently under construction so that they can be put to 
use, and then stop there. Enough is enough. There are too many other 
things requiring my tax dollars that are more important to California. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: John 
Last Name: Kweder 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : What is estimate for excess costs that will be born for beginning capital 
construction without ROW assents? 
Will any other sections be started without complete ROWs? 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: William 
Last Name: Esken 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This entire HSR project is a colossal waste of precious taxpayer dollars that 
could be used to improve roads and infrastructure, or simply reduce overall 
taxes for businesses and individuals. I don't believe the HSR project will 
ever breakeven, let alone generate positive dollars for California. It will 
continue to be a huge financial burden for California residents for many 
decades. Please shut this project down, and stop wasting precious taxpayer 
money. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Greg 
Last Name: Cardwell 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This project is the biggest waste of taxpayer money ever. And once again 
government lying or being incapable of doing any project on time or even 
close to budget. Those of you who are pushing for this is only so you can 
keep your high paying committee jobs at the expense of the taxpayer who 
really has no say in this b.s. 
A better use of the money would be to add more lanes to 1 -5 and supporting 

roads and highways, because whether you like it or not, CA is a very car 
oriented state. A high speed (maybe 80 mph ) bus lane could be built for 
buses and maybe a pay lane for cars. 
I'm sick of my taxes being wasted. Every person I talk to about this feels the 

same way, and you know that is true, the polls show CA disapproving now of 
this project. I'm a 4th generation Californian also. 
Sincerely, Greg Cardwell 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Katie 
Last Name: Gamaunt 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I believe that the High-Speed Rail is a waste of money. There are so many 
other things in our infrastructure that need to be repaired, like the roads and 
electrical grid. Countries like Japan that do have a high-speed rail work 
because they built up to that. They did not start with it, they had many trains 
go through the country and worked there way up to the high speed rail. With 
how close the stops are in the LA area, renders the high speed rail inefficient. 
The high speed rail is only efficient because it can go high speeds and stay 
there. With 5 stops very close together the train would barely get up to speed 
if it even does get up to speed before it has to slow and stop. All the billions 
of dollars being spent on this can go to much better use. The electrical grid 
needs to be improved and desalinization plants need to be built and other 
existing infrastructure needs to be fixed. This high speed rail would be 
obsolete before it is even built and put into use. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Mark 
Last Name: Zuercher 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : The HSR project as currently structured does not represent what voters 

narrowly approved in 2008. Costs are simply out of control and funding 
beyond the limited Federal amount, bonds, and quarterly cap-and-trade 
portion is non-existent. The project MUST be terminated ASAP and funds 
redirected into transportation/infrastructure needs that can be justified. HSR 
is a national embarrassment and a bullseye on any Democrat who continues 
to support it. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Robert 
Last Name: Andrew 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I have some serious concerns about the viability of the high speed rail project. 
Public projects of this type appear to historically go well over planned budgets 
and extend well past established schedules. These result from the many 
unknowns and unplanned stumbling blocks (including environmental issues) 
associated with a major project, as well as inadequate built-in contingencies. 
Our public systems continue to run short of adequate funding from higher 
operating and maintenance costs, and system obsolesence. Having a state
of-the-art transportation system such as this, does not guarantee that we will 
have the continuous ridership to support the system. Just look at BART and 
the airline industry to see the on-going issues they continuously deal with. 

A projected 3 hour travel time between the north and south sounds good but 
does not address the time and other transportation issues at each end. 
Allowing for this, it may still be more cost and time effective to utilize autos for 
transportation, particularly with not so distant future advances in electric (or 
alternative fuel) vehicles and self driving capabilities. I am unconvinced that 
high speed rail is a good solution to our transportation needs. 

All things considered, I remain very skeptical and concerned about this 
project, and feel that California can better spend our resources addressing 
much more serious issues such our water supply and distribution which can 
have severe impacts on our citizens, communities, and industries. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Richard 
Last Name: Manies 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues: We need to cut back on High Speed Rail Stations to save money. The 
Kings/Tulare, Madera, and Merced should be taken off. Fresno station should 
the only one for the 5 county area. And maybe the Bakersfield Station for 
Kern County but no more. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Pat 
Last Name: Campbell 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : With continued cost increases, the 2018 business plan shows a widened gap 
for the project - a revenue bond project - which is supposed to sustain 
operations from revenues. Projected one way fare of $26 + parking prohibits 
use by daily commuters ($55/day in travel station to station as added costs in 
SF would apply). This would exceed many paychecks total. 
Air fare assumptions are very low - $105 LA- SF & $101 SF - SD. That's not 
possible today and certainly not in the future making this an unfair 
comparison for modeling used by the HSRA's contractor. 
Interesting that no comparison is made to # of air passengers and the 
projected 14 million riders in year 1 of operation. that makes project less 
credible in my view. 
Projected 2.28 trips per year per person is a difficult metric to believe when 
the definitions of population pool includes all age groups. 
The plan leads me to believe the taxpayers will be augmenting operating 
losses for may year to come. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Clint 
Last Name: Stromberg 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Give me an effen break. This thing is going to cost anywhere between 63.2 

billion and 98.1 billion? That's a lot of billions in between! You can bet 
California's last borrowed dollar that it will be at least 98.1 billion and probably 
a lot more with the way Sacramento lies. To top it all off its utterly useless to 
95% of Californians. So me (the tax payer) just has to eat your shit and take 
it. So if I get a vote that counts (and I know I don't because this is California) I 
say no, HELL no. Tell Crazy Jerry Brown to knock it off. Tell Brian Kelly he's 
going to jail for fraud on this one. Tell Paul Pelosi he's getting busted on this 
one too. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Marlene 
Last Name: Halvorson 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : No high speed rail system in California. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Colleen 
Last Name : Carlson 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: The Business Plan does not comply with and violates Proposition 1A. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Daniel 
Last Name: Kline 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues My apologies. I'm sure that you've been inundated with this question on 

numerous occasions. Drawing a conclusion from the literature on this 
information page, the HSRA has been around since the year 2000. How does 
this organization/agency justify their poor scheduling and financial estimates? 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Chase 
Last Name: Ouellette 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I don't believe that this is reasonable. Another increase in costs and a delay 
in operational launch. This is a joke. This project is going to be a drain on 
the California tax payers in the long run and its already very costly to live in 
the state of California. The claim that people will buy affordable housing in 
the central valley and use the train to get to work in the Silicon valley doesn't 
make sense either, It will be great for people who get in right away but given 
time those areas will be priced right out of being affordable as the wealthy 
tech people will go there and raise the housing costs by establishing new 
values, much like the towns of Morgan Hill and Gilroy. given time I can see 
that California will only be affordable to the wealthy and those on the welfare. 
Middle class Californian's will have to move out of state to find affordable 
housing within a reasonable travel to work. This project should cut it's loses 
before the cost is more than the citizens can repay. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Theale 
Last Name: Haupt 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I find that this plan finally is telling the truth about this project. Gov Moonbeam 
did it to the citizens of California and now the reality of this effort by the 
Governor, legislator and unions to fool us by lying is coming home to roost. 
Thank you for the truth but I will work to put all of you out of a position or job. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: carmine 
Last Name: divito 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues: Gentleman this is not what we the voters approved in proposition 1A as it was 
voted on the issuance of $9.95 billion of general obligation bonds. We the 
people/ the tax payers need to re-vote this.The estimate for the total cost of 
this project was about $40 billion and In 2011, you issued a new cost 
estimate for the entire project between $98.5 billion and $118 billion.It's 
already costing us taxpayers $180 million a year just to service that debt I 
think, which is less than 3 percent of the total cost to build the project. Are the 
supporters of this project willing to lay off teachers, cops and firefighters to 
pay this? Have you set the estimated ticket price on one-way high speed rail 
ticket between Los Angeles and San Francisco to $105? So $210 round trip. 
Why would anyone pay that when I can fly for $150? 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Mary Lou 
Last Name : Snowden 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I do not believe that the overwhelming cost to build the high speed rail will 
ever be rewarded with enough ridership. Californians are dependent on their 
cars and there is not enough interlinking mass transit . People are used to 
the convenience of getting where they want to be and having a car to get 
around once they reach their destination. 
High speed rail through the San Francisco to San Jose corridor will disrupt 
communities in its path. If you proceed with anything, Please consider a 
simpler straight North ( Sacramento) to South (Los Angeles) route. Possibly a 
transit hub in Merced. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Bill 
Last Name: Hough 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This project should be sent back to the voters because of changes to project 
scope and cost overruns since the 2008 vote approving the HSR bonds. 

The 2000 plan's estimate of $25 billion was in 1999 dollars, which equals 
about $35.4 billion in 2017 dollars. The most recent plan's estimate of $77.3 
billion is in year-of-expenditure dollars, which equals about $67.5 billion in 
2017 dollars. That's a 91 percent increase in constant dollars and reason for 
a revote. 

Today's estimate would be even more for a full 220-mph, 2-1/2-hour line that 
was promised in 2008. Projected travel time is now longer than what was 
promised to voters. The last time the authority projected a cost of that line 
was 2012, when it was estimated to cost $7 4.5 billion in 201 0 dollars ($83.5 
billion in 2017 dollars). So the cost overrun for the as-promised-but-no-longer
planned system is at least 135%. 

Also the project ticket prices have increased and there is no intelligent 
consideration of covering operating costs. 

Back to the drawing board with this project. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: William C 
Last Name: Leikam 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: Coyote Valley, south of San Jose, is a critical wildlife region. Given all the 

wildlife in that valley, they presently have the opportunity to travel back and 
forth between the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo Range. 

When built, the high speed rail system will cut this flow of wild animals in half, 
thus cutting off the corridors used by the animals as their "freeways" between 
the two mountain ranges. Once this is accomplished, the wildlife will 
eventually die out due to inbreeding which causes depression of the immune 
system and thus an increase in deadly diseases. 

It is therefore of extreme importance that the rails be adequately elevated 
above the valley floor so that the wildlife can pass from one one mountain 
range to the other. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Jonathan 
Last Name: Schaff 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I am pleased that Cal-Train and Amtrak will be able to use the initial two 
segments. That tells me that the track will be standard gauge instead of a 
special wide gauge, like BART. Will the Amtrak Coast Starlight be able to 
use the San Jose to Gilroy segment? I hope so, because I will probably die 
before anything else is complete. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Douglas 
Last Name : Borsom 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Given the HSRA's history of consistently underestimating construction costs 
and build times, what new methodologies were applied to the 2018 draft that 
would increase confidence that this plan will prove any more reliable than 
previous plans? 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Roy 
Last Name: Mize 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : What accommodation is being made for future Dumbarton junction in 
Redwood City? 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues 

Russell 
Honma 

> 

> 

> To: California High Speed Rail Transit Authority & Board Members: 
> From: Russell Honma, International Business & Transportation Consultant, 
APEC Master Plan Author APEC Hawaii: 
> 

> Subject: Recommendations & Comments on The California High Speed 
Rail Transit Project: 
> 

> Aloha ! 
> 

> Thank you for giving me an opportunity to provide comments on the 
California High Speed Rail Transit Project going from Sacramento, San 
Francisco, Los Angles to San Diego California. As you know the California 
shall be the Nations first High Speed Rail Transit Project showcasing Japan's 
'Shinkansen' Project in the North America. 
> 

> Whereas, the National Railroad Act, specifies that United States shall 
implement at least three(3) High Speed Rail Transit System in the United 
States under the U.S., Department of Transportation, Federal Transit 
Administration rules & regulations. Therefore, the California shall meet those 
requirements and obtain federal fundings. 
> 

> Whereas, under the President Donald Trump recent announcement of 
establish an 'Infrastructure Plan' of US$ 200 Billion dollars for designing, 
construction and development of infrastructure of Airports, Highways and 
Railroad Projects in the United States. Therefore, California shall meet those 
requirements and obtain federal monies to fund the infrastructure of the 
California Rail Transit Projects. 
> 

> Whereas, the recent 'Agreement' between President Donald Trump and 
Prime Minster Shinzo Abe on the golf course at Mar a Largo, Florida that 
Japan may be investing up to US$ 450 Billion dollars to create 700,000 jobs 
in the U.S. soil and some of those monies can be used for the California High 
Speed Rail Transit Project. The monies shall be a 'low interest' loan from 
Bank of Japan and their financial affiliations such as, Mitsubishi Tokyo Bank, 
Mitsu Sumitomo Bank, Mizho, Daichi and etc .. 
> 

> If you have any questions or need more information please contact me 
at:Russellhonma@yahoo.com or call at:(808) 265-6261. 
> 

> Best wishes & All goes well ! 
> 

> Russell Honma 
> International Business & Transportation Consultant 
> 

> APEC Master Plan Author 
> 

> APEC Hawaii 
> 

> 

> 

> 

> 

> 

> Sent from my iPhone 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Janet 
Last Name : Espinosa 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Thank you for all the efforts in moving these projects forward. 

It is encouraging that funding is sought from a variety of sources as HSR 
will benefit local, state, national and international citizens and 
businesses. The sooner HSR can go through Gilroy the sooner we will 
benefit. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

Attachments : 

cindy 
bloom 
Dear CHSRA: 

Attached please find a scan of over 250 letters from residents who live in the 
N.E. San Fernando Valley area of Los Angeles. Please consider these 
letters, many with individual remarks, as an official submission of comments 
regarding the 2018 Draft Business Plan. 

The messages are clear: 
Call for a Board meeting/hearing in the Northeast San Fernando Valley during 
the public comment period; 
Remove E 1  and E2 due to an abundance of technical, financial, political and 
social data and information rendering the alternatives infeasible; 
Remove E 1  and E2 as it's been three years, there is a united front of 
opposition and recently announced delays and cost increases are untenable. 
Sincerely, 

Cindy Bloom 
V.P. Shadow Hills Property Owners Assn. 
Member, S.A.F.E. (Save Angeles Forest for Everyone) Coalition 

Letters to CHSRA.pdf (8 mb) 





3.  

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, a mple 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 



  

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will cal l upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long prom ised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consu ltants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must el iminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan shou ld acknowledge that the E-3 route was e liminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, wh ich has a similar 
over burden, must be el iminated. 

• Now that the geotechnica l testing has been comp leted in the Ange les Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunne ls. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan shou ld address the inability of the Authority to propose su itable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Va l ley and, if the Authority is not comm itted to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Pa lmda le to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify su itable a lternatives is on the Authority 



Sincerely, 

Email: 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and ·its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in.the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Bnard, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 







 

  







   



Sincerely, 

Additional Comments:.____ __!jl'fl) __ _________!jl'fl)___ __ _____ _ 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now thatthe geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature qf the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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Sincerely, 

s;gaaMe ,J;iaJJJ1 /t1'Mlio 1roicq AfMJtJName 
. 

Address: 1037[) Aro1Ar{/IY/ 107( , ✓vr L/1/l CZ IM2-
Email:-fvvt c&yada ru C/JC C @genaiQ , lelvtehone:(42t@S0;3 0ogJ 
Additional Comments:. _____________________ !jl'fl)_______ 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



 



 

   
 

  





February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



 



 





February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
qver burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Boa rd of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan . In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration . 

1. The Authority has long prom ised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a publ ic meeting at a su itably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage d irectly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 . The 2018 Business Plan must el iminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was e liminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a simi lar 
over burden, must be el im inated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been comp leted in the Ange les Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 . The 2018 Business Plan should address the inabi lity of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not comm itted to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for h igh speed trai n  service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify su itable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeho lders in the northeast 



 

February 22, 2018 

0ear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan u nless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it shou ld not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting i n  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approva l of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suifable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I wil l  call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
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2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

HM,: 
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Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
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• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 
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evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 



 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando if the Author is not committed to 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in  the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 



 



2. 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 



  

 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inabili of the to propose suitable 



I 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing h'5 been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 



 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in  the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed H igh Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1.  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in  the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 

 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 which has a similar 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in  the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E·l Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 



 

 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not in the form of on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 



 
  

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In  essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. I n  essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be. released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in  the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan un less the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in  the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval ofthe Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 B usiness Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes E1 and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

< 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

To ,Leo.--,, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting i n  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to.identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
1n
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting i n  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will ca l l upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes E1 and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and conven ient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Val ley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes E1 and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 . The 2018 Business Plan should address the inabi lity of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Pa lmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitab le a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in  the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in  the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

�OM1�¾w� 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislatorsto not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

·_J 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of"over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives forthe northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

eo



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in  the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of"over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives forthe northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The to suitable alternatives is on the Author
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley..._ 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

 

 



 
 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
. / 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

!Lr(/;/<-



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in  the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

Signature: 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, ifthe Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority ·to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives forthe northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the .
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

I/ ---------- .---(CfJLdVL.___, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the ror,k, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

/ 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives forthe northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San.Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

Name: DoNl'!A: M . LkoBef.2--! 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1.  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

&vM 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El  and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1.  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

Name:�K.�/S_uvr____c/z._t,_1_t-.Jb_•_?-_0_ ----' 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

Additio 



Additional Comments:_______ !jl'fl)_!jl'fl)_______!jl'fl)_!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) ________ _ _ ___!jl'fl)

I 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. I n  essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burban k  project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval ofthe Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives forthe northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



�!jl'fl)
_ _:� --�!jl'fl)Signature:. c.==:....::...- -·-"'--· - -'--.\--_______, Name:._�t\�l.-� -A_t-J_D_'i�--_ 

Address: \ ()lf 8 S  O R.11\/\.oNQ 5-f .S!jl'fl)!tftD:>W -t+, u..,"S t2-A- '7'tor+c, 

Email: C.,�'-O.v,'¢D-i-c�;eS(? av,o-e, ' 6, .. -. Phone:. __._R(?-.!jl'fl)¾·...-=i- ;;}.=(:....c�D!jl'fl)
':/ ,._'-'---''--' '-= =-cc.___ 

Additional Comments:.______ __!jl'fl)_________ __!jl'fl) _________ 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes E1 and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes E1 and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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3. 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
a nd it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
Sap_fernando Valley any longer . 
. , ·  ',, 

Sincerely,/ \ 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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2. 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in  the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should ail dress the inability of ttie Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

·
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Sincerely, 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



Email: ber1el/f.u. �l� a, G mcut , {(M Phone:o�(� ]lf3 b{J 3'::, 
Additional Comments: / la£,, lL(;f;t 3" mylvt 

&M"{d 
(()-IA@ ,y a111cl 

naf 5fa-nd BrlL<2i:Nlcl' d.e.8e.v1dd- o<�-c.e 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes E l  and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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2. 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will cal l upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden"_. and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely,o



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form ofdelay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



Address: l O,(2. ¥ Jll \.,4-1"'\", k I r6ljdOW fh' I ls-I CA 4 I O 'f 0 

Email:.__________!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _________ Phone: (6(tl!jl'fl)) 35" � -.6 Cj-:fq , 

Additional Comments.: ________ __!jl'fl) __ ________ __!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _____ _ 

�!jl'fl)!; M! IO  J7 W (jYJSignature:!jl'fl) Name: er:;)�z 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration .  

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar!jl'fl).
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

J� #� 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1.  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

�uJM� 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval ofthe Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in  the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval ofthe Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route. given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the ;ock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of"over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval ofthe Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration .  

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in  the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In  essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the reek, the "over bu:·de:i", anc the de•Natering risks of su:h tunne!s. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business P lan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released.and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

Y
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised-a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burban k  project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan .  In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form ofdelay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burban k  to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large .and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section ofthe purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process forthe Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

Additional Comments: 

Name: /171 :::,£o.if C-
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in  the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in  the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, j {).N votJ 6(J./\['ToN 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan u nless the routes E1 and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes E1 and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, /J- ;y}//�
&o�!/fe 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval ofthe Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route·. which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



2. 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes E1 and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes E1 and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



_

Address: 

Email: 

Additional Comments:_t _t _t _t _t _t _t _t ____t ___t _t _t _t _t _t _____ t__ 

I 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
an hould not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in  the northeast 
San Fe nando Valley any longer. 

Sincere y, 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan s�ould address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northe'iist San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not re in, · the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will cal l upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration .!jl'fl). .!jl'fl)

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, .!jl'fl)
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of ."over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 

;

Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes E l  and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the,,over burden", and the dewatering risks of such .tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

_J
3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 

alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincere) , 

dwb\ 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

,Q!J�JJ{in-&f/1/a 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan!jl'fl)should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the _
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature ofthe rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begi�s, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in  the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



     

 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2Q18 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 



 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

c·
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has· ·1ong promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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Sincerely, 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burban k  to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely,!jl'fl)
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2. 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

Min�- /I 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burban k to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
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3. 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dew�tering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

Signature:__,S.L.C:""-!.-"""'""-"'-='---"""''-"-"''....'.....'...__::__:::..._ ___ Name: 51?1t/.0/2-f} {)S/vJ O tvf) 

Address: 'le� 3 V-e.... , t;/-1-Jl.i)t) \,,(.I 

Additional Comments:. __ _______ __!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) ___________!jl'fl) __ ___ 



�!jl'fl)

Address: / J ? c?- (p tZt.Jt ;d, � /J/4 � 
i 

Additional Comments:___!jl'fl) ________ _______ __ ________ 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, _A � ,# 
Signature: - u.JA .. Name: j(}l'1 /... O V £ 



____

C�A- /. rJ=!..!jl'fl)·L o v fSignature: Name:._!jl'fl)'-'--'-_!jl'fl)______t� 
Address: / () 7:2. lo <J;vt tJ; � ;JJ,l &-

) 

Email: TCLa v f: eS} Dc4,  f. l).  .C,af1 Phone: Z / � ,  3 S;1. � :),  J.,,5'/ 

Additional Comments:.__!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) ______ __!jl'fl)_______ !jl'fl)_!jl'fl) _____ 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in  the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

� 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues 

Russell 
Honma 

To: California High Speed Rail Transit Authority & Board Members: 

From: Russell Honma, International Business & Transportation Consultant, 
APEC Master Plan Author APEC Hawaii: 

Subject: Recommendations & Comments on The California High Speed Rail 
Transit Project: 

Aloha ! 

Thank you for giving me an opportunity to provide comments on the California 
High Speed Rail Transit Project going from Sacramento, San Francisco, Los 
Angles to San Diego California. As you know the California shall be the 
Nations first High Speed Rail Transit Project showcasing Japan's 
'Shinkansen' Project in the North America. 

Whereas, the National Railroad Act, specifies that United States shall 
implement at least three(3) High Speed Rail Transit System in the United 
States under the U.S., Department of Transportation, Federal Transit 
Administration rules & regulations. Therefore, the California shall meet those 
requirements and obtain federal fundings. 

Whereas, under the President Donald Trump recent announcement of 
establish an 'Infrastructure Plan' of US$ 200 Billion dollars for designing, 
construction and development of infrastructure of Airports, Highways and 
Railroad Projects in the United States. Therefore, California shall meet those 
requirements and obtain federal monies to fund the infrastructure of the 
California Rail Transit Projects. 

Whereas, the recent 'Agreement' between President Donald Trump and 
Prime Minster Shinzo Abe on the golf course at Mar a Largo, Florida that 
Japan may be investing up to US$ 450 Billion dollars to create 700,000 jobs 
in the U.S. soil and some of those monies can be used for the California High 
Speed Rail Transit Project. The monies shall be a 'low interest' loan from 
Bank of Japan and their financial affiliations such as, Mitsubishi Tokyo Bank, 
Mitsu Sumitomo Bank, Mizho, Daichi and etc .. 

If you have any questions or need more information please contact me 
at:Russellhonma@yahoo.com or call at:(808) 265-6261. 

Best wishes & All goes well ! 

Russell Honma 
International Business & Transportation Consultant 

APEC Master Plan Author 

APEC Hawaii 

Sent from my iPhone 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Ed 
Last Name : Shaver 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

The waste of money being spent on a train that no one will ride is crazy. This 
state needs money spent on water, infrastructure, homeless issues. The 
people of California are sick and tired of the democratic rule in this state 
taxing us into poverty. I pray that 
The people of this state will open their eyes and start to vote you liberal 
crooks out of office. Ed Shaver 
Sent from my iPad 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Sal 
Last Name : Aresco 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : First l'M FOR IT 100%PLUS EVE N MORE.NEXT IS MORE MONEY .WELL 
l'M NOT CRAZY 
BUT (WHY NOT USED THE MONEY FROM THE SALE OF CALIFORNIA 
POT.) YES IT'S 
MAKING REAL BANK .WHY NOT FIND SOME REAL NEEDED FUNDS 
TOO PAY FOR THE 
H.S.R. THIS WAY..ITS A THOUGHT .WHICH WILL NOT GO UP IN SMOKE. 
I KNOW THERE 
MONEY let's put on our H.S.R HATS AN GET THIS FUTURE TOO 
REALITY. THANK U . 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Loran 
Last Name : Harding 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : On Fri, Mar 9, 2018 at 3:55 PM, Loran Harding 

<loran.harding@stanfordalumni.org<mailto:loran.harding@stanfordalumni.org 
>> wrote: 

On Fri, Mar 9, 2018 at 3:33 PM, Loran Harding 
<loran.harding@stanfordalumni.org<mailto:loran.harding@stanfordalumni.org 
>> wrote: 

Friday, March 9, 2018 

To CHSRA Board Chairman Dan Richard and the entire Board: 

Dan- The Draft 2018 Business Plan press release surprises me. A 
big disappointment. You all appear to have caved to Kevin McCarthy, Jeff 
Denham, David Valadao and Devin Nunes, all put in power by greasy 
Republicans. Here is how I am reading it: 

CHSRA will complete the 119 mile segment in the Central Valley. 
Fine, but read on to see why. 

The Draft "recognizes the high ridership and revenue POTENTIAL of 
linking Silicon Valley with the Central Valley between San Francisco and 
Bakersfield". Potential!!!!! That means we can forget about linking Silicon 
Valley with the Central Valley. The bastard Republicans that put McCarthy, 
Denham and Valadao in power must be breaking out the champagne. HSR to 
Silicon Valley will reduce the number of exploitable, poor, uneducated 
residents in the CV, and the Republicans who own the place do not want that. 
And now, they have won. 

"Deliver 224 miles of HSR ready infrastructure for use by 2027". 
The Draft proposes to construct HSR ready infrastructure in the CV (Madera 
to Bakersfield) (all under the boot of rich, scumbag Republicans) AND 
AND!!, i.e., separately, and, I suppose, equally, in Silicon Valley (San 
Francisco to Gilroy) (highly educated Democrats) to reduce travel times for 
EXISTING EXISTING passenger rail systems, expand clean electric 
service, and prepare the corridorSSSS corridors plural, the two very 
separate, corridors, never the two shall meet, for testing and potential early 
HSR service". 

SO, we will build HSR Madera to Bakersfield to improve 
passenger rail service on the existing rail lines there and then we will also 
build HSR San Francisco to Gilroy to improve existing passenger rail service 
there. But, caving to the CV Republicans, we just won't connect the two lines, 
i.e. we will NOT build HSR Gilroy to Madera. This means that the heavily 
exploited suckers in the CV will never learn of the Bay Area and Silicon 
Valley, let alone be able to commute up there to good paying jobs. And HSR 
will not alleviate the humanitarian crisis existing now San Francisco to Gilroy 
wrt housing costs. 

The southern part of Fresno Co. has been called the Appalachia of 
the West. It has the most intense poverty in the United States. HSR would 
start to break that up, and the Republicans here don't want that. Tiny studio 
apartments in San Francisco cost $3,000 per month and one bedrooms cost 
$4,000 per month. KCBS- SF reported the other day that a tiny, 845 sq. ft. 
house in Sunnyvale sold for $2 million cash. They were asking $1.6 million 
but got $2 million. If HSR connected SV with the CV, workers in SV could buy 
new, affordable homes in Fresno. BUT that is now just a dream, gone forever 
under the new Draft Bus. Plan of CHSRA. 

You have caved to the scumbag Republicans. Too bad. What a joke. 
We provide a free military defense for all of Europe, Japan and S. Korea, and 



they use their military money for HSR, affordable universities, great health 
care systems, and great infrastructure. The American people have now been 
proven once again to be a pack of suckers with this new draft bus. plan from 
CHS RA. I predict that sometime soon the American people will either stand 
up to their rotten government, or get a new government. 

Thanks for caving to the Repubs. This is a dark day for CHS RA, 
perhaps the darkest one. 

Here is an article about the Draft Bus. Plan: 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/#inbox/1 620c36d20bf0be3 

Notice that the article says that CHS RA can't build a route over the 
Pacheco Pass. I drive San Mateo to Gilroy to Los Banos to Hwy 99 and 
down through Madera to Fresno at least 4X per year. It is 48 miles Gilroy to 
Los Banos, 35 more miles east to Hwy. 99, and 25 miles south on 99 to 
Fresno. So it is 48 plus 35 plus ~15 miles Gilroy to Madera= 98 miles. How 
much of that is mountains? Maybe 25 miles. There is a long, flat stretch east 
of Gilroy and another one west of Los Banos. 48 miles Gilroy to Los Banos 
minus 20 miles of flat land. You cannot build a line through 25 miles of 
mountains with a 1 ,000 foot climb up and 1 ,000 feet back down? Both Gilroy 
and Los Banos are at ~300 ft. elevation .  The summit of the Pacheco Pass is 
1 ,368 ft. So 25 miles of mountains with a 1 ,000 ft. climb. in there will keep 
the Central Valley isolated from Silicon Valley. And Trump now wants to 
spend $700 billion per year on the military. What a total joke ! ! ! ! !  

Japan had had HSR since 1 964, S .  Korea and Taiwan have 
systems. France, Germany, Spain and Italy all have magnificent HSR 
systems. We fight any and all wars for them and they get rich treating our 
wounded. And the Republican scum in the Central Valley has now pretty 
much destroyed HSR in California. 

Hope you're proud of yourselves. 

L. William Harding 
Fresno, Ca. 



Jay 

12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : 
Last Name : Goth 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: Thank you! 

On Mar 11, 2018 5:4 1  AM, <2018businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov> 
wrote: 

> Thank you for submitting a comment on the Draft 2018 Business Plan. 
> 

> Your comment will be provided to the Board of Directors for their 
> consideration and made available to the public as part of the review 
> process. 
> 

> Thank you, 
> 

> California High-Speed Rail Authority 
> (916) 324-154 1 
> www.hsr.ca.gov 
> 

> 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Kurtis 
Last Name: Lau 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : To whom it may concern with the High Speed Rail initiative: As a voter in 
2008, and STILL WAITING for my first ride on the high speed rail project 10 
years later, I have several concerns: 

1. Why are the voters not involved in every step of the way, including 
apparent cost increases, and every step of track being laid? I voted FOR this 
project being completed within the budget quoted, not for the huge cash cow 
being quoted on the news today reaching upwards of 15 Billion! IF that is the 
cost of the system, not the 1 Os of millions that us voters approved, I would 
have never voted for it in the first place. We voters, NOT JERRY BROWN, 
and NOT LEGISLATORS (especially tax increasing democrats who recently 
increased our gasoline taxes at the pump WITHOUT voter approval), should 
have a say in what is approved, or not, with regard to huge budgets like this! 

2. Why has this project started in central California? Why was it not started 
at the "bookend" termination cities such as San Diego/Los Angeles and San 
Fransisco, where a majority of riders, and ultimate users live? This seems 
backwards to me in terms of revenue sources for future track being laid. 
Think back to the late 1860's when the transcontinental railroad was being 
completed .... remember??? Two railroads, the Central Pacific, and the Union 
Pacific started not in Promontory Point Utah, but in San Fransisco and 
Omaha! 

3. Have my suggestions for using defunct railroad lines and routes through 
San Diego, Escondido, Camp Pendleton, Temecula, Railroad Canyon/Lake 
Elsinore/Perris been researched? I live in Temecula, and have suggested 
years ago that the existing track which runs alongside Miramar Road next to 
MCAS Miramar be utilized to tie in the high speed rail into the existing 
Amtrak/Coaster line for example. Moreover, the tracks that leave Perris 
currently going past the railroad museum southward into Menifee, Murrieta 
could be an option for southbound travel from the Riverside area. There is so 
much desolate and depressed land in the Mead Valley just east of the 215 
freeway, that could be utilized and improved. This economically 
deprived/impoverished area where people live could be rezoned and 
revitalized if a rail line would run through it, or over it. 

I will look forward to hearing from anyone regarding my concerns and 
suggestions! 

Sincerely, Kurtis M. Lau, teacher, coach and concerned citizen 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : 
Last Name : 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

Attachments : 

Bill 
Lee 
Dear HSR Staff: 

I am doing an analysis of rail station retail for a developer at the 
Millbrae Station. As part of that analysis, we are analyzing the amount of 
retail at different stations. For this analysis, it would be most helpful 
for us to have the patronage forecast at the different HSR station. Could 
you send the latest patronage forecasts by station? I have the old 
forecasts from Cambridge Systemmatics, but they are now over a decade 
old. 
Thank you in advance for you assistance. 

Regards, 
Bill 

*BILL LEE* 
*Senior Partner* 

388 Market Street, Suite 1300 
San Francisco, CA 94 111 
M. 510 301 6698 
0. 4 15 851-9328 

bill.lee@landecongroup.com 
WWW. LAN DECONGROU P .COM <http://www.landecongroup.com/> 

On Sat, Mar 10, 2018 at 11 :29 AM, HSR Draft Business Plan 2018 < 
2018businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov> wrote: 

> [Automatic Reply] 
> 

> Thank you for submitting a comment on the Draft 2018 Business Plan. 
> 

> 

> 

> Your comment will be provided to the Board of Directors for their 
> consideration and made available to the public as part of the review 
> process. 
> 

Lee.04 102018.pdf (334 kb) 
2040 Station Boarding Comparison 04 1018b.pdf (76 kb) 



BOARD MEMBERS 

Dan Richard 

CHAIR 

Thomas Richards 

VICE CHAIR 
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CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 

GOVERNOR 

April 10, 2018 SENT VIA EMAIL 

Bill Lee 
bill.lee@landecongroup.com 

Dear Mr. Lee, 

On March 19, 2018 the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) received your Public 
Records Act (PRA) request which stated: 

"I am doing an analysis of rail station retail for a developer at the 
Millbrae Station. As part ofthat analysis, we are analyzing the amount of 
retail at different stations. For this analysis, it would be most helpful 
for us to have the patronage forecast at the different HSR station. Could 
you send the latest patronage forecasts by station?t" 

On March 29, 2018 I called you seeking clarification regarding your request. You stated that you 
were on vacation until April 5, 2018. I told you I would call you when you returned to the office 
regarding your request. 

On April 9, 20 18 I called you to follow-up and clarify which records you were seeking. You 
stated that you were looking for updated boardings and off-boardings data. I asked if you were 
seeking records from the 2016 Business Plan or the Draft 2018 Business Plan. I also stated that if 
you wanted to wait for the Draft 2018  Business Plan to become final, I could provide you with 
that final data in a matter of weeks. You stated that it did not matter if it was Draft or Final, and 
that you wanted both 2016 and 2018  records. 

Responsive records are attached. 

Please send all email inquiries to records@hsr.ca.gov 

Sincerely, 

Marie Hoffm n 
Public Records Act Staff 

...) 770 L Street, Suite 620, Sacramento, CA 95814 • T: (916) 324-1541 • F: (916) 322-0827 • www.hsr.ca.gov 



Forecast of Daily Station Boardings 

"Station Boarding Comparison" provides the base case station boardings for the 2040 out year from both the 
Final 2016 Business Plan and the Draft 2018 Business Plan. Station boardings are provided on a dai ly basis with 
an annual ization factor of 365. 

The model assumes that, on average, station boardings and al ightings are equal on a given day. Thus, Station 
Boardingsa= Station Alightings and total station movements (Boardingsa+ Alightings) is equal  to 2 times the 
boarding numbers reported. 



Forecast of Dai ly Station Board ings* 
(Origin-destination format; Board ings rounded to nearest 100) 

Total Board ings - 2040 Base Case 

Orig in  Station 

201 6  BP Draft 201 8  BP 

San Francisco 1 8 ,500 1 6 ,000 

M i l l brae 4,200 4,200 

San Jose 1 2 ,800 1 3 ,800 

G i l roy 4 ,900 4 ,800 

Merced 6 ,000 6 ,500 

Madera 900 

Fresno 8 , 300 6 ,600 

Kings/Tu lare 3 ,200 3 , 1 00 

Bakersfield 8 , 000 7 , 000 

Palmdale 4 ,400 4 ,700 

Burbank Airport 1 0 ,200 1 1  ,200 

Los Angeles 1 6 ,700 1 4 ,700 

Gateway Cities/Orange County 9 , 1 00 8 ,600 

Anaheim 1 1  ,700 1 3 ,300 

Dai ly 1 1  8 ,000 1 1  5 ,400 

Annual (mi l l ions) 42 .8  42 .0  

*Board ings  = Average da i ly stat ion board ings in  orig in  and desti nation format ( i .e .  Board ings a t  Station X = Average of the  number of  board ings and 

the number of a l ight ings at Station X) . 

Disclaimer 

The i nformation and resu lts presented i n  th is workbook are est imates and projections that i nvolve subjective judgments, and may d iffer 

materia l ly from the actual future r idersh ip  and revenue .  Th is workbook is  not i ntended nor sha l l  it be construed to constitute a guarantee, 

prom ise or representat ion of any particu lar outcome(s) or result(s) . Further, the material presented i n  th is workbook is  provided for pu rposes of 

compar ing potential scenarios of the proposed Cal iforn ia H igh  Speed Rail project for the 20 1 8  Bus iness P lan .  



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Bill 
Last Name : Lee 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Dear HSR Staff: 

I have had a chance to review the Draft 2018 Business Plan, and my quick 
reaction is that the Parking Cost estimates may be on the high side. This 
is because of the growing influence of ride sharing services like Uber and 
Lyft. Using airport parking as benchmarks maybe misleading because there 
are more HSR stations than airports, and the ride sharing trip to the HSR 
station will be shorter and less costly than the trip to the airport. In 
addition, we have done much economics impact work for one of the ride 
sharing companies; and based upon survey responses from of over 34,000 
passengers, a high percentage indicate they are less likely to both use or 
own an automobile because of the availability of such service. Please see 
the summary slide attached which is from actual survey data. 

On the personal side, if parking cost at the airport will exceed round trip 
ride sharing cost, I always use ride sharing service. 

Regards, 
Bill 

*BILL LEE* 
*Senior Partner* 

388 Market Street, Suite 1300 
San Francisco, CA 94 111 
M. 510 301 6698 
0. 4 15 851-9328 

bill.lee@landecongroup.com 
WWW. LAN DECONGROU P. COM <http://www.landecongroup.com/> 

Attachments : Parking.pdf (173 kb) 



1 

Su rvey of Ride Sha ri ng Passenger: 
( Based Upon 34,000+ Responses in  20 Metro Areas During 2016) 

Likely to Use Private Automobi le Less Less Li ke ly to Own P 

Due to Ava i l ab i l ity of Ride Sharing Automobi le Due to Av 

of Ride Sha ring Se

43% 
58% 

□ Not A■ Agreed □ Not Agreed ■ Agreed 

I :  LAND ECON GROUP 33 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : john 
Last Name : gaucher 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This toy-train project is a a true boondoggle 

!boon·dog ·gle'bo?on?dag?INORTH AMERICANinformalnoun 
- 1.work or activity that is wasteful or pointless but gives the appearance of 

having value. 

- If the voters of California understood the true impact of this project when it 
first was proposed, it would never have passed! 
I urge the powers that be to cut our losses and stop this and spend our 
precious tax dollars where they will serve the needs of the people of all CA. 
Water storage and flood prevention would be a good place to start. sincerely, 
John Gaucher 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Ron 
Last Name : Brown 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: Hello HSR Commission, Project Overseers and Managers, 

This is a great public transit infrastructure venture for the State of California 
and as a private security California DVBE owner, I am wondering if there are 
opportunities for or plans to hire more unemployed veterans as security 
agents both short term and permanent. Our Veterans are and have proven to 
be our nations best security force and should be given the chance to serve 
and protect California's first transit project of this magnitude. 

My feedback would only suggest that the 2018 Plan moving forward, will give 
the project and its future commuters the best and most well trained 
personnel, to ensure and maintain the high level of safety and 
professionalism to work with and alongside the current construction crews 
and law enforcement agencies. 

All the Best and Success, 

Ron Brown 
GES-CEO 
(310) 925-4882 

Sent from my iPhone 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Brenna 
Last Name : Humann 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Thanks again to everyone at WSP/CAHSR in Los Angeles for reaching out to 

USC students with an extraordinary externship opportunity to learn about 
HSR! 

Attachments : CAHSRExternshipFeedback-BHumann3-19-18.pdf (616 kb) 



California High- Speed Rail Authority Externship Feedback 

Brenna M. Humann, MPA Student, USC Sol Price School of Public Policy 

3/19/2018 

The California High-Speed Rail Authority 2018 Business Plan offers an in-depth and transparent look 

at perhaps the most impactful U.S. public works project of our time. CAHSR faces considerable 

challenges in finance, operations, and public opinion, due simply to its size and trailblazing nature. 

The current political environments of our state and nation are dynamic and polarizing, and strategic 

anticipation of stakeholder reactions will be key to obtaining beneficial partnerships and political 

support as planning progresses. The following feedback is offered from a lay perspective on the 

business plan, providing emphasis on aspects of the project that have come under particular public 

scrutiny, as well as aspects that could be anticipated to do so in the future. 

2018 Business Plan Reactions 

1 .  The iterative process is a necessi!J to democratic procedures at all stages - business plan verbiage could 

emphasize the positive impacts efdelqys, rather than negative impacts 

• The effects of inflation for contractors and reasons for construction delays, such as 

route revisions and environmental impact reports, highlight the positive ways in which 

CAHSR is making community feedback real through alternative analysis, and support 

for the methods of craft business - i.e. "you spoke, we listened." 

• CAHSR as an "incubator" for technical and economic advancement in the future helps 

cement California's position in the worldwide economy - certain project elements are 

necessarily fluid, because they must keep pace with the speed of change. 

2. Housing and workforce development efects are a necessary emphasis in the varied political climate 

• Cost estimates per section are good for transparency, but could have more impact with 

side-by-side comparison of economic benefit or breakeven analysis per section, where 

available. This would widen discussion that now focuses largely on costs. 

3. Small business and veteran business are a necessary emphasis in the varied political climate efroute areas 

• "Faces of High-Speed Rail" are vital grassroots stories, and could be utilized for direct

message emphasis outside the business plan, on public materials, websites, 

Y ouTube/Twitter/Instagram informational spots, even short introductions at 

community meetings. Viral online sources have increasing amplification power in 

media, and these consistent voices to challenge them are critical. 

4. Private Investor partnerships will build confidence through brand recognition and assoriation 

• Can private investors and natural partners join the project at a symbolic level by 

purchasing cap-and-trade offsets specifically designated to CAHSR, beyond existing 

state appropriations? Are there other ways to highlight branded contractor 

partnerships that will show cost reductions and build confidence? 

• Partnerships and businesses that will benefit as a result of the 2028 Los Angeles 

Olympics should be included as a critical feature of economic impacts of CAHSR. 



Reactions Highlighting Environmental Justice Concerns 

1. Face-toface engagement presence in qffected communities could be amplified fry the project in new wqys 

• Formal meetings and digital presence are important for economizing and streamlining 

the authority's work, but these methods face significant "on the ground" challenges 

with stakeholders - in an EJ-Inclusive Public Involvement focus, not all EJ 

communities will respond to these methods. More face-to-face presence could 

emphasize a customer service-oriented approach, rather than a bureaucratic- or 

institutionally- oriented approach. 

• "Reaching people in their own communities" could be incorporated into the project 

outreach strategy in creative ways. Public meetings, stakeholder meetings, and digital 

engagement are all formed around the operational future of the project. But what 

about giving stakeholders creative "on the ground" projects right now, to mobilize 

support where existing station/ facility locations have been identified? 

o These could take the form of public art, community gardens, etc. that redefine 

public "milestones" for stakeholder focus (especially National Register of 

Historic Places and Traditional Cultural Properties locations). 

o Stakeholder engagement could be opened in hypothetical CAHSR Public Arts 

Councils, CAHSR Community Garden Councils, etc., creating evidence of 

project follow-through in new ways - unique to the culture and community of 

each section. 

o Regardless of operational phases, these projects could begin where CAHSR 

will occupy existing rail lines. These community projects could foment 

emphasis on CAHSR best practices of transparency, inclusivity, cultural 

sensitivity, accessibility, and overcoming barriers. 

2. Conse-rvation presence in affected communities could be amplified fry the project in new wqys 

• Previous Sustainability focus in the business plan has emphasized reducing emissions 

and waste in the construction and operational phases, as well as obtaining key 

mitigation parcels for habitat connectivity and conservation, and even tree- plantings. 

But what about giving stakeholders "on the ground" projects right now, to mobilize 

conservationist support where existing station/ facility locations have been identified? 

o This process requires envisioning infrastructure as integral to community 

greenspace - not separate from it. A key aspect of conservation in urban areas 

is habitat connectivity, which requires creative use of the built environment, 

not just preserves. This allows CAHSR to redefine public "milestones" in the 

project and present beneficial impacts in tangible ways. 



o Connectivity is accomplished in a variety of ways for different taxa, and can 

integrate seamlessly with other goals, such as sustainability (carbon capture, 
heat insulation and water drainage), as well as environmental justice (property 

value improvement and psychological benefit) . 

o Regardless of operational phases, these projects could begin where CAHSR 

will occupy existing rail lines - and unique to the culture and community of 
each section. 
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3. Identification of how the project is minimiZ}ng a faotp-rint in BJ communities through alternative ana!ysis 

could be amplified 

• The specific route locations of EJ communities are not directly identified in the 
business plan. Evidence of discussion with these communities, and changes to the 

alternative analysis as a result of these meetings, could change much of the 
conversation around route delays and EJ impacts. 

o Maps of CAHSR's EJ approach within specific communities, shown side-by

side with mitigation or sustainability projects in those same areas would 

provide greater transparency in these discussions. 
o One possibility for EJ mapping could include evidence of discriminatory race

based "redlining," from early- to mid-Twentieth Century housing and 

transportation maps, overlaid with new CAHSR maps - showing how new 

housing and transportation alternatives created by CAHSR mobility will help 

remove the discriminatory effects of the prior century's public planning. 
o Alternative evidence of positive impacts could also be documented in 

comparisons of improvements to housing and transpo1tation options in EJ 

communities se1yed by HSR in Europe or Asia. These also could be identified 
with CAHSR and state- wide alignment with Paris Climate Accord practices. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Noel 
Last Name : Braymer 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : It is rather discouraging because of the many delays and the unexpected 
costs that we have to wait so long to use HSR rail infrastructure. There is 
some precedent for this. The construction project which went the most over 
budget so far in history was the construction of the rail tunnel under the 
English Channel between England and France. Planning for the Chunnel 
began 
in 1964 and opened in 1994. The project went 80% over budget costing 
around 
$21 billion dollars in today's money for about 30 miles of tunnel. Was this 
an example of government waste and incompetence? Well actually the 
project 
was privately financed and built. While the loans for the Chunnel have had 
to be renegotiated a few times since 1994, income from rail service has 
allowed payment to the investors to continue to pay off the loans for this 
project and to operate and maintain the Chunnel. 

My main concern about the current project is that I believed it is critical 
to maintain support for it and annoy its critics. To achieve this, use of 
the 119 miles of HSR track now under construction should be available for 
fast passenger service in the San Joaquin Valley shortly after 2022. I 
support running frequent, fast Joaquin train service between Bakersfield 
and Sacramento. Speed up to 125 miles per hour which is considered High 
Speed Rail service could be run on the 119 miles of the HSR tracks.These 
trains could use available equipment, both cars and locomotives under 
construction now by Siemens. North of Madera to at least Stockton speeds 
should be raised from 79 miles per hour to at least 90 miles per hour. With 
additional track work and at grade crossings, speeds up to 110 miles an 
hour would be possible. 

To make this service a trans-California project and not just an inter San 
Joaquin Valley project, there should be a network of connecting buses at 
Bakersfield for Southern California, at Sacramento for Northern California 
and at Stockton for the Bay Area. This is proven to work with the existing 
San Joaquin service. The faster speeds will attract even more passengers 
for longer distance trips on a fast Bakersfield-Sacramento rail passenger 
service. Just as important this service to Sacramento should continue to be 
a major connection after 2029 if current schedules are met once High Speed 
service is running between Bakersfield and San Francisco. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Kirk 
Last Name: Yergat 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : Business Plan comment.pdf (152 kb) 



March 16, 2018 

Dan Richards 
California High Speed Rail Authority 

Dear Mr. Richards: 

In a recent audit committee meeting Senator Jim Beall touted the fact that Silicon Valley 
is interested in California's high speed rail project. 

Also, our own Lee Ann Eager, the head of the Fresno County Economic Development 
Corp. , expressed those same sentiments in the Fresno Bee recently especially since the Central Valley 
will become a bedroom community for the Bay Area. 

If both of these people are correct then why does not the Authority ask the tech companies 
in Silicon Valley to invest in HSR. Their investment would satisfy the private financing portion 
of the Authority. Apple itself can fund the whole project with the cash it has on hand. 

Furthermore, there is a lot of undeveloped and unproductive land on the 280 corridor west 
of Palo Alto which can be used for housing. That will let our fertile farm ground in the 
Central Valley be left intact to produce the food which the world consumes. 

Kirk Yergat 
2121 E. Morton Ave. 
Fresno, Ca. 93725 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Stef 
Last Name : Re 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Would like to see the capitol corridor brought into the hsr overall plan to allow 
direct sfo-oak-north bay-Sacramento-truckee service with a spur from 
Sacramento running up to Redding and eventually mount Shasta. This would 
make the system truly statewide and provide for Interstate connections to 
Nevada and Oregon as well as alleviate traffic on i80 and i5 North. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues 

Rich 
Buckley 

Big engineering projects are an art form of public buy-in. The SF Bay Area 
Rapid Transit (BART) built originally decades ago came in over 3.5 times 
over budget. Polaris Missie System came in about the same. Our National 
Ignition System at LLNL is on course for multiples of its budget. I once spoke 
with a senior government contracting official who privately confirmed to me he 
uses a factor of 4 times over the final cost estimates by all the experts. If it's 
big engineering -- a project requiring multiple years to complete -
everyone knows you use a factor of 4 over what the experts say it will cost. 

What HSR needs to do is encourage someone like Mr Juan Browne, 
YouTube: "blancolirio" who has been very useful in reporting progress reports 
Oroville Dam Spillway Repairs. Juan is very popular in educating the public 
often using his private aircraft to map out educational videos when useful to 
help gain context and perspective. The Department Of Water Resourses 
seem to appreciate Juan Browne's style. You would do well to get Juan 
interested in covering HSR. 

The public only knows the following about HSR: (1) It's over budget (2) Gov. 
Brown owns it - politically and it will cast his legacy as either a failed project 
or phase one of a pivotal point in California transportation history. (3) traffic 
along highways that may have something to do with HRS is snarled. 

Public education on (3) above could be something Juan could focus on. You 
should contact Juan Browne in Northern California as I would very much like 
to see his educational YouTube coverage. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: David 
Last Name: Wormell 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Our State has so many pressing needs. This project only benefits the people 

and businesses behind it. Use our tax dollars for the needs of our cities and 
county's. Clean up the streets (sickening and a real health hazard}, treat 
mental health (we used to) and so much more. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Jim 
Last Name: Yeakel 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This senseless project will be a trillion dollar burden on tax payers and should 
be terminated immediately. There are efficient travel options between SF and 
LA. If it's being done to create jobs, then shift them to rebuilding our current 
transportation infrastructure. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Lawrence 
Last Name: Nordhoff 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : For a state that is sensitive to the environment the rail job is poor choice. 
Better to focus transportation between bay area and stockton, fresno, san 
Jose, and where traffic is jammed. Follow money trail. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Malcolm 
Last Name : Harrison 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This project was a bad idea when started and the voters narrowly approved 

the original concept and associated cost estimate. Any such project in the 
private sector would have been since shutdown quickly with such changes in 
scope and cost. I worked in the construction industry and saw that event 
happen many times. The state seems to be unable to listen to the current 
majority of votes and must ask the public again if this is what they want. The 
most abhorrent part of this situation is the waste that has occurred to date, 
filling the pockets of bureaucrats and contractors that are laughing quietly to 
themselves while good honest people have been forced from their homes to 
make way for the "train to nowhere". Stop the lunacy now and spend half the 
funds on upgrading infrastructure to serve existing airports, as that would 
make cheaper air travel available to the masses. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: David 
Last Name: Houghton 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Stop this boondoggle now. This is ridiculous. You are stealing farmland from 
farmers. The costs are way over what the voters were told it would be and will 
surely keep climbing. Governor Brown is a idiot for this. He could have made 
5 a world class Autobahn. Two lanes for truckers higher speed limits , more 
lanes for cars and higher speed limits. This is stupid. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: David 
Last Name: Houghton 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Stop this boondoggle now. This is ridiculous. You are stealing farmland from 
farmers. The costs are way over what the voters were told it would be and will 
surely keep climbing. Governor Brown is a idiot for this. He could have made 
5 a world class Autobahn. Two lanes for truckers higher speed limits , more 
lanes for cars and higher speed limits. This is stupid. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Gim 
Last Name: Crew 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Hi, I am a California resident and home owner. Up until recently, I have been 
a proponent of the HSR project seeing the benefits that high speed trains 
have brought to countries in Europe and Asia. Lately though, I am 
questioning whether we should be continuing with this project. The benefits 
need to be balanced with the costs. Costs continue to increase with 
seemingly no end in sight. At some point, we need to say that this 
infrastructure is overly burdensome and not good for California. Also, new 
technologies like self driving cars or flying cars will further erode the 
usefulness of the HSR when compared to it's cause. I would rather our tax 
dollars are spent on more widely beneficial things like the environment or 
further increasing our rainy day fund. Thank you. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Peter 
Last Name : Michels 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Pull the plug - now. Before this plan goes over $100 billion. And it will. You 

know it will. There is so much more California can do with this money. There 
will not be the ridership that it will need to justify the cost. We need to cut our 
losses and not throw good money after bad. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Carl 
Last Name: Tilchen 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Please stop wasting money on High Speed Rail. The estimated cost of this 
project has gone up way beyond the amount the voters approved. There 
won't be enough paying riders to pay to support it & there are several more 
important needs of the people of California including housing, homelessness, 
medical care, education, water projects/water conservation, etc. that almost 
$100 billion could be much more carefully & thoughtfully spent on. In addition 
your e mail address is wrong. 

Carl Tilchen 
California Citizen & Taxpayer 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Bruce 
Last Name: Smith 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : We have ridden HSR in Europe and are so looking forward to doing the same 
in our home state of California. We can't wait. Hurry up! 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Mike 
Last Name: Huth 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : As a resident and tax payer, I'm very appalled to such an expense for the 

HSR that go's nowhere that keeps ballooning out of financial control !!!!! 

If there's ever an HSR appeal on the ballot, I will vote to stop further 
construction!!! 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Peter 
Last Name: Gilli 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues: I do not see how the HSR will ever be used enough to even break even. It will 
be a financial drain on the state until it is eventually abandoned. Stop it now 
before Californians have spent even more money! 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Duane 
Last Name: Ludwig 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This whole project looks like a solution looking for a problem. The problem is 

the voters were duped into this project by means of the original bond scheme 
that never fully addressed the real cost of the project. I'm 80 but will be at 
least 120 before this project ever sees completion, if then. Lets end this now 
and address the other infrastructure needs like roads, bridges, airports dams 
and energy transmition. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: George 
Last Name: Raska 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 1) CAHSR needs to set modest, reasonable goals with reasonable estimates 
for cost and schedule, and ignore all the rest. Focus 99.999% on Bakersfield 
to San Jose, get it running with actual trains, fares, and schedules. And, yes, 
build the Los Banos station [ignore the Sierra Club politics]. San Jose is the 
largest city in Northern California - act like it [ignore San Francisco, and its 
politics.] 2) The cost estimates are still low and the schedules still optimistic. 
BART took a full year after Warm Springs construction ended to get its train 
control to work on five miles of track, with no "blending". It now has a 
completed $2 billion extension to San Jose/Berryessa sitting idle because 
train control can't tell how long trains are and how to open/close the doors. 
Caltrain spent $300 million on CBOSS train control, threw it out, and is 
starting over. 3) At-grade rail still should have grade separation. Quad gates 
should not be in the plan. Caltrain presently kills about 12 people per year. 
CAHSR should emulate BART in its 'isolation'. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Ross 
Last Name: Smith 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : We have many traffic and transportation problems that need brains and 
dollars. High Speed Rail is not one of them. When LA and SF have few 
traffic delays, then would be the time to consider the crazed idea that benefits 
few--HSR 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Carl 
Last Name: Eben 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : The HSR project has been based on wildly unrealistic cost, schedule and 
benefit guesses from the start. It seems apparent that a truly honest, 
professional analysis of these factors would cause a massive tax-payer 
revolt which would quickly derail the project. Instead, it appears that your 
strategy is to continue to publish sugar-coated guesses which will enable you 
to continue to pour increasing billions into this pet project until you can 
convince the public that it has become too expensive to stop. Hopefully, at 
some point a responsible, knowledgeable official will come along and put a 
stop to this madness, but in the meantime it seems that your are doing your 
best to keep your job. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Kevin 
Last Name : Corrigan 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : How many miles of track is currently in place? What is % of project 

completed to date? How many $$ have been spent to date? 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Richard 
Last Name: Brand 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I'm interested as a voter and potential user. 

To California HSR Members: 

Having travelled on both the TGV in France and the bullet train in Japan 
many times, I have been a strong supporter of the concept of a TGV-like train 
from LA to San Francisco. However this new cost estimate I predict will be a 
"show stopper'' for the project ever being completed. 
I know a bit about railroads and the need to construct a 15 mile-long tunnel 
under the Pacheco Pass and across the active Calaveras Fault is the bullet 
that will kill our bullet train. We have seen what strong earthquakes can do to 
steel and concrete transportation structures throughout our state. Cost 
estimates for that length of a tunnel can only be crude estimates. The real 
cost won't be known until excavation is deep inside the mountain rock. 
The good news is that there is another option that already serves as a 
passenger rail route called Altamont. As you know this route option coming 
across the Bay at Fremont via Dumbarton rail already has RoW in place. 
Some tunneling will probably be required to straighten the existing UP RoW 
through the Altamont Pass but surely much less than Pacheco. In addition 
the Authority will eliminate the many threatened lawsuits starting in Coyote 
Valley all of the way north to Atherton. This route will remove San Jose from 
direct service but will probably decrease the travel time from LA to San 
Francisco. But San Jose can still have service via a car-split in Fremont then 
having a locomotive staged to pull cars south to San Jose via the existing 
Amtrak/UP RoW. Railroads have done this for years and the TGV does it 
rapidly on several of its routes. 
It is my belief that you face a crisis of confidence with California voters, 
especially given your new cost estimate. By showing a willingness to modify 
plans to show both a huge cost savings and to avoid strong resistance in the 
politically active SF Peninsula you can regain much of that confidence with 
voters. Eliminating the need for a 15 mile tunnel thru a very active fault line 
can provide you with some much needed positive PR. 
This is an existential decision and I trust you can do the right thing for our 
state's transportation system. 
Sincerely, 
Richard C. Brand 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Brian 
Last Name: Davenport 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Unfortunately the resistance of detractors has made this project much more 
costly and time consuming than originally planned but I do hope that 
California has the vision and fortitude to carry this project forward. Any big 
project faces difficulty but I know that this project will transform the state for 
the better and can't wait to ride it someday! 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: dennis 
Last Name: tape 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues Research the high speed rail program here in California. Find out why this 

project is costing billions of dollars with no end in site. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Roberto 
Last Name : Perez 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Keep up the good work! I can't wait for this project to be completed so we can 
finally have an alternative modern form of transportation. It's going to make a 
lot individuals lives a lot better. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Lee 
Last Name: Mellinger 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : As a retired System Engineer and Engineering Manager I highly recommend 

that a significant test track be a high priority when and where possible. Not 
only for initial testing, but for demonstration and public rides. You need this 
as early as feasible. Skeptics (officials included) can be brought around by 
sometimes when nothing else will convince them 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

Attachments : 

Dan 
Leavitt 
Dear CHS RA, 

The San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority (SJJPA) greatly appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the CHSRA 2018 Draft Business Plan. Please 
accept the attached signed comment letter as the SJJPA's formal comment. 
The SJJPA voted unanimously (with one member absent) to send this letter 
of support. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 

Best regards, 

Dan Leavitt - Manager of Regional Initiatives - San Joaquin Regional Rail 
Commission - Altamont Corridor Express - San Joaquin Joint Powers 
Authority - (209) 944-6266 - (530) 400-9475 cell -
dan@acerail.com<mailto:dan@acerail.com> - 949 East Channel Street, 
Stockton CA 95202 - www.acerail.com<http://www.acerail.com> 
[3 logos (2)] 
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Supervisor Vito Chiesa, Chair, Stanislaus County 

Counc lmember Don Tatzin, Vice-Chair, City of Lafayette i 
Counc lmember Patrick Hume, Vice-Chair, City of Elk Grovei 
Supervisor Rodrigo Espinoza, Merced County 

Supervisor Scott Haggerty, Alameda County 

Counc lmember Bob Johnson, City of Lodi i 
Supervisor Doug Verboon, Kings County 

Supervisor Brett Frazier, Madera County 

Supervisor Sal Quintero, Fresno County 

Supervisor Amy Shuklian, Tulare County 

Aternate Richard O'Brien, City o f  Riverbank l
Aternate Federal Glover, Contra Costa County l

Alternate Don Nottoli, Sacramento County 

Aternate Mike Villalta, City of Los Banosl
Aternate Tom Blalock, BARTl

Aternate Bob Elliott, San Joaquin County l
Alternate David Ayers. City of Hanford 

Aternate Andrew Medellin, City of Madera l 
Aternate Michael Derr. City of Selma l

Aternate Bob Link, City of Visalia l San Joaquin 
Joint Powers Authority 

March 23, 2018 

Mr. Dan Richard 

Chairperson, California High-Speed Rail Authority 

770 L Street, Suite 800 

Sacramento, CA 9581 4  

RE: Comments on California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) Draft 2018 Business Plan 

Dear Chairperson Richard, 

San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority (SJJPA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the CHSRA Draft 
2018 Business Plan. SJJPA looks forward to working with CHSRA to implement a coordinated, 
complementary, and integrated intercity rail network which will help California's economy and will enable 
our State to grow in a more sustainable manner which protects the environment. 

In particular, SJJPA is very pleased that the CHSRA 2018 Draft Business Plan highlights our coordinated 
efforts in the Connected Corridor North Study. This CHSRA partnership with the Central Valley Rail 
Working Group, SJJPA, San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC), Cal ST A and Caltrans identifies 
a path forward for better, faster, more frequent and more coordinated passenger rail service between the 
San Joaquin Valley and Sacramento and has widespread support of agencies and elected officials 
throughout the Northern San Joaquin Valley and Sacramento. This work is fully supportive and consistent 
with the SJJPA's efforts to improve intercity passenger rail service between the San Joaquin Valley and 
Sacramento. 

SJJPA greatly appreciates that connecting Merced as part of the Initial Operating Segment remains a high 
priority to CH SRA, and that the plan continues to identify Madera as a HSR station to provide connectivity 
with the San Joaquins and emphasizes "blended" service and connectivity improvements. SJJPA also 
appreciates the CHSRA's support of the Draft 2018 State Rail Plan and the commitment to continue to 
work with SJJPA and other Northern California rail partners to identify and prioritize near-term regional rail 
improvements as part of the Northern California Unified Rail Service. 

As part of our Joint Policy Statement signed in 2013, SJJPA agreed to work with CHSRA and Caltrans to 
"protect the state investment in the San Joaquin Corridor, and work together to develop viable strategies 
and solutions to meet the needs of the high-speed rail system, the San Joaquin Rail Service and the 
stakeholder community." SJJPA remains committed to working with CHSRA, CalSTA, and Caltrans to 
determine how the San Joaquin service can best support the phased implementation of HSR. 

SJJPA supports the CHSRA Draft 2018 Business Plan and the Draft 2018 State Rail Plan which together 
propose a statewide vision for an integrated high speed, intercity, and commuter passenger rail system 
with reliable timed connections and multimodal transportation options. These plans will help lead to 

MEMBER AGENCIES 

Aameda County - Contra Costa County Transportation Authority - Fresno Council of Governments - Kings County Association of Governments - Madera County Transportation Commission l  
Merced County Association of Governments - Sacramento Regional Trans

i

t- San Joaquin Reg onal Rall Commission -Stanislaus Council of Governments -Tulare County Assocabon of Governments i 1 

949 East Channel Street Stockton, CA 95202 (800) 411-RAIL (7245) www.sfipa.com 



improved passenger rail services on many levels, and SJJPA looks forward to working with CHS RA, 
CalSTA, and Caltrans to implement an integrated high-speed, intercity and commuter passenger rail 
system to benefit our riders, our regions and our state. 

Sincerely, 

Vito Chiesa, Chair 

San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority 

cc Brian Kelly, CHSRA; Chad Edison, CalSTA 

MEMBER AGENCIES 

Alameda County - Contra Costa County Transportation Aulhonty - Fresno Councd or Governments - Kings County AssOC1ation of Governments - Madera County Transportation Comm1ss1on 
Merced County ASSOCla!Jon or Governments - Sacramento Reg,onal Trans,! - San Joaquin Regional Rail Comm1ss,on - Stanislaus Council of Governments -Tulare County Assocrallon of Governments 

949 East Channel Street Stockton, CA 95202 (800) 411 -RAIL (7245) www.sjjpa.com 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : kim 
Last Name : bust 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: Hi I live at 345 Appaloosa Court in Tehachapi I am Kim Mallett AKa 

Bustamante. I fear for my family safety as the high-speed rail will be 
headed right towards my house as it makes the turn to go over the freeway 
so I am wondering if you are going to be buying us out as we live next to 
the freeway and it is noisy enough without having a bullet train going 
right past us every 20 minutes at 200 miles an hour. Also I own my home I 
do not have a mortgage I do not want to have a mortgage in the future so 
you need to up your offer as I noticed that the paperwork that you gave my 
neighbor at the last meeting has not been updated to today's market value 
there is no way you could buy a brand new single wide even four 51,000 also 
with all the add-ons that I have my house is more like a triple-wide and 
have spent the past 30 years setting it up comfortably for my family also 
in my yard that's spent 30 years growing trees from saplings which are now 
mature trees I don't have another 30 years to grow trees my Landscaping at 
this time is worth approximately 60,000 itself if I had to replace all the 
trees plus the land itself being a corner lot to replace everything I have 
would be at least 400,000 that I have so your offer is way too low for the 
value of my property and also my neighbors where are the only property's in 
the city of Tehachapi where you are allowed to have horses and other 
livestock. But as in the beginning of my email there is no way I can live 
with a high-speed train every 20 minutes passing my home and worrying that 
it is going to come off the track eventually and kill somebody over here. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Laura 
Last Name: Jo Sanchez 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I believe the high-speed rail Plan is far too expensive, with undetermined 
Additional costs, for the unrealistic projected benefits. 
My opinion is that work should stop and State funds be devoted to 
maintaining existing roads, bridges, and existing rail transportation lines. 

Sincerely, 
Laura J. Sanchez, registered voter 
Walnut Creek, CA 94595 
Sent from Mail for Windows 1 O 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Peter 
Last Name: Postlmayr 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: To All: 

Attachments 

Please find attached the Sylmar Neighborhood Council's comment to the 
High Speed Rail 2018 Business Plan. This was approved by the Board at the 
3-22-2018 General Board Meeting. 

Warmest regards, 

Peter Postlmayr 
Sylmar Neighborhood Council 
Homeowner Representative 
Planning and Land Use Committee Chair 

(818) 833-8737 office 
(310) 877-8909 mobile 

E-mail: peter.postlmayr@SylmarNC.org 
http://www.sylmarneighborhoodcouncil.org 

High Speed Rail 2018 Business Plan SNC Comments 3-22-2018.pdf (289 kb) 



Officers 
President: Kurt Cabrera Miller 

Vice President of Administration: Christian Rubalcava 
Vice President of Communications: Maria Silva 

Secretary: Marti Marshall 
Treasurer: George Ortega 

March 22, 201 8  

Brian Kel ly, CEO 
Cal ifornia H igh-Speed Rail Authority 
Attn: Draft 201 8  Business Plan 
770 L Street, Su ite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, California 95814  

Re: Sylmar Neighborhood Council Comments to 201 8 Business Plan - Lancaster to Burbank Routes 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The Sylmar Neighborhood Council at its March 22, 201 8  General Board Meeting voted to approve these 
comments on the High-Speed Rail 201 8  Business Plan.  Input was gained from our community and 
stakeholders on March 1 4

th 
, 201 8 at a publ ic meeting of the Sylmar Planning Land Use Committee and the 

Council meeting held today. 

We are not in support of options that cross natural segments of the Los Angeles River and its tributaries, 
including the Big Tujunga Wash, Pacoima Wash, other Angeles National Forest canyons in the foothil ls, 
at or above grade. 

We are opposed to routes that tunnel under establ ished residential communities . 

Therefore we request removal of SR-1 4, E1  and E2 routes from the plan . 

We request the Cal iforn ia High-Speed Rai l  Authority look at new alternatives. 

Consideration of routes along existing transportation corridors such as the 5 freeway with connecting 
branches to outl ining communities along other transportation corridors such as the 1 4  freeway. A route 
along the 5 freeway is the most direct route from Sacramento to Burbank. 

The High-Speed Rail Authority must hold publ ic meetings in the Northeast San Fernando Valley, 
thereby al lowing the most affected communities along the Lancaster to Burbank route to attend . 

If our above comments are not reflected in  a revised 201 8 HSR Business Plan , the Sylmar Neighborhood 
Council will not s port th Pia 

cc: Councilwoman Monica Rodriguez 
Supervisor Kathryn Barger 
Governor Jerry Brown 

P.O. Box 921023, Sylmar, CA 91392-1023 • Telephone (818) 833-8737 • Email: Board @SylmarNC.org • Website: www.SylmarNC.org 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Peter C 
Last Name: Martin 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : It seems that private sector funding and increased federal funding will not be 
coming and the costs have dramatically increased. It seems time to ask 
voters whether to continue or terminate the project. One also wonders if a 
value engineered lower cost and lower impact completion option should be 
considered. 

Peter Martin 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : John 
Last Name : Janssen 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : There would be plenty of money if California would stop supporting 

undocumented illegals. Duh!!! Btw ... I would love to visit my family in SF on 
the HS rail. Get Gov Brown out and turn California Republican supported 
again and see how fast the HS Rail would be built. 

Titus 1 :2  ? We Have a Hope 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Homer 
Last Name: Conway 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Pull the plug on this waste of tax payers money.We do not need this train, lt 

will never pay its own way.We will be subsidizing for ever.Stop it now!!lf you 
need to go to LA take a plane. 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : HSR 
Last Name : boardmembers@HSR 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

-----Original Message-----
From: donotreply@pbcommentsense.com 
[mailto:donotreply@pbcommentsense.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 12:29 PM 
To: HSR boardmembers@HSR 
Subject: California High-Speed Train Comment 

Submission via California High-Speed Authority's Contact Form: 

First Name: j 
Last Name: duke 
Contact Category: Board of Directors 
Interest As: Individual 
Organization: Mr. 
Title: 
Email Address: glenjo@sbcglobal.net 
Telephone: 9255169493 
City: brentwood 
State: CA 
County: CA 
Zip Code: 94513 

Message: 
Kill the project. There is little need for the system. The most significant 
argument for the system is to provide for commutes from the central valley to 
San Jose so that employees of the tech industry can afford housing. A very 
expensive solution to that problem. Better for the tech industry to locate fewer 
offices in San Jose, and more into the central valley. 

Please note this record is also saved in PBCommentSense Board Corridor as 
record #433. 
https://cahsr.pbcommentsense.com/pbcs/submission/edit.aspx?id=30904&pr 
ojectID=28 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : HSR 
Last Name : boardmembers@HSR 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

-----Original Message-----
From: donotreply@pbcommentsense.com 
[mailto:donotreply@pbcommentsense.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 12: 14 PM 
To: HSR boardmembers@HSR 
Subject: California High-Speed Train Comment 

Submission via California High-Speed Authority's Contact Form: 

First Name: Sandy 
Last Name: Ducato 
Contact Category: Board of Directors 
Interest As: State Agency 
Organization: None 
Title: Ms 
Email Address: sandyducato@razzolink.com 
Telephone: 
City: Prunedale 
State: CA 
County: Monterey 
Zip Code: 93907 

Message: 
I am asking that you terminate this project. The current estimation for 
completion is over $77 million and is expected to rise to an even larger 
number. 
PLEASE, terminate this project. This money can certainly be used in a much 
more needed area. 

Please note this record is also saved in PBCommentSense Board Corridor as 
record #432. 
https://cahsr.pbcommentsense.com/pbcs/submission/edit.aspx?id=30903&pr 
ojectID=28 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : HSR 
Last Name : boardmembers@HSR 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

-----Original Message-----
From: donotreply@pbcommentsense.com 
[mailto:donotreply@pbcommentsense.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 8:42 AM 
To: HSR boardmembers@HSR 
Subject: California High-Speed Train Comment 

Submission via California High-Speed Authority's Contact Form: 

First Name: Neil 
Last Name: Joeck 
Contact Category: Board of Directors 
Interest As: Individual 
Organization: UC Berkeley 
Title: Research Scholar 
Email Address: Njoeck@berkeley.edu 
Telephone: 510-642-8749 
City: Berkeley 
State: CA 
County: Alameda 
Zip Code: 94551 

Message: 
HSR is failing to live up to its promises. It's initial expected cost was grossly 
under-estimated and the adjusted projected cost is almost certainly the same. 
Assumptions about affordibility and convenience are deeply flawed. You have 
an obligation to admit past errors and stop repeating them. Californians do 
not want HSR and do not want to waste any more money on this mistake. 
Stop HSR now! 

Please note this record is also saved in PBCommentSense Board Corridor as 
record #430. 
https://cahsr.pbcommentsense.com/pbcs/submission/edit.aspx?id=30897&pr 
ojectID=28 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : HSR 
Last Name : boardmembers@HSR 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

-----Original Message-----
From: donotreply@pbcommentsense.com 
[mailto:donotreply@pbcommentsense.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 8: 16 AM 
To: HSR boardmembers@HSR 
Subject: California High-Speed Train Comment 

Submission via California High-Speed Authority's Contact Form: 

First Name: Robert 
Last Name: Mull 
Contact Category: Board of Directors 
Interest As: Individual 
Organization: 
Title: 
Email Address: mullski777@gmail.com 
Telephone: 9258789578 
City: Lafayette 
State: CA 
County: California 
Zip Code: 94549 

Message: 
This project is a joke on all of us who pay taxes. It is a boondoggle of the 
highest degree so our governor can have a legacy. Stop the madness and 
use the money for something useful. 

Please note this record is also saved in PBCommentSense Board Corridor as 
record #429. 
https://cahsr.pbcommentsense.com/pbcs/submission/edit.aspx?id=30894&pr 
ojectID=28 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : HSR 
Last Name : boardmembers@HSR 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

-----Original Message-----
From: donotreply@pbcommentsense.com 
[mailto:donotreply@pbcommentsense.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 21, 2018 8:04 AM 
To: HSR boardmembers@HSR 
Subject: California High-Speed Train Comment 

Submission via California High-Speed Authority's Contact Form: 

First Name: Rolland 
Last Name: Pruner 
Contact Category: Board of Directors 
Interest As: Individual 
Organization: 
Title: 
Email Address: expert-one@comcast.net 
Telephone: 
City: Livermore 
State: CA 
County: 
Zip Code: 94551 

Message: 
Please stop the train, this will break us!!!! 

Please note this record is also saved in PBCommentSense Board Corridor as 
record #428. 
https://cahsr.pbcommentsense.com/pbcs/submission/edit.aspx?id=30893&pr 
ojectID=28 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : HSR 
Last Name : boardmembers@HSR 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

-----Original Message-----
From: donotreply@pbcommentsense.com 
[mailto:donotreply@pbcommentsense.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 2018 9:47 PM 
To: HSR boardmembers@HSR 
Subject: California High-Speed Train Comment 

Submission via California High-Speed Authority's Contact Form: 

First Name: Craig 
Last Name: Ash 
Contact Category: Board of Directors 
Interest As: Individual 
Organization: Personal 
Title: 
Email Address: Craig.ash@msn.com 
Telephone: 4082027355 
City: San Jose 
State: CA 
County: Santa Clara 
Zip Code: 95136 

Message: 
I am fed up with the waste of this high speed (??) rail project. We live in San 
Jose and travel often to sed family in Fresno. Pkease know that we will never 
rude this train. We enjoy the drive and stoppibg in Los Banos for meals and at 
Casa de Friuta. HSR is the biggest waste of taxpayer $$. It is time to 
terminate this project!!! Time for Califirnia to go on a spendibg diet. 

Please note this record is also saved in PBCommentSense Board Corridor as 
record #427. 
https://cahsr.pbcommentsense.com/pbcs/submission/edit.aspx?id=30889&pr 
ojectID=28 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Doug 
Last Name: Clarke 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I appreciate the Business Plan released last week informing the public of the 
current status of the High Speed Rail project. 
I have been opposed to this project since it's inception and the proposal put 
to the voters in 2008. The financial obligations are absurd, the concept 
incredulous and the feasability a complete lie from our politicians. The 
obvious overcosts, mismanagement and overall ineptitude is mindboggling. 
Please consider halting this project before more money is wasted. 
Doug ClarkeDanville, CA 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : James 
Last Name : Tevis 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: I love high-speed rail !!! 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Richard 
Last Name: Solomon 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Cost overruns are getting worse as time goes on. The infrastructure in LA 
around the downtown rail station is so inadequate that riders will not be able 
to get out of downtwn readily.HSR from north to south will never be financially 
viable. Thus, I am opposed to this project. It should stop. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Robert P 
Last Name: Kleinberger 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: The cost in the Draft Business Plan 2018 for the HSR leg from Palmdale to 

Burbank may be a little thin especially if the tunnels through the San Gabriel 
Mountains are a single track in each direction with a service tunnel in
between. The long implementation phase before start may drive cost 
escalation higher than anticipated in the draft business plan. The Channel 
Tunnel, the Gotthard Base Tunnel, the Danish Great Belt Rail Link, Oresund 
Rail Link all had significant cost overruns and the implementation phase was 
long driving costs higher. Ultimately though I think the income benefit will 
outweigh the accrued interest and the accumulated interest of interest 
because this particular leg may have very high ridership, similar to the Central 
Valley to Silicon Valley leg.But the cost for this leg Palmdale to Burbank may 
be thin in the plan due to the tunnels and the long implementation phase. This 
is just a quick thought in review of the plan so far. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Steve 
Last Name : Akacsos 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : RE: Comments on the HSRA 2018 Business Plan 

A $30 billion dollar project (originally) that has ballooned to $77.3 billion (and 
growing) is not a responsible 
way to spend taxpayer money. This high speed rail project is a boondoggle 
at best and a financial hole California will need recover from at worst. 

It is time to stop this madness of dumping perfectly good money down the 
drain on a train system that is going nowhere .... literally. This is not a fiscally 
prudent or even remotely within budget project! 
The time has come to end this madness and halt any further contruction on 
the High Speed Rail, before more funds are shunted away from actual 
working roadways and current transportation systems in great need of repair. 

I urge the HSRA to put any planned increases in budget or additional monies 
spent before the California voters and let them decide how much of our hard 
earned income you should be allowed to recklessly flush away. 

Lisa Lee Akacsos 
California registered voter and taxpayer 
3231 Cheryl Circle 
Pleasanton, CA 94588 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Donald 
Last Name: Neal 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I am commenting as an individual, from Zip Code area 91342. 

HSR from Los Angeles to San Francisco? 
A no brainer. The tourists will eat it up, and pay for it. Everyday they 
will ride it. It will become as iconic as Paris to London through the 
Chunnel, or Rome to Milan, or Madrid to Barcelona, or Zurich to Milan 
through the Gotthard Base Tunnel. Fly into one city, HSR over and back, to 
the other city. A brilliant move, and great vision. 

A HSR tunnel from Palmdale to Burbank? 
We would be known worldwide for it. It would be the longest rail tunnel in 
the USA. This is a once in a lifetime event, a huge investment in public 
infrastructure. I'm no big fan of Jerry Brown, but I do admire his 
leadership and vision on HSR. The tunnel should be named, the Jerry Brown 
Tunnel, as a lasting tribute to his legacy project. 

Please, build the HSR, it will pay for itself. 

Donald L. Neal, CA citizen and traveller. 

P.S. Build the LA to Las Vegas HSR line. Work with Nevada, and split the 
costs. It will be an instant and huge $ucce$$. EVERYONE in LA will ride it. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues 

Morris 
Brown 

http://www.foxandhoundsdaily.com/2018/03/high-speed-rail-2018-business
plan-classic-model-deception/ 

<http://www.foxandhoundsdaily.com/2018/03/high-speed-rail-2018-business
plan-classic-model-deception/> The 
High Speed Rail 2018 Business Plan ? A Classic Model Of Deception 

By <http://www. foxandhoundsdaily. com/author/morris-brown/>Morris Brown 
Founder of DERAIL, The original Grass Roots group 
opposing the High Speed Rail project. 
Thursday, March 29th, 2018 

The California High Speed Rail Authority has 
released its 2018 Business Plan. It portends to 
finally reveal the true cost for construction of 
Phase I of the project. The new cost estimate is 
at a base of $77.3 billion to a possible $98.1 
billion dollars. Completion of Phase I is now 
projected for year 2032. Please remember the old 
promise to the voters was the project would be 
running by 2020 and the cost to California voters 
would be $10 billion (the rest of the $32 
billions needed to build Phase I would come from Federal and private 
sources). 

Looking a bit beneath the headlines, we find many 
questions that are not explained. Phase I as 
defined in the 2008 Prop 1A ballot measure, runs 
from the Trans Bay Terminal (TBT) in San 
Francisco to LA Union Station and Anaheim. This 
new business plan suddenly truncates the route to 
start at the 4th and King Street station in San 
Francisco, not at the TBT. Estimated costs for 
the needed tunnel from 4th and King to TBT are at 
$3.9 billion. This cost should have been 
included in the business plan but was omitted. 

Furthermore, $400 million in Federal Funds for 
the needed ?train box? to service the HSR trains 
at the TBT has already been spent, and is not 
included in Phase I projected costs. 

Adding in these costs drives up projected cost 
estimates for Phase I to a range of $81.6 to $102.4 Billions. 

Looking further, we now find, due to the lack of 
funding for a complete Phase I, the new plan 
essentially is building commuter lines in the 
Central Valley (Madera to Bakersfield) and Gilroy 
to San Francisco (using existing Caltrain tracks on the Peninsula). 

The citizens of Southern California are being 
short-changed, and will have to be satisfied with 
funding of a couple hundred million dollars, to 
upgrade a rail intersection, and maybe an upgrade of LA Union station. 

The published example train schedule shows no 



mention of a trip from San Francisco to LA in 2 
hours 40 minutes; a trip time mandated in Prop 
1 A. No indeed. We are now on notice that such a 
trip would be 3 hr 30 minutes at best and many 
travel times on some runs are up to 5 hours in length. 

The new plan delays construction of the needed 
tunnel to connect the Central Valley to the Bay 
Area and needed tunnels to connect Bakersfield 
going south to Los Angeles. These tunnels must 
wait for funding which is nowhere to be found. 

The dream of the Authority and Governor Brown to 
construct a High Speed Rail line in California is 
indeed dead. What is now to be built are 
disconnected tracks claimed to improve commuter I 
passenger routes, mostly in the Central Valley 
and Sil icon Valley. And by the way, a guarantee 
of Prop 1A, was no operating subsidies would ever 
be required to run the train. What commuter 
service do you know, that doesn?t require a subsidy? 

The new business plan is not a plan for a State 
wide High Speed Rail project. No one should be 
deceived by the colorful pictures and 
non-existent funding which is so artfully displayed in the plan. 

Now is the time to stop this project ! 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Mahlon 
Last Name: Taillon 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : 03.10.2018 Mah Ion Taillon Comment.pdf (54 kb) 



Mahlon Tai l lon (760) 379-3759 Ca l led Saturday March 10, 2018 at 10:22am 

"Yea h, I t h i n k  you ought to scra p the H igh-Speed ra i l .  I t h i n k  it's a waste of tax do l l a rs .  Persona l ly, I t h i n k  

there i s  bette r th i ngs to  spend  the money with i n  th i s  state, i n stead o f  some H igh-Speed ra i l  between  LA 

and  Sacra mento o r  the bay a rea .  It is a waste of t ime and  money, it shou ld  have been scra pped from the 

begi n n i ng, how it got passed I cou l d n't te l l  you .  a nd  for the record my name is Mah I on  Ta i l lon ,  a nd  that's 

fo r the record, I t h i n k  it i s  a waste of t ime ." 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: No name 
Last Name: No name 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : 03.21.2018 No name comment from number (310) 550 784 1.pdf (52 kb) 



No name (310) 550-7841 Wednesday March 21, 2018 10:58am 

" I  am comment ing on  this proposa l fo r this h igh-speed ra i l ,  I 'd  l i ke to say I t h i n k  it' s p roba b ly the most 

l ud icrous th i ng the state has eve r come up  with, to spend the k ind of money and  t ime and  effo rt i nto 

such a p reposte rous th i ng, that i s  go i ng to go way over budget, in a state that is fi na nc ia l ly st rugg l i ng 

with a lot of i ssues is a gross m i sca rr iage of the due  sha r ing respons i b i l ity. Tha n k  you . "  



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Parker 
Last Name: Coelho 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Is there public access to any relevant datasets which I could try to do some 
data analysis related to this project? I am a Fresno State alum who is looking 
to explore more about this massive project, especially its impact on small and 
local businesses. Could you steer me in the correct direction? 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Joseph 
Last Name: Carmellino 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: Ladies and Gentlemen: 

I am a supporter of high-speed rail in California, in fact a vocal supporter in 
my community. I am dismayed to hear (if true) that the plan calls for 20-30 
stops between SF and LA. If so, in the interest of public integrity, you need to 
stop calling the project "high-speed rail, " and admit you're building a hyped up 
Amtrak commuter train. Has anyone there ever been on the TGV? 

Joseph S. Carmellino 
Attorney At Law 
8880 Rio San Diego Drive, Suite 800 
San Diego, California 92108 
Tel.: 858.622.8377 
Fax.: 858.350.0233 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Unknown 
Last Name: Nedzarp 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : You seem to be dragging your feet on construction. Get it together! 
Geterdone! 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: California High-Speed Rail Peer Review Group 
Last Name: California High-Speed Rail Peer Review Group 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : HSR Peer Review Group Letter.pdf (1 mb) 



California High-Speed Rail Peer Review Group 

Stacey Mortensen Lou Thompson Martin Wachs 
Chairman 

March 30, 20 1 8  

The Honorable Toni G. Atkins 
Senate President Pro Tern 
State Capitol Building 
Room 205 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

The Honorable Anthony Rendon 
Speaker of the Assembly 
State Capitol Building 
Room 219 
Sacramento, CA 95 814 

The Honorable Patricia Bates 
Senate Republican Leader 
State Capitol Building 
Room 305 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

The Honorable Brian Dahle 
Assembly Republican Leader 
State Capitol Building 
Room 3 104 
Sacramento, CA 958 13 

Dear Honorable Members: 

The California High.Speed Rail Authority's draft 2018 Business Plan marks a critical decision 
point for high•speed rail in California. Although the Authority's work to date is in accord with 
earlier program and funding actions by the Legislature, the 2018 draft Plan highlights the fact 
that there is a continuing and growing funding gap that must be addressed in order to complete 
service between San Francisco and Bakersfield and eventually to Los Angeles and Anaheim in 
Phase I of the system. This is only in part because costs have gone up since the 2016 P Ian and 
they may well continue to do so. It is also not surprising that the project schedule has slipped and 
may well slip fmiher, nor is it unexpected that compromises continue to be made with respect to 
expected system performance. The table below illustrates the general magnitude and direction of 
change from Business Plan to Business Plan. 



Evolution in Capital Costs, System Size and Demand, Revenue and Net Revenue Forecasts 
(Revenue Projections for the Year 2040 re-stated in 2017$) 

Capital Cost, Demand and Revenues are Medium Level Estimates 

Business 
Plan 

Ph I Capital 
Coste($ 
Billions) 

Miles 
Capital 

Cost/Mile 
($Millions) 

Demand 
(Millions) 

Gross 
Revenue* 
($Millions) 

Net 
Revenue** 
($Millions) 

Ratio: 
Net/Gross

(%) 

Schedule: 
SF to LA 3 

stops 
2012 61.0 490 124.5 26.4 1,948.5 1,076.3 55.2 na 
2014 61.4 490 125.3 34.9 1,766.0 843.3 47.8 3:08 
2016 57.9 520 111.3 42.8 2,512.5 1,566.0 62.3 3:10 

2018 draft 67.5 520 129.8 42.0 2,561.0 1,610.0 62.9 3:32 *** 
* Farebox revenue plus ancillary revenue 
** Gross Revenue minus O&M Costs and ongoing capital replacement 
*** To be revised in Final 2018 Business Plan 

None of the changes since the 2016 Business Plan are surprises given the history of the project 
and experience with similar projects worldwide. These patterns result from the enormity and 
complexity of the project and the inherent uncertainty su1Tounding it. The changes do not 
necessarily reflect badly on the competence or honesty of management and many of the changes 
resulted from issues that were highlighted as risks in earlier plans. They follow the well
established trajectory of most mega-projects that start from a grand vision and end up, 
eventually, forming a more realistic picture of the actual challenges. Public comment is likely to 
focus on cost escalation, schedule changes, and modifications to system design, but the Peer 
Review Group would like to highlight questions that are in our opinion more fundamental. 

The 2018  Plan poses critical questions because it starkly underlines the need for decisions on the 
future of the program. Growth in expected costs is of concern even before considering the fact 
that the most complex and costly parts of the construction (tunneling, for example) have yet to be 
started, and there is an inadequate and uncertain stream of money to finance the project. There 
has always been a gap that will have to filled from unidentified sources, but earlier Plans held out 
the hope that there would be a set of construction cost estimates, public financial resources, and 
operating income projections that would elicit enough private investment to build at least a 
significant operational part of the system without major additional state or federal grants or loan 
progran1s. Our earlier comments noted that the expressions of interest from potential private 
sector investors had made it clear that an added role of the state in guaranteeing the income flow 
of the Authority would be needed, no matter what other sources were identified. 

The Group has comments on the Plan's details attached below, but more importantly we urge the 
Legislature to respond to the 2018 Plan by focusing instead on the key questions of whether the 
project should proceed and, if so, what would a revamped project look like and how can it 
realistically be financed? It will be essential to develop a realistic program of project finance by 
revenue source and agency (local, state, federal, private) and a realistic discussion of the 
predictability of funds generation. 

The Authority can no longer be expected to deliver a project for which the proposed scope is not 
matched by adequate and reliable funding. The Legislature will need to consider how adequate 



and reliable funding can be provided if the project is to continue. The issue is two-fold: current 
funding is not sufficient to complete even the San Francisco to Bakersfield section; and the 
primary source of added funding - Cap and Trade - is too volatile to support monetization by the 
private sector except at a high risk premium. 

The 20 1 8  Plan does not clearly lay out the Legislature's choices or the actions needed to 
implement the chosen option. This increases the risk that the mismatch between the desired 
outcome and available funding will continue to grow to the detriment of the project and the state. 
In broad terms, the choices appear to be: 

1 .  End the project, pay the remaining contractor charges, retain purchased prope1ty for state 
uses where needed and otherwise sell it or return it to its former owners and scrap any 
work already done. In practice this would not be practical because the work done so far 
would have no utility and the federal ARRA money would probably have to be repaid. 

2. Complete the existing committed work in the Central Valley and provide connections to 
the existing San Joaquin service so that use could be made of the investment and the 
ARRA funding would not need to be repaid. Complete all contracted commitments to 
local authorities on the Peninsula and in the Los Angeles basin including Phase I 
environmental clearances. After doing so, end the project. This appears to be the 
minimum feasible program, though it would leave Cap and Trade appropriations unspent. 

3. Complete existing work as described above and, using Cap and Trade receipts provided 
under current policies, add improvements in electrification from San Jose to Gilroy and 
upgrade Los Angeles Union Station and the Los Angeles to Anaheim lines. Complete 
planning and engineering for the Pacheco Pass tunnels and all environmental clearances 
needed. Defer other commitments for future consideration but continue to pursue 
potential financial options such as state guarantees of the share and level of Cap and 
Trade flows. This is basically the program status in the draft 2018 Plan. 1f the 
Legislature chooses this approach, it may want to commission a review of the program 
before authorizing further commitments. 

4. Reconfirm the state's commitment to completion of an agreed version of Phase I as 
contemplated in Proposition I A  and provide the Authority with adequate and reliable 
sources of financing to complete the project. A workable funding plan should be based 
on the understanding that the project's schedule and costs are likely to change as the 
project evolves. 

In considering these options (or others the Governor, Authority or Legislature may define), the 
Legislature will need to reassess the vision embodied in Proposition I A and the reality it is 
turning into. If the Legislature opts to continue the project beyond the Central Valley segment 
and the existing commitments to the bookend areas, it may want to request that a study be 
commissioned to revalidate the role of high-speed rail in the future transport network of 
California and reaffirm the priority that transportation, and high-speed rail, have in comparison 
to other spending needs of the state. This would be especially important if, for example, the 
Legislature considers changing the share of Cap and Trade receipts dedicated to high-speed rail. 
An essential element of the study would be a full discussion of the role of high-speed rail within 
the state's overall rail plan and plans for highways and airports. This should also be based on 
inputs from the Authority's early operator, who could provide more detail and justification for 



the projections of services and financial/economic performance of the system for the options 
being considered. 

As stated in previous letters the PRO believes that rail passenger service, including high-speed 
rail service, is important to the economic growth of the State and can play a central role in the 
State's future transport network. Enhanced passenger rail service - high-speed, conventional and 
commuter - will be needed in California just as it is useful in other regions of the country and 
around the world. There is little doubt that better rail service can be achieved if the various 
providers (not just the Authority) are given appropriate policy guidance and financial support. 
Unfortunately, the high-speed rail program as it is currently defined and financed will not be able 
to support the role that high-speed rail could have in the state's future transportation system. 

Please let us know if you have any questions, need any further information, or would like to meet 
with the Group to discuss this letter. 

Sincerely, 

Louis S. Thompson 
Chairman, California High-Speed Rail Peer Review Group 

cc: Hon. Jim Beall, Chair, Senate Transportation and Housing Committee 
Hon. Anthony Canella, Vice Chair, Senate Transportation and Housing Committee 
Hon. Jim Frazier, Chair, Assembly Transportation Committee 
Hon. Vince Fong, Vice Chair, Assembly Transportation Committee 
Brian Ennis, Secretary, California State Transportation Agency 
Mac Taylor, State Legislative Analyst 
Ken Alex, Director, Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
Dan Richard, Chair, California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Brian Kelly, Chief Executive Officer, California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Members, California High-Speed Rail Peer Review Group 



Detailed Comments 

Early Operator 
The draft Plan does not incorporate the input of the early operator recently contracted by the 
Authority. The Authority states that the early operator will be asked to assess the reasonableness 
of the cost estimates and ranges presented and "[w]hen that assessment is complete, this 
information will be publicly available." (page 32 of draft Plan). There are a number of areas 
where the input and advice of the early operator will be very important, including capital and 
O&M costs, cash flows and the business model as discussed below. If at all possible, this input 
should be included in the final 2018 Business Plan. If inclusion in the final Plan is not possible, 
the Authority should commit to an agreed date when the assessments will be available because 
the inputs are likely to have a significant impact on the project and this may affect the 
Legislature's continuing evaluation of the program. 

Business Model 
The Authority's discussion of its proposed business model needs better definition and 
explanation in the final Plan. This is an area in which the early operator will be able to assist 
based on experience with rail passenger business models elsewhere in the world. For example, 
the Authority states "The rail infrastructure provider will interface with the system operator and 
will be responsible for integrating other elements of the high-speed system (high-speed rail 
trains, civil works and facilities) so that the system works seamlessly. The rail infrastructure 
provider is intended to be a key long-term partner and also [to] be responsible for maintaining 
the underlying civil works of the system." (page 27 of the draft Plan) The Authority should 
elaborate on how this would actually be implemented in practice. Would there be a separate 
contractor or concessionaire who would own and maintain the infrastructure and charge a fee for 
use while paying the Authority a fee? How would the charges be established and regulated? 
How would the various service providers interact with the infrastructure provider? There is no 
single, "right" answer to these questions, and the business model need not be defined in complete 
detail, but the Authority needs to present a clear and consistent concept of its business model in 
order not to make decisions now that will foreclose future choices. 

Interaction with the Bookend Operators 
The Authority has decided to expand the blended operations with Caltrain from San Francisco to 
Gilroy, and with Metrolink from Burbank to Anaheim, an approach that we consider appropriate 
both because of limited funding, and because this will have significant immediate benefit to 
current riders. This approach underlines the need for a clear and fully agreed upon set of 
operating agreements with the two agencies and with the Union Pacific and BNSF railroads. The 
existing memoranda of understanding have launched the process, but the Authority should move 
as quickly as possible to convert the general understandings into specific agreements on 
ownership, rights of access, costs of access, maintenance responsibility, and dispatching and 
scheduling decisions, among others. The Authority has already seen how negotiations of final 
agreements with freight railroads tend to increase estimates of cost and schedule. Any added 
impacts of these agreements with the commuter operators and the freight railroads should be 
identified and managed as soon as possible. 



Grade Crossings 
In prior letters we urged that a broad program of grade crossing elimination be developed. The 
dangers of the interactions of heavy highway traffic and dense, high-speed, conventional and 
commuter rail passenger traffic moving through rail/highway grade crossings cannot be 
overstated. Now that the Plan envisions operation over grade crossings in the San Jose to Gilroy 
area and plans for joint operations over the grade crossings in the Burbank to Anaheim territory, 
the need for a program to eliminate grade crossings is even greater. 

This is not a problem that the Authority alone can or should solve. Resolution will be expensive, 
it will take time, and there may well be a need for prioritizing of funds by crossing exposure and 
acceptance of interim solutions. Local governments, the state, Caltrain, Metrolink, the freight 
railroads and federal authorities all have roles to play. A coordinated program over a reasonable 
period of time to reduce the danger at grade crossings should be developed and implemented. 
The Legislature may want to request that Caltrans take the lead in forming such a program. 

Schedule Trip Time Changes 
Although Proposition l A  required that the system be designed so that a train could run from San 
Francisco to Los Angeles in 2 hours 40 minutes or less, continuing changes in plans, all of which 
have reduced speeds and increased potential trip times, will make it more difficult to meet this 
requirement. In past Business Plans, the Authority took the position that the "pure run time" as 
reflected in their train performance calculator results indicated that the 2:40 time could be met 
for a non-stop train from San Francisco to Los Angeles, but none of the planned schedules 
included non-stop service. The three-stop scheduled trip time from San Francisco to Los 
Angeles was shown as 2:55 in the 2009 Business Plan (page 66, Table A), 3:08 in the 2014 
Business Plan (page 8 of 2014 Service Planning Methodology) and 3: 10 in the 2016 Business 
Plan (page 5 of20 16  Service Planning Methodology). It is now shown at about 3:30 in the draft 
20 18  Business Plan (page 5 of 20 18  draft Service Planning Methodology) though we have been 
informed that this will be revised in the final Plan. The proposed schedules must be consistent 
with the actual demand modeling in the plans in order that the revenue and O&M forecasts will 
match the conditions needed to fulfill the schedule. At the same time, the revised schedules 
illustrate the risk of reduction in system performance due to added maximum speed limitations in 
a number of areas. 

Overall Variability 
A common thread through all our previous letters has been that all of the forecasts of 
construction cost, O&M costs, revenue and cash flow, and completion schedule should be 
presented as having a wide range of potential outcomes. The experience gained so far has 
confumed this point, as the draft 20 1 8  Plan states. We fully support the Authority's move to 
show all projections in terms of ranges and not just point estimates. 

For example, on page 1 8  there is a discussion of international experience with tunneling without 
furnishing any information on cost experience. If the Authority is learning from international 
experience, given the enormous contribution of tunneling to the cost uncertainty of the project, it 
might be especially helpful to include preliminary insights about the ranges of unit costs from 
these experiences as compared with the Authority's estimates. The Authority expects to build 
over 44 miles of tunnels, which is likely the largest single project cost component, so a clearer 



perspective on the tunneling estimates would help in building confidence the projected costs will 
fall within the estimates. 

More broadly, all future projections should acknowledge that costs, revenues, system 
performance and completion schedules are still subject to a lot of uncertainty, even after the 
various contingency allowances are applied. Any funding plans for the system should take into 
account the possibility that the actual outcomes could be at the unfavorable end of projected 
ranges. 

Urban/Regional Development and Potential for Value Capture by High-Speed Rail 
The Draft Business Plan argues (page l )  that high-speed rail will contribute to resolving the 
state's affordable housing problem and repeats the assertion (pages 1 1 - l 2), under the heading 
"Benefits to Disadvantaged Communities." High-speed rail is presented as a catalyst for infill 
development and for sustainable infrastructure that can make communities safer places to live 
and the Plan suggests that high-speed rail can benefit lower income communities. The Group 
considers the relationships between the construction of high-speed rail and land use changes near 
the stations to be a matter of enormous policy significance and notes that this issue receives 
inadequate attention in the Draft. Our concern is that the claims, though potentially credible, are 
not supported by evidence. It is possible, as speculated in the draft Business Plan that people 
will move to lower-cost housing close to stations while working in Silicon Valley or San 
Francisco. It could equally be argued that high-speed rail will bring urban sprawl to the central 
valley and will replace inexpensive housing with luxury market rate development. Because of 
the significance of the issue of the impact of high-speed rail on regional development, we 
recommend that better and more detailed studies be undertaken before this issue can be resolved 
with confidence. 

Similarly, the plan mentions (page 72) the creation of a Transit and Land Use Committee that is 
pursuing station area development. References appear to the possibility in the future of value 
capture financing, to the creation of station area development corporations, and to interest in 
federal programs such as the federal program of "opportunity zones." We do not argue with the 
potential importance of these possibil ities, but they are not well enough defined or established to 
give us any confidence in their future role. Much more needs to be done before they can be 
taken seriously as elements of system planning or finance. 

Data are provided on page 5 to demonstrate that Los Angeles has a serious traffic congestion 
problem (clearly true). The Authority asserts that high-speed rail will contribute to the 
alleviation of that problem, even though the plan makes no commitment to initiate service in the 
coming decades in Southern California and provides no analysis to show the contribution that 
high-speed rail or mass transit will make in future. The Authority should consider removing this 
discussion from the final Plan. Exhibit 1 .3 compares travel times by automobile, conventional 
rail, and high speed rail. Air travel should be added in the comparison for longer trips like those 
between San Francisco and Los Angeles. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Virginia 
Last Name: Crabtree 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Bullet Train was a mistake to start. Eight years and and way over budget. In 
the state of California it seems that we need money for primary and high 
school education and money for water storage. Also our roads are a disgrace. 
Who will ride this train anyway? 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Jeremiah 
Last Name: Traylor 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I would build the 224 miles of high speed rail you say you have enough 
money for open the route to the public let them see the benefits than expand 
from there with public support. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Cindy 
Last Name : Gooden 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : The full CAHSR network must get built - that should never cease to be the 

long term goal regardless of short- and medium-term obstacles. However it 
needs to be done, as long as it is done. Once this train enters operation, we 
will wonder why we didn't build it sooner. It is the linchpin in our future as an 
economically competitive, environmentally sound state. 

BART was also over budget and delayed. Does anybody in the Bay Area 
currently think it was a waste of money? I personally would rather have the 
system delivered later and at higher cost than never have it at all. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

Attachments : 

Dan 
Leavitt 
Dear CHS RA, 

Please accept the attached comment letter from the Central Valley Rail 
Working Group on CHSRA's Draft 2018 Business Plan. We greatly 
appreciate the opportunity to comment and look forward to continuing to work 
with you. 

Best regards, 

Dan Leavitt - Manager of Regional Initiatives - San Joaquin Regional Rail 
Commission - Altamont Corridor Express - San Joaquin Joint Powers 
Authority - (209) 944-6266 - (530) 400-9475 cell -
dan@acerail.com<mailto:dan@acerail.com> - 949 East Channel Street, 
Stockton CA 95202 - www.acerail.com<http://www.acerail.com> 
[3 logos (2)] 

image001.png (33 kb) 
Final CVRWG letter regarding CHSRA 2018 Draft Business Plan.pdf (294 kb) 
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Association of Governments 

Member Agencies 
in a 

Memorandum of 
Understanding 

April 5, 2018 
Mr. Dan Richard 
Chairperson, California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Comments on California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) Draft 
2018 Business Plan 

Dear Chairperson Richard, 

The Central Valley Rail Working Group (CVRWG) includes all the regional 
transportation planning agencies, regional rail operators, and major cities in 
the Sacramento to Merced Corridor. CVRWG has been a very good partner 
in the development of the high-speed rail project. Our 20-agency working 
group has been involved in the coordinated planning for passenger rail 
service between Sacramento and Merced since 2006. 

CVR WG appreciates the opportunity to comment on the CHS RA Draft 
2018 Business Plan. CVRWG looks forward to working with CHSRA to 
implement a coordinated, complementary, and integrated intercity rail 
network which will help California's economy and will enable our State to 
grow in a more sustainable manner which protects the environment. 

In particular, CVRWG is very pleased that the CHSRA 2018 Draft Business 
Plan highlights our coordinated efforts in the Connected Corridor North 
Study. This CHSRA partnership with the CVRWG, San Joaquin Joint 
Powers Authority (SJJP A), San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission 
(SJRRC), Cal ST A and Caltrans identifies a path forward for better, faster, 
more frequent and more coordinated passenger rail service between the San 
Joaquin Valley and Sacramento and has widespread support of agencies and 
elected officials throughout the Northern San Joaquin Valley and 
Sacramento. This work is fully supportive and consistent with the 
CVR WG's efforts to improve intercity passenger rail service between the 
San Joaquin Valley and Sacramento. 

CVRWG greatly appreciates that connecting Merced as part of the Initial 
Operating Segment remains a high priority to CHSRA. However, the 
CVRWG requests that the Final CHSRA 2018 Business Plan have the link 
to Merced elevated to the same status that the links to San Francisco and 
Bakersfield were given in this draft business plan. The 2016 CHSRA 
Business Plan has the links to San Francisco, Bakersfield, and Merced all 
treated in a similar manner (see Exhibit 4.1 on page 48). The CHS RA 2018 
Draft Business Plan recognizes the high ridership and revenue potential of 
linking the Silicon Valley with the Central Valley between San Francisco 

c/o San Joaquin Regional Rai l  Commission - 949 East Channel Street, Stockton, CA 95202 - (209) 944-6220 



and Bakersfield, but should also recognize the similar benefits of linking to Merced. CVRWG 
respectfully requests that the CHSRA 2018 Draft Business Plan be amended to reflect the 

consideration provided to San Francisco, Bakersfield and Merced as was done in the 2016  CHSRA 
Business Plan. 

CVRWG is very pleased that the plan continues to identify Madera as a HSR station to provide 
connectivity with the San Joaquins and emphasizes "blended" service and connectivity 
improvements. CVRWG also appreciates the CHSRA's support of the Draft 2018  State Rail Plan 

and the commitment to continue to work with CVRWG and other Northern California rail partners to 
identify and prioritize near-term regional rail improvements as part of the Northern California Unified 
Rail Service. 

CVRWG supports the CHSRA Draft 2018  Business Plan and the Draft 2018  State Rail Plan which 
together propose a statewide vision for an integrated high speed, intercity, and commuter 

passenger rail system with reliable timed connections and multimodal transportation 
options. These plans will help lead to improved passenger rail services on many levels, and 
CVRWG looks forward to working with CHSRA, CalSTA, and Caltrans to implement an 
integrated high-speed, intercity and commuter passenger rail system to benefit our riders, our 
regions and our state. 

Sincerely, 

Vito Chiesa, Supervisor 

Stanislaus County on behalf of the 

Central Valley Rail Working Group 

cc Brian Kelly, CHSRA; Chad Edison, CalSTA 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Alex 
Last Name: Rostapshov 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : We need to continue building High Speed Rail in California in order to 

generate sustainable economic growth throughout the state. As the costs of 
living continue to increase and we run out of space around the major cities, 
High Speed Rail will create a viable alternative to shift jobs throughout the 
state, spreading wealth and reducing costs. This will benefit all residents of 
California - from the Central Valley cities to the coastal ones. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Carolyn 
Last Name: Wooldridge 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Support for this project disappeared long ago. The more people learned 

about it, the less they liked it. The project should be terminated as it is not 
what was promised and only promises to be a continual drain on our tax 
money. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Diane 
Last Name: Walker 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : To whom ever will even read this email: 

First, I am a California born resident and am sickened by this high speed 
rail train. I don't see a real purpose in it when we have flights that go 
from SFO to LAX hourly. You have used "General Fund" dollars to help fund 
this horrible project. I have never paid more gas tax money (to the General 
Fund) that I have in my entire 74 years on this earth and yet the roads in 
my area (Pleasant Hill/Concord) are deplorable. We are paying gas tax 
money 
for road upkeep and yet management in this state does not know how to 
balance a checking account, and now you have taxed us an additional 12 
cent 
tax on top of it and that is not the end you charge us to drive on Hwy 680 
$$$$ to drive between each off ramp.is that called triple dipping for road 
repair and it is for all day use thus limiting the other 3 lanes to 
congrest. And the worst part is that the work that is being done is patch 
and hope it stays awhile. I find instead of watching the cars around me I 
am constantly looking for potholes and pray I don't hit someone or someone 
hits me. 

Please is there anyone with enough courage in our (not about the citizens of 
this state) strong enough to put a stop to this totally waste of tax paying 
dollars. Surely we can make better use of our money being spent. 

Diane Walker 

Pleasant Hill, CA 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

Attachments : 

Dan 
Leavitt 
Dear CHS RA, 

Please accept the attached signed comment letter from the San Joaquin 
Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC). The SJRRC unanimously took action 
today to send this letter that supports the CHSRA 2018 Draft Business Plan 
and the Draft 2018 State Rail Plan. 

Best regards, 

Dan Leavitt - Manager of Regional Initiatives - San Joaquin Regional Rail 
Commission - Altamont Corridor Express - San Joaquin Joint Powers 
Authority - (209) 944-6266 - (530) 400-9475 cell -
dan@acerail.com<mailto:dan@acerail.com> - 949 East Channel Street, 
Stockton CA 95202 - www.acerail.com<http://www.acerail.com> 
[3 logos (2)] 

image001.png (33 kb) 
Final SJRRC Letter regarding CHSRA 2018 Draft Business Plan.pdf (146 kb) 



Chair, Steve Dresser, City of Lathrop Commissioner, Bob Elliott, San Joaquin County 

SAN JOAQUIN Vice Chair, Christina Fugazi, City of Stockton Commissioner, Leo Zuber, City of Ripon 

Commissioner, Bob Johnson, City of Lodi Commissioner, Scott Haggerty, Alameda County 

Commissioner, Debby Moorhead, City of Manteca Commissioner, John Marchand, City of Livermore REGIONAL 

RAIL COMMISSION Executive Director, Stacey Mortensen 

April 5, 20 18 

:Mr. Dan Richard 
Chairperson, California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Comments on California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) Draft 2018 Business Plan 

Dear Chairperson Richard, 

San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC) supports the CHS RA Draft 20 18 Business Plan and the Draft 2018  State 
Rail Plan which together propose a statewide vision for an integrated high speed, intercity, and commuter passenger rail 
system with reliable timed connections and multimodal transportation options. These plans will help lead to improved 
passenger rail services on many levels, and SJRRC looks forward to working with CHSRA, CalST A, and Caltrans to 
implement an integrated high-speed, intercity and commuter passenger rail system to benefit our riders, our regions and 
our state. 

In particular, SJRRC supports the fact that the CHSRA 2018 Draft Business Plan highlights our coordinated efforts in the 
Connected Corridor North Study. This CHSRA partnership with the Central Valley Rail Working Group, SJRRC, San 
Joaquin Joint Powers Authority (SJJP A), Cal STA and Cal trans identifies a path forward for better, faster, more frequent 
and more coordinated passenger rail service between the San Joaquin Valley and Sacramento and has widespread support 
of agencies and elected officials throughout the Northern San Joaquin Valley and Sacramento. This work is fully 
supportive and consistent with the SJRRC's efforts to improve commuter passenger rail service between the San Joaquin 
Valley, Sacramento, and the Bay Area. 

SJRRC agrees that connecting Merced as part of the Initial Operating Segment should remain a high priority to CHSRA, 
and that the plan continues to identify Madera as a HSR station to provide connectivity with the San Joaquins and 
emphasizes "blended" service and connectivity improvements. SJRRC also concurs with the CHSRA's support of the 
Draft 2018 State Rail Plan and the commitment to continue to work with SJRRC and other Northern California rail 
partners to identify and prioritize near-term regional rail improvements as part of the Northern California Unified Rail 
Service. 

SJRRC looks forward to working with CHSRA to implement a coordinated, complementary, and integrated intercity and 
commuter rail network which will help California's economy and will enable our State to grow in a more sustainable 
manner which protects the environment. 

Sincerely, 

ii:£&ha� 
San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission 

cc Brian Kelly, CHSRA; Chad Edison, CalST A 

ACE� 949 East Channel Street Stockton, CA 95202 (800) 411 -RAIL (7245) www.acerail.com 
A L T A H O N T  C O I U U O O II  E X , .U S S  



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Ethan 
Last Name: Jacobs 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Louis Thompson testified to the legislature and presented four possible 
options of how to move forward with HSR. I mostly support the third option of 
completing HSR between Bakersfield and Merced; extending Caltrain 
electrification to Gilroy, and plans to reconfigure downtown L.A.'s Union 
Station could proceed. All three areas would benefit from faster, cleaner, 
more frequent train connections with these project pieces complete, even 
without being connected in one continuous line. 

Later on when more funding is available, and with Altamont Commuter 
Express Phase II reaching Merced, I think the best course of action is 
constructing a tunnel through the Altamont Pass, a new Dumbarton Rail 
bridge, and making other improvements to ACE such as double tracking and 
electrification. These improvements will not only enable faster commutes from 
the Central Valley, it will vastly improve traffic and commutes in half of the 
Bay Area by taking thousands of cars off of 1 -580, 680, Highways 92 and 84. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: karen 
Last Name: allman 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This is the biggest waste of tax payers money EVER. Moon Beam leaving a 

legacy to nowhereville. There are much bigger fish to fry in this over taxed 
state. Infrastructure, homelessness, supporting illegals with OUR tax dollars. 
$100 BILLION & counting for a train to nowhere! 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Alan 
Last Name: Scott 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : ASCTH 04.02.2018-Alan Scott Public Comment.pdf (42 kb) 



Assembly Standing Committee on Transportation Hearing 04/02/2t01 8 

Alan Scott: Public Comment 

Yes, my name is Al a n  Scott . I ' m  with Cit izens fo r Ca l iforn ia  H igh-Speed Ra i l  Accounta b i l ity. I ' m  a l so 

spea k ing as  a taxpaye r and as  a c it izen .  As fa r as  the p roject i s  concerned, I tha n k  you today fo r 
Al a n  

what you 've done .  E n l ighten i ng .  I 've been to a bout 150 meeti ngs ove r the l ast e ight yea rs, a nd  
Scott 

th i s  i s  one  o f  t he  fi rst ones  t ha t  rea l ly h it the poi nts, the na i l  on  the head .  What  I took away from 

th i s  meet ing is, I have ba re notes, 

I wa nt to hand  them in if I cou l d  fo r the reco rd . What I took away is, there 's  no p l a n .  What I took 

away is, there ' s  no money. And to M r . H a rt ' s  poi nt, one of the th i ngs I lea rned when I went i nto 
Al a n  

bus i ness after I ret i red from the Navy ve ry s imp ly  was th i s, if you ' re go i ng to work fo r my 
Scott 

com pa ny, you 'd  better make me money, and if you ' re not maki ng me money, we' re go i ng to 

figu re out how to get rid of it. And to me, it needs to stop .  So I ' m  gonna  cut to the chase .  

As i t ' s  been sa id  a l ready, M r . Cha i rman, th i s  p roject 's  l ife i s  cr it ica l .  Life-th reaten i ng crossroads, 

fu rthermore you r  concerns fo r the record have been we l l  stated and  today I a ppreciate aga i n  
Al a n  

what you 've done .  Without q uest ion ,  t h e  taxpaye rs have t h e  most onerous  tax ob l igat ion the 
Scott 

U n ited States, p robab ly  even i n  the wor ld fo r Ca l ifo rn i a .  We a re taxed to the Nth degree .  

Add it ion a l ly I be l i eve everyone i n  th i s  be l i eves and  knows that th i s  p roject i s  no longe r via b l e .  

I don 't t h i n k  it 's v ia b le  a nymore and  then we hea rd i t  today. The  key po int I wa nt to  make i s  

Al a n  mem bers o f  th i s  Com m ittee and  t h e  ent i re leg is l ative and  execut ive b ra nch  o f  th i s  state a re 

Scott stewa rds of ou r  bank .  P lease accept the respons i b i l ity of that 1 10% and  that is what the taxpaye rs 

expect out of you .  That i s  the b iggest i ssue .  

I ' d  l i ke to c lose with th i s .  Down i n  Centra l Ca l ifo rn ia ,  a n  o l d  town i n  southern Ki ngs County, there ' s  

Al a n  been a p rob lem with  the l and  ta k ing i ssue, a ser ious com ponent .  The house was c losed u p  some 

Scott two and  a ha l f  yea rs ago . And I d rove by there a bout th ree weeks ago .  The house i s  now occup ied .  

I ca l l ed somebody down there that  had the knowledge, asked h im  what  was go ing o n .  

He  sa id ,  we l l , they no longer need t h e  house .  T he  peop le  that l ived i n  that house, t h e  gent l eman 

Al a n  that  bu i lt that  house, h i s  wife i s  d i sa b led .  He bu i lt the house fo r her  w i th  h i s  own hands .  Th ree 

Scott yea rs to bu i l d  the house .  A coup l e  of yea rs later, the H igh-Speed Ra i l  says they' re com i ng th rough .  

I go past there with i n  the l ast month, the house i s  wide open,  

Al a n  b ra nd new windows, t h e  house h a s  been l iv ing i n, be ing rented and  why i s  m y  quest i on .  That to 

Scott me is onerous .  Tha n k  you .  
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Bill Decary: Public Comment 

I ' m  B i l l  Deca ry, res ident of Ba ke rsfi e l d .  M r . Cha i rman  and  Comm ittee Mem bers, i n  the 2018 

B i l l  d raft bus i ness p l a n, t he  Autho rity fi n a l ly adm itted i t  h a s  made  n umerous cost ly e rrors i n  t he  

Deca ry Centra l Va l l ey .  Howeve r, l i ke p revious  bus i ness p l a ns, there is sti l l  a lot of hype a nd hope .  The 

h uge adm iss ion i s  the fu nd i ng ga p connect i ng the S i l i con Va l l ey 

and  the Centra l Va l l ey segments and  attem pt ing to fu nd the ga p, the Autho rity aga i n  fa i l s  to 

acknowledge that the p r ivate secto r wi l l  not i nvest i n  th i s  r i sky p roject without gua ra ntees .  
B i l l  

Nat iona l ly, there i s  st iff com petit ion fo r l im ited federa l  money. Fo r  exam p le, Amtra k i s  seek ing 
Deca ry 

$900 m i l l io n  fo r it 's northeast co rr idor modern i zat ion .  The Autho rity hopes the monetized ca p 

and  trade revenue  

by  i ss u i ng State of  Ca l ifo rn i a  Revenue  Bonds  req u i r i ng a credit enha ncement o r  gua ra ntee by  the  

B i l l  

Deca ry 

state to  com pensate bond  ho lders fo r the u ncerta i nty of  ca p and  trade rece i pts . Obv ious ly 

segments south of Ba ke rsfie ld  to com p lete phase one rema i n  u nfu nded .  The Autho rity 

cont i n u a l ly touts its tra nspa rency. Yet in Exh i b it 2 . 1, it shows tunne l s  

between G i l roy and  Madera, bu t  om its the tunne l s  between  Ba ke rsfi e l d  and  Pa lmda l e  and  

B i l l  t unne l s  between Pa lmda l e  and  Bu rba nk .  Tu nne l s  a re a h uge u n known cost. I n  t he  p l a n, r idersh i p  

Deca ry est imates a re based on  trave l between  Ba ke rsfie ld  a nd Sa n F ra nc isco .  I n  rea l ity, trave l wi l l  be  

between Shafter o r  poss i b ly Ba ke rsfi e l d  and  Madera 

and  between G i l roy and  Fourth and  K ing Streets i n  Sa n F ra nc isco .  Lack of fu nd i ng wi l l  l i ke ly  make 

B i l l  these two scena r ios l ong l ast i ng. I n  order to  est imate t he  amount o f  a n nu a l  state su bs idy to 

Deca ry susta i n  operat ions, r idersh i p  revenue  fo recasts fo r these two segments i s  essent ia l .  I t  i s  c l a imed 

Centra l Va l l ey segment cou l d  be used by Amtra k, 

but with cu rrent Amtra k stat ions gone from the h igh-speed ra i l  l i ne, it wou l d  be a ha rdsh i p  fo r 

B i l l  Centra l Va l l ey r iders .  Last ly, wh i l e  more revea l i ng than  p r i o r  p l a ns, I 'm  fl a bbergasted when  on  

Deca ry page 19 of the 2018 p l a n  the Autho rity i nd i cates service dec is ions wi l l  en su re fu l l  comp l i a nce 

with Proposit ion lA. The cu rrent p roject is fa r 

from what vote rs na rrowly app roved 10 yea rs ago .  I n  conc l us ion ,  I respectfu l ly req uest th i s  

B i l l  Com m ittee not support conti n uat ion of th i s  r i sky p roject and  ha lt it u nt i l  env i ronmenta l work i s  

Deca ry comp l eted and  t unne l i ng costs a re deve loped and  re l i ab l e  fu nd i ng sou rces a re identifi ed .  Tha n k  

you .  
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Cesar Diaz: Public Comment 

M r. Cha i rmem ber, Cesa r D iaz  on  beha l f  of the State Bu i l d i ng and  Construct ion Trades Counc i l .  I ' l l  

Cesa r a l so echo a lot of the comments that we re a l ready sa id . But a l so note that a lot of construct ion 

D iaz  worke rs and  construct ion worke r  representatives were here i n  the room l i sten i ng to the debate 

and  the q uest ions that we re asked .  They had to leave .  

But it i s  my d uty and  respons ib i l ity to express the i r  strong support and  why they ca me from a l l  

pa rts o f  t h e  state t o  b e  support ive o f  the p roject. Many o f  these work ing fa m i l ies see th i s  a s  a 
Cesa r 

tra nsfo rmat ive p roject that Ca l ifo rn i a  so desperate ly needs .  A p roject that ep itom izes a l l  of the 
D iaz  

po l i cy that has  been debated here i n  p revious  yea rs .  You 've hea rd my co l l eague ta l k  a bout 

c l imate cha nge, you hea rd my other  co l l eague 

ta l k  a bout affo rda b le  hous i ng, and then a l so tra nsportat ion .  Al l of those th i ngs a re em bodied 

here i n  the work that Legis l a ture has  done with i n  th i s  p roject. And go i ng i nto the step beyond, 
Cesa r 

the p roject carr ies a p roject l a bo r  agreement that on ly he l ps out i n  d i sadva ntaged a reas, wh ich 
D iaz  

the Centra l Va l l ey i s ,  a nd  wh ich other  pa rts of Ca l iforn ia  a re, but a l so i n  ass i s t ing a lot of the sma l l  

m i no rity contractors 

that a ren 't actua l ly ab l e  to b id on  the p roject beca use of the i r  com p lexity. With that p roject l a bo r  

Cesa r agreement, and  with t ha t  f lexi b i l ity and  the co l l ective ba rga i n i ng agreement between us and  ou r  

D i a z  contracto rs, that a l l ows fo r that d ive rsity. So  fo r a l l  those reasons that were stated befo re, we 

strongly support th i s  bus i ness p l an .  We th ink  i t  ca rr ies a l ot of  fisca l accounta b i l ity. 

We support in what you ' re ta l k i ng a bout in terms of ca rryi ng it fo rwa rd, but we th i n k  th i s  p roject 

shou ld  move fo rwa rd, ongo i ng.  Get more money fo r the p roject. We be l ieve that Repub l ica ns 
Cesa r 

can,  and  do, have a lot of poi nts to make but they shou ld rea l ly get beh i nd  it beca use it i s  the i r  
D iaz  

a reas that a re benefit ing more so great ly . I t  i s  the i r  const ituents that a re actua l ly hav ing that 

economic  im pact and that benefit, so we tha n k  you .  
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Dave Mercer: Public Comment 

H i, good afte rnoon .  My name is Dave Mercer and  I ' m  with Operat ing Eng ineers Loca l 3 i n  

Dave F resno .  I 'm  the d i str ict representative . And I ' m  j u st here today to sha re with you a l itt l e  b it 

Merce r a bout what the p roject mea ns to ou r  mem be rs i n  F resno .  And you 've touched a l itt l e  b it on  it 

th i s  afte rnoon, M r . Cha i rman, and  that 's  the l a bo r  i ssue .  

There 's  a l ot of n umbe rs go i ng a rou nd, how many peop le  it 's emp loyed .  What it means  to the 

Dave fo l ks down i n  Centra l Va l l ey, but th i s  morn i ng befo re I left F resno, I p u l led off n umbe rs fo r j ust 

Merce r us, th i s  is one  craft .  And to date, we have had 60 contracto rs perfo rm ing work on the h igh-

speed ra i l .  

That 's j u st l i ke t h e  lady i n  front o f  me, a few moments ago spoke, these a re sma l l  bus i nesses, 

Dave 

Merce r 

women-owned bus i nesses, d i sadva ntaged bus iness, a l ot of those types of bus i nesses .  To date, 

we 've had ove r 570 d i spatches, exact ly 576 d i spatches to the h igh-speed ra i l .  That 's one  craft .  

Operat ing eng ineers represent su rveyo rs, the heavy equ i pment operators that you see out 

there, 

the cra ne operato rs . So that 's the im pact that it's hav ing on fo l ks down in the Centa l Va l l ey .  

Dave 

Merce r 

Work ing on  the h igh-speed ra i l  has  offe red OE3 mem be rs a good l iv ing wage, benefits, and it 's 

a l so given us the opportun ity to em p loy o r  to tra i n  a pprent ices .  These app rent ices, a lot of 

them, a re com i ng out of the service, they' re vete ra ns, we ' re putt ing them in ou r  app rent icesh i p  

p rogra m, 

we ' re teach i ng them a trade, a craft, that they ca n ca rry on  long afte r the h igh-speed ra i l  i s  

Dave 

Merce r 

comp l eted .  And then one other  po int I ' d  l i ke to make, wh ich  b rought u p  when I 'm s itt ing here 

l i sten i ng to you r  d i a logue, wh ich  is t h i n k  is ve ry im porta nt and  I app rec iate it, but it 's the loca l 

im pact that it 's hav ing on  the economy i n  F resno .  I ' m  50 yea rs o l d  and  as  long as  I ca n 

remember  

they've been  ta l k i ng a bout revita l i z ing downtown Fresno and  it 's neve r happened they've tr ied 

Dave 

Merce r 

l ots of d i ffe rent th i ngs and noth i ng's rea l ly taken ho l d .  I f  you go to downtown Fresno today, in 

the l a st th ree, fou r  yea rs, it i s  revita l i zed . I t  looks m uch d iffe rent than it d id  five yea rs ago and  

that 's  a d i rect effect from the  h igh-speed ra i l .  And  there 's  noth i ng that we, I mean ,  we  ca n 

assume that 's  gonna  ha ppen 

a l o ng the corr idors and  d i ffe rent commun it ies a long the path of the h igh-speed ra i l  a nd  I j u st 

Dave wa nted to br ing that u p  beca use that is, a l ot of that deve lopment down there is p r ivate money .  

Merce r The resta u ra nts, the bus inesses, that a re moving to downtown F resno, and  it 's j u st a great th i ng 

to see .  So I app reciate you r  guys' h a rd work and  you r  ded icat ion and  tha n k  you .  
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Jeff Roberts: Public Comment 

Jeff 

Roberts 

My name ' s  Jeff Roberts .  I 'm  a Regio na l  D i recto r with D i str ict Counc i l  16 Loca l U n ion  294, 

Fresno Ca l ifo rn i a  Pa i nte rs and  Al l ied Trades, a nd  I ' l l  j u st d itto my brothers that spoke befo re 

me .  Tha n k  you .  
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Jim Whites: Public Comment 

J im  Wh ites on  beha l f  of the Sa n F ra ncisco Bay Area Rap id  Tra ns it D i str ict .  BART is ve ry 

encou raged and  supportive of the new updated 2018 bus i ness p l a n .  We look fo rwa rd to work ing 
J im  

with t h e  Autho rity ove r t h e  l ong te rm to  imp rove connectiv ity o f  t h e  h igh-speed ra i l  system, o r  
Wh ites 

esta b l i s h  connectivity between  h igh-speed ra i l ,  a nd  not j u st BART but a l l  of the regiona l  ra i l  a nd  

tra ns it agenc ies a round  the state . Tha n k  you .  
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John Hernandez: Public Comment 

H i  my name ' s  John  Herna ndez, I rep resent the I ron  Worke rs from F resno, Ca l iforn ia ,  Loca l 

155 .  We cu rrent ly a re go i ng to do the who le  119 m i les that a re ma ndated r ight now from 
John  

Madera to Wasco . I 've been a n  i ron  worke r fo r 35  yea rs .  I 've had to trave l from Fresno to 
Herna ndez 

Sa n D iego, From Fresno to a l l  the way up to the Oregon border a l l  the way up to Nevada, 

Reno, Las Vegas, Tonopa h, Nevada 

th roughout my ca reer .  I wanna  say that  when I became a bus i ness agent, we on ly had 260 

John  someth i n '  mem bers .  We cu rrent ly have ove r 600 mem bers .  Not  a l l  o f  t hem a re work ing on  

Herna ndez the h igh-speed ra i l  b u t  the h igh-speed ra i l  has  a l o t  o f  'em work ing .  You guys ca l l  Phase One 

the who le  1 19 m i les .  Ou r  Phase One i s  go i ng from Madera 

to America n Avenue  i n  F resno, Ca l ifo rn i a .  On  that p roject a l one, we have ove r 60 to 80 

peop le  work ing .  Phase Two ju st sta rted l a st Thu rsday, and they've a l ready em p loyed 10 
John  

worke rs and p l a nn i ng on  emp loying a nother  80. Phase Fou r  i s  s upposed to sta rt next month 
Herna ndez 

with 40-80 i ron  worke rs work ing on  them projects .  These peop le  with the ma ndate that 

they wa nt 30% of 

d i sadva ntaged worke rs, we a re br i ng ing peop le  from welfa re, maki ng $600 a month to 

maki ng $3-4,000 a month .  These peop le  a re now pay ing taxes, they a re now buying ca rs, 

J ohn  they a re now buy ing houses .  With t he  h igh-speed ra i l  be i ng  bu i lt i n  the Centra l Va l l ey we ' re 

Herna ndez ab l e  to stay home and  go watch ou r  ch i l d ren  p lay baseba l l , socce r, whateve r sport they 

happen to be i n  at the t ime. With that I encou rage you to support the h igh-speed ra i l .  Tha n k  

you .  
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Keith Dunn: Public Comment 

Tha n k  you M r. Cha i rman, Ke ith Dunn  on  beha l f  of the Assoc iat ion fo r Ca l ifo rn i a  H igh Speed 

Keith Tra i ns .  I 'd l i ke to commend the a utho rity fo r the i r  comm itment to a ski l l ed and tra i ned work 

Dunn  fo rce . I ' l l  let my  co l l eague, M r . D iaz, spea k more d i rect ly t o  that .  I 'd l i ke t o  bu i l d  off Ms .  F l ocks 

comments a bout the affo rdab l e  hous i ng and the other  imp rovements in q u a l ity of 

l ife that the h igh-speed ra i l  i s  he l p i ng with modern izat ion  of ou r  ra i l  system, in add it ion  to ma k ing 

hous i ng more ava i l a b l e  fo r our workfo rce so they have more t ime to spend at those soccer 
Keith 

ga mes, baseba l l  games, o r  footba l l  games, o r  whatever sport we may be p lay ing but a l so, to he l p  
Dunn  

meet ou r  envi ronmenta l goa l s .  With t he  modern izat ion o f  ou r  system, we ' re go ing to  be  ta k ing 

ca rs off the l a nes, we ' re gonna  have less po l l ute rs, 

red uc ing ou r  carbon footpri nt .  I t ' s  an impo rta nt pa rt of th i s  p rogram that does he l p  meet the 

Ke ith ma ndate that you and you r  fe l l ow Leg is l ators have put on  Ca l ifo rn i a  to have a ve ry h igh sta nda rd 

Dunn  with rega rds t o  ou r  env i ronment .  We  support that .  We  conti nue  to  work with t he  a utho rity and  

l ook  fo rwa rd to  work ing with you as  we  move fo rwa rd and  bu i l d  th i s  p roject. Tha n k  you .  
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Mike West: Public Comment 

Good afte rnoon, I ' m  M i ke West. I rep resent D i str ict Counc i l  16, Pa i nte rs and  Al l ied Trades .  My 

M i ke co l l eagues and  other  l a bo r  representatives from the construct ion i ndustry have done a great job 

West of exp l a i n i ng the benefits to ou r  members, but I wa nna  ta l k  a bout ra i l  service i n  Ca l ifo rn ia  as  a 

who le .  Some of ou r  mem be rs, in order to get to work on the job t ime ly  eve ry morn i ng, 

have to leave the i r  homes at 1 : 30 and  2 o 'c lock in the morn i ng j u st to avo id  heavy traffic and  then 

they s leep on  the job fo r a n  hou r  o r  2 i n  the morn i ng .  So a nyth i ng that we ca n do as  a n  ove ra l l  

u pgrade o f  the ra i l  service i n  Ca l ifo rn i a  on  a l l  a spects, l i ke t h e  gent lemen were sayi ng on  the 
M i ke 

pane l ,  i s  gonna  benefit the l ives of our mem bers and the i r  fa m i l ies and spend some more qua l ity 
West 

t ime rather  than  the i r  head of househo ld  hav ing to go to bed at 6 :30 or 7 o 'c lock in the even i ng 

and  m iss that qua l ity fam i ly t ime i n  o rder  to get to work i n  the morn i ng .  So tha nk  you so m uch, 

and I hope th i s  p roject moves fo rwa rd . 
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Randy Rojas: Public Comment 

Randy 

Rojas  

My name is Ra ndy Rojas, D ist r ict Counc i l  16, Pa i nters and  Al l ied Trades .  I 'm  a bus i ness 

representative here i n  Sacra mento . I 'd l i ke to d itto what M i ke West sa id and a l so as  a father  of 

two teenage sons, I see th i s  a s  an i nvestment in the i r  futu re, the i r  c h i l d ren ' s  futu res, a nd  the i r  

ch i l d ren ' s  futu res, a nd  I u rge you r  support .  Tha n k  you .  
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Rita Wright: Public Comment 

Yes, l ad ies and  gent lemen, my name is Rita Wright a nd I ' m  the owner  of, a sma l l , woma n-owned 

Rita and d i sadva ntaged bus i ness enterp rise, from F resno, Ca l ifo rn i a .  My com pa ny p rovides p roject 

Wright ma nagement and  civ i l eng ineer ing services to both pub l i c  a nd  p rivate sector c l i ents .  We have 

been i nvo lved with the H igh-Speed Ra i l  p roject s i nce 2016, 

but I have been a supporter of th i s  p roject l ong befo re I had a n  oppo rtun ity to work on  it a nd  I ' m  

Rita here today to express my support once aga i n  fo r this p roject, wh ich  I t h i n k  i s  ve ry, ve ry 

Wright i m po rta nt fo r .  And I ' m  do i ng that both as  a sma l l  bus i ness owner and a res ident of Ca l ifo rn i a  

and  a vote r .  The H igh-Speed Ra i l  p roject is the most impo rta nt 

and  a m bit ious underta k ing in ou r  state r ight now, and  it req u i res the support of a l l  of ou r  

Rita res idents as we l l  a s  a l l  of our leg is l ato rs at a l l  l eve l to become a success . There is no need to 

Wright repeat the benefits of the h igh-speed ra i l  p roject. I am su re you have heard that .  I t  modern izes 

our tra nsportat ion system, it 's good fo r the env i ronment, it 's creat ing jobs, 

but I ' m  com pe l led to poi nt out what Governor  B rown sa id ,  that th i s  p roject has created 

Rita 

Wright 

thousands of thousands of h igh paying jobs fo r res idents of Ca l iforn ia ,  a s  we l l  a s  fo r vete ra ns, 

wh ich  I a l so am ve ry m uch assoc iated with .  We know that many a re concerned a bout the cost 

and the p roject de l ays, but I 've been in this bus i ness, I 'm  a c iv i l eng ineer, and I have been 

i nvolved in seve ra l mega p rojects 

and  I don 't t h i n k  th i s  p roject i s  a ny d i ffe rent than  a ny other  mega p rojects that have had to 

Rita ove rcome opposit io ns, fu nd i ng i ssues and  una nt ic i pated de l ays . So in conc l us ions, I am ask ing 

Wr ight our leg is l ators to out the i r  fu l l  support beh i nd  th i s  p roject beca use I th ink with you r  support the 

p roject tea m wi l l  make th i s  p roject a success and a rea l ity fo r the State of Ca l ifo rn i a .  Tha n k  you .  
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Roland Lebiun: Public Comment 

Ro l and  

Leb i un  

Good afte rnoon, o r  good even i ng.  My name is Ro l and  Leb i un, L-E-B- 1 -U -N .  I have no affi l iat ion .  I 

d rove from Sa n Jose th i s  morn i ng to give you a fifth opt ion, wh ich  is how we cou l d  connect 

S i l i con Va l l ey to  Fresno without hav ing to  a ugment t he  exist ing $20  b i l l i o n  fu nd i ng enve lop, not 

28. The po les a re c lear .  The majo rity of vote rs app rove the a l ignment 

Ro l and  

Leb i un  

between Bu rba n k  and  Anahe im i n  the south and  G i l roy and  Sa n F ra nc isco i n  the north .  The 

p rob lems  a re i n  the Centra l Va l l ey .  P r imari l y  beca use the exist ing a l ignment i s  impact ing 

exist ing i nfrastructu re that app rop riate ly des igned h igh-speed l i ne wou l d  de l i berate ly avo id .  

