
MEETING OF THE

Friday, December 21, 2012 
10:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 
SCAG Los Angeles Office 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor
Policy Room B
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
(213) 236-1800 

Videoconference Available
Orange County Office
600 S. Main Street, Suite 906
Orange, CA 92863

San Bernardino County Office
1170 W. 3rd Street, Suite 140
San Bernardino, CA 92410

Ventura County Office
950 County Square Drive, Suite 101 
Ventura, CA 93003 

Imperial County Office
1405 N. Imperial Ave., Suite 1 
El Centro, CA 92243

Riverside County Office
3403 10th Street, Suite 805 
Riverside, CA 92501  

If members of the public wish to review the attachments or have any questions on any of the 
agenda items, please contact Jane Embry at (213) 236-1826 or via email embry@scag.ca.gov

SCAG, in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), will accommodate 
persons who require a modification of accommodation in order to participate in this meeting.  If 
you require such assistance, please contact SCAG at (213) 236-1928 at least 72 hours in 
advance of the meeting to enable SCAG to make reasonable arrangements.  To request 
documents related to this document in an alternative format, please contact (213) 236-1928. 

HIGH-SPEED RAIL & TRANSIT

SUBCOMMITTEE





The High-Speed Rail & Transit Subcommittee may consider and act upon any of the items listed on the 
agenda regardless of whether they are listed as information or action items.

(Hon. Karen Spiegel, Chair

(Matt Gleason, SCAG Staff)

(Brian Taylor, Professor of Urban Planning, UCLA)

(Jorge Duran, Project Manager – Transit, OCTA)

(Vic Kamhi, Bus Transit Director, VCTC)

(Lan-Chi Lam, Web Design and Strategy Manager, Metro)

(Matt Gleason, SCAG Staff)



(Hon. Karen Spiegel) 

(Stephen Fox – Transit/Rail)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
SCAG typically analyzes available performance data to establish existing conditions as part of the 
Regional Transportation Plan production process.  Staff are seeking to establish an annual effort to 
provide a yearly review of system performance, and to establish data collection procedures to assist in 
increased performance monitoring as mandated by MAP-21. 

4



Statistical Summary of Bay 
Area Transit Operators (http://www.mtc.ca.gov/library/statsum/statsum.htm), 
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MTC Statistical 
Summary of Bay Area Transit Operators
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S O U T H E R N  C A L I F O R N I A  A S S O C I A T I O N  O F  G O V E R N M E N T S

California High-Speed Train (HST) Update
HST SEGMENTS – CURRENT STATUS

Phase 1 – Initial Construction Segment (ICS)

Merced to Fresno – In September 2012, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) issued a 
Record of Decision that approved the alignment from Merced to Fresno, allowing construction 
to begin next year. This is the first section of the ICS in the San Joaquin Valley to be built. The 
design/build proposals for this segment are due January 18, 2013.

Fresno to Bakersfield – The California High-Speed Rail Authority released a Revised Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for this section in 
July 2012, with a 90-day public comment period that closed on October 19, 2012.

The Authority recently pushed back the completion date of these two segments (130 miles) 
12 months to December 2017. This still complies with federal requirements that the federal 
funds be spent by September 2017.

Phase 1 – Segments in the SCAG Region

Bakersfield to Palmdale – The Draft Supplemental Alternatives Analysis (AA) was completed 
in February 2012. The Draft EIR/EIS will be released in the Spring of 2014.

Palmdale to Los Angeles – The Draft EIR/EIS is in process and is scheduled for release in the 
Winter of 2013.

Los Angeles to Anaheim – The Supplemental AA was completed in the summer of 2010. The 
Draft EIR/EIS will be released in the Fall of 2014.

Phase 2 – Segments in the SCAG Region

Los Angeles to San Diego – The Preliminary AA was completed in the spring of 2011. The 
Supplemental AA effort has just begun, and is not scheduled to be completed until early 
2015.

MOU AND BLENDED APPROACH

The Blended Approach involves using and improving existing passenger rail facilities in 
Southern California and the Bay Area (the “bookends”) to connect to the CA HST as part of a 
phased implementation strategy to deliver the full system while reducing costs and impacts.

The Blended Approach emerged from the debate and discussion by the Transportation 
Committee and Regional Council on whether to include Phase 1 of the HST in the 2012 RTP/
SCS. Based on these discussions, the Authority committed to spend $500 million in Prop 1A 
funds (plus $500 million in matching funds) to improve our region’s existing passenger rail 
system as part of the Blended Approach. This commitment was formalized in a MOU with 
seven signatories representing Metrolink, SANDAG, SANBAG, SCAG, RCTC, L.A. County Metro 
and the Authority. A working group of these MOU agencies has been meeting regularly to 
develop a project list and criteria to rank those projects and to identify local match funding 
strategies. In July 2012, the state appropriated the $500 million in Prop 1A funds, and the 
signatories have to identify match funds for the $500 million to begin funding the top-ranked 
projects.

Initial Operating System (IOS) 
and Phased Implementation

CALIFORNIA HIGH SPEED RAIL

818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017
Tel: (213) 236-1800 | Fax: (213) 236-1961
www.scag.ca.gov
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S O U T H E R N  C A L I F O R N I A  A S S O C I A T I O N  O F  G O V E R N M E N T S

2502 updated: 2012.12.06

$6 billion in funding has been approved to date for 

the ICS. This includes $2.7 billion in Prop. 1A funds 

authorized by the state legislature for FY13 and $3.3 

billion in federal grant money. The state funding relies 

on a state bond sale. In addition, $286 million in Prop. 

1A Interconnectivity funds and $500 million in Prop. 

1A funds for the Southern California Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) have been approved pending a 

bond sale for our region.

Prop. 1A Interconnectivity Funds
In September 2012, the California Transportation 

Commission (CTC) approved the release of Prop. 1A 

Interconnectivity funds ($950 million statewide), of 

which $286 million was allocated to four Southern 

California projects:

$115 
million

Metro’s Regional 
Connector in 
Downtown LA

$90 
million

New or improved 
Metrolink trains

$35 
million

Metrolink 
Positive Train 

Control

$47 
million

Pacific Surfliner 
safety projects

FUNDING
The Anaheim City Council voted on October 23, 2012 to become a signatory to the MOU, and 
the Authority is investigating the prospect of the City becoming incorporated in the MOU. The 
State College Blvd. grade separation project is in the city and is Orange County’s top-rated 
project on the project list.

STAFFING

In October, the Authority announced the hiring of Frank Vacca, formerly the Chief Engineer 
of Amtrak, as Chief Program Manager. Vacca has over 35 years of experience in commuter, 
inter-city and high-speed passenger rail systems.

The Authority announced in September the hiring of Michelle Boehm as the new Southern 
California Regional Director. In addition to Boehm, the Authority announced in August the 
hiring of Diana Gomez as the Central Valley Regional Director and Ben Tripousis as the 
Northern California Regional Director.

