
September 16, 2011

Mr. Tom Umberg, chair

California High-Speed Rail Authority

770 L Street #800

Sacra mento, cA 95814

Dear Tom,

Following individual discussions that members of the Peer Review Group have had with members of the

Authority, lt may be useful to confirm our concern on the timing of the submission of the 2011 Business
plan, The fact that the two new Authority members, recently appointed by the Governor, have had little
to no time to review the Plan, further complicates the issue. The Group is aware of the deadline of
October 14 for the 2011 Business Plan and we fully understand the Authority's desire to meet the

d ea d line.

The Group has repeatedly stressed in its reports the fact that the Authority plans to make construction

commitments in the near future that will fix the direction of the project for many years to come. The

2011 Plan will furnish the last opportunity available to the Governor and Legislature to assess the plans

for the project and furnish appropriate policy and financial guidance. ln addition, reports by the State

Auditor, the Legislative Analyst (LAO) and the Group have raised substantial questions about the 2008

and 2009 Business Plans including: demand forecasts, investment costs, operating costs and revenuet
lack of a clear business model and incomplete risk analysis.

ln its July 1, 2011 letter to Chairman Lowenthal, the Group stated "...a consistent message ... has been

our doubts whether we could render a favorable opinion on an application for use of Prop 14 funding"
in the absence of answers to the many questions posed concerning the prior Business Plans. Because of
the impending deadline imposed by Federal funding, the 2011 Plan will be a defining document: if it
addresses the concerns fully, favorable evaluations will lend confidence to the project; if it has gaps or
errors, the risks of near-term decisions will be greatly increased.

There will always be risks and uncertainties in the project; however, it would be unfortunate if rigid

adherence to the October 14 deadline causes the 2011 PIan to be less complete or accurate than would
be possible with a delay of a few weeks or a month or so. We urge the Authority to review the drafts of
the 2011 Plan with care and, if the Plan would be measurably improved with such a delay, we will
support you in a request for more time, Very frankly, our experience with pro.iects of this type has

shown that patience and careful planning at the beginning always pay off in the end.

Sincerely,
,ttt t/ i
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Will Kempton
Chairman
California High-Speed Rail Peer Review Group



C: Senator Mark Desaulnier, Chair, Senate Transportation and Housing Committee

Senator Ted Gaines, Vice Chair, Senate Transportation and Housing Committee

Senator Alan Lowenthal, Chair, Senate Select Committee on High-Speed Rail

Assembly Member Bonnie Lowenthal, Chair, Assembly Transportation Committee

Assembly Member Kevin Jeffries, Vice Chair, Assembly Transportation Committee
Assembly Member Cathleen Ga lgiani
Senator loe Simitia n

Legislative Unit, Office of the Governor
Mr. Roelof Van Ark, Chief Executive officer, California High-Speed Rail Authority
Members, California HiBh-Speed Rail Peer Review Group



CALIFORNIA
High-Speed Roil Authority

Jonuory 3, 2012

The Honoroble Dorrell Steinberg
Senote President Pro Tem

Store Copirol Building
Room 205
Socromento, Colifornio 9581 4

The Honoroble Bob Dutton
Senote Republicon Leoder
Stote Copitol Building
Room 305
Socromento, Colifornio 9581 4

The Honoroble John Perez
Speoker of the Assembly
Siote Copilol Building
Room 219
Socromenlo, Colifornio 9581 4

The Honoroble Connie Conwoy
Assembly Republicon Leoder
Stote Copitol Building
Room 3l 04
Socromento, Colifornio 9581 4

Re: Response of rhe Colifornio High Speed Roil Authority to the

Repori of the Legislotive Peer Review Group

The Colifornio High Speed Roil Aulhority hos reviewed lhe report submitted
todoy to the Colifornio Legisloture by the Colifornio High Speed Roil Peer

Review Group.

While some of lhe recommendolions in the Peer Review Group report merit
considerotion, by ond lorge this report is deeply flowed, in some oreos
misleoding ond its conclusions ore unfounded.

Unfortunotely, mony of the most egregious errors ond unsupporied ossertions

would hove been ovoided with even minimol gonsultotion with the CHSRA.