That 's where the costs and  that 's  where the im pacts a re com i ng from .  So, br iefly, i n  c los i ng, 

what i s  the so l ut ion?  

Ro l and  

Leb i un  

F i rst, we  need  to  h it t he  pause button i n  the Centra l Va l l ey .  And  second, we  need  to  revis it 

Pa nache, not  Pacheco pass .  I f  we  do th i s, we  wi l l  red i scove r a n  a l ignment tha t  not on ly shaves 

10 m i n utes trave l t ime, bu t  i t  a l so e l im i nates app roximate ly 10 m i les o f  tunne l s .  And  if you do 

th i s, beca use of the exist ing fre ight l i nes 

Ro l and  

Leb i un  

on  both ends  o f  the  a l ignment, i t  wou l d  be poss i b l e  to  sha re the  tunne l s  with fre ight without 

im pact ing t he  h igh-speed ra i l  traffic .  Tha n k  you .  



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Sara 
Last Name: Flocks 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : ASCTH 04.02.2018-Sara Flocks Public Comment.pdf (38 kb) 



Assembly Standing Committee on Transportation Hearing 04/02/2 01 8 

Sara Flocks: Public Comment 

M r. Cha i rmem ber, Sa ra F locks from the Ca l ifo rn i a  La bor Federat io n .  We 've been, s i nce the 

Sa ra begi n n i ng, i n  support of h igh speed ra i l  as  a smart i nvestment i n  the tra nsportat ion system of the 

F locks state, and  a l so as  a n  economic  d rive r .  I t ' s  ve ry excit ing to see i n  the 2018 bus i ness p l a n  that th i s  

i s  rea l ly com i ng to fruit io n .  You see that the p roject has a l ready y ie lded $2 . 3  

b i l l i o n  i n  l a bo r  i ncome .  The  n umbe r  of  jobs  i t ' s  created, the structu res that  have gone u p, the  

Sa ra benefits to  ou r  exist ing ra i l  system .  These a re a l l  rea l  benefits the h igh speed ra i l  i s  de l ive r i ng to 

F locks ou r  state, but a l so th i s  bus i ness p l a n  p resents a v is ion of a va l l ey to va l l ey system that ca n rea l ly 

not on ly he l p  with economic  i nvestments and  economic  growth 

i n  the Centra l Va l l ey, but a l so ca n he l p  a l l eviate the affo rda b le  hous ing cr i s i s  we have . If there ' s  a 

way to get peop le  from the Centra l Va l ley from Madera, from Merced, from a l l  of these a reas to 

Sa ra jobs and  p l aces l i ke the Bay Area, to some of the tech cente rs, then we ca n rea l ly sta rt 

F l ocks connect i ng peop le  and  a l lowing them to be ab l e  to affo rd a home, to rent a n  apa rtment, and  sti l l  

get t o  a good paying job .  And s o  fo r that, w e  support th i s  p roject, w e  suppo rt the bus i ness p l a n .  

Tha n k  you to  you and  to  t he  h igh-speed ra i l  fo r t he i r  work on  th i s .  



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Steve 
Last Name: Caster 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : ASCTH 04.02.2018-Steve Caster Public Comment.pdf (33 kb) 
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Steve Caster: Public Comment 

Steve 

Caste r 

Good afte rnoon, Comm ittee Members .  My name ' s  Steve Caste r .  I 'm  the Regiona l  D i rector fo r 

the Pa i nters and  Al l ied Trades here i n  Sacramento . I 'm  a nat ive Ca l ifo rn i a n .  I 've been i n  favo r of 

h igh speed ra i l  long befo re I beca me a l a bo r  representative . We cu rrent ly have some mem be rs 

work ing on the p roject and  a l so some state-based emp loye rs and  fo r these reasons and  many 

othe rs, I u rge Comm ittee support .  Tha n k  you ve ry m uch .  



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Steven 
Last Name: Booker 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : ASCTH 04.02.2018-Steven Booker Public Comment.pdf (35 kb) 
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Steven Booker: Public Comment 

Good even i ng, Comm ittee .  My name is Steven Booke r .  I ' m  the Po l it ica l D i recto r and  

Com mun ity Affa i rs L ia i son fo r the I nternat iona l  B rotherhood of  E lectr ica l Worke rs, Loca l 617 of 
Steven 

Sa n Mateo County. I ' m  a l so a nat ive Ca l ifo rn i an  tax paye r, vote r, a nd  I ' m  a Desert Sh ie l d, Desert 
Booker 

Sto rm vet .  I w ish Member  Math is was here beca use he asked a bout a crysta l ba l l  ea r l i e r .  My 

crysta l ba l l  te l l s  me that the 

chea pest t ime to bu i l d  th i s  p roject i s  today .  We ' re i n  fu l l  support of it .  I f  we keep bu reaucracy in 

th i s  and keep a l l  th i s  red tape on  th i s  p roject, it 's j u st gonna  i ncrease i n  cost .  The chea pest t ime 
Steven 

to bu i l d  th i s  is r ight now. The vote rs voted fo r it .  We need to bu i l d  h igh speed ra i l .  As others 
Booker 

i nd iv id ua l s  have sa id ,  it creates great jobs, it revita l ates many com mun it ies, a nd  we ' re i n  fu l l  

support o f  th i s .  Tha n k  you .  



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Ted 
Last Name : Hart 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments: ASCTH 04.02.2018-Ted Hart Public Comment.pdf (4 1 kb) 
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Ted Hart: Public Comment 

Tha n k  you, my name is Ted Ha rt .  I ' m  spea k ing as  a vote r and  as  a Ca l ifo rn i a  taxpaye r .  I have been 

Ted i nvolved with the H igh-Speed Ra i l  fo r 10 yea rs .  And app rec iate what th i s  pa ne l  a nd what th is  

H a rt hear i ng has  done .  It is the fi rst t ime i n  10 yea rs that I 've heard rea l ly pert i nent q uest ions asked of 

the Autho rity. Up u nt i l  now, that has not existed, 

beca use I 've attended a lmost eve ryone one of the boa rd meeti ngs, et cete ra . What I 'd l i ke to ca l l  

Ted to you r  attention  is what has been m iss ing today from a l l  of th i s, a nd  that i s  the vote r .  The voter 

Ha rt has  been left out of th i s  i n  the sense that i n  Prop lA i n  2008, the vote rs were to ld that fo r $ 10 

b i l l i o n  

they were go i ng to  get a $45 b i l l i o n  h igh-speed ra i l .  We ' re 10  yea rs down the l i ne, you ment ioned 

Ted it befo re, except that the actua l  n um ber, if you ta ke the $98 b i l l io n  and  then extra po l ate that, 

H a rt move it fo rwa rd, you ' re look ing at $ 150 b i l l i o n .  So the $45 b i l l i o n  has  gone u p  300%, and  the 

q uest ion that needs to be looked at i s  i s  what a bout the vote rs i n  Sa n D iego, R ive rs ide, 

and Sacra mento and the I n l a nd  Va l l ey, and a l l  of these p l aces who actua l ly voted fo r th i s .  And the 

Ted d i scuss ion today, it 's l i ke it doesn 't exist . These vote rs a re being left out comp l ete ly .  The l ast 

H a rt comment I wou l d  make i s, I j u st wa nt to th row it i n  there, the q uest ion was, we l l  what ha ppens if 

we stop it? We l l , after 60 yea rs in the commerc ia l construct ion  bus i ness, 

Ted 
when you 've got a bad i nvestment, you stop it .  You don 't th row good money after bad .  Tha n k  you .  

H a rt 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Tom 
Last Name: Lemmon 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues 
Attachments: ASCTH 04.02.2018-Tom Lemmon Public Comment.pdf (35 kb) 
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Tom Lemmon: Public Comment 

Good even i ng, Tom Lemmon,  Sa n D iego Bu i l d i ng Trades, a l so a tax paye r .  I 'm  j u st here to say 

someth i ng rea l s imp l e  a bout how tra nsfo rmat ive a p roject of this s ize i s, and l et you know I ' m  

Tom i n  support of it .  I 'm  that guy that got out of the Ma ri ne  Corps i n  1982 and  went to a p roject, a 

Lemmon  b i g  p roject, the nuc l e a r  power p l a nt at Sa n Onofre . That p roject created a 36  yea r ca ree r fo r 

m,e obv ious ly not a l l  at the same p lace .  There 's a n  opportun ity, once peop le  get i nto the 

trades, to stay i n  the trades and cont i nue  to bu i l d  Ca l ifo rn i a .  Tha n k  you .  



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Karen 
Last Name: King 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Golden Empire Transit District (GET) has reviewed the Draft 2018 Business 
Plan for the California High Speed Rail. As we read it, we understand that 
the Plan now is Silicon Valley to Central Valley and includes construction of 
the rail line all the way into Bakersfield, including the station site. Exhibit 
3.8and 3.9 on pages 39 and 40 would indicate that costs have been 
estimated to include this entire length and includes right-of-way acquisition for 
the Bakersfield station. GET's question is whether there are funds budgeted 
and available for that right-of-way acquisition and in what timing that could 
take place. 
As the owner of property that has been identified as necessary for the Locally 
Generated Alternative (LGA) for Bakersfield, GET is anxious to enter into 
negotiations with the Authority for the purchase of our property. GET's Board 
of Directors have reluctantly approved on-going improvements to GET's 
facilities, which are past their useful life. We put our project to construct a 
new facility on hold at the request of local officials four years ago when the 
LGA was developed because the Board did not want to spend taxpayer 
dollars for a facility that would be demolished by the rail project before the 
end of its life. Thus, we are anxious to move ahead and urge the Authority to 
consider early acquisition of GET's property. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 2018 Business Plan. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues 

Egon 
Terplan 

From: Egon Terplan [mailto:eterplan@spur.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 03, 2018 11 :54 AM 
To: toni.zupan@asm.ca.gov<mailto: toni.zupan@asm.ca.gov> 
Cc: Nicole Soultanov; Rodriguez, Alice@HSR 
Subject: High Speed Draft 2018 Rail Business Plan 

Dear Toni Zupan, 

Please share the following email with the members of the Assembly 
Transportation Committee. 
Thank you 

Regards, 
Egon 

Dear Assembly Transportation Committee, 
SPUR, a Bay Area urban planning think tank, is thankful for your interest in 
the California High-Speed Rail program. We appreciate your committee's 
thoughtful questions about the project's goals, viability and future. 
We are writing to express our support for the draft 2018 High-Speed Rail 
Business Plan and the direction the California High-Speed Rail Authority is 
taking in the draft document. SPUR is supportive of the planning and building 
of high-speed rail in California and its importance for the state's future 
economic, environmental and transportation goals. 
We also wanted to share some of our research that may be helpful as you 
discuss the draft business plan and other matters pertaining to the future of 
high-speed rail in California. 
SPUR is an urban planning think thank that promotes good planning and 
good government through research, education and advocacy in the San 
Francisco Bay Area. We have over 5,000 individual members and 400 
business members. For several decades we have been following and 
engaging in the state's high-speed rail program. 
The following are four SPUR documents that may be of use to you in your 
deliberations: 

• Last month we released a blog post to support the California 
High-Speed Rail project moving forward<http://www.spur.org/news/2018-03-
28/california-high-speed-rail-under-construction-and-moving-forward>. 
(https://www.spur.org/news/2018-03-28/californ ia-hig h-speed-rail-under
construction-and-moving-forward) We argued the importance of continuing 
the construction and investments in the rail project as well as expanding 
partnerships with cities on policy changes to help realize the economic 
development benefits of the rail project. 

• Last fall we released a major report focused on the economic 
development and land use opportunity of high-speed rail. The report: 
Harnessing High-Speed Rail <http://www.spur.org/publications/spur
report/2017-09-13/harnessing-high-speed-rail> focused on how high-speed 
rail is as much an economic development and land use project as a 
transportation project. (https://www .spur.org/publications/spur-report/2017-09-
13/harnessing-high-speed-rail) To fully realize the economic benefits of the 
rail investment, new tools and policy changes are needed, particularly ones 
that reinforce downtown revitalization. We documented some of the specific 
changes, including joint state/local involvement in station area planning, 
modifying tax-increment financing laws and strengthening planning tools that 
protect farmland and reinforce infill development. 

• Also in 2017, SPUR led a study tour of South Bay leaders to 
explore rail stations in Europe. Based on that trip we published guiding 
principles for remaking San Jose central station - Diridon -



<http://w\/V\l\/.spur.org/news/201t7-06-22/remaking-diridon-principles-plan-and
g row> (https ://www.spur.org/n ews/201t7 -06-2 2/remaking-dirid on-principles-
p Ian-and-grow) and lessons from a study tour in European high-speed rail 
stations<http ://www.spur.org/news/201t7-1t1 -07 /diridon-station-catalyst-9-
takeaways-europe> (https://www.spur.org/news/201t7-1t1t-07/diridon-station
catalyst-9-takeaways-europe). 

• SPUR has also written other reports on high-speed rail 
including a 201t2 report that explored ideas for mixed-revenues to finance the 
project<https://www.spur.org/publications/urban ist-article/201 2-07-1 0/getting
h ig h-speed-rail-track> (https://www.spur.org/pub lications/u rban ist-
a rticle/2 01 2-07 -1 Ofgetting-high-speed-rail-track). 
Please feel free to follow up with any questions. 
Thank you for your interest and leadership on the important issue of planning 
and building high-speed rail in California. 
Thank you 
Regards, 

Egon Terplan 
Regional Planning Director 
SPUR •tIdeast+ Action for a Better City 
41 5.644.4284 
eterplan@spur.org<mailto:eterplan@spur.org> 

SPUR<http://w\/V\l\/.spur.org> I Blog<http ://www.spur.org/news> I 
Facebook<https://www.facebook.com/SPUR.Urban ist/> I 
Twitter<https://twitter.com/SPUR_Urbanist> I Join<https://www.spur.org/join
renew-give/individual-membership> 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Bill 
Last Name: Holst 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I can understand why the management of the hsr project want to keep it 

going. It provides a nice cushy high paid job with great benefits. But the 
reality is that beiing a government project it will most likekly cost 2 to 3 times 
the estimated cost. Witness the sf bay bridge and many other state projects. 
STOP wasting our money on this boondoggle. 
Bill hoist 
San Mateo 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Esmeralda 
Last Name: Soria 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : 04.16.2018 Fresno Council President Esmeralda Soria.pdf (276 kb) 
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Sincerely, 

ESMERALDA z. SORIA 
Council President, District One 

April 1 1 , 2018 

Brian Kelly, Chief Executive Officer 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 
Sacramento, CA 958 14  

Dear Mr. Kelly: 

I am writing on behalf of Fresno City Council District 1 in support of the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority's  Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan. With construction expanding within the City of Fresno, we are 
seeing immediate benefits. The high-speed rail project has created thousands of jobs within the city, as 
well as increased economic activity in the rest of the region. Not only has this project put my constituents 
back to work during a time when employment opportunities are scarce, but it has also contributed to the 
livelihood of hundreds of small business owners in Fresno and the surrounding area. 

This business plan presents a comprehensive strategy on moving the program forward, and I commend 
the dedication of the Authority and its Board of Directors to complete the largest infrastructure project 
and first-ever high-speed rail system in the country. 

Esmeralda Soria 
Council President, District 1 
(559) 621 -8000 
Esmeralda.Soria@fresno.gov 

City of Fresno 
City Hall • 2600 Fresno Street • Fresno, California 93721-3600 

(559) 621-8000 • FAX (559) 268-1043 • www.fresno.gov 



--

ESMERALDA Z. SORIA 

Counci\membeL District One 

2600 Fresno Strc:d 

Fresno, Ci\ 9372 \-3600 

RETURN SERVICE REQUESTED 

ST-CLASS 

NEOPOST .s,.. -

04/12/2018 $000 .45s -
l'J--J;l.•}-i•®sl 

ZIP 93721 
041 M 1 1  285283 

Brian Kelly, Chief Executive Officer 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 

770 L Street, Suite 620 

Sacramento ,  CA 95814 

I 1\l\l\\ 1 11 \1 1 1 11I . I  \I 111 1I 

\II 1l1'\ I ' 11 ,\ 11\II • • I '\' •\\iI ,I II ' ' \, 

�, '\!,��;,'l;\'I:�"' <')�'<>'"" 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Brian 
Last Name: Phegley 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I respect the amount of effort that has gone into making this business plan, 
and the continued efforts to make high-speed rail a reality in California. 
However, it seems like the plan every two years becomes less ambitious and 
of poorer quality in the short term. It seems a frustrating truth that I am tired 
of witnessing. As much as this current plan might work for the moment, 
would it be possible to make a plan now that can survive without major 
changes through at least 2022, perhaps longer? 

I believe, as I have since 2011, that the best way to do this is to break the 
project into a series of smaller phases, rather than the current two phase 
plan. I have thought of a reasonable way to do this with 11 phases, though 
I'm sure your engineers and city planners could do something similar. If you 
break the project into these smaller projects, you could better focus on raising 
money for each phase as it comes up. Further, if the funding sources seem 
lacking in the short term, it is easier to wait to build the next phase until the 
political and financial situation changes, and still have an operational result of 
the previous phases that is an improvement and a step towards providing the 
completed high-speed rail. 

With the political pressure about funding high-speed rail in California, I do not 
want to see the project die or degraded until the "high-speed" part of the rail 
is forgotten. To me, as much as this will require major changes to the plan 
now, breaking the project to smaller phases would show that you are more 
realistic, have a better sense of how to build the system, and will try to 
optimize the system knowing that we in the state will have to live with it for 
decades or centuries to come (rather than purely on cost). Maybe that is not 
the answer you would like to take, but I do think you need to convey more 
clearly to the public and politicians that you have a better sense of knowledge 
of what you are doing. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Michelle@HSR 
Last Name: Boehm 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Thank you Cindy. It will be treated accordingly. 

Michelle 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Apr 17, 2018, at 8: 12 AM, cindy bloom 
<cbloom571@gmail.com<mailto:cbloom571@gmail.com>> wrote: 

FROM UNITE D NE SAN FERNADO VALLEY COMMUNITIES OF SYLMAR, 
KAGEL CANYON, RIVERWOOD RANCH, PACOIMA, SHADOW HILLS, 
SUNLAND- TUJUNGA, LA TUNA CANYON, LAKE VIEW TERRACE AND 
SUN VALLEY: 

4-14-17 RALLY VIDEO (4 min.) 

Here is link: https://vimeo.com/265158257 

We are submitting this video as our official public comment regarding the 
2018 Draft Business Plan to the California High Speed Rail Authority. 

The SAFE Coalition 

www.dontrailroad.us<http://www.dontrailroad.us/> 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : cindy 
Last Name : bloom 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : FROM UNITE D NE SAN FERNADO VALLEY COMMUNITIES OF SYLMAR, 

KAGEL CANYON, RIVERWOOD RANCH, PACOIMA, SHADOW HILLS, 
SUNLAND- TUJUNGA, LA TUNA CANYON, LAKE VIEW TERRACE AND 
SUN VALLEY: 

4-14-17 RALLY VIDEO (4 min.) 

Here is link: https://vimeo.com/265158257 <https://vimeo.com/265158257> 

We are submitting this video as our official public comment regarding the 
2018 Draft Business Plan to the California High Speed Rail Authority. 

The SAFE Coalition 
www.dontrailroad.us <http://www.dontrailroad.us/> 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues 

Preston 
Rhea 

From: Preston Rhea [mailto:preston.rhea@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 16, 2018 4:06 PM 
To: HSR info@HSR 
Subject: Thank you for your renewed focus on high-speed rail / opportunities 
in San Francisco 

Hello Brian, 
I just read through your article on the Sacramento 
Bee<http://www.sacbee.com/opinion/california-forum/article207386399.html> 
and checked out the new CHSR Draft 2018 business plan. I'm excited that in 
a time of public uncertainty you are committed to making high-speed rail a 
reality in California. Successful public infrastructure is one of the best ways 
for us to secure a better future and a more vibrant society. Thank you for your 
determination and your vision. 
I have followed the project in earnest since it was approved in voters by 2008. 
While I understand almost all focus is on construction in the Central Valley 
right now, I'm eager to find an opportunity to work on HSR from San 
Francisco. I'm looking to make a transition from internet and telecom 
engineering and construction management to public transportation, and 
working on HSR would be a dream of mine. 
If you ever come to the Bay Area to present on HSR I'd look forward to 
meeting you. Cheers and thank you again for your dedication, 

Preston 
https://www.linkedin.com/in/prestonrhea/ 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues 

Vanessa 

May 

From: Vanessa May [mailto:may.vanessa.d@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 16, 2018 3: 19 PM 
To: HSR palmdale_burbank@HSR; HSR info@HSR; HSR Southern 
California@HSR 
Subject: Scrap the CAHSR Biz Plan 

Good day CA High Speed Rail Authority: 

There is no need to waste time, effort or resources discussing a business 
plan for a project that needs to be reassessed. Please heed the words 
expressed in this opinion piece from the LA Daily News: 

https://www.dailynews.com/2018/04/12/take-the-bu llet-train-entirely-out-of
chamber/amp/?_twitter _impression=true 

Respectfully, 

Vanessa May 
Lake View Terrace, CA resident 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: vicki 
Last Name: falkner 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I am still very concerned about the location of the HSR system. If it is on the 
west side of the existing UPRR near Monterey it would greatly impact the 
countryside. I am not a fan at all. Also having it west of 101 50 to 60 feet high 
seems ugly and and an eye sore. Instead of speeding up, we need to be 
slowing down and try to enjoy the moment. What are we doing to our 
environment really. This has to stop. We have planes, trains and 
automobiles that should be enough to get us where we need to go. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Sal 
Last Name : Aresco 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Too START I'm a friend TOO all phases of what needs to be done . IT'S 
WHAT 
THIS STATE NEEDS UNDER OUR XMAS TREE .l'M 55YRS OLD AND IN 
MY MIND l'VE 
BEEN ON BULLET TRAIN MORE TIMES THAN I COUID COUNT.ANYWAY 
ILOVE IT.JUST 
BUILD IT .AND THEY WILL (PAY) RIDE IT. OK NOW U ALL KNOW WHERE 
I STAND .NOW 
TOO A ?  ALRIGHT I WATCH THE VIDEO ON THE ROUTE BUT l'M STILL 
CAN'T TELL HOW 
THE CONNECTION FROM CORRIDOR OF COMUNICATION HILL TOO 
MONTEREY HWY . ?NOW 
WILL GO THROUGH THE OLD CAPITAL DRIVE-IN OR WILL A VIA DUC. 
BE BUILDED TOO 
ABOVE THAT PLUS OVER THE CAPITAL-OVER.WHICH IS OVER 
MONTEREY RD. SO I HOPE 
U ALL CAN ANSWER. THANK U. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Brandyline 
Last Name: Hastings 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : Senate Standing Committee Brandyline Hastings Public Comment.pdf (64 kb) 



Senate Standing Committee on Transportation and Housing Senate Budget and Fiscal Review 

Subcommittee No. 2 on Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy and Transportation Hearing 

of 04-03-2018 

Bra ndyl i ne  Hast i ngs: Pub l i c  Comment 

Good even i ng.  My name is B ra ndyl i ne  Hast i ngs. I 'm  sorry, I ' m  shaki ng, but I 'm  a student and  

Bra ndyl i ne  

Hast i ngs 

we  actua l ly had two mem be rs t ha t  had to  l eave because they had to  go  to  c lass i n  a bout a n  

hour .  I hope  they made i t .  Bu t  I am  here to  ta l k  i n  su pport of  the h igh speed ra i l ,  a nd  

someth i ng that I rea l ly, rea l ly wa nt to st ress i s  that it 's a bso l ute ly r id i cu lous  in my m i nd  that 

we ' re even ta l k i ng a bout the pr ice of th i s  p roject 

beca use the long term payoff is so m uch greate r .  I l ive i n  F resno, Ca l ifo rn ia ,  a nd  I work fo r 

B ra ndyl i ne  Fresno U n if ied and  many of  you may know that  that 's  the fou rth l a rgest schoo l  d i str ict i n  

Hast i ngs Ca l ifo rn i a  at a bout an 87% poverty rate . We ' re do i ng eve ryth i ng we ca n as  a d i str ict to ra ise 

the k ids that a re in k inderga rten  r ight now to be prepa red fo r the i ndustry 

that they' re go i ng to ente r i nto i n  15 yea rs, a nd  you know what they' re go i ng to do if we 

Bra ndyl i ne  

Hast i ngs 

don 't get connect ion from the Bay Area to Fresno is they' re go i ng to l eave F resno, conti n ue  

the pove rty rate, beca use ou r  economy won 't be  d ive rsified, a nd  there ' s  peop le  here that 

ca n attest to that .  There 's been stud ies  that have been done, and  as  a c ity, it 's i ncred ib ly  

i m po rta nt fo r me, but I a l so wa nt to  say  that  we haven 't i nvested 

Bra ndyl i ne  

Hast i ngs 

in the futu re generat ions in a wh i le ,  a nd  a lthough I do app rec iate peop le ' s  cr it ic ism of the 

budget, a l ot o f  the opposit ion  of  th i s  p roject has  come from the med i a ,  wh ich  i s  a bus i ness 

that i s  se l l i ng us someth i ng. They' re se l l i ng us bad news beca use that 's  what we l i ke .  

We l i ke to  cr it ic ize, we  l i ke to  hea r bad  news. I t  ta kes more i nte l l igence and  more thought 

B ra ndyl i ne  to  t h i n k  a bout oppos ing thoughts, a nd  so  a l o t  o f  th i s  negative support, a nd  I ca n te l l  you 

Hast i ngs beca use I 've spoken to fam i ly mem bers and  others i s  s i nce come from a l ack of knowledge 

of what the p roject 's  actua l ly do i ng 

and  what it wi l l  actua l ly enta i l .  I don 't t h i n k  a ny cost wou l d  be too h igh, honest ly, a nd  we ' re 

B ra ndyl i ne  a l ready so  fa r beh i nd  as  a country, and  we a re one of  the r ichest countr ies i n  the wor ld ,  so  

Hast i ngs it's j u st a bso l ute ly r id i cu lous  that we ' re even ta l ki ng a bout not do ing it . We need to be 

creat ive and  figu re out how to get it done .  
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Senate Standing Committee on Transportation and Housing Senate Budget and Fiscal Review 

Subcommittee No. 2 on Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy and Transportation Hearing 

of 04-03-2018 

Br ia n Tritc h :  Pub l i c  Comment 

H i, I ' m  Br ia n Tritch, student, vote r, a nd  be l ieve r that h uman  be i ngs ca n sti l l  do great th i ngs. A lot 

Br ia n has  been sa id  that I don 't need to rehash .  I guess I ' d  l i ke to d i spe l  the not ion that there has been 

Tritch success i nfo m i nt ing oppos it ion to h igh speed ra i l  and the Centra l Va l l ey as  student of Clovis 

Com mun ity Co l l ege, and you know this i s  someth i ng I wa nt to see happen,  

and  you know I agree with the statement made befo re that we ca n 't get ca ught u p  i n  myop ic  

Br ia n focus on  raw economic  costs and  short te rm immed iate resu lts beca use you ca n 't p l ace a do l l a r  

Tritch va l ue  on  these type o f  p rojects, h uman  expe r iences, qua l ity o f  l ife . You know, I was ta l k i ng to 

someone ea r l i e r  a bout go ing th rough ou r  state pa rks and  see i ng, 

you know, 1933 WPA on a br idge when I wa l k  across a rive r in Yosem ite, you know, and  these a re 

Br ia n the great th i ngs that make us a good society, you know, and  I ' d  j u st l i ke to say I t h i n k  we ca n be 

Tritch better than  peop le  that look at a pocketbook and that's the end of it fo r ou r  dec is ions, so y 'a l l  

make i t  happen,  I be l i eve i n  you .  
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Senate Standing Committee on Transportation and Housing Senate Budget and Fiscal Review 

Subcommittee No. 2 on Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy and Transportation Hearing 

of 04-03-2018 

Hen ry Perea : Pub l i c  Com ment 

M r . Cha i rman, Mem bers of the Com m ittee .  My name is Hen ry Perea . I se rve on  the county 

boa rd . A City Counc i l  befo re then a schoo l  boa rd, so I understa nd po l it ics and  how they work 
Hen ry 

and Senator Al l en, I t h i n k  you r  q uest ion was a great quest i on .  'Ca use I 've hea rd it many t imes 
Perea 

where we ' re so m uch i nvested by the federa l  government and the state i n  the Centra l Va l ley to 

begi n th is h i sto r ic p roject fo r Ca l iforn ia ,  

but we have a lot  of our  leg is l ative conti ngent both at the federa l  a nd  state leve l who seem not 

to suppo rt it .  That's a great q uest i on .  Al l I ca n say i s  two th i ngs. One is, if you put it in the 
Hen ry 

po l it ica l context, it 's j u st po l it i cs, r ight? I t h i n k  it goes back to who wi l l  s it in the Wh ite House 
Perea 

pr ior to this a dm i n i st rat ion  and some peop le  j u st took to posit ions j u st based on  who were 

support ing 

the p roject and  somet imes that ha ppens i n  a po l it ica l wor ld ,  r ight? Somet imes they don 't 

rhyme a reason to what we do i n  that context .  But the other  is j u st that i n  sp ite of that we do 
Hen ry 

have strong suppo rt i n  the Centra l Va l l ey and when I sat at the superviso r, I sat on  a counc i l  of 
Perea 

government wh ich  represents the county in the 15 cities of ou r  a rea, a nd  ve ry ea r ly on in th i s  

p roject 

we supported h igh speed ra i n  i n  a mea n i ngfu l way. I know a lot of you, we come to ask  you fo r 

Hen ry money but you ' re a lways ask i ng, where is you r  sk in  i n  the ga me? As a county, we i nvested $25 

Perea b i l l i o n  comm itment out of ou r  l oca l tra nsportat ion fund towa rds this p roject a nd we have it as 

pa rt of the com petit ion not j u st to ga rner  the h igh speed ra i l  ma i ntena nce fac i l ity in ou r  a rea 

which wi l l  br ing a l l  the jobs that it wi l l  b r i ng. But to show that we as a l l  the mayors, the county, 

Hen ry we were comm itted to maki ng su re that th i s  p roject happens .  And that com m itment sti l l  

Perea sta nds .  You ' re a lways gonna  see fo l ks who a re not necessa r i ly  gonna  be in agreement with the 

p roject. We ca n a l l  go th rough down the h i sto ry 

of th i s  wor ld and  show great th i ngs that were bu i l d  and  how m uch oppos it ion there was to it 

Hen ry but today eve rybody's ha ppy that it ha ppened .  I 'm  here to support you r  bus i ness p l a n .  You ' re 

Perea on  the r ight track. We know there ' s  been some bumps in the road .  I t h i n k  h i r i ng M r. Ke l ly 's 

been one of the a bso l ute best dec is ions that i s  made i n  terms of 

where we a re in the p roject now and  he wi l l  get it done .  And as  a boa rd that he ca n work with, 

Hen ry that wi l l  get it done worki ng with you .  The l a st t h i ng I ' l l  say is one of the th i ngs that I a lways 

Perea found  madden i ng and be ing in po l it ics and I t h i n k  you do too, i s  you don 't a lways get the rea l 

cost of what it 's gonna  do, what it 's gonna  ta ke to bu i l d  someth i ng.  

I t h i n k  a lot of that 's beca use we don 't have the eng ineers, the cost est imato rs, eve rybody Hen ry 
that's rea l ly i nvo lved in bu i l d i ng someth i ng, givi ng you the rea l n uts and bo lts of what it 's gonna  Perea 
cost. The  best exam p le  I ca n give you r ight now other  than  th i s  one i s  there ' s  someone who 



wa nts to bu i l d  a wa l l  on  ou r  Southern border .  

Hen ry 

Perea 

And that n um ber, fi rst n umbe r  we hea rd was $ 12 b i l l i o n .  And the home land secu rity a yea r  

later sa id  i t  now is  gonna  b e  $ 2 1  b i l l i o n  and  j u st recent ly there was report t o  Congress sayi ng 

it 's gonna  $33 b i l l i o n .  You cou l d  a rgue that the cost i s  esca lat ing out of contro l  a nd I wou l d  

a rgue t ha t  no you sti l l  don 't know the  cost to  begi n with 'cause you don 't know what you ' re 

bu i l d i ng .  

Hen ry 

Perea 

I t h i n k  that 's  our cha l l e nge sometimes .  We don 't know what the cost cou l d  be from day one .  

We know i t ' s  good fo r us as  a society, but i n  th i s  case we a re where we a re, we just have to  get 

it done and  you ho l d i ng the h igh speed ra i l  boa rd and  staff accounta b le  is a bso l ute ly correct. 

That's what you need to do. You need to hold the i r  feet to the fi re but by the same token with 

the resou rce that we have, we have to l et them get the job done .  And I t h i n k  you have the r ight 

team in p l ace .  Tha n k  you .  
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of 04-03-2018 

Jeff Roberts :  Pub l i c  Comment 

Good afte rnoon, my name is Jeff Roberts and  I ' m  a Regiona l  D i recto r fo r D i str ict Counc i l  16, 

Jeff Loca l U n ion  294, I nte rnat iona l  U n it of Pa i nters and  Al l ied Trades .  I 'm  a l so the Vice P res ident of 

Roberts the F resno, Madera, Tu l a re, Ki ngs Bu i l d i ng Trades .  It 's i m pe rat ive that h igh speed ra i l  gets 

comp l eted .  I t ' s  creat ing many many jobs and  not on ly in Fresno co unty, 

but the su r round i ng county it 's gonna  go th rough .  I n  add i t ion to that, it 's go i ng to create more 

bus i ness, a nd  add it iona l  jobs on  the bus i ness .  I 'm  ve ry supportive of it .  My members a re ve ry 
Jeff 

support ive of it .  I 'm  gonna  be a n  o l d  man  someday, Senator Al l e n .  I 'm  o l d  now. But when it 's 
Robe rts . . .

comp l eted I ' m  gonna  be p robab ly  too o l d  to d r ive and  I ' d  l ove to be ab l e  to J ump  on  that t ra i n, 

go to Dodge r stad i um i n  Chavez Ravi ne and  watch my Dodge rs beat the G i a nts .  
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of 04-03-2018 

J im  Lites :  Pub l i c  Comment 

J im  Lites on  beha l f  of the Sa n F ra ncisco Barr ie r  Rap id  Tra ns it D i str ict .  BART is ve ry supportive of 

J im  t h e  h igh speed ra i l  2018 d raft bus i ness p l a n, a nd  we  ce rta i n ly look fo rwa rd t o  work ing with the 

L i tes a utho rity ove r the l ong run  to create the connectivity that the state needs so bad ly with regiona l  

tra ns it a nd  ra i l  p ropert ies .  Tha n k  you ve ry m uch .  
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Subcommittee No. 2 on Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy and Transportation Hearing 

of 04-03-2018 

J ohn  Tweed : Pub l i c  Comment 

John  

Tweed 

Good afte rnoon Comm ittee Members .  My name is John  Tweed and  I ' m  spea k ing on  beha l f  of 

D i str ict Counc i l  16 Pa i nters and  Al l ied Trades .  Th i s  p roject i s  a m ust fo r us .  The re a re many a reas  

that need imp rovement in the c it ies that wi l l  be a long the ra i l  l i n e .  

J ohn  

Tweed 

They a re great construct ion j ob s .  Two th i rds o f  t he  mem bers o f  ou r  counc i l  l ive i n  Sacra mento 

and  the va l l ey and  a re com m ut ing to  t he  Bay  Area .  Th i s  wi l l  b r i ng  many o f  t hem home .  Tha n k  

you .  
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of 04-03-2018 

Ken Oye r :  Pub l i c  Comment 

Yes, S i r .  H i , my name is Ken Oyer .  I ' m  from Centra l Va l l ey. Bu l l dog. I had a lot of th i ngs I wa nted to 

say, but one i s  from what I ca n fi nd, we 've got a bout 20% fu nd i ng fo r th i s  p roject so fa r after 10 
Ken 

yea rs .  I don 't t h i n k  there ' s  been a ny p r ivate i nvestment yet . And so my comment wou l d  be, ea r l i e r  
Oye r 

ton ight, there was a l itt le  ba nte r ing u p  front a bout ask ing a ba nkruptcy atto rney a bout what th i s  

looks l i ke .  

And  I t h i n k  that, I ' l l  fi n i sh  with a th i ng from ou r  newspaper  at home, i t  was  5,000 yea rs from now 

peop le  go to Fresno and wonder  what the p i l l a rs a re, that that's ou r  Stone Henge that we 've left 
Ken . .

fo r the futu re .  So we e i ther  need to fu nd 1t a nd  see, beca use the leader  today has  to ld  us that 
Oye r 

without des ignated fu nd i ng it won 't work .  So let 's make su re that it e ither  works o r  stop it befo re 

we put more money i nto it .  
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of 04-03-2018 

Lee Eage r :  Pub l i c  Comment 

Good afte rnoon, o r  good even i ng, maybe .  I ' m  Lee Ann Eage r, I 'm  P res ident and  CEO of Fresno 

Lee County Economic  Deve lopment Co rporat ion .  I sent you a l l  a lette r .  And the way you got that 

Eage r l ette r was beca use when I was i n  Wash i ngton DC recent ly, I was givi ng a ta l k  a bout what we ' re 

do i ng here i n  Ca l ifo rn i a  and  there we re some fo l ks there 

from the adm i n i st rat ion  l i sten i ng to what we were ta l ki ng a bout and  they were ta l k i ng a bout 

Lee i nfrastructu re and  how they' re gonna  spend the money on i nfrastructu re .  Secreta ry Ross was 

Eage r there .  Afte rwa rds, I was contacted by the office and  asked to fi nd what 's  in the wh ite paper  on  

what  h igh speed ra i l  wou l d  mea n to  the Centra l Va l l ey. 

Hopefu l ly you were ab l e  to read that so I won 't go over that aga i n .  But you have to understa nd 

the impo rta nce of th i s  p roject to the Centra l Va l ley a nd ce rta i n ly to F resno .  Beca use the Governor  

Lee a ppo ints me to a lot of th i ngs, my age i s  a lways in the news, so I ' l l  te l l  you, with the 62 yea rs that 

Eage r I 've been on  th i s  Ea rth, I 've l ived i n  the Centra l Va l ley and i n  F resno .  And there 's  neve r been a 

p roject that 's  gonna  cha nge what we do i n  Ca l ifo rn i a  more than  th i s  p roject. He re, i n  F resno, you 

ca n 't get there from here .  

I don 't know if a ny of you have tr ied, but you have to get i n  you r  ca r and d rive there .  Amtra k, a l ot 

of t imes you ' re gonna  get on  the bus and  ha l f  the t ime you don 't get there in t ime .  Th is  wi l l  rea l ly, 
Lee 

when we ta l k  a bout that k ind of act ivity, th i s  is rea l ly the essence of what th i s  p roject is fo r us .  
Eage r 

Gett ing peop le  out of the Centra l Va l l ey of wh ich  there a re a l ready 4 m i l l i on  peop le  and  growi ng. 

Fastest growing a rea in the ent i re state . Connect i ng them to the Bay Area, connect i ng them 

to Southern Ca l ifo rn i a  and  Los Ange les wi l l  cha nge the way we do bus i ness, w i l l  get us out of that  

h igh unemp loyment .  Get us out of that h igh pove rty. But one of the th i ngs you have to 
Lee 

understa nd too, it 's not j u st a bout the Centra l Va l ley. One of the p leasu res that I have as  the CEO 
Eage r 

of Economic  Deve lopment Co rporat ion ,  I get to trave l a round  the wor ld and  ta l k  to peop le  a bout 

Ca l ifo rn i a .  

Ta l k  to  peop le  a round  the wor l d  a bout who we a re and  that  we sti l l  a re that  l and  of oppo rtun ity. 

Lee We sti l l  a re that p l ace where we have entrepreneu rs, t h i n ki ng past 10 yea rs from now i nto 20 

Eage r yea rs from now. And peop le  wa nna  do bus i ness with us. They' re sti l l  excited a bout what we ' re 

do i ng here i n  Ca l iforn ia ,  a nd  one of those th i ngs they 're excited a bout is h igh speed ra i l .  

Beca use they a l l  have it . I 've been t o  s ix d i ffe rent countr ies and  rode tra i ns, h igh speed tra i n s  i n  

Lee those countr ies .  I 've seen 26 d i ffe rent stat ions and  looked at what 's  happen i ng there and  what 's  

Eage r cha nged the i r  economy. And they' re look ing at us beca use they know that we a re that p lace in 

the U n ited States that has  stepped out and sa id  we ' re gonna  have that here .  

Lee So we understa nd, we certa i n ly understa nd the economics, that we have to watch those 
Eage r econom ics .  I was a ba nkruptcy attorney d u ri ng the recess ion .  I get it . But th i s  is worth it .  Th i s  is 



worth it beca use we a re Ca l ifo rn i a  and  we a re that p lace .  
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Senate Standing Committee on Transportation and Housing Senate Budget and Fiscal Review 

Subcommittee No. 2 on Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy and Transportation Hearing 

of 04-03-2018 

M i ke West : Pub l i c  Comment 

Good afte rnoon, Cha i rman  and  Com m ittee Mem bers .  My name is M i ke West and  I represent 

M i ke D i str ict Counc i l  16, Pa i nte rs and Al l ied Trades .  The leader  of the state bu i l d i ng trades did a great 

West job of express i ng how m uch these jobs mea n to our members, but it 's a l so a qua l ity of l ife i s sue .  

I t ' s  not u ncommon  fo r peop le  trave l i ng from the va l l ey 

o r  from the Sacramento a rea i nto Sa n F ra nc isco o r  other  a reas where the i r  work m ight be located 

to leave the i r  homes at one 30 and  two o 'c lock in the morn i ng in order to avo id  a l l  the traffic and  

M i ke then they get i nto the i r, they stay i n  the i r  ca rs and  s l eep  fo r a n  extra two hou rs so  t ha t  they ca n 

West get u p  and  go to work, and  it becomes a qua l ity of l ife issue beca use that i n  reve rse, they leave 

home ea r ly, they get home l ate, a nd  they m iss a l l  that qua l ity fam i ly t ime, so it 's more than  j u st 

a bout the jobs .  

I t ' s  a qua l ity of l ife i s sue ,  and  that i ssue tra nsfo rms a l l  other  i ndustr ies, so with that, D i str ict 

M i ke Counc i l  16, Pa i nters and  Al l ied Trades, a re i n  support of the d raft bus i ness p l a n  a nd a n  i ntegrated 

West ra i l  system means  the world to the bu i l d i ng trades, a nd I 'm  su re other  i nd ustr ies in Ca l iforn ia ,  

tha n k  you .  
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of 04-03-2018 

Noe l  Fa re l l a :  Pub l i c  Com ment 

Good afte rnoon, my name is Noe l  Fa re l l a .  I ' m  a fie l d  representative of M i l lwr ights Loca l 102 .  I do 

support th is p roject. I 'd l i ke to poi nt on  a coup l e  th i ngs. Ea r l i e r  today there ' s  a b ig i ssue of 
Noe l  

d i stracted d rivi ng. Th i s  p roject wou l d  ta ke some of  these d i stracted d rive rs, put them on  the ra i l , 
Fa re l l a  

we  have a lot less acc idents . Traffic cont i n ues to  get worse a l l  ove r t he  state . The  t r i p  to  LA does 

ta ke longe r .  

I have a d i sab led  da ughte r .  We used to go vis it fam i ly down i n  LA a rea .  We stopped do i ng that 

beca use the t r ip  has  gotten l onge r .  Th i s  k ind of p roject wou l d  he lp fo r other  i nd iv id ua l s  i n  the 
Noe l  

state that has  s im i l a r  i s sues  rega rd i ng d i sa b i l it ies .  I t  j u st makes trave l i ng fo r a l l  of us a l ot better 
Fa re l l a  

he re i n  t he  state and  j u st to  echo eve ryth i ng e l se that eve ryone has  s a i d  a bout t he  c lea n a i r, 

ta k ing veh ic les  off the road, it 's j u st gonna  be safe r  fo r the ent i re state .  Tha n k  you .  
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of 04-03-2018 

Ro l and  Leb i u n :  Pub l i c  Comment 

Good even i ng, Senators .  My name is Ro l and  Leb i u n .  I have no affi l i a t ion and  I 'm  a l so not i n  a 

Ro l and  h u rry to  d rive home to  Sa n Jo se  beca use of  the traffic r ight now .  F i rst o f  a l l , I ' d  l i ke to  rea l ly 

Leb i un  tha n k  Senator J im  Bea l l  fo r h i s  focus o f  fu nd i ng, bu t  t he  reason I 'm  address ing you  i s  beca use 

wh i l e  I agree that fu nd i ng's a lways an i ssue, the pr ime i ssue we have got th is h igh speed ra i l  

i n  Ca l iforn ia ,  i s  not fu nd i ng, it 's actua l ly t h e  ab i l ity o f  t h e  H igh Speed Ra i l  Autho rity t o  des ign a 

cost effective a l ignment between LA and  Sa n F ra nc i sco . Now Senator Ga lg ia n i  d id  ask  a ve ry 

Ro l and  i nterest ing q uest ion from the  M rs .  Thom pson of  the pee r  review group, whether  they  had the  

Leb i un  ab i l ity o r  if i n  fact they had p rovided tha t  k i nd  o f  i n put to  the a utho rity i n  rega rds to  a l ignment 

and  opt im izat ion, a nd  the fact is that cu rrent ly there ' s  no re leva nt s ubject matte r expe rt ise 

with i n  the peer review group .  

And  what 's  actua l ly add i ng i n su lt to  i nj u ry i s  t ha t  the autho r it ies consu lta nt they a re specif ica l ly 
Ro l and  

b lock ing the ea r ly t ra i n  operato r from revis i t ing the a l ignments .  And  I ca n po int you to  v ideo of 
Leb i un  

both meet ing .  So  i n  c los i ng, I ' d  l i ke to  offe r a coup l e  o f  so l utio ns here .  

F i rst o f  a l l , I t h i n k  you shou ld  h it the pa use button on  a l l  construct ion activity i n  t he  Centra l 

Ro l and  Va l l ey pend i ng peer review of the a l ignment .  Second, I be l i eve you shou ld  conti nue  what ACE i s  

Leb i un  do i ng r ight now and  i ncrease the Amtra k i s  work ing both t he  capac ity and  i nc rease the speed to 

125 m i les  an hour .  Last but not least, now that we ' re go i ng 

a l l  the way to G i l roy, we need to ca rry on  a l l  the way down to Ho l l i ste r, work with the Sa n 

Ben ito Ra i l road is a p r ivate com pa ny. Then when we do that, we ca n sta rt worki ng on  a rea l  

Ro l and  h igh speed a l ignment between  Ho l l i ste r and  Mendota, those U n ion Pac ific l i n e  v i a  Pa noche not 

Leb i un  Pacheco .  I f  we  do th i s, we ' re gonna  save 10  m i les  o f  tunne l s, at least $5  b i l l i on ,  we ' re gonna  cut 

10 m i n utes in t rave l t ime and we ' re a l so gonna  make it poss i b l e  fo r fre ight to sha re the tunne l s  

with h igh speed ra i l .  Tha n k  you .  
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Senate Standing Committee on Transportation and Housing Senate Budget and Fiscal Review 

Subcommittee No. 2 on Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy and Transportation Hearing 

of 04-03-2018 

Steve Castrom :  Pub l i c  Comment 

Good even i ng Cha i rman  a nd Com m ittee Mem bers, my name Steve Castrom, a l so with the 

Steve Pa i nters and  Al l ied Trades .  I wa nna  tha n k  th i s  Comm ittee fo r the i r  due  d i l igence and  you r  

Castrom i nte rest i n  t h i s  p roject and  a l so you r  ded icat ion t o  ou r  state . I 've been on  t h e  work sites i n  the 

Medera a rea .  I wou l d  encou rage a l l  of you if you have not 

to go down and  check it out and  watch our great Bu i l d i ng Trades peop le  th i s  state work on  the 

phases of the p roject that a re cu rrent ly under construct ion .  I 'm certa i n ly look ing fo rwa rd as  a 
Steve 

l a bo r  representative to see ou r  state-based contracto rs and  mem be rs perfo rm the i r  scopes of 
Castrom 

work as  this t h i ng moves a l ong. I wou l d  u rge you r  support fo r this p roject and tha n k  you ve ry 

m uch .  
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Senate Standing Committee on Transportation and Housing Senate Budget and Fiscal Review 

Subcommittee No. 2 on Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy and Transportation Hearing 

of 04-03-2018 

Steven Booker :  Pub l i c  Comment 

Good even i ng, Cha i rman, Comm ittee .  My name is Steven Booker .  I 'm  a bus i ness representative 

Steven fo r I nternat i ona l  B rothe rhood of E l ectr ica l Workers .  I ' m  the po l it ica l d i rector, commun ity affa i rs 

Booker l i a i son .  I ' m  a l so a taxpaye r, a vote r, a nd  I ' m  a Dese rt Sh ie ld, Desert Sto rm vet . I ' m  i n  support of 

h igh speed ra i l  a s  you proba b ly guessed .  

But I wa nt to  echo someth i ng that  Senator Wiener  sa id ea r l i e r, he sa id  imag ine the ba r r i e r  with 

A lberta . I wa nna  have that conversat ion when they cou l d  imagi ne Ca l ifo rn i a  without h igh speed 
Steven 

ra i l .  Eve ryone wa nts to ta l k  a bout the p r ice and  the cost. I don 't understa nd how we ca n affo rd 
Booker 

not to bu i l d  th is p roject. I t  a l so stops us from hav ing the a rgument a bout who 's  the bette r 

footba l l  tea m .  We'd be a b le to go down the Fresno state 

and  watch them lose to Sa n Jose state . For reasons that have been echoed ove r and  ove r and  

ove r aga i n, h igh speed ra i l  wi l l  red uce ou r  ca rbon footpr i nt, i t  wi l l  get ca rs off t he  road .  When  I
Steven 

was growing u p, I ' m  a nat ive of Sa n Fra nc isco, when I was growing u p  I used to watch th i s  
Booker 

te levi s ion  show. You guys probab ly  fam i l i a r  w i th  i t .  Someone sa id ,  Ca l ifo rn i a ' s  the p l ace they 

oughta be .  Whereas you ca n see our popu l at ion 

i s  i ncreas ing d rast ica l ly as  the yea rs go on .  Th i s  i s  the p l ace to be .  We ca n 't bu i ld  a nymore 

Steven roads .  We ca n 't bu i l d  a nymore h ighways. H igh speed ra i l  is the a nswer to move mass amount 

Booker of peop le  th roughout Ca l iforn ia ,  north and  south .  I h igh ly encou rage you to support h igh speed 

ra i l .  Tha n k  you fo r you r  t ime. Tha n ks fo r that verif icat io n of Sa n Jose state . 
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Senate Standing Committee on Transportation and Housing Senate Budget and Fiscal Review 

Subcommittee No. 2 on Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy and Transportation Hearing 

of 04-03-2018 

Ted Ha rt :  Pub l i c  Comment 

Yes, tha n k  you .  My name is Ted Ha rt .  I wi l l  be speak ing to you as  a vote r .  I wou l d  suggest and  ta ke 

Ted you back to 2008, when a l l  of th i s  was put together .  The vote r, in essence, made a n  agreement 

Ha rt with the H igh Speed Ra i l  Autho rity that they wou l d  put u p  $ 10 b i l l io n  fo r 45 b i l l io n  tota l cost 

i n c l ud i ng Sa n D iego, the i n l a nd  va l l ey, Sacramento .  

The who le  smea r was go i ng to cost $45 b i l l i o n .  Fast fo rwa rd 10 years .  U s i ng the h igh speed ra i l ' s  

own  num be rs, t ha t  n umber  now is  $ 150 b i l l i o n .  I t ' s  $3,800 per pe rson fo r eve ry pe rson i n  the State 
Ted 

of Ca l ifo rn i a .  A fam i ly of fou r  wi l l  now pay $15,000 to be ab l e  to buy a t icket to r ide on the tra i n .  I n  
H a rt 

add it ion to that, I have a rea l object ion as  fa r as  the P rop  1A fu nd i ng be ing used where there is no 

confi rmat ion of fu nd i ng fo r the ba l a nce of th i s  money. Tha n k  you .  Yes s i r .  
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Senate Standing Committee on Transportation and Housing Senate Budget and Fiscal Review 

Subcommittee No. 2 on Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy and Transportation Hearing 

of 04-03-2018 

Bob J enn i ngs : Pub l i c  Com ment 

Good afte rnoon .  My name ' s  Bob J enn i ngs, I 'm  the Northern Ca l iforn ia  regiona l  d i recto r fo r the 
Bob 

. State Bu i l d i ng Trades .  I was here ea r l i e r  and  had to go back ove r to o u r  office fo r meet ing .  I
J e n n i ngs 

ca me back, and  when I came th rough the door, 

I had a lot to say, but between  Senator Bea l l , Li a n ne, and  Hen ry, you guys a l l  p retty much  sto le 

Bob and  the l a st gent l eman, you a l l  p retty m uch sto le  my thu nder .  So what I am  gonna  say i s, th i s  

J enn i ngs job, it creates a lot of opportun ity. I n  case a ny of you don 't know th i s, the west s ide of Fresno 

county i s  Appa l ach i a  West. 

We got c it ies, commun it ies out there with 50%, or we did have, was 50% unemp loyment .  Th i s  

p roject recru its from those z i p  code .  Apprentices to go to work out on  th i s  p roject. And 20 
Bob  

. yea rs from now when th i s  th i ng is done, the deve lopment that 's  gonna  occu r  downtown i s  
J e nn i ngs 

gonna  conti nue  that oppo rtun ity and  that success . And 20 yea rs from now, I wa nna  be ab l e  to 

get on that th i ng and  go the G i a nts game .  

So at a ny rate, I wou l d  u rge you a l l  to  support th i s, i t ' s  the r ight th i ng to  do .  As  my boss, Robb ie  

Bob H u nter stated ea r l i e r, there were a lot of naysayers a bout the Go lden Gate Br idge, a bout TVA, 

J enn i ngs a bout the Hoove r Dam, a nd I doubt you cou l d  fi nd a nybody today that wou l d  say that was a 

bad idea . Anyone of those p rojects .  

What it ' l l  do fo r th is state and what it ' l l  do fo r the Va l ley and fo r both economic  cente rs, the 
Bob 

. Sa n F ra ncisco Bay Area and  LA, it 's a no-bra i ner .  Aga i n, I wa nna  tha n k  you fo r you r  t ime and  
J e nn i ngs 

you r  suppo rt .  Tha n k  you M r. Cha i rman, Comm ittee Mem bers .  



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Sal 
Last Name : Aresco 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : On Thu, Apr 19, 2018, 1 :42 PM Sal Aresco <salarescojr@gmail.com> wrote: 

> 
> On Thu, Apr 19, 2018, 1 :41  PM Sal Aresco <salarescojr@gmail.com> 
wrote: 
> 
>> 
>> On Tue, Apr 17, 2018, 6:50 PM Sal Aresco <salarescojr@gmail.com> 
wrote: 
>> 
>>> Too START I'm a friend TOO all phases of what needs to be done .IT'S 
>>> WHAT THIS STATE NEE DS UNDER OUR XMAS TREE .l'M 55YRS 
OLD AND IN MY MIND 
>>> l'VE BEEN ON BULLET TRAIN MORE TIMES THAN I COUID 
COUNT.ANYWAY ILOVE 
>>> IT.JUST BUILD IT .AND THEY WILL (PAY) RIDE IT. OK NOW U ALL 
KNOW WHERE I 
>>>  STAND .NOW TOO A ?  ALRIGHT I WATCH THE VIDEO ON THE 
ROUTE BUT l'M STILL 
>>> CAN'T TELL HOW THE CONNECTION FROM CORRIDOR OF 
COMUNICATION HILL TOO 
>>> MONTEREY HWY .?NOW WILL GO THROUGH THE OLD CAPITAL 
DRIVE-IN OR WILL A VIA 
>>> DUC. BE BUILDED TOO ABOVE THAT PLUS OVER THE CAPITAL
OVER.WHICH IS OVER 
>>> MONTEREY RD. SO I HOPE U ALL CAN ANSWER. THANK U. 
>>> 
>> 
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Stakeholder Comments/Issues : On Thu, Apr 19, 2018, 1 :41  PM Sal Aresco <salarescojr@gmail.com> wrote: 

> 

> On Tue, Apr 17, 2018, 6:50 PM Sal Aresco <salarescojr@gmail.com> 
wrote: 
> 

>> Too START I'm a friend TOO all phases of what needs to be done .IT'S 
>> WHAT THIS STATE NEE DS UNDER OUR XMAS TREE .l'M 55YRS OLD 
AND IN MY MIND 
>> l'VE BEEN ON BULLET TRAIN MORE TIMES THAN I COUID 
COUNT.ANYWAY ILOVE 
>> IT.JUST BUILD IT .AND THEY WILL (PAY) RIDE IT. OK NOW U ALL 
KNOW WHERE I 
>> STAND .NOW TOO A ?  ALRIGHT I WATCH THE VIDEO ON THE 
ROUTE BUT l'M STILL 
>> CAN'T TELL HOW THE CONNECTION FROM CORRIDOR OF 
COMUNICATION HILL TOO 
>> MONTEREY HWY .?NOW WILL GO THROUGH THE OLD CAPITAL 
DRIVE-IN OR WILL A VIA 
>> DUC. BE BUILDED TOO ABOVE THAT PLUS OVER THE CAPITAL
OVER.WHICH IS OVER 
>> MONTEREY RD. SO I HOPE U ALL CAN ANSWER. THANK U. 
>> 
> 
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Stakeholder Comments/Issues: On Tue, Apr 17, 2018, 6:50 PM Sal Aresco <salarescojr@gmail.com> wrote: 

> Too START I'm a friend TOO all phases of what needs to be done .IT'S 
> WHAT THIS STATE NEE DS UNDER OUR XMAS TREE .l'M 55YRS OLD 
AND IN MY MIND 
> l'VE BEEN ON BULLET TRAIN MORE TIMES THAN I COUID 
COUNT.ANYWAY ILOVE 
> IT.JUST BUILD IT .AND THEY WILL (PAY) RIDE IT. OK NOW U ALL 
KNOW WHERE I 
> STAND .NOW TOO A ?  ALRIGHT I WATCH THE VIDEO ON THE ROUTE 
BUT l'M STILL 
> CAN'T TE LL HOW THE CONNECTION FROM CORRIDOR OF 
COMUNICATION HILL TOO 
> MONTEREY HWY .?NOW WILL GO THROUGH THE OLD CAPITAL 
DRIVE-IN OR WILL A VIA 
> DUC. BE BUILDED TOO ABOVE THAT PLUS OVER THE CAPITAL
OVER.WHICH IS OVER 
> MONTEREY RD. SO I HOPE U ALL CAN ANSWER. THANK U. 
> 
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Christina 
Fernandez 

From: Christina Fernandez [mailto:cfernandez@samceda.org] 
Sent: Thursday, April 19, 2018 11 :38 AM 
To: HSR boardmembers@HSR 
Cc: Rosanne Foust; Amanda Hawkins 
Subject: 2018 CHSRA Business Plan Comment Letter 

Dear Chair Richard, 

Attached, please find SAMCEDA's comments on the 2018 California High 
Speed Rail Business Plan. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Best regards, 

Christina Fernandez 
Public Policy Associate 
San Mateo County Economic Development Association (SAMCE DA) 
1900 O' Farrell Street, Suite 380 
San Mateo, CA 94403 
650-4 13-5600 
cfernandez@samceda.org<mailto:cfernandez@samceda.org> 
www.samceda.org<file:///\\Server\DATA\SAMCE DA%20&%20EVRE%20Log 
os-
%20Letterhead%20&%20Templates\SAMCEDA %20%20Logos\SAMCE DA % 
20Logo%20-%20Signature%20Template.docx> 
[Elcon]<https://www.facebook.com/SAMCEDA>[Elcon]<https://twitter.com/SA 
MCE DA>[Eicon] 

[samceda-logo]<http://www.samceda.org/> 
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April 18, 2018 

Dan Richard 
Chair 
High Speed Rail Authority Board 
770 L Street, Suite 620, MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Chair Richard and Members of the Board: 

The San Mateo County Economic Development Association (SAMCEDA) is an economic 
development and advocacy organization representing the interests of member businesses and 
publ ic institutions on important economic, political and social issues throughout the Bay 
Area. SAMCEDA supports projects and issues which have the potential to positively impact the 
economic, environmental and social well-being of businesses, commun ities and residents in the 
region .  

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the draft 2018 High Speed Rai l  
Business P lan. We believe the business plan sets out a clear path for moving forward with High 
Speed Rail . SAMCEDA appreciates the transparency of the business plan with its new approach 
in showing both cost estimates and funding in ranges, which better reflects where the project is 
currently in the environmental and project development process. 

As you know, our county shares the Caltrain right of way with San Francisco and Santa Clara 
Counties. Caltrain is a critical part of our transportation infrastructure, and is integral to our 
economic dynamism and the quality of life of our residents. We believe that the "blended 
approach" for high speed rail as described in the business plan from San Francisco to San Jose 
substantially within the Caltra in right of way is the right choice. It can and should be done 
consistent with the character of our communities and synergistically with an  electrified Caltrain .  

We know that over the next several decades the population of California wi l l  grow by numbers 
equivalent to the existing population of the states of Oregon and Washington combined. Our 
highways and airports cannot a lone support that growth. To maintain and grow our economic 
vital ity, we must act now for our future. 

We encourage you to adopt the California High Speed Rail 2018 Business P lan. 

Si�� 

fos�u 
President & CEO 

CC: Brian P. Kel ly, CEO, California High Speed Rai l  Authority 

1900 O'Farrel l  Street, Suite 380 I San Mateo, California 94403 I P 650.413.5600 I F 650.413.5909 I www.samceda.org 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Jim 
Last Name: Beall 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : Senator Jim Beall Letter.pdf (85 kb) 



COMMITTEES 

SACRAMENTO, CA 958 1 4  
STATE CAPITOL 

TRANSPORTATION 
TEL (9 1 6) 65 1 -40 1 5  AND HOUSINGQlalifornia �tat.e �£ttat£ FAX (9 1 6) 65 1 -49 1 5  CHAIR 

2 1 05 S .  BASCOM AVE .  APPROPRIATIONS 
SUITE 1 54 SENATOR 

BUDGET AND 
CAMPBELL, CA 95008 FISCAL REVIEW 

TEL (408) 558- 1 29  1 J IM BEALL 
FAX (408) 558· 1 296 GOVERNANCE

FI FTEENTH SENATE DISTRICT AND FINANCE 
1 00 PASEO DE SAN ANTONIO 

JOINT LEGISLATIVE AUDIT SUITE 209 
SAN JOSE, CA 95 1 1 3  PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT 

TEL (408) 286-83 1 8  AND RETIREMENT 
FAX (408) 286-2338 

SUBCOMMITTEE 

BU DGET AND FISCAL 
REVIEW SUBCOMMITTEE #5 

ON CORRECTIONS, 
PUBLIC SAFETY, AND 

THE JUDICIARY 

Brian Kelly, Chief Executive Officer 
High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 
Sacramento, CA 958 14  

Dear Mr. Kelly, 

On March 9, 20 1 8, the California High Speed Rail Authority (HSRA) published its Draft 201 8 
Business Plan (Draft Plan) . As you know, the HSRA must prepare, publish, adopt, and submit a 
business plan to the State Legislature every two years. Included in that process is a requirement 
that prior to submitting the Business Plan to the State Legislature, the HSRA must publish a draft 
business plan and solicit public comment for no less than 60 days. 

On April 3 rd 
, my committee along with the Senate Budget Sub-Committee held a hearing on the 

draft plan. At the hearing we invited you, along with a number of other high-speed rail 
stakeholders, to provide input on the project and the draft plan. I, along with Budget Sub
Committee Chair Wieckowski and other members, had a variety of questions and comments 
related to the Draft Plan that you, along with stakeholders, generously provided responses and 
information on the project. 

I would like to take this opportunity to follow up on my comments at the hearing with this letter 
further expressing what I am requesting to be considered and included in the final 20 1 8  Business 
Plan. Below in bullet points are my recommendations for the 20 1 8  Business Plan: 

• Long Term funding issues : The Draft Business Plan identifies the project' s  funding 
challenges, however provides minimal detail on how the authority intends to address the 
long-term funding issues. The Draft Plan does in fact identify Cap and Trade extension 
and securitization as a potential revenue source; however that funding mechanism does 
not cover the entire cost for Phase 1 .  Additional detail on how HSRA will address its 
long-term funding challenges will be helpful to my committee members and the 
Legislature.  For example, discussion of how the roles of federal, state, local and private 
partners will be called upon to meet long-term funding needs would be welcome. 



Additionally, identifying recommendations on possible scenarios for the timing and use 
of the remaining Proposition lA  unappropriated bond funds. 

• Value capture at station stops: California needs a unified and coherent vision for 
sustainable growth around its major passenger rail hubs, supporting the economic 
revitalization of key downtowns and station areas across the state. While the Draft Plan 
briefly discusses the potential to generate revenue at station stops using financing · 
mechanisms such as infrastructure financing districts, the Draft Plan should provide more 
detail on using these types of financing mechanisms to fund stations and station areas and 
facilitating sustainable development and infrastructure, as well as promoting public
private partnerships. 

• Merced "WYE": It is imperative to both myself and several members of my committee 
that the Draft Plan provide further detail as to how the Authority plans to fund and 
construct the Merced WYE. The Draft Plan indicates that construction of the WYE will 
be carried out as part of the final completion to Phase 1 .  It' s important to note that the 
WYE will serve as a critical link in connecting Northern Central Valley riders to San Jose 
and beyond. Therefore, I am requesting the Draft Plan provide additional funding and 
scheduling details for the Merced WYE portion of the project. 

• Legislative recommendations : the Draft Plan does suggest legislation that will be needed 
- if Cap and Trade is to be extended and securitized., However, the Draft Plan should 
consider providing additional legislative suggestions that will remedy the Authority' s  
project delivery issues such as right-of-way delays . 

I appreciate all of the hard work the Authority has done in preparing the 20 1 8  Draft Business 
Plan. I am well aware of the challenges the Authority must overcome in order to keep this 
project moving forward. As Chair of the Senate Transportation and Housing Committee and 
a Board Member on the I-iigh-Speed Rail Authority, it is one of my goals to assist in making 
this project a success. 

Thank you, 
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California High-Speed Rail Authority March 20, 2018 Board Meeting 

Location: California Secretary of State Auditorium 

Public Comment: Chuck Riojas 

Title/Organization: Building Trades 

Chuck Riojas: Good morning. Thank you. Thank you for allowing me an opportunity to speak 

today. I was here for the Legislative Conference and heard this meeting was this morning, so I 

took advantage of being in Sacramento to basically, hopefully give you a good update on what 

we've been doing in the Central Valley with regards to high-speed rail to date. 

I came before you years ago looking for pre-apprenticeship opportunities, apprenticeship 

opportunities on high-speed rail. We have moved the ball significantly forward since then. We 

have put on in the recent three or four years, probably, 22 classes in 10 counties in the Central 

Valley; 22 classes roughly equates to 450 participants. People coming from Welfare to Work, 

Helmets to Hardhats, wherever they find themselves in their stage of life gaining access to 

apprenticeship, gaining access to the trades. Of those 450, roughly 500 participants we have a 

high 80 percentile placement rate. Not all of them in apprenticeship, but in jobs, real jobs. 

All of these I attribute to the success of high-speed rail in the Central Valley. Without it, 

without this particular project, this narrative, we wouldn' t  be able to draw down the funds for 

pre-apprenticeship training. I 'd like to publicly thank Blake Konczal from the Fresno Workforce 

Investment Board. I 've been fortunate here this last year to be appointed to the California 

Workforce Board. So Mr. Tim Rainey and others are highly successful in drawing down these 

funds. What I 'd like to impart to you is we are being responsible with those funds, targeting 

those demographics that call for, in the CBA, for high-speed rail. We're putting on the classes 

and having good, good, great success with it. 



I am happy to report that we've been doing it to the level, and I hope to come back in 

June or July, this year June 1 s', we are turning out five people to journeymanship who started 

five-and-a-half years ago as pre-apprentices in the respective metal trades, the electrical, sheet 

metal and plumbing. 

So I hope to be able to come back to you, hopefully with them, and they can come and 

tell you their story of how a project like this not only benefits the community, but it truly benefits 

the citizens of that community. Because of the foresight that you guys had as a Board to 

participate and elected to accept the CBA and give us the opportunity to do pre-apprenticeship, 

so thank you. 
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California High-Speed Rail Authority March 20, 2018 Board Meeting 

Location: California Secretary of State Auditorium 

Public Comment: Ivor Samson 

Title/Organization: Ivor Samson with Dentons, representing two clients: Bakersfield Homeless 
Center, and the Fresno Rescue Mission 

Ivor Samson: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Ivor Samson with Dentons, and I 'm 

appearing on behalf of two clients. The first is  the Bakersfield Homeless Center and the second 

is the Fresno Rescue Mission. And I will be brief in my comments, because you've heard them 

many times before. 

The Bakersfield Homeless Center is located on Truxtun A venue just south of downtown 

Bakersfield. For roughly three years from some time in 2014 through 2017 there were 

discussions with the High-Speed Rail where Rail Authority offered to purchase the property as 

an early acquisition. Those discussions were moving along until September of last year when the 

center was told that there was no longer going to be funding available at the direction of the 

Board of Public Works. 

In fact, it had even gotten to the point where an appraisal, an appraiser was hired by the 

Authority, and an appraisal was done. It was 180 degree switch last September. We tried to meet 

with the Board of Public Works, the Board of Public Works has refused to meet with us. The 

Bakersfield Homeless Center has relied for three plus years on the representations that an 

acquisition was going to be made in terms of deferring capital improvements, things like that. 

In January, at the suggestions of Ms. Gomez or through the cooperation of Ms. Gomez, I 

should say, we met with Assemblymember Salas, Ms. Gomez, and others from the Authority 

regarding how to make this acquisition come about. And we were told to address it in the 

upcoming Business Plan. 



I realize the Business Plan is complicated. There's a lot of things in play and we intend to 

file written comments on the Business Plan before the cutoff date. And those comments will 

essentially be to the effect that we request that the Business Plan include the acquisition of the 

Bakersfield Homeless Center. 

If high-speed rail is ever intending to go south of Bakersfield then the Homeless Center is 

on the route and it is a necessary acquisition. And for reasons of equity, if nothing else, for 

reasons of representations that were made if nothing else, we request that this acquisition be 

made sooner rather than later. And I know that I'll have the opportunity to address you again 

after our written comments are submitted. 

Let me turn next to the Fresno Rescue Mission, if I may? 

In July of 2016, we entered into a temporary relocation agreement. The High-Speed Rail is 

essentially wiping out the Mission's 11 buildings, which sit on roughly 13 acres. We have to 

have a seamless operation. The day that we shut down, you have to have new buildings up and 

operating to serve the homeless community, both in terms of meal, shelter, health care and so on. 

So we entered into a Temporary Relocation Agreement that basically said we're going to put up 

temporary buildings. We will vacate the premises, so that High-Speed Rail can have possession 

21 days after those temporary buildings are erected and ready for occupancy. 

And that's really moving forward pretty fast. We understand probably end of March, early April 

that the County will issue whatever necessary occupancy certificates are required. We have tried 

to be cooperative. We have worked hard with High-Speed Rail staff and I must say that Ms. 

Gomez and her crew have been very cooperative. There's been issues, but we work hard to work 

them out. One place where we've had tremendous difficulty, tremendous difficulty, is on the 



Relocation Plan. The Temporary Relocation Plan that was implemented to allow us to move into 

the temporary structures has been a nightmare in its implementation. I don't know if it is attitude, 

or quite frankly sheer incompetence on the part of the consultants that the Authority has retained, 

but bills are not being paid. The Mission right now, is funding its own move, which should be 

paid for by federal relocation funds. We're in the hole about $400 and some thousand. There is a 

meeting tomorrow to address this. It has reached a crisis point. I understand that new consultants 

have been brought on board and I only hope that will be better. But this has left a very, very bad 

taste and that's the politest way that I can put it. 

To avoid these past problems, on October 19th I wrote to the Chairman requesting that the 

Board adopt a resolution that quoted exactly from the mitigation language, in your adopted 

EIR/EIS as it related to relocation and mitigation. I quoted the exact language and asked that that 

be adopted in a resolution. I got no response. 

That was an opportunity for a win-win to assure the Mission that the adopted measures 

will be implemented and it would allow us to move forward on a Permanent Relocation 

Agreement, which is absolutely necessary. 

I came here in November and gave the same statement effectively, that I'm giving today. 

I heard nothing. I came here in January, gave the same statement again, I've gotten no response. 

No follow-up to my letter. No follow-up to the statements that I made in November and January 

and I'm here again today. At the very least, just as a matter ofrespect, it's discourteous not to 

respond. At worst, it sends a very, very bad signal about the High-Speed Rail Authority's 

integrity and your commitment to your adopted mitigation measures. It's creating an unnecessary 

confrontation. It's very, very bad optics for the Authority, which you don't need. And this could 



be a win-win situation if you would at least consider a resolution that does no more than reaffirm 

that which you have already adopted. 

And I guess I'm here to say, please consider the resolution that I submitted. If you won't 

do that at least have the courtesy of getting back to me and telling me that you won't do it and 

explain why. Thank you. 
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California High-Speed Rail Authority March 20, 2018 Board Meeting 

Location: California Secretary of State Auditorium 

Public Comment: Jim Schmidt 

Jim Schmidt: I wanted to point out the editorial in this morning's  San Jose Mercury, the bullet 

train is a solution in search of a problem. As you probably know, and all of us know, there's  a lot 

of negative talk about the bullet train. 

The fact of problem, the biggest problem is Silicon Valley. Silicon Valley is so crowded. 

The houses are ridiculously high in price. The traffic is getting crazy. The high-speed rail is a 

solution to Silicon Valley ' s  problems, but it seems to me that the high-speed rail has not gone 

into the companies and talked about their expansion along 152 and out in the Valley. This is 

critical to Silicon Valley, but it seems to me it' s  also critical to the high-speed rail. You've got to 

get into a partnership with the companies in Silicon Valley to find out what they want and where 

they want it. 

The idea of locating a satellite operation in Madera is probably not high on their list, but 

there are places that are a lot of closer right on I-5 and 152 that would be very attractive, I think, 

to a high-tech company to perhaps locate a Silicon Valley Extension. 

So I think it' s  very important to use the companies in Silicon Valley to tell you what they 

need to expand into the Valley. It' s  going to be good for Fresno. It' s  going to be good for 

Bakersfield. But most of us up there don't really feel a need for a high-speed rail from San 

Francisco to L.A. I mean, what does that do for me? It doesn' t  do much, but I 've got a traffic 

problem. I 've got a housing problem. I 've got a crowding problem. I can' t  employ people, 



because they can't afford to live in Silicon Valley. And you guys have got the solutions at your 

hand, but you've got to put it more into your game plan. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Lee 
Last Name: Eager 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : California High-Speed Rail Authority March 20, 2018 Board Meeting Lee Ann 

Eager Comment.pdf (11 kb) 



California High-Speed Rail Authority March 20, 2018 Board Meeting 

Location: California Secretary of State Auditorium 

Public Comment: Lee Ann Eager 

Title/Organization: President and CEO of Fresno County Economic Development Corporation. 

Lee Ann Eager: Good morning. I 'm Lee Ann Eager, President and CEO of Fresno County 

Economic Development Corporation. So I have to say a little something first. So you might have 

seen recently in the Fresno Bee that they did an article about if you are from Fresno you need to 

support the high-speed rail. And I was quoted in there often with examples of why high-speed 

rail is good for the valley. Online there were some responses on there, which you might have 

expected. One of them called me a Pollyanna. I think I 've heard that here before too. And I just 

have to say that having been a Creditors Rights attorney and doming economic development 

during the recession, I think Pollyanna left me a long time ago. 

My response to the current Business Plan is certainly I 'm an optimist, but I 'm also a 

realist. And thank you so much, Mr. Kelly, for putting together a transparent document that 

shows exactly what had happened in the past and where we need to go in the future. And I, for 

one, do not want a bargain basement system. I don' t  want us to go back and say, "Okay. Well, 

we could actually do it for $68 billion, but it' s  not going to be the system that we need in 

California. We need to do it right and if it costs more to do it right then we need to do that." So 

thank you so much for putting that into effect. 

Recently, I was asked by the Secretary Ross, not the California one, but the Washington 

D.C. one, Wilbur, to put together a white paper on why high-speed rail is important for the 

Central Valley. And so I gave you a copy of that, it ' s  the two-page one. What he's  using that for 

is when they 're putting together where they ' re going to be spending money in infrastructure, in 



the United States, my roles was why they should put it in the Central Valley and why they should 

put it in our transportation project. So I gave you a copy of what I sent them. 

And also, for the State of California, had asked me to do a one-pager on the pro for the 

high-speed rail for the Central Valley and so I gave you that one too. And that was for the 

Treasury. 

The other really positive thing is that the CALED organization, which is the California 

organization for all economic developers, just had their annual meeting. And in that, they gave 

away awards for the best projects in the State of California, so I'd like Diana Gomez to come 

down. 

We were awarded the Partnership Award from CALED, that is the partnership between 

High-Speed Rail and the Economic Development Corporation in the City and County of Fresno, 

for our High-Speed Rail Business Support Program that we've had in effect, I think, for the last 

four years. Yes? And they gave us the award for really showing the epitome of how partnerships 

can work well, especially for businesses in the State of California. 

So Diana and I are going to share this in Fresno. Well pass it back and forth to each other, 

but we wanted to make sure that you knew you were a part of this really special award for 

partnerships in the State of California between us. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Lisa 
Last Name: Larrabee 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : California High-Speed Rail Authority March 20, 2018 Board Meeting Lisa 

Larrabee Comment.pdf (11 kb) 



California High-Speed Rail Authority March 20, 2018 Board Meeting 

Location: California Secretary of State Auditorium 

Public Comment: Lisa Larrabee 

Title/Organization: CEO of Harris & Associates representing the Wong + Harris JV for the 
CP 1 's PCM Services. 

Lisa Larrabee: Good morning. I 'm Lisa Larrabee, CEO of Harris & Associates representing the 

Wong + Harris JV for the CPl 's PCM Services. And I 'm a slight extrovert, this I 'm at the 

podium. My partner here, Cliff Wong is also in the audience. I just would like to make a few 

comments to address the Board in terms of an articulation and an affirmation of the commitment 

the PCM has in respect to the CPl alignment and segment of the High-Speed Rail Project. 

We've been there since the beginning and we're fully committed to the successful outcome of 

the services that are being proposed in item number four. 

We have 38 people present in Fresno, fully dedicated to the project including minority 

businesses, small businesses and other sub-consultants represented that live, and are fully 

dedicated to high-speed rail and Fresno, also known as the gateway to Yosemite, which is 

becoming a very vibrant community as a result of this project. 

If the Board does approve item number four with respect to the extension of our contract 

you' ll look forward to enhanced teamwork between the PCM, the RDP, and High-Speed Rail 

and the new leadership that you put in place for the successful outcome of this project. And I 

want to put in terms, high-functioning teamwork that will improve upon your experience to date. 

With respect to this item, if you are to approve this extension we will have greater 

security and able to attract talent to this important project. You will be able to provide the 

security of careers that are fully dedicated to Fresno and the High-Speed Rail Project. 



And just a footnote on a personal note, my mother's maiden name was Jean Hopkins. 

She's a descendant, and therefore I am descendant of Mark Hopkins, who's the Treasurer of the 

Central Pacific Railroad, and early pioneer that drives in my blood as well. Thank you so much. 
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California High-Speed Rail Authority March 20, 2018 Board Meeting 

Location: California Secretary of State Auditorium 

Public Comment: Mike Murphy 

Title: Mayor of Merced 

Mayor Murphy: Good morning. Good morning to the Board and to staff. I 'm Mike Murphy, the 

Mayor of Merced. Merced would like to take the opportunity today to reaffirm our strong 

support of the California High-Speed Rail Project. I 'm pleased you have consistently made clear 

that connecting Merced is a priority. As you know, Merced stands to gain so much from 

increased connectivity. Connecting Merced will allow us to shape our growth and quality of life 

through a strengthening and diverse economy. We also believe that California will benefit from 

connecting Merced sooner rather than later. 

In addition to offering much-needed housing as well as access to quality workforce, and a 

first-rate university in Merced, we can increase high-speed rail ridership given the ACE 

expansion plans to Merced. These numbers could be significant and I encourage us all to further 

analyze increased ridership resulting from ACE expansion. 

Finally, connecting Merced provides you, the Authority, the opportunity to fully consider 

siting the heavy maintenance facility in Merced. Merced has made clear our desire to compete 

for the heavy maintenance facility. Siting the heavy maintenance facility in Merced will achieve 

all of your project goals and cost far less than doing so in more impacted areas of the Central 

Valley. Connecting high-speed rail to Merced is mutually beneficial to Merced, and to our state. 

And this relationship serves as the basis of our strong working relationship. 



I would like to extend my sincere thanks to Chairman Richard, members of the Board and 

the California High-Speed Rail executives and staff for our partnership. And look forward to our 

continued collaboration. Thank you. 
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California High-Speed Rail Authority March 20, 2018 Board Meeting 

Location: California Secretary of State Auditorium 

Public Comment: Roland Lebrun 

Roland Lebrun: Good morning, Mr. Richard and Directors. And a nice warm welcome to Mr. 

Brian Kelly. Welcome to the party. 

So today I 'd like to start on a high note and to thank you and your staff for recognizing 

that the San Jose to Gilroy Corridor is a high-density 125-mile corridor. But the thing I really 

want to talk to you about today is what happened to the Valley to Valley connection and how are 

we going to put it back in the Plan, because a plan without a connection between Fresno and 

Silicon Valley is not a plan. It ' s  an admission of failure. 

So let' s  start with what happened to Fresno and CPl and what the gentleman by the name 

of Richard Tolmak, (phonetic) which Mr. Schenk might remember him appearing in front of the 

Board eight years ago. And what Richard said to this Board is that the 54-mile section between 

Fresno and Corcoran had more viaducts than 1,000 miles of French high-speed lines. 

So the question is what is the real issue here? It is not Mr. Hill 's  contracts and its 

certainly not the 1,500 people who are currently hard at work that are doing this project. The real 

issue is the project itself, namely a fatally flawed alignment that bypasses cities and uses existing 

rail infrastructure to connect downtown stations to the high-speed line. So what is the solution? 

Twenty years ago the alignment was I-5 and the -(time sounds) can I finish? 

--and the connection between 15 and Silicon Valley was Panoche Pass not Pacheco. It 

was a faster, shorter and cheaper route that requires ten miles less tunnels than Pacheco Pass. 



Peace River City's alignment, including a branch connection to Fresno via Highway 180 or the 

existing UP freight line, instead of wasting any more money between Fresno and Bakersfield. 

And when you do, you will discover an alignment that is not only the shortest and the fastest 

between Fresno and Silicon Valley, but it also leaves the door open to future private investment 

on the I-5. Thank you very much. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Steve 
Last Name: Roberts 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : California High-Speed Rail Authority March 20, 2018 Board Meeting Steve 

Roberts Comment.pdf (11 kb) 



California High-Speed Rail Authority March 20, 2018 Board Meeting 

Location: California Secretary of State Auditorium 

Public Comment: Steve Roberts 

Organization: Rail Passenger Association of California 

Steve Roberts: My name is Steve Roberts and I 'm speaking on behalf of the Rail Passenger 

Association of California. Thank you for the opportunity to address you. 

First, we compliment the Authority on its straightforward presentation of the project 's 

current status that you've reflected in the updated Business Plan. Despite the challenges outline, 

RailP AC continues to strongly support this project. 

RailP AC believes that the High-Speed Rail continues to be the best value in increased 

mobility in California. Our Board Members noted the reality is that any other alternative would 

face the same challenges in inflation, litigation, right-of-way issues that as the current project and 

the No-Build/Modal Alternative is not a viable alternative. That said, RailPAC feels the 

Authority must ensure that something of benefit and transformational is built in Southern 

California. 

That key project is noted in the Business Plan as L.A. Union Station run-through tracks, 

Link US. This project will transform commuter rail in Southern California. However, RailP AC is 

concerned that L.A. Metro not only does-isn' t  a champion of the project, but is showing signs 

of gold-plating it, focusing on retail, and eventually making Link US unaffordable. At which 

point they will try to spend the MOUs on other bright, shiny objects. This must not happen. 

RailP AC asks the Authority and the Board to assist RailP AC in championing Link US. 



Finally, RailP AC believes the Authority should establish a stretch goal of outlining a 

funding plan to close the gap between Chowchilla and Gilroy by this time next year. Without this 

RailP AC fears the confidence in the project and its public support will suffer significant erosion. 

Thank you. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Ted 
Last Name : Hart 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : California High-Speed Rail Authority March 20, 2018 Board Meeting Ted Hart 

Comment.pdf (11 kb) 



California High-Speed Rail Authority March 20, 2018 Board Meeting 

Location: California Secretary of State Auditorium 

Public Comment: Ted Hart 

Ted Hart: Good morning. I would be commenting on the 2018 Draft Business Plan. The plan 

opens with a letter from CEO Brian Kelly and, "Ten years ago when the state went to the polls to 

decide whether the system would,"----excuse me, my glasses are a little fogged up here- "to 

decide whether the state should build a high-speed rail system, they voted yes. They did so, 

because they recognized that an environmentally clean, fast and efficient high-speed rail system 

would, "and then etcetera, etcetera. 

Fifty-one percent voted yes, but you failed to acknowledge what they voted for is not 

what they got. Millions of voters consulted the 2008 Voter Information Guide before making a 

decision. Voting yes, the voters authorized 9 .95 billion in funds to construct an 800-mile 

statewide rail system to cost about $45 billion with the balance from the feds, private investors 

and others. A yes established an agreement which the High-Speed Rail Authority has broken. 

In 2018, ten years later, these costs increased to an unbelievable $120 billion for an entire 

statewide rail system and there's  no evidence of outside funding to complete the project. This 

amounts to approximately $3,000 for every man, woman and child in the state and would cost a 

family of four approximately $12,000 for the right to then buy a ticket to ride on the train. I stood 

before this Board in 2009, 2012, 2014, and 2016, and brought up these same concerns regarding 

the costs and funding. Those concerns have never been addressed. Why not? Those yes voters 

deserve transparency. They need the weigh-in on an outcome for which they did not vote yes. 



And following Brian Kelly's recent statements regarding complete transparency I request 

the following sentence be placed in the front of the 2018 Business Plan. "The costs of the 800-

mile statewide rail system is now estimated to be about $120 billion. And we are unable to 

identify the sources of funding necessary to complete this project." 

My reason for this request is that all 106 pages of the 2018 Business Plan are irrelevant 

until this statement is addressed. Thank you for your time. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Steve 
Last Name : Bridges 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Strongly opposed to proposed high speed rail project. Costs are deviously 
and enormously higher than what voters approved. Voters were misled and 
deceived and this project should not be allowed to continue unabated. 
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Town of Atherton 
Public Works Department 

91 Ashfield Road 
Atherton, California 94027 

Phone: (650) 752-0570 
Fax: (650) 688-6539 

April 1 9, 201 8  

Draft 201 8  Business Plan 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-I 
Sacramento, CA 958 14 

RE: Draft 2018 HSR Business Plan Comment Letter 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The Town of Atherton and the Atherton Rail Committee have reviewed the High Speed 
Rail Authority's Draft 201 8  Business Plan and believe that the ridership, revenue, and 
schedule assumptions in the Business Plan are overly optimistic, the costs and challenges 
under estimated, and that the Authority will not be able to meet the requirements of 
Proposition IA. Several of the optimistic claims within the body of the Business Plan are 
contradicted by the more detailed information contained within the Appendices. Some of 
the significant issues are summarized below. 

1. AB3034, Proposition 1A 

On Page 1 5, the Plan states, "The California High Speed Rail Authority remains committed 
to the Proposition IA  mission to connect California with a new high-speed passenger rail 
service and to delivering it through a phased implementation strategy." 

AB 3034, 2409 b states, "Maximum non-stop service travel times for each corridor shall 
not exceed; 

(!) San Francisco - Los Angeles Union Station 2 hours 40 minutes 
(2) San Francisco-San Jose 30 minutes" 

The Operating Plan on pages A-1  and A-2 lists the following travel times for high speed 
rail: 

San Francisco-Los Angeles Union Station 3 hours 3 1  minutes 
San Francisco-San Jose 63 minutes 



201 8  HSR Business Plan 
April 19, 201 8  
Page 2 of7 

It does not appear that the high speed train will approach a speed of200 mph, a requirement 
of AB3034. The highest average speed over the segment from Fresno to Bakersfield would 
be 149 mph, and the average speed between San Francisco and Los Angeles would be 95.7 
mph. 

AB3034 also requires a detailed funding plan for each operable segment and that all 
sources of funds and the time of their receipt be specified before work can be initiated on 
any segment. Page 15  of the Plan states that the funding shortfall for the Silicon Valley to 
Central Valley (presumed to be San Jose to Shafter) is approximately equal to the cost to 
complete the tunnels through the Pacheco Pass, by far the most expensive piece of the 
work. The funding for this work is heavily dependent on Cap-and-Trade money from the 
quarterly actions. The amounts of these funds are inconsistently reported throughout the 
Plan. Page 37, Exhibit 3.3, lists the Cap-and-Trade proceeds from the most recent 1 1  
quarterly actions allocated to the Authority. These total approximately $1 .218 Billion. On 
page 37, the Plan states that the Authority has already received $ 1 .6 1 8  Billion in Cap-and
Trade, including a special grant. Per Exhibit 3.3, the average annual (measured to August) 
allocation to the Authority has been approximately $330 Million. The plan assumes an 
annual allocation of $700 Million, up from $500 Million in the 201 6  Business Plan. It 
seems unlikely that future Cap-and-Trade funds will increase this substantially such that 
they can provide the needed funds to complete the Valley to Valley segment. 

2. Right of Way Acquisition 

The Plan admits to problems in acquiring Right of Way for the first construction segments 
and claims that the acquisition process has been revised to avoid future problems. The 
Authority has not acquired any Right of Way for their early construction segment from San 
Jose to Gilroy. The Authority states that it is negotiating with the Union Pacific Railroad 
to use part of its San Jose-Gilroy Right of Way. The acquisition of this Right of Way will 
be both time consuming and costly, and it is not clear that these costs and time 
considerations are adequately addressed in the report. 

3. Community Benefits 

a. Job Creation 

The Plan takes great credit for providing a large number of new jobs in the Central Valley 
and of offering short commute times that would stimulate new housing in Gilroy and 
Fresno, and perhaps other communities. 

The intent of the project is not job creation and at this time of near full employment is not 
necessarily measurable and cannot be considered as a community benefit. 

2 
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b. New Residential Development 

The Plan suggests that with the completion of the Valley to Valley operable segment, the 
travel time between Fresno residences and Silicon Valley jobs will be reduced to one hour 
from a today's three-hour drive. This easier access together with lower housing costs 
would presumably provide a basis for large new residential developments in and around 
Fresno. This presumption fails on two counts: 

1 .  The High Speed Rail travel time listed on Page A-1 of the of the supporting 
Ridership and Revenue Forecasting document shows a travel time of 82 minutes 
between Fresno and San Jose, not 60 minutes as shown in Exhibit 1 .3 of the 
Plan. 

2. Page I of the Plan states "A shortened commute, made possible by high-speed 
rail, will open up an affordable housing market for those working in the Bay 
Area." This is prefaced by statements regarding the median rent for a two
bedroom apartment in San Francisco being $4,200 per month, while rent in 
Kings County is approximately $900 per month, implying that a commuter from 
Kings County would save $3,300 per month in rent. With the proposed High 
Speed Rail fare between San Jose and Fresno being $66 each way, as shown on 
Page 2-5 of the supporting Ridership and Revenue Forecasting document, the 
savings would be offset by at a cost of $2,800 in rail fares to San Jose. This 
will cause the many potential commuters to think carefully about the relative 
desirability of living in each location. Therefore, it is unlikely that there will 
be significant development or migration in the Valley area related to 
employment in Silicon Valley. 

4. Cap-and-Trade Funds 

According to the Plan, future High Speed Rail financing will depend heavily on access to 
large amounts of money from Cap-and-Trade actions, both for meeting current 
expenditures and as guarantees and payments for large capital loans which are negotiated 
to provide early access to sufficient money to keep the project going according to plan. As 
noted above, the 2018 Draft Business Plan increases the Cap-and-Trade revenues to the 
Authority from $500 Million in the 2016 Business Plan to $750 Million per year. The 
average annual allocation has been approximately $330 Million per year. There is no 
evidence to support the assertion that Cap-and Trade will continue yielding the amounts of 
money received to date, let alone increase so dramatically. The companies that provide the 
Cap-and-Trade funds are under strong financial pressure to clean up their operations rather 
than to continue paying large sums to the government. Additionally, future administrations 
may change the allocation of Cap and Trade funds away from the Authority. Thus, the 
expectations for the future must be that Cap-and-Trade funds will decline and cannot be 
depended on to provide the asserted level of collateral for long term loans. 

3 
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5. Short Segment Operation 

Page ii of the Chief Executive Officer's letter states that the Authority will initially 
complete two short segments: one from San Jose to Gilroy and the other one from Shafter 
to Bakersfield. These two segments are to provide for testing and early operation. It is 
unlikely that the Gilroy through San Jose to San Francisco service will attract many riders. 
It will operate high speed trains over tracks also used by Caltrain's commuter service. In 
order to handle the train traffic and to minimize interference, all trains, both high speed and 
commuter, will have to operate at the same maximum speed. That maximum speed is 
limited to 79 mph because no improvements will have been made to the Caltrain tracks. 
If Caltrain's Baby Bullet trains have the same number of intermediate stops as the high 
speed trains, travel times for the two services will differ by less than three minutes. The 
high speed trains will undoubtedly be more comfortable than the Caltrain trains, but the 
fare for the high speed trains will be $26 each way, according to page 2-5 of the Ridership 
and Revenue Forecasting document, while the maximum Caltrain fare is $ 15 .  After initial 
exploratory rides, it is doubtful that the high speed trains would capture many riders, 
certainly not enough to cover the operating costs. 

6. Pacheco Pass Route 

Plan page 40 summarizes the cost to construct the high speed infrastructure between San 
Jose and Madera, as follows: 

Segment Length, mi Costo$M Cost $Mimi 
San Jose-Gilroy 29.7 $3,217  $ 108.3 
Gilroy-Carlucci Road 35  $10,249 $292.8 
Carlucci Road-Madera 64.6 $2,392 $37 

The Gilroy to Carlucci Road segment includes passage through or over the Pacheco Pass. 
This segment requires either a long tunnel or expensive construction up and down mountain 
passes with several short tunnels and a great deal of earth movement. In view of the terrain 
and potential seismic problems, a tunnel could easily cost as much as $2 Billion per mile. 
The surface route would be cheaper but would likely exceed the amount budgeted. In as 
much as no route has yet been selected, it is unclear that a sufficient contingency was 
applied to this segment. 

7. Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) 

Plan page 82 gives the scheduled completion dates for the different environmental impact 
reports. The San Jose to Merced EIR is scheduled for completion in 2019. In view of the 
lack of a decision about Pacheco Pass this seems to be an overly optimistic date. The same 
can be said about the Bakersfield to Palmdale EIR which is also scheduled to be completed 
in 2019. This segment must cross over or through the Tehachapi Mountains. Thus far, no 
route over or through these mountains has been determined. 
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8. Greenhouse Gas Reduction 

The Draft Business Plan contains repeated references to the expected reductions in 
California's greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as a result of the construction and continuing 
operation of the high speed train. Exhibit 1 .6 on p. 10 quantifies the expected reduction as 
from 64.9 million metric tons (MMt) of CO2 over 50 years to 84. 1  MMt over 50 years. 
While these values are not well explained, it appears that the lower figure is associated 
with the Phase 1 rail lines and the higher figure includes the full system with the Phase 2 
expans10n. 

It is not explained how these values were arrived at, but it is also stated that they are 
equivalent to the removal of 360,000 passenger cars per year. EPA provides an estimate 
of 4. 7 metric tons (Mt) of CO2 per passenger car per year for cars with gasoline engines 
[l ] .  4.7 Mt/car-year times 360,000 cars times 50 years gives 84.6 MMt which is consistent 
with their upper estimate. This suggests that their estimate of GHG emission reduction 
may be tied to their ridership estimate which is then converted into an estimate of fewer 
passenger miles in cars. However, this omits a number of other considerations; specifically: 

1 .  While the number of cars on the road may be somewhat reduced with the 
availability ofHSR, in the future (far less than 50 years), a significant fraction of 
these cars will not be gasoline fueled. CO2 emissions from hybrid electric ( such as 
the Prius), plug-in hybrids (such as the Chevrolet Volt) or all-electric (such as the 
Tesla) emit far less CO2. EPA estimates are 1 .6 Mt/year for Prius-like vehicles and 
1 .  Mt/year for all-electric (accounting for emissions from the source of the 
electricity). Estimates of the fraction of such vehicles on the California roads in 
future years are widely varying but Bloomberg [2] estimate for 2040 is 25% so over 
a 50 year period starting with the completion of HSR, an estimate of 40% might 
not be unreasonable. This would reduce the "50 year totals" to about 40 MMt for 
Phase 1 and 50 MMt for the expanded (Phase 2) system. The other reductions 
would have taken place without HSR and the HSR contribution would diminish as 
time goes on. Additionally, the estimate does not take into account the increasing 
fuel economy standards and required emission reduction in gasoline fueled vehicles 
over the 50 year period. 

2. The construction of the rail line will generate significant GHG emissions over the 
course of construction. No well-supported, citable estimates of the amount of CO2 

emitted during rail road construction were found in a brief search. However, 
estimates do exist for highway construction [3]. These range from 3,234 Mt/km 
for "freeways" to 794 Mt.km for "national roads". Assuming an intermediate value 
of, 2,000 Mt/km for a rail line, the 800 mile HSR Phase 1 plan would emit 
approximately 2.6 MMt or the equivalent of about two years of their estimated 
savings. 
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These arguments are not really critical to the either the benefits or drawbacks ofHSR. 
However, they may be relevant in two ways. 

1 .  They serve as an example of the unsupported nature of claims made in the Draft 
2018  Plan and, given the prior history of inaccurate forecasts by the Authority, they 
may lend credibility to other criticisms 

2. Their Exhibits 3.7, 3 . 1 1  and others indicate that a major fraction of their anticipated 
funding is from the Cap-and-Trade funds. To the extent that the justification for 
using those funds is tied to the Authority's claim of being a significant contributor 
to meeting California's GHG goals, which is disputable. 

9. Ridership Forecasts 

The Plan has described in detail those entitites that have examined its ridership model and 
given stamps of approval. Econometric models are extremely complex and contain a large 
number of variables to describe traveler behavior and values for making modal selections. 
Even so, the product of the model is at best an estimate. It is possible to apply a few tests 
to determine the credibility of the product of the model. 

Travel Times 

Page A-1 of the Ridership and Revenue Forecasting document lists travel times for high 
speed trains and for feeder buses. As already mentioned, the high speed rail travel times 
are very long, indicating speeds above 100 mph only for the Fresno-Bakersfield segment. 
The feeder bus times are also surprising. In particular, both the north and south feeder 
schedules show the same travel times for peak hour and off peak travel. There is no 
allowance for any congestion on rush hour streets and highways, a major factor in both 
Sacramento and Southern California. 

10. Operating Profit 

Beginning in 2029, the Plan proposes that farebox and other revenue will sufficiently 
exceed operating and maintenance costs to produce a sizeable profit. This profit would 
presumably accrue to the Authority and could be used to finance the balance of Phase 1 
and the extensions to Sacramento and San Diego. Since the Authority has already hired a 
system operator for advice and later operation of the High Speed Rail System, the profit 
would have to be shared with the operator. Hence the proposed numbers would need to be 
reduced. The 2029 surplus is estimated at $135 Million, growing to $ 1,065 Million by 
2033.  This performance would be in stark contrast to all other high speed rail systems 
throughout the world. Of more than 69 worldwide high speed rail systems, only two are 
able to operate without operating subsidies: Tokyo-Osaka, Japan, with 53 years of 
operation and Paris-Lyon, France, with 37 years of operation. Additionally, it is important 
to note that most transit systems operate at a deficit. This implies that the ridership 
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estimates are much too large or the operating and maintenance costs are much too low, or 
both. 

In summary, it is unlikely that the project will be able to meet the service requirements 
tlined in AB3034, Proposition IA, that the funding availability, ridership, revenue 

ti 
es ·mates, and community benefits are overly optimistic, and the project costs and delivery 

table are significantly underestimated. 

comments are consistent with Legislative Analyst's Office that there are significant 
ainties regarding funding to complete the project, and that a full funding plan is 

cc: Assembly Committee on Transportation, Hon. Jim Frazier, Chair 
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Rai lPAC response to Cal ifornia High Speed Rai l  Authority 
201 8 Business Plan. 

Steve Roberts, Vice President, Policy and Research. 

March 2018 

The Rail Passenger Association of California since 1 978 has 
supported a modern passenger railroad system for the State 
of California and the West. We campaigned actively for the 
passage of 1A,  the High Speed Rail bond measure. While 
frustrated and dissatisfied with progress to date we still support 
the project overal l .  However, at this point we are concerned 
that there is no deliverable alternative that will meet the 
mobility needs of a growing population and economy. 

The California High Speed Rail Authority has a new Chief 
Executive Officer and has just published the 2018 Business 
Plan. This document is available on the CHS RA website: 
http://hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business plans/Draft 201 8  
Business Plan.pdf 

Our comments are as follows: 

1 .  The new Business Plan is a more realistic assessment 
of the current situation. The negative trends, most 
specifical ly the lack of any follow-on Federal funding, 
were apparent in 201e6 but the Authority adjusted by 
shifting to a Northern California focus. The question 
is, can the Authority deliver its latest plan. 

2. Compared to the 2016 Business Plan the physical 
gap in the 2018 Business Plan (Chowchil la to Gilroy) 
is highlighted. In 201 6  the gaps were Wasco to 
Bakersfield and San Jose to San Francisco. The 
problem was a San Jose to Wasco route would 
not generate a positive cash flow (after expenses) 
meaning the Early Train Operator would have had 
to finance the shortfall in ticket revenues. The 2016 
Business Plan had a vague discussion of closing the 
gaps. As information, a Bakersfield to San Francisco 
route is forecast to be cash flow positive (after 
expenses) from year 1 of operation. So it is vital that 
the Gilroy gap be closed. 

3. The CHSRA urgently needs to develop a credible 
funding plan for financing full service between San 
Francisco, Merced and Bakersfield. There is a 
Legislative HSR update scheduled for Spring of 2019. 
Rail PAC challenges the Authority to develop a detailed 
plan for closing the Chowchilla - Gilroy gap by that 
hearing. With additional information such as the E IS 
documents for the other route segments, with some 
approved, with construction further advanced and with 
substantial pre-engineering analysis on the Chowchilla 
- Gilroy route RailPAC feels making this "stretch" goal 
is not unreasonable. 

4. This goal is also important because closing the new 
Chowchilla -Gilroy gap offers significant leverage by 
unleashing a large cash flow and is very attractive 
politically. 

5. RailPAC also supports the prioritization of investments 
that generate near-term benefits; 

Extending the HSR line to Bakersfield means the 
San Joaquins will not face any BNSF slot issues 
on the south end of the route if they are shifted to 
HSR. There is construction taking place between 
Madera and Stockton on the BNSF to increase 
track capacity which will allow an increase in San 
Joaquin frequencies on that segment of the route. 
Marry that capacity with an HSR routing means 
a large potential increase in frequencies along 
the entire route. That said, RailPAC supports full 
San Francisco - Bakersfield HSR service, not this 
fallback position. 

- Transforming Los Angeles Union Station into a run
through facility; 

- The extension of Caltrain electrification to Gilroy 
will generate significant ridership growth. The plan 
seems to be suggesting a blended system but does 
not mention that specifically or what would happen 
to the four intermediate stops Tamien to Gilroy. 
RailPAC is very interested in the reviewing the 
detai ls of this important service expansion. 

6. The HSR 201 8 Business Plan clearly indicates 
that the LAUS run-through tracks (LINKUS) is the 
Southern California priority. HSR funding for the 
project is already committed in the Southern California 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). However, 
RailPAC feels LA METRO and other political entities 
in Southern California seem to work to promote 
projects they champion, rather than LINKUS. LINKUS 
seems to be viewed as an outside project with no 
one championing it. While RailPAC will closely 
monitor MOU priorities on the LA Urban Mobility 
Corridor to make sure the funds don't get spent on 
other projects, Rail PAC requests the Authority and its 
Board's assistance to keep the focus on LINKUS. 

In summary, RailPAC feels the project's key long-term benefits, 
the reasoning behind the High Speed Rail, remain the same: 

A. California is the sixth largest economy in the world. 
Economic growth and job growth have been steady 
and with al l  of California's inherent strengths this 
growth is forecast to continue; 

B. Cal ifornia is the second largest intercity travel market 
in the U.S. and easily in the top ten travel markets in 
the world; 

C. The only other transportation projects underway in 
Cal ifornia are the completion of a third lane on CA 
99 and some HOT lanes on the connecting urban 
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Interstates. There is no alternative to high-speed rail 
being planned. As we have seen, the planning and 
implementation of any major transportation project is 
a 30 to 40-year process; 

D. Any alternative transportation project would 
undoubtedly face the same cost pressures from 
inflation, delays due to litigation, changes in scope 
due to mitigation, etc. I n  short HSR is still the least 
expensive option because any other option would 
have seen its cost rise in concert with those of the 
HSR project; 

E .  The "No Build" option is a false choice since it would 
bring gridlock, worsen the quality of life and stifle 
economic growth; 

One final challenge, if the Texas Central Railway can be 
privately financed, then one would think an 80-mile gap, 
with an approved EIS,  an in place ROW, partial state funding 
and the fact that closing the gap leverages large market and 
revenue growth, could be financed. 

Questions regarding RailPAC policy should be directed to 
info@railpac.org. 

Pomar Junction 
Vineyard & Winery 

Sustainability In  Practice (SIP) Certified 
winery with award winning wines to boot. 

Rai/PAC 
thanks 
Pomar 
Junction 
for their 
support! 

5036 S. El Pomar Rd, Templeton CA. 93465 
Tasting Room Open 1a1am-5pm Daily
805.238.9940 I pomarjunction.com 

S T E E L  W H E E L S  / 

Rai l  Passengers Association 
(RPA) Mayors Outreach Project 

by Doug Kerr 

President Trump's FY19 budget proposal and infrastructure 
plan submitted to Congress once again zeroed out funding for 
Amtrak's long distance (LO) trains. To fight these proposals 
we put together a project to alert the mayors of all cities/towns 
served only by Amtrak LO trains that these trains are in jeopardy. 
We asked them to contact their representatives in Congress to 
fight the proposals. The battle can only be won in Congress and 
we will need Republican support since Republicans control both 
House and Senate. Many of the affected cities are in Republican 
districts and states, so support from these cities is critical. 

Westbound California Zephyr near Dotsero CO. Doug's 
campaign has been reaching out to cities like Grand Junction, 

CO along the Zephyr's route. Photo by Chris Mohs. 

We found most small cities are focused on basic services and 
long-term economic viabil ity. Threats to their Amtrak service 
were not be on their radar screens. Many cities contacted were 
most appreciative of the information and responded with letters 
to and conversations with their elected representatives. So 
far the response has been good, varying from "Thanks for the 
warning, we will take appropriate action" to a major effort in 
Grand Junction, Colorado. Salinas, California is an excellent 
example of what one email can cause to happen. The City of 
Salinas took action on their own and also forwarded our email 
to the Transportation Agency of Monterey County. TAMC 
generated their own letters that addressed not only LO trains, 
but TIGER grants, CRISI funding, State of Good Repair grants, 
etc. If we got this response from every email sent we'd have a 
modern passenger rail system in this country. 

We still have some work left to do on this project. 
Anyone willing to help please contact Doug Kerr at 
dougker@comcast.net. 
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Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Maintain the freeways. Stop spending my taxes $ on the turkey. 

Good luck with the underestimated estimate. The cost will be 5 
Times the most recent estimate. LA to SF will never happen. 
Always, Larry B. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
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Last Name : BYRNE 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Here go's! The CA HSR is nothing but a massive project to make new 
billionaires. The project is taking or trying to take, land from families that 
have had it in their possession for generations for a rail line NOT NEEDED. 
You know that the fastest and cheapest way from LA to SF is by plane. Your 
own blog states that more than 6 million people fly between LA and SF each 
year for about $75 each way that takes about an hour. Why would they want 
to pay more for a longer trip? And how will you get through the LA mountains 
with four known fault lines crossing through them? The fault lines have 
already shifted your 'project' from the south to the north because you CAN'T 
solve this problem. You have shown that instead of solving big challenges, 
you turn your back on them. This is just a super-scam by a few wealthy 
companies who have a few politicians in their pockets and can afford a bunch 
of lawyers to support the scam, to become super-wealthy companies. Stop 
snickering. Somehow you persuaded Gov. Brown to give you cap & trade 
funds (which should be going to schools and teachers, or cops, or CADF fire 
fighters) but we know he's corrupt. And Amtrac is broke or nearly so, so who 
is going to be a regular passenger on your boondoggle? Who in the Central 
Valley will have the need or the money to ride the boondoggle north? A 
person can go from Riverside to Santa Rosa on $60 in gas (I do it regularly) 
so just who is this train for? Just the soon-to-be billionaires. 
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Senate Standing Committee on Transportation and Housing Senate Budget and Fiscal Review 

Subcommittee No. 2 on Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy and Transportation Hearing 

of 04-03-2018 

Ca ro l Kim :  Pub l i c  Comment 

Good even i ng Comm ittee Mem bers, my name is Ca ro l K im and  I 'm  from the Sa n D iego County 

Bu i l d i ng Trades Counc i l .  I 'm here in support of the h igh speed ra i l  p roject. We obvious ly  a l so ca re 

a bout the jobs that a re gonna  be created and  the opportun it ies that wi l l  be deve loped to bu i l d  

rea l m idd l e  c l a s s  ca reers fo r ou r  construct ion workers .  Bu t  beyond that, we  ca re a l so a bout the 

fact that without the h igh speed ra i l  p roject, we' l l  neve r be ab le to meet our tra nsportat ion 

Ca ro l greenhouse gas em iss ion's ta rgets .  We' l l  neve r be a b le to actua l ly bu i ld  out these regiona l  u rba n 

K im tra ns it systems that a re gonna  re ly on  the connectivity that the h igh speed ra i l  deve lops between  

a l l  the d i ffe rent u rba n cente rs and  fra n k ly we  be l ieve t ha t  these ra i l  systems a re ve ry ve ry cruc i a l  

fo r us to  be  ab l e  to  bu i l d  t he  type o f  dens ity that we  need to  get the hous i ng and  a l l  those th i ngs 

that ou r  commun it ies req u i re and  have the mob i l ity to do in a susta i n ab l e  manner .  And I 'm  a l so 

gonna  say that I a m  from Sa n D iego and  I know that th i s  is fo r phase one, I wa nt you to not fo rget 

us and  make su re you fi n i sh  that off too, and  go Aztecs. 
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Senate Standing Committee on Transportation and Housing Senate Budget and Fiscal Review 

Subcommittee No. 2 on Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy and Transportation Hearing 

of 04-03-2018 

Keith H u nt :  Pub l i c  Comment 

Keith H u nt on  beha l f  of the Associat ion  fo r Ca l ifo rn i a  H igh Speed Tra i ns .  I ' d  l i ke to endorse the 

comments made befo re, the jobs that a re be ing created, the economic  deve lopment fo r th i s  

Keith Centra l Va l l ey i s  unden iab le .  The tra nsfo rmative effo rts that a re ta k ing p l ace to move our  

H u nt tra nsportat ion p rogram i nto the next centu ry a re gonna  be evident as  we conti nue  to bu i l d  the 

system .  I t ' s  gonna  de l ive r the env i ronmenta l po l ic ies that we have a l l  endorsed ca n reduce ou r  

ca rbon footpr int .  I t ' s  a p rogra m that needs to  be  bu i lt .  We ' re look ing fo rwa rd to  work ing with you 

and  you r  ove rsight comm ittees as  we move forwa rd and  identify fu nd i ng i n  the futu re .  La rge 

i nfrastructu re p rojects a re ra re ly fu nded comp l ete ly .  H a rd ly  a ny of them as a matte r of fact . So
Keith 

we ' re bu i l d i ng this b lock by block as  Senator Ke l ly, excuse me CEO Ke l ly, had ment ioned in h is op
H u nt 

ed and  we ' re look ing fo rwa rd to cont i nue  to work with you as we move fo rwa rd and  bu i l d  th i s  

p roject. 
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Attn: Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan 
Caliornia High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA)ft
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1  
Sacramento, CA 958 1 4  

April 27, 201 8 

Subject - Comment Regarding Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan 

Topic - First Construction Segment's "Plan B" and A Public Safety Audit Request 

Summary 

The Draft version of the 201 8  Business Plan is missing two vital pieces of information. 
First, there is no discussion about how the CHSRA will go forward if the available funding 
caimot support a connection between San Jose and the Central Valley, even though this 
information is known with the CHS RA. Second, one of the alternatives to these plans, the 
running of the existing Amtrak trains on the track structure being built may be based on a 
false premise that needs to be investigated. 

Supporting Information 

There are two documents attached to this Comment. 

Attachment 1 - C HSRA's First Construction Package - Utilization Plan and Concept of 
Operations Update, author's unknown, dated October, 201 6; with an Appendix A, dated 
December 9, 2016  from Mr. Brian Kelly, then secretary of the California State 
Transp01iation Agency, to the CHSRA. It was referred to by Mr. Brian Kelly as "Plan B" 
in the April 20 1 8  Legislative Hearings regarding HSR. 

Attachment 2 - A letter from Mr. Michael Brady of Redwood City to Mr. Brian Kelly, on 
the subject "An Audit Matter That Needs Your Support", dated April 9. 20 18 .  Enclosed 
with the letter is a copy of the Audit Request of February 28, 20 1 8, "An Audit Matter of 
Public Safety and Financial Liability" provided to the State Auditor a11d her Audit 20 1 8-
1 08, authored by Michael Brady, Willia111 Warren, and Paul Jones. 

Findings 

1 .  This Plan B (Attachment I )  has been in existence for 1 8  months, yet it is not discussed 
in the Draft 201 8  Business Plan and it could not be found in a search of the CHSRA Web 
site. 

2. The Plan B dismissed Alternative 2a, (the use of the Amtrak trains) even though it 



would most probably be the cheapest alternative, and CHSRA failed to show Alternative 
2a in the Financial Summary. 

3. Plan B document raises the key question, "Does Alternative 2a really exist, or is the 
CHSRA covering up the fact that the cunent track structure construction will not suppo11 
the heavier Amtrak engines?" 

4. If Alternative 2a does not exist any more, who should be held accountable? 

Analysis Of The Situation 

Mr. Brian Kelly, the new CHSRA CEO sent the Plan B document to Assemblyman 
Patterson, in response to a question from Assemblyman Patterson at a recent April 20 1 8  
Legislative Hearing in Sacramento, when Assemblyman Patterson asked Mr. Kelly, in 
effect, "If there are not enough funds to co1mect the Bay Area and the Central Valley, what 
is your Plan B ?"  

The net of their Plan B is that the State will stop ru1ming the Amtrak San Joaquin train 
service south of Madera and the Authority will buy a few HSR train sets and electrify the 
new Central Valley track to carry the Amtrak customers from Madera to Bakersfield. This 
is discussed on page 4 as "Alternative 1 " .  

Plan B shows that the CHSRA dismissed their Alternative 2a, see the bottom of  page 6. 
This is the ability to run the Amtrak San Joaquin trains on the new tracks, which would not 
require electrification, and there would be no need for new HSR train sets to be purchased 
and maintained. The Authority's economic justification is shown on Table 2. However, 
the Authority shows Alternative 2, but not Alternative 2a, which must cost less than 
Alternative I or 2 in terms of construction costs, capital equipment costs, and ongoing 
operations and maintenance. 

However, Alternative 2a is only a viable alternative IF the tracks being built right now, are 
capable of suppo11ing the heaver Amtrak equipment. 

This is exactly the point that is made in the document sent to the State Auditor regarding 
the Public Safety Risk and a Risk of having to reimburse the FRA. See Attachment 2. 

Attachment 2 has been sent to the State Auditor, and also a copy to Mr. Brian Kelly. This 
"Audit Matter" raises a Public Safety issue that cannot be resolved by just a review of 
historical documents. This document raises 6 questions that need to be validated if 
Alternative 2a is to remain a viable alternative. 

The first key question is in paragraph #4, on page 5 of the 7 page document. The paragraph 
is titled "What Validation Has Occurred To Confirm That The Design For Amtrak Service 
Is Adequate?" 



• Question #4 for the Audit team is :  "Where is an independent engineering person or 
firm's validation to confirm that the contractors' design will provide safe support 
for Amtrak operations?" 

The second key question is in paragraph #5, on page 6 of the 7 page document. The 
paragraph is titled "What Inspections Have Occurred Which Confirm That the 
Construction Conforms To The Design For Amtrak Operations?" 

• The Question #5 for the Audit team is: "Are there independent inspections to 
confirm that the contractors' construction is and has been in conformance with the 
validated design and specifications which will provide safe supp01t for Amtrak 
operations?" 

It may be that the Authority is not having the contractors build track structures to support 
the weight of Amtrak trains, even though that is what the Authority said they would be 
doing back in the early versions of the FRA Funding Agreement. If Alternative 2a is now 
not possible, it is clear why the CHSRA swept it under the rug, and focused everyone on 
Alternative I ,  where the CHSRA spends more money to electrify the tracks and buy, and 
maintain, a few HSR trains sets. 

All this makes the need for the Audit requested all the more urgent. See the Executive 
Summary and Introduction on page I of the 7 page Attaclunent 2. If the contractors did 
not do what they were supposed to do, or the Authority told them to "don't bother", then 
there is no Alternative 2a, and someone should be held accountable. This would be 
especially true if contractors were paid for building track structures to support Amtrak, but 
in reality, they only built structures that can just support the lighter HSR trains, which 
would, of course, cost less to build. 

Conclusion 

If the need to implement one of these Alternatives will truly be temporary, and that there 
will be funding available to eventual ly build the IOS from San Francisco to Bakersfield, 
then Alternative 1 might make sense. But if the long tern funding is not in place, it makes 
no sense to build up a small but expensive "mini-HSR" to do what Amtrak trains do today. 

It would seem that the most logical sequence would be to currently plan to implement 
Alternative 2a, as long as there are insufficient funds to co1U1ect San Jose to the Central 
Valley. At the point in time that sufficient funds become available to connect San Jose to 
the Central Valley, then it would be appropriate to plan to implement Alternative 1 .  

William H .  Warren 
\Vil liam h warren(iiJsbcQlobal .net 
c/o Michael J. Brady 
1 00 1  Marshall Street, Suite 500 
Redwood City, CA 94063-2052 
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Background 

This document is an update to the alternatives analysis provided to the FRA in 20 13  and 20 14  for using 
the segment of infrastructure now known as the Central Val ley Segment. This update to the First 
Construction Segment (FCS) Util ization Plan is prepared per the terms outlined in Cooperative 
Agreement FR-HSR0- 1 0-0 1 -06 between the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Californ ia 
High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority). 

The Authority 's 20 1 6  Business Plan describes a financially constrained initial operating scenario - the 
Silicon Valley to Central Valley line that uses both federal and state funds to build an operating segment 
from north of Bakersfield to San Jose by 2024 that will begin revenue operations in 2025, without a 
subsidy, per the Authority's mandate approved by the voters in Proposition I A. The full Phase I system 
will follow by 2029, extending service to Anaheim and San Francisco. 

The 20 1 6  Business Plan identifies the funding necessary to implement a Central Valley Segment which 
will be used as the test track for testing and certification of trains, systems and operations. Upon 
completion, should high speed revenue service be delayed, alternative rail service identified in this plan 
could be implemented. 

To access Proposition I A bond funds, the Authority must submit funding plans to the Director of Finance 
and the Chair of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. In December 20 1 6  the Authority submitted the 

1required funding plan for the Central Valley Segment. Under Proposition I A, the Director of Finance is 
required to review the plan within 60 days of its submission. After receiving any communication from 
the Joint Legislative Budget Committee, if the Director finds that the plan is likely to be successfully 
implemented as proposed, the Authority may enter into commitments to expend bond funds described in 
the Funding Plan. Also in December 20 1 6, the procurement process to award a long-term contract for an 
early operator to assist in preparation for service by 2025 was approved by the Board of Directors and a 
Request for Qualification (RFQ) was released to the public. 

Since the 20 1 4  alternatives analysis was provided to the FRA, the State of California has advanced 
development of a plan for a statewide integrated passenger rail network which includes advancing 
conventional improvements for faster, more frequent service to California markets, with high-speed rail 
as a key component. Agency relationships are being established to form the foundation of future statewide 
passenger rail integration, with two new relationships recently formed under the purview of the State 
Transportation Agency (CalSTA). Joint Power's Authorities were established for the San Joaquin Valley 
and the Los Angeles to San Diego intercity passenger rail markets, key feeder service to high-speed rail. 

As required by the FRA, should the Authority be unable to align resources to deliver the Silicon Valley to 
Central Valley l ine by the time the Central Valley Segment construction and certification for operation is 
complete, this plan provides for "alternate" rail uses of the infrastructure. 

http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/brJmeetings/20 16/brdmtg J 'J 13 1 6  ltem2 Final Resolution I JSR/\ 1 6  28.pcll' 
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This document demonstrates that early use (should it be necessary) as pa1t of the delivery of the initial 
operating segment wi l l  present an opportunity for early demonstration of the benefits of high-speed 
service. Additionally, attached is a letter from the Secretary of CalSTA, committing to work with the 
Authority to implement any interim-use service determined to be necessary. CalSTA oversees the 
administration of Amtrak service, including the San Joaquin l ine through the Central Valley. 

First Construction Package Util ization Plan and Concept of Operations Update 
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Alternatives Under Consideration 

The following provides updates on alternatives under consideration, along with associated equipment 

and/or agreements necessary for the Authority to implement early service, and the timeline for that 

implementation. 

Alternative 1. - Electrified Passenger Service 
This alternative would provide an electrified service that utilizes the high-speed rail system/tracks and 

rolling stock. Passengers would access the services at an intermodal station at Madera Acres or via 

intercity buses at a temporary station north of Bakersfield. Six round trips a day ( 1 2  trains) would be 

timed to connect with the existing San Joaquin service at the new Madera Acres transfer station where 

passengers would be able to use their Amtrak tickets to board high-speed trains. 

Four train sets would be required for this alternative and would be provided via the Authority's 

forthcoming equipment procurement. A small maintenance facility, for both infrastructure and rolling 

stock, would be provided. The rol ling stock facil ity would include two 1 ,450-foot storage tracks with 

inspection pits, access for toilet servicing, and cleaning and pantograph inspections. Additionally, a 

warehouse for storing rolling stock material and spare pai1s would also be required. The maintenance of 

infrastructure forces would require a faci lity that encompasses six yard tracks and one siding track 

( 1 e,600'), occupying approximately 28 acres including: 

• Approximately 8, 1 50 feet of yard track capacity 

• Shop fac i l ities for the following activities: MOI inventory, infrastructure and equipment 

• Maintenance/repair stockpile areas for ballast and other bulk materials 

• Secured stockpile areas for non-bulk materials 

• Rail side unloading dock and CWR train storage ( 1 ,600") 

• Rail-borne equipment and locomotive storage tracks 

• Dispatching facility wil l  be needed 

The Trainset procurement and Maintenance of Infrastructure procurement are anticipated to be released in 

late 20 1 7  and may be awarded by early 20 1 8. Consequently all requirements needed for Alternative I ,  

including trainsets, trainset maintenance, trainset maintenance facil ities and infrastructure maintenance 

with con-esponding infrastructure maintenance faci l ities and dispatch requirements, will be incorporated 

in those procurement documents and will be provided by those two contractors. 

A lternative I would be administered at the direction ofCalSTA. The estimated Alternative I start date of 

service is by 2023. 
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Alternatives No Longer Under Consideration 

Since 20 1 2, multiple concept alternatives have been considered for interim use of the new infrastructure 
in the event the Authority is unable to continue with the initial operating segment construction. At this 
time, the Authority has identified funding to complete electrified service. Therefore, the following 
concepts have been el iminated from consideration. 

Alternative 2 - Diesel Passenger Service 
This alternative would util ize diesel trains traveling over the high-speed rail systems and infrastructure i n  
the Central Valley, connecting with an  intermodal station at Madera Acres and i ntercity buses at a 
temporary station near North Bakersfield. Six round trips a day ( 1 2  trains) would be timed to connect with 
the existing San Joaquin service at the new inter-modal facilities where passengers would be able to use 
their Amtrak tickets to board faster diesel trains. A small maintenance facility for both infrastructure and 
rolling stock would be provided that would include two 1 ,450-foot storage tracks with inspection pits, 
access for toilet servicing, cleaning and diesel engine inspections. Additionally, a warehouse for storing 
rolling stock material and spare parts would also be required. The maintenance of infrastructure forces 
would require a facility that encompasses six yard tracks plus one siding track ( 1e,600'), occupying 
approximately 28 acres including: 

• Approximately 8 1 50 feet of yard track capacity 
• Shop facilities for the following activities: MOI inventory, infrastructure and equipment 
• Maintenance/repair stockpile areas for ballast and other bulk materials 
• Secured stockpile areas for non-bulk materials 
• Rail side unloading dock and CWR train storage ( 1 600') 
• Rail-borne equipment and locomotive storage tracks 

Alternative Za - Through Routed San Joaquin Diesel Rail Service 
This alternative would allow the existing San Joaquin service onto the high-speed rail tracks. The service 
would be operated by CalSTA and would uti l i ze San Joaquin diesel rol l ing stock and existing diesel 
maintenance facil ities. This alternative allows for reduced travel times on the existing San Joaquin route 
by rerouting some San Joaquin trains travel i ng between Bakersfield and Sacramento or Oakland onto the 
new infrastructure. 

This alternative is similar to the one studied i n  the 20 1 3  San Joaquin Corridor Service Development Plan, 
except rail service would terminate north of Bakersfield and connect to feeder buses, instead of 
continuing to Bakersfield on the BNSF tracks. The alternative would include seven round trips a day ( 1 4  
trains). A lternative 2A would also be administered at the direction of Cal ST A with stattup estimated in 
2023. 
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Alternative 3 - Electrified Single Track Passenger Service 
This alternative is identical to Alternative I in civil infrastructure except that only one track would be 

constructed for the length of segment. This results in reduced track work, train control systems, overhead 

contact systems and communications systems during the early service period. This service assumes six 

round trips per day. Train service would include scheduled meets at the station locations to avoid conflict 

on the single tracked segment. 

Alternative 3 would be administered at the direction of Cal ST A. The estimated A lternative 3 service start 

date would be by 2023. 

MADERA HIIF 
TEMPORARY

EOL STATION 

::::::r:':'.::::i "'"' "'" ,,,. 
-INTER!� 'iW.U OCC 

!6m: 19mi 21ml 21mi 20rni 

ro B•�ERSF :no 

First Construction Package Util ization Plan and Concept of Operations Update 

7eIePe<1eg c  



Roles and Responsibilities 

The early service alternatives studied to date present the potential for San Joaquin service to operate on 

the high-speed rail civil infrastructure that the Authority is currently constructing between the Madera 

Amtrak station ( in Madera), and Poplar Avenue near Shafter just north of Bakersfield (Central Valley 

Segment). The cooperative agreement commits the FRA to partially fund construction of civil works and 

rail infrastructure of what is now known as the Central Valley Segment and obl igates the Authority to 

match the funding, and to construct that infrastructure. To comply with FRA requirements to ensure 
operational independence of FRA-funded works, the Cal STA understands that the segment end points 

have been chosen at locations abutting the conventional rail l ine on which San Joaquin service currently 
operates. This choice ensures that, should commencement of Authority high-speed rail service on a longer 

segment that includes the Central Valley Segment be significantly delayed, the Central Valley Segment 
could be connected to the existing conventional rail line and a portion of the San Joaquin service could be 

operated temporarily on the new Central Valley Segment line. Such an arrangement would greatly speed 

that service, increase ridership and improve its customer appeal. 

In 20 1 4, the Legislature and Governor approved a continuous funding source to the Authority for high

speed rail. This helped the Authority focus on 2025 for commencement of service on the Si l icon Valley 
to Central Valley I ine, which includes the Central Valley Segment, as described in the Authority 's 20 1 6  
Business Plan. These developments have significantly reduced the likelihood that the San Joaquin service 

will operate on the Central Valley Segment. Nevertheless, should such a circumstance arise in the future, 
CalSTA commits to work with the Authority and the San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority (which manages 

the service under a business plan subject to Cal ST A approval and funding) to develop the plans and 

agreements necessary to operate at least some San Joaquin service temporarily on the Central Valley 
Segment. The terms and conditions associated with the plans and agreements will include a description of 

the temporary use of the Central Valley Segment and temporary lease arrangements for the segment 

facilities, which will be paid for by the Cal STA 's intercity rail program funding and are not expected to 

increase overall intercity rail program funding requirements. No costs associated with the operations of 
the San Joaquin service will be borne by the Authority; the Central Valley Segment infrastructure 

maintenance costs associated with the San Joaquin service wi l l  be paid for through existing CalSTA 

budget arrangements. These options would be developed in conjunction with the San Joaquin Joint 

Powers Authority to ensure these temporary plans fit with the long-term strategies for growing San 

Joaquin service. CalSTA sees no material impediment to such an arrangement. 

Under Alternative I ,  it is assumed that the Authority and/or another state agency under the direction of 

Cal ST A, would be the key stakeholder responsible for implementation. The Authority and/or another 

state agency could initiate procurement contracts for construction, rol ling stock acquisition, dispatch, 

security, operations and maintenance. It is assumed that the Authority and/or another state agency could 

administer those contracts during the operation of Alternative I .  In addition, the Authority and/or another 

state agency would be responsible for achieving compliance with all federal and state regulations and 

certifications prior to and during operations, as well as working with the FRA, CPUC and other agencies 

involved with Alternative I .  Regional rail providers and regional transit providers could be responsible 

for feeder services provided to the Madera transfer station and temporary 11011h of Bakersfield station. 

Local jurisdictions would be involved in land use and building permits as required. It is assumed that all 
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construction, operations and maintenance activities would be provided by independent contractors. These 

contractors wil l  be selected in  a competitive bid process. 

Train Sets 

The Authority is pursuing procurement of high-speed trainsets in 20 1 7. This effo1t wil l  include significant 

regulatory and industry input supporting a train set procurement that meets or exceeds state and federal 

standards 

Al ternative I assumes that the first four high-speed rail train sets used for testing and commissioning will 

be the train sets used for the commencement of the early electrified passenger service. As train sets to be 

used by Alternative I would also be required to implement high-speed rail service on the initial operating 

segment, there would be no additional incremental train set costs. 

Concept of Operations 

The Concept of Operations (ConOps) plan provides direction to the Authority's future operator on the day 

to day requirement for operation of high-speed rai I service. In December 20 1 6, the Authority issued an 

RFQ for its early operator. The successful contractor is to be on board in the latter half of 20 1 7. 

