HSR NEG SUPPLEMENT- GMV LAB
Education Cost Trade-Off

Education Cuts

HSR costs too much will lead to education cuts

Alexis, Co-Founder Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design ’11 (Elizabeth, December 15, Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design (CARRD) is a non- partisan volunteer network that has been following the California High Speed Rail project since 2009. They value transparency, accountability, and oversight and believe local communities should be partners in designing transportation projects. They work to ensure that the public's interests are upheld and that all facets of the California High Speed Rail project follow both the spirit and the letter of the law. House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee hearing testimony, Congressional Quarterly, Proquest congressional, JG)

The California High Speed Rail project is at a crossroads. The Authority released their latest business plan in November. The new $98 billion price tag is both a reason to step back and rethink the project, as well as a vivid illustration of its problems. The California voters approved $9 billion in bonds for a high speed train system, but it was not an open checkbook. Policy makers in California are concerned about the potential fiscal impact on state and local budgets. Recent polls verify a significant loss in support due to the higher price tag and continued missteps by the Authority. Despite the project's flaws and flagging support, there are pressures to continue moving forward without substantive changes. Legislators are hesitant to jeopardize Federal funding and fear that any loss in momentum will be fatal for the program. This could result in the use of more than $6 billion of public funds for earthwork and concrete that will wreak havoc to local transportation grids yet still be $25 billion short of actually being something that will run high speed rail. The proposed tracks have been described as potentially being useful for Amtrak, however there has been no real analysis of whether this is feasible or desirable. If the project moves forward as is, there is a good chance that the State will have to devote more of its precious Genera! Fund dollars towards trying to salvage something useful from the initial construction. This will be to the detriment of other transportation projects around the State as well as education, which has already been hit hard by continuing cutbacks.

HSR will be paid for with money from the general fund

Alexis, Co-Founder Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design ’11 (Elizabeth, December 15, Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design (CARRD) is a non- partisan volunteer network that has been following the California High Speed Rail project since 2009. They value transparency, accountability, and oversight and believe local communities should be partners in designing transportation projects. They work to ensure that the public's interests are upheld and that all facets of the California High Speed Rail project follow both the spirit and the letter of the law. House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee hearing testimony, Congressional Quarterly, Proquest Congressional, JG)
Recent polls verify a significant loss in support due to the higher price tag and continued missteps by the Authority. Despite the project's flaws and flagging support, there are pressures to continue moving forward without substantive changes. Legislators are hesitant to jeopardize Federal funding and fear that any loss in momentum will be fatal for the program. This could result in the use of more than $6 billion of public funds for earthwork and concrete that will wreak havoc to local transportation grids yet still be $25 billion short of actually being something that will run high speed rail. The proposed tracks have been described as potentially being useful for Amtrak, however there has been no real analysis of whether this is feasible or desirable. If the project moves forward as is, there is a good chance that the State will have to devote more of its precious Genera! Fund dollars towards trying to salvage something useful from the initial construction. This will be to the detriment of other transportation projects around the State as well as education, which has already been hit hard by continuing cutbacks.

HSR hurts more industries than it helps

Gatzka, Community Development Director Kings County ’11 (Gregory R, December 15, House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee hearing testimony, Congressional Quarterly, Proquest Congressional JG)

