Florida High Speed Rail Authority Meeting

August 6, 2003

Greater Orlando Aviation Authority Board Room

Orlando, FL

Meeting Minutes – Draft

.  

1. Call to Order: 
Chairman Frederick Dudley called the meeting of the Florida High Speed Rail Authority (FHSRA) to Order at 1:00pm.  Members in attendance were Lee Chira, Treasurer; Heidi Eddins; C.C. “Doc” Dockery (via telephone); John P. Browning, Jr., Vice Chairman; Florida Department of Transportation Secretary Jose Abreu; William Dunn; Skip Fowler, Esq.; Leila Nodarse, P.E.; Norm Mansour, John Bottcher, Legal Counsel; Nazih Haddad, Staff Director

2. Meeting Minutes from June 25, 2003

The minutes from the previous meeting, held on June 25, 2003 were reviewed.  On a motion made by Mr. Mansour and seconded by Mr. Chira the meeting minutes were approved unanimously and without correction. 

3. New Business

The Chairman brought two items to the attention of the attendees.  He stated that he and Mr. Haddad had been successful in their negotiations with the governor.  The Authority now has an approved budget through the FDOT for up to $20,000 for travel and up to $30,000 for the required financial  audit.  The Chairman advised that by vetoing the Authority’s budget for FY 2003/04, the  Governor also vetoed the proviso language that said that the Authority could not enter into a contract.  Having vetoed that, the Chairman said, the Authority is now able to sign a contract.

Mr. Haddad stated that the main item on the agenda was the evaluation and analysis of two proposals to the Authority’s RFP; one is from the Fluor-Bombardier Company and the other from the Global Rail Consortium.  Mr. Haddad stated that during the Authority’s last meeting on June 25, 2003, the Authority directed that a resolution be drawn up and sent to the Governor regarding changes to the High Speed Authority Act that deal with the reinstatement of money for the Authority, the tax exemption language and, the associated development language.  The resolution was signed by the Chairman and submitted to the Governor’s office. 

4. Evaluation of Proposals

Mr. Haddad directed the members’ attention to the First Draft Proposal Evaluation Report, included in the meeting books, and outlined the Authority's actions after receiving the proposals:

· At the April 17 meeting, the Authority found that the two proposals submitted by Fluor-Bombardier and Global Rail Consortium were preliminarily responsive to the RFP.  

· The Staff was directed to continue the analysis of the two proposals.  In May 2003, the staff held a daylong meeting with each of the two Proposers. It was noted that Mr. Mansour and Mr. Fowler were in attendance during the meetings. 

· The Authority issued a set of Requests for Clarification (RFC) on May 11, to clarify issues from the May meetings.    
· The Proposers provided responses to the RFC on May 19. 

· At the May 30th Board Meeting, an evaluation matrix was presented to the Authority that summarized points within the proposals and offered evaluation comments.  Based on questions posed by the members at the meeting, RFCs were forwarded to the Proposers on June 13.
· The staff received responses on June 20.  

· In addition to the RFCs , both applicants, Global Rail Consortium and Fluor-Bombardier submitted letters to the Authority with additional information about their proposals.    

Mr. Haddad then invited Mr. Tom Biggs of HNTB to discuss the Evaluation and Screening Process.  

Proposal Evaluation and Screening Process  
Mr. Biggs noted that the agenda package includes a copy of Chapter 8 of the Authority's Request for Proposal (RFP).  The Chapter covers the specific criteria that the Authority is to look at in the evaluation of the proposals and in the selection process.  
Mr. Biggs noted that the Authority must consider and balance all information submitted in response to the RFP, consider any oral presentations, responses to RFCs and information from the DEIS and public comment period. The members should use the totality of the analysis to select the best proposal.
Mr. Biggs noted that there is a set of minimum requirements specifically outlined and addressed in the RFP.  The minimum requirements include speed, safety standards, station locations, routes, technology, the capacity of the proposer, bonding capacity, financial capability, and the financing plan.  Mr. Biggs stated that both of the proposals met the minimum requirements. 



 




 


Chairman Dudley asked Mr. Biggs if the JetTrain is commercially deployed. Mr. Biggs replied that the locomotive is not in commercial use, but that the infrastructure for the jet train, the passenger cars, and the signaling system, are all deployed in the United States.  Mr. Biggs added that the TGV was also not commercially deployed in the United States.   The Chairman then asked Mr. Biggs if the JetTrain was commercially deployed anywhere.  Mr. Biggs answered that it was not but that the TGV was in use in France.