BUSINESS PLAN

The Authority’s current business plan was released in April 2012. This plan incorporates the 
new Blended Approach and commits to early investments in the bookends (as identified in 
the Southern and Northern California MOUs). The plan identifies a phased implementation 
approach that includes the construction of the IOS from Merced to the San Fernando Valley by 
2022, and the buildout of Phase 1 from San Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim by 2029 at a 
total cost of $68 billion, down from the previous non-blended cost of $98 billion. The plan will 
be updated in 2014 as required by Prop. 1A statute.

ECONOMIC BENEFITS

According to the Authority, the CA HST will create economic benefits throughout the state. 
The Phase 1 Blended System will create an average of 66,000 jobs annually for 15 years 
during construction, and will create 2,900 permanent jobs as it enters revenue service.

LITIGATION

Pending litigation includes:

 John Tos; Aaron Fukuda and County of Kings v. California High Speed Rail Authority, 
Sacramento Superior Court Case No. 34-2001-00113919

 City of Chowchilla v. California High-Speed Rail Authority, Sacramento Superior

 Court No. 34-2012-80001166

 County of Madera v. California High-Speed Rail Authority, Sacramento Superior Court No. 
34-2012-80001165

 Timeless Investments, Inc. v. California High-Speed Rail Authority, Sacramento Superior 
Court No. 34-2012-80001168

 Town of Atherton v. California High-Speed Rail Authority, Sacramento Superior Court No. 
34-2008-80000022

 Town of Atherton v. California High-Speed Rail Authority, Sacramento Superior Court No. 
34-2010-80000679

CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED TRAIN (HST) UPDATE Continued
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Thinking Outside the Bus
Behavior, subsidies, and transit use

Brian D. Taylor, PhD, FAICP
Professor of Urban Planning
Director, Institute of Transportation Studies
Director, Lewis Center for Regional Policy Studies
UCLA Luskin School of Public Affairs

Institute of Transportation Studies

Game plan

22



2

Institute of Transportation Studies

Game plan

1. A quick overview of travel behavior
2. A thumbnail sketch of public transit today
3. Implications of transit subsidy and 

patronage research
4. Cost-effective ways to increase transit use

1. Pricing transit services
2. Reducing traveler uncertainty

Institute of Transportation Studies

Game plan

1. A quick overview of travel behavior
2. A thumbnail sketch of public transit today
3. Implications of transit subsidy and patronage 

research
4. Cost-effective ways to increase transit use

1. Pricing transit services
2. Reducing traveler uncertainty
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Travel Behavior 101

Institute of Transportation Studies

Travel behavior 101

• Travel is a means, not an end
– Most trips are to do something elsewhere

• Activity participation is associated with subjective 
well-being

• Trips are associated with activity participation

24
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Travel behavior 101

• Travel is a means, not an end
– Most trips to do something elsewhere

• People think about “tours” and not trips
– The easiest way to Point B, may not be the 

easiest to Points C, D, and E
• “Trip chaining” harder to do on traditional transit
• “Schlepping” one’s stuff harder too

Institute of Transportation Studies

Travel behavior 101

• Travel is a means, not an end
– Most trips to do something elsewhere

• People think about “tours” and not trips
– The easiest way to Point B, may not be the easiest to 

Points C, D, and E

• Risk/uncertainty, time, and money are most 
important
– In that order!

• Fear for safety trumps all
• Reliability more important than speed
• Out-of-pocket spending most noted
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Travel behavior 101

• Travel is a means, not an end
– Most trips to do something elsewhere

• People think about “tours” and not trips
– The easiest way to Point B, may not be the easiest to 

Points C, D, and E
• Risk/uncertainty, time, and money are most 

important
– In that order!

• People love car travel for good reason
– Walking and biking share cars’ flexibility
– Traditional transit less so

Institute of Transportation Studies

Game plan

1. A quick overview of travel behavior
2. A thumbnail sketch of public transit today
3. Implications of transit subsidy and patronage 

research
4. Cost-effective ways to increase transit use

1. Pricing transit services
2. Reducing traveler uncertainty
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Public transit?
• Can take many forms:

– Buses, streetcars, subways, and ferries operating 
in most urban areas on fixed-routes with fixed-
schedules for a nominal fare

Institute of Transportation Studies

Public transit?
• Can take many forms:

– Buses, streetcars, subways, and ferries operating 
in most urban areas on fixed-routes with fixed-
schedules for a nominal fare

– Paratransit and taxis share much with cars, 
bikes, and feet, but are unfortunately viewed by 
many as mere niche players
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Public transit?

• 75 years ago:
– Almost exclusively private, for-profit systems
– Today, almost entirely public

• With shift to public ownership
– Ever expanding public agenda for transit
– Service and subsidies growing faster than 

ridership

Institute of Transportation Studies

Public transit?

• Transit’s strengths
– Moving large numbers of people from a few 

origins to a few destinations at the same time
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Public transit?

• Transit’s strengths
– Moving large numbers of people from a few origins to a 

few destinations at the same time

• Metropolitan person trips 2009
– Private vehicles = 83.5%
– Public  transit = 3.9%

Institute of Transportation Studies

What are transit’s primary markets?
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Institute of Transportation Studies

What are transit’s primary markets?

• People who – because of age, income, or 
disability – have limited access to and use of 
automobiles
– Most transit users are low-income

Institute of Transportation Studies

What are transit’s primary markets?

• People who – because of age, income, or 
disability – have limited access to and use of 
automobiles
– Most transit users are low-income

• Trips to and from places where parking is 
limited and/or expensive
– Downtowns, universities, airports, etc..

• In sum:
– The central parts of the oldest, and largest cities

30
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Institute of Transportation Studies

But transit use is climbing of late
(up 36% since 1995 and 9% since 2001)
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Metropolitan areas are growing (up 85 million since 1990)
but transit trips per urban resident are down 27%
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Why aren’t major investments in public 
transit “buying” more new riders?

Institute of Transportation Studies

Behind the eight-ball

• Transit increasingly operates in places that 
were designed around the automobile
– Low densities
– Lots of streets and roads
– Lots and lots of free parking
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Why so much driving?

• Average journey-to-work time in 2010
– Public transit:  56.0 minutes
– Private vehicles:  22.9 minutes

Institute of Transportation Studies

Why all of this driving?

• Average journey-to-work time in 2010
– Public transit:  56.0 minutes
– Private vehicles:  22.9 minutes

• Goods movements and personal 
business travel growing fastest
– Errands now outnumber work trips by more 

than 2.5:1
– Increasing share of peak hour trips are 

chained into tours
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Game plan

1. A quick overview of travel behavior
2. A thumbnail sketch of public transit today
3. Implications of transit subsidy and 

patronage research
4. Cost-effective ways to increase transit use

1. Pricing transit services
2. Reducing traveler uncertainty

Institute of Transportation Studies

So What Explains Overall Transit 
Ridership?
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Nature and Nurture

Institute of Transportation Studies

Nature and Nurture

• Nature
– Bakersfield is never going to have as much 

transit use as San Francisco

• Nurture
– Fare and service policies can double (or halve) 

patronage in a given area
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Auto/Highway System
• Total Lane Miles of Roads
• Lane Miles of Freeways
• Congestion Levels
• Vehicles Per Capita
• Proportion of Carless Households
• Fuel Prices
• Parking Availability/Prices
________________________________

Transit System Characteristics
• Dominance of primary operator
• Route Coverage/Density
• Headways/Service Frequency
• Service Safety/Reliability
• Fares
• Transit Modes (Bus, Rail, Paratransit, 
etc.)