Therefore, any updates to ConOps will occur after that date to ful ly incorporate the operator input. We 

wi l l  ensure any early service is considered in the ConOps plan. 

Consistent with the Board of Directors direction via Resolution #HSRA 1 6-28 Approval of the Central 

Valley Funding Plan, which states, "Tfthe San Joaquin Service will operate on the high speed rail 

infrastructure, future agreements wi l l  describe the exact terms and conditions of that service." 

Also a December 9, 20 1 6  letter from Cal ST A to the Authority confirms their support of this path forward 

(see Appendix A - First Construction Package Concept of Operations Letter). 

Therefore, it isn't prudent at this time to make any changes to the existing ConOps plan. The existing 

ConOps remains the approach until the procurement process is completed in 20 1 7  and an early operator is 

secured to complete a ConOps update consistent with their at-risk contract. 
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Budget/Costs 

Table I below summarizes the total costs of providing early service. These costs summarizes the costs to 

complete the high-speed rail service as envisioned and then denote the additional costs necessary for an 

interim operational scenario. The Year of Expenditure (YOE) costs have been updated to reflect a revised 

implementation date of 2023. Costs for Alternative's 2 and 3 are provided as reference should it become 

necessary to consider any el iminated alternative. 

Table I - Funding Cnmparbon bet" t'\'11 ,\ ltl·rnath t", 

Funding Type 
Alternative 1 

2012 YOES 

Alternative 2 

2012 \'OE$ 

Alternative 3 

2012 \'OE$ 

Cost to Complete FCS $2.22 B $2.82 B $2.45 B $3. 1 1  B $2.88 B $3.66 B 

Cost to Complete Alternative $46 M 58.4 M $46 M $58.4 M $ 1 95 M $248 M 

Rolling Stock $347 M $441 M $347 M $441 M $347 M $441 M 

Total $2.61 B $3.32 B $2.84 B $3.61 B $3.42 B $4.35 B 

Alternate I is consistent with the implementation plan for an initial operating line laid out in our 20 1 6  

Business Plan (Si l icon Valley to Central Valley) and is already budgeted in the business plan. 

Critical Path for Decision Making 

Figure I below lays out the major mi lestones in the development of early service on the First 

Construction Segment (FCS). As documented in the 20 I 3 First Construction Segment Uti l ization Plan, 

the most critical milestone for decision making is the development ofa realistic and obtainable draft and 

final financial plan for A lternative I ,  with a clear outline of the impacts to the initial operating segment. 

The Authority's 20 1 6  Business Plan accomplished this milestone by identifying the initial operating 

segment as the Central Valley to Sil icon Valley, including FRA's Central Valley Segment investment, 

which obligated the Authority to match the funding and to construct that infrastructure. 
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CA L IFORNIA S TA TE TRA NSPORTA TION AGEN C Y  

Edmund G. Brown Jr. 
Gov<"jrnor 

915  Cap11oi Mall Suite 350B 
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9 16-323-5400 
Brian P. Kelly 
Secre1ary 
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December 9, 20 1 6  

Jeff Morales 
Chief Executive Officer 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, California 958 1 4  

Re: Potential for San Joaquin Service to Operate on Authority's Central Valley Segment 

Dear Mr. Morales, 

This letter relates to the potential for San Joaquin service to operate on the high-speed rail civil 
infrastructure and rail that the Authority is currently constructing between the Madera Amtrak 
station in Madera and Poplar A venue near Shafter (Central Valley Segment). 

In 20 I 0, the Authority and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) entered into a grant 
agreement. The agreement committed the FRA to partially fund construction of civil works and 
rai I infrastructure of what is now known as the Central Valley Segment, and obi igated the 
Authority to match the funding and to construct that infrastructure. To comply with FRA 
requirements to ensure operational independence of FRA-funded works, Cal STA understands 
that the Segment end points have been chosen at locations abutting the conventional rail line on 
which San Joaquin service currently operates. This choice ensures that, should commencement 
of Authority high-speed rail service on a longer segment that includes the Central Valley 
Segment be significantly delayed, the Central Valley Segment could be connected to the existing 
conventional rai I line and a portion of the San Joaquin service could be operated temporarily on 
the new Central Valley Segment line. Such an arrangement would greatly speed that service, 
increase ridership and improve its customer appeal .  

Extensive progress since 20 IO  - including appropriation in  20 1 4  to the Authority of a continuous 
funding source and the Authority's 20 1 6  Business Plan focus on 2025 commencement of service 
on its S i l icon Valley to Central Valley line, which would include the Central Valley Segmente
has significantly reduced the likelihood that the San Joaquin service will operate on the Central 
Valley Segment. Neve1theless, should such an oppo1tunity arise in the future, CalSTA (through 
its management of the Department of Transportation) commits to work with the Authority and 
the San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority (which manages the service under a business plan 
subject to CalSTA approval and funding) to develop the plans and agreements necessary to 

Califorwa Transportation Cornrnis::-�ion • Boan1 of f-'.';1loi Conuniss!oners: • Caiifornia Hiqhway F-'atroi • DepRrtsnr::nt oi Jv1ntor V&f1iclFs 
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December 9, 201 6  
Page 2 

operate at least some San Joaquin service temporarily on the Central Valley Segment. The terms 
and conditions associated with these plans and agreements will include a description of the 
temporary use of the Central Valley Segment and temporary lease arrangements for the Segment 
facilities, which will be paid for by the Department of Transportation ' s  intercity rail program 
funding and are not expected to increase overall intercity rail program funding requirements. No 
costs associated with the operations of the San Joaquin service will be borne by the Authority 
and Central Valley Segment infrastructure maintenance costs associated with the San Joaquin 
service will be paid for through existing Depa1tment of Transportation budget arrangements. 
These options would be developed in conjunction with the San Joaquin Joint Powers Authority 
to ensure these temporary plans fit with the long-term strategies for growing San Joaquin 
service. CalSTA sees no material impediment to such an arrangement. 

Sincerely, 

BRIAN P. KELLY 
Secretary 



Michael J. Brady, Esq. 
I 00 I Marshall St #500 

Redwood City, CA 94063 
(650) 780-1 724 

mbrady@rmkb.com 

April 9, 20 18  

Mr. Brian P .  Kelly 
Chief Executive Officer 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Subject: An Audit Matter That Needs Your Support 

Dear Mr. Kelly, 

I would like to bring to your attention the enclosed document. It is a copy of"An Audit Matter of 
Public Safety and Financial Liability", dated February 28, 2018 .  This nine page document was 
delivered to the California State Auditor on March I ,  201 8  for their consideration within the 
upcoming audit of the California H igh Speed Rail Authority, Audit Reference Number 20 1 8- 1 08. 

A revi�w of the Executive Summary and Introduction paragraphs on page I will show the inter
relationship of a potential Public Safety issue in the Central Valley and the potential issue of being 
required to reimburse the Federal Railroad Administration for about $3 .4 Bi llion of ARRA and 
FYI O grant funds. 

In the Draft version of the 20 1 8  Business Plan there is continued reference to the possible use of 
your tracks as a basis of "interim improved Amtrak services". See pages 1 6  and 2 1 t. Such use will 
only be possible if your contractors have built the track structures to support the weight of Amtrak 
trains. The Public Safety issue we have raised is the need to verify that these requirements have, or 

. have not, been met. 

While I acknowledge your contractors do have the design and build responsibilities for the tracks 
and their supporting structures in the Central Valley, I believe the State of California has both the 
moral and legal responsibility to ensure that these two issues do not occur. The 6 different 
questions, in the enclosed document which need to be answered, will allow the State of California 
to assess the degree of risk that exists on these issues. 

In the 1980s President Ronald Reagan often quoted an old Russian proverb during his negotiations 
with the Soviet Union: "Trust, but verify". I strongly encourage you to insist on an independent
engineering verification that the actions of your contractors with respect to the issues identified in 
the enclosed document are clearly understood and reported to the State Auditor and the Legislature. 

Yours truly, 

Michael J Brady, Esq. 



The Audit of the Cali fornia High Speed Rai l Authority 

An Audit Matter of Public Safety and Financial Liability 

Reference Number: Audit 20 1 8- 1 08 

February 28, 20 1 8  

Prepared by: 

Michael Brady, Esq. 
Menlo Park, CA 
650-780- 1 784 

Stanford University - AB History, 1 964 
Harvard Law - LLB 1967 

William H. Warren 
Palo Alto, CA 
650-32 1 -8638 

Stanford University - AB Political Science, 1963 
Stanford University - MBA, 1 965 

Officer, US Navy - 1 965 to 1 967, US Naval Academy, Data Processing Officer. 
Forty years of Silicon Valley finance, sales, software development and quality assurance. 
Consulting experience and senior line management, including CEO of several start-ups, 
Director/Officer at IBM, ROLM, Centigram, and Memorex 

Paul S. Jones 
Atherton, CA 
650-328-2839 

Education 
Cornell University, 1 95 1 ,  Bachelor of Mechanical Engineering, with Distinction, 

(five year undergraduate program), Academic Standing, Second, Honor Societies: Phi 
Kappa Phi, National Scholastic, Tau Beta Pi, International engineering, Pi Tau Sigma, 
National Mechanical Engineering, Kappa Tau Pi ,  I ndustrial Engineering 

Golden Gate University, 1 959, Master of Business Admin istration, Thesis, 
"Organizing the Engineering Function in a Contracting Firm" 

Stanford University 1 972, Ph.D. Industrial Engineering, Dissertation, "A Least 
Cost Equipment Selection Technique for Distribution Warehouses" 

Registration 
Registered Mechanical Engineer, 1 1 096, and Industrial Engineer, 5 7 1 ,  

California 

Professional Society Membership 
American Society of Mechanical Engineers 
Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers 
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INFORMS, Information and Operations Research Society 

Professional Experience 
195 1 -3, Lt.JG, USNR, Korean War, Main Propulsion Assistant, USS John R. 

Craig (OD885) 
1 953-6, Engineer, El l iott Company, Manufacturer of power plant equipment 
1 956-9, Engineer, M .  W. Kellogg Company, O i l  and Chemical Contracting 
1959-1 972, 1 982- 1 992, S .R. l .  International, Program Manager Transportation 

and Material Management 
1 972-7, Assoc i ate Professor, Industrial and Systems Engineering, 

Georgia Institute of Technology 
1 977-82, Principal, Systan, Inc., Transportation consulting firm 
1 992-Present, Independent Consultant 

High Speed Rail Experience: 

Principal i n  Charge of I nitial High Speed Rail Design Study- Madrid to Barcelona, Spain 

Beginning with 30 potential route alternatives, civil engineering studies reduced the number to 6. 
The surviving 6 were studied in detail using l :20,000 scale maps. Vertical and horizontal 
alignments were laid out. Cost estimates were prepared for the civil work. Travel demand was 
estimated considering both present travel along the route and potential induced travel. A modal 
share was estimated for the high speed service on the basis of different fare levels. High speed 
travel estimates were used to prepare a schedule of arrivals and departures for each station. Train 
set procurement was determined for each level of service. An organization structure was 
designed and operating and maintenance costs were estimated for each route alternative and fare 
structure. The 6 alternatives were then compared over 20 years of service. The analysis 
concluded that the line could not be built using private capital alone, but would require public 
money for most, or all, of the infrastructure. The l ine, following the preferred route, was built 
using public money for the infrastructure. The actual passenger volume for the first year of 
operation was within five percent of the first year travel volume estimated in the patronage study. 

Train set selection for Madrid to Sevi l le and Seoul to Pusan routes 

Principal high speed train offerings were applied to service on the routes. A careful technical 
assessment was made of each train offering, producing a set of candidate trains. Economic 
comparisons among candidates were made in terms of first cost, travel times between station 
pairs, operating costs, maintenance costs, and political considerations. 

Conventional Railroad Work 

Work has been performed for major U. S. railroads and for railroads in Malaysia and Thailand. 
Assignments included the following: Design of a national railroad network model, Social and 
economic impacts of railroad mergers, Service improvement planning, Cost reduction 
opportunities in the movement and storage of export coal, Inland container movement, Economic 
l i fe of railroad grading and tunnel bores, Container and trailer-on-flat-car service design and 
evaluation, Locomotive replacement policy, Refrigerated car replacement policy, Locomotive 
maintenance policy, Scheduling track maintenance crews, Rail replacement policy, and Improved 
material management procedures. 
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The Audit of the California High Speed Rail Authority 

An Audit Matter of Public Safety and Financial Liabil ity 

February 28, 201-8 

Executive Summaryt- As an integral part of the current and ongoing construction of 
Californ ia's H igh Speed Rail System, there are grave matters of Public Safety and also of 
potential Financial Liability to the US Federal Government within the current plans for 
H igh Speed Rail in California. This m·atter needs to be investigated by an independent 
third party to ensure al l necessary steps are being taken to reduce this physical risk to the 
citizens of Cal i fornia and to reduce a substantial potential future financial liability. 

Introduction - The California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) entered into several 
Grant Agreements with the US Department of Transportation - Federal Rai lroad 
Administration (FRA) in  20 1 0  whereby the FRA would provide about $3.2 Bill ion of 
ARRA and FY 1 0  Grants as construction funds to assist in the construction of HSR 
roadbed, structures and tracks in the Central Valley. In these Agreements CHSRA 
agreed to bui ld and operate a HSR system that would use these tracks. The CHS RA also 
agreed that these tracks would be constructed in such a way that, should the HSR system 
not go into operation, these tracks could be used by other inter-city rail services, partially 
supported by the US government, for example, Amtrak. The issue at hand is a need to 
determine that the structural design and construction of the bridges and overhead viaducts 
have foundations, piers, and decks, which will safely support the live-load weights of 
Amtrak diesel engines and passenger cars which exceed the weights of HSR train sets. 
The CH SRA also agreed that should these tracks not be used for HSR services or other 
inter-city rail services, within certain t imelines and conditions, the State of California 
would repay the $3.2 Billion that will have been provided by the FRA to the CHSRA. 
These two conditionst- I )  the possible use of the DOT/FRA partially paid for tracks by 
other inter-city rail services like Amtrak; and 2) the possible return of the $3.2 Billion to 
the FRA if the high-speed train or other Inter-city rail services do not use the tracks -
should be of grave concern to the State of Cal i fornia. 

The Audit's Objective - The Audit needs to ensure that completed construction activities 
to date and/or are scheduled to be bui lt, are being built so that other inter-city rail 
services, such as Amtrak, can use them safely. Additionally, the Audit needs to ensure 
that somewhere within the State of California and the FRA there are sufficient funds set 
aside to integrate these tracks safely into the existing Central Valley Amtrak passenger 
rail system, should HSR service not be put into operation. Accomplishing this 
integration should allow the State to meet its contractual obligations to the FRA, and 
reduce the risk of the FRA demanding reimbursement. 
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There are six specific Audit questions that should be asked of the CHS RA to identify any 
risk to public safety and to reduce potential financial l iab i l ity to the FRA. 

I .  What Are The Potential Financial Obl igations of the CHSRA to the FRA? 

The initial Agreement between the CHSRA and the FRA for the use of ARRA funds was 
signed in December 20 I 0. 1 Page 8 (PDF page I 0) Sections 1 4- 1 5  of that Agreement 
makes the point that these funds are to support inter-city rail. Then, on pages 47 and 48  
(PDF pages 49  and 50), the 6th bullet focuses on the requirement of operational 
independence and the need to connect the constructed track to the existing Amtrak l ine i f  
HSR service is delayed, or cancelled. 

The in itial Agreement between the CHSR.A and the FRA for the use of FY I O  funds was 
signed in November 20 1 1 .  2 Page I I (PDF page I I )  Sections 1 4- 1 5  of that Agreement 
makes the point that these funds are to support inter-city rai l .  Then, on page 4 of 
Attachment 3 (PDF page 35), the 2nd bullet focuses on the requirement of operational 
independence and the need to connect the newly constructed track to the existing Amtrak 
line i f  HSR service is delayed, or cancel led. 

The most recent version of the CHSRA-FRA Agreement for the use of ARRA funds was 
signed i n  May 2 0 1 6.3 Pages 5 laand 52 (PDF pages 54 and 55) of the Agreement 
reaffirmed CHS RA 's obligation to be able to put the FR.A funded tracks into operation, 
even if HSR is delayed or cancelled. It is unknown if the FCS (First Construction 
Section) Contingency Plan, mentioned on page 52, as a deliverable to the FRA for review 
and approval, was ever completed. 

The most recent version of the CHSRA-FRA Agreement for the use of FY I O  funds was 
signed in January 20a1 7. 4 Pages 1 4  and 1 5  (PDF pages 1 4  and 1 5) Sections 1 4- 1 5  of that 
Agreement make the point that these funds are to support inter-city rail. 

The FCS (First Construction Section) is the term used to describe California's Central 
Valley from north of Fresno to north of Bakersfie Id, where the CHS RA currently has 
construction underway. There are five Construction Packages (CPs). C P I  is north of, 
and around, Fresno, CP2 and C P3 are in the Valley's center and CP4 is southward but 
just to the north side of Bakersfield. 5 Each CP project has been or wi l l  be awarded to a 

1 See the original CHS RA - FRA ARRA Agreement at 
hllp:i/www.hsu;a.gov/docs/about/funding finance/funding agrcemenls/FRA-HSR -0009- 10-0 1 -0 I .pdf 
2 See the original CHSRA - FRA FY I O  Agreement al 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/aboul/funding_finance/funding_agreements/FR-HSR-0 1 1 8- 1 2-0 1 -00.pdf 
3 See the most recent CHS RA - FRA ARRA Agreement at 
http://w\vw.hsr.ca.gov/docs/aboul/funding finance/funding agreements/1 ISRFRA CoopcrativeGrantAgrec 
ment /\mendment6 05e1 8 1 6  Redacted.pdf
4 See the most recent CH SRA - FRA F Y  I O  Agreement at 
http://www.hsr.ea.gov/does/about/funding_ finanee/funding_agreements/Executed _FY I O  _Amendment_ I .p 
df 
5 See http://vvww.hsr.ca.gov/Progrnms/Construction/indel<..html for a series of maps, which show the 
geographic boundaries of the various Construction Packages. 
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firm or consortium responsible to design and build the infrastructure in that geography, to 
the point the area is "Ready for track and signals." CPS, a future contract, is to install the 
trackage and signaling systems over the entire CP I  to CP4 area. 

C learly what occurs during CPS wil l  be impacted by the determination that the FCS wi l l  
I )  be put into HSR operation, or 2) will be put into conventional rail operation, such as 
Amtrak. If neither event occurs and the "track bed" sits idle, the FRA has the right to 
demand that the State of California reimburse the FRA for all of the ARRA and FY I 0 
Grant funds (which total about $3.2 Billion) that CHS RA will have spent - as described 
in Sections 1 4  and 1 5  of the 20 16  Amended Agreement, pages 1 2- 13  (PDF pages 14-1 5) .  

fmportantly, this potential reimbursement has nothing to do with the CHSRA's 
"matching" obligation. The CHS RA is obligated to spend about the same amount of State 
funds as they received from the FRA, about $2.6 Billion6

. The CHSRA is currently 
spending Prop I A funds and Cap and Trade funds in the FCS on various projects. 
CHS RA projections say the State wil l  have spent this amount of State "matching" money 
sometime in the next 3 years 7.  None of this "matching" expenditure will influence the 
$3.2 Billion contingent liability the State has, if HSR or conventional rai l operations are 
not initiated inside the FCS. 

• Questiont# I for the Audit team is: "Are there sufficient financial reserves to fund 
the tasks that may be required to successfully complete CPS and then "migrate" 
Amtrak's San Joaquin service to the HSR FCS tracks between the area north of  
Fresno and the area just to the north of  Bakersfield?" 

2 .  What were/are the CHS RA instructions to the Contractors regarding load-bearing 
structures such as bridges and viaducts? 

I f the FCS (First Construction Section) is completed by the CHS RA and is then 
integrated into the !OS (Initial Operating Segment) and HSR service is initiated in a 
timely manner between San Jose and Bakersfield, the risk of the FRA demanding the 
reimbursement of the $3.2 Billion in grant funds is probably m inimum. 

If, on the other hand, HSR service is not initiated, to avoid the need to reimburse the FRA 
for the $3.2 Bi l lion in Grants, the CHS RA and the State of California wil l  need to 
integrate the FCS into Amtrak's San Joaquins rail serv ice. This would mean that the 
CHSRA constructed tracks would be connected to the current Amtrak tracks north of 
Fresno and north of Bakersfield. In addition, tracks and signals necessary to su_pport 
conventional rail operations, as part of CPS, would be completed on the CP I  to CP4 track 
structures. F inally, Amtrak station operations in Fresno, Hanford, Corcoran, and Wasco 
would have to be moved over to the HSR CPS tracks. Amtrak station operations in 
Madera and Bakersfield might also have to be moved to the HSR tracks, depending on 

6 The original ARRA Grants were on a ··50%/50% basis; the subsequent FY IO Grants were on a '"70/30%. 
and then a "80%/20%", so the CHSRA obl igation is less than the total of the FRA Grants. 
7 See the Funding Contribution Plan of December 3 1 e, 20 1 7, page 23 at: 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/fundin2. finance/fundin2. :12.rccments/FCP 04 17.PDF 
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where the two sets of tracks are connected at the northern and southern ends of the HSR 
tracks. 

These operational tasks (above) are predicated on a critical assumption - that the track 
structures such as the bridges and the viaducts can safely support the weight of the 
existing Amtrak trains. I n  theory, this should not be a problem, as the CHSRA has or 
will infonn the contractors that the design and construction of the track structures 
throughout the length of the FCS must be able to safely suppo1t Amtrak trains moving at 
their normal operational speeds. 

As  all of the construction contracts for CP I  through CP4 are for both the "design" and the 
"build" tasks to be performed by the contractor, the contractors are responsible for 
delivering track structures that will safely support Amtrak, as well as HSR operations. 
In addition, the CHSRA has publically announced this requirement for suppo1ting 
conventional rail operations. 

In 20 1 1  these technical requirements were published in a series of Technical 
Memorandum covering Project Guidelines. 8 Page 2 (PDF page 8) defines the purpose of 
this Technical Memorandum, and see Section 3.0 for initial Assessment and Analysis on 
page 6 (PDF page 1 2) and Section 6.0 for Design Manual Criteria and Section 6 . 1  and 6.2 
on pages 34 and 35 (PDF 40 and 4 1 ). Sections 3 .5 . 1  through 3 .5.6 define the design 
requirements for Transient Loads; see pages I I through 1 6, (PDF pages 1 7  through 22). 
Note the specific reference to Amtrak in Section 3 .5 . 1 .5 on page 12 (PDF page 1 8) ,  and 
the loading requirements due to Amtrak locomotives. Also note in this section the 
statement that "Segments of the alignment are required to be designed to provide for 
Amtrak service." These sections of requirements are repeated in Sections 6 .5 .  I through 
6.5.6, see pages 39 and 40 (PDF pages 45 and 46). 

• Question #2 for the Audit team is: "Are the Contractors building CP I ,  CP2, and 
CP3, and CP4 in the future, legally bound by their contracts with the CHS RA to 
incorporate these Amtrak loading requirements into their "design"? 

3 .  What Are The Contractors Contracted To Design and Build? 

After the contractor has been selected for each Construction Package a contract has been 
executed between the contractor and the CHS RA. These contracts are available online in 
the Design Build Construction Contracts of the CHSRA's web site. Using CPI  as an 
example, the Design Criteria contract section that includes design loads makes a specific 
reference to "Amtrak Live Loads".9 

8 See hl1p://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/pro1<rams/eir memos/Proj Guidelines TM2 3 2R.pdf This TM2.3.2 
covers Structure Design Loads and the July 8, 201i1 Revision 3 incorporated conventional rail loading. 
9 See '"Amtrak Live Loads" at: 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/construction/l JSR 1 3  06 B3 PtC Sub I C l  ISTP Design Criteria.p 
df 
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See Section 1 2 . 5 .2, Transient Loads, pages 1 2-7 to 1 2-25 (PDF pages 4 1 5  to 433). The 
references to Amtrak loads are in Section 1 2. 5 .2 . 1 - C "Shared-Use Track Train Live 
Loads (LLRR)" and 1 2 .5 .2 . 1  - E "Amtrak Live Loads", both on page 1 2-8 (PDF page 
4 1 6). 

The Design Criteria Contract sections for CP2 and CP3 contain the same material. 10 
Section 1 2 .5.2 begins on page 1 2-7 (PDF page 427) 

The Design Criteria Contract sections for CP4 contain the same material. 1 1  Section 
1 2 .5 .2 begins on page 1 2- 8 (PDF page 430) 

Note in all three of these Sections the reference is to "Designated segments of the HST 
alignment are required . . . .  ". It is unclear where such a designation occurs in the CHSRA
Designer/Builder contracts, although the entire length of C P I ,  CP2, C3, and CP4 MUST 
be such "designated segments". However, without such specific and agreed upon 
designation, it is unclear whether this is a binding requirement on the contractor. 

• Question #3 for the Audit team is: "Where are the specific, agreed upon, 
authorizations and designations that state that all of C P I ,  CP2, CP3, and CP4 are 
to be designed and built to provide for Amtrak service?" 

4. What Validation Has Occurred To Confirm That The Design For Amtrak Service Is 
Adequate? 

It is unclear whether there has been an independent engineering validation by a third 
party or state agency to confirm that the designs and specifications prepared by the 
contractors are correct, complete and conform with the terms of providing safe structural 
support for Amtrak operations. 

This design and specification work by the contractor for CP I  is c learly done, as 
construction is underway. CP2/CP3 construction has started, so it i s  reasonable to 
assume th is  part of design and specifications are also completed by the CP2/CP3 
contractor. The CP4 construction contract has been awarded and signed. It is not known 
where the contractor is yet in the design phase. 

• Question #4 for the Audit team is :  "Where is an independent engineering person 
or firm's validation to confirm that the contractors' design wi l l  provide safe 
support for Amtrak operations?" 

10 See Section 12.5.2 at 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/construction/CP23 executed/P 1 3  57 EX I I IA  O I Dcsi1m Criteria 
Manual.pdf
1 1  See Section I 2.5.2 at 
http://hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/construction/CP4 ext::cuted/P 14 32 EX 1 1 1/\ 0 I Design Criteria Manua 
l.pdl' 
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5 .  What Inspections Have Occurred Which Confirm That the Construction Conforms To 
The Design For Amtrak Operations? 

It is unclear whether there has been independent inspections, by a third party or state 
agency, to confirm that the completed or in-progress construction conforms with the 
validated designs and specifications prepared by the contractors intended to provide safe 
support for Amtrak operations. 

As construction is underway i n  CP I ' s  area, contractor inspections are certainly occurring, 
but independent inspections are also necessary. CP2/CP3 construction has started, so it is 
reasonable to presume that inspections by the CP2/CP3 contractor are also underway, but 
independent inspections are also needed. The CP4 construction contract has been 
awarded and signed, but it is not known if the contractor is building as yet. 

If independent inspections have not been occurring, an independent third party should be 
contracted to perform inspections on the construction work completed to-date. Any such 
inspections should include an analysis of the materials used, such as steel and concrete, to 

val idate the materials used conform to the specifications. Random coring (dri l l ing and 
removal of material samples) of the bridges and viaducts may be necessary to ensure steel 
and concrete, now hidden from view, also conform to the specifications of quality and 
quantity. 

• Question #5 for the Audit team is: "Are there independent inspections to confirm 
that the contractors' construction is and has been in conformance with the 
validated design and specifications which wi l l  provide safe support for Amtrak 
operations?" 

f6. What Load Testing Should Be Undertaken Beore CP4 Is Completed? 

As discussed above, the current CHSRA plan is to not start the CPS construction unt i l  
CPI ,  CP2, CP3, and CP4 are completed. This means that no track will be  placed on the 
track bed and structures for years, precluding l ive load testing for years. If problems are 
found with live load testing with either HSR  or Amtrak trains, there may not be time 
available to correct the design problems before the CHS RA would be in default of the 
terms in the FRA Grant agreements. 

To min imize the risk of load testing failures occurring l ate in the schedule, some 
preliminary testing could be done as soon as a few miles of track structures are completed 
in the no1ihern part of the FCS in  CP I .  By installing track on the track structure and a 
temporary track from the Amtrak line north of Fresno, an Amtrak train could be used 
sooner to load test the CP I track structures. When CP2 is completed, testing could be 

moved south, then to CP3 and final ly to CP4. 

Since the live load testing would be using diesel based engines, electrification of the FCS 
would not be needed. Even if the plan is to NOT move Amtrak service onto the FCS, 
early testing could be completed using an Amtrak engine and cars. Since the Amtrak 
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train set wi l l  weigh more per axle than a HSR train set, this would be a more than 
adequate pre-electrified HSR live load test. Since all the contractors are obligated to 
meet the Amtrak design requirement, using the Amtrak equipment to test should not be a 
prob lem. 

A written and agreed upon test plan will be needed, defining what tests wi l l  be 
performed, and how wi 1 1  they be perfonned. The measurements to be taken need to be 
defined, and how they wi l l  be recorded. The organizations who wil l  write the test p lan, 
and who wi l l  perform the test need to be documented. If  the CH SRA or any of the 
contractors object to such testing, this should be considered to be a serious "Red Flag." 

• Question #6 for the Audit team is: "How soon can l ive load testing begin, using 
an A mtrak diesel engine and cars, to both ensure public safety and reduce the risk 
ofa financial l iability of$3 .2 Bi l lion to the FRA?'' 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : William 
Last Name : Warren 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Dear Sir, 

Please accept the attached 3 page document as a Comment for the Draft 
2018 Business Plan 
Please acknowledge receipt of this message. 
Thank you, 
William H WarrenPalo Alto CA650-321-8638 

Attachments : Comment 2018 Plan Warren Caltrain.pdf (28 kb) 



� 

� 

Attn: Draft 2018 Business Plan 
California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) 
770 L Street, Suite 620, MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

May 2, 2018 

Subjectt- Comment Regarding Draft 2018 Business Plan 

Topic - The Mismanagement of Capacity on the San Francisco to San Jose Rail Corridor 

Summary 

The Draft 2018 Business Plan is missing an honest assessment of the consequences of the CHSRA 
taking 4 busy hour train slots away from Caltrain. If this occurs in the 2029 to 2033 time period, as 
projected in the Draft 2018 Business Plan, the Caltrain capacity of trains per hour will have gone 
from 6 per busy hour, today, to 10 in 2026 through 2028, and then back to 6 by 2033. 

Analysis of the Situation 

The 2017 Caltrain Electrification Plan shows that once electrification is complete the capacity on 
the corridor will have been expanded from 6 to 10 trains per hour. There is no intention to increase 
capacity over the next several years, prior to electrification being completed. The fact is that the 
current Caltrain busy hour commuter passenger traffic is beyond the current train capacity and this 
is being ignored and the current "standing room only" situation will only get worse between now 
and 2023. See chart immediately below. 

Caltra in  Rai l  Corridor  Capac ity Per Peak B usy Hour  
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Once electrification is completed in the 2022/2023 time period, this chart shows how capacity could 
grow to 10 trains per peak busy hour, in each direction, by 2026 as the new, yet to be implemented, 
Positive Train Control (PTC) system allows for more frequent train traffic. 

Unfortunately, the California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) has been allocated 4 of the 10 
available train slots during the peak busy hours. The Draft 2018 CHSRA Business Plan's stated 
intention is to initiate HSR service from San Francisco through San Jose and into the Central Valley 
in 2029. The Draft 2018 CHSRA Business Plan shows them operating 2 trains per hour, starting in 
2029, and 4 by 2033 when HSR Phase I service will be extended from Bakersfield to Los Angeles. 

Assuming a ramp up of HSR service between 2029 and 2033, the remaining capacity available to 
Caltrain for commuter service will drop from a peak of IO trains per hour back to the 6 trains per 
hour. Basically, Caltrain will be back to their current capacity by the 2033 time period. 

Financial Information 

The current budget for Electrification is about $2.0 Billion, with the Federal Transit Administration 
grants amounting to about $0.9 Billion and the CHSRA investing another $0.7 Billion. The obvious 
first steps of adding additional diesel based commuter capacity and implementing PTC are being 
ignored in the rush to electrify and to get HSR operational on the San Francisco to San Jose Rail 
Corridor. 

The CHSRA's $0.7Billion investment was finalized in the August 2016 time period when the 
CHS RA agreed to invest $600M of Prop l A  funds and $113M of non-Prop l A  funds in the 
electrification of the Rail Corridor. In return, Caltrain agreed that the CHSRA could use the 
additional capacity to be made available by the electrification of the Corridor. The Draft 2018 
Business Plan's Ridership and Revenue Forecasting document, clearly show 2 trains per busy hour 
in 2029 and 4 in 2033, on pages A-1 and A-2. 

The electrification project is discussed on page 63 of the CHSRA Draft 2018 Business Plan. 
What the Draft 2018 Business Plan does not appear to show is the financial impact of this 
investment in the Corridor. The August 2016 Agreement and the Draft Business Plan define the 
investment as a total of $713M, and these funds will flow to Caltrain on a reimbursement basis, 
when construction invoices are submitted to the CHSRA by Caltrain. As the electrification project 
has physically started on the Corridor, it would seem reasonable to presume invoices will soon be 
presented to the CHSRA. 

Sections 3.5, 3.9, and 3.11 of the Draft 2018 Business Plan should have a line dedicated to the funds 
to be spent on electrification for San Francisco and San Jose. If the fourth line in Section 3.9 which 
says "San Francisco" is really the electrification project between San Francisco and San Jose, it 
should be so noted. The references and labels of"Silicon Valley . . s. . .  " in Sections 3.5, 3.9, and 3.11 
would make the reader think that the northern most point of construction is San Jose. If in fact the 
$713M of electrification is included in these totals, it should be so noted, and the reference of 
Silicon Valley should be changed to San Francisco, as it is the northern most point of construction. 

Conclusion 

The financial consequences of all this activity are hidden in the Business Plan. Why?? 

What is also missing in the Draft 2018 Business Plan is the honest assessment of the consequences 
of the CHSRA taking the 4 busy hour train slots away from Caltrain. If this occurs in the 2029 to 



2033 time period, as projected in the Draft 2018 Business Plan, the Caltrain capacity of trains per 
hour will have gone from 6 per busy hour, today, to 10 in 2026 through 2028, and then back to 6 by 
2033. Between 2028 and 2033 tens of thousands of daily commuters will be forced back into their 
cars. 

Is this what the CHSRA is also trying to hide? 

William H. Warren 
williamhwarren@sbcglobal.net 
c/o Michael J. Brady 
1001 Marshall Street, Suite 500 
Redwood City, CA 94063-2052 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Lynne 
Last Name : Steele 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I have never been a "not in my backyard" thinker-so if I thought the High 
Speed Train was a good idea, having run within 2 blocks of my house would 
not be an issue. However, I think it has "bad idea", "misplaced priorities" and 
"waste of money and resources" written all over it. 

I supported BART, and was surprised when it was not run to either SFO or SJ 
airports. I supported San Jose Lightrail system and while it surprised me that 
it didn't run to SJ airport, I enjoy riding to downtown events and as an 
occasional commuter when I worked at SJSU. But I do not see the logic of 
the High Speed Train through the Central Valley to Anaheim/LA. My 
grandchildren live in Oceanside so I am a frequent HIGHWAY 5 and 101 
driver. As a novelty, it would be fun once but I don't believe the majority of 
Californians would support it enough to make it profitable. 

I don't understand how California politicians can even try to justify spending 
billions of dollars on this system when the majority of our roads are in major 
disrepair. There are many other priorities in California that deserve our time, 
attention, and financial resources. 

Please reconsider this plan. 

Thank you, 
Lynne Steele 
117 Avenida Espana 
San Jose, CA 95139 

Sent from my iPa 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Gary 
Last Name : Patton 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : The attached letter is to submit comments on the Draft 2018 Business Plan. 
Thank you for your attention to our comments. 

For the Community Coalition on High-Speed Rail, 

Gary A. Patton, Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 1038 
Santa Cruz, CA 95061 
Telephone: 831-332-8546 
Email: gapatton@mac.com 
Website I Blog: www.gapatton.net <http://www.gapatton.net/> 
Face book: https://www.facebook.com/gapatton 

Attachments : CC-HSR Letter Commenting on 2018 Business Plan.pdf (397 kb) 



communi�coalition 
on igh speed rail 

2995 Woodside Road #400, Woodside, CA 94062 

May 1 ,  20 1 8  

Attn : Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS- 1 
Sacramento, CA 958 14  

RE: Comments on Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan 
[Sent by Email: 20 1 8businessplancomments@hsr.ca .gov] 

Dear Chairperson Richard and Board Members : 

These comments on the Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan are being submitted on behalf 
of the Community Coalition on High-Speed Rail (CC-HSR) . CC-HSR has been 
working on high-speed rail issues since 2008 . We have been, and continue to be, 
extremely critical of the project, and particularly of the Authority's management 
and oversight of the project. Since CC-HSR is very critical of the current business 
plan draft, we are copying our comments to the Governor, and to the Assembly 
Committee on Transportation,  the Senate Committee on Transportation and 
Housing, the Assembly Committee on Budget, and to the Senate Committee on 
Budget and Fiscal Review. 

The current Draft Business Plan, as prepared by the Authority, reinforces our 
reservations about the state 's proposed project. We concur with the evaluation 
of Edward Ring, who recently wrote about the state 's high-speed rail project on 
behalf of the California Policy Center. Ring designated the proposed project as 
the "centerpiece" to the state 's transportation future , and then called it "fatally 
flawed ." His April 1 8, 20 1 8, article centers on financial issues ,  but it is also true 
that there are very significant and unresolved safety issues ,  and there is no 
specific engineering plan , at this point, demonstrating how the system can 
actually reach Los Angeles through the Tehachapi mountains .  

Code Requirements - Purpose Of The Business Plan 
The Authority has been directed by the Legislature to submit a biennial 
"business plan" to the Legislature . The purpose of the business plan is clearly to 
provide the Legislature (and the public , too ,  of course) with specific facts that 
will allow the Legislature to ensure that the proposed high-speed rail project is 
being well managed, and that the objectives of the project, as spelled out in state 
law, will actually be achieved, and that the public monies allocated for the project 
will be properly and effectively spent. 



We are copying the key legislative committees on this letter because we urge the 
Legislature to terminate this project at this time, not only because it is 
prohibitively costly, but because it is virtually certain to fail in achieving the 
promises made to California voters in 2008, when they approved bonds for the 
project based on the claim that it would serve as a "clean, efficient high-speed 
train service linking Southern California, the Sacramento/San Joaquin Valley, 
and the San Francisco Bay Area. " 

It appears that no such links will ever be established. There is no credible "plan" 
to achieve them, and no private party or public entity has indicated any 
inclination whatsoever to spend the amount of money needed to achieve this 
goal. In fact, the Authority has implicitly recognized this in the public statement 
it issued when it released the 20 18 Draft Business Plan. In that public 
statement, the Authority, after it "acknowledges the project's challenges," says 
that continuing the project will "put thousands of Californians to work. . .  " That 
is what the Authority touts in the very first sentence of its statement, but the 
purpose of the project is to provide new, economically attainable transportation 
objectives. It is not a "job creation" project. Spending money to employ people to 
continue to work on a project that will not provide transportation benefits is, as 
the San Jose Mercury has said, a "fraud." 

The Required Business Plan Elements Established 
In Public Utilities Code § 185033 

1 .  § 1 85033 (b) ( l) (A) requires a "description of the type of service the authority 
is developing and the proposed chronology for the construction of the 
statewide high-speed rail system, and the estimated capital costs for each 
segment or combination of segments ."  

The 2 0 1 8  Business Plan Draft does NOT provide the required 
information for "the statewide high-speed rail system, and the 
estimated capital costs for each segment or combination of 
segments." At least, it does not do so in any way that would 
allow either the Legislature or members of the public to evaluate the 
projected cost of "the statewide high-speed rail system."  Members of 
the public, and members of the Legislature, need to know what it 
will cost to build the entire system, including the connections with 
Sacramento and San Diego. There is no clear presentation of this 
cost. It appears likely that the capital cost of the entire system is so 
far beyond what anyone could reasonably expect might ever be 
available that the only good sense response to the realities is to 
abandon the project at this stage, so as to avoid spending something 
over ten billion dollars for a "train to nowhere." The Legislature can't 
evaluate what policies to pursue if the business plan doesn't provide 
the required estimated costs for the entire system. 
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2 .  § 1 85033 (b) ( l ) (B) requires "A forecast of the expected patronage, service 
levels and operating and maintenance costs for the Phase 1 corridor. . .  
[which corridor is established between Los Angeles Union Station and 
Anaheim and the Transbay Terminal in San Francisco] and by 
each segment or combination of segments for which a project level 
environmental analysis is being prepared for Phase 1 .  The forecast 
shall assume a high, medium, and low level of patronage and a realistic 
operating planning scenario for each level of service. "  

This section of the law calls for the business plan to present an easily 
understandable report, on a segment by segment basis, of the 
expected patronage, service levels, and operating and maintenance 
costs currently expected. Again, the purpose of the requirement is 
to allow the Legislature, and members of the public, to evaluate 
the key factors that will either indicate the likely success or failure 
of Phase 1 of the overall project. The draft business plan fails to 
comply. It is also important to state that the current draft of the 
business plan most emphatically does not provide the required 
information for a system that connects to the Trans bay Terminal, an 
independent reason to find that the draft business plan is 
noncompliant with the requirements of § 1 85033. 

3 .  § 1 85033 (b) ( l ) (C) requires "Alternative financial scenarios for different 
levels of service, based on the patronage forecast in subparagraph (B) ,  and 
the operating break-even points for each alternative . . .  " assuming, as 
specified in subparagraph (J) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (c) of Streets 
and Highways Code §2704.08, that the passenger service will "not require 
a local, state, or federal operating subsidy." 

Again, it is clear what the Legislature has demanded. This kind of 
succinct, clear statement about alternative financial scenarios has 
simply not been presented by the Authority in the current draft of 
the business plan. 

4 .  § 1 85033 (b) ( l ) (D) requires "The expected schedule for completing 
environmental review and initiating and completing construction 
for each segment or combination of segments of Phase 1 . "  

Again, the draft business plan does not furnish the required 
information. There is no clear, segment by segment analysis, as is 
called for in the statute. 

5 .  § 1 85033 (b) ( l ) (E) requires the business plan to provide "An estimate and 
description of the total anticipated federal, state, local, and other funds 
the authority intends to access to fund the construction and operation of 
the system, and the level of confidence for obtaining each type of funding.e" 
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As comments submitted by others properly note, there is no 
demonstration, whatsoever, that the Authority actually has access 
to the funding necessary to build even the Phase 1 project, much 
less the "entire system," and unless the facts are made clear in the 
business plan, as the Legislature obviously intended by enacting 
§ 1 85033, then it becomes impossible for the Legislature (and for the 
public) to evaluate whether or not the state should continue to 
pursue a project with very little, if any, chance of financial success. 

6 .  § 1 85033 (b) ( l) (F) requires the Authority to provide information on "Any 
written agreements with public or private entities to fund components 
of the high-speed rail system, including stations and terminals, and any 
impediments to the completion of the system." 

The Authority has not provided the information required; nor has 
it said that there are no such written agreements (other than with 
the federal government, the exact provisions of which are not clear 
in the business plan) . Presumably, the Authority does not want to 
deliver any bad news, but what the Legislature has demanded is that 
the Authority be forthright about the funding for the necessary 
components of the high-speed rail system. The Authority has failed 
to comply. 

7 .  § 1 85033 (b) ( l ) (G) requires the Authority to report on "Alternative public-
private development strategies for the implementation of Phase l . "  

The Authority clearly has no specific public-private development 
strategies in place, and rather than admit this, as the statute 
requires, the Authority speculates that future partnerships with the 
private sector are possible. If the Authority were forthright, it would 
admit that it has solicited such private participation, and that no 
private entity contacted by the Authority has provided any indication 
that it is interested in providing a private contribution to develop the 
state's project. 

8 .  § 1 85033 (b) ( l ) (H) requires the Authority to provide "A discussion of all 
reasonably foreseeable risks . . .  " 

A fair presentation and compliance with the requirements of 
§ 1 85033 would reveal not only that there are MANY risks involved 
with the project (more than the Authority lists)e, but that many of 
these "risks" are almost certainties,  undermining confidence that 
the project could ever be constructed and operated as state law 
contemplates. Just to list a couple of "risks" that the Authority 
has not noted, the impact of self -driving cars, and the possible 
feasibility of a "hyperloop" system, could have a real impact on the 
proposed project. In addition, as indicated in the attached letter 
from Susan MacAdams, there are significant unresolved safety 
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issues which the Business Plan should acknowledge , and which the 
Authority should address.  

This Is No "Business Plan" 

If the Authority were a business organization that had obtained initial funding 
for its proposed high-speed train project, and if the Authority were then coming 
back to the original investors to seek additional funding (a very common 
business situation) it is almost certain that the Authority would never receive 
even a dime of additional funding if this draft were the Authority's proposed 
"business plan ." 

The Legislature has specified in detail exactly what information it wants, 
and how that information should be presented. Instead of providing what 
the funder (in this case the Legislature) told the Authority that it wants, 
as the Legislature has spelled out its requirements in Public Utilities Code 
§ 1 85033 , the Authority has provided a rah-rah-rah promotional document. 

The Legislature hasn't asked for "visions . "  It has asked for a real "plan," based 
on facts, and based on hard information ,  not speculation ,  and organized in a 
way that will allow members of the Legislature , and members of the public , 
to evaluate the likely success (or not) of the proposed project. That has not been 
forthcoming. 

Up until 20 1 6 , the Authority told everyone that its "plan" was to construct the 
first, initial operating segment of its total project from the Central Valley to the 
Los Angeles Basin . In 20 1 6, the Authority suddenly switched around to go in 
exactly the opposite direction !  If this were a startup business, no credible 
investor would provide the Authority with any additional funding whatsoever 
because the Authority clearly does not have an actual "business plan," which 
they are seeking to implement and execute . The Authority has been and 
continues to be purely reactive and is manifestly unprepared for the inevitable 
difficulties that implementing an actual "plan" will almost always entail . 

Since the Authority has failed to provide a real plan, for evaluation by the 
Legislature and the public, the Legislature should pull the plug on the 
Authority's "project without a plan ."  

Conclusion 

As indicated in the very first paragraph in this set of comments, CC-HSR has 
been working on high-speed rail issues since 2008 . Early on, concerned about 
various impacts of the plan on the San Francisco Peninsula, CC -HSR operated 
with its goal being to help the Authority "do it right." 

As time has passed, it has become quite apparent to CC-HSR that the Authority, 
in fact, has no interest in "doing it right." This so-called "Business Plan" provides 
more clear evidence of that. The Authority's so-called "plan" does not comply 
with the statutory requirements that have mandated its preparation ,  and the 
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current "plan'' is simply the latest evidence of how the Authority runs away from 
problems instead of solving them. 

Instead of confronting difficulties, and overcoming them, the Authority has 
promised to "keep people working." Keeping people working is good, but it is not 
the job of the Authority. The Authority's mandate has been, from the start, to 
build a viable high-speed train connection between Southern California and the 
rest of the state. It is now clearer than ever that the Authority will not be able to 
accomplish that goal. Since that is clear, it is time to terminate the project. 

Thank you for taking our comments into account. 

Very truly yours, 

James R. Janz, President 
Community Coalition on High-Speed Rail 

cc: Governor Jerry Brown 
Assembly Committee on Budget 
Assembly Committee on Transportation 
Senate Committee on Transportation and Housing 
Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 
CC-HSR Board of Directors 
Local Elected Officials 
Other Interested Persons 

Attachment: Letter of Susan MacAdams 
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April 1 1, 2018 

To: Brian P. Kelly 
Chief Executive Officer 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: REQUEST FOR IMMEDIATE STOP WORK ORDER FOR MERCED TO FRESNO SECTION 

Public Safety should be paramount in any track design for High Speed Rail (HSR), but the design for the 
track curves across the Herndon Overpass structure north of Fresno is a public safety hazard and poses a 
serious threat to derailment. 

California High-Speed Rail Alignment: Madera to Fresno 

Background 

Building straight tracks along the UPRR corridor from Merced to Fresno was the shortest route for HSR. 

In 2012, the track route called the Hybrid was chosen by the Authority. This route veers from the UPRR 
corridor and zig-zags across open farmland. The sixty mile straight route now contains nearly 25 miles of 
high speed curves and horizontal super-elevated spirals with an additional ten miles of track Trains will 
travel over the curves and spirals on ballasted track built on alluvial soil at 220 mph. The California High 
Speed Rail Authority ( CHS RA) officials continue to state that this route between Merced and Fresno is 
the backbone of the high speed rail system, yet this backbone has developed scoliosis, or curvature of the 
spine; the area in question will need a spinal brace. 

(See Attachments lA and 1B for Merced to Fresno Section alignment.) 

This is a request for an immediate Stop Work Order for the Fresno to Merced section to reevaluate the 
curve designs. This report focuses only on the curve north of Fresno between Herndon Drive and the San 
Joaquin River. However, similar alignment flaws are shown on the Authority's construction drawings in 
Madera County for the Chowchilla Boulevard/UPRR Bridge, the Fresno River Bridge, the two single 
track crossovers between Avenue 10 and 12, and the entire Wye complex surrounding the storage facility 
site. Each of these high speed rail curves should be re-evaluated, realigned and reconfigured as they each 
contain similar alignment problems that will lead to future operatioml and rnaintemnce hazards and derailments. 
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Dangerous Design 

North of Herndon Drive in Fresno, near the San Joaquin River, there is a wide support structure for high 
speed rail currently being constructed over a single UPRR track. (See Attachments 2 and 3.) As the HSR 
tracks curve northwards, this wide track support structure transitions into tall support columns. (See 
Attachments 4 and 5.) The trains will travel at 220 mph on top of these 60 to 100 foot tall structures. Near 
the transitional area between the wide deck and the support columns, the track design calls for a 
combination of overlapping horizontal and vertical curves. This combination violates the Authority's own 
Criteria for safe track design. The track design is extremely dangerous; this track design cannot be easily 
built or safely maintained, thereby creating a significant risk of derailment. 

The Draft Environmental Report, the Final Environmental Report and the Construction Documents all use 
the same curve design for this track; the two sets of environmental documents are identical. This is non
standard practice for good curve design. Usually, in critical locations such as this, between the draft, final 
and construction documents, multiple track designs are evaluated in order to determine the best and safest 
fit. For this alignment, there was only one proposal. A single drawing from the Final EIR will be used for 
ease of argument. 

For five years, I was the Manager of Metro's Green Line track contracts in Los Angeles. This included 
the Aviation Wye, which is located on the southern boundary of the Los Angeles International Airport 
(LAX). The size and type of the structures near LAX are similar to the size and type structures from 
Herndon Drive to the San Joaquin River. On the Los Angeles project, there were many track alternatives 
studied before the trackway was built. There is not any evidence of any other track design proposed for 
this critical structure near the San Joaquin River. 

At the overlap of vertical and horizontal curves, the tracks begin to curve away from the large structure; 
three mathematical models are needed to construct the tracks, an unsafe track engineering practice. (See 
Attachments 6, 7 and 8.) A horizontal spiral curving outwards is built on top of a vertical curve going 
downwards. (See Attachment 9.) The tracks will be super-elevated from zero to six inches on one side, 
while the trains are spiraling downwards on a maximum grade slope across the top of a vertical curve. 
Normal track design does not allow this combination except in amusement parks and coal mines; this is 
not Disneyland and all of the curvature for HSR should be seriously investigated. The northbound train 
has the greatest potential for derailment when traveling across the peak of the vertical curve. Maintaining 
a slower speed may actually make things worse. 

This combination of curves is avoided in rail and roadway design criteria, including the CHSRA Criteria. 
(See Attachment JOA, JOB, IOC and !OD.) 
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For high speed rail, due to the large radius and length of curves, there can be some overlap at the edges. 

But in this case, the horizontal spiral and the vertical curve are on top of one another. It will be impossible 

to build, maintain and operate trains safely over this combination. 

Fresno suffers from extreme heat and cold. This will result in extremes in the expansion and contraction 

of the rail and the structures. Rail and concrete expand and contract at different rates. Has this been taken 

into account in the curve designs that are built on the structures? (See Attachment 1 1 .) 

Summary: Combining a horizontal spiral that increases from zero to six inches of super-elevation with a 

maximum grade vertical curve built on top of a transitional structural support system in a geographical 

area that experiences extreme temperature range is very dangerous for trains traveling at any speed. This 

is a request to immediately issue a Stop Work Order to the Contractor for all structures on the Merced to 

Fresno segment of California High Speed Rail. 

Please see additional attachments for further information. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 

Susan MacAdams 

Track and Alignment Expert 

Former High Speed Rail Planning Manager, 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) 

Metro Red, Blue and Green Lines, Los Angeles 

Light and Heavy Rail Track Design and Construction: Baltimore, Boston, & Washington DC 

susan. macadams@gmail. com 

A2 (UPRR) / Al (BNSF) - Ave 24 Wye 

West Chowchilla Design Option 

-=-- o --

.. 
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California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Attn: Draft 2018 Business Plan 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

To Members of the California High-Speed Rail Authority: 

This letter is in response to the issuing of the California High-Speed Rail Authority's Draft 
2018 Business Plan. Please note that the points contained in this letter specifically relate to the 
High-Speed Rail service in the area of SAP Center at San Jose and the adjacent San Jose 
Diridon Station. 

Recognizing the significance of this extraordinary statewide rail project planned for San Jose, 
please consider the following points: 

• That the California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA), working in conjunction with 
the City of San Jose, establishes a standing High-Speed Rail community oversight 
committee to monitor the progression of the planning, design, construction, and 
operation associated with the new rail line. It is imperative to establish this oversight 
committee prior to any significant action taken in relation to the design and 
construction of the rail line in San Jose. Representation on the community oversight 
committee could include the appropriate City departments, the Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority, the San Jose Arena Authority, the San Jose Downtown 
Association, the Silicon Valley Organization, Sharks Sports & Entertainment (the 
operator of SAP Center at San Jose), The Alameda Business Association, Caltrain, the 
Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), area commercial and residential neighborhood 
associations, and other prominent area stakeholders impacted by the planning, 
construction, and operation of the High-Speed Rail line in San Jose. 

• That the CHSRA works cooperatively with the City of San Jose, the Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority and the Bay Area Rapid Transit as the City, VTA and BART 
work cooperatively in completing the new BART rail line through Downtown San Jose 
and north to the city of Santa Clara. As you know, the introduction of both BART and 
High-Speed Rail into the western section of Downtown San Jose will have significant, 
long-term impacts from construction to completion and operation of these two new 
forms of transit in the South Bay. Efforts to work cooperatively will aid in mitigating 
the significant impacts of these two transformative urban transit projects. 

• That the CHSRA collaborates directly with SAP Center Management, the operator of 
SAP Center at San Jose. This exceptionally active regional sports and entertainment 
facility conducts approximately 150-175 events each year. A cooperative effort to 
establish a foundation for the uninterrupted operation of the Center is critical to the 
successful, regular functioning of the facility as well as the successful delivery of the 
new rail line. For your reference, SAP Center at San Jose features many full-capacity 
events in which 17,500 patrons converge on the Center and Downtown San Jose. 
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• That through dialogue with the City and SAP Center Management, the parking 
inventory in and around SAP Center at San Jose is not negatively impacted by the 
construction or the operation of the High-Speed Rail. Thoughtful discussion among all 
parties will need to occur to ensure that parking levels for SAP Center at San Jose fully 
support the day-to-day operation of the facility. Please note that the City is obligated to 
make available agreed-upon parking levels to ensure the successful operation of the 
Center. 

• That the CHSRA works in concert with the City, the VTA and SAP Center Management 
to establish a comprehensive, agreed-upon plan for vehicular movements in the vicinity 
of the San Jose Diridon Station. This plan would include all vicinity streets as it relates 
to vehicular movements, including uninterrupted access to SAP Center at San Jose 
(including access to parking and pedestrian routes), construction detours, street 
closures, heavy equipment routes, construction equipment staging areas, residential 
and commercial street access, and maintaining the integrity of the area neighborhoods 
and Downtown San Jose. 

• That the CHSRA continues to clarify plans with the current rail line operators that 
regularly utilize the San Jose Diridon Station. Besides the rail operators, the CHSRA is 
advised to consult with the VTA on the VTA's extensive bus operations that use the San 
Jose Diridon Station as an essential hub for public transit. 

• That the CHSRA works directly with the City of San Jose, Caltrain, and SAP Center 
Management in support of the design, construction, and operation of the electrified 
Caltrain rail line that is planned for the rail corridor from San Jose to San Francisco. 
The design of the electrified rail line adjacent to the Center will impact the Center's on
site parking inventory as well as vehicular ingress and egress to the Center's main 
parking lot. A thorough analysis of the rail design and potential impacts on the 
Center's parking inventory and vehicular movements will need to be fully vetted prior 
to any significant decisions made on the electrified rail line. 

• That an inclusive, collaborative effort is undertaken to address the anticipated 
transformation of the San Jose Diridon Station. This may be the most important 
element in the preparation of the arrival of High-Speed Rail to San Jose, as the San Jose 
Diridon Station will eventually be transfigured from a regional transit destination into a 
world-renowned, multimodal transit center. Once again, with a dedicated team of 
essential stakeholders and expert station designers involved in the planning, design, 
and function of the new San Jose Diridon Station, the results could truly be 
transformative. San Jose could be widely recognized with a 21· century transit 
centerpiece that beautifully complements Downtown San Jose and the adjacent 
residential and commercial neighborhoods. 
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• That the CHSRA establishes a regular community meeting schedule in an effort to keep 
San Jose City officials, residents, and businesses apprised of regular activity on the 
High-Speed Rail project. These community meetings should begin as soon as practical -
long before project construction commences near the Downtown core - and should 
continue on a regular basis after the CHSRA has introduced rail operation in San Jose. 

In closing, the Arena Authority appreciates commenting on the Draft 2018 Business Plan and 
looks forward to ongoing civic engagement with this transformative statewide rail project. 
Please feel free to contact me with any comments at 408-977-4783. 

Sincerely, 

C£ '1� 
Chris Morrisey 
Executive Director 

c: Members of the Arena Authority Board of Directors 
Members of the Arena Events Operations Committee 
Jim Benshoof c/ o SAP Center Management 
Bill Ekern, City of San Jose, Office of Economic Development 
Jim Goddard, SAP Center Management 
Nanci Klein, City of San Jose, Office of Economic Development 
Jim Ortbal, City of San Jose, Department of Transportation 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : cindy 
Last Name : bloom 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Thank you, thank you, thank you, for saving me HOURS of time! For the 

2016 business plan comments, I spent at least 40 hours writing up two 
comprehensive reports-one on the capital cost-and one on the ridership 
revenue. 

I don't have to do that this time for the 2018 Business Plan (really a business 
disaster) - I didn't need to create a comprehensive spreadsheet with a 
statistical analysis of growth rates or cost per mile, nor to debunk the 
ridiculous ridership assumptions (by deconstructing your absurd ridership 
projections in your your 2016 Business Plan I calculated that the daily 
ridership from Shafter (population 17,000) to San Jose would be nearly equal 
to Burbank Airport which serves the entire country) or cost comparison by 
other modes of transportation--all I had to see was that obscene $77 .3 billion 
budget and THAT WAS IT. GAME OVER. ENOUGH ALREADY. DONE. 
FINISHE D. CAPUT. IT IS NO MORE. 

The voters approved Prop 1A based on a $45 billion budget which was 
published in the ballot pamphlet. Not $45.1 billion, not $64 billion, not $68 
billion and certainly NOT $77.3 billion! 

$77.3 is a deal breaker. Enough is enough. Stop robbing the taxpayers. 
And stop lying by saying you are fulfilling what the voters approved. THE 
PEOPLE WHO VOTED IN FAVOR OF PROP 1A BASED THEIR DECISION 
ON A $45 BILLION BUDGET. 

Your agency can't even build the "easy" Central Valley portion of this project 
without having to beg for more money-for things that are obvious-like 
moving utilities. If you can't build the "easy" part, you certainly will not be able 
to build the most challenging segment-the Palmdale to Burbank route-30 
miles of tunnels 2500 feet underground in areas heavily littered with 
earthquake faults and populated with underground streams which are 
desperately needed for an area in a permanent state of drought. 

California just came out of its worst wildfire season in history. Personally, I 
had to evacuate not once, but twice. We need fire fighting resources and 
water management infrastructure, not a high speed train. 

Oh, and did I mention that I'm a Democrat? 

Sincerely, 

Cindy Bloom 
9800 La Canada Way 
Shadow Hills, CA 91040 
818-445-5602 
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Sincerely, ---::::, 
?¢� 

March 16, 201 8  

Board Of Directors - CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 
770 L St, Suite 1 160 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Comments 2018  Draft Business Plan 

The plan opens with a letter from CEO Brian Kelly, "Ten years ago when California went 
to the polls to decide whether the state should build a high- speed rail system, they voted, 
"Y cs." They did so because they recognized that an environmentally clean, fast and 
efficient high-speed would . . .  " 

5 1  % voted yes, but you failed to acknowledge that what they voted for is not what they 
got. The 2008 Voter Information Guide, which those millions of voters consulted before 
making their decision, explained that in voting "yes" the voter was agreeing to authorize 
$9.95 billion in bond funds for the HSRA to construct an 800 mile Statewide high-speed 
rail system for about $45 billion, with the balance of funding to come from the Feds, 
private investors and others. Those "Yes" votes established an agreement between the 
voters and the High-Speed Rail Authority (HSRA) - an agreement which the HSRA has 
broken. 

In 2018, ten years later, the cost has increased to an unbelievable $120 billion for an 
entire statewide rail system and you have no written evidence of outside funding to 
complete the project. This amounts to approximately $3,000 for every man, woman and 
child in the State of California. It will cost a family of four approximately $12,000 for the 
right to then buy the tickets to ride on the train. 

I stood before this Board in 2009, 20012, 2014 and 2016 and brought up these same 
concerns regarding the costs and funding. Those concerns have never been addressed. 
Why not? Those "Yes" voters deserve transparency. They deserve the right to weigh in 
on an outcome for which they did not vote "Yes." 

In following CEO Brian Kelly's recent statements regarding complete transparency by 
the HSRA, I request that the following sentence be placed in the front of the 201 8  
Business Plan: "The.cost of the 800 mile statewide rail system is now estimated to be 
about $ 120 billion and we are unable to identify the sources of funding necessary to 
complete this project." 

My reason for this request is that all I 06 pages of the 2018 Business Plan are irrelevant 
until this statement is addressed. 

Ted Hartn- 6847 Terreno Dr, Rancho Murieta, CA 95683 
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P.O. Box 22344 
RailPAC San Francisco CA 94122 
Rail Passenger Association 
of California and Nevada www.railpac.org 

March 19, 2018 

Good Morning, my name is Steve Roberts and I am speaking on behalf of the Rail Passenger Association of 
California. Thank you for the opportunity to address you. 

RailPAC's Board has reviewed and discussed the 2018 Business Plan. Our reactions are these: 

• First we complement the Authority for its straight forward presentation of the project's current 
status. 

• Despite the challenges outlined, RailPAC continues to strongly support the project. 
• RailPAC feels that high-speed rail continues to offer the best value in increased mobility for 

California. 
• RailPAC Board members noted that the reality is that any other alternative would face the same 

inflation, litigation, right-of way issues, etc. as the current project and the "no build alternative" is 
simply not a viable alternative. 

• That said, Rai!PAC feels that the Authority MUST ensure that something of benefit is built in 
Southern California. The key projected noted in the Business Plan is LA Union Station run 
through tracks (LINKUS). This project will transform commuter rail in Southern California. 

• However, RailPAC is concerned that LA Metro not only does not appear to champion the project, 
but is showing signs of gold plating it, with a focus on retail, eventually making LINKUS 
unaffordable. LA Metro will then try to spend the MOU funds elsewhere. This must not happen. 
RailPAC asks that the Authority and the Board assist RailPAC in championing LINKUS. 

• Finally, RailPAC believes that the Authority should establish a "stretch goal' of outlining a funding 
plan to link Chowchilla and Gilroy by this time next year. Without this, RailPAC fears that 
confidence in the project and public support will suffer significant erosion. 

Thank you. 

steve Roberts 
Director, Rail Passenger Association of California 
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Drozd, Doug@HSR 

From: donotreply@pbcommentsense.com 
Sent: Saturday, March 10, 2018 8:53 PM 
To: HSR boardmembers@HSR 
Subject: California High-Speed Train Comment 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

Submission via California High-Speed Authority's Contact Form: 

First Name: Giovanni 
Last Name: Mejia 
Contact Category: Board of Directors 
Interest As: Individual 
Organization: 
Title: 
Email Address: Gemejiajr@gmail.com 
Telephone: 
City: San Diego 
State: CA 
County: 
Zip Code: 92105 

Message: 
Dear Members of the Board: 

I am writing to you al l  to wish the best of luck in the coming weeks following the release of the 2018 business plan. I will 
a lways be a strong supporter of this project, because of the profound effects it will have on traveling through California. 
Once this project is complete it will serve as a model for the rest of the nation as to why the United States needs high
speed rail. Currently, I know the project is going through a new chapter due to changing leadership and revelations of 
higher projected cost and a delayed start times. I hope that no matter the difficulty, you all will ensure that this project, 
will become a reality because California needs this train to run. In the future, I will ride the train from San Diego to San 
Fransico and think back to all the progress and work it took to make it happen. Everyone from the person managing 
traffic at a construction site to the new CEO Brian Kelley, you have my utmost appreciation and support for the creation 
of the California High-Speed Rail. 

Sincerely, 

G iovanni Mejia 

============================-----------== 
Please note this record is also saved in PBCommentSense Board Corridor as record 11418. 
https://cahsr.pbcommentsense.com/pbcs/submission/edit.aspx?id=30818&projectlD=28 

1 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, a mple 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

f/d;_ f;,_



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Kurt 
Last Name : Krueler 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Kurt Krueler Written Public Comment 62.pdf (40 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burban k  project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
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San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley . 
. When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

J 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. @ 
• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 

2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burban k  to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large a nd convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

MRM � 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will cal l upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

:X �'f__
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Sincerely, 

Email: 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and ·its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in.the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Bnard, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

s;goawrn !��4c(,;JJ, ·4_,?xr,.,'hz02,/&,ed-,,, -II�� 
Address: l//)C/�s- ,ft½be& � ,){IYJ faAf(.. 0f °;/(J </--CJ 

Email: j;e;,:lnCJz_,,[J{fil/c. e, fJHcul Ct!yz,.., Phone: cf/2/- - (j;{ 7 - t}-g()j] 
Additional Comments:________________!jl'fl)_!jl'fl)_!jl'fl)_!jl'fl)_!jl'fl)_ __!jl'fl) _____ 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in  the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In  essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the· routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

=;
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of"over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Pa lmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

{Jt_,.f,e___J 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now thatthe geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature qf the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

/) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. ·,= - · 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Tracey 
Last Name: Adams 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Tracey Adams Written Public Comment 83.pdf (36 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

/t1'Mlio 1roi AfMJtJ



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: David 
Last Name: J De Pinto 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting David J De Pinto Written Public Comment 84.pdf (40 

kb) 



 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Cindy 
Last Name : Bloom 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Cindy Bloom Written Public Comment 85.pdf (34 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In  essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Jim 
Last Name: Streets 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Jim Streets Written Public Comment 86.pdf (36 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Katharine 
Last Name: Paull 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Katharine Paull Written Public Comment 87.pdf (39 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Russ 
Last Name: Binzley 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Russ Binzley Written Public Comment 88.pdf (36 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

'-1 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Rynell 
Last Name : Binzley 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Rynell Binzley Written Public Comment 89.pdf (35 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in  the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1.  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Pamela 
Last Name: Wollonciej 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Pamela Wollonciej Written Public Comment 90.pdf (35 

kb) 



3. 

Email: W) L{!jl'fl)J .;). A-l f' co-, r 0 !jl'fl). 

Additional Comments:.__ __ _______ __ _ _ _______ __!jl'fl)_ ___ 

,___,,,� """'""---""4-"2-'o,1... mi'-'-'-"r-"L!jl'fl)""-1-- ---Name: (:J 
.!jl'fl)

Signature:.___,h=da,!jl'fl) ""'--'L '-'tj-- jJ ,::/ /11 E 4 D('J / to /l C /!jl'fl)
0 

Address:,_.,_/ o"'--"s ..... s =.;i,---=u.J"-'--'-h e..,.Ete,,.L,_,f@M«!jl'fl).U.(,_)f!jl'fl) =-.e:.-"'-'=:Le@u...'-----"'¼�g"""/4!jl'fl),. .,_"""-----'-';o'--y!jl'fl)"'-..__.""-=-'=--'-A!jl'fl) ..__..cvdl,,e!jl'fl)== )!jl'fl) "-+-C-fl- qC...:!LJD!jl'fl)

C o  WI Phone: � 1 f7 :, �-ol ¼' '1 4 « 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley arid, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Judith 
Last Name: Troyillo 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Judith Troyillo Written Public Comment 91.pdf (36 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
qver burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

9o/#J d J7? 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Kathleen 
Last Name : Koch 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Kathleen Koch Written Public Comment 92.pdf (35 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Boa rd of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
/ 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Roserta 
Last Name: Spenelley 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Roserta Spenelley Written Public Comment 93.pdf (34 

kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Ted 
Last Name : Kramer 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Ted Kramer Written Public Comment 94.pdf (38 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the ina of the to suitable 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: John 
Last Name: Gallegos 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting John K Gallegos Written Public Comment 95.pdf (38 

kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

0ear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan u nless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

-C:0-:-_Sjh-t
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting i n  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders.in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
�n /
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approva l of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suifable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Gerri 
Last Name: Summe 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Gerri Summe Written Public Comment 104.pdf (35 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

6err SUfh
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Attachments : March Board Meeting Gerri Summe Written Public Comment 104.pdf (35 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Gerri 
Last Name: Summe 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Gerri Summe Written Public Comment 104.pdf (35 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Barbara 
Last Name: Patton 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Barbara Patton Written Public Comment 105.pdf (36 

kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1.  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Va l ley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directlywith the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

frMlrhf 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
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Attachments : March Board Meeting Jan Johannes Written Public Comment 107.pdf (35 kb) 



  

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando if the Auth is not committed to 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. I n  essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Cheryl 
Last Name : Burns 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Cheryl Burns Written Public Comment 109.pdf (36 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 

y any longer. 

Sincerely, 

 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Shari 
Last Name: Anderson 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Shari Anderson Written Public Comment 110.pdf (35 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

HM,: 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Jack 
Last Name: Kurchian 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Jack Kurchian Written Public Comment 111.pdf (35 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge tha� the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
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Last Name: Bustamante 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Jason Bustamante Written Public Comment 112.pdf 

(35 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 B usiness Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Linda 
Last Name: Bustamante 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Linda Bustamante Written Public Comment 113.pdf (34 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in  the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not in the form of on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Linda 
Last Name: Bustamante 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Linda Bustamante Written Public Comment 113.pdf (34 

kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in  the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Linda 
Last Name: Bustamante 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Linda Bustamante Written Public Comment 113.pdf (34 

kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in  the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
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Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Jan Baldwin Written Public Comment 114.pdf (34 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

f;lay,,.ev Ma-1.� 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Sharon 
Last Name: Shaw 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Sharon Shaw Written Public Comment 115.pdf (34 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Robin 
Last Name: Siegel-Heales 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Robin Siegel-Heales Written Public Comment 116.pdf 

(42 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Abby 
Last Name : Diamond 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Abby Diamond Written Public Comment 117 .pdf (37 

kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

� /'VV'=: dGS� 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : F 
Last Name : McCartney 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting F McCartney Written Public Commnet 118.pdf (34 kb) 



 
  

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval ofthe Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenientvenue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Paul 
Last Name: Garibaldi 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Paul Garibaldi Written Public Comment 120.pdf (35 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Karen 
Last Name: Garibaldi 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Karen Garibaldi Written Public Comment 121.pdf (36 

kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Megan 
Last Name: Bamford 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Megan Bamford Written Public Comment 122.pdf (35 

kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : M 
Last Name: Armida Montes 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting M. Armida Montes Written Public Comment 123.pdf (36 

kb) 



_ 

Email: Arm,'dq Hootcs CS£3rna4 l.corvt 

Additional Comments: -

Sincerely, 

Signature: e/4/J� &@ 

------- -------- --------- ---

Name: H fjRJ-4/tJA lfOIIJ7ls5 
Address: /{)OL{L/ � • }J� )Jd/4) Cf/- 9/32/5

Phone: �!<is- 72u_-Z33'8 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval ofthe Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so thafthe people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of"over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Eve 
Last Name: Sullivan 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Eve Sullivan Written Public Comment 125.pdf (39 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Liliana 
Last Name: Sanchez 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Liliana Sanches Written Public Comment 126.pdf (36 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

/ 

Sincerely, 

8:'a
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In  essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley: 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock_. the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in  the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Jake 
Last Name : Shelton 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Jake Shelton Written Public Comment 129.pdf (39 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Dawn 
Last Name: Phillips 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Dawn Phillps Written Public Comment 130.pdf (37 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. .The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
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Last Name : Torres 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Carlos Torres Written Public Comment 132.pdf (36 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the follqwing 

• • 1'�·.:,->···•'·
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will cal l upon my!jl'fl)·!jl'fl)· 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
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Last Name : Poole 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting N. Poole Written Public Comment 137.pdf (33 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form ofdelay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Michael 
Last Name: McGuithis 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Michael McGuithis Written Public Comment 139.pdf (35 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

�W<<;, 1:�, tf.;&,�� 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing h'5 been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Wil 
Last Name : Behrens 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Wil Behrens Written Public Comment 14 1.pdf (35 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remc,ve the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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Attachments : March Board Meeting Christi O'Connor Written Public Comment 142.pdf (36 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, ' 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in  the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

�;/!jl'fl)&- 0. HA� 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed H igh Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

:-ift, ,� ,�,, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1.  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in  the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

tf.J!jl'fl) Gfk!jl'fl)
__, =-- .,_,,,____,___!jl'fl)

I 

________

Additional Comments:. 

�!jl'fl)

_!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _________ ________ ____ _!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _

Address: JooY-o Wsuiico1t±h s-+, ?2bci Ii o 1,) ti<J ls/ Ctl �/0 9-o- l z.5H 

Email:. _____ Phone: Clflw _:31::,-3-4(<.,_s � 

Signature:!jl'fl) �=-'-""--(?_!jl'fl) ___ Name: J?.'<:l b?y+q C.., Ceo[� 
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Frank 
Biedinger 

I currently live at Parkway Lake RV Park in Morgan Hill. I am told by 
management we have two years before we are displaced from our sites to 
build the train. Bringing in a high speed train that will cost tax payers millions 
of dollars each year to run and maintain not to mention the building cost has 
more than doubled. This will displace over 100 RV's mostly retired and low 
income.With the homeless problem this county already faces but never 
seems to talk about. I can not grasp why Santa Clara County's homeless 
problem would not be a number one priority instead of a high speed train that 
will take 200 years to pay for itself. What is your plan for the displacement of 
these 100 plus campers who can not afford to pay the high rents in the area? 
Why couldn't the current train track on the west side of Monterey Road be 
utilized to build your additional track next to it. Why jump the road? 

Sincerely, 

Frank Biedinger 
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First Name : Vanessa 
Last Name : May 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Good day CA High Speed Rail Authority: 

The United States of America, unlike Japan and Germany, did not adequately 
plan and institute high speed rail construction after World War Two. Nor did 
we adequately plan and institute a complementary extensive and efficient 
public mass transit system. 

Instead we shortsightedly and foolishly opted for automobile and highway 
centered modes of transportation. 
It is ludicrous and impractical to now overlay onto a densely populated and 
built up infrastructure a high speed rail system. The more practical thing to do 
is to work with the topography as it is. 

That being said, if we are to proceed with the present California high speed 
rail project, it would best serve the people and the environment if it stopped in 
Palmdale. From Palmdale, a complementary extensive and efficient public 
mass transit system into the Santa Clarita area and into the San Fernando 
Valley, Los Angeles and all points south is efficacious. 
For example, an EXPRESS Bay Area Rapid Transit ("BART") like train could 
run from Palmdale to Burbank and then to LAX. Other multiple stop trains 
could comprise the rest of the system. 

The money now being wasted on this poorly planned, and soon to be 
technologically obsolete, current high speed rail project NEE DS to be 
curtailed and the remainder spent on planning and creating a much needed 
extensive and efficient public mass transit system for Southern California. 

Additionally, the current CA high speed rail project and its routes are 
impractical for the following reasons: 

*The Refined SR 14 route comes too close to the methane gas producing 
Lopez Canyon Landfill site. The construction and operation of high speed rail 
anywhere near this location poses a risk of eliciting a dangerous methane gas 
leak. 

*Refined SR 14, E 1  and E2 routes endanger VITAL aquifers and 
watersheds. They also endanger the lives of delicate, sensitive, and essential 
flora, fauna, livestock and pets. 

*Refined SR 14, E 1  and E2 routes will be perilously close to earthquake 
faults and territories prone to wildfire. The affected route areas lack adequate 
emergency evacuation passages, facilities, personnel and hospitals to 
responsibly deal with a crisis. 

Due to the California drought and impending climate catastrophe, the water to 
be used and the CO2 emissions from building the high speed rail project into 
LA will be too environmentally costly. 

Let's not be short sighted and foolish again. We need to halt this runaway 
train. We need to stop NOW to rethink and rework this. 

Sincerely, 

Vanessa May 
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Attachments : 

Terri 
King 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Page 9, Table 5 of the Capital Cost Basis of Estimate Report, identifies the 
Madera Acres to Poplar section cost with only two stations at Madera and 
Fresno. However, it does not include reference to the planned Kings/Tulare 
station. 

Page 26, Table 17 of the same report reiterates the cost of stations, terminals 
and intermodal, with only the Madera and Fresno stations and does not 
include reference to the planned Kings/Tulare station. 

However, Page A-1 of Appendix A- High Speed Rail Operating Plans, in the 
Ridership and Revenue Forecasts technical supporting document, shows that 
ridership from a Kings/Tulare station is being accounted for in the operations. 

It is imperative that the Capital costs include the addition of costs for the 
construction of the planned Kings/Tulare station, along with the Madera and 
Fresno stations. The HSRA cannot count the estimated ridership from the 
Kings/Tulare station in their operations analysis if there is no station. 

Will the HSRA be funding and constructing a station at the Kings/Tulare 
location? 

Thank you. 
20180504 120032263.pdf (182 kb) 



797 

458 

$2,439 

$ 2,437 

935 

Table 5 2016 Business Plan to Draft 2018 Business Plan Phase 1 Capital Cost Comparison 

San Francisco to 
San Jose 

$3,281 $2,380 $(901) 

San Jose to Gilroy $4,579 $2,820 $(1e,759) 

Gilroy to Carlucci 
Rd. 

$ 5,738 $ 8,984 $3,246 

$ 9,982 $2,753 

$ 2,805 $ 680 

Burbank 

Burbank to Los $ 1 ,667 $ 1 ,252 $ (415) 
Angeles 

Comments• 

Shared tracks with Caltrain. Includes temp 
4th and King, LMF at Brisbane and 
contribution of $713M to Caltrain 
electrification and $550M to Phase 2 of the 
DTX project 

Includes at-grade Diridon Station. Assumes 
use of UPRR ROW from Tamien to Gilroy 
Station 

Per preliminary engineering for Alternative 
2 including 13.4 miles of viaduct and 15.2 
miles of tunnels 

Merced to Wye $ 1 ,080 $ 
Legs 1 

Wye Legs 1 $ 1 ,238 $ 1 ,225 

$ (283) Based on amended Hybrid Alternative from 
Merced to Ranch Road 

$ (13) Based on SR152 to Road 11 Wye Alternative 

Carlucci Rd. to $ 1 ,005 $ 2,097 $1 ,092 Wye Leg 2 from Carlucci Road to Avenue 
Madera Acres 19. Includes 1.6 miles of viaduct and bridge 
(Wye Leg 2) structures and 15 grade separations 

HMF $ 1 ,300 $ $ (842) Includes HMF in the Central Valley; LMFs 

Madera Acres to $ 7,229 
Poplar Ave. 

Poplar Ave. to $ 2,125 
Bakersfield 

are accounted for in the geographic 
segments 

Reflects scope of CP 1, CP 2-3, CP 4 and 
SR99 projects plus track and systems and 2 
stations [Madera (temp) and Fresno)] 

Based on LGA extending route from Poplar 
Ave to Oswell Street and high-speed rail 
station in Bakersfield 

Bakersfield to $10,198 $12,290 $2,091 Assumes preliminary engineering for 
Palmdale Alternative s. Includes a LMF/MOIF at 

Palmdale 

Palmdale to $12,428 $14,867 Reflects SAA Alternative Ela updated based 
on average cost growth assumptions. 

Based on preliminary engineering for 
Alternative B but assuming temporary 
Burbank Station to be at-grade 

Los Angeles to Preliminary engineering for Alternative 2R $ 3,040 $ 602 
without high-speed rail station at Norwalk. 
Includes $S00M bookend contribution in 
Southern California 

Anaheim 

Trainsets $ 3,557 $ 4,493 $ Assumes a total fleet of 72 trainsets for 
Phase 1 

Total Phase 1" $57,863 $67,490 $9,626 

• Numerical values indicating cost increases/decreases are not representative of the total cost variances. Other costs 
including allowances based on percentages also contribute to the total difference but are not listed in this table. 

"eFigures may not sum due to rounding. 

3/8/2018 DRAFT 2018 Business Plan: Capital Cost Basis of Estimate Report 
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$ 598 

$ 478 

Madera Acres to Poplar Avenue (~119 miles) 

Table 17  Madera Acres to Poplar Avenue Cost by sec 

• I • I f • • I t ' . 
10 TRACK STRUCTURES & TRACK 

20 STATIONS, TERMINALS, INTERMODAL 

30 SUPPORT FACILITIES: YARDS, SHOPS, ADMIN. 
BLDGS 

$ 1,553 

$ 182 

-

40 SITEWORK, RIGHT OF WAY, LAND, EXISTING 
IMPROVEMENTS 

$2,623 

50 COMMUNICATIONS & SIGNALING $ 280 

2018 BP Cost 
(2017$, millions) 

$ 2,483 

$ 153 

-

$ 4,765 

$ 344 

60 ELECTRIC TRACTION $ 693 

80 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $1,514 $ 970 

90 UNALLOCATED CONTINGENCY $ 575 

TOTAL:e' $7,229 $9,982 

• Figures may not sum due to rounding 

Assumptions: 

j. 
Reflects the scope of GP 1 ,  GP 2-3, GP 4 and SR99 projects in Central Valley between Madera Acres 
and Poplar Avenue as well as the balance of high-speed rail scope within these limits including track, 
systems and electrification. Passenger stations include high-speed rail station at Fresno, and a temporary 
station in Madera. Heavy Maintenance Facility (HMF) is also accounted for (however not yet located) 
within this section. 

3/8/2018 DRAFT 2018 Business Plan: Capital Cost Basis of Estimate Report 
26 J P a g c  



California f-1igh"·Speed Raif Draft 2018 Business Plan 

Appendix A. High-Speed Rail Operating Plans 

A.1 Si l icon Valley to Central Valley -2029 

"' A. 1 . 1  Dedicated Bus Connections- ,  Jorlh 

Bay Area Bus Bay Area Bus 
6 Pe:ak Hours 10 Off-P.iak Hours 

Pattern# 2 
Frequency 30 

Run times from start in minutes 
Sacramento 0 

Elk Grove 
Lodi 

10 

35 
Stockton 60 
Modesto 120 

Turlock/Denair 155 
Merced 
Madera 

200 
240 

Pattern#! 2 
Frequency! 60 

Run times from start in minutes 
Sacramento 0 

Elk Grove 10 
Lodi 35 

Stockton 60 
Modesto 120 

Tur!ock/Denair 155 
Merced 200 
Madera 240 

#of Buses 12 #of Buses 10 

HSR-BusTransferTime 15 HSR-BusTransfer time 15 

A.1 .2  High-Speed Rail Patterns 

Tra·in Train 
6 Peak Hours 10 Off -Peak Hours 

Pattern #  10 
Frequency 30 

Run times from start in minutes 
San Francisco 0 

San Jose 63 
Gilroy 96 

Madera 131 

Fresno 145 

Kings/Tulare 161 

Bakersfield 190 

Pattern# 10 

Frequency! 60 
Run times from start in minutes 

San Francisco 0 

San Jose 63 
Gilroy 96 

Madera 131 

Fresno 145 

Kings/Tulare 161 

Bakersfield 190 

# of Trains 12 # of Trains 10 

A 1.3 Dedicated Bus Connections-South 

LA Basin Bus 
6 Peak Hours 

HSR-Bus Transfer Time 15 15 15 

Pattern# 1 2 I a 
Frequency 30 30 I 30 

Run times from start i n  minutes 
Bakersfield 0 0 0 

Burbank Airport 132 I I  I I  
Los Angeles Union Station 160 I I  I I  

Van Nuys .. 140 I I. 
,·,,-,, 160West Los Angeles I I  

5-antaAnita I • • · ·. 160 
#ofBuses 12 12 12 

LA Basin Bus 
10 OffAPe:ak Hours 

HSR-Bus Transfer Time 15 15 15 

Pattern# 1 2 3 

Frequency 60 607 60 
Run times from start in minutes 

Bakersfield 0 0 0 
Burbank Airport 132 I I  I I  

Los Angeles Union Station 160 I I  I I  
Van Nuys I . .  140 I I  

West Los Angeles rec 160 I I  
Santa Anita I$.· .  160 

#ofBuses 10 10 10 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc 
A-1 
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Attn: Draft 2018 Business Plan 
California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) 
770 L Street, Suite 620, MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

April 30, 2018 

Subject - Comment Regarding Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan 

Topic - Analysis of Amtrak 2017 Data and HSR Projections on O & M Costs 

Summary 

The Draft version of the 2018 Business Plan is missing two vital pieces of information. 
First, there is no analysis of other HSR rail systems to understand their actual operations 
and maintenance costs. Second, there is no comparison in the Draft 2018 Business Plan of 
the Authority' s  operations and maintenance cost projections to the actual costs of these 
other HSR systems, using industry standard metrics such as revenues and costs per 
passenger mile and per seat mile. Given the credibility gap that now exists with any 
CHSRA financial projections, such a comparison is necessary. 

Supporting Information 

There is one document attached to this Comment. 

Attachment 1 

Amtrak Monthly Performance Report, September 2017 (Preliminary and Unaudited), dated 
December 27, 2017. 

This Report can be found at: 

https://www.amtrak.com/content/dam/projects/dotcom/english/public/documents/corporate 
/monthlyperformancereports/201 7 / Amtrak-Monthly-Performance-Report-September-
2017-Preliminary-Unaudited.pdf 

This monthly report of7 pages replaces a much more detailed monthly report published up 
until 2017. The September report is especially valuable, as it provides data for the past 1 2  
months, as the Amtrak Fiscal Year ends on September 30. 

The critical performance metrics for all of the Amtrak rail services can be found on page 7. 
See "Route Level Results". 

- 1 -



Findings 

I .  While the Authority's financial model produces high level revenue and cost projections. 
it appears there is sufficient information to structure their results into industry standard 
metrics. This Comment document incorporates these results. 

2. The Amtrak financial results from their operations in the Northeast Corridor, for 
Washington DC through New York, to Boston, provides an interesting set of comparison 
to the Authority's projections. 

3 .  While the Authority's projections highlight the importance of short distance commuter 
rail service in their Plan, it raises the question regarding trying to provide short distance 
frequent services and long haul services between Los Angeles and San Francisco with the 
same rail system. It appears that Amtrak is committed to two different types of services in 
the Northeast Corridor. There may be lessons to be learned here. 

4. The Authority's projected Revenue per Passenger Mile, at about 50 cents, is similar to 
that of the Regional commuter service, not Acela. 

5 .  The Authority's projected Operations and Maintenance costs per Passenger Mile are 
much less than the actual costs of Accla and the Regional services. 

Analysis Of The Situation 

The public is on the horns of a dilemma. Amtrak publishes tremendous amounts of 
operational data on all of its routes, whereas the CHS RA now publishes only summary 
projections of computer models that forecast passengers (ridership), revenues, and 
operating and maintenance costs. Over the past 6 years the amount of detailed projections 
has been intentionally removed for the Business Plans and its supporting documents. 
Now, comparative measurements, such as revenues and cost per passenger mile and per 
seat mile are dismissed by the CHSRA as not important and have no place in their 
Business Plans. The results is that the public is put in a "trust them" situation, with no way 
to gain any confidence that the financial projections make any operational sense and are 
based on operational metrics that are in the range of operational realism. 

The 2018 CHSRA Business Plan 

Given this lack of operational comparative data, this Comment will attempt to produce 
some realistic operational projections based on the 201 8  CHSRA Business Plan, so that 
comparisons can be made to current Amtrak performance and to international data that has 
been collected over the past few years. 

It would be beneficial if the CHS RA would publish such operational performance 
projections, but based on past actions, this is highly unlikely. 

- 2 -



5.6 7.8 27.9 

$729 $2,524 

$254 $305 $796 $959 

$57.2 

77.4% 45.4% 

75% 

924 1 ,474 3,727 

75% 3,737 4,970 

To present some operational metrics Figure I was developed from data from the Draft 
2018 Business Plan and the Ridership and Revenue supporting document to this Plan. 

Figure 1 

Projection ofDraft 2018 Business Plan Revenue and O & M Costs 

Per Passenger Mile & Seat Mile 

Val ley to Val ley Phase I 
Year 2029 2030 203t1 2032 2033 2034 2035 2045 

Riders ,m 1 0. 1  1 2.4 24. 1  3 1 .9 44. 1 

Revenue, m $328 $458 $592 $ 1 ,404 $ 1 ,629 $ 1 ,862 

O&M,tm $28 1  $827 $868$33 1 
Average 

$58.4Rev/Rider $58.6 $58.7 $58.6 $58.8 $58.3 $58.4 $58.4 

O&M/Rev 61 .4% 5 1 .5% 56.7% 50.8% 46.6% 38.0% 

Miles, Avg 1 17.8 1 1 8. 5  1 1 8.0 1 1 8.9 1 1 6 .3 1 1 6.9 1 1 6.8 1 1 t1 .4 

Rev/PPM $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0.49 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 $0. 5 1  

O&M/PPM $0.38 $0.30 $0.26 $0.22 $0.28 $0.25 $0.23 $0.20 

O&M/PSM $0.25 $0.20 $0. 1 7  $0. 1 5  $0. 1 8  $0. 1 6  $0. 1 5  $0. 1 3  
Project 

65% 
Load Factor 

or 
Project 

O&M/PSM $0,29 $0.23 $0. 19  $0. 1 7  $0.21 $0. 1 9  $0. 1 7  $0. 1 5  
Load Factor 

PMt,m 660 1 , 1 92 2,803 3,262 4,9 14  

SM, m at 
65% 1 ,0 1 5  1 ,422 1 ,834 2,267 4,3 1 2  5,0 1 9  5,735 7,560 

SM, m at 
880 1 ,233 1 ,589 1 ,965 4,350 6,552 
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The first 4 columns are the 4 years of the IOS Valley to Valley operational period shovm 
on all of the Exhibit 7.1 to 7.6 of the Business Plan. The second set of4 later years are 
sample years from the Phase 1 period on the same Exhibits. 

The "Riders" row shows the Medium Ridership projections, in millions of passengers, in 
Exhibit 7.1. 

The "Revenue" row shows the Medium Revenue projections, in millions of 2017 dollars, 
in Exhibit 7.2. 

The "O&M" row shows the Medium Cost Estimate projections, in millions of2017 
dollars, in Exhibit 7.4. 

The "Rev/Rider" row calculates the Revenue per Rider (Passenger), by dividing the 
Revenue by the Riders. The average revenue, over all these years, per rider is about $58. 

The "O&M/Rev" row calculates the annual percentage the Operational and Maintenance 
costs are, compared to the annual revenues. It is very high in the first year (2029), at 77%, 
and drops to 38% by 2045. 

The row of "Miles, Avg" shows that the average number of miles traveled per rider is 1 1 8  
miles in 2029 and declines to 111 in the Phase 1 period. This is computed by using the 
fonnula shown on page 2-5 of the Draft 2018 Ridership & Revenue Forecasting document 
for calculating the ticket fares for interregional travel. This fonnula of"$33.89 plus 
$0.2095 per mile", yields 117.8 miles for an average ticket fare of$58.60, in 2029. The 
other two fares on page 2-5 were not used, as the amount of revenue being generated by 
the intraregional fares inside the SCAG and MTC regions contribute only about I% to 2% 
ofthe projected revenues on Table 5.3, pages 5-5 and 5-6 of the Draft 2018 Ridership & 
Revenue Forecasting document. 

The "Rev/PPM" row shows that the Revenue per Passenger Mile is consistently at $0.50 
over all the different years. This is computed by dividing the "Revenue per Rider", see 
above (Rev/Rider), by the average number of miles traveled (Miles, Avg.). 

The "O&M/PPM" row shows that the O&M Per Passenger Mile costs can be computed by 
multiplying the Revenue per Passenger Mile (Rev/PPM) for each year times the ratio of 
total O&M Costs to Total Revenues (O&M/Rev) for that year. Note that the O&M/PPM 
declines from $0.38 in 2029 to $0.20 in 2045, as the ratio of total O&M Costs to Total 
Revenues (O&M/Rev) drops from 77% to 38%. 

The question is often asked, "What are the costs per Seat Mile, as opposed to the cost per 
Passenger Mile?" The answer to this question is based on the ratio of total seats to 
occupied seats. In a perfect world, if every seat in every train in the period being measured 
is occupied, then the cost per Seat Mile would equal the cost per Passenger Mile. Reality 

- 4 -



is that not all seats are always occupied. The CHSRA says they plan on achieving an 80% 
Load Factor; in other words, all of the seats are occupied 80% of the time. A worthy 
objective, but no one operating an HSR system achieves a system wide 80% Load Factor. 
Years ago, the French HSR organization told the CHSRA they were achieving about 70% 
across their HSR network. 

The next two rows on Figure 1 show what the O&M costs per Seat Mile would be, if either 
a 65% or a 75% Load Factor is achieved. 

The "PM" row shows the number of Passenger Miles, in millions, by multiplying the 
"Miles, Avg" (per rider) by the number of"Riders". 

The two "SM" rows show the number of Seat Miles for the two different Load Factors, in 
millions, by dividing the "O&M" costs by the "O&M/PSM" costs for the two different 
Load Factors. 

- 5 -



3 .4 

$324 

$77.6 

The 2017 Amtrak Operating Results 

Figure 2 
2017 Amtrak Route Level Results 
Per Passenger Mile & Seat Mile 

Acela Regional All ofNEC 

Riders ,m 8.6 1 2  

Revenue, m $6 1 5  $667 $ 1 265 

O&M,em $461 $794 

Rev/Rider $ 1 80.9 $ 1 05.4 

O&M/Rev 

Miles, Avg 

Rev/PPM 

O&M/PPM 

O&M/PSM 

PMe,m 

SM, m at LF 

Load Factor 

52.7% 

19 1 . 5  

$0.94 

$0.50 

$0.30 

65 l 

1 ,068 

6 1 %  

69. 1 %  

1 60.5 

$0.48 

$0.33 

$0. 1 9  

1 ,380 

2,480 

58% 

62.8% 

1 65.35 

$0.64 

$0.40 

$0.22 

1 ,984 

3,554 

57% 
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These 3 columns are the 2017 annual operational route results for the Acela "high speed"
rail route in the Northeast Corridor, the Regional commuter service for the same Northeast 
Corridor and the combined results of all of the route traffic in the Northeast Corridor, 
including the Acela, the Regional and a very small number of special trains. The Northeast 
Corridor is defined as the Amtrak rail service from Washington DC, through New York, to 
Boston, a distance of about 440 miles. In comparison, the CHSRA's Phase I will be about 
385 miles between San Francisco and Los Angeles. 

These operational results are from page 7 of Attachment 1 ,  which is the Amtrak Monthly 
Performance Report, September 2017 (Preliminary and Unaudited), dated December 27, 
2017. 

The "Acela" and "Regional" results are from the first and second rows on page 7. The 
"All of NEC" results are from the 4th row on page 7, labeled "NEC". 

The "Riders" row shows the results from the "Ridership" column on page 7, in millions of 
passengers. 

The "Revenue" row shows the results from the "Operating Revenue" column, in millions 
of dollars. 

The "O&M" row shows the results from the "Operating Expense" column, in millions of 
dollars. 

The "Rev/Rider" row calculates the Revenue per Rider (Passenger), by dividing the 
Revenue by the Riders. Note that the average revenue varies dramatically between the 
Acela service and the Regional service. 

The "O&M/Rev" row calculates what the annual percentage the Operational and 
Maintenance costs are, compared to the annual Revenues. It is very high for the Regional 
service, and less for the Acela service. 

The row of "Miles, Avg" shows that the average number of miles traveled per Acela rider 
is 1 92 miles, and 160 miles for the Regional service. This is computed by dividing the 
Passenger Miles, (PM), see below, by the "Riders". 

The "Rev/PPM" row shows that the Revenue per Passenger Mile is $0.94 for Acela service 
and $0.48 for the Regional service. This is computed by dividing the "Revenue", see 
above (Revenue), by the number of Passenger Miles (PM), see below. 

The "O&M/PPM" row shows that the O&M Per Passenger Mile is $0.50 for Acela service 
and $0.33 for the Regional service. This is computed by dividing the "O&M", see above 
(Operating Expenses), by the number of Passenger Miles, "PM". 
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Note that the O&M/PPM at $0.50 for Acela Service is equal to the projected CHSRA 
Revenue Per Passenger Mile, "Rev/PPM" on Figure 1 .  

The "O&M/PSM" row shows that the O&M Per Seat Mile is $0.30 for Acela service and 
$0. 19  for the Regional service. This is computed by dividing the "O&M", see above 
(Operating Expense), by the number of Seat Miles, "SM", see below. 

The "PM" row shows the results from the number of "Passenger Miles" column, in 
millions. 

The "SM" row shows the results from the number of "Seat Miles" column, in millions. 
This Seat Mile result leads to a resulting Load Factor, as shown in "Load Factor". 

The "Load Factor" row shows the results from the "Average Load Factor" column. 

Conclusion 

If the Authority's future actual operating costs are more like the costs of the Acela and the 
Regional services, the Authority's low Revenue per Passenger Mile (Rev/PPM) pricing 
strategy, of about 50 cents PPM, will make the positive Operating Margins disappear, and 
will probably require an Operating Subsidy. 

That would be a far cry from the Authority's projections where the forecasted positive 
Operating Margin would be available to help pay construction costs. 

William H. Warren 
williamhwarrcn(alsbcglobal.11et 
c/o Michael J. Brady 
1001 Marshall Street, Suite 500 
Redwood City, CA 94063-2052 
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Attachment 1 



MONTHLY PERFORMANCE 

REPORT 

SEPTEMBER FY 2017 

(PRELIMINARY AND UNAUDITED) 



Operating finishes off strong: Adjusted Operating Earnings for FY 201 7  is a loss 
of ($1 94.1 mil l ion), $35.9 mil l ion favorable to Plan, and $36. 1 mil l ion better than 
prior year. Adjusted ticket revenue beat budget by $16 . 1 mil l ion or 0. 7%, resulting 
in the best year ever for system-wide ticket revenues. Total expenses were 
favorable $84.0  mi l l ion or 2.4% to Plan largely due to lower Ancil lary expense, 
salaries, train operations, and fuel expenses, partially offset by higher wages and 
overtime and other expenses. 

Capital remains below planned spend :  Capital Spend (excluding RRIF) is 
$1 ,502.3 mil l ion, $41 5. 1  mil l ion or 1 9.4% favorable to Plan, as Federal Capital is 
below planned spend. Compared to prior year, total capital was $96. 7 mil l ion or 
6.9% higher, due to more third party work. 

AdJu•ted Operating Earnings Capital Spend (excluding RRIF) 
($;¥/il M/1/i,(;,Mj 

($, In Mlllmn) FV 2.016 · FY Z017 FY 2017 $2,SOO
Adu.i Plan ActWII $2,138,1

$0 
$2,000 

($5-0) $1,502.3 
$1,500 

($100) ;"""' 
1$1,0) '-

t'°° 
{$200) 

$0 

FVlQll> FYWl7 1-Y lOP ($2,0) [$2,0.2) [$2,0,0) """"' Pt.in A.�v,1 

Note: Going for.vard, Amtrak will report Adjusted Operating Earnings as the key financial measure to evaluate results, Net lncome/(Loss) 
will continue to be reported for reference, Adjusted Operating earnings represents Amtrak's cash funding needs and is a reasonable proxy 
for Federal Operating Support needed in line with the appropriation. Route level results (reported on page 7) will reflect the change to 
Adjusted Operating Earnings, in line with consolidated financials. 
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Ticket Revenue (Adjusted) 2,136,1 2,185.5 49A 2.3% 2,169,4 2,185.5 16,1 0.7% 
Food & Beverage 132,3 139,1 6.8 5,1% 134,7 139.1 4.4 3,2%
State Supported Train Revenue 227.0 224,0 (3,0) (1.3%) 242,7 224.0 (18.7) (7,7%)

Subtotal PilSsenger Related Revenue 2,495.3 2,548.5 "' LI% 2,546.8 2,548.5 1,7 0,1% 
Other Core Revenue 225.S 260,2 34.7 15.4% 254,8 260.2 54 2.1% 
Ancillary Revenue 425.0 370.5 (54,4} (12,8"/4) 425.7 370,6 (55.1) (13.0%} 

Total Revenue 3,145.9 3,179,3 33.4 1.1% 3,227.3 3,179.3 (48.0) (LS%) 
Salaries, Wages & Benefits 1,995.7 2,(Xl2.9 7.2 0.4% 2,038.8 2,002,9 36.20 1.8% 

Train Operations 297,8 285,0 (12.8) (4.3%) 305,5 285.0 20,4 6,7"/4 
Fuel, power& Utilities 223.5 231.4 7.9 3.5% 251.1 231.4 19,7 7.Cf'la 
Materials 110,1 120.9 10.8 9,8% 117,2 120.9 (3,6) {3.1%)
Facility, Communication & Office 153.5 158,3 4.8 3,1% 162.0 158,3 3.7 2.3% 
Advertising and Sales 104.2 105,7 2,5 2.4% 107,7 105.7 1,0 0,9%
Casualty and Other Claims 72.8 71,1 (1.8) (2.4%) 73.4 71.1 2.4 3.2"/2 
Professional Fees & Data Processing 215.2 230,2 1S.O 7.IJ'/4 229.5 230.2 (0,7) (0.3%)
All Other Expense 113.9 103.7 (10.3} (9.0%) 71,9 103,7 (31,7} (44.1%)
Transfer to Capita I & Ancillary (252.4) (241.7) 10.27 4.2% (254,2) (241.7) (12.5) {4.9%) 

Core Expense 3,034.4 3,068.4 .. , 1.1% 3,103.1 3,068.4 34.6 1.1% 
Ancillary Expense 341.7 305,0 (36.7) {10.7%} 354.3 305.0 49,3 13,9% 

3 376,0 3 373.4 Z7 "1% 3 457.3 3 373.4 Z4" 

. (li>!l,i! .$ 15.6"'gn, 
OPEB's and Pension 98.5 115,3 16.8 17.1% 125,1 115,3 (9.8) (7,8%)
Projects (124.1) (122,4) 1.7 1.4% (43.1) (122.4) (79.2) {183,7"/4)
Depreciation (818.2) (790,26) 27.7 3.4% j799.0) (790,6} 8,5 1.1% 
Office of Inspector General {19,9) {21.6) (1.7) (8.4%} (23.2) (21.6) 1.6 6,8% 
State Capital Payment Amortization (59,8) (61.9) (2,2) (3.6%) {56.6) (61.9) (S.4) (9.5%)
Non.operating lnc/(E�p} 63.3 83,7 20.4 32.3% 51.4 83.7 32.3 62,9% 

Revenues: Total revenues were unfavorable ($48.0 mill ion), or ( 1 . 5%), compared to Plan and 
increased $33.4 mill ion, or 1 . 1  %, compared to the prior year. Despite challenges from the 
Penn Station renewal project and the impact of Hurricanes, strong demand, market growth, 
and close monitoring resulted in all-time record revenue in the NEC and State Supported 
business lines. 

Expenses: Total expenses were favorable $84.0 mil l ion, or 2.4%, compared to Plan and 
decreased ($2. 7 million), or (0. 1 %), compared to the prior year. The favorability to Plan was 
due to lower Ancillary expense, salaries, train operations, and fuel expenses, partially offset by 
higher wages and overtime and other expenses. The decrease versus the prior year was due 
to lower Ancillary expense, partially offset by higher professional fees and wages and overtime. 

Note: Going forward, Amtrak will report Adjusted Operating Earnings as the key financial measure to evaluate results, Net lncome/(Loss) 
will continue to be reported for reference. Adjusted Operating earnings represents Amtrak's cash funding needs and is a reasonable proxy 
for Federal Operating Support needed in line with the appropriation. Route level results (reported on page 7) will reflect the change to 
Adjusted Operating Earnings, in line with consolidated financials. 

Note: Adjusted Operating Earnings is defined as GAAP Net Loss excluding: (1)  certain non-cash items (depreciation, income tax expense, 
non-cash portion of penslon and other post retirement employment benefits, and state capital payment amortization); and (2) GAAP income 
statement items reported with capltal or debt results or other grants (project related revenue/costs reported wlth capital results, expense 
related to Inspector Generafs office, and interest expense, net). 
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Note: Moynihan Capltalization is excluded from FY 17 Actuals due to third party work performed and paid for by an outside company on an 
Amtrak Asset Although we did not accrue expenses for the work performed, Amtrak must recognize the additional value added to that 
asset on Amtrak's balance sheet 
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303.5 

95% 
(3.7%) 

(3.4%) 

K!!r_ Perf__ormonce Indicators 
Ridership {In thousands): 

Northeast Corridor 11,909.8 12,062,8 12,027.3 (35.5) (0.3%) 
State Supported 14,709.3 15,213, 7 15,012,8 (200.9) (1.3%) 

117.5 1,0% 
2.1% 

long Distance 4,655.6 4,641.8 4,698.5 56.6 1,2% 42.9 0.9% 
Total Ridership 31,274.8 31,918.4 31,738.6 (179.8) (0.6%) 463,8 1.5% 

RASM (In cents} 20.85 20.15 20.13 (0,02) 
CASM (in cents) 21.50 21.93 
Cost Recovery Ratio {NTS) 97% 92% 

21.12 0.81 
(0.1%) (0.72) 

(0.38) ( 1.8%) 

Ridership (in thousands) 31,274.8 31,918.4 31,738.6 
N/A 3.4% N/A ( 1.7%) 

( 179.8) (0.6%) 463,8 1.5% 
Customer Satisfaction Index (eCSI) 81.3 82.3 80.1 
Other Indicators On mlllionsl 
Seat Miles 12,800.7 12,899.7 12,737,2 
Passenger MIies 6,519.6 6,261.0 6,520,7 
Train Miles 37,7 38.3 37.6 

(2.2) {2,7%) (1.2) (1.5%) 

(162.6) (1.3%) (63.5) (0.5%) 
259,8 4.1% 1.2 0.0% 

(0.7) (1.7%) (0.1) (0.3%) 
Note: Customer Satisfaction Index (eCS/) Plan is for the full fiscal year, not a monthly goal. 

Ridership
(in Thousands) 

3.S,000 ff FY 2016Actual :Ai FY 2017 Plan ■ FY 2017 Actual 

30,000 

25,000 

20,000 

15,000 

10,000 

5,000 

0 
NEC State Supported Long Distance Total 

Ridership finished the year at (0 . 1 8  million) or (0.6%) below Plan, and 0.46 million or 1 .5% 
higher than the prior year. Although slightly unfavorable to budget, system-wide ridership hit an  
all-time record . 
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FY 20 1 7  Sources and Uses data is currently being 

updated and wi l l  be provided upon completion .  
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Gerri 
Last Name: Summe 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Hello CHS RA, I had every intention of attending your recent Board Meeting in 
Los Angeles, but a family emergency came up. Here are the remarks I had 
hoped to say: 
Good Morning Chairman Richard and Board Members, 
My name is Gerri Summe. I am one of the founding members of the SAFE 
Coalition and sit on the Board of the Shadow Hills Property Owners 
Association. Thank you for hearing our thoughts today. 
When this train was originally approved by Prop 1A in 2008, I understood 
there was about $1 OB funded by the bond issue, with expected matching 
funds from the Feds and private investment. But any private investor with a 
brain has run from this project, as has the federal government, but you 
continue on. 
The cost started at around 30 Billion, and has risen to $45B, then $64B, now 
$77 BILLION dollars, with no end in sight to the expansion of your 
irresponsible budget. To date there has been no consideration of the HUGE 
gap in funding for this project, and no realization by CHS RA that there is NO 
feasible way to fund this train. Nothing about the ever-rising budget for this 
train resembles what was originally approved by the voters. This project 
needs to be returned to the electorate of this state for a new vote. 
I have family in the Bay Area. If you're going alone on a quick trip, you fly. 
You're there in an hour. If you're making a longer trip, taking the husband 
and the dogs, you want your car. Please wake up. No one is ever going to 
want to ride this train! By 2033, after your budget has risen further still, it will 
cost far more than either flying or driving. 
Enough is enough! This project has morphed into something far different 
than what the voters approved in 2008. It's time to stop the fantasy that 
funding will come out of nowhere, or that Cap & Trade funds will ever be 
enough to pay for this train. If there are any representatives or staffers from 
the California Legislature in the room today, PLEASE be responsible, whether 
Democrat or Republican. Do NOT approve this ridiculous $77 BILLION 
Business Plan. 
STOP the TRAIN!! Thank you. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Stephen 
Last Name: Webb 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I think this is a great step forward to introducing the wider community to the 
challenges, requirements, but most importantly, the benefits to the wider 
audience of such a tremendous project. Having played a role is several ' 
community changing infrastructure projects' in my career, it is often easy to 
focus on the short-term and mundane easy to establish facts, such as 
CAPEX, OPEX, Financial, Legal and Risk items. But the real benefits, though 
not always easy to quantify, are the true goals upon which such societal 
changes are established. 

This will enable a significant change in the quality of life for anyone travelling 
between these great cities. As someone who was an early member of the 
Eurotunnel project between Paris and London (some 100 years in the 
making!), the change in battling 3-4 hours on roads, airport lounges, on and 
off a plane etc. versus 3 hours in comfort, online and comfortably fed, truly is 
a quantum leap and increase in productivity and lifestyle. 

In addition, a project such as this is not at all about "build and they will use", 
but part of a complete charge in approach to the development of the cities, 
their communities, bring all much closer together, and enhancing the 
economic creativity, dynamism and potential that economics has proven, 
reducing the perception of distance can generate and reward. 

Furthermore, infrastructure such as this, carefully directed and managed, will 
evolve into the spine of the merging communities, the core of developments, 
and a catalyst for expansion and growth. All of which, given the complexities 
of economic expansion, are difficult to enunciate. However, will need to be 
tracked, measured and reported, in order to support the local secondary 
benefits among the routes. 

Which comes to my last point, to ensure all of the State derives benefit from 
such a development, inter-operability away from the spine to further 
communities and regions needs to be developed in tandem. Only through 
such strategic thinking can both the Transit Orientated Developments and 
wider community benefits be maximised, Light Rail, Bus Rapid Transit and 
commercial interchange and other developments. 

My very best wishes on such a step-change in approach and investment for 
the State. I am sure, correctly implemented, it will act as both a stimulus to 
the State and the wider communities, but also a model for other such 
possibilities in other suitable regions across North America. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Victor 
Last Name : U rzi 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : There is no need for the High Speed Rail System Proposed. As someone 

who commuted every week to Los Angeles from San Jose, the options at my 
disposal were reasonable and convenient. High Speed Rail is a waste of 
taxpayer money. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Roland 
Last Name : Keffer 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Take your losses now and scrap the bullet train project 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Alfred 
Last Name : Hazle 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : The high speed rail going through South San Jose on Monterey Highway 

needs to be in a tunnel underground. IF YOU CAN'T DO IT RIGHT DON'T 
DO IT AL ALL! 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Sorin 
Last Name : Florea 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues: NO TO HIGH SPEED RAIL; THIS IS A BAD IDEA AND SHOULD HAVE 
BEEN STOPPED A LONG TIME AGO. 
WE NEE D WATER RESERVOIRS,GOOD ROADS AND ME DICAL CARE IN 
CALIFORNIA; THESE ARE IN MY VIEW PRIMARY PRIORITIES 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Connie 
Last Name : Rogers 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : In February, 2018 we submitted a letter to CHSR Board of Directors urging 
you to choose the downtown alignment. That letter explains our reasoning 
more fully. This comment supports that letter. We think that by concentrating 
on electrifying the Caltrain line to Gilroy this will probably mean that HSR will 
effectively choose the downtown alignment and believe this to be the best 
option for locating the station downtown also. Below is the final paragraph 
from our February letter: 
"We urge you to choose the Gilroy Downtown Station Viaduct Alignment 
when you make your final decision. We also ask that you implement 
measures to protect our downtown merchants and community from 
construction impacts, and compensate them for properties or businesses that 
are taken or lose business during the construction period. " 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Vaughn 
Last Name: Wolffe 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I would like to encourage your efforts to expand electrification of the Caltran 
Corridor to Gilroy. This would significantly enhance mobility and provide 
significant opportunities for the whole Bay Area to have easy access to truly 
modern rail service. It would be a very good way for people from the Norhern 
California mega-region and even Southern California to come to San Jose to 
experience at least higher speed rail service. The majority of Californians still 
support High Speed Rail. This would allow many of them to at least get a 
taste of what their tax money can do while at the same time providing real 
alternative modern rail service in a highly congested region of the state. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Tess 
Last Name : Chapman 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: No! No! I am for protecting the wildlife we still have! 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Jerry 
Last Name: Bro 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues I favor HSR in California. 

Page 7 - Should reference Amtrak travel time from San Jose to Los Angeles 
is ELEVEN hours. 
Page 9 - California is now the FIFTH-largest economy in the world. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Doug 
Last Name: Verboon 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: The 2018 Business Plan 

1. Does not comply with Prop. 1 ; 
2. Omits a Kings/Tulare Station, but includes its ridership; 
3. Omits a Kings/Tulare Station despite including it in the FEIR; 
4. Omits a Kings/Tulare Station despite regular assurance from Authority 
and/or Executive level Authority staff and documents that it would be there. 
5. It causes huge concern that the plan is to omit the Amtrak station in 
Hanford which is the second highest ridership in the Central Valley; 
6. If both the Hanford Station and HSR Kings/Tulare Station are omitted, it 
harms a huge population that you are using to boost your ridership numbers; 
7. If HSR fails and the alignment still has utility, it omits the Corcoran station 
which has high dependency and ridership numbers; 
8. HSR gave Tulare County Association of Governments and City of Visalia 
$500,000 to plan for the Kings/Tulare Station. 
Specifically: 
Page 9, Table 5 of the Capital Cost Basis of Estimate Report, identifies the 
Madera Acres to Poplar section cost with only two stations at Madera and 
Fresno. However, it does not include reference to the planned Kings/Tulare 
station. 

Page 26, Table 17 of the same report reiterates the cost of stations, terminals 
and intermodal, with only the Madera and Fresno stations and does not 
include reference to the planned Kings/Tulare station. 

However, Page A-1 of Appendix A- High Speed Rail Operating Plans, in the 
Ridership and Revenue Forecasts technical supporting document, shows that 
ridership from a Kings/Tulare station is being accounted for in the operations. 

It is imperative that the Capital costs include the addition of costs for the 
construction of the planned Kings/Tulare station, along with the Madera and 
Fresno stations. The HSRA cannot count the estimated ridership from the 
Kings/Tulare station in their operations analysis if there is no station. 

If you build the HSR through Kings County, you must include a Kings/Tulare 
station. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : neil 
Last Name : peterson 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : attached is comment letter from the High Desert Corridor Joint Powers 

Authority. 
Attachments : HDCJPALettertoCHSRA002.pdf (335 kb) 



High Desert Corridor 

Joint Powers Authority 

E-220 H IGH  DESERT CORR IDOR 

May 7, 2018 

Mr. Brian P. Kelly 
Chief Executive Officer 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Mr. Kelly: 

The High Desert Corridor Joint Powers Authority (HDCJPA) hereby respectfully submits its 
comments on the 2018 Draft Business Plan (2018  Draft Plan) prepared by the California High-Speed 
Rail Authority (CH SRA). HDCJP A was formed in 2006 by the County of Los Angeles, and the 
County of San Bernardino with participation from the cities of Adelanto, Victorville, Apple Valley, 
Lancaster, and Palmdale to pursue funding and expedite the planning, design, construction, financing, 
operation and maintenance of a multi-purpose corridor, including a high-speed rail line connecting 
Palmdale and Victorville. 

The High Desert Corridor Rail Project (HDC Rail Project) is a proposed 57-mile new grade-separated 
dedicated high-speed rail line between Palmdale, in Los Angeles County and Victorville, in San 
Bernardino County. The HDC Rail Project will provide a critical connection for high speed rail service 
between Los Angeles/Anaheim and Las Vegas as well as the Central Valley, projected to carry over 1 1  
million round-trip passengers a year. 

LA/Anaheim to Las Vegas HSR Ridership Study 

CHSRA recently participated in the investment grade ridership and revenue study (SDG Study) 
sponsored by the HDCJPA that was conducted by the internationally recognized consulting firm Steer 
Davies Gleave (SDG). The SDG Study was published in March 2017 and is available on the HDCJP A 
website. The SDG Study examined potential high-speed rail ridership from Los Angeles and Anaheim 
to Las Vegas over the California HSR System, the HDC Rail Project and XpressWest HSR from 
Victorville to Las Vegas. In addition, it measured potential ridership to Las Vegas from Northern 
California stations on the California HSR System. Because this study included riders traveling over 
the California High-Speed Rail System, CHSRA contributed $250,000 of the cost of the SDG Study, 
and its staff and CH SRA ridership consultant Cambridge Systematics, Inc. actively participated in its 
development. 

IRECTOR 
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High Desert Corridor 

Joint Powers Authority 

E-220 H IGH  DESERT CORR IDOR 

The SDG Study projects that a high-speed rail system from Los Angeles/ Anaheim to Las Vegas would 
capture 27% of the market for high-speed rail service, equivalent to 10.2 million annual round-trips, 
and to induce a further 1 . 1  million round-trips. In total, this would result in 1 1 .3 million round-trips, 
generating $1 .3 billion in annual revenues. 

Of the 1 1 .3 million roundtrips, 63% or 7.2 million roundtrip passengers would start or end their 
journey in Anaheim, Los Angeles or Burbank. An additional 10.5 percent, or an additional 1 .2 million 
passengers would come over the California HSR System from stations up to San Francisco. (See SDG 
Ridership Study, Section 10 . 1 1). 

CHS RA Draft 2018 Business Plan 

Given CHSRA's extensive participation in our ridership study, we were surprised that the CSHRA 
Draft Business Plan appears to ignore the potential contribution of approximately 8.3 million 
roundtrips to the CHSRA System from development of a high-speed rail line from Palmdale to Las 
Vegas. These millions of additional riders on the California HSR System are nowhere referenced in 
the projections prepared by Cambridge Systematics as a Technical Supporting Document appended to 
the CHSRA Draft 2018 Business Plan. Even more disturbing, their map of the stations for the Phase 1 
System does not even show the city of Palmdale, where the CHSRA System would connect to high 
speed rail service to Las Vegas. 

As a result of this omission, it is impossible to assess how the Draft 2018 Business Plan might have 
changed if the 7.2 million roundtrips that the HDC Rail Project together with XpressWest would 
contribute to the California HSR System in Southern California were included in the forecasted 
projections. The 7.2 million roundtrips equate to 14.3 million one-way trips, which exceeds the 14.0 
base one-way ridership projected for the Central Valley to Silicon Valley initial phase. 

The 2018 Draft Business Plan prioritizes completion by 2027 of two initial unconnected segments-- in 
the Central Valley (Madera to Bakersfield), and San Francisco to Gilroy. It states that the subsequent 
completion of the Pacheco Pass connecting these two segments will then perrni t operation of San 
Francisco to Bakersfield in 2029. In the intervening years, CHSRA proposes to "partner with Metro" 
for certain improvements between Los Angeles and Anaheim. However, the 2018 Draft Plan 
contemplates that construction of the line from Bakersfield to Burbank would be the final segment 
built to complete Phase 1 of the System. The Draft 2018 Business Plan assumes this segment would 
not open until at least 2033. 
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High Desert Corridor 

Joint Powers Authority 

E-220 H IGH  DES ERT CORR IDOR 

The 2018 Draft Plan does acknowledge that Phase 1 of the high-speed rail system ''will offer 
tremendous opportunity for connecting to additional transformative transportation projects across the 
state, specifically in Los Angeles and Southern California." It also specifically calls out the HDC Rail 
Project as an example of short term project investments detailed in the State Rail Plan that will interact 
with Phase 1 :  

The State Rail Plan supports investments connecting privately operated high-speed rail service 
to Las Vegas and planned service in the High Desert Corridor with the California high-speed 
rail system at Palmdale. 

In preparing its final 2018 Business Plan, CHSRA should actively consider the revenue and ridership 
potential of completing Anaheim to Palmdale prior to 2033, where over 7.2 million round-trip 
passengers a year would ride HSR from Anaheim, Los Angeles and Burbank to Las Vegas, continuing 
over the High Desert Corridor and XpressWest. In this consideration, it is important to note that 
capital costs associated with both the HDCJPA Rail Project and XpressWest project would not in any 
way burden the CH SRA capital budget and the forecasted ridership and revenue of the Burbank to 
Palmdale line are anticipated to cover operating expenses as required by Proposition IA 

Although we are disappointed in the Authority's tentative plans to postpone service to Southern 
California for 15 years, the HDCJPA will not have to wait on the California HSR Project to advance 
the HDC Rail Project. With over a billion dollars in funds programmed for the project under Los 
Angeles County's Measure M and a connection to the XpressWest Project, we expect to be able to 
inaugurate high speed rail service from Palmdale to Las Vegas years before 2033. We therefore urge 
the CHSRA to amend its final 2018 Business Plan to leverage these investments to advance the 
completion of the high-speed rail system in Southern California in a similar timefrarne. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Robert Lovingood 
Chairman 
High Desert Corridor Joint Power Authority 

n IRECTOR 
Robert A. Lovingood Raj Malhi James C. Ledford Dave Perry 
SupeNisor, San Bernardino County First District (Chairman) Council Member, City of Lancaster Mayor, City of Palmdale Los Angeles County 

Kathryn Barger Scott Nassif Richard Kerr Jim Kennedy 
Supervisor, Los Angeles County Fifth District {Vice-Chair) Mayor, Town of Apple Volley Mayor, City of Adelanto Council Member, CityofVictorville � Metro 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: JOHN 
Last Name: SANDERS 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : My comments/questions relate to Table 12 San Jose to Gilroy Costs by SCC 
and the HSR section through San Martin (Middle Avenue to Masten Avenue). 

1 Do the costs include fencing on both sides of the tracks through San 
Martin? 

2 Do the costs include sound walls on both sides of the tracks through San 
Martin? 

3 For which cross streets in San Martin have you included the cost of 
crossing quad gates or other improvements? 

4 Confirm the costs assume all at-grade street crossings and no 
embankments/under crossings in San Martin. 

5 What will be the highest HSR speed through San Martin? Will this require 
the realignment of the existing UPRR and new HSR tracks across Llagas 
Creek and the current track curve north of California Avenue in San Martin? 

6 How many HSR trains are assumed in the Draft Business Plan, in each 
direction, through San Martin in the peak hour and daily? 

7 Will the two new tracks be to the east or west of the existing UPRR track 
through San Martin? 

8 When will details of this alternative be presented to the public in San 
Martin? 

9 When will the public know if HSR has an agreement with UPRR or HSR has 
to go back to the previous alternatives? 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Mike 
Last Name : Azimi 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Dear High Speed Rail Authority, 

I am very concerned about the traffic disruptions and noise along the 
Monterey Corridor section if the new blended alignment is chosen. The worse 
option is Viaduct. There has not been enough public information to our 
neighborhood near Monterey residents, most of our neighbors are not aware 
of this project, I learned this website from one of my neighbors who has been 
involved in CWG meetings but not nearly any outreach to our residents in 
Metcalf and our neighborhood. It is not fair for our neighborhood to go 
through this project without being actively involved and active participation of 
decision making; we deserve to be treated with better and more informative 
way for such a huge project. 

Highway 101 it would have been the best option, going through Monterey it 
will be the worse option for the residents, and if this the case, the HSR should 
provide damages and compensate the residents for loss of home values and 
the stress of moving out of area it is really up to HSR how to address these 
issues fairly. I appreciated very much for looking into these issues, Thank 
you. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Jacqueline 
Last Name: Allen 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : This affects my home-I live right behind the tracts. I'm asking for 
Putting underground verses over our homes. Not only will the construction will 
cause dust( bad for asthmatics or anyone with breathing problems), noise . 
I'm sure this will be a long term project with construction equipment left 
overnighVovernights. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Patricia 
Last Name: Leyva 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : We do not want this in our neighborhood 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Patricia 
Last Name: Geyer 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I live in the metcalf area of south San Jose. I live 120 feet from the proposed 
alignment. To have anything other than the city generated option of a trench 
or tunnel would be devastating to our quality of life. I am a member of the 
CWG for the metcalf area 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Mark 
Last Name : Powell 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : 05.07.2018 Mark Powell BP Comment 1.pdf (2 mb) 



� 
Since ely, 

�'ad�.--) 
ark R. Powell 

Mark R. Powell 
27840 Mount Triumph Way 
Yorba Linda, CA 92887 

May 4, 2018 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Attn: Draft 2018 Business Plan 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

To Whom it May Concern: 

Attached for the Authority's consideration are five Word documents submitted as five separate 
comments on their Draft 2018  Business Plan 

This same document was also submitted by e-mail on May 4, 2018  to the Authority at: 
20 l 8businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov 
It was sent via email as a Word document because it is heavily footnoted with links to my 
sources making it easy for anyone to check my facts. 

enclosures: 5 



Comment 1 on Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan 

THE AUTHORITY'S DRAFT 2018  BUSINESS PLAN PREDICTS RIDERSHIP ALONG AN 
OPERATING SEGMENT BETWEEN BAKERSFIELD AND SAN FRANCISCO ROUGHLY 
SIX TIMES GREATER THAN THE RIDERSHIP PREDICTED BY THEIR FIRST 
RIDERSHIP CONSULT ANT TWENTY YEARS EARLIER IN THE ONLY RIDERSHIP 
STUDY SAID TO BE "INVESTMENT GRADE". 

Prepared May 3, 20 1 8  by: 
Mark R. Powell 
27840 Mount Triumph Way 
Yorba Linda, CA 92887 
markrpowell(a),pacbell . net 



DISCUSSION: 
The perceived need for a statewide high-speed rail system was conceived shortly following the 
issuance of a grossly inaccurate May 1 993 repo11 by the California Department of Finance's 
Demographic Research Unit (DRU) projecting that the state's population would rise from 30 
million in 1 990 to 49 million in 2020 and more than double to over 63 million by 2040. The 
Intercity High-Speed Rail Conm1ission, established in 1 993, and its successor agency, the 
California High-Speed Rail Authority, established in 1 996, were charged with developing and 
implementing a 20 year plan for a statewide high-speed rail system to meet the needs of 
Cali fornia's rapidly growing projected population. 

Both the Conm1ission and the Authority used the services of Charles River Associates (CRA) to 
conduct ridership studies on the proposed statewide HSR system. CRA's first study was 
completed in July 1 996, Independent Ridership and Passenger Revenue Projections for High 
Speed Rail Alternatives in Calffornia ( 1 996 CRA Study). Writing about their study, CRA said, 
"these forecasts and sensitivity analyses represent the most advanced state-of-the-mt, 
comprehensive HSR ridership and passenger revenue forecasts and analyses ever carried out in 

1California, and possibly anywhere."t The Commission added, "to ensure investment grade 
results, the forecasts were subjected to extensive peer review."2 To date, the 1 996 CRA Study is 
the only ridership and revenue study that either the Commission or the Authority has dubbed 
"investment grade". 

In making their forecast CRA first broke up the path along the proposed H SR alignment into 
Origin/Destination Pairings (O/D Pairings). Origin and Destination Areas are refened to as 
"Catchment Areas" in the following table. 

Area 

Los Angeles 

San Francisco 

Sacramento 

San Diego 

Bakersfield 

Fresno 

Merced 

Modesto 

Monterey 

Stockton 

Visalia 

Geographic Definition of Catchment Area 

Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County, CA CMSA 

San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose, CA CMSA 
SACOG Planning Area 

San Diego, CA MSA 

Bakersfield, CA MSA 

Fresno, CA MSA 

Merced, CA MSA 

Modesto, CA MSA 

Salinas, CA MSA 

Stockton-Lodi, CA MSA 

Visal ia-Tulare-Porterville, CA MSA 

Areas of Origin or Destination for Potential Users ofa High-Speed Train 
CMSA is a Combined Metropolitan Statistical Arca 

MSA is a Metropolitan Statistical Area 

Independent Ridership and Passenger Revenue Projections for High Speed Rail Alternatives in California, July 
1 996 by Charles River Associates, Executive Summary, page E-2. Copy of repori located in Davis Transpo11ation 
Library at UC Berkeley 
2 Intercity High Speed Rail Summmy Report and Action Plan, December 1 996 by lCI-ISR Commission, page 4- 1 .  
Copy ofreport located in Davis Transportation Library at UC Berkeley 

Page 2 of 4 

1 



CRA then estimated the aimual number of person-trips by various modes between the 0/0 
Pairings along the route of the high-speed train and then factored in expected growth rates to 
arrive at an estimate of total person-trips between these 0/D Pairings in 201 5, a year when they 
believed the entire statewide system would have been in service for a few years. When making 
their forecast CRA was working with DRU's May 1 993 population forecast predicting that 
California's population would be 45.7 million in 20 1 5 .  In their most recent forecast, dated 
January 201t83

, the DRU now predicts that a population of 45. 7 million will not be reached until 
2036. In other words, the table below, assembled from 0/0 Pairings fotmd in the 1 996 CRA 
Study, might have been labeled "Forecast Trips in 2036" i f  CRA had been working with a more 
accurate population projection. Results from the 1 996 CRA Study are shown below. 

Forecast Trips in 2015 
Person Trips 

by Private Local Air Connect Air Amtrak Rail 0/D Pairing 
0/D Pairing Vehicle Trips Trips Trips Total 

SFBA - Merced 1,618,146 3,704 17,345 16,291 1,655,487
SFBA - Fresno 3,734,266 64,636 216,051 53,965 4,068,918
SFBA - Visalia 167,460 1,723 7,005 19,192 195,380
SFBA - Bakersfield 850,206 9,900 43,671 31,827 935,604 
Total SFBA to CV 6,370,079 79,963 284,071 121,276 6,855,388
Within Central Valley 3,492,123 249 - 59,438 3,551,810
Total 9,862,202 80,212 284,071 180,713 10,407,198 

1 996 CRA Study of Forecast Travel by Mode in 20 1 5  w/o H igh-Speed Rai I 

CRA forecast a percentage of travel from each existing mode diverted to the high-speed train and 
then added induced travel to arrive at a forecast of H ST ridership. Results are shown below. 

0/D Aggrigated Pairings 
LA Basin - Bay Area 

2015 Ridership (M) 
6.4 

San Joaquin Valley - LA Basin 

San Joaquin Valley - SF Bay Area 

Within San Joaquin Valley 

1.7 

1.4 

0.5 
Other 1.2 

Tota l Base System SFBay Area - LABasin 11.2 

CRA Forecast Ridership on Basic System 
Mil l ions of Riders in 20 1 5  

Note: Valley-LA Basin and Valley-SF Bay Area Prorated per Authority's Split in 2008 Business Plan as only a 
single figure for LA Basin/SF Bay Area to the Central Valley was contained in the 1 996 CRA Report. 

3 Projections Prepared by Demographic Research Unit, California Depaitment of Finance, January 20 1 8  
http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Projections/clocuments/P I Countv I vr interim.xlsx 
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The Authority's Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan forecast of 1 2 .4 million riders on the Silicon Valley 
to Central Valley Operating Segment (Bakersfield to San Francisco) in 20324 is 1 0% higher than 
the forecast ridership along the entire LA Basin to SF Bay Area alignment as forecast in the 
investment grade 1 996 CRA Study. It is more than six times CRA's forecast ridership of 1 .9 
million for a stretch of track running from the San Joaquin Valley to the SF Bay Area (i .e. Valley 
to Valley). Moreover, it is 2 million annual riders higher tan CRA's forecast ridership for ALL 
modes of travel forecast for 20 15  (a reasonable proxy for 2032 given new population growth 
data) along the route of the Authority's  Bakersfield to San Francisco initial operating segment. 

CONCLUSION: 
The Authority needs to investigate and explain to the public why its current ridership forecasting 
methods are so clearly at odds with the earlier forecast, the only forecast ever dubbed 
"investment grade". When analyzing the potential success of a statewide high-speed rail 
program, few things are more important than what the ridership will be because revenue 
(potential profitability) is directly dependent on ridership. 

4 Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan, page 90, Exhibit 7. 1 ,  Valley-Valley Ridership in 2032, Medium Ridership case. 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business plans/Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan.pdf 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Mark 
Last Name : Powell 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : 05.07.2018 Mark Powell BP Comment 2.pdf (1 mb) 



� 

Mark R. Powell 
27840 Mount Triumph Way 
Yorba Linda, CA 92887 

May 4, 2018 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Attn: Draft 2018 Business Plan 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

To Whom it May Concern: 

Attached for the Authority's consideration are five Word documents submitted as five separate 
comments on their Draft 2018  Business Plan 

This same document was also submitted by e-mail on May 4, 2018  to the Authority at: 
20 l 8businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov 
It was sent via email as a Word document because it is heavily footnoted with links to my 
sources making it easy for anyone to check my facts. 

Since ely, 

�'ad�.--) 
ark R. Powell 

enclosures: 5 



Comment 2 on Draft 2018  Business Plan 

THE AUTHORITY'S 20 1 8  BUSINESS PLAN PREDICTS PHASE 1 RIDERSHIP GROWING 
IN THE YEARS 2040 THROUGH 2060 AT A RA TE ROUGHLY TWO TIMES THE RA TE 
OF THE STATE'S PROJECTED POPULATION GROWTH. 

Prepared May 3, 20 1 8  by: 
Mark R. Powell 



DISCUSSION: 
The California Department of Finance Demographic Research Unit (DRU) is designated as the 
single official source of demographic data for state planning and budgeting 1 

• The DRU routinely 
issues projections of the state's population out to the year 2060. The DRU repoti issued 
immediately prior to the Authority issuing its Draft 20 18  Business Plan was DRU's January 
20 1 8  Report. Predictions of the state's  population contained in this report is shown in Table 1 
alongside the Authority ' s  predicted Phase 1 ridership as presented in the Draft 20 1 8  Business 
Plan. Ridership is not shown for the years 2032-2039 because these are years where ridership is 
expected to ramp up due to the newness of the system. 