Although some high-speed roil experience exisis omong Peer Review Ponel

members this report suffers from o lock of oppreciotion of how high speed
roil syslems hove been constructed throughoui lhe world, mokes unreolistic
ond unsubslontioled ossumptions obout privote sector involvement in such

syslems ond ignores or misconstrues rhe legol requirements thot goYern the

conslruction of the high speed roil Progrom in Colifornio.
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ln recommending ogoinst proceeding with the high speed roil developmenl
"ot this time," the Report ignores mony components of the CHRSA's receni
Droft Business Plqn ond ottempts to promulgole o new stondord of proiect
feosibility thot is inconsistenl with notionol funding of tronsportotion proiects'

The report's conclusions, which would be premoture ot best, would ploce ot
risk $3.5 billion of federol funding for High Speed Roil currently in hond for
the proiect ond undermine extensive outreoch efforts on the port of the
Authority to develop greoter integrotion with regionol roil systems.

Consequently, the Authoriry believes this report does nol provide o sound

bosis for criliquing the Authority's Finonce plon, nor for the public policy
choices focing the Legisloture.

A detoiled response lo specific issues is below:

I. Timing:

The Committee notes thot if is responding to the Finoncing Plon submited
November 3, 201 1 ond concurrently preporing o response to the Droft
Business Plon submilied November '1, 201 l. The Committee notes thot it is

"unfortunote thot the CHSRA Boord certified the Funding Plon simultoneously
wilh the issuing of the droft 2Ol2 Business Plon" since the finolizotion of the
Business PIon moy (ond likely will) resuh in some modificotions to the Finoncing
PIon. The Authority releosed eoch of these documents in conformonce with
stotulory requiremenls. As noled, the finolizotion of the Business Plon moy
result in moleriol chonges to the Finoncing Plon. This should hove been cleor
to the Committee ond consultotion wilh ihe Aurhority, which did not occur,
would hove eliminoted ony confusion on this point.

2. Feosibility:

Phosing ond Blending

The Committee endorses the decision by the CHSRA lo odopt phosing ond o
so-colled blended opprooch to intermediote high speed roil service in urbon
oreos. This blended opprooch, which mokes use of existing trock ond rights-
of-woy. hod been propounded by key stole ond federol legislotors os o
meons to reduce impocts, costs ond public opposition lo ihe development of
high speed roil. The CHSRA fully embroced the blended opprooch concepl
in the Droft Business Plon. However, lhe Peer Reyiew Committee then
recommends lhot the Authority suspend furiher plonning for furlher build out
towords the previously deffi which hos no
relevonce to the immediote Finoncing Plon, flies in the foce of the ploin



Jru,l/l -r,the 
"norfhern lerminus" for the high speed roil line.

:f{ / ln oddition, suspending plonning for the full Phose 'l build out would hove lhe

_/ unintended consequence of threotening rh" rr" "f Ptopffiy
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L lonquoqe of Proposition 1A. Moreover, os o consequence, lhe Authorily

f\'\-U\ tw#6Tt€-;finf.,, furlher plonning efforts lo inlegrote high speed roil

\ ,n - {J4Y - [ into the Tronsffifriffin Son Froncisco, which is specificolly denoted os
WU' o[\J2l 

t 
'lh. "norfhern lerminus" for the high speed roil line'

for odvonced
fi consisteni o "reo dy for"

roil This recommEfr cFotion is ond wos nol
necessory element6f onolysis for the Finoncing Plon.

ICS/OIS Distinclion

The Commitlee Report ofter stoling thol it would not comment on legol
questions pertoining to lnitiol Conslruciion Section. lhen proceeds to do so ond

orrives ot the wrong conclusion, by stoting thot:

"...the ICS os plonned is not o very high-speed roilwoy (VHSR), os ii locks

electrificotion, o VHSR troin conlrol syslem ond o VHSR compotible
communicolion system. Therefore il oppeors not 10 meei the requirements of
enobling Stote legislotion."

The Commiliee hos no legol competence to enoble it to moke such o slotement
ond the Authorily reiects this ossertion. Attorneys for ihe Authority ond
others elemenls of the Stote of Colifornio, os well os ottorneys for the Federol
Roilrood Adminisirotion, hove reoched the opposite conclusion ond ore fully
comfortoble thoi the lnitiol Construction Segment is comploint with the slote
bond meosure. lt is ond
m

The Commillee slotes thot "The foci rhot the Funding Plon foils lo identify ony
long lerm funding commitments is o fundomentol flow in the progrom." J.uro

regionol
, hos f ully i

ppropriote

The Commiftee ottempls to distinguish the high speed roil proiect becouse il
does not hove o "dedicoted funding source" such os the Highwoy Trusi Fund

or Airport lmprovemenl Funds. This onology ignores the foct ihot the High
Speed Roil proiect hos funding in hond for the lnitiol Construclion Segment.