Kings County has estimated the potential economic impacts from construction of the high speed rail "Initial Construction Segment" in Kings County to be significant: -- An estimated $100 million annual economic loss could result to the county o 8,203,595 Annual ag production loss o 28,700,000 Estimated annual supporting industry loss o 50,000,000 Estimated annual dairy industry loss o 11,000,000 Annual downtown business loss from Amtrak o 1,100,000 Estimated annual property tax loss - - In comparison, the Project EIR/EIS claims Kings County will economically benefit by $700,000 in short term construction related sales tax generation according to Section 3.12.5 Environmental Consequences, B. High-Speed Train Alternatives on Page 3.12-37. -- In relation to Agricultural Businesses on Page 3.12-66 there is no analysis of the potential loss or disruption of existing jobs. Use of Amtrak as "Independent Utility" CHSRA has prepared a Fresno to Bakersfield Section Project EIR/EIS that only hints to the possible utilization of Amtrak on the high speed rail line if funds are not available to complete a true high speed rail operational segment. However, the Business and Funding Plan released on November 1, 2011 expands considerably upon Amtrak as a "backup" plan to ensure there is some usability for the HSR right of way if future funding does not occur. According to statements made by CHSRA, if additional HSR funding is not available "at best this project would result in a 45 minute improvement in Amtrak San Joaquin service." The potential switch of Amtrak's San Joaquin service over to any proposed CHSRA route would result in the loss of the Hanford Amtrak Station and Corcoran Amtrak Station. Amtrak connectivity in both these cities provides added sources of visitor revenue. Hanford downtown businesses estimate that the loss of the Amtrak station in Hanford could result in the loss of $11 million annually to downtown business. These economic and other Amtrak related issues have not been addressed by CHSRA.

Education More Important

Education funding is a moral obligation

Skelton, Columnest for the Los Angeles Times, ’12 (George, April 5th, Skelton has been a political writer in Los Angeles, Sacramento bureau chief and White House correspondent. He has written a column on Sacramento politics, "Capitol Journal," since 1993, http://articles.latimes.com/2012/apr/05/local/la-me-cap-bullet-train-20120405, “Bullet trains vs. book learning” JG)

SACRAMENTO — The bullet train boondoggle is looking more like a bullet bull's-eye. But one big question lingers: Where are the bucks? And even if the state can find the bucks, should it spend them on building a high-speed rail line, a cool choo-choo? Especially when higher education in California is such a train wreck? Education — kindergarten through college — should be our No. 1 priority, for both moral and economic reasons. Producing an educated, skilled workforce for the increasingly competitive global economy is even more important than creating temporary track-laying jobs. University of California student tuitions have been soaring, largely because of state funding cutbacks. The California State University system has announced it will freeze most admissions for spring 2013, sidetracking freshmen to community colleges. But community colleges have shed more than 300,000 students since 2009. Bullet train versus book learning doesn't have to be an either/or question, nor should it be. But first Sacramento needs to pump a lot more revenue into its treasury. Gov. Jerry Brown has been trying to do that, but so far he hasn't produced. He's proposing a soak-the-rich income tax hike, augmented with a minimal sales tax increase, for the November ballot. But that wouldn't cover any new rail costs. So denouncing bullet train skeptics as "declinists" — the governor's favorite new word — rings hollow when the vault is vacant. 

Education is more important than jobs

Skelton, Columnest for the Los Angeles Times, ’12 (George, April 5th, Skelton has been a political writer in Los Angeles, Sacramento bureau chief and White House correspondent. He has written a column on Sacramento politics, "Capitol Journal," since 1993, http://articles.latimes.com/2012/apr/05/local/la-me-cap-bullet-train-20120405, “Bullet trains vs. book learning” JG)

SACRAMENTO — The bullet train boondoggle is looking more like a bullet bull's-eye. But one big question lingers: Where are the bucks? And even if the state can find the bucks, should it spend them on building a high-speed rail line, a cool choo-choo? Especially when higher education in California is such a train wreck? Education — kindergarten through college — should be our No. 1 priority, for both moral and economic reasons. Producing an educated, skilled workforce for the increasingly competitive global economy is even more important than creating temporary track-laying jobs. University of California student tuitions have been soaring, largely because of state funding cutbacks. The California State University system has announced it will freeze most admissions for spring 2013, sidetracking freshmen to community colleges. But community colleges have shed more than 300,000 students since 2009. Bullet train versus book learning doesn't have to be an either/or question, nor should it be. But first Sacramento needs to pump a lot more revenue into its treasury. Gov. Jerry Brown has been trying to do that, but so far he hasn't produced. He's proposing a soak-the-rich income tax hike, augmented with a minimal sales tax increase, for the November ballot. But that wouldn't cover any new rail costs. So denouncing bullet train skeptics as "declinists" — the governor's favorite new word — rings hollow when the vault is vacant. 