Phase 1 Ridership DRU January 2018 Population Forecast 

Year (mill ions) (millions) 

2040 42 46.8 
2045 44.1 48.2 
2050 46.3 49.1 
2055 48. 7  50 
2060 51 .2  51  

20-Year % Increase 21.90% 12.3% 
Table I 

Comparison of Rail Authority's Ridership Predictions on Phase I to Growth in  State Population 
Ridership is the Medium Ridership case for the Draft 20e1 8  Business Plan 

Table 1 shows that the Authority's  Draft 201 8 Business Plan predicts ridership on Phase 1 
growing at nearly twice the rate of the state's population growth as predicted in DRU's January 
20 1 8  Report. 

A closer look at either of the DRU reports shows that the state's population is currently growing 
annually at a rate of approximately 0.8%. According to DRU's January 20 18  Repo1i, by 2035 
this growth rate will have slowed to about 0.6%. A1mual growth is expected to slow to less than 
.4% by 2055 and to continue declining out to 2060. In spite of this slowing population growth 
the Authority's  2016  Business Plan predicts mmual ridership growth of 1 .0% for the entire 20 
year period from 2040 to 2060. 

The Demographic Research Unit (DRU) of the California Depaitment of Finance makes this statement on their 
official website. 
http://www.dof.ca.gov/F orecastin g/Demograph ics/ 
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Table 2 illustrates how the growth rate of California's population has been trending downward 
for more than 28 years and how this trend is expected to continue for the next 42 years. 

Year  Population Population 
Annuale% 

5-Year % Increase I ncrease During 

1985 
1990 

1995* 

(thousands) 5-Year Period 
--1980 23,775,000 

26,365,000 10.89 2.09 
29,942,000 13.57 2.58 
31,989,000 6.84 1.33 

2000 34,001,000 6 .29 1 .23 
2005 35,830,000 5.38 1 .05 

2025 
2030 

2010 37,335,085 4.20 0.83 
2015 39,059,415 4.62 0.91 
2020 40,639,392 4.05 0.80 

42,326,397 4.15 0.82 
43,939,250 3.81 0.75 

2035 45,440,735 3.42 0.67 
2040 46,804,202 3.00 0.59 
2045 48,007,817 2 .57 0.51 
2050 49,077,801 2.23 0.44 
2055 50,044,172 1.97 0.39 
2060 50,975,904 1.86 0.37 

Table 2 
Historical and Predicted Population Growth Rate for California 

Years 2020-2060 are per DRU's January 2 0 1 8  Report 

The Authority ' s  growth in ridership should match the growth in the state's population. If it does 
not, then the Draft 20 18  Business Plan should at least explain the discrepancy. 

CONCLUSION: 
The Authority ' s  current ridership forecasting methods are predicting ridership growth far 
exceeding the rate of population growth. When analyzing the potential success of a statewide 
high-speed rail program, few things are more important than what the ridership will be because 
revenue (potential profitability) is directly dependent on ridership .  The Authority needs to take a 
critical look at the methods its ridership consultant is using to forecast ridership growth. 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Mark 
Last Name : Powell 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : 05.07.2018 Mark Powell BP Comment 3.pdf (1 mb) 





Comment 3 on Draft 201  8 Business Plan 

THE CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY IN ITS 2009 REPORT TO THE 
LEGISLATURE AND IN ITS THREE SUBSEQUENT BUSINESS PLANS HAS ST A TED IN 
EACH REPORT/PLAN THAT IT EXPECTED TO COMPLETE ALL PERMITTING 
EFFORTS ALONG THE ROUTE OF PHASE 1 WITHIN ROUGL Y TWO YEARS. 
HOWEVER, EVERY TWO YEARS, EACH NEWLY ISSUED PLAN PUSHES THE 
COMPLETION DATES OUT ANOTHER TWO YEARS. THE 2016 BUSINESS PLAN 
PROMISED THAT ALL EIGHT OF THE OUTSANDING PERMITTING EFFORTS WOULD 
BE COMPLETED IN 2017. NONE WERE COMPLETED. NOW THE DRAFT 20 1 8  
BUSINESS PLAN CLAIMS ALL PHASE 1 PERMITTING EFFORTS WILL BE COMPLETE 
BY THE END OF 2020, BUT PLACES AN ASTERISK BY EACH DATE SA YING THE 
DATE IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE. THE AUTHORITY'S BUSINESS PLANS SHOULD 
TRUTHFULLY TELL CALIFORNIANS WHEN THE PERMITTING EFFORT WILL BE 
COMPLETE. IF THE AUTHORITY AND ITS CONSULT ANTS HA VE NO CLUE WHEN 
PERMITTING WILL BE COMPLETED, THEN THEY SHOULD CLEARLY SPELL THIS 
OUT IN THEIR BUSINESS PLANS. 

Prepared May 3, 2018 bys: 
Mark R. Powell 



DISCUSSION: 
The California High-Speed Rail Authority's  December 2009 Report to the Legislature and its 
subsequent 20 1 2, 2014, and 20 16  Business Plans consistently promise completion of the project 
level permitting of each Phase I segment within roughly the next two years. See table below. 
But each subsequent rep01i pushes the completion dates out another two years. In their 2016  
Business Plan the Authority said that every project level permitting effort would be complete by 
the end of 20 1 7. I n  the more than 1 2  years since ce1iifying their Final Program Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIRIEJS) the Authority has completed only the 
Merced to Fresno Project Level EIR/EIS. Even the project level permitting effort for the Fresno 
to Bakersfield segment is not truly "Completed" as claimed in Exhibit 6.0 of the 201 8  Business 
Plan because the Authority is still working on the final alignment into the City of Bakersfield. 

Dec. 2009 Report Draft 
Segment to Legislature 2012 Business Plan 2014 Business Plan 2016 Business Plan 2018 Business Plan 
San Francisco to San 
Jose Oct. 2011 Dec. 2014 Summer 2017 2017 2020• 

San Jose to Merced Mar. 2012 Dec. 2013 Fall 2016 2017 2019* 
Central Valley Wye Mar. 2012 Dec. 2013 Fall 2016 2017 2019* 

Merced to Fresno Nov. 2011 June 2012 Completed Completed Completed 

Fresno to Bakersfield Nov. 2011 Dec.22012 Spring 2014 Completed Completed 
Bakersfield F Street 
Alignment Nov. 2011 Dec. 2012 Spring 2014 2017 2018* 
Bakersfield to 
Palmdale Dec. 2012 Feb.2014 Fall 2015 2017 2019* 

Palmdale to Burbank Dec. 2011 Oct. 2013 Summer 2015 2017 2020• 
Burbank to Los 
Angeles Dec. 2011 Oct. 2013 Summer 2015 2017 2019* 
Los Angeles to 

June 2011 Anaheim Dec. 2014 Spring 2017 2017 2019* 
Los Angeles to San 

-Diego TBD TBD TBD-

Merced to Sacramento TBD TBD TBD-

Table 1 
Promised Completion Dates for Project Level El R's Per Authority Plans 

One tactic the Authority is using in an effort to complete project level EIR's is to break their 
proposed system into smaller projects. For instance, at the time of the December 2009 Report to 
the Legislature there were nine uncompleted project level EIR's. In  the ensuing eight years, 
tlu-ee projects were broken into smaller projects. San Jose to Merced was broken into San Jose to 
Merced and the Central Valley Wye. Fresno to Bakersfield was broken into Fresno to 
Bakersfield and Bakersfield F Street Alignment. Palmdale to Los Angeles was broken into 
Palmdale to Burbank and Burbank to Los Angeles. This tactic has not resulted in the more rapid 
completion of project level EIR's. Today, the Authority's Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan, itemizes 
ten uncompleted project level EIR's and no project level EIR has been completed since issuance 
of the 20 16  Business Plan where the Authority promised that all remaining project level EIR's 
along the route of Phase 1 would be complete by the end of 201 7. Worse, the Authority in their 

Page 2 of 3 



Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan places an asterisk next to every completion date signifying the 
"Projected dates are subject to change. In other words, the Authority and its environmental 
consultant have no idea when or if they will ever successfully gain environmental clearance to 
build Phase 1 from San Francisco to Anaheim. The Authority should state this fact clearly in the 
Final 20t1 8  Business Plan. 

CONCLUSION: 
Either the Authority's contractors are totally incompetent at estimating completion dates, or the 
Authority is coercing its contractors to provide umealistic completion dates. Each of these 
possibilities puts the public's tax dollars at risk. The public deserves to hear the truth and the 
Legislature deserves to know when construction might begin on the various segments before 
appropriating any more construction funds and risking any more of the public ' s  tax dollars. 
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Comment 4 on Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan 

PROPONENTS OF H IGH-SPEED RAIL  HAVE CLAIMED FOR A QUARTER CENTURY THAT, 

BECAUSE OF CALIFORNIA'S GROWING POPULATION, THE COST OF EXPANDING THE 

CURRENT NETWORK OF HIGHWAYS AND AIRPORTS TO MEET FUTURE TRANSPORTATION 

NEEDS WOULD BE PROHIBITIVE. THE CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAI L  AUTHORITY 

CLAIMED THIS IN THEIR 2005 STATEWIDE PROGRAM EIR AND CONTINUES TO CLAIM IT 

TO BE TRUE IN RECENT BUSINESS PLANS AND IN THEIR ST A TEMENTS TO THE MEDIA. 

HOWEVER, C IRCUMSTANCES AND KNOWLEDGE CHANGE WITH THE PASSAGE OF A 

QUARTER CENTURY AND THIS CLAIM IS NOW LIKELY TO BE FALSE. 

Prepared May 3,  2018 by: 
Mark R. Powell 



DISCUSSION: 
"The need for the (California high-Speed rail) project is undiminished. As the state's economy 
and population grows, it will need more transpo11ation than highways and airlines alone can 
provide." 

Brian Kelly, CEO of California High-Speed Rail Authority 
as quoted by Ralph Vartabedian in the LA Times, February 28,20 1 8 

This type of statement has been a talking point for high-speed rail proponents going back a 
quai1er cenhiry to 1 993 .  

Population Growth: 
Two months following publication of a California Depai1ment of Finance Demographic 
Research Unit (DRU) May 1 993 Report predicting that California's population would more than 
double by the year 2040, Senate ConcmTent Resolution 6 (Kopp) Transportation: Intercity high
speed ra;/ network, citing that the "population of the state and the travel demands of its citizens 
are expected to continue to grow at a rapid rate", was approved by the State's Assembly and 
Senate in July 1 993 giving bi11h to the Intercity High-Speed Rail Commission. In the quai1er 
century that has passed since 1 993 the DRU has continually refined their model and brought 
downward the predicted population in the decades to come. For instance, the May 1 993 model's 
prediction of 49.0 million and 63 .3 million persons residing in California in the years 2020 and 
2040 respectively has plunm1eted by more than 8 million in 2020 and by more than I 6 million in 
2040 1gn

• 

California's population growth rate today i s  unremarkable and predicted to trend downward out 
to the year 2060. A March 8, 201 7  press release2 accompanying the release of a DRU repo11 
made these points: 

• In the years 201 6-2036 California is projected to grow at an annualized rate of 0.76 
percent, adding 6.5 million people. More than three-quarters of this increase will be in 
section of the population over the age of 65. 

• By the year 205 1 California is projected to join the ranks of Japan and many European 
countries which have more deaths than bi11hs, while migration is expected to keep 
California's population growth rate positive. 

• The number of Californians age 1 8-64 is expected to grow by less than 4 million over the 
next 44 years; an annualized rate of increase of only 0.3%. 

And this is not the only new data that diminishes the case for building high-speed rail. 

Projection Prepared by Demographic Research Unit, California Department of Finance, January 20 1 8  
http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Projections/documents/P1  County I vr interim .xlsx 
2 Press Release, California Department of Finance, March 8,20 1 7  
http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Projections/documcnts/P PressRelease.pdf 
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Automobile Driving Trends: 
Per Capita Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) by automobile has been declining in the United States 
since 20043 ; one year before the California H igh-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) released its 
California High-Speed Train Final Program EIRIEJS (Statewide Program EIR) citing a need for 
nearly 3000 miles of new highway lanes by January 1 ,  20 1 9  with 2 100 miles of these needed by 
January 1 ,  20 1 6  if their proposed statewide high-speed rail system was not built. Moreover, the 
decline in Per Capita VMT for the entire United States has caused Total VMT to remain flat for 
this same time period as shown in Figure 1 below. This situation has been duplicated in 
California over the last decade where Total VMT on the state 's  highways has also been 
essentially flat as shown in Figure 2 below. This is a fact that the Authority continually refuses 
to acknowledge in its ridership forecasts and in its overall justification for building the largest 
transportation infrastructure project in the United States. 
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Figure 1 .  VMT trends for the United States through 2013 Figure 2 VMT trends for California highways 
Source: FHWA and Census Bureau. through 2014 Source: Caitrans4 

The article accompanying Figure 1 found on the State Smart Transportation Initiative (SSTI) 
website explains the observed phenomena as follows: 

"Unlike other past dips in driving, this recent downward shift has had no clear, lasting 
connection to economic trends or gas prices. Evidence suggests that the decline is likely 
due to changing demographics, saturated highways, and a rising preference for compact, 
mixed-use neighborhoods, which reduce the need for driving. Some key factors that 
pushed VMT upward for decades - including a growing workforce and rising automobile 
ownership - have also slowed considerably." 

3 State Smart Transportation In itiative (SST!) website citing data collected by the Federal Highway Administration 
and the United States Census Bureau 
http://www. ssti.us/20 1 4/02/vmt-drops-ni nth-year-dots-taking-notice/
4 Cal trans Traffic Census Program, Historical Monthly VMT, Official Numbers only available thru 20 14 .  
http:/iwww.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/docs/VMTHIST I .xis 
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Although under-reported or not rep01ied on at all in the mainstream media which prefers to 
report automobile chases, crashes, and instances of "carmageddon", this observed phenomena 
has been extensively written about by transpo1iation professionals and academia. Writing about 
this phenomena in a paper published in July of20t1 5  entitled Climbing Mount Next: The Effects 
of A utonomous Vehicles on Societys, David Levinson, Professor and RP Braun/CTS Chair in 
Transpo1iation, Department of Civil, Environmental, and Geo-Engineering, University of 
Minnesota, wrote:5 

"Both car and transit (the passenger trains preceding the automobile) follow the classic 
li fecycle model or S-curve of birth, growth, maturity, and decline. The S-curve allows us 
to mathematically approximate the process of growth and decline of technologies." 

"History will tell us for sure, but the evidence for "Peak Travel" has been mounting. This 
does not mean there will never be a year in which per capita car travel again rises. The 
economy and gas prices still fluctuate, and a boom year with low gas prices following a 
recession with high gas prices might very well temporarily bump traffic upward, but that 
is really sho1i-term noise. In  the absence of external events (technological shifts, 
demographic shifts, social shifts), the curve appears to have peaked." 

The traffic trends illustrated by Figures 1 and 2 are mirrored by the data collected by 
Caltrans along Interstate 5 .  Figure 3 below shows the armual average daily traffic (cars and 
trucks) summed in both directions along Interstate 5 in the Central Valley just north of the 
Kem/Kings County Line. Traffic volume at this point has been relatively constant, except 
for a noticeable downturn in 2008, since 2003 . 

35000 +----------------
37000 .----------------

33000 +--------1 
31000 +--------l'-------=-+-r,...,,.=------

29000 +-------+----- -�- - ----
27000 +----------�-----AAbl::r---

2sooo :em/-KiAgs 
23000 ..:,::-41________________ 

21000 +-._..___ ____________ _ 
19000 

17000 -+.------,----r-----.----,-------, 

1993 1998 2003 2008 2013 2018 

Figure 3 
Annual Average Daily Traffic6 

on Interstate 5 at Kern/Kings County Line 

5 Minnesota Journal of Law, Science and Technology, Climbing Mount Next: The Effects of'Autonomous Vehicles 
on Society, Profession David Levinson, Civil Engineering Dept., University of M innesota 
https://conservancv.umn.eduibitstream/handle/1e1 299/ I 72960/6%20M.l LST v 1 62 Levinson 787-
81 0.pdJ'1sequence= l &isAl !owed=y 
6 Caltrans Traffic Census Program, pdf files for years 1 993-20 1 6  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/ 
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Traffic Volume on Interstate 5 in the Central Valley and High-Speed Rail Ridership: 
Aside from illustrating constant traffic volume for more than a decade, traffic counts on 
Interstate 5 at the Kern/Kings County Line can be used to dispute the Authority's proj ected 
high-speed rail ridership numbers. The Kern/Kings County Line is the point on Interstate 5 
in the Central Valley with the lowest traffic volume. Passengers i n  cars at this point 
represent the maximum possible number of automobile travelers traveling between 
population centers south of the Tehachapis (LA Basin and San Diego) and the population 
centers of the Bay Area and Sacramento who desire to make their trip in the shortest possible 
time and could be potentially diverted to long distance high-speed rail passengers. Of course 
many of these passenger vehicles are merely traveling locally within the Central Valley, or 
are destined for locations north or east of Sacramento and the Bay Area, or are destined for 
Mexico or for points east of Los Angeles (i .e . Phoenix). However, for the sake of 
illustration, let us assume all of these passengers might be diverted someday to high-speed 
rail traveling up the Central Valley. 

Truck traffic accounts for approximately 28 .7% of the traffic7 at this location. The passenger 
count in automobiles and light trucks (vans and trucks with only 4 wheels are not counted as 
trucks) has been assumed in the Authority' s  previous studies to be 1 .4 occupants. Therefore, 
there are at the very most approximately 1 2  million8 potential automobile passengers who 
could be diverted to high-speed rail. A more realistic estimate would involve assuming that 
no more than half of the 1 2  million passengers at this point on Interstate 5 are achiall y 
traveling between south of the Tehachapis and the Bay Area/Sacramento and that high-speed 
rail might capture at most 20% of  these riders or a little over 1 million riders. This is in stark 
contrast to the 40  million passengers the Authority expects to ride Phase 1 B lended when 
"ramp-up" is complete in 2035. Of course the Authority expects a large percentage of riders 
to be diverted from the airlines. 

7 Cal trans Traffic Census Program, Truck Traffic, average percentage of trucks on Interstate 5 for years 20 13 -
20 I 6counted at 1101thern most point i n  Kern County. 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/
8 Author calculation: 34,000 Total Vehicles/Day X .7 1 3  Non-Trucks/Total Vehicles X 365 Days/Year X 1 .4 

=passengers/Non-Truckn 1 2  mill ion passengers/year 
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Airport Utilization Trends: 
Aside from predicting the thousands of miles of freeway lanes needed by 2016  if high-speed 
rail were not built, the Authority' s  Statewide Program EIR predicted that airpo1i expansions 
involving 5 new runways and almost 1 00 new gates at a cost of $ 1 6  billion9 would also be 
needed by 201 6 1 0  . The following table illustrates the change in enplanements at California's 
10 largest airports serving the Bay Area, the Los Angeles Basin, and San Diego from the 
base year 2000. 

Airport Name CY 2000 CY 2010 CY 12 CY 13 CY 14 CY15 CY 16 

39,636,042 

'lo
Change 
2000-
2016 

23.2 

Change 
2000-2016 

7,466,146 

6,150,306 

2,441,804 

773,254 

1,303,191 

Los Angeles 
International 32,167,896 28,857,755 31,326,268 32.425,892 

21,704,626 

34,314,197 

22,770,783 

36,351,272 

24,190.560 
San Francisco 

International 19,556,795 19,359,003 21,264,236 25,707,101 

10,340,164 

31.4 

26.4 

San Diego 
International 7,898,360 8.430,509 8,666,621 B,878,772 9,333,152 

5,069,257 

4,584,147 

9,965,763 
Metropolitan 
Oakland 
lntemalional 5,196,451 4,673.417 4, 926,683 4,770,716 5,506,687 5,969,705 14.9 
John Wayne 

Airport-Orange 
Counlv 
Norman Y Mineta 

San Jose 
International 

3,914,051 

6.170.384 

4,278,623 

4,056,167 

4,381,172 4,540,628 4,945,209 5,217,242 33.3 

4,077,654 

4,357,899 

4,315,839 4,621,003 4,B22.408 5,321.603 

4,969,366 

·13.8 -848,781 

990,323 

·1,093,170 

Sacramento 

International 

Ontario 

International 

3,979,043 

3,197.795 

4.424,279 4,255,145 4,384,616 4,714,729 24.9 

·34.22,380,881 2,142,393 

2,027,203 

1,970,538 

1,918,011 

1,436,756 

B6,21B,923 

2,037,346 

1,928,491 

2,089,801 2.104,625 

2,077,892Bob Hope 2,380,531 2,239,804 1,973,897 -12.7 

313.6 

21.1 

-302.639 

Long Beach 
/Dauohertv Field/ 335,225 1,451,404 1 ,554,846 1,368,923 1,220.937 

95,801,263 

1,386,357 

102,730,097 

1,051.132 

17,933,566Total 84,796,531 80,151,842 84.764.975 90.411,915 

Table 1 
Summary of Enplanements at California's I O  Major Airports Calendar Year (CY) 2000-20 1 6  

Source: FAA Passenger Boarding (Enplanement) and All-Cargo Data for U.S. Airports 

Total Enplanements are up when comparing CY-20 1 6  to CY-2000, but not up at every 
airport. Total Enplanements in CY-20 1 6  at San Jose, Ontario, and Burbank are down 
2,243,000 from their totals in CY-2000. Yet these three airports are the same three airports 
mentioned in the Statewide Program EIR as needing more than $ 1 2  billion of the $ 1 6  billion 
cited in the Modal Alternative (to building high-speed rail) for airpo1i infrastructure 
improvements . 

The figures cited in this paper prove there must today be surplus capacity in existing 
infrastructure to accommodate over 2.2 million additional enplanements between southern 
and northern California. To this unused capacity one still needs to consider the unused 
capacity of Palmdale Regional Airp011, a facility shut down to conm1ercial aviation in 

9 Final Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (El RIEIS) for the Proposed 
California High-Speed Train System, Certified Nov. 2005, Appendix 4-B, CAPITAL COST: AVIATION 
COMPONENT OF MODAL AL TERNA TI VE 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/eir-eis/statewide final El R vo13appendix4.pdf 
1 0  Final Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIRIEIS) for the Proposed 
Cal[f'ornia High-Speed Train System, Certified Nov. 2005, Chapter 5, page 5-5 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/clocs/programs/eir-eis/statewide final El R vol I ch5.pdf 
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January of 2009 due to "difficulty developing air service in the high-desert city, where eight 
airlines have come and gone since 1 97 1  " 1 1  and the unknown surplus capacity at the other 
seven major California airports. 

Airline Travel and Diversion to High-Speed Rail: 
While no additional airline capacity problem exists today, the question of how many current 
airline passengers might divert to high-speed rail requires some estimate. The Authority's 
20 1 2  Business Plan itemized 1 6  million 12 in-state passenger airline boardings in the year 
2000 and included 3.4 million boardings in San Diego and Sacramento; two cities not served 
by Phase 1 Blended. Removing these boardings and scaling up the remainder by the 2 1  % 
increase in total boardings at all California airports since 2000 yields 1 5  million boardings. 
This represents the passengers flying today who might be diverted to Phase 1 Blended. The 
20 1 2  Business Plan projected a 36% diversion 1 3  from airline to high-speed rail. Multiplying 
1 5  million by 36% yields a little over 5 million passengers diverted to Phase 1 Blended if it 
were in operation today. 2035 is still 1 7  years in the future, but one has to wonder where the 
Authority's 40 million 14 Phase 1 Blended riders will come from. 

CONCLUSION: 
Changes in population growth trends, automobile driving trends, and enplanement trends at 
California's airpo1is have resulted in the Modal Alternative with its massive freeway and 
airpo1i infrastructure investments by January 1 ,  20 16  being mmecessary. The "No Project 
Alternative" is what Californians have been living with and it has proven quite feasible at 
least out to the current date. Moreover, given today's  population growth trends and changes 
in the traveling habits of the public, the Authority needs to make a case that high-speed rail 
will at least be necessary someday. They cannot be allowed to spend taxpayer dollars and 
proclaim that "the need for the (California high-Speed rail) project is undiminished." Current 
data and trends show the need for high-speed rail is much diminished and one doubts that 
Sacramento' s  politicians would even propose a statewide high-speed rail system today if one 
was not already being considered. The 20 18  Business Plan should tell Californian's what 
future additional highway and airport infrastructure will be avoided, and at what dollar 
savings to the taxpayer, i f  high speed rail is built. 

11 
Los Angeles Times, January 27, 2009, Commercial operations to close at Palmdale Regional Airport 

http:// articles. lati m es.com/2009/jan/27 /loca I/me-pal mdale2 7 
1 2  Ridership and Revenue Model, Chapter 3, Table 3 - 12 :  California Airport Demand for In-State Travel 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business plans/BP Ian 20 I2RidershipModel.pdf 
13 Ridership and Revenue Model, Chapter 4 - MODEL CALIBRATION AND VALIDATION, Ridership and 
Revenue Forecasts, page 85 
14 20 1 6  Business Plan, EXHIBIT 7.3 RIDERSHIP 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business plans/20 1 6  BusinessPlan.pdf 
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Mark R. Powell 
27840 Mount Triumph Way 
Yorba Linda, CA 92887 

May 4, 2018 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Attn: Draft 2018 Business Plan 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

To Whom it May Concern: 

Attached for the Authority's consideration are five Word documents submitted as five separate 
comments on their Draft 2018  Business Plan 

This same document was also submitted by e-mail on May 4, 2018  to the Authority at: 
20 l 8businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov 
It was sent via email as a Word document because it is heavily footnoted with links to my 
sources making it easy for anyone to check my facts. 

Since ely, 

�'ad�.--) 
ark R. Powell 

enclosures: 5 



Conm1ent 5 on Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan 

THE CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY CLAIMS THAT THEY WILL 
CREATE THE GREENEST INFRASTRUCTURE IN THE NATION IN ITS 
CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION AND THAT THEIR TRAINS WILL RUN ON 100% 
RENEW ABLE ENERGY. THE AUTHORITY HAS BEEN ALLOWED TO PAY FOR A 
SIGNIFICANT PORTION OF CONSTRUCTION COSTS WITH CAP AND TRADE FUNDS 
LARGELY BECAUSE OF THESE FALSE CLAIMS. 

Prepared May 3, 201 8  by: 
Mark R. Powell 



DISCUSSION: 
According to the California High-Speed Rail Authority there will be "zero net greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions during construction" and the Authority is making a "commitment to (use) 
1 00% renewable energy during operations" 18• 

The millions of tons of CO2e ( carbon dioxide equivalent) in GHG emissions resulting from 
construction of high-speed rail and the actual use of coal and other fossil fuels to power the 
trains' operation are currently being hidden from the public. The Authority 's  2005 Final 
Program EIRIEISfor the Proposed California High-Speed Train System predated California's 
Global Warming Initiative (AB 32). As a result, this imp011ant aspect of the high-speed rail 
program was never studied in a thorough and transparent way. This has opened the door for the 
Authority to make wild claims about its project's "greenness" that to date have largely gone 
unchallenged and have led to the misuse of Cap and Trade Funds to pay for a large share of high
speed rail construction costs. 

Net Construction Emissions: 
The Authority has provided only limited information regarding construction emissions. Its June 
20 13  report, Contribution of the High-Speed Rail Program to Reducing California 's Greenhouse 
Gas Emission Levels (20 1 3  Emissions Report), itemized 30, 1 07 metric tons CO2e2 of direct 
emissions for the first 29 mile construction segment. However, this figure did not include 
indirect GHG emissions associated with the manufacture and transpo11 to the construction site of 
construction materials, primarily concrete, steel, and ballast, because, according to the Authority, 
precise quantities, sources, and suppliers were not known3 

. 

Regardless of what the Authority knew in June 20 1 3 ,  more recent testimony by the Authority's 
CEO clearly indicates that indirect emissions could now be tallied. Speaking before the 
Assembly Budget Committee responsible for High-Speed Rail Oversight on January 27, 20 16  
the Authority CEO, Jeff Morales, spoke at length on  how cost estimates are arrived at. He 
described the assemblage of 200,000 individual line items including concrete, steel, di11, 
electrical, etc. and said each includes a unit cost which is multiplied by the units required to build 
the system4 

. Concrete and steel rails were specifically cited by Mr. Morales. 

Total GHG construction emissions would be still unknown today were it not for the work of 
professors Chester and Horvath working in UC Berkeley's Department of Civil and 
Environmental Engineering. They studied this issue and published their findings in 20 l 0. 
Chester and Horvath estimated that 9. 7 million metric tons of GHG would be emitted during the 
construction of the statewide system, primarily because of the production of massive amounts of 

Contribution of the High-Speed Rail Program to Reducing California's Greenhouse Gas Emission levels, June 
20 1 3 , npagen6 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/green practices/HSR Reducing CA G HG Emissions ?O 1 3 .pdf 

2 Contribution of the High-Speed Rail Program lo Reducing Californiae's Greenhouse Gas Emission Levels, June 
20 1 3, page 1 3  
3 Contribution of the High-Speed Rail Program to Reducing Californiae's Greenhouse Gas Emission Levels, June 
2013 ,npage 1 4  

f4 Authority CEO Jef Morales testimony before the Assembly Budget Committee responsible for H igh-Speed Rail 
Oversight on January 27, 20 1 6, YouTube Video 25-27 minutes into the video 
https://www .youtube.com/watch?vn= gg-1 RSn-QV g 
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concrete and steel 5. Moreover, using mid-level occupancy for the three competing modes of 
travel (high-speed train, auto, and airplane) the authors estimated it would take 7 1  years of train 
operation to mitigate the project's construction emissions6

. California's Legislative Analyst 
Office came to a similar conclusion in a 20 1 2  report critical of using GHG reduction funds to 
pay for Phase 1 (Los Angeles to San Francisco) of the statewide system because "if the high
speed rail system met its ridership targets and renewable electricity commitments, construction 
and operation of the system would emit more GHG emissions than it would reduce for 
approximately the first 30 years"7

. Here, the LAO appears to be citing an updated Chester and 
Horvath study published in July 20128 focusing on only Phase 1 of the high-speed rail project as 
outlined in the Authority's Revised 2012  Business Plan and took into account additional 
highway infrastructure that could be avoided as well as claims that "a future CAHSR system will 
likely see improved train performance and an oppo1iunity for increased renewable electricity 
usage" .  

The Authority promised "zero net greenhouse gas emissions during construction". A reduction 
in California's GHG emissions due to the trains' operation were to help reduce the state 's  future 
GHG emissions, not merely mitigate construction releases. The Authority's zero construction 
emissions promise relies heavily on a tree planting program9 

. If so, then how many trees and 
when? The Authority does not answer the question: How many trees is "enough"? However, 
the Authority does cite the California Air Resources Board, Compliance Offset Protocol for 
Urban Forest Projects 201 1 .  

The cited protocol provides an example of the gross carbon sequestered by a 1 5 .6m (5 1  foot) 
hackberry (Ce/tis occidentalis) tree; .477 metric tons of carbon 1 0 • Converting carbon to carbon 
dioxide yields 1 .749 metric tons CO2e. Therefore, the gross carbon sequestration of 5.5 million 
fifty-one foot tall hackberry trees would be "enough trees" to sequester the 9 .7 million metric 
tons CO2e of direct and indirect construction emissions calculated by the Chester and Horvath 
for the statewide HST system. Of course more trees would still be needed because against 
"gross sequestration" the protocol mandates that CO2 emissions from motor vehicles related to 
tree planting, care, and monitoring as well as CO2 emissions from equipment related to tree 
planting and care be subtracted from the amount of gross carbon sequestered. Lastly, more trees 
must be continually planted to account for the mortality of trees so that the Authority's forest of 
5 .5  million 5 1  foot tall hackberry trees could live in perpetuity. The Authority has made no 
promises as to when these trees will be planted. However, in a December 8, 201t5 interview 

5 Life-cycle assessment of high-speed rail : the case of California 
Mikhail Chester and Arpad Horvath, January 20 I 0, pages 5 and 6 
http://iopscience. iop.org/a1ticle/ I 0 . 1 088/ 1e748-9326/5/ 1/0e1 4003/pdf

6Life-cycle assessment of high-speed rail : the case of California 
Mikhail Chester and Arpad Horvath, January 20 I 0, Table 2, page 7 
http://iopscience.iop.org/aiticle/ l 0 . 1 088/ 1 748-9326/5/ l /O 1 4003/pdf

7 The 20 1 2- I 3 Budget: Funding Requests for H igh-Speed Rai I, Apri I 1 7,20 1 2, page 8 
http://www.lao.ca.gov/analvsis/201 2/transportation/high-speed-rail-04 1 7 1 e2.pdf 
8 High-speed rail with emerging automobiles and aircraft can reduce environmental impacts in California's future 
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/ I 0.e1 088/ I 748-9326/7/3/0340 1e2/pdf
9 Contribution of the High-Speed Rail Program to Reducing California's Greenhouse Gas Emission Levels, June 
20 1 3, Diagram entitled GHG EMISSIONS SOURCES FOR HIGH-SPEED RAIL SYSTEM, page 9 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/green practices/HSR Reducing CA G I-IG Emissions 10 1 3 .pdf 
° Compliance Offl;et Protocol/or Urban Forest Projects 2011, Appendix B, page 35 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/20 I 0/capandtrade I 0/copurban foresttin.pdf 
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televised on KCRA News in Sacramento CEO Morales did provide the exact number of trees 
planted since construction activities began the previous year. . .  ZERO.t1 1  

Certainly the planting of trees is an absurd means to mitigate total construction emissions and so 
the Authority has other plans to augment its tree planting program. Its Voluntary Emissions 
Reduction Agreement with the San Joaquin Air Pollution Control District involves the Authority 
providing funds for the "replacement of fossil fuel burning irrigation pumps with electric pumps, 
and the replacement of, or retrofit of, vehicles with more efficient engines (that) have a GHG 
emissions benefit".t1 2  The number of engines to  be replaced is of course not specified. 

A larger question left unanswered involves the funds the Authority will use to pay for tree 
planting and engine replacement. Private industry must mitigate the envirom11ental impact of a 
given project with the profits derived from that project. If mitigation makes the project 
unprofitable, then the project is not built. The Authority's  mitigation efforts must be treated in 
the same fashion. Therefore, the only legitimate funds spent on mitigation effo11s would be 
those derived from its anticipated operating profits, capitalized and provided upfront by private 
investment; a source of funds that does not exist. Instead, the Authority seeks to spend funds on 
mitigation that are derived from Cap-and-Trade fees whose sole purpose in the first place is to 
provide funds for the very same type of projects (i .e. GHG reduction projects) that the Authority 
claims it will provide. There is no reason to pass these ft.mds tlu·ough the hands of the Authority 
and then allow the Authority to claim it has mitigated its GHG emissions . . .  even if it could. 

The Illusion of a Train Powered by Renewable Energy Sources: 
Chester and Horvath generously assumed the trains would run on a power mix relatively high in 
renewable sources 1 3 . However, high-speed electric trains would replace fossil fueled propelled 
automobiles and airplanes. When Phase 1 is completed the trains would place a new demand on 
the electric grid that must be met immediately by a power provider. Some electric generator, idle 
at that moment, must come on line. It may be a peaking unit in California powered by natural 
gas or a coal burning plant in Utah. The exact source is unknowable. But it will not be a wind or 
solar powered electric plant. These plants are always rmming when wind or sunshine is available 
because they operate at low cost. Wind and solar sources will already be generating all the 
power they can produce when the first trains require power. 

The Authority's  business plans are constantly changing direction as are their assumptions on 
energy constm1ption and energy cost. Here, the 20 1 2  Business Plan is cited, a plan that referred 
to paying 1 5 .2 cents/kWh for electrical energy, inclusive of a 3 cent premium for renewable 
energy. Energy consumption was established at 63 kWh/mile 1 4

• Train miles traveled between 

1 1  KCRA New Sacramento YouTube video, December 8, 20 I 5 
https://www.voutube.com/watch?v=lclcPa9z5 E 
12 Contribution of the High-Speed Rail Program lo Reducing Californiae's Greenhouse Gas Emission Levels, June 
20 1 3 ,  page 1 5  
u Life-cycle assessment of h igh-speed rail: the case of California 
Mikhail Chester and Arpad Horvath, January 20 I 0, page 2 
http://iopscience.iop.org/article/ I 0.n1 088/1n748-9326/5/ I /0 1 4003/pdf
14 Estimating H igh-Speed Train Operating and Maintenance Cost for the CHSRA 20 12 ,  pages 7-8 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/clocs/about/business p lans/B Plan ?O I 2EI REstimateOperatMaintCost.pdf 
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2022 and 2030 was projected to be 99 million 1 5  resulting in an energy use oft6,300 million 
kWh 16. See Attachment 1 .  To make good on its claim that it will power its trains with 1 00% 
renewable energy, The Authority needs to fund the construction of the necessary renewable 
power plants. California Valley Solar Ranch 1 7, a 250MW facility producing 650 million 
kWh/year recently built at a cost of a $ 1 .63 billion ($1 .2 billion financed at a 3 .5% interest rate 
using a federal loan guarantee coupled with a check from the U.S .  Treasury for $430 million) 1 8 

serves as a proxy for the needed capital. The Authority's trains would be consuming 1 ,200 
million kWh in 2030 and needing the output of 1 .85 Solar Ranches; 460MW of capacity costing 
$3 billion. A premium of 42 cent/kWh 1 9, fomieen times the Authority's offer, would be needed 
to raise the necessary capital by 2030. More than 20% of this capacity, costing half a billion 
dol lars, must be constructed before the first trains run. Otherwise, those trains will be totally 
powered by fossil fuels and the GHG emissions per passenger mile for train travelers will be no 
better than for passengers traveling in an automobile meeting the federal fuel efficiency 
standards scheduled to be in place in 2022. 

CONCLUSION: 
The Authority' s  contractors have a vested interest, perhaps even more of an interest than the 
Authority Board Members themselves, in keeping this project alive and the accompanying cash 
flow that fills their corporate coffers. The high-speed train has been their gravy-train for nearly 2 
decades. It is time for the Authority to ask their contractors some hard questions. What are the 
estimated direct and indirect CO2e construction emissions that will result from one of the largest 
infrastructure projects undertaken in the United States? A program that "includes installing 
potentially up to 2,200 miles of rail weighing 276,000 tons; 3 . 5  million square feet of buildings 
and facilities; 6,500 miles of electrical wires and cables; and approximately 1 90 grade 
separations. A significant portion of the project-approximately 1 90 miles-may be constructed 
on elevated structures or in tunnels. "20 And this is merely the scope of Phase 1 Blended. 

Additionally, the Authority's contractors need to spell out where all the green energy to power 
the train will be sourced and when ,or if, it will become avai lable. They know that the electrical 
power demand of high-speed trains will result in an immediate incremental supply of new power 
and they know that incremental source cannot be green. 

15 Estimating High-Speed Train Operating and Maintenance Cost for the CHS RA 2012 ,  pages 8 and 1 2, Operations 
and Maintenance of Equipment Costs for Medium Ridership Case was divided by their variable costs to arrive at 
Trainset Miles. 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business plans/B Plan 20 I 2EI  REstimateOperatMaintCost.pdf 
16 Estimating High-Speed Train Operating and Maintenance Cost for the CHSRA 20 12, 99 million trainset mi les are 
multiplied by 63kWh/mile. 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business plans/B Plan 20 I 2EIREstimateOperatMaintCost.pdf 
17 Energy.Gov Loan Programs Office, California Valley Solar Ranch 
http://energv.gov/Ipo/ca I iforn ia-val ley-solar-ranc h 
1 8  A Gold Rush of Subsidies in Clean Energy Search, New York Times, November 1 1 , 20 1n1 
http://www.nytimes.com/20 I I I I I / 1 2/business/energy-environment/a-corn ucopia-of-help-for-renewable-energy.htm I 
19 Author calculation: $3.0 bil lion/6,300 million kWh less $.05/kWh due to solar's lower operating costs compared 
to fossil fuel plants. See Penn State Engineering Department study. 
https://www .e-education.psu.edu/eme80 l /node/530 
20 Revised 20 1 2  Business Plan, page 3-3 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/clocs/about/business plans/BPlan 70 1 2  rpt.pdf 
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The Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan is silent on how construction emissions will be mitigated and 
equally silent on where the renewable power will come from to run their trains. These defects 
need to be addressed in the Final 201 8  Business Plan if the Authority is to continue using Cap
and Trade Fees to finance their railroad. 
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attachments ( 1 )  
Attachment 1 
Ridership, Revenue and O&M Costs taken from Medium Ridership Case -PB April 2012 Estimated Cost forCHSRA 2012 Business Plan 

Vear 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 
Ridership {milltons)it 8.1 9.6 12.9 14.2 19.3 21.4 

Revenue (millions 2010S) 278 372 467 564 663 941 1040 1242 1380 

O&M Costs (milliom 2010$1 196 247 258 358 480 503 568 627 

Ops. and Ma int. of Eqlipmcnt {Set! Nole l) 82 124 133 196 216 265 280 391 

Variable CoSIS/TSM (2009$) 20 10 10 10 10 10 10 20 10 

Variable Com/TSM jZOlOS) (See Note 2) 20.S 20. S 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.5 20.S 20.5 20.5 

TSM {Mitllions) (See Note 3) 4.0 6.0 6.5 9.6 10.5 12.9 13.7 16.8 19.1 

Tr a inset Elec. Consumption (millions of Kwh) {See Note 4) 236 357 383 564 622 806 990 112S 5845.3 
Station El�ctic,11 Cosumption (millions of kWh) (See Note SJ 17 25 27 39 44 79 409.2 
Total Yearly Electrical Consumption !millions of kWh) 253 382 410 604 665 816 862 1059 1204 6254.S 
Captal Cost to Gener.ite Needed millions of kWh in Millions of 2010$ (See Note 6) 618 934 1002it 1627 1997 2110 2592 2946 2946 
Equivalent C.1lifornia Valley Solar Ranch Facilities 0.39 0.59 0.63 0.93 1.02 1.26 1.33 1.63 185t
lncrement3I Use of Electric Power (Millions of kWh) 253 129 18 194 62 151 46 197 1 
Incremental Capitalhation Costs tn Millions (2010$) 618 316 68 151 113 482 2946 
Average Green Ch;irge Needed to Build Solar GeneratingCap:,city {$/kWh) 0.47 
Average Green Charge Needed Afler Adjusting for Variable Cost Differential Be1ween Solar and Fossil fuels (See Note 7) 0.42 

Notes: 

1 Authortv treats Ops. and Maint. of Equipment :a a vari;:ible cost at $20/Trainset Mile (TSM) in Tables 5 and 7 of April 2012 PB report Estimating High•Speed Train Operating and Moinconce Cost for the CHSRA2012 Business Pfonit
2 Adjust Variable Costs upw.ird by 2.S% lo convert from 2009$ to 2010$ 
3 Dividing Ops. And Maim. Of Equipment costs by total v;uiable costs yields the drver of Ops. And M,1int. Of Equipment Costs, Trainset Miles.it
4 Electrical Consumptkm of S9 kWh/TSM found on page 7 of Aprtl 2012 PB report Estimating High-Speed Train Operating and Maintonce Cost for the CHSRA 2012 Bw;iness Pion it
S 71¼ allowance for sta1i011 and maintenance facilities electricity consumption found on page 7 of April 2012 PB report Estimating High-Speed Train Operating and Mointonce Cost for the CHSRA 1011 Business Pion 

6. Use California Valley Solar Ranch as Proxy. A $1.63 billion facilil\l built with $1.2 bill ion federal loan guaramee awarded in 2011 and cash gr.:mt of $430,000.idjusted downward by 2.5% to reflect 2010$. 
Facility e>:pected 10 generate 650 million kWh per year. 
7 Solar has a lower variable cost th;m fossil fuel of approKiffiiltely $OS/kWh according to a Penn Stale Engineering Department study. https://www.e-education.psu.edu/eme80l/node/S30 
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0 SPU R 
San Francisco I San Jose I Oakland 

May 7, 201 8  

California High-Speed Rail Authority 

770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 

Sacramento, CA 95814  

Re: California High-Speed Rail Draft 201 8  Business Plan 

Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Authority's  Draft 2018 Business Plan. SPUR 

strongly supports the direction articulated in the Draft 2018 Business Plan and the vision of a future 

California it helps achieve. The state's investment in a high-speed rail system is key to achieving 

important goals like reducing the state' s  greenhouse gas emissions, capturing growth within existing 

communities, revitalizing downtowns, tying economic centers together, and shifting more intercity travel 

to a comprehensive and space-efficient statewide rail network. 

SPUR, the San Francisco Bay Area Planning and Urban Research Association, is a non-profit, member

supported organization that promotes good planning and good government. We have been following, 

commenting on, and supporting the high-speed rail project for several decades, including producing 

numerous reports and policy papers. In the coming years, SPUR looks forward to remaining a thought 

partner and key participant in the implementation of the state's high-speed rail program at both the 

statewide and local levels. 

Over the past several years, we have been particularly focused on how high-speed rail can support 

urban development and become integrated within existing urban communities. Last Fall, we released 

Harnessing High-Speed Rail, a report focused on the economic development and land-use opportunity of 

high-speed rail in station cities (particularly in the San Joaquin Valley). In San Jose, SPUR has been a 

leading advocate working to shape the development around San Jose' s  Central Station - Diridon. Based on 

an analysis of international precedents, we released a set of guiding principles for remaking Diridon 

Station. We also brought a dozen key South Bay decision-makers to visit major multi-modal high-speed 

rail stations in The Netherlands and France. Each person invited on our study trip represented an agency or 

institution with a stake in the future of Diridon Station. 

After reviewing the draft 201 8  Business Plan, SPUR offers the following comments to the California 

High-Speed Rail Authority : 

1. Continue with the vision in the draft business plan to complete Phase I construction and 

connect the early interim service sections. 

SAN FRANCISCO SAN JOSE OAKLAND spur.org 
654 M iss ion Street 76 South F i rst Street 1544 Broadway 

Sa n Franc isco, CA 94105 San Jose, CA 95113 Oakland, CA 94612 

(415) 781-8726 (408) 638-0083 (510) 827-1900 



SPUR supports the strategy to finish construction on the "Early Interim Services" in the Central 
Valley and the Bay Area. These are discrete projects that provide independent utility to two key regions 
in the state. The proposed 2027 timeline for improved rail services between San Francisco and Gilroy (in 
the Bay Area) as well as between Madera and Bakersfield (in the Central Valley) will improve mobility 
within each region respectively as well as help to grow public confidence in the overall high-speed rail 
program. 

In the Bay Area. the Authority"s investments reinforce intercity rail services that are either already running 
and or that are under construction. Investments in the Peninsula Corridor electrification will offer a more 
reliable. sustainable and competitive solution to auto travel for trips along the Peninsula. In San Jose. the 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority has committed to bringing an operative BART service by 
2026 that will connect to high-speed rail at Diridon Station and link the South Bay to the East Bay. The 
addition of early interim service by 2027 reinforces these investments and supports a more 
comprehensive and efficient regional rail service in the Bay Area. 

In the San Joaquin Valley. connecting Madera to Bakersfield by 2027 is critical to providing a fast and 
clean alternative to driving and to supporting a more compact pattern of development. The presence of 
high-speed rail is an opportunity for each station city and its surrounding metropolitan region to shift 
more growth toward existing communities, thereby preserving valuable agriculture lands while also 
revitalizing downtowns and urban centers. 

SPUR also supports the plan's proposed investments within Southern California. The draft high
speed rail business plan proposes investments along the Burbank to Anaheim corridor that will improve 
the regional rail corridor capacity. For example, the Rosecrans-Marquardt grade separation project is 
making the most hazardous grade crossing in California safer. In addition, investments in Los Angeles 
Union Station will improve regional rail service by removing a bottleneck that reduces the number of 
trains that can go through the station. 

2. Ensure that the California High-Speed Rail project gets the funding it needs to successfully 
complete the entire Phase I as soon as possible. 

The costs estimated in the Draft 201 8  business plan for the first phase of the system ($77.3 billion) remain 
a bargain relative to the $170 billion or more that it would cost in road and airport expansions to meet the 
needs of California's growing population. 

Yet for too long, the high-speed rail project has been limited in its funding and hampered by uncertainty in 
being able to carry out what was necessary to plan and build a project of this scale. Since the passage of 
Proposition l A  in 2008, important progress towards sustainable funding includes the legislature 's 
provision of cap and trade auction revenues. These funds have bolstered the project's finances, raising the 
available funding from a fifth to a third of the entire Phase I program cost. However, looking forward it 
will be necessary for the state to consider additional resources to ensure the project can be 
completed in a timely manner. 

2 



Increases and uncertainties in the cost and schedule for the overall project should not bar the legislature 

from considering additional resources to ensure the rail system can be completed in a timely manner. The 

sooner the project is completed, the sooner the state can begin realizing the return on its investment. For 

example, the Silicon Valley to Central Valley line is forecast to generate enough farebox revenue in 2029 

to cover the operations and maintenance costs of the system and to begin providing additional revenue that 

could be used toward system expansion. 

3 .  Strengthen partnerships with local and regional governments and commit to  well-integrated 

land use and transportation planning around stations in order to realize the full benefits of 

high-speed rail in station cities. 

SPUR has argued that high-speed rail has the potential to change the way California grows and 

develops in a way that is more space-efficient and environmentally-sustainable while also bringing 

significant economic opportunity to underperforming parts of California. SPUR recommends that the 

Authority, the Governor's Office and the State legislature explore all possible tools to help realize 

the full economic and land use opportunity of high-speed rail. We made numerous recommendations 

in our Harnessing High-Speed Rail report, including establishing development corporations and 

modifying tax increment financing rules. It will be key to combine the state 's  state investment or creation 

of new economic development tools with an expectation that local plans meet statewide criteria. Overall, 

concentrating urban growth around high-speed rail and other transit is not only essential to ensuring high 

ridership on the system, but also to enable transit in general to become a better option than driving a car. 

SPUR also supports the Authority's partnerships with transit agencies and local cities for integrated multi

modal station area planning. Implementation of these plans will require the Authority and each of the other 

partners to bring resources and expertise to the table. The goal is to create a well-designed station district 

that combines compact development (particularly employment and other destinations adjacent to the 

station) with multi-modal designs that encourage biking, walking and taking transit. International best 

practices demonstrate that the best station area development occurs when all parties (state and local transit, 

cities, etc .) work in a clear and organized partnership for delivering the station and surrounding 

infrastructure (including new transit lines, infrastructure and adjacent development) . 

In conclusion, SPUR supports the direction of the draft 20 1 8  Business Plan and looks forward to working 

with the Authority and the State legislature to ensure its successful implementation. 

Sincerely, 

/.0 
I 

1-----------·//J/ L/ ( 

Egon Terplan 

SPUR Regional Planning Director 
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May 4, 20 18 

Dan Richard 
Chair, California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 
Sacramento, CA 958 14  

Dear Chairman Richard, 

As the Senator for the 25th District, which includes a portion of the San 
Fernando Valley, I am writing to reiterate comments I made previously with 
legislative colleagues regarding a High Speed Rail alignment proposal between 
Palmdale and Burbank that would affect my constituents. 

It is important to improve connectivity between Northern California and 
Southern California while reducing greenhouse gases and creating much
needed construction jobs. However, I urge you to consider the negative impacts 
an above-ground train through Shadow Hills would have on the environment 
and the equine community. 

While I understand the legal necessity of maintaining a range of alternatives for 
the Authority to analyze during the EIR process, I continue to strongly oppose 
the inclusion of the Refined E2 alternative and request that it be removed from 
all consideration. As I stated previously, the impacts of this route on the 25th 

Senate District are unacceptable to me. 

As you evaluate the 2 0 1 8  Draft Business Plan, please take these comments 
into account. Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

U-1-� tl�,./4) 
Anthony J. Portantino 
SENATOR 
District 25  
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lJPA 
TRANSBAY JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 

Mark Zabaneh • Executive Director 

May 4, 2018  

Via U.S. Mail and Email 
Mr. Brian Kelly, CEO 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 958 14  

Subject: TJPA Comments on CHSRA Draft 201 8  Business Plan 

Dear Mr. Kelly, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the California High-Speed Rail Authority's (CHSRA) 
Draft 201 8  Business Plan (the "Draft Plan"). The Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) 
commends the CHSRA for completing the Draft Plan and continuing to advance this important 
project. 

The TJPA would like to offer the following comments on the Draft Plan: 

1 )  The TJPA commends the CHSRA for revising the Central Valley to Silicon Valley Line 
(the "Valley-to-Valley Line") and extending it to San Francisco. We firmly believe that 
recognizing San Francisco as the terminus of this segment of the CHS RA Phase 1 System 
will provide enormous benefits to CHSRA riders as well as the San Francisco Bay Area 
and Central Valley regions. 

2) The Draft Plan suggests that the San Francisco terminus of the Valley-to-Valley line is 
expected to the 4th and King Caltrain station in 2029, and the Salesforce Transit Center 
in 2033. Thus, the Draft Plan suggests a four-year delay in CHSRA's delivery of high 
speed rail service to downtown San Francisco as compared to the 201 6  Business Plan. 

We respectfully advocate that the CHSRA make the Salesforce Transit Center the 
northern terminus of the Valley-to-Valley Line in 2029. Construction of the Salesforce 
Transit Cent�r and the start of bus operation revenue service is scheduled to be completed 
this summer. With this milestone, the focus of the TJPA and the San Francisco Bay Area 
Region will be the implementation of Downtown Rail Extension (DTX), which includes 
extending the Caltrain and CHSRA line from the 4th and King Station into the Salesforce 
Transit Center. The TJPA has been coordinating implementation schedules with CHSRA 
on a monthly basis for several years. While the DTX is funding dependent, it can be 
completed and ready to receive CHSRA trains by as early as 2027. Therefore, CHSRA's 
final Business Plan should identify the Salesforce Transit Center as the northern terminal 
station for the Valley-to-Valley Line in 2029, with the 4th and King Station identified as 
the contingency station should the transit center not be timely available because of 

201 M iss ion Street, Su i te 2 1 00. San Francisco. CA 94 1 05 • 4 1 5 . 597.4620 • transbaycenter.org a- o 



California High-Speed Rail Authority 
May 4, 2018 
Page 2 of2 

3) We are surprised about the Draft Plan's general lack of mention of the status of the 
Salesforce Transit Center and DTX, particularly when compared with the level of 
information provided on other components of the CHS RA Phase 1 System-for example, 
Caltrain electrification and Los Angeles Union Station. The Salesforce Transit Center is 
the Proposition IA-designated northern terminus of the system. As the northern bookend, 
it would be appropriate to provide more detailed discussion in the final Business Plan. 
We believe the Plan's audience, particularly the investment community, would likewise 
expect the final Business Plan to give more attention to the Transbay Program, given its 
vital role in connecting CHSRA's Phase 1 System from Los Angeles/Anaheim to 
downtown San Francisco. 

4) The Capital Cost Basis of Estimate Report recognizes that the costs for the Valley-to
Valley Line include a $550 million contribution from the CHSRA towards the DTX. As 
construction of the DTX is expected to be ongoing between 2020 and 2027, the final 
Business Plan should confirm that the agreed $550 million in funding will be timely 
available to the TJPA for that work (that is, the CHSRA contribution will not be delayed 
until 2029 or later). 

Also, when CHSRA made its commitment of$550 million in its 2016  Business Plan, the 
arrival of CHSRA service at the Salesforce Transit Center was planned for 2029. As 
discussed above, the T JP A is optimistic that CHS RA can still achieve revenue service at 
the transit center in 2029 and that CHSRA will make the funds available for construction 
to meet that schedule. But if CHS RA is now planning for service at the transit center to 
begin in 2033 or CHSRA is otherwise planning to delay its $550 million contribution to 
the DTX, the amount of the contribution should be escalated from the Base Year 2015 
dollars reported in the 2016 Business Plan along with the year of expenditure dollars to 
account for the delay. 

Finally, we recommend that the final version of the Business Plan cite the $550-million 
contribution to the DTX in the main report, not just in the Capital Cost Basis of Estimate 
Report. 

Please give these comments appropriate consideration, and incorporate any changes required by 
the comments into the final 201 8  Business Plan to improve the information provided to the 
public. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

cc: TJPA Board 
201 8businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov 

20 1 Mission Street,  Suite 2 1 00 ,  Son Francisco, CA 94 1 05 • 4 1  5.597 .4620 • tjpa.org 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Andy 
Last Name : Vidak 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: May 7, 2018 

The Honorable Dan Richard 
Chair, California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Chairman Richard, 
As we have discussed, I remain opposed to the High-Speed Rail Project 
because I believe it is bad for the Central Valley and bad for California. 
However, I will always support my constituents in their need for an accurate 
reporting of HSR financial and logistical decisions, and it is for this reason 
that I reach out to you today. 
A number of folks in my district have raised concerns over the most recent 
High-Speed Rail Business Plan with regard to the data and resulting cost 
estimates projected in the report. They have cited that your report, although 
not funding a Kings/Tulare station, assumes ridership totals as though a 
Kings/Tulare station will be built. It is their belief, and mine, that you should 
either account for the construction and maintenance cost of a proposed 
Kings/Tulare station in your report, or else remove the estimated ridership the 
station is expected to generate. 
Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Andy Vidak 
Senator, 14th District 

Attachments : HSR-Kings-TulareStation.pdf (34 kb) 
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May 7, 201 8  

The Honorable Dan Richard 
Chair, California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 
Sacramento, CA 958 1 4  

Dear Chairman Richard, 

As we have discussed, I remain opposed to the High-Speed Rail Project because I believe it is 
bad for the Central Valley and bad for California. However, I will always support my 
constituents in their need for an accurate reporting of HSR financial and logistical decisions, and 
it is for this reason that I reach out to you today. 

A number of folks in my district have raised concerns over the most recent High-Speed Rail 
Business Plan with regard to the data and resulting cost estimates projected in the report. They 
have cited that your report, although not funding a Kings/Tulare station, assumes ridership totals 
as though a Kings/Tulare station will be built. It is their belief, and mine, that you should either 
account for the construction and maintenance cost of a proposed Kings/Tulare station in your 
report, or else remove the estimated ridership the station is expected to generate. 

Thank you for your consideration. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Colin 
Last Name: Sprinkle 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : First, let me say I support the construction of the high speed rail system 
enthusiastically. However, the snail's pace of progress over the years is 
disheartening to say the least. I feel like every year, it is delayed by another 3 
or 4 years. 

Might I suggest, instead of spending all the time and money upfront on the big 
projects like the viaducts, trench and pergola, perhaps you should spend 
some time and money constructing the ordinary tracks along the route as 
well. That way, you can say things like, "25 miles of high speed rail are 
complete". It'll give the illusion that more progress is being made quicker, and 
real or not, that will help bolster support for the high speed rail, which I'm 
sorry to say is not great. 

Just something to consider. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Pat 
Last Name : Kramer 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : The Burbank to Palmdale routes are totally infeasible due to environmental 
complexity, unjust location of routes that divide communities and change 
community character, and exorbitant costs. The CHSRA's own geotechnical 
studies back that point up and admit flaws in the plan. If a major project 
section is fatally flawed, then the Business Plan, itself, is seriously flawed and 
cannot be approved. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Arlan 
Last Name: Jewell 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Arlan Jewell Written Public Comment 146.pdf (35 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Nicole 
Last Name: Ahlen 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Nicole Ahlen Written Public Comment 147.pdf (36 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Andrea 
Last Name: Ahton 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Andrea Ahton Written Public Comment 148.pdf (34 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in  the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

::::::.£!!' 'ddress• ��\ CA ,q /O'fb 

Email.: _!jl'fl)_!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) __!jl'fl) ____ eti-- v73- 'fJ'fjt/____!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) Phone: 

Additional Comments:. ___!jl'fl) ________ __ _________ __!jl'fl)_ ___ 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Iniguez 
Last Name: Jonathan 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Iniguez Jonathan Written Public Comment 149.pdf (37 

kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 

Sincerely, 

Signature: 

Additional Comments: _ __ ______ __ ______ __!jl'fl) _______ __ 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Kelly 
Last Name : Herold 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Kelly Herold Written Public Comment 150.pdf (36 kb) 



I 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

Signature: 

Address: 

Email : 

Additional Comments:. ____ __!jl'fl) __ _______ __!jl'fl)_ __!jl'fl)________ 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Param 
Last Name: Sharma 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Param Sharma Written Public Comment 151.pdf (35 

kb) 



__ __-

_ _ _  

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E·l Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

r1 
Signature:!jl'fl) ;,__-2!_/· //_._.,,,4- '"'):..:.._-'="�_ ___�--�:� _�.=..<iLh.'--'-

. 0 
Name: re a.A M c::::-i h A 12 M f:I _ 

(,; (.,2 -/-,,.__ j-/- L \/ ( CH ,:1 I ] 4 )Address: / / l O :{ 

Email;
'T)A P, A,M,Sh AfU', /J e 1J k1 I (..ef"Y<A-

D DId.. . Phone:+ 
. 

Additional Comments: _!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _!jl'fl)______!jl'fl) -=--·------- - ------....---
L,·' 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Marry 
Last Name: Walters 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Marry Walters Written Public Comment 152.pdf (51 kb) 



1. 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: David 
Last Name: Barron 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting David Barron Written Public Comment 153.pdf (36 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

s;om,ry,an' 'l 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Mary 
Last Name: Hughes 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Mary Hughes Written Public Comment 154.pdf (35 kb) 
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Additional Comments:._______!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) ______________ _ 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

_ 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Richard 
Last Name: Teasley 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Richard Teasley Written Public Comment 155.pdf (35 

kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In  essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast _
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

tLL 2� \lc.,J 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Janene 
Last Name : Jackman 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Dear High Speed Rail Authority, 

I am writing to ask that you include all of The City of San Jose Community 
Generated Options in your Final 2018 Business Plan. 

It is important that you look at all possible options before choosing one. 

Janene Jackman 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Mary 
Last Name : Noble 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Mary Noble Written Public Comment 156.pdf (34 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of"over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Rich 
Last Name: Crowtherjr 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Rich Crowtherjr Written Public Comment 157.pdf (36 

kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Autmn 
Last Name: Shaw 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Autmn Shaw Written Public Comment 158.pdf (36 kb) 



Sincerely, 

Signatur!jl'fl)
�eg )  

Address: /;:). 0 l'd Tea i I ;J ; _kagel Canyon J C,A 9/3L/ :2 
Email : lea f 

[j 
tuau{J5ma IL  ram Phone: 3;;)3-40/ �3qqg 

Additional Comments:. _______!jl'fl) __________!jl'fl)_______ __ __ 

Name: A1 t[{_l m O cfXJV\) 

I 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Yale 
Last Name : Anguliano 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Yale Anguliano Written Public Comment 159.pdf (35 

kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

\ 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Unknown 
Last Name: Ineligible Writing 
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2. 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Name:_'2�·_'2_2_· l_K___ _ 
Ct!- °/13.�2.., 

Email:____________________ e_  Phone:_ __ ..---_________ 

Additional Comments: ---- - - ------------------ - -- ---



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Susan 
Last Name : MacAdams 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: May 7, 2018 

*COMME NT FOR CHSRA BUSINESS PLAN: * 

*ADDITIONAL UTILITY RELOCATION COSTS ARE MISSING FROM THE 
ESTIMATE. * 

*HIGH VOLTAGE TOWERS THAT CARRY ELECTRICITY ACROSS THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
INTERSECT WITH HIGH SPEED RAIL (HSR) IN MANY LOCATIONS. 
WHERE THESE TWO 
SYSTEMS OVERLAP, THE HIGH VOLTAGE TOWERS (HVT) MUST BE 
RAISED HIGHER OVER 
THE TRACKS TO MEET CLEARANCE REQUIREMENTS, OR THE WIRES 
MUST BE RELOCATED 
UNDERGROUND; THE AUTHORITY STATES THEY WILL BE 
RELOCATING THE HIGH VOLTAGE 
WIRES UNDERGROUND. * 

*THE COSTS OF BURYING HIGH VOLTAGE WIRES IS TEN TIMES 
HIGHER THAN RAISING 
THE WIRES ABOVE THE TRACKS. THESE ADDITIONAL EXPENSES WILL 
BE PAID FOR BY 
THE CONSUMERS. * 

*THESE RELOCATION COSTS ARE NOT ACCOUNTED FOR IN THE NEW 
BUSINESS PLAN. * 

In 2008, when Proposition 1A passed, voters approved of using the Union 
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) corridor between Merced and Fresno for High Speed 
Rail ; the monies were to be spent to improve the existing rail corridor. 

After 2011, a track alignment alternative called the Hybrid was chosen by 
the Authority that veers from the UPRR corridor and wanders to and fro 
across open farmland. The sixty mile straight route now has an additional 
20 miles of high speed curves and spirals adding considerable length of 
track to the corridor. The California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) 
officials continue to state that this route between Merced and Fresno is 
the backbone of the high speed rail system, yet this backbone has developed 
scoliosis, or curvature of the spine. 

See Attachments 1, 2, and 3, High Speed Rail Maps. The Statewide map has 
not been updated to show the new curvature between Merced and Fresno. 

Many electric transmission lines cross the state. These lines intersect 
with the high speed rail tracks in multiple locations. See Attachment 4, 
Electric Transmission Lines. Where these two systems overlap has not been 
identified by the Authority on their maps or in their environmental impact 
reports. 

Along the HSR route, the small farming community of Fairmead is located 
between Merced and Fresno. The High Speed Rail (HSR) tracks curve 



through 
the region and the focus will be a set of High Voltage Towers that cross 
the high speed rail tracks near the Valley State Prison. See Attachment 5A, 
Google map of the reg ion. 

A critical set of 125 Kilovolt High Voltage Towers (HVT) travels from 
Merced and Fresno between State Route 99 and the BNSF railroad. The line 
of 
towers appears as a dash/dot line on Google maps because the PG&E clears 
the farmland underneath of all fruit trees; the dash lines are the areas 
underneath the wires where the land is a barren yellow, the towers are the 
dots. Further magnification will show the shadows of the towers. 

Where high voltage transmission lines cross over electrified rail tracks, 
there could be interference between the two systems which could result in 
arching of electrical power between the two lines, not unlike when you 
drove down the highway under a high voltage line and your radio goes out. 
The HSR system could lose signaling. 

See Attachment 5B, CHS RA Key Map and Attachment 5C, New Tower 
locations 
needed to cross HSR tracks. These attachments provide one example of the 
lack of oversight in the HSR budget. 

The Authority did not mark this series of high voltage towers on their map 
of High-Risk Utilities in their Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or 
the Final (FEIR). On the E IR maps, there is a notation that the electrical 
transmission lines will be shown, but this set of HVTs is not shown . See 
Attachment 6, Public Utilities and Energy. 

See Attachment 7, Overhead Contact System (OCS) for High Speed Rail. 

See Attachment 8, METRO Green Line near Los Angeles I nternational 
Airport. 
The transit system's OCS wires can be seen underneath a series of high 
voltage towers. Two sets of towers had to be raised higher to accommodate 
the catenary system of the trains. The process took seven years. 

I n  the State of Californ ia, when a set of power lines cross over an 
electrified railroad track, the rules governing the distance between the 
two sets of lines are found in the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) General Order 95 (GO95). These rules were established during the 
era 
of trolley car lines, when trolley cars ran at a maximum of sixty miles an 
hour. These rules have not been updated for speeds of 220 miles per hour. 

See Attachment 9 an 10 ,  General Order 95, clearances for overhead wires 
above a trolly car OCS . 

I n  order to raise the lowest line of an high voltage tower, all the lines 
on the tower must be raised incrementally. There is a cascading affect and 
the high voltage towers on either side of the HSR tracks will have to be 
re-built, approximately three towers on each side of the HSR tracks (See 
again Attachment 5C for locations of new towers) . 

Power lines will have to be lengthened and nearby towers will require wires 
cut and adjusted using precise calculations. During construction, 



electricity will have to be diverted and re-routed in stages. HVT 
relocations would have to be staggered in scheduling. For each case there 
will be road closures, detours, CPUC public participation hearings, 
E IR/E IS,  community outreach, eminent domain legal fees, right-of-way 
agreements, rental fees established, permits and contractor review and 
supervision. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) will require a 
formal review of the new height of the towers; much crop dusting occurs in 
the Central Valley. The FAA may take ten years to approve new airspace 
altitude restrictions. 

I n  contrast to this standard approach to the problem: re-building and 
raising the high voltage towers over the catenaries, the CHS RA states in 
their documents that they will work with the the util ity owners to put the 
high voltage wires underground. See Attachment 1 1  from the EIR. 

For the consumer, this is not economically feasible. The Transmission 
Agency of Northern California (TANG) estimates that underground utility 
lines would cost 1 0  to 30 times greater than overhead construction. See 
Attachment 1 2  from their web site, Problems of Underground Transmission 
Lines. 

Burying high voltage lines will require a vault. These vau lts are typically 
20' x 30' structures, roughly the size of a living room. These vaults must 
be air conditioned. This will require an additional power line to the 
vault. The vault must be secured against vandalism. This vault will be 
built in a flood zone and must be protected with additional drainage 
details that have not been provided. There are significant environmental 
hazards. There will be additional property needed from the owners of the 
farmland and will require permanent take, not just an easement. 

The San Francisco Chronicle published an article about the high cost of 
under- grounding power lines after the wildfires in Northern Californ ia. 
See Attachment 1 3A & 1 3B. 

After the alignment through Fairmead was chosen, Pacific Gas and E lectric, 
Southern California Edison, San Diego Gas & Electric, Southern California 
Gas Company, East Bay Municipal Utility District, Sacramento Municipal 
Utility District and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power began 
evidentiary hearings with the CPUC about the various critical interfaces 
with high speed rail. 

See Attachment 1 4 ,  California High-Speed Rail Safety. From that document: 

"In March 201 3 ,  the California High Speed Rail Authority petitioned the 
CPUC to create regulations governing safety standards for the use of 25 
kilovolt (kV) electric lines to power high-speed trains.The CPUC opened a 
proceeding (R1 3-03-009) to establish uniform safety requirements governing 
the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of overhead 25 kV 
railroad electrification systems and the specific safety challenges the 
system presents. Evidentiary hearings are scheduled to commence in 
December 
201 4." 

The rules for governing the clearances between the high speed rail catenary 
and the high voltage towers were to be discussed and revisions were to be 
made. The CPUC was well aware that the clearances had not been updated 
since the era of trolley cars. But it appears the meetings did not change 
that distance and it is still the same as it was for the trolley car era; 



Attachmentse: 

there are many documents on the matter that can be found here: 

https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?p=401 :57:0::NO:RP,58,RIR:P5_PROCEEDI 
NG SELECT:R1 303009 

The CHSRA representative's response to the collective energy agencies, 
was, 
literally, "I don't have to answer you," and no further response was 
provided. See Attachment 1 5 .  Here is the document on the need for further 
evidentiary hearings by the CPUC. The quote can be found at the top of page 
3 :  

http://docs.cpuc.ca .gov /Published Docs/Efi le/G000/M089/K02 5/89025450 .PD 
F 

The bottom wire of the High Voltage Tower should be raised higher above the 
High Speed rail catenaries than a trolley car wire; the high speed trains 
will be going 220 miles per hour. The CPUC stated they were going to 
change 
these rules, but did not change General Order 95 to accommodate high 
speed 
trains. 

Further investigation was denied. See the Administrative Law Judge's ruling 
denying motions for additional evidentiary hearings: 

http://docs.cpuc.ca .gov /Published Docs/Efi le/G000/M089/K640/89640945 .PD 
F 

Moving the High Voltage Towers will cost billions of dollars, yet these 
costs are missing from the budget. 

Please see all attachments for further information. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 

Susan MacAdams 

Track and Alignment Expert 

Former High Speed Rail Planning Manager, 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) 

Track Design and Manager: Metro Red, Blue and Green Lines, Los Angeles 

Light & Heavy Rail Track Design and Construction: Baltimore, Boston, 
Washington DC 

susan.macadams@gmail.com 

Attach 1 HSR State Map.pdf (295 kb) 
Attach 2 HSR Merced To Fresno map.pdf (467 kb) 
Attach 3 HSR Hybrid Merced To Fresno map.pdf (427 kb) 
Attach 4 Elec Transmission Lines.pdf (495 kb) 
Attach 5A Google Map Fairmead.pdf (859 kb) 
Attach 5B CHS RA Key map.pdf (503 kb) 
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Attach 5C New HVT locations.pdf (560 kb) 
Attach HVT not shown on maps.pdf (274 kb) 
Attach Catenaries OCS diagram.pdf (346 kb) 
Attach Metro Green under HVTs.pdf (469 kb) 
Attach General Order 95 Clearances.pdf (314 kb) 
Attach General Order 95 Clearances.pdf (286 kb) 
Attach Placing Transmission Lines underground.pdf (823 kb) 
Attach Problems of underground transmission lines.pdf (488 kb) 
Attach Article on expense of burying HV lines.pdf (1 mb) 
Attach CHSRA and CPUC rulemaking.pdf (502 kb) 
Attach CHSRA quote to Utility Companies.pdf (515 kb) 
Fairmead Missing Util ity Costs Comment to Business Plan.pdf (87 kb) 
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3 SYSTEM DESCRIPTION 

3.1 OVERHEAD CONTACT SYSTEM 
The Overhead Contact ystcrn (OCS) supplies power to the electrically powered rail vehicles at 
25 kV, and includes the aerial conductors, insulators, line hardware, support brackets, and 
support structures and their associated foundations. 25 kV Electrification S,>,stcms typically 
utilize a catenary configuration, which comprises an E.nergized and current carrying Messenger 
Wire (MW) to support a Contact Wire (CW) by means of in-span wire hangers. 

Figure 3- 1 Typical 2x25 kV l:.lectrificalion System 

3.2 PARALLEL FEEDERS 
In a 2x25 kV Autotransformer Feed System (shown above), a bare parallel Feeder (often termed 
the negative Feeder) will nonnally be mounted aerially on insulators on the OCS Poles, and will 
fonn a continuous electrical connection between Substation facilities. There is a 1 80 degree
phase difference between the voltages of the parallel negative Feeder and the Catenary System, 
giving a 50 kV phase-to-phase voltage difference between these conductors. 

In a lx25 kV Direct Feed System, the Feeder (where used) will be a bare paralleling conductor 
that can be connected at frequent intervals lo the OCS lo provide localized electrical 
reinforcerncnt ofthe circuit. There is no phase differencc between the voltages of the parallel 
reinforcement Feeder and the Catenary System. 

8 January 2 1 ,  201 5 



AITACH M � f 'B 
ME"fRO 6 Rf'EN  UN £ 
UNP82.. HlGl-\ VoLTAh£ ToWGR5 



Supply 
Supply 
Supply 
Supply 
Supply 

ATIACHMENT 

Cl.EA RAN C8 
GENSl<AL 0� 

Rule 38, Table 2, Cases 1 to 7 

Lines Over 68,000 Volts 
Lines 35,000 - 68,000 Volts 
Lines 20,000 - 35,000 Volts 
Lines 7,500 - 20,000 Volts 
Lines 750 - 7,500 Volts

Supply Lines, Service Drops and Trolley Feeders, 0 - 750V 
Communication Lines 

, Span Wires, Guys and Messengers

-

I 
Span Wires Guys and Communication Trolly Feeders - 750 - 7,500

Messengers Conductors Service Drops 7,500 V 20,000 V
(Including Open 0 - 750 Volts
Wire, Cable and

* For Modifications see Rule 38, Table 2, Cases 1 to 7 Service Drops) 
Supply Conductors

All Dimensions are in Feet Unless Otherwise Noted 

Figure 7 G-7 
Clearances of Wires at Point of Crossing 
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Case 5 
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Case 2 Across Other Areas Clearances above Crossing Capable of Being 
Traversed by 

Tracks of Railroad Clearances at Thoroughfares in 
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disposal. Based on estimates that the total volume of C&D material is a maximum of 2.4 million cubic 
yards before recyding (approximately 7% of the total permitted capacity of the three previously 
discussed landfills that accept C&D material), the Merced to Fresno HST would have a negligible effect 
under NEPA on area landfills. Under CEQA, the impact on permitted landfills that would serve the project 
is less than significant. 

As discussed in Section 3.10, Hazardous Materials and Wastes, construction would generate hazardous 
waste consisting of welding materials, fuel and lubricant containers, paint and solvent containers, and 
cement products containing strong basic or acidic chemicals. Demolition of older buildings could also 
generate hazardous waste, such as asbestos-containing materials and lead based paint. The Authority 
would handle, store, and dispose of all hazardous waste in accordance with applicable requirements, 
including the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (see Section 3.10, Hazardous Materials and 
Wastes). A certified hazardous waste collection company would deliver the waste to an authorized 
hazardous waste management facility for recycling or disposal. Some in-state landfills, such as Clean 
Harbors Westmorland Landfill in Imperial County, the Chemical Waste Management Kettleman Hills 
Landfill in Kings County, and other permitted landfills accept hazardous wastes (DTSC 2007). Because 
hazardous waste could be disposed of at permitted landfills that have sufficient capacity, potential effects 
are negligible under NEPA and less than significant under CEQA. 

Project Impacts - Common Utilities Impacts 

The operaton and maintenance of the three project alternatives and an HMF could result in permanent i
relocation and extensions of utilities; reduced access to existing utilities in the project footprint; and 
increased demand for water, wastewater, and waste disposal services. None of the project alternatives 
would physically encroach on the footprint of water or wastewater treatment facilities, water pump 
stations, or power plants. 

Conflicts with Existing Utilities 

The HST may conflict with existing stormwater basins; this is potentially a substantial impact under NEPA 
and a potentially significant impact under CEQA. As feasible, any loss in capacity at the retention ponds 
would be restored within the existing utility footprint or the HST alignment would be modified to avoid 
impacts, which would reduce the impact to negligible under NEPA and less than significant under CEQA. 
Some stormwater basins will require relocation within the study area. Impacts would be negligible under 
NEPA and less than significant under CEQA. 

Where the alignments would conflict with existing electrical substations, there is a potential for a 
substantial impact under NEPA and a significant impact under CEQA. Where possible, portions of the HST 
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Tubular steel towers are relatively new they consist of a single steel pole f>Re>e,Lb--MSanchored into the ground These can be more visually appealing than their 
lattice steel counterparts, although historically they have been more costly to OF 
construct and can result In increased maintenance costs and requirements tJ N DEf<C,RoV ND 

TMNSM \$516N Clearance Requirements UNc5 
Cfearance requirements relates to a few rssues, primarily the height of the wires 
from the ground and other permanent structuresf the distance that must be 
between two towers in a single transmIssIon line (or the distance between 
towers from two or more separate transmission lines built within a single 
transmIssIon corridor), and the proximity of transmIssIon lines to roads and 
highways ';fhese requirements are·mandated by federal, state-and (sometimes)
local governments and the speciftc.;5equirements are a function of exactly where 
the line ar,d towers wiU be focated · 

Reliability Standards 

Rchc1b1hty standard., are closely related to clearance requirements In short, 
this means ensuring the lights will stay on in the event of a tower collapse of 
other maJor failure along the line. 

Undergrotmding 

Whj;rt., h)9Jl-•Voltage energy flows through a conductor resistance in the 
conductor generates waste heal {or transmission losses) The higher the energy 
transmitted the more heat Is generated Wrth overhead transmIssIon Imes. tre 
air surrounding the Imes acts as an insufator and absorbs this waste heat In 
underground transmission lines other mediums must be used to dissipate this 
heat which to-date has restricted the underground1ng of transmIssIon lines to 
voltages less than 500-kV except for very short distances 

� Artbtt'lel' cons1deratIon of underground Imes Is the ground disturbance caused by 
the tunnels through which the transmIssIon lme runs Instead of impacting the 
ground only at tower footings underground transmIssIon construction requires 
extensive excavation and can d!s_rupt habitats or water resources. Additionally 

To BE: access to the underground transmission lme, which Is needed for maintenance 
and repairs re uires construction of "vaults · aul · L xBv 1\....1 fl-l- --i!""sruau s u h jze an Ivm hat must be buried in the 

0SN� groun every 750-1 000 feet where the conductors are spliced together The .
11-t6 -rRACK-S environmental and land d1srupt1on impacts of underground1ng transmIssIon Imes 

can greatly exceed that of above ground transmission. and are factors that are 
weighed in the planning process 



Underground power lines don't cause wildfires. 
But they're really expensive. 
By David R. Baker 
October 21, 2017 
San Francisco Chronicle 

Underground power lines don't sway in the wind. Tree branches blown sideways by a gale can't hit 
them. They don't sit on wooden poles that can fall down. 

They would, in other words, seem to be an ideal way to prevent wildfires in a place like California, 
which has a history of big blazes sparked by overhead power lines tangling with trees. Investigators 
arc now trying to determine ,vhether that combination triggered the wildfires that tore through the 
Wine Country this month. 

Unfortunately, underground power lines are also very expensive. 

And if Pacific Gas and Electric Co., whose overhead lines are facing scrutiny as a 
possible cause of the North Bay fires, were to bury more of its system, that cost would 
be borne by the company's customers. It would not come out of PG&E's profits. Placing 
more lines underground could even raise those profits, since under California regulations, utilities 
make a guaranteed rate of return on the value of all the equipment they own. 

"We think it's so expensive that it's really not feasible," said Mark Toney, executive director of The 
Utility Reform Network watchdog group. 

A new underground distribution line across most of PG&E's territory costs about $1.16 million per 
mile, according to data filed with state regulators during the utility's most recent general rate case. 
That's more than twice the price of a new overhead line, which costs about $448,800 per mile. Most 
of the difference comes from the expense of digging a trench for the cable. 

Prices rise \>vithin cities, ·where the work is more complex. A 2015 San Francisco report found that 
recent costs for moving power lines underground in Oakland had averaged $2.8 million per mile, 
while similar work in San Jose had cost $4.6 million per mile. 

And burying high-voltage transmission lines - the kind usua1ly strung from immense steel towers 
across long distances - can cost as much as $5 million per mile, according to PG&E. 

The utility operates more than 134,000 miles of overhead power lines of one voltage or another 
across Northern and Central California. So while placing power lines underground in areas filled 
with flammable vegetation may sound sensible, it is far from cheap: It would cost well over $100 
billion to do across PG&E's entire territory. 

"Do we wanl to tear up the whole Oakland hills - a high fire hazard area - to do undergrounding?" 
asked Michael Picker, president of the California Public Utilities Commission. "There's never going 
to be a perfect solution. A lot depends on ho,..,, much people are ·willing lo spend to approach the 
next level of safety." 

San Francisco has particularly painful experience ·with the costs of burying lines. 
For 10 years starting in 1996, the city worked with PG&E to place underground 45.8 miles of 
overhead lines, with the utility estimating a cost of $1 million per mile. Instead, the final price came 
in al $3.8 million per mile. 

California regulations use a formula for allocating some money each year from utility customers' 
bills lo undergrounding projects in cities that want to bury their power lines. San Francisco's 10-



year project ran so far over budget that it used up all the money that would be available to the city 
through 2032, according to a city report. That brought undergrounding \\ithin the city to a halt. 

Price is not the only pitfall. 

Repair cre\·vs have no trouble spotting a knocked-over power pole or downed line. But when an 
underground line fails, operators first have to figure out where the problem occurred, "'ithout being 
able to sec it - though sensors attached to the power lines can help narrow things down. Then they 
ha,·e to dig. 

"You may know it's within a certain distance, but you don't know exactly where it is," said Andrew 
Phillips, director of transmission studies at the Electric Power Research Institute, a think tank 
serving the utilities industry. "And fixing it is very expensive, and Lhat means the outage time is a lot 
longer." 

There's also the issue of cutting trenches through environmentally sensitive areas. And in more 
urban settings, workers who don't know the location of an underground line may dig into it, a 
problem that plagues natural gas pipelines as well. The power research institute's office in Charlotte, 
N.C., recently lost pO\·ver for an afternoon after someone accidentally hit an underground power 
cable in the neighborhood, Phillips said. 

··some guy with a backhoe was working on the traffic light, and he dug into the line - and everyone 
had to go home," he said. 

Most undergrounding takes place in towns and cities, for aesthetic reasons. 

Urban streetscapes already contain a maze of infrastructure below the surface - water and sewer 
pipes, fiber-optic cable - so undergrounding can often be combined with other jobs to minimize the 
disruption. 

PG&E undergrounds about 30 miles of electric lines each year. Other utilities have been more 
aggressive. San Diego Gas and Electric Co., a far smaller utility, says that 60 percenl of its lines are 
now underground. That even includes small stretches of rural lines running through areas 
considered particularly prone to wildfires. The city of San Diego also placed a high priority on 
mming lines underground and set up its own funding system to support the work. 

At the current pace, moving all of California's utility lines underground would take 1,000 years, 
according to the California Public Utilities Commission. 

PG&E has replaced hundreds of toppled or damaged power poles in the Nortl1 Bay since the Oct. 8 
windstorm and the vvildfires that followed. It remains unclear whether PG&E's equipment may have 
helped start the fires or whether the fires damaged the equipment. 

Either way, PG&E does not consider undergrounding a panacea. 

'"\A/e serve urban areas, and we also serve really rural areas, so where's the tipping point where 
undergrounding makes sense?" said PG&E spokesman Keith Stephens. "We want to provide safe 
and reliable sen ice that"s also affordable. So it's a balance of those three things .. , 

David R. Baker is a San Francisco Chronicle staff writer. 

Moving power lines underground can help prevent :fires- at a price 
Miles of overhead power lines in PG&E territory: 134,000 
Cost of underground lines, per mile: $1 . 16 million to $5 million 
Miles of power lines PG&E undergrounds per year: 30 
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California High-Speed Rail Safety: Planning and Operations 

The CPUC Is one of the entities responsible for safety oversight n the planning, development, construction, and ia
operation of the California High- Speed Rail proJect California's high speed rail proposal uses new technologies that are 
unique to high-speed rail and to the California rail safety program. Dunng the preliminary planning phases, federal and 
state oversight agencies are conducting proceedings to develop a regulatory and policy framework tailored to the high 
speed rail project. 

ROSB railroad safety inspectors will work to ensure that the California High Speed Rail Authority adheres to all 
applicable requirements. Specifically. the ROSB railroad safety inspectors perform the following: 

• Oc,ir:ing planning and constn.ictIon phases, ensure compliance with CPUC rules, decisi99s, general orders, and 
statutes regarding clearances. standards for construction and maintenance of walkways, etc. in addition to FAA 
regulations regarding track and other infrastructure specifications, 

• Prior to and during operations, ensure the accuracy of high speed rail traan consist records, observe crews ia
performing safety operations, review the accuracy and completeness of safety manuals and security procedures. 
etc.: 

• After construction, perform ongoing rail safety inspections in the five safety disciplines; 
• Perform safety audits of the High Speed Rail System Safety Program Plan, which must be a comprehensive 

document covering all safety issues. ROSS audits will include focused inspections and involves all aspects of 
construction and testing phases of rail equipment and control systems. 

CPUC high speed railroad safety inspectors plan to monitor high speed rail much the way that Crude Oil 
Reconnaissance Team Is monitonng crude oil ROSS railroad safety inspectors monitor construction progress, in design 
and in the field. 

CPUC monitoring also includes oversight of electnficatIon to power the trains, as well as any interface with conventional 
raalroad infrastructure such as track design and construction processes. In March 2013, the California High Speed Railia
Authority petitioned the CPUC to create regulations governing safety standards for the use of 25 kilovolt (kV) electracia
hnes to power high-speed trains .The CPUC opened a proceeding (R13-03-009) to establish uniform safety requirements 
governing tllti design, construction, operation, and maintcnonce of overhead 25 kV rallroad electrification systems and 
the specific safety challenges the system presents. Evidentiary hearings are scheduled to commence in December 
2014. 

Certain rules for high speed rail are already in place 49 CFR, Part 213, specifies track requirements for train operations 
at track classes 6 and higher. Track Classes 6 and higher include all tracks used for the operation of trams at a speed 

greater than 90 miaes per hour (mph) for passenger equipment and greater than 80 mph for freight equipment. la

New state and federal regulations will likely be promulgated as high speed rail moves forward Through the testing 
phaseof HSR. such issues in California will be addressed, as well as lessons learned from other high speed rail 
programs in the US that may advance faster than in California. 

ht tp://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Gencr al.aspx?1d a6 785 Page 1 of 2 
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The CHSRA represc-ntative·s response was, literally', "l don't have to answer you." and no 

further response was providcd.4 

Another example is CH SRA's non-response to a question regarding its proposal to 

increase the minimum crossing angle for underground utility facilities. from the standard 45 

degrees set in the American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association 

(ARL:.MA) manual to 60 degrees in CHSRA ·s draft GO section 5.8.3. This issue was raised in 

the Joint Util ities' Outline of Issues for the initial Technical Panel meetings on September 24-25, 

2013, and ,,as raised again in subsequent Technical Panel meetings. It is repeated in the Joint 

Util ities' comments on the Technical Panel Report (at Section 11.C), and in CIP Coalition's 

comments (at ection 1 1 .R.2.b). To date. CHSRA simpl) refuses to provide any technical 

justification or support for its position. 

The Safety and Enforcement Division·s Technical Panel Report identifies as --some of the 

topics that arc still in d isagrecmcnt;· four areas of i su�s with CI--ISRA 's proposed draft GO: ( I )  

casing of gas pipelines: (2) definition of agency: (3) lower voltage lines over C H  SRA l ines: and 

(4) training rules.5 The Joint Uti l ities' comments on Te Report identify a number of issues that 

"ere not resolved in the Technical Panel process, including: ( I )  connicts v. ith GO 95 and GO 

128 requirements involving the use of earth as part of the return circuit for electric current: (2) 

conflicts with GO 95 requirements concerning lo" r oltage lines crossing over the high speed 

rail overhead contact system; (3) the impact of high speed rail operations on routine pipeline 

operations and maintenance; (4) requirements for minimum crossing angle, parallel 

encroachment. relocation, and encasement of undcfground faci I ities: (5) impacts on underground 

facilities of Cl ISRA 's intended use of earth as part of�he rel.urn circuit in its operations: (6) 

minimum clearances from side and overhead structures: (7) prevention or m itigation of inductive 

interference with power and co111111unications lines a1 d (8) cost responsibility for impacts to 

uti I it) faci I ities. 

Many if not all of these issues could involve d sputcs as to adjudicatory facts, if they arc 

not resolved in the next stage of" orkshops. For exai ple, "hat is CH SRA's intent in proposing 
ii

4 In CH SRA ·s draft GO submitted with the Technical P nel Report on December 30. 2013. the 
proposed --Principle of Least Cost .. is expanded beyonp Avoidance or Mitigation of Electromagnetic 
Interference to a principle of general application at Settion 1 .5, and the sentence in question appears 
as ··Note I"  to Sec1ion 1 .5. 

5 I echnical Panel Report at 3. 
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May 7, 2018 

COMMENT FOR CHSRA BUSINESS PLAN: 

ADDITIONAL UTILITY RELOCATION COSTS ARE MISSING FROM THE 
ESTIMATE. 

HIGH VOLTAGE TOWERS THAT CARRY ELECTRICITY ACROSS THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA INTERSECT WITH HIGH SPEED RAIL ( HSR) IN MANY LOCATIONS. 
WHERE THESE TWO SYSTEMS OVERLAP, THE HIGH VOLTAGE TOWERS ( HVT) 
MUST BE RAISED HIGHER OVER THE TRACKS TO MEET CLEARANCE 
REQUIREMENTS, OR THE WIRES MUST BE RELOCATED UNDERGROUND; THE 
AUTHORITY STATES THEY WILL BE RELOCATING THE HIGH VOLTAGE WIRES 
UNDERGROUND. 

THE COSTS OF BURYING HIGH VOLTAGE WIRES IS TEN TIMES HIGHER THAN 
RAISING THE WIRES ABOVE THE TRACKS. THESE ADDITIONAL EXPENSES 
WILL BE PAID FOR BY THE CONSUMERS. 

THESE RELOCATION COSTS ARE NOT ACCOUNTED FOR IN THE NEW BUSINESS 
PLAN. 

In 2008, when Proposition l A passed, voters approved of using the Union Pacific Railroad 
(UPRR) corridor between Merced and Fresno for High Speed Rail; the monies were to be spent 
to improve the existing rail corridor. 

After 2011, a track alignment alternative called the Hybrid was chosen by the Authority that 
veers from the UPRR corridor and wanders to and fro across open farmland. The sixty mile 
straight route now has an additional 20 miles of high speed curves and spirals adding 
considerable length of track to the corridor. The California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) 
officials continue to state that this route between Merced and Fresno is the backbone of the high 
speed rail system, yet this backbone has developed scoliosis, or curvature of the spine. 

See Attachments 1, 2, and 3, High Speed Rail Maps. The Statewide map has not been updated to 
show the new curvature between Merced and Fresno. 

Many electric transmission lines cross the state. These lines intersect with the high speed rail 
tracks in multiple locations. See Attachment 4, Electric Transmission Lines. Where these two 
systems overlap has not been identified by the Authority on their maps or in their environmental 
impact reports. 

Along the HSR route, the small farming community oftFairmead is located between Merced and 
Fresno. The High Speed Rail (HSR) tracks curve through the region and the focus will be a set of 
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High Voltage Towers that cross the high speed rail tracks near the Valley State Prison. See 
Attachment 5A, Google map of the region. 

A critical set of 125 Kilovolt High Voltage Towers (HVT) travels from Merced and Fresno 
between State Route 99 and the BNSF railroad. The line of towers appears as a dash/dot line on 
Google maps because the PG&E clears the farmland underneath of all fruit trees; the dash lines 
are the areas underneath the wires where the land is a barren yellow, the towers are the dots. 
Further magnification will show the shadows of the towers. 

Where high voltage transmission lines cross over electrified rail tracks, there could be 
interference between the two systems which could result in arching of electrical power between 
the two lines, not unlike when you drove down the highway under a high voltage line and your 
radio goes out. The HSR system could lose signaling. 

See Attachment 5B, CHSRA Key Map and Attachment 5C, New Tower locations needed to cross 
HSR tracks. These attachments provide one example of the lack of oversight in the HSR budget. 

The Authority did not mark this series of high voltage towers on their map of High-Risk Utilities 
in their Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) or the Final (FEIR). On the EIR maps, there 
is a notation that the electrical transmission lines will be shown, but this set of HVTs is not 
shown. See Attachment 6, Public Utilities and Energy. 

See Attachment 7, Overhead Contact System (OCS) for High Speed Rail. 

See Attachment 8 ,  METRO Green Line near Los Angeles International Airport. The transit 
system's OCS wires can be seen underneath a series of high voltage towers. Two sets of towers 
had to be raised higher to accommodate the catenary system of the trains. The process took seven 
years. 

In the State of California, when a set of power lines cross over an electrified railroad track, the 
rules governing the distance between the two sets of lines are found in the California Public 
Utilities Commission (CPUC) General Order 95 (GO95). These rules were established during the 
era of trolley car lines, when trolley cars ran at a maximum of sixty miles an hour. These rules 
have not been updated for speeds of 220 miles per hour. 

See Attachment 9 an 10, General Order 95, clearances for overhead wires above a trolly car 
OCS. 

In order to raise the lowest line of an high voltage tower, all the lines on the tower must be raised 
incrementally. There is a cascading affect and the high voltage towers on either side of the HSR 
tracks will have to be re-built, approximately three towers on each side of the HSR tracks (See 
again Attachment 5C for locations of new towers). 
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Power lines will have to be lengthened and nearby towers will require wires cut and adjusted 
using precise calculations. During construction, electricity will have to be diverted and re-routed 
in stages. HVT relocations would have to be staggered in scheduling. For each case there will be 
road closures, detours, CPUC public participation hearings, EIR/EIS, community outreach, 
eminent domain legal fees, right-of-way agreements, rental fees established, permits and 
contractor review and supervision. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) will require a 
formal review of the new height of the towers; much crop dusting occurs in the Central Valley. 
The FAA may take ten years to approve new airspace altitude restrictions. 

In contrast to this standard approach to the problem: re-building and raising the high voltage 
towers over the catenaries, the CHSRA states in their documents that they will work with the the 
utility owners to put the high voltage wires underground. See Attachment 11 from the EIR. 

For the consumer, this is not economically feasible. The Transmission Agency of Northern 
California (TANC) estimates that underground utility lines would cost 10 to 30 times greater 
than overhead construction. See Attachment 12 from their web site, Problems of Underground 
Transmission Lines. 

Burying high voltage lines will require a vault. These vaults are typically 20' x 30' structures, 
roughly the size of a living room. These vaults must be air conditioned. This will require an 
additional power line to the vault. The vault must be secured against vandalism. This vault will 
be built in a flood zone and must be protected with additional drainage details that have not been 
provided. There are significant environmental hazards. There will be additional property needed 
from the owners of the farmland and will require permanent take, not just an easement. 

The San Francisco Chronicle published an article about the high cost of under- grounding power 
lines after the wildfires in Northern California. See Attachment 13A &13B. 

After the alignment through Fairmead was chosen, Pacific Gas and Electric, Southern California 
Edison, San Diego Gas & Electric, Southern California Gas Company, East Bay Municipal 
Utility District, Sacramento Municipal Utility District and the Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power began evidentiary hearings with the CPUC about the various critical interfaces with 
high speed rail. 

See Attachment 14, California High-Speed Rail Safety. From that document: 

"In March 2013, the California High Speed Rail Authority petitioned the CPUC to create 
regulations governing safety standards for the use of 25 kilovolt (kV) electric lines to power 
high-speed trains.The CPUC opened a proceeding (R13-03-009) to establish uniform safety 
requirements governing the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of overhead 25 kV 
railroad electrification systems and the specific safety challenges the system presents. 
Evidentiary hearings are scheduled to commence in December 2014." 
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The rules for governing the clearances between the high speed rail catenary and the high voltage 
towers were to be discussed and revisions were to be made. The CPUC was well aware that the 
clearances had not been updated since the era of trolley cars. But it appears the meetings did not 
change that distance and it is still the same as it was for the trolley car era; there are many 
documents on the matter that can be found here: 

https://apps.cpuc.ca.gov/apex/f?p=401:57:0::NO:RP, 
58,RIR:P5 PROCEEDING SELECT:R1303009 

The CHSRA representative's response to the collective energy agencies, was, literally, "I don't 
have to answer you," and no further response was provided. See Attachment 15. Here is the 
document on the need for further evidentiary hearings by the CPUC. The quote can be found at 
the top of page 3: 

http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/GOOO/M089/K025/89025450.PDF 

The bottom wire of the High Voltage Tower should be raised higher above the High Speed rail 
catenaries than a trolley car wire; the high speed trains will be going 220 miles per hour. The 
CPUC stated they were going to change these rules, but did not change General Order 95 to 
accommodate high speed trains. 

Further investigation was denied. See the Administrative Law Judge's ruling denying motions for 
additional evidentiary hearings: 

http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Efile/GOOO/M089/K640/89640945.PDF 

Moving the High Voltage Towers will cost billions of dollars, yet these costs are missing from 
the budget. 

Please see all attachments for further information. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 

Susan MacAdams 
Track and Alignment Expert 
Former High Speed Rail Planning Manager, 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) 
Track Design and Manager: Metro Red, Blue and Green Lines, Los Angeles 
Light & Heavy Rail Track Design and Construction: Baltimore, Boston, Washington DC 
susan.macadams@gmail.com 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Lucas 
Last Name: Woodward 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: To whom it may concern, 

Attachments 

Please see attached comments on the 2018 High Speed Rail Business Plan. 
Contact me for any questions or concerns. 

Regards, 

Lucas Woodward 
Senior Transportation Planner 
Sustainable Streets 
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Mark Farrell, Mayor 

Cheryl Brinkman, Chairman 
Malcom Heinicke, Vice Chairman 

Joel Ramos, Director 
Cristina Rubke, Director 

Gwyneth Borden, Director Art Torres, Director 
Lee Hsu, Director 

Edward D. Reiskin, Director of Transportation 

Brian Kelly, CEO 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Su ite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 9581a4 

Attn: Dratt 2018 Business Plan 

Dear Mr. Kelly: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft 201 8 California H igh Speed 
Rail Business Plan. The SFMTA is a strong supporter of the high speed rail program in 
California and understands that the timely completion of the project is crucial to the continued 
prosperity and qual ity of l ife in the region and state . 

In  this Business Plan ,  The Silicon Valley to Central Valley Line definition has been extended 
north to San Francisco and south to Bakersfield. We feel this definition will support higher 
ridership and commercial value. We also appreciate the del ivery approach that would allow for 
interim operations from San Francisco to Gilroy and on the Central Valley segment if funding 
for constructing the tunnels through the Pacheco Pass is delayed. 

While we are eager for this segment to be completed, we hope that this delay presents an 
opportun ity to resolve important details such as the final al ignment to downtown San Francisco 
and the grade separated crossings of 1 6th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard. The updated 
Silicon Valley to Central Valley schedule now includes San Jose to San Francisco 4th and King 
by 2029, with full completion of Phase 1 to downtown San Francisco in 2033. We expect that 
service to the Salesforce Transit Center will be achieved in 2029 and would prefer not to delay 
service to this critica l hub and its additional riders and revenue. The T JPA's schedule and 
funding plan for the Downtown Extension is based on service by 2029 

We observe that this Business Plan reports increased capital costs for delivering the project. 
No one likes to see cost increases, but it is encouraging that this update to the Business Plan 
shows cost estimates in ranges and identifies risks. We hope that this more thorough 
assessment of the project's constructabil ity and cost will help to reduce future changes to the 
project's budget. 

In addition, we have the following textual comments: 
• On page 2 ,  the last sentence should read "30 percent of new jobs in the county" 
• We agree that passenger rail is a very safe form of transportation. However, given the number 

of people that use highways in the United States, comparing the raw numbers of deaths on 
highways and related to rail seems disingenuous. 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor San Francisco, CA 94103 SFMTA.com 
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Page two of two 

• The d iscussion of specia l  land use areas should incl ude the area i n  San Francisco 

around the Salesforce Transit Center. 

The H igh Speed Ra i l  program is an important cata lyst for other crit ical projects in the 
reg ion , such as Ca ltra in Electrification , the downtown extens ion , and criti ca l grade 
separations .  This Bus iness P lan especia l ly emphasizes the benefits of the H igh Speed 
Rail program to Central Va l ley commun ities , wh ich we bel ieve is important in ensuring 
broad continued support for the project .  We are enth usiastic about the futu re of modern 
passenger ra i l  in  Cal iforn ia and are happy to d iscuss any of these comments fu rther. 

S incerely ,  

Edward D .  Re iskin 
D i rector of Transportat ion 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Dan 
Last Name: Conetta 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: Dear High-Speed Rail Authority, 

I am opposed to the negative affect that the High-Speed Rail Project would 
have on our community of Lake View Terrace (zip code 91342). This project 
slices right through the community of Lake View Terrace which is one of the 
few remaining horse-keeping areas within the entire city of Los Angeles. I 
have reviewed the Draft 2018 Business Plan and the plan claims to outline a 
" ... sensible path forward ... " but it doesn't take into account the negative affect 
that this project would have on our community nor does it address the 
equestrian activities that makes this community home to many equestrian 
owners. In fact Lake View Terrace is not even mentioned in the business 
plan nor is there any mention of how to mitigate the negative effects that this 
project might have on our local equestrian activities. We have a local 
community council called the Foothills Trails District Neighborhood Council 
(FTDNC) that has echoed my concerns to the HSRA but to no avail. I invite 
you to visit the FTDNC website and review the section under "History" at 
http://ftdnc.org/about-ftdnc You will then be able to get a better 
understanding of the unique significance of our community. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Dan Conetta 
(907) 598-5119 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Susan (CPC) 
Last Name: Gygi 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Sir -

Please see attached for the City and County of San Francisco Planning 
Department's official comments on the 2018 CHSRA Business Plan. 
If there are any questions, feel free to contact me. SG 

Susan Gygi, PE 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street Suite 400 I San Francisco, CA 94 103 
Direct: 4 15-575-9194 I email: 
susan.gygi@sfgov.org<mailto:susan.gygi@sfgov.org> 

Attachments : 2018-05-07 _CHSRA BusPlan comments-2.pdf (94 kb) 



SAN  FRA N C I S C O  

PLAN N I NG DEPARTM ENT 

1 650 M iss ion St.May ?1h , 201  8 
Su ite 400 
San Franc isco, 
CA 94 1 03-2479 Mr. Br ian Kel ley, CEO 

Cal iforn ia  H igh  Speed Rai l  Authority Reception: 
770 L Street Su ite 620 MS-1 41 5.558.6378 

Sacramento , CA 958 1 4  
Fax:

Via emai l  at 201  8businessplancomments@hsr. ca .gov 
41 5.558.6409 

P lanning 
Information: Attn : Draft 201 8 Busi ness P lan 
41 5.558.6377 

Dear Mr. Ke l ly ;  

Thank you for the opportun ity to provide comments on the 201  8 Cal iforn ia H igh Speed Rai l  
Authority Bus i ness P lan . From the  beg inn i ng ,  t he  City and  County of San  Francisco has 
been a supporter of HSR.  

As San Francisco is projected to g row 66% i n  the next 50 years ,  a long with s im i lar  g rowth i n  
the  reg ion and  the  state as  a who le ,  t he  City has  determ ined that ra i l  is essent ia l  to 
accommodate the necessary trips to/from the City as wel l  as the reg ion and state . Th is wi l l  
a l low for persons to  effective ly and  effic iently trave l between cit ies up and  down Cal iforn ia .  
We support wholehearted ly any i n it ia l  service that can be provided , and look forward to  the 
day the fi rst tra in  operates i nto the Salesforce Transit Center (SFTC - previously known as 
the Transbay Transit Center) . We also support the further electrificat ion of the Caltra in  l i ne  
for Caltra in  and HSR use from San Jose to  G i l roy. 

With the i n it ia l  operat ions delay from 2025-2029 and potentia l  early operat ion i n  2027 , we 
look forward to spend ing that addit iona l  t ime worki ng with CHSRA and others to ensure that 
the service not on ly serves ra i l  passengers but a lso San Franciscans i n  genera l  with the 
potent ia l  of moving the tra ins underg round north of 22nd Street i n  San Francisco ,  solvi ng 
specific g rade separat ion confl icts at 1 6th Street and M iss ion Bay Drive , and operat ing al l  
tra ins i n  and out of the Salesforce Transit Center and beyond . 

We offer the fo l lowing comments that wou ld improve the Busi ness P lan i n  futu re iterat ions :  

• There is some d isconnect with i n  the document where Phase I (Bakersfie ld to San 
Francisco) is identified to be completed by 2033 but the San Francisco to San Jose 
cou ld be in operat ions by 2029 and poss ib ly have early operat ions in 2027. I t  is our  
i ntent ion to have an a l ignment i n  p lace to accept HSR tra ins i nto the Salesforce 
Transit Center (SFTC) by 2029 at the latest and hope that we wi l l  be able to 
accelerate that to 2027 shou ld CHSRA meet that t ime l ine .  The amount of riders 
concentrated around the SFTC wi l l  eas i ly  off-set accelerating th is last m i le of track, 
and at a worst case scenario ,  T J PA is ant ic i pat ing the DTX to open in 2029 or earl ier .  

• We be l ieve more work must be completed re lated to the stat ion locat ion(s) , access,  
and land use to t ie transportat ion i nfrastructure to development opportun it ies and look 
forward to be ing part of those conversat ions .  Page 73 speaks to specia l  land use 
areas but does not recogn ize the work San Francisco has done i n  and around the 
Salesforce Transit Center (SFTC) as wel l  as the work that wi l l  need to be done 
around the 4th/Townsend underground Downtown Rai l  Extens ion (DTX) stat ion if HSR 
is to  stop a t  that locat ion anytime i n  the  futu re .  

www.sfplann i ng .org 



• Comparisons between modes should be indexed by current or projected users. 
• We look forward to 1NOrking with CHSRA on grade separation (as identified on 

page 1 3) .  
• Value engineering as more design is complete will be essential to ensure the project 

can be brought online as soon as possible. 
• CH SRA should explore all forms of funding that may be available (page 20 denotes 

that continued use of cap and trade revenues will be used for a portion of the budget) . 
As this funding mechanism is intrinsically linked to the market, other funding sources 
should also be explored. The funding question also pertains to the match of 
$360million in state funds for the FY1e0 $929Million (page 33) 

• It is essential that the initial segment include operations into San Francisco and 
specifically to the Salesforce Transit Center (SFTC). In some cases the plan states 
from Central Valley to Silicon Valley (page 1)  and in some cases from San Francisco 
to Bakersfield (page 40) . The projections provided for cash flows (page 45) cannot be 
met if the line is only from San Jose to the Central Valley. 

• Inclusion of both the Salesforce Transit Center (SFTC) and the Downtown Rail 
Extension (DTX) in the bookend segments should be considered (page 62 and 
beyond) as these t1NO projects vvill bring countless additional rail passengers within 
walking distance of HSR. 

This connection between the City, region, and state will create a symbiotic relationship 
betvveen land use and transportation making it easier to move around and creating places of 
interest along the l ine. We look forward to being a partner in making HSR a reality. 
We remain adamant supporters of high speed rail in California and are happy to discuss and 
welcome the opportunity to discuss any of the items included above at your convenience. 
Sincerely, 

Susan Gygi, PE 
Senior Engineer/Planner 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 

cc: SF Planning; John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
SF Mayor's Office; Gillian Gil lett, Director of Transportation Policy 
SF County Transportation Authority, Tilly Chang, Executive Director 
SF Municipal Transportation Agency; Ed Reiskin, Director of Transportation 

SAN FRANCISCO 2 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Steven 
Last Name: L. Teglia 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Please see attached comment letter on behalf of the City of Bakersfield. 

Steven L. Teglia 
Assistant City Manager 
City of Bakersfield 
(661) 326-3747 
www. bakersfieldcity.us<http://www. bakersfieldcity. us> 

Attachments : Draft Business Plan Comment Letter.pdf (96 kb) 
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B A K E R S F I E L D  
Alan Tandye• City Manager 

May 7, 20 1 8  

Attn :  Draft 20 1 8  Bus iness P lan 

Ca l ifornia H igh-Speed Rai l  Authority 

770 L Street, Su i te 620 MS- 1 

Sacramento, CA 958 1 4 

Re: Draft 201 8 Business Plan 

Dear Ca l ifornia H ig h-Speed Rai l  Authority, 

On beha l f  of the City of Bakersfie ld (City) , I wou ld l i ke to offer the fo l lowing comments 

regard ing the H ig h-Speed Rai l  Authority ' s  Draft 20 1 8  Bus iness P lan ( Draft Bus iness P la n ) : 

Genera l Comments :  

Whi le acknowledg ing the sig n ificant cha l lenges facing the H ig h-Speed Rai l  Project, inc lud ing 

securing necessary fu nd ing to construct a completed phase, the City cont inues to work with 

the H ig h-Speed Rai l  Authority (Authority) i n  a col laborative manner. These efforts have 

occurred on a number of di fferent fronts re lated to h igh-speed ra i l  in  Bakersfie ld inc lud ing : 

• Long-term support and assistance in developing a much improved and preferred 

h igh-speed ra i l  a l ig nment  th rough  the City, current ly identif ied as the Fresno to 

Bakersfie ld Loca l ly Generated Alternative ( F-B  LGA) ; 

• Conti nued support of the F-B LGA th rough the environmenta l  review process and  

u l t imately th rough fi na l  se lect ion by the Authority; a nd 

• I n i t iat ion of the "Making Downtown Ba kersfie ld - H igh-Speed Rai l  Stat ion Area Vis ion 

P la n , "  which is an effort to develop a community vision plan to gu ide fu tu re 

deve lopment scenarios re lated to the rea l izat ion of a h igh-speed ra i l  s tat ion in  

Ba kersfie ld . This p lan ,  i nc lud ing an  associated Environmenta l  Impact Report , is 

schedu led for considerat ion by the Ba kersfie ld City Counci l  on May 9, 20 1 8 . 

I n  add it ion,  over the last severa l years the City has developed a posit ive working rapport wit h 

Authority staff / leadersh ip which has supported the activit ies previous ly mentioned . We are 

aware of the recent change in  the staff leadersh ip of the Authority and we look forward to a 

cont inuat ion of the re lat ionsh ip and progress that  has been developed over t ime between 

the City and Authority. The overa l l  tone and structure of the Draft Bus iness P lan is seen as a 

City of Bakersfield • City Manager's Office • 1 600 Truxtun Avenue 
Bakersfield • Cal ifornia • 93301 

(66 1 )  326-3751 • Fax (661 ) 324- 1 850 



Draft Business Plan Comment Letter 
May 7, 201 8 

Page 2 

positive signal that this spirit of cooperation and understanding between our two agencies 
will continue under the guidance of the Authority ' s  new C EO. 

It is in this l ight that the City will continue to work and communicate with the Authority to 
ensure that important local perspectives and issues relevant to high-speed rail in Bakersfield 
are communicated. 

Silicon Valley to Central Valley Line: 

The City appreciates the new definition of the Silicon Valley to Central Valley Line as service 
between San Francisco and Bakersfield. We concur with the Draft Business Plan ' s  assertion 
that this line, as defined, has stronger ridership potential, greater overall utility and simply 
makes more sense from a construction standpoint than the previously identified line between 
San J ose and Poplar Avenue (north of Bakersfield) .  

The City further supports the Authority' s  plan to expand construction in the Central Valley to 
extend south from Poplar Avenue to Bakersfield. Realization of this effort will further the 
Authority ' s  goal of developing a usable operational segment between Bakersfield and 
Madera (possibly al l the way to Merced) whi le continuing work to connect to the Silicon 
Valley. 

Economic Development: 

The City is aware of the potential economic impact the High-Speed Rail Project can have on 
communities throughout the Central Valley, both during construction phases and over the 
long-term. The City has gone on record supporting efforts to locate any high-speed rail 
facility, which introduces new job opportunities or the potential of an economic multiplier 
effect, in Kern County. This includes the potential location of a heavy maintenance facility, 
light maintenance facility, call center, operations center or any other related facilities that 
will bring new jobs to the Kern region. The City continues to hold this position and 
encourages the Authority to look to Kern County when considering the location of such 
facilities. 

Lessons Learned: 

The Draft Business Plan includes a chapter (4) entitled Lessons Learned and Managing Risks. 
The inclusion of this subject matter is an important addition to the Draft Business plan that 
provides a level of transparency regarding the past. This discussion provides the reader with 
information to better understand some of the issues and missteps that occurred during earlier 
phases of work on the project. Below is an excerpt from this section: 

"First, the Authority's decision to award design-build contracts before 

acquiring right of way and completing agreements with utilities, local 



Draft Business Plan Comment Letter 

May 7, 20 1 8  
Page 3 

governments and railroads meant there were many unknowns. " 

The City can  appreciate this realization as we have been e ngaged in the development  a nd 

delivery of a series of s ignificant local transportation improvement projects known a s  the 

Thomas Roads Im provement P rogram (TR IP ) . We understand the cha l lenges that go a long 

with acquir ing a broad array of properties needed to secure required right of way for a 

project. 

I t  is a long these l ines that the City has steadfastly advocated to Authority staff that  key 

properties in the Bakersfie ld a rea be acquired by the Authority in the near-term . These 

p roperties a re general ly identif ied below and early acquisition of each is crit ical to avoid the 

complexit ies and escalated costs that wi l l  materia l ize due to delayed acquis ition .  

• Golden Empire Transit District Headquarters, adjacent to the F Street Station locat ion;  

• The F Street Station location property; and 

• The Bakersfie ld Homeless Center, which wil l  be impacted regardless of fina l  a l ign ment 

se lection .  

Each o f  these properties a re necessary for the Authority ' s  preferred a l ignment through 

Bakersfie ld and each property is in a current position that makes acquisition by the Authority 

far more cost effective now as opposed to later. 

In conclusion ,  we look forward to continuing to work with the Authority to com plete the 

p rocess of fina l  selection of the F-B LGA; to assist with faci l itating the Authority ' s  acqu isit ion 

and re location efforts associated with key properties in the City; to realize the extens ion of 

the Centra l Va lley segment to include Bakersfie ld;  and to identify potential opportunit ies for 

h igh-speed rail capital investments in the Kern County region . 

S incerely, 

C ity Manger 

cc: Honorable Mayor and City Council 

Nick Fidler, Public Works Director 

Jacquelyn Kitchen, Development Services Director 

Andrew Heglund, Deputy City Attorney 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Harvey 
Last Name : Darnell 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Attached please find the Comment letter on the HSR Draft 2018 Business 

Plan from the North Willow Glen Neighborhood Association. 
Attachments : HSR_Business_Plan_2018_Ietter_NWGNA.pdf (76 kb) 



Dear Chairman Richards and High Speed Rail Board Members: 

The North Willow Glen Neighborhood Association is located to the south of Diridon 
Station, South and West of Interstate 280 and West of SR 87 and generally south of the 
Joint Powers Board Right of Way. In 2009, as an integral part of the Greater Gardner 
SN I  Coalition, we presented you with a 53 page Document conta ining Scoping 
Questions regarding the environment problems with the use of the Program Alignment 
through the Gregory Plaza , Gardner and North Willow Glen Neighborhoods. We 
presented a lengthy PowerPoint presentation on the need for you to abandon that 
al ignment to your April 201 0 Board Meeting on this subject. 

Chairman Pringle complimented us at that meeting for our positive presentation and for 
showing you at least one viable alignment: the Aerial Alignment running up SR 87 and 
threading through the SR 87, 1-280 interchange and landing on the North side of 1-280 
near Bird and Auzerais Avs. and rejoining the JPB right of way just south of San Carlos 
Av. 

The CHSRA Board Agreed with our position and in 201a1 withdrew the Program 
Alignment from consideration due to the high environmental costs to our joint 
Neighborhoods. 

In this Draft 201 8  Business Plan you now propose to run a blended at-grade system 
with the JPB from Gi lroy to an at grade Diridon Station (in addition to the previously 
approved blended system from Diridon to SF) and potentially share the U P  and JPB 
rights of  way. However, we are concerned that adding a third track into the JPB right of 
way south of Diridon Station would be detrimental to al l  our Historic Neighborhoods for 
the Same Reasons we outlined to you in 2009-201 0. 

Allow me to remind you of some of the issues your Board felt were sign ificant in 201 1 .  
Fi rst the expanded tracks would be approximately 30 feet or less from more than 40 
houses along Jerome St. ,  I l l inois Av. ,  Full ler Av, Delmas Av, Harrison St. ,  Harrison 
Terrace, W. Virginia St. and Drake St. Some of these home could potentially loose 
parts of their backyards and make them substandard properties, if they were not taken 
in their entirety. Even if no property incursions were made for this proposed project, the 
creation of the necessary reta ining walls to support a wider berm would diminish the 
livabi lity of these Historic Homes. This includes a Habit for Humanity house built and 
occupied in 201 7 and the Word of Faith Church both a few feet from the JPB right of 
way on Delmas. More than 1 00 homes in Greater Gardner would be within 1 00 feet of 
the expanded tracks which would be impacted by noise and vibration issues and other 
environmental impacts of the extra track(s). 

This is a neighborhood which has suffered more than its fa ir  share of Environmental 
Justice Issues with the Creation of the SP RR in the 1 930's, the widening of Bird Av and 



1-280 in the 1 960's and the creation of SR 87 from the 1 960's to the 1 990's. This 
neighborhood cannot survive any further transportation incursions. What was once one 
thriving neighborhood has been cut into 5 smaller vulnerable Neighborhoods by past 
transportation projects. 

Creation of 3 tracks south of Tamien Station at grade will make the already d ifficult and 
unsafe crossings at Auzerais and West Virginia entirely untenable. The Auzerais 
crossing expansion will create a traffic nightmare for al l  the new high denisity housing 
newly built around Auzerais and Sunol trying to get to the Bird and 1-280 onramps. 

The current two track Crossing at West Virginia has been the site of at least one tra in
pedestrian fata lity in the last few years and an at grade three track solution would make 
for a very unsafe crossing for children in the Gregory Plaza Neighborhood going to 
Gardner Academy School and bottle up the main ingress and egress to this 
neighborhood. 

Creation of 3 track crossings at grade south of Ta mien would make currently nightmare 
two track at grade crossings even more d ifficult and unsafe especially parallel to 
Monterrey Rd. 

Creation of a 3 track at grade right of way with the necessary protective fencing through 
the Coyote Valley would have devastating impacts on the Wildl ife crossing Corridors 
between the Diablo and Santa Cruz Mountains as wel l .  

In  2005 the Greater Gardner Coalition with the assistance of the San Jose 
Redevelopment Agency and the City of San Jose Parks Recreation and Neighborhood 
Services Department created Fuller Park from the Remnant Lands from the SPRR 
incursion into our neighborhood in the 1 930's. Widening of the tracks through this 
corridor would severely impact the usabi lity and possible existence of this park which 
has become the Gem of the Neighborhood. This would contravene the Federal 
Railroad Administration rule against the taking of parkland for new right of way. 
Widening of the Berm for 3 or more tracks would also threaten the numerous 80 year 
old Pine Trees which run parallel to the current al ignment . The planting of these 
mature trees was the one mitigation the SPRR gave to the neighborhood for the original 
incursion into the neighborhood in the 1 930's. We cannot loose so many mature trees 
along 2 blocks. 

Lastly, I must remind you that many of the residents of the homes l in ing the tracks are in 
classes which would raise serious Environmental Justice issues, especially given the 
h istory of the incursions by the Rai lroads, Caltrans and the City of San Jose for 
transportation issues over the past 85 years. Given the lack of serious study to this 
issue, we believe there are far greater costs to this at grade proposal than are outlined 
in the current business plan .  



The North Willow Glen Neighborhood Board hopes the CHSRA Board will change the 
Draft 201 8  Business Plan and abandon the idea of putting a third track at grade through 
our Neighborhoods and revert to your 201a1 decision to either build electrified rail either 
bypassing the neighborhoods or running in a tunnel under the neighborhoods. Both of 
these latter electrified options could be shared by HSR and Caltrain as a blended 
system .  We also hope you will listen to the desires of the South San Jose 
Neighborhoods and not add a third track south of Tamien which would create safety and 
traffic nightmares in South San Jose as well as impede wildlife migration through the 
Coyote Valley 

Thank you for your kind consideration in this matter. 

For the North Willow Glen Neighborhood Association Board, 

Harvey Darnell 

Vice President NWGNA Board 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Scott 
Last Name : Knies 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Please find attached the San Jose Downtown Association comments on the 
2018 
High Speed Rail Draft Business Plan. 

Scott Knies 
Executive Director 
San Jose Downtown Association 
(408) 279-1775, ext. 317 
skn ies@sjdowntown.com 
sjdowntown.com 

Attachments : HSR 05.07.18.pdf (1 mb) 



28 N. FIRST STREET 

SUITE 1 000 

SAN JOSE, CA 951 1 3  

TEL: 408-279- l 7 7  5 

FAX: 408-279- 1 904 

WWW.SJDOWNTOWN.COMSAN JOSE DOWNTOWN 

ASSOCIATION 

California High Speed Rail Authority 

Brian Kelly, CEO 

770 L Street, Suite 620  
Sacramento, CA 95814 

May 7, 2018 

RE :  Draft 2018 Business Plan Public Comment 

Mr. Kelly: 

The San Jose Downtown Association (SJDA) is proud to represent the interests of 

downtown business and property owners in California's third largest city. To that 
end, we appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft 2018 High 

Speed Rail Business Plan, a statewide infrastructure project with enormous 

potential to alter the economic climate of the Greater Bay Area generally, and San 
Jose specifically. 

In 2008, Santa Clara County voters passed Proposition 1A with 60 percent of the 

vote, and that commitment remains today. SJDA shares the assessment put forward 

in the Draft Business Plan: 

"Connecting the Central Valley to the Bay Area and Los Angeles economic 

megaregions through high-speed rail will give businesses around the state new 
opportunities to choose locations based on labor force availability and to tighten 

linkages with businesses and field offices. These improved connections will be 
essential to creating a better j obs-housing balance throughout the state, providing 

access to new job opportunities, and generating new workforce development 

possib ilities".1 

As a City that enjoys the economic output of San Jose and Silicon Valley, but which 
also grapples with a significant jobs-housing imbalance, we are supportive of this 

effort to supplement our statewide transit system in a manner that benefits our 

employers while also alleviating housing pressure. The 224-mile Silicon Valley to 
Central Valley l ine was initially prioritized in Proposition 1A, and it remains so in 

the 2018 Draft Business Plan; we are excited to see this emphasis.2 

1 California High Speed Rail Authority, Draft 2018 Business Plan: Page 1 
2 Ibid. :  Page 19 



Further, the draft plan recognizes the importance of not only alleviating traffic 
congestion, but also improving our environment. By reducing the travel time 

between the Central Valley and Silicon Valley in an automobile by 66 percent, HSR 
will take a dramatic bite out of state greenhouse gas emissions created on our 

roadways.3 This work will begin immediately, in partnership with local and regional 

governments, by working to electrify the Bay Area Corridor between San Jose and 
San Francisco.4 The Downtown San Jose business community supports these goals, 

and sees them as part of an overall effort to provide robust multi-modal 

transportation options in an oftentimes automobile dominated region. 

Finally, SJDA would like to also compliment and offer our support to some proposals 
that augmented the 2018 Draft Business Plan at your May 2 presentation to the San 

Jose Community Working Group (CWG). The prospect of blended at-grade 

("interim") service between San Jose and Gilroy is an attractive option, particularly 
when weighed against the aerial alignment option that has the potential to 

disconnect San Jose's downtown at precisely the time when we are working towards 

greater integration. Also, the option to move the CEMOF yard to a shared rail facility 

south of Tami en will dramatically improve the performance capacity at Diridon 

Station. Additionally, the option to go from four-track service to three south of 
Diridon provides the opportunity to minimize impact on San Jose properties. We 

support these three approaches, see each as improvements over alternatives, and 

want to thank you for the continued opportunity to serve on the CWG. 

As we continue towards these broader goals, SJDA offers three recommendations: 

1) The 2018  Draft Business Plan provides lengthy discussion of High-Speed Rail 

Authority (HSRA) work with local and regional partners towards the goal of 
broader network integration.5 In the Bay Area this is of critical importance, 

as both the Silicon Valley to Central Valley and San Jose to San Francisco 

segments of HSR depend on collaboration between agencies and cities. To 
that end, we would ask that the words contained in the Draft be put into 

action, and that future rounds of alignment and corridor planning include 
and incorporate the City Generated Options (CGOs) put forward by the San 

Jose City Council as it relates to the applicable sections of the project. The 

CGOs must be part of this and future Business Plans and a central plank in 
the ongoing joint planning process between HSRA, Caltrain, VTA and the City 

of San Jose. 

2) The 2018  Draft Business Plan dedicates an entire chapter to budgetary 

discussions. We appreciate and understand this - as an infrastructure 
project of this magnitude demands it. Going forward, we would ask that you 

3 Ibid.: Page 7 

4 Jbid. : Page 20  
5 Ibid. : Pages 68-69 



� 
Executive Director 

continue to make San Jose a valued partner in the development of a detailed 

project budget so that HSR can be fully embraced by San Jose and its 
residents. With the more serious addition in this 2018 Draft Business Plan of 

the at-grade alignment in the Union Pacific Railroad corridor we found the 
budget lacking in the grade separations and Diridon Station investments that 

will be needed for a project of this level. 

3) That HSRA remain vigilant to the alignment planning currently underway at 

Diridon Station and its future growth opportunities. The 2018  Draft 

Business Plan dedicates only a few sentences to this mission, and we hope 
that the HSRA will enhance this going forward.6 As you are aware, 

Downtown San Jose is at an upward-trajectory moment: with the recent 
decision by BART for a single-bore tunneling option and the commensurate 

record of decision; Google's decision to invest in San Jose; and historic 

interest in our Downtown; how our regional transit center is planned is even 
more critical than usual. We see High Speed Rail as a major building block to 

this mission, and ask that you view it the same. 

In conclusion, SJDA would like to again state our support for the future of this 

project and further compliment the recent developments expressed in both the 
2018 Draft Business Plan and the San Jose Community Working Group. We trust 

that our request for enhanced partnership will be met, and are excited for the 

eventual opening of this line. High-speed rail, as supported by California voters, 
represents the best qualities of our region and our state: bold, innovative civic 

entrepreneurialism and the will to see it through. We look forward to a continued 
partnership towards that end. 

Sincerely, 

CC: City of San Jose Mayor Sam Liccardo 

City of San Jose Councilman Raul Peralez 
City of San Jose Councilwoman Dev Davis 

City of San Jose Councilman Sergio Jimenez 

Jim Ortbal, City of San Jose Dept. of Transportation Director 
Elizabeth Scanlon, Director of Planning, Cal train 

Nuria Fernandez, General Manager, VTA 
Boris Lipkin, Acting NorCal Regional Director, HSRA 

Michael Rewkiewicz, President, SJDA 

Derrick Seaver, Director of Policy and Operations, SJDA 

6 Ibid. : Page 72 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Rachelle 
Last Name: Akino 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: Good Afternoon, 

Attachments 

Please see the attached document from Chris Augenstein, Director, Planning 
& Programming. 

Thank you. 

Rachelle Akino 
Executive Secretary 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
3331 North First Street, Building B 
San Jose, CA 95134-1927 
Phone 408-321-7169 

Conserve paper. Think before you print. 

High Speed Rail Draft 2018 Business Plan Comments.pdf (473 kb) 



Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation

Authority 

May 7, 201 8  

Mr. Brian P. Kelly, Chief Executive Officer 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 
Sacramento, CA 958 1 4  

Dear Mr. Kelly: 

Subject: Comments on California High Speed Rail Draft 201 8  Business Plan 

The Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) would like to thank California High-Speed Rail 
Authority for the opportunity to review and comment on the California High Speed Rail Draft 20 1 8  
Business Plan. VT A's vision is "to innovate the way Silicon Valley moves" and the draft plan supports 
our vision with reco1mnendations to improve rail services between Santa Clara County and the rest of the 
state. 

VTA is highly supportive of the approach to implement a Silicon Valley to Central Valley service 
connecting San Francisco to Bakersfield and providing High Speed Rail service to San Jose and Gilroy 
earlier than previously planned. The proposed plan to advance the electrification of the Caltrain corridor 
to Gilroy links with VT A's plan to increase Caltrain service to Morgan Hill and Gilroy. As your work in 
this c01Tidor proceeds, we request that you involve VT A in the planning process. 

Also, VTA plans to implement eight grade separations of the Caltrain corridor in the cities of Sunnyvale, 
Mountain View and Palo Alto as pait of our 30 year 20 1 6  Measure B program of projects. We would 
request that the plan recognize these projects and include HSR's commitment to assist in funding them to 
reflect the mutual benefit they have to the blended system operation along the peninsula. 

Of great impo1tance to VTA is the development of the San Jose Diridon Station as the rail hub for Silicon 
Valley and the key connection amongst High Speed Rail, Caltrain, BART, ACE, Capitol Corridor, 
Amtrak and VT A bus and light rail service. The four partners of HSR, City of San Jose, Cal train and 
VTA are currently developing and funding the Diridon Integrated Station Concept Plan. The Concept 
Plan is a critical building block to achieving the potential of this station, its track envelope and the 
surrounding area. The goal is to deliver a world-class destination and transportation hub that provides a 
seamless customer experience within the station and into the surrounding neighborhoods and Downtown 
San Jose. With the current momentum, investment, and political oversight of this project, there is the 
opportunity to reinvent the San Jose Diridon Station to reflect a bold vision of commercial development 
and transportation. 

VTA appreciates that the business plan specifically calls out the impmtance of this transit hub and the 
multi-agency partnership established for the station area planning effort, however VTA recommends that 
the San Jose Diridon Integrated Station Concept Plan and eventual design and construction of the new 
facility be added to the list of bookend projects. 

3331 North First Street Administration 408-321-5555 

San Jose, CA 95134-1927 Customer Service 408-321-2300 Solutions that move you 



:::�� Director, Planning & Programming 

As discussed at our April 201 8  meeting with HSR staff in Sacramento, HSR has agreed to enter into a 
Cooperative Agreement with VTA, the City of San Jose, and Caltrain and provide $ 1  million of funds as 
its share for development of the Concept Plan. By including this project in the business plan, HSR would 
show their support for the importance of the project to the overall program strategy. Additionally, VTA 
recommends utilizing the Concept Plan findings as an input in the HSR environmental strategy for the 
San Jose Diridon Station. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the California High Speed Rail Draft 2018 Business 
Plan and we look forward to working with the High Speed Rail Authority to develop this project. Feel 
free to contact me at (408)321-7093 or chris.augenstein@vta.org if you have any questions. 

Cc: N. Fernandez, General Manager/CEO, VTA 
Liz Scanlon, Planning Director, Caltrain 
Kin1 Walesh, Deputy City Manager/Director of Economic Development, City of San Jose 
Boris Lipkin, Acting Notthern California Regional Director, CAHSR 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Karen 
Last Name: Lattin 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : To High Speed Rail Authority, 

Regarding the 2018 Draft Business Plan, I was very disappointed to not see 
the City of San Jose City-Generated Options included in the document. Most 
of the CGO's effectively address community concerns about property, noise, 
and visual impacts. I am requesting that the two trench/tunnel City of San 
Jose City-Generated Options between Capitol Expressway and the Southern 
San Jose city limits be included in the Final 2917 Business Plan. Regarding 
the Gardner neighborhood, the viaduct around the neighborhood should be 
the preferred alignment included in the business plan since that alignment 
was the result of years of community discussions and input regarding that 
"community-generated solution." 

Regarding the new "Blended" Alignment--At-grade alignment in UPRR 
Corridor that was included in the draft business plan--the three track system 
south of Diridon--it is imperative that that alignment include grade separations 
at major crossings. The idea that the system would be planned with traditions 
grade crossing is unfathomable. With the number of trains that would be 
going through the Monterey corridor, keeping the traditional grade crossings 
would have a tremendous impact on traffic in the area. The gates would be 
going up and down constantly and very few cars would be able to proceed 
through before the next train would be going by in one direction or another. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Lattin 

86 Coburn Court 

San Jose, CA 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Kurt 
Last Name : Cuiru 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Kurt Cuiru Written Public Comment 161.pdf (35 kb) 



_

Name: 

Additional Comments:.____t _t _t ________t _t _t _t ________ __t

2. 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. I n  essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Edward 
Last Name: Saum 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: To Whom It May Concern -

Attachments 

Attached please find the responses of the Shasta I Hanchett Neighborhood 
Assocation (S/HPNA) to the High-Speed Rail Authority's request for 
comments 
on the Draft 2018 Business Plan. S/HPNA represents 1,400 households in 
the 
neighborhoods immediately west of San Jose Diridon Station, and along the 
West of the current Caltrain corridor from Park Avenue in the south to West 
Taylor Street in the North. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any comments, questions, or 
concerns. 

