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in the labor force, those issues are 
roadblocked. 

b 1845 

There is a stop sign that has been put 
up here in the House of Representa-
tives that basically says we shouldn’t 
do any of that, that government has no 
role in any of those issues. I would 
challenge that philosophy. I would 
challenge that philosophy with the 
Founding Fathers. 

Our colleagues on the right often 
talk about we ought to do what the 
Founding Fathers did. Well, one of the 
things that George Washington, one of 
the Founding Fathers, did was to turn 
to Alexander Hamilton and say, De-
velop a strategy for American manu-
facturing, for building the American 
economy. So Hamilton went off, prob-
ably talked to a few people, and came 
back with a lengthy report, which you 
would never see nowadays, which was 
like 30 pages. And in that document, he 
laid out a strategy for building the 
American economy. 

Interestingly, guess what he talked 
about. He talked about trade. He 
talked about infrastructure. Among 
the infrastructure that was specifically 
in the plan that Hamilton presented to 
George Washington, who then pre-
sented it to the Congress, was canals. 
And shortly thereafter, about 30 years 
later, the Erie Canal. 

Here in Washington, the Chesapeake 
and Ohio Canal, the canal on the Poto-
mac River. It also talked about roads. 
It talked about ports. Those were the 
infrastructure projects of the day. The 
Constitution, by the way, says that the 
Federal Government must maintain 
and build postal roads. Infrastructure, 
we talk about that nearly all the time 
we are here. 

Research. At that period of time, 
Thomas Jefferson—not exactly in 
league with the representatives from 
New England, but nonetheless—was 
pushing forward the research agenda 
and the education agenda. Go back to 
the Founding Fathers, pick up those 
elements of economic growth that they 
put on the American agenda in the 
very earliest days of this Nation, and 
carry those forward. 

We are not a shy country; but if one 
would look at the policies emanating 
from the Congress today, you would 
think that we are a country that does 
not envision the necessity of grabbing 
the strength of the past and using 
those elements that have created the 
economic growth and pushing them 
forward. 

We can, and we must, do this. And as 
we do it, I want to go back to where we 
started today’s discussion, and that is, 
we started this discussion with the role 
of women in our economy. 77 cents. 
Equal pay? No, no. A man will earn $1; 
and a woman at the same job, same 
skill sets, same tenure on the job will 
earn 77 cents across this Nation. In my 
own district, it is 85 cents. 

A woman working full time at min-
imum wage cannot earn enough money 

in this Nation to feed her child and pay 
the rent. A woman in this Nation with 
a child, she has a job, the child gets 
sick: she is faced with a dilemma. 

We need to address these issues; and 
we must keep in mind the Make It In 
America agenda, the jobs agenda that 
we push forward; and we must always 
remember that when women succeed, 
America will succeed. 

And with that, I thank my colleagues 
Mr. TONKO, Mr. HONDA, the three 
women that joined us earlier, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Ms. HAHN, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 
for bringing this message to the Amer-
ican people and to our colleagues here 
on the floor. 

And I yield to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. TONKO) to wrap up. 

Mr. TONKO. I will just indicate that 
not far from the 20th Congressional 
District in upstate New York is the 
Women’s Hall of Fame. And just re-
cently, our leader, Minority Leader 
NANCY PELOSI, was inducted into that 
hall of fame. We think of the stories of 
women in the chronicles of American 
history, the women who embraced sac-
rifice and struggled to make a dif-
ference. Think of what happens when 
we empower the inexorable outcomes 
that they have journeyed through over 
the course of our history. Think of the 
empowerment that comes. So with the 
vision of progressive orders of reform, 
our best days lie ahead; and we can de-
liver that hope that we are challenged 
to deliver. 

So it has been tremendous speaking 
with you and our colleagues on the 
floor here this evening. Let’s move for-
ward and provide that hope to Amer-
ica’s working families. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank you for the hour, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

f 

CALIFORNIA’S HIGH-SPEED RAIL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LAMALFA) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, our sub-
ject here tonight is about California’s 
high-speed rail project, a project that 
was voted in in 2008 by the voters of 
California with approximately $9 bil-
lion worth of bonds to help fund what 
would be a project that would seek out-
side private investment as well, a 
project that would link San Francisco 
to Los Angeles with possible additional 
spurs to Sacramento and San Diego. It 
has run into large funding problems 
and such. So the subject of our time to-
night is that we see that there are huge 
problems with the funding and where 
will the funding come from. 

I have my colleagues here from Cali-
fornia, as well, who would like to speak 
on this subject. First of all, I would 
like to yield to my good friend and col-
league from the north San Joaquin 
Valley, Congressman JEFF DENHAM, 
who has been a leader on this issue 

here in Congress as well as chairs the 
Subcommittee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure, which deals directly 
with rail and this issue. So, Congress-
man DENHAM, I would love to hear from 
you tonight. 

Mr. DENHAM. I thank the gentleman 
from California. 

I, as many other Californians at one 
time, supported the California high- 
speed rail project. It was initially sup-
posed to be a $33 billion project with 
equal amounts coming not only from 
the California taxpayers, in the form of 
a bond, but also private investors and 
the Federal Government. 

Yet this $33 billion project has 
ballooned up to $100 billion. So what do 
they do for cost controls? They cut off 
the very legs that Mr. LAMALFA talked 
about, the section going to Sac-
ramento, the section going to San 
Diego; but, still, it is a $68 billion 
project with a more than $26 billion 
hole just in the first initial operating 
segment alone. 

Tomorrow, as chair of the Sub-
committee on Railroads, we will be dis-
cussing a review of the challenges fac-
ing California’s high-speed rail. 

I want to reiterate I believe that 
high-speed rail is our future. I believe 
that as a growing economy, with more 
trucks and goods movement on the 
road, with more goods movement on 
rail that we have to look at alternative 
opportunities to move people. High- 
speed rail is one of those opportunities. 

But in Florida, a project that is being 
done by private investors will have no 
ongoing subsidy. They need no Federal 
dollars. Texas will have its own high- 
speed rail system, again, with private 
dollars, no ongoing subsidy. Yet here in 
California, you have a $68 billion 
project with no private investor, with 
huge subsidies and overruns, and a 
project that cannot even get out of the 
initial gate. 

So where we are today: California has 
no money to meet its Federal obliga-
tion. On November 14, we had a court 
decision that came back and said that 
they cannot spend the $9.95 billion that 
was approved by voters because they 
had failed to complete a full business 
plan. So with no dollars available, the 
Governor came out this week and said 
that we are going to use $250 million of 
the cap-and-trade dollars, cap-and- 
trade dollars that were supposed to be 
used for environmentally friendly 
projects. Yet this project is going to be 
a net polluter, a net polluter for at 
least the next 30 years. So how he 
could come up with a legality of using 
these cap-and-trade dollars I think is 
in question. 

But I think a bigger issue is a timing 
issue: $180 million is due April 1. The 
Antideficiency Act says that the State 
has to have its first set of matches, and 
that 50/50 match is due April 1. Yet the 
legislature is not even going to vote on 
this new budget and this theoretical 
$250 million in funds until, at the ear-
liest, late June. California budgets usu-
ally come in in August, and I think it 
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is a real question on whether liberals 
and conservatives can agree on wheth-
er or not this environmental money 
will be used on high-speed rail. 