Chairman Dudley asked whether the RFP requires guarantees by the parent company.  Mr. Biggs replied that the RFP did not require parent company guarantees but that a guarantee was offered by FB and not discussed in the GRC proposal.  Chairman Dudley then asked if the RFP said anything about letters or guarantees at all.  Mr. Biggs replied that it said that the companies must demonstrate financial capability.  He said that each of the Proposers provided commitment letters to meet schedules and to commit adequate resources on the projects. He said that is used to demonstrate their capability to meet the minimum criteria for financial capability.  


· 
· 

Review of Vendor Proposals
Mr. Biggs said that the RFP states that proposals that meet the minimum requirements would be evaluated by the Authority to determine their relative worthiness.  He said that the criteria for that evaluation include looking at:

· The Proposer's business history, experience and organization

· The proposed high speed ground transportation system 

· The Proposer's financial capability, cost and price, revenue sharing and enhancement to the proposal

Mr. Biggs reminded the board that they have a 40-page draft of the evaluation that discusses the evaluation criteria in detail.  He pointed out that it is only a draft; that he expects to receive comments from each of the Proposers before the final version is issued.  

Mr. Biggs highlighted areas that show some differentiation between the two proposals.  For example, Mr. Biggs discussed the experience of the proposer based on previous and similar projects.  Mr. Biggs said the RFP asks for specific experience with DBOM&F projects in the transportation sector and in management of infrastructure construction, rail and transportation projects.  The RFP also asks for experience in the operations and maintenance of high-speed or other passenger rail systems.  Mr. Biggs said that both Proposers provided a specific set of projects to demonstrate their experience.  
· Fluor provided several projects that show significant DBOM&F experience as the manager of construction.  They also showed significant fleet maintenance experience through Bombardier's activities.  Fluor showed significant facilities maintenance experience as well.  Mr. Biggs mentioned that Fluor-Bombardier has not yet identified an operator. This is one issue that he thought should be addressed as soon as possible.  

· The GRC proposal provided specific projects that showed significant DBOM & F experience, primarily for engineering services and construction inspection services.  Mr. Biggs said that much of GRC's DBOM construction activities experience was gained through their subcontractor.  The proposal also showed significant rail operations and maintenance experience through the company's subcontractor, SNCF.  

Mr. Biggs also highlighted the key personnel that would be assigned to the projects.  

· FB proposed to form a Limited Liability Corporation (LLC) and with Fluor Daniel Florida Rail and Bombardier Transit Corporation as partners.  The LLC  would issue 3 subcontracts.  The principal members would be parties to each of these subcontracts.  One subcontract for civil assets, another for system rolling stock, and a third for the train operating company.  Mr. Biggs noted that their proposal shows that the staff has strong experience in professional services, engineering, CEI, power distribution, and maintenance facilities.

· GRC's subcontractors, SNCF and RailNet, have significant experience in operations.  They also proposed a LLC.  The principal members are Katherine Beck, who would serve as managing member, ARCADIS would serve primarily in the role of program management, engineering, and construction engineering inspection, KRTC would serve in the role of engineering and construction for power supply and maintenance facilities, and RailNet would serve as the off-track services manager.  

Mr. Biggs indicated that Mr. Ron Chance of Washington Group International was present and that he assisted in the review of the insurance and bonding requirements.  Mr. Biggs noted that the RFP requirement for insurance said that the Proposers may propose an owner controlled, a contractor controlled, or an operator controlled insurance plan.  The Proposers can use any combination of these programs to provide the required insurance coverage.  It also lists specific coverage limits.

Mr. Biggs reviewed the RFP requirements for bonding of a $500 million bonding capacity demonstrated through surety company letters, a $25 million surety bond to be signed at the contract, and a 100% payment and performance bond, if available.  He also noted that the language allows the Proposers to look at phased bonding as an alternative.  Mr. Biggs said that Fluor Bombardier proposed an owner-controlled insurance program (OCIP) and that the company met the requested coverages except for the excess liability coverage of $100 million versus the $500 million listed in the RFP.  In addition, Mr. Biggs said that Fluor Bombardier did not include the cost of the OCIP in their firm fixed price for the construction phase.  They did provide an indicative cost for this insurance of $70 to $85 million.  

Mr. Biggs stated that Global Rail proposed a contractor-controlled insurance program (CCIP).  He stated that the construction phase coverage that GRC included in their proposal met all the limits in the RFP, except for the excess liability.  GRC proposed $100 million, similar to what FB proposed.  Mr. Biggs noted that there was some discussion about the reasonable availability of $500 million worth of excess liability.  He said that both Proposers believe that $100 million is a reasonable amount available in today’s market.      