HSR Too Expensive

HSR is too expensive and drains money from the general fund

Skelton, Columnest for the Los Angeles Times, ’12 (George, April 5th, Skelton has been a political writer in Los Angeles, Sacramento bureau chief and White House correspondent. He has written a column on Sacramento politics, "Capitol Journal," since 1993, http://articles.latimes.com/2012/apr/05/local/la-me-cap-bullet-train-20120405, “Bullet trains vs. book learning” JG)

. The governor has penciled in $1 billion from such fees in his current budget proposal but is forecasting the receipt of many times that in future years. "We still have to find out whether all this is legal," says Lowenthal, referring to what's allowable under the bullet train bond measure that voters narrowly approved in 2008 and whether cap-and-trade money can be used for a railroad. You could get motion sickness trying to keep up with the shifting sticker price for this project. The latest Phase 1, Los Angeles to San Francisco, estimate is $68.4 billion. That's reduced from $98.5 billion in November. The state is saving by using existing right of way in urban areas and escalating construction, thereby reducing inflation costs. But voters were told when they approved the project four years ago that Phase 1 would cost $33 billion. The ultimate, complete package — with lines to San Diego and Sacramento — would cost $45 billion. Nobody's even attempting to update that number. Only about $13 billion in financing has been identified: roughly $9.5 billion in state bonds and the $3.3 billion in federal funds. Bond financing isn't free. It's like credit-card charging. The $2.7 billion in bond sales that the governor wants the Legislature to approve for initial construction would cost the state general fund roughly $180 million annually for 30 years. Brown derides bullet train skeptics as "declinists" and equates them with original opponents of the interstate highway system, the state water project and the Golden Gate Bridge. But those projects were paid for with fuel taxes, water fees and bridge tolls. So far, most of California's high-speed rail financing would be footed by the deficit-plagued general fund.

HSR will reduce funding for highway and airport construction

Alexis, Co-Founder Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design ’11 (Elizabeth, December 15, Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design (CARRD) is a non- partisan volunteer network that has been following the California High Speed Rail project since 2009. They value transparency, accountability, and oversight and believe local communities should be partners in designing transportation projects. They work to ensure that the public's interests are upheld and that all facets of the California High Speed Rail project follow both the spirit and the letter of the law. House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee hearing testimony, Congressional Quarterly, Proquest Congressional, JG)

Even with healthy ridership numbers, it is difficult to justify the $98 billion cost. If the system attracts 30 million passengers per year, the $86 billion of public funding assumed equates to a subsidy of almost $100 per passenger for the first 30 years of operation. In order to rationalize the $98 billion dollar investment in high speed rail, the Business Plan provided an analysis claiming savings of $170 billion by avoiding highway and airport construction. The study overstates savings and fails to provide detailed information critical to prioritizing projects to meet California's transportation needs. The analysis looks at the cost of replicating the maximum capacity of the high speed rail project using highways and airports, not the realistic usage of the system. It does not include other, less expensive capacity enhancements that will likely occur. 
A2: HSR Uses Carbon tax funds

HSR doesn’t qualify to be funded by cap and trade

Kaye, President of the California Foundation for Commerce and Education ’12 (Loren, April 4th, http://www.foxandhoundsdaily.com/2012/04/high-speed-rail-wont-be-built-with-carbon-credits/, “High Speed Rail Won’t be Built with Carbon Credits” JG)

The Governor’s top aide engineering his strategy recently echoed this sentiment: “(Cap and trade auction) gives us a backstop dedicated funding stream that gives us confidence that we can go forward,” said Dan Richard, chairman of the California High-Speed Rail Authority. Don’t count on it. Even a generous interpretation of a “fee” would not permit reaching into a GHG emitter’s pocket to finance a hefty portion of the now-$68 billion rail system. After all, a plausible case must be demonstrated that spending on high-speed rail would mitigate the “adverse societal impacts” from the greenhouse gas emissions, per the Supreme Court’s Sinclair Paint decision. But according to the Air Resources Board in its AB 32 scoping plan, high-speed rail will account for a reduction of only 1 out of a total 174 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent - or 0.575% of the total statewide requirement (Measure T-9). In other words, the effect of high-speed rail on reducing greenhouse gasses in California is less than a rounding error. This will be an insufficient legal basis for using auction revenues to finance high-speed rail.
.