*Edward Saum* 

*President**, Shasta I Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association* 

2018.05 SHPNA to CA HSR - Draft 2018 Business Plan Response.pdf (152 
kb) 



S h a s t a / H a n c h e t t  P a r k  N e i g h b o r h o o d  A s s o c i a t i o n  
P.O. Box 28634 . Son Jose, CA 95159 • info@Shpno.org • www.shpno.org 

May ?, 201 8 

Attn: Draft 201 8  Business Plan 
California H igh-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 9581e4 

RE: California High-Speed Rail Authority Draft 2018 Business Plan 

Dear Sire/ Madam, 

This letter is written on behalf of the Shasta / Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association (S/H PNA). 
The group vvas founded in 1 984 to protect the interests of our historic and beloved community. Over 
the years, we have vvorked with the City of San Jose, developers, builders, and our neighbors to 
create a balanced neighborhood. Because of our involvement, we boast one of the most successful 
communities in the city of San Jose. The Shastae/ Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association 
represents 1 ,400 households in neighborhoods immediately West of San Jose Diridon Station, and 
along the West of the current Caltrain corridor from Park Avenue in the South, to West Taylor Street 
in the North. 

Tvvo years ago, I wrote to the California H igh-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) regarding S/HPNA's 
concerns with the Draft 2016 Business Plan. Many of our comments and concerns from that time are 
still relevant and have been reiterated herein. 

Since the initial meetings for the San Jose Visual Design Guidelines for High Speed Rail, S/HPNA 
Board members and residents have been intimately involved in the planning stages of High-Speed 
Rail's infrastructure, operational parameters, and project mitigations. Therefore, it is with not 
insubstantial concern that we are writing to you regarding the Draft 201 8  Business Plan. 

Our comments and concerns include the following: 

• Electrification of the Caltrain Corridor - The expanded electrification of the Caltrain 
corridor south of San Jose to Gilroy is a logical extension of Caltrain's current CalMod 
program. However, this upgrade should not come at the expense of the neighborhoods to the 
South of Diridon Station. 

• Diridon Station Improvements - As early as the Draft Cooperative Agreement between the 
City of San Jose and the California High-Speed Rail Authority, specific emphasis has been 
placed upon the need for the HSR facilities in and around San Jose Diridon Station to be of 
the highest quality, and consistent with the Visual Design Guidelines as set forth in the 
Agreement. Regardless of what alignment is chosen, the funding and planning required to 
make the improvements to Diridon Station compliant with the Visual Design Guidelines are of 
the utmost importance. Anything less vvould be a direct insult to the community members and 
municipalities that have spent the last seven years vvorking in good faith with the H igh-Speed 
Rail Authority. 



• City of San Jose City Generated Option - Of all the municipalities along the Bakersfield to 
Silicon Valley segment, San Jose will have the longest length of HSR track, and, in Diridon 
Station, one of its most prominent stations. Therefore, the inclusion of the City of San Jose's 
City Generated Option (CGO) as part of the 201 8 HSR Business Plan, and as an alternative 
in the draft HSR Environmental Impact Reporte/ Study (EIR / EIS) is of the utmost importance. 

• City of San Jose City Station Area Advisory Group (SAAG) - The efforts of the City os 
San Jose's SAAG should be incorporated into any plans HSR develops for Diridon Station. 
The City of San Jose, HSR, BART, Google, and the Caltrain Joint Powers Board must all 
work together to avoid a series of incoherent, poorly-functioning connections at Diridon 
Station. 

• Impacts of At-Grade Alignment South of Diridon Station - The proposed at-grade 
alternative through Downtown and Willow Glen will have significant impacts upon the 
neighborhoods, traffic arteries, and community facilities adjacent to the proposed alignment. 
The taking of some or all of Fuller Park, in a City where many neighborhoods already suffer 
from a deficiency of park lands, is directly at-odds with the stated desire to have High-Speed 
Rail be an asset to the cities that it serves, rather than as a physical and economic barrier. 
The area immediately adjacent to Auzerais Avenue, just north of 1-280, is experiencing a 
massive expansion in the number of housing units under construction. The traffic congestion 
already caused by the current at-grade crossing will increase by an order of magnitude if 
High-Speed Rail comes through there as part of the at-grade alignment. 

• A Lack of Community Outreach - Each iteration of the Visual Design Guidelines and Draft 
Business Plans have emphasized that mutual collaboration and substantial community 
outreach must be integral parts of the process. Yet, time and time again, representatives from 
CH SRA end up apologizing for meetings that lack both timeliness and coherence. The most 
recent HSR CWG group meeting was not noticed to the individual members; a single email 
was sent to a district-wide email list, which did not include all the members of the CWG. 
Therefore, more than a few did not even learn of the meeting until less than twenty-four hours 
beforehand. Two years ago, Ben Tripousis apologized for the lack of timely notification to the 
neighborhoods that will be most heavily impacted by CHSRA. While this mea culpa was 
appreciated, it did not speak well for the Authority's stated commitment to transparency, 
openness, and active solicitation of public input. As long ago as September 201e1 ,  S/HPNA 
was expressing concerns, via email, regarding the lack of significant community input. To say 
that the current missteps are therefore a recent, isolated incident is disingenuous. The scale 
of this project will affect our neighborhoods for the next century, and deserves 
comprehensive, thorough community outreach. 

Bringing a transportation service like High-Speed Rail to San Jose is something that can be of great 
benefit to us all. However, citing that benefit as a reason to approve unassailed an alignment and set 
of design requirements that do not correspond to untold hours of previous community involvement is, 
if you will excuse the transportation idiom, putting the cart before the horse. The scope and vision for 
High-Speed Rail cannot be compromised for the sake of expedience. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Edward Saum 
President, Shasta/Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Kathy 
Last Name : Hamilton 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Please find my attachments, Part B. Kathy Hamilton, resident of California. 

You may return your commentary to my email address. 

Attachments : Hamilton_articles_on_business_plan.pdf (521 kb) 



Part B of Kathy Hamilton's comments: The attachments 

THE HAMILTON REPOI 
http://www. the h a m  ilto n re port. com/time-to-rea s s e s s -ca I ifo rn ia -

h ig h-s peed- ra i l -2018-dra ft-bus  ines  s -pla n/ 

T ime  to R ea  s s es  s : C a l ifo rn ia H ig h S peed  R a i I 

2 0 18  D ra ft  B u s i nes s P la n  
I n  C H S R A  Accounta bi l ity, C H S  R A  F und ing 

Ma rc h  19 ,  2018 

K a thy H a m iIto n 



Part B of Kathy Hamilton's comments: The attachments 

T o  be  fra nk, th is n ewest d raft p l a n  does not demo nstrate tha t  the A uthority 
is on  the rig ht path to bu i ld the H ig h-5 p e e d  R a i l  s yste m .  It  does  not exec ute 
what 52 .6% of the p u b l ic a g re e d  to in N ov e m b e r  2008. I n  a d d ition the re 
h a s  b e e n  a s ig n ifica nt increa s e  i n  cost. The 201 6  plan's capital cost was 
e s timated  at  $64.2 b i l l ion a nd now the 2 0 1 8  d raft p la n s pa n s  from a low 
cost  of $63 .2  bi l l ion,  a b a s e  l i ne  of $77 .3  b i l l ion a nd a h ig h  cost of $98 .1  
b i l l ion  



Part B of Kathy Hamilton's comments: The attachments 

T o  a ppre c iate where we a re today it req u ires a look at the pa s t: 
According to the N ov e m b e r  2008 B us in e s s  P la n  the cost to bu i ld  P ha s e  1 
wou ld  be  $ 3 3 . 6 2 5  b i l l io n .  I n  2009 the a uthority told the L e g is la ture the cost  
wou ld  incre a s e  to $42 .6  b i l l ion us ing yea r- of- e x p e n d iture do  I l a  rs to 
a ccount  for infla tion .  
No  doubt the cost  to bu i l d  the p roject  wil l  exce e d  the newest h ig h- leve l  
e s timate of  $98 .1  b i l l ion .  Why? B ec a u s e  othe r  s e g m e nts wil l  ris e a bove 
what is p rojected beca us e of the c o m p lex ity of construction in the la rg e r  
c ities  a n d  tu n n e l ing throug h mounta in ra ng e s  to g et to S outhe rn C a l iforn ia . 
P l us s ix years a g o  the d raft 2012  bus iness  p la n p rojected a low ca p ita l 
expe nd itu re of $98 b i l l ion  p re pa re d  in N ov e m b e r  201 1 .  I t  wa s d u bbed the 
" honest plan . "  As we know "time is money" guaranteeing everything wi l l  be 
costl ie r  6 yea rs late r. 
Under former CEO Roelof van Ark's term of office, May 201 0  to January 
2012 ,  the D ra ft 2012  bus i ness  p la n wa s d eve loped .  T h e re wa s a pu b l ic 
outcry afte r the re port wa s p u b l is h e d  bee a us e it revea le d  a c a p ita I cost  
rang ing from $98 bi l l ion to $1 1 7  bi l l ion .  On Van Ark's way out he said h is 
greatest achievement was the del ivery of "an honest and realistic business 
plan , "  accord ing to a SF Gate article dated Jaa n ua ry 2 0 1 2 .  
W h e n  the 2 0 1 2  F in a l  p la n  wa s p roduced in A p ril, the c o s t  d ro p p e d  $30 
b i l l ion  to a p p rox imate ly $68.377 b i l l ion  p rima rily beca us e of  the introduction 
of the b lended  p la n where the tra ck  or corridor  is s ha re d  with freig ht, 
c o m m uter a nd H ig h-S p e e d  R a il, i nste a d  of exc l u s ive tra cks for H S R .  lt wa s  
ca l led  the " Better, Faster, Cheaper" pla n .  
W h il e  the A p ril 2012 F in a l  B us in e s s  P la n  p roje cted costs in the m id-s ixty 
b i l l ion  ra nge,  the re we re ea rly wa rning s ig ns that  the costs wou ld  be a lot 
h ig h e r  tha n  a dve rtis ed,  notwithsta n d ing v e h e m ent  R a il A uthority d e n ia ls .  
H e re a re a coup le  of exa m p les . 
W h e n  pre p  a ring input  for the 2014 B us in e s s  P la n, a c o m p a ny ca l i ed  U R S  
(the com pa ny tha t  m a na g e d  the F re s no to B a k e rs fie ld  s eg m e nt) p rotested  
they were to ld to use  the 2012 B us in e s s  P la n  (wh ic h used  2010 cost  
e s timate s )  as  the ba s e l ine  for the ir J a nua ry 2014 P reg res s  re port eve n 
thoug h the ir p rofe s s iona l o pin ion  wa s tha t  in 3 y e a rs the costs h a d  ris e n .  I n  
the e nd, inste a d  of go ing u p, the A uthority d ro p p e d  the cost more tha n  a 
h a lf m i l l ion do l la rs .  
A n othe r  ins ta n e e  wa s whe n  the F e d e ra I R a  i i  A d m in is tration ( F R A )  put  out a 
confide ntia l report tha t  the costs for the firs t 1 1 8  m iles  of the p roject  in the 



Part B of Kathy Hamilton's comments: The attachments 

C e ntra l V a l ley wou ld  be $9-10 bi l l ion .  W h il e  the A uthority s ta u n c h ly d e n ied  
the content  of  this re port, the A uthority h a s  fina l ly incre a s ed the e s timate 
from $6 bi l l ion  to $10 .6  bi l l io n . aS ee the L os A ng e le s  T imes  s tory. 
S o  d e s p ite the quote from a H ig h-S peed  R a il cons u lta nt at th e  l a s t  boa rd 
meeting that the "worst case scenario" has happened with the c entra l 
V a l ley, the cost incre a s e  wa s no  s u rp ris e .  T h e  Authority wa s wel l  a wa re 
the i r  n u m b e rs were too low. T h e  g a m e, com mon ly p layed  in infra structu re 
p rojects, is to g et the p roject  go ing a nd s lowly incre a s e  the cost n u m bers 
s o  when s u bsta ntia l do l la rs a re a lrea dy investe d, po l itic ia ns fee l  they  m u s t  
j u s t  k e e p  go ing i n  ord e r  not to wa s te the do l la rs s u n k  into the p roject. 
It is true that  leg itimate u n p l a n n e d  is s ues  ca n be uncovered in the b u ild ing 
a nd p la n ning p ro c e s s ,  es p e c ia l ly in the c a s e  of a des ig n/bu i ld contra ct 
when bu i ld ing s ta rts prior to 30% of the p la n  b e ing d eve loped .  N o  doubt the 
A uthority rus he d  to beg in  construction p re ma turely.  P erha p s  th is wa s 
p a rtia l ly bec a u s e  of the A m e rica n  R ecovery a nd R e inves tm e nt Act of 
2009 (AR R A) fu nd ing d e a d l in e s .  T hey  h a d  b e e n  g ra nted $2 .553  bi l l ion 
do l la rs tha t  h a d  to be  s pe nt by S e pte m b e r  2017 .  I n  a dd ition, the re wa s a 
g re a t  dea l of po l itica l p re s s ure to get  a s hovel  in the g round .  T h e  s hoot, 
a im ,  rea dy a pproa ch  no doubt wa s the c a u s e  of s o m e  terrific cost  overru n s ,  
d e lays in p rope rty a c q u is ition, de l ay  p e na lties a n d  wha t  is ca l l ed  c h a n g e  
ord e rs .  B ut the de l i berate e s timation o f  a rtific ia l ly low project  costs is 
u nfortunate ly the p ra ctice in most  ca p ita l  p rojects . 
F or exa m p le look the B a y  B ridg e construction, costs that  ros e from $ 1  
bi l l ion  to $6 .77 bi l l ion a n d  is a s te l l a r  exa m ple  of a botc h ed p roc e s s ,  a very 
s c rewe d  u p  des ig n  p roc e s s ,  de l i berate ly h id ing the fa cts ,  avoiding p u b l ic 
records req u e s ts ,  m a s s ive u n d e restim a te of costs a n d  poor construction to 
boot. T h is wa s determ i n e d  from a s ta te exa m in a tion, ca l led  L e s s ons  
L e a rn ed, headed  by  the n  S e nator  M a rk D eS a u l n ie r. S ee the B a y  B ridge 
R e port 
I n  add ition, B oston's Big Dig went from $2. 5  bi l l ion to $ 1 3  bi l l ion .  Accord ing 
to Mega project expert B e nt F lvbjerg ,  cost  ove rru n e s timate s  on  p a s s e n g e r  
ra il p rojects were o n  a ve ra g e  45% more a nd to a dd to the p rob lem,  
ride rs h ip  e s timates  were typ ica l ly 70% lowe r tha n  foreca st, d e l ivering a 
doub le  wha m m y  to the bottom l i ne .  
Flvbjerg says an appropriate slogan appears to  be "over budget, over time, 
over and over aga in . "  F lvbjerg report 
C onfirm ing that  is a truthfu l s tate me nt p u bl is hed  by forme r  Mayor Wi l l ie  



Part B of Kathy Hamilton's comments: The attachments 

B rown . 
" I n  the world of civic projects, the fi rst budget is real ly just a down 
paym e nt: if p e op le knew the rea l  cost from the s ta rt, nothing wou ld  eve r g et 
approved" .  T h e  idea is to g et g oing .  S ta rt digg ing a ho le  a nd m a ke it s o  
big, there is no alternative to coming up with the money to fi l l  it i n . "  Wi l l ie  
B rown S F G a te a rtic l e  
S pea king of  p la n e s ,  tra ins a nd a utomobi les : 
I n  the bus iness  p la n the A uthority d is c u s s e s  oth e r  trave l modes  a nd how 
they c o m p a re to h igh-s p e e d  R a i l .  L ook at  E xh ib it 1 . 3,  p a g e  7,  the c h a rt h a s  
tra ve l  times  b y  tra ns portation typ e .  T h e  A uthority s h ows ca r, ex isting tra in 
tra ve l  a nd h ig h-s peed  ra i l .  It does  not s how p la ne trave l .  
T hey  a d m it on  the page  before tha t  flying is q u ic k e r  from N o rthe rn 
Cal ifornia to Southern Cal iforn ia, perhaps an hour and a half but say it's a 
tota l of 4 to 5 hours whe n  you ta c k  on  trave l tim e  to a nd from the a irport, 
find ing pa rking a nd g o ing th roug h s ec u rity c h ec k s .  Y et they a d d  no  s uc h  
tim e  requ i re m e nts on  the h ig h-s p e e d  ra i l  l i ne .  
And note the fa ste s t  tra in a ppea rs to be 213  m in utes with th ree s tops from 
S a n F ra nc is co to Los Ang e les . It wa s 195  m inutes in the p rior bus iness  
p la n . aY ou s e e  the R a i l  A uthority is s u p po s e d  to p rovide non-sto p  s erv ice i n  
two hours and  forty m in utes or  160 m in utes . 
E xtra cting the th ree s to ps to re p l ic a te a non-stop  expre s s  tra in wou ld  not 
u s e  up 53 m i n utes .  J us t to put  th ings in p e rs pe ctive, T rip  Advis or re ports 
that  most  long d is ta nc e  tra ins in E u rop e  s top  for on ly one  or  two m in utes a t  
inte rm e d ia te s ta tions .aG ra nted s u c h  a s  a t  key tra nsfe r  po ints l ike the 
a irport, the s to p  wou ld  be  length e n e d .  B ut the re is no  wa y ta king out the 
dwe l l  tim e  for th ree s to ps c a n  be reconc i led  with P ro p  lA requ i re m e nts . 
N a tura l ly s pe e d  a nd tim e  a re tie d  tog ethe r. T h e  s lowe r the tra in goes ,  
log ic a l ly the long e r  it wil l  ta ke  to get  to the destination .  D oc u m e nts s how 
that S a n F ra nc i sco  h a s  p rote s ted  h ig h e r  s peeds . S ee the Los A n g e le s  
T im es a rtic l e .  I t  s h ows 30  m iles  of a dd itiona l tra c k  that  wil l  o p e ra te a t  
reduced speed. "Of the roughly 4 3 4  m i les  of tra ck  betwee n  L os A n g e les  
a nd S a n F ra nc i sco, 136 m i les  n e a rly one-third of  the tota l cou ld  h a ve at  
least some speed restrictions . "  
T h e s e  s lowdowns no  doubt wil l  res u lt i n  fu rthe r  red uced  trave l tim e .  N ot 
on ly does  it v io late P rop  lA but tim e m a tters beca u s e  once it h its the 3 -
hour  tim e m a rk to ride on  the tra in, tra ve le rs c hoos e p la ne s .  
Mis s ing im porta nt work: 
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The Authority's plan cal ls for a phased approach, meaning a l ittle at a t ime 
a nd lea ving s o m e  of the expe n s ive pa rts u ntil late r, s uc h  as deve lo p ing the 
C e ntra I V a l ley a nd the s eg m ent  from S a n F ra nc i sco  to G i lroy first. T h is is 
the firs t tim e  tha t  the p la n  s howed G i l roy a s  b e ing e lectrified .  I n  the p a s t, 
U n ion  P a c ific who owns the tra cks  s o uth of S a n J os e  h a s  flat  out s a id 
no .  If  they eve ntua l ly do  a g ree ,  no one  is s u re what the cost  wil l  be .  
A n othe r  b it of  n ews i s  the Authority h a s  g ra nted fun d ing $700K to C a ltra in 
for th e  e lectrification p roject  us ing P rop  1A do l la rs a n d  c a p  & tra de  do l la rs .  
N o  one  is s u re if C a  ltra in h a s  a ctua l ly rec e ived the m o n ey thoug h .  
Located on page 1 5, the business plan says, "Under this approach the 
P a checo  T u n n e ls a n d  the connection to Merced,  fu nd ing p e rm itted wil l  be  
the l a s t  l i nk  of the S i l icon V a l l ey to C entra l V a l l ey l in e .  A l s o  the tu n n e l  
s eg me nt requ ired to conne ct S a n F ra nc i sco  a nd G i lroy to the C e ntra I 
V a l ley p re s ents cha I Ieng es  to e nviro n m enta I p la n ning,  cost, tec h nica I 
complexity, schedu le and avai lable funding to complete . "  
And last, the tunnel  connecting Caltrain's San Francisco's 4th a nd K ing 
s tation a n d  the S a le s  force T ra ns it C e nte r (form e rly the T ra ns bay T e rm ina l )  
wi l l  a l s o  be  d e layed .aC utting out expens ive e le m e nts of construction 
c e rta in ly red uces  cost but is not the p la n  tha t  they were s up p os ed to b u ild .  
P e n n ies  from H ea ve n :  
W h e re wil l  the do l la rs come from to fin is h  the I n itia l O pe rating S eg m ent, the 
C e ntra l V a l ley to S i l icon V a l l ey? T h e  ba s e l ine  cost  is e s timated  a round  
$ 2 9 . 5  b i l l ion ba s e  and  $ 3 6 . 8  b i l l ion on  the h ig h-s id e .  A n d  rem em be r  it 
doesn't include the extension to Merced, the Pacheco T u n n e ls a n d  it s a ys 
it's from 4th a n d  K ing in S a n F ra nc isco .  I f  the tun n e l  from 4th a nd K ing a nd 
S a  lesforce  T ra n s  it C e nter is inc luded that  wil l  a dd a neth e r  $2 .0  a n d  $ 2 . 6  
b i l l ion  to the cost. 
More on fina nces : 
O n  p a g e  3 7  the re is exh ibit 3 . 5  wh ich is e a s y  to u n d e rsta nd .  I t  s h ows what 
dol lars the Authority started with, what they spent and what's left to spend 
on the firs t o p e rating s eg m e nt. B ottom l ine  they  s pe nt $4.062 b i l l ion from a l l 
sources. Here's what they have left: 
2010 F e d e ra I G ra nt $929  m i l l ion 
P ro p  1A p la n n ing money  $292  m i l l ion 
P ro p  1A C entra l V a l ley construction $2 .066 b i l l ion 
P ro p  1A C entra l V a l ley to S il icon V a l ley $4 .166  b i l l ion  
C a p  & T ra de th roug h 1 2/1 7 $ 1 .103 bi l l ion 
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T ota l $8 .556 b i l l ion- T hat  is what they  have now. B e low th is s u b-tota l l i ne  is 
the fa nta s y  l in e .  I t  s h ows they  wil l  g et $4 to 4 .5  bi l l ion more in c a p  & tra d e  
a nd betwee n  $ 3 . 9  b i l l ion  & $ 1 1 . 1  b i l l ion  from fina nc ing the future s trea m of 
c a p  & tra d e  m o n ey u ntil 2050 whe n  in fa ct the p rog ra m  e nds  in 
2030.  E ve n  thoug h th is is a s te p  a way from rea l ity, the most  they e s timate 
is $ 1 5 . 6  b i l l ion of future do l la rs p l us  the $8 .556 bi l l ions of rea l  m o n ey which 
does  not e q ua I the cost, eve n the low e s timate s .  
T h e  A uthority be l ieves the re is a cha  nee  they  ca n bridg e  the g a p  with a 
contribution from the fed s .  T h ey s a y :  
"The federal government bui lt the nation's i nterstate highway system 
th roug h g ra nts to the s tate s  cove ring 90 p e rcent  of the costs of bu i ld ing the 
s yste m .  H is torica l ly, the fed e ra l  governm ent  h a s  p rovide d  g ra nts avera g ing 
50 p e rc e nt a nd h ig h e r  to p a rtne rs in the cost of b u ild ing reg ion a l  pa s s e ng e r  
rai l  systems, such as Bay Area Rapid Transit ( BART) . "  
"With this i n  mind,  it i s  not unreasonable to expect that over the course of 
the d eve lopment  of the p rogra m, the re wil l  be  o p portun ities  for s ig n ific a nt 
a dd itio n a l  fed e ra l  fina nc ia l a s s is ta nce  in the form of infra s tructu re fu nd ing 
or federal fi nancing . "  
I n  fa ct it is not rea sona b le  to expect  free money  in the form of g ra nts s ince  
the tre nd for s evera l  years now is tha t  the fed e ra l  g overn m e nt h a s  not 
inves ted  in l a rg e  s ta te infra structu re p rojects . T h e  U n ited S ta te s  is b i l l ions 
b e h ind in re pa iring roa ds  a nd othe r  d eca ying infra structu re . T h e  c u rre nt 
a d m in istra tion is looking for p riva te a nd s ta te inves tm e nt for new 
infra structu re p rojects .  Maybe  the re wil l  be  s o m e  modest  loa n p rog ra m s  but 
no  g ifts a re l ike ly. P l us ,  J e rry B rown has g re a tly a ng e re d  the c u rrent 
a d m in istra tion most  c u rre ntly the S a nctu a ry C ity is s ue to s a y  noth ing a bout 
the low percentage of voters' support for Trump's presidency. P re s id e nt 
Trump has also been quoted several times saying "Cal ifornia is out of 
contro l . "  
C a p  & T ra de fu nd ing wa s orig ina l ly cons idere d  a s topg a p  but  s ince no 
p riva te or a dd itiona l fed e ra l  investm ent  h a ve m a te ria l iz e d  now it a p p e a rs to 
be  the m a in s ou rce  of fu n d ing .  
P ro m i s e s  in P ro p  l A :  
T h e re we re im porta nt vote r p ro m i s e s  a nd a s s ura nces  m a de i n  P ro p  l A .  
Here are two. Fi rst, "thou shalt not begin  bu i ld ing an operating segment 
without having the cash to bui ld that segment" and second, "thou s ha It not 
bui ld an operating segment that wi l l  requ i re a state subsidy . "  
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P rior to the p a s s a g e  of the R evis e d  2012  bus iness  p la n a n d  the vote in the 
Legislature to authorize construction dol lars, here's what Dan Richard the 
boa rd c h a irm a n  s a id at a 4-hour  m eeting h e ld on Ma rch 14, 2012  rig ht 
before the R evis e d  2012  p la n wa s re lea s ed .  M a rch  14, 2012 S e nate 
Meeting G o  to m inute m a rker  2 hours a nd 22 m in ute s  a nd p la y  for 2 
m i n utes . aR icha rd p ro m is ed  they  wou ld  not beg in  a s eg ment  u n l e s s  they  
ha d the funds to do  s o .  
L a ws u it b rewing : 
I n  the past couple of years, the board final ly understood they don't have the 
fu nds to b u ild the firs t o p e rating s eg m e nt. I n  o rd e r  to cha ng e  tha t  s tring ent  
p a rt of  the p ropos ition, the A uthority worke d  with the L e g is la ture to pa s s  AB  
1 889 i n  9/2 8/2016 that  a l lows bu i ld ing to p roc e e d  as  long as  the p roject  wil l  
have the money  s o m e d a y  to fin is h the s e g m e nt. P rop  1A c l e a rly s a ys they  
wil l  have the fu nds a long with dates  they wil l  rece ive the money for the 
s eg me nt s o  th is s om ed a y  p ro m i s e  is a m ajor c h a n g e .  
The smal lest section al lowed in  a " pay as you go" manner is an  operating 
s eg me nt that wil l  res u lt in s uffic ient ride rs h ip  to o p e rate without a s u bs idy.  
N o  one is  s u re tha t  B a ke rs fie ld to S a n F ra nc i sco  wil l  g e ne ra te a pos itive 
c a s h  flow. T h e  A uthority h a s  l is te d  ride rs h i p  a s  a ris k in the i r  n ewest p la n .  
S ee page  51  u n d e r  L e s s ons lea rned  a nd ris ks- it says, " I naccurate 
ride rs h ip  fore c a s ts  cou ld c re a te cons e q u e nces  for the p rogra m,  inc lud ing 
d ec re a s ing the level  of p riva te s ector inves tm ent, incre a s ing the p u b l ic 
fund ing requ ired and damaging stakeholder support. " Accord ing to P ro p  
1A,  ride rs h ip  is requ ired to p a y  for the cost  of o p e rating the tra in .  
O pe rationa l s ub s id ie s  a re s trictly forbid d e n .  
T h e re is a l eg a l  q u e s tion concern ing the rig ht of the leg is latu re to a lte r a 
voter in itiative .  T h is a p p e a rs to be  p roh ib ited by the s ta te constitution .  
S om etim e e a rly th is yea r a court wi l l  hea r the a rg u me nt of wheth e r  the 
L e g is latu re h a s  the rig ht to cha nge  a p rima ry tenet  of a p ub l ic ly pa s s ed 
p ropos ition .  I f  the court ru les  tha t  the L e g is latu re does  not have the 
a uthority to do th is , that  is , beg inn ing a n  o p e rating s eg ment  without the 
fu nds to c o m p lete it, the p rog ra m  cou ld  be  ha lted by the courts .  
I n  the 4-hour  S en ate m eeting he ld  in 2012 ,  S e n a tor J oe S im itia n g a ve D a n  
Richard some advice. " I f  you are rid ing a dead horse, it's t ime to d ismount. " 
Maybe it's t ime to follow Senator Simitian's advice. 
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A rtic le 2 :  The Bipartisan Audit: A view post publication of the 2018 
Draft Plan 

http ://www. the h a m  i lton report. com/the-b ipa rtis a n-a ud it-a -v iew
pos t-pu b l i ca tion-of-the-2 018-d ra ft-pla n/ 

An audit of the high-speed rail was approved at the end of January. A big deal was 
made of its bi-partisan approach but fact is it' s  a smoke screen. The 48-minute 
video of the Joint Legislative Audit Committee meeting. 

What the audit will not examine is the elephant in the room. They are not going to 
examine whether or not the system is capable of operating without a state subsidy, 
demanded in Prop I A. Neither being examined is if the Authority has the money to 
build the project from San Francisco to Los Angeles or even the first operating 
segment. Toward the end of the Audit Committee session, the idea was floated that 
the business plan would provide these answers. 

The fact is the plan does answer the questions and it confirms there isn't the money 
to build even the first leg that is the Central Valley to Silicon Valley. Even if the 
Authority counts some future cap and trade revenue and capitalizing the cap & 
trade revenue stream until 2050, it doesn't cover the cost. Plus the Cap & Trade 
laws are only in effect until 2030. The business plan also is optimistic that the 
federal government will give California grants for the high-speed rail when there is 
no indication they will do this based on the last 8 years activities. The Authority 
also mentioned ridership in the risk area. They say this, "Inaccurate ridership 
forecasts could create consequences for the program, including decreasing the 
level of private sector investment, increasing the public funding required and 
damaging stakeholder support." According to Prop I A  ridership is required to pay 
for the cost of the train. Operational subsidies are strictly forbidden. 

It appears the current scope of the audit will be a self-fulfilling prophecy. Senator 
Jim Beall (D) from San Jose, an avid supporter of the project and by the way sits as 
an ex-officio board member of the HSR Board, jointly sponsored the Audit request 
with Assembly member Jim Patterson (R) from the Valley. 
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Beall's idea of an audit is one that examines the practices and procedures of the 
authority in order to deliver an on-time and on-budget project. Beall mentioned 
that phrase multiple times during the meeting. No doubt he shaped the scope of the 
Audit to be almost a foregone conclusion that the program is going forward. This 
minimized scope, including items such as: economic impact on the region where 
the work is going on, environmental benefits, review of contract administration and 
the change order process (when additional work is required for plan changes not 
included in the original bid document.) This audit scope had to be agreed to in 
order to gain Beall' s  support. Without Beall's co-authorship, Assemblymember 
Patterson's  attempt to have the program examined in a more robust scope, would 
have died as his countless audit attempts had before. 

For the sake of the taxpayers, an expanded scope of the audit is necessary since it's 
clear in the newest business plan that there are major funding gaps. There is not 
enough money to complete the first leg of the project, Central Valley to the Silicon 
Valley. Bottom line without an expanded audit scope, the taxpayers will pay for 7 
months of study with a $200,000 price tag and yet not investigate the most 
important aspects of the high-speed rail program. 

Susan MacAdams letter to CEO Kelly: 

A pri l  1 1 ,  2018  
T o :  B ria n P .  K e l ly 
C h ief E xec utive O ffi ce r  
C a l ifo rn ia H ig h  S peed  R a  i i  A uthority 
770  L S treet, S u ite 6 2 0  
S a c ra m e n  to, C A 9 5 814 
R E :  R E Q U E S T  F O R  I MME D IAT E S TO P  WO R K  O R D E R F O R  
ME R C E D  TO F R E S N O S E C T IO N 
P ub l i c  S a fety s hou ld be pa ra mount  in  a ny tra c k  des ig n  fo r H ig h  
S peed  R a i l  ( H S  R ) , but  the d e s ig n  fo r the tra c k  c u rves a c ros s  the 
H e rndon  Ove rpa s s  s tructu re no rth of F re s n o  is a pu b l i c  s a fety 
h a z a rd a nd poses  a s e rious  th rea t  to de ra i lment. 
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C a lifornia H ig h-S p e e d  R a i l  A l ig n m e nt: Merced  to F re s n o  
B a c kg round  
B u i ld ing  s tra ig ht  tra ck s  a long the U P  R R  c orridor  from Merced  to 
F res no wa s the s hortes t  route fo r H S  R .  
I n  2012 ,  the tra c k  route c a l led the H yb rid wa s c h o s e n  by the 
A utho rity. T h is route veers from the U P  R R  co rrido r  a nd z ig -z a g s  
a c ros s open  fa rmla nd .  T h e  s ixty m i le s tra ig ht  route now conta ins  
nea rly 25  m i les  of h ig h  s peed c u rves a n d  horiz onta l  s u per

e levated s p i ra ls with a n  a dd ition a l  te n m i les  of tra c k . T ra ins  wi l l  
tra ve l  ove r the c u rves a nd s p i ra ls on ba l la s ted tra c k  bu i lt on 
a l luv ia l s o i l  at  2 2 0  m p h .  The C a l iforn ia H ig h  S peed R a i l A utho rity 
(C H S  R A ) offic ia ls conti nue  to s ta te tha t  th is route between  
Merced  a nd F re s n o  i s  the bac kbone o f  the h ig h  s peed ra i l  sy s tem,  
yet  th is bac kbone has  deve loped s co l ics i s ,  or  c u rvatu re of  the 
s p ine;  the a rea  in  q u e s tion wi l l  need  a s p ina l b ra c e .  
( S e e Atta c h m  e n  t 1 A a n d Atta c h m en  t 1 B for M e  reed  to F res no  
S ec tion a l ig n m e nt. ) 

T h is is a req u e s t  for a n  immed i a te S top  Work O rd e r  fo r the 
F res no to Merc e d  s ection to reeva lua te the c u rve des ig n s .  T h is 
report foe us  es on ly on  the c u rve no rth of F re s n o  between  
H e rndon  D rive a nd the S a n J oa q u i n  R iver. H oweve r, s im i la r 
a l ig n m e nt flaws are shown on the Authority's construction 
d ra wings  in  Ma d e ra C ounty fo r the C howc h i l la  B ou leva rd/U P R R  

B ridge,  the F re s n o  R iver  B ridge,  the two s ing le tra c k  c ros s ove rs 
between  Ave nue  10  a n d  12 ,  a nd the e ntire Wye com plex 
s u rrou nd ing the s tora g e  fa c i l ity s ite . E a c h  of the s e  h ig h  s peed ra i l  
c u rves s ho u ld be re-eva lua ted,  rea l ig ned  a nd reconfig u red  a s  
they  e a c h  conta i n  s i m  i la r a l ig n m e  nt p rob lems  tha t  wi l l  le a d  to 
futu re opera tiona l a nd ma intena nce  h a z a rds  a n d  d e ra i lments .  
D a ng e rous  D e s ig n  
N o rth of H e rndon  D rive i n  F re s no, n e a r  the S a n J oa qu i n  R iver, 
the re is a wide s u pport s tru ctu re for h ig h  s peed ra i l  c u rre ntly 
be ing  cons tructed  over a s ing le U P  R R  tra c k .  (S ee Atta c h me nt 2 
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a nd Atta c hment  3 . )  As the H S  R tra ck s  c u rve no rthwa rds ,  th is 
wide tra c k  s upport s tructu re tra ns itions into ta l l  s upport co l umns . 
(S ee  Atta c h me nt 4 a nd Atta c h me nt 5 . )  T h e  tra ins  wi l l  tra ve l  a t  2 2 0  
m p h  o n  top o f  the s e  60  to 100 foot ta l l  s tructu re s .  N e a r  the 

tra ns itiona I a rea between  the wide deck  a nd the s up port co l umns ,  
the tra c k  d e s ig n  ca l ls  for a comb i na tion o f  ove rla pp ing  horiz onta l  
a nd vertic a l  c u rve s .  T h is comb i na tion v io late s  the A uthority's own 
C rite ria for s a fe tra c k  d e s ig n .  T h e  tra c k  des ig n  is extre m e ly 
d a ng e rous ;  th is tra c k  des ig n  c a n not be e a s i ly bu i lt o r  s a fe ly 
ma inta ined, the reby c re a ting a s ig n ific a nt ris k of de ra i lme nt. 
T h e  D ra ft E nv i ronme nta I R eport, the F in a l  E nv i ronme nta I R e po rt 
a nd the C ons truc tion D oc um e nts a l l u s e  the s a me c u rve d e s ig n  
fo r th is tra c k; the two s ets of e nv i ronme nta l doc u m e nts a re 

identic a l . T h is is non-s ta nd a rd pra c tice fo r g ood c u rve d e s ig n .  
U s ua l ly, i n  c ritic a l  loca tions  s uc h  a s  th i s ,  between  the d ra ft, fin a l  
a nd cons truction doc u ments , m u ltip le  tra c k  d e s ig n s  a re eva lua ted 
in  o rd e r  to dete rm ine the best  a n d  s a fes t  fit. F o r th is a l ig n m ent, 
the re wa s on ly one  p ropos a l . A s in g le d ra wing from the F ina l E I R  
wi l l  b e  u sed  for e a s e  of a rg ume nt. 
F o r five yea rs , I wa s the Manager of Metro's Green Line track 

contra c ts in  Los  Ange le s .  T h is i n c l uded  the Av iation Wye, wh ich  is 
loca ted  on the s o uthe rn bounda ry of the Los  Ange les  I n te rna tiona l 
A i rpo rt ( LAX ) .  T h e  s iz e  a n d  type of the s tructu res n e a r  LAX  a re 
s im i la r to the s iz e  a n d  type s tructu res from H e rndon  D rive to the 
S a n J oa q u in  R iver. 0 n the L os A ng e le s  p roject, the re we re ma ny  
tra c k  a lte rna tives s tud ied  befo re the tra c kwa y wa s bu i lt. T h e re is 
not a ny ev idence  of a ny oth e r  tra c k  des ig n  p roposed  fo r th is 
c ritic a l  s tructu re nea r the S a n  J oa q u in R iver. 
At  the ove rla p of vertic a l  a nd ho ri zonta l  c u rves ,  the tra c ks beg in  to 

c u rve a wa y  from the la rge  s tructu re; th ree m a th e m a tic a l  mode ls 
a re needed  to c o n s truct the tra ck s ,  a n  u n s a fe tra c k  eng i nee ring 
p ra ctice .  (S ee Atta c h ment  6, Atta c hment  7 , a nd Atta c hment  8 . )  A 
horiz onta l  s p i ra l c u rv ing outwa rds is bu i lt on  top of a vertic a l  c u rve 
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g o ing downwa rds .  (S ee Atta c h me nt 9 . )  T h e  tra c ks wi l l  be s u pe r
e levated from z e ro to s ix i n ches  on  one  s ide,  whi le the tra ins  a re 
s p i ra l ing downwa rds on a m a x i m u m  g ra de s lope a c ros s  the top of 
a ve rtica  I c u rve .  N o rma I tra c k  d e s ig n  does  not a l low th is 

com b in  a ti on ex c e pt in  a m us e m  en t pa rk s a n d c o  a I m i nes ;  th is is 
not D is ney la nd  a nd a l l of the c u rvatu re fo r H S  R s hou ld be 
s e riou s ly investig a ted .  T h e  northbound  tra in  h a s  the g rea tes t  
potentia l for d e ra i lment  whe n  tra ve l ing a c ros s  the pea k  o f  the 
vertic a l  c u rve .  Ma inta in ing  a s lowe r  s peed m a y  a c tua l ly m a ke 
th ings  wors e .  
T h is comb i na tion o f  c u rves i s  a vo ided in  ra i l  a nd  roa dwa y des ig n  
c rite ria ,  i nc lud ing  the C H S R A  C rite ria . (S ee  Atta c h m e nts 10A, 
1 0 B ,  l0C a nd 1 0 D  a nd the c rite ria of the A m e ric a n  A s s oc i a tion of 

S ta te H ig hwa y a n d  T ra ns po rta tion  O ffic ia ls - AAS H T O ) 
F o r h ig h  s peed  ra i l ,  due  to the la rg e  ra d ius  a nd length of c u rves ,  
the re c a n  be s o m e  ove rla p at  the edg es . B ut in  th is c a s e, the 
horiz onta l  s p i ra l a nd the vertic a l  c u rve a re on  top of one  a nothe r. 
It wi l l  be imposs ib le to bu i ld,  ma inta in  a nd opera te tra i ns  s a fe ly 
ove r th is c o m b ina tion .  
F res no s uffe rs from extreme  hea t  a nd co ld .  T h is wi l l  res u lt in  

extre mes  in  the expa n s ion  a n d  contra ction of the ra i i  a n d  the 
s tru cture s .  R a i l  a n d  conc rete exp a n d  a n d  contra c t  a t  d iffe rent  
ra tes . H a s  th is been  ta ken  into a c count  in  the c u rve d e s ig ns tha t  
a re bu i lt on  the s tructure s ?  (S  ee Atta c h me nt 1 1 . ) 
S um m a ry :  C omb i n ing a ho ri zonta l  s p i ra l tha t  i n c re a s e s  from z e ro 
to s ix i n ches  of s uper-e levation with a m a x i m u m  g ra d e  vertic a l  
c u rve bu i lt on  top of a tra n s itiona l s tructu ra l s upport system in  a 
g eog ra ph ic a l  a rea  tha t  expe rie nces  extre me  te m p e ra tu re ra nge  is 
very d a n g e rous  fo r tra i ns  trave l i ng  a t  a ny s peed .  T h is is a reques t  

to immed ia te ly  is s u e  a S top Work O rde r  to the C ontra ctor  fo r a l l 
s tru ctures on  the Merced  to F re s n o  s e g m e nt of C a l ifo rn ia H ig h  
S peed  R a i l .  
P le a s e  s ee a dd itio n a l  a tta c h m e nts for furthe r  info rm a tion .  
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T h  a n k you fo r you r  coop e ra ti on  in  th is m a tte r. 
S us a n  Ma cAdams  
T ra c k  a nd A l ig n ment  E xpe rt 
F o rme r  H ig h  S peed  R a i l P la n n ing Ma nag e r, 

L os A n g e les  C au nty Metropo l ita n T ra n s po rta tion A utho rity ( Metro) 
Metro R ed, B lue a n d  G re e n  L ines ,  Los  Ange le s  
L igh t  and  H eavy R a i l  T ra c k  D e s ig n  a nd C ons truction : B a ltimore,  
B os ton, & Wa s h ington  D C  
s u s a  n . m a c a da ms @ g ma i l . com 
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Fifty Ways to leave you r  lover or  stop the tra in  I want to get off: Part A 

The H igh-Speed Rai l  Authority , the Leg is latu re or yes even the Governor shou ld heed 
the warn ing based on feedback from the Peer Review Group and the Leg is lative 
Ana lyst Office shou ld face rea l ity and get off the h igh-speed tra in  merry-go-round . More 
s imp ly trans lated j ust stop the wastefu l spend ing of taxpayer do l lars and end the 
project .  At a later t ime, if new technology has not deemed a h igh -speed ra i l  tra in  
i rre levant, the project cou ld be resu rrected by d ivu lg ing exp l icit deta i ls  about 
eng i neering , more efficient routi ng with more accu rate cost cou ld  seek perm ission of the 
voters aga i n .  This project was evo lved i nto a project that was does not remote ly 
resemble what was approved by the voters . It has fa i led it 's mandate . The cost wi l l  no 
doubt exceed $ 1 00 b i l l ion s ince accord i ng to Bent F lyvbjerg ,  mega project expert ,  
transportat ion mega projects are regu larly underest imated i n  cost and over-est imated in 
ridersh ip ,  develop ing a doub le whammy. 

F i rst of a l l ,  the basics are not there .  Efforts to fund the cap ita l construct ion of the 
project has fa i led . No more federa l  money has appeared beyond $2 . 55 b i l l ion in 
American Recovery (spent) and Reinvestment Act of 2009 fund ing (ARRA) and $925 
m i l l ion (not spent) ca l led the 20 1 0  g rant .  The 20 1 0  g rant funds cannot be accessed unti l 
the ARRA funds are matched with state funds .  There is no private money that has 
appeared except for those who had someth ing to se l l  o r  those who want fi nancia l  
guarantees to j ump i nto the game.  I n it ia l ly the publ ic was sold that the state , the federa l  
government and the private sector wou ld share equa l ly i n  the construct ion costs and i t  
never happened . No private sector has contributed and on ly a ti ny contri but ion from the 
federa l  government .  L itt le hope to get more due to the cl imate in  Wash i ngton DC and 
the fact that President Trump d is l i kes Cal iforn ia .  

The very fi rst segment, 1 1 9 m i les i n  the Central Va l ley was orig ina l ly est imated at $6 .2  
b i l l ion do l lars (with 1 30 m i les) and  i t  has  risen to  about $ 1 0 .6  b i l l ion bu t  cou ld rise to 
over 1 2  b i l l ion . Imag ine a l l  the other envi ronmenta l segments that have yet to be 
advanced , what wi l l  be uncovered in those segments . Th is fi rst segment was supposed 
to be the easiest- flat and cheap land . 

Cap-and-Trade is a l l  the project have left as far as fund ing , other than the few b i l l ion left 
of state bond funds .  Cap-and-trade is insufficient to bu i ld the enti re prog ram which wi l l  
cost eas i ly over $ 1 00 b i l l ion s ince Phase 2 (connections to San D iego and Sacramento) 
is not i nc luded in the est imates . To date the prog ram has received $ 1 . 7  b i l l ion from 
cap-and-trade-two years worth . Right now, the project col lects 25% of the cap-and
trade funds co l lected from fees po l l uters pay and then on ly unt i l  2030, not 2050 that 
they ind icate i n  the newest d raft p lan . The idea that the lawmakers wi l l  monetize that 



25%,  that is ,  guarantee ing a certa i n  do l lar a month is absurd .  Other leg is lators wou ld 
not approve th is idea and abandon truly GHG red uct ion projects , i n  order to guarantee 
the H igh-Speed Rai l ,  prog ram a flat do l lar  amount, not a percentage of what was 
co l lected . To add insu lt to i nj u ry ,  the Ra i l  p roject is not expected to be GHG neutra l  for 
decades and on ly then if the ridersh ip  is substant ia l  enough .  So, i n  effect you have a 
po l l uter  tak ing cap-and-trade fees . Also, Cap-and-trade fees shou ld lessen in  the tota l 
amount co l lected over the years not rise . The idea that a fi nancia l  i nstitut ion wi l l  g ive 
the ra i l  authority b i l l ions of do l lars by fi nancing the futu re revenue stream is absurd .  

Even the Peer Review Group ag rees : "Cap and Trade - i s  too vo lati le to support 
monetizat ion by the private sector except at a h igh -r isk prem ium . "  Trans lation :  An 
extremely h igh  i nterest rate wi l l  cost a fortune in i nterest . In add it ion , without the 
approva l of the Senate , the h igh-speed ra i l  p roject may not have the Authority to 
ob l igate debt for the state . Where wou ld th is i nterest come from , the Genera l  Fund? If 
they attempted to fi nance the cap-and-trade revenue stream ,  it wou ld  be the second 
t ime that the project wou ld have vio lated the state constitution . The fi rst t ime,  was when 
the CEO then Roelof van Ark offered the feds a match of state funds i n  order to get a 
federa l  g rant .  Offering up  the spend ing of state money can on ly be ob l igated by the 
Senate . 

Also , the cap-and-trade revenue is not a sure th ing . There is Propos ition 70 . Found i n .  
=www. lao . ca .gov/Bal lotAna lys is/Propos it ion?number=70&yeare20 1 8  I f  i t  passes , after 

2024 it wou ld put a l l  cap-and-trade revenues in  a fund with proceeds not re leased 
without a 2/3 vote . Th is wou ld stop the automatic 25% of the co l lect ion proceeds 
cu rrently g iven to the Authority .  I n  add ition ,  the e lect ion of a new Governor i n  the fa l l ,  
may jeopard ize the b l i n d  fa ith support for the prog ram that exists today under Gov. Jerry 
Brown . New CEO Kel ly said i n  a leg is lative meet ing he has no p lan B if th is happens.  

Note :  To be absol utely honest, the fi nal  bus iness plan should remove futu re 
fund ing of cap-and-trade beyond 2030 . Also , reduce cap-and-trade revenue for the 
years l isted prior to 2030 s ince experts say as the prog ram prog resses prog ram 
revenue is supposed to lessen and red uce ris i ng cap and trade contributions .  

Vast underestimation of costs : 

The most recent spend ing fiasco was the vast underest imation of the movement of 
uti l ity services , not improvements m i nd you ,  just to get the electric service out of the 
path of the tra i n .  Orig i na l ly est imated at 25 m i l l ion has risen to nearly $300 m i l l io n .  See 



the Fresno Bee article that covered this. http://www.fresnobee.com/news/local/high
speed-ra il/article209997064.html And that's for the Central Valley segment. 

Note: How has the Authority accounted for the movement of the utilities for the rest of 
the project? 

For sure, in addition to moving current services, electricity development will be 
massively expensive going over the Tehachapi's. The power companies have to add 
service to that segment area because it has limited electricity a nd adding to the 
electricity grid is costly and time consuming. One expert years ago said it would take 
easily a decade to increase the service to say nothing about the vast cost. 

Look at what the project is building so far: The first 1 1 a9 miles was first estimated in 
201 2 to be $6.2 bil l ion but at that time the miles were 1 30 miles. (for those of you who 
wonder why this is mentioned, the peer review says that each mile wil l cost $1a30 mil l ion 
dol lars) Now the cost is estimated at $1 0.6 bi l l ion and the project acknowledges that it 
could be north of $1a2 bil l ion-approximately 1 00% increase. 

Note: In light of the vast increase in the 1 1 9  mile segment how has the estimates been 
reconfigured the cost structure for the complex segments? 

Note: Comparison of Travel data. Change the chart Exhibit 1 .3 page 7 to include air 
travel .  Add travel t ime to the rail station in order to compare time equal ly. I t  is wrong 
not to include plane travel since that is a heavily used travel mode for the public. 

Note: Terminology regarding segments is always changing when the Authority 
comes out with a new plan making it more difficult to compare previous years. 
This business plan introduces terminology that is different than other plans such as the 
(Central) Valley to the (Silicon) Valley plan. You need to simpl ify the abi l ity to review 
the actual segments clearly identified with specific starting and stopping points. Using 
the environmental segments would provide the best comparison. In  the case of San 
Francisco, it is important to d ifferentiate even further and include the actual destination 
in San Francisco. Is it Fourth and King or Transbay Terminal? In earlier years, there 
was a map that clearly pinpointed the location of Transbay Terminal in San Francisco I n  
recent business plans the Authority has been more vague and it l ists only San 
Francisco without the location mentioned such as ind icated San Francisco on page 1 4, 
Exhibit 2.0.  The problem is it wil l cost over $2 bil l ion dollars to build a tunnel from 4th 

and King to the Transbay Terminal .  Thus, listing just San Francisco while technically 
correct is meant to cause confusion .  Located on Pg. 1 4, it does show what Central 



Valley to the Silicon Valley means and that is good . The Legislature asked for segment 
specific information in their updates and the Authority should provide the public the 
same specific information the Legislature has required the Authority to provide. 

Note: include the actual San Francisco location on the map on page 1 4. Is it 4th and 
King or Transbay terminal .  Show a segment by segment cost comparison to 201 6  
Business Plan .  

Note: On page 19- the heading says: Early interim service in the Central Valley 
and between San Francisco (4th and King) and Gilroy. That is a deceptive heading. 
Change instead to Early enhanced commuter service. Most people would think early 
service was referring to high-speed ra i l .  which is not true. What in fact the statement 
means is that the tracks might be ready for Amtrak and Caltrain service but not high
speed rail service. 

In fact, except for the extension to Gi lroy (not yet nai led down since UPRR has refused 
to allow for the electrification of that track south of San Jose), a l l  the project is 
highlighting is the Caltra in project. 

The fact is in the terms of Proposition 1 A, the segment has to be high-speed rail ready 
BEFORE interim commuter services can be used. Since the two segments, one in the 
Central Valley and one in the Bay area , cannot connect due to the absence of the 
building of the Pacheco tunnels needed to connect, there is not one continuous 
useable segment there is no chance it can operate without a subsidy and therefore it 
cannot be considered high-speed rail ready. The primary goal of Prop 1 A is not to 
enhance commuter lines but to build a high-speed rail system. If in fact it also improves 
commuter transportation after each segment is built "high-speed rail ready" that would 
be an added bonus. 

BTW, there was a pocket of money, $995 mil l ion in Prop 1 A, and it was for connectivity 
of other transit operations to the high-speed ra il project and that money is al l  spent. 
That's about it as far as local transit groups getting benefits before high-speed rail tra ins 
are operating. 

An operable or useable segment is supposed to be high-speed rail ready with many 
requirements and financially self-sufficient because of sufficient ridership. As of today, 
as indicated in the business plan ,  confirmed by the Peer Review Group and the 
Legislative Analyst's office, there is not enough money to fund one operable segment, 
let alone the rest of phase one from Los Angeles to the San Francisco Transbay 
Terminal .  It's true it may be used by other trains before al l  the other high-speed rail 



segments were connected. But the state requirement is very d ifferent that the federal 
independent util ity requirement. As background, the feds demanded a guarantee that if 
the project fa iled to deliver a high-speed rail system .  They wanted an alternative use of 
the grant dol lars they were providing. This was known as independent utility. This 
federal requirement is far less stringent than the state requirement. In  Prop 1 A the 
minimum "pay-as-you-go" segment that can be built per Prop 1 A is an operable or 
useable segment. They had to have the money to construct this segment before it 
began. This was a very key financial "Straight-jacket" put in the Proposition to give 
voters confidence that they wouldn't be stuck paying for something that would never be 
completed with no value delivered. This was impossible for the Authority to accomplish 
and therefore with Legislative assistance AB 1 889 was passed and it a l lows that the 
High-Speed Rai l  project to begin without fu ll funding. As said before what the Authority 
is pointing to is connecting the Central Valley to the Silicon Valley but it is not connected 
therefore not a fully operable segment since the project will not build the Pacheco 
Tunnels which would connect the two segments and it will not go to the Transbay 
Terminal required by Prop 1 A. Plus, the San Francisco segment will not have 
environmental clearance until 2020. The passage of AB 1 889 will be challenged and 
heard by the court later this year. Many believe the passage of 1 889 is in violation of 
the state constitution since the public approved the initiative, only they can change key 
changes. 

Note: The Authority should be careful in how it talks about Phases. It is confusing to the 
public. For instance, overall there are two phases. SF to LA first and second 
extending the service to Sacramento and San Diego. Example, the Authority is working 
on developing two sections of Phase 1 ,  the Central Valley section formerly known as 
the In itial Construction segment (1 1 9  miles) and the extension from San Jose to Gilroy. 

By the way development of the electrification upgrade San Jose to 4th and King San 
Francisco belongs to Caltra in ,  not the Authority though they may be giving them 
approximately $71 3  mil l ion for the development of the electrification of Caltra in .  The 
board is not giving them this money just to electrify Caltrain out of the kindness of their 
hearts. It's clearly for the use of the corridor Caltrain owns and part of the agreement is 
a future high-speed rail system routing using that same corridor. 

If the rail authority is successful in developing high-speed rail and running up to 4 tra ins 
hourly down the corridor it will devastate the growth of Caltrain which needs the band 
width to service their commuters. I bet Caltrain is betting on the fa i lure of the high
speed rail program,  that is, after they get the money from the Authority for their 
program.  



Note: This business plan should explain how it changed the Proposition with the 
passage of AB 1 889 which a l lowed the project to move forward despite lacking the 
funds to complete one useable segment as promised in Prop 1 A. See this link from 
TRANSDEF about the new lawsuit. 
http ://transdef.org/HS R/AB 1 889.html 

Peer Review Group commentary before the Senate and Assembly about the Draft 
2018 Business Plan: 

Lou Thompson, the head of the now 3 -member Peer Review Group, not the seven that 
Prop 1 A  intended, admitted there was not enough money to build even the first part of 
the first phase that is the Central Valley to Silicon Valley and so offered that the 
Legislature could do one of four things. 
Note: The Peer Review Group says, "aThe 201 8 Plan does not clearly layout the 
Legislature's choices or the actions needed to implement the chosen option. This 
increases the risk that the mismatch between the desired outcome and available 
funding will continue to grow to the detriment of the project and the state . In  broad 
terms, the choices appear to be : 

1 .  End the project, pay the remaining contractor charges, reta in purchased property 
for state uses where needed and otherwise sell it or return it to its former owners 
and scrap any work already done. I n  practice this would not be practical because 
the work done so far would have no utility and the federal ARRA money would 
probably have to be repaid. 

2 .  Complete the existing committed work in the Central Valley and provide 
connections to the existing San Joaquin service so that use could be made of the 
investment and the ARRA funding would not need to be repaid. Complete al l  
contracted commitments to local authorities on the Peninsula and in the Los 
Angeles basin including Phase I environmental clearances. After doing so, end 
the project. This appears to be the minimum feasible program ,  though it would 
leave Cap and Trade appropriations unspent. 

3 .  Complete existing work as described above and, using Cap and Trade receipts 
provided under current policies, add improvements in electrification from San 
Jose to Gilroy and upgrade Los Angeles Union Station and the Los Angeles to 
Anaheim lines. Complete planning and engineering for the Pacheco Pass tunnels 
and all environmental clearances needed. Defer other commitments for future 
consideration but continue to pursue potential financial options such as state 
guarantees of the share and level of Cap and Trade flows. This is basically the 
program status in the draft 201 8 Plan .  If the Legislature chooses this approach, it 
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may want to commission a review of the program before authorizing further 
commitments. 

4. Reconfirm the state's commitment to completion of an agreed version of Phase 
as contemplated in Proposition IA and provide the Authority with adequate and 
reliable sources of financing to complete the project. A workable funding plan 
should be based on the understanding that the project's schedule and costs are 
l ikely to change as the project evolves." Here is the website for the peer review 
group. http://www.cahsrprg.com Here is the letter they sent to the Assembly and 
the Senate" 

5. http://www.cahsrprg.com/files/March_30_201 8_Letter.pdf This is the entire 
recommendations to the Legislature. 

Note: The Authority should make a selection in the final business plan from those 
outlined by the Peer Review Group. The Authority should vote for #2 in order to be 
fiscally responsible for the state and its residents and takes federal penalties off the 
table since they will have finished the first 1 1 9 mi les. 

Legislative Analyst office feedback: In short, It's about the money 

Full Funding Plan Needed. In view of the above funding challenges, as well as the 
potential for further project cost increases, it is crucial for the high-speed rail project to 
have a complete and viable funding plan to complete the IOS and the remainder of 
Phase I. At this time, no such funding plan exists. 

Other points: 

Issues for Legislative Consideration 

Actual Project Costs Could Be Even Higher. As noted in 
the draft plan ,  given the sign ificant scope of the high-speed 
rail project, the cost of the project is subject to substantial uncerta inty. This is because 
several factors (such as design decisions, procurements, and construction delays) could 
potentially affect the actual cost. While the plan provides a base cost estimate of $77.3 
bil l ion for completing Phase I, it ind icates that the actual cost could range from a low of 
$63.2 bil l ion to a high of $98 . 1  bi l l ion. 

Significant Uncertainties Regarding Funding to Complete /OS. A large portion of 
the funding identified for the IOS would come from borrowing against future cap-and
trade auction revenues through 2050. Thus, without leg islative action to extend the cap-



and-trade prog ram , the tota l cap-and-trade funds HSRA p lans to use to complete the 
IOS wou ld probably not be ava i lab le .  To the extent that the leve l of auct ion revenues 
assumed in the d raft p lan does not mater ia l ize or the project's costs are much h igher 
than est imated , the state wou ld need to identify other funds sou rces to he lp fi nance the 
IOS-l ikely the General Fund . 

No Complete Funding Plan for Remainder of Phase I. 
Whi le the d raft p lan d iscusses the poss ib i l ity of secu ritiz ing the net operati ng revenues 
of the IOS ,  there are severa l potent ia l  chal lenges with th is approach . F i rst, it is unclear 
that the i n it ia l  system wi l l  actua l ly generate an operati ng surp lus .  Second , HSRA 
ant ic ipates that securitiz ing the net cash ow wou ld  make add it ional  fund ing ava i lab le no 
sooner than 2032 , even though funds wou ld l i kely be needed earl ier to comp lete Phase 
I by 2033 as assumed . Th i rd ,  the p lan est imates that the amount of fund ing  that cou ld 
be generated wou ld fa l l  substantia l ly short of the leve l needed to complete Phase I and 
does not specifica l ly identify how th is shortfa l l  wou ld be met. 

http : //www. lao .ca .gov/handouts/transportat ion/201e8/20 1e8-Draft-Bus i ness-P lan-
0402 1 e8 .  pdf 

What we are hearing from others of wh ich I concur :  

Cal iforn ia Po l icy Center by Edward R ing 

R ing has done a fantastic job go ing over some techn ica l aspects of the bus i ness p lan 
and exp la ins why the p lan won't work. I t  says the tra in  p roject est imates some "the 
h ighest cost-per-m i le i n  the h istory of transportation ,  which hard ly anyone wi l l  ever ride . "  

Accord ing to  R ing , the  p lan projects rid icu lous ridersh ip  numbers when i n  rea l ity the  low 
dens ity can never produce adequate r idersh ip  to pay for the tra in  operation ,  h igh  ticket 
costs makes rid ing p roh ib itive , cost of borrowing money, the l i ke l i hood any i nvestor wi l l  
touch the project. Seem ing ly i nadequate comparisons of trave l mode when h igh -speed 
ra i l  is be ing examined such as time to trave l to the h igh -speed ra i l  station ,  lack of 
secu rity t ime.  

The art icle states that the Authority is p romoting the idea that fare revenue wi l l  h it $ 1 . 86 
b i l l ion by 2035 .  Th is assumes an average ticket price ,  i n  20 1 7  do l lars ,  of $60.  Th is ,  i n  
tu rn , i nfers that the average commuter wi l l  be  spend ing $ 1 e,220 per  month to  r ide the 
bu l let tra in  ( ref. page 90, exh ib it 7 . 3  "Farebox Revenue :  S i l icon Val ley to Central Va l ley 
L ine th rough Phase 1 , " "Med i um Revenue") . Th is is perhaps the most far-fetched of a l l  
assumptions made i n  the enti re bus i ness p lan . "  



I 

See the fu l l  art icle at https : //ca l iforn iapol icycenter . org/ca l iforn ias-transportat ion-futu re
part-one-fata l ly-flawed-centerpiece/ 

want to associate myse lf with M r. R ing 's commentary. 

New people saying the same old th i ng :  

There's a lways the approach that there i s  a new sheriff i n  town and  now th i ngs are 
go ing to be d ifferent. It happened when CEO Roelof van Ark left and cu rrently when 
Kel ly rep laced CEO Jeff Morales when he left the agency. When Dan Richard cu rrent 
board cha i rman and M ike Ross i ,  the fi nancia l  g uy was appoi nted to the board , they 
were the new guys i n  town back i n  August 201e1 .  Richard was voted board cha i rman 
Feb . 3 ,  20 1 2  and he and Dan Ross i ,  a lso a new member appeared in  key meeti ngs in 
the Spr ing of 20 1 2  before the vote wh ich approved for the fi rst do l lars to be spent on the 
project .  Richard declared that he and Ross i were the "tu rn-around team . "  Now we have 
Mr. Ke l ly ,  CEO,  sayi ng he is go ing to make th is project work from th is day forward . No 
one to  b lame of  cou rse, the other guys have left mean ing primari ly Jeff Mora les and the 
countless of staff that have qu it .  So ,  Ke l ly can't  be b lamed for the r ise in the overa l l  
p rog ram . Th is is not a new strategy. It is conti nuous ly done i n  mega projects , 
seeming ly leav ing no one to b lame for the past m issteps and it 's a l l  go ing to be d ifferent 
now. 

A blast from the past: Noth ing  has changed in 6 years ;  the Authority is bottom 
l i ne sti l l  bu i ld ing  a smal l  segment i n  the Central Val ley. 

In 20 1 2  before the vote that a l lowed fund ing for the fi rst smal l  segment in the Centra l  
Va l ley, here was the debate that Occu rred i n  an i nformationa l  meeti ng with HSR 
representatives and the then Speaker of the House.  See Ste inberg 's commentary:  
https ://www.youtube. com/watch?v=yjZ1 MMmFYQg About 1 5  m inutes . 

Look at 9 m i n  marker of the same segment, Senator Lowenthal suggesti ng a poss ib le 
review period if no fund ing money fa i led to mater ia l ize , the Leg is lature cou ld eva luate . 
Th is meet ing was i n  20 1 2 .  They d id put i n  a note i n  the senate d iary that said the 
project wou ld bu i ld pr imary a two-track system in the Pen insu la  area . They d id not put 
i n  a reeva luat ion date if more fund ing  d idn 't mater ia l ize . A shame s ince now 6 years 
later no add it iona l  federal fund ing money or private i nvestment has materia l ized . 

Another segment of th is same meet ing i n  20 1 2 , Senator S im it ian stated h is  skeptic ism 
about what cou ld  happen if the segment the Authority is bu i ld i ng i n  the Centra l  Va l ley 
became stranded d ue to lack of more fund ing . What wou ld be the value of the 
i nvestment bu i lt? 



Seehttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=owrUWTQOQ1 Y  (7 minutes and 42 seconds) 
Simitian quote is at the 1 minute mark. 

Simitian : a" I sat at this same desk in January 2010 with Senator Lowenthal and raised 
these same issues with your predecessors and they focused on the independent utility 
which they assured us would be there. And while you have talked just a few minutes 
ago to Senator Lowenthal's question about the various Bells and whistles to the 
enhancements of this proposal ,  Bottom l ine, sorry to be a broken record on this, 
somehow people think they can just breeze by this, the core proposal is the primary 
expenditure is 6 bil l ion dollars for a non-high speed rail conventional system of 1 30 
miles in a low ridership area with no guarantee of additional funding after the 
construction of that project. A project which has m inimal independent utility which our 
legislative analyst office has characterized as very modest. Now, I wouldn't be as 
anxious about the lack of a funding guarantee for the future if we were going to spend 
that six bi l l ion dol lars on a "hot damn" great improvement to public transportation for 
California but we're not. That's the issue and sprinkling a little dough in northern 
California and sprinkling a little dough in southern Cal ifornia and talking about plans for 
a decade hence which may or may not be realized if the funding is or isn't forthcoming 
when we've talked about the political uncertainty which is attached to that funding, 
doesn't obviate the concern that many of us have about 6 bil l ion dollars for 1 30 miles of 
conventional rail in a low ridership area. We keep coming back to that because all of 
the bells and whistles don't take it off the table." 

In  another meeting, April 1 8th 201 2, Senator Simitian made a similar statement again. " If 
we don't have additional funds forthcoming, if we have no more money from the feds, 
private investment or another bond measure, at the end ofa$ 6.2 bil l ion we have 1 30 
miles of conventional ra i l .  That investment that gives us forty-five minutes off the 
commute time [of the existing Amtrak line] and the value is $ 1 5  mil l ion a year which is 
not a great return on investment for $6.2 bi l l ion. Absent of additional investment we're 
left with a stranded investment with modest value." 

(NOTHING HAS CHANGED IN 6 YEARS !) This idea was repeated over and over again 
by Senator Simitian in many meetings over the years before the budget vote. 

Senate Budget Subcommittee: April 1 8· 201a2 at 53:37 to 
1 :04 http://ca lchannel .granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view id=7&clip id=1 92 

Note: The people of California did not agree to spend nearly 1 0  bil l ion dol lars in bond 
funds to improve the transportation system of Amtrak. What was in the bond measure 
was permission for the Authority to move forward on what is called a useable segment 
that would be self-sufficient by ridership revenue should the rest of the project not be 



built. It had to be high-speed rail ready which includes electrification and positive tra in 
control and they had to have the money to build that segment. 

The key vote JULY 6, 2012:  

Senators Simitian ,  Lowenthal and DeSaulnier were very concerned. None of them voted 
yes on the first funding for the small construction segment. 

Simitians refusal speech to vote yes on the funding: Ju ly 6, 201 2  

"This is the wrong plan ,  in the wrong place and at the wrong time." 

Here is a You-tube with Senator Simitian gave a masterful speech, carefully outl ining a l l  
the factual reasons for h is  no vote: http://youtu.be/NajQSD Pscs (1 7 minutes) 

Despite three seasoned and powerful vetoes of the project, the funding it passed by 
one vote after Jerry Brown had the doors to the Senate Chambers locked.  

Note: The only concession the Authority made before the passage of the final business 
plan was published in April 201 2, was they agreed to fund projects in the bookend 
locations. (Bookends are projects in the San Francisco Bay area (such as electrification 
of Caltrain and the LA area funding a key grade separation and improvements to LA 
Union Station .  This was agreed to after the Peer Review Group demanded it. This 
move , though not in the funding plan of the Rail Authority, gave some additional value to 
key transportation locations should the project fai l .  

Let's now review what was promised in the bond measure way back in November 
2008 

Very simply it was supposed to build a High-Speed Rail system as of January 2009, a 
$40 bil l ion-dollar project for the whole thing including connections to San Diego and 
Sacramento. 

It promised the public a high-speed rail system that spanned San Francisco to Los 
Angeles traveling speeds of 220 mph that arrived in 2 hours and 40 minutes and was 
paid for 1 /3 each by the state , the federal government and private investment. 

Let's look at the intentions behind this project. They were eloquently left by former state 
Senator Alan Lowentha l ,  who proudly wrote this preamble to a report in the summer of 
2008 before the bond measure was voted on by the public. Lowenthal was the chairman 
of the Transportation committee. 



"This farsighted transportation project, however, is not being developed as a 
conventional public works project to be built with pay as you go funding, or by relying on 
public debt financing. Instead, the Authority is offering California 's voters a business 
proposition. Should the voters approve the $9.95 billion measure on November's ballot, 
the Authority is anticipating using the bond revenues and future federal funds to attract 
a substantial amount of private capital. The Authority's underlying assumption is that the 
demand for high-speed rail in California is so strong that it will attract a private 
consortium with the resources to design, construct, finance, and operate the high-speed 
project under the terms of a long-term franchise. 

Every single assumption about this project has changed. Let's review some of them :  

• There has been no more federal funding since 201a0, a grand total of $3.5 bi l l ion. 
They have $929 mil l ion left of what is called the 201 O grant money but are 
required to finish the match of state funds for the (ARRA) American Recovery 
funding before they can access the 201 O funds. The federal government is now 
Auditing the project and depending on what they find may jeopardize the 201 O 
grant from being accessed at a l l .  The state has also ordered an audit without 
looking at key financial mi lestones and performance. Though touted as bi
partisan ,  it has no teeth and was controlled by Senator Beall who only wants the 
audit to enable the project to deliver "on time and on budget." It is not a test of 
whether to project should move forward. 

• There has been no private investment wi l l ing to step up to the plate. 
• The work on the first leg of 1 1 9 miles (originally 1 30 mi les) at a cost of $1 30 

mil l ion per mi le per Peer Review Group. 
• The cost has risen in from $6.2 bil l ion to $1 0.6 bil l ion for 1 1 9 miles in the Central 

Valley due to delays in plan development, property acquisition and pull ing the 
trigger on construction contracts too early. No doubt the rush to spend Federal 
Funds with a deadline of September 201 7  pushed them. I wonder if the $2.6 
bil l ion in federal dollars they received wasn't eaten up by the delay costs, 
mistakes and change orders for a plan that was not yet ready for construction. 
And the Central Valley was supposed to be the easy part, cheap farm land, no 
challenges. The Authority underestimates everything. The Peer Review Group 
Director, Lou Thompson told one of the Legislative Committees to look at the 
high range of the estimates, putting that at $98 bi l l ion. 

NOTE: Did the Authority spend some of the ARRA money for the delays, the 
cost overruns, mistakes and change orders? 

• This principle of "pay as you go," is sprinkled incorrectly throughout the newest 
business plan but the meaning of that in Prop 1 A means you can build one 



operable segment at a time and have the money to do it to make it totally high
speed ready. The Authority is not required to have al l  the dol lars in hand for the 
entire project, just the operating or useable segment they are working on.  
Nothing short of this was permitted in Prop 1 A and the Authority is short on the 
definition of a useable segment. 

Other statements and facts to be considered by the board and the legislature: 

• New CEO Brian Kelly stated "if the Legislature cuts off the funding, we have a 
problem."  He confirms there is no plan B if the cap-and-trade funds disappear. 

• If and when a new Governor is in place, there is no guarantee that the program 
will continue. 

• There is zero money for Central Valley to Los Angeles, the second segment of 
phase one. 

• There is not enough money to complete Bakersfield to San Francisco Transbay 
terminal .  The first section of phase one 

• There is zero money for phase 2 includes San Diego and Sacramento. 
• As wonderful as it is to produce economic benefits to the locale the project is built 

in, say Fresno for instance, the High-Speed Rail project is not the Fresno 
Economic Improvement Project. As wonderful as it is to put people to work, this 
is not the WPA (Works Progress Admin istration) during Roosevelt's time. The 
jobs this project produces are a by-product of the main intent to deliver a high
speed Rail system .  The economy has picked up since 2008 and there are 
probably more desirable construction jobs in other industries and areas. People 
just want to work. 

• Bookend spending (projects for San Francisco Bay and Los Angeles) was not in 
the Prop 1 A funding plan .  Giving a total of mil l ion dollars to Northern and 
Southern California outside the very specific connectivity funds ($995 mi ll ion) 
was not permitted. This was done to appease the political atmosphere in both 
Southern and Northern California in order to get the first budget for the Central 
Valley approved and to get the good stamp of a pproval from the Peer Review 
Group who lobbied for this bookend spending. See the Peer Review's scathing 
assessment January 3, 201 2.  
http://cahsrprg.com/files/CHSR%20Peer%20Review%20Group%20Comments% 
20on%20201a1 %20Funding%20Plan.pdf 
They wanted the Authority to add bookend spending in order to provide 
immediate value to the transportation problems in more populous cities in the 
state . See the paragraph in the Peer Review Group letter, the Risk Minimization 
paragraph. When the final business plan was del ivered in April 201 2, after the 
cost dropped significantly ($98 to 67 bil l ion) and the Authority came to the 
conclusion that giving Northern and Southern California early spending dollars 



was worth the trade off to get started,  the peer review group was then happy and 
they seemed to have come to a truce with the Rail Authority Board. The cost 
dropped in April 201 2  because the Governor instructed them to do so (Dan 
Richard said this in March 201 2 at a Senate Meeting in Mountain View) and 
because of the removal of separate tracks for high-speed rai l in  the Bay Area lus 
the reduction of inflation rates. 

• Prop 1 A requires that the Authority have al l  the money before it begins a 
segment. The Authority does not have those dollars. With the passage of bil l AB 
1 889 it modified the Proposition, allowing the Authority to begin building a 
segment that they did not have al l  the money for. This bil l changed one of the 
most important promises in Prop 1 A fiscal responsibil ity. The question to be 
answered is does the Legislature have the right to change a proposition voted on 
by the public and is doing this in violation of the California State Constitution. 
This wil l  be tested in court in the fal l  of 201 8. 

• Regarding early operation of a high-speed rail service if in fact project 
successfully built a whole segment but smaller than the whole phase, would it be 
possible. Starting up high-speed rail for part of the system early, would not be a 
good idea , because of extra cost or so said Tony Daniels, chief engineer for 
Parson Brinckerhoff. He answered this when questioned by the HSR board in 
an Operations Meeting held in 
2009. See http://www.hsr.ca .gov/docs/brdmeetings/2009/August/brdmtg_08200 
9ArchivedWrkshp.mp4 Go to 1 hour: 22 min and listen for 5 minutes. Perhaps 
if you believed this was the only segment that could be built for the foreseeable 
future, perhaps realistica lly the end of the project, that might be a different story. I 
was present at this meeting. 

• Environmental work was supposed to be completed by 201 2  now if lucky if some 
are completed before 2020 for Phase 1 and no estimate for Phase 2 for 
development for Sacramento and San Diego. It is evident that the project is not 
far along with the San Francisco to Los Angeles section since it has a 2020 date 
to complete the project environmental report. The rail authority is using the 
electrification of Caltra in as its progress. Other than an extension to Gilroy, 
which is iffy because it is lacking UPRR's (Union Pacific) permission, there can't 
be much happening on the SF to SJ segment since the project does not have 
environmental clearance estimated by 2020. If UPRR says no to using their 
track from San Jose going south to Gilroy, the Authority will have to buy land, 
bui ld a separate tracking and most l ikely under UPRR's insistence bui ld special 



walls to prevent crash intrusion into the communities which will cost a fortune. If 
they say yes to using their tracks, I can't imagine what the railroad will charge the 
program.  They still may insist on intrusion walls. 

Not having the environmental work completed nor a plan developed on 
unexamined sections adds no credibil ity to the construction cost numbers the 
Authority estimated. Delay in itself will add bil l ions especially as the project heads 
toward Southern Cal ifornia. 

Note: The Authority should have an environmental section in the index, it's 
under Progress, it's buried. 

• The Authority cannot make the travel time promised. Nothing planned to operate 
wil l meet 2 hours and 40 minutes' time requirement. The fastest tra in is 
scheduled with 3 stops at 3 hours and 32 minutes. Apparently, they will shorten 
this estimate in the final business plan .  Realistica lly the Peer Review Group 
Director says while the route is designed to achieve 2 hours and forty minutes, it 
wil l never be scheduled to make that time. The chairman ,  Lou Thompson, has 
explained the term, "designed to achieve" does not mean it actually has to go 
that fast when all is said and done. It means it could go that fast. This was 
explained by the Peer Review Group previously. It just means it could meet those 
time requirements if the demand was there and there were route improvements. 
This slick explanation was not explained to the public when they voted for the 
proposition .  Tota lly trick wording. 

• If you can't make the trip in less than three hours, it matters since h istory shows 
riders will fly once the time estimates hit 3 hours. More areas are asking for 
slower speeds which translate into longer trip times. It will be slower in the 
Northern California area and just added are 30 mi les that will go slower in the 
San Francisco area. See the LA Times recent article on this, 
http ://www. latimes.com/local/ca lifo rnia/la-me-bul let-train-slow-track-201a8031 5-
sto ry. htm I Cities will demand slower trains as they approach them which will 
d iminish the average speed of the tra ins even more so. 

And you can bet if the Authority ever chooses a route that goes over the 
mountains from the Central Valley to Southern California, just the act of climbing 
and descending the Tehachapi's wil l slow the tra in substantially, detracting from 
average speed and time requirements. 

• The sturdiness of the construction so far in the Central Valley is a question mark. 
Will it hold heavy diesel trains of Amtrak, the backup use for the tracks that wil l 



be built in the Central Valley. One wonders if the construction will hold up even 
for lighter high-speed rail trains with severe subsidence problems in the valley 
never mind with heavy diesel trains of Amtrak. 

Speaking of issues in construction, it was recently discovered that there may be a 
design flaw in the Merced to Fresno section. 

A letter was sent to CEO Brian Kelly on April 1 1 ath , 201a8 per Susan McAdams Letter. 

In part the letter says this: 

"Public Safety should be paramount in any track design for High Speed Rail (HSR), but 
the design for the track curves across the Herndon Overpass structure north of Fresno 
is a public safety hazard and poses a serious threat to derailment. " . . .  and "Combining a 
horizontal spiral that increases from zero to six inches of super-elevation with a 
maximum grade vertical curve built on top of a transitional structural support system in a 
geographical area that experiences extreme temperature range is very dangerous for 
trains traveling at any speed. This is a request to immediately issue a Stop Work Order 
to the Contractor for all structures on the Merced to Fresno segment of California High 
Speed Rail.a" (full letter in attachments) 

Note: This should be investigated immediately since it appears to jeopardize the 
operation of the train project and if completed as is could result in a derailment 
worst case. If the train is slowed to accommodate the curves it would have to be 
at such slow speeds that it would result in much slower travel speed and 
operational times. 

Conclusion: 

This draft business plan highlights the Authority is in dire straits. 
"Lessons Learned" on the Bay Bridge conducted by then Senator Mark DeSaulnier was 
designed to help other projects not make the same mistakes again. The rail authority 
takes no heed and is adamant to move forward, spend the last dime they have , 
regardless of the eventual stoppage of the program .  

With little money and dwindling support the project it seems clear the project i s  doomed 
for fai lure .  I ask that the Rail Authority do the right thing and wind down the project now 
before money is wasted and halt the taking of citizens' properties when the project will 
never move forward. 

Kathy Hamilton ,  resident of California 
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California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Attn: Draft 2018 Business Plan 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

To Whom It May Concern, 
On behalf of the Grassland Water District (GWD) and Grassland Resource 

Conservation District (GRCD), this letter contains our comments on the March 9, 2018 
Draft 2018 Business Plan of the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) . As noted 
in previous comments to the Authority ranging as far back as 2005, the GWD and GRCD 
have significant concerns about the proposed HSRA alignment of the San Jose to Merced 
segment, which unfortunately bisects the Grasslands Ecological Area (GEA) at Mud Slough, 
the most vulnerable and environmentally sensitive wildlife corridor in the GEA. Mud 
Slough at the proposed alignment is a narrow band of habitat providing connectivity for 
sensitive and threatened aquatic, terrestrial and avian species dependent on the continuity of 
habitat between the north and south Grasslands. 

About the Grasslands Ecological Area 
The GEA is an irreplaceable, internationally significant ecological resource. The 

GEA is located southwest of the City of Merced and surrounds the growing City of Los 
Banos to the north, east and south. Originally, this area was part of a four-million-acre 
wetland system in the Central Valley of California. Of the 300,000 acres that remain, the 
GEA is the largest contiguous block of wetlands in the Central Valley. Protection of this 
area is the result of significant private and public investments and partnerships. 

The GEA is largely coextensive with the Grassland Wildlife Management Area 
(GWMA), designated by Congress and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as an area for 
priority acquisition of public easements for wetland preservation and enhancement. The 
GEA includes federal wildlife refuges, a state park, state wildlife management areas and the 
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largest block of privately managed wetlands in the state. The majority of the GEA also 
includes a large and growing portfolio of federal and state conservation easements. 

The GEA is of considerable importance because it preserves a variety of habitats 
important to the maintenance of biodiversity on a local, regional, national and international 
scale. It has been estimated that thirty percent (30%) of the Central Valley migratory 
population of waterfowl use this area for winter foraging. The GEA is a major wintering 
ground for migratory waterfowl and shorebirds of the Pacific Flyway. Over two million 
waterfowl utilize the GEA during the winter months. The GEA also provides habitat for 
more than 550 species of plants and animals, including 47 plant and animal species that are 
endangered, threatened or candidate species under state or federal law, including the San 
Joaquin kit fox, Aleutian Canada [ cackling] Goose, Sandhill Crane, California Tiger 
Salamander, California Red-legged Frog, Giant Garter Snake, Western Pond Turtle, 
Swainson's Hawk, and Tri-colored Blackbird. 

The Western Hemisphere Shorebird Reserve Network has designated the GEA as 
one of only 15 international shorebird reserves in the world. The GEA is also recognized as 
a Wetland of Worldwide Importance by the Ramsar Convention. The Ramsar Convention is 
an international agreement dedicated to the worldwide protection of particular ecosystems. 
Ramsar member nations work to coordinate wetland conservation efforts, particularly for 
species that rely on ecosystems that span member nation's borders. The designation of the 
GEA as a Wetland of Worldwide Importance illustrates the tremendous worldwide 
ecological value of the GEA ecosystem. The GEA is one of only four such wetland sites in 
California, and one of twenty-two sites in the country. The GEA has also been recognized 
by the American Bird Conservancy as a Globally Important Bird Area. 

In addition to providing critical biological habitat, the Grasslands' wetlands also 
provide a wide range of other benefits to the area, including groundwater recharge, flood 
control and educational and recreational opportunities. This concentration of wetlands and 
wildlife is a unique feature of the area, attracting hunters and other recreational visitors who 
make significant contributions to the local economy. The GEA receives almost half a 
million user visits per year for hunting, fishing and non-consumptive wildlife recreation. 
Recreational and other activities related to habitat values within the GEA contribute $70 
million per year to the Merced County economy and account for approximately 800 jobs. 

Previous High-Speed Rail Authority Engagement and Commitments 

The GWD and the GRCD submitted comments to the Authority on its prior two 
EIRs on this matter: ( 1 ) the August 2005 Statewide Program EIR/EIS; and (2) the July 
2008 second program EIR/EIS to identify a preferred alignment for the Bay Area to 
Central Valley section of the HST ("July 2008 Bay Area to Central Valley EIR /EIS"). In 
addition, we met with Authority staff on many occasions to discuss our concerns and 
potential solutions. 

The July 2008 Bay Area to Central Valley EIR/EIS commits the Authority to 
execute the following specific mitigation measures to address potential impacts on the 
GEA, including but not limited to: 
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• Project-level evaluation of the potential impacts to biological resources in 
the GEA from HST construction, operation and maintenance, including, but 
not limited to, ecosystem fragmentation impacts, impacts to wildlife 
movement corridors, impacts to wateifowl flight patterns, noise impacts, 
startle and vibration impacts, collision impacts, electrocution impacts, glare 
impacts, water quality and water flow impacts, impacts on wateifowl 
nesting and breeding, impacts on migratory habits, impacts from 
construction traffic, impacts of equipment storage and laydown areas, 
impacts from blasting and pile-driving, and impacts from temporary 
disruption of water supply deliveries. 

• Minimize the footprint of necessary HST facilities to the extent feasible in the 
HST alignment crossing the GEA. 

• In consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game, the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Grassland Water District, 
an evaluation in the project level environmental analysis of non- glare and 
directed lighting and appropriate measures to avoid disturbance impacts to 
sensitive species in areas of the GEA directly affected by proposedHST 
facilities. 

• Acquisition from willing sellers by the Authority, or by other entities 
designated and supported by the Authority, of agricultural, conservation 
and/ or open space easements encompassing at least 10, 000 acres and 
generally located along or in the vicinity of the HST alignment and within 
or adjacent to the designated GEA. This measure would reduce impacts to 
and support conservation of wetlands and sensitive ecological areas, as well 
as limit urban encroachment in the vicinity of the HST through the GEA. 
The focus for these easements would be in areas undergoing development 
pressures, such as the areas around Los Banos and Volta, and/ or areas that 
would be most appropriate for ecological conservation or restoration. The 
eventual locations and total acreage for these easements would be 
determined in conjunction with the project-level environmental analysis and 
decisions addressing the Gilroy to Merced portion of the HST system and in 
consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game, the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Grassland Water District. 

Status of Current Discussions and Engagement 

A thorough study of the potential impacts that the Project may have on the GEA is 
vital to ensure it does not damage this irreplaceable ecological resource of international 
importance. Since early 2017 GWD, its representatives and partners, including numerous 
conservation organizations, have been meeting diligently with representatives of the Authority to 
work through the required analysis and mitigation measures outlined above. However, despite 
our best efforts, these meetings have occurred sporadically and on an inconsistent basis. This 
causes us significant concern because as the Authority moves the project forward, the 
opportunities and window for engagement narrows with each passing day. The time to meet the 
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consultation, analysis, and mitigation obligations set forth in the 2008 EIR/EIS is now. Without 
regular, ongoing meetings and substantive discussion about how the Authority will meet its 
commitment to study, avoid, and mitigate the impacts that the rail project will have on the GEA, 
we do not believe reaching a resolution is otherwise possible. 

Concerns About Ability to Meet HSRA Required Mitigation Measures 

As previously noted, the July 2008 Bay Area to Central Valley EIR/EIS commits the 
Authority to execute specific mitigation measures, including the acquisition of at least 
10,000 acres ofland or easements to help offset the impacts from the High-Speed Rail. 

While some parcels of land are available and willing landowners could be found for 
either acquisition or conservation easements, the protection of 10,000 acres is a daunting task to 
accomplish during the proposed project delivery time line. Further, not all land in and around the 
GEA is created equally. Land with the best and highest conservation value either has its own 
sources of water (surface-water rights being the highest priority followed by the ability to extract 
groundwater) or is within the service area of the GWD so that application of CVPIA water can 
benefit habitat. In the San Joaquin Valley water rights are paramount. Waterfowl, shorebirds, 
terrestrial species, riparian ecosystems all need the same thing - water. 

Proximity to habitat is a close second. The proposed alignment of the rail bisects the 
habitat bottleneck between the north and south grasslands areas, cutting directly across this 
narrow band of connectivity that provides crucial continuity for both terrestrial and winged 
species. Similarly, the alignment potentially severs several significant water conveyance arteries, 
including the Mud Slough Corridor. Therefore, it is imperative that mitigation easements be 
concentrated in this area, potentially expanding the narrow bottleneck. Water rights and location 
will drive acquisition prices. Additionally, to date we have yet to reach assurances on avoidance 
measures, including lighting, glare, noise, speed, electrocution, vibration, and other impacts from 
120 trains daily running at top speed through the environmental area. Moreover, the Authority 
has refused to conduct its consultation with GWD in collaboration with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Wildlife, despite its pledge to do so in 
the 2008 EIR/EIS. 

Alternative Designs to Protect the GEA 

The Draft 2018 Business Plan focuses almost exclusively on the Central Valley and the 
benefits of promoting new housing for Silicon Valley employees. The Draft Business Plan touts 
the High-Speed Rail project's potential benefits and states that the Authority "is committed to 
connecting the Silicon Valley to the Central Valley-from San Francisco to Bakersfield-as 
quickly as possible." However, the Business Plan indicates that the Authority has learned lessons 
from its current construction efforts, wishes to "better identify and mitigate risk," and has a "goal 
to create the greenest infrastructure project in the nation, both in its construction and its 
operations.'' 

The Authority has a lot of work to do with GWD in order to meet those commitments. To 
deliver any real benefits to the Central Valley in a cost-effective manner, the Authority cannot 
continue to overlook the significant ecosystem impacts to the San Joaquin Valley that will occur. 
These environmental impacts also translate to local economic impacts. Without sufficient 
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attention to design and mitigation, the project has a high potential to be economically and 
environmentally detrimental to the San Joaquin Valley. 

The Authority has identified $2 billion to $5 billion in cost savings for the San Jose to 
Merced segment of the project. Even a small fraction of those cost savings, if applied in the 
GEA, would go a long way toward reducing the risks of delay, cost overruns, and costly 
environmental mitigation requirements. If the GEA cannot be avoided, we urge the Authority to 
include in its design and cost estimates an underground alignment in the vicinity of the GEA 
Mud Slough Wildlife Corridor. We have met with Authority staff, including project engineers, 
and their analyses concluded that there are no physical or engineering barriers to an underground 
option through the GEA. An underground design would help alleviate significant environmental 
concerns and cost uncertainties and would provide additional cost savings from avoided 
mitigation requirements. The estimated net increase in cost for the underground option is 
approximately $600 million. 

Conclusion 
To date, our meetings with Authority staff and consultants have not resulted in any 

substantive analyses or assurances that mitigation and avoidance priorities will be sufficiently 
addressed. Noise, lighting, glare, vibrations, height of the rail, electrocution, road overpasses that 
could reach as high as 100 feet above the ground level (the height of a 10-storey building), 
impacts to hunting clubs, effects on wildlife corridors and state-held conse1vation easements, and 
other disturbances from 120 daily trains passing through the GEA remain under only preliminary 
discussion and are unresolved. The plan for identifying and acquiring at least 10,000 acres of 
mitigation land, at an estimated cost of hundreds of millions of dollars, is also far behind 
schedule and it is questionable whether and how the Authority will be able to find willing 
landowners in the proper locations. Tunneling the rail below ground in the most ecologically 
sensitive areas could avoid most of these impacts, at minimal additional cost to the Authority. 

Thank you for taking these comments into account as the Authority finalizes its 2018 
Business Plan. We look forward to further consultation about the impacts of the High-Speed Rail 
on this sensitive ecological area in California's Central Valley. We look forward to working with 
the Authority toward a resolution that is both cost effective and minimizes significant impacts to 
the ecosystem, biodiversity, water management, flood control, and other priorities in the GEA 
and areas adjacent to the community of Los Banos. 

General Manager 
Grassland Water District and 
Grassland Resource Conservation Distii.ct 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Andrew 
Last Name : Mack 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Please find attached a comment letter from XpressWest to the CHS RA 2018 
Business Plan. 

Best Regards, 

Andrew Mack 
Chief Operating Officer 
XpressWest 
6720 Via Austi Parkway 
Las Vegas, NV 89119 
Office: (702) 739-2020 
Mobile: (702) 491-7463 

Attachments : XW Comments to CHSRA 2018 Business Plan 5-7-18.pdf (135 kb) 
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JxPRESSWEST 

6720 VIA A U STI  PKWY., STE.  200 

LAS VEGAS .  NEVA DA 8 91 19  

May 7, 2018 TELE: 702 .  73 9.202 0 

FAX :  702. 73 9.2 0 0 5  

M r. Br i an  P .  Ke l ly 
Ch ief Executive Officer 
Ca l iforn i a  H igh-Speed Ra i l  Authority 
770 L Street, Su ite 620 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
v ia e-ma i l :  2018bus inessp1 ancomments@hsr.ca .gov 

RE :  Draft Ca l iforn ia  H igh Speed Ra i l  Authority (Authority) Bus i ness P l a n  

Dea r M r. Ke l ly :  

The pu rpose of th i s  l etter  i s  to prov ide com ments to the 2018 Ca l iforn i a  H igh Speed Ra i l  
Authority Draft Bus i ness P l a n  (CHSRA P l a n ) .  

I n  reviewi ng the p l an ,  we  were su rpr ised to  note t ha t  there is  no reference or  ment ion o f  t he  
Ma rch,  2017  I nvestment G rade  R idersh i p  and  Revenue  Study t ha t  was  comp l eted i n  pa rtners h i p  
with the Authority. By  way o f  background ,  i n  Ma rch o f  2016, a cooperative agreement was 
executed between the Los Ange les Metropo l ita n Tra nsportat ion Authority, San Berna rd i no  
Assoc iat ion o f  Govern ments, the H igh Desert Corri dor  Jo i n t  Powers Authority, XpressWest and  
the Ca l iforn i a  H igh Speed Ra i l  Authority to  jo i nt ly fu nd  and  conduct an  I nvestment G rade  
R idersh i p  and  Revenue  Study to  eva l u ate h igh speed ra i l  service between Northern Ca l iforn ia ,  
Centra l Ca l iforn ia ,  Southern Ca l iforn i a  and Las  Vegas .  The H igh Desert Corr i dor  Jo int  Powers 
Authority executed a contract with Stea r  Davies and  G l eave to com p lete the study with spec ific 
focus on the fo l lowi ng segments :  

• H igh Speed Ra i l  ( HSR)  service between Las Vegas and  Pa lmda l e  with a connect ion to Metro l i n k  

• HSR service between Las Vegas and  Bu rba n k  

• HSR service between Las Vegas and  Ana he im 

• HSR service between Las Vegas, Centra l CA and  Northern CA th rough Pa lmda l e  

The study methodo logy, s u rvey i n struments, a nd  ass umpt ions were coord i nated w i th  and  fu l ly 
vetted by the part ies to the  MOU as we l l  as  the Southern Ca l iforn i a  Assoc iat ion of Governments . 
In add it ion ,  the study resu lts were reviewed by the Nevada  H igh Speed Ra i l  Authority, a Nevada  
State agency with pu rview over h igh speed ra i l  con nectivity between Southern Ca l iforn i a  a nd  
Las Vegas .  The  fi n a l  report was pub l i shed i n  Ma rch,  2017  a nd  fo recasted the Anahe im to  Las 
Vegas p roject wou l d  ca ptu re 27% of the tota l travel ma rket between Southern Ca l iforn ia  a nd  
Las Vegas resu l t ing i n  22 .6  m i l l i on  tr i ps a nd  $ 1 . 2  b i l l i on  i n  a n n u a l  revenue .  

X P R E S S W E S T  C O M  



We believe the significance of this ridership and revenue together with the fact that the capital 

costs associated with both the HDC Rail Project and XpressWest would not burden the financial 

plan of the CHSRA project, warrants reconsideration of both the timing and financial 

commitment to the Southern segment of the California High Speed Rail System from Palmdale 

to Burbank, Los Angeles and Anaheim. 

The CHSRA Plan acknowledges the significance of the Los Angeles Urban Mobility Corridor 

connecting Burbank, Los Angeles and Anaheim to support the economy of Southern California; 

and that it wil l  be an essential link in the future high speed rail system. In addition, the 2018 

California State Rail Plan identified the Los Angeles Urban Mobility Corridor as a critical piece of 

the Statewide rail network and it supports investments connecting privately operated high 

speed rail service to Las Vegas and planned service in the High Desert Corridor with the 

California high speed rail system at Palmdale. 

Consistent with this acknowledgement and the significant ridership potential of the Palmdale to 

Burbank segment with connectivity to Las Vegas, XpressWest supports the High Desert Corridor 

and its request that the Authority earnestly reconsider the timing and level of investment in the 

Southern California segment of the California High Speed Rail  system. 

Given our mutual interest in realizing the vision for high speed rail in the Southwest to be 

successfully implemented, we welcome the opportunity to work with you and your team, 

including the Early Train Operator, to fully consider the ridership and revenue potential of the 

Southern California segment in the CHSRA Plan. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

XpressWest 

XPRESSWEST.COM
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Susan 
Last Name : MacAdams 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : April 11, 2018 

To: Brian P. Kelly 

Chief Executive Officer 

California High Speed Rail Authority 

770 L Street, Suite 620 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: REQUEST FOR IMMEDIATE STOP WORK ORDER FOR MERCED TO 
FRESNO SECTION 

Public Safety should be paramount in any track design for High Speed Rail 
(HSR), but the design for the track curves across the Herndon Overpass 
structure north of Fresno is a public safety hazard and poses a serious 
threat to derailment. 

Background 

Building straight tracks along the UPRR corridor from Merced to Fresno was 
the shortest route for HSR. 

In 2012, the track route called the Hybrid was chosen by the Authority. 
This route veers from the UPRR corridor and zig-zags across open farmland. 
The sixty mile straight route now contains nearly 25 miles of high speed 
curves and horizontal super-elevated spirals with an additional ten miles 
of track. Trains will travel over the curves and spirals on ballasted track 
built on alluvial soil at 220 mph. The California High Speed Rail Authority 
(CHSRA) officials continue to state that this route between Merced and 
Fresno is the backbone of the high speed rail system, yet this backbone has 
developed scoliosis, or curvature of the spine; the area in question will 
need a spinal brace. 

(See Attachments 1A and 1 B for Merced to Fresno Section alignment.) 

This is a request for an immediate Stop Work Order for the Fresno to Merced 
section to reevaluate the curve designs. This report focuses only on the 
curve north of Fresno between Herndon Drive and the San Joaquin River. 
However, similar alignment flaws are shown on the Authority's construction 
drawings in Madera County for the Chowchilla Boulevard/UPRR Bridge, the 
Fresno River Bridge, the two single track crossovers between Avenue 1 O and 
12, and the entire Wye complex surrounding the storage facility site. Each 
of these high speed rail curves should be re-evaluated, realigned and 
reconfigured as they each contain similar alignment problems that will lead 
to future operational and maintenance hazards and derailments. 

Dangerous Design 

North of Herndon Drive in Fresno, near the San Joaquin River, there is a 



wide support structure for high speed rail currently being constructed over 
a single UPRR track. (See Attachments 2 and 3.) As the HSR tracks curve 
northwards, this wide track support structure transitions into tall support 
columns. (See Attachments 4 and 5.) The trains will travel at 220 mph on 
top of these 60 to 1 00 foot tall structures. Near the transitional area 
between the wide deck and the support columns, the track design calls for a 
combination of overlapping horizontal and vertical curves. This combination 
violates the Authority's own Criteria for safe track design .  The track 
design is extremely dangerous; this track design cannot be easily built or 
safely maintained, thereby creating a significant risk of derailment. 

The Draft Environmental Report, the Final Environmental Report and the 
Construction Documents all use the same curve design for this track; the 
two sets of environmental documents are identical. This is non-standard 
practice for good curve design. Usually, in critical locations such as 
this, between the draft, final and construction documents, multiple track 
designs are evaluated in order to determine the best and safest fit. For 
this alignment, there was only one proposal. A single drawing from the 
Final EIR will be used for ease of argument. 

For five years, I was the Manager of Metro's Green Line track contracts in 
Los Angeles. This included the Aviation Wye, which is located on the 
southern boundary of the Los Angeles I nternational Airport (LAX) . The size 
and type of the structures near LAX are similar to the size and type 
structures from Herndon Drive to the San Joaquin River. On the Los Angeles 
project, there were many track alternatives studied before the trackway was 
built. There is not any evidence of any other track design proposed for 
this critical structure near the San Joaquin River. 

At the overlap of vertical and horizontal curves, the tracks begin to curve 
away from the large structure; three mathematical models are needed to 
construct the tracks, an unsafe track engineering practice. (See 
Attachments 6, 7 and 8.) A horizontal spiral curving outwards is built on 
top of a vertical curve going downwards. (See Attachment 9.) The tracks 
will be super-elevated from zero to six inches on one side, while the 
trains are spiraling downwards on a maximum grade slope across the top of a 
vertical curve. Normal track design does not allow this combination except 
in amusement parks and coal mines; this is not Disneyland and all of the 
curvature for HSR should be seriously investigated. The northbound train 
has the greatest potential for derailment when traveling across the peak of 
the vertical curve. Maintaining a slower speed may actually make things 
worse. 

This combination of curves is avoided in rail and roadway design criteria, 
including the CHSRA Criteria. (See Attachment 1 0A, 1 0B, 1 0C and 1 0D.) 

For high speed rail, due to the large radius and length of curves, there 
can be some overlap at the edges. But in this case, the horizontal spiral 
and the vertical curve are on top of one another. It will be impossible to 
build, maintain and operate trains safely over this combination. 

Fresno suffers from extreme heat and cold. This will result in extremes in 
the expansion and contraction of the rail and the structures. Rail and 
concrete expand and contract at different rates. Has this been taken into 
account in the curve designs that are built on the structures? (See 
Attachment 1 1  .) 

Summary: Combining a horizontal spiral that increases from zero to six 
inches of super-elevation with a maximum grade vertical curve built on top 



Attachments 

of a transitional structural support system in a geographical area that 
experiences extreme temperature range is very dangerous for trains 
traveling at any speed. This is a request to immediately issue a Stop Work 
Order to the Contractor for all structures on the Merced to Fresno segment 
of California High Speed Rail. 

Please see additional attachments for further information. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 

Susan MacAdams 

Track and Alignment Expert 

Former High Speed Rail Planning Manager, 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) 

Metro Red, Blue and Green Lines, Los Angeles 

Light and Heavy Rail Track Design and Construction: Baltimore, Boston ,  & 
Washington DC 

susan.macadams@gmail.com 
Attach 1 CHSRA Merced to Fresno Section.pdf (438 kb) 
Attach 2 HSR Structure over UPRR.pdf (81 9  kb) 
Attach 3 Structure over UPRR.pdf (313 kb) 
Attach 4 Aerial Structure.pdf (751 kb) 
Attach 5 Aerial Deck.pdf (31 2  kb) 
Attach 6 Horizontal Curve.pdf (349 kb) 
Attach 7 Vertical Curve.pdf (287 kb) 
Attach 8 Superelevation.pdf (21 3  kb) 
Attach 9 Curve on bridge deck.pdf (576 kb) 
Attach 1 0  HSR Curve Criteria.pdf (2 mb) 
Attach 1 1  Temp Extremes Fresno 1 .pdf (596 kb) 
Add Attach Curve Criteria Highway .pdf (2 mb) 
Stop Work Order.pdf (374 kb) 
Article HSR Derailment.pdf (1 mb) 
Request for Stop Work Order CHSRA.pdf (77 kb) 
Attach 1 B  HSR Route Merced to Fresno.pdf (414 kb) 



 

 
 

 

  





  

 

 

    



H ,> \( :) \ l'<.V � I V ,,c:. ,,. \.,,' 1'-

� JOAQU I N  R\✓t:R  , 
'"TRACK TO 8� Bv I Li 

c:>N TOf> Of' EL�/\TEP 

5li<VCTUR-� 

iAANS \ TlONAL- ---�I 
AR.6A,. 



__ _ ___ � tN_IRAC _ STT<,_cw_e\ _ _ ______________ ____::C:::::.'.'.��A�� _ll-_ u_ 

PROPOSED 
RO'� It BRIDGE HST, ROW 

� HST I � HST 

I I 
50' 
;16.75' 8,25' 8,25' 1 6.75" 

f OCS POLE, Typ 
10.67 : 10.67' l 

ROW 
I 

1000' 
BNSF /UPRR Ro�· 

rIt TRACK 
rI 

, 6· 50' 25.00' 
TYP CAL 

! I OG� 
, 

' • I I c!::.==±, 
___________1 

I 

_______________________/_____________________'::-,,_ _________________ -- _ J_ � ·---------r: �� �t��-� ---------------
: ! 
I ' ' 

CH2M TY 
s 

l 



 

 

           

  

 

 

 

 
 



- - - -

g: 

Parabolic Curve I Surveying and Transportation Engineering Review 
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Properties of Parabolic Cune and its Grade Diagram 

AT 1. 
I .  The length of parabolic curve L is the horizontal distance between Pl and PT. 

2 .  Pl i s  midway between PC and PT. 
3.  The curve 1 s  midway between Pl and the midpoint of the chord from PC to PT. 

4. The vertical distance between any two points on the curve i s  equal to area under the grade diagram. The vertical distance < 
5. The grade of the curve at a specific point is equal to the offset distance in the grade diagram under that point. The grade at 

Formulas for Symmetrical Parabolic Cune 

The figure shown above i l lustrates the following geometric properties of parabolic curve. Note that the principles and formula� 
and sag curves. 
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California High-Speed Train Project Alignment Standards for High-Speed Train Operations, RO 

4.0 SUMMARY AND RECOMENDATIONS 

The primary objective in setting alignment is to develop the smoothest practical alignment within 
the limitations imposed by location of stations, urban areas, mountain crossings and major stream 
crossings as well as environmental and political constraints. It is also important to consider the 
optimization of earthworks movement, tunnel length, drainage and structures. The radii of 
horizontal curves, in particular, should be larger than "Desirable" values wherever it is practical to 
do so. Going below "Desirable" values for the various portions of the alignment should not be 
treated lightly. Very seldom will an alignment as finally designed and built be better than that set 
out initially. Quite frequently points w ll be "locked in" very early in the study process. This is i
particularly true for the horizontal component of alignment. 

jUse of Minimum and Exceptional values should be held back to the greatest extent practicaefor 
l_:Jse in the adjustments due to unanticipated constraints that will always occur. 

It is very easy to get into a "can't see the forest for the trees" situation. At frequent intervals the 
designer should step back and look at things globally. This, in particular, means plotting
condensed profiles, and looking at the layout over long segments. When transitioning from low 
speed areas to high-speed areas, consider the operating characteristics of both presently
available trains and characteristics of trains with anticipated improvements in power, acceleration 
and braking. Sudden jumps in speed do not happen with trains. 
There should be a relationship between horizontal and vertical alignment standards. For 
example, there is no point in using vertical curves designed for 250 mph which are adjacent to 
curves or other constraining elements that permanently restrict speeds to a much lower value. 
However, the speed used in developing vertical curves should never be lower than that possible 
under "Exceptional" conditions on adjacent horizontal curves. 
It is not possible for this document to anticipate all eventualities, nor to be a textbook in alignment 
design practices, nor is it intended to be used as a substitute for good engineering judgment. 
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Speed 
mph 

Speed 
km/h 

% change 
per 100 feet 

feet per 
% of change 

Radius 
feet 

Radius 
meters 

300 
250 

480 0.045% 2150 66,000
46,000400 0.065% 1500 

2 15,000 

220 
200 

355 0.085% 1160 
150,000 

320 0 100% 960 
1 16,000 36,000

175 280 0 . 130% 740 
96,000 30,000 

150 240 0.180% 540 
74,000 22,500 

125 200 0.260% 375 
54,000 16,500 

Speed 
mph 

Speed
km/h 

% change 
per 100 feet 

feet per 
% of change 

Radius 
feet 

Radius 
meters 

300 
250 

480 0.070% 1400 140,000
97,000 

43,000
30,000400 0.100% 970 

220 355 0.130% 750 
200 320 0.150% 620 

75,000 23,000 

175 280 0.200% 480 
62,000 19,000 

150 240 0.250% 350 
48,000 1 5,000 

125 200 0.400% 250 
35,000 1 1 a,000 
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California High-Speed Train Project Alignment Standards for High-Speed Train Operations, RO 

Table 3.3.2-2: Minimum Vertical Curves -
Rates of Change and Equivalent Radii (0.90 ft/s2 = 2.80% g) 

1 1 ,500 

Table 3.3.2-3: Exceptional Vertical Curves -

37,500 

Rates of Change and Equivalent Radii (1.4 ft/s2 = 4.35% g) 

25,000 7,500

The lengths developed in the preceding tables and formulae are the shortest allowed lengths for 
each scenario. Vertical curve lengths shall always be rounded up, usually to an even 100 feet 
multiple. Rate of change and other parameters shall then be derived from that length. 

Where the difference between gradients is small, the minimum segment length requirements 
described in Section 3 . 1 . 1  shall determine the minimum length of vertical curve. Rate of change, 
radius and other parameters of the vertical curve shall then be derived from the length. 

3.3.3 Vertical Curve / Horizontal Curve Combinations 
Vertical and horizontal curves can overlap. Crest vertical curves result in a downward
acceleration of the vehicle, thereby reducing the gravitational effect. This reduction is small but 
not insignificant for the vertical curve rates of change permitted in this document. A reduction of 
0.25 inches for limiting and 0.50 inches for exceptional unbalanced is sufficient to allow for this 
effect. 

3.3.4 Other Vertical Curve Restrictions 
It is neither practical nor possible to provide a set of rules that cover all situations. It is anticipated 
that the information in this document will be applied with good engineering judgment. 
Vertical Curves in Spirals: Due to potential maintenance difficulties, it is desirable to avoid use 
of vertical curves in spirals. The desirable distance between end of spiral and beginning of 
vertical curve or end of vertical curve and beginning of spiral is 160 feet (50 m) with a minimum 
limit of 100 feet (30m). Overlap between vertical curves and spirals may be permitted as an
Exceptional condition, but only where it can be shown that practical alternatives have been 
exhausted. 

'-----
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California High- Speed Train Project Alignment Standards for High-Speed Train Operations, RO 

6.1.7 Horizontal Curves in Vertical Curves 
Unbalanced Superelevation Limits: Horizontal and vertical curves can overlap. Crest vertical 
curves result in a downward acceleration of the vehicle, thereby reducing the gravitational effect. 
This reduction is small put not insignificant for the vertical curve rates of change permitted in this 
document. A reduction of 0.25 inches for limiting and 0.50 inches for exceptional unbalanced 
superelevation is sufficient to allow for this effect 
Vertical Curves in Spirals: Due to potential maintenance difficulties, it is desirable to avoid use,
of vertical curves in spirals. The desirable distance between end of spiral and beginning of 
vertical curve or end of vertical curve and beginning of spiral is 160 feet (50 m) with a minimum 
limit of 100 feet (30m). Overlap between vertical curves and spirals may be permitted as an 
Exceptional condition, but only where it can be shown that practical alternatives have been 
exhausted. 
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Elements of Desig11 

0.5 toinside lane and the midpoint of r.he sight line is fr om J .5 m 1 1  .5 to 4.5 ft] greater than that 
for stopping sight distance. It is obvious that for many cut sections, design for passing sight 
distance should, for practical reasons, be limited to tangents and very flat curves. Even in level 
terrain ,  provision of passing sight distance would need a clear area inside each curve that would, 
i n  some instances, extend beyond the normal right-of-way line. 

l n  general , the designer should use graphical methods to check sight distance on horizontal 
curves. This method is presented in Exhibit 3-8 and described in the accompanying discussion. 

General Controls for Horizontal Alignment 

In addition to the specific design elements for horizontal alignment discussed under previous 
headings, a number of general controls are recognized in practice. These controls are not subject 
to theoretical derivation, but they are important for efficient and smooth-flowing highways. 
Excessive curvature or poor combinations of curvature limit capacity, cause economic losses 
because of increased travel time and operating costs, and detract from a pleasing appearanc¼ To 
avoid such poor design practices, the general controls that follow should be used where practical: 

• ignment should be as directional as practical, but should be consistent with the 
�pography and with preserving developed properties and community values. A flowing 

e that conforms generally to the natural contours is preferable to one with long 
ngents that slashes through the terrain .  With curvilinear alignment, construction scars 

can be kept to a minimum and natural slopes and growth can be preserved. Such design 
is desirable from a construction and maintenance standpoint. I n  general, the number of 
short curves should be kept to a minimum. Winding alignment composed of short 
curves should be avoided because it usually leads to erratic operation. Although the 
aesthetic qualities of curving alignment arc important, long tangents are needed on
two-lane highways so that sufficient passing sight distance is available on as great a 
percentage of the highway length as practical. 
In alignment developed for a given design speed, the minimum radius of curvature for 
that speed should be avoided wherever practical. The designer should attempt to use 
generally flat curves, saving the minimum radius for the most critical conditions. In  
general. the central angle of each curve should be as small as the physical conditions 
permit, so that the highway will be as directional as practical. This central angle should 
be absorbed in the longest practical curve, but on two-lane highways the exception 
noted in the preceding paragraph applies. 

• :onsistent alignment should always be sought. Sharp curves should not be imroduced 

[at the ends of long tangents. �udden changes from areas of: fl�t curvatureato areas of _
sharp curvature should be avoided. Where sharp curvature 1s 111troduccd, 11 should be 
approached, where practical, by a series of successively sharper curves. 

• For small deflection angles, curves should be sufficiently long to avoid the appearance 
of a kink. Curves should be at least 150 m 1500 fl! long for a central angle of 5 degrees, 
and the minimum length should be i ncreased 30 rn 1 100 fti for each I-degree decrease 
i n  the central angle. The minimum length for horizontal curves on main highways, 

.., 111;0, Ila should be about three times the design speed expressed in km/h 15  times the 

C:opyright 20011 AASHTQl All rights reserved. 
Duplication is a violation of applicable law. 
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radius of curvature and minimum sight distance for 
that design speed, Figure 201.6 gives the clear 
distance (m) from centerline of inside lane to the 
obstruction. 

See Index 1003. 1 ( 12) for bikeway stopping sight 
distance on horizontal curve guidance. 

When the radius of curvature and the clear distance 
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Table 201 .7  

Decision Sight Distance 

Design Speed Decision Sight 
(mph) Distance 

(ft 
30 450 

to a fixed obstruction are known, Figure 201.6 also 
gives the sight distance for these conditions. 

525 

See Index J O  1 . 1  for technical reductions in design 
speed caused by partial or momentary horizontal 

40 600 

45 675 

sight distance restrictions. See Index 203.2 for 
additional comments on glare screens. 

Cuts may be widened where vegetation restricting 
horizontal sight distance is expected to grow on 
finished slopes. Widening is an economic trade-off 
that must be evaluated along with other options. See 
Index 902.2 for sight distance requirements on 
landscape projects. 

201.7 Decision Sight Distance 

At certain locations, sight distance greater than 
stopping sight distance is desirable to allow drivers 
time for decisions without making last minute erratic 
maneuvers (see Chapter Ill of AASHTO, A Policy
on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, for a 
thorough discussion of the derivation of decision 
sight distance.) 

On freeways and expressways the decision sight 
distance values in Table 201.7 should be used at lane 
drops and at off-ramp noses to interchanges, branch 
connections. roadside rests, vista points, and 
inspection stations. When determining decision 
sight distance on horizontal and vertical curves, 
Figures 201 .4, 201 .5, and 201 .6 can be used. 
Figure 201 .7 is an expanded version of Figure 201.4 
and gives the relationship among length of crest 
vertical curve, design speed, and algebraic 
difference in grades for much longer vertical curves 
than Figure 201o.4. 

Decision sight distance is measured using the 
3 ½-foot eye height and ½-foot object height. See 
Index 504.2 for sight distance at secondary exits on 
a collector-distributor road. 

50 750 

55 865 

60 990 

65 1 ,050 

70 1 , 1 05 

75 1 ,  180 

80 1,260 

Topic 202 - Superelevation 

202.1 Basic Criteria 

When a vehicle moves in a circular path, it 
undergoes a centripetal acceleration that acts toward 
the center of curvature. This force is countered by 
the perceived centrifugal force experienced by the 
motorist. 

On a superelevated highway, this force is resisted by 
the vehicle weight component parallel to the 
superelevated surface and by the side friction 
developed between the tires and pavement. It is 
impractical to balance centrifugal force by 
superelevation alone, because for any given curve 
radius a certain superelevation rate is exactly correct 
for only one driving speed. At all other speeds there 
will be a side thrust either outward or inward, 
relative to the curve center, which must be offset by 
side friction. 

If the vehicle is not skidding, these forces are in 
equilibrium as represented by the following 
simplified curve equation, which is used to design a 
curve for a comfortable operation at a particular
speed: 
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wide. See Chapter 7 of the Traffic Manual for glare 
screen criteria. 

203.3 Alignment Consistency 
Sudden reductions in alignment standards should be 
avoided. Where physical restrictions on curve radius 
cannot be overcome and it becomes necessary to 
introduce curvature of lower standard than the design 
speed for the project. the design speed between 
successive curves should change not more than 
1 0  miles per hour. Introduction of curves with lower 
desirrn speeds should be avoided at the end of long 
tangents. steep downgrades, or at ot.her locations 
where high approach speeds may be anticipated. 

The horizontal and vertical alignments should be 
coordinated such that horizontal curves are not 
hidden behind crest vertical curves. Sharp horizontal 
curves should not follow long tangents because some 
drivers tend to develop higher speeds on the tangent 
and could over drive the curve. 

See "Combination of Horizontal and Vertical 
Alignment" in Chapter 3 of AASI ITO, A Policy on 
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, for 
further guidance on alignment consistency. 

203.4 Curve Length and Central Angle 
The minimum curve length for central angles less 
than IO degrees should be 800 feet to avoid the 
appearance of a kink. For central angles larger than 
30 minutes, a curve is required without exception. 
Above a 20,000-foot radius, a parabolic curve may 
be used. Sight distance or other safety considerations 
are not to be sacrificed to meet the above 
requirements. 

On 2-lane roads a curve should not exceed a lenf,rth 
of one-half mile and should be no shorter than 
500 feet. 

203.5 Compound Curves 
Compound curves should be avoided because drivers 
who have adjusted to the first curve could over drive 
the second curve if the second curve has a smaller 
radius than the first. Exceptions can occur in 
mountainous terrain or other situations where use of 
a simple curve would result in excessive cost. Where 
compound curves are necessarv, the shorter radius 
should be at least two-thirds the longer radius when 
the shorter radius is 1,000 feet or less. On one-way 

November 20, 20 I 7 

roads, the larger radius should follow the smaller 
radius. 

The total arc length of a compound curve should be 
not less than 500 feet. 

203.6 Reversing Curves 
when horizontal curves reverse direction the 
connecting tangents should be long enough to 
accommodate the standard superelevation runoffs 
given on Figure 202.5. If  this is not possible, the 
6 percent per l 00 feet rate of change should govern 
(see Index 202.5(3)). When feasible, a minimum of 
400 feet of tangent should be considered. 

203.7 Broken Back Curves 
A broken back curve consists of two curves in the 
same direction joined by a short tangent. Broken 
back curves are unsightly and undesirable. 

203.8 Spiral Transition 
Spiral transitions are used to transition from a tangent 
alignment to a circular curve and between circular 
curves of unequal radius. Spiral transitions may be 
used whenever the traffic lane width is less than 
12  feet, the posted speed is greater than 45 miles per 
hour, and the superelevation rate exceeds 8 percent. 
The length of spiral should be the same as the 
Superelevation Runoff Length shown in 
Figure 202.5A. In the typical design, full 
superelevation occurs where the spiral curve meets 
the circular curve, with crown runoff being handled 
per Figure 202.5A. For a general discussion of spiral 
transitions see AASHTO A Policy on the Geometric 
Design of Streets and Highways. When used, spirals 
transitions should conform to the Clothoid definition. 

203.9 Alignment at Bridges 
Due to the difficulty in constructing bridges with 
superelevation rates greater than I O  percent, the 
curve radii on bridges should be designed to 
accommodate superelevation rates of l O percent or 
less. See Index 202.2 for standard superelevation 
rates. 

Superelevation transitions on bridges are difficult to 
construct and almost always result in an unsightly 
appearance of the bridge and the bridge railing. 
Therefore, if possible, horizontal curves should begin 
and end a sufficient distance from the bridge so that 
no part of the superelevation transition extends onto 
the bridge. 
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CFR , Title 48, Chapter 1 , Subchapter G , Part 42, Subpart 42.13 , Section 42.1303 

48 CFR 42.1 303 - Stop-work orders. 

42.1303 Stop-work orders. 

(a) Stop-work orders may be used, when appropriate, in any negotiated fixed-price or cost-reimbursement supply, 

research and development, or service contract if work stoppage may be required for reasons such as advancement in the 

state-of -the-art, production or engineering breakthroughs, or realignment of programs. 

(b) Generally, a stop-work order will be issued only if it is advisable to suspend work pending a decision by the 

Government and a supplemental agreement providing for the suspension is not feasible. Issuance of a stop-work order 

shall be approved at a level higher than the contracting officer. Stop-work orders shall not be used in place of a 

termination notice after a decision to terminate has been made. 

(c) Stop-work orders should include -

(1) A description of the work to be suspended; 

(2) Instructions concerning the contractor's issuance of further orders for materials or services; 

(3) Guidance to the contractor on action to be taken on any subcontracts; and 

(4) Other suggestions to the contractor for minimizing costs. 

(d) Promptly after issuing the stop-work order, the contracting officer should discuss the stop-work order with the 

contractor and modify the order, if necessary, in light of the discussion. 

(e) As soon as feasible after a stop-work order is issued, but before its expiration, the contracting officer shall take 

appropriate action to -

(1) Terminate the contract; 

(2) Cancel the stop-work order (any cancellation of a stop-work order shall be subject to the same approvals as were 

required for its issuance); or 

(3) Extend the period of the stop-work order if it is necessary and if the contractor agrees (any extension of the stop

work order shall be by a supplemental agreement). 

About LIi Contact us Advertise here Help Terms of use Privacy 
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THE PHY SICS OF H IGH-
SPEED TRAINS 
By Patrick Di Justo July 25, 2013 

On Wednesday evening, a train travelling from Madrid to Ferrol, in 

northwestern Spain, derailed just as it was about to enter the Santiago de 

Compostela station. At least seventy-eight people were killed, and dozens were 

injured. Video of the accident shows the train entering the curve at what seems 

to be a high speed; the passenger cars detach from the engine and derail, while 

the engine stays on the tracks for a few more seconds before it, too, leaves the 

rails and hits a wall. Unofficial reports claim that the train was going as fast as a 

hundred and twenty miles per hour on track rated for only fifty m. p.h. 

Unlike Japan's Shinkansen or France's T.G.V., which run on dedicated tracks, 

the Madrid-Ferrol route is a hybrid line, much like Amtrak's Acela Express. 

Only part of the track is configured for high-speed travel; the rest is shared with 

slower trains, and can handle only their more restricted speeds. 

High-speed rail is a catchall term with several definitions. The Federal Railroad 

Administration says it starts at a hundred and ten m.p.h., while the International 

Union of Railways says a hundred and fifty-five. But whichever definition one 

favors, the rails themselves must be carefully designed to handle the physical 

forces imposed upon them by multi-ton trains moving at high velocity. 

htt ps://www.newyorker.com/tec h/eleme nts/t he-physics -of-high-speed-I rains Page 1 of 3 
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that makes a body on a curved path want to continue outward in a straight line. 

It's what keeps passengers in their seats on a looping roller coaster and throws 

unsecured kids off carousels. Centrifugal force is a function of the square of the 

train's velocity divided by the radius of the curve; the smaller and tighter the 

curve, or the faster the train, the greater the centrifugal force. As it increases, 

more and more of the weight of the train is transferred to the wheels on the 

outermost edge of the track, something even the best-built trains have trouble 

coping with. That's where the concepts of minimum curve radius and super

elevation, or banking, come in. 

Banked curves, in which the outer edge of the track is higher than the inner 

edge, balance the load on the train's suspension. Since gravity pulls a train 

downward and centrifugal force pulls it outward, a track banked at just the right 

angle can spread the forces more evenly between a train's inner and outer wheels, 

and help to keep it on the track. 

But banking the tracks isn't a cure-all-a passenger train can tilt only so far 

before people fall out of their seats. So the minimum curve radius comes into 

play. Imagine that a curved portion of track is actually running along the outer 

edge of a large circle. How big must that circle be to insure that a train's 

centrifugal force can be managed with only a reasonable amount of banking? 

It's relatively easy to calculate these forces and the ways to counteract them, so 

it's relatively easy to set a safe maximum speed for a certain kind of track. Yes, 

badly maintained tracks, trains, or signals can sometimes contribute to a 

derailment. Historically, however, many of the world's worst train accidents on 

sharp curves-the 1918 Malbone Street wreck in the New York City subway 

system, which killed at least ninety-three people (figures vary), or the Metro 

https://www. newyorker.com/tech/elements/the-physics-of-high-speed-trains Page 2 of 3 
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caused by the trains going too fast. 

That seems to be the case in the Santiago de Compostela accident: tracks rated 

for fifty miles per hour need almost no banking and can have a curve radius of 

fifteen hundred feet, while a train traveling at a hundred and twenty miles per 

hour needs a track with significant banking, and a minimum curve radius of 

more than a mile and a half. The laws of physics all but insured that in this 

particular battle between gravity and centrifugal force, the latter would win. 

© 2018 Conde Nast. All rights reserved. Use of this site constitutes acceptance of our (effective 1/2/2016) and 
(effective 1/2/2016). . The material on this site may not be reproduced, distributed, transmitted, cached or 
otherwise used, except with prior written permission of Conde Nast. The New Yorker may earn a portion of sales from products and services 
that are purchased through links on our site as part of our affiliate partnerships with retailers. 
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REQUEST FOR STOP WORK ORDER Page 1 

April 1 1 ,  20 1 8  

To : Brian P. Kelly 
Chief Executive Officer 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 
Sacramento, CA 958 1 4  

RE: REQUEST FOR IMMEDIATE STOP WORK ORDER FOR MERCED TO FRESNO 
SECTION 

Public Safety should be paramount in any track design for High Speed Rail (HSR), but the design for the 
track curves across the Herndon Overpass structure north of Fresno is a public safety hazard and poses a 
serious threat to derailment. 

Background 

Building straight tracks along the UPRR corridor from Merced to Fresno for HSR was the shortest route . 

In 20 12, the track route called the Hybrid was chosen by the Authority. This route veers from the UPRR 
corridor and zig-zags across open farmland. The sixty mile straight route now contains nearly 25 miles of 
high speed curves and horizontal super-elevated spirals with an additional ten miles of track. Trains will 
travel over the curves and spirals on ballasted track built on alluvial soil at 220 mph. The California High 
Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) officials continue to state that this route between Merced and Fresno is 
the backbone of the high speed rail system, yet this backbone has developed scoliosis, or curvature of the 
spine; the area in question will need a spinal brace. 

(See Attachments IA and lB for Merced to Fresno Section alignment.) 

This is a request for an immediate Stop Work Order for the Fresno to Merced section to reevaluate the 
curve designs. This report focuses only on the curve north of Fresno between Herndon Drive and the San 
Joaquin River. However, similar alignment flaws are shown on the Authority's construction drawings in 
Madera County for the Chowchilla Boulevard/UPRR Bridge, the Fresno River Bridge, the two single 
track crossovers between Avenue 1 0  and 1 2, and the entire Wye complex surrounding the storage facility 
site . Each of these high speed rail curves should be re-evaluated, realigned and reconfigured as they each 
contain similar alignment problems that will lead to future operational and maintenance hazards and 
derailments. 

Dangerous Design 

North of Herndon Drive in Fresno, near the San Joaquin River, there is a wide support structure for high 
speed rail currently being constructed over a single UPRR track. (See Attachments 2 and 3 .) As the HSR 
tracks curve northwards, this wide track support structure transitions into tall support columns. (See 
attachments 4 and 5 .) The trains will travel at 220 mph on top of these 60 to 1 00 foot tall structures .  Near 
the transitional area between the wide deck and the support columns, the track design calls for a 
combination of overlapping horizontal and vertical curves. This combination violates the Authority's own 
Criteria for safe track design. The track design is extremely dangerous; this track design cannot be easily 
built or safely maintained, thereby creating a significant risk of derailment. 

The Draft Environmental Report, the Final Environmental Report and the Construction Documents all use 
the same curve design for this track; the two sets of environmental documents are identical. This is non
standard practice for good curve design. Usually, in critical locations such as this, between the draft, final 
and construction documents, multiple track designs are evaluated in order to determine the best and safest 
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fit. For this alignment, there was only one proposal. A single drawing from the Final BIR will be used for 
ease of argument. 

For five years, I was the Manager of Metro 's Green Line track contracts in Los Angeles .  This included the 
Aviation Wye, which is located on the southern boundary of the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX). 
The size and type of the structures near LAX are similar to the size and type structures from Herndon 
Drive to the San Joaquin River. On the Los Angeles project, there were many track alternatives studied 
before the trackway was built. There is not any evidence of any other track design proposed for this 
critical structure near the San Joaquin River. 

At the overlap of vertical and horizontal curves, the tracks begin to curve away from the large structure; 
three mathematical models are needed to construct the tracks, an unsafe track engineering practice .  (See 
Attachments 6, 7 and 8.) A horizontal spiral curving outwards is built on top of a vertical curve going 
downwards .  (See Attachment 9 .)  The tracks will be super-elevated from zero to six inches on one side, 
while the trains are spiraling downwards on a maximum grade slope across the top of a vertical curve. 
Normal track design does not allow this combination except in amusement parks and coal mines; this is 
not Disneyland and all of the curvature for HSR should be seriously investigated. The northbound train 
has the greatest potential for derailment when traveling across the peak of the vertical curve. Maintaining 
a slower speed may actually make things worse. 

This combination of curves is avoided in rail and roadway design criteria, including the CHSRA Criteria. 
(See Attachment l 0A, l 0B, l OC and l 0D.) 

For high speed rail, due to the large radius and length of curves, there can be some overlap at the edges .  
But in this case, the horizontal spiral and the vertical curve are on top of one another. It  will be impossible 
to build, maintain and operate trains safely over this combination. 

Fresno suffers from extreme heat and cold. This will result in extremes in the expansion and contraction 
of the rail and the structures .  Rail and concrete expand and contract at a different rate . Has this been taken 
into account in the curve designs that are built on the structures? (See Attachment 1 1 . ) 

Summary: Combining a horizontal spiral that increases from zero to six inches of super-elevation with a 
maximum grade vertical curve built on top of a transitional structural support system in a geographical 
area that experiences extreme temperature range is very dangerous for trains traveling at any speed. This 
is a request to immediately issue a Stop Work Order to the Contractor for all structures on the Merced to 
Fresno segment of California High Speed Rail. 

Please see additional attachments for further information. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter. 

Susan MacAdams 
Track and Alignment Expert 
Former High Speed Rail Planning Manager, 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) 
Metro Red, Blue and Green Lines, Los Angeles 
Light and Heavy Rail Track Design and Construction: Baltimore, Boston, & Washington DC 
susan.macadams@gmail .com 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Christina 
Last Name: Turner 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues: Please find attached our comments to the Draft 2018 High Speed Rail 
Business Plan. 

Best regards, 
Christina 

CITY OF MORGAN HILL 

Christina J. Turner, CPA 
City Manager 

17575 Peak Avenue, Morgan Hill, California, USA 95037 
d 408.776.7382 1 c 408.839.1705 
e 
christina.turner@morganhill.ca.gov<mailto:christina.turner@morganhill.ca.go 
v> I www.morganhill.ca.gov<http://www.morganhill.ca.gov> 
Facebook<https://www.facebook.com/morganhillengage/> I 
Twitter<https://twitter.com/CityofMorganHil> 

Attachments : HSR Business Plan - MH Comments.pdf (155 kb) 



C ITY OF MORGAN H I LL 

17575 Peak Avenue Morgan Hill CA 95037 (408) 778-6480 Fax (408) 779-7236 

Website Address: www.morgan-hill.ca.gov 

May 7, 20 1 8  

Attn: Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 

770 L Street, Suite 620 MS- I 

Sacramento, CA 958 1 4  

e-mail :  20 1 8businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov 

California High-Speed Rail Authority : 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the High Speed Rail Authority' s Draft 20 1 8  Business 

Plan. 

In light of our unique geographical location and the potential impact of High Speed Rail on the City 

of Morgan Hill, the Morgan Hill City Council adopted five "guiding principles" that must be 

considered in any High Speed Rail planning document. These comments are provided based on those 

guiding principles :  

Principle No. 1-A void residential, school, and commercial impacts by using existing public right

of-way. The Draft Plan achieves this result by extending electrification of the current Caltrain 

corridor from San Jose to Gilroy. The City of Morgan Hill supports electrification of the Caltrain 

corridor and the presumed increase in Caltrain commuter service that would result from the project. 

The City' s support assumes that the HSR project will stay fully within the existing UPRR right-of

way, will not require any additional right-of-way acquisition, and will minimize any impact to 

residential and commercial property. Because the proposed alignment will require grade crossings, 

High Speed Rail must ensure safe vehicle and pedestrian crossing while also maintaining vehicle 

circulation, specifically ensuring Emergency Vehicles remain able to meet emergency response 

times .  

In the event that an agreement is not reached for use of the UPRR right-of-way, the City continues to 

stress that any alignment should remain within existing public right-of-way, minimizing any 

residential or commercial property impact. 

Principle No. 2-The most advanced engineering and design solutions should be used to address 

the real-life issues of constructing California 's most ambitious public works project in existing 

urban centers. The Draft Plan does not directly address construction impacts, but we understand 

and expect that the extension of Caltrain electrification to Gilroy would not require the construction 



of a berm through downtown Morgan Hill or a viaduct. This would minimize the impact on Morgan 
Hill residents and businesses. Nonetheless, we expect HSRA to continue working with the City to 
minimize impacts. Noise and vibration continue to be a high concern for residents and to the many 
nearby businesses, especially those that rely on high precision machine tools for advanced 
manufacturing processes. 

Principle No. 3 -Ensure economic vitality for the City, its residents, and businesses during and 
after construction. The existing railroad right-of-way borders both historic Downtown Morgan Hill, 
vital industrial zones, and several residential neighborhoods. Construction along this corridor may 
have quality of life impacts to neighborhoods and serious fiscal impacts upon private business and 
the community. While the proposal to stay within the UPRR right-of-way and electrify Caltrain 
would have fewer adverse impacts than other proposed alignments, the long-term viability and 
livability of these neighborhoods and industrial parks is of paramount importance to the City of 
Morgan Hill. 

Maintaining or improving the existing Caltrain station is vital to ensuring the economic health of the 
City. It is important that the station continue to provide parking and access to local rail service to 
people living and/or working in Morgan Hill. 

The manner in which the project is delivered will determine the success of the project. The City 
expects that any infrastructure that is impacted by the construction of High Speed Rail in Morgan 
Hill will be replaced in kind at no cost to the City. 