But specifically on the operating seg-
ment, itself, the judge has said not 
only that they need to come up with 
the money on this initial construction 
segment, which stops in Bakersfield— 
so now we are going to have two sets of 
rail that stop in Bakersfield, and then 
you have to get on a bus to get across 
the Tehachapis. But they don’t even 
have the funding for the initial oper-
ating section, which goes all the way 
to Palmdale. You won’t be able to get 
the speed that they need going around, 
instead of through, the Tehachapis; 
and they have a $20 billion funding gap 
in that first segment. 

So some real questions: Are they 
going to meet the timeline of April 1? 
Is using the cap-and-trade dollars actu-
ally legal? And, third, this huge fund-
ing gap, where does that money come 
from? I think the Federal taxpayers 
across the Nation need to be asking the 
question, If you are going to subsidize 
all of California’s high-speed rail 
projects, where do the matching dollars 
come from? If they could use the $9.95 
billion, it is still not enough money. So 
if California can’t come up with the 
Federal match, what are the teeth that 
the Federal Government has to be able 
to hold California up to that Federal 
obligation? 

We have some real questions that are 
going to be coming out tomorrow. The 
FRA has altered its approach. Once 
they realized that they couldn’t do a 
50/50 match, they went to a tapered 
match. That means that the Federal 
Government is going to come in with 
their money first, and then, hopefully, 
someday the State will come up with 
its matching dollars in a tapered man-
ner. That tapered manner is coming 
through April 1. That is when that first 
$180 million is obligated. 

But I think the real question is, Who 
is making these decisions? Did this go 
all the way up to the President? Was 
the past Department of Transportation 
Secretary or the new Department of 
Transportation Secretary involved in 
this decision? And if California can’t 
come up with this tapered match, will 
they, once again, adjust this outside of 
Congress a second time? 

So we have some real questions on 
what those legalities are. The next 
question would be the contingencies. 
What are the contingencies for the 
Federal Government to recoup its tax-
payer dollars if California defaults on 
its obligations? 

We have some real priorities in Cali-
fornia. And as the Central Valley con-
tinues to suffer with a drought, as our 
schools continue to lag behind, as our 
public safety dollars continue to get 
robbed, is this the best use of our 
money? And should we be investing in 
something that, unlike Texas and Flor-
ida, has no private investors, has no 
State match, has a lot of funding ques-
tions that need to be answered before 
we move forward? 

Mr. LAMALFA. Thank you, Con-
gressman DENHAM. 

Indeed, the more time that goes by 
on this issue, the more problems and 
flaws are exposed in this. This is a 
measure that passed in 2008, was put in 
front of the voters, known as ‘‘Prop 
1(a)’’ at the time that passed by a 52–48 
margin. I think the voters were sold 
something completely different than 
what we are actually seeing as Califor-
nians in the project. 

Congressman DENHAM mentioned 
that the price has ballooned from ap-
proximately what people saw on the 
ballot, $33 billion for that initial San 
Francisco to L.A. segment; and just 1 
year later, it was revised up after the 
voters had voted on it to $42 billion. 
And then we saw that the Sacramento 
segments, the San Diego segments 
were dropped off as even options. 

Interestingly, we have all been in the 
State legislature—Congressman 
DENHAM and myself and another gen-
tleman who will be speaking here in a 
moment—and we saw these numbers go 
past us at a time. And at a hearing 
that was held in the California State 
Senate in November of 2011, it was fi-
nally exposed that their numbers were 
way off, and they admitted that the 
project that voters expected would be 
right near $100 billion to do the San 
Francisco to Los Angeles segment if it 
was going to be truly a high-speed rail 
from port to port. And also during that 
time, in order to build up and say what 
an economic boom it would be, they 
were advertising that 1 million jobs 
would be created by this. 

b 1900 

We pinned them down in that Senate 
hearing that it wasn’t really 1 million 
jobs. It was a term called 1 million job 
years, which really translates out to 
perhaps 20,000 jobs of building the en-
tire system. So we have seen a lot of 
very creative—I would say phony— 
numbers on costs, on benefits, and even 
some of the very highly optimistic rid-
ership numbers as well. 

So, Congressman DENHAM, what does 
that mean in your district here as far 
as what you really think the jobs 
would translate out to? And then what 
are some of the impacts on the prop-
erty involved, as well? 

Mr. DENHAM. Well, certainly, one of 
the big concerns right now is where are 
these jobs? These were stimulus dollars 
that were supposed to be ready for 
shovel-ready projects 5 years ago—5 
years ago—and still not one shovel is 
in the ground. Not one job is created. 
Now, unlike Texas and Florida that are 
creating jobs, that are putting the in-
frastructure in, certainly in California 
they could come up with a better plan. 
They could go along the I–5 corridor. 
They could use the existing rail cor-
ridor that has been abandoned. There 
are other opportunities if they truly 
want to cut costs. But if they don’t 
want to change, they don’t want to re-
vise their budget and they have no pri-
vate investor, the question still re-

mains, what obligation do you have to 
go back to the California taxpayer? 
You are obligating the California tax-
payer for nearly $10 billion, and you 
are not fulfilling the Prop 1A guar-
antee that they voted on. 

So, at a certain point, I believe that 
we have to force the California High- 
Speed Rail Authority to go back to the 
voters and seek approval. Change your 
plans. Go back to the voters and let the 
voters decide. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Indeed, I attempted 
that in 2012 with legislation at the 
time called SB 95 in California to place 
that back in front of the voters, give 
people the option, now that they have 
more information, to say do they real-
ly want to go through with this with 
California’s other issues. You men-
tioned, Mr. DENHAM, the challenges we 
have had with water supply. Even our 
Governor is saying that this is a huge 
priority and a huge problem for Cali-
fornia to face in 2014, and yet we have 
a very difficult time allocating a few 
billion dollars to enhance our water 
storage in California and instead are 
faced with this. 

What would that mean for jobs in the 
valley if we are able to turn the water, 
turn the tap back on to agriculture at 
a fraction of the price of high-speed 
rail? 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. DENHAM. It would be a fraction 

of the price, tens of thousands of jobs 
that would be lost of seeing farmland 
that goes by without being planted this 
year. 

We have a huge drought. There are 
huge issues. And what everybody is 
trying to say is a high-speed rail—keep 
in mind, this initial segment, this ini-
tial operating segment which has a $20 
billion funding gap, is not going to be 
electrified. It will not be high-speed. 
By their numbers, by their plan, this is 
another set of track that will not be 
electrified, that will run as it is being 
run today, with a $20 billion gap. So 
even if you came up with the entire $32 
billion of this initial segment, we are 
still stuck in the same situation that 
we are. We are just that much further 
in the hole. 

Now, I know some of my colleagues 
would say, well, just spend the money 
as quickly as you can. Let’s just spend 
some of it, and like other projects, 
once you have started it, some day the 
money will come. I don’t think we can 
deal with that type of pie-in-the-sky 
rhetoric. I believe we have got to have 
a full funding plan that makes sense, 
one that has a private investor that 
was promised to us. 