HSR doesn’t decrease greenhouse gasses

Kaye, President of the California Foundation for Commerce and Education ’12 (Loren, April 4th, http://www.foxandhoundsdaily.com/2012/04/high-speed-rail-wont-be-built-with-carbon-credits/, “High Speed Rail Won’t be Built with Carbon Credits” JG)

The Governor’s top aide engineering his strategy recently echoed this sentiment: “(Cap and trade auction) gives us a backstop dedicated funding stream that gives us confidence that we can go forward,” said Dan Richard, chairman of the California High-Speed Rail Authority. Don’t count on it. Even a generous interpretation of a “fee” would not permit reaching into a GHG emitter’s pocket to finance a hefty portion of the now-$68 billion rail system. After all, a plausible case must be demonstrated that spending on high-speed rail would mitigate the “adverse societal impacts” from the greenhouse gas emissions, per the Supreme Court’s Sinclair Paint decision. But according to the Air Resources Board in its AB 32 scoping plan, high-speed rail will account for a reduction of only 1 out of a total 174 million metric tons of CO2 equivalent - or 0.575% of the total statewide requirement (Measure T-9). In other words, the effect of high-speed rail on reducing greenhouse gasses in California is less than a rounding error. This will be an insufficient legal basis for using auction revenues to finance high-speed rail.

Politics
Aff: High Support

HSR has always had bi-partisan support

Swearengin, Mayor of Fresno, California, ’11 (Ashley, December 15, House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee hearing testimony, Congressional Quarterly, Proquest Congressional JG)

In reviewing the record of Congress, including this committee, I am pleased to see that there has been bi-partisan support for High Speed Rail dating back to the early 1990s through Republican and Democrat Administrations and Congresses alike. As a Republican mayor, and former economic development professional, I applaud that position and share that view for three reasons. First and foremost is High Speed Rail's profitable business model. No other transportation mode in the world makes a profit and requires no public subsidies for operations. Yes, public dollars are required for the upfront capital costs, just as they are to construct highways, low-speed rail systems, or airports. But, once the capital costs are provided for High Speed Rail, the operational costs are paid for by the farebox - and you can't say that about any of these other transportation modes.

Low Support

Congress is uninterested in high speed rail- it’s an uphill battle   

Barone, resident fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, 11. (Michael, October 13 0 2011, The National Review,  http://ngoulding.public.dev.nationalreview.com/articles/279970/congress-governors-nix-obama-s-high-speed-trains-michael-barone, “Congress, Governors Nix Obama’s High-Speed Trains”, SS) 

Dead. Kaput. Through. Finished. Washed up. Gone-zo. That, I think, is a fair description of  the Obama administration’s attempt to build high-speed-rail lines across America. It hasn’t failed because of a lack of willingness to pony up money. The Obama Democrats’ February 2009 stimulus package included $8 billion for high-speed-rail projects. The Democratic Congress appropriated another $2.5 billion. But Congress is pulling the plug. The Republican-controlled House has appropriated zero dollars for high-speed rail. The Democratic-majority Senate Appropriations Committee has appropriated $100 million in its budget recommendation. That’s effectively “a vote of ‘no confidence’ to President Obama’s infrastructure initiative,” concludes transportation analyst Ken Orski, “a bipartisan signal that Congress has no appetite for pouring more money into a venture that many lawmakers have come to view as a poster child for wasteful spending.” The Transportation Department is struggling to push some of the previously appropriated money out the door. Some $480 million of planning, engineering, and construction grants were made to eleven state governments in September. But this doesn’t build many rail lines, and with one exception, none of them is really high-speed, like France’s TGV or Japan’s bullet train. 