Principle No. 4 - Use HSR to bring benefii to the community by providing telecommunications 
infrastructure, recycled water, WiFi and public art, among others. While the Draft Plan does not 
directly address these potential benefits to Morgan Hill, the City recognizes the benefits that 
electrified Caltrain could provide to Morgan Hill and its residents. We continue to believe that the 
construction of a massive public works project like High Speed Rail offers an opportunity to bring 
additional benefits to those areas that will be impacted by the project, including connecting South 
County with recycled water (purple pipe), telecommunications infrastructure, and by providing 
beautification opportunities and public art. 

Principle No. 5 -Construction should occur sequentially from the Central Valley to San 
Jose. The Draft Plan proposes to complete construction between Gilroy and Madera after 
construction from San Francisco to Gilroy. This would allow increased passenger service between 
Gilroy and San Francisco while the HSRA identifies funding for the more expensive tunnel sections. 
The City supports immediate electrification of Caltrain tracks and increased commuter service. 
However, if High Speed Rail is unable to secure use of the existing right-of-way, High Speed Rail 
should continue to evaluate options that limit the impact to the Community and construction of any 
structures (berms, trenches and/or viaducts) should not begin until a solution for connectivity 
between Gilroy and Madera is identified and constructed. 

Overall, the Draft Plan could be a positive step for Morgan Hill with the electrification of 
Caltrain. However, many unknowns remain regarding the construction, timing and operations of 



High Speed Rail between Gilroy and San Jose. If CHSRA is unable to reach an agreement with 
UPRR, all other design options and alignments must be considered. The remaining options that the 
High Speed Rail Authority has proposed are very concerning--one would have devastating impact on 
our entire community by creating a wall through the middle of our industrial areas and our historic 
downtown, the other would greatly affect many freeway-fronting businesses and tear through an 
established neighborhood. Unless HSRA is committed to an alignment that utilizes existing right-of
way, the impacts of alternative alignments must continue to be recognized and considered. 

The City of Morgan Hill continues to have many questions that we expect will be answered as plans
develop, including what the private property impacts will be, whether grade crossings will be 
maintained and how they will be improved to accommodate High Speed Rail, how will public safety 
access be maintained during construction, how many tracks will be needed to operate the system in 
Morgan Hill, how many trains will pass through Morgan Hill each day, and many others (see 
Attachment A for additional questions.) The City is committed to engagement with High Speed Rail, 
particularly throughout the planning and environmental review phases of the project. We appreciate 
your willingness to listen to our concerns, and your interest in exploring solutions that will minimize 
the potentially negative impacts of High Speed Rail on our community. 

We hope you find this information useful. Please feel free to contact me or Edith Ramirez, Economic 
Development Director at edith.ramirez@morganhill.ca.gov with any questions or clarifications for 
the above. 

Sincerely, 

Christina Turner 
City Manager 
City of Morgan Hill 

C: Morgan Hill City Council 

Attachments : 

A. List of Questions to CHSRA regarding 201 8  Draft Business Plan 



Attachment A 

List of Questions to CHSRA regarding 20 1 8  Draft Business Plan 

Below is a list of questions the City of Morgan Hill is seeking answers to based on its 20 1 8  Draft 

Business Plan review. 

1 .  Will the new at grade alignment stay completely within the existing right-of-way? Even if 
additional tracks are needed? 

2 .  Would the new alignment require a maintenance road? 
3 .  What i s  the right-of-way needed to accommodate the tracks and the service road through 

Morgan Hill? 
4 .  Would the at grade alignment require additional grade separations through Morgan Hill? 
5 .  Would the new at grade alignment eliminate existing vehicle grade crossings? 
6. If no new grade separations will be constructed in Morgan Hill, how will the CHSRA ensure 

that the response time for life safety services (Police, Fire and EMS) is not compromised? 
7 .  What is the top speed of the new at grade alignment through Morgan Hill with or  without 

grade separations? 
8 .  How high is the infrastructure needed for the Caltrain and High Speed Rail electrified train 

systems? 
9 .  Would the authority reconstruct the existing overpass on Monterey Road? 
1 0 . How will the new alignment support Quiet Crossings improvements? 
1 1 .  Downtown Morgan Hill has a pedestrian crossing over the current tracks in between Main 

A venue and East Dunne A venue, which is the main pedestrian access to Downtown and must 
be maintained; how will the new at grade alignment impact the pedestrian crossing? 

12 .  What is the timing for electrification? 
1 3 .  Would the Morgan Hill train station be expanded to accommodate the added train service, 

including future ACE service? 
14 .  What is the projected train service through Morgan Hill by all train-operating agencies? 
1 5 .  What is the projected number of High Speed Rail trains that will run through Morgan Hill? 
1 6 . Would the new Draft Business Plan ensure additional commuter train service by Caltrain? 
1 7 . Will the Draft EIR/EIS document be delayed considering the new at grade alignment? 
1 8 . Will CHSRA study the impacts of all previously proposed alignments to understand the 

impacts and benefits of all three alignments through Morgan Hill? 
1 9 . At what point would the Business Plan be revised if the CH SRA does not reach agreement 

with Union Pacific for the shared use of the tracks through South County? 
20.  Will the CHSRA extend the review period for the Draft EIR/EIS beyond the required 60 

days? 
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide our thoughts on the plan. 

Mike Conway 
Assistant to the City Manager/PIO 
209-385-6232 office 
209-564-0235 cell 
conwaym@cityofmerced.org<mailto :conwaym@cityofmerced.org> 
678 W.18th St. Merced, CA 95340 

www.cityofmerced.org<http://www.cityofmerced.org/> 
Follow us on Twitter: @MercedCityHall 
Follow us on Facebook: The Streets of Merced 

Attachments : L HSR Final comments 050718.pdf (328 kb) 



CITY OF MERCED 
"Gateway to Yosemite·· 

Office of the City Counci l 

May 7, 201 8 

Mr. Dan Richard 
Chairman,  Cal iforn ia H igh-Speed Rai l  Authority 

770 I Street, Su ite 800 
Sacramento, CA 958 1 4  

Dear Mr. Richard :  

The City of Merced has been-and continues to be-an ardent supporter of 

the goal of the Cal iforn ia High-Speed Rai l  Authority (Authority) to un ify 
Northern and Southern Cal iforn ia with 3-hour, h igh-speed rai l  service. The 
Authority's recently-re leased Draft 201 8 Business Plan focuses on 

transparency and the fiscal chal lenges facing the construction of the rai l  l ine 
from the Central Val ley to the Si l icon Val ley. 

The City of Merced firm ly bel ieves that its success as a regional hub for 
transportation ,  economic activity and educational opportun ity is closely tied 
to the success of the h igh-speed ra i l  project. With th is re lationship in mind ,  

the City offers the fol lowing com ments on the Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan and 
suggestions for bridging perceived shortcomings and chal lenges. 

From the very beg inn ing of the Draft 201  8 Business Plan ,  the Authority 
recognizes Merced's value to the high-speed rai l  system and Cal ifornia's 
future, noting the important role it wi l l  p lay in provid ing "more affordable 

housing options" to S i l icon Val ley's tech workers who wi l l  ride the trains to 
their  jobs. As home to the University of Cal iforn ia, Merced ,  the only research 

P a g e  1 1  678 West 18th Street, Merced, California 95340 
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un iversity i n  the Centra l  Va l ley , Merced wi l l  be one of the more attractive 
cit ies for S i l i con Va l ley's workforce . 

Desp ite the overarch ing  goals of the d raft P lan ,  based on ou r  understand ing  
of  the  document ,  there are severa l areas of concern : 

• The P lan does not a l l ow the Authority to open with Va l ley-to-Va l ley 
h igh-speed ra i l  serv ice on Day 1 .  

• The P lan does not read i ly con nect h igh-speed ra i l  serv ice to other 
transportat ion modes . 

• The P lan does not meet the promises made to voters i n  2008 with 
Proposit ion 1 A. 

• The P lan does not a l i gn  with the 20 1 8 Cal iforn ia  State Ra i l  P lan (Ra i l  
P lan ) .  

As noted , the  C ity is a partner i n  the  success of the  h i gh -speed ra i l  project 
and proposes a number of sol utions that add ress the h i gh l i ghted concerns 
a l l owi ng the Authority to meet the goals and objectives of the Draft 20 1 8  
Bus i ness P lan .  As Ch ief Executive Officer Br ian P .  Ke l ly states i n  the P lan 
(Page i i ) ,  the cha l lenges requ i re "a d ifferent way of  do ing bus i ness , "  and that 
is what the C ity of Merced is propos ing ,  wh i le  st i l l  fa l l i ng with i n  the Authority 's 
key objectives and pri nc i p les:  

• I n it iate h igh-speed ra i l  serv ice i n  Cal iforn ia  as soon as poss ib le .  

• Make strateg ic ,  concu rrent i nvestments that wi l l  be l i n ked over t ime 
and provide mob i l ity , economic and envi ronmenta l benefits at  the 
earl iest poss ib le  t ime .  

• Posit ion ou rse lves to construct add it iona l  segments as fund ing  
becomes ava i lab le .  

I NTERCONN ECTION WITH ALTAMONT CORRI DOR EXPRESS 

High-speed ra i l  serv ice to Merced is the on ly way to un ify the San Joaqu i n  
Va l ley by provid i ng  mu lt imodal  ra i l  serv ice v ia a connection to the Altamont 
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Corridor Express (ACE). This connection in Merced wi l l  provide Val ley-to
Val ley rai l  service on Day 1 wh i le funding is identified for the Pacheco Pass 
tunnels and fulfi l l  the promises made to the voters in  Proposition 1 A. 

There are serious flaws in  the Draft 201 8  Business Plan as it currently relates 
to Merced and provid ing service to the Northern San Joaqu in Val ley. Merced 
needs to be part of the in itial h igh-speed rai l  infrastructure project so that 
service starts on opening day in Bakersfield and continues to Merced, the 
Northern San Joaquin Valley, and the San Francisco Bay Area via ACE and 
Amtrak. 

The I n itial Operating Segment needs to run from Bakersfield to Merced, 
rather than end in Madera. By stopping the l ine in Madera, the Authority 
shortchanges a large portion of Northern Cal ifornia's population, m isses a 
massive opportunity to provide rai l  i nterconnectivity, and positions the 
Authority for criticism for creating a "train to nowhere . "  

Merced is  a vital l i nk to the Northern San Joaqu in Valley commun ities that 
would benefit from high-speed rai l  i n  Phase 1 ,  i ncluding Turlock, Ceres, 
Modesto, Lod i ,  Stockton and Sacramento. Residents in those cities are 
connected to Merced via Amtrak and soon wi l l  be connected to Merced via 
ACE. ACE is extend ing south to Merced, connecting Northern San Joaqu in 
Val ley residents, and provid ing a springboard to high-speed rai l  service. In  
the westerly d i rection, ACE goes into the East Bay Area and Si l icon Valley, 
providing access to jobs, educational opportunities, medical care, 
entertainment and international travel .  

The Draft 201 8 Business Plan does not adequately al ign with the 201 8 
Cal ifornia State Rai l  Plan (Page 2) wh ich "establ ishes a statewide vision 
describing a future integrated rai l  system that provides comprehensive and 
coordinated service to passengers through more frequent service, and 
convenient transfers between rai l  services and transit . "  

The Rai l  P lan details the interrelationship of h igh-speed rai l  and other rai l  
l ines, i nclud ing ACE. The 2027 Reg ional Goals in  the Rai l  Plan ( Page 1 37) ,  
"focus on targeted investments to increase service to Sacramento, 
connecting to the HSR network in Merced . . .  " One of the Rai l  Plan's 2027 
statewide goals is, "Operation of HSR Val ley-to-Val ley service" (Page 1 36). 
Clearly, the Rail Plan is expecting high-speed rai l  service to Merced and the 
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connectivity it gives to passengers in  the Northern San Joaqu in Valley, 
Sacramento and, u ltimately, San Jose. 

SOLVING THE FUNDING GAP TO MERCED 

As with the 201 6 Business Plan, the Draft 201 8  Business Plan addresses 
service to Merced, but comes up short on capital ( Page 1 5) .  I n  reference to 
the Merced extension (Page 39), the Authority states, "Our goal is to identify 
fund ing for its completion . "  

We believe that funding is  avai lable by moving Merced ahead in  the phased 
implementation schedu le (Page 1 7) .  The Draft 201 8  Business Plan proposes 
the segment contain ing the Gilroy and Madera To Tunnels segment without 
any connection to a station-a proposal that spends money without a gain 
of ridership. The Authority is legally prohibited from putting a rai l  station on 
the west side of the San Joaquin Val ley or east of Gi l roy, so there is nowhere 
for passengers to go. That funding is better-spent enhancing services in the 
San Joaquin Valley by extend ing the l i ne from Madera to Merced and 
connecting to the ACE train ,  a viable intermodal rai l  service with established 
Si l icon Valley ridership. 

By making Merced to Madera part of the "A" priority i n  the phased 
implementation, high-speed rai l  can connect to ACE and become the fi rst 
Val ley-to-Val ley l ine. Th is connects it to the Northern San Joaqu in  Valley and 
the Si l icon Val ley/San Francisco Bay Area as part of the I n it ial Operating 
Segment. 

By includ ing Merced in the I n it ial Operating Segment, the Authority ach ieves 
maximum ridership on Day 1 ,  no longer pushes out the del ivery dates for its 
Si l icon Val ley to Central Valley service, and provides a closer match to what 
voters expected when they approved Proposition 1 A  in  2008. 

We request that the Authority show its commitment to Merced, and the 
residents of the Northern San Joaqu in Valley, by funding the Merced l ine in  
the 201 8  Business Plan so that service to Merced is part of the I n itial 
Operating Segment. 

HEAVY MAINTENANCE FACILITY 
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Although the 20 1 8 Bus i ness p lan does not address the locat ion of the heavy 
mai ntenance faci l ity (HM F) ,  it p lays an important ro le i n  the state's h i gh 
speed ra i l  p lans .  Merced is at t he  geog raph ic  center of the h i gh -speed ra i l  
project i n  both Phase 1 and  at fu l l  bu i ldout .  I ncl ud ing  Merced as  part of the 
i n it ia l  operat ing segment provides the Authority with the option of locat ing the 
H M F  in Merced . Keep ing al l  H M F  s ite options ava i lab le for the Authority 's 
cons iderat ion wi l l  resu lt in the best s ite be ing selected . We bel ieve that 
objective ana lys is wi l l  show that the proposed Merced H M F  locatio n  near 
M iss ion Avenue and H ighway 99 is better than a l l  other ava i lab le options .  
Not i ncl ud ing  service to Merced on open ing  day narrows the Authority 's 
ab i l ity to locate the H M F  in Merced . 

WORKI NG WITH OUR VALUED PARTN ERS 

The Draft 20 1 8 Bus i ness P lan stresses the importance of con necti ng to 
i nstitut ions of h i gher educat ion (Page 2 1  ). Th is creates an educationa l  
"corridor (that) wi l l  a l low for the free flow of students , facu lty and 
profess iona ls to co l laborate , st imu lati ng learn i ng and research options . "  
Those Northern San  Joaqu i n  Val ley commun it ies reached from Merced are 
a lso home to a number of add it iona l  u n iversit ies that i ncl ude UC Merced , 
CSU Stan is laus ,  Un iversity of the Pacific ,  CSU Sacramento , UC Davis 
School of Med ici ne ,  and McGeorge School  of Law. 

Merced is key to provid i ng "b lended" serv ice ,  or ra i l  i nterconnectivity in its 
fi rst phase. The City's  da i ly Amtrak service i ncl udes commuter express 
service to Sacramento ,  a long with other regu larly-schedu led reg iona l  
serv ice .  Fu lfi l l i ng th is goa l  wou ld  conti nue with the prom ise the Authority has 
made to Cal iforn ians s ince its 20 1 2  Bus i ness P lan .  

We appreciate the  opportun ity to  comment on the  Draft 20 1 8  Bus iness P lan .  
The Authority has  received s ig n ificant support from the  Northern San 
Joaqu i n  Va l ley and Sacramento area even though the routi ng selected by 
the Authority provides less of a d i rect impact to those reg ions .  Support from 
those reg ions hel ped pass Proposit ion 1 A and the i r  e lected representatives 
provided key votes for the project because of the economic and 
envi ronmenta l benefits for the people i n  these reg ions .  

As a h istorica l ly u nderserved and d isadvantaged commun ity ,  the C ity of 
Merced requests that the Draft 20 1 8 Bus i ness P lan recogn ize the concerns 
identif ied in this letter, so the fi na l  vers ion wi l l  be a document that is more 

P a g e  I S  678 West 18th Street, Merced, Ca l ifo rn i a  95340 



�� � 

Sincerely, 

inclusive of the Northern San Joaquin Valley, Sacramento and the San 
Francisco Bay Area. 

As stated at the outset, the City of Merced continues to support high-speed 
rail in California, but we bel ieve that Merced needs to play a more prominent 

role in Phase 1 if the project is to be a success. 

Michael W. Murphy, Mayor 
City of Merced 
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Please accept Morgan Hill Downtown Association's Board of Directors 
position 
letter regarding the 2018 Draft Business Plan and Morgan Hill's downtown. 

We will gladly make ourselves available for any questions or comments. 

Thank you. 

John McKay 

Board Member 

Ph: (408) 706-4730 

http://www.morganhilldowntown.org/ 
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May 7, 2018 

Dan Richard, Chair  

California High-Speed Rail Authority 

770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Draft 2018 Business Plan Ca l ifornia H igh Speed Rail 

Mr. Richard, 

Morgan H i l l  is the living image of the prototypical Ca l ifornia city. A community that embraces the natural  

environment, honors its agricu ltural heritage, enjoys impressive growth in  business and residential 

development, and n u rtures a sense of community that ma kes for a great qua l ity of life. 

The Morgan H i l l  Downtown Association Board of Directors feel that the downtown business and 

residential district is  the heart of  the city that  em bodies the best qua l ities of  our  commu nity and in  some 

measure is responsible for the "smal l  town feel" and con nection to our past that so many in  our town 

embrace. 

We are committed to promoting a vision of growth in  the downtown district that wil l  maintain al l  the 

important values that hel ped create our growing reputation as a p lace to invest and l ive. 

The Cal ifornia High Speed Rail system has become one of the most important topics in  our commu nity 

because it holds the potential to disrupt much of what we have been working so hard as a commu nity to 

deve lop .  

There has  been much discussion regarding previous high-speed ra i l  a l ignment options and the M H DA 

has publ icly taken the position that not on ly areas immediately adjacent the downtown but also those 

up and down the "Monterey Road" corridor should be avoided due to the business and residential 

growth of which we a re so proud.  The number  of business and residential developments potentia l ly  

impacted is  greatest in  the Monterey Road a l ignment which  has  been wel l  documented by CHSR. 

The current business plan appears to favor a return to the "Monterey Road" corridor after ind ications 

that it wou ld  not be a preferred a l ignment.  

The a l ignment as identified in  the new Business P lan  may propose some potential benefits to our  overa l l  

region but sti l l  inc ludes p lans that cou l d  prove to be disruptive and u ltimate ly  possibly termina l  to the 

growth and existence of our downtown district that we have worked so hard to achieve. 

It is virtua l ly  un imaginab le that a train wou ld  pass through our commu nity im mediately adjacent to the 

downtown at just over 100 mi les per hour .  A speed which is much reduced from the projected 

maximum speed but sti l l  far exceeds anything currently taking p lace with our  at grade crossings. 

This reduced speed wi l l  still leave residents and businesses anywhere near the HSR railway subject to 

noise and vibration im pacts. 



The possibility of a wall erected to protect the railway and reduce noise impacts is also of great concern. 
A wall built along the Monterey Road alignment will create a barrier that wil l split the city visually and 
possibly culturally. 

In a rural community like Morgan Hill we place great value in our low level of intrusive noise and visual 
impacts. Much of our growing appeal as a tourism destination is based upon our downtown and the 
rural feel of our community. The new Business Plan will undoubtedly disrupt these values and our 
appeal. 

The possibility that grade separations near the downtown will not be included demands that we trust 
the CHS RA to reduce the possibil ity of accidents to an acceptable level on the busiest railway crossings 
in our community. Considering the density of development near these tracks the possibility of an  
accident must translate to a zero percent chance at the predicted speeds. Please see the attached 
photographs of the ongoing development near the proposed a lignment. 

Even if construction was sequenced in a way to leave at least one railway crossing at either end of our 
downtown open at all times we fear that the disruption could prove immensely damaging to the 
continued growth of this most precious of districts in our community. 

Regardless of alignment we also want to state that any at grade track installation, with corresponding 
sound walls, is not welcome in any part of Morgan Hi l l .  Any wall dividing our community can easily be 
viewed as such and we do not want to create any division in our community as well as being subject to 
the potential ly unsightly wall. 

We all recognize the enormity of the issue at hand and hope we can expect a fair alignment by the 
California High-Speed Rail Authority through our community that does not reverse the course of our 
current and planned progress. 

Thank you for your time and attention. 

Sincerely, 

Board of Di rectors 
Morgan Hill Downtown Association 

Cc: 
Michelle Bigelow, City of Morgan Hil l , Council Services Manager 
John Lang, City of Morgan Hill, Economic Development Coordinator 
Edith Ramirez, City of Morgan Hil l , Economic Development Director 
Christina Turner, City of Morgan Hil l , City Manager 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 

new alterna to abandon for train service from 
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Egon 
Terplan 

Hello, 

We are pleased to submit the attached comment letter on the 2018 draft 
CAHSRA Business Plan. 
Please let us know if you have any questions. 

Thank you 

Regards, 
Egon 

Egon Terplan 
Regional Planning Director 
SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
4 1  5 .644 .4284 
eterplan@spur.org <mailto:eterplan@spur.org> 

SPUR <http://www.spur.org/> I Blog <http://www.spur.org/news> I Facebook 
<https://www.facebook.com/SPUR.UrbanisV> I Twitter 
<https://twitter.com/SPUR_Urbanist> I Join <https://www.spur.org/join-renew
g ive/ind ivid ual-membersh i p> 

SPUR letter to CAHSRA - Business Plan - May 4, 2018.pdf (1 mb) 
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San Francisco I San Jose I Oakland 

May 7, 201 8  

California High-Speed Rail Authority 

770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 

Sacramento, CA 95814  

Re: California High-Speed Rail Draft 201 8  Business Plan 

Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Authority's  Draft 2018 Business Plan. SPUR 

strongly supports the direction articulated in the Draft 2018 Business Plan and the vision of a future 

California it helps achieve. The state's investment in a high-speed rail system is key to achieving 

important goals like reducing the state' s  greenhouse gas emissions, capturing growth within existing 

communities, revitalizing downtowns, tying economic centers together, and shifting more intercity travel 

to a comprehensive and space-efficient statewide rail network. 

SPUR, the San Francisco Bay Area Planning and Urban Research Association, is a non-profit, member

supported organization that promotes good planning and good government. We have been following, 

commenting on, and supporting the high-speed rail project for several decades, including producing 

numerous reports and policy papers. In the coming years, SPUR looks forward to remaining a thought 

partner and key participant in the implementation of the state's high-speed rail program at both the 

statewide and local levels. 

Over the past several years, we have been particularly focused on how high-speed rail can support 

urban development and become integrated within existing urban communities. Last Fall, we released 

Harnessing High-Speed Rail, a report focused on the economic development and land-use opportunity of 

high-speed rail in station cities (particularly in the San Joaquin Valley). In San Jose, SPUR has been a 

leading advocate working to shape the development around San Jose' s  Central Station - Diridon. Based on 

an analysis of international precedents, we released a set of guiding principles for remaking Diridon 

Station. We also brought a dozen key South Bay decision-makers to visit major multi-modal high-speed 

rail stations in The Netherlands and France. Each person invited on our study trip represented an agency or 

institution with a stake in the future of Diridon Station. 

After reviewing the draft 201 8  Business Plan, SPUR offers the following comments to the California 

High-Speed Rail Authority : 

1. Continue with the vision in the draft business plan to complete Phase I construction and 

connect the early interim service sections. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

654 M iss ion Street 

Sa n Franc isco, CA 94105 

(415) 781-8726 

SAN JOSE 

76 South F i rst Street 

San Jose, CA 95113 

(408) 638-0083 

OAKLAND 

1544 Broadway 

Oakland, CA 94612 

(510) 827-1900 

spur.org 



SPUR supports the strategy to finish construction on the "Early Interim Services" in the Central 
Valley and the Bay Area. These are discrete projects that provide independent utility to two key regions 
in the state. The proposed 2027 timeline for improved rail services between San Francisco and Gilroy (in 
the Bay Area) as well as between Madera and Bakersfield (in the Central Valley) will improve mobility 
within each region respectively as well as help to grow public confidence in the overall high-speed rail 
program. 

In the Bay Area. the Authority"s investments reinforce intercity rail services that are either already running 
and or that are under construction. Investments in the Peninsula Corridor electrification will offer a more 
reliable. sustainable and competitive solution to auto travel for trips along the Peninsula. In San Jose. the 
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority has committed to bringing an operative BART service by 
2026 that will connect to high-speed rail at Diridon Station and link the South Bay to the East Bay. The 
addition of early interim service by 2027 reinforces these investments and supports a more 
comprehensive and efficient regional rail service in the Bay Area. 

In the San Joaquin Valley. connecting Madera to Bakersfield by 2027 is critical to providing a fast and 
clean alternative to driving and to supporting a more compact pattern of development. The presence of 
high-speed rail is an opportunity for each station city and its surrounding metropolitan region to shift 
more growth toward existing communities, thereby preserving valuable agriculture lands while also 
revitalizing downtowns and urban centers. 

SPUR also supports the plan's proposed investments within Southern California. The draft high
speed rail business plan proposes investments along the Burbank to Anaheim corridor that will improve 
the regional rail corridor capacity. For example, the Rosecrans-Marquardt grade separation project is 
making the most hazardous grade crossing in California safer. In addition, investments in Los Angeles 
Union Station will improve regional rail service by removing a bottleneck that reduces the number of 
trains that can go through the station. 

2. Ensure that the California High-Speed Rail project gets the funding it needs to successfully 
complete the entire Phase I as soon as possible. 

The costs estimated in the Draft 201 8  business plan for the first phase of the system ($77.3 billion) remain 
a bargain relative to the $170 billion or more that it would cost in road and airport expansions to meet the 
needs of California's growing population. 

Yet for too long, the high-speed rail project has been limited in its funding and hampered by uncertainty in 
being able to carry out what was necessary to plan and build a project of this scale. Since the passage of 
Proposition l A  in 2008, important progress towards sustainable funding includes the legislature 's 
provision of cap and trade auction revenues. These funds have bolstered the project's finances, raising the 
available funding from a fifth to a third of the entire Phase I program cost. However, looking forward it 
will be necessary for the state to consider additional resources to ensure the project can be 
completed in a timely manner. 

2 



Increases and uncertainties in the cost and schedule for the overall project should not bar the legislature 

from considering additional resources to ensure the rail system can be completed in a timely manner. The 

sooner the project is completed, the sooner the state can begin realizing the return on its investment. For 

example, the Silicon Valley to Central Valley line is forecast to generate enough farebox revenue in 2029 

to cover the operations and maintenance costs of the system and to begin providing additional revenue that 

could be used toward system expansion. 

3 .  Strengthen partnerships with local and regional governments and commit to  well-integrated 

land use and transportation planning around stations in order to realize the full benefits of 

high-speed rail in station cities. 

SPUR has argued that high-speed rail has the potential to change the way California grows and 

develops in a way that is more space-efficient and environmentally-sustainable while also bringing 

significant economic opportunity to underperforming parts of California. SPUR recommends that the 

Authority, the Governor's Office and the State legislature explore all possible tools to help realize 

the full economic and land use opportunity of high-speed rail. We made numerous recommendations 

in our Harnessing High-Speed Rail report, including establishing development corporations and 

modifying tax increment financing rules. It will be key to combine the state 's  state investment or creation 

of new economic development tools with an expectation that local plans meet statewide criteria. Overall, 

concentrating urban growth around high-speed rail and other transit is not only essential to ensuring high 

ridership on the system, but also to enable transit in general to become a better option than driving a car. 

SPUR also supports the Authority's partnerships with transit agencies and local cities for integrated multi

modal station area planning. Implementation of these plans will require the Authority and each of the other 

partners to bring resources and expertise to the table. The goal is to create a well-designed station district 

that combines compact development (particularly employment and other destinations adjacent to the 

station) with multi-modal designs that encourage biking, walking and taking transit. International best 

practices demonstrate that the best station area development occurs when all parties (state and local transit, 

cities, etc .) work in a clear and organized partnership for delivering the station and surrounding 

infrastructure (including new transit lines, infrastructure and adjacent development) . 

In conclusion, SPUR supports the direction of the draft 20 1 8  Business Plan and looks forward to working 

with the Authority and the State legislature to ensure its successful implementation. 

Sincerely, 

/.0 
I 

1-----------·//J/ L/ ( 

Egon Terplan 

SPUR Regional Planning Director 

3 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Larry 
Last Name : Ames 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: Hi, 

I'm not sure my earlier email from my AOL account went thru, so here's a 2nd 
copy. 

Please contact me if you can't read the attachment. 

Thnx! 

~Larry Ames 

408/966-1467 
Attachments : LLA comments on 2018 HSR Business Plan.pdf (559 kb) 
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California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Attn: Draft 2018 Business Plan 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Via email at 201 8businessplancomments@hsr ca gov, sent May 7, 2018 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I write to give my personal comments regarding the 2018 High Speed Rail (HSR) Business Plan. Two 
years ago I wrote regarding the 2016 Business Plan, and many of my comments then are still relevant: 

• I continue to support HSR coming to San Jose and the Bay Area . 
• I support the electrification of the Ca IT rain service from San Francisco to San Jose and on south 

to Gilroy. 
• I support the blended HSR/Ca lTrain service. 

My principal concern is the impact HSR wil l have on the local communities of North Willow Glen, 
Gardner, and Newhall. 
If "you" (HSR, Ca IT rain, Joint Powers Board and/or Union Pacific) electrify the existing section of at-grade 
track between San Jose's Diridon Station and the nearby Tamien Station (the red curve in the graphic) 



and also decide to blend HSR into CalTra in at Gi lroy, then the HSR service would follow the current at
grade tracks. While the current pair of tracks (one for freight, one for both north and southbound 
passengers) may be adequate for present-day usage, they would need to be significantly improved to 
handle the increased HSR traffic. This would require at least one additional track (and also the possible 
realignment to smooth out some of the curves), which would take backyards from many residents, 
diminish or destroy Fuller Park, and probably require the severing of several neighborhood access ways 
(Virginia St. and Auzerais Ave.) and the further isolating of communities and l imited access to new and 
planned high-density developments. 

For years, HSR has been working with the local communities on the preferred "elevated a lternative" -
the dotted blue line in the graphic. I too support this alignment: it stays within freeway right-of-ways for 
much of way, thereby reducing the land impacts and limiting the noise impacts (thanks to the existing 
sound walls). To minimize construction costs, freight could continue to use the current tracks so that 
the elevated structure could be engineered for the l ighter and more agile passenger trains. (This would 
also allow for a steeper grade which would enable the tracks north of Diridon to descend quickly and 
touch down at the Maintenance Yard before Taylor St.) 

Additional considerations: 
• The HSR tracks will cross a number of existing and planned off -road trails ( in green in the 

graphic: the Los Gatos, Guadalupe, Fwy-87, and Three Creeks Tra ils). These trails are and will be 
important transportation corridors to provide access to the Diridon Station. They will need to 
be accommodated in the construction plans. 

• Diridon will become a major transportation node, combining CalTra in and HSR in with other 
regional services (Amtrak, Capitol Corridor, and Altamont Corridor Express - ACE), VTA Light 
Rail, bus, future BART, and freight service. The station serves event-goers at the nearby SAP 
Arena, and commuters both now and soon to the planned Google Village. The Station wil l need 
to be sized to serve all, and there may not be the real estate available to accommodate HSR 
service at-grade: you may need to "build up" - which would pair well with an elevated 
electrified CalTrain line. 

• With elevated tracks at Diridon, it's important to the northern neighbors that the tracks descend 
back to grade before reaching the residential communities: choose the "quick descent" 
a lternative and touch down at the Ca IT rain Central Equipment Maintenance and Operations 
Facility (CEMOF) rather than the "long descent" a lternative that had proposed to first touch 
down in the city of Santa Clara. 

• The aesthetic design of the elevated structure will be critical. San Jose already feels "divided" by 
the downtown earthen bulwarks of Fwy 87 and the existing Ca IT rain and freight tracks: an 
elevated HSR must not further divide the city, either physically by restricting access or visually 
with ugly or bulky structures. 

• And in southern San Jose: be aware that the tracks pass across a sensitive wildl ife corridor by 
Tulare Hil l  (near Metcalf Road), north of Morgan Hil l .  This is nature's passageway between the 
Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo Range: it helps keep the wildl ife populations from 
becoming isolated and in-bred. As you make needed improvements in the tracks, be aware of 
the need to accommodate these wildl ife crossings, either by providing adequate undercrossing 
or overcrossings. Do not build an at-grade intrusion barrier between the tracks. 



My recommendation: 
Proceed with the 2018 Business Plan for Ca lTra in electrification and the blending of High Speed Rail at 
Gilroy, but only if the Plan includes the timely construction of the elevated structure within the Freeway 
87/280 Right-of-Way between Tamien and Diridon for both electrified CalTra in and the future HSR 
service, and only if adequate measures are taken to protect adjacent neighborhoods, crossing trails, and 
wildl ife corridors. 

Thank you for this opportunity to give comment. 

~or. Lawrence Ames, 

longtime environmental-, community-, and trail advocate. 

cc: City of San Jose: Mayor Liccardo and Councilmembers Peralez (D3) and Davis (D6), 
SJ Parks, Recreation, and Neighborhood Services (PRNS): Dir. Rios 
Diridon Station Area Advisory Group (SAAG): Tara Reid, Lee Wilcox 
San Jose Downtown Association: Scott Knies 
Friends of CalTra in, Greenbelt Alliance, Cmte for Green Footh ills, SPUR 
Community: J. Urban, H. Darnell, J. Dresden, D. Arant, E. Rast, J. Leyba, D6NLG 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: Lames 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Attached please find my personal comments regardingthe 2018 High Speed 
Rail (HSR) Business Plan. 

Thank you, 

~Lawrence Ames 

Attachments : LLA comments on 2018 HSR Business Plan.pdf (559 kb) 
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California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Attn: Draft 2018 Business Plan 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Via email at 201 8businessplancomments@hsr ca gov, sent May 7, 2018 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I write to give my personal comments regarding the 2018 High Speed Rail (HSR) Business Plan. Two 
years ago I wrote regarding the 2016 Business Plan, and many of my comments then are still relevant: 

• I continue to support HSR coming to San Jose and the Bay Area . 
• I support the electrification of the Ca IT rain service from San Francisco to San Jose and on south 

to Gilroy. 
• I support the blended HSR/Ca lTrain service. 

My principal concern is the impact HSR wil l have on the local communities of North Willow Glen, 
Gardner, and Newhall. 
If "you" (HSR, Ca IT rain, Joint Powers Board and/or Union Pacific) electrify the existing section of at-grade 
track between San Jose's Diridon Station and the nearby Tamien Station (the red curve in the graphic) 



and also decide to blend HSR into CalTra in at Gi lroy, then the HSR service would follow the current at
grade tracks. While the current pair of tracks (one for freight, one for both north and southbound 
passengers) may be adequate for present-day usage, they would need to be significantly improved to 
handle the increased HSR traffic. This would require at least one additional track (and also the possible 
realignment to smooth out some of the curves), which would take backyards from many residents, 
diminish or destroy Fuller Park, and probably require the severing of several neighborhood access ways 
(Virginia St. and Auzerais Ave.) and the further isolating of communities and l imited access to new and 
planned high-density developments. 

For years, HSR has been working with the local communities on the preferred "elevated a lternative" -
the dotted blue line in the graphic. I too support this alignment: it stays within freeway right-of-ways for 
much of way, thereby reducing the land impacts and limiting the noise impacts (thanks to the existing 
sound walls). To minimize construction costs, freight could continue to use the current tracks so that 
the elevated structure could be engineered for the l ighter and more agile passenger trains. (This would 
also allow for a steeper grade which would enable the tracks north of Diridon to descend quickly and 
touch down at the Maintenance Yard before Taylor St.) 

Additional considerations: 
• The HSR tracks will cross a number of existing and planned off -road trails ( in green in the 

graphic: the Los Gatos, Guadalupe, Fwy-87, and Three Creeks Tra ils). These trails are and will be 
important transportation corridors to provide access to the Diridon Station. They will need to 
be accommodated in the construction plans. 

• Diridon will become a major transportation node, combining CalTra in and HSR in with other 
regional services (Amtrak, Capitol Corridor, and Altamont Corridor Express - ACE), VTA Light 
Rail, bus, future BART, and freight service. The station serves event-goers at the nearby SAP 
Arena, and commuters both now and soon to the planned Google Village. The Station wil l need 
to be sized to serve all, and there may not be the real estate available to accommodate HSR 
service at-grade: you may need to "build up" - which would pair well with an elevated 
electrified CalTrain line. 

• With elevated tracks at Diridon, it's important to the northern neighbors that the tracks descend 
back to grade before reaching the residential communities: choose the "quick descent" 
a lternative and touch down at the Ca IT rain Central Equipment Maintenance and Operations 
Facility (CEMOF) rather than the "long descent" a lternative that had proposed to first touch 
down in the city of Santa Clara. 

• The aesthetic design of the elevated structure will be critical. San Jose already feels "divided" by 
the downtown earthen bulwarks of Fwy 87 and the existing Ca IT rain and freight tracks: an 
elevated HSR must not further divide the city, either physically by restricting access or visually 
with ugly or bulky structures. 

• And in southern San Jose: be aware that the tracks pass across a sensitive wildl ife corridor by 
Tulare Hil l  (near Metcalf Road), north of Morgan Hil l .  This is nature's passageway between the 
Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo Range: it helps keep the wildl ife populations from 
becoming isolated and in-bred. As you make needed improvements in the tracks, be aware of 
the need to accommodate these wildl ife crossings, either by providing adequate undercrossing 
or overcrossings. Do not build an at-grade intrusion barrier between the tracks. 



My recommendation: 
Proceed with the 2018 Business Plan for Ca lTra in electrification and the blending of High Speed Rail at 
Gilroy, but only if the Plan includes the timely construction of the elevated structure within the Freeway 
87/280 Right-of-Way between Tamien and Diridon for both electrified CalTra in and the future HSR 
service, and only if adequate measures are taken to protect adjacent neighborhoods, crossing trails, and 
wildl ife corridors. 

Thank you for this opportunity to give comment. 

~or. Lawrence Ames, 

longtime environmental-, community-, and trail advocate. 

cc: City of San Jose: Mayor Liccardo and Councilmembers Peralez (D3) and Davis (D6), 
SJ Parks, Recreation, and Neighborhood Services (PRNS): Dir. Rios 
Diridon Station Area Advisory Group (SAAG): Tara Reid, Lee Wilcox 
San Jose Downtown Association: Scott Knies 
Friends of CalTra in, Greenbelt Alliance, Cmte for Green Footh ills, SPUR 
Community: J. Urban, H. Darnell, J. Dresden, D. Arant, E. Rast, J. Leyba, D6NLG 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues 

Michael 
Summe 

I urge the abandonment of the High Speed Rail project for the following 
reasons: 
Its high cost 
Its limited benefits to the citizens of this state 
The harm and injustice it will cause to property owners whose property rights 
will be violated. 

I suggest an alternative be considered: to add an additional lanes to both the 
north and south bound portions of the 1-5 freeway between San Francisco 
and Los Angeles and possibly beyond. 

Michael Summe 
Citizen of state of California 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Gerri 
Last Name: Summe 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : My name is Gerri Summe. I am one of the founding members of the SAFE 
Coalition and sit on the Board of the Shadow Hills Property Owners 
Association. 

Thank you giving some sincere thought to the thoughts of California's 
citizens. 

I want to remind you that the communities of Sunland, Tujunga, La Tuna 
Canyon, Lake View Terrace, Kagel Canyon, Shadow Hills, Sylmar and 
Pacoima *remain 
united* against the E 1  and E2 routes that will destroy the Angeles National 
Forest, and destroy our communities as we know them. We continue as a 
united front, to oppose the above ground, and cut & cover routes, as well 
as the staging areas at places like Vulcan Materials, just 600 feet from an 
elementary school, to give you one example. 

*Please remove these routes from consideration now.* 

And before praising the original Ara Najarian proposal, now called the 
Metrolink Alternative, let's stop for a minute before we get to 
Palmdale. "It's 
happening!" Michelle Boehm exclaims, regarding the construction in the 
Central Valley. But how do you get from the Central Valley to Palmdale? 
While 
we have all been having a hissy fit about the construction through the 
Angeles National Forest, I asked two of your engineers one day "So how 
*are* 
you getting through the Tehachapi's?" And they answered "We haven't 
figured 
that out yet!" 

So if you *do* ever figure out how to get through those unstable 
fault-ridden mountains, 

*Stop the train in Palmdale*. Improve our local Metrolink to take people 
from Palmdale to Union Station. Improve existing infrastructure. And keep 
out of Sunland, Tujunga, Shadow Hills, La Tuna Canyon, Lake View Terrace, 
Kagel Canyon and Pacoima. 

Nothing about the current $77 Billion dollar, ever-rising budget for this 
train is anything resembling what was originally approved by the voters. *This 
project needs to be returned to the electorate of this state for a new 
vote.* 

Thank you for reading our comments, 

Gerri Summe 

Shadow Hills Resident 

818-273-4487 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Kimberly 
Last Name : Harris 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: To Whom it May Concern, 

I am writing to voice my concern over the 2018 CHSRA business plan. 

The Southern California portion of the high speed rail design is non-existent 
in your plan, and yet this area 
is being held hostage to the threat of the alignments destroying our 
neighborhoods in the North East 
San Fernando Valley. 

It is obvious by your own studies that tunneling through the Tehachapi and 
San Gabriel Mountains is infeasible due 
to the volatility of the area due to geological factors, and yet you refuse to 
remove the E 1, E2 and SR 14 
alignments from the plan. 

With these routes still in your business plan, our property values and our well
being remain in question 
for the foreseeable future - when there is no reason for it. 

The cost overruns of the entire project are also completely unacceptable. 
Time to face the facts, and 
invest this money in other important infrastructure projects. 

Kindest Regards, 

Kimberly 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

Attachments : 

Armin 
Kick 
Alice, 

Please find attached our comment regarding the Draft 2018 Business Plan. 

Should you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact us. 

Regards, 
Armin 

Armin Kick 
Vice President Locomotives and High-Speed Trainsets 
Siemens Industry, Inc. 
Mobility Division 
Rolling Stock 
7464 French Rd 
Sacramento, CA 95828 
cell 916-799-0843 
arm in.kick@siemens.com<mailto:armin. kick@siemens.com> 

20180507 Letter to CHSRA, Comment Period Business Plan 2018.pdf (421 
kb) 



SI EM ENS 

May 7 ,  20 1 8  

Mr. Brian Kelly 

CEO Cal ifornia H igh-Speed Rail Authority 

770 L Street, Su ite 620 M S-1 

Sacramento, CA 958 1 4  

Subject: Draft 201 8  Business Plan Comment Period 

Dear CEO Brian Kel ly, 

Siemens Industry, I nc .  would l ike to express its continued support for the implementation of the nation's 

first h igh-speed rai l  system in California. We appreciate the efforts the California H igh-Speed Rail 

Authority is undertaking to prepare the State for this new era of transportation and would l ike to 

congratu late the Authority on the progress that is being made in recent years. By including lessons 

learned and best practices from actual construction as wel l  as ensuring a h igh  level of transparency with 

regards to project risks, funding and cost estimates, the Draft 201  8 Business Plan offers a good 

framework for the execution of this mega-project. 

We share the vision of bu i ld ing high-speed rai l  and are looking forward to seeing Cal ifornia pioneer 

expanded travel options. We are convinced that this project wi l l  provide a true transportation backbone for 

decades to come, connecting not only Cal ifornia's mega-regions, but also provid ing an economical boost 

for the reg ions that get connected. Travel ing with fast and modern high-speed trains wi l l  reduce travel 

time and generate new opportun ities for economic development, while s imu ltaneously improving our a ir  

qual ity and protect natural resources. 

Siemens Industry, I nc. establ ished its Rol l ing Stock business in Northern Cal ifornia more than 30 years 

ago and currently employs about 1 ,200 highly ski l led women and men. We are proud to be the largest, 

Cal ifornia-based passenger rai l  veh icle manufacturer and to bu i ld our veh icles for the U .S .  in the U .S .  As 

a technology leader in high-speed rai l  throughout the world ,  we stand ready to support the Cal ifornia 

H igh-Speed Rail vision and to share our experiences with you and you r  staff whenever appropriate. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Cahi l l ,  President 
Roll ing Stock 
Siemens Industry, I nc. 

Siemens Industry, Inc. 7464 French Road 
Sacramento, CA 95828 
USA 

Phone +1  9 1 6  687 -3000 
Fax +1 9 1 6  681 -3096 
usa.siemens.com/industry 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Gerri 
Last Name : Summe 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Hello CHS RA, 

I had every intention of attending your recent Board Meeting in Los 
Angeles, but a family emergency came up. Here are the remarks I had 
hoped 
to say: 

Good Morning Chairman Richard and Board Members, 

My name is Gerri Summe. I am one of the founding members of the SAFE 
Coalition and sit on the Board of the Shadow Hills Property Owners 
Association. Thank you for hearing our thoughts today. 

When this train was originally approved by Prop 1A in 2008, I understood 
there was about $1 OB funded by the bond issue, with expected matching 
funds 
from the Feds and private investment. But any private investor with a 
brain has *run* from this project, as has the federal government, but you 
continue on. 

The cost started at around 30 Billion, and has risen to $458, then $648, 
now $77 *BILLION* dollars, with no end in sight to the expansion of your 
irresponsible budget. To date there has been *no* consideration of the 
HUGE gap in funding for this project, and *no* realization by CHSRA that 
there *is* *NO* feasible way to fund this train. Nothing about the 
ever-rising budget for this train resembles what was originally approved by 
the voters. This project needs to be returned to the electorate of this 
state for a new vote. 

I have family in the Bay Area. If you're going alone on a quick trip, you 
fly. You're there in an hour. If you're making a longer trip, taking the 
husband and the dogs, you *want* your car. Please wake up. No one is ever 
going to want to ride this train! By 2033, after your budget has risen 
further still, it will cost *far* more than either flying or driving. 

*Enough is enough*! This project has morphed into something *far* 
different than what the voters approved in 2008. It's time to *stop* the 
fantasy that funding will come out of nowhere, or that Cap & Trade funds 
will *ever* be enough to pay for this train. If there are any 
representatives or staffers from the California Legislature in the room 
today, *PLEASE* be responsible, whether Democrat or Republican. Do 
*NOT* 
approve this ridiculous $77 BILLION Business Plan. 

*Please recall that one valid option should be a "no train" option. I 
believe it is long since time to cut our losses and STOP the TRAIN! * 

Thank you 

Gerri Summe 

gerrisumme@gmail.com 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Neil 
Last Name: Peterson 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : All 

Attachments : 

On behalf of the High Desert Corridor Joint Powers Authority please find 
attached our formal comments on the CHSRA draft Business Plan. 

Transportation Solutions 

2017 Fairview Ave East 

Ste I 

Seattle, WA 98102 

80394 Ave 48 

Ste 4 15 

Indio, CA 92201 

206-910-7515 

www.neilpeterson.com 

neil@neilpeterson.com <mailto:neil@neilpeterson.com> 

image001.jpg (2 kb) 
HDCJPA Letter to CHSRA (002).pdf (335 kb) 



High Desert Corridor 

Joint Powers Authority 

E-220 H IGH  DESERT CORR IDOR 

May 7, 2018 

Mr. Brian P. Kelly 
Chief Executive Officer 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Mr. Kelly: 

The High Desert Corridor Joint Powers Authority (HDCJPA) hereby respectfully submits its 
comments on the 2018 Draft Business Plan (2018  Draft Plan) prepared by the California High-Speed 
Rail Authority (CH SRA). HDCJP A was formed in 2006 by the County of Los Angeles, and the 
County of San Bernardino with participation from the cities of Adelanto, Victorville, Apple Valley, 
Lancaster, and Palmdale to pursue funding and expedite the planning, design, construction, financing, 
operation and maintenance of a multi-purpose corridor, including a high-speed rail line connecting 
Palmdale and Victorville. 

The High Desert Corridor Rail Project (HDC Rail Project) is a proposed 57-mile new grade-separated 
dedicated high-speed rail line between Palmdale, in Los Angeles County and Victorville, in San 
Bernardino County. The HDC Rail Project will provide a critical connection for high speed rail service 
between Los Angeles/Anaheim and Las Vegas as well as the Central Valley, projected to carry over 1 1  
million round-trip passengers a year. 

LA/Anaheim to Las Vegas HSR Ridership Study 

CHSRA recently participated in the investment grade ridership and revenue study (SDG Study) 
sponsored by the HDCJPA that was conducted by the internationally recognized consulting firm Steer 
Davies Gleave (SDG). The SDG Study was published in March 2017 and is available on the HDCJP A 
website. The SDG Study examined potential high-speed rail ridership from Los Angeles and Anaheim 
to Las Vegas over the California HSR System, the HDC Rail Project and XpressWest HSR from 
Victorville to Las Vegas. In addition, it measured potential ridership to Las Vegas from Northern 
California stations on the California HSR System. Because this study included riders traveling over 
the California High-Speed Rail System, CHSRA contributed $250,000 of the cost of the SDG Study, 
and its staff and CH SRA ridership consultant Cambridge Systematics, Inc. actively participated in its 
development. 

IRECTOR 
Robert A. Lovingood Raj Malhi James C. Ledford Dave Perry 
SupeNisor, San Bernardino County First District (Chairman) Council Member, City of Lancaster Mayor, City of Palmdale Los Angeles County 

Kathryn Barger Scott Nassif Richard Kerr Jim Kennedy G, MetroSupervisor, Los Angeles County Fifth District {Vice-Choir) Mayor, Town of Apple Volley Mayor, City of Adelanto Council Member, CityofVictorville 



High Desert Corridor 

Joint Powers Authority 

E-220 H IGH  DESERT CORR IDOR 

The SDG Study projects that a high-speed rail system from Los Angeles/ Anaheim to Las Vegas would 
capture 27% of the market for high-speed rail service, equivalent to 10.2 million annual round-trips, 
and to induce a further 1 . 1  million round-trips. In total, this would result in 1 1 .3 million round-trips, 
generating $1 .3 billion in annual revenues. 

Of the 1 1 .3 million roundtrips, 63% or 7.2 million roundtrip passengers would start or end their 
journey in Anaheim, Los Angeles or Burbank. An additional 10.5 percent, or an additional 1 .2 million 
passengers would come over the California HSR System from stations up to San Francisco. (See SDG 
Ridership Study, Section 10 . 1 1). 

CHS RA Draft 2018 Business Plan 

Given CHSRA's extensive participation in our ridership study, we were surprised that the CSHRA 
Draft Business Plan appears to ignore the potential contribution of approximately 8.3 million 
roundtrips to the CHSRA System from development of a high-speed rail line from Palmdale to Las 
Vegas. These millions of additional riders on the California HSR System are nowhere referenced in 
the projections prepared by Cambridge Systematics as a Technical Supporting Document appended to 
the CHSRA Draft 2018 Business Plan. Even more disturbing, their map of the stations for the Phase 1 
System does not even show the city of Palmdale, where the CHSRA System would connect to high 
speed rail service to Las Vegas. 

As a result of this omission, it is impossible to assess how the Draft 2018 Business Plan might have 
changed if the 7.2 million roundtrips that the HDC Rail Project together with XpressWest would 
contribute to the California HSR System in Southern California were included in the forecasted 
projections. The 7.2 million roundtrips equate to 14.3 million one-way trips, which exceeds the 14.0 
base one-way ridership projected for the Central Valley to Silicon Valley initial phase. 

The 2018 Draft Business Plan prioritizes completion by 2027 of two initial unconnected segments-- in 
the Central Valley (Madera to Bakersfield), and San Francisco to Gilroy. It states that the subsequent 
completion of the Pacheco Pass connecting these two segments will then perrni t operation of San 
Francisco to Bakersfield in 2029. In the intervening years, CHSRA proposes to "partner with Metro" 
for certain improvements between Los Angeles and Anaheim. However, the 2018 Draft Plan 
contemplates that construction of the line from Bakersfield to Burbank would be the final segment 
built to complete Phase 1 of the System. The Draft 2018 Business Plan assumes this segment would 
not open until at least 2033. 

IRECTOR 
Robert A. Lovingood Raj Malhi James C. Ledford Dave Perry 
SupeNisor, San Bernardino County First District (Chairman) Council Member, City of Lancaster Mayor, City of Palmdale Los Angeles County 

Kathryn Barger Scott Nassif Richard Kerr Jim Kennedy G, MetroSupervisor, Los Angeles County Fifth District (Vice-Choir) Mayor, Town of Apple Volley Mayor, City of Adelanto Council Member, CityofVictorville 
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The 2018 Draft Plan does acknowledge that Phase 1 of the high-speed rail system ''will offer 
tremendous opportunity for connecting to additional transformative transportation projects across the 
state, specifically in Los Angeles and Southern California." It also specifically calls out the HDC Rail 
Project as an example of short term project investments detailed in the State Rail Plan that will interact 
with Phase 1 :  

The State Rail Plan supports investments connecting privately operated high-speed rail service 
to Las Vegas and planned service in the High Desert Corridor with the California high-speed 
rail system at Palmdale. 

In preparing its final 2018 Business Plan, CHSRA should actively consider the revenue and ridership 
potential of completing Anaheim to Palmdale prior to 2033, where over 7.2 million round-trip 
passengers a year would ride HSR from Anaheim, Los Angeles and Burbank to Las Vegas, continuing 
over the High Desert Corridor and XpressWest. In this consideration, it is important to note that 
capital costs associated with both the HDCJPA Rail Project and XpressWest project would not in any 
way burden the CH SRA capital budget and the forecasted ridership and revenue of the Burbank to 
Palmdale line are anticipated to cover operating expenses as required by Proposition IA 

Although we are disappointed in the Authority's tentative plans to postpone service to Southern 
California for 15 years, the HDCJPA will not have to wait on the California HSR Project to advance 
the HDC Rail Project. With over a billion dollars in funds programmed for the project under Los 
Angeles County's Measure M and a connection to the XpressWest Project, we expect to be able to 
inaugurate high speed rail service from Palmdale to Las Vegas years before 2033. We therefore urge 
the CHSRA to amend its final 2018 Business Plan to leverage these investments to advance the 
completion of the high-speed rail system in Southern California in a similar timefrarne. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Robert Lovingood 
Chairman 
High Desert Corridor Joint Power Authority 

n IRECTOR 
Robert A. Lovingood Raj Malhi James C. Ledford Dave Perry 
SupeNisor, San Bernardino County First District (Chairman) Council Member, City of Lancaster Mayor, City of Palmdale Los Angeles County 

Kathryn Barger Scott Nassif Richard Kerr Jim Kennedy 
Supervisor, Los Angeles County Fifth District {Vice-Chair) Mayor, Town of Apple Volley Mayor, City of Adelanto Council Member, CityofVictorville � Metro 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: William 
Last Name: Slocum 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting William Slocum Written Public Comment 163.pdf (35 

kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Cindy 
Last Name: Cleghorn 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I am a business owner and homeowner in the Sunland-Tujunga area. I am 
opposed to the inclusion of the Refined E2 alternative and request it be 
removed from all consideration. This route will divide our community, destroy 
homes and families. We were promised that routes would follow existing 
transportation corridors. E2 is not a transportation corridor. Disruption of the 
Angeles National Forest would be a horrible choice. As. you evaulate the 
2018 Draft Business Plan please take this comment into consideration. 
Thank you. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Kendal 
Last Name : Asuncion 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Please find and accept into the record the Chamber's attached comment 
letter for the Draft 2018 Business Plan. 

Thank you, 
Kendal 

Kendal K. Asuncion I Public Policy Manager 
LOS ANGE LES AREA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
350 S. Bixel St. I Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Ph: 213.580.7518<tel:(213)%20580-7518> I Fax: 
213.580.7511 <tel:(213)%20580-7511 > 
kasuncion@lachamber.com<mailto:kasuncion@lachamber.com> I 
www.lachamber.com 

Attachments : 05.03.2018_CAHSRA_Business Plan-Support.pdf (304 kb) 
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LOS ANGELES AREA 
C H A M  B E R  OF  CO M M E R C E  

May 7, 2018 

Attn: Draft 2018  Business Plan 
California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: Support for California High Speed Rail Business plan 

Dear California High Speed Rail Authority: 

On behalf of the Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce, which represents more than 1,650 organizations 
and 650,000 employees in the region, I am writing to express the Chamber's conceptual support for the recently 
released Draft 201 8  Business Plan for California High Speed Rail project. By making investments in advanced 
infrastructure investments in the Southern California region, California High Speed Rail will create jobs, 
engage small businesses and foster a new vision for mobility in the State. 

The Draft 201 8  plan recognizes the challenges associated with megaproject delivery and we are pleased with 
the direction new leadership is taking to address them. The decision to redefine the alignment of Phase 1 to 
connect San Francisco to Bakersfield speaks to the Authority's understanding that high-speed rail operations 
must generate high ridership and demonstrate commercial viability. Additionally, with the federal 
environmental review deadlines fast approaching, the Chamber is pleased that the Authority aims to ensure the 
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reviews do not expire and that the work on the Los Angeles and Anaheim connections is completed in a 0 
timeframe that is compliant to the EIR. High-speed rail is a critical project to expand statewide connectivity � 

beyond our roadway system. It will be both an economic driver in the Southern California region and an �X 

(/)
important tool to reach the State's greenhouse gas emissions goals. � 

5" 
California High Speed Rail is one of the most transformative infrastructure projects the State and nation has (/) 

::lseen in years. The investments in Southern California will help grow jobs and increase our statewide mobility 
)> 
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options. We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft business plan. Should you have any ro(D 

!"questions, please contact Kendal Asuncion at kasuncion@lachamber.com or (213) 580-75 18 .  (") 
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Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Kelly 
Last Name : Erin Decker 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : To the Board Members of the California High Speed Rail Authority, 

Please find attached a letter on behalf of the Kagel Canyon Civic Association 
which sets forth our comments on the Draft 2018 Business Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Kelly Erin Decker 
President, 
Kagel Canyon Civic Association 

Attachments : HSR Business Plan - 0503018.pdf (533 kb) 
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Kagel Canyon Civic Associat ion 

April 30, 2018 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street 
Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Attn: Draft 2018 Business Plan 

Re: Public Comment on the Draft 2018 Business Plan 

Dear California High-Speed Rail Authority: 

I write today on behalf of the Kagel Canyon Civic Association to express concerns 
with the Draft 2018 Business Plan. 

The 2018 Business Plan should set forth a viable plan for financing, constructing, 
and connecting each of the eight Project Sections which comprise the full vision of 
the California High-Speed Rail project to connect San Francisco to Los Angeles. 
Unfortunately, the Business Plan falls short of this expectation in a number of 
regards, including the following which relate to our Project Section: 

(1) The Supplemental Alternatives Analysis Report and the Environmental 
Impact Report for the Palmdale to Burbank Project Section should include a 
range of viable alternative route alignments for review and consideration by 
the CHSRA. However, all three alignments proposed to connect Palmdale 
to Burbank go through the Angeles National Forest. The terms of Prop I A  
mandate that: "In order to reduce impacts on communities and the 
environment, the alignment for the high-speed train system shall follow 
existing transportation or utility corridors to the extent feasible and shall be 
financially viable. " CHSRA has not included for consideration a single 
alternative that utilizes an existing transportation corridor. This is a violation 
of the environmental principles that underlie the passage of Prop 1 A The 
three currently proposed alignments do not represent a sufficiently broad 
range of alternatives (i.e., any non-Forest alternatives) to ensure that any one 
alignment may be ultimately determined to be feasible, either financially or 
from an environmental or engineering perspective. 

(2) Page 18 of the Business Plan is devoted to discussing the myriad challenges 
associated with tunneling through the San Gabriel Mountains, including but 
not limited to seismicity, groundwater, and variable geologic conditions. 
This page explains that CHSRA has not yet obtained "the data needed to 
quantify those geologic conditions and risks" and that further geotechnical 

P.O. Box 922 1 9 1  Syhnar, CA 9 1 3 92-2 1 9 1  

www.kagelcanyon.com 



CHSRA 20 1 8  Draft Business Plan 
April 30 ,  20 1 8  
Page 2 

investigation is required in order to determine tunnel construction methods 
and to predict the cost of such tunneling. A Business Plan for the entire 
project cannot be approved when the Authority cannot reasonably calculate 
a cost estimate for what will be the most expensive and the most 
environmentally and technically challenging portion of the project. It is not 
fiscally responsible to approve such a significant "unknown" as part of a 
project that is already predicted to cost more than twice the amount that 
voters approved in 2008. Furthermore, the Business Plan ignores the 
existence of the report entitled "Draft Geotechnical Tunnel Feasibility 
Evaluation for High-Speed Rail Tunnels Beneath the Angeles National 
Forest" which was published by the CHSRA in March 2017. This report 
brings to light "significant design and construction challenges" which are 
likely to make tunneling technically infeasible and/or cost prohibitive. This 
report underscores the very real possibility that, since the only three route 
alignments currently under consideration include such tunneling, no 
alignment will be proven to be feasible. 

For these reasons, the Palmdale to Burbank Project Section as currently presented 
by the CHSRA is not viable. As the project overall is not viable without the P-B 
Project Section, the Business Plan overall is not viable. The CHSRA must remedy 
these failures before approving the Business Plan. In light of the foregoing, we will 
be recommending to our State Legislators that they reject the 2018 Business Plan 
unless/until these problems have been resolved. 

Sincerely , 

Kelly Decker 
President 
Kagel Canyon Civic Association 

cc via email to: 

California High Speed Rail Authority at 2018businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov 
25th District State Senator Anthony Portantino 
Fifth District Supervisor Kathryn Barger 
43rd District State Assemblymember Laura Friedman 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

Attachments : 

Adam 
Cohen 
Dear Sir/Ma'am, 

I am writing to provide support for the 2018 Draft Business Plan. In 
particular, I want to provide support for Valley-to-Valley (San Jose to 
Bakersfield service). Additionally, I would like to attach for the record a 
letter from the City of Bakersfield in response to the 2016 Business Plan. 
This letter calls for the electrification of the BNSF railroad from the end 
of CP4 to the downtown Bakersfield Amtrak Station at Truxtun Avenue. 
Please 
refer to #5 (sub-bullet #1) on Page 8. 

I support the option above (as explained in the attached letter). 
Electrifying trains along the BNSF would allow HSR to continue to downtown 
Bakersfield on system opening (providing this valley-to-valley service), 
ensuring the greatest possible ridership. This does not require any 
right-of-way acquisition and would provide the CHSRA time to acquire 
rights-of-way and construct other parts of the system. 

Should you have any questions or require any clarifications, please do not 
hesitate to reach me at your earliest convenience. Thank you for your time 
and consideration on this matter. 

Very respectfully, 

Adam Cohen 
661-912-2986 
? 

hsr (1).pdf (1 mb) 
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B A K E R S F I E L D 

Alan Tandy • City ManaQer 

April 4, 20 1 6  

Chairman Dan Richard and Members of the Board of Directors 
Cal ifornia High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS- 1 
Sacramento, CA 958 1 4  

Attn :  Draft 20 1 6  Business Plan 

Dear Mr. Richard and Members of the Board of Directors :  

Thank you for the opportunity for the City of  Bakersfield (City) to provide its comments 
regarding your draft 20 1 6  Business Plan (Draft Business Plan) . As the ninth largest city in the 
State of California and 1 of 1 2  station cities on Phase I of the High-Speed Rail ( HSR) system, 
we believe that our comments should be of heightened interest and significance. 

The City has sincerely appreciated the substantial ly improved working relationship with the 
High-Speed Rai l  Authority ( HSRA) under the leadership of Mr. Jeff Morales . I n  particular, 
HSRA' s  efforts to evaluate and consider the Bakersfield F Street Station Alignment ( BFSSA 
Alignment) have been appreciated. The City sincerely believes that the B FSSA Alignment 
wil l be a more advantageous and less impactful al ignment for the City and the community 
as a whole. 

With respect to the Draft Business Plan, the City 's  primary concern is the addition of an 
" interim" station at Poplar Avenue. Prior to the public release of the Draft Business P lan, it 
had been commonly anticipated that a change to the Initial Operating Segment ( IOS) 
would be forthcoming, with Bakersfield becoming the new southerly terminus of the IOS . 
What was wholly unexpected and highly disconcerting was the Draft Business P lan proposes 
the IOS might in fact terminate at the end of Construction Package (CP) 4 at Poplar 
Avenue, which is approximately 23 miles short of downtown Bakersfield .  

Reasons for Opposing Poplar A venue Interim Station 

It is acknowledged and appreciated that the Draft Business Plan also states that the IOS 
should and wil l  extend to downtown Bakersfield if additional federal funding is obtained, 
but for the following reasons, the City adamantly opposes terminating the IOS at a Poplar 
Avenue station: 

City of Bakersfield • City Mana�er's Office • 1 600 Truxtun Avenue 

Bakersfield • Cal iforn ia • 93301 
( 661 ) 3 26-3751  • Fax ( 661 ) 3 24-1 850 



High Speed Rail Authority 
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1 .  The establishment of an interim station at Poplar Avenue (instead of downtown 
Bakersfield) does not comply with multiple provisions of Proposition 1 A and reduces 
the stand-alone value of the 10S. 

2. The environmental impacts of an interim station at Poplar Avenue have not yet even 
begun to be identified or evaluated; the speculative environmental impacts are 
substantial. 

3. The establishment of an interim station at Poplar Avenue is incompatible with the 
Sustainable Community Strategy and greenhouse gas reduction requirements of SB  
375. 

4. The establishment of an interim station at Poplar Avenue is impracticable from a 
business perspective. 

5. Other options exist to bring HSR service to downtown Bakersfield as part of the IOS on 
an interim basis i f  additional funding to construct beyond CP 4 does not materialize. 

Caveats 

While the City is opposed to an interim station being located at Poplar Avenue u nder any 
circumstance, it is  important to note two critical caveats regarding the City ' s  position.  

Firstly, in discussions with HSRA staff since the release of the Draft Business P lan,  the City has 
been informed that even i f  the IOS ultimately does end at Poplar A venue, that this wil l  not 
stall , delay, or in any other way negatively affect the ability and timing of HSRA ' s  acquisition 
of property and relocation of affected businesses along the balance of the adopted Fresno 
to Bakersfield alignment any differently than if i t  was included as part of  the IOS. 

Secondly, it is represented in the Draft Business Plan and has been reinforced through 
discussions with HSRA staff that an interim station at Poplar Avenue, if constructed, would 
on ly be an interim facility until the further extension of Phase I .  Furthermore, there are no 
plans or intentions to retain the Poplar Avenue interim station as a permanent station upon 
extension of Phase I to Bakersfield, either in addition to or in place of the planned 
permanent station in downtown Bakersfield. 

Both of these caveats are absolutely critical to the City and any deviance or departure from 

them will be adamantly challenged and opposed. 

Information Regarding Poplar Avenue Station Site 

In order to help understand some of the City ' s  reasons for opposing the Poplar Avenue 
station location, the following information is offered: 
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• The proposed interim station is located at the end of CP 4, which is located at the 
point where the adopted HSR a lignment (generally adjacent to the BNSF R ai lroad )  
intersects Poplar Avenue,  approximately four miles northwest of central Shafter .  Whi le 
the Draft Business P lan does not attempt to identify any more precise locatio n  for the 
station, there is virtual ly no existing urban development within over a mi le of t his point. 
Other than an agricu ltural trucking/warehousing faci lity, the area surrounding th is 
location is privately-owned farmland. 

• There is no urban infrastructure that exists within the vicinity of the proposed Poplar 
Avenue interim station.  Other than State Highway 43 (a four-lane highway between 
Shafter and Wasco) , the only streets in the surrounding area are two-lane rural roads. 

• The Poplar Avenue station site has virtually no existing transportation connectivity. The 
only form of public transit available to the site is Kern Transit, which runs small intra
regional busses six times per day to and from Bakersfie ld .  Even by car, the site is 
approximately seven to eight miles to the nearest freeway (State Route 99 via Lerdo 
Highway) . 

• Note attached Figure 1 ,  which shows the relative locations of the proposed Poplar 
Avenue interim station and the Bakersfield F Street Station . Particular attention is 
drawn to the urbanization in proximity to each station location. 

Supporting Information 

The fol lowing information is provided in support of the City' s reasons for opposing this 
proposal .  

1 .  The establishment of an interim station at Poplar Avenue (instead of downtown 
Bakersfield) does not comply with multiple provisions of Proposition 1 A. 

Among the provisions of Proposition 1 A (Streets and Highways Code Section 2704) are the 
fol lowing: 

Sec. 2704.0S(f): I n  selecting corridors or usable segments thereof for 
construction, the authority shal l  give priority to those corridors or usable 
segments thereof that are expected to require the least amount of bond funds 
as a percentage of total cost of construction.  Among other criteria it may use 
for establishing priorities for initiating construction on corridors or usable 
segments thereof, the authority shal l  include the following: ( 1 )  projected 
ridership and revenue, (2) the need to test and certify trains operating at 
speeds of 220 miles per hour, (3) the util ity of those corridors or usable 
segments thereof for passenger train services other than high-speed train 
service that wil l  not result in any unreimbursed operating or maintenance costs 
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to the authority, and (4) the extent to which corridors include facil it ies 
contained therein to enhance the connectivity of the high-speed t ra in 
network to other modes of  transit, including, but not limited to, conventiona l  
rail (intercity rail, commuter rail, light rail, or other rail transit), bus, o r  air transit . 

Sec. 2704.09(h): Stations shal l be located in areas with good access to loca l  
mass transit or other modes of  transportation.  

Section 2704.09(i): The high-speed rail system shall be p lanned a n d  
constructed in a manner that minimizes urban sprawl and impacts o n  the 
natura l  environment. 

For the reasons cited above, the Poplar Avenue station location clearly does not meet the 
cited requirements of Proposition 1 A.  The station location has no meaningful connectivity to 
any mass transit of other modes of transportation. The negative impacts of th is 
circumstance become even more acute and relevant when taking into consideration the 
fact  that the Poplar Avenue station would function as the southerly terminus of the IOS. 

One of the essentia l supporting purposes of locating a station in downtown Bakersfield and 
the core areas of other HSR station cities i s  to help in facilitating more dense and compact 
urban forms in core areas and conversely to help al leviate more accelerated urban sprawl 
(see Sec. 2704.09 (i) above) . Even as an interim facil ity, the Poplar Avenue station wil l have 
the opposite effect of this goal. 

It wil l delay and diminish efforts (currently being planned via the Bakersfield Station Area 
Plan) to focus new development in downtown Bakersfield leveraged off of the Bakersfield 
HSR  station. Conversely, it wi l l  have an inducing effect on the predominately rural/suburban 
urban form in the general vicinity of the Poplar Avenue station location. Even after the 
interim station is abandoned, a portion of the ancil lary development attracted by the 
Poplar A venue station will remain, possibly inducing the premature conversion of 
productive farmland and/or producing urban decay. 

2. The environmental impacts of an Interim station at Poplar Avenue have not yet even 
begun to be identified or evaluated; the speculative environmental impacts are 
substantial. 

To the City ' s  knowledge, no CEQA or NEPA review, or any preliminary environmental 
screening has been conducted for the Poplar Avenue station. For a considerable public 
improvement with considerable associated impacts to be located in a remote and rural 
location, it can only be rationally concluded that the environmental impacts wil l be 
substantial. Conducting such formal CEQA/N EPA review would be involved and time 
consuming and vulnerable to legal chal lenge when considering the substantial change 
and impact to a rural location .  Insofar as one of the tenants for proposing the interim Poplar 



High Speed Rail Authority 
April 4, 20 1 6  

Page 5 

Avenue station is to help ensure that the IOS can begin operating as soon as possible, the 
distinct possibility of environmental complications, chal lenges, and delays wou ld be 
counter to that objective. 

While i t  i s  acknowledged that the Poplar Avenue station is proposed to be an interim  station 
only, a public facil ity of this nature and magnitude cannot avoid producing s ubstantial 
direct and indirect impacts; including, but not l imited to: 

• Traffic and Circulation: These impacts wil l  be greatly heightened given the l imited 
nature and capacity of the existing circu lation system in the area of the station .  

• Land Use: As stated, the area around the station is completely rural in character and 
mostly comprised of productive farmland. The station and its future demand for 
ancil lary uses will constitute a complete and dramatic change from the existing 
nature and character of the area. 

• Agricultural Resources: The Poplar A venue station location is situated directly in the 
middle of an area of productive farmland.  Either th is farmland will be permanently 
lost to urban development, or there will substantial costs to converting it and placing 
it back into agricultural production after the station is abandoned. 

• Air Quality: The cumulative added vehicle miles traveled for Bakersfie ld area 
passengers to travel to and from this remote station location wil l  have a considerably 
exacerbating effect on air qual ity emissions compared to a downtown Bakersfield 
station. 

3. The establishment of an interim station at Poplar Avenue is incompatible with the 
Sustainable Community Strategy and greenhouse gas reduction requirements of SB 
375. 

The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (Sustainable Communities 
Act, S B  375, Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008) supports the State's c limate action goals to 
reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions through coordinated transportation and land use 
planning with the goal of more sustainable communities. 

Under the Sustainable Communities Act, each of California ' s  Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) must prepare a "sustainable communities strategy" (SCS) as an 
integral part of its regional transportation plan ( RTP) . The SCS contains land use, housing, 
and transportation strategies that, if implemented, would a llow the region to meet its GHG 
emission reduction targets. Once adopted by the M PO, the RTP/SCS guides the 
transportation policies and investments for the region.  
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In  Ju ly 20 1 4, the Kern Council of Governments ( KernCOG) adopted the RTP/SCS for Kern 
County, which includes Bakersfield. 

The SCS identifies specific implementation strategies that local governments, KernCOG, 
and other stakeholders may consider in order to successfully implement the SCS. This 
includes construction and upgrades to transit facilities within the metropolitan  area, 
identification of transit-priority areas within Metropolitan Bakersfield, encourageme nt of infi l l  
a long major transit corridors that is consistent with the Central Core Area of Bakersf ie ld,  and 
other implementation strategies. 

These strategies facilitate future development that efficien tly moves the public and  goods 
throughout the region while connecting homes to major regional employment centers .  The 
SCS demonstrates that placement of the HSR Station within Metropolitan Bakersfie l d  would 
be consistent  with the goals and polices of SB 375, and ensures that the City a n d  Kern 
County continue to meet the Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Vehicle Trip reduction targets 
established by the California Air Resources Board . 

4. The establishment of an interim station at Poplar Avenue is impracticable from a 

business and cost perspective. 

Table 6.3 in the Ridership and Revenue Forecasting Technical Supporting Document 
attempts to forecast ridership for various operating scenarios, including d ifferences 
between the Valley to Val ley (VtoV) IOS (San Jose to Poplar Avenue) and the Va lley to 
Val ley Extended (VtoV Ext .) IOS (San Francisco to Bakersfie ld) . 

The City contends that HSR ridership between the Bakersfie ld area and other San Joaquin 
Valley stations in particular ( Kings/Tu lare and Fresno) wil l  be dramatically different between 
a station located at Poplar Avenue and downtown Bake rsfie ld. At an established fare of 
$40 for the 33-mile trip between the Fresno and Kings/Tulare stations, it must be assumed 
that ridership on this segment wil l be relatively l imited .  Since the only other San Joaquin 
Valley station on the IOS is in the Bakersfield area, the majority of travel within the San 
Joaquin Val ley (based on cost and time efficiency) would be between the Bakersfield  area 
and the other two stations. 

For travel within the San Joaquin Valley, Table 6.3 estimates 2025 annual ridership on the 
VtoV segment (Poplar Avenue station) at 700,000 passengers with annual revenues at 
$37.04 mil l ion .  By contrast, intra-San Joaquin Valley travel on the VtoV Ext. segment 
(Bakersfield station) is estimated at 1 ,000,000 passengers (43% greater) with revenues of 
$55.47 mil l ion (50% greater) . For the minimum four year difference between the completion 
of the IOS and Phase I ,  this is at least $73 .72 mil l ion ($ 1 8.43 mil l ion/year) viewed as a missed 
opportunity by not extending the IOS to downtown Bakersfie ld.  
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While these differences are substantial, the City contends that the differences in  ridership 
(and revenue) estimates for these two scenarios would actually be greater than 
forecasted .  The reason for th is is not based on complicated modeling, but rather s imple 
math.  Using the established fare between Bakersfield and Fresno of $56, the estimated time 
and cost of driving from Bakersfield to the Poplar Avenue station, and the estimated time 
and cost of driving from Bakersfield to Fresno, a passenger taking a HSR train a l l  the way 
from downtown Bakersfield to Fresno would be paying about the same as drivin g  (based 
on total driving costs) while saving about 40 minutes in travel time. 

By comparison, a Bakersfield resident taking HSR from the Poplar Avenue station to Fresno 
would be paying an additional  cost of $ 1 0 compared to driving (additional $45 based on 
gas costs only) to save only about 20 minutes in overall travel time. To the average 
consumer, the differences in value are significant and would lead one to assume that only 
a l imited number of consumers would chose the HSR option for travel between Fresno and 
the Bakersfield area with the station at Poplar Avenue. 

To our knowledge, the Draft Business P lan does not contain a separate estimate of the 
direct and indirect costs of constructing an interim station at Poplar Avenue. I t  is reasonably 
assumed that as an interim station, facil ities would be l imited to only those nominally 
needed, but even with that, the costs cannot be insubstan tial .  In addition to the basic cost 
of rail platforms and station facilities, the following would be needed for an interim station: 

• A very large amount of (assumed) surface parking, increased by the fact  that this 
would serve as the southerly terminus of the 10S. 

• Bus facil ities to accommodate an estimated 72 bus trip ends per day to provide 
feeder bus service to southern California . 

• Improving and widening access roads and approaches. Merced Avenue, the most 
direct route from the Poplar Avenue station to State Route 99, currently does not 
cross the Friant-Kern Canal .  

• Extending needed util ities and infrastructure for an u nknown distance to an isolated 
rural location .  

• Whi le the sum of al l  these costs will be considerable, the effective cost is even more 
compounded when considering: ( 1 )  that al l  of these facilities will on ly have an 
estimated functional l ife of four years; and (2) the added cost of removing the 
majority of the facilities or converting them to an alternative use upon the extension 
of the HSR system to downtown Bakersfield. 

5. Other options exist to bring HSR service to downtown Bakersfield as part of the 10S on 
an interim basis if additional funding to construct beyond CP 4 does not materialize. 
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As noted, the Poplar Avenue station is 23 miles northwest of downtown Bakersfield .  Not  only 
is the interim station remote and inconvenient to potential  HSR riders from the Bakersfield 
area, the station location is perhaps even more unattractive to potential HSR riders a rriving 
at Bakersfie ld .  Unl ike the proposed bus feeder service to southern California, the re is no 
proposed feeder service to central Bakersfield and no significant existing transit service. 
Passengers arriving at the Poplar Avenue station and destined for the Bakersfiel d  area 
would essentially be "stuck" if they did not have access to a waiting vehicle. 

As noted above, the Poplar Avenue interim station poses numerous disadvantages and 
negative impacts, and the direct and indirect costs of constructing (and u l t imately 
abandoning) an interim station at that location would be very substantial . If fun ding is 
unavai lable to construct the 23-mile segment of the HSR system from CP 4 to Bakersfield as 
part of the IOS, please consider these other less costly options to bring HSR service to 
Bakersfield on an interim basis, as fol lows: 

1 .  Electrify the adjacent BNSF/ Amtrak rail l ine in order to al low HSR trains to continue to 
the existing Bakersfield Amtrak station on an interim basis . 

2. Uti l ize u ltra-clean diesel engines that could be used to propel HSR trains  from a 
staging point at Poplar Avenue to the Bakersfield Amtrak station on an interim basis. 
While this would lengthen travel times from Poplar Avenue to Bakersfield compared 
to the first option, it would be substantial ly less costly. It would also be much less 
costly and impactful than constructing and abandoning a Poplar Avenue interim 
station .  In addition to providing a one-seat ride on the IOS to downtown Bakersfield, it 
would also make the proposed feeder bus service to southern California more 
efficient and effective by being able to utilize the existing feeder bus terminal 
adjacent to the Bakersfield Amtrak station. 

Impacts to Shafter Heavy Maintenance Facil ity Site 

As a separate, but also s ignificant final concern regarding the possibi lity of ending the IOS 
at the end of CP 4, it is noted that doing so would by default preclude the opportunity to 
locate the HSR Heavy Maintenance Facility (HMF) at the proposed site just south of Shafter. 
The City is supportive of establishing the HMF at one of the two proposed sites in Kern 
County (Shafter or Wasco) . 

The HSRA has prepared an evaluation matrix of 1 2  proposed HMF sites. Based on eight 
separate criteria used to evaluate the sites, the Shafter site received the highest possible 
rating in 6 of 8 criteria. None of the other 1 1  sites received the highest rating in more than 
three criteria categories. To eliminate the Shafter HMF site from consideration simply and 
solely because it was located a few miles beyond the established end of the IOS would be 
doing a disservice to Kern County and, u ltimately, the efficiency of the entire HSR system. 
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Summary and Conclusion 

In conclusion ,  it is reiterated that the City is appreciative of the efforts that Mr. Morales and 
the HSRA have made to address and respond to the City ' s  HSR-related issues and concerns . 
The City is a lso appreciative of the Draft Business P lan ' s  stated goal to attempt to extend 
the 10S to downtown Bakersfield. However, for the aforementioned reasons, the City must 
go on record stating its firm opposition to the possibil ity of locating an interim station at 
Poplar Avenue, and requesting that the Draft Business P lan be modified to eliminate this 
option, or, at a minimum, evaluate and consider the identified options to extend 10S 
service to downtown Bakersfield through interim means. 

Thank you for thoughtful and meaningful consideration of the City' s comments, which were 
approved by a vote of the Bakersfield City Council on March 30, 20 1 6. 

cc: Steven Teglia, Assistant City Manager 
Andrew Heglund, Deputy City Attorney 
Nick Fidler, Public Works Director 

Doug Mcisaac, Community Development Director 
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Japan's Comments on the Ca l ifornia H igh-Speed Ra i l  Authority's Draft 2018 Business Plan 

[ Implementation and Del ivery Strategy] 

We be l i eve that the  st rategy of gradua l ly construct i ng  from the  Centra l Va l l ey sect ion and  
sta rt i ng  the  service as soon as  possi b l e  i s  q u ite correct i n  l i ght o f  ou r  experi ence i n  J apan .  I n  
J a pan ,  demand  for construct i ng  Sh i n ka nsen l i n es n at ionwide  grew stronger as  peop le  
rea l ized i t s  conven ience .  I t  i s  important to sta rt the h igh-speed ra i lway as  ea r ly as  possi b l e  
a nd  have many peop le  rea l ized the  adva ntage of  h igh-speed ra i lway. 

On the  other  h and, we th i n k  that the  view po int of system i ntegrat ion i s  important even i n  
the  case o f  gradua l  construct io n .  For examp le, a lthough t h e  t u n ne l  o f  Pacheco Pass i s  
s upposed t o  be constructed fi n a l ly i n  t h e  S i l icon Va l l ey a nd  the  Centra l Va l l ey sect ion ,  i f  the  
specificat ion of  the  ro l l i ng stock i s  dec ided pr ior  to  the  des ign  of  the  tun ne l ,  the  des ign of  t he  
t unne l  may lose fl exi b i l ity. Genera l ly, when  construct i ng  a t u nne l ,  the  sma l l e r  the  cross
sect iona l  a rea becomes, the  lower the cost is . However, as  the cross-sect iona l  a rea of the  
tunne l  becomes sma l l e r, it i s  necessa ry to  ta ke measu res on  the  ro l l i n g  stock, such as  shap ing  
the  veh ic le  to  cou nter m ic ro-pressu re waves, and  ra i s i ng  a i rt ightness i n s i de  the  veh ic le  to 
avo id  ea r-popp ing  and  the  reverse flow of the  toi l et water caused by the  sudden  cha nge i n  
a i r  p ressu re .  I f  you i nt rod uced t h e  ro l l i n g  stock that i s  not app l ied with such cou ntermeasures, 
t he  cross sect iona l  a rea of t unne l  cou l d  not be redu ced and  an opt ion fo r cost red uct ion 
wou l d  be lost . For th i s, we th i n k  that it i s  important to cons ider  the  who le  system i ntegrat ion 
beforehand  even i n  the  case of gradua l  construct io n .  

A s  fo r t h e  p rocu rement p l an ,  t h e  specif ic schedu l e  and  contents i s  not shown i n  t h e  p l a n .  
However, t h e  schedu l e  a nd  contents o f  b i dd i ng a re ext reme ly importa nt when p rivate 
compan ies form u l ate a bus i ness p l a n .  In order  to enhance the pred icta b i l ity fo r p rivate 
compan i es, p l ease descr i be specif ic i nfo rmat ion as m uch as  poss i b l e .  F u rther, we wou l d  l i ke 
to note that J apan  i s  h igh ly i nterested i n  b i dd i ng  of ro l l i n g  stock a nd  ra i l  i nfrast ructu re .  

I n  November  l a st yea r, t he  ea r ly tra i n  operator was se l ected .  I t  i s  im portant t o  ta ke the  
op i n ions  of  the  operator i n  the  p l an .  And we va l u e  the  se l ect ion as it shows p rogress i s  made  
i n  the  Ca l ifo rn i a  h igh-speed ra i l  p roject .  On the  other  hand ,  d ue  to  the  DB  becom ing  the  ea r ly 
t ra i n  operator, we a re concerned that the b i dd i ng may be based on  the Eu ropean tech n ica l  
sta nda rds  and  the  knowledge and  tech no logy of  J apanese Sh i n ka nsen ca nnot be ut i l ized . We 
wou l d  l i ke to req uest that it wi l l  be an  open b i dd i ng that can make use of the  knowledge and  
tech no logy of  J apanese Sh i n kansen .  



[Capital Costs and Funding] 

In this business plan, the cost has increased compared to the 2016 Business Plan. Although 

the lower cost the better it is, in light of our experience in Japan, it is often necessary to 

review the cost in large-scale projects like high-speed ra i l .  We highly value that this time the 

cost was analyzed more precisely, considering risks. 

Although there is a gap between the amount of necessary budget and secured financial 

resources, we hope that efforts wi l l  be made to reduce the costs and secure funding sources 

to realize the project. We would l ike to mention that Japan once proposed cost reduction of 

tens of b i l l ions of Japanese yen by reducing the cross-sectional area of the tunnel in the case 

of the Ta iwan Shinkansen. 
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May 4, 2018 

Ca l ifo rn i a  H igh-Speed Ra i l  Autho rity 

Attn :  D raft 2018 Bus i ness P l a n  Via Emai l  

770  L Street, Su ite 620 MS-1 

Sacra mento, CA 95814 

R E :  Comments on  D raft 2018 Bus i ness P l a n  

Chief Executive Officer (CEO} Letter 

The P roject is descr i bed as  a "vi s ion ." In  fact, what i s  needed i s  a deta i led descr ipt ion of how to so lve 

the on-go i ng l ack  of re l i a b le  fu nd i ng.  The CEO states that "greater certa i nty on fu nd i ng" i s  needed to 

de l ive r the S i l i con Va l l ey to Centra l Va l ley Li ne not to ment ion the rest of the P roject. Certa i nty i n  

fu nd i ng i s  i m poss i b l e  when t h e  amount o f  fu nd i ng needed i s  u nknown pa rt i cu l a r ly beca use t unne l i ng 

cost i n  the Pacheco Pass is u n known .  S im i l a r ly, fu nd i ng needs fo r Phase I a re u ndete rmi ned l a rge ly 

beca use of u n known costs to tunne l  in the Tehachap i  and Sa n Ga br ie l  Mounta i n s  a mong other  

u n knowns .  

The CEO says the Autho rity i s  tra ns it io n i ng from a p l a nn i ng o rga n ization  to a p roject de l ive ry 

o rga n i zat i on .  P l a n n i ng emphas i s  cont i n ues to be needed espec ia l ly with "much of the system i n  the 

env i ronmenta l a nd  p re l im i n a ry des ign stage ." Poor p la n n i ng has  p lagued the P roject from the 

begi n n i ng .  The CEO ta l ks a bout i nvest ing the rema i n i ng P rop .  1A bookend fu nds i n  Southern Ca l ifo rn i a  

to p repa re fo r HSR .  HSR i s  decades away from Southern Ca l ifo rn i a .  F u rthermore, w i th  a l l  the fu nd i ng 

prom ises i n  Northern and  Southern Ca l i fo rn i a, ( Pg .  22 )  P rop .  1A bookend money cou l d  we l l  be over 

com m itted .  

I n  rea l ity, t h i s  P l a n  i s  a n  attem pt t o  exp l a i n  how at t h e  end o f  t h e  next decade there m ight b e  224 m i les 

of h igh-speed ra i l  ready i nfrastructu re a l o ng two l i nes .  One i n  the Centra l Va l l ey ( Ba ke rsfie ld  to Madera )  

and  one i n  the S i l i con Va l l ey (G i l roy to 4
th 

and  Ki ng Streets i n  Sa n F ra nc i sco v ia Sa n Jose ) .  I n  2008 when 

the P rop .  1A vote was taken, the centra l se l l i ng po int was Bay to Bas i n  i n  2 hou rs a nd  40 m i n utes . The 

Bay to Bas in  concept and  trave l t ime to com pete w i th  a i r l i nes has  been lost . I t  i s  now a comm ute r l i ne  

between G i l roy and  the rest of S i l i con Va l ley as  a means to lessen the Bay Area hous ing c r i s i s  by open i ng 

Centra l Va l l ey hous ing ma rkets ( Pg .  20) . 

Last ly, the CEO says state fu nd i ng comm itted to the P roject ca n be l everaged to pu rsue "add it io na l  

p r ivate and  federa l  fu nd i ng." There ca n not be "add it iona l "  p r ivate money beca use not one d ime  of 

p r ivate money has been i nvested in the P roject. I t  i s  genera l ly accepted there wi l l  be no more federa l  

money spent on  H S R  i n  Ca l ifo rn i a .  There i s  stiff com petit ion fo r fede ra l  ra i l  do l l a rs especi a l ly from 

Amtra k fo r modern i z i ng its northeast co rr idor .  

Cha l lenges Ahead 

F i rst, HSR trave l needs a l o ng the p roposed i n it ia l l i n e  in the Centra l Va l l ey need to be re-exa m i ned .  

I t  i s  d i s i ngenuous  to com pa re l ong d i sta nce i nte rnat iona l  HSR trave l between  dest inat ion c it ies such as  

Mad rid to  Sevi l l e  o r  Pa r is to  Lyon w i th  what  is d i scussed fo r Ca l iforn ia ;  a n  800 m i l e  route w i th  24 

stat ions  or an ave rage of 33 . 33  m i les between  stat ions .  



California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Attn: Draft 2018 Business Plan 
May 4, 2018 
Page 2 

Exhibit 1.3 (Pg. 7) compares estimated travel times by HSR, car and existing passenger rail. Flying time is 
unfairly omitted based on time to get to and from an a irport, finding parking and going through security 
a l l  of which similarly apply to HSR travel. 

It is misleading to compare the geologic, groundwater and seismic challenges of Pacheco Pass with the 
Gotthard Base Tunnel, a 35 mile tunnel through the granite rock of the Swiss Alps that took sixteen 
years to build. 

The most current Central Valley (Bakersfield to Madera) cost estimate of $10.6 billion does not include 
trainsets. Sixteen trainsets are estimated to cost $1 billion. The Central Valley segment was originally 
estimated to cost $6 billion, revised to $7.6 billion in 2016 and now estimated to cost $10.6, and 
according to the 2018 Plan it could cost over $12 billion. 

Details are needed for how HSR would interface with Amtrak in the Central Valley and with Caltrain 
between San Francisco, San Jose and Gilroy while the Pacheco Pass issues are being solved as this will 
take years. Ridership on the Central Valley segment between Madera and Bakersfield competing with 
San Joaquin Amtrak is uncertain at best. Despite adding a southbound and northbound train in June 
2016 for a total of seven trains per day each way, for the 2016-17 fiscal year the Amtrak operating 
subsidy was estimated to be about $43.4 mill ion according to a report in November 2016. Prop. lA 
prohibits an HSR subsidy 

The cost of the Merced extension is not included in the $29.5 bill ion Silicon Valley to Central Valley cost 
estimates (Pgs. 15 & 39). 

Risk Assessment 

The Plan makes it clear that a "mega project of this magnitude and complexity" cannot be completed 
using only pay-as-you-go financing. The Plan proposes leveraging Cap-and-Trade annual receipts of 
$750 mill ion by issuing state revenue or lease revenue bonds tota ling $3.9 to $11.1 billion. Because of 
the uncertainty of Cap-and-Trade auction receipts the state would have to provide a "credit 
enhancement" or guarantee principal and interest payments to bondholders. Additionally, the Cap-and
Trade program would have to be extended to 2050 to allow time to pay off the long term bonds. 

The risk and downside of such a financing is that available funds are expended with only the Silicon 
Valley to Central Valley segment financed. Ridership and revenue forecasts for the valley to valley 
operation are highly suspect as far as providing funding for continuing to Los Angeles. Valley Amtrak 
ridership is already heavily subsidized. There is a high probability of Phase I never being completed not 
to mention the risk of Phase II ever being built. 

Conclusion 

The Peer Review Group letter to the HSRA Board concerning the Draft 2018 Business Plan dated March 
30, 2018 is revealing. It says, ''The Authority can no longer be expected to deliver a project for which 
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the proposed scope is not matched by adequate and reliable funding." It goes on to outline in broad 
terms four courses of action. Under the circumstances d iscussed above, the first option is the most 
practical; end the Project immediately. This would entail paying contractor charges, reta in, sell or return 
acquired property, and repay ARRA money. This is consistent with Issues for Legislative Consideration 
identified in the Legislative Ana lyst's Office (LAO) review of the Draft 2018 Business Plan dated April 2, 
2018. 

Issue 1: Actual Project Costs Could Be Even Higher. Base cost estimate of $77.3 billion to complete 
Phase I, but costs could range from $63.2 to $98.1 billion. 

Issue 2: Significant Uncertainties Regarding Funding to Complete /OS. A large portion of Initial 
Operating Segment (105) funding would come from borrowing against future Cap-and-Trade auction 
revenues through 2050. If auction revenues did not materialize and/or costs escalated, the state would 
need to identify other fund sources for the 105 - likely the General Fund. 

Issue 3: No Complete Funding Plan for Remainder of Phase I. The Plan discusses possibly securitizing 
the net operating revenues of the 105 but there are chal lenges with this approach. First, it is unlikely 
that the 105 will actually generate an operating surplus. Second, securitizing the net cash flow would 
not make funding available until 2032 even though funds to complete Phase I would be needed sooner. 
Third, the Plan estimates the funding that could be generated would fall substantially short of the funds 
needed to complete Phase I and it does not specify how this shortfa ll would be met. 

Issue 4: Full Funding Plan Needed. Considering all the above funding challenges, as well as the potential 
for further cost increases, it is absolutely crucial for the HSR Authority to have a complete and viable 
funding plan to complete the 105 and the remainder of Phase I . Since no such funding plan exists, an  
exit strategy needs to be developed now. 

In short, it is time to stop this Project. 

Sincerely, 

Will iam C. Descary 

(661) 834-3507 
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Acumen Comments on CAHSR Draft 201 8 Business Plan as of May 4, 201 8: 

1 .  The CEO letter states that CAHSR will conduct business differently and transform from a planning organization 

to project delivery. The initial stages are dwarfed with what needs to be done in comparison to the project time 

scale. Has a detai led or resource-loaded schedule been developed for implementation that can be shared with 

the public? 

2.  To emphasize the importance of moving CAHSR forward and to give the reader of the business plan a better 

understanding of the challenge in bui lding high-speed rail, a report section should be dedicated to how the 

CAHSR current stage of delivery (schedule and costs) compares with international HSR projects. Plan needs to 

address the issue of why the high-speed rail endeavor in Californ ia is taking so long. 

3. The CAHSR plan falls short of emphasizing the need to address local traffic concerns in urban areas and the 

integration of HSR with other modes, such as commuter rail, metros, bus, and autonomous vehicles that wil l 

generate HSR users. 

4. The picture on page 5 showing urban commuter traffic congestion is not what HSR is about in California. The 

report states that Los Angeles, San Francisco and San Jose have some of the most grueling commutes in the 

nation. This is not going to be solved by HSR. Investing in transportation within urban areas will enable people 

to move about more freely. High-speed rail is a service between long distance urban centers. 

5 .  The plan overemphasizes the desire to construct the Silicon Valley to the Central Valley portion. The report 

struggles to convey each reason to build this portion. It is a change in direction from past objectives which have 

been publ icly established. The report describes the Central Valley as an area of low population, poverty and 

unemployment which contradicts the prior established reasons for high speed rail in the area. I t  states a desire to 

make trips as quickly as possible in an area well serviced by highways. Ticket revenue, if any, from such a 

region would obviously not generate an impact in the costs of operating HSR in the region. The report states 

that the intention is to recover operating costs through ticket revenue. Surely there must be another area in 

Cal iforn ia rather than the Central Valley that can more effectively justify the need for a high-speed rail service. 

6 .  The CAHSR plan should justify its organization and address the problem of leadership and turnover in CAHSR 

management. Discuss what is being done to stabilize this issue because for certain goals and objectives are 

being changed and derailed by this problem. 

Page 2 of 3 
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7. The report could have done a better job at explaining the constant escalation of costs. A system that was 

estimated at $40 bil l ion in 2008 is now at a staggering $77 bil l ion to $100 bi l l ion. The report has not adequately 

explained cost over runs on current construction with in the Central Valley. The report states that CAHSR will 

have better cost and schedule management in the future, but why was this not recognized as a risk earlier and 

mitigated as such cost over runs have not set a good management example in the public image. 

8. CASHR has a 30% Small Business Program that is performing wel l .  Acumen supports the agency's efforts to 

meet and exceed this program's current objectives. What are the actual small business objectives achieved 

over the past two years? Three years? Five years? 

Page 3 of 3 
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lJPA 
TRANSBAY JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 

Mark Zabaneh • Executive Director 

May 4, 2018  

Via U.S. Mail and Email 
Mr. Brian Kelly, CEO 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 958 14  

Subject: TJPA Comments on CHSRA Draft 201 8  Business Plan 

Dear Mr. Kelly, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the California High-Speed Rail Authority's (CHSRA) 
Draft 201 8  Business Plan (the "Draft Plan"). The Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) 
commends the CHSRA for completing the Draft Plan and continuing to advance this important 
project. 

The TJPA would like to offer the following comments on the Draft Plan: 

1 )  The TJPA commends the CHSRA for revising the Central Valley to Silicon Valley Line 
(the "Valley-to-Valley Line") and extending it to San Francisco. We firmly believe that 
recognizing San Francisco as the terminus of this segment of the CHS RA Phase 1 System 
will provide enormous benefits to CHSRA riders as well as the San Francisco Bay Area 
and Central Valley regions. 

2) The Draft Plan suggests that the San Francisco terminus of the Valley-to-Valley line is 
expected to the 4th and King Caltrain station in 2029, and the Salesforce Transit Center 
in 2033. Thus, the Draft Plan suggests a four-year delay in CHSRA's delivery of high 
speed rail service to downtown San Francisco as compared to the 201 6  Business Plan. 

We respectfully advocate that the CHSRA make the Salesforce Transit Center the 
northern terminus of the Valley-to-Valley Line in 2029. Construction of the Salesforce 
Transit Cent�r and the start of bus operation revenue service is scheduled to be completed 
this summer. With this milestone, the focus of the TJPA and the San Francisco Bay Area 
Region will be the implementation of Downtown Rail Extension (DTX), which includes 
extending the Caltrain and CHSRA line from the 4th and King Station into the Salesforce 
Transit Center. The TJPA has been coordinating implementation schedules with CHSRA 
on a monthly basis for several years. While the DTX is funding dependent, it can be 
completed and ready to receive CHSRA trains by as early as 2027. Therefore, CHSRA's 
final Business Plan should identify the Salesforce Transit Center as the northern terminal 
station for the Valley-to-Valley Line in 2029, with the 4th and King Station identified as 
the contingency station should the transit center not be timely available because of 

201 M iss ion Street, Su i te 2 1 00 .  San Francisco. CA 94 1 05 • 4 1 5 . 597.4620 • transbaycenter.org a- o 
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3) We are surprised about the Draft Plan's general lack of mention of the status of the 
Salesforce Transit Center and DTX, particularly when compared with the level of 
information provided on other components of the CHS RA Phase 1 System-for example, 
Caltrain electrification and Los Angeles Union Station. The Salesforce Transit Center is 
the Proposition IA-designated northern terminus of the system. As the northern bookend, 
it would be appropriate to provide more detailed discussion in the final Business Plan. 
We believe the Plan's audience, particularly the investment community, would likewise 
expect the final Business Plan to give more attention to the Transbay Program, given its 
vital role in connecting CHSRA's Phase 1 System from Los Angeles/Anaheim to 
downtown San Francisco. 

4) The Capital Cost Basis of Estimate Report recognizes that the costs for the Valley-to
Valley Line include a $550 million contribution from the CHSRA towards the DTX. As 
construction of the DTX is expected to be ongoing between 2020 and 2027, the final 
Business Plan should confirm that the agreed $550 million in funding will be timely 
available to the TJPA for that work (that is, the CHSRA contribution will not be delayed 
until 2029 or later). 

Also, when CHSRA made its commitment of$550 million in its 2016  Business Plan, the 
arrival of CHSRA service at the Salesforce Transit Center was planned for 2029. As 
discussed above, the T JP A is optimistic that CHS RA can still achieve revenue service at 
the transit center in 2029 and that CHSRA will make the funds available for construction 
to meet that schedule. But if CHS RA is now planning for service at the transit center to 
begin in 2033 or CHSRA is otherwise planning to delay its $550 million contribution to 
the DTX, the amount of the contribution should be escalated from the Base Year 2015 
dollars reported in the 2016 Business Plan along with the year of expenditure dollars to 
account for the delay. 

Finally, we recommend that the final version of the Business Plan cite the $550-million 
contribution to the DTX in the main report, not just in the Capital Cost Basis of Estimate 
Report. 

Please give these comments appropriate consideration, and incorporate any changes required by 
the comments into the final 201 8  Business Plan to improve the information provided to the 
public. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

cc: TJPA Board 
201 8businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov 

20 1 Mission Street,  Suite 2 1 00 ,  Son Francisco, CA 94 1 05 • 4 1  5.597 .4620 • tjpa.org 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Mark 
Last Name: Zabaneh 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Brian, thank you for providing the Transbay Joint Powers Authority with the 

opportunity to comment on CHSRA's 2018 Draft Business Plan. Our 
comments are attached. We look forward to continue to work with the CHSRA 
on implementing this transformative and exciting project. 

Regards, 
>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> 
Mark Zabaneh, P.E. 
Executive Director 
Transbay Joint Powers Authority 
201 Mission St., Suite 2100 
San Francisco, CA 94 105 
(4 15) 597-4614 phone 
www.tjpa.org<http://www.tjpa.org/> 

Attachments : T JPA Comments-2018 CHSRA Draft Business Plan-5-4-2018.pdf (70 kb) 



lJPA 
TRANSBAY JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 

Mark Zabaneh • Executive Director 

May 4, 2018  

Via U.S. Mail and Email 
Mr. Brian Kelly, CEO 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 958 14  

Subject: TJPA Comments on CHSRA Draft 201 8  Business Plan 

Dear Mr. Kelly, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the California High-Speed Rail Authority's (CHSRA) 
Draft 201 8  Business Plan (the "Draft Plan"). The Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) 
commends the CHSRA for completing the Draft Plan and continuing to advance this important 
project. 

The TJPA would like to offer the following comments on the Draft Plan: 

1 )  The TJPA commends the CHSRA for revising the Central Valley to Silicon Valley Line 
(the "Valley-to-Valley Line") and extending it to San Francisco. We firmly believe that 
recognizing San Francisco as the terminus of this segment of the CHS RA Phase 1 System 
will provide enormous benefits to CHSRA riders as well as the San Francisco Bay Area 
and Central Valley regions. 

2) The Draft Plan suggests that the San Francisco terminus of the Valley-to-Valley line is 
expected to the 4th and King Caltrain station in 2029, and the Salesforce Transit Center 
in 2033. Thus, the Draft Plan suggests a four-year delay in CHSRA's delivery of high 
speed rail service to downtown San Francisco as compared to the 201 6  Business Plan. 

We respectfully advocate that the CHSRA make the Salesforce Transit Center the 
northern terminus of the Valley-to-Valley Line in 2029. Construction of the Salesforce 
Transit Cent�r and the start of bus operation revenue service is scheduled to be completed 
this summer. With this milestone, the focus of the TJPA and the San Francisco Bay Area 
Region will be the implementation of Downtown Rail Extension (DTX), which includes 
extending the Caltrain and CHSRA line from the 4th and King Station into the Salesforce 
Transit Center. The TJPA has been coordinating implementation schedules with CHSRA 
on a monthly basis for several years. While the DTX is funding dependent, it can be 
completed and ready to receive CHSRA trains by as early as 2027. Therefore, CHSRA's 
final Business Plan should identify the Salesforce Transit Center as the northern terminal 
station for the Valley-to-Valley Line in 2029, with the 4th and King Station identified as 
the contingency station should the transit center not be timely available because of 

201 M iss ion Street, Su i te 2 1 00 .  San Francisco. CA 94 1 05 • 4 1 5 . 597.4620 • transbaycenter.org a- o 
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3) We are surprised about the Draft Plan's general lack of mention of the status of the 
Salesforce Transit Center and DTX, particularly when compared with the level of 
information provided on other components of the CHS RA Phase 1 System-for example, 
Caltrain electrification and Los Angeles Union Station. The Salesforce Transit Center is 
the Proposition IA-designated northern terminus of the system. As the northern bookend, 
it would be appropriate to provide more detailed discussion in the final Business Plan. 
We believe the Plan's audience, particularly the investment community, would likewise 
expect the final Business Plan to give more attention to the Transbay Program, given its 
vital role in connecting CHSRA's Phase 1 System from Los Angeles/Anaheim to 
downtown San Francisco. 

4) The Capital Cost Basis of Estimate Report recognizes that the costs for the Valley-to
Valley Line include a $550 million contribution from the CHSRA towards the DTX. As 
construction of the DTX is expected to be ongoing between 2020 and 2027, the final 
Business Plan should confirm that the agreed $550 million in funding will be timely 
available to the TJPA for that work (that is, the CHSRA contribution will not be delayed 
until 2029 or later). 

Also, when CHSRA made its commitment of$550 million in its 2016  Business Plan, the 
arrival of CHSRA service at the Salesforce Transit Center was planned for 2029. As 
discussed above, the T JP A is optimistic that CHS RA can still achieve revenue service at 
the transit center in 2029 and that CHSRA will make the funds available for construction 
to meet that schedule. But if CHS RA is now planning for service at the transit center to 
begin in 2033 or CHSRA is otherwise planning to delay its $550 million contribution to 
the DTX, the amount of the contribution should be escalated from the Base Year 2015 
dollars reported in the 2016 Business Plan along with the year of expenditure dollars to 
account for the delay. 

Finally, we recommend that the final version of the Business Plan cite the $550-million 
contribution to the DTX in the main report, not just in the Capital Cost Basis of Estimate 
Report. 

Please give these comments appropriate consideration, and incorporate any changes required by 
the comments into the final 201 8  Business Plan to improve the information provided to the 
public. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

cc: TJPA Board 
201 8businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov 

20 1 Mission Street,  Suite 2 1 00 ,  Son Francisco, CA 94 1 05 • 4 1  5.597 .4620 • tjpa.org 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Dan 
Last Name : Conetta 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Dear HSRA, 

I would like to make an informed comment on the High-Speed Rail Project, 
but to do so I would first need to know the proposed location of the railway. 
Could you possible tell me where I can view a map showing the location of 
the proposed railway location. I am particularly interested in the Burbank 
area. Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Dan Conetta 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Anne 
Last Name: Duzen 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Anne Duzen Written Public Comment 164.pdf (34 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

Signature:__�a,:'.l=<'!..o..i· ..�_.:V\L.._!jl'fl)�"--es.....l<C).._�---�- ----Name:\J 

Additional Comments:.___ __!jl'fl)______ __!jl'fl) ________ __!jl'fl) _____ 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: John 
Last Name: Urban 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Hello, 

These comments relate solely to the San Jose section of the HSR alignment. 
1) At grade and blended north of Diridon Station is a must. It minimizes costs 
for tax payers and visual impacts for those people(residents, visitors and 
office workers) existing north of Diridon. AT- GRADE and BLE NDED north of 
Diridon to Scott Blvd in Santa Clara is highly supported by residents living 
north of Diridon. 
2) Adding another alternative through San Jose is excellent. More choices the 
better. At-grade and blended from San Francisco to Gilroy gives CAHSRA 
and the people an inexpensive choice, which is needed in light of the 
enormous cost overruns in the Central Valley. Partial financing of 
electrification from Tamien to Gilroy is highly desirable. 
3) The CSJ CGO of creating a shared facility at Capitol Expressway should 
be implemented: Pool the resources of ACE, CapCorridor, Caltrain and HSR 
to create a joint facility. Save the people's money! 
4) Help finance moving CEMOF to Capitol Expressway. This should help the 
turning radii from Diridon north to Taylor St. 5) Support the CSJ CGO idea of 
elevating Diridon one level to encourage ground floor human circulation. 

John UrbanNewhall neighborhood (within San Jose, CA) 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Vanessa 
Last Name : May 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Good day CA High Speed Rail Authority: 

The United States of America, unlike Japan and Germany, did not adequately 
plan and institute high speed rail construction after World War Two. Nor 
did we adequately plan and institute a complementary extensive and 
efficient public mass transit system. 

Instead we short sightedly and foolishly opted for automobile and highway 
centered modes of transportation. 
It is ludicrous and impractical to now overlay onto a densely populated and 
built up infrastructure a high speed rail system. The more practical thing 
to do is to work with the topography as it is. 

That being said, if we are to proceed with the present California high 
speed rail project, it would best serve the people and the environment if 
it stopped in Palmdale. From Palmdale, a complementary extensive and 
efficient public mass transit system into the Santa Clarita area and into 
the San Fernando Valley, Los Angeles and all points south is efficacious. 
For example, an EXPRESS Bay Area Rapid Transit ("BART") like train could 
run from Palmdale to Burbank and then to LAX. Other multiple stop trains 
could comprise the rest of the system. 

The money now being wasted on this poorly planned, and soon to be 
technologically obsolete, current high speed rail project NEE DS to be 
curtailed and the remainder spent on planning and creating a much needed 
extensive and efficient public mass transit system for Southern California. 

Additionally, the current CA high speed rail project and its routes are 
impractical for the following reasons: 

- The Refined SR 14 route comes too close to the methane gas producing 
Lopez Canyon Landfill site. The construction and operation of high speed 
rail anywhere near this location poses a risk of eliciting a dangerous 
methane gas leak. 

- Refined SR 14, E 1  and E2 routes endanger VITAL aquifers and 
watersheds. They also endanger the lives of delicate, sensitive, and 
essential flora, fauna, livestock and pets. 

- Refined SR 14, E 1  and E2 routes will be perilously close to earthquake 
faults and territories prone to wildfire. The affected route areas lack 
adequate emergency evacuation passages, facilities, personnel and 

hospitals 
to responsibly deal with a crisis. 

- Due to the California drought and impending climate catastrophe, the 
water to be used and the CO2 emissions from building the high speed rail 
project into LA will be too environmentally costly. 

Let's not be short sighted and foolish again. We need to halt this runaway 
train. We need to stop NOW to rethink and rework this. 

Sincerely, 

Vanessa May 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 

Attachments : 

Mark 

Powell 
Mark R. Powell 

27840 Mount Triumph Way 

Yorba Linda, CA 92887 

May 4, 2018 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 

Attn: Draft 2018 Business Plan 

770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

To Whom it May Concern: 

Attached for the Authority's consideration are five Worddocuments submitted 
as five separate comments on their Draft 2018 Business Plan . 

Sincerely, 

Mark R. Powell 

attachments: 5 

Comment_ 1 _on_Draft_2018_Business_Plan_Ridership_on_ V _to_ V _Six_ Ti 
mes_Higher_than_Forecast_by_CRA.pdf (273 kb) 
Comment_2_on_Draft_2018_Business_Plan_Ridership_ Growing_at_ Twice 
_the_Rate_of_Population_Growth.pdf (262 kb) 
Comment_3_on_Draft_2018_Business_Plan_Completion_of_Environmental 
_Work_is_Unknown.pdf (265 kb) 
Comment_ 4_on_Draft_2018_Business_Plan_Make_and_Economic_Argum 
ent_for_Building_High_Speed_Rail.pdf (359 kb) 
Comment_5_on_Draft_2018_Business_Plan_GHG_Emissions.pdf (431 kb) 



Comment 1 on Draft 2018 Business Plan 

THE AUTHORITY'S DRAFT 2018 BUSINESS PLAN PREDICTS RIDERSHIP ALONG AN 
OPERATING SEGMENT BETWEEN BAKERSFIELD AND SAN FRANCISCO ROUGHLY 
SIX TIMES GREATER THAN THE RIDERSHIP PREDICTED BY THEIR FIRST 
RIDERSHIP CONSULTANT TWENTY YEARS EARLIER IN THE ONLY RIDERSHIP 
STUDY SAID TO BE "INVESTMENT GRADE". 

Prepared May 3, 2018 by: 
Mark R. Powell 
27840 Mount Triumph Way 
Yorba Linda, CA 92887 
markrpowell@pacbell.net 



DISCUSSION: 
The perceived need for a statewide high-speed rail system was conceived shortly following the 
issuance of a grossly inaccurate May 1993 report by the California Department of Finance's  
Demographic Research Unit (DRU) projecting that the state' s  population would rise from 30 
million in 1990 to 49 million in 2020 and more than double to over 63 million by 2040. The 
Intercity High-Speed Rail Commission, established in 1993, and its successor agency, the 
California High-Speed Rail Authority, established in 1996, were charged with developing and 
implementing a 20 year plan for a statewide high-speed rail system to meet the needs of 
California' s  rapidly growing projected population. 

Both the Commission and the Authority used the services of Charles River Associates (CRA) to 
conduct ridership studies on the proposed statewide HSR system. CRA's first study was 
completed in July 1996, Independent Ridership and Passenger Revenue Projections for High 
Speed Rail Alternatives in California (1996 CRA Study). Writing about their study, CRA said, 
"these forecasts and sensitivity analyses represent the most advanced state-of-the-art, 
comprehensive HSR ridership and passenger revenue forecasts and analyses ever carried out in 
California, and possibly anywhere." ' The Commission added, "to ensure investment grade 
results, the forecasts were subjected to extensive peer review."2 To date, the 1996 CRA Study is 
the only ridership and revenue study that either the Commission or the Authority has dubbed 
"investment grade". 

In making their forecast CRA first broke up the path along the proposed HSR alignment into 
Origin/Destination Pairings (O/D Pairings). Origin and Destination Areas are referred to as 
"Catchment Areas" in the following table. 

Area Geograph ic Definition of Catchment Area 

Los Ange les Los Ange les-R ive rs ide-Ora nge County, CA CMSA 

Sa n Fra ncisco Sa n Fra ncisco-Oa kla nd-Sa n Jose, CA CMSA 

Sa c ra mento SACOG Pia nn i ng Area 

Sa n Diego Sa n Diego, CA MSA 

Ba ke rsf ie ld Ba ke rsfie ld ,  CA MSA 

Fresno Fresno, CA MSA 

Merced Merced, CA MSA 

Modesto Modesto, CA MSA 

Mo nterey Sa l i nas, CA MSA 

Stockton Stockton-Lodi ,  CA MSA 

Visa l i a  Visa l i a -Tu l a re-Po rtervi l le ,  CA MSA 

Areas of Origin or Destination for Potential Users of a High-Speed Train 
CMSA is a Combined Metropolitan Statistical Area 

MSA is a Metropolitan Statistical Area 

1 Independent Ridership and Passenger Revenue Projections for High Speed Rail Alternatives in California, July 
1 996 by Charles River Associates, Executive Summary, page E-2 . Copy of report located in Davis Transportation 
Library at UC Berkeley 
2 Intercity High Speed Rail Summary Report and Action Plan, December 1 996 by ICHSR Commission, page 4- 1 .  
Copy of report located in Davis Transportation Library at UC Berkeley 
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CRA then estimated the annual number of person-trips by various modes between the O/D 
Pairings along the route of the high-speed train and then factored in expected growth rates to 
arrive at an estimate of total person-trips between these O/D Pairings in 2015, a year when they 
believed the entire statewide system would have been in service for a few years. When making 
their forecast CRA was working with DRU's May 1993 population forecast predicting that 
California' s  population would be 45.7 million in 2015. In their most recent forecast, dated 
January 20183

, the DRU now predicts that a population of 45.7 million will not be reached until 
2036. In other words, the table below, assembled from O/D Pairings found in the 1996 CRA 
Study, might have been labeled "Forecast Trips in 2036" if CRA had been working with a more 
accurate population projection. Results from the 1996 CRA Study are shown below. 

Forecast Trips in 2015 
Person Trips 

by Private Loca l Air Connect Air Amtrak Ra i l 0/D Pairing 

0/D Pairing Vehic le Trips Trips Trips Tota l 

SFBA - Merced 1,618, 146 3,704 17,345 16,291 1,655,487 

SFBA - Fresno 3,734,266 64,636 216,05 1 53,965 4,068,918 

SFBA - Visa l i a  167,460 1,723 7,005 19, 192 195,380 

SFBA - Ba ke rsf ie ld 850,206 9,900 43,671 31,827 935,604 

Tota l SFBA to CV 6,370,079 79,963 284,071 121,276 6,855,388 

With in Centra l Va l ley 3,492, 123 249 - 59,438 3,55 1,810 

Tota l 9,862,202 80,212 284,071 180,713 10,407, 198 

1 996 CRA Study of Forecast Travel by Mode in 20 1 5  w/o High-Speed Rail 

CRA forecast a percentage of travel from each existing mode diverted to the high-speed train and 
then added induced travel to arrive at a forecast of HST ridership. Results are shown below. 

O/D Aggrigated Pairings 2015 Ridersh ip (M)  

LA Bas i n  - Bay  Area 6 .4 

Sa n Joaqu in Va l ley - LA Bas in 1 .7 

Sa n Joaqu in Va l ley - SF Bay Area 1 .4 

Within Sa n Joaqu in  Va l l ey 0 .5  

Other 1 . 2  

Tota l Ba se  System SFBay Area - LABas in 11.2 

CRA Forecast Ridership on Basic System 

Millions of Riders in 20 1 5  
Note : Valley-LA Basin and Valley-SF Bay Area Prorated per Authority' s  Split in 2008 Business Plan as only a 

single figure for LA Basin/SF Bay Area to the Central Valley was contained in the 1 996 CRA Report. 

3 Projections Prepared by Demographic Research Unit, California Department of Finance, January 20 1 8  
http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Projections/documents/P l County l yr interim.xlsx 
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The Authority ' s  Draft 2018 Business Plan forecast of 12.4 million riders on the Silicon Valley 
to Central Valley Operating Segment (Bakersfield to San Francisco) in 20324 is 10% higher than 
the forecast ridership along the entire LA Basin to SF Bay Area alignment as forecast in the 
investment grade 1996 CRA Study. It is more than six times CRA's forecast ridership of 1.9 
million for a stretch of track running from the San Joaquin Valley to the SF Bay Area (i.e. Valley 
to Valley). Moreover, it is 2 million annual riders higher tan CRA's forecast ridership for ALL 
modes of travel forecast for 2015 (a reasonable proxy for 2032 given new population growth 
data) along the route of the Authority ' s  Bakersfield to San Francisco initial operating segment. 

CONCLUSION: 
The Authority needs to investigate and explain to the public why its current ridership forecasting 
methods are so clearly at odds with the earlier forecast, the only forecast ever dubbed 
"investment grade". When analyzing the potential success of a statewide high-speed rail 
program, few things are more important than what the ridership will be because revenue 
(potential profitability) is directly dependent on ridership. 

4 Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan, page 90, Exhibit 7 . 1 ,  Valley-Valley Ridership in 2032, Medium Ridership case. 
http ://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business plans/Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan.pdf 
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Comment 2 on Draft 2018 Business Plan 

THE AUTHORITY'S 2018 BUSINESS PLAN PREDICTS PHASE 1 RIDERSHIP GROWING 
IN THE YEARS 2040 THROUGH 2060 AT A RATE ROUGHLY TWO TIMES THE RATE 
OF THE STATE'S PROJECTED POPULATION GROWTH. 

Prepared May 3, 2018 by: 
Mark R. Powell 



1 The Demographic Research Unit (DRU) of the California Department of Finance makes this statement on their 
official website . 
http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/ 

DISCUSSION: 
The California Department of Finance Demographic Research Unit (DRU) is designated as the 
single official source of demographic data for state planning and budgeting 1

. The DRU routinely 
issues projections of the state' s  population out to the year 2060. The DRU report issued 
immediately prior to the Authority issuing its Draft 2018 Business Plan was DRU's January 
2018 Report. Predictions of the state' s  population contained in this report is shown in Table 1 
alongside the Authority ' s  predicted Phase 1 ridership as presented in the Draft 2018 Business 
Plan. Ridership is not shown for the years 2032-2039 because these are years where ridership is 
expected to ramp up due to the newness of the system. 

Phase 1 R idersh ip  DRU  J anua ry 2018 Popu l at ion Forecast 

Yea r (m i l l ions )  (m i l l ions )  

2040 42 46 .8 

2045 44 . 1  48 . 2  

2050 46 .3  49 . 1  

2055 48 .7 so 

2060 5 1 . 2  5 1  

20-Vear  % Increase 21.90% 12.3% 

Table 1 

Comparison of Rail Authority' s  Ridership Predictions on Phase 1 to Growth in State Population 

Ridership is the Medium Ridership case for the Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan 

Table 1 shows that the Authority ' s  Draft 2018 Business Plan predicts ridership on Phase 1 
growing at nearly twice the rate of the state' s  population growth as predicted in DRU's January 
2018 Report. 

A closer look at either of the DRU reports shows that the state' s  population is currently growing 
annually at a rate of approximately 0.8%. According to DRU's January 2018 Report, by 2035 
this growth rate will have slowed to about 0.6%. Annual growth is expected to slow to less than 
.4% by 2055 and to continue declining out to 2060. In spite of this slowing population growth 
the Authority ' s  2016 Business Plan predicts annual ridership growth of 1.0% for the entire 20 
year period from 2040 to 2060. 
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Table 2 illustrates how the growth rate of California's population has been trending downward 
for more than 28 years and how this trend is expected to continue for the next 42 years. 

Yea r Popu lat ion Popu l at ion 

Annua l  % 

5-Yea r  % I ncrease I ncrease Du r i ng 

(thousands )  5-Yea r Per iod 

1980 23,775,000 - -

1985 26,365,000 10 .89 2 .09 

1990 29,942,000 13 .57  2 .58  

1995*  3 1,989,000 6 .84 1 . 33  

2000 34,001,000 6 . 29 1 .23  

2005 35,830,000 5 . 38 1 .05 

2010 37,335,085 4 . 20 0 .83 

2015 39,059,415 4 .62 0 .91  

2020 40,639,392 4 .05 0 .80 

2025 42,326,397 4 . 15 0 .82 

2030 43,939,250 3 . 81  0 .75 

2035 45,440,735 3 .42 0 .67 

2040 46,804,202 3 . 00 0 .59 

2045 48,007,817 2 . 57 0 . 51  

2050 49,077,801 2 . 23 0 .44 

2055 50,044, 172 1 . 97 0 .39 

2060 50,975,904 1 . 86 0 .37 

Table 2 

Historical and Predicted Population Growth Rate for California 

Years 2020-2060 are per DRU's  January 20 1 8  Report 

The Authority ' s  growth in ridership should match the growth in the state' s  population. If it does 
not, then the Draft 2018 Business Plan should at least explain the discrepancy. 

CONCLUSION: 
The Authority ' s  current ridership forecasting methods are predicting ridership growth far 
exceeding the rate of population growth. When analyzing the potential success of a statewide 
high-speed rail program, few things are more important than what the ridership will be because 
revenue (potential profitability) is directly dependent on ridership. The Authority needs to take a 
critical look at the methods its ridership consultant is using to forecast ridership growth. 
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Comment 3 on Draft 2018 Business Plan 

THE CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY IN ITS 2009 REPORT TO THE 
LEGISLATURE AND IN ITS THREE SUBSEQUENT BUSINESS PLANS HAS STATED IN 
EACH REPORT/PLAN THAT IT EXPECTED TO COMPLETE ALL PERMITTING 
EFFORTS ALONG THE ROUTE OF PHASE 1 WITHIN ROUGLY TWO YEARS. 
HOWEVER, EVERY TWO YEARS, EACH NEWLY ISSUED PLAN PUSHES THE 
COMPLETION DATES OUT ANOTHER TWO YEARS. THE 2016 BUSINESS PLAN 
PROMISED THAT ALL EIGHT OF THE OUTSANDING PERMITTING EFFORTS WOULD 
BE COMPLETED IN 2017. NONE WERE COMPLETED. NOW THE DRAFT 2018 
BUSINESS PLAN CLAIMS ALL PHASE 1 PERMITTING EFFORTS WILL BE COMPLETE 
BY THE END OF 2020, BUT PLACES AN ASTERISK BY EACH DATE SAYING THE 
DATE IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE. THE AUTHORITY'S BUSINESS PLANS SHOULD 
TRUTHFULLY TELL CALIFORNIANS WHEN THE PERMITTING EFFORT WILL BE 
COMPLETE. IF THE AUTHORITY AND ITS CONSULT ANTS HA VE NO CLUE WHEN 
PERMITTING WILL BE COMPLETED, THEN THEY SHOULD CLEARLY SPELL THIS 
OUT IN THEIR BUSINESS PLANS. 

Prepared May 3, 2018 by: 
Mark R. Powell 



DISCUSSION: 
The California High-Speed Rail Authority ' s  December 2009 Report to the Legislature and its 
subsequent 2012, 2014, and 2016 Business Plans consistently promise completion of the project 
level permitting of each Phase 1 segment within roughly the next two years. See table below. 
But each subsequent report pushes the completion dates out another two years. In their 2016 
Business Plan the Authority said that every project level permitting effort would be complete by 
the end of 2017. In the more than 12 years since certifying their Final Program Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIRIEIS) the Authority has completed only the 
Merced to Fresno Project Level EIR/EIS. Even the project level permitting effort for the Fresno 
to Bakersfield segment is not truly "Completed" as claimed in Exhibit 6.0 of the 2018 Business 
Plan because the Authority is still working on the final alignment into the City of Bakersfield. 

Dec. 2009 Report Draft 

Segment to Legislature 2012 Business Plan 2014 Business Plan 2016 Business Plan 2018 Business Plan 

San Francisco to San 

Jose Oct. 2011 Dec. 2014 Summer  2017 2017 2020* 

San Jose to Merced Mar. 2012 Dec. 2013 Fa l l  2016 2017 2019* 

Centra l Va l l ey Wye Mar .  2012 Dec. 2013 Fa l l  2016 2017 2019* 

Merced to Fresno Nov. 2011 J u ne 2012 Comp leted Comp leted Completed 

Fresno to Bakersfie ld Nov. 2011 Dec .  2012 Spr ing 2014 Comp leted Completed 

Ba kersfie ld F Street 

A l ignment Nov. 2011 Dec .  2012 Spr ing 2014 2017 2018* 

Ba kersfie ld to 

Pa lmda le  Dec .  2012 Feb .  2014 Fal l  2015 2017 2019* 

Pa lmda le  to Bu rba n k  Dec. 2011 Oct .  2013 Summer  201S 2017 2020* 

Bu rba n k  to Los 

Angeles Dec. 2011 Oct .  2013 Summer  201S 2017 2019* 

Los Ange les  to 

Anahe im J une  2011 Dec .  2014 Spr ing 2017 2017 2019* 

Los Ange les  to San 

Diego - - TBD TBD TBD 

Merced to Sacramento - - TBD TBD TBD 

Table 1 

Promised Completion Dates for Project Level EIR's Per Authority Plans 

One tactic the Authority is using in an effort to complete project level EIR's is to break their 
proposed system into smaller projects. For instance, at the time of the December 2009 Report to 
the Legislature there were nine uncompleted project level EIR's. In the ensuing eight years, 
three projects were broken into smaller projects. San Jose to Merced was broken into San Jose to 
Merced and the Central Valley Wye. Fresno to Bakersfield was broken into Fresno to 
Bakersfield and Bakersfield F Street Alignment. Palmdale to Los Angeles was broken into 
Palmdale to Burbank and Burbank to Los Angeles. This tactic has not resulted in the more rapid 
completion of project level EIR's. Today, the Authority ' s  Draft 2018 Business Plan, itemizes 
ten uncompleted project level EIR's and no project level EIR has been completed since issuance 
of the 2016 Business Plan where the Authority promised that all remaining project level EIR's 
along the route of Phase 1 would be complete by the end of 2017. Worse, the Authority in their 
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Draft 2018 Business Plan places an asterisk next to every completion date signifying the 
"Projected dates are subject to change. In other words, the Authority and its environmental 
consultant have no idea when or if they will ever successfully gain environmental clearance to 
build Phase 1 from San Francisco to Anaheim. The Authority should state this fact clearly in the 
Final 2018 Business Plan. 

CONCLUSION: 
Either the Authority's contractors are totally incompetent at estimating completion dates, or the 
Authority is coercing its contractors to provide unrealistic completion dates. Each of these 
possibilities puts the public's tax dollars at risk. The public deserves to hear the truth and the 
Legislature deserves to know when construction might begin on the various segments before 
appropriating any more construction funds and risking any more of the public's tax dollars. 

Page 3 of3 



Comment 4 on Draft 2018 Business Plan 

PROPONENTS OF HIGH-SPEED RAIL HA VE CLAIMED FOR A QUARTER CENTURY THAT, 

BECAUSE OF CALIFORNIA' S  GROWING POPULATION, THE COST OF EXPANDING THE 

CURRENT NETWORK OF HIGHWAYS AND AIRPORTS TO MEET FUTURE TRANSPORTATION 

NEEDS WOULD BE PROHIBITNE. THE CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY 

CLAIMED THIS IN THEIR 2005 STATEWIDE PROGRAM EIR AND CONTINUES TO CLAIM IT 

TO BE TRUE IN RECENT BUSINESS PLANS AND IN THEIR STATEMENTS TO THE MEDIA. 

HOWEVER, CIRCUMSTANCES AND KNOWLEDGE CHANGE WITH THE PASSAGE OF A 

QUARTER CENTURY AND THIS CLAIM IS NOW LIKELY TO BE FALSE. 

Prepared May 3, 2018 by: 
Mark R. Powell 



DISCUSSION: 
"The need for the (California high-Speed rail) project is undiminished. As the state's economy 
and population grows, it will need more transportation than highways and airlines alone can 
provide." 

Brian Kelly, CEO of California High-Speed Rail Authority 
as quoted by Ralph Vartabedian in the LA Times, February 28,2018 

This type of statement has been a talking point for high-speed rail proponents going back a 
quarter century to 1993. 

Population Growth: 
Two months following publication of a California Department of Finance Demographic 
Research Unit (DRU) May 1993 Report predicting that California' s  population would more than 
double by the year 2040, Senate Concurrent Resolution 6 (Kopp) Transportation: Intercity high
speed rail network, citing that the "population of the state and the travel demands of its citizens 
are expected to continue to grow at a rapid rate", was approved by the State' s  Assembly and 
Senate in July 1993 giving birth to the Intercity High-Speed Rail Commission. In the quarter 
century that has passed since 1993 the DRU has continually refined their model and brought 
downward the predicted population in the decades to come. For instance, the May 1993 model' s  
prediction of 49.0 million and 63.3 million persons residing in California in  the years 2020 and 
2040 respectively has plummeted by more than 8 million in 2020 and by more than 16 million in 
20401

. 

California' s  population growth rate today is unremarkable and predicted to trend downward out 
to the year 2060. A March 8 ,  2017 press release2 accompanying the release of a DRU report 
made these points: 

• In the years 2016-2036 California is projected to grow at an annualized rate of 0.76 
percent, adding 6.5 million people. More than three-quarters of this increase will be in 
section of the population over the age of 65. 

• By the year 2051 California is projected to join the ranks of Japan and many European 
countries which have more deaths than births, while migration is expected to keep 
California' s  population growth rate positive. 

• The number of Californians age 18-64 is expected to grow by less than 4 million over the 
next 44 years; an annualized rate of increase of only 0.3%. 

And this is not the only new data that diminishes the case for building high-speed rail. 

1 Projection Prepared by Demographic Research Unit, California Department of Finance, January 20 1 8  
http ://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Projections/documents/P l County lyr interim.xlsx 
2 Press Release, California Department of Finance, March 8,20 1 7  
http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Projections/documents/P PressRelease .pdf 
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Although under-reported or not reported on at all in the mainstream media which prefers to 
report automobile chases, crashes, and instances of "carmageddon", this observed phenomena 
has been extensively written about by transportation professionals and academia. Writing about 
this phenomena in a paper published in July of 2015 entitled Climbing Mount Next: The Effects 
of Autonomous Vehicles on Society , David Levinson, Professor and RP Braun/CTS Chair in 
Transportation, Department of Civil, Environmental, and Geo-Engineering, University of 
Minnesota, wrote: 5 

"Both car and transit (the passenger trains preceding the automobile) follow the classic 
lifecycle model or S-curve of birth, growth, maturity, and decline. The S-curve allows us 
to mathematically approximate the process of growth and decline of technologies." 

"History will tell us for sure, but the evidence for "Peak Travel" has been mounting. This 
does not mean there will never be a year in which per capita car travel again rises. The 
economy and gas prices still fluctuate, and a boom year with low gas prices following a 
recession with high gas prices might very well temporarily bump traffic upward, but that 
is really short-term noise. In the absence of external events (technological shifts, 
demographic shifts, social shifts), the curve appears to have peaked." 