We have heard several times that, if 
you just write the legislation, we will 
have a private investor; if you just put 
it on the ballot and approve it by the 
legislature before it actually goes to 
the voters, we will have private inves-
tors that will sign on to this. Then it 
was right after the ballot passed, we 
have nearly $10 billion committed to by 
the taxpayers, for sure we are going to 
have a private investor now. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:02 Jan 15, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00032 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K14JA7.053 H14JAPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
6T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H217 January 14, 2014 
Five years later, after the Federal 

Government has come up with several 
billion dollars, after the voters are now 
on the hook for $10 billion, and still 
today there is no private investor. You 
would be a fool to invest in this. This 
isn’t Florida’s project. This isn’t 
Texas’ project. This is a project with a 
huge funding gap that still is not going 
to be electrified—by their plan. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Indeed, when we look 
at the project in totality here, what 
ended up being $100 billion to be legal 
under Proposition 1A, to have a true 
high-speed rail—which is required—to 
go from San Francisco to L.A. at a 
high speed, 2 hours and 40 minutes, a 
$100 billion project was revised now 
down to a $68 billion project, which 
does not include high-speed all the way 
to San Francisco in the north. It would 
stop at the San Jose area, and then you 
are required to use local transpor-
tation, local light rail, what have you, 
to get all the way up to San Francisco. 
And at the southern end, you have, in 
L.A. County, it doesn’t go to downtown 
Los Angeles under the new plan. It 
would stop somewhere in the north, re-
mote north L.A. County portion. So it 
isn’t truly high-speed rail anymore. 

As you mentioned, too, Mr. DENHAM, 
on that, if they take the Palmdale 
route, they probably can’t even sustain 
those speeds. So it is illegal on that 
count that it probably can’t make a 2- 
hour-and-40-minute ride. And with 
that, you have three different seg-
ments. So if you have to buy three dif-
ferent tickets, I don’t know how the 
customers are being suited by three 
different stops like that, as well. 

We were told back in the day that 
the price of a ticket would somehow be 
tied to 85 percent of what an airline 
ticket was to go from north to south or 
south to north; and a real estimate, if 
this were self-sustaining, it would be 
somewhere maybe triple of that. 

So the impacts of that, again, Cali-
fornia agriculturally with water supply 
is struggling this year. So for a frac-
tion of the amount of money it would 
take to bolster California’s storage, we 
are going to spend perhaps what would 
have been $100 billion—in the revised 
number, $68 billion—to do an illegal 
Prop 1A version from south San Jose to 
north Los Angeles. That is a $55 billion 
gap on the entire project right there. 

We can only point to $13 billion 
worth of funding, the 9.9 from the bond. 
Bonds have consequences. They have to 
be paid back by an already financially 
strapped State. As well, the 3.5 billion 
or so that is promised from the Federal 
Government under the 2009 stimulus 
has strings, too. It has an expiration 
period. 

Please embellish on that a little bit, 
Mr. DENHAM, because we know there 
are some very important deadlines 
coming on that as well, if we can. 

Mr. DENHAM. There are important 
deadlines. Again, this is part of the 
Antideficiency Act that says the 50/50 
match now is coming due for the State. 
So April 1, $180 million is due. The 

question for the Governor is: Where is 
that money going to come from? We 
can’t just continue to change dead-
lines. And the question to the adminis-
tration is: Are you going to continue to 
allow California not to guarantee its 
matching funds? It is going against the 
Antideficiency Act, the reason that is 
put into law. 

Mr. LAMALFA. California just passed 
a recent tax known as Prop 30 last 
year, 2012, that was going to pay for a 
whole lot of things, go for a lot of dif-
ferent measures with perhaps schools 
and other infrastructure. We had 
talked about cap-and-trade. You can 
even point to truck fees, that they are 
all now trying to be shifted towards 
high-speed rail instead of other prior-
ities. I wonder if that is what the vot-
ers’ intentions were on Prop 30 or on 
their truck fees or weight fees, et 
cetera. 

So I think there has been a lot of de-
ception around this, again, on cost and 
on ridership. As I mentioned a minute 
ago, if it has been revised down to a $68 
billion plan, we can only point to, for 
sure, approximately $13 billion from 
Fed stimulus and the State bond. 
Where does the other $55 billion go to 
build what is really an illegal plan? 
Where is it going to come from? 

Mr. DENHAM, you mentioned we 
haven’t seen the private-sector money 
from anywhere, yet you can point to, 
recently, a proposal came out for an 
east coast plan to build a maglev, mag-
netic levitation train, that would link 
east coast urban centers, and there are 
already interested investors from 
Japan on that with much more modern 
technology. You can say that rail isn’t 
new technology because it is wheels 
still running on a steel rail. And in 
California, which is supposed to lead 
the way in technology and innovation, 
we are really not leading on this at all. 

So what do you see as far as the prob-
lems with that bigger funding gap? And 
then, bringing that back, what is that 
going to do for our economy? 

Mr. DENHAM. Well, certainly, we are 
falling way behind the rest of the 
world. Other technologies are starting 
to flourish in other parts of the world, 
yet here this project will take at least 
30 years but, more likely, 50 to 60 based 
on where they are currently standing 
on the project. So this is something 
that will be far outdated technology if 
it ever gets completed. 

But the real question is on the fund-
ing. Where is the commitment? This 
President certainly could look for or 
come up with other money. He could 
propose other money to fulfill this 
project. Not even Democrats will sup-
port that. That is not a Republican 
issue. This is an issue across the Na-
tion saying, why would we come up 
with money, when we are starved 
across the Nation, to throw at a project 
in California that is being mis-
managed? 

I think that there are real questions 
there not only for the administration 
but private investors that are not will-

ing to sink money into a failing 
project. They don’t know what they 
are on the hook for. They don’t know 
how long of a commute this will be or 
what the ridership numbers will ever 
be. 

Even by this entire plan, there are 
too many stops. Whether you talk to 
the Rail Authority or whether you talk 
to investors around the world, with 
that many stops in those locations, 
you will never get to the 220-miles-per- 
hour speed, and you will never get to 2 
hours and 40 minutes. 

This thing is full of holes. It makes 
no sense for voters, and voters should 
have a say-so on whether or not they 
are going to commit any initial money 
or any further money as we move for-
ward. This is about our future, not 
yours and mine, but our kids, our 
grandkids, and the type of debt that we 
saddle them with. At a certain point, I 
think that not only Californians, but 
Americans, need to wake up and say 
whether or not this is a project that 
deserves an investment. 

Can we do things smarter? Can we do 
things like Florida and Texas? I don’t 
think Florida and Texas are going to 
be alone. I think there will be other 
States that step up and find ways to do 
high-speed rail and find ways to make 
a commonsense solution in their 
States. 

But in this State, this project is 
flawed. It is initially flawed by $20 bil-
lion, but certainly by more than $55 
billion if we decide to move forward. At 
a certain point, you have to ask, how 
much is enough? I would say that now 
is enough. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Indeed, when the 
stimulus money first started coming 
available, there were other States that 
applied for high-speed rail money, such 
as Florida, Ohio, and Wisconsin. I be-
lieve that after they looked at their 
numbers, ran the figures on projects 
that were eligible for that stimulus 
money, they turned that money back 
and went back into this pool. Of 
course, California said it wants it; but 
interestingly, it would have been a 
much smaller portion had California 
been sharing with those other States 
what Federal money would have come 
to the State. So the other ones said, 
We have looked at the numbers, and we 
are turning that money back in. 

I think we ought to apply some of the 
same logic as the other States looked 
at when they had Federal money avail-
able, eligible funds, that they indeed 
turned back. 