Ridership models are flawed – their arguments are empirically denied by airline ridership

Alexis, Co-Founder Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design ’11 (Elizabeth, December 15, Californians Advocating Responsible Rail Design (CARRD) is a non- partisan volunteer network that has been following the California High Speed Rail project since 2009. They value transparency, accountability, and oversight and believe local communities should be partners in designing transportation projects. They work to ensure that the public's interests are upheld and that all facets of the California High Speed Rail project follow both the spirit and the letter of the law. House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee hearing testimony, Congressional Quarterly, Proquest congressional, JG)

Future investment is seen as contingent upon the success of an Initial Operating Segment which will either be San Jose to Bakersfield or Merced to San Fernando Valley. The Authority has used their highly flawed ridership model which has not been updated since 2007 to project that these corridors will be successful high speed rail routes. High speed rail relies on attracting business travelers willing to pay steep fares for fast and reliable service. The airline market has not been able to support a single daily flight in either of these corridors, so the chances of a profitable service are low. Without a private investor and their independent ridership model, the California State Legislature and the Federal government must continue to rely on the flawed model. The decision on who will operate the trains will also not be made for years to come. Unlike the successful high speed rail systems in Europe, this means key decisions about routing and capacity requirements are being made consultants who will not operate the trains, nor have ever done so.

Economy

No Improvement

HSR won’t spur tourism  
Goldberg, senior correspondent for The National Review, 12 (Jonah, June 27 2012, The National Review Online,    http://ngoulding.public.dev.nationalreview.com/corner/270599/stupidity-high-speed-rail-jonah-goldberg?page=1#, “The Stupidity of High Speed Rail”, SS) 

Admittedly, it’s a small anecdote, but all I could keep thinking was there’s no way high-speed rail makes sense economically. With today’s low-speed rail, it would cost a family of four a thousand dollars to take a round-trip train ride to NYC and back from Washington, D.C., for the weekend. Meanwhile, a car ride would cost, with gas and tolls, about a tenth as much.
HSR is a subsidy for the rich and doesn’t help the middle-class

Goldberg, senior correspondent for The National Review, 12 (Jonah, June 27 2012, The National Review Online,    http://ngoulding.public.dev.nationalreview.com/corner/270599/stupidity-high-speed-rail-jonah-goldberg?page=1#, “The Stupidity of High Speed Rail”, SS) 

 Yes, I know that the real point of trains is to diminish commuter-drivers, not weekend vacationers. But how is high-speed rail supposed to do that, exactly? Obviously high-speed rail is going to be more expensive than the N.E. regional. Its competition won’t be cars, but planes, which will still be able to get places faster and, often, cheaper — that is, unless high-speed rail is absurdly subsidized. And subsidies mean business travelers would have their travel costs funded by working-class folks, because low- and middle-income people are never going to find high-speed rail to be cheaper than driving, are they? So why should normal Americans pay for Joe Biden to take the train?

HSR cost estimates use a flawed methodology and best case scenarios

Poole, director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation ’12 (Robert, MIT-trained engineer, has advised the Ronald Reagan, the George H.W. Bush, the Clinton, and the George W. Bush administrations. Poole has advised the Federal Highway Administration, the Federal Transit Administration, the White House Office of Policy Development, National Economic Council, Government Accountability Office, and state DOTs in numerous states. Poole is a member of the Government Accountability Office's National Aviation Studies Advisory Panel, co-founded the Reason Foundation, February 9, “Surface Transportation Innovations #100” JG)

One of the key arguments made in favor of the California High-Speed Rail project is that it would cost less to build it than to expand airport and highway capacity to meet future needs for north-south travel in the state. The California HSR Authority has put forth various figures over the years, but there has been a consistent pattern: every time the cost of the HSR project has increased, somehow the estimated cost of the airport and highway alternatives has grown to keep pace. Several months ago, after releasing the new Phase 1 cost estimate of $98.5 billion, the CHSRA announced that the airport and highway alternative would cost $171 billion, a figure that left transportation analysts gasping. “There is some dishonesty in the methodology. I don’t trust an estimate like this,” Samer Madanat, director of the UC Berkeley Institute of Transportation Studies, told Los Angeles Times reporters Ralph Vartabedian and Dan Weikel, whose excellent article on the subject appeared on January 17th. The nonpartisan Legislative Analyst’s Office also questioned the $171 billion estimate, in its report last November.