The traffic trends illustrated by Figures 1 and 2 are mirrored by the data collected by 
Caltrans along Interstate 5. Figure 3 below shows the annual average daily traffic (cars and 
trucks) summed in both directions along Interstate 5 in the Central Valley just north of the 
Kem/Kings County Line. Traffic volume at this point has been relatively constant, except 
for a noticeable downturn in 2008, since 2003. 
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35000 +-----------------
33000 +------�---3',-------,-#---

31000 +-------1----=--1-#'fc;,,=:.-----

29000 ----------�-----

27000 +-----I-----.......----AA-lbH---

25000 +--�o;;;:::::,,---------�flfl'<fflgs 

23000 ,e::\.--1--------------

21000 __._______________ 
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17000 +-----r-----.-----.------r----, 
1993 1998 2003 2008 2013 2018 

Figure 3 
Annual Average Daily Traffic6 

on Interstate 5 at Kem/Kings County Line 

5 Minnesota Journal of Law, Science and Technology, Climbing Mount Next: The Effects of Autonomous Vehicles 
on Society, Profession David Levinson, Civil Engineering Dept. ,  University of Minnesota 
https:/ /conservancy.umn.edu/bitstream/handle/ 1 1299/ l 72960/6%20MJLST v 1 62 Levinson 787-
81  0 .pdf?sequence= 1 &isAllowed=y 
6 Caltrans Traffic Census Program, pdf files for years 1 993 -20 1 6  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/ 
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Traffic Volume on Interstate 5 in the Central Valley and High-Speed Rail Ridership: 
Aside from illustrating constant traffic volume for more than a decade, traffic counts on 
Interstate 5 at the Kem/Kings County Line can be used to dispute the Authority ' s  projected 
high-speed rail ridership numbers. The Kern/Kings County Line is the point on Interstate 5 
in the Central Valley with the lowest traffic volume. Passengers in cars at this point 
represent the maximum possible number of automobile travelers traveling between 
population centers south of the Tehachapis (LA Basin and San Diego) and the population 
centers of the Bay Area and Sacramento who desire to make their trip in the shortest possible 
time and could be potentially diverted to long distance high-speed rail passengers. Of course 
many of these passenger vehicles are merely traveling locally within the Central Valley, or 
are destined for locations north or east of Sacramento and the Bay Area, or are destined for 
Mexico or for points east of Los Angeles (i.e. Phoenix). However, for the sake of 
illustration, let us assume all of these passengers might be diverted someday to high-speed 
rail traveling up the Central Valley. 

Truck traffic accounts for approximately 28.7% of the traffic7 at this location. The passenger 
count in automobiles and light trucks (vans and trucks with only 4 wheels are not counted as 
trucks) has been assumed in the Authority ' s  previous studies to be 1.4 occupants. Therefore, 
there are at the very most approximately 12 million8 potential automobile passengers who 
could be diverted to high-speed rail. A more realistic estimate would involve assuming that 
no more than half of the 12 million passengers at this point on Interstate 5 are actually 
traveling between south of the Tehachapis and the Bay Area/Sacramento and that high-speed 
rail might capture at most 20% of these riders or a little over 1 million riders. This is in stark 
contrast to the 40 million passengers the Authority expects to ride Phase 1 Blended when 
"ramp-up" is complete in 2035. Of course the Authority expects a large percentage of riders 
to be diverted from the airlines. 

7 Caltrans Traffic Census Program, Truck Traffic, average percentage of trucks on Interstate 5 for years 20 1 3 -
20 1 6counted at northern most point in Kem County. 
http ://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/census/ 
8 Author calculation: 34,000 Total Vehicles/Day X .7 1 3  Non-Trucks/Total Vehicles X 365 Days/Year X 1 .4 
passengers/Non-Truck = 12  million passengers/year 
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Airport Utilization Trends: 
Aside from predicting the thousands of miles of freeway lanes needed by 2016 if high-speed 
rail were not built, the Authority' s  Statewide Program EIR predicted that airport expansions 
involving 5 new runways and almost 100 new gates at a cost of $16 billion9 would also be 
needed by 2016 1 0

. The following table illustrates the change in enplanements at California' s  
10 largest airports serving the Bay Area, the Los Angeles Basin, and San Diego from the 
base year 2000. 

% 

Airport Name CY 2000 CY 2010  CY 1 2  CY 1 3  C Y  1 4  CY 1 5  C Y  1 6  
Change 
2000-

Change 
2000-2016 

2016 

Los Angeles 
I nternational 32 , 1 67,896 28,857,755 31  ,326,268 32,425,892 34,31 4 , 1 97 36,351 ,272 39,636,042 23.2 7,468 , 146 

San Francisco 
International 1 9 ,556,795 1 9 ,359,003 2 1  ,284,236 2 1  ,704,626 22,770,783 24, 1 90,560 25,707 , 1 0 1  3 1 .4 6 , 1 50,306 

San Diego 
International 7 ,898,360 8 ,430,509 8 ,686,62 1 8 ,878,772 9 ,333, 1 52 9,985,763 1 0,340 , 1 64 26.4 2 ,44 1 , 804 

Metropolitan 
Oakland 
I nternational 5 , 1 96,451 4,673,41  7 4 ,926,683 4 ,770,7 16  5 ,069,257 5 ,506,687 5 ,969,705 1 4.9 773,254 

John Wayne 
Airport-Orange 
County 3 ,91 4,051 4 ,278,623 4 ,38 1 , 1 72 4 ,540,628 4 ,584 , 147 4,945,209 5 ,21  7,242 33.3 1 ,303, 1 9 1  

Norman Y Mineta 
San Jose 
International 6 , 1 70,384 4 ,056 , 167 4,077,654 4 ,31  5,839 4,62 1 , 003 4,822,408 5,321  ,603 - 1  3.8 -848,781 

Sacramento 
I nternational 3 ,979,043 4,424,279 4 ,357,899 4,255, 145 4 ,384,6 16  4 ,714 ,729 4,969,366 24.9 990,323 

Ontario 
I nternational 3 , 1 97,795 2 ,380,881 2 , 1 42 ,393 1 ,970,538 2 ,037,346 2 ,089,801 2 , 1 04,625 -34.2 - 1  ,093 , 1 70 

Bob Hope 2 ,380,531 2 ,239,804 2 ,027,203 1 ,91  8,01  1 1 ,928,491 1 ,973,897 2 ,077,892 - 12 .7  -302,639 

Long Beach 
/Dauahertv Field/ 335,225 1 ,451 ,404 1 ,554,846 1 ,438,756 1 ,368,923 1 ,220,937 1 ,386,357 3 1 3.6 1 ,051 , 1 32 

Total 84,796,531 80, 1 5 1  ,842 84,764,975 86,2 18 ,923 90,41  1 ,9 1 5  95,801 ,263 1 02 ,730,097 2 1 . 1  1 7,933,566 

Table 1 

Summary of Enplanements at California' s  1 0  Major Airports Calendar Year (CY) 2000-20 1 6  

Source: FAA Passenger Boarding (Enplanement) and All-Cargo Data for U.S .  Airports 

Total Enplanements are up when comparing CY-2016 to CY-2000, but not up at every 
airport. Total Enplanements in CY-2016 at San Jose, Ontario, and Burbank are down 
2,243,000 from their totals in CY-2000. Yet these three airports are the same three airports 
mentioned in the Statewide Program EIR as needing more than $12 billion of the $16 billion 
cited in the Modal Alternative (to building high-speed rail) for airport infrastructure 
improvements . 

The figures cited in this paper prove there must today be surplus capacity in existing 
infrastructure to accommodate over 2.2 million additional enplanements between southern 
and northern California. To this unused capacity one still needs to consider the unused 
capacity of Palmdale Regional Airport, a facility shut down to commercial aviation in 

9 Final Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIRIEIS) for the Proposed 
California High-Speed Train System, Certified Nov. 2005, Appendix 4-B, CAPITAL COST: AVIATION 
COMPONENT OF MODAL ALTERNATIVE 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/eir-eis/statewide final EIR vol3appendix4 .pdf 
1
° Final Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIRIEIS) for the Proposed 

California High-Speed Train System, Certified Nov. 2005, Chapter 5, page 5-5 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/eir-eis/statewide final EIR vol l ch5 .pdf 
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January of 2009 due to "difficulty developing air service in the high-desert city, where eight 
airlines have come and gone since 1971" 1 1  and the unknown surplus capacity at the other 
seven major California airports. 

Airline Travel and Diversion to High-Speed Rail: 
While no additional airline capacity problem exists today, the question of how many current 
airline passengers might divert to high-speed rail requires some estimate. The Authority ' s  
2012 Business Plan itemized 16 million12  in-state passenger airline boardings in the year 
2000 and included 3.4 million boardings in San Diego and Sacramento; two cities not served 
by Phase 1 Blended. Removing these boardings and scaling up the remainder by the 21 % 
increase in total boardings at all California airports since 2000 yields 15 million boardings. 
This represents the passengers flying today who might be diverted to Phase 1 Blended. The 
2012 Business Plan projected a 36% diversion 1 3  from airline to high-speed rail. Multiplying 
15 million by 36% yields a little over 5 million passengers diverted to Phase 1 Blended if it 
were in operation today. 2035 is still 17 years in the future, but one has to wonder where the 
Authority ' s  40 million 14  Phase 1 Blended riders will come from. 

CONCLUSION: 
Changes in population growth trends, automobile driving trends, and enplanement trends at 
California' s  airports have resulted in the Modal Alternative with its massive freeway and 
airport infrastructure investments by January ! ,  2016 being unnecessary. The "No Project 
Alternative" is what Californians have been living with and it has proven quite feasible at 
least out to the current date. Moreover, given today ' s  population growth trends and changes 
in the traveling habits of the public, the Authority needs to make a case that high-speed rail 
will at least be necessary someday. They cannot be allowed to spend taxpayer dollars and 
proclaim that "the need for the (California high-Speed rail) project is undiminished." Current 
data and trends show the need for high-speed rail is much diminished and one doubts that 
Sacramento's  politicians would even propose a statewide high-speed rail system today if one 
was not already being considered. The 2018 Business Plan should tell Californian's  what 
future additional highway and airport infrastructure will be avoided, and at what dollar 
savings to the taxpayer, if high speed rail is built. 

11  
Los Ange les Times, J a nua ry 27, 2009, Commercial operations to close at Palmdale Regional Airport 

http://a rt ic les . l at imes .com/2009/ja n/27 /local/me-pa lmda le27 
12 Ridership and Revenue Model, Chapter 3 ,  Table 3 - 1 2 :  California Airport Demand for In-State Travel 
http :/ /www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business plans/BP Ian 20 12RidershipModel.pdf 
13  Ridership and Revenue Model, Chapter 4 - MODEL CALIBRATION AND VALIDATION, Ridership and 
Revenue Forecasts, page 85 
14 20 1 6  Business Plan, EXHIBIT 7 .3  RIDERSHIP 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/ docs/about/business plans/20 16  BusinessPlan.pdf 
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Comment 5 on Draft 2018 Business Plan 

THE CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY CLAIMS THAT THEY WILL 
CREATE THE GREENEST INFRASTRUCTURE IN THE NATION IN ITS 
CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION AND THAT THEIR TRAINS WILL RUN ON 100% 
RENEW ABLE ENERGY. THE AUTHORITY HAS BEEN ALLOWED TO PAY FOR A 
SIGNIFICANT PORTION OF CONSTRUCTION COSTS WITH CAP AND TRADE FUNDS 
LARGELY BECAUSE OF THESE FALSE CLAIMS. 

Prepared May 3, 2018 by: 
Mark R. Powell 



DISCUSSION: 
According to the California High-Speed Rail Authority there will be "zero net greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions during construction" and the Authority is making a "commitment to (use) 
100% renewable energy during operations" 1 . 

The millions of tons of CO2e (carbon dioxide equivalent) in GHG emissions resulting from 
construction of high-speed rail and the actual use of coal and other fossil fuels to power the 
trains' operation are currently being hidden from the public. The Authority ' s  2005 Final 
Program EIRIEJSfor the Proposed California High-Speed Train System predated California' s  
Global Warming Initiative (AB 32). As a result, this important aspect of the high-speed rail 
program was never studied in a thorough and transparent way. This has opened the door for the 
Authority to make wild claims about its project 's "greenness" that to date have largely gone 
unchallenged and have led to the misuse of Cap and Trade Funds to pay for a large share of high
speed rail construction costs. 

Net Construction Emissions: 
The Authority has provided only limited information regarding construction emissions. Its June 
2013 report, Contribution of the High-Speed Rail Program to Reducing Californiat's Greenhouse 
Gas Emission Levels (2013 Emissions Report), itemized 30,107 metric tons CO2e2 of direct 
emissions for the first 29 mile construction segment. However, this figure did not include 
indirect GHG emissions associated with the manufacture and transport to the construction site of 
construction materials, primarily concrete, steel, and ballast, because, according to the Authority, 
precise quantities, sources, and suppliers were not known3

. 

Regardless of what the Authority knew in June 2013, more recent testimony by the Authority ' s  
CEO clearly indicates that indirect emissions could now be tallied. Speaking before the 
Assembly Budget Committee responsible for High-Speed Rail Oversight on January 27, 2016 
the Authority CEO, Jeff Morales, spoke at length on how cost estimates are arrived at. He 
described the assemblage of 200,000 individual line items including concrete, steel, dirt, 
electrical, etc. and said each includes a unit cost which is multiplied by the units required to build 
the system4

. Concrete and steel rails were specifically cited by Mr. Morales. 

Total GHG construction emissions would be still unknown today were it not for the work of 
professors Chester and Horvath working in UC Berkeley ' s  Department of Civil and 
Environmental Engineering. They studied this issue and published their findings in 2010. 
Chester and Horvath estimated that 9.7 million metric tons of GHG would be emitted during the 
construction of the statewide system, primarily because of the production of massive amounts of 

1 Contribution of the High-Speed Rail Program to Reducing California 's Greenhouse Gas Emission Levels, June 
20 1 3 ,  page 6 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/green practices/HSR Reducing CA GHG Emissions 20 1 3 .pdf 

2 Contribution of the High-Speed Rail Program to Reducing California 's Greenhouse Gas Emission Levels, June 
20 1 3 ,  page 1 3  
3 Contribution of the High-Speed Rail Program to Reducing California 's Greenhouse Gas Emission Levels, June 
20 1 3 ,  page 14  
4 Authority CEO Jeff Morales testimony before the Assembly Budget Committee responsible for  High-Speed Rail 
Oversight on January 27, 20 16 ,  YouTube Video 25-27 minutes into the video 
https :/ /www .youtube .com/watch?v=gg-lRSn-OV g 
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concrete and steel5
. Moreover, using mid-level occupancy for the three competing modes of 

travel (high-speed train, auto, and airplane) the authors estimated it would take 71 years of train 
operation to mitigate the project 's construction emissions6

. California's  Legislative Analyst 
Office came to a similar conclusion in a 2012 report critical of using GHG reduction funds to 
pay for Phase 1 (Los Angeles to San Francisco) of the statewide system because "if the high
speed rail system met its ridership targets and renewable electricity commitments, construction 
and operation of the system would emit more GHG emissions than it would reduce for 
approximately the first 30 years"7

. Here, the LAO appears to be citing an updated Chester and 
Horvath study published in July 20128 focusing on only Phase 1 of the high-speed rail project as 
outlined in the Authority ' s  Revised 2012 Business Plan and took into account additional 
highway infrastructure that could be avoided as well as claims that "a future CAHSR system will 
likely see improved train performance and an opportunity for increased renewable electricity 
usage". 

The Authority promised "zero net greenhouse gas emissions during construction". A reduction 
in California' s  GHG emissions due to the trains' operation were to help reduce the state ' s  future 
GHG emissions, not merely mitigate construction releases. The Authority ' s  zero construction 
emissions promise relies heavily on a tree planting program9

. If so, then how many trees and 
when? The Authority does not answer the question: How many trees is "enough"? However, 
the Authority does cite the California Air Resources Board, Compliance Offset Protocol for 
Urban Forest Projects 201 1.  

The cited protocol provides an example of the gross carbon sequestered by a 15.6m (51 foot) 
hackberry (Celtis occidentalis) tree; .477 metric tons of carbon 1 0

. Converting carbon to carbon 
dioxide yields 1.749 metric tons CO2e. Therefore, the gross carbon sequestration of 5.5 million 
fifty-one foot tall hackberry trees would be "enough trees" to sequester the 9.7 million metric 
tons CO2e of direct and indirect construction emissions calculated by the Chester and Horvath 
for the statewide HST system. Of course more trees would still be needed because against 
"gross sequestration" the protocol mandates that CO2 emissions from motor vehicles related to 
tree planting, care, and monitoring as well as CO2 emissions from equipment related to tree 
planting and care be subtracted from the amount of gross carbon sequestered. Lastly, more trees 
must be continually planted to account for the mortality of trees so that the Authority ' s  forest of 
5.5 million 51 foot tall hackberry trees could live in perpetuity. The Authority has made no 
promises as to when these trees will be planted. However, in a December 8 ,  2015 interview 

5 Life-cycle assessment of high-speed rail: the case of California 
Mikhail Chester and Arpad Horvath, January 20 l O, pages 5 and 6 
http://iopscience. iop.org/article/ 1 0 .  1 088/1 748-9326/5/l/O 14003/pdf 

6Life-cycle assessment of high-speed rail: the case of California 
Mikhail Chester and Arpad Horvath, January 20 l O, Table 2, page 7 
http://iopscience. iop.org/article/ 1 0 .  1 088/1 748-9326/5/l/O 14003/pdf 

7 The 20 12- 1 3  Budget: Funding Requests for High-Speed Rail, April 1 7,20 12,  page 8 
http :/ /www.lao .ca.gov/analysis/20 12/transportation/high-speed-rail-04 1 7  12 .pdf 
8 High-speed rail with emerging automobiles and aircraft can reduce environmental impacts in California' s  future 
http :/ /iopscience. iop.org/article/ 1 0 .  1 088/1 748-9326/7/3/0340 12/pdf 
9 Contribution of the High-Speed Rail Program to Reducing California' s  Greenhouse Gas Emission Levels, June 
20 1 3 ,  Diagram entitled GHG EMISSIONS SOURCES FOR HIGH-SPEED RAIL SYSTEM, page 9 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/programs/green practices/HSR Reducing CA GHG Emissions 20 1 3 .pdf 
'° Compliance Offset Protocol for Urban Forest Projects 201 1 ,  Appendix B, page 35  
http://www.arb .ca.gov/regact/20 1 0/capandtrade 1 0/copurbanforestfin .pdf 
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televised on KCRA News in Sacramento CEO Morales did provide the exact number of trees 
planted since construction activities began the previous year. .. ZERO. 1 1  

Certainly the planting of trees is an absurd means to mitigate total construction emissions and so 
the Authority has other plans to augment its tree planting program. Its Voluntary Emissions 
Reduction Agreement with the San Joaquin Air Pollution Control District involves the Authority 
providing funds for the "replacement of fossil fuel burning irrigation pumps with electric pumps, 
and the replacement of, or retrofit of, vehicles with more efficient engines (that) have a GHG 
emissions benefit". 12  The number of engines to be replaced is of course not specified. 

A larger question left unanswered involves the funds the Authority will use to pay for tree 
planting and engine replacement. Private industry must mitigate the environmental impact of a 
given project with the profits derived from that project. If mitigation makes the project 
unprofitable, then the project is not built. The Authority ' s  mitigation efforts must be treated in 
the same fashion. Therefore, the only legitimate funds spent on mitigation efforts would be 
those derived from its anticipated operating profits, capitalized and provided upfront by private 
investment; a source of funds that does not exist. Instead, the Authority seeks to spend funds on 
mitigation that are derived from Cap-and-Trade fees whose sole purpose in the first place is to 
provide funds for the very same type of projects (i.e. GHG reduction projects) that the Authority 
claims it will provide. There is no reason to pass these funds through the hands of the Authority 
and then allow the Authority to claim it has mitigated its GHG emissions .. .  even if it could. 

The Illusion of a Train Powered by Renewable Energy Sources: 
Chester and Horvath generously assumed the trains would run on a power mix relatively high in 
renewable sources 1 3

. However, high-speed electric trains would replace fossil fueled propelled 
automobiles and airplanes. When Phase 1 is completed the trains would place a new demand on 
the electric grid that must be met immediately by a power provider. Some electric generator, idle 
at that moment, must come on line. It may be a peaking unit in California powered by natural 
gas or a coal burning plant in Utah. The exact source is unknowable. But it will not be a wind or 
solar powered electric plant. These plants are always running when wind or sunshine is available 
because they operate at low cost. Wind and solar sources will already be generating all the 
power they can produce when the first trains require power. 

The Authority ' s  business plans are constantly changing direction as are their assumptions on 
energy consumption and energy cost. Here, the 2012 Business Plan is cited, a plan that referred 
to paying 15.2 cents/kWh for electrical energy, inclusive of a 3 cent premium for renewable 
energy. Energy consumption was established at 63 kWh/mile 14

. Train miles traveled between 

1 1  KCRA New Sacramento YouTube video, December 8, 20 1 5  
https:/ /www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ic1cPa9z5 E 
12 Contribution of the High-Speed Rail Program to Reducing California 's Greenhouse Gas Emission Levels ,  June 
20 1 3 ,  page 1 5  
1 3  Life-cycle assessment o f  high-speed rail: the case o f  California 
Mikhail Chester and Arpad Horvath, January 20 1 0, page 2 
http:/ /iopscience. iop.org/article/ 1 0 .  1 088/1 748-9326/5/ 1 /0 14003/pdf 

14 Estimating High-Speed Train Operating and Maintenance Cost for the CHSRA 20 12 ,  pages 7-8 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business plans/BPlan 20 12EIREstimateOperatMaintCost.pdf 
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2022 and 2030 was projected to be 99 million 1 5  resulting in an energy use of 6,300 million 
kWh1 6

. See Attachment 1. To make good on its claim that it will power its trains with 100% 
renewable energy, The Authority needs to fund the construction of the necessary renewable 
power plants. California Valley Solar Ranch 1 7

, a 250MW facility producing 650 million 
kWh/year recently built at a cost of a $1.63 billion ($1.2 billion financed at a 3.5% interest rate 
using a federal loan guarantee coupled with a check from the U.S. Treasury for $430 million) 1 8  

serves as a proxy for the needed capital. The Authority ' s  trains would be consuming 1,200 
million kWh in 2030 and needing the output of 1.85 Solar Ranches; 460MW of capacity costing 
$3 billion. A premium of 42 cent/kWh 1 9

, fourteen times the Authority ' s  offer, would be needed 
to raise the necessary capital by 2030. More than 20% of this capacity, costing half a billion 
dollars, must be constructed before the first trains run. Otherwise, those trains will be totally 
powered by fossil fuels and the GHG emissions per passenger mile for train travelers will be no 
better than for passengers traveling in an automobile meeting the federal fuel efficiency 
standards scheduled to be in place in 2022. 

CONCLUSION: 
The Authority ' s  contractors have a vested interest, perhaps even more of an interest than the 
Authority Board Members themselves, in keeping this project alive and the accompanying cash 
flow that fills their corporate coffers. The high-speed train has been their gravy-train for nearly 2 
decades. It is time for the Authority to ask their contractors some hard questions. What are the 
estimated direct and indirect CO2e construction emissions that will result from one of the largest 
infrastructure projects undertaken in the United States? A program that "includes installing 
potentially up to 2,200 miles oftrail weighing 276,000 tons; 3.5 million square feet of buildings 
and facilities; 6,500 miles of electrical wires and cables; and approximately 190 grade 
separations. A significant portion of the project-approximately 190 miles-may be constructed 
on elevated structures or in tunnels."20 And this is merely the scope of Phase 1 Blended. 

Additionally, the Authority ' s  contractors need to spell out where all the green energy to power 
the train will be sourced and when ,or if, it will become available. They know that the electrical 
power demand of high-speed trains will result in an immediate incremental supply of new power 
and they know that incremental source cannot be green. 

15 Estimating High-Speed Train Operating and Maintenance Cost for the CHSRA 20 12 ,  pages 8 and 12 ,  Operations 
and Maintenance of Equipment Costs for Medium Ridership Case was divided by their variable costs to arrive at 
Trainset Miles .  
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business plans/BPlan 20 12EIREstimateOperatMaintCost.pdf 
16 Estimating High-Speed Train Operating and Maintenance Cost for the CHSRA 20 12 ,  99 million trainset miles are 
multiplied by 63kWh/mile . 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business plans/BPlan 20 12EIREstimateOperatMaintCost.pdf 
17 Energy.Gov Loan Programs Office, California Valley Solar Ranch 
http://energy.gov/lpo/california-valley-solar-ranch 
18  A Gold Rush of Subsidies in Clean Energy Search, New York Times, November 1 1  , 20 1 1  
http ://www.nytimes.com/20 1 1 /  1 1  / 12/business/energy-environment/a-cornucopia-of-help-for-renewab le-energy.html 
19 Author calculation: $3 .0 billion/6,300 million kWh less $ .05/kWh due to solar' s lower operating costs compared 
to fossil fuel plants. See Penn State Engineering Department study. 
https:/ /www.e-education.psu.edu/eme80 1 /node/530 
20 Revised 20 12  Business Plan, page 3 -3 
http://www.hsr.ca.gov/docs/about/business plans/BPlan 20 12 rpt.pdf 
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The Draft 2018 Business Plan is silent on how construction emissions will be mitigated and 
equally silent on where the renewable power will come from to run their trains. These defects 
need to be addressed in the Final 2018 Business Plan if the Authority is to continue using Cap
and Trade Fees to finance their railroad. 
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attachments ( 1) 
Attachment 1 

Ridership, Revenue and O&M Costs taken from Medium Ridership Case -PB April 2012 Estimated Cost for CHSRA 2012 Business Plan 

Year 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 
Ridership {millions) 5.4 6.7 8 .1  9 .6 12.9 14.2 19.3 21.4 

Revenue {millions 2010$) 278 372 467 564 663 941 1040 1242 1380 

O&M Costs (millions 2010$) 196 247 258 334 358 480 503 568 627 

Ops. and Maint. of Equipment (See Note 1) 82 124 133 196 216 265 280 344 391 

Variable Costs/TSM (2009$) 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Variable Costs/TSM (2010$) (See Note 2) 20.S 20.S 20.S 20.S 20.S 20.S 20.S 20.S 20.S 

TSM (Mill ions) (See Note 3) 4.0 6.0 6.5 9 .6 10.5 12.9 13.7 16.8 19. 1 

Trainset Elec. Consumption (mil l ions of Kwh) (See Note 4) 236 357 383 564 622 763 806 990 1125 5845.3  
Station Electical Cosumption (mil l ions of kWh)  (See Note S) 17 25 27 39 44 53 56 69 79 409.2  
Total Yearly Electrica l  Consumption (mil l ions of kWh) 253 382 410 604 665 816 862 1059 1204 6254.5 
Capital Cost to Generate Needed millions of kWh in Mi l l ions of 2010$ (See Note 6) 618 934 1002 1477 1627 1997 2110 2592 2946 2946 
Equivalent Ca lifornia Val ley Solar Ranch Faci lities 0.39 0.59 0.63 0.93 1.02 1.26 1.33 1 .63 1 5 
I ncremental Use of Electric Power (Mi l l ions of kWh) 253 129 28 194 62 151 46 197 145 

8 1I ncremental Capital ization Costs in Mi l l ions (2010$) 618 316 68 475 151 369 113 482 354 2946 
Average Green Charge Needed to Bui ld So lar Generating Capacity ($/kWh) 0.47 
Average Green Charge Needed After Adjusting for Variable Cost Differential Between Solar and Fossil Fuels (See Note 7) 0.42 

Notes: 
1 Authority treats Ops. and Ma int. of Equipment as  a variable cost at $20/Trainset Mi le (TSM) in Tables 5 and 7 of April 2012 PB report Estimating High-Speed Train Operating and Mointance Cost for the CHSRA 2012 Business Plan 

2 Adjust Variable Costs upward by 2.5% to convert from 2009$ to 2010$ 
3 Dividing Ops. And Ma int. Of Equipment costs by total variable costs yields the driver of Ops. And Ma int. Of Equipment Costs, Trainset Miles. 
4 Electrical Consumption of 59 kWh/TSM found on page 7 of Apri l 2012 PB report Estimating High-Speed Train Operating and Maintance Cost for the CHSRA 2012 Business Plan 

S 7% a l lowance for station and maintenance facil ities electricity consumption found on page 7 of April 2012 PB report Estimating High-Speed Train Operating and Maintance Cost for the CHSRA 2012 Business Plan 

6. Use Ca l ifornia Valley Solar Ranch as Proxy. A $1.63 bi l l ion faci l ity built with $1 .2 bi l l ion federal loan guarantee awa rded in 2011 and cash grant of $430,000 adjusted downward by 2.5% to reflect 2010$. 
Faci l ity expected to generate 650 mi l l ion kWh per year. 
7 Solar has a lower variable cost than fossil fuel of approximately $OS/kWh according to a Penn State Engineering Department study. https://www.e-education. psu.edu/eme801/node/S30 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Howard 
Last Name : Jaquith 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Ridership is cooked 4 100 a day out of Merced and 4000 a day out of Fresno. 

The way I figure if you took the daily auto/plane/train out of Merced 
tripled it and you would still be short 2000 ridders a day. Maybe this is 
going to be the HSR social club people will just ride to visit. Stop this 
madness I can only imagine what AMTRAK would have done with the 18 
billion 
you have wasted. 

Howard Jaquith (riding Amtrak for second time this month) 
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Rescoping the HSR Plan to Reduce Costs and Accelerate State Rail Improvements 

From: John Deeter, Chair of the Transportation, Air Quality & Climate Change Committee, 
Environmental Council of Sacramento (Affiliation supplied for identification only) 
Contact information: 916-952-1268 I jdeeter@gmail.com 

To: California High Speed Rail Authority 

Date : May 3, 2018 

RE: Draft 2018 Business Plan 

The cost of the California High Speed Rail (HSR) project has grown far beyond what was expected 
when it was launched with the passage of Proposition l A  in 2008. The projected completion date of 
2033 for Phase 1 of a high speed line from San Jose to Burbank with blended running at either end to 
extend service to Anaheim and San Francisco is not realistic: the HSR Authority itself admits that it has 
not identified a source for half of the funds needed to accomplish this goal. It is now time to look for 
ways to rescope this project to make it less expensive, and to provide superior train service to more of 
the state more expeditiously. 

What makes the current HSR plan exorbitantly expensive is the extensive tunneling -- near forty miles 
-- to maintain a high speed alignment in the mountain sections from Burbank to Bakersfield via 
Palmdale and from the Central Valley to Gilroy via Pacheco Pass. What is proposed here is to reduce 
the mountain sections to the absolute minimum for Phase 1, which means changing the route between 
Los Angeles and Bakersfield to an alignment via Tejon Pass, and deferring the Pacheco Pass 
connection for the time being. Initially, HSR would be restricted to the Central Valley (CV) from 
Merced to Bakersfield, along with a new rail connection via Tejon pass, and serving the major urban 
centers with blended operations on regional rail systems north of Merced and south of San Fernando. 

These points will be discussed in more detail below: 

1. Curtailment of the Initial Operating Segment (IOS) to just the CV segment, from Merced to 
Bakersfield. 

2. Major investment in the regional rail network in northern California, to provide feeder train services 
from Sacramento and the Bay Area to join the HSR segment at Merced, ideally using through trains 
switching between electric and diesel power at Merced. 

3. Relocation of the Tehachapi crossing from the extravagantly expensive route via Palmdale to the 
direct route across Tej on pass . 

4. Investment in other high ridership corridors, including the Pacific Surfliners, the Capitol Corridor 
and a new corridor from Los Angeles to the Coachella Valley, along with additional, modest 
investments in high speed rail. 

1. Initial Operating Segment 

The immediate focus should be on completing the Central Valley (CV) segment, all the way from 
Merced to Bakersfield. This project should include electrification to provide a full demonstration of 
the benefits of high speed rail to the people of the state at the least possible cost. The cost of this 
segment is about $15 billion -- or perhaps a little more with electrification -- which is fully within the 
state's financial capabilities. However, the IOS needs to satisfy certain conditions to unlock Prop. lA  
bond money: primarily, that it attract enough riders to cover operation and maintenance (O&M) costs, 



and that the Prop. l A  bonds pay for less than half of the capital costs. High ridership on the CV 
segment can be achieved with robust feeder services from the Bay Area via a greatly improved 
Altamont corridor and from Sacramento using existing tracks with more modest improvements (see 
below). Prop. l A  bonds would provide about $7 billion for this IOS, setting aside $1 B already 
allocated for the bookends (San Jose-San Francisco and Burbank-Anaheim). Over $4 B of non-bond 
money has been spent already, so only another $4 B or $5 B from other sources would be needed to 
complete the IOS. 

2. Feeder Service for the Initial Operating Segment 

To make the Central Valley IOS effective would require feeder services from Sacramento and the Bay 
Area, ideally using through trains switching between electric and diesel power at Merced. This scheme 
would necessitate substantial improvements to the existing alignment, particularly across Altamont 
Pass and through Niles Canyon. These improvements would cost an additional $5 B or so. but this is 
only 35% of the cost for extending the Central Valley segment to San Francisco to complete the 
currently planned "Valley-to-Valley" IOS. 

Moreover, an improved route across Altamont Pass would provide a critical link in regional rail service 
in northern California in addition to providing feeder service to HSR. This route is the natural gateway 
between the Bay Area and the northern San Joaquin Valley (SJV), and some improvements are already 
being planned by the San Joaquin RRC. Travel in this market is nearly four times that between the 
Bay Area and the southern valley ( see Exhibit 1. 5 on page 16 in the Draft 2018 State Rail Plan). The 
direct route to the Central Valley via Altamont Pass would provide critical rail service in this corridor, 
and relatively inexpensive improvements to it deserve much higher priority than the proposed HSR link 
to the southern CV via Pacheco pass. 

The Sacramento branch of the feeder service should be able support at least ten round trips per day, and 
the branch to the Bay Area even more since there are three possible termini (San Francisco, Oakland, 
and San Jose). The total ridership might exceed 15 thousand per day (nearly five million per year). The 
high speed portion of this service (Merced to Bakersfield) would certainly generate an operating 
surplus -- perhaps the entire operation would generate a surplus as well. If diesel operations north of 
Merced were also converted to electric power, northern California would acquire a modern (electric) 
regional passenger railroad system spanning over two hundred miles of service in addition to the 
electric high speed segment south of Merced. 

3. Rail Link from Southern California to the Central Valley via Tejon Pass 

Along with finishing the Central Valley segment as a demonstration project, the entire HSR project 
should be reconsidered, including rerouting the alignment to avoid as much as possible the rugged 
mountainous terrain that entails inordinately expensive tunneling. The 2005 EIR estimated that only 
about 20 miles of double track tunneling for Phase 1 (Los Angeles to San Francisco) would be needed, 
but this has expanded to about 45 miles in the latest engineering studies. The key to reducing project 
costs lies first and foremost in reducing tunneling to the absolute minimum necessary to connect major 
markets. 

The largest saving is obtained by relocating the Tehachapi crossing from the expensive route via 
Palmdale to the more sensible, direct route across Tejon pass. The principal reasons given in the 2005 
EIR for choosing Palmdale over Tejon Pass (pp. 6A 17-19) now support the opposite conclusion: Tejon 
Pass requires less tunneling and would therefore be much less expensive. Indeed, a critical point was 
ignored in the EIR that should have dictated this choice: the Tejon route is about 30 miles shorter than 
the Palmdale alternative, with a corresponding reduction in operations and maintenance (O&M) costs. 



The extra O&M cost for the longer route via Palmdale is an additional, recurring expense on top of the 
extra capital cost for this segment. 

The costs given in the 2005 EIR for the two alternatives connecting Los Angeles and Bakersfield were 
almost identical -- $8.6 billion in 2003 dollars, or $13 B in current (2017) dollars. A reevaluation of 
Tejon Pass might increase the cost a bit, but certainly not so much as to rival that for the Palmdale 
route, now estimated at $26.6 billion (2017 dollars) -- twice the original estimate even after adjusting 
for inflation. The difference between costs for the two routes is how much it costs to put Palmdale on 
the main HSR line, and is an unjustified expenditure considering that the Antelope Valley is hardly a 
secondary market let alone a major urban center. Moreover, the bulk of the some six million annual 
Palmdale riders would be mainly commuters into the Los Angeles basin and these could be 
accommodated by improving the existing Metro link line. 

The lower cost of the route via Tejon pass yields a much higher return on investment (ROI) than the 
longer and more expensive Palmdale route, so it is bound to attract stronger interest from potential 
partners -- such as national rail agencies -- who could provide technical expertise as well as financial 
assistance for this difficult mountain crossing. Indeed, a partner with experience in mountain railways 
might recommend less tunneling for the Tejon Pass route ( estimated at 23 miles in the 2005 EIR), by 
choosing a more aggressive profile for the very steep grade at Grapevine (6% for I-5 with no tunnels). 

4. Major Investments in Other High Ridership Rail Corridors 

According to the Draft 2018 State Rail Plan, much of future rail ridership in the state will come from 
regional services, measured not only by the number of riders but also by total distance traveled 
(passenger miles). In particular, the regional rail network in the Los Angeles metropolitan area 
(Metrolink) is expected to play an essential role in providing mobility across this 120-mile wide region. 
Rail trips on regional services are generally less than 100 miles, and even the corridor services (Pacific 
Surfliner, Capitol Corridor and the emerging corridors on the Central Coast and from Los Angeles to 
the Coachilla Valley) are dominated by short trips less than 200 miles. The State Rail Plan estimates 
that rail ridership in 2040 might total about 400 million trips per year (1.3 million per day) of which 40 
million (ten percent) will use HSR and only 10 million (2.5 percent) will travel 200 miles or more by 
rail. HSR has its place in the overall rail plan but other services are collectively more important. 

The Draft State Rail Plan presents a scheme for improvements to the California passenger rail network 
through the year 2040 along with associated cost estimates, arriving at a total sum of some $132 billion 
or $6 B per year. There is some overlap between HSR and other projects, but at least $70 B can be 
attributed to HSR (including an interstate link to Las Vegas), leaving around $60 B for other rail 
projects. But most of the non-HSR projects get deferred until completion of HSR Phase 1, which won't 
happen until 2035 and probably much later than that. 

Focusing the rail program in the near term strongly on HSR drastically impedes investment in other rail 
markets, and particularly the corridor services -- Pacific Surfliner, Capitol Corridor and San Joaquins -
that the state is directly responsible for. Reducing the cost of HSR would allow a much better balance 
in funding among the various rail services in the state, putting the corridor services on a more equitable 
footing as HSR 

5. Discussion and Concluding Remarks 

In 1990 California had a sensible plan to link north and south ("Los Angeles-Fresno-Bay Area
Sacramento High Speed Rail Corridor Study Draft Final Report"), but over the next 15 years this plan 
was hijacked by political and parochial interests to ensure that very specific markets would be given 



priority, even over the critical north-south spine. Returning to the spirit of the 1990 plan would entail a 
thorough reconsideration of the plan outlined in the 2005 and 2012 EIRs, and encapsulated as 
Proposition IA approved by the voters in 2008. 

The California HSR project should be drastically rescoped to reduce costs in order to build an 
affordable Phase I system within a ten-year time frame. To do this would require eliminating two
thirds of the expensive construction in rugged terrain, thereby saving some $24 billion. Operations at 
the highest speeds (200 mph) would initially be restricted to the Central Valley segment from Merced 
to Grapevine. The Tehachapi crossing would be moved to Tejon Pass, and HSR trains would operate 
on tracks shared with regional services north of Merced and south of San Fernando. The markets that 
would be lost in this scheme are direct services between Palmdale and Bakersfield and between San 
Jose and Fresno, and fast service between Burbank and Palmdale, but these are relatively minor 
markets and their loss would barely affect intercity ridership. Travel time for the longest markets 
would see a modest increase compared to Phase I as currently proposed -- Los Angeles-San Francisco, 
for instance, would rise from 3. 5 hours to about four. 

The result is a Phase I system (Anaheim-San Francisco) considerably different than that envisioned by 
Prop. IA. But that measure provided only limited funding for HSR, and Article 2 acknowledges that 
the intent of Prop. IA is to initiate construction of a high speed rail system without specifying precisely 
how to complete it. What Prop. IA does require is a fully funded IOS to release Prop. IA bond money, 
and only suggests how that might lead to a Phase I system. This is just as well, since the cost of the 
project has now ballooned to twice that contemplated when Prop. IA was approved, even after 
adjusting for inflation. The strategy proposed here is intended to get the costs of the entire state rail 
program under control, starting with downsizing the high speed portion to a level the state will be able 
to finance. 

It is true that the state would effectively be reneging on the promise of "high speed rail for everyone," 
but that was never financially feasible and was made only to obtain the support of outlying markets 
such as Sacramento, and to satisfy the interests of developers in the Antelope and Central Valleys. 
What is offered here is "high speed rail only where it really makes sense," very possibly limited to just 
the Central Valley where it is least expensive. Outlying areas would still get high speed trains, but at 
reduced speed away from the spine in the CV. In this way, project costs are kept under control, and a 
surprisingly large HSR system can be completed within a relatively short time frame. 

6. References 

"Los Angeles-Fresno-Bay Area-Sacramento High Speed Rail Corridor Study Draft Final Report," 
March 1990. Oversight provided by an ad-hoc study group (mainly politicians), with Parsons 
Brinkerhoff as the primary consultant. 

"High speed ground transportation for America." U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad 
Administration, 1997. 

"California High-Speed Rail Program EIR/EIS." California High Speed Rail Authority, 2005. 

"Text of Proposed Law: Proposition IA." California Secretary of State, 2008. 

"Bay Area to Central Valley HST Final Program EIR/EIS." California High Speed Rail Authority, 2012. 

"Capitol Corridor, 2014 vision plan update final report." CCJPA, 2014. 

"Our future is on track: Metro link's I 0-year strategic plan." Metro link, 2015. 

"California State Rail Plan." California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 2018 (Draft). 
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D +1 415 882 2491 United States 
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May 3, 201 8  

VIA FEDEX and EMAIL 

California High Speed Rail Authority 
Attn: Draft 201 8  Business Plan 
770 L Street, Suite 800 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Email: 201 8businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov 

Re: Bakersfield Homeless Center's Comments on Draft 201 8  Business Plan 

J am writing to submit comments on the Draft 201 8  Business Plan on behalf of our client, the Bakersfield 
Homeless Center ("BHC"). These comments are submitted at the urging of Assemblyman Rudy Salas as 
well as senior members of the High Speed Rail Authority's ("HSRA") staff in the hope that HSRA (and the 
Board of Public Works) will re-consider its decision not to proceed with early acquisition of the BHC 
property. 

By way of background, the BHC has offered year-round emergency shelter for 35 continuous years, 
beginning with the opening of the Good Shepherd Shelter in 1983. The mission of the BHC is to provide 
support and resources to families and individuals in crisis while helping them to achieve their highest level 
of self-sufficiency- in other words, to help homeless single women and families with children transition to 
stable, self-sufficient community living. BHC is a full-service shelter operating 24 hours a day year-round, 
and offering emergency shelter, food and other basic necessities in conjunction with a comprehensive 
supportive services program. It is the only shelter in Kern County that provides services to homeless 
families with children. 

In early 2015 the BHC was told that its property would be in the HSR alignment immediately south of 
downtown Bakersfield and that HSRA wanted to pursue an "early acquisition" of the property for 
numerous reasons that would be beneficial to both HSRA and the BHC. 

In October, 2016 an HSRA retained appraiser inspected the property and a right of way agent was 
assigned (but no copy of the appraisal has been provided to the BHC.). Thereafter, until September, 
2017, the BHC was continually told that it was going to be acquired and would be on the Board of Public 
Work's agenda "next month." In reliance on these representations, the BHC has deferred maintenance of 
facilities while awaiting the HSRA and the other state agencies to take the action that had been promised. 
During this time, donors have (understandably) been unwilling to support planning and capital 
improvement efforts at BHC's existing facilities. The result has been a substantial loss of lost donor focus 
while awaiting HSRA and the other state agencies to begin the acquisition that had been promised. 
Unfortunately, in September 2017 BHC was told for the first time that HSRA's promised early acquisition 
would NOT go forward. We have made numerous appeals to HSRA staff as well as to state legislators to 
try and get this change of position reversed but without success. Finally, on January 30, 2018 in a 
meeting with Assemblyman Salas, Tom Flores and Diana Gomez it was suggested that we make this 

Maclay Murray & Spens ► Gallo Barrios Pickmann ► Muiloz ► Cardenas & Cardenas2► Lopez Velarde ► Rodyk ► Boekel ► OPF Partners ► 

;;;/i!t ► McKenna Long 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I the to the Routes. The 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
ide new alte to abandon for train service from 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be. released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 
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Sincerely, 

Email:.___________!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _________ Phone:_____ __!jl'fl)_ ____ 

Additional Comments:.__ ________ !jl'fl)_______ __!jl'fl) ________ ___ 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in  the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting John Descouroyez Written Public Comment 172.pdf 

(35 kb) 
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Attachments : March Board Meeting David Dandridge Written Public Comment 174.pdf (36 
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Attachments : March Board Meeting John Galway Written Public Comment 175.pdf (35 kb) 
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_!jl'fl) ____ _!jl'fl) _ _!jl'fl) _Additional Comments:___!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _ _ !jl'fl)_!jl'fl)___!jl'fl)_!jl'fl) ______ __ 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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3. 

Comments:._______!jl'fl) ________!jl'fl) _______ __ ____ 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1 .  The Authority has long promised a public meeting i n  the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to.identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislatorsto not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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DePinto 

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject: SAFE Coalition Comments on 2018 "Business Plan" 
Date: Mon, 7 May 2018 16:59:36 -0700 
From: David DePinto <ddepinto@depintomorales.com> 
To: Richard, Dan@HSR < Dan.Richard@hsr.ca.gov>, Boehm, Michelle@HSR 
<Michelle. Boehm@hsr.ca.gov>, Brian.Kelly@hsr.ca.gov 
<Brian.Kelly@hsr.ca.gov>, palmdale_burbank@hsr.ca.gov 
<palmdale_burbank@hsr.ca.gov>, Arellano, Genoveva@HSR 
<garellano@arellanoassociates.com> 

May 7, 2018 

*SUBJECT: SAFE COALITION COMMENTS ON 2018 BUSINESS PLAN -
NOTE VIDEO 
SUBMITTAL TO BE VIEWE D AS AN INTEGRAL PART OF OUR 
SUBMITTAL  -
**https://vimeo.com/268459373 * 

Dear High Speed *TRAIN* Authority: 

Given how much our communities have suffered and been damaged since 
August 14, 2014, when we were first "thrown under the train" by the 
"yellow banana, " we are pleased to be both involved enough and informed 
enough to provide enlightened and passionate feedback on the 2018 
Business Plan. Since we have heard nothing form CHSRA since early 2016 
due to its abdication of it's "community outreach" program, since the 
Authority is years late on delivering the DEIR which it first said would 
be released in August 2016, and since the Authority reneged on plans to 
hold a board meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley since June 
2015, this video submittal, which will at least let you see and hear our 
faces and voices, along with this incisive cover letter, must suffice. 

Maybe in an alternate universe or alternate reality this would be called 
a "Business Plan." Because in the real world, a Business Plan is created 
by a stable, qualified and experienced management team. In the real 
world a Business Plan adds up and is precise. In the real world, a 
Business Plan has achievable timelines and schedules. In the real world, 
a Business Plan reflects stakeholder input. In the real world, a 
Business Plan is measurable and sets up accountability. In the real 
world, a Business Plan is the sum of its parts .... 

Our primary question and challenge to this Business Plan is that if one 
of its key elements, in this case, the Burbank to Palmdale project 
section, is so fatally flawed, full of "show stoppers" and achievable, 
then the Business Plan, itself, does not hold together. This 2018 
Business Plan, unfortunately, lacks one crucial element: reality. 

We read this document with anticipation after reading the press release 
and knowing a new executive was in place. Unfortunately, the new 
management personnel has not been in place long enough to have created 
and taken ownership of this Business Plan. You can't fool us. You can't 
railroad us. This Business Plan is a product of past regimes that have 
created the largest boondoggle in California and possibly United States 
public works history. This Business Plan does not apply lessons learned; 
it is a prescription for mistakes to be repeated over and over and over 
because the Authority's culture remains one of being treated as a 



special child, given priority and privilege without having earned it or 
respected the public trust that created it. 

This Business Plan is vapid, devoid of facts, devoid of connection to 
the real California and devoid of responsiveness to communities held 
hostage for far too long. We substantiate our claim that the Business 
Plan is the sum of its parts and, thus, infeasible because it has a $12 
billion hole in it; it has a 5-1 0  year scheduling gap in  it. As a 
result, the Authority's Board and the Legislature must reject this 
Business Plan and send management and staff back to the drawing board. 

Following is a brief illustration of the shortcomings of the Palmdale to 
Burbank project sections, shortcomings that make that section and the 
entire Business Plan infeasible. 

1 .  The Burbank to Palmdale routes are infeasible and fatally flawed due 
to environmental complexity, unjust location of routes that divide 
communities and change community character, and budgets that remain 
both unfounded exorbitant. 

2. The Authority has not presented the NE San Fernando Valley with any 
new options since early 2016 and has not improved on the old, flawed 
alternatives. 

3. The Authority continues to miss deadlines to present environmental 
studies to the NE San Fernando Valley, is nearly two years past 
August 2016 when the studies were first stated to be completed, and 
recent announcements about the studies being delayed until 2020 
further hold our communities hostage unjustly. 

4. The Authority has failed to hold a board meeting in the NE San 
Fernando Valley as promised to stakeholders in 201 5. 

5. CHSRA's own geotechnical studies substantiate the flaws in all of 
the tunneled route proposals, in particular the study released in 
March 201 7. In CHSRA's own words from that document: "the geologic 
and hydrogeologic conditions along the tunnel alignments present 
significant design and construction challenges." Those challenges 
would further exacerbate the environmental complexity, time delays 
and cost overruns characterizing the Authority's work to date. It's 
important to note that this definitive and enlightening Geotechnical 
study, produced by the Authority, was only obtained by the SAFE 
Coalition after months of dogged pursuit of information from the 
Authority, from elected officials and, ultimately, through a public 
records request that took many months to complete. 

6. All communities in the northeast San Fernando Valley oppose the 
project universally and unanimously due to all of the frequently 
stated damage and risks presented to densely populated residential 
and commercial areas, as well as to sensitive environmental areas. 

7. All elected officials in the NE San Fernando Valley are on the 
record individually, and some collectively, as opposed to the routes 
under consideration. 

To conclude, if a major project section, such as Palmdale to Burbank, is 
infeasible and fatally flawed, then since it is a pillar of the Business 
Plan, itself, then logically the Business Plan is incomplete, 
infeasible, flawed and should not be approved by the Board or by the 
Legislature. We'd add one further note. Our research indicates that 
southern California taxpayers are being ripped off worse than taxpayers 
anywhere else in California by the fact that a disproportionate amount 
of CHSRA funds are being spent in northern and central California, 
creating whatever economic benefits the project possesses, while 
creating zero transportation benefits. The SAFE Coalition calls upon the 
Authority to immediately remove the flawed routes proposed for the 
Burbank to Palmdale project section and to quickly propose how remaining 
funds can be made available for other local transportation/bookend projects. 

On behalf of all the communities which comprise the SAFE Coalition,  
please take these comments and the video to heart and revise your 
Business Plan and remove these infeasible routes from further consideration.  



Dave DePinto 

David J. DePinto 
81 8-352-761 8  office 
81  8-352-6781 fax 
31  0-502-7928 mobile 

Attachmentse: gglopligbplmohmc.gif (19 kb) 
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First Name: District 
Last Name: 6 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: Got it. Thanks Ed! 

Attachments 

Best, 

Mary Anne Groen 
Chief of Staff 
Office of Councilmember Dev Davis 
200 E. Santa Clara Street 
18th Floor 
San Jose, CA 95113-1905 
Tel (408) 535-4906 
maryanne.groen@sanjoseca.gov<mailto:maryanne.groen@sanjoseca.gov> 

Follow the Councilmember on Social Media: 
[cid:image001.jpg@01D27575.C60363AO]<https://twitter.com/DevDavisCA>[ 
cid: image002.png@01 D27575.C60363AO]<https://www.facebook.com/devda 
visCA/> [cid: image003.jpg@01 D27575.C60363A0] 
<https://www.instagram.com/devdavisca/> 

P.S. Stay updated on current issues in District 6 and the City of San Jose by 
signing up to receive our newsletter 
here<https: //visitor. r20. constantcontact.com/d .jsp?II r=iz8nzydab&p=oi&m= 11 
03564828456&sit=efu ntohfb&f=eed530b3-fcb2-4536-bcc3-a 14cc 7 e20f3a>. 

[cid: image004.jpg@01 D2A964.1C124980] 

From: Edward Saum [mailto:edward@saumdesignconsulting.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 07, 2018 2:37 PM 
To: 2018businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov 
Cc: District 6 <district6@sanjoseca.gov> ;  The Office of Mayor Sam Liccardo 
<TheOfficeofMayorSamLiccardo@sanjoseca.gov> ; Reid, Tara 
<Tara.Reid@sanjoseca.gov> ;  Wilcox, Leland 
<Leland.Wilcox@sanjoseca.gov> 
Subject: CHSRA 2018 Business Plan Comments 

To Whom It May Concern -

Attached please find the responses of the Shasta I Hanchett Neighborhood 
Assocation (S/HPNA) to the High-Speed Rail Authority's request for 
comments on the Draft 2018 Business Plan. S/HPNA represents 1,400 
households in the neighborhoods immediately west of San Jose Diridon 
Station, and along the West of the current Caltrain corridor from Park Avenue 
in the south to West Taylor Street in the North. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any comments, questions, or 
concerns. 

Edward Saum 

President, Shasta I Hanchett Park Neighborhood Association 

image001.jpg (906 bytes) 
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First Name : Greg 
Last Name : Greenway 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Please see comments from Peninsula Freight Rail Users Group on the 2018 
HSR Business Plan. 
Thank you,Greg Greenway 

Attachments: PFRUG Comments on HSR Business Plan 050718.pdf (257 kb) 



Peninsula 
Freight Rail 
Users Group 

May 7, 2018 Delivered by E-mail 
2018businessplancomments@hsr.ca. gov 

Dan Richard 
Board Chairman 
California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Attn: Draft 2 01 8  Business Plan 

Dear Chairman Richard and Members of the Board of Directors: 

The Peninsula Freight Rail Users Group (PFRUG) offers the following comments on the 2018 
California High Speed Rail (HSR) Business Plan. PFRUG is an industry association whose 
members include the freight rail shippers on the Caltrain rail corridor, the two public ports on the 
San Francisco Bay Peninsula (San Francisco and Redwood City) and other business and labor 
stakeholders. PFRUG has participated actively in the planning process for Caltrain 
modernization and high-speed rail since 2009. 

Attention to Freight Rail in the Draft Business Plan 

We appreciate the extensive references to freight rail as a partner with passenger rail , and the 
importance given to planning for freight in relation to the California High Speed Rail project. 

At the same time , the draft Business Plan gives a relative lack of attention to Northern California 
freight rail. It is encouraging that the draft document notes , "The Authority continues to be in 
discussions with Caltrain ,  Caltrans , the City of San Jose , Santa Clara County , Union Pacific 
Railroad and other partners about right of way and operational options between Santa Clara and 
Gilroy , including how passenger and diesel freight trains could share the corridor." PFRUG 
strongly encourages you to include more extensive language about the Authority's commitment 
to making a shared freight/passenger corridor work successfully on the Peninsula in particular. 
How , for example , do the lessons of "shared corridor modeling" in Southern California apply to 
Northern California (the Caltrain corridor) going forward? 

Past plans recognized that "America's freight rail system is the envy of the world" and that 
freight rail is a vital component of California's intermodal infrastructure for goods movement by 
"providing efficient connections to and from California's ports." PFRUG is glad to see that the 
current draft affirms that freight railroads "play vital roles in the national and statewide economy 
by maintaining and expanding their ability to move freight by rail , to serve the state's ports and 
other shippers and to help relieve the state's crowded highway network." PFRUG recommends 
that this theme be emphasized more in the final document. 

Pen insu la Fre ight Rai l Users Group (PFRUG) ,  675 Seaport Blvd . ,  Redwood City , CA, 94063 



Peninsula 
Freight Rail 
Users Group 

Finally , the 2018 draft notes that, "A well-defined and collaborative relationship between the 

Authority and the freight railroads in California is critical to the successful implementation of the 

high-speed rail program." PFRUG encourages the Authority to acknowledge and continue to include 
local freight shippers (in addition to freight operators) among the freight stakeholders with whom 

the agency collaborates. 

Planning for Compatibility with Freight Rail 

PFRUG strongly encourages CHSRA to take freight rail into account when planning for future 
high-speed passenger service. Caltrain provides a model of how to do this successfully , 
following a collaborative planning process that recognizes the mutual benefits of moving people 
and goods by rail. Following are considerations and lessons from that local planning process: 

• Work closely with freight rail shippers in addition to freight rail operators during outreach, 
planning and design of the project. Designate staff contacts for regular updates and meetings 
with PFRUG. Reach out to PFRUG to allow us to participate constructively in the planning 
process. We appreciate efforts on the part of HSR staff to inform and work with us, and to 
include PFRUG in the agency's local stakeholder advisory group. We encourage CHSRA to 
continue to affirm this approach as part of the Business Plan. 

• Make explicit the assumptions regarding design and operations that underlie cost estimates, 
specifically as they relate to freight and passenger rail compatibility on the Caltrain corridor. 

• Ensure that design and operations assumptions support the long-term viability of shared 
freight rail use under a "blended system" on the Caltrain corridor, particularly continued 
freight rail operation during the hours of 8pm-5am. Caltrain has worked closely with local 
stakeholders to achieve this goal, and its 2015 petition to the FRA was approved by the 
federal government. This raises a critical question for HSR: What are the planned hours of 
operation of high-speed trains? What are the plans for HSTs between the hours of 8:00pm 
and 5 :00am, the peak hours for freight rail use of the corridor? 

• Ensure that design and operational assumptions support the continuation of the current 
regulatory standard of 22.5 feet for the overhead electrical lines used by high-speed trains. 

• Protect the level of service for freight during the construction period. Electrification of a 
main line has not occurred in the United States for many years, and the engineers responsible 
for electrification of the Caltrain corridor will, to some degree, be learning on the job. 
PFRUG insists that construction be planned in a way that ensures full freight service during 
construction of the blended system, and Caltrain has committed to this goal for the PCEP. 

• Build tracks to account for heavier rail cars in the future. The weight of loaded freight rail 
cars throughout the country is growing from the current 286,000 pounds to 315,000 pounds. 

Pen insu la Fre ight Rai l Users Group (PFRUG) ,  675 Seaport Blvd . ,  Redwood City , CA, 94063 



Peninsula 
Freight Rail 
Users Group 

Railroads have consistently raised the weight limits for rail cars and are likely to push for 
greater freight car weight capacity over the time horizon for HSR planning and construction. 
If HSR and Caltrain are building a system for the long term, it makes sense to build the 

system to accommodate heavier rail cars. High speed passenger trains also require tracks 
built to higher standards, which should also accommodate heavier freight trains, but it is 
important to discuss this issue explicitly at early stages of the planning process. 

• Regarding the management and oversight of the project following environmental review, 
consider experience with freight rail as a desirable qualification, and seek substantial 
expertise in this area from employees and consultants who advise the board and staff. 

• Consider the business opportunities of moving freight on high-speed trains and/or facilitating 
investments in electrification of existing freight service on corridors to be shared with high 
speed trains. Currently , major package delivery companies contract with freight railroads for 
intermodal service. The CHSRA should investigate market opportunities that could 
potentially attract investment to improve the infrastructure for both freight and passenger rail. 

PFRUG has appreciated the availability and proactive approach of CHSRA staff in the two years 
since the last Business Plan was developed. Most fundamentally , we hope that the Authority will 
keep local freight shippers (in addition to freight operators) closely involved in the planning 
process. We urge you to incorporate our comments into the final business plan and look forward 
to working with CHSRA as the project moves forward. 

Sincerely , 

Greg Greenway 
Executive Director, PFRUG 

Pen insu la Fre ight Rai l Users Group (PFRUG) ,  675 Seaport Blvd . ,  Redwood City , CA, 94063 
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Last Name: Johnson 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Attached please find a comment letter. 

Thank you, 

Linda Johnson 
Principal Planner 
City of Anaheim 
Public Works Department<http://www.anaheim.net/229/Public-Works> : 
Traffic and Transportation<http://www.anaheim.net/361 /Traffic
Transportation> 
200 South Anaheim Boulevard : Suite 276 
Anaheim, CA 92805 
(714) 765-4957 
LJohnson@anaheim.net<mailto: LJohnson@anaheim.net> 
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for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution, forwarding, or copying of this 
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication 
in error, please notify the sender immediately by e-mail or telephone, and 
delete the original message immediately. Thank you. 
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City of Anaheim 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

May 7, 20 1 8  

California High-Speed Rail Authority 

Attn: Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan 

770 L Street, Suite 620 MS- 1 

Sacramento, California 95 8 1 4  

Subject: California High-Speed Rail (CHSR) Project - Draft 2018 Business Plan 

Dear Sir: 

We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft CHSR 20 1 8  Business Plan. Following 

are our comments : 

• The 20 16  Business Plan refers to the high-speed rail one-seat ride between the Bay 

Area and Southern California (page 30). Please adjust the Draft 20 1 8  Business to 

reflect the Phase I high-speed rail system connecting San Francisco/Merced with 

Los Angeles/ Anaheim through the phased and blended implementation of a one

seat ride adopted by the Authority in the 20 12, 20 1 4  and 20 1 6  Business Plans. 

• The Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan states that the Authority' s  $500 million 20 12  

Southern California Memorandum of  Understanding (MOU) funds will be directed 

to two projects : Rosecrans/Marquardt Grade Separation Project and Los Angeles 

Union Station and Link US . We request that CHSR consider other early 

investments identified in the MOU if funds become available. As indicated in the 

MOU and identified in the 20 1 6  Business Plan (pages 55-59), there are several high 

priority projects in Orange County which would improve mobility, safety and the 

environment and benefit travelers through greater interconnectivity including the 

State College Boulevard, Orangethorpe A venue and Ball Road grade separation 

projects in the City of Anaheim. 

Thank you for consideration of our comments. 

Should you have any questions, please contact me at (7 1 4) 765-5065 or 

REmami@anaheim.net. 

.. 

Public Works Director 

C: Linda Anda!, Interim City Manager 

200 S. Anahe i m  Blvd . ,  Su ite 276 

Anaheim ,  Cal iforn ia  92805 

TEL (71  4) 765-51  76 

FAX (71 4) 765-5225 

www.anaheim.net 
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Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Please find attached Kern COG's comment on the Draft 2018 Business Plan. 

Robert "Rob" Ball, Deputy Director & Director of Planning for Kern Council of 
Governments, www. kerncog.org<http://www. kerncog .org/> 
office 661-635-2900, direct 661-635-2902, 
rball@kerncog.org<mailto:rball@kerncog.org> 

Attachments : Kern COG Comments-Draft HSR Business Plan 5-7-18. pdf ( 137 kb) 



-
Kern Council 

of Governments 

May 7, 2018  

Chairman Dan Richard and Members of the Board of Directors 
California H igh-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Re: Draft 201 8  Business Plan - Comments from Kern COG 

Dear Mr. Richard and Members of the Board of Directors: 

Thank you for the opportunity for Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG) to provide comments and 
recommendations regarding the draft 201 6  Business Plan (Draft Business Plan) . As you know Kern COG 
and its staff has been working cooperatively with this project for over twenty-five years and our staff will 
continue to do so to ensure the best possible planning practices are achieved . 

With respect to the Draft Business Plan, Kern COG staff has coordinated our response with the City of 
Bakersfield, County of Kern, and numerous stakeholders within our jurisdiction to ensure not only concerns 
of the Draft Business Plan are identified, but also recommended solutions to address those concerns. 

Kern COG staff looks forward to working with your staff to complete the Draft Business Plan on-time and with 
local concerns addressed of not only Kern County but other communities impacted by the Initial Operating 
Segment. 

Sincerely, 

Ahron Hakimi, 
Executive Director 

Enclosure 

Kern Council of Governments 

1 40 I 1 9th Street, Suite 300, Bakersfield, California 9330 I f66 1 )  635-2900 Facsimile f66 1 )  324-82 1 5 TTY f66 1 )  832-74 33 www.kerncog org 



 
 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

 



The state must mitigate the Impacts of el iminating Amtrak stations and passenger rail service to communities 
South of Madera (Corcoran, Allensworth, Wasco, Bakersfield and the surrounding communities that use 
these stops). 

Page 1 29 of the SRP, under the "Planning, Analysis, and Project Development" section, in bullet point number 
five, states: "Study potential regional rail and integrated Express Bus needs to communities between Fresno 
and Bakersfield, developing recommendations that consider capacity currently used for San Joaquin service, 
along with regional rail opportunities and the need to feed HSR stations at Fresno, Kings-Tulare, and 
Bakersfield. " Since the planning period described in this section begins in 2022, we are assuming from the 
201 8 HSR draft business plan that HSR service could begin as early as 2026 between Bakersfield and 
Madera. Planning needs to begin immediately to mitigate the following impacts to the commun ities losing 
Amtrak service: 

a. Comprehensive connector bus system - Provide coordinated access to new HSR service and 
Southern California via dedicated connector bus service. This would include a parallel bus service 
to the operational HSR corridor that would pick up passengers at cities such as Shafter, Delano and 
Corcoran that don't have a HSR stop, and arrive just in time to catch the train at the appropriate HSR 
station. 

b. Interim HSR termini - Provide interim HSR platforms/stops at temporary HSR system term ini , 
including a stop at the community of Wasco downtown at the current Amtrak SJ station site. Provide 
sufficient connector bus spaces and faci lities to safely transfer passengers connecting with Southern 
California destinations. These temporary termin i  could also be co-located with railway maintenance 
faci lities to make better use of the infrastructure investment in the stop. 

c. Low frequency future and/or emergency stops - As the HSR system completes portions of longer 
segments, provide new interim platforms at the term ini at locations such as Wasco, Madera, Los 
Banos, and Tehachapi (see figure 1 ) .  These platforms wil l allow the HSR system to benefit from rail 
travel time improvements sooner, creating a potential future low frequency stop location or 
emergency turnout for the system.  These also provide a node for future transit oriented development 
in these smaller communities. The stop platforms should include rail sidings off the two mainlines 
just like the regular HSR station stops. These stops also provide access to these impacted 
disadvantaged communities should the IOS be used by Amtrak San Joaquin Service. 

d .  Wasco-Bakersfield is next segment ready to bid - The locally generated alternative alignment for 
the Wasco (Poplar Ave) to Bakersfield segment wil l be environmentally cleared by mid-201 8 and wil l 
be the next segment ready to bid and construct. Building al l the way to Bakersfield prior to initial 
operation in 2026/27 wil l min imize traffic impacts and need for extra bus bays at an interim stop in 
Wasco. Still, a downtown platform in Wasco wil l be needed for future low frequency service and to 
m itigate impacts to that disadvantaged community by the loss of an Amtrak station. 

e. Reserve right to operate commuter rail on BNSF mainline in future in South Valley - In 201a2 
Kern COG completed a Commuter Rail Study that included a plan for commuter rail service between 
Wasco, Shafter, NW Bakersfield and downtown Bakersfield. The future NW Bakersfield stop is in 
the Amtrak SJ business plan. The state of California has invested hundreds of mi l l ions in 
improvements to the BNSF mainline, and based on that investment should retain the right to operate 
passenger service along the South Valley BNSF corridor in the future. The State should negotiate 
such an agreement with BNSF before Amtrak passenger rail service is el iminated in the South Valley. 
The agreement should anticipate future service in Kern between Wasco and Bakersfield to the 
Bakersfield HSR station when future ridership warrants such a service. 

f. State plan missing planned commuter rail routes in Kern - The State Rail Plan should include 
the planned commuter rail routes from the Kern COG 201 2 Commuter Rail Plan, including stops in 
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NW Bakersfield (Amtrak SJ) and Rosamond (Metrolink) which are currently funded in the out years 
of the 201 4 RTP. These routes would provide an important future feeder rail system to the HSR 
stations at Bakersfield and Palmdale. See Kern CO G's Commuter Rail Feasibility Study: 
http://vvww.kerncoq.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/03/KernCOG Commuter Rail Draft Report 20120720.pdf 

2. Interim Use of the IOS by the Amtrak San Joaquins 

Any use of the IOS alignment by the Amtrak San Joaquins should mitigate the potential loss of service to the 
disadvantaged communities of Corcoran, Allensworth, and Wasco. 

3. Potential Co-location of HMF at interim HSR stop at Wasco platform 

Kern COG recommends that the State consider co-locating a HSR passenger boarding and alighting platform 
be located co-term inus with the HSR Heavy Maintenance Facility (HMF). Both the Wasco and Shafter HMF 
locations could serve as a low frequency stop on the HSR system.  This site could also be the location for a 
rail maintenance-of-way facility. 

4. Tehachapi Pass Freight Capacity 

Unlike passenger rail service, rail freight rarely requires a subsidy. One of the more expensive infrastructure 
projects on the HSR system will be the system of tunnels and viaducts between Bakersfield and Palmdale 
over the Tehachapi Pass. The Tehachapi pass is also a rail bottleneck. State Senator Beall has suggested 
constructing a third parallel rail l ine for freight, with sufficient protective rail barriers between tracks to prevent 
accidents. This HSR corridor could provide a revenue stream that could be bonded off of to help finance the 
tunnel system over the Tehachapi Pass. This option should be explored further by the State and discussed 
in the 201 8 HSR Business Plan. 

5. Build South through 2028 

The decision to build North first was made before LA was awarded the 2028 Olympics. It makes sense now 
to build South to Palmdale by 2028 to connect with the Southern California Metrol ink System and possibly 
the Las Vegas HSR ahead of the HSR connection to San Jose. During the 1 984 LA Olympics, some events 
such as whitewater kayaking were held in central California, and Yosemite N .P .  had a record number of 
visitors that year. This would provide a 3 seat rail ride (no busses) between Southern and Northern California 
with travel times that would compete with passenger car travel. In addition, these segments are farther along 
environmentally than the Pacheco Pass alignment and can be delivered faster. 

6. Specific Text Related Comments 

a. Station Development Coordination - Page 1 5 ,  third paragraph states: " In this Draft 201 8 Business 
Plan, we now define the Sil icon Valley to Central Valley Line as service between San Francisco and 
Bakersfield". In the 201 6 Business Plan, the definition of the Silicon Valley to Central Valley was a 
service between San Jose and Poplar Avenue (north of Bakersfield). Kern COG supports this 
change which recognizes that Kern COG and the City of Bakersfield have approved the HSR 
Downtown Station Area Plan (SAP) and EIR. The City and Kern COG have been on record as 
supporting the High-Speed Rail Locally Generated Alternative Plan that includes a high-speed rail 
station near F Street in downtown Bakersfield. Once the Locally Generated Alternative Alignment, 
El R E IS has been adopted this year several questions will require a response. Funding has been 
identified for the Fresno HSR station . Funding needs to be indentified for development and 

Kern COG Comment - page 4 of 5 - 5/7 /1a8 



construction of the Bakersfield Station. Kern COG Staff recommends that the Autority build all station 
faci lities in close collaboration with local government on design, phasing, management and revenue 
allocation. Proceeds from concessions should be re-invested back into the station that generates 
them to help fund the facilities and improve ridership. A station oversight agreement or Joint Powers 
Authority (JPA) should be set up to govern expenditures at each station. Note that station design 
would be governed by the agreement. 

b. Budget for Zero Emission Vehicle Bus Connectors - Page 27, third paragraph, states "our intent 
is to initiate procurement of the high-speed rail trains that we need as soon as feasible - this may be 
through a lease or phased purchase, whichever is determined to be best value." 

Since one of the purposes of high-speed rail is to reduce vehicle emissions, there is no mention of 
the Authority purchasing or contracting with an electric over-the-road coach company to purchase or 
contract with bus services that operate electric buses only to offset the emissions generated by 
busing riders to and from the north of Bakersfield station (estimated to be at least 1 ,000 passengers 
per hour). 

c. Greater Detail Needed on Station Costs - Page 39, Exhibit 3 .8, introduces estimates for the cost 
of stations, term inals, intermodal expenses to be at $625 mil l ion. Please include a more detailed 
accounting in the appendix for the amount of funding for each proposed station along the Bakersfield 
to Madera IOS to identify funding levels for each interim stop platform and station. Funding levels 
should be roughly proportional to expected boardings. 

d. Greater Detail Needed on Support Facilities Cots - Exhibit 3 .8  also lists estimates for the cost of 
support facilitates, yards, shops, and administrative buildings at $487 mil l ion. Given previous 
estimates about the cost of a heavy maintenance facility, these estimates appear to be low. Note 
that Kern has two sites that wil l be significantly cheaper to build than any other sites along the IOS. 

e. Tunneling Contracts Should Bundled to Save Costs - Page 43, fourth paragraph states: 
"Tunneling contracts will need to be procured before civil works contracts." 

Given that you are providing funding for the LOSSAN corridor years before it is needed, tunneling 
contracts for the Pacheco Pass should also include tunneling through Kern County (Tehachapi 
Mountains) to keep the IOS Phase 1 on-schedule. 

f. Improved Bus Connector Service Between Bakersfield and Santa Clarita - Page 70, sixth bullet 
states Improved express bus service is needed between Bakersfield and Santa Clarita, connecting 
to more frequent rail services between Santa Clarita and Los Angeles, Orange County and San 
Diego, as well as the rest of the Metrol ink system. Please note that Kern Transit is beginning an 
inter-city service between Bakersfield and Santa Clarita (including the Metrolink Station) this Fall . 
Kern Transit could be a possible contracting agency once high -speed rail service commences in 
Bakersfield. 
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Attachments : 

Jarrett 
Mullen 
Hello, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Authority's 2018 Draft 
Business Plan. Enclosed are comments on the draft plan from the city's Chief 
Transportation Official, Joshuah Mello. 

Regards, 

[Description: Description: Description: 
cid:image001.jpg@01 CD0081.14A23890] 

Jarrett Mullen I Senior Transportation Planner 
Planning & Community Environment - Transportation 

250 Hamilton Avenue I Palo Alto, CA 94301 

D: 650.329.2218 E: 
jarrett.mullen@cityofpaloalto.org<mailto: jarrett.mullen@cityofpaloalto.org> 

Please think of the environment before printing this email - Thank you. 
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Regards, 

( 

Mr. Kelly Page 2 May 7, 2018 

To that end, I am concerned that the Plan does not have a comprehensive funding program to support 

much-needed grade separation work at the 46 existing at-grade crossings along the San Jose-San 

Francisco segment of the high-speed rail system. Many of these crossings have appeared on the 

California Public Utilities Commission Section 130 priority list due to reoccurring collisions resulting in 

injuries or deaths. Rather than addressing key safety issues with existing at-grade crossings along this 

project segment, the Plan appears to prioritize construction of a dedicated San Jose-Gilroy trackway, 

which will likely require numerous new structures, the cost for which could be similar to substantially 

funding a San Jose-San Francisco grade separation program. 

Funding a Peninsula grade separation program ahead of the dedicated Gilroy-San Jose segment 

trackway would align with a key goal from the Draft 2018 Business Plan: "strategic, concurrent 

investments, l inked over time." With up to eight trains per hour per direction along the San Jose-San 

Francisco segment local mobility and safety will be affected along the Peninsula rail corridor if at-grade 

crossings are not removed or grade separated. By comparison, the Gilroy-San Jose segment is 

characterized by 6 peak hour, peak-direction Caltrain trains per day, with likely lower demand for 

increased service. 

The City of Palo Alto currently hosts two transportation-related meetings and I would like to invite the 

project team to both to share progress on the San Jose-San Francisco segment and the current Business 

Plan. The first is the Manager's Mobility Partnership, a regular meeting attended by City Managers from 

the Mid-Peninsula to discuss mobility issues and the second is the City of Palo Alto's Rail Committee, a 

City Council subcommittee that advises City Council on rail-related transit matters. 

Chief Transportation Official 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in  the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

s;goa<ora 1fe,cuu 
Address: //:3£ 7 01)/-Bf[;. 5/:::-, ,._ 

Additional Comments:.___!jl'fl) ______ __!jl'fl) ________!jl'fl)_________ 

/1
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Sincerely, 

Signature: 

Additional Comments:.__ __!jl'fl) _!jl'fl)_______ __!jl'fl)____________ _ _!jl'fl)

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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2. 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

______ _o

Sincerely, 

·- - - - - .,,g;;J.,3 _, Q7.3tJ-, 
Email: - - - - - - - - ---- - ---Phone?f /, 

Additional Comments:. _____o _________o _o _o _ _ o _____ 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in  the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

Signature: 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Barbara 
Last Name: Rowe 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Barbara Rowe Written Public Comment 199.pdf (37 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Jessica 
Last Name: Younan 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Jessica Younan Written Public Comment 200.pdf (34 

kb) 



    



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Gordon 
Last Name: Wray 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Gordon Wray Written Public Comment 201.pdf (34 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority ·to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

Email:_ __!jl'fl)____________ ____ _ _  Phone:.___!jl'fl)_____ __ __ 

Additional Comments: ______ _____ ____________ _______ 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : L 
Last Name : Sweet 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting L Sweet Written Public Comment 202.pdf (36 kb) 



 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: William 
Last Name: Alan 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting William Alan Written Public Comment 203.pdf (37 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Sandra 
Last Name: Wilson 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Sandra Wilson Written Public Comment 204.pdf (36 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Karo 
Last Name: Torossian 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Karo Torossian Written Public Comment 205.pdf (36 

kb) 



 

 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Stanley 
Last Name: Gianoue 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Stanley Gianoue Written Public Comment 206.pdf (35 

kb) 



I 

_ 
_!jl'fl) ________ __!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) ___ _!jl'fl) _______

Signature : ,  '>+a-1,J/..,,y W, /i':Ifrh-&u:-<. _ 
Address:Jleif23 R1,up7t1,u-6 2fe-e__ 

Email : s+0vpC-i.t'l'hll.Lt,•-f_{G) '/t:tl,-pr'U,yj 
Additional Comments:. _!jl'fl) _ __!jl'fl) _!jl'fl)

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the ror,k, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

/ 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Maureen 
Last Name: Neven 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Maureen Neven Wirtten Public Comment 207.pdf (34 

kb) 



 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Jacquie 
Last Name: Bleth 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Jacquie Bleth Written Public Comment 208.pdf (35 kb) 



 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Shawn 
Last Name: Montano 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Shawn Montano Written Public Comment 209.pdf (37 

kb) 



Additional Comments:.__ __________ __!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _____________ _!jl'fl) _ 

Sincerely, 

I 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Susan 
Last Name: Steoman 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Susan Steoman Written Public Comment 21 O.pdf (37 

kb) 



_e _ _e _Additional Comments:.______e _e ______e _e __________ 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Sharain 
Last Name: Jones 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Sharain Jones Written Public Comment 211.pdf (35 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Melanie 
Last Name: Horienick 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Melanie Horienick Written Public Comment 212.pdf (37 

kb) 



  



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Donna 
Last Name: Lauber 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Donna Lauber Written Public Comment 213.pdf (42 kb) 



 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Teresa 
Last Name : Garcia 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Teresa Garcia Written Public Comment 214.pdf (36 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Dean 
Last Name: Ineligible 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Dean Written Public Comment 215.pdf (36 kb) 



  



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Timothy 
Last Name: Lauber 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Timothy Lauber Written Public Comment 216.pdf (37 

kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Tammy 
Last Name: Parkinson 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Tammy Parkinson Written Public Comment 217.pdf (36 

kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Robert 
Last Name: Reinsolz 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Robert Reinsolz Written Public Comment 218.pdf (34 

kb) 



 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Randal 
Last Name: Ferman 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Randal Ferman Written Public Comment 219.pdf (35 

kb) 



 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Kelly 
Last Name : Centers 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : With housing shortage in the area this transportation will cause this to 

worsen. Property values in neighborhoods with the train running will go down. 
Noise levels from the high speed revealed trains will rise. Homeless camps 
will be an issue. The beauty of our city will be affected negatively. The 
budget costs have tripled. The benefits no longer are worth cons for this 
project. Please reconsider this for the love of our city and neighborhoods. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Amy 
Last Name: Georgiades 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I am writing in regards to the HSR railroad for the area along Monterey Road. 
I truly believe the only option that works in our already traffic congested area 
is underground. Our area is beautiful, in the middle of Silicon Valley, and I 
feel that for our citizens we can and should only do the best. With both an at
grade or a viaduct you are impacting individuals homes, traffic, and wildlife. 
This project has already cost tax payers billions, and it should be pertinent to 
the makers that they offer those same taxpayers the least impactful option, 
which is ONLY an underground option. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Paul 
Last Name: Chamberlain 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : I live right off of Monterey in San Jose and fear this project will lower property 

values, be a significant source of noise pollution and construction activity Will 
be a health hazard. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Annie@HSR 
Last Name: Parker 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : From: David DePinto 

<ddepinto@depintomorales.com<mailto:ddepinto@depintomorales.com>> 
Date: May 7, 2018 at 4:59:36 PM PDT 
To: "Richard, Dan@HSR" 
<Dan.Richard@hsr.ca.gov<mailto: Dan.Richard@hsr.ca.gov>>, "Boehm, 
Michelle@HSR" 
<Michelle.Boehm@hsr.ca.gov<mailto: Michelle.Boehm@hsr.ca.gov>>, 
"Brian.Kelly@hsr.ca.gov<mailto: Brian. Kel ly@hsr.ca .gov>" 
<Brian.Kelly@hsr.ca.gov<mailto: Brian.Kelly@hsr.ca.gov>>, 
"palmdale_burbank@hsr.ca.gov<mailto:palmdale_burbank@hsr.ca.gov>" 
<palmdale _ bu rbank@hsr.ca. gov<mai Ito: palmdale _burban k@hsr.ca.gov>>, 
"Arellano, Genoveva@HSR" 
<garellano@arellanoassociates.com<mailto:garellano@arellanoassociates.c 
om>> 
Subject: SAFE Coalition Comments on 2018 "Business Plan" 

[ cid: part1 . 078F 17B2.CBOADB4B@depintomorales.com] 

May 7, 2018 

SUBJECT: SAFE COALITION COMME NTS ON 2018 BUSINESS PLAN -
NOTE VIDEO SUBMITTAL TO BE VIEWE D AS AN INTEGRAL PART OF 
OUR SUBMITTAL - https://vimeo.com/268459373 

Dear High Speed TRAIN Authority: 

Given how much our communities have suffered and been damaged since 
August 14, 2014, when we were first "thrown under the train" by the "yellow 
banana, " we are pleased to be both involved enough and informed enough to 
provide enlightened and passionate feedback on the 2018 Business Plan. 
Since we have heard nothing form CHSRA since early 2016 due to its 
abdication of it's "community outreach" program, since the Authority is years 
late on delivering the DEIR which it first said would be released in August 
2016, and since the Authority reneged on plans to hold a board meeting in 
the northeast San Fernando Valley since June 2015, this video submittal, 
which will at least let you see and hear our faces and voices, along with this 
incisive cover letter, must suffice. 

Maybe in an alternate universe or alternate reality this would be called a 
"Business Plan." Because in the real world, a Business Plan is created by a 
stable, qualified and experienced management team. In the real world a 
Business Plan adds up and is precise. In the real world, a Business Plan has 
achievable timelines and schedules. In the real world, a Business Plan 
reflects stakeholder input. In the real world, a Business Plan is measurable 
and sets up accountability. In the real world, a Business Plan is the sum of its 
parts .... 

Our primary question and challenge to this Business Plan is that if one of its 
key elements, in this case, the Burbank to Palmdale project section, is so 
fatally flawed, full of "show stoppers" and achievable, then the Business Plan, 
itself, does not hold together. This 2018 Business Plan, unfortunately, lacks 
one crucial element: reality. 

We read this document with anticipation after reading the press release and 
knowing a new executive was in place. Unfortunately, the new management 
personnel has not been in place long enough to have created and taken 
ownership of this Business Plan. You can't fool us. You can't railroad us. This 
Business Plan is a product of past regimes that have created the largest 
boondoggle in California and possibly United States public works history. This 
Business Plan does not apply lessons learned; it is a prescription for mistakes 
to be repeated over and over and over because the Authority's culture 



remains one of being treated as a special child, given priority and privilege 
without having earned it or respected the public trust that created it. 

This Business Plan is vapid, devoid of facts, devoid of connection to the real 
California and devoid of responsiveness to communities held hostage for far 
too long. We substantiate our claim that the Business Plan is the sum of its 
parts and, thus, infeasible because it has a $ 1 2  billion hole in it; it has a 5-1 0  
year scheduling gap in it. As a result, the Authority's Board and the 
Legislature must reject this Business Plan and send management and staff 
back to the drawing board. 

Following is a brief illustration of the shortcomings of the Palmdale to Burbank 
project sections, shortcomings that make that section and the entire Business 
Plan infeasible. 

1 .  The Burbank to Palmdale routes are infeasible and fatally flawed due to 
environmental complexity, unjust location of routes that divide communities 
and change community character, and budgets that remain both unfounded 
exorbitant. 

2. The Authority has not presented the NE San Fernando Valley with any 
new options since early 2016 and has not improved on the old, flawed 
alternatives. 

3. The Authority continues to miss deadlines to present environmental 
studies to the NE San Fernando Valley, is nearly two years past August 201 6 
when the studies were first stated to be completed, and recent 
announcements about the studies being delayed until 2020 further hold our 
communities hostage unjustly. 

4. The Authority has failed to hold a board meeting in the NE San Fernando 
Valley as promised to stakeholders in 2015. 

5. CHSRA's own geotechnical studies substantiate the flaws in al l  of the 
tunneled route proposals, in particular the study released in March 201 7. In  
CHSRA's own words from that document: "the geologic and hydrogeologic 
conditions along the tunnel alignments present significant design and 
construction challenges." Those challenges would further exacerbate the 
environmental complexity, time delays and cost overruns characterizing the 
Authority's work to date. It's important to note that this definitive and 
enlightening Geotechnical study, produced by the Authority, was only 
obtained by the SAFE Coalition after months of dogged pursuit of information 
from the Authority, from elected officials and, ultimately, through a public 
records request that took many months to complete. 

6. All communities in the northeast San Fernando Valley oppose the project 
universally and unanimously due to all of the frequently stated damage and 
risks presented to densely populated residential and commercial areas, as 
well as to sensitive environmental areas. 

7. All elected officials in the NE San Fernando Valley are on the record 
individually, and some collectively, as opposed to the routes under 
consideration .  
To conclude, if a major project section, such as Palmdale to Burbank, is 
infeasible and fatally flawed, then since it is a pillar of the Business Plan, 
itself, then logically the Business Plan is incomplete, infeasible, flawed and 
should not be approved by the Board or by the Legislature. We'd add one 
further note. Our research indicates that southern California taxpayers are 
being ripped off worse than taxpayers anywhere else in California by the fact 
that a disproportionate amount of CHSRA funds are being spent in northern 
and central California, creating whatever economic benefits the project 
possesses, while creating zero transportation benefits. The SAFE Coalition 
calls upon the Authority to immediately remove the flawed routes proposed 
for the Burbank to Palmdale project section and to quickly propose how 
remaining funds can be made available for other local transportation/bookend 
projects. 

On behalf of all the communities which comprise the SAFE Coalition,  please 
take these comments and the video to heart and revise your Business Plan 
and remove these infeasible routes from further consideration .  

Dave DePinto 



David J .  DePinto 

81 8-352-761 8  office 

81  8-352-6781 fax 

31  0-502-7928 mobile 

Attachmentse: gglopligbplmohmc.gif (19 kb) 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Denise 
Last Name: Mraz 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : My concern is the well being of those living in the neighborhoods adjacent. 
Construction pollution and then the resulting noise pollution. Not to mention 
the decline in property value. I am also concerned to hear Monterey 
expressway will disappear. If this is the case. Please tell me what will happen 
to a highly sought after school, Charter School of Morgan Hill. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Jen 
Last Name: Shader 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues: Dear Mr. Kelly, 

Attachments 

Please find attached to this email a letter from Executive Director Tilly 
Chang of the San Francisco County Transportation Authority regarding the 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 2018 Business Plan. 

Kind Regards, 

*Jennifer Shader*Executive Administrative Assistant 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94 103 
4 15.593.1665 
www .sfcta.org 
www.facebook.com/SFCTA 
https://twitter.com/SFCTA 

SFCTA CHSRA 2018 Business Plan Letter 05.07.18.pdf (154 kb) 



S a n  Francisco Cou nty Transportation A u t h o rity 

1455 Market Street, 22nd floor 

San  Fra ncisco,  Ca l i forn ia  94103 

415 , 522 .4800 FAX 415 .52 2 , 4829  

May 7, 201 8  

Mr. Brian Kelly, CEO 

California High-Speed Rail Authority 

770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 

Sacramento, CA 9581 4 

Subject: CHSRA Draft 201 8 Business Plan 

Dear Mr. Kelly, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the California High-Speed Rail 

Authority (CHSRA) 201 8  Business Plan. The San Francisco County Transportation 

Authority has long been a supporter and funder of infrastructure for this trans formative 

project. We offer the below comments to aid CHSRA in bringing high-speed rail to the 

Bay Area, and ultimately to downtown San Francisco. 

We are pleased to see the commitment to build the Silicon Valley to Central Valley 
segment from San Francisco to Bakersfield as quickly as possible, with recognition of the 
stronger ridership and higher commercial value provided by including San Francisco. We 

also applaud the plan to expand electrification of the Caltrain corridor to Gilroy. 

We understand that funding and other realities have pushed the project schedule out, yet 

strongly urge that high-speed rail service to the Salesforce Transit Center [(STC), 

previously known as the Transbay Transit Center] be achieved by 2029, and earlier if 

possible, as suggested by your plan's concept of initiating early service by 2027. The 

Transbay Joint Powers Authority's schedule and funding plan for the Downtown Rail 
Extension (DTX) assumes high-speed rail service by 2029. Please reflect the DTX's STC 

terminus in your updated Silicon Valley to Central Valley segment definition which now 

terminates at 4th and King. 

We welcome the Business Plan statements about working with partners in Northern and 

Southern California to identify methods to fully grade separate the corridor. Here, we 
continue to seek the CHSRA's partnership and support for achieving grade separations 
at San Francisco's 1 6th Street and Mission Bay Drive, with trains running below ground. 

Realizing the delivery of the project on this new schedule requires a sustained focus on 
cost management, and we offer our technical resources to assist CHSRA in this area. For 

example, there could be opportunities to accelerate some system design decisions, such 

as the vehicle selection process, to inform infrastructure design and value engineering. 

Finally, we look forward to working with the CHSRA on advancing regional planning 

through the multi-agency ConnectSF long- range planning program. As part of  this effort, 

the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency and Transportation Authority will 
develop a citywide transit vision through 2050 and beyond. This will include coordination 

with the Caltrain Business Plan effort and future updates of this CHSRA Business Plan 

i n fo@sfcta . o rg www.s fc ta .o rg 

Plan, Fund, Deliver 

C O M M I S S I O N E R S  

Aaron  Peskin 

C H A I R  

Ka ty  Ta n g  

V I C E  C H A I R  

L o n d o n  Breed 

Ma l l a  Cohen 

Sandra Lee Fewer 

Jane Kim 

H i l l a ry Ronen 

Ahsha S a fa i  

J e ff Sheehy  

Ca the r i ne  S te fan i  

N o r m a n  Yee 

Til l y  Chang 

E X E C U T I V E  D I R E C T O R  





Kel ly, 0 5 .07 . 1 8  

Page 3 o f  3 

Attachment 1 :  Additional Comments 

1 .  On page 28, suggest including discussion of the opporturutles for public private 

partnerships. The document also assumes financing of cap and-trade revenues (p 20) -

here CHSRA could also explore the possibility of using these revenues to make 

availability payments in a P3 scenario. 

2. On page 39, the Plan states that the San Francisco to Bakersfield estimate "includes the 

higher investment ($ 1 .9 billion) associated with building the section from Poplar 

A venue to Bakersfield plus an initial minimal capital investment to extend passenger 

service from San Jose to the Caltrain Station at 4th and King in San Francisco" .  On 

page 40, in exhibit 3 .9 :  Silicon Valley to Central Valley Cost Estimate by Project, the 

table shows San Francisco and Bakersfield Extensions (initial investment) base cost to 

be $ 1 .  9 1 1  billion. Please clarify the total investment for the San Jose to San Francisco 

segment, inclusive of the extension to STC. 

3. Please use consistent terminology to describe the project segments. For example, the 

document sometimes refers to Silicon Valley to Central Valley segment interchangeably 

with San Francisco to Bakersfield segment (p 1), and sometimes San Francisco and 

Bakersfield is addressed as an extension (p 40) . 
4. On Page 67, the section on Bookend and Connectivity Investments, (which starts on p 

62), does not mention or acknowledge San Francisco's Salesforce Transit Center or the 

Downtown Extension (DTX) . 
5 .  On page 70,  we support the reference to planned investments for level boarding in the 

San Francisco to San Jose segment. Please expand on the extent of the coordination 

that will be required with Caltrain. 

6. On page 7 1 ,  please include in the section on "city station partnerships" the large 

investment that San Francisco and its partners are making to build the multi-modal 

facility for high-speed rail and other operators at Salesforce Tower Terminal. 

7.  On page 73, similarly, please describe San Francisco's successful and ongoing work to 

develop the Trans bay Transit District in the discussion of "special land use areas". 

8. On Page 90, revenue tables (exhibit 7.3, 7.5, 7.6, etc.) should label escalated revenue as 

"future year" or "year-of-revenue dollars" not "year-of -expenditure dollars" . 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: 
Last Name: 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues 

Michael 
Summe 

From: Michael Summe [mailto:maiklsummy@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 07, 2018 12:31 PM 
To: HSR boardmembers@HSR 
Subject: Comments on HSR 

I urge the abandonment of the High Speed Rail project for the following 
reasons: 

* Its high cost 
* Its limited benefits to the citizens of this state 
* The harm and injustice it will cause to property owners whose property 

rights will be violated. 

I suggest an alternative be considered: to add an additional lanes to both the 
north and south bound portions of the 1-5 freeway between San Francisco 
and Los Angeles and possibly beyond. 

Michael Summe 
Citizen of state of California 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
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Stakeholder Comments/Issues : Dear Sir or Madam: 

The SFCTA is pleased to provide the attached comments on the CHSRA's 
Draft 
2018 Business Plan, 

Best regards, 
Tilly 

*Tilly Chang*Executive Director 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94 103 
4 15.522.4832 
tilly.chang@sfcta.org 

Attachments : SFCTA Comments_CHSRA 2018 Business Plan.pdf (147 kb) 



San Francisco County Transportation Authority 

1455 Market Street, 22nd Fl oor 

San Francisco, California 94103 

415.522.4800 FAX 415.522.4829 

7, 2018May 

h1r. Bri211 Kelly, CEO 

California High- Speed Rail Authority 

770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Subject: CHSRA Draft 2018 Business Pl211 

Dear h1r. Kelly, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the California High-Speed Rail 

Authority (CHSRA) 2018 Business Pl211. The San Francisco County Tr211sportation 

Authority has long been a supporter 2nd funder of infrastructure for this tr211sformative 

project. We offer the below comments to aid CHSRA in bringing high- speed rail to the 

Bay Area, 2nd ultimately to downtown S211 Francisco. 

We are pleased to see the commitment to build the Silicon Valley to Central Valley 

segment from S211 Francisco to Bakersfield as quickly as possible, with recognition of the 

stronger ridership and higher commercial value provided by including S211 Fr211cisco. We 

also applaud the plan to exp211d electrification of the Caltrain corridor to Gilroy. 

We underst211d that funding and other realities have pushed the project schedule out, yet 

strongly urge that high- speed rail service to the Salesforce Transit Center [(STC), 

previously known as the Tr211sbay Tr211sit Center] be achieved by 2029, 2nd earlier if 

possible, as suggested by your plan's concept of initiating early service by 2027. The 

Tr211sbay Joint Powers Authority's schedule 2nd funding plan for the Downtown Rail 

Extension (DTX) assumes high-speed rail service by 2029. Please reflect the DTX's STC 

terminus in your updated Silicon Valley to Central Valley segment definition which now 

terminates at 4th 2nd King. 

We welcome the Business Pl211 statements about working with partners in Northern 2nd 

Southern California to identify methods to fully grade separate the corridor. Here, we 

continue to seek the CHSRA's partnership 2nd support for achieving grade separations 

at S211 Fr211cisco's 16th Street 2nd Mission Bay Drive, with trains running below ground. 

Realizing the delivery of the project on this new schedule requires a sustained focus on 

cost m211agement, 2nd we offer our technical resources to assist CHSRA in this area. For 

example, there could be opportunities to accelerate some system design decisions, such 

as the vehicle selection process, to inform infrastructure design 2nd value engineering. 

Finally, we look forward to working with the CHSRA on adv211cing regional pl211ning 

through the multi-agency ConnectSF long-r211ge pl211ning program. As part of this effort, 

the S211 Francisco Municipal Tr211sportation Agency and Tr211sportation Authority will 

develop a citywide tr211sit vision through 2050 2nd beyond. This will include coordination 

with the Caltrain Business Pl211 effort and future updates of this CHSRA Business Plan 

info@sf<:ta.org www.sfcta.org 
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Kelly, 05.07.18 

Page 2 of3 

in order to achieve our city's goals, support Plan Bay Area, and realize the vision of the 
California State Rail Plan. 

Thank you again for your leadership and for this opportunity to help advance delivery ofhigh
speed rail in California. Please let us know if you or your staff wish to discuss the above or our 
additional comments, attached. 

Sincerely, 

Tilly Chang 
Executive Director 

Attachment 

cc: ML, EC, LZ 



Kelly, 05.07.18 

Page 3 of 3 

Attachment 1: Additional Comments 

1 .  On page 28, suggest including discussion of the opportunities for public private 
partnerships. The document also assumes financing of cap and-trade revenues (p 20) -
here CHSRA could also explore the possibility of using these revenues to make 
availability payments in a P3 scenario. 

2. On page 39, the Plan states that the San Francisco to Bakersfield estimate "includes the 
higher investment ($1 .9 billion) associated with building the section from Poplar 
Avenue to Bakersfield plus an initial minimal capital investment to extend passenger 
service from San Jose to the Caltrain Station at 4'" and I<:ing in San Francisco". On 
page 40, in exhibit 3.9:  Silicon Valley to Central Valley Cost Estimate by Project, the 
table shows San Francisco and Bakersfield Extensions (initial investment) base cost to 
be $1 .911  billion. Please clarify the total investment for the San Jose to San Francisco 
segment, inclusive of the extension to STC. 

3 .  Please use consistent terminology to describe the project segments. For example, the 
document sometimes refers to Silicon Valley to Central Valley segment interchangeably 
with San Francisco to Bakersfield segment (p 1), and sometimes San Francisco and 
Bakersfield is addressed as an extension (p 40). 

4. On Page 6 7, the section on Bookend and Connectivity Investments, (which starts on p 
62), does not mention or acknowledge San Francisco's Salesforce Transit Center or the 
Downtown Extension (DTX). 

5. On page 70, we support the reference to planned investments for level boarding in the 
San Francisco to San Jose segment. Please expand on the extent of the coordination 
that will be required with Cal train. 

6 .  On page 71 ,  please include in the section on "city station partnerships" the large 
investment that San Francisco and its partners are making to build the multi-modal 
facility for high-speed rail and other operators at Salesforce Tower Terminal. 

7. On page 73, similarly, please describe San Francisco's successful and ongoing work to 
develop the Transbay Transit District in the discussion of "special land use areas". 

8. On Page 90, revenue tables (exhibit 7.3, 7.5, 7.6, etc.) should label escalated revenue as 
"future year" or "year-of-revenue dollars" not "year-of -expenditure dollars". 
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Attachments : 

Mark 
Zabaneh 

Brian, it has been brought to our attention that the letter we sent on Friday 
had a printing error that left out the words "funding constraints" from bullet 
number 2. Attached is the corrected version. 

Sorry for the inconvenience. Please discard the earlier version. 

thanks 
>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> 
Mark Zabaneh, P.E. 
Executive Director 
Transbay Joint Powers Authority 
201 Mission St., Suite 2100 
San Francisco, CA 94 105 
(4 15) 597-4614 phone 
www.tjpa.org<http://www.tjpa.org/> 

From: Mark Zabaneh 
Sent: Friday, May 4, 2018 2:55 PM 
To: 'Brian.kelly@hsr.ca.gov' <Brian.kelly@hsr.ca.gov> ;  
'2018businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov' 
<2018businessplancomments@hsr.ca.gov> 
Cc: Nila Gonzales <ngonzales@tjpa.org> ;  Skip Sowko <SSowko@tjpa.org> 
Subject: Draft 2018 Business Plan comments 

Brian, thank you for providing the Transbay Joint Powers Authority with the 
opportunity to comment on CHSRA's 2018 Draft Business Plan. Our 
comments are attached. We look forward to continue to work with the CHSRA 
on implementing this transformative and exciting project. 

Regards, 
>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> 
Mark Zabaneh, P.E. 
Executive Director 
Transbay Joint Powers Authority 
201 Mission St., Suite 2100 
San Francisco, CA 94 105 
(4 15) 597-4614 phone 
www.tjpa.org<http://www.tjpa.org/> 

T JPA Comments-2018 CHSRA Draft Business Plan-5-4-2018.pdf (74 kb) 
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TRANSBAV JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 

Mark Zabaneh • Executive Director · 

May 4, 20 1 8  

Via U.S. Mail and Email 
Mr. Brian Kelly, CEO 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-I 
Sacramento, CA 958 14 

Subject: TJPA Comments on CHSRA Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan 

Dear Mr. Kelly, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the California High-Speed Rail Authority's (CHSRA) 
Draft 201 8 Business Plan (the "Draft Plan"). The Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) 
commends the CHSRA for completing the Draft Plan and continuing to advance this important 
project. 

The TJPA would like to offer the following comments on the Draft Plan: 

l )  The TJPA commends the CHSRA for revising the Central Valley to Silicon Valley Line 
(the "Valley-to-Valley Line") and extending it to San Francisco. We firmly believe that 
recognizing San Francisco as the terminus of this segment of the CHS RA Phase I System 
will provide enormous benefits to CHSRA riders as well as the San Francisco Bay Area 
and Central Valley regions. 

2) The Draft Plan suggests that the San Francisco terminus of the Valley-to-Valley line is 
expected to the 4th and King Caltrain station in 2029, and the Salesforce Transit Center 
in 2033. Thus, the Draft Plan suggests a four-year delay in CHSRA's delivery of high 
speed rail service to downtown San Francisco as compared to the 20 I 6 Business Plan. 

We respectfully advocate that the CHSRA make the Salesforce Transit Center the 
northern terminus of the Valley-to-Valley Line in 2029. Construction of the Salesforce 
Transit Center and the start of bus operation revenue service is scheduled to be completed 
this summer. With this milestone, the focus of the TJPA and the San Francisco Bay Area 
Region will be the implementation of the Downtown Rail Extension (DD(), which 
includes extending the Caltrain and CHSRA line from the 4th and King Station into the 
Salesforce Transit Center. The TJPA has been coordinating implementation schedules 
with CHSRA on a monthly basis for several years. While the DTX is funding dependent, 
it can be completed and ready to receive CHSRA trains by as early as 2027. Therefore, 
CHSRA's final Business Plan should identify the Salesforce Transit Center as the 
northern terminal station for the Valley-to-Valley Line in 2029, with the 4th and King 
Station identified as the contingency station should the transit center not be timely 
available because of funding constraints. 

201 Miss ion Street, Su i te 2 1 00, San Francisco, CA 941 05 • 4 1 5 . 597.4620 • transbaycenter. o rg e-- o 



CHSRA Draft 20 18  Business Plan 
May 4, 20 18  
Page 2 of2 

3) We are surprised about the Draft Plan's general lack of mention of the status of the 
Salesforce Transit Center and DTX, particularly when compared with the level of 
information provided on other components of the CHSRA Phase 1 System-for example, 
Caltrain electrification and Los Angeles Union Station. The Salesforce Transit Center is 
the Proposition IA-designated northern terminus of the system. As the northern bookend, 
it would be appropriate to provide more detailed discussion in the final Business Plan. 
We believe the Plan's audience, particularly the investment community, would likewise 
expect the final Business Plan to give more attention to the Transbay Program, given its 
vital role in connecting CHSRA's Phase 1 System from Los Angeles/Anaheim to 
downtown San Francisco. 

4) The Capital Cost Basis of Estimate Report recognizes that the costs for the Valley-to
Valley Line include a $550 million contribution from the CHSRA towards the DTX. As 
construction of the DTX is expected to be ongoing between 2020 and 2027, the final 
Business Plan should confirm that the agreed $550 million in funding will be timely 
available to the TJPA for that work (that is, the CHSRA contribution will not be delayed 
until 2029 or later). 

Also, when CHS RA made its commitment of $550 million in its 201 6  Business Plan, the 
arrival of CHS RA service at the Salesforce Transit Center was planned for 2029. As 
discussed above, the TJPA is optimistic that CHSRA can still achieve revenue service at 
the transit center in 2029 and that CHSRA will make the funds available for construction 
to meet that schedule. But if CHS RA is now planning for service at the transit center to 
begin in 2033 or CHSRA is otherwise planning to delay its $550 million contribution to 
the DTX, the amount of the contribution should be escalated from the Base Year 201 5  
dollars reported in the 201 6  Business Plan along with the year of expenditure dollars to 
account for the delay. 

Finally, we recommend that the final version of the Business Plan cite the $550-million 
contribution to the DTX in the main report, not just in the Capital Cost Basis of Estimate 
Report. 

Please give these comments appropriate consideration, and incorporate any changes required by 
the comments into the final 201 8  Business Plan to improve the information provided to the 
public. If you have any questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

cc: TJPA Board 
20 1 8businessp1ancomments@hsr.ca.gov 

20 1 Mission Street, S uite 2 1 00. Son Francisco, CA 94 1 05e, 4 1 5 .597 4620e. transbaycenter.org 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Gabriel 
Last Name: Gonzalez 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : City of Gilroy - 2018 Draft Business Plan Comments.pdf (236 kb) 



I 



e. Will the ultimate project description and preferred alignment presented for CEQA review 
reflect this "phased" approach, including timing of improvements, local impacts to 
accommodate the interim configuration, and ultimate disposition of the electrified facilities, 
or would the potential deployment of the 200-plus mph trainsets on the Silicon Valley Line 
be considered under a separate CEQA process? 

2. (Letter from Chief Executive, Pg ii, #4)n- The comment states that the proposal is to "(C)omplete 
project development work torefine the design, scope and cost for the Pacheco Pass tunnels." 
a. . What.is the timing,for ... cornmencing .and .completing .the desi,gn,.scope and .cost? 
b. What is the timing for commencing and completing construction of the tunnels? 
c. Will this information be included in the CEQA review? 

3 .  (Chapter 1 ,  Pg 1 1 ,  Paragraph 8) - The comment states thatn" . . .  stations and high-speed rail 
facilities will be designed to be 'net-zero' energy . . .  " 
a. As a "station city" that would be obligated to accommodate the "clean electrified rail 

service" interim state, will there be station improvements to Gilroy' s existing station 
facilities to accommodate this service, and would those station improvements be net-zero 
energy facilities? 

b. When the actual high-speed rail infrastructure comes to Gilroy (both from San Jose to the 
north and from the Pacheco Pass tunnels), the new station facilities associated with the high
speed rail infrastructure would obviously then be net-zero. As it is logical to develop a multi
modal transit center to accommodate all transportation facilities in Gilroy, will the Authority 
upgrade Gilroy's existing transportation facilities to net-zero capability to better integrate 
them into the high-speed rail net-zero facilities? 

4. (Chapter 2, Pg 15 ,  Paragraph 5) - The comment states that the Pacheco Pass tunnels and the 
extension to Merced would be the last link in connecting the Silicon Valley Line to the Central 
Valley Line. Between the deployment of the electrified Caltrain service from San Francisco to 
Gilroy and the scheduling of the Pacheco Pass tunnels as the final step in the Phase 1 project, 
there is a substantial amount of uncertainty pe1iaining to Gilroy. The electrified Caltrain service 
will require some infrastructure improvements, and may necessitate some improvements to our 
existing station facilities . . .  particularly to achieve the desired net-zero energy efficiency goals. 
a. Whether or not the 200-plus mph trainsets ultimately run between San Francisco and Gilroy, 

clearly the connection between Gilroy and the Central Valley via the Pacheco Pass tunnels 
would be best served by the 200-plus mph bullet trainsets, mid necessitate dedicated high
speed rail facilities and station infrastructure in Gilroy. 

b. Will the timing, alignment, and station facilities for this connection be included in the project 
description, schedule, and preferred alternative in the CEQA process? 

c. Given Gilroy's unique location as the end point of both lines, would improvements in Gilroy 
(including station improvements) reflect the 200-plus mph facilities being deployed on both 
lines, just one line, or would neither be included to reflect the uncertainty of fonding and 
timing?

d. If the improvements in Gilroy to accommodate service via completed Pacheco Pass tunnels 
are not included because of the uncertainty mid/or infeasibility of the tunnels, would the 
Authority look at an alternate method to provide service from the Central Valley to Gilroy, 
such as using buses like Amtrak does for passengers between Bakersfield and Los Angeles 
Union Station? If so, increased bus service into Gilroy would again necessitate improvements 
to our existing transit facilities to meet service experience and functionality (i.e. net-zero) 

2 



b. 

goals, and must be included in the project description and any such cooperative agreement 
between Gilroy and the Authority. 

5. (Chapter 2, Pg 16, #4)n- The comment states that "This may potentially allow enhanced. 
electrified service all the way to Gilroy . . .  and potentially allow the line to be used for express 
high-speed rail operations . . .  " 
a. What is "enhanced electrified service" as compared to the "electrification" of the Caltrain 

lines discussed between San Francisco and San Jose? 
b. What are ''.expr.ess high,speed.rail . .operations" defined .as?. Is .this simply a limited .stop

commuter operation rnnning faster than the existing Caltrain/VT A commuter service, or is 
this the actual 200-plus mph high-speed rail equipment? 

6. (Chapter 2, Pg 16, #5) - The comment states that you will " . . .  prepare the segment for initial 
high-speed rail operations at the soonest possible time," and you will look for " . . .  the earliest 
possible date for high-speed rail trains to be introduced in the corridor." 
a. What does "initial high-speed rail operations" mean? Is that the electrified ( or enhanced 

electrified) Caltrain service rnnning at higher speeds than existing commuter light rail (i.e. 
100-120 mph), or is it something else? 

b. What are the "high-speed rail trains" defined as here? Is this reference to the actual "bullet" 
trains that nm at 200-plus mph or higher, or is this simply the electrified or enhanced 
electrified Caltrain service? 

7 .  (Chapter 2, Pg 16, #6) -The comment states that you will complete the project development 
work for the Pacheco Pass tunnels, including " . . .  environmental review, design, right of way 
acquisition . . .  " · 
a. Does the environmental reference imply that the alignment, schedule and details will be 

included in the pending CEQA analysis expected in late 201 8/early 2019, or will that be a 
separate CEQA review? 
In completing the right of way acquisition, is this simply identifying the properties needed to 
accommodate the project, either by easement/dedication or by direct acquisition, or would 
this actually be literal purchase/grant deed/eminent domain actions resulting in full, 
undisputed ownership of the lands necessary for the project? 

c. That process (right of way acquisition) took far longer than anticipated in the Central Valley. 
Is it the intention of the Authority to commence efforts on these early "project development" 
works while still working on other stages of Phase 1 (i.e. Caltrain electrification) to ensure 
that actual constrnction can begin as quickly as possible, or would the Authority intend to 
complete each stage prior to moving onto the next one? 

8 .  (Chapter 2, Pg 27, Paragraph 7)n- The comment notes that the Authority anticipatesn" . . .  using 
design-build for the next set of civil works contracts." 
a. Gilroy has concerns about the general strncture of the Authority's past design-build 

contracts. To ensure that Gilroy (and other jurisdictions with infrastrnchJTe or station 
considerations) is able to protect our infrastn1ch1Te and our communities throughout this 
process, affected jurisdictions such as Gilroy should be included in the consultant selection 
process and should be given project review sign-off authority in any such contracts. 

3 



a. 

9. (Chapter 3, Pg 39, Exhibit 3 .8) - This lays out the cost estimates for the Silicon Valley to Central 
Valley line. 
a. In which cost category (presumably SCC 1 0  or 40) is the tunnel cost for Pacheco Pass? 

1 0. (Chapter 3, Pg 40, Exhibit 3.9) :_ This lays out the project section costs plus a line item for 
rolling stock for the Silicon Valley to Central Valley line. 
a. Rolling Stock is identified as 1 6  trainsets. Are these all high-speed, bullet-type (200-plus 

mph or higher) trains? 
b. Ifso, does this mean thatthe.electrified .Caltrain service from Gilroy to.San,Ftancisco would , .. 

be eliminated from the high-speed rail network? 
c. Where is the cost of the electrified Caltrain service (whether it is a project construction and 

operation cost or simply an "early operator" contract for services) located in this exhibit? In 
one of the project segment lines or in the Rolling Stock line? 

1 1 . (Chapter 4, Pg 49, Exhibit 4.1) -This lays out key lessons learned from concurrent activities via 
fast-track schedules. Specifically, it was noted that language in the design-build contract 
language created incentives for contractors to dispute or attempt the bare minimum to comply 
with environmental conditions set by regulatory agencies. 

There have been reports from jurisdictions in the Central Valley that not just environmental 
regulations were disputed or disregarded. Local regulations, infrastructure details, design 
guidelines, etc., were also disregarded because there was a lack of language in the design
build contracts stipulating the authority oflocal jurisdictions to manage and oversee 
construction activities within their boundaries. Going forward, all contracts must include 
language obligating the contractors to comply with direction from local authorities. Clearly, 
language would be included that establishes the breadth and depth oflocal authority and 
oversight, but the High-Speed Rail Authority must involve local jurisdictions in contract 
development and negotiations when it clearly involves local lands, facilities, infrastructure, 
and regulations. 

12. (Chapter 4, Pg 55, Exhibit 4.4)o- This lays out key lessons from organizational readiness. 
Specifically; it provides details, responsibilities and objectives for the four Operational Pillars of 
delivery that the Authority is using as the project moves forward: Strategic Development, 
Construction Delivery, Rail Systems Operations and Maintenance, and Co1mmmity Leadership. 
In particular, Community Leadership identifies the objective of community engagemento" . . .  in all 
aspect of construction and operations." 
a. Please clarify whether the Community Leadership objective identifying conununity 

engagement in all aspect of construction and operations is ach1ally limiting the community 
engagement just to the Operations and Construction pillars, and not to include the Strategic 
Development pillar. If this is the case, this does a substantial disservice to the communities 
impacted by the rail project, particularly station cities. Local jurisdictions must be involved at 
the earliest stages, and given the opportm1ity to ensure that their concerns and issues are 
given serious consideration early enough so as to minimize the chance that project impacts 
would be forced on them unknowingly. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the California High-Speed Rail Authority Draft 2018 
Business Plan. Gilroy is proud to be a partner in this historic project, and appreciates the opportunity to 
seek clarification and suggest improvements to the business plan. Should you have any questions on our 
comments, do not hesitate to contact Brad Evanson at ( 408) 846-0439 or by email at 
Brad.Evanson@cityofgilroy.org 

.Sincerely, 

City Administrator 

5 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Jennifer 
Last Name: Mayer 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Jennifer Mayer Written Public Comment 220.pdf (36 

kb) 



Additio 

I 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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First Name: Leonard 
Last Name: Totta 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Leonard Totta Written Public Comment 233.pdf (38 kb) 



 

 

    

 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Lynn 
Last Name: Totta 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Lynn Totta Written Public Comment 234.pdf (37 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Ron 
Last Name: Perad 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Ron Perad Written Public Comment 235.pdf (39 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Jill 
Last Name : Heydorff 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Jill Heydorff Written Public Comment 236.pdf (39 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable a lternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Jonathan 
Last Name: Bowman 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Jonathan Bowman Written Public Comment 237.pdf 

(34 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Melody 
Last Name: Wong 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Melody Wong Written Public Comment 238.pdf (34 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Janie 
Last Name : Gianque 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Janie Gianque Written Public Comment 239.pdf (37 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Lois 
Last Name: Clemnensen 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Lois Clemnensen Written Public Comment 240.pdf (40 

kb) 
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Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Lois Clemnensen Written Public Comment 240.pdf (40 
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Attachments : March Board Meeting Diane Bailey Written Public Commnet 24 1.pdf (36 kb) 



_ _ Additional Comments:. __!jl'fl) __!jl'fl)_____ __!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) ___________!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _!jl'fl)
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Julia 
Last Name: Johns 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Julia Johns Written Public Comment 242.pdf (35 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Regina 
Last Name: Clark 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Regina Clark Written Public Comment 243.pdf (34 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Jennifer 
Last Name: Written 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Jennifer Written Public Comment 244.pdf (34 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Benita 
Last Name: Sito 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Benita Sito Written Public Comment 245.pdf (35 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Maureen 
Last Name: O'Connor 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Maureen O'Connor Written Public Comment 246.pdf 

(36 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Eleen 
Last Name: Whalen 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Eleen Whalen Written Public Comment 247.pdf (35 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2.  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Phone.:__o _________ _ 

Additional Comments:._o _o ________o __o _________o __o _____ 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Pauline 
Last Name: Riley 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Pauline Riley Written Public Comment 248.pdf (35 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Bonnie 
Last Name: Welch 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Bonnie Welch Written Public Comment 249.pdf (34 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Patrea 
Last Name: Patrick 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Patrea Patrick Written Public Comment 250.pdf (37 kb) 



 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Eli 
Last Name : Wells 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Eli Wells Written Public Comment 251.pdf (35 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Sheila 
Last Name : Emery 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Sheila Emery Written Public Comment 252.pdf (36 kb) 



_!jl'fl) ________Additional Comments:._____!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _ __!jl'fl) __________ 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Patricia 
Last Name: Potter 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Patricia Potter Written Public Comment 253.pdf (36 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Kymberly 
Last Name: Blue 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Kymberly Blue Written Public Comment 254.pdf (37 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Janelle 
Last Name: Hussian 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Janelle Hussian Written Public Comment 255.pdf (35 

kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Clark 
Last Name: Schickler 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Clark Schickler Written Public Comment 256.pdf (39 

kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Maira 
Last Name: Pena 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Maira Pena Written Public Comment 257.pdf (34 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business P lan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: James 
Last Name: Henry 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting James Henry Written Public Comment 258.pdf (35 kb) 



      

 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Lloyd 
Last Name : Marlerd 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Lloyd Marlerd Written Public Comment 259.pdf (35 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Joyce 
Last Name: Kay 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Joyce Kay Written Public Comment 260.pdf (36 kb) 



Additional Comments:_______e _______ __e ______ __ ____ 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised-a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Steve 
Last Name: Kay 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Steve Kay Written Public Comment 261.pdf (36 kb) 



 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Joseph 
Last Name: Alpine 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Joseph Alpine Written Public Comment 262.pdf (35 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Jennifer 
Last Name: Raesha 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Jennifer Raesha Written Public Comment 263.pdf (36 

kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Carol 
Last Name: Hutchinson 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Carol Hutchinson Written Public Comment 264.pdf (36 

kb) 



 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Derek 
Last Name: Wedel 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Derek Wedel Written Public Comment 265.pdf (34 kb) 



  



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Michael 
Last Name: Frazer 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Michael Frazer Written Public Comment 266.pdf (36 

kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Daniel 
Last Name: Wickenheild 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Daniel Wickenheild Written Public Comment 267.pdf 

(37 kb) 



February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in  the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Margot 
Last Name: Stone 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Margot Stone Written Public Comment 268.pdf (37 kb) 



Additional Comments:._______!jl'fl) __!jl'fl)_____ __ __________ __ 

I 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3 .  The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Karen 
Last Name: Gunton 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Karen Gunton Written Public Comment 269.pdf (37 kb) 



 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Jon 
Last Name: Gunton 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Jon Gunton Written Public Comment 270.pdf (4 1 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Annette 
Last Name: Wilson 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Annette Wilson Written Public Comment 271.pdf (37 

kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Bonnie 
Last Name: Freeman 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Bonnie Freeman Written Public Comment 272.pdf (36 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
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Last Name : Neill 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Pat Neill Written Public Comment 273.pdf (35 kb) 



2. 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
a lternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new a lternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 

Signature: 

Address: 

Additional Comments:______ __!jl'fl)_ _____ __!jl'fl)________!jl'fl)____ 
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Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Wendy Freeman Written Public Comment 274.pdf (36 
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12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Rhonda 
Last Name: Romero 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Rhonda Romero Written Public Comment 275.pdf (35 
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Attachments : March Board Meeting David Farrand Written Public Commnet 276.pdf (35 kb) 
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Last Name: Jones 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Nancy Jones Written Public Comment 277.pdf (35 kb) 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability ofthe Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibil ity to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the,,over burden", and the dewatering risks of such .tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan!jl'fl)should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the _
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Amber 
Last Name: Sobezak 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Amber Sobezak Written Public Comment 293.pdf (37 

kb) 



 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name : Mary 
Last Name: Mendoza 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Mary Mendoza Written Public Comment 294.pdf (38 

kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: James 
Last Name: Emery 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting James Emery Written Public Comment 295.pdf (39 kb) 



     

 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Natalia 
Last Name: Irwin 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Natalia Irwin Written Public Comment 296.pdf (4 1 kb) 



 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Chris 
Last Name: Irwin 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Chris Irwin Written Public Comment 297.pdf (37 kb) 



 
  

   

 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Dona 
Last Name: Smith 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Dona Smith Written Public Comment 298.pdf (36 kb) 





12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Ashley 
Last Name: Fults 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : March Board Meeting Ashley Fults Written Public Comment 299.pdf (36 kb) 



_ _ _ 

Email: '" C-Qvvrhone: 

Additional Comments:, ________!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) __!jl'fl)__________ __!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) _!jl'fl) __ 

February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burban k  to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2 .  The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 

Sincerely, 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHSRA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
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February 22, 2018 

Dear CHS RA Board of Directors: 

I live in the Palmdale to Burbank project section of the purposed High Speed Train Routes. The 2018 
Business Plan is now being prepared and is to be released in the upcoming weeks. I have the following 
requests related to the content and process for the Business Plan. In essence, I will call upon my 
legislators to not support approval of the Business Plan unless the routes El and E2 in the Burbank to 
Palmdale project section are removed permanently from consideration. 

1. The Authority has long promised a public meeting in the northeast San Fernando Valley. 
When the 2018 Business Plan is released and its public comment period begins, please hold 
a public meeting at a suitably large and convenient venue in the northeast San Fernando 
Valley so that the people most impacted may attend and engage directly with the Board, 
management and consultants. 

2. The 2018 Business Plan must eliminate proposed routes El and E2. 

• The 2018 Business Plan should acknowledge that the E-3 route was eliminated in the 
2016 Business Plan because of "over burden" and that the E-2 route, which has a similar 
over burden, must be eliminated. 

• Now that the geotechnical testing has been completed in the Angeles Forest, ample 
evidence exists to remove the E-1 Route given the hydro static pressure, the fractured 
nature of the rock, the "over burden", and the dewatering risks of such tunnels. 

3. The 2018 Business Plan should address the inability of the Authority to propose suitable 
alternatives for the northeast San Fernando Valley and, if the Authority is not committed to 
identifying new alternatives, ought to abandon plans for high speed train service from 
Palmdale to Burbank. The responsibility to identify suitable alternatives is on the Authority 
and it should not remain, in the form of delay, on the backs of stakeholders in  the northeast 
San Fernando Valley any longer. 
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Paul S. Jones 

99 Moulton Drive 

Atherton, CA 94027 

May 3, 2018 

Attn. Draft 2018 Business Plan 

California H igh-Speed Rail Authority 

770 L Street, Suite 620 MS-1 

Sacramento, California 95814 

Gentlemen and Women: 

Despite the positive tone of the California High-Speed Rail Authority's 2018 Business Plan, there are a 
number of important contradictions between the body of the Business Plan and numerical information 
contained in the appendices. The purpose of this letter is to invite your attention to the most glaring 
discrepancies and ask that you correct these apparent errors in the Final business Plan. Some of the 
alarming discrepancies are summarized below. 

AB3034, Proposition 1A 

On Page 15, the Plan states, "The California High Speed Rail Authority remains committed to the 
Proposition 1A mission to connect California wjth a new high-speed passenger rail service and to 
delivering it through a phased implementation strategy:" AB 3034, 2409 b, which is a part of Proposition 
1A, states, "Maximum non-stop service travel times for each corridor shall not exceed; 

-(1) San Francisco Los Angeles Union Station 2 hours 40 minutes 
(2) San Francisco-San Jose 30 minutes" 

The Operating Plan on pages A-1 and A-2 of Appendix A lists the following travel times for the high 
speed rail system: 

San Francisco-Los Angeles Union Station 3 hours 31 minutes 
San Francisco-San Jose 63 minutes 

It appears from the operating plan that at no time would the high speed train even approach a speed of 
200 mph, a requirement of AB3034. The highest average speed over a segment, the one from Fresno to 
Bakersfield would be 149 mph. The average speed between San Francisco and Los Angeles would be 
95.7 mph. 

AB3034 also requires a detailed funding plan for each operable segment and that all sources of funds 
and the time of their receipt be specified before work can be initiated on any segment. Page 15 of the 
Plan states that the funding shortfall for the Silicon Valley to Central Valley (presumed to be San Jose to 
Shafter) is approximately equal to the cost to complete the line between Gilroy and Carlucci Road, 
Including tunnels through the Pacheco Pass, by far.the most expensive piece of the work. The funding 
for this.work is heavily dependent on Cap-and,Trade money from the quarterly actions. The annual 
amounts of these funds are inconsistently reported as %00 million and $750 million in different parts of 
the Plan. Page 37, Exhibit 3.3, lists the Cap-and-Trade proceeds from the most recent 11 quarterly 
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actions. These total $1.2176 Billion. Of this, twenty five percent, or  $304 Million, or $110 Million per 
year, would come to the Authority. On page 37, the Plan states that the Authority has already received 
$1.618 Billion i n  Cap-and-Trade, including a special grant. It seems unlikely that future Cap-and-Trade 
actions can even approach the funding level needed to complete the Valley to Valley segment. 

Right of Way Acquisition 

The Plan admits to problems in acquiring Right of Way for the first construction segments and claims 
that the acquisition process has been revised to avoid future problems. Even so, the Authority has not 
acquired any Right of Way for their early construction segment from San Jose to Gilroy. The Plan states 
that the Authority is negotiating with the Union Pacific Railroad to use part of its San Jose-Gilroy Right of 
Way. Past negotiations with the Union Pacific have been both difficult and costly. The acquisition of 
this Right of Way could be both time consuming and costly. 

Community Benefits 

The Plan takes great credit for providing a large number of new jobs in the Central Valley and of offering 
short commute times that would stimulate new housing in Gilroy and Fresno, and perhaps other 
communities 

Job Creation 

As early as 1848, French economist Frederic Bastiat makes the distinction between what is seen and 
what is done in his essay, "That Which is Seen and That Which is Not Seen" 

"The sophism which this work is intended to refute [that public enterprise creates jobs], is the 
more dangerous when applied to public works, inasmuch as it serves to justify the most wanton 
enterprises and extravagance. When a railroad or bridge are of real utility, it is sufficient to 
mention this utility, but if it does not exist, what do they do? Recourse is had to this 
mystification: 'We must find work for the workmen"' . 

In any case, the claim that the project will create jobs does not tell the whole· story, and does not serve 
as a justification for the project. Government jobs programs {CHSRA is an agency of the state of 
California) cannot create jobs. While a program or project may appear to create jobs for workers, these 
jobs are paid for with money taken from the private sector, usually in the form of taxes. These taxes 
reduce the private sectors ability to create jobs. Thus, government projects can only divert jobs, altering 
the composition of employment in the economy, not the total volume. This truth is overlooked because 
government jobs are visible (especially with politicians and administrators calling the public's attention 
to them), while the private sector jobs that are lost, or never created, are comparatively invisible. Again,
Frederic Bastiat makes the point concisely: 

"Nothing Is more natural than that a nation, after having assured itself that an enterprise will 
benefit the community, should have it executed by means of a general assessment. But, I lose 
patience, I confess, when I hear this economic blunder advanced in support of such a project. 
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'Besides, it will be a means of creating labor for the workmen. The State opens a road, builds a 
palace, straightens a street, cuts a canal, and so gives work to a certain workmen-this is what is 
seen; but it deprives certain other workmen of work, and this is what is not seen." 

New Residential Development 

The Plan suggests that with the completion of the Valley to Valley operable segment, the travel time 
between Fresno residences and Silicon Valley jobs will be reduced to one hour from a today's three hour 
drive. This easier access together with lower housing costs would presumably provide a basis for large 
new residential developments in and around Fresno. This presumption fails on two counts: 

1. The High Speed Rail travel time listed on Page Al of the Plan specify a travel time of 82 
minutes between Fresno and San Jose, not 60 minutes. 
The proposed High Speed Rail fare, on Page 2-5, between San Jose and Fresno is $66 each 
way. 

On Page 1, the Plan states that the median rent for a two bedroom apartment in San Jose is $4,200 per 
month, while in Fresno, it is only $900 per month. Thus, the commuter from Fresno would save $3,300 
per month in rent at a cost of $2,800 in rail fares. The high fare would cause many potential commuters 
to think carefully about the relative desirability of living in each location. It would certainly put a 
damper on mass migration. 

Cap-and-Trade Funds 

According to the Plan, future High Speed Rail financing will depend heavily on access to large amounts of 
money from Cap-and-Trade actions, both for meeting current expenditures and as payment guarantees 
and payments for large capital loans which are negotiated to provide early access to sufficient money to 
keep the project going according to plan. In presenting its revenue estimates, the Plan uses annual Cap 
and Trade receipts of both $500 Mill ion and $750 Million per year. As noted above, the most recent 2 ¾ 

years produced an average of only $110 Million per year. There is no rational basis for expecting Cap
and-Trade action to continue yielding the amounts of money received to date, let alone increase 
sharply. The companies that provide the Cap-and-Trade money are under strong financial pressure to 
clean up their effluents rather than to continue paying large sums to the government. Thus, the 
expectations for the future must be that Cap-and- Trade funds will decline and cannot be depended on 
to provide acceptable collateral for long term loans. 
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Short Segment Operation 

Page ii of the Chief Executive Officer's letter states that the Authority will initially complete two short 
segments: one from San Jose to Gilroy and the other one from Shafter to Bakersfield. These two 
segments are to provide for testing and early operation. It is unlikely that the Gilroy through San Jose to 
San Francisco service will attract many riders. It will operate high speed trains over tracks also used By 
Caltrain's commuter service. In order to handle the train traffic and to minimize interference, all trains, 
both high speed and commuter, will have to operate at the same maximum speed. That maximum 
speed is limited to 79 mph because no improvements will have been made to the Caltrain tracks. If 
Caltrain's Baby Bullet trains have the same number of intermediate stops as the high speed trains, the 
travel times for the two services will differ by less than three minutes. The high speed trains will 
undoubtedly be more comfortable than the Caltrain trains, but the fare for the high speed trains, 
according to Plan page 2-5 will be $24 each way, while the maximum Caltrain fare is $15. After initial 
exploratory rides, it is doubtful that the high speed trains will capture many riders, certainly not enough 
to cover the operating costs. 

Pacheco Pass Route 

Plan page 40 summarizes the cost to construct the high speed infrastructure between San Jose and 
Madera, as follows: 

Segment Length, mi Costn$M Costn$M/mi 

San Jose-Gilroy 29.7 $3,217 $108.5 

Gilroy-Carlucci Road 35 10,249 284 

Carlucci Road-Madera 64.6 2,392 37 

The Gilroy to Carlucci Road segment includes passage through or over the Pacheco Pass. This segment 
requires either a long tunnel or expensive construction up and down mountain passes with several short 
tunnels and a great deal of earth movement. In view of the terrain and potential seismic problems, a 
tunnel could easily cost as much as $2Billion per mile. The surface route would be cheaper, but would 
likely exceed the amount budgeted. In as much as no route has yet been selected, a large contingency 
should be applied to this segment. 

Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) 

Plan page 82 gives the scheduled completion dates for the different environmental impact reports. The 
San Jose to Merced EIR is scheduled for completion in  2019. In  view of the lack of a decision about 
Pacheco Pass this seems to be an overly optimistic date. The same can be said about the Bakersfield to 
Palmdale EIR which is also scheduled to be completed in 2019. This segment must cross over or through 
the Tehachapi Mountains. No route over or through these mountains has been determined. Thus this 
problem is formidable. 
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Greenhouse Gas Reduction 

Since its inception, the Authority has touted greenhouse gas reduction as a major benefit of High Speed 

Rail. The claims in the Plan warrant inspection. First, on page 11, the Plan states that all power used by 

the High Speed Rail will be 100% renewable. This energy will come from the State electric grid through 

the electric utilities. The Authority will have nothing to do with the generation of this power. If the 

Authority uses only renewable energy other California users will be forced to use more dirty energy. 

There will be absolutely no change in the greenhouse gas generation by the electric utilities, thus, High 

Speed Rail deserves no credit for its claim to use only renewable energy. 

Construction of the high speed rail infrastructure will generate massive amounts of air pollutants for: (1) 

the manufacture of an immense volume of cement for the concrete structures that support the tracks 

and facilities, and (2) the pollutant discharges of the large amount of heavy equipment needed to 

construct the civil works and to install the infrastructure. 

Also on Page 11 when in full operation, the High Speed Rail system is claimed to provide greenhouse gas 

savings equal to removing 360,000 passenger vehicles from California's roads and highways. This is a 

very ambitious claim, particularly when one looks at the rapid development of radical changes in 

automotive transportation . .  California leads the nation in the introduction and use of electric 

automobiles. By the time that High speed Rail reaches full operation in 2033 and beyond, internal 

combustion powered automobiles may be a thing of the past. 

Ridership Forecasts 

The Plan has described in detail all of the august bodies that have examined its ridership model and 

given it stamps of approval. Econometric models are extremely complex and contain a large number of 

variables to describe traveler behavior and values for making modal selections. Even so, the product of 

the model is at best an estimate. It is possible to apply a few tests to determine the credibility of the 

product of the model. 

Travel Times 

Page A-1 lists travel times for high speed trains and for feeder buses. As already mentioned, the 

high speed rail travel times are very long, indicating speeds above 100 mph only for the Fresno

Bakersfield segment. The feeder bus times are also surprising. In particular, both the north and south 

feeder schedules show the same travel times for peak hour and off peak travel. There is no allowance 

for any congestion on rush hour streets and highways, a major factor in both Sacramento and Southern 

California. 
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Ridership Totals 

Page 5-3, Table 5.2 lists annual ridership and revenue values for Valley to Valley service in 2027 and 
Phase 1 service in 2040: 

Valley-Valley Phase 1 

Ridership, millions 14 37.9 

Revenue $Million 811 2,176 

This represents an average revenue per trip of $57 per ride for both cases. 