So I really appreciate your leadership 
on this, Congressman DENHAM, and we 
will be doing a lot more to make sure 
this is held accountable to the public 
here. I look forward to your hearing to-
morrow on this matter. 

Mr. DENHAM. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. LAMALFA. We are also joined by 
a colleague from the lower San Joaquin 
Valley area of the State for whom this 
issue is very important, very key to his 
district as well, on the impact of the 
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rail route as well as the economy, as 
well as what it means for the taxpayers 
of the State and the entire country. In-
deed, this has an effect on national tax-
payers and the budget as well. So peo-
ple in other 49 States are looking at 
what is going on here and saying, Why 
is our Federal money going into some-
thing that can’t possibly work out? 

And so I know we are all willing to 
help people in other States with sen-
sible infrastructure projects. That is 
the way it works in this country with 
our interstate system that President 
Eisenhower had the vision for back in 
the day. And yes, there might have 
been naysayers there, but you could ac-
tually point to positive results in 
something that works long term and 
other infrastructure projects that were 
invested in, but this one here, the num-
bers just don’t run. 

So my colleague, DAVID VALADAO 
from the valley, has got very great 
concerns and has been very strong in 
leading in his area too, as well, on 
what are the impacts going to be, what 
are the costs. 

I would like to yield to Congressman 
DAVID VALADAO. 

Mr. VALADAO. I thank the gen-
tleman rice farmer from northern Cali-
fornia for the opportunity to speak 
here today. 

Where do you start with something 
like this? I grew up a dairy farmer in 
Kings County and continue to be a 
dairy farmer in Kings County to this 
day. I spent my first 2 years in elected 
office in the California State Legisla-
ture on a budget subcommittee and 
watched as this project moved along; 
and right before election when this was 
passed back in ’08 and up until my elec-
tion in 2010, the project didn’t seem 
that bad. It seemed like something 
that was just voted on and put on the 
shelf and they would continue to build 
on it. Then, at the last minute, some 
money showed up and it basically put 
this project in high gear, and the 
project wasn’t ready for it. 

As the Congressman from the north-
ern part of the valley mentioned ear-
lier, there is no real plan. When you 
show up at the last minute and say, 
‘‘Here. Here is some money. Start 
building right away,’’ as if it is shovel 
ready, it set this project up for a real-
ly, really tough time. 

b 1915 

What we are facing now today, we see 
a train system being built, a high-speed 
rail, and like was mentioned earlier, 
older technology. Forty years ago, rail 
with wheels was the technology. Now 
maglev is the new technology. So to 
see a project that is starting today 
with technology that is already 40 
years old that probably won’t be run-
ning for another 30 years, I think we 
are setting ourselves up for failure. 

When you look at what else has been 
going on with this project, as far as 
what the opportunities are, when you 
look at my district specifically, Cali-
fornia District 21, you have got com-

munities like Hanford, Corcoran, 
Wasco, who all rely on a system that 
we have today, Amtrak. Amtrak 
doesn’t really pay its bills, but it gets 
people from A to B, and it serves its 
purpose. You have got a system there 
where people who live in those commu-
nities are able to get to the doctor in 
Fresno or get to the doctor in Bakers-
field or get to work, but a small, com-
muter train that gets them where they 
need to be for relatively low cost. 

You look at high-speed rail, and as 
the map that was up on the screen ear-
lier showed, what we have there is a 
track that will basically pass from 
Hanford, if Hanford ever gets built, but 
for sure Fresno to Bakersfield, and it 
leaves all of the people in California 21 
basically out to dry. That is sad. I 
mean, when you see a project that was 
supposed to help those less fortunate, 
or those people who need it the most, 
you have a project now that is actually 
going to hurt them and put potentially 
at risk what they have today, Amtrak, 
their mode of transportation. 

Because this project lacks so much 
money, that is why it puts us in that 
position. We have a system in place 
that is built on someone else’s train 
tracks. It is on Burlington Northern’s 
train tracks in my area, and I am sure 
it is on other tracks in other parts of 
the State, but if the project that they 
have today starts to move forward and 
they run out of money like we expect 
them to do, part of the plan is to move 
Amtrak over there. So what happens to 
those stations in my district? That is 
just one of the issues I see. 

In California 21, like I mentioned ear-
lier, and a good portion of the valley, 
we face a water shortage, a drought. 
Some of that is natural, but a lot of 
that is regulatory. We have also got a 
severe lack of infrastructure to deliver 
water. We have Tempered Flats and we 
have Pikes Reservoir, we have a lot of 
infrastructure that needs to be built, 
and that is infrastructure that would 
benefit not just California but the 
whole State in general. 

When you look at a project like high- 
speed rail, if that project was to go for-
ward and be built, you would have a 
high-speed rail that most people 
couldn’t afford to ride. 

If you build water infrastructure, you 
now have water to grow products, 
water to feed families, water for our 
communities, and once you have that, 
you start to grow crops and produce 
product. You start to improve an econ-
omy and produce a product that you 
actually can sell and bring dollars back 
into your community. That, in my 
opinion, makes a lot more sense. 

Education. California has struggled 
with funding for education for years. 
We have seen plenty of programs that 
were cut out or cut back or just flat 
out gotten rid of. If you have a project 
like high-speed rail spending money 
when they are not prepared for it, when 
we should be investing in our future, 
education, making sure our kids have 
the best opportunities, the best founda-

tion to bring, to improve our economy, 
to be good, productive members of our 
society and to make a real difference— 
I think education should be our first 
priority. 

You look at everything we could be 
spending money on. Right now in Cali-
fornia, we have been letting prisoners 
out of prisons because we don’t have 
enough money to build facilities for 
them and to keep some of the commu-
nity correctional facilities open. There 
is a lot going on, and we have to be 
spending money on a project like this 
when we should be focusing on some-
thing that helps keep our communities 
safe. 

Those are all things that we should 
be paying attention to that we are not 
because of this project. They are in a 
hurry to build this project right now 
because they say it creates jobs, but, 
like was pointed out earlier, those 
numbers are all bogus. They were 
pushed up. They were not honest num-
bers. We are starting to see this project 
that will put our children and grand-
children into debt for a long time for a 
small amount of jobs that we really 
can’t account for and we can’t ensure 
will be our own community jobs. 

So this is something that has had me 
concerned my whole time in the legis-
lature, and I have talked about it for a 
long time. It is something that I am 
going to continue to fight. It needs to 
be talked about and pushed out there. 

The more people who get involved— 
you take groups like my Kings County 
group of residents who have sued the 
State and sued the Federal Govern-
ment over this project. When they first 
got involved, they looked at this 
project and said this is going to affect 
our families and homes, let’s fight it. 
Once they started getting into the de-
tails and saw where the funding was 
coming from, or the lack of funding, 
the amount of deceit that goes into 
this project just to get it rammed down 
our throats, they decided to keep fight-
ing no matter what, even though the 
alignment was moved off their prop-
erty across town to another part of 
town. The high-speed rail people 
thought all of these people will back 
off now because it doesn’t affect them 
personally, but once they knew what 
was really in this project, they thought 
there is no way we can let this fight go. 
So the group actually grew. 

Now that the new constituents were 
affected by the new alignment, the new 
guys joined with the old guys and the 
group grew. Now they have moved the 
alignment back. The first group is con-
tinuing to fight, and the second group 
is in it as well. It is just amazing how 
the more you get to know about this 
project and how it is being pushed and 
how it is being run, the more you want 
to fight it, and the more you want to 
shut this thing down. 