Regional Geography
• Population
• Population Density
• Regional Topography/Climate
• Metropolitan Form/Sprawl
• Area of Urbanization
• Employment Concentration/Dispersion

Population Characteristics
• Racial/Ethnic Composition
• Proportion of Immigrant Population
• Age Distribution
• Income Distribution
• Proportion of Population in Poverty

Metropolitan Economy
• Gross Regional Product
• Employment Levels
• Sectoral Composition of Economy
• Per Capita Income
• Land Rents/Housing Prices

Transit
Patronage

What Explains Transit Ridership:  A Conceptual Model

Institute of Transportation Studies

Of the things that transit managers’ control,
fares and headways have the most effect 

on ridership

5th Percentile 95th Percentile % Difference
Average Fare per Unlinked Boarding $0.95 $0.20 -78.9%
Predicted Per Capita Boardings 7.1 15.6 119.7%

Average Headways 2,340 12,803 447.2%
Predicted Per Capita Boardings 6.4 15.1 135.9%
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Institute of Transportation Studies

So are there any cost-effective ways to 
boost transit ridership?

Yes!

Institute of Transportation Studies

Game plan

1. A quick overview of travel behavior
2. A thumbnail sketch of public transit today
3. Implications of transit subsidy and patronage 

research
4. Cost-effective ways to increase transit use

1. Pricing transit services
2. Reducing traveler uncertainty

37
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Two promising paths forward

Institute of Transportation Studies

Two promising paths forward

1. Pricing services like businesses do would 
increase cost-efficiency, service-
effectiveness, and social equity

2. Thinking outside of the bus to reduce 
uncertainty of transit travel
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Current approaches to transit pricing

Institute of Transportation Studies

Current approaches to transit pricing

• While the costs of transit trips vary 
dramatically by time of day, distance, 
direction, and travel mode
– Most transit operators do not carefully analyze 

their “marginal” costs

• As a result, fares tend to be “flat”
– That is, they don’t vary much (if at all) by time, 

distance, or mode
– Result:  Lots of inefficient (and inequitable) 

“cross-subsidies”
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Institute of Transportation Studies

“Marginal cost” pricing…

• Encourages riders to consume more 
“cheap to provide” service
– Off-peak trips
– Backhaul trips
– Short trips
– Bus trips

• And to “co-pay” for more “expensive to 
provide” trips
– Demand for these trips is more “inelastic”
– Riders tend to be wealthier

Institute of Transportation Studies

Responses of “choice” and 
“dependent” riders to fare changes

Fare Increases Fare Decreases

Lower-Income Riders Relatively inelastic; have 
relatively few alternatives

Relatively elastic; limited 
incomes and few alternatives 
creates latent demand for 
transit travel

Higher-Income Riders Relatively elastic; typically 
have many alternatives

Relatively inelastic; higher 
incomes and plenty of 
alternatives means that 
transit remains an inferior 
good for most
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Source:  
Thomas 
Rubin

Institute of Transportation Studies

Thinking Outside the Bus

41
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Out-Of-Vehicle Experience
• Public transit passengers must typically wait for 

and transfer between buses and trains
• Rider behavior tells us that this “out-of-vehicle” 

is 1.5 to 4 times more important than “in-
vehicle” travel

Institute of Transportation Studies

Conclusions

• The most important determinant of user 
satisfaction is frequent and reliable 
service in an environment of personal 
safety
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Conclusions
• Reliability, safety, and security factors outweighed 

other attributes of stops/stations
• Reliability, safety, and security were consistently 

important regardless of wait time
• Cleanliness, schedule/route info, shelter, guards, 

restroom, seating, food/drink become more 
important with increased wait times

Institute of Transportation Studies

Example
• Bus-only lanes in congested, high-ridership 

corridors…
• Increase vehicle speeds and reduce in-vehicle travel 

times
• But also reduce headways, which may have an even 

greater effect on patronage
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Thinking outside the bus about transit 
passenger needs

The transit users’ hierarchy of needs

Institute of Transportation Studies
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OK, so it’s complicated.  But what’s 
most important?

Institute of Transportation Studies

OK, so it’s complicated.  But what’s 
most important?

• #1:  Travel time reliability
– Travelers like speed, but they like reliability 

even more
– Wait and transfer times are especially 

burdensome (1.5 to 4 times more than in-
vehicle time)

• Frequent service with few transfers will beat 
fast service with transfers every time

– Lesson:  Increasing service frequency and 
schedule adherence attracts lots of riders
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Thinking outside the bus

• #1:  Travel time reliability
– Lesson:  Increasing service frequency and 

schedule adherence attracts lots of riders
– Cost-effective ways to improve reliability

• Better tracking and management of vehicle 
spacing

• Realistic schedule setting
• Real-time “Next Bus” information at major stops 

and on smart phones 
• Transit signal prioritization
• Queue jumper and, in limited cases, bus-only 

lanes

Institute of Transportation Studies

OK, so it’s complicated.  But what’s 
most important?

• #2:  Price
– The cost of providing transit varies a lot

• Peak hour, peak direction, and rail service cost 
a lot more than off-peak, contra-flow, and bus 
service

– But transit fares tend to be “flat,” per trip or 
even per month

• Long-distance, peak hour, peak direction rail 
passengers get the biggest government 
subsidies, while short bus trips in the off-peak 
tend to require little subsidy

• This encourages inefficiency

46



26

Institute of Transportation Studies

What’s a fair fare?

• #2:  Price
– Conventional wisdom holds that lowering 

fares is a costly way to add riders
– Fare elasticity research:

• Fare increases chase away higher-income 
riders (who can switch to cars)

• Fare reductions attract lower-income riders 
(who have fewer choices)

Institute of Transportation Studies

OK, so it’s complicated.  But what’s 
most important?

• #2:  Price
– Lesson:  Use smartcards to vary fares to reflect 

costs
• Lower fares for inexpensive-to-provide trips (short, off-

peak, backhaul trips)
• Higher fares for expensive-to-provide trips (long, 

peak-period, peak direction, express and rail trips)
• Would encourage better utilization of existing capacity, 

such as by adding rapid turnover short trips
– Would add riders without adding much to costs

47
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Make transit smarter

• #2:  Price
– Lesson:  Use smartcards to vary fares to reflect 

costs
• Would increase both system performance and social 

equity
• since higher-income riders disproportionately 

consume expensive-to-provide trips and lower-income 
riders disproportionately consume inexpensive-to-
provide trips

Institute of Transportation Studies

There is low-hanging fruit out there to 
cost-effectively increase transit use
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Institute of Transportation Studies

Thank you

www.its.ucla.edu          btaylor@ucla.edu
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HIGH-SPEED PASSENGER RAIL 
Preliminary Assessment of California’s Cost 
Estimates and Other Challenges 

Why GAO Did This Study 

The California high-speed rail project is 
the single largest recipient of federal 
funding from the Federal Railroad 
Administration’s (FRA) High Speed 
Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) grant 
program. The 520-mile project (see 
map) would link San Francisco to Los 
Angeles at an estimated cost of $68.4 
billion. Thus far, FRA has awarded $3.5 
billion to the California project. The 
Authority has to continue to rely on 
significant public-sector funding, in 
addition to private funding, through the 
project’s anticipated completion date in 
2028.  This testimony is based primarily 
on GAO’s ongoing review of the 
California high-speed rail project and 
discusses GAO’s preliminary 
assessment of (1) the reliability of the 
project’s cost estimates developed by 
the Authority and (2) key challenges 
facing the project. 