2



CHSRA Response lo LPRG

Jon.3,2011
Poge 4

Reporl

which even the

Nor does the Committee recognize thot the President hos proposed rhot high
speed roil be provided o dedicored funding streom in the reouthorizotion of
the Surfoce Tronsportotion Act. Accordingly, the High Speed Roil progrom
is not significonlly different in lerms of ils funding ot this stoge thon ore other
moior inf rostructure initiotives.

Moreover. the suggestion lhol ihe high speed roil proi6t be ploce?rc-fr-@
becouse there is not o "dedicoted fundinq source" Lonores lhe cleor mondote
of the Legisloture ond llfu-FE5'ftGfJhe Stote of (olifornio pursuont to the

bq
provisions in the Proposition I A Bond Act (Act). Under the Act, $9 billion of
bond proceeds were opproved to initiote the consiruction of o high-speed roil
system using these Stote bond monies os motching funds with other privote or
public funds, including federol funds, The CHSRA ho
billion in federol gront of

in the Act is

r omounl of non-Stote motching funds
be committed prior lo the initiotion of the siort of the high-speed roil proiect.
Nowhere in the Act is there o requiremeni lhol lhe proiect must be funded
using o "dedicoted funding source." Future non-Stote motch funding will be
pursued bl-tFe -pr-ogress the proiecr beyond the Initiol Conslruction
Section in lhe Cenirol Volley. Any deloy in proceeding with the lnitiol
Construction Section ot this time will result in the loss of the existing $3.5
billion in federol funding ond will likely jeopordize the possibility of ony
future federol funding for o Colifornio high-speed roil syslem.

The Committee foils to ossess the risks of not proceeding with the progrom ot
lhis iuncture. Those risks include the irretrievoble loss of $3.5 billion of
federol funds, the potentiol eliminotion of stote f unds, tFe-Iffi-p-o-I-o-n-reg iono I

roil systems of the loss of $950 million in fuading for "inrerconnecliyity" which
o re tie d to p ro g reEi-rhr6tlg?iTpffiilTeye-t o pment, rhe ineyito b I e
increose in costs of eyentuol high speed roil connection through Colifornio os o
result of inflolion, populotion growth, etc., the loss of economic opportunily
ond technology developmenl. These risks ore present ond reol ond
represent lost opportunity of

The slotement "Further, the ICS will not be electrified, ond thus connoi serye os
o high-speed fesi trock for future VHSR rolling stock3" is misleoding. The
Authorily neyer intended to use on un-electrified ICS os test trock. Furthermore

9 public, os the AAR's iest lrock otthe fool-note (3) is olso misleodin
Pueblo, CO connot be used to tes h-speed roil systems os it does nol

Furihermore, the mere exiilEh-ce of o dedicoted funding streom is no i\-
guorontee lhot ony specific proiecl or progrom will be funded. By lhis I
melric suggested by the Commiflee, lnterstole 5 would not hove commenced I
construction. despite the presence of the Highwoy Trust Fund. /
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Report

hove the copocity to test
this reporl seems to indic

Business Model:

, olthough the mention of this focility in
( moy be possible.

It is not cleor why the Commitlee felt compelled lo comment on lhis issue in its
review of the Finoncing Plon for lhe lnitiol Construction Segment, since it is not
o motter of consequence otlhiLlime. Hoving delved into this oreoJE-
Committee ogoin reoches erroneous ond inconsistent conclusions.

First of oll, the Committee ignores the cleor siotemenls of the Auihority thot its
"Business Model" relies heovily on privote secror involvement, onticipoling thot
privole operotors will provide the rolling stock ond operotions ond
mointenonce. The Authority would be pleosed to see privote sector
investment ot the eorliesf possible stoge of the proiect. ln our Droft Business

Plon, the Aulhority hos mode the conservolive. bul reolistic ossumption, thot no

such investmenl will be forthcoming until o ridership level is estoblished (on

occeleronl for privote investment would be o revenue guorontee in odvonce
of demonstroted ridership; the Authority explicitly reiected ony revenue
guorontee in its Finonce Plon os being inconsistent with Prop I A nor prudent
policy).