Just to close, California high-speed 
rail comes at a tremendous cost to tax-
payers while delivering no benefit to 
my constituents. This project will de-
stroy homes and businesses throughout 
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California’s 21st Congressional District 
and divert precious tax dollars away 
from water infrastructure, public safe-
ty, and education. 

I will continue to uphold my promise 
to my constituents and do whatever I 
have in my power to stop this project 
as fast as possible. 

Mr. LAMALFA. One question: a com-
mission, a board in California, recently 
moved to the three-person board to au-
thorize the rail authority to start con-
demning property under eminent do-
main. Of course, there is going to be a 
lot of resistance. Kings County is a hot 
bed of resistance to this project. The 
eminent domain procedures are not 
easy or cheap to get through a court 
process. They are already moved to 
condemn two pieces of property, I be-
lieve, in Fresno County, and I believe 
there are at least 380 that may have to 
go through this process. How do your 
constituents feel about the forced tak-
ing of land and an alignment that 
doesn’t make a lot of sense and some of 
the infrastructure that might be lost in 
these communities? 

Mr. VALADAO. Over the years, there 
have been a lot of things built in the 
valley—freeways, just different things 
that obviously needed to be built for 
the good of the State. Farmers, and 
constituents in general, if they under-
stand why it is being taken and it 
makes sense for the State, usually it is 
an easy deal. 

But once they get involved in the de-
tails of this project and start to see 
how they are being treated themselves 
and how the project is going to end up 
looking, because it is pretty apparent 
with the lack of funding and with the 
rest of the Federal Government look-
ing at this project and understanding 
that it is pretty much ruined now be-
cause of the management, they are not 
happy. They are fighting this thing 
tooth and nail. 

When it comes down to their own 
personal property, obviously they are 
offended with some of the prices and 
some of the numbers they are seeing. If 
they owned the property or if their 
family owned it, if it is a generational 
thing, or just in general an eyesore 
running alongside their home, affecting 
how they drive to work or how they 
move around the district in general, it 
is just offensive to many of them, de-
pending on the different route or how 
you want to approach it. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Indeed. Let me ask 
you, too: How easy is to relocate a ren-
dering plant? A rendering plant, that is 
a facility that processes dead agricul-
tural animals, which happens, and so 
they need to be taken to be processed, 
and one of those is right in your dis-
trict, I understand. 

Mr. VALADAO. We have a rendering 
plant that is right in the middle of the 
alignment as the alignment is today. 
Obviously, the alignment moves on a 
weekly basis, but the rendering plant 
has been in the alignment twice now. 
The first time, and we are back in 
there again. 

As far as permitting for a new ren-
dering plant, back in 2006 during the 
heat wave, we struggled in the Central 
Valley to handle the amount of ani-
mals that were needing to be processed 
at that time. Permitting for a new fa-
cility was nearly impossible, and we 
were never able to upgrade or expand 
the facilities. So to actually build a 
new one today I would say is nearly 
impossible. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Is the high-speed rail 
authority guaranteeing to help or see 
through as part of the environmental 
documents to help make sure this is re-
placed or other infrastructure is re-
placed? There are dairies in line. 
Again, in California, securing a permit 
for a new dairy has become nearly an 
impossibility, as my colleague in the 
dairy industry would probably report. 
So there are a lot of people weighing in 
on that. Relocating the dairy, these are 
facilities and lands that have been for 
generations of families that have been 
there. Is anything being taken into ac-
count on the authority helping with 
these processes as part of the impact 
they are having? 

Mr. VALADAO. We have no guaran-
tees on any of that. Some of the things 
that affect some of our constituents, 
somebody that has a restaurant and 
the high-speed rail goes through their 
property, they go in and give them 
what they assume is the value of that, 
but no one takes into account replace-
ment value. Or they bought their first 
home when prices were high, and now 
prices have come down, and now it is 
an opportunity for high-speed rail to 
come in and offer them market price, 
which basically leaves that person 
homeless and in debt. So there are a lot 
of situations. 

We have farmers with long-term 
leases on property who do not own the 
property, but own the permanent crop 
on top of that. High-speed rail hasn’t 
taken into account the value of that 
crop on top. People will invest $10,000 
to $15,000 an acre to get trees planted, 
and if they are only buying the land for 
the value of the land but not what is on 
top of that land, that obviously will 
put a lot of people upside down in a 
really bad position and affect a lot of 
jobs. 

One of the biggest economic drivers 
in the valley, and in California, we ex-
port a lot of agricultural products. 
That brings a lot of dollars in. That 
will have an impact on our economy as 
well. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Indeed. We are both 
from long time farming families. I 
think when you are a farmer, or any 
business that is multi-generational, 
but especially on the land, you develop 
a bond. You develop a love of the land 
that you don’t really put a price on. I 
think most farmers will farm until 
they can’t farm any more, either due 
to age or regulations taking it away 
from them, or whatever. So how do you 
put a price on my family, raising the 
fifth generation, and you and your 
neighbors, you have multi-generations 

as well. How do you put a market price 
on your legacy? Someone is coming in 
from Sacramento or Washington say-
ing we think it is worth that. It may be 
worth infinitely more to you and your 
family and the generations behind you. 
How do you quantify that? 

Mr. VALADAO. Well, you can’t. 
When it is a project necessary for the 
benefit of the country, benefit of the 
State, one that actually makes sense 
with a good plan behind it, it is a little 
easier to swallow, but when you see 
this project in general and how big of a 
disaster it has been and how little in-
formation has been out to the public, 
how they plan on funding it, how they 
plan on moving forward, if people are 
going to be able to actually afford to 
ride this thing, it makes it that much 
worse. This is important. I mean, when 
you look at how hard some people have 
worked to build their homes and build 
their farms and companies, we have 
restaurants and we have a little bit of 
everything that is being affected by 
this. When you see their blood, sweat 
and tears, you can’t put a price on 
that. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Certainly. Eminent 
domain is something that governments 
should use very reluctantly, very rare-
ly, and only when there is no other op-
tion available. My farm has been af-
fected by that as well with the large 
towers, the power lines that move basi-
cally from hydroelectric projects in the 
northeast part of the State down to the 
San Francisco Bay area. It is some-
thing that affects our fields, but it is 
part of the greater good. Our tractors 
have to drive around those now and fig-
ure out how to still keep straight lines 
going through towers running at an 
angle, and you have ag aircraft that 
have to tangle with avoiding wires and 
flying over the towers at 200 feet and 
trying to drop seed or fertilizer, things 
like that. So we get some pretty 
strange streaks in our fields because of 
that infrastructure, but it is impor-
tant. We want the folks in the Bay area 
to have that. 

Eminent domain isn’t always very 
fair. What I am seeing here is the 
promises, if there are any promises 
made by the high-speed rail authority, 
to truly keep people whole on this and 
give them options, and as you men-
tioned, the alignment changes fre-
quently. We are not even sure if they 
have a full 520-mile alignment decided 
yet. They could have gone for a more 
low-impact route, perhaps putting it 
down the middle of Interstate 5 or adja-
cent to it, using parts of 99, perhaps. 