Mr. Biggs said that the principal members of the Fluor Bombardier team that will form the LLC would provide a payment and performance bond in the range of $200-$250 million.  In addition, their subcontractors will bond 100% of their activities to the extent that the market allows.  Mr. Biggs said that FB did not include the $25 million surety bond that the RFP suggests.

Mr. Biggs said the principal members of GRC are not offering to provide payment and performance bonds.  The subcontractors will provide 100% payment of performance bonds done on a phased basis.  He stated that GRC proposed the $25 million surety bond as requested in the RFP.      

Mr. Biggs said that each proposer provided detailed operations and maintenance plans. Both proposals met the RFP’s requirements.  The Fluor Bombardier operations and maintenance plan includes only a single track. Mr. Biggs pointed out that there is a potential for service interruption on the single-track section in the event of infrastructure or equipment failure.  He said that Fluor Bombardier provided a first year O&M cost in 2010, of $20.1 million and the cost would be indexed for both inflation and fuel prices.  He said the O&M cost is fixed for the first seven years of the contract and would be negotiated from then on. Insurance costs are not included in the O&M phase.     

Mr. Biggs said that GRC’s  O&M cost includes insurance and a significant marketing budget.  In 2009, GRC’s estimate of O&M costs is between $51 and $57 million per year, depending on the route selected.  Mr. Biggs stated that with GRC, the O&M costs will be fixed for the entire 30-year period.  

Chairman Dudley asked if there was a limited period in the RFP for O&M costs.  The Chairman questioned whether both companies met the RFP requirement if one provided the fixed costs for 30 years and the other one had the costs fixed for only seven years.  Mr. Biggs said that the RFP specifically required the companies to provide operating and maintenance plans and that they both met that requirement.  Chairman Dudley asked Mr. Biggs to clarify this information in a side-by-side comparison at the next meeting.  

Mr. Fowler mentioned that one proposal includes the insurance and the other does not.  He asked what the insurance costs would be.  Mr. Fowler said he also wanted to know the cost of the performance bond.  Mr. Biggs said that it would be in the range of $70 to $85 million in the construction phase alone, and there would be an additional increment of costs through the O&M period.  In terms of NPV, Mr. Biggs said it could be another $100 million over time, and that it could be in the range of $200 million ($100 million for the operations phase, and $70 - $85 million for the construction phase).  Chairman Dudley asked that this also be clarified in a side-by-side comparison.    

Mr. Biggs then reviewed the firm fixed price.  He said the firm fixed price is defined as the cost of infrastructure, and any rights-of-way above those identified by the Authority. The firm fixed price for the infrastructure in the Fluor Bombardier proposal was $2.056 billion for the Greenway route and $2.147 billion for the Beeline route.  He said this figure did not include construction insurance or bonding costs.  Mr. Biggs said the Fluor Bombardier proposal was very specific in the underlying assumptions on which the price was based. FB provided a significant amount of text and tabular information that indicated how they arrived at the price. It also included certain conditions specifying areas that would exceed the firm fixed price.  For example, Mr. Biggs said, on the Greenway there are certain areas where the geotechnical information is not as advanced as the company would like it to be in order to make an unconditional commitment about pilings.  
Global Rail Consortium provided a firm fixed price for the Greenway route of $2.353 billion and for the Beeline route of $2.068 billion.  He then returned to the subject of the comparisons saying that the Greenway route in the Fluor-Bombardier proposal is the lowest cost of the two options, whereas in the Global Rail proposal, the Beeline is the lowest cost of the two options.  Mr. Biggs said this is almost entirely due to the assumption about location, the Greenway median versus the northern Greenway alignment.  The Fluor-Bombardier proposal has the rail alignment located in the median, and, in the conceptual estimates this is $140 million cheaper than a northern right-of-way.  Global Rail’s Greenway alignment is located on the northern edge of the right-of-way, which affects the relative cost.  Mr. Fowler noted that this would be only half of the difference.  Mr. Biggs noted that the $140 million would be for the rail savings but that there are also differences for the length of structure.  Chairman Dudley asked if this was something that the Authority would be involved in choosing.  Mr. Biggs said that the EIS process would help the Authority make a decision, along with public comments, and coordination with the Expressway Authority.  

Mr. Chira asked if the prices were subject to revision by the Proposers.  Mr. Biggs said there is no plan to ask them for revised numbers.  He said that these issues would be addressed in the negotiation of the contract.  Mr. Biggs reminded the Board that they were provided with independent estimates of the FB and the GRC firm fixed price.  The Fluor Bombardier firm fixed