The Committee comploins thoi building the ICS or IOS without priyote
operotor involvement is not o "feosible" business model ond stotes:

"Wilhout input from the finol privote seclor porticipont regording rouie
olignmenl ond siotion locotion, lhe future volue of the HSR

concession/fronchise moy be greolly diminished ond less oltroctiye to
potentiol privote sector porticipqnts. ln oiher words, the privote sector needs
to be brought into the process much sooner thon currenlly plonned."

This conclusion is extremely simplislic ond disp o lock of
reolilies of privole finonce for such roiects. lt is olso not

the world for o of rhis
mog

As ihis conord hos been reiteroted by the Committee, it is worth o response in
detoil. Let's compore the experience in other successful High Speed Roil
syslems:

. ln Jopon the network ond the operotions were buih ond funded by the
Public seclor (Ministry of Tronsportotion). At o much loter dote they
priYolized the operotions.

the
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ln Germony ond Fronce the Minisiries of Tronsportotion decided on

the rouies ond ihe funding, then turned to infrostructure componies
(DB-Netz ond RFF) responsible to build ond own ond operote the
infroslructure (including some PPP componenls)i lhey hove
ossocioted operotors (DB ond SNCF), but they oll ore government-
ossocioted componies. Neither of these systems is thus operoted
by privote operoiors.
In Spoin. when they decided to introduce HSR, they did their own
designs (ond still coniinue to do so lodoy), ond subsequently rhe
AVE service wos introduced on the lines being operoied by Renfe.
This is similor lo hoving Amlrok being involved ond operoting the
system in the end. But this hos noi resulted in o privote operotor.
Componies such os Virgin Roil who operote on existing
infrqslructure in rhe UK, os the infrostructure wos there ond lhe
goyernmenl decided to form out the operolions os o concession.
The lotest exomple in ltoly, where NTV will be operoling HSR

iroins on exisling infrostructure. supplying iroins ond depots, bul
hoving hod no input inlo the system designs.

While it moy moke o good sound bite in theory to hove o priyote operotor
on boord from the stort, il is neilher procticol nor feosible. There is olso no
exomple of this being done successfully onywhere in lhe world. The one cose
where o government lurned to full privotizotion of
occurred in Toiwon, which experienced mony

compo

lndeed it is o problem to decide on on operolor too eorly. Choose o Germon
compony ond you ore mosl likely ried into Germon lechnology for the entire
proiect; the some is true for French or Joponese operolors. This eliminotes
oll competition ot o loler doie.

It is olso the cose thol the Colifornio High-Speed Roil Authority will be
"selling" o concession to o privore operotor, giving them the right lo operote
ond mointoin the system. ln doing so, lhe Aulhoriiy will be seeking the best
deql for Colifornio. Enlerino into such on ooreemenl too eorly in lhe orocess

.w t teod ro tower revenues rrom the concesston compony. os pnvglg-.lNcgls,rs
seek to discount the omount fo reflect the risk of revenue voriobility.

As this is o system for lhe people of Colifornio, the bosic olignment is loid
down b low (Prop I A) ond the moior stotions ore

r on operotor to chonge porometers.
f

infernoiionol operolors. So. olihough internolionol operotors ore importoni to
consult (ond mony provided fovoroble peer review of our Operotions &
Mointenonce Plons). it is simoly wrono ond not feosible to suggest thot those

-

oPeroTors musr oe orougnr rn or thts potnt.

hlO
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To the extent the Committee con poini 1o o comporoble circumstonce where
whol they recommend hos been put into proctice, the Authority will glodly
review ond consider olterotions lo our opprooch. Until then, we believe the
Committee demonslroied its lock of understonding obout how high speed roil
hos been built rhroughout t6r"o-;lc[-'--

Finolly, we note thot one of the promising U.S. opporiunilies for privole
porticipotion in high speed roil development wos in Florido, where o number
of infrostructure componies were expressing interest in rhe Florido progrom
on the very doy when lhe Governor of thot stote onnounced he wos returning
federol funding. The resulting loss of confidence from the privote sector
wos sfriking. The Committee's report, if embroced by the Legislolure, will
similorly dompen enthusiosm of privote investors to look to Colifornio.

lnodequole Monogemenl Resources:

The Aulhoriiy ogrees wllh ihis critique, os we've sloted publicly. We ore
moving oggressively to oddress this issue.