As part of this review, we obtained 
documents from and conducted 
interviews with Authority officials, its 
contractors, and other state officials. 
GAO analyzed the extent to which 
project cost estimates adhered to best 
practices contained in GAO’s Cost
Estimating and Assessment Guide 
(Cost Guide), which identifies industry 
best practices to ensure cost estimates 
are comprehensive, accurate, well 
documented, and credible—the four 
principal characteristics of a reliable 
cost estimate. GAO also reviewed 
project finance plans as outlined in the 
Authority’s April 2012 revised business 
plan. To identify key challenges, GAO 
reviewed pertinent legislation, federal 
guidelines and best practices related to 
ridership and revenue forecasting, and 
interviewed, among others, federal, 
state, and local officials associated 
with the project. 

What GAO Found 

Based on an initial evaluation of the California High Speed Rail Authority’s 
(Authority) cost estimates, GAO found that they exhibit certain strengths and 
weaknesses when compared to best practices in GAO’s Cost Guide. Adherence 
with the Cost Guide reduces the risk of cost overruns and missed deadlines. 
GAO’s preliminary evaluation indicates that the cost estimates are comprehensive 
in that they include major components of construction and operating costs. 
However, they are not based on a complete set of assumptions, such as how the 
Authority expects to adapt existing high-speed rail technology to the project in 
California. The cost estimates are accurate in that they are based on the most 
recent project scope, include an inflation adjustment, and contain few mathematical 
errors. And while the cost estimates’ methodologies are generally documented, in 
some cases GAO was unable to trace the final cost estimate back to its source 
documentation and could not verify how certain cost components, such as stations 
and trains, were calculated. Finally, the Authority evaluated the credibility of its 
estimates by performing both a sensitivity analysis (assessing changes in key cost 
inputs) and an independent cost estimate, but these tests did not encompass the 
entire cost estimate for the project. For example, the sensitivity analysis of the 
construction cost estimate was limited to 30 miles of the first construction segment. 
The Authority also did not conduct a risk and uncertainty analysis to determine the 
likelihood that the estimates would be met. The Authority is currently taking some 
steps to improve its cost estimates. 

The California high-speed rail project faces many challenges. Chief among these 
is obtaining project funding beyond the first 130-mile construction segment. While 
the Authority has secured $11.5 billion from federal and state sources, it needs 
almost $57 billion more. Moreover, the HSIPR grant program has not received 
federal funding for the last 2 fiscal years, and future federal funding is uncertain. 
The Authority is also challenged to improve its ridership and revenue forecasts. 
Factors, such as limited data and information, make developing such forecasts 
difficult. Finally, the environmental review process and acquisition of necessary 
rights-of-way for construction could increase the risk of the project’s falling 
behind schedule and increasing costs. 

Map of Planned California High-Speed Rail System and Construction Timeline 

View GAO-13-163T. For more information, 
contact Susan A. Fleming at (202) 512-2834 
or flemings@gao.gov.
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United States Government Accountability Office

Washington, DC 20548 

Chairman Mica, Ranking Member Rahall, and Members of the 
Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to be here today as the committee 
examines the Department of Transportation’s (DOT) High Speed Intercity 
Passenger Rail (HSIPR) program.1 As you know, this program was 
established to provide grant funds to states and others to develop high-
speed intercity passenger-rail corridors and projects. HSIPR is 
administered by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), and, as of 
October 2012, almost $10 billion has been obligated for 150 projects 
under this program, though it has received no appropriations since fiscal 
year 2010. The projects range from multibillion dollar high-speed rail 
systems, like that in California, to smaller projects designed to improve 
speeds, frequency, and reliability of conventional intercity passenger-rail 
service. 

My statement today will discuss our ongoing examination of the California 
high-speed rail project—the largest recipient of HSIPR grant funds to 
date. We are providing preliminary observations based on our work to 
date, particularly related to the California High Speed Rail Authority’s 
(Authority) project cost estimates. We also identify some of the key 
challenges facing the project. Our ongoing review, which this committee 
and other Members of the House requested, focuses on assessing the 
reliability of the project’s cost estimates and financing plans, evaluating 
the reasonableness of ridership and revenue forecasts, and examining 
the comprehensiveness of potential project economic impacts. As such, 
we are assessing the quality of the information used by policymakers and 
not evaluating the merits of the project itself, which should be considered 
in light of whether this project best meets the transportation needs of the 
estimated 51 million Californians in 2050. 

This testimony is based on our preliminary assessment of the first phase 
of the project’s cost estimates using GAO’s Cost Estimating and 
Assessment Guide2 (Cost Guide). While FRA did not require HSIPR grant 

                                                                                                                      
1The program was authorized under the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act 
of 2008 (PRIIA). Pub. L. No. 110-432, Div. B (Oct. 16, 2008). 
2GAO, GAO Cost Estimating and Assessment Guide: Best Practices for Developing and 
Managing Capital Program Costs, GAO-09-3SP (Washington, D.C.: March 2009).  
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applicants to follow the Cost Guide, the Cost Guide identifies best 
practices that help ensure cost estimates are well documented, 
comprehensive, accurate, and credible. The Cost Guide has been used to 
evaluate cost estimates across the government, including infrastructure 
projects. We also assessed the Authority’s analysis of the project’s 
finance plans as outlined in the Authority’s April 2012 revised business 
plan. We analyzed the extent to which the project’s cost estimates 
adhered to the best practices contained in the Cost Guide and 
interviewed Authority officials, its contractors, and other federal officials. 
To identify key challenges, we reviewed pertinent legislation, federal 
guidelines and best practices related to ridership and revenue 
forecasting, prior GAO reports on the topic of high-speed passenger rail 
and reports published by the DOT’s Office of Inspector General (OIG). In 
addition, we interviewed federal, state, and local officials associated with 
the project as well as members of the ridership and revenue peer review 
panel established by the Authority. We also reviewed the status of the 
project’s environmental reviews and sought to identify legal challenges to 
the project as well as interviewed officials from the Authority, the 
California Department of Transportation, and other state officials about 
right-of-way acquisition.3 We conducted our work in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. We plan to report the 
final results of our work in early 2013. 