Mr. VALADAO. Or maybe fill in gaps 
where Amtrak doesn’t serve today. 
Currently, if you want to go from Ba-
kersfield to L.A., you get on a bus. 
There is no connection there. That 
would have been a great place to start 
this project. 

b 1930 

That is one of the arguments we 
have. When you have got a project of 
this size and such a percentage of the 
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money that is needed to build this 
project, you can see the failure coming. 
But you have to make sure that what-
ever resources are spent are spent in a 
way that benefits the overall majority 
of the people. 

Right now, if you are riding Amtrak 
from Fresno to L.A. and you get off at 
Bakersfield and you get on that Grey-
hound bus and ride over the hill, I am 
sure Greyhound does a great job, but 
that would be a great place to fill in 
the hole and build a rail, and build it 
up to today’s standards and put some-
thing in place that we can build on in 
the future that makes sense. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Certainly you can 
make an argument that the first places 
you should look are the urban areas 
where you can have the potential rider-
ship. Here on the east coast, you have 
a lot of ridership between Washington, 
D.C., on up all the way to Boston. I 
don’t know about the financial viabil-
ity of that, but at least you can make 
a case there. Here, as was reported just 
a couple of years ago, they wanted to 
start in the Valley because, as was 
quoted, they had the least amount of 
resistance to building the rail starting 
in the rural Valley as opposed to what 
it was going to take to run through the 
South Bay area, places like Palo Alto 
and others, that some people are fever-
ishly opposed to what that would do 
and what that infrastructure tends to 
bring to high-value communities like 
that as well. 

But, again, the promise lies in the 
Central Valley for us in what we do 
well already. My portion in northern 
Sacramento Valley, San Joaquin Val-
ley, these are strong agricultural 
areas. 

I am wondering—and maybe you can 
touch on this as well—we have had dif-
ferent ideas for water projects that for 
a fraction of the money we are talking 
about with the high-speed rail system, 
how far could we go to do one or two 
water storage projects and what would 
that mean for especially communities 
like you have down there that have 
seen a huge economic impact with the 
cutoff of water due to the delta smelt 
and those other problems? What would 
that mean in real jobs for the people 
that have the skills and education level 
that likely aren’t going to be working 
on a high-speed rail project, but have a 
strong background in agriculture? 
What do you see that doing to help 
your area? 

Mr. VALADAO. Well, when we look 
at a company that wants to invest in 
the Valley, if they are in agriculture, 
obviously they are attracted to the 
area for those reasons. But if they are 
looking for an affordable place that 
makes sense between L.A. and San 
Francisco because of access to larger 
populations, they look at the Central 
Valley, but they also want to make 
sure that there is security there. If you 
are going to build a company, you are 
going to make sure it is in a great 
place for your employees. 

I think the focus should be right now 
making sure that people have afford-

able energy to live there because obvi-
ously it gets hot in the summer, and 
the water situation. Are you going to 
move your family into an area where 
the water isn’t safe to drink, which is 
commonplace in some of those commu-
nities that we have been fighting for 
funding for some of the water treat-
ment facilities that are so necessary. 

Then when you get into the infra-
structure itself, if you are going to 
build a plant or anything or a proc-
essing facility for the type of commod-
ities we grow, water is a necessity. It 
starts from growing the crop, to clean-
ing the crop, to making sure that the 
facilities are up to code and that we’ve 
got some treatment in place and that 
we have a product that we can sell and 
bring dollars to those communities. 

That is how you create jobs, that is 
the right way to do it, and that is 
something that we should be focusing 
on and investing our limited resources 
on today. Obviously, we have been 
making some really tough decisions in 
the last few months over spending and 
budgets and everything else that we 
have got going on. Not just on the na-
tional level, but at the State level 
there are going to be some tough deci-
sions as well. 

Those decisions should be based on 
priorities, and those priorities should 
be making sure we have the resources, 
and resources today means water. 
Water is the number one priority, and 
that is where it should be focused at. 

Mr. LAMALFA. I think everybody in 
California in the midst of this drought 
probably find agreement with that. Our 
own Governor was underlying that in a 
speech the other day, and yet still so 
wedded to this high-speed rail project, 
which the funding for is highly ques-
tionable. Indeed, a judge handed down 
a decision the other day ordering Cali-
fornia not to spend any of the State 
bond money because it wouldn’t be 
legal to do so under the lack of a plan 
they have. 

We both served in the State legisla-
ture. And is California’s financial situ-
ation such that it can get out there on 
its own somehow with new funding? If 
the Federal money falls short or no pri-
vate investment comes out, where will 
it come from? 

Mr. VALADAO. Well, we have got a 
lot of priorities here in Washington, 
D.C. The different Members from dif-
ferent parts of the State are not look-
ing at California’s high-speed rail 
project the way it is being rolled out 
today and thinking that is a good place 
to invest the resources that the tax-
payers in their district want to see 
them spend the money on. 

It is not going to be an easy lift. As 
this project seems to move forward and 
the press gets worse and worse, and 
when you’ve got judges involved saying 
that they are not following the letter 
of the law, what was asked of the vot-
ers when they voted for it, it just 
makes it that much harder to come up 
with the rest of the money they are 
going to need to finish this project. 

So to get it started, just to build a 
big berm, or maybe even a berm with 
some metal on top to hopefully throw 
some older-style Amtrak trains on top, 
doesn’t make a lot of sense, especially 
when you are going to cut off commu-
nities that need it today, need what we 
have got in place today and not put 
that in jeopardy. 

Mr. LAMALFA. What doesn’t get 
talked about much are different im-
pacts like the high-speed rail. In order 
to sustain a high-speed, you have got 
to build a very long elliptical form in 
order to make turns with a train going 
220 miles per hour. It is kind of like the 
angled towers running at angled lines 
on my property that we farm. It 
doesn’t fit in real well with a grid that 
is set up on straight lines and squares 
like that. 

So when an elliptical-shaped rail 
comes through your community 
through agricultural zones, as well as 
high-speed rail having to cut off all the 
crossings, can you build enough over-
passes to not stop the flow of traffic, 
whether that is cars or trucks or even 
a farmer on a tractor who now may 
have to drive his tractor instead of just 
across 6 miles down the road and back 
up to get around. I mean, there are a 
lot of impacts that are really not meet-
ing the eye here when you line them 
out. 

Mr. VALADAO. Like I mentioned 
earlier, when this project was started, 
it was started as a long-term project; 
but then $3 billion showed up from the 
Federal Government and the project 
managers basically said put this thing 
in high gear, start breaking ground. 

You have got a project of this type 
that affects so many people in so many 
different communities—how they trav-
el around their homes to work, around 
their farms, around their businesses, 
transporting products between ware-
houses and processing facilities. You 
have so much going on, and you have 
got this project now that is going to 
disrupt all of that just because they 
have got a timeline that they have got 
to spend. 

The timeline is really on a small por-
tion of it. We are talking a couple per-
centages of the total cost of the 
project. It is not worth risking a 
project of this size over such a small 
amount of money. 

That is probably one of the worst 
things that has happened to this 
project since its inception. It could 
have been something great. It could 
have been a project that could have 
made a big difference if it was given 
the time to be designed and planned in 
a way that benefited the State, didn’t 
burden the State with debt forever, and 
actually helped the constituents of 
that State. 