Demond Forecosls:

Cdpitdl Costs:

The Committee's discussion of copitol costs is locking in severol respects. First,
the Commillee ignores lhe}ighly conslgliyffllllglgl4f inf |otionory effeos
embedded in the Droft Au;iEsffi:- The Aurhoriry hos plonned for
polentiof inflotionory effects thot equol some $30 billion or I f3 of the copitol
cost. This number is substontiolly higher thon slqndord inflotionory estimotes,
Second, the Droft Business Plon hqs provided subsfonriol contingencies to deol
with overruns. Third, the Committee's ossertion lhot copilol costs dre not
understood ol the l57o design level is on opinion with which we disogree.

\

s0

+.-"
The Commitiee's commentory on the Demond Forecosis employed by lhe
Auihority is without foundotion. The demond model hos been independently
peer-reviewed, by recognized experts, including some recommended by the
UC lnstitute of Tronsporlotion Studies. Moreover, the Committee ignole!,Lhe
breok-even onolysis thot shows the robustness of the demond%ffii -

f s Thot is the cruciol

l tr estioned lhose

I results. Nevertheless, lhere exists extensive documentotion on the ridership

lmodel thot is ovoiloble for public review, ond wos olso published os

\orochment to the Droft Business Plon. The Committee's discussion of the
Yidership model is therefore grotuitous ond without foundotion.
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The Commillee ottempts lo compore the cost per mile of o light roil syslem

built in urbon oreos with o high speed roil system buih subslontiolly outside of
urbon oreos. Such o comporison is meoningless.

The Committee demonstroies o complele misundersionding of the ICS

construction. lt noles os o more imporiont foctor. thot no low or high estimole
is given. However, o ploin reoding of the Finonce Plon ond Business Plon
shows thqt the ICS will be construcied up to 130 miles. lts octuol length moy

"s
'y

I

I

\
(o

vory slightly to the extent thot lond

I proceed under o design-build conlroct, thereby
minimizing even further lhe octuol risk of conslruction cost overruns. The
foilure of ihe Committee to either discuss the octuol feotures of lhe ICS

consiruction is o significont defect in their report, one eosily ovoidoble through
even rudimenlory onolysis ond consultotion.

The Committee should hove recognized lhoi os the ICS costs were copped ot
$68 (YOE), the |OS-north ond |OS-south cosl eslimqles included the full
incorporotion of high ond low cost scenorios, thereby compensoting for the
possible olternotives within the IOS (which includes the ICS section),

Risk Minimizolion:

ln this section, the Commitlee reveol(ils lrue bios, dhich is thot the funds
should be tronsferred f rom the CentroT-lfolfeTldThose ends of the system

The consiont reference io neorly 28 million possengers using regionol tronsit
systems ond comporing ihot lo the I million Son Jooquin possengers of todoy
is totolly misleoding, The high-speed roil system is no regionol tronsit system
ond the construction of the ICS is ihe first step to connect the metropoliton
cenlers of northern Colifornio with the metropolitqn centers of southern
Colifornio. A similor comporison between the number of people moking
outomobile trips every doy ond those ioking tronsit would not leod to the
desired decision lo invest in roil lronsil systems rother thon more freewoys.

environmentol I
I

edge the \

where greoier populoiions ore found, This hos been o persistent line of
ottock on the high speed roil plon. Unfortunolely, the Committee's onolysis is

deeply flowed. ll ossumes, with no evidence, thot fundinq could be shified to
'in-65Fptfpcrs ,,

ffiffirtEddl Us-rtrti-rh is m h Ln s

ffieorlierinqUeslioningthe|CS;irisnotololl
cleor thol Prop I A funds could be used in the monner sug geste;l-To-lT;EE;f
ii-6TSS O million specificolly identified for inlerconnectivity; funds thot would
olso be in queslion if the Commillee's ultimote recommendotions ore
odopted). This is especiolly true in oreos thoi hove no current plons for
electrificoti t

.U
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Unfortunotely, this entire section of lhe reporl is devoid of criticol onolysis of
whot would hoppen in reoliry if the Commiiiee recommendotions were I
odopted. The Committee seems unowore or unconcerned ihot-!lagrowing I
level of cooperotion between the CHSRA ond regionol roil opiirotorsrv-Duld [,