While high-speed passenger rail has been in operation in Europe and 
Asia for several decades, it is in its relative infancy in the United States. 
The Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 (PRIIA) 
called for development of high-speed rail corridors in the United States 
and led to establishment of the HSIPR program. FRA administers the 
HSIPR program as a discretionary grant program to states and others. 
This program was appropriated $8 billion in funding from the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (Recovery Act) in 2009 and an additional 
$2.5 billion in funding from the fiscal year 2010 DOT Appropriations Act.4
According to FRA, as of October 2012, about $9.9 billion has been 

                                                                                                                      
3This project will construct new rail right of way to provide service, some of which may 
require acquisition of privately owned land. 
4Pub. L. No. 111-5, 123 Stat. 208 (Feb. 17, 2009); Pub. L. No. 111-117, 123 Stat. 3056 
(Dec. 16, 2009). For fiscal years 2011 and 2012, no appropriations were made to the 
program. For fiscal year 2011, $400 million in unobligated funds were rescinded. Pub. L. 
No. 112-10, § 2222 (Apr. 15, 2011).   

Background 
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obligated for 150 projects.5 The California high-speed rail project is the 
largest recipient of HSIPR funds, with approximately $3.5 billion (about 35 
percent of program funds obligated). We have previously reported on 
high-speed rail and the HSIPR program. For example, in March 2009 we 
reported on the challenges associated with developing and financing 
high-speed rail projects. These included securing the up-front 
investments for such projects and sustaining public and political support 
and stakeholder consensus.6 We concluded that whether any high-speed 
rail proposals are eventually built hinges on addressing the funding, 
public support, and other challenges facing these projects. In June 2010, 
we reported that states would be the primary recipients of Recovery Act 
funds for high-speed rail, but many states did not have rail plans that 
would, among other things, establish strategies and priorities of rail 
investments in a particular state.7

California’s high-speed rail project is poised to be the first rail line in the 
United States designed to operate at speeds greater than 150 miles per 
hour.8 The planned 520-mile line will operate between San Francisco and 
Los Angeles at speeds up to 220 miles per hour (see fig.1). At an 
estimated cost of $68.4 billion,9 it is also one of the largest transportation 
infrastructure projects in the nation’s history. The project’s planning began 
in 1996 when the Authority was created but began in earnest after initial 
funding was approved in 2008 with the passage of Proposition 1A, which 
authorized $9.95 billion in state bond funding for construction of the high-
speed rail system and improvements to connections (see fig. 2). 
Construction is expected to occur in phases beginning with the 130-mile 
first construction segment from just north of Fresno, California, to just 
north of Bakersfield, California. In July 2012, the California legislature 
appropriated $4.7 billion in state bond funds. The process of acquiring 

                                                                                                                      
5Five of these projects were pending obligations. 
6GAO, High Speed Passenger Rail: Future Development Will Depend on Addressing 
Financial and Other Challenges and Establishing a Clear Federal Role, GAO-09-317
(Washington, D.C.: Mar. 19, 2009). 
7GAO, High Speed Rail: Learning From Service Start-Ups, Prospects for Increased 
Industry Investment, and Federal Oversight, GAO-10-625 (Washington, D.C.: June 17, 
2010). California has a state rail plan that is in the process of being updated.  
8Amtrak’s Acela service is capable of operating at speeds greater than 150 miles per hour 
but is not currently authorized by FRA to do so. 
9All costs are in year-of-expenditure dollars unless otherwise noted.  
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property for the right-of-way and construction is expected to begin soon. 
Request for proposals to select construction contractors and right-of-way 
acquisitions were issued in March and September 2012, respectively. 
According to the Authority, a design-build contract for the first 
construction segment is expected to be awarded in June 2013 with 
construction potentially commencing no earlier than summer 2013. 

Figure 1: Map of Planned California High-Speed Rail System and Construction 
Timeline 

aThe IOS includes the first construction segment. The construction southward of the IOS will continue 
as funding becomes available (anticipated after 2015). 
bEarly investments will be made in the bookends of the system (San Francisco peninsula and in the 
Los Angeles basin) beginning in 2013.  
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Figure 2: Timeline of California High Speed Rail Project 

The project underwent substantial revision earlier this year after the 
Authority issued its November 2011 draft business plan in response to the 
initial high cost and other criticisms. Most significantly, the Authority 
scaled back its plans to build dedicated high-speed rail lines over its 
entire length. Instead, the April 2012 revised business plan adopted a 
“blended” system in which high-speed rail service would be provided over 
a mix of dedicated high-speed lines and existing and upgraded local rail 
infrastructure (primarily at the bookends of the system on the San 
Francisco peninsula and in the Los Angeles basin). This change was 
made, in part, to respond to criticism that the cost of the full-build system 
contained in the November 2011 draft business plan—$98.5 billion—was 
too high. The revised cost in the April 2012 plan was $68.4 billion. In 
addition, the ridership and revenue forecasts in the April 2012 revised 
business plan reflected a wider uncertainty range than the forecast 

128



Page 6 GAO-13-163T   

presented in the November 2011 plan.10 For example, in the November 
2011 draft business plan, the Authority estimated 2030 ridership to be 
between 14.4 million and 21.3 million passengers and annual revenues of 
the high speed rail system to be between $1.05 billion and $1.56 billion.11

This range increased in the April 2012 revised business plan, to between 
16.1 million and 26.8 million passengers and annual revenues to be 
between $1.06 billion and $1.81 billion.12 The Authority attributed the 
increase in the uncertainty range to additional conservatism in the low 
ridership estimate and the ridership changes to several factors such as 
the adoption of the blended approach which, among other things, allows 
one-seat service from San Francisco to Los Angeles to begin sooner than 
the original full-build approach. However, over time ridership forecasts 
under the blended approach are less than the original full-build approach. 

To date, the state of California and the federal government have 
committed funding to the project. In July 2012, the California state 
legislature appropriated approximately $4.7 billion dollars in Proposition 
1A bond funds, including $2.6 billion for construction of the high-speed 
rail project and $1.1 billion for upgrades in the bookends.13 The federal 
government has also obligated $3.3 billion in HSIPR grant funds.14 Most 
of the HSIPR money awarded to the project was appropriated under the 
Recovery Act and in accordance with governing grant agreements must 
be expended by September 30, 2017.  In addition, approximately $945 
million in fiscal year 2010 funding was awarded to the project by FRA and 
is to remain available until expended. 

                                                                                                                      
10The Authority retained Cambridge Systematics—a transportation consulting firm that 
provides ridership forecasting and modeling services—to develop a travel-demand model 
that was used to generate the November 2011 ridership and revenue forecasts. 
Cambridge Systematics also prepared the updated ridership and revenue forecasts that 
were included in the April 2012 revised business plan. 
11These revenue forecasts are in 2010 dollars.  
12These revenue forecasts are in 2011 dollars.  
13An additional $819.3 million was appropriated by the state legislature for connectivity 
projects and about $252.6 million for environmental, system design, and preliminary 
engineering work.  
14Approximately $231 million in additional HSIPR grants have also been awarded 
primarily for environmental review and preliminary engineering work. In addition, $400 
million was awarded to the Transbay Joint Powers Board for construction of a train box at 
the Transbay Transit Center in San Francisco. The Transbay Transit Center is the 
expected northern terminus of the California high speed rail line. 
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The Authority estimates that the high-speed rail project in California will 
cost $68.4 billion to construct and hundreds of millions of dollars to operate 
and maintain annually. Since the project is relying on significant 
investments of state and federal funds—and, ultimately private funds—it is 
vital that the Authority, FRA, and Congress be able to rely on these  
estimates for the project’s funding and oversight (see table 1 below for a 
summary of the sources of funding). GAO’s Cost Guide identifies best 
practices that help ensure that a cost estimate is comprehensive, 
accurate, well documented, and credible. 