Table 2.1 on page 2-4 lists the service frequency for the Valley to Valley Service as 12 trains per peak 
hour and 10 trains for off peak hours in each direction per day. For the Valley to Valley service, the daily 
passenger traffic can be approximated by dividing the annual ridership by 300 to allow for lower off 
peak travel. This yields 46,666 passengers per day. Assuming equal traffic in each direction, the average 
number of passengers per train would be 1,060. This is substantially more passengers per train than 
there are seats or other accommodations. The level of service proposed simply will not carry the 
expected load. Following the same procedure for Phase 1 in 2040, there would be 1,289 passengers per 
train, an equally unacceptable number. Either the system is grossly underbuilt or the ridership numbers 
are much too high. 

Operating Profit 

Beginning in 2029, the Plan proposes that farebox and other revenue will sufficiently exceed operating 
and maintenance costs to produce a sizeable profit. This profit would presumably accrue to the 
Authority and could be sued to finance the balance of Phase 1 and the extensions to Sacramento and 
San Diego. Since the Authority has already hired a system operator for advice and later operation of the 
High Speed Rail System, the profit would have to be shared with the operator. Hence the proposed 
numbers would need to be reduced. The 2029 surplus is estimated at $135 Million, growing to $1,065 
Million by 2033. This performance would be in  stark contrast to al l other high speed rail systems 
throughout the world. Of more than 69 worldwide high speed rail systems, only two are able to operate 
without operating subsidies: Tokyo-Osaka, Japan, with 53 years of operation and Paris-Lyon, France, 
with 37 years of operation. Either the Authority Is more capable than any other high speed rail operator 
in the world or the ridership estimates are much too large or the operating and maintenance costs are 
much too low, or both. 

I strongly urge that you introduce much more realism into your 2018 Business Plan and face the fact that 
the proposed high speed rail project has limited utility and no visible sources for the immense capital to 
build the system or for operating the service without continuing public subsidy 

Respectfully submitted, 

Paul S. Jones, BME, PE, PhD 

6 



7 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Sam/David 
Last Name: Liccardo/Sykes 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues : 
Attachments : San Jose Comment Letter on 2018 HSR Draft Business Plan.pdf (1 mb) 



 

Mays7,s2018 

Chair Dan Richard and CEO Brian Kelly 
Cal ifornia High-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 620 
Sacramento, CA 958 1 4  

SUBJECT: California High Speed Rail Authority Draft 2018 Business Plan 

Dear Chair Richard and CEO Kelly: 

The City of San Jose continues to support the planning and development of California's High Speed 
Rail system as an integral backbone of the Statewide rail network as described in the Draft 20 1 8  
Business Plan. The development of High-Speed Rail (HSR) across the State, and through Silicon 
Valley, is essential for our regional and local efforts to improve and connect the passenger rail 
network in the Bay Area with the economic centers of the Central Valley and Southern California. 
The City also continues to support the Authority's Sil icon Valley to Central Valley phased approach 
to an integrated rail system that improves intercity, regional, and local train service. 

In addition, we want to acknowledge that the Authority has made impo11ant efforts to reduce the 
breadth of impact of the high speed rail project across numerous parts of San Jose. By advancing an 
at-grade blended service option in the Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan, instead of the previous primary 
alternative of an aerial viaduct, we believe that the Authority and Caltrain have effectively used 
relevant information from the City Generated Options, and the apparent new perspectives with the 
Union Pacific Railroad, to help formulate the most recent b lended service option. We would like to 
view this development as an important shift in the way that the Authority, Caltrain and the City wil l  
work together to explore and develop the best alignment options that balance and meet the needs of 
each Agency, and wil l be an asset to our City's future development and vibrancy, while minimizing 
impacts to San Jose's neighborhoods. 

Building on previous City priorities and feedback to the Authority, this letter focuses on three key 
areas and important issues that we are seeking Authority support: 

1 .  The Authority's support in ful ly  developing the concepts presented in the City Generated 
Options, along with the 20 1 8  Business Plan concept, in the next round of alignment and 
corridor planning to develop concurrence on potential alignment options through the City for 
advancement into the Authority's environmental alternatives process. 

2 .  The Authority' s  partnership in developing a more detailed budget plan to achieve the necessary 
investment for a high quality, context-sensitive system in San Jose, and world class station at 
Diridon that seamlessly integrates high speed rail with connecting transit services and mixed 
use urban development. HSR must be an asset to San Jose, the Diridon station development, 
and the neighborhoods near the alignment. 
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3 .  The Authority align its planning and environmental process and schedule with the partnership 
planning underway at San Jose Diridon Station, and the Station area, with Caltrain, the 
Valley Transportation Authority, and the City. Further, the Authority should incorporate the 
outputs of the Diridon Integrated Station Concept Plan (DISC) into its planning and 
environmental review process going forward. 

Addressing these issues is essential in building the City's continued partnership with both the HSR 
Authority and local San Jose stakeholders and neighborhoods. 

1. The Authority 's support in fully developing the concepts presented in the City Generated 
Options, along with the 2018 Business Plan concept, in the next round of alignment and 
corridor planning to develop concurrence on potential alignment options through the City for 
advancement into the Authority 's environmental alternatives process. 

As discussed last October, and reiterated in a February 20 1 8  letter, the City has invested its own local 
resources on several City Generated Option (CGOs) on high speed rail alignments through San Jose, 
which address serious and legitimate concerns raised by the Downtown stakeholders, local 
community members, and adjacent neighborhoods, while ensuring the operational needs ofHSR and 
Caltrain are fully integrated. The City has been actively sharing the concept plans with the Authority 
and Caltrain. While the City has received generally positive feedback from Authority and Caltrain 
staff about their feasibility based upon the level of concept development to date, we are still awaiting 
a clear indication of support that the Authority will incorporate these options, along with the 20 1 8  
Business Plan concept, into the next round of alignment planning. That support will demonstrate that 
feasible and reasonable options and alternatives are being fully and fairly considered for the project, 
and that the Authority is willing to establish a collaborative effort to develop concurrence with the 
City on alignment options through San Jose considered in the environmental review process. 

As HSR adopts the Final 201 8  Business Plan, the City requests the Authority Board support 
establishing a collaborative effort to develop concurrence on alignment options through San Jose in 
the next round of corridor planning and environmental review. The City asks that the effort consider 
the full range of CGO concepts. In the Downtown San Jose area, the CGOs include rebuilding the 
Diridon platforms as slightly elevated, above-grade, following the Rotterdam Station example. Also, 
two options were developed for the southern approach tracks to Diridon ( I ) along the Caltrain right
of-way and (2) a blended viaduct over 280/87 as an alternative to the longer HSR viaduct, which 
could avoid impacts to the Gregory/N Willow Glen/Gardner neighborhoods from additional 
passenger train service. In southern San Jose, the CGO options include a hybrid of alignments, 
including a trench, tunnel, and at-grade alignments to minimize neighborhood impact, opposition, 
and balance the cost of delivering the project. In addition, these southern options provide viable 
alternatives to avoid significant property impacts in the event an agreement cannot be reached with 
UPRR about sharing and using their right-of-way for blended service operations. 

The fastest way for the Authority to gain as much support as possible for the High Speed Rail project 
in San Jose is to embrace and show the community a sincere effort in considering the full range of 
CGO options in the next round of alignment and corridor planning. The CGO, including all its 
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concept options, provides a fuller range of feasible potential alternatives that will allow all areas of 
the San Jose community to understand the various trade-offs among different alignments. This 
should provide for faster EIR clearance, and ideally preferred alternative selection and construction 
of the project, with broader community support and acceptance of the project. 

2. Tlte Authority 's partners/tip in developing a more detailed budget plan to achieve tlte 
necessary investment for a high quality , context sensitive system in San Jose, and world class 
station at Diridon that seamlessly integrates ltiglt speed rail with connecting transit services 
and mixed use urban development. HSR must be an asset to San Jose, tlte Diridon station 
development, and tlte neigltborltoods near tlte al ignment, for it to be embraced by tlte City and 
its residents. 

The blended passenger rail and freight rail corridor through San Jose is one of the most important and 
complex in California as it runs through highly urbanized and established neighborhoods, with 
significant multi-modal transportation activity crossing the corridor. Thus it will require thoughtful 
and sufficient investment to accommodate HSR in a safe, context-sensitive way. The engineering 
completed by HSR and Caltrain over the past two years, and the CGO concepts, have shown that 
substantial investments are needed to create an integrated rail alignment through San Jose and 
Diridon Station that will appropriately serve the region and State for the rest of this century, while 
also being compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods. 

In response to the Draft 20 1 6  HSR Business Plan's proposal for an at-grade Diridon station, the C ity 
notified the Authority of its concern about potentially inadequate investment in  the proposed system 
by stating, "Investments in passing tracks, grade separations, level boarding, extended platforms, and 
other improvements will be needed to make for reliable, frequent, and therefore useful service, and it 
is unclear whether the funding allocated for those purposes will be sufficient." With the proposed 
reduction of investment in  the 201 8  Draft Business Plan for the San Jose to Gilroy segment of $ 1 .7 
billion through the proposed use of an at-grade concept in this corridor, the Authority must ensure 
that the level of investment made in  the City is sufficient to develop a robust blended rail corridor, 
while minimizing impacts to City neighborhoods as the system is i ntroduced. Furthermore, we ask 
that the Authority be prepared to commit to a partnership for the improvements necessary at Diridon 
Station and in the overall corridor to accommodate HSR, the growth of other passenger services in 
the corridor, and to maximize the benefits of the system. These investments include: 

• The development of a world class station at San Jose Diridon, expected to be the first major 
city in  the US with high speed rail service, and a prominent hub in  the State Rail Plan. The 
station development must effectively integrate all connecting intra-city, regional, and local 
transit services, and surrounding employment and mixed use urban development that the 20 1 8  
Draft Business Plan seeks to leverage to support the high speed rail investment. The 
investment level should be on par with LA Union Station and the SF Transbay Terminal. 

• The likely need to relocate and/or expand passenger rail storage and maintenance facilities in  
San Jose for Caltrain, Capitol Corridor, and ACE to make blended service work efficiently, and 
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to create suitable facilities for HSR. The Business Plan i s  the right place to acknowledge the 

important role the Authority must perform in this multi-agency effort, in order to facilitate 

appropriate blended alignments through San Jose. 

• Track upgrades north and south of Diridon and along Monterey Road to support frequent, all

day service by HSR, electrified Caltrain, and the other operators to stations in San Jose. 

• Committing to finding a solution for grade separations along Monterey Road and the southern 

approaches to Diridon Station if at-grade alignments are ultimately selected. Adding over 1 00 

HSR trains a day, and potentially up to the same number of Caltrain operations, make grade 

separations essential to safety, circulation, emergency access, and community connectivity. 

Partnership and Investment in Diridon Station - As one of the three most important rail stations 

in the State, at the convergence of the Peninsula and East Bay rail lines, and with the great potential 

for a model urban mixed use development, San Jose Diridon Station already hosts multiple regional 

rail services, including Amtrak Capitol Corridor, Altamont Corridor Express (ACE), Caltrain, and 

VTA Light Rail, as well as Union Pacific freight. Given Diridon's strategic location in the Statewide 

transportation system and economy, it must evolve into a world-class intermodal hub, and the level 

of investment in design and infrastructure at the station should be commensurate with the station's 

prominent role in the Statewide system. The City requests the Authority to commit to its fair share of 

funding and investment identified through the Diridon Integrated Station Concept Plan. 

The 2018 HSR Business Plan focuses on the future HSR system as a way to tie the State's economic 

centers together, connect with and reinforce transit systems, and bring economic growth to 

downtown cores. In San Jose, that future is happening now. For decades, the City and region have 

invested in modernizing Cal train and bringing BART to Downtown San Jose. The results of that are 

now unfolding with Google investing hundreds of millions of dollars in property as part of their plan 

to build over eight million square feet of commercial development at San Jose Diridon Station. This 

is exactly the kind of multi-billion-dollar private investment in transit-oriented downtown 

development that ensures the mutual success of cities, transit, HSR, and the overall state economy. 

The convergence of VT A's BART extension, Google's investment, and HSR's arrival creates a once 

in a century opportunity for a win-win-win, ifHSR can be committed enough, and nimble enough, to 

join the City, Cal train, VT A, and Google in making Diridon successful for all of us. 

Along the Monterey Road Corridor, the City sees the potential benefits of an agreement with the 

Union Pacific Railroad (UP) for shared use of their right of way, allowing for lower impact blended 

alignments in the corridor. However, the lack of a definitive agreement means that the City, and we 

believe the HSR Authority, must prepare for the real possibility that an agreement may not be 

reached to allow shared use of UP right-of-way. Therefore, at least until such time as UP signs an 

agreement to sell or share its right of way, the City insists that the Authority develop and carry 

forward the portion of the CGO along Monterey Road to 1 0 1 ,  or a similar underground alternative, in 

its environmental process. Specifically, an underground alignment would avoid several hundred 

property takes that a dedicated HSR alignment would likely cause along Monterey Road in San Jose. 



California High Speed Rail Authority Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan 
Page 5 
May 7, 2018 

In summary, the City requests that the Final 20 I 8 HSR Business Plan commit to a sufficient level of 

investment in the San Jose to Gilroy segment, based on a transparent and collaborative process to 

plan, detail, and invest in the critical station and system needs in San Jose, to ensure high-speed rail 

functions in an integrated and efficient manner, while being sensitive to the adjacent neighborhoods. 

It is relevant to note when comparing the 201 8  Business Plan to the 201 6  version, the San Jose to 

Gilroy segment has seen the level of planned investment drop by $ 1 .7 bil l ion, while the Gilroy to 

Carlucci Road segment has seen planned investment rise by over $3 billion, with much of the latter 

segment traveling through largely rural, uninhabited areas of the State. The neighborhoods and 

residents of San Jose will struggle with reduced investment and greater impact to denser, more 

populated segments along the corridor, in contrast to increased investment to segments that are 

largely uninhabited by people. 

3. The Authority align its planning and environmental process and schedule with the partnership 
planning underway at San Jose Diridon Station, and the Station area, with Ca/train, the 
Valley Transportation Authority, and the City; and incorporate the outputs of the Diridon 
Integrated Station Concept Plan (DISC) into its planning and environmental review process 
going forward. 

Given that the Draft 20 1 8  Business Plan is proposing further integration between the high speed rail 

program and regional rail systems such as Caltrain, it is essential to enhance the collaboration 

between and among our agencies to align the various plans and transportation projects in San Jose to 

the highest collective outcome. This includes the HSR Authority's Business Plan, Caltrain Business, 

Service and Rail Planning, the Diridon Integrated Station Concept Plan, and the HSR environmental 

process. Currently, the Draft 201 8  Business Plan introduces new alternatives compared to the HSR 

environmental work to date, or the CGOs, but it does not describe how the three sets of alternatives 

will be added to the planning and future environmental evaluation process going forward, or the 

selection of a preferred alternative. Of concern is the official HSR environmental schedule in the 

Authority Board packet for April, which has May 3 1 st as the date for selecting the preliminary 

preferred alternative. 

The need for rail and station modernization in San Jose is larger than any one agency, program, or 

project, and can only be tackled with the collective effort of State, regional, and local agencies 

working together in good faith. Our Diridon Agency Partnership is an example of proactively 

working together to develop an integrated project, the sum of which can and should be much greater 

than the parts or individual agency projects. The City looks forward to being fully involved in 

service and infrastructure planning with the HSR Authority and Caltrain to determine what 

improvements are necessary to provide robust, frequent, all-day local and intercity passenger service 

in a way that enhances safety, economic development, and community connectivity. 

The City requests that the Authority Board direct its staff that the next round of planning and corridor 

alignment review include the full range of CGO design options and 20 1 8  HSR Business Plan 

alignment concepts, to allow for a full consideration of the alternatives in the future environmental 
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review phase. San Jose also asks the Authority to col laborate with the City to develop a well-defined 
environmental review schedule that incorporates the proposed new alignments, and the outputs of 
both the DISC Plan and Caltrain Business Plan into the Authority' s  planning and EIR process going 
forward. The projected completion of the first phase of D ISC, selecting a Preferred Spatial Scenario, 
in mid-201 9  provides the Authority sufficient time to incorporate the scenario from the DISC in the 
environmental review and clearance for HSR before the federal deadline in 2022. 

In conclusion, the City of San Jose sees the bui ld-out of HSR connecting the Capital of Silicon 
Valley with the Central Valley and Southern California as essential to the future mobility and 
economic development of the State. We seek concrete commitments demonstrating the Authority 's  
wi l lingness to engage with us as ful l  partners i n  determining how to best implement the State Rail 
Plan in the Si licon Valley and San Jose. The City respectfully requests the Authority to state at the 
May 1 5  Board Meeting its intention to establish a collaborative, cooperative process to: 

1 .  Achieve concurrence with the City on the alignments and options included in the next round 
of planning and corridor alignment review. Ensure a full and fair evaluation of both the 20 1 8  
Business Plan concept and the ful l  range of CGO concepts. 

2. Review, and if necessary, i ncrease the level of infrastructure investment in the San Jose-to
Gilroy segment to ensure that a world-class station gets delivered at San Jose Diridon, and 
that the system through San Jose is sensitive to the needs and impacts on surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

3 .  Work with the City and other Diridon pa11nership agencies t o  align the Authority's planning, 
environmental process, schedule, and project delivery for the San Jose segments with the San 
Jose Diridon Integrated Station Concept Plan. 

By collaborating as partners, we can develop a shared vision and plan for improved rail service 
connecting San Jose to the rest of the State, and the City wil l  be a committed champion for advancing 
and building HSR throughout California. 

S incerely, 

David Sykes 
City Manager, City of San Jose 

cc: Senator Jim Beall 
San Jose City Council 
Jim Hartnett, CEO, Caltrain 
Nuria Fernandez, General Manager, Valley Transpo11ation Authority 
Jim Ortbal, Director of Transportation, City of San Jose 
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University of California, Merced 
5200 N. Lake Road 
Merced, CA 95343 

May 1 ,  201 8  

Mr. Dan Richard 
Chairman, California High Speed Rail Authority 
770 I Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 958 1 4  

Dear Mr. Richard: 

As the first American research university of the 21 st century, the University of California, 
Merced wants to see the country's first major technological transportation infrastructure project 
of the 2 1 st century succeed. The California High Speed Rail Project has much to offer to the 
students of UC Merced, our faculty and staff, and to the residents of California. We believe that 
High Speed Rail can unify the Golden State with an environmentally sound and sustainable 
means of transportation that is fast, efficient and ecological. 

However, our review of the California High Speed Rail Authority's 2018 Draft Business Plan 
shows a need for improvement. 

We believe the Initial Operating Segment must begin in Bakersfield and end in Merced, not 
Madera. By doing so, High Speed Rail will join with the Altamont Corridor Express service that 
links with San Jose and the Silicon Valley, and will soon connect to Sacramento. This will result 
in true Valley-to-Valley service from Day 1, something that is not accomplished in the 201 8  
Draft Business Plan. 

UC Merced students, faculty and staff are extremely environmentally conscious and are always 
trying to be aware of having the least impact on the planet. Our administration tries to support 
and reinforce that concept, and the design of our existing and future buildings demonstrates that. 
By having Valley-to-Valley service in Merced from Day 1, the entire campus community would 
be able to take advantage of truly green transportation. Many of our faculty and staff travel to the 
Bay Area and throughout the San Joaquin Valley on a daily basis, so your service would have 
additional built-in ridership right here in Merced as our campus continues to grow. 

The 20 18  Draft Business Plan addresses the importance of creating an educational co1Tidor that 
would allow for "students, faculty and professionals to collaborate, stimulating learning and 
research options." We heartily support that concept, and especially believe our School of 
Engineering would benefit from that kind of opportunity. However, this is much better facilitated 
if High Speed Rail comes to Merced in its initial segment. I also believe we have the potential to 
become a research center for High Speed Rail, and the source for future engineers that will keep 
the system rolling well into the future. 



For these reasons, we believe the 2018 Draft Business Plan needs to be modified, that the City of 
Merced needs to be part of the Initial Operating Segment, and that High Speed Rail needs to 
arrive in Merced on Day 1 .  

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on the 2018 Draft Business Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Dorothy Leland 
Chancellor 
University of California, Merced 
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Apri l  Board Meeting Pub l ic Ora l  Comment 

Art Lea hy: M etro l i n k  

MR . LEAHY : Thank  you  and we l c ome . I ' ve neve r been  

c a l l e d  incomparab l e  be fore  . 

MR . LEAHY : Ye s ,  indeed . ( Laught e r ) .  U s ua l l y  mul t i -

s y l l ab i c ,  but congratulat i on s  t o  B r i an having t a ken o n  t h e  new 

r o l e , and b e s t  of luc k . 

I want t o  ma ke a few p e r s onal  ob s e rvat ions  about thi s 

p l a c e , about L o s  Ange l e s  whe re  I grew up . And then t a l k  about 

the  High-Speed  Ra i l  Pro j ect  in  j u s t  a minut e . I became a bus  

ope rator  for  Met r o  back  in  1 9 7 1  and I wo r ked  a l ine that  woul d  

t e rminate  at  U n i o n  S t a t i on , r i ght o u t  here  . And I woul d  g o  

ins i de the  s t a t i on , I ' m 2 2  ye a r s  o l d ,  t o  u s e  the  re s t room .  S o  I 

go ins i de and I ' m whe re  the  two grand ha l l s  me et  and I woul d  

s t and t h e r e  a n d  l o o k  at  h o w  be aut i ful  i t  wa s . There  were  two 

peop l e  in  the  bui l ding . Me and one Amt r a k  guy s e l l ing t i c ket s . 

The p l a c e  i s  empty . There  wa s n ' t  a newspaper  r a c k  in  there . 

Toda y ,  i t ' s  8 0 , 0 0 0  peop l e  a day go through there . L o s  

Ange l e s  i s  a di ffe rent p l a c e  t h a n  i t  wa s b a c k  then . I ' m l o o king 

forward t o  wor king with  High-Speed  Ra i l  as  you come further  

s outh . I think  the  future i s  b r i ght for  a l l  the  s e rvi c e s  that  

we all  provide and wi l l  provide . And I l o o k  forward t o  ma king 

sure  that  we coordinate things  a l ong the  corrido r  whi ch we  ' re 

going  t o  be  sharing  with  you in  the  future  . 

You know , I app r e c i a t e  what  ' s  been  done in  the  Draft  



Bus i n e s s  Plan regarding Southern Cal i forni a .  I l i ke to t e l l  

people that h a l f  t h e  population o f  t h e  s t a t e  l ives south o f  

Ventura Boul evard . This  i s  the center o f  the state . I t ' s  the 

center of the Metro l i n k  system.  And i t  wi l l  be the center o f  

the high-speed system when you get down here  . Now I know i t  ' s  

not the geograph i c  cent e r . But i t  wi l l  be the spiritual cent e r ,  

because there  ' s  a l o t  o f  p a s s engers down here who don  ' t  have 

room on the freeways , because the freeways are done  . 

We are working hard on the SCORE Program, the Southern 

C a l i fornia Opt imi zed Rail Expansion Program . We look forward to 

wo rking with you .  As I s a i d ,  the freeways here are fixed  . So 

we have a growing popul ation,  whi ch i s  spreading out  . Trip 

l engths are getting longer and the freeways are done  . There 

won ' t  be any mo re widening  . 

I do want to j us t  note that one mo re story about Los 

Ang e l e s  and this is a true story.  During the Civil  War ,  the 

gove rnment s ent t roops down , federal  t roops down from San 

Franc i s co . They were stationed across  the street i n  the pueblo  . 

And the reason they were there i s  they were fearful that Los 

Ang e l e s  and Southern C a l i fornia would s e cede from the Union and 

j o i n  the South or they even d i s cu s s ed a new country c a l l ed 

Paci fica  . I want to reas sure you that a l l  this  troub l e  was not 

the result of the High-Speed Rail  Program . I t  had nothing to do 

with that  . 

Wel come again to Los Ang e l e s  and Southern Cal i forni a .  

We look forward to wo rking with you i n  the coming years  . 

And Brian,  best  o f  luck . 



MR . KELLY : Thank you ,  Art i e . 

MR . LEAHY : You ' re very kind . We l l ,  actua l l y  thank 

you .  And one mo re comment on that , people are griping about the 

High-Speed Rail Proj  ect and how long i t  ' s  going to take  . From 

my personal perspective the first  t ime I wo rked on a r a i l  

proj ect was i n  1 9 7 6 .  We were t rying to get the Ford 

Admi n i s tration to approve a grant  . I was a COO at Metro when we 

opened up the Blue Line and i n  ' 9 3 the Red Line  . And I was CEO 

there when we opened the Expo Line  . So a ft e r  a l l  tho s e  decades 

we ' re s t i l l  working on i t ,  j us t  l i ke you guys wi l l  be . So take  

heart . 
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Apri l Board Meeting Ora l  Comment 

Kom e  Aj i se :  South ern Ca l i forn i a  Associ at ion of  Govern m e nts 

MR . AJI S E : Good mo rning Cha i r  Richards  and good mo rning Board  

Membe r s  . My name is  Kome Aj i s e . I ' m the  D i r e c t o r  o f  p l anning 

at  the  S outhern C a l i fornia  As s o c i a t i on Gove rnment s .  

I fear  that  my comment s are  a l s o  de s i gned for  the  l a s t  

two i t ems , but s ince  I ' m a l re ady up i f  you don ' t  mind , create  

indul gence t o  cont inue  . 

On beha l f  o f  the  S CAG Re gional  Counc i l  and Exe cut ive 

D i r e ct o r , Ha s an I khrat a , I j u s t  want ed  to j u s t  say that we 

app r e c i a t e  the  fact that one , you ' re here in  S outhern 

C a l i forni a . We ' ve been  l o o king forward t o  the  me et ing . We had 

hoped i t  woul d  have been  c l o s e r  t o  our o f f i ce s , actua l l y  in  our 

o f f i ce . And we  ' re a l s o  glad that  we had S e cretary  Ke l l y  

s t i l l  c a l l  him the  bo s s  S e cretary  Ke l l y . We ' re glad  t o  have 

had S e cretary  Ke l l y  at  our l a s t  Re gional  Counci l .  And I thin k  

the  Board , our Board , app r e c i a t e d  the  pre s ent a t i on on the  

direct i on s , the  new  direct i on o f  high-speed  r a i l . 

You ' ve a l re ady heard  that  eve rybody ' s  happy that  

you ' re in  S outhern C a l i forni a , we in  S outhern C a l i fornia  mo re  

s o . Ju s t  t o  borrow o f f  o f  Mr . Leahy ' s  point having ha l f  o f  the  

popul a t i on , the  S CAG Re gion  repre s ent s 1 9  mi l l ion  peop l e . And 

our current Re gional  Transmi s s ion  P l an , the  2 0 1 6  RT P ye s count s 

on the  imp l ement a t i on o f  a high-speed  r a i l  s y s t em t o  actua l l y  

have s u s t a inab l e  communi t i e s  into  t h e  future  . And I woul d  dare 

say that  as  we have be gun wo r k  on the  2 0 2 0  P l an , we wi l l  

I 



continue to look forward to the impl ement ation o f  the high-speed 

r a i l  into the future  . So we ' re r e a l l y  excited to s e e  the 

Bus i n e s s  Plan continue to push i n  that direction  . 

Now the Bus i n e s s  P l a n ,  for one thing we appreciate the 

fact that i t  was mo re s o  cons e rvative and transpa rent i n  i t s  

approach to repre s enting t h e  current c o s t  and potent i a l  cost 

adj ustment s  . I think that  ' s  r e a l l y  admi rable and s e rves to 

continue to create credib i l i t y  a round the program, a s  we would 

want to s e e . Underst andably, the Plan  focu s e s  on an 

IOS going forth to the north first  and del aying impl ement ation 

i n  Southern Cal i forni a .  We underst and that even though we feel  

l i ke we dearly and desperately need for this  to be impl emented 

in Southern Cal i forni a .  And s o  we ' l l continue to work with you ,  

with the s t a f f  and with the Board t o  bring about the 

impl ement ation of the i n i t i a l  proj  e ct s ,  the bookend proj  ects in 

Southern Cal i forni a ,  and r e a l l y  appreciate you being here and 

the opportunity to speak to you today.  
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Apri l  Board Meeting Ora l Comment 

Mike Murphy: Intergovernmental Relations Manager for City of Santa Clarita 

MR . MURPHY : Good mo rning Chai rman Ri chard and Members o f  the 

Board . I ' m Michael Murphy . I ' m the Inte rgove rnmental Relations 

Manager for the City of Santa Clari t a  . 

Santa C l a r i t a  i s  one o f  the communi t i e s  potent i a l l y  

impacted b y  the propo s ed a l i gnments wi thin the Palmd a l e  to 

Burbank s egment . The City o f  Santa C l a r i t a  appreciates  the 

Board of Directors coming to Southern C a l i fornia today. And we 

appreciate your commi tment to a future San Fe rnando Val l ey 

me eting . 

We hope that a s  additional  work moves forward on the 

Palmd a l e  to Burbank s egment , that you wi l l  receive pres entations 

and take and a s  you rece ive pres entations actions on that 

s egment , that there wi l l  be additional  me etings held i n  Southern 

Cal i forni a .  That obvi ously a f fo rds folks who are mo s t  impacted 

by the propo s a l  the opportunity to speak to you directly .  And 

we appreciate your recognition o f  that  . 

I would l i ke to take  this  opportunity to reiterate the 

Santa Clarita  City Counci l  ' s  position rel ative to the Palmd a l e  

to Burbank proj  ect s egment . Whi l e  the City Council  deeply 

appreciates  that the Board and s t a f f  have l i s t ened to the 

comments that have come from the city and out of our community, 

the Council  remains  uneasy that there  ' s  s t i l l  above -ground 

s egments on the three propo s ed a l i gnment s  . 

On July 1 4 t h ,  2 0 1 5 ,  the Santa Clarita  City Council  



adopted a position that s uppo rts only ful l y  underground 

a l i gnments betwe en Palmd a l e  and Burbank in order to minimi z e  

impacts to a l l  o f  t h e  a f fected commun i t i e s  . 

As the envi ronmental revi ew pro c e s s  continue s ,  the 

City Council  and s t a f f  and members of the Santa Clarity 

community look forward to continuing to wo rk with you and your 

s t a f f  to hear our concerns and incorpo rate tho s e  concerns into 

the final envi ronmental do cument s .  

Finally,  I want to highl i ght the City Counci l  ' s  

previous request to you that the C a l i fornia High-speed Rail  

Authority Board and staff  continue to wo rk with Southern 

C a l i fornia As sociation of Governments and i t  ' s  regional partners 

to f a c i l i t a t e  early i nves tment i n  regional rail infrastructure 

to increase  interregional connectivity, speed,  capacity and 

s a fety.  

Thank you s o  much for cons ideration o f  my comments 

today. 
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Apri l Board Meeting Ora l  Comment 

Kath leen  Tri n ity 

MS . TRIN I T Y : Good mo rning , Cha i rman Richard and Board  

Membe r s  . I ' m Kathleen  T r i n i t y  from Acton . 

As you con s ider  the  opt ions  p l e a s e  a l s o  con s ider  

mat t e r s  o f  the  utmo s t  va lue  that  are  not j u s t  financ i a l  o r  

t e chni ca l . A .  Tho s e  who s e  l ive s wi l l  be  deep l y  di s rupt e d . B .  

Communi t i e s  who ' s  s o c i a l  fab r i c  and e conomi c s t ructure wi l l  be  

rent apart  . C .  Environment a l  damage brought t o  natural  a r e a s  

a n d  w i l de rne s s  . 

We who l ive in  the  Red Rove r and E a s t  Acton  e que s t r i an 

communi t i e s  unde r s t and the  de l i cate  b a l ance  between nature  and 

communi t y  and we va lue  our natural  surrounding s  . C l o s e  

r e l a t i onships  w i t h  other  communi t y  memb e r s  enr i ch o u r  l ive s and 

help u s  to l ive in  a rural area  . But when ent i r e  ne i ghborhoods  

wi l l  be  t o rn apart by  huge  vi aduct s with  wide swaths  o f  s craped 

l and on e i ther  s i de ,  accompanied  by swi t ching  and ma intenance  

fac i l i t i e s , when de a fening  t r a i n s  wi l l  be  t opped  with  e l e c t r i c a l  

harne s s e s  a n d  pa s s  eve ry s ix minut e s  in  a mount a inous  e cho 

chamber  f r i ghtening  hor s e s  and b l i ghting  the  communi t y ,  then we 

know that our va lue s are not your va lue s  . And that ' s  a p i t y . 

We r e a l i z e  that  we are  s imp l y  obj  e ct s  in  a path  that  

may neve r come t o  fru i t i on . But I s a y  the s e  are  the  va lue s by  

whi ch we l ive  . The s e  are  the  va lue s whi ch mu s t  predominate  and 

an inherent l y  f l awed p l an is what needs to be  changed . H i gh-



speed r a i l  wi l l  no boon to commuters on the 1 4  Freewa y .  What 

average worker is wi l l ing to pay o r  can pay $ 8 0  to $ 1 0 0  a day to 

commute to and from a j ob ?  That won ' t  take  them o f f  t h e  roads  . 

That  ' s  a j ob for C a l t r a i n ,  Metro l i n k  o r  l i ght ra i l  . 

So I a s k  you p l e a s e  do consider much l e s s  destructive 

rout e s , because what I s e e  right now is pretty destructive  . And 

wi l l  definitely change our community for the wo rs t . Thank you .  
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Apr i l Boa rd M eet i ng O ra l  Com ment 

M i ke O'G a ra : S u n  Va l l ey Ne igh borhood Cou nc i l  

MR . O ' GARA : My name ' s  Mi ke O ' Gara  and I ' ve l ived in  

Sun Va l l e y  for  4 5  ye a r s . I ' m the  P l anning Commi t t e e  Cha i rman 

for  the Sun Va l l e y  Are a  N e i ghborhood Counc i l , but I ' m not here  

spea king for  them . I ' m here  spea king for  mys e l f . 

I w i s h  t o  recommend Rout e Re fined  ET , for  the  rout e 

from the  Burbank  s t a t i on t o  Pa lmda l e  . Do not go t o  Pa lmda l e  on 

Rout e Re fined  El o r  Re fined  S R1 4  , becau s e  of c o s t s  . Coming 

above ground , surface  con s t ruct ion  wi l l  c o s t  a fortune  . I t  ' l l 

be  j u s t  i f  you come through the  other  rout e s , you ' re going  t o  

create  ma j o r di s rupt ion  t o  many bu s ine s s  and r e s i dent s a l ong the  

San  Fe rnando road  in  Sun Va l l e y ,  Paco ima and Ar l et a  . S t a y  

unde rground with  the  b o r i n g  ma chine s ,  no c u t  a n d  f i l l . 

Sun Va l l e y  woul d  a l s o  be  a great  p l a c e  for  a 

ma intenance  yard . 

When the  high-speed  t r a i n  i s  bui l t , the  e conomy on the  

We s t  Coa s t  and North  Ame r i c a  wi l l  be  the  t h i rd o r  fourth l a rge s t  

in  t h e  wo r l d  i f  you go from Ens enada , Mex i c o  s t r a i ght u p  the  

coa s t  t o  Vancouve r ,  B r i t i s h  Columb i a . And s ome day that ' l l 

happen l ong a f t e r  I ' m done . But i f  you can get  thi s high-speed  

t r a i n  get  i t  done p l e a s e . Thank  you . 
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Apr i l Boa rd M eet i ng O ra l  Co m m e n t  

G a ry Aggus :  S u n  Va l l ey Ne igh borhood Cou nc i l  

MR . AGGU S : No  prob l em ,  ve ry common . You can de s t roy  

that  name s eve ral  di ffe rent ways . Thank  you . 

Good mo rning . I am Gary Agga s  . I grew up in  Sun 

Va l l e y . I ' m a member  o f  the  ne i ghborhood counc i l , been  ve ry 

act ive on the  p l anning commi t t e e  and have been  f o l l owing h i gh

speed  rail  ve ry c l o s e l y . 

I ' m  in  favor o f  Re fined  Rout e E 2 , becau s e  i t  i s  

unde rground through Sun Va l l e y . That s e c t i on should  be  tunne l 

howeve r and not t renche d ,  ful l y  unde rground . I th i nk  that ' s  the  

best  rout e for  Sun Va l l e y . 

I n  addi t i on ,  I woul d  l i ke t o  s e e  a ma intenance  

fac i l i t y . I t  woul d  be  ve ry bene f i c i a l  t o  Sun Va l l e y . We have 

s eve ral  a r e a s  that woul d  be  i de a l  . They  are  pre s e nt l y  occup i e d  

by aut o recyc l ing compan i e s  a n d  forme r mining  s i t e s  . S o  i t  ' s  

been  l o o ked  at  in  the  p a s t  for  a ma intenance  and that  woul d  a l s o  

b e  ve ry bene f i c i a l  t o  Sun Va l l e y . And thank  you a l l  f o r  your 

wo r k  on thi s pro j ect  



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: Victor 
Last Name: Lindenheim 
Stakeholder Comments/Issues 
Attachments: Victor Lindenheim April Board Meeting Oral Comment.pdf (31 kb) 



Apr i l Boa rd M eet i ng O ra l  Com ment 

Victo r Li nden he i m :  Sa nta C la rita Va l l ey Cham ber  o f  Com merce 

MR . L I N DENHE IM : Good mo rning Cha i rman Richard and 

Board . My name is Vi ctor  L indenhe im . I ' m here  repre s enting  the  

S anta  C l a r i t a  Va l l e y  Chamber  o f  Comme rce  toda y ,  whi ch I c o - cha i r  

t h e  Gove rnment Affa i r s  and T ransport a t i on Commi t t e e  . 

I want t o  thank  you for  your s e n s i t ivity  and awa rene s s  

o f  the  i s sue s that  face  the  S anta  C l a r i t a  Va l l e y  and ne i ghboring  

communit i e s  . And I part i cu l a r l y  want  t o  s hout out  t o  Mi che l l e  

Boehm and h e r  t e am ,  who h a s  frequent l y  come out with  h e r  t o  

S anta  C l a r i t a  Va l l e y  w i t h  her  out reach program and c o l l eague s 

and l i s t ened t o  our concern s  . 

My comment s t oday wi l l  e s s ent i a l l y  e cho that  o f  Mr  . 

Murphy , repre s enting  the  C i t y  o f  S anta  C l a r i t a . And I ' l l j u s t  

r e a d  an excerpt and I d o  have a l e t t e r  from t h e  Cha i rman o f  the  

Board  o f  the  S anta  C l a r i t a  Va l l e y  Chamber  that  I ' l l j u s t  provide 

you with  . 

We repre s ent 9 0 0  bu s ine s s e s  in  the  communi t y  and are  

oppo s e d  t o  any above -ground pro j ect , whi ch wi l l  create  a 

damaging  e conomi c and envi ronment a l  impact  on our communi t y ,  

whi ch cannot be  mi t i gat e d . 

That ' s  the  e s s ence  o f  what we have t o  s a y  and I j u s t  

want t o  add , S anta  C l a r i t a  you may know , i s  o n e  o f  t h e  fa s t e s t  

growing c i t i e s  in  t h e  s t a t e , current l y  t h e  t h i rd mo s t  populous  



city i n  the County o f  Los Ange l e s  . And we ' re growing fast  and 

continuing to grow . Thank you .  
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April Board Meeting Oral Comment 

Bill Eick 

MR . EICK:  You  got  that  exactly right . Thank you .  

CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Good . 

MR . EICK:  And i t  ' s  good to see  you again,  s i r .  

CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Thank you .  

MR . EICK:  Aga i n ,  my name i s  Bill  E i c k . I appreciate 

Mr . Ros s i ' s  comment s  . I too was at the me eting where Mr . Ro s s i  

was first  there  . He was kind enough to come down and actua l l y  

t a l k  t o  me a ft e rwards  . 

This  i s  about the Bus i n e s s  Plan . I f  you look at page 5 1  o f  the 

Bus i n e s s  Plan that s ays , engi neering and envi ronmental s ection 

states that there are unknowns about tunn e l s  and mountain 

terrains and that the C a l i fornia High-Speed Rail  wi l l  conduct 

prel iminary h a z a rd analys i s  . That analys i s  has  a l ready been 

done  . 

You have a over 6 0 -page report that was done i n  March of 2 0 1 7  . 

I '  ve attached i t  to my o f f i c i a l  comment s  . And i t  t a l k s  about 

the geotechn i ca l ,  you could s a y  cha l l enges or you can s a y  

s omething e l s e ,  about why you should not dri l l  o r  tunnel through 

the Ang e l e s  National Forre s t  . 

So when you ' re t a l king about a l t e rnatives and you have to have a 

range o f  a l t e rnative s ,  you have to have a range o f  feasible  

a l t e rnative s  . Tunnel ing through the Ang e l e s  National Fo rrest i s  

not a feasible  a l t ernative  . You can check with your l awyers  . I 

checked with my l awyers , that would be me , and i t ' s  not required 



to d i s cu s s  i n f e a s i b l e  a l t e rnative s  . 

So for instance , they t a l k  about s ome o f  the des ign probl ems 

through the Ang e l e s  National Forre s t  . I t  speci f i c a l l y  s ays , ' 'A 

sque e z i ng ground wi l l  be encount ered,  a f fecting tunnel boring 

machi nes , perfo rmance and possible  forcing TBM r e s cues  . '' That 

means you ' re going to have to dri l l  down 2 ,  6 0 0  feet to r e s cue 

the tunnel boring machine that is stuck underground . 

Now you hi red the guy from Seatt l e ,  s o  he should have a lot o f  

experi ence with Big Berth a ,  a l l  right? But this  i s  a report 

that you prepared over a ye a r  ago  . I t  t a l k s  about l inings and 

enlarged tunnel s ections are needed ( t imer s ounds ) may I 

cont inue? 

CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Yes , ( i ndi s cernibl e )  

MR . EICK:  I ' l l see  if  I can  s umma r i z e  thi s  . 

CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : That ' d  be good . Thank you ,  s i r .  

MR . EICK:  The  probl ems i s  you ' re putting l i nings for  the 

tunn e l s  here  . There  ' s  no tunnel l ining that can withst and mo re 

than 2 5  bars  . That  ' s  PSI  pressure  . I mean over one-third,  s ix-

and- a-ha l f  mi l e s  of the E 2  Route and s ix- and-a-ha l f  mi l e s  of the 

E l  Route exceed that 25 bars  . 

This  tunne l ,  these  tunn e l s  are guaranteed to l e a k . Okay? With 

corros ive wat e r  you ' re going to end up having probl ems with the 

tunnel i t s e l f ,  the track . And this  i s  a l l  i n  your report that 

was done over a yea r  ago  . Now, you might not have s e e n  it 

because you guys get lots of pape r .  

I have a coup l e  o f  other things  . But one i s  on page -



CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Can you finish  i n  about 1 5  s e conds , s i r ?  

MR . EICK:  I can . 

CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Let me point out there  ' l l be other 

oppo rtun i t i e s  for pub l i c  comment on the s e  . 

MR . EICK:  Okay.  I think that you should remove any re ference 

to the tunnel under the Swi s s  Alps from the Bus i n e s s  Plan . 

That  ' s  grani t e  . This  i s  not grani t e  . That tunnel was created 

prior to this  report i n  2 0 1 7  , s o  i f  that had any e f fect i t  would 

have been your t e chnical report  . So t a l king about Swi s s  tunn e l s  

at 8 ,  0 0 0  feet i s  d i s i ngenuous  . 

Al s o ,  i f  I were doing a Bus i n e s s  P l a n ,  part o f  my Bus i n e s s  P l a n  

would be ''what ' s  my exit s t rat egy? '' I f  I don ' t  g e t  t h e  money, 

where do I stop? How does this end? There  ' s  nothing i n  this  

Bus i n e s s  Plan that t a l k s  about that  . 

We l l ,  thank you very much . 

CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Thank you for your comment s ,  Mr . E i c k . And 

a s  I s a i d ,  there  ' l l be multiple  oppo rtun i t i e s  to t a l k  about the 

a l i gnments a s  we go forward . 

MR . EICK:  Hopefully mo re than two minut e s  . 
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Apr i l Boa rd M eet i ng O ra l  Co m m e n t  

David Leggett : Ca l ifo rn i a  P u b l i c  Ut i l i t ies Co m m iss ion  

MR . LEGGETT : Good mo rning . I ' m David Leggett  with  

the  C a l i fornia  Pub l i c  Ut i l i t i e s  Commi s s ion . And I j u s t  want ed  

t o  thank  you  for  the  opportun i t y  t o  spe a k  and  s a y  that  I ' m with  

the  O f f i ce o f  Ra i l  S a fe t y  with  Roger  C l a r ks t on . We a l l  wi l l  be  

coope rating  o r  wor king in  conj unct ion  with  the  FRA a s  you move 

forward . A 

I n  genera l , my que s t i on wa s about the  t rue c o s t  o f  the  

High-Speed  Ra i l  Pro j  ect  . And you  ' ve ment i oned a lot  o f  things  

that  are  good that  I think  should  be  con s i dered . Our  s t ra t e g i c  

i n i t i a t ive s at  C PUC are  s a fe t y ,  re l i ab i l i t y  a n d  a f fo rdab i l i t y . 

And part  o f  s a fe t y  i s  c l imate  change concerns  and 

gre enhou s e  ga s s e s  and the  c o s t  of the  s i gni f i cant u s e  o f  

e l e ct r i c i t y  a s  you move forward . And s o  what I haven ' t  s e e n  i s  

the  c o s t  o f  do ing nothing . And i n  your l i t e rature  e a ch s a i d  7 7  

b i l l ion . What  i s  the  r e a l  c o s t  o f  do ing nothing and how do you 

compare  that to the  a l t e rnat ive s of what impact  i t  woul d  have o f  

not having high-speed  rai l ?  Are there  bene f i t s  o f  thi s 

approach , o f  u s ing e l e c t r i c a l  s y s t em and what i s  that  going  t o  

s ave in  t e rms o f  gre enhou s e  gas  emi s s i ons ? 

And then a l s o , are  you rea l l y  including enough for  

s a fe t y ,  becau s e  that ' s  our other  ma j o r concern . Thank  you ve ry 

much  . 
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Apr i l Boa rd M eet i ng O ra l  Com ment 

Ke l ly Decker 

MS . DECKER : Hi . Thank  you . I ' m Ke l l y  De c ke r . I l ive 

in  Kagel  Canyon . 

Thi s pro j  ect  i s  s uppo s e d  t o  l i n k  San  Franc i s co t o  L o s  

Ange l e s , b u t  rea l l y  i t ' s  s e r i e s  o f  l inks . I t ' s  e i ght o r  s o  

pro j ect  s e c t i on s  that  create  a cha in . And j u s t  l i ke in  an 

actual  cha i n , if  any one l i n k  fa i l s , the  ent i r e  pro j ect  o r  the  

ent i r e  cha in  fai l s  . 

The Pa lmda l e  t o  Burbank  l i n k  i s  a fai lure  becau s e  

there  ' s  n o t  a s ingle  a l t e rnat ive unde r con s i derat i on that  

ut i l i z e s  an exi s t ing t ransport a t i on corrido r  . Al l three  

propo s e d  a l i gnment s go through the  Ange l e s  Nat i onal  Fo rre s t  . I n  

agenda i t em number  four , Mi che l l e  Boehm wrote  u p  a s umma ry that  

s a i d  the  Autho r i t y  is  commi t t e d  t o  ma king the  envi ronment a t op 

p r i o r i t y . I f  that  were  t rue , you woul d  be  con s i de r ing at  l e a s t  

o n e  a l t e rnat ive a l i gnment that  doe s  n o t  go through t h e  Ange l e s  

Nat i onal  Fo rre s t  . 

And when Mr  . Ke l l y  t a l ked  about gre enhou s e  gas  

emi s s ions , i f  you  rea l l y  want ed  t o  be  t ranspa rent , you  woul d  

pub l i s h  in  your Bu s ine s s  P l an the  t ruth . And t h a t  i s  t h e  

con s t ruct ion  o f  thi s infra s t ructure  pro j ect  wi l l  create  mo re  

gre enhou s e  ga s e s  than wi l l  eve r be  reduced o r  re couped  through 

r i de r s hip , as l ong as the  t r a i n  is in  operat ion . 

The current Bu s ine s s  P l an a c knowledge s that  the  



Authority doesn  ' t  even know enough about how to tunnel through 

the San Gabriel  Mount ains  to even come up with a cost e s t imate 

for our proj ect s ection . But a s  B i l l  ment ioned,  the 

geotechni cal i nve s t i gation that was conducted over a ye a r  ago 

concluded that tunnel ing was t e chni c a l l y  infeasible  and cost 

prohibitive  . 

So eve rybody knows that a who l e  i s  only a s  good a s  the 

s um of its part s  . And a Bus i n e s s  Plan that includes this  

fatally-flawed proj  ect s e ction should not be adopted a s  a who l e  . 

Thank you .  
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Apr i l Boa rd M eet i ng O ra l  Com ment 

C indy B loom 

MS . BLOOM : Good a f t e rnoon , Cindy B l oom ,  Shadow Hi l l s . 

Mr  . Richard , you have con s i s t e nt l y  s t a t e d  that  the  

Autho r i t y  is  me r e l y  carrying out what  the  vot e r s  approved in  

2 0 0 8  . We l l , the  fact  is  the  vot e r s  approved Prop lA based  on a 

$ 4 5  b i l l ion  budget , not 6 4  b i l l ion , not 6 8  b i l l ion  and c e r t a i n l y  

n o t  7 7 . 3  b i l l ion . I ' ve got i t  r i ght here . And thi s exclude s 

int e r e s t  o f  1 0  b i l l ion  that  mu s t  be  p a i d  t o  bond holde r s , s o  

7 7 . 3  b i l l ion  i s  rea l l y  8 7 . 3  b i l l ion . Think  about that . 

And eve ry month you get  updat e s  . And eve ry month you 

act l i ke eve rything  is fine  . I t  i s  not fine  . You are  a l l  

int e l l i gent peop l e  . Do you t ru l y  be l i eve that  s t a f f  and 

con s u l t ant s rea l l y  know what they ' re do ing ? Here are the 

budget s  going b a c k  to 1 9 9 6  in  b i l l ions : 1 6 . 5 , 2 5 ,  3 7 , 4 5 ,  3 3 . 6 , 

4 3 ,  9 8 . 1 , 6 8 . 4 , 6 7 . 6 , 6 4 . 2  and now 7 7 . 3  b i l l ion . The de fini t i on 

o f  i n s a n i t y  i s  do ing the  s ame thing  ove r and ove r again  and 

expect ing a di ffe rent out come . 

And the  Bu s ine s s  P l an s ugge s t s  that  one way t o  help  

pay  for  thi s thing  is  t o  s e curit i z e  future  revenue and  borrow 

aga i n s t  i t  . Won  ' t  the  private  inve s t o r  and / o r  the  t r a i n  

ope rator  have a s a y  in  thi s ?  Don ' t  they  expect  t o  rece ive t h e  

r i de r s hip revenue ? I f  i t ' s  t i e d  u p  a s  c o l l at e r a l  a n d  they  can ' t  

t ouch i t , why woul d  anyone want t o  partner  with  you ? 

We l l , the  good thing  i s  i t  i s  creat ing j ob s  for  



l awyers  . But actua l l y  the cost per j ob i s  $ 1  . 4  mi l l io n ,  not 

exactly a barga i n . The bottom l i n e  i s ,  enough i s  enough , 7 7 . 3  

b i l l ion cro s s ed the l i n e  . Five b i l l ion has  been spent and not a 

s i ngle inch o f  track has  been l a i d . 

You can  ' t  even build the e a s y  Central Va l l ey portion 

on t ime and on budget  . So how can you expect to build the 

Palmd a l e  to Burbank s egment with 30 mi l e s  of tunnel ing 2 5 0 0  feet 

below ground? This proj ect is doomed . P l e a s e  stop rea rranging 

the deck chairs on the T i t ani c .  Cut the l o s s e s  and turn 

whateve r ' s  been bui l t  into a touri s t  attraction . Thank you .  
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Apr i l Boa rd M eet i ng O ra l  Com ment 

Lyn ne  Toby 

MS . TOBY : Good mo rning . My name i s  Lynne T oby and I 

l ive in  Shadow H i l l s , one o f  the  l a s t  rural  communi t i e s  in  the  

City o f  L o s  Ange l e s . I ' m  glad  t o  hear  you know the  name s o f  

s ome o f  our commun i t i e s , becau s e  w e  aren ' t  ment i oned in  the  

highly ant i c ipated  but b l i s t eringly  di s appo int ing 2 0 1 8  Bu s ine s s  

P l an . 

Our communi t i e s  have been  h e l d  ho s t age  for  ove r three  

ye a r s  t o  thi s badly  f l awed and  comp l e t e l y  unde r funded p l an . I 

l o o ked  forward t o  the  Bu s ine s s  P l an with  great  ant i c ipat ion , 

hop ing s ome o f  my que s t ions  and concerns  woul d  be  answered . 

Imagine  my di s appointment at  the  a lmo s t  t o t a l  l a c k  o f  

informa t i on o n  t h e  Pa lmda l e  t o  Burbank  s e c t i on . 

Wa s thi s an intent ional  i n s u l t  directed  at  the  

Northe a s t  San  Fe rnando re s i dent s ?  We ' re not blank space s on a 

map . We pay  taxe s , s end our kids  t o  s choo l , worship  in  our 

s anctua r i e s  and go about our da i l y  bu s ine s s , whi l e  you ma ke 

de c i s ions  that  wi l l  t e a r  our communi t i e s  apart  . 

The Northe a s t  San  Fe rnando Va l l e y  has  monument a l  

envi ronment a l  t r e a s u re s , a l l  o f  whi ch are  threatened  by the  

Pa lmda l e  t o  Bu s ine s s  [ s i c ]  s e gment that  you have de emed so  

unimport ant that  i t  ' s  bare l y  an a f t e rthought in  one o f  the  

appendix tabs  t o  the  P l an . 

And you do know dri l l ing through s andst one i s  ve ry 



d i f ferent from dri l l ing through gran i t e ,  because we ' re not sure 

you do . 

And now, the proj  e ct ' s  being audited by not j us t  the 

State of Cal i forni a ,  but by the Federal Department o f  

Transportation  . We want to know where did a l l  the b i l l ions go 

and we ' re going to find out and I think you should be wo rried 

about that  . 

Members o f  the Board, we d e s e rve bett e r  . We d e s e rve 

your attention and respect , neither o f  whi ch we ' ve received . 

For over three ye ars the S . A . F . E  Coalition has  repeatedly 

reque s t ed i n fo rmation,  s ought c l a r i f i cation and f i n a l l y  demanded 

a local  me eting,  so our concerns could be heard and addre s s ed on 

the l and that wi l l  be destroyed by this  proj  ect  . 

The response to date has been nothing  . What we ' ve 

been s hown i s  contempt , conde s cension and s corn . We ' ve been 

given f a l s i f i ed report s ,  i ncomplete  envi ronmental stud i e s  and 

wagons full o f  empty promi s e s . The S . A . F . E  Coalition wi l l  

continue t o  demand answers , perti nent i n fo rmation and your 

statement that E l ,  E 2  and SR1 4 are o f f  the tabl e .  Thank you .  
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Apr i l Boa rd M eet i ng O ra l  Com ment 

Kathe ri n e  Pa u l l  

MS . PAULL : I ' m Katherine  Paul l . I l ive in  Kagel  

Canyon and  I ' m  t a l king about the  Bu s ine s s  P l an . 

Although the  2 0 1 8  Bu s ine s s  P l an s ounds pretty  i t  a l s o  

ma ke s ungrounded a s s umpt ions , l a c ks t ransparency  and cont a i n s  

vague a s s e rt i on s . I que s t i on i t s  l anguage and i t s  l o g i c . 

For examp l e , i t s  s t a t ement that  L o s  Ange l e s  commut e r s  

l o s e  1 0 2  hours  t o  conge s t i on eve ry ye a r  i s  unre l a t e d  t o  h i gh

speed  rail  plans  . 

For  examp l e , i f  one o f  the  s t a t e ' s  envi ronment a l  goa l s  

i s  " t o  protect  endange red  spe c i e s , "  how wi l l  high-speed  r a i l  

accomp l i s h  t h a t  goa l ? F o r  examp l e , t h e r e  can ' t  be  me re  

a s s umpt ions  about i n f i l l  deve l opment , whe re  is  spe c i f i c  

informa t i o n ?  

Another  examp l e , t h e  P l an ment ions  " aggre s s ive 

management and mi t i ga t i on s t rategi e s  when acqui ring  land .  ' ' I 

wonde r what tho s e  might be  . 

Al s o ,  whi l e  i t  ' s  unde r s t andab l e  that  co s t s  are  b a s e d  

on a s s umpt ions , i t  i s  n o t  re a l i s t i c  t o  pro j ect  r i de r s hip o r  even 

ma intenance  co s t s  for 2 0 3 0  when the  t r a i n  might become a 

rea l i t y . 

I t  i s  import ant t o  ma ke what has  been  s t arted  a 

succe s s , e sp e c i a l l y  whe re  r e a l  r i de r s hip i s  a current need  and 

can be  met . Aft e r  that , we should  cut the  l o s s e s  and the 



proj  ect and u s e  Cap and Trade mon i e s  expediently.  

I doubt that  the  framers and voters  o f  Prop lA,  ten 

ye ars ago , had a r e a l i s t i c  underst anding of C a l i forni a ' s  

geography and i t  ' s  politics  . I hope that the Legi s l ature wi l l  

look at reality on June 1 s t . Thank you .  
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Apr i l Boa rd M eet i ng O ra l  Com ment 

Cha r les Fo l l ette 

next ? 

MR . FOLLETTE  : Cha r l e s  Fo l l e t t e , r i ght ? Wa s n  ' t  I 

Fo l l e t t e  . 

CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : I wa s f l ipping , 

I ' m  s o rry . I did . 

MR . FOLLETTE  : That  ' s  o kay . 

CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Excu s e  me , you 

ye s Cha r l e s  

were  a f t e r  Ms  . 

Paul l  . My apo l o g i e s .  

MR . FOLLETTE : Thank  you . Good mo rning Cha i rman 

Richard , Mr  . Ke l l y  and Board  Membe r s  . My name i s  Cha r l e s  

Fo l l e t t e  from t h e  C i t y  o f  S anta  Moni c a  . 

I t  i s  my hope that  you , the  C a l i fornia  Legi s l ature  and 

the  C a l i fornia  High-speed  Ra i l  Autho r i t y  are succe s s ful  in 

con s t ructing  and ope rating  the  C a l i fornia  bul l e t  t r a i n  from San  

Franc i s co t o  L o s  Ange l e s  . 

The prima ry di f f i cu l t y  in  achi eving thi s i s  the  

s e gment from B a ke r s f i e l d  t o  L o s  Ange l e s  . Much has  been  written  

rega rding the  c o s t  and  t ime required  t o  t rave r s e  and  tunne l 

through the  Tehachapi and San  Gab r i e l  mount a i n s , t o  the  point 

whe re  many f e e l  that  B a ke r s f i e l d  may ult imat e l y  be  the  final  

s outhern t e rminu s  . 

T o  ensure  that  L o s  Ange l e s  i s  in  fact  in  p l a y ,  i t  ' s  

t ime for  the  Autho r i t y  t o  think  out s i de the  box . From a 

g e o l o g i ca l , geograph i c a l , l o g i s t i ca l  and financ i a l  s t andpoint , 

there  i s  an a l i gnment that  wi l l  enab l e  the  comp l e t i on o f  the  



proj  ect sooner than expected and we l l  under budget  . 

Upon s tudy, i t  i s  l i ke l y  that the mo s t  logical  

a l i gnment to Los Ang e l e s  i s  the following s outhwe s t  rout e  . 

Depart Bakers field to the s outhwe s t  through Mari copa and 

Ventucopa to the j unction o f  SR 33 and Lockwood Va l l ey Road . 

From here tunnel under the Los Padres National Fo rrest a l l  the 

way to SR 3 3  Freeway betwe en Oj a i  and Ventura and C a s i t a s  

Springs . Para l l e l  the freeway into Ventura , than head south 

a l ong the a l ready e s tabl i s hed right-o f-way, a l l  the way to Los 

Ang e l e s  Union Station . 

The tunnel ing d i s tance wi l l  be approximately 1 7  to 2 0  

mi l e s ,  compared to a total o f  3 6  mi l e s  o f  tunn e l s  a l ong the 

Tehachapi San Gabriel  rout e  . One tunnel me a s uring 1 7  mi l e s  i n  

l ength a l ong that route with l ower e l evation gain to deal  with 

i n  the Tehachapi rout e ,  the tunnel and tracks under the Los 

Padres wi l l  have decreased percent grad e ,  only two-and-a-ha l f  

percent , a l l owing for maximum train  speeds o f  2 2 0  mi l e s  per 

hour  . 

Thus  , i t  wi l l  take  the HSR only about s even minut e s  to 

travel under the Los Padres from Lockwood Val l ey Road to C a s i t a s  

Spring  . Because the train  wi l l  travel under the fore s t ,  i t  wi l l  

have no e ffect o n  the natural ecosys t em above the ground . The 

tunn e l s  can be bored under a di rect l i n e  of canyons running 

north to south,  not under ridges and s ummi t s  . This  means 

s h a l l ower tunn e l s  that enable construction of e s cape rout e s  at 

reasonable depths a l ong its ent i rety.  

The biggest  d i f ference and advantage o f  this  route is  



the geology.  The Los Padres cons i s t s  of Mont erey shal e ,  ma rine 

s andstone , chock l ime stone , pebbly conglomerate and s edimentary 

rock . This  makeup i s  much mo re suitable for boring tunne l s  . 

Through the shatte red granite and fault zones o f  the Tehachapi  , 

San Gabri e l s ,  the boring rate i s  only 1 0-to - 2 0  feet per day the 

versus a boring rate of 1 0 0-to - 2 0 0  feet per day through the 

s edimentary Los Padre s  . 

This  represents a 1 0 - fold reduct ion i n  the t ime to 

bore the tunne l ,  not to ment ion that the s outhwe s t  route 

requi res one h a l f  the number of tunnel mi l e s ,  a s  few a s  one 

tenth the number of actual tunne l s  . The result being greatly 

reduced construction costs and decreased construction t ime . 

CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Mr . Fo l l et t e ,  s o rry? 

MR . FOLLETTE  : To build the tunnel running the entire 

1 7 -to 2 0 -mi l e  l ength under the Los Padres is  very doab l e ,  

cons idering the Gotthard B a s e  tunnel was completed,  i n  

Swi t z e r l and , l a s t  yea r  at a l ength o f  3 5  mi l e s  . 

CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Mr . Fo l l et t e ,  thank you .  You  ' ve 

given us a very cogent do cument here and I j us t  want to make 

sure eve rybody has about an equal amount of t ime . Can we j us t  

take  this  p l e a s e  and your comments wi l l  be included i n  the 

reco rd . And I know nothing about thi s ,  but appreciate your 

bringing this possibility to our attention  . 

MR . FOLLETTE  : Thank you ,  Chai rman Ri chard . 
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Apr i l Boa rd M eet i ng O ra l  Com ment 

Joe Adams  

MR . ADAMS : Good mo rning , eve ryone . Let  me give you a 

l i t t l e  p e r s onal  bac kground and thought s and hope you bear  with  

me  r e a l  qui c kl y . But  I am  the  D i r e ct o r , Pre s i dent , CEO and  a l l  

a round handyman at  1 0 3 2 2  Marybe l l  Avenue in  Shadow Hi l l s  . I 

have been  there  for  2 5  ye a r s  and l ived in  the s e  communi t i e s  o f  

Sunl and , Tuj unga and Shadow Hi l l s  f o r  j u s t  about 6 0 . 

I ' d  l i ke t o  know i f  anyone here , by  ra i s e  o f  hands , 

knows whe re  Mt . G l e a s on Juni o r  H i gh i s ?  We l l , I graduated  there  

and  I wa s in  Mr  . Ryan  ' s  dra fting  c l a s s  when  i t  wa s announced 

that  Pre s i dent Kennedy wa s a s s a s s inated . At  Ve rdugo Hi l l s  H i gh 

S choo l , anyone know whe re  that  i s ?  Have you eve r been  there ? 

We l l , i t  l o o ks l i ke maybe our communi t i e s  aren ' t  rea l l y  being  

that  we l l  repre s ented  in  that  re spect , but  that ' s  a fond  part  of  

my  p a s t  . 

We know that  I even rece ived a c o r s age  from my h i gh 

s chool  prom from the  f l o r i s t  s hop on McVine and Foothi l l  by  Mrs  . 

H i l degard  H i l lman , who I ' l l neve r forget  . The s e  are  fond 

memo r i e s  . 

We a l s o  have o r  are  s ub j ect  t o , a s  many a r e a s  are , 

natural  di s a s t e r s . S ylma r earthqua ke , my s i s t e r  want ed  on 

February 9th t o  have s omething  di ffe rent and she  got here w i s h  . 

Northridge ' 9 4 earthqua ke , b i g  Tuj unga flood  wa s I think  a round 

1 9 6 2 ,  in  whi ch peop l e  were i s o l a t e d  due to a wa s hout of roads . 

P a s t  f i r e s  t o  re cent l y ,  the  cre e k  f i r e  - - excu s e  me - -



La Tuna fire  almo s t  had our fami l y  evacuated . We were packed 

ready to go , but we were spared  . Then came the creek fire  . We 

were packed and we l e ft . We had to go , obvi ous l y .  

We ' ve heard the statement that costs have increased 8 3  

percent . We ' ve had ment ion o f  other cost override s ,  I j us t  want 

to bring that to home . I f  you were to go to a car lot and you 

wanted to pick out a particular c a r ,  you had agreed at a price  . 

And then by the t ime when you came to s i gning on the bottom l i n e  

and i t  had b e e n  thre e ,  five , ten times mo r e ,  that would make 

s e ns e .  

I can ' t  imagine b i l l ions , but I can imagine these  

things  . And that  ' s  how we ' re being a f fected . And I would j us t  

hope that you reconsider thi s ,  because I don  ' t  b e l i eve that the 

current plans are the best plan for the Northeast  San Fe rnando 

Va l l e y .  Thank you .  
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Benefits of H igh-Speed Ra i l  i n  the Centra,1 Va l ley 

Since 2012, the Fresno County Economic Development Corporation (EDC) has assisted local businesses 
and property owners who have been impacted by the California High-Speed Rail (HSR) project. As the 
leading economic development agency in the region, we have witnessed first-hand the positive economic 
impacts that HSR construction is having on our communities. 

High-Speed Rail is changing our economy. Our small and disadvantaged businesses are being awarded 
contracts, thousands of jobs have been created, and infrastructure improvements are being made 
throughout the City and County of Fresno - something that would have otherwise taken decades to 
realize. Looking beyond construction, we are preparing our workforce for long-term, higher-wage 
employment in rail maintenance and operations, and even more jobs will emerge in industries supporting 
the new rail system.  In  addition, a completed HSR system will connect the Central Valley with the largest 
economies in the state, fostering continued economic development in  business, technology, and 
agricultural sectors. 

High-Speed Rail Impacts 

• 119 miles of construction-related • 6800 job-years of employment created 
activity underway since 2009 

• $3.2 billion invested in the Central • Generated $1.2 billion in total economic 
Valley since 2006 activity in the Central Valley 

• Fresno-area unemployment under 10% • 30% of relocated businesses able to 
for the first time since 2008 expand 

From a broader perspective, CA High-Speed Rail is part of an environmentally sound solution to the state's 
growing transportation needs. This is extremely important as California's population is expected to grow 
to 44 million by 2030 and near 50 million by 2050. Strategic investments are also being made in urban, 
commuter, and intercity rail systems that will supplement the HSR "backbone" and significantly improve 
mobility and connectivity throughout the state. Finally, breaking ground on the first true high-speed rail 
system in the U.S. has already enhanced California's competitiveness in the global economy as other 
countries consider investment in American high-speed rail. Here in Fresno County we have seen an  
unprecedented increase i n  business interest i n  our area from around the world. 

Small Business Participation 

• 427 Certified Small Businesses • 51 Certified Disabled Veteran Businesses 
• 139 Certified Disadvantaged Businesses 

We here in the Central Valley do not want to be known as the place with high unemployment, high 
poverty, low wages, and high rates of childhood asthma. We are ready for the positive changes that the 
California High-Speed Rail project will bring. We are ready to be the high-speed rail "hub" for the whole 
nation - to train people from all over the United States on the first of its kind high-speed rail system. We 
are preparing for our future - a future that includes high paying jobs and cutting edge ideas. Fresno 
County and the Central Valley are finally at the center of a new and exciting transformative infrastructure 
project, and it is proving to be an economic game changer. 



Benefits of High-Speed Rail for the Central Valley 

Many Californians are curious as to why high-speed rail is starting in the Central Valley instead 
of the Bay Area or Southern California. Most of this curiosity stems from the fact that the 
Central Valley does not have urban centers comparable to those in other parts of the state. 
However, what most do not realize is that there are seven million residents who live in the 
Central Valley and that the region continues to be one of the fastest growing areas in the state. 
Work on the nation's first high-speed rail is underway in the heart of the Central Valley with 
more than $3 billion of investments that is creating jobs and will connect the region to the rest of 
the state like never before. 

With the completion of high-speed rail, Central Valley residents will be able to travel to San 
Francisco or Los Angeles in just under an hour without spending hundreds of dollars on gas,
driving or traveling to the airport. In addition, residents of the Bay Area and Los Angeles will be 
able to travel through the Valley's major population areas with greater ease, with several stops in 
major Central Valley cities. This will help revitalize downtown areas and bring in potential new 
sources of revenue and opportunities. 

Starting the high-speed rail program in the Central Valley makes sense for several reasons, 
including the availability of federal funding and the ability to advance the project faster and at a 
lower cost to the taxpayer. The Central Valley will serve as the "backbone" of a high-speed rail 
system that will ultimately tie all major regions of California together, modernizing 
transportation in the state and linking our diverse economic and cultural centers like never 
before. For the first time, the Central Valley will be linked to the Silicon Valley that will assist 
both areas with continued growth and prosperity. 

Economic Impacts 
Between 2006 and 2017, the California High-Speed Rail Program invested $3.2 billion in the 
Central Valley. 

The Central Valley section of the high-speed rail system is considered the "backbone" of the 
project, with its connections to the Bay Area and the Los Angeles Basin being critical to 
improving accessibility and mobility options for the region's burgeoning population. 

Historically, the Central Valley's economy has lagged behind the rest of the state, but now 
investment in high-speed rail is helping to close the gap. 

• According to a recent report by the University of the Pacific' s  Center for Business and 
Policy Research, all Central Valley counties experienced job gro,vth either at or 
exceeding the state average in 2016. This trend is forecast to continue through 2017. 
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The Central Valley has experienced the largest economic benefits as high-speed rail investment 
has poured into the region. 

• From July 2009 to June 2016, the high-speed rail program created an estimated 6,800 
job-years of employment and about $ 1 .2 billion in total economic activity in the Central 
Valley. Of the 1452 people working on the project at the end of 2017, 1 100 are from the 
Central Valley. 

• Between July 2015 and June 2016, the program's impact has been equal to about 14% of 
the 32,000 jobs that the entire Central Valley economy added over the same time period. 

• Investment in the Central Valley surged in the past two years with the ramp up ofright
of-way work and start of construction activities, showing almost 400% grmvth in jobs 
supported from 2014 to 2016. 

Of those jobs, construction accounted for over 80% of the impact that the program has had in the 
region, bringing good-paying, middle class jobs to the Central Valley economy. As construction 
continues to advance, the program will continue to support thousands of jobs annually for the 
next several years. 

Fresno County 
Fresno County is the epicenter of construction-related economic activity since the system's  
groundbreaking in  2015, resulting in a substantial infusion of jobs and opportunities in  the local 
economy.

• Between July 201 5  and June 2016, high-speed rail investment generated the equivalent of 
30% of the 1 0,550 jobs created in Fresno County over the same time period (including 
indirect and induced effects). 

• Directjobs working on the program were equivalent to 1 7% of the jobs added in the 
County over the same time period. 

Fresno County is where the economic benefits of high-speed rail investment can be seen most 
clearly.

• Over the last few years, high-speed rail helped bring the unemployment rate down to 
under 1 0% for the first time since the Great Recession. 

• On top of that, the County experienced three consecutive years of annual employment 
growth over 3%, outpacing the rest of the state. Prior to 2014, Fresno County had just one 
year of 3% employment growth since 1990. 

• Over 30% of Fresno companies that were relocated due to the High Speed Rail project, 
were able to expand their businesses by purchasing larger facilities and adding new 
employees. 
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Small Business Participation 
In 2012, the Authority's Board of Directors approved the Small Business Program which has a 
30 percent small business participation goal for all contracts led by the Authority . Hundreds of 
California small businesses, disadvantaged businesses and disabled veteran businesses are hard 
at work planning, designing and constructing the high-speed rail system. 

Current Small Business Participation Numbers: 
• 407 small businesses are engaged in the project 

o 108 are from the Central Valley 
• 116 are certified disadvantaged businesses 
• 45 are certified disabled veteran-owned businesses 

Construction/Craft Labor Workforce 
The California High-Speed Rail Program is committed to building a high-speed rail system that 
keeps jobs in California and the regions where the system is being constructed. Local residents 
have an opportunity to participate in job training and apprenticeship programs that will prepare 
them for working on high-speed rail and other construction projects. They can also get jobs with 
the growing number of small businesses that are working on high-speed rail. 

The High-Speed Rail Authority implemented a Community Benefits Agreement (CBA) in 
2012/13 as a cooperative partnership and commitment between the California High Speed Rail 
Authority, skilled craft unions and contractors working on the project. It is based on the 
Community Benefit Policy (Policy), which promotes employment and business opportunities 
during the construction of the high-speed rail project. The CBA also promotes and advances 
training opportunities for all individuals. Priority is given to National Targeted Hiring Workers 
and individuals designated as Disadvantaged Workers. 

Training Facility 
In Fresno County the High-Speed Rail project is well underway. This is a monumental project 
that will require a skilled labor force to construct and maintain the nation's first high-speed rail 
system. The Fresno County Economic Development Corporation, the Fresno Regional 
Workforce Development Board, Fresno City College, along with many other partners are 
proposing a campus intended for training workers for the construction of and maintenance of the 
high-speed rail. Because high-speed rail is new to the United States it is necessary to train 
workers not only to build but also maintain the high-speed rail line in a world of ever-changing 
technology. Fresno County has both the land and population to create a high-speed rail 
educational center, not only for the State of California, but for the entire country. 
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This proposed facility is part of a broader vision associated with the location of the California 
High-Speed Rail Authority's heavy maintenance facility in Fresno County. That vision includes 
an educational center, transportation operations facility, an ongoing training site, a facility for 
businesses and countries to showcase their products, and an industrial park for companies that 
provide services and products to the high speed rail. As this burgeoning industry grows, it will 
be able to rely upon both the training and firsthand experience of the professionals involved in 
the project from its earliest stages. 

The need for the training facility is necessary as the Central Valley has an unacceptably high 
unemployment rate and a lack of skilled workers to fill the jobs that the construction of high
speed rail, and its ancillary industries, will provide. Fresno County is among California counties 
with the highest rates of poverty (26%) compared to a 1 5.3% rate in California. Identified as an 
economically distressed area due to its low per capita income figures, the region is 
representative of those areas needing to diversify job opportunities through technical training. 
With the construction of high-speed rail and the need for a trained labor force, the proposed 
training facility is exactly what is needed to fill jobs and grow our local economy. 

Fresno County has a collaborative team which includes workforce development, economic 
development, education, and trade organizations, that together have developed a strategic plan 
to implement our vision. Fresno County's eighteen public and private universities, community 
colleges, and technical institutes stand fully prepared to implement a cutting edge curriculum to 
train the workforce high speed rail will require. 

First and foremost the training facility would provide training to our unemployed population as 
well as our underemployed. Theprospect of employment on 1he high speed rail project and other major 
construction projects welcomes a bright future for 1he workforce prepared totake 1he many skilled jobs 1his 
initiative will introduce. 

Summary 
The California High-Speed Rail project will bring much needed business and capital to numerous 
industries in the Central Valley, help eliminate over 12  billion pounds of greenhouse gas 
emissions annually to combat global warming, encourage the savings of2.0-3.2 million barrels of 
oil each year, and generate total projected employment of 2,388,000 jobs over the life of the 
project including direct, indirect, and induced jobs. 

As stated above, the Central Valley has historically been overlooked in California. When 
decisions are made about funding priorities, the Central Valley and Fresno County in particular 
have had to fight to be at the table with California's larger metropolitan areas in the north and 
south. The High-Speed Rail project has changed that narrative. It is the largest infrastructure 
project in history in the Central Valley and the people of Fresno County will be the benefactors 
of the opportunities for decades to come . . . .  and we say - it's about time. 
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Drozd, Doug@HSR 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

DeareCHSRA: 

David DePinto <ddepinto@depintomorales.com> 
Wednesday, January 24, 2018 11:10 AM 
HSR Northern California@HSR; HSR Central Valley@HSR; HSR Southern 
California@HSR; HSR legislation@HSR; HSR news@HSR; HSR info@HSR; Boehm, 
Michelle@HSR; Richard, Dan@HSR; HSR boardmembers@HSR; Arellano, 
Genoveva@HSR; HSR palmdale_burbank@HSR; velasquezj@pbworld.com 
Bell, Tony; DeGonia, Jarrod; Lamb, Teresa; kbarger@lacbos.org; 
michael.aguilera@mail.house.gov; mayor.garcetti@lacity.org; Jankiewicz, Joe; 
councilmember.martinez@lacity.org; councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; 
sheila@bos.lacounty.gov; J im Dantona; Ackley Padilla; aayala@bos.lacounty.gov; 
ana.guerrero@lacity.org; Fukushima, Steve; eveline.bravoayala@sen.ca.gov; Englund, 
Nicole; Michael Murphy; Marsha Mclean; btrujillo@bos.lacounty.gov; karo Torossian; 
Brian Gavidia; kelly.gonez@lausd.net; eric.moody@lacity.org; Perry, Dave; Christian 
Griffith; portantino1961@gmail.com; Vanessa Rodriguez; Worth Girvan, Barri; Griffiths, 
Diane; borja.leon@lacity.org; Gallon, Alisha; arcelia.arce@lacity.org; Caesar Huerta; 
Serrano, Jaqueline; Eve Sinclair; humberto.quintana@lacity.org; doug.tripp@lacity.org; 
christineJerian@lacity.org; Monica Rodriguez; Daniel Rodman; Sanchez, Nigel; 
vickere.murphy@sen.ca.gov; esmeralda.marcial@lausd.net; Vandenbos, Megan; 
eric.garcetti@lacity.org; jacqueline.serrano@mail.house.gov 
Re: California High-Speed Rail: Palmdale to Burbank Project Section E-Update - January 
2018 

Follow up 
Completed 

We think this newsletter is misleading and a waste of taxpayer dollars. First, it's nearly identical to 
the newsletters sent to other project sections with a focus on statewide developments such as the 
nearly $3 billion cost increase, and there is scant news related to our Project Section. Second, since 
there has been zero commtmity outreach or response to our communications since March 2016, 
now approaching TWO YEARS, nor follow through on having a board member (Lorraine Paskett) 
tour the proposed routes or a board meeting in the NE San Fernando Valley since the aborted effort 
in spring 201 5. Thus, how can you state this in your newsletter: 

• "the Authority will continue working with our stakeholders in the region to advance planning in 
the area and work towards the identification of the Preferred Alternative. As has been its 
practice, the Authority will conduct public meetings to share the latest information, receive 
additional community input, and present the project's next steps in advance of presenting to 
the Authority's Board of Directors" 

The above messaging is a gross exaggeration. As we've communicated ad nauseum, the CHSRA 
Board Meeting in the NE SFV needs to occur prior to announcement/ development of staffs 
technical/Preferred Alternative analysis. The staff analysis, technical or otherwise, will benefit from 
receiving extended community input on all technical matters such as fire risks created by current 
route alternatives prior to making such an important recommendation to the CHSRA Board. 
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Further, we asked about a week ago for the dates and times of public meetings/hearings related to 
the 201 8  Business Plan and have not received a response. Why is the 2018 Business Plan not 
mentioned in the newsletter? When and where will public meetings be held? We call for the 
Authority to allow public comment to be presented orally as well as in writing. 

Dave DePinto 

President, Shadow Hills Property Owners Assn. 

Member, SAFE Coalition 

On 1/24/2018 10:48 AM, California High-Speed Rail wrote: 

here. 

Palmdale to Burbank Project Section 
Update 

The California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) continues its 
commitment to conduct public outreach. Here are a few updates this 
month. 

Palmdale to Burbank Project Section ' ' 
J 

Statewide Update 
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Central Valley Cost Update 

After a detailed cost and risk a nalysis, the Authority released updated cost 
estimates for the first 1 1 9-miles of construction in California. The Authority 
anticipates an estimated $2.8 bil l ion increase to previous estimates, 63% of 
which is due to risk factors identified and reported in  the 201 6  Business Plan, 
the March 201 7  Project Update Report and discussed publicly at the 
Authority's prior Finance and Audit Committee. This revised cost estimate is 
within state and federal funding dedicated to the Authority to build the nation's 
first truly high-speed rail system. The Authority will incorporate the revised 
cost estimates into its 201 8  Business Plan due to the Legislature later this 
spring. In that document, the Authority intends to clarify needs and risks 
associated with the entire project including overall cost for Silicon Valley to 
Central Valley and Phase. 
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Small Business Program Updates 

The Authority is continuing its 
commitment to small businesses 
playing a major role in building the 
statewide high-speed rail program. 
The Small Business Program has a 
30 percent participation goal for small 
business that includes 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprises 
(DBE), Disabled Veteran Business 
Enterprises (DVBE) and Micro-
Businesses (MB). 

As of September 201 7, we have 427 
certified small businesses 
participating on the program. In  the 
Southern California region, we have 
1 36 certified small businesses 
participating from construction to 
professional service to everything in 
between. 

NEW REPORTS 

Annual Sustainability Report 
Issued 

(Click to See Larger Map) 

California High-Speed Rail 
Meets Federal Funding 
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0 ... -
Requirements, Generates 
Billions in Economic Activity 

0 

The Authority issued its annual 
Sustainability Report which 
updates the progress made in 201 6 
on the innovative approach it is 
taking to the design, construction 
and operation of California's high
speed rail system. The report 
highlights a range of topics 
including energy, natural 
resources, infrastructure, station 
communities, and business & 
management. 

Click for Sustainability Report 

On October 2, 201 7  the Authority 
announced it had met federal 
American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009 
requirements by fully investing the 
more than $2.55 billion granted to 
the State since 2009 to build the 
nation's first high-speed rail 
system. These funds helped create 
thousands of new jobs and 
generated approximately $4 billion 
in economic activity in the Central 
Valley and across California. All of 
the ARRA funds for the project 
were spent prior to the statutory 
deadline of September 30, 2017. 
Thanks to these federal funds, 
thousands of people are working in 
good-paying jobs to build a new 
transportation system that will 
improve quality-of-l ife for 
generations to come. 

Click for ARRA Report 
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Burbank Airport. The corridor travels 
through extremely diverse areas from 
rural and mountainous areas to 
suburban and dense urban 
environments. 

Information from the 201 6  community 
meetings can be found on the project 
website here. 

SEE MORE AT WWW.HSR.CA.GOV 

California 'High-Speed Rail Authority 
Palmdale to Burbank Project Section 
palmdale burbank@hsr.ca,gov 
(800) 630-1039 
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Drozd, Dou @HSRg

From: David DePinto <ddepinto@depintomorales.com> 
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 2:51 PM 
To: HSR palmdale_burbank@HSR 
Cc: HSR Northern California@HSR; HSR Central Valley@HSR; HSR Southern 

California@HSR; HSR leg.islation@HSR; HSR news@HSR; HSR info@HSR; Boehm, 
Michelle@HSR; Richard, Dan@HSR; HSR boardmembers@HSR; Arellano, 
Genoveva@HSR; HSR palmdale_burbank@HSR; velasquezj@pbworld.com; Bell, Tony; 
DeGonia, Jarrod; Lamb, Teresa; kbarger@lacbos.org; michael.aguilera@mail.house.gov; 
mayor.garcetti@lacity.org; Jankiewicz, Joe; councilmember.martinez@lacity.org; 
councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; sheila@bos.lacounty.gov; Jim Dantona; Ackley 
Padilla; aayala@bos.lacounty.gov; ana.guerrero@lacity.org; Fukushima, Steve; 
evelineobravoayala@sen.ca.gov; Englund, Nicole; Michael Murphy; Marsha McLean; .
btrujillo@bos.lacounty.gov; karo Torossian; Brian Gavidia; kelly.gonez@lausd.net; 
eric.moody@lacity.org; Perry, Dave; Christian Griffith; portantinol96l@gmail.com; 
Vanessa Rodriguez; Worth Girvan, Barri; Griffiths, Diane; borja.leon@lacity.org; Gallon, 
Alisha; arcelia.arce@lacity.org; Caesar Huerta; Serrano, Jaqueline; Eve Sinclair; 
humberto.quintana@lacity.org; doug.tripp@lacity.org; christine.jerian@lacity.org; 
Monica Rodriguez; Daniel Rodman; Sanchez, Nigel; vickere.murphy@sen.ca.gov; 
esmeralda.marcial@lausd.net; Vandenbos, Megan; eric.garcetti@lacity.org; 
jacqueline.serrano@mail.house.gov; shpoa@shpoa.us; Fritz Bronner; gerri Summe; Cindy 
Cleghorn; Lois Dayen; Katherine Dayen; Anton Bosch; N Ahten; 
ddepinto@depintomorales.com; tpunchl@aol.com; kellyerindecker@aol.com; Katharine 
Paull; rfermanl@gmail.corn; William Eick; Mark Serridge; Dale stedman; Carol 
Gildersleeve; Julia Tarnawski; Nani Barnes; Nina Royal; tinapetrossian@yahoo.com; 
traceyadamsacs@gmail.com; Doug.Chapin@cbs.com; Lisa Hoffert; patip91040 
@ca.rr.com; Jacqy Gamble; Kimberly Harris; Kimberly Harris; cbloom571@gmail.com; 
Josie Zarate; lynne toby; Lois Dayen; James and Andrea Gutman; Elektra Kruger; Carlos 
George; MIKE MCCOY; Cynthia Urias; Cindy Cleghorn; Pat Kramer; 'dana stangel'; Kevin 
Davis; Nancy Woodruff; Cynthia Sower; Jose Miguel; Michael Gonzales; Monica Vacas; 
Gary Aggas; Mike Ogara; Diane Valencia; Kurt.Cabrera-Miller@SylmarNC.org; Ann Job; 
Ann Job 

Subject: Re: Thank You for Your Comments Regarding the Palmdale to Burbank Project Section 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up 
Flag Status: Completed 

DeareCHSRA: 

On behalf of all the communities impacted by the Burbank to Palmdale Project Section proposed 
route alternatives, we'd like to know when and where community meetings will be scheduled 
related to the 201 8  Business Plan during the public review and comment period mentioned in your
letter below? 

There has not been any community outreach conducted in this area since early 2016, nearly two 
years ago, and there still has not been a CHS RA Board Meeting in the NE San Fernando Valley 
since we worked with your consultant to research locations for an early 201 5  meeting which was 
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subsequently moved to downtown LA on a work day (yet, several hundred people still took time 
away from work to attend and more than 1 00 testified that day). 

Please provide plenty of lead time, convenient access and the opportunity for attendees to provide 
public comment at these needed meetings for the 201 8  Business Plan. Thank you. 

Dave DePinto 

President, Shadow Hills Property Owners Assn. 

Member, SAFE Coalition 

On 1/17/201 8  3 :31 PM, California High-Speed Rail Authority wrote: 

Dear Mr. DePinto, 

The Authority acknowledges receipt of your most recent email dated December 19, 2017 regarding the 
Palmdale to Burbank Project Section. Your cnrrent and previous concerns regarding the proposed alignments 
have been noted by the Authority. As you mention, we have witnessed the devastating impact the Creek Fire 
has had upon the community and note your related concerns for the project in this regard. 

As to the tragic Amtrak crash in Washington State, it is important to note that the train involved did not have 
Positive Train Control (PTC) technology, which Metrolink service in Southern California has already
successfully implemented. Safety is a high priority for the Authority and PTC, as you know, will be an 
important part of the California high-speed rail system as well. 

Please note that neither the Pahudale to Burbank Project Section environmental documents nor the draft 2018 
Business Plan is cnrrently in a formal comment period. Once these respective documents have been officially 
released, the Authority will provide official comment periods for each of them. The Authority would expect 
and encourage you to formally respond to each of these documents during those public connneut periods. 

We appreciate your continued interest and ongoing comments. Please continue to visit our websitefor ongoing 
updates and to access the latest project information on the Palmdale to Burbank Project Section. 

Sincerely, 

The Palmdale to Burbank Project Team 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
Palmdale Burbank@hsr.ca.gov 
(800) 630-1039 

Palmdale to Burbank Project Team 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
palmdale burbank@hsr.ca.qov 
(800) 630-1039 

David J. DePinto 

DePinto Morales Communications Inc . 
8 18-352-7618 office 

8 18-352-6781 fax 
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Drozd, Doug@HSR 

From: cindy bloom <cbloom571@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 17, 2018 8:13 AM 
To: Richard, Dan@HSR; Boehm, Michelle@HSR; Kelly, Brian@HSR; HSR Draft Business Plan 

2018; HSR Southern California@HSR; HSR boardmembers@HSR; Arellano, 
Genoveva@HSR 

Cc: cindy bloom; Dave DePinto 
Subject: Video from United Southern California Communities as Official Comment to 2018 

Business Plan 

FROM UNITED N E  SAN FERNADO VALLEY COMMUNITIES OF SYLMAR, KAGEL CANYON,  
RIVERWOOD RANCH, PACOIMA, SHADOW HILLS, SUNLAND- TUJUNGA, LA TU NA. 
CANYON, LAKE VIEW TERRACE AND SUN VALLEY : 

4-14-17  RALLY VIDEO (4 min.)  

Here is  l ink:  https ://vimeo.com/265 1 58257 

We are submitting this video as our official public comment regard ing the 2018 Draft 
Business Plan to the Ca l ifornia High Speed Ra i l  Authority. 

..

The SAFE Coa l ition 

www.dontra i l road . us 
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Comments for the Record, California High-Speed Rail 
Board meeting - to be included into the official 

minutes of this session in Los Angeles on 
April 17, 2018, Los Angeles 

Good morning, Alan Scott, Kings County once again coming before this Board 
asking "When wiH the Authority and the Board adhere to the stewardship 
requirements of honesty, integrity, and ethical standards. I firmly believe that this 
is a high-level expectation for all State of California regulatory and political 
environments, that the truth is paramount over political sheniagians? 

The voids provided by this organization over the last decade have resulted in the 
harmful, abusive descriptive adjectives that only further obfuscate your empty 
public relations releases. In other words, you stretched the truth without saying 
why! 

Stewardship is your priority to the taxpayers of this state and this country. The 
Authority, the Legislature, and the Govenor have failed miserably with 
unacceptable convoluted machinations with failed Business Plans from day one. 

I take you back to May 15 ,  2012, Senate Transportation Hearing Chaired by 
Senator DeSaulnier and interrupted by Senate Pro Tempore Steinberg, who was on 
a full press pushing the governors' desires of what we know today as a failed 
political legacy. https://web.mail.comcast.net/zimbra/mail?app=mail#l l 

However, three Senators' rose from the Majority Party producing volumes of valid 
reasons why the 2012 BP; as well the 201 6  BP plan. According to Director Rossi, 
it was wrong before it was released. This comment was made to those in 
attendance at. the.F & A committee session on Novemeber 15,  2 107. 

The same applies to flawed 201 8  BP that is lacking corrective action solutions 
from the previous BP's a most troubling ommission. 

I have attached a video from the derailhsr website specific to the section where 
Senator Simitian provided all the necessary data to negate the 2012 BP. He further 
proved Mr. Richard comments did absolutely nothing to eliminate these four 
individual concerns (to summarize) you stated would not occur. 

Mr. Richard, again you were wrong, and in fact, it did happen 6-years later almost 
to a "T." A mazing, how precise the Senator outlined it. 
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Comments for the Record, California High-Speed Rail 
Board meeting - to be included into the official 

minutes of this session in Los Angeles on 
April 17, 2018, Los Angeles 

Instead of 6-billion-dollar cost, it almost double to 1 0.8-billion-dollars and 
unfortunately climbing and has not stopped rising! The most significant 
component of this project is the lack of actual funding acumen from the onset of 
this debacle. 

I have inserted below link from Mr. Vranich's testimony before an Assembly 
Transportation Hearing on October 25, 2008, about 2-weeks before the Proposition 
IA vote. 

Once again, 4-years after Mr. Vranich's presentation noted above, and I have 
provided a support link to validate Senator Simitian's 2012 admonition of 
impending HSR failure. 

Not only was Mr. Vranich correct; moreover, Senators Lowenthal, Simitian, arid 
DeSauliner predicted that failure would occur. Amazingly, it did, in fact, it happen 
with very minor adjustments from their statements 6-years previ9usly. They were 
more exact than the Authority, with less information. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SSORD6dgpKY 

What is more troubling is that you Mr. Chairman at that hearing, you took 
exception, while you gave some far-reaching postulations that principally held zero 
substance. However, once again, yoµ were wrong again! 

It is difficult to sell a pig in a poke but to spend 6-years negating every single 
expert, along with knowledgable citizens who were all on the receiving end of 
severe ridicule by you others is unacceptable. 

In fact, Mr. Richard, you do owe all of them a public apology. 
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Comments for the Record, California High-Speed Rail 
Board meeting - to be included into the official 

minutes of this session in Los Angeles on 
April 17, 2018, Los Angeles 

Additionally, once the above is completed, then the following adjustments must 

happen ASAP: 

1 .  Stop all construction; 

2. Safely secure the various construction sites in accordance with standard Risk 

Management requirements; 

3 .  Ensure standard business practices are adhered to by clearing all outstanding 
invoices within 60-days; 

4. Bring a vote before the Legislature to defund and eliminate all activity 

involving Proposition l A  in total, no exceptions. 

5 .  Any future HSR project for the State of California must be fully funded with 
all funds deposited in a protected account. A comprehensive, validated 

Business Plan that eliminates all aspects that were absent from the previous 
politically machinated plans; 

6. Immediately refrain from taking private property, businesses and their 
assoicated possessions, and their livelihoods until a proper certified routing 
has been established instead of the current wishey washey circuitous mickey 

mouse haphazard politically created disaster routing specifically to gain Mr. 
Costa's vote. 

Thank 

Alan Scott 
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Comments for the Record, California High-Speed Rail 
Board meeting - to be included into the official 

minutes of this session in Los Angeles on · 
April 17, 2018, Los Angeles 

PS: The Chairmen's abundant usage of the word transformative and transparent 
caused me pause to go back to the definition of this adjective: 

Adjective: pertaining to evolution or development! 

Well, after my review of the dictionary and the thesaurus, I have determined 
that transformative and HSR project used in the same sentence to be an 
egregious error and must be changed to 'destructive.' 

Adjective: Transparent If a substance or object is transparent, you can see 
through it very clearly. 

Again, after reviewing, the first question arises, why did you wait so long to 
announce a 2.8-billion-dollar shortfall? That is just one of the many 
incomprehensible situations that CAHSRA failed to be transparent. 
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CHSRA 

Re: Business Plll!I 
April 16, 2018 
Page 2 of3 

(tunnel boring machine) performance and possibly 
forcing TBM rescues. (Think Big Bertha at 2,600 feet) 

Active fault zones intersect the tunnel alignments 
resulting in the need for special designs for tun,nel 

linings and enlarged tunnel sections to accommodate 
fault displacement for track realignment. (Think train 
tunnel in an earthquake and at what cost) 

High groundwater pressures on the tunnel lining 
system would require a thickened and high strength 
concrete lining system (Think guaranteed water leaking 
into tunnel and TMBs with closed-mode capability as 
required by CAL OSHA- Does this exist?) 

High groundwater flows and pressures will be 
encountered at faults and sheared rock zones, Release of 
pressures during construction may be necessary." 
(Think tunneling through a swimming pool or draining 
water all the way from the surface to tunnel depth) 

The 2018 Business Plan states that studies are preliminary but Table 
6.9 of the March 2017 Geotechnical Report summarizes the problem 
ar$las. Most of the summary is self explanatory but of particular note 
is that NO TUNNEL LINING DESIGN EXISTS THAT WILL 
WITHSTAND 25 BARS of water pressure, Both routes E- 1 and E-2 
have over 6.5 miles each of tunnel where the water pressure exceeds 
25 bars. These tunnels are GUARANTEED TO LEAK. The corrosive 
water will ultimately compromise the integrity of the tunnel and the 
track. 

This geotechnical work has already been completed. It shows real problems that 
likely make such tunneling technically infeasible and/or cost prohibitive. CHSRA has 
ignored its own March 2017  report, 

This is not transparency, it is deception. The 2018 Business Plan should 
acknowledge the existence of the March 2017 Geotechnical Report and address those 
issues including the technical feasibility and additional costs of each route based on 
such report. 
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2. Page 18 of the 2018 Business Plan sites the tunnel through the Swiss 
Alps at 8,000 feet below the surface as proof (hope) that tunneling 
through the Angeles National Forest (ANF) can be completed. 

COMMENT TO ITEM 2 

The tunnel through the Alps was completed in 2016. The March 2017 
Geotechnical Report, completed one year after the tunnel through the Alps was opened, 
makes no mention of the tunnel through the Alps because those granite rock 
formations have nothing to do with the geotechnical condition of the Additionally, the 
2018 Business Plan failed to acknowledge that the proposed route E-3 was deleted in 
the last Supplemental Alternative Analysis because the 2,700 ft. "over burden" was too 
much. This compares with E-2's over burden of 2,650 ft. with no explanation as to why 
E-3 was eliminated but E-2 remains an alternative. 

All references to a tunnel through the Alps should be eliminated from the 2018 
Business Plan as being misleading and deceptive and the 2018 Business Plan should 
acknowledge that the aimost identical E-3 was eliminated due to excess overburden. 

3, This is supposed to be a business plan for the entire train. However, the 
Palmdale to Burbank section is fatally flawed which makes the entire 
business plan fatally flawed. This must be acknowledged and dealt with. 
This weakest link will derail the entire project. 

4. The 2018 Business Plan does not state what happens if no more money is 
obtained to build the project. What is the exit strategy? 

In conclusion, there are defects, omissions and misleading statements in the 2018 
Business Plan which need to be corrected before the business plan is submitted to the 
legislature. 

Very truly yours, 

0JL [ 6cL 
William E. Eick 
Attorney at law 
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SANTA C LA R I TA VALLEY 
Chamber of Commerce 

April 16, 2018 

Mr. Dan Richard, Chairman 
Board of Directors 
California H igh-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY (CHSRA) DRAFT 2016 BUSINESS PLAN - COMMENT 

Dear Chairman Richard: 

The Santa Clarita Chamber of Commerce is supporting the City of Santa Clarita, and several other 
local communities, in support of two key issues from the CHSR Business Plan:  undergrounding 
and the comm itment to provide funding to local ra i l  systems under the MOU. 

We represent 900 businesses in  the community and are opposed to any above ground project 
which wil l create a damaging economic and environmental impact on our community which 
cannot be mitigated. The Chamber is appreciative of CHSRA's continuing efforts to identify 
potential routes for the Palmdale to Burbank Project Section, and want to make sure you 
understand that we only support the fu lly underground alignments in order min im ize negative 
impacts to the communities located within this Project Section. 

Additional ly, several years ago the California High-Speed Rai l  Authority entered into a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the Southern California Association of Governments and 
other entities that promised the investment of one bi l l ion dollars in Southern California regional 
rail improvements. That money has not yet materialized in  any meaningful way within the· 
Palmdale to Burbank segment and needs to be added. 

We hope that you wil l  continue to work with the City of Santa Clarita, other local impacted 
commun ities and SCAG to ensure the undergrounding of this segment and to facilitate early 
investment in the region's ra i l  infrastructure to increase interregional connectivity, speed, 
capacity, and safety. 

Sincerely, 

()(
Troy Hooper 
Chairman, Santa Clarita Valley Chamber of Com merce 
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Drozd, Doug@HSR 

From: Morris Brown <mbrown5@pacbell.net> 
Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2018 10:51 AM 
To: HSR boardmembers@HSR 
Subject: Fox and Hounds: The High Speed Rail 2018 Business Plan - A  Classic Model Of 

Deception 

Flag Status: 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 

Flagged 

http://www. foxandhoundsdail y .com/2018/03/high-speed-rail-201 8-business-p Ian-classic-model-deception/ 

The High Speed Rail 2018 Business Plan - A  Classic 
Model Of Deception 
By Morris Brown 
Founder of DERAIL, The original Grass Roots group opposing the High Speed Rail project. 
Thursday, March 29th, 2018 

The California High Speed Rail Authority has released its 2018 Business Plan. It portends to finally reveal the 
true cost for construction of Phase I of the project. The new cost estimate is at a base of $77.3 billion to a 
possible $98.1 billion dollars. Completion of Phase I is now projected for year 2032. Please remember the old 
promise to the voters was the project would be running by 2020 and the cost to California voters would be $ 10  
billion (the rest of the $32 billions needed to build Phase I would come from Federal and private sources). 

Looking a bit beneath the headlines, we find many questions that are not explained. Phase I as defined in the 
2008 Prop IA ballot measure, runs from the Trans Bay Terminal (TBT) in San Francisco to LA Union Station 
and Anaheim. This new business plan suddenly truncates the route to start at the 4tl• and King Street station in 
San Francisco, not at the TBT. Estimated costs for the needed tunnel from 4tl• and King to TBT are at $3.9 
billion. This cost should have been included in the business plan but was omitted. 

Furthermore, $400 million in Federal Funds for the needed "train box" to service the HSR trains at the TBT has 
already been spent, and is not included in Phase I projected costs. 

Adding in these costs drives up projected cost estimates for Phase I to a range of $81 .6 to $ 102.4 Billions. 

Looking further, we now find, due to the lack of funding for a complete Phase I, the new plan essentially is 
building commuter lines in the Central Valley (Madera to Bakersfield) and Gilroy to San Francisco (using 
existing Caltrain tracks on the Peninsula). 

1 



The citizens of Southern California are being short-changed, and will have to be satisfied with funding of a 
couple hundred million dollars, to upgrade a rail intersection, and maybe an upgrade of LA Union station. 

The published example train schedule shows no mention of a trip from San Francisco to LA in 2 hours 40 
minutes; a trip time mandated in Prop lA. No indeed. We are now on notice that such a trip would be 3 hr 30 
minutes at best and many travel times on some runs are up to 5 hours in length. 

The new plan delays construction of the needed tunnel to connect the Central Valley to the Bay Area and 
needed tunnels to connect Bakersfield going south to Los Angeles. These tunnels must wait for funding which 
is nowhere to be found. 

The dream of the Authority and Governor Brown to construct a High Speed Rail line in California is indeed 
dead. What is now to be built are disconnected tracks claimed to improve commuter / passenger routes, mostly 

_ in the.Central Valley and Silicon Valley. And by the way, a guarantee of Prop lA, was no operating subsidies 
would ever be required to run the train. What commuter service do you know, that doesn't require a subsidy? 

· The new business plan is not a plan for a State wide High Speed Rail project. No one should be deceived by the 
colorful pictures and non-existent funding which is so artfully displayed in the plan. 

Now is the time to stop this project! 

2 
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John Hajj (650) 847-5345 Satu rday Apri l 28, 2018 7 :10 am 

Good morning m y  name is John Hajj and I a m  i n  Palo Alto, California. i am a resident of Palo Alto, 
California my comment is that I am very much opposed to this High-Speed rail project. The costs are 
enormous, and way over what we al l  voted on at the ballot box some years ago. There is no end in sight 
on this project, the benefits are doubtful the costs will probably be higher than what they are now. And 
the whole project was mispresented to voters at the ballot box and should be abandoned. Thank you 
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Neil Peterson 2069107515 Monday May 7, 2018 11:07am 

I am calling to confirm verbally that the high desert corridor joint powers authority has submitted its 
comment today May 7'h via web comment form and in addition in email, I just want to triple check to 
see if you have received that my name is Neil Peterson I am calling on behalf of the high desert corridor 
jpa. 



12018 Business Plan RECORD DETAIL 
First Name: David 
Last Name: Schonbrunn 

Stakeholder Comments/Issues : When the Business Plan was released, I read that the comment period would 
close June 9th. 

The attached article from the new issue of California Rail News will constitute 
TRAC's comments on the Business Plan. 

--David 

David Schonbrunn, Vice-President for Policy 
Train Riders Association of California (TRAC) 
P.O. Box 151439 
San Rafael, CA 94915-1439 

4 15-370-7250 cell & office 

David@Schonbrunn.org 
www .calrailnews.org 

Attachments : TRAC's Response to HSR Business Plan.pdf (120 kb) 



 

outright it can't build a rail connection 
to San Jose. Without the ability to 
deliver an operating HSR segment, the 
project as it is currently conceived has 
no reason to exist. 

Instead of addressing this funda
mental reality, the plan deflects 
attention to possible " interim" uses, 
whereby the Authority's Central 
Valley tracks are used for Amtrak 
service, while Caltrain tracks offer 
somewhat higher-speed travel. While 
that plan generously spreads the 
state's funds for Northern California 
local service, it is not an HSR system: 
It doesn't connect the Central Valley to 
Silicon Valley, much less connect the 
Bay Area and Sacramento to Southern 
California. 

The Business Plan discloses that 
the Authority has no feasible way to 
fund the missing piece connecting the 
Central Valley to the Bay Area-the 
tunnels under Pacheco Pass--other 
than to wait for up to $ 1 8  billion to 
fall from the sky, delivered by some 
mythical private sector entity. The 
lack of any private investment to
date is the definitive test of the 
project's economics ,  which had been 
compromised away in CHSRA:s early 
days. At the same time, TRAC is 
aware of private sector interest in 
building other, different, HSR routes. 
Clearly the economics of those routes 
are, by contrast, quite favorable. 

Cap and Trade 

CHSRA is also not going to get 
any free money during a Trump 
presidency. While it's possible CHSRA 
could qualify for low-cost debt , it has 
no investment-grade funding stream 
to service that debt. The Business 
Plan's Hail Mary move is to ask the 
Legislature to double down on HSR 
at this pivotal moment, locking in a 
commitment of Cap and Trade funding 
through 2050 .  

Not only would this put the State 
Treasury on the hook for any failure 
of Cap and Trade, it would prevent 
future Legislatures from pulling the 
plug on the funding to the project, 
no matter how badly things go. For 
a project so vulnerable to huge cost 
increases,  that is the last thing a 
responsible legislature would do. 
Financing HSR with Cap and Trade is 
also illegal, since paying interest on 

CHSRA is obviously trying to 
get the State to commit so deeply 
that it won't be able to abandon its 
investment. When the private sector 
and the feds refuse to invest, CHSRA 
will predictably put their hand out 
again, and ask the State to pick up the 
entire cost. 

When the extension of Cap and 
Trade is taken off the table, the only 
option left for CHSRA is to plan an 
orderly shutdown. TRAC believes 
that the time is now to bite the bullet, 
before more billions of dollars are 
wasted on construction that will never 
lead to HSR operations. 

Proposition 1A Bonds 

Because this draft Business Plan 
is unable to show HSR to be a viable 
business, it puts a brave face on 
the fact that CHSRA has no way 
forward without a huge political lift. 
Eventually, it has to run out of money. 
Proposition lA, the HSR Bond Act, 
foresaw that possibility and created 
provisions to prevent bond money 
from being wasted on unfinished 
segments. 

Those provisions , termed "a 
financial straitjacket " by a Court 
of Appeal, require that all needed 
funding be in place before funds could 
be disbursed for construction. While, 
obviously, all needed funding is not 
in place, that same Court of Appeal 
allowed CHSRA to go forward. 

One of those conditions, that "the 
segment be suitable and ready for 
high-speed train operation" was later 
modified by the Legislature, enabling 
the expenditure of bond funding for 
HSR construction in the Central Valley 
and for the Caltrain electrification 
project. A coalition of public entities 
and non-profits is in court challenging 
that law, AB 1889 ,  as facially uncon
stitutional, because it amended a key 
provision of a voter-approved bond 
measure. 

CHSRA has spent over $4 billion, 
and has nothing to show for it in the 
way of new train service. Worse yet, 
there is now a strong likelihood that 
CHSRA will never be able to deliver 
actual service. For any other transit 
project, that would be absolutely 
scandalous .  The time will come when 
California recognizes HSR as the 
massive scandal TRAC sees it to be. 

Coast 
Observations 

IT SEEMS THAT THE SAN JOSE 
SHARKS hockey team doesn't get 

transit. Despite the fact that the 
SAP Center is directly across the 
street from where most major Silicon 
Valley transit lines converge, the 
team expects 80% of fans to drive 
to games 20 years hence. They sued 
VTA, claiming the proposed BART 
extension to downtown San Jose 
will drive away business ... WE HAVE 
TO SIDE WITII S.F. MUNI on this 
one: No, the new Muni logo Is NOT 
"Dodger Blue." It is "UC Berkeley 
Blue" e.g., like the Blue & Gold Fleet 
ferries ... AS CRN READERS ALREADY 
KNOW, ROBOCARS are not what 
they're cracked up to be, according 
to some recent critical articles in the 
mainstream press ... TIIOMAS ELIAS, 
COLUMNIST who writes on Callforula 
issues, suggests that a new look be 
taken at routing High-Speed Rall via 
1-5, you know, as TRAC has suggested 
for years. It has yet to be seriously 
studied. .. DR. GRAHAM CURRIE OF 
MONASH UNIVERITY, AUSTRALIA 
has a new article In the Journal of 
Public Transportation: "Lies, Damned 
Lles, AVs, Shared Mobility, and Urban 
Transit Futures." Its money quote: "It 
seems to me there is a gigantic Jot of 
nonsense discussed about the future 
of transport and the future of public 
transport in particular ... " CANDIDATES 
FOR GOVERNOR express their views 
on High-Speed Rall ... Democrats want 
to keep it, but 3 of 4 seem to want to 
also fix It. Republican Travis Allen 
wants to kill it; John Cox promises 
to stop construction, but also seems 
willing to consider re-routing HSR 
down the 1-5 corridor, presumably if 
the private sector took over from the 
state ... THE STORY SEEMS TO BE THE 
SAME EVERYWHERE, WHEN HYPED 
LOOP comes to town. This time In 
France, where impoverished cities vie 
for Hyped Loop's favor ... SPEAKING 
OF HYPE, MORE ARE GETTING WISE 
TO ROBOCARS. this time an article 
that points out that robocars would 
cause more congestion, particularly 
when their average occupancy 
will be less that 1.0 person ... WITH 
CALIFORNIA'S INCREASING HOUSING 
CRISIS. more and more workers 
are becombtg "super commuters" 
traveling 90 minutes+ to work. 
Many ACE and Metrollnk riders fall 
into this category, but most super 
commuters drive ... RECOGNIZING 
THE GROWING HOUSING CRISIS, a 
new report suggests using vacant 
San Diego Trolley parking Jots for 
people, not cars. There Is sufficient 
room for 8,000 housing units according 
to the report ... OAKLAND A'S & LA. 
DODGERS LIKE GONDOLAS; they 
suggest constructing gondolas con
necting BART to a new waterfront 
stadium in Oaldand and Union Station 
to Chavez Ravine, respectively ... But 
will they pay for them? 
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1 Je anet Owen s , I hope I - - did  I pronounce your 

2 f i r s t  name correct l y ?  And you '  l l be  f o l l owed by T r i n i  

3 Jimene z a n d  Mi ke Murphy . 

4 MS  . OWEN S  : Good a f t e rnoon Cha i r  and D i r e c t o r s  . 

My name i s  Je anet Owen s , S e n i o r  Exe cut ive O f f i c e r  here  at  

6 Met r o  Re gional  Ra i l  . We want  t o  we l c ome you here  in  

7 S outhern C a l i forni a  . We l ove having you here  . We hope you 

8 can be  here mo re  o ft en  . 

9 With  that  being  s a i d ,  we woul d  l i ke t o  thank  you 

for your inve s tment at  the  Propo s i t ion  lA boo kend funds t o  

1 1  t h e  Ro s e crans /Ma rqua rdt Grade S eparat ion  and L i n king and 

1 2  S t a t i on Pro j  ect  . We want to s t re s s  that the s e  e a r l y  

1 3  infra s t ructure  inve s tment s t o  C a l i fornia  - - from the  

1 4  C a l i fornia  High-speed  Ra i l  t o  the s e  pro j  e ct s  provide 

immediate  and much needed improvement s t o  our exi s t ing 

1 6  pa s s enger  rail  and fre i ght s e rvice s , whi l e  accommodat ing 

1 7  the  future high-speed  r a i l  . 

1 8  High-Speed  Ra i l  Autho r i t y  has  been  a great  

1 9  partner  with  Met ro , the  Bur l i ngton Northern S anta  Fe Ra i l  

and the  S anta  F e  Springs  a s  we l l  a s  with  Met r o l i n k  S outhern 

2 1  C a l i fornia  Re gional  Ra i l  and the  LOS SAN . 

2 2  The s e  improvement s a l ong thi s corrido r , 

2 3  e sp e c i a l l y  on the  L o s  Ange l e s  t o  Anahe im Corrido r  whe re  i t  

2 4  i s  the  s e cond bus i e s t  r a i l  corrido r , i s  import ant t o  u s  . 

And we we l c ome the  opportun i t y  t o  wo r k  with  High-Speed  Ra i l  

Ca l i forn i a  Reporting ,  LLC 

(51 0)  22 4 - 4 4 7 6  
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1 for  future inve s tment s here  i n  S outhern C a l i fornia  t o  our 

2 exi s t ing r a i l  s e rvice  . 

3 I apo l o g i z e  i f  I bro ke a l i t t l e  protocol  in  

4 ment i oning  s ome o f  the  s e cond l ine i t em on the  s e cond 

s e s s i on , but I thought i t  wa s import ant  , e sp e c i a l l y  s ince  

6 the s e  are  vital  improvement s t o  S outhern C a l i forni a  . 

7 CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : We  ' l l f i gure  out your pena l t y  

8 l a t e r  ( Laught e r ) .  Thank  you ve ry much for  your comment s .  

9 T r i n i  Jimene z f o l l owed by Mi ke Murphy and then 

Mi cha e l  Behen  . 

1 1  MR . JIMENE Z  : Good mo rning Mr  . Cha i r  and 

1 2  D i r e c t o r s  . My name ' s  T r i n i  Jimene z .  I '  m the  D i r e c t o r  o f  

1 3  Gove rnment Affa i r s  f o r  t h e  BN S F  Ra i lway Company here  i n  

1 4  S outhern C a l i forni a  . And I '  m here  t o  vo i c e  our s upport  i n  

wor king with  Met ro , Met r o l i n k  and H i gh - Speed  Ra i l  in  going  

1 6  forward with  much o f  our j o int urban  corrido r  wo r k . 

1 7  As ment i oned the  Ro s e crans /Ma rqua rdt improvement 

1 8  is of import ance to u s  as we l l  . And we f i rml y be l i eve that  

1 9  wor king together  with  all  o f  the  r e l evant agenc i e s  

invo lve d ,  a s  a t e am going  forward , w e  wi l l  c e r t a i n l y  

2 1  accomp l i s h  much mo re  t h a n  we c o u l d  individua l l y . 

2 2  S o  I j u s t  want t o  thank  you for  wor king with  u s  . 

2 3  And we a l s o  l o o k  forward t o  partnering  with  a l l  o f  you , 

2 4  moving forward . Thank  you ve ry much  . 

CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Thank  you , s i r  . 

Ca l i forn i a  Reporting ,  LLC 

(51 0)  22 4 - 4 4 7 6  
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2 0  
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2 1  

1 mo rning s i r  . 

2 MR . AJI S E : Good mo rning Cha i r  Richards  and good 

3 mo rning Board  Membe r s  . My name i s  Kome Aj  i s e  . I ' m the  

4 D i r e c t o r  o f  p l anning at  the  S outhern C a l i fornia  As s o c i a t i on 

Gove rnment s .  

6 I fear  that  my comment s are  a l s o  de s i gned for  the  

7 l a s t  two i t ems , but s ince  I ' m a l re ady up if  you don  ' t  mind , 

8 create  indul gence t o  cont inue  . 

9 On beha l f  o f  the  S CAG Re gional  Counc i l  and 

Exe cut ive D i r e ct o r , Ha s an I khrat a , I j u s t  want ed  to j u s t  

1 1  s a y  that  w e  app r e c i a t e  t h e  f a c t  that  one , you  ' re h e r e  in  

1 2  S outhern C a l i forni a  . We  ' ve been  l o o king forward t o  the  

1 3  me et ing  . We had hoped i t  woul d  have been  c l o s e r  t o  our 

1 4  o f f i ce s , actua l l y  in  our o f f i ce . And we  ' re a l s o  glad that  

we had S e cretary  Ke l l y  -- I s t i l l  call  him the  bo s s  - 

1 6  S e cretary  Ke l l y . We  ' re glad  t o  have had S e cretary  Ke l l y  at  

1 7  our l a s t  Re gional  Counci l .  And I think  the  Board , our 

1 8  Board , app r e c i a t e d  the  pre s ent a t i on on the  direct i on s , the  

1 9  new direct i on o f  high-speed  r a i l  . 

You  ' ve a l re ady heard  that  eve rybody  ' s  happy that  

2 1  you  ' re in  S outhern C a l i forni a , we in  S outhern C a l i fornia  

2 2  mo re  s o  . Ju s t  t o  borrow o f f  o f  Mr  . Leahy  ' s  point having 

2 3  ha l f  of the  popul a t i on , the  S CAG Re gion  repre s ent s 1 9  

2 4  mi l l ion  peop l e  . And our current Re gional  Transmi s s ion  

P l an , the  2 0 1 6  RT P ye s count s on the  imp l ement a t i on o f  a 

Ca l i forn i a  Reporting ,  LLC 

(51 0)  22 4 - 4 4 7 6  
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1 high-speed  r a i l  s y s t em t o  actua l l y  have s u s t a inab l e  

2 communi t i e s  i n t o  t h e  future  . And I woul d  dare s a y  t h a t  a s  

3 w e  have be gun wo r k  o n  t h e  2 0 2 0  P l an , w e  wi l l  cont inue t o  

4 l o o k  forward t o  t h e  imp l ement a t i on o f  t h e  high-speed  r a i l  

i n t o  t h e  future  . S o  we  ' re rea l l y  excited  t o  s e e  the  

6 Bu s ine s s  P l an cont inue t o  push  in  that  direct i on . 

7 Now the  Bu s ine s s  P l an , for  one thing  we 

8 app r e c i a t e  the  fact that i t  wa s mo re  so con s e rvat ive and 

9 t ranspa rent in  i t s  approach to repre s enting  the  current 

c o s t  and pot ent i a l  c o s t  adj u s tment s  . I think  that  ' s  rea l l y  

1 1  admi rab l e  and s e rve s t o  cont inue t o  create  credib i l i t y  

1 2  a round t h e  program ,  a s  w e  woul d  want t o  s e e  . 

1 3  Unde r s t andab l y ,  the  P l an focu s e s  on an I O S  going  forth  

1 4  t o  the  north  f i r s t  and de l aying imp l ement a t i on in  S outhern 

C a l i forni a  . We unde r s t and that  even though we f e e l  l i ke we 

1 6  de a r l y  and de sperat e l y  need for thi s to be  imp l emented  in 

1 7  S outhern C a l i forni a  . And so we  ' l l cont inue to wo r k  with  

1 8  you , with  the  s t a f f  and  with  the  Board  t o  bring  about the  

1 9  imp l ement a t i on o f  the  ini t i a l  pro j  e ct s , the  boo kend 

pro j  e ct s  in  S outhern C a l i forni a , and rea l l y  app r e c i a t e  you 

2 1  being  here and the  opportun i t y  to spe a k  to you t oday . 

2 2  CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Thank  you for  your comment s , 

2 3  Mr  . Aj  i s e  . I have no other  comment cards  for  the s e  i t ems  . 

2 4  And s o  with  that  the  f i r s t  pub l i c  comment p e r i o d  i s  c l o s e d . 

We  ' l l now move on t o  the  regu l a r  agenda  . 

Ca l i forn i a  Reporting ,  LLC 
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1 u s , but for  tho s e  o f  you i n  the  audi ence  that  didn ' t  know 

2 thi s woman she wa s a rema r kab l e  pub l i c  s e rvant  . S ome one 

3 who I met , I ' m kind of l o o king at  Lynn  . We were  on 

4 oppo s i t e  s i de s of an i s sue  for  many ye a r s  when she  wo r ked  

at  P G & E  ( indi s ce rnib l e  : audi o cut s out  ) and  she  woul d  j u s t  

6 l ove t h e  f a c t  that  peop l e  w e r e  invo lved in  pub l i c  s e rvice  . 

7 We are  here  t oday t o  t a l k  about a n  i s sue  that  wa s 

8 s omething  that  wa s ve ry c l o s e  t o  her  heart , but she  

9 unde r s t ood the  cha l l enge s o f  i t  . She  wa s ve ry pragmat i c  

and re a l i s t i c  about h e r  approach t o  gove rnment  . And she  

1 1  wa s a l s o  one o f  the s e  peop l e  that  you  woul d  not hear  a lot  

1 2  about he r ,  even though she  champ i oned mo s t  o f  the  ma j o r 

1 3  i s sue s that  our Gove rno r ,  our current Gove rnor champ i oned . 

1 4  And rea l l y  she  wa s , I thin k ,  the  driving force  in  many 

i n s t ance s of accomp l i shing  a lot of tho s e  i s sue s . 

1 6  S o  I thank  you , Dan , for  hono ring  her  t oday . 

1 7  CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : We l l , thank  you  . 

1 8  A number  o f  u s  de a l t  with  her  in  a number  o f  

1 9  di f fe rent capa c i t i e s  and s h e  t ouched a l o t  o f  l ive s  . S o  

Nancy , we  ' l l mi s s  you  . Thank  you  . 

2 1  We  ' l l move now t o  o u r  agenda on Pub l i c  Comment o n  

2 2  S e s s ion  I .  And I ' m going  t o  t a ke t h e  spe a ke r s  in  t h e  order  

2 3  that  we have  rece ived the s e , s o  the  f i r s t  three  spe a ke r s  

2 4  wi l l  be  t h e  incomparab l e  Art Leahy from Met r o l i n k  f o l l owed 

by Je anet Owen s  and T r i n i  Jimene z .  

Ca l i forn i a  Reporting ,  LLC 
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1 MR . LEAHY : Thank  you and we l c ome . I '  ve neve r 

2 been  c a l l e d  incomparab l e  be fore  . 

3 CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : You haven ' t  been  c a l l e d  a 

4 numbe r  o f  things  . 

MR . LEAHY : Ye s ,  indeed . ( Laught e r ) .  U s ua l l y  

6 mul t i - s yl l ab i c ,  but congratulat i on s  t o  B r i an having t a ken 

7 on the  new r o l e , and best  o f  luc k . 

8 I want t o  ma ke a few p e r s onal  ob s e rvat ions  about 

9 thi s p l a c e , about Los Ange l e s  whe re  I grew up . And then 

t a l k  about the  High-Speed  Ra i l  Pro j  ect  in  j u s t  a minut e  . I 

1 1  became a bus  ope rator  for  Met r o  b a c k  in  1 9 7 1  and I wo r ked  a 

1 2  l ine that  woul d  t e rminate  at  Union  S t a t i on , r i ght out here  . 

1 3  And I woul d  go ins i de the  s t a t i on , I ' m 2 2  ye a r s  o l d ,  t o  u s e  

1 4  t h e  re s t room .  S o  I go ins i de and I ' m whe re  the  two grand 

ha l l s  me et  and I woul d  s t and there and l o o k  at  how 

1 6  be aut i ful  i t  wa s . There  were  two peop l e  in  the  bui l ding  . 

1 7  Me and one Amt r a k  guy s e l l ing t i c ket s  . The p l a c e  i s  empty . 

1 8  There  wa s n  ' t  a newspaper  r a c k  in  there  . 

1 9  Toda y ,  i t  ' s  8 0 ,  0 0 0  peop l e  a day go through there  . 

L o s  Ange l e s  i s  a di ffe rent p l a c e  than i t  wa s b a c k  then  . 

2 1  I ' m l o o king forward t o  wor king with  H i gh - Speed  Ra i l  a s  you 

2 2  come further  s outh . I think  the  future i s  b r i ght for  a l l  

2 3  t h e  s e rvi c e s  that  w e  a l l  provide and wi l l  provide . And I 

2 4  l o o k  forward t o  ma king sure  that  we coordinate  things  a l ong 

the  corrido r  whi ch we  ' re going t o  be  sharing  with you in  

Ca l i forn i a  Reporting ,  LLC 
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1 the  future  . 

2 You know , I app r e c i a t e  what  ' s  been  done in  the  

3 Draft  Bu s ine s s  P l an rega rding S outhern C a l i forni a  . I l i ke 

4 t o  t e l l  peop l e  that  ha l f  the  populat i on o f  the  s t a t e  l ive s 

s outh o f  Ventura Boul evard . Thi s i s  the  cent e r  o f  the  

6 s t a t e  . I t  ' s  the  cent e r  o f  the  Met r o l i n k  s y s t em .  And i t  

7 wi l l  be  the  cent e r  o f  the  h i g h - s p e e d  s y s t em when y o u  g e t  

8 down here  . N o w  I know i t  ' s  n o t  the  geograph i c  cent e r  . But 

9 i t  wi l l  be  the  s p i r i t u a l  cent e r , becau s e  there  ' s  a lot o f  

pa s s enge r s  down here  who don  ' t  have room o n  t h e  freeways  , 

1 1  becau s e  the  freeways are  done  . 

1 2  We are  wor king hard on the  S CORE Program ,  the  

1 3  S outhern C a l i fornia  Opt imi z e d  Ra i l  Expan s i on Program . We  

1 4  l o o k  forward t o  wor king with  you  . As I s a i d ,  the  freeways 

here  are  fixed . S o  we have a growing popul a t i on , whi ch i s  

1 6  spreading  out  . T r ip l engths  are  gett ing l onger  and the  

1 7  freeways are  done  . There  won ' t  be  any mo re  widening  . 

1 8  I do want t o  j u s t  note  that  one mo re  s t o r y  about 

1 9  Los Ange l e s  and thi s is a t rue s t o r y . During  the  Civi l 

Wa r ,  the  gove rnment s ent t roops  down , fede r a l  t roops  down 

2 1  from San  Franc i s co . They  were  s t a t i oned acro s s  the  s t reet  

2 2  in  the  puebl o .  And the  rea s on they  were  there  i s  they  were  

2 3  f e a r ful  that  L o s  Ange l e s  and S outhern C a l i fornia  woul d  

2 4  s e cede from the  U n i o n  a n d  j o in  the  S outh o r  they  even 

di s cu s s ed a new count ry c a l l e d  Paci f i ca . I want t o  

Ca l i forn i a  Reporting ,  LLC 
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1 r e a s sure  you that  a l l  thi s t roub l e  wa s not the  r e s u l t  o f  

2 t h e  High-Speed  Ra i l  Program . I t  had nothing t o  do with  

3 that  . 

4 We l c ome again  t o  L o s  Ange l e s  and S outhern 

C a l i forni a  . We l o o k  forward t o  wor king with  you in  the  

6 coming ye a r s  . 

7 And B r i an , b e s t  o f  luc k . 

8 MR . KELLY  : Thank  you , Art i e  . 

9 CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : And I don  ' t  u s ua l l y  comment on 

spe a ke r s , becau s e  i t  ' s  your t ime t o  comment , but there wa s 

1 1  a s e r i ou s  omi s s ion  in  your rema r k s , Mr  . Leahy , becau s e  you 

1 2  l e ft out the  p ivot a l  r o l e  you had in  the  t r an s format i on o f  

1 3  L . A .  Union  S t a t i on . S o  we should  re cogni z e  that  . 

1 4  ( App l a u s e ) .  

MR . LEAHY : You  ' re ve ry kind . We l l , actua l l y  

1 6  thank  you  . And one mo re  comment o n  that , peop l e  a r e  griping  

1 7  about  the  High-Speed  Ra i l  Pro j  ect  and how  l ong i t  ' s  going  

1 8  t o  t a ke . From my p e r s onal  pe r spect ive the  f i r s t  t ime I 

1 9  wo r ked  on a r a i l  pro j  ect  wa s in  1 9 7 6 .  We were  t rying t o  

g e t  t h e  Ford Admini s t ra t i on t o  approve a grant  . I wa s a 

2 1  COO at  Met r o  when we opened up the  Blue  Line  and in  ' 9 3 the  

2 2  Red Line  . And I wa s CEO there  when we opened the  Expo 

2 3  Line  . S o  a f t e r  a l l  tho s e  de cade s we  ' re s t i l l  wor king on 

2 4  i t , j u s t  l i ke you guys wi l l  be  . S o  t a ke heart  . 

CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Thank  you , Art  . 

Ca l i forn i a  Reporting ,  LLC 
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1 Next up Mi ke Murphy from the  C i t y  o f  S anta  

2 C l a r i t a  f o l l owed by Mi cha e l  Behen  . 

3 Good mo rning  . 

4 MR . MURPHY  : Mr  . Cha i rman , my rema r k s  are  

de s i gned for  i t em number  four  . S o  i f  I could  de fer  my 

6 comment s unt i l  that  t ime , it woul d  be appre c i a t e d . 

7 CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Ye s ,  that  ' s  fine , s i r  . I ' l l 

8 recyc l e  your card  there  . Okay?  

9 Mi cha e l  Behen , C i t y  o f  Pa lmda l e  and  he  ' l l be  

f o l l owed by Kome Aj  i sme . 

1 1  MR . BEHAN : Good mo rning  . I might f a l l  into  that  

1 2  s ame category , Mr  . Cha i rman , for  i t em four , but I can go 

1 3  now though  . 

1 4  CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : You guys are  a l l  a bunch o f  

reprobat e s  , eve rybody  ' s  in  t h e  wrong - - n o  that  ' s  fine  . 

1 6  MR . BEHAN : We  ' re rebe l s  . 

1 7  Good mo rning  . Mi cha e l  Behen from the  C i t y  o f  

1 8  Pa lmda l e , Department o f  Pub l i c  Wo r k s  . Fi r s t  o f  a l l , I want 

1 9  to say thank  you for coming to Los Ange l e s  for your Board  

me et ing  . I t  me ans  a lot  t o  u s  . We app r e c i a t e  i t  . 

2 1  S o  for  thi s mo rning , i t  t o o k  me three  hours  t o  

2 2  g e t  h e r e  from Pa lmda l e  from doo r - t o -door  and i t  wa s n  ' t  fun  . 

2 3  I can t e l l  you that  . And r i ght now , in  the  Ant e l ope Va l l e y  

2 4  between Pa lmda l e , Lanca s t e r  and unincorporated  L . A .  Count y 

in  the  area  we  ' ve got about 7 5 ,  0 0 0  peop l e  that  are  

Ca l i forn i a  Reporting ,  LLC 
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1 commuting  e a ch day t o  the  L o s  Ange l e s  B a s i n  . 

2 And now , we  ' re at  the  l onge s t  commute  t ime s in  the  count r y . 

3 We  ' re t a l king about four hours  a day in  the  car , s o  h i gh

4 speed  rail  ma ke s s e n s e  . 

Thirty  minut e s  from Pa lmda l e  t o  Union  S t a t i on . 

6 That i s  a game changer  that  change s l ive s , i t  reduce s 

7 s t re s s , i t  ma ke s peop l e  happ i e r  . We need  a l t e rnat ive mode s 

8 o f  t ransportat ion  . H igh-speed  r a i l  i s  one o f  tho s e  mode s  . 

9 Expan s i on o f  Met r o l i n k  s e rvice , Amt ra k ,  Greyhound , 

eve rything  you can t hink  o f  . We can ' t  r e l y  only  on 

1 1  vehi c l e s  any mo re  . 

1 2  As you know , we  ' ve been  l ong s upport e r s  o f  h i gh 

1 3  s p e e d  r a i l  a n d  cont inue t o  be  s upport e r s  . W e  wi l l  cont inue 

1 4  t o  wo r k  with s t a f f  and come up with a l t e rnat ive s that 

create  the  l e a s t  amount of l o c a l  impact  and are  mutua l l y  

1 6  bene f i c i a l  . 

1 7  And we are  wrapp ing up our s t a t i on p l anning 

1 8  grant  . We again app r e c i a t e  the  grant funds for  that  . 

1 9  We  ' l l pre s ent that  t o  our Counc i l  in  the  wint e r  o f  2 0 1 8  . 

And I woul d  j u s t  s a y ,  a s  a c o l l e ct ive group , we s t a y  the  

2 1  cour s e  . We s t a y  in  the  f i ght and we bring  h i gh - speed  r a i l  

2 2  t o  S outhern C a l i forni a  . And I t h i n k  you for  your t ime . 

2 3  CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Thank  you , Mr  . Behen  . 

2 4  The l a s t  spe a ke r  on thi s round i s  Kome Aj  i s e  from 

S outhern C a l i fornia  As s o c i a t i on o f  Gove rnment s .  Good 

Ca l i forn i a  Reporting ,  LLC 
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1 for  future inve s tment s here  i n  S outhern C a l i fornia  t o  our 

2 exi s t ing r a i l  s e rvice  . 

3 I apo l o g i z e  i f  I bro ke a l i t t l e  protocol  in  

4 ment i oning  s ome o f  the  s e cond l ine i t em on the  s e cond 

s e s s i on , but I thought i t  wa s import ant  , e sp e c i a l l y  s ince  

6 the s e  are  vital  improvement s t o  S outhern C a l i forni a  . 

7 CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : We  ' l l f i gure  out your pena l t y  

8 l a t e r  ( Laught e r ) .  Thank  you ve ry much for  your comment s .  

9 T r i n i  Jimene z f o l l owed by Mi ke Murphy and then 

Mi cha e l  Behen  . 

1 1  MR . JIMENE Z  : Good mo rning Mr  . Cha i r  and 

1 2  D i r e c t o r s  . My name ' s  T r i n i  Jimene z .  I '  m the  D i r e c t o r  o f  

1 3  Gove rnment Affa i r s  f o r  t h e  BN S F  Ra i lway Company here  i n  

1 4  S outhern C a l i forni a  . And I '  m here  t o  vo i c e  our s upport  i n  

wor king with  Met ro , Met r o l i n k  and H i gh - Speed  Ra i l  in  going  

1 6  forward with  much o f  our j o int urban  corrido r  wo r k . 

1 7  As ment i oned the  Ro s e crans /Ma rqua rdt improvement 

1 8  is of import ance to u s  as we l l  . And we f i rml y be l i eve that  

1 9  wor king together  with  all  o f  the  r e l evant agenc i e s  

invo lve d ,  a s  a t e am going  forward , w e  wi l l  c e r t a i n l y  

2 1  accomp l i s h  much mo re  t h a n  we c o u l d  individua l l y . 

2 2  S o  I j u s t  want t o  thank  you for  wor king with  u s  . 

2 3  And we a l s o  l o o k  forward t o  partnering  with  a l l  o f  you , 

2 4  moving forward . Thank  you ve ry much  . 

CHAI RMAN RI CHARD : Thank  you , s i r  . 

Ca l i forn i a  Reporting ,  LLC 
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