Conclusions

The CHSRA hos ocknowledged ihot lhere will be chollenges to overcome in

developing o complex HSR progrom for Colifornio. At lhe some time, the
benefils ore mony, in terms of short ond long term economic developmeni,
smort growth, ond the ovoidonce of more cosily ond domoging mobility
olternotives. The risks of going forword must be understood ond monoged.
The Commitlee's onolysis of lhose risks is open to question on mony grounds
(by its own ierms the Report indicoles il connot reolly ossess lhe proiect until
the finol Business Plon is developed). Perhops mosi imporlont. the Committee
did not consider, oddress or thG rilks of not proceedinq with the

opportunities for

tronsporlotion needs omong olhers.

Of greolest importonce, lhe Reporl foils lo oddress o1 ocknoy4lgg!
greoter costs of meeting the Stote's mob lh=e obsence of

lon hos
exponied highwoys, roods, ond oirport focilities ore significonlly higher
their environmentol impocts for more serious. There ore no cleor

iloble sources of funding those mobility olternolives. which, unlike HSR,

re billions of dollors for ongoing mointenonce support.

Sincerely,

;p
Thomos J. Umberg, Choir
Colifornio High-Speed Roil Authority

lhe leporl presenls o norrow, inoccurole ond superficiol ossessmenl of
ihe HSR progromr il does o disservice to policy-mokers who musl confronl
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Cc:

Hon. Bob Huff, Senate Republican-Elect Leader
Hon. Mark DeSaulnier, Chair, Senate Transportation and Housing
Committee
Hon. Ted Gaines, Vice Chair, Senate Transportation and Housing
Committee
Hon. Alan Lowenthal, Chair, Senate Select Committee on High Speed Rail
Hon. Bonnie Lowenthal, Chair, Assembly Transportation Committee
Hon. Kevin Jeffries, Vice Chair, Assembly Transportation Committee
Hon. Cathleen Galgiani, Chair, Assembly Select Committee on High-Speed
Rail for California
Hon. Bill Lockyer, State Treasurer
Hon. John Chiang, State Controller
Mac Taylor, State Legislative Analyst
Ken Alex, Director, Governor's Office of Planning and Research
Ana Matosantos, Director, Depaftment of Finance
Traci Stevens, Acting Secretary, Business Transportation and Housing
Agency
Members, California High Speed Rail Authority
Roelof van Ark, Chief Executive Offlcer, California High Speed Rail Authority
Members, California High Speed Rail Peer Review Group

Karen Hedlund, Administrator, Federal Railroad Administration
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CAL'FQRNIA
High-Speed Roil AulhoritY

January 16, 2012

Mr. Will Kempton

Chair, California High Speed Rail Legislative Peer Review Group

c/o Orange County Transportation Authority

550 S. Main Street

Orange, CA 92863

Dear Will:

On behalf of the California High Speed Rail Authority, we would like to

request a series of steps going forward to improve our communications and

better serve the policy review process. We all share a desire to avoid a

repetition of the recent events where our positions were played out in a

hyper-intensive media environment. Moreover, we would like to assure

that at a minimum, we have a common understanding of the issues,

assumptions and data underlying the Authority's Funding and Draft Business

plans, which would then allow the Peer Review Group to render its opinions

to the Legislature.

Your report on the proposed Funding Plan indicated that the Group plans to
issue a separate report on the draft 2012 Business Plan, consistent with the
public comment period on that document. Our request is that the Group

delay issuance of such a report for several reasons. First, your recent

report addressed many issues that are at the heart of the draft Business

Plan, including fundin& organization and so forth. Second, you know from
informal discussions that we continue to review that plan and it would not
be surprising if there were significant changes in the next version. Ftnally,

we believe that a more productive procedure should be put into place that
involves meeting and consultation prior to the Group issuing its reports, to
reduce potential misunderstandings and to provide an opportunity for
dialogue, for answering questions from your members and interaction on

different ideas.
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For our part, we propose to make members of the Board and key staff
available for meeting and discussion with the Group prior to the issuance of
a revised version of our Business plan, to afford your members an
opportunity to ask questions and provide their thoughts.

Please let us know at the earliest opportunity if this proposal is acceptable
to you.

Sincerely,

Tom Umberg
Board Chairman

cc: Mr. Roelofvan Ark, CEO
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1 Board member