 A comprehensive cost estimate ensures that costs are neither 
omitted nor double counted.  

 An accurate cost estimate is unbiased, not overly conservative or 
overly optimistic, and based on an assessment of most likely costs.  

 A well-documented estimate is thoroughly documented, including 
source data and significance, clearly detailed calculations and 
results, and explanations for choosing a particular method or 
reference.  

 A credible estimate discusses any limitations of the analysis from 
uncertainty or biases surrounding data or assumptions.  

These four characteristics help minimize the risk of cost overruns, missed 
deadlines, and unmet performance targets. Our past work on high-speed 
rail projects around the world has shown that projects’ cost estimates tend 
to be underestimated.15 As such, it is important to acknowledge the 
potential for this bias and ensure that cost estimates are as reliable as 
possible. 

Based on our ongoing review, we have found that the Authority’s cost 
estimates exhibit strengths and weaknesses. The quality of any cost 
estimate can always be improved as more information becomes 
available. And based in part on evaluations from the Peer Review Group, 
the Authority is taking some steps to improve the cost estimates that will 
be provided in the 2014 business plan. 

                                                                                                                      
15GAO-09-317.

Preliminary 
Assessment of 
California’s Cost 
Estimates 
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The Authority followed best practices in the Cost Guide to ensure 
comprehensiveness, but also exhibited some shortcomings. The cost 
estimates include the major components of the project’s construction and 
operating costs.16 The construction cost estimate is based on detailed 
construction unit costs that are, in certain cases, more detailed than the 
cost categories required by FRA in its grant applications. However, the 
operating costs were not as detailed as the capital costs, as over half of 
the operating costs are captured in a single category called Train 
Operations and Maintenance. In addition, the Authority did not clearly 
describe certain assumptions underlying both cost estimates. For 
example, Authority officials told us that the California project will rely on 
proven high-speed rail technology from systems in other countries, but it 
is not clear if the cost estimates were adjusted to account for any 
challenges in applying the technology in California. 

The Authority took a number of steps to develop accurate cost estimates 
consistent with best practices in the Cost Guide. The estimates have 
been updated to reflect the new “blended” system which will rely, in part, 
on existing rail infrastructure; they are based on a dataset of costs to 
construct comparable infrastructure projects; they contain few, if any, 
mathematical errors; and they have been adjusted for inflation. For 
example, the Authority’s contractor used a construction industry database 
of project costs supplemented with actual bid-price data from similar 
infrastructure projects. However, the cost estimates used in the April 2012 
revised business plan do not represent final design and route alignments, 
and the estimates will change as the project moves into construction and 
operation. The Authority did not produce a risk and uncertainty analysis of 
its cost estimates that would help anticipate the impact of these changes. 
The Cost Guide recommends conducting a risk and uncertainty analysis 
to determine the primary risk factors and assess the likelihood that they 
may occur, helping to ensure that the estimate is neither overly 
conservative nor optimistic. 

The Authority followed some, but not all, best practices in the Cost Guide
to ensure that the cost estimate is well documented. In many cases, the 
methodologies used to derive the construction cost estimates were well 
documented, but in other cases the documentation was more limited.   
For example, while track infrastructure costs were thoroughly 

                                                                                                                      
16Operating costs include maintenance costs. 
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documented, costs for other elements, such as stations and trains, were 
supported with little detail or no documentation. Additionally, in some 
cases where the methodologies were documented, we were unable to 
trace the estimates back to their source data and recreate the estimates 
using the stated methodology. For example, we were unable to identify 
how the operating costs from analogous high-speed rail projects were 
adjusted for the California project. 

The Authority took some steps consistent with our Cost Guide to ensure 
the cost estimates’ credibility, but not with respect to some best practices. 
In order to make cost estimates credible, GAO’s Cost Guide
recommends:  

 testing such estimates with sensitivity analysis (making changes in 
key cost inputs),  

 a risk and uncertainty analysis (discussed above), and  

 an independent cost estimate conducted by an unaffiliated party to 
see how outside estimates compare to the original estimates.  

While the Authority performed a sensitivity analysis for the first 30 miles of 
construction and an independent cost estimate for the first 185 miles of 
construction in the Central Valley, neither covered the entire Los Angeles 
to San Francisco project. For the operating-cost estimate, the Authority 
conducted a sensitivity test under various ridership scenarios; however, 
this test was designed to measure the ability of the system to cover 
operating costs with ticket revenues and not to determine the potential 
risk factors that may affect the operating-cost estimate itself. The 
Authority also did not compare their operating-cost estimate to an 
independent cost estimate. Finally, as noted above, the Authority did not 
perform a risk and uncertainty analysis, which would improve the 
estimates’ credibility by identifying a range of potential costs and 
indicating the degree of confidence decision-makers, can place on the 
cost estimates.  

The Authority is taking steps to improve its cost estimates. To make its 
operating-cost estimate more comprehensive and better documented, the 
Authority has contracted with the International Union of Railways to 
evaluate the existing methodology and data and help refine its estimates. 
In addition, to improve the construction cost estimates, the Authority will 
have the opportunity to validate and enhance, if necessary, the accuracy 
of its cost estimates once actual construction package contracts are 
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awarded for the initial construction in the Central Valley in 2013. The bids 
for the first 30-mile construction package are due in January 2013 and will 
provide a check on how well the Authority has estimated the costs for this 
work as well as provide more information on potential risks that cost 
estimates of future segments may encounter. 

In addition to challenges in developing reliable cost estimates, the 
California high-speed rail project also faces other challenges. These 
include obtaining project funding beyond the first construction segment, 
continuing to refine ridership and revenue estimates beyond the current 
forecasts, and addressing the potential increased risks to project 
schedules from legal challenges associated with environmental reviews 
and right-of-way acquisitions. 

One of the biggest challenges facing California’s high-speed rail project is 
securing funding beyond the first construction segment. While the 
Authority has secured $11.5 billion from federal and state sources for 
project construction, almost $57 billion in funding remains unsecured. A 
summary of funding secured to-date can be found in Table 1. 

Table 1: Funding Secured for Constructing the High-Speed Rail Project 

(Dollars in billions) 

State high speed rail bonds $8.2a

Federal HSIPR grants 3.3 b

Total secured funding $11.5

Source: GAO analysis of FRA grant information and the California High Speed Rail Authority April 2012 Revised Business Plan. 
aThe Authority expects approximately $8.2 billion in proceeds from the $9.95 in authorized 
Proposition 1A high-speed rail bonds to be available for construction of high-speed rail. The 
remainder is for connectivity projects and engineering and environmental work.  

bApproximately $3.3 billion of $3.5 in obligated HSIPR grants is available for construction of high- 
speed rail project.  The remainder is for engineering and environmental work. 