Environment
Causes Problems
Turn: Plan will exacerbate problems- high speed rail creates environmental problems  
Rus, researcher for the University of Las Palmas, 12. (Gines, May 2012, Joint Transport Research Centre, http://www.internationaltransportforum.org/jtrc/discussionpapers/dp200816.pdf, “The Economic Effects of High Speed Railnvestment”)  

Nevertheless, building a HSR line and operating trains lead to environmental costs in terms of 

land take, barrier effects, visual intrusion, noise, air pollution and contribution to global warming. The first four of these impacts are likely to be stronger where trains go through heavily populated areas. HSR trains are electrically powered, and therefore produce air pollution and global warming impacts when coal, oil and gas are the main sources to generate the electricity.
Solvency
HSR advocates assume high ridership

Poole, director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation ’12 (Robert, MIT-trained engineer, has advised the Ronald Reagan, the George H.W. Bush, the Clinton, and the George W. Bush administrations. Poole has advised the Federal Highway Administration, the Federal Transit Administration, the White House Office of Policy Development, National Economic Council, Government Accountability Office, and state DOTs in numerous states. Poole is a member of the Government Accountability Office's National Aviation Studies Advisory Panel, co-founded the Reason Foundation, February 9, “Surface Transportation Innovations #100” JG)

One of the key arguments made in favor of the California High-Speed Rail project is that it would cost less to build it than to expand airport and highway capacity to meet future needs for north-south travel in the state. The California HSR Authority has put forth various figures over the years, but there has been a consistent pattern: every time the cost of the HSR project has increased, somehow the estimated cost of the airport and highway alternatives has grown to keep pace. Several months ago, after releasing the new Phase 1 cost estimate of $98.5 billion, the CHSRA announced that the airport and highway alternative would cost $171 billion, a figure that left transportation analysts gasping. “There is some dishonesty in the methodology. I don’t trust an estimate like this,” Samer Madanat, director of the UC Berkeley Institute of Transportation Studies, told Los Angeles Times reporters Ralph Vartabedian and Dan Weikel, whose excellent article on the subject appeared on January 17th. The nonpartisan Legislative Analyst’s Office also questioned the $171 billion estimate, in its report last November. The calculation methodology used by the CHSRA’s consultants was exposed in the excellent report “Twelve Misleading Statements on Finance and Economic Issues in the CHSRA’s Draft 2012 Business Plan,” released January 12, 2012. This report was done by the same Silicon Valley team, headed by former RAND expert Alain Enthoven, that produced the earlier report, “The Financial Risks of California’s Proposed High-Speed Rail Project” in 2010. The new report is online at www.cc-hsr.org/assets/pdf/12misleadingstatements.pdf. The first step in cooking the books was to define the needed capacity far too high. Instead of using a realistic projection of HSR ridership in, say 2040, the consultants began with a theoretical maximum capacity of the HSR system as of that year. Assuming the system runs a train each direction every five minutes, 19 hours a day, 365 days a year, with 70% of its 1,000 seats filled, it could carry 116 million passengers per year. The actual (highly inflated) ridership estimate for 2040 is between 30 and 44 million. But the calculation of needed highway and airport capacity was based on 116 million.

Estimates don’t assume the right costs

Poole, director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation ’12 (Robert, MIT-trained engineer, has advised the Ronald Reagan, the George H.W. Bush, the Clinton, and the George W. Bush administrations. Poole has advised the Federal Highway Administration, the Federal Transit Administration, the White House Office of Policy Development, National Economic Council, Government Accountability Office, and state DOTs in numerous states. Poole is a member of the Government Accountability Office's National Aviation Studies Advisory Panel, co-founded the Reason Foundation, February 9, “Surface Transportation Innovations #100” JG)