It is too bad this project has gone 
down the path it has; but, again, we are 
going to try to stop this thing so that 
this doesn’t happen and doesn’t affect 
our communities. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Well, indeed, it does 
appear that they are hell-bent on 
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spending that approximately $3.5 bil-
lion that has Federal deadlines on it in 
order to get the project started; and 
then at that point, well, we are in-
vested in the project, we can’t stop 
now, even though the judge ruled it is 
illegal to spend the State dollars be-
cause it is not fulfilling the plan. So, 
indeed, big impact on the Valley and 
on taxpayers. 

Mr. VALADAO, I really appreciate 
your time and your leadership on this 
here tonight. Let’s keep putting the 
message out that there are better 
ways. Most anything might be better 
than investing in this at this point. So 
I thank you for your help here tonight. 

Mr. VALADAO. Thank you. 
Mr. LAMALFA. So, indeed, the inves-

tors that were supposed to come in, 
private investment for what had been 
billed to voters as a $33 billion project, 
up to $45 billion if you built the San 
Diego and Sacramento link, they have 
not materialized. When you see that 
the price for a time went up to $98.5 
billion—hence California’s Senate bill 
985—it scared everybody away from 
this. 

You see, in a Baltimore to Wash-
ington proposal to do a maglev project 
here locally that has outside investors 
that want to come in on that, nobody 
is touching California’s high-speed rail. 

So in the absence of this outside in-
vestment, California has moved in 
many different ways to try and find 
other pots of money. The Governor 
plans on diverting truck weight fees 
that are collected from commercial 
truckers away from repairing Califor-
nia’s aging roads. 

Just try and drive in the right-hand 
lane of any freeway—I get to enjoy 
Interstate 5 a lot—and see what the 
condition of that road is. Some areas 
have been repaired. Caltrans had a 
pretty good year last year. Other areas 
it is still pretty rough. Interstate 80, 
near Sacramento, they are doing re-
pairs now; but the potholes on that 
were pretty bad. 

Yet we are seeing the effort by the 
State to shift funding away from re-
pairing roads that everybody uses 
versus a project that maybe few can af-
ford to actually use. My colleagues 
from the Valley here would probably 
tell you that there is not going to be a 
whole lot of people that jump on high- 
speed rail to ride from Bakersfield to 
Fresno because it doesn’t make any 
sense for them. 

The promise of a low-cost ticket 
being 85 percent initially of an airline 
ticket from L.A. to San Francisco or 
vice versa, how can that be met with-
out having the tickets subsidized at 
these costs? $85 we were told, $90. It 
was revised later maybe $120 when we 
had a hearing about it. Try $300 if it is 
not going to be underwritten by the 
taxpayers for ridership on this. 

How many people are going to spend 
$300 on that trip? Other than those that 
might do it for the novelty of the train 
ride from north to south or south to 
north. We saw pie-in-the-sky numbers 

on what the amount of ridership would 
be, numbers that at one time were 
greater than the entirety of Amtrak 
across the 48 continental States. They 
have had to revise them down to some 
other vague number. 

So there is not a lot of trust in any-
thing being put forward by the Cali-
fornia High-Speed Rail Authority on 
costs, on ridership, on impact, prom-
ises made or not made to those that 
are impacted in the line of many dif-
ferent proposals of where the route is. 
Yet they are still trying to move for-
ward and start condemning people’s 
property, at who-knows-what price of 
reimbursement, in order to spend as 
quickly as they can this $3 billion-plus 
of Federal stimulus money put in place 
almost 5 years ago. 

It is really looking more like a fraud-
ulent enterprise from what the voters 
saw in 2008 to now. Indeed, polling out 
there shows that now that people have 
heard about this the last couple of 
years and what it really means and the 
other choices they have to make on 
schools, on water, on their actual high-
ways, that they have a whole lot of dif-
ferent opinion on it. A lot of editorial 
pages around the State are saying at 
the very least if you are not going to 
stop it, you should put it back on the 
ballot. 

I attempted that in 2012. The mood 
wasn’t there in the State legislature to 
do that. My former colleague there 
that I served with, Assemblyman Jeff 
Gorell from the Santa Barbara area, he 
is putting forward legislation to put it 
back on the ballot and re-vote the rail. 
So I hope that catches fire and that the 
legislature will look at this project and 
decide maybe that would be worth a 
vote of the people of California to de-
cide if this is still a priority at these 
prices. 

So Assemblyman Gorell has got a 
pretty big task to put that in front of 
the legislature and achieve the votes. 
But interestingly—still talking State 
politics here—but in the State Senate, 
to put forward the first segment of 
funding in late 2012, it received the 
bare majority of votes to fund that. In 
our California State Senate, there are 
40 Members. They have got a vote of 
21–19. All the Republicans voted ‘‘no’’ 
and four of the Democrats, who up to 
that point had been pretty favorable on 
high-speed rail. It barely got out of the 
State Senate floor. 

I think that is saying a lot, that the 
opinions have changed, certainly 
amongst the voters. Now we just have 
to put the State legislature in a figu-
rative headlock and get them to think 
about it and do that. 

So I hope Assemblyman Gorell is suc-
cessful in this measure because it 
would be proper to put this back in 
front of the voters and ask them again: 
would you rather have this or water 
projects, highway projects, school 
projects, any number of things that 
could be done to help move California 
forward instead of this boondoggle that 
has no way of paying for itself or sus-
taining itself? 

We see, again, with the court handing 
down a ruling, that the plan is diverted 
so far from what was initially voted on 
and approved by the voters that it is 
now illegal. Why should State govern-
ment be doing things that are illegal? 
Because they are right now in such a 
hurry to get the money spent, the Fed-
eral money. If the Federal money was 
to stop, the State money also has to. 
They both have to have a match with 
each other; but if there is not the 
match happening, then there are giant 
legal problems. 

b 1945 
Congressman DENHAM mentioned a 

while ago: What is the payback proce-
dure if Federal money is misspent, im-
properly spent? Because California had 
the capacity to do that if it doesn’t 
meet its timelines, it doesn’t meet the 
goals, it doesn’t meet the tenets laid 
out in proposition 1(a). It would be in a 
true high-speed rail system all the way 
from San Francisco to Los Angeles, 
which so far that plan is not. You have 
to ride three different train types to 
accomplish that under this current 
plan. 

Now we know the folks in the Bay 
Area and parts of Los Angeles are in-
terested in seeing some of their tracks 
electrified as beneficiaries of some of 
the money that will be coming from 
this. I get that, I understand that. That 
probably would be a benefit for them, 
some upgrades in their local infrastruc-
ture. I don’t know why you could not 
support that separately from this. If it 
helps to get Caltrain in the Bay Area 
electrified, then that should be a sepa-
rate question, a separate set of fund-
ing, because right now this is illegal. 

The people in the Bay Area do not 
want to be part of an illegal project, 
likely, and maybe perhaps lose that 
funding they are depending on to elec-
trify and upgrade their system. I don’t 
think so. That is a lot of money when 
it gets around to doing that above what 
is going on in the valley, with the con-
demnation of the land, and building in 
an area where they said would have the 
least amount of resistance for the 
project, let alone the Bay Area and per-
haps parts of north L.A. County. 

So it is very problematic. It is really 
time, as I proposed back in my senate 
days, to slow down the project and 
really get some real numbers. That was 
my first bill in the State Senate, SB 22. 
It was a no spending, no doing any-
thing, until we have fully vetted and 
thought out a plan. 