As with other large transportation infrastructure projects, including high-
speed rail projects in other countries, the Authority is relying primarily on 
public financial support, with $55 billion or 81 percent of the total 
construction cost, expected to come from state and federal sources. A 
summary of the Authority’s funding plan can be found in table 2.  

California High-Speed 
Rail Project Faces 
Financial and Other 
Challenges 

Challenges To Securing 
Project Funding 
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Table 2: California’s Funding Plan for Construction of the High-Speed Rail Project, according to the April 2012 Revised 
Business Plan 

(Dollars in billions) 

Funding source 
First  

construction 
Initial operating 

segment Bay-to-Basin
Phase 1 
blended Total 

Federal  $3.3 $20.3 $8.4 $10.0 $ 42.0 (61%)
State high-speed rail bond 2.7 4.4 0.0 1.1 8.2 (12)
Locally generated 0.0 0.7 1.2 3.1 5.0 (7)
Subtotal public 6.0 25.4 9.6 14.2 55.2 (81%)
Private investment 0.0 0.0 10.1 3.0 13.1 (19)
Operating cash flow 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 (0)
Subtotal private investment 
and operating cash flow 

0.0 0.0 10.3 3.0 13.3 (19%)

Total $6.0 $25.4 $19.9 $17.2 $68.5 (100%)

Source: GAO analysis of California High Speed Authority’s April 2012 revised business plan. 

Of the total $55 billion in state and federal funding, about $38.7 billion are 
uncommitted federal funds, an average of over $2.5 billion per year over 
the next 15 years. Most of the remaining funding is from unidentified 
private investment once the system is operational—a model that has 
been used in other countries, such as for the High Speed One line in the 
United Kingdom. As a result of the funding challenge, the Authority is 
taking a phased approach—building segments as funding is available. 
However, given that the HSIPR grant program has not received funding 
for the last 2 fiscal years and that future funding proposals will likely be 
met with continued concern about federal spending, the largest block of 
expected funds is uncertain. The Authority has identified revenues from 
California’s newly implemented emissions cap and trade program in the 
event other funding is not made available, but according to state officials, 
the amounts and authority to use these funds are not yet established.17

                                                                                                                      
17California’s Legislative Analyst’s Office has evaluated the risks of applying cap and trade 
revenues to the high-speed rail project. See Legislative Analyst’s Office, The 2012-2013 
Budget: Funding Requests for High Speed Rail (Sacramento, CA: Apr. 17, 2012).  
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Developing reliable ridership and revenue forecasts is difficult in almost 
every circumstance and for a variety of reasons. Chief among these are 
(1) limited data and information, (2) risks of inaccurate assumptions, and 
(3) accepted forecast methods vary. Although forecasting the future is 
inherently risky, reliable ridership and revenue forecasts are still critical 
components in estimating the economic viability of a high-speed rail 
project and in determining what project modifications, if any, may be 
needed. For example, the financial viability of California’s high-speed rail 
project depends on generating sufficient ridership to cover its operating 
expenses. Ridership and revenue forecasts enable policymakers and 
private entities to make informed decisions on policies related to the 
proposed high-speed rail system and to determine the risks associated 
with a high-speed rail project when making investment decisions. 
Addressing these challenges will be important for the Authority as it works 
toward updating its ridership and revenue forecasts for the 2014 business 
plan.

Limited data and information, especially early in a project before specific 
service characteristics are known, make developing reliable ridership and 
revenue forecasts difficult. And to the extent early stage data and 
information are available, they need to be updated to reflect changes in 
the economy, project scope, and consumer preferences. For example, in 
developing the ridership and revenue forecasts for the April 2012 revised 
business plan, the Authority updated several assumptions and inputs 
used to develop the initial ridership and revenue forecasts that were 
presented in the November 2011 draft business plan. Authority officials 
said this update was done, in part, to build in additional conservatism in 
the ridership forecasts, in particular in the low scenario, and to avoid 
optimism bias. Among other updates, the Authority revised model 
assumptions to reflect changes in current and anticipated future 
conditions for airfares and airline service frequencies, decreases in 
gasoline price forecasts, and anticipated declines in the growth rates for 
population, number of households, and employment. Peer review groups, 
such as the Ridership and Revenue Peer Review Panel (Panel) 
established by the Authority, and academic reviewers have examined the 
Authority’s ridership and revenue forecast methodology. These reviewers 
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recommended additional improvements to the model going forward.18 For 
example, in developing the forecasts used for the April 2012 revised 
business plan, the Authority relied on data from a 2005 survey that was 
conducted at airports, rail stations, and by telephone from August to 
November 2005.19 In a May 2012 report to the Authority, the Panel 
pointed out limitations with this data source and recommended that new 
data be collected to supplement the existing data for model enhancement 
purposes. Authority officials stated that they are currently developing a 
new revealed-preference and stated-preference survey to update the 
2005 survey data and that they plan to begin collecting this new survey 
data in December 2012.20 Portions of the new 2012 data will be used to 
re-estimate and re-calibrate the ridership model to develop updated 
ridership and revenue forecasts for the 2014 business plan. The Authority 
also plans to develop a new version of the model that will make full use of 
the new 2012 survey data; however, the new model is not expected to be 
developed in time for the 2014 business plan. It will be important to 
complete these future model improvements as the project is developed.

Risks of inaccurate forecasts are a recurring challenge for sponsors of the 
project. Research on ridership and revenue forecasts for rail infrastructure 
projects have shown that ridership forecasts are often overestimated and 
actual ridership is likely to be lower. For example, a recent study 
examined a sample of 62 rail projects and found that for 53 of them, the 
demand forecasts were overestimated and that actual demand was lower 
than forecasted demand.21 According to the Authority, the ridership and 

                                                                                                                      
18Several groups have examined the Authority’s ridership and revenue forecast 
methodology including the Ridership and Revenue Peer Review Panel—a panel 
convened by the Authority to conduct an independent review of the Authority’s ridership- 
and revenue-forecasting process and outcomes. In addition, academic experts from the 
University of California Berkeley’s Institute of Transportation Studies conducted a review 
of ridership and revenue forecast models used to develop forecasts in June 2010. 
19This survey data included revealed-preference and stated-preference mode choice data 
from air, rail, and auto trip passengers. These data were used to construct a model of 
travelers’ choices among different modes of travel, including high-speed rail, for different 
segments of the market.  
20In addition, the Authority conducted a supplemental trip-frequency survey in May 2011. 
These survey data were not used to replace the 2005 survey data but were used to 
enable recalibration and validation to more recent conditions.  
21Bent Flyvbjerg, "Quality Control and Due Diligence in Project Management: Getting 
Decisions Right by Taking the Outside View," International Journal of Project Management 
(November  2012), http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2012.10.007. 
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revenue forecasts, in its April 2012 revised business plan, include a wider 
range of ridership and revenue forecasts and lower ridership and revenue 
forecasts compared to earlier forecasts, to help mitigate the risks of 
optimism bias. In addition, the Authority performed a sensitivity analysis 
of an extreme downside scenario to test the ridership and revenue 
implications of a series of downside events coinciding, such as increased 
average rail-travel time from Merced to the San Fernando Valley and 
lower auto-operating costs. Based on this analysis, the Authority 
determined that an extreme downside scenario would be expected to 
reduce ridership and revenue forecasts by 27 percent and 28 percent, 
respectively, below that shown for the low forecasts in the April 2012 
revised business plan. According to the Authority, these forecasts would 
still be sufficient to cover the Authority’s estimated operating costs and 
would not require a public operating subsidy. Authority officials stated that 
they intend to conduct additional sensitivity analyses going forward. 