One of the key arguments made in favor of the California High-Speed Rail project is that it would cost less to build it than to expand airport and highway capacity to meet future needs for north-south travel in the state. The California HSR Authority has put forth various figures over the years, but there has been a consistent pattern: every time the cost of the HSR project has increased, somehow the estimated cost of the airport and highway alternatives has grown to keep pace. Several months ago, after releasing the new Phase 1 cost estimate of $98.5 billion, the CHSRA announced that the airport and highway alternative would cost $171 billion, a figure that left transportation analysts gasping. “There is some dishonesty in the methodology. I don’t trust an estimate like this,” Samer Madanat, director of the UC Berkeley Institute of Transportation Studies, told Los Angeles Times reporters Ralph Vartabedian and Dan Weikel, whose excellent article on the subject appeared on January 17th. The nonpartisan Legislative Analyst’s Office also questioned the $171 billion estimate, in its report last November. Next, for the highway alternative, they used an arbitrary distance of 775 miles, rather than the 520 mile length of the dog-leg route the HSR will actually follow (which, in turn, is longer than the actual highway routes people drive between Los Angeles and San Francisco). They then divided the 775 miles into 26 sections, 6 rural and 20 urban, to estimate costs. For the highway portion of the capacity for 116 million trips per year, they assumed that three new lanes, on average, would be needed over the 775 miles. But instead of using rural lane-mile costs for the rural portions and urban lane-mile costs for the urban portions, they used a simple un-weighted average cost per lane-mile (for which a freshman civil engineering student would get an F).

HSR is more costly than the alternatives

Poole, director of transportation policy and Searle Freedom Trust Transportation Fellow at Reason Foundation ’12 (Robert, MIT-trained engineer, has advised the Ronald Reagan, the George H.W. Bush, the Clinton, and the George W. Bush administrations. Poole has advised the Federal Highway Administration, the Federal Transit Administration, the White House Office of Policy Development, National Economic Council, Government Accountability Office, and state DOTs in numerous states. Poole is a member of the Government Accountability Office's National Aviation Studies Advisory Panel, co-founded the Reason Foundation, February 9, “Surface Transportation Innovations #100” JG)

The Enthoven team corrected for all these errors, and came up with—based on serving 40 million HSR trips per year instead of 116 million, and using 520 miles instead of 775—a highway cost, in year-of-expenditure dollars, of just $20 billion. Added to their estimated airport cost of $15.4 billion, the total cost of the alternatives is $35.4 billion. That is about one-third of the current official HSR Phase 1 cost estimate of $98.5 billion and is just 21% of the CHSRA’s absurd $171 billion number.

Federal government increases the risk of poor quality 

Barone, resident fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, 11. (Michael, October 13 0 2011, The National Review,  http://ngoulding.public.dev.nationalreview.com/articles/279970/congress-governors-nix-obama-s-high-speed-trains-michael-barone, “Congress, Governors Nix Obama’s High-Speed Trains”, SS) 

The feds insist California build a 160-mile segment in the Central Valley that is estimated to cost at least $10 billion and will have virtually no riders. The estimated cost of the whole project has zoomed from $43 billion to $67 billion, and there seems to be no prospect of any more public or private-sector money. 

High speed rail has massive cost overruns 

Barone, resident fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, 11. (Michael, October 13 0 2011, The National Review,  http://ngoulding.public.dev.nationalreview.com/articles/279970/congress-governors-nix-obama-s-high-speed-trains-michael-barone, “Congress, Governors Nix Obama’s High-Speed Trains”, SS) 

The one remaining project that really promises high-speed-rail travel, in California, faces cost overruns that would be astonishing — except for the fact that cost overruns have been standard operating procedure in high-speed-rail projects around the world. 