Honestly, this reminds me of 
ObamaCare. I have been calling this 
around my neighbors ObamaCare, Jr., 
because it is so poorly thought out; and 
the plan for funding it looks largely 
the same, pie in the sky. Investors 
won’t touch it. Federal Government, 
are they going to come in and bridge 
the gap of the other $55 billion that is 
missing, if we believe a $68 billion plan, 
or on up to the approximately 100, let 
alone the inflation things that might 
drive a real project all the way to $150 
billion? All for what? 
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What could really be seen as an out-

dated technology and something that a 
lot of people can’t afford to assess, nor 
even make sense for them to use in 
short segments within the valley. Yes, 
it may make sense possibly if you had 
a fast train that could go all the way 
from San Francisco to L.A. and com-
plete that. 

One of the things brought up is that 
in order for the project to be tech-
nically legal, they would only have to 
send one train per day in each direc-
tion at full, nonstop length. They 
would have other trains perhaps that 
are making all these stops, stopping at 
every little burg along the way. That is 
not high-speed rail. That is glorified 
Amtrak, glorified local commuters. 
That is not the intent of voters or any-
body on this measure, or for that fund-
ing which is scarce money these days 
in California. The huge problems we 
have in trying to get a budget done and 
move eventually towards the balance 
in our Federal budget, it isn’t a pri-
ority that we should be doing. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I just want to note 
that again Congressman DENHAM will 
be having a hearing tomorrow in his 
Transportation and Infrastructure sub-
committee on rail that will be at 10 
a.m. in Washington time, developing 
more on this situation. So I would in-
vite you to participate, or watch that, 
and expose what really needs to happen 
with Federal funding as well as maybe 
perhaps the people in California have 
an opportunity to weigh in on Assem-
blyman Gorell’s proposal to have this 
back on the ballot and maybe perhaps 
shift our scarce funds to other things. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I thank you 
for the time here tonight, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. CULBERSON (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today on account of ill-
ness. 

f 

PUBLICATION OF BUDGETARY 
MATERIAL 

AGGREGATES, ALLOCATIONS AND OTHER BUDG-
ETARY LEVELS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2014 
BUDGET RESOLUTION 

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, January 14, 2014. 
HON. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, Office of the Speaker, House of Rep-

resentatives, Washington, DC. 
MR. RYAN OF WISCONSIN. Mr. Speaker, pur-

suant to division A of House Joint Resolu-
tion 59 (113th Congress), the Bipartisan 
Budget Act of 2013, I hereby submit for print-
ing in the Congressional Record the aggre-
gates, allocations, and other budgetary lev-
els for the Committee on Appropriations set 
forth pursuant to the Bipartisan Budget Act 
of 2013, which establishes a budget resolution 
for fiscal year 2014. 

These aggregates, allocations, and other 
budgetary levels are provided for bills, joint 
resolutions, and amendments thereto or con-
ference reports thereon, considered by the 

House subsequent to this filing, as applica-
ble. 

The chair of the Committee on the Budget 
is also permitted to adjust the allocations, 
aggregates, and other appropriate budgetary 
levels to reflect changes resulting from tech-
nical assumptions in the most recent base-
line published by the Congressional Budget 
Office. 

An associated table is attached. These ag-
gregates, allocations, and other budgetary 
levels are made for the purposes of enforcing 
titles III and IV of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, and other budgetary enforcement 
provisions. 

If there are any questions on these aggre-
gates, allocations, and other budgetary lev-
els in the budget resolution for fiscal year 
2014, please contact Paul Restuccia, Chief 
Counsel of the Budget Committee. 

Sincerely, 
PAUL D. RYAN of Wisconsin, 

Chairman, House Budget Committee. 

ALLOCATION OF SPENDING AUTHORITY TO THE HOUSE 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

[In millions of dollars] 

02014 

Base Discretionary Action: 
BA ............................................................................ 1,012,237 
OT ............................................................................ 1,154,816 

Global War on Terrorism: 
BA ............................................................................ 91,938 
OT ............................................................................ 45,207 

Disaster Designated Funds: 
BA ............................................................................ 5,626 
OT ............................................................................ 281 

Program Integrity: 
BA ............................................................................ 924 
OT ............................................................................ 832 

Total Discretionary: 
BA ............................................................................ 1,110,725 
OT ............................................................................ 1,201,136 

Current Law Mandatory: 
BA ............................................................................ 749,400 
OT ............................................................................ 738,140 

f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The Speaker announced his signature 
to an enrolled bill of the Senate of the 
following title: 

S. 230. An act to authorize the Peace Corps 
Commemorative Foundation to establish a 
commemorative work in the District of Co-
lumbia and its environs, and for other pur-
poses. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 50 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, January 15, 2014, at 10 a.m. 
for morning-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

4469. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Importation of Fresh Apricots From 
Continental Spain [Docket No.: APHIS-2011- 
0132] (RIN: 0579-AD62) received January 7, 
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

4470. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 

rule — Importation of Avocados From Conti-
nental Spain [Docket No.: APHIS-2012-0002] 
(RIN: 0579-AD63) received January 7, 2014, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

4471. A letter from the Chairman and Chief 
Executive Officer, Farm Credit Administra-
tion, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Releasing Information; General Pro-
visions; Accounting and Reporting Require-
ments; Reports of Accounts and Exposures 
(RIN: 3052-AC76) January 7, 2014, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

4472. A letter from the Counsel, Legal Divi-
sion, Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec-
tion, transmitting the Bureau’s final rule — 
Home Mortgage Disclosure (Regulation C): 
Adjustment to Asset-Size Exemption Thresh-
old received January 7, 2014, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

4473. A letter from the Counsel, Legal Divi-
sion, Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec-
tion, transmitting the Bureau’s final rule — 
Truth in Lending (Regulation Z): Adjust-
ment to Asset-Size Exemption Threshold re-
ceived January 7, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

4474. A letter from the Regulatory Spe-
cialist, LRA, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Community Reinvestment Act Regulations 
[Docket ID: OCC-2013-0024] (RIN: 1557-AD77) 
December 31, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

4475. A letter from the President, 
ParlAmericas, transmitting a report of the 
10th Plenary Assembly of ParlAmericas held 
from the 21st to 24th of August 2013; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

4476. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Exclu-
sive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Greenland 
Turbot in the Bering Sea Subarea of the Ber-
ing Sea and Aleutian Islands Management 
[Docket No.: 121018563-3148-02] (RIN: 0648- 
XD029) received January 7, 2014, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

4477. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule — 
Fisheries Off West Coast States; Pacific 
Coast Groundfish Fishery; Trawl Rational-
ization Program; Coast Recovery [Docket 
No.: 110708376-3995-02] (RIN: 0648-BB17) re-
ceived December 30, 2013, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. 

4478. A letter from the Deputy Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Reef Fish Fishery of the Gulf of Mex-
ico; 2013 Accountability Measure and Closure 
for Hogfish in the Gulf of Mexico [Docket 
No.: 100217097-1757-02] (RIN: 0648-XC981) re-
ceived January 7, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

4479. A letter from the Acting Deputy Di-
rector, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the Exclu-
sive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific 
Ocean Perch in the Bering Sea Subarea of 
the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Manage-
ment Area [Docket No.: 121018563-3148-02] 
(RIN: 0648-XD013) received January 7, 2014, 
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