Finally, accepted forecasting methods vary, and FRA has not established 
guidance on acceptable approaches to the development of reliable 
ridership and revenue forecasts. Industry standards vary, and FRA has 
established minimal requirements and guidance related to information 
HSIPR grant applicants must provide regarding forecasts. As we have 
previously reported, different ridership-forecasting methods may yield 
diverse and therefore uncertain results.22 As such, we have 
recommended that the Secretary of Transportation develop guidance and 
methods for ensuring reliability of ridership forecasts. Similarly, the DOT 
OIG has also recommended that FRA develop specific and detailed 
guidance for the preparation of HSIPR ridership and revenue forecasts.23

Best practices identified by various agencies and transportation experts 
have identified certain components of the ridership- and revenue-
forecasting process that affect results more than others and that are 
necessary for developing reasonable forecasts. Among others, key 
components include processes for developing trip tables,24 developing a 

                                                                                                                      
22GAO-09-317.
23DOT OIG, FRA Needs to Expand Its Guidance on High Speed Rail Project Viability 
Assessments, CR-2012-083, (Washington, D.C.: Mar. 28, 2012). 
24Trip tables are estimates of numbers of trips taken between specific locations. Trip 
tables, in conjunction with mode-choice models, provide the foundation for ridership 
forecasts.
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mode-choice model,25 conducting sensitivity analyses, and conducting 
validation testing. The Authority’s forecasts included each of these key 
components in developing the ridership and revenue forecasts for the 
April 2012 revised business plan.26 While addressing these components 
does not assure ridership and revenue forecasts are accurate, it does 
provide greater assurance that the Authority’s processes for developing 
these forecasts are reasonable. In our ongoing review of the California 
high speed rail project, we are evaluating the extent to which the 
Authority’s ridership and revenue forecasts followed best practices when 
completing each of these tasks. We will present the results of our 
assessment of the Authority’s process in our 2013 report on this subject. 

Among the other challenges facing the project, which may increase the risk 
of project delays, are potential legal challenges associated with the 
environmental laws. Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),27 government 
agencies funding a project with significant environmental effects are 
required to prepare environmental impact statements or reports (EIS/EIR) 
that describe these impacts.28 Under CEQA, an EIR must also include 
mitigation measures to minimize significant effects on the environment. The 
Authority is taking a phased approach to comply with NEPA and CEQA by 
developing EIS/EIRs for both the project as a whole as well as for particular 
portions of the project. To date, program level EIS/EIRs have been 
prepared for the project as a whole (August 2005) and for the Bay Area to 
Central Valley (initial certification by the Authority in July 2008 and a 
revised final EIS/EIR issued in April 2012). Project level EIS/EIRs have 
been prepared for the Merced-to-Fresno portion of the project (issued April 
2012), and a draft EIS/EIR has been prepared for the Fresno-to-Bakersfield 
portion of the project (initial draft issued in August 2011 and revised final 
issued July 2012). Environmental concerns have been the subject of legal 

                                                                                                                      
25Mode-choice models estimate how many travelers would choose the high-speed rail 
option versus other available modes of travel. 
26This includes validation testing of the ridership model, testing that, according to the 
Authority, was performed in January 2012 through a comparison of actual ridership (2008) 
and 2030 forecasts on Amtrak’s Acela service on the Northeast Corridor.  
2742 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq. (NEPA); Cal. Pub. Res.Code § 21000 et seq. (CEQA). 
28Under NEPA, the document is referred to as an EIS, while under CEQA it is called an 
EIR.
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challenges. For example, a lawsuit was filed in October 2010 against the 
Authority challenging the decision to approve the Bay Area to Central 
Valley segment based on an EIR alleged to be inadequate. Several 
lawsuits have been filed and these cases are still pending.  

The project also faces the potential challenge of acquiring rights-of-way. 
Timely right-of-way acquisition will be critical since some properties will be 
in priority construction zones. Property to be acquired will include homes, 
businesses, and farmland. Not having the needed right-of-way could cause 
delays as well as add to project costs. Acquisition of right-of-way will begin 
with the first construction segment, which has been subdivided into 4 
design-build construction packages. There are a total of approximately 
1,100 parcels to be acquired for this segment; all of which are in 
California’s Central Valley. In September 2012, the Authority issued a 
Request for Proposals to obtain the services of one or more contractors to 
provide right-of-way and real property services. The Authority estimated in 
its April 2012 revised business plan that the purchase or lease of real 
estate for the phase I blended system will cost between $3.6 billion and 
$3.9 billion (in 2011 dollars). According to the Authority, the schedule for 
right-of-way acquisition will be phased, based on construction priorities with 
delivery of all required parcels in the Central Valley no later than spring 
2016. Acquisition is anticipated to begin in February 2013. The timely 
acquisition of rights-of-way may be affected by at-risk properties—that is, 
those properties that the Authority considers at-risk for timely delivery to 
design-build contractors for construction.29 There could be a significant 
number of at-risk properties. For example, Authority officials told us there 
are about 400 parcels in the first construction package, about 200 of which 
are in priority construction zones. Of these, about 100 parcels (50 percent) 
are considered to be potentially at-risk for timely delivery. Since right-of-
way acquisition has not yet begun, the extent that at-risk properties will 
ultimately affect project schedules or cost is not known. However, there 
may be an increased risk given the initial high percentage of at-risk parcels. 

                                                                                                                      
29There could be a number of reasons why a property is deemed at-risk, including 
instances where a property owner is contesting a property valuation or a property owner 
has not yet vacated a property. 
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Chairman Mica, Ranking Member Rahall, this concludes my prepared 
remarks. I am happy to respond to any questions that you or other 
Members of the Committee may have at this time. 

For future questions about this statement, please contact Susan Fleming, 
Director, Physical Infrastructure, at (202) 512-2834 or flemings@gao.gov.
In addition, contact points for our Offices of Congressional Relations and 
Public Affairs may be found on the last page of this statement. Individuals 
who made key contributions to this statement include Paul Aussendorf, 
(Assistant Director), Russell Burnett, Delwen Jones, Richard Jorgenson, 
Jason Lee, James Manzo, Maria Mercado, Josh Ormond, Paul Revesz, 
Max Sawicky, Maria Wallace, and Crystal Wesco. 
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