High speed rail will burden local governments

Daily Yomiuri 12 (February 9 2012, The Daily Yomirui, Tokyo, LexisNexis, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/, “In-depth studies needed on extended Shinkansen routes”, SS)
We have nagging doubts about whether three new Shinkansen sections will produce effects that justify the huge investment required to build them. The government should avoid making a hasty decision based on the idea that starting construction is the basic premise. A verification panel of scholars and experts of the Land, Infrastructure, Transport and Tourism Ministry has started discussions on the planned sections. They are reexamining whether simultaneously starting construction of the three sections, a policy confirmed by the government and the ruling parties late last year, is appropriate. The panel is checking sections planned to run between Shin-Hakodate and Sapporo on the Hokkaido Shinkansen line; Kanazawa and Tsuruga on the Hokuriku Shinkansen; and Isahaya and Nagasaki on the Kyushu Shinkansen. Total project costs will top 3 trillion yen. The panelists are required to properly check the profitability and economic effects of the extended lines. Calls to start constructing the three sections were very strong when the Liberal Democratic Party-led administration was in power. However, the Democratic Party of Japan-led administration froze the projects in 2009 as part of its review of public works projects. New revenue source found The DPJ-led administration's latest policy turnaround to start construction was possible, it said, because it had found the money to go ahead with the plan. As a new revenue source, the government zeroed in on charges JR companies pay to the Japan Railway Construction, Transport and Technology Agency to use Shinkansen-related facilities. Law revisions that came into effect last year enabled these charges to be used for construction costs. For the time being, about 40 billion yen will be available annually. According to the government and the ruling parties, costs not met by these charges will be shouldered by the central and local governments. Furthermore, the construction period--which is usually 10 years--will be extended up to 24 years to reduce the financial burden required for a single fiscal year. The government aims to open the Hokkaido section in fiscal 2035, the Hokuriku section in fiscal 2025 and the Kyushu section in fiscal 2022. However, we think this idea is strange. If the construction period is extended, the total project cost will grow by more than 200 billion yen from the initial estimate. Even if the cost for a single fiscal year is reduced, it is crystal clear that state and local government coffers will feel the pinch even more if huge budgets have to be poured into Shinkansen line construction for nearly 25 years. The local governments concerned probably hope to make the Shinkansen lines a pillar for regional economic development. However, in addition to forking out for construction costs, these local governments will inevitably face the difficult problem of regular railway lines that run alongside the Shinkansen lines falling into debt. Will passenger numbers increase? The transport ministry has estimated the three sections will produce average annual profits of between 2 billion yen and 10 billion yen after they open. However, opening the Nagasaki-Isahaya section will trim the time between Hakata and Nagasaki stations on the Kyushu Shinkansen route by only 28 minutes, compared with the existing regular railway line. Extension of the Hokkaido route will mean Sapporo is an about five-hour ride from Tokyo. Both lines will face fierce competition with airline companies, so it is anyone's guess whether they can attract more passengers. A ministry estimate on the lines' cost efficiency, which indicates the benefits to localities and passengers compared with the funds invested, came in at a smidgen over the break-even point of 1. It is important to establish integrated networks of expressways, airline routes and railway lines. It is not too late to reexamine what to do with the Shinkansen sections whose construction has not started after parts now being built, including one between Shin-Aomori and Shin-Hakodate stations, have been completed’

High speed rail will fail- Amtrak proves 

APTA 12 (January 2012, Americans Public Transportation Association, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/HSR-Defense.pdf, (An Inventory of the Criticisms of High-Speed Rail”, SS)

As a further demonstration of the unaffordability of the passenger rail improvement and high-speed rail development initiative, some critics like to use Amtrak as target of their angst, warning that the end result of all this effort will be no better than what Amtrak presently provides. For example, on Valentines Day (February 14, 2011), Robert Samuelson wrote in the Washington Post: “The administration would pay states $53 billion to build rail networks that would then lose money . . . thereby aggravating the budget squeezes of the states or federal government. . . . Worse, the rail proposal casts doubt on the administration’s commitment to reducing huge budget deficits . . . How can it subdue deficits if it keeps proposing big spending programs? . . . Secretary Ray LaHood has estimated the administration’s ultimate goal— bringing high-speed rail to 80 percent of the population—could cost $500 billion over 25 years. For this stupendous sum, there would be scant public benefits . . . How do we know this? History for starters because of Amtrak .” In attacking Amtrak, two of Mr. Samuelson’s main complaints were that: (a) Amtrak has historically low ridership, and (b) it produces no profits (it receives subsidies).

High speed rail will not be reliable- must compete with freight rail

APTA 12 (January 2012, Americans Public Transportation Association, http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/HSR-Defense.pdf, (An Inventory of the Criticisms of High-Speed Rail”, SS)

It is important that people recall that high speed rail will have to operate largely at the mercy of the nation’s freight rail system over routes that were for the most part selected by Congress, and will not either be reliable or competitive with other transportation alternatives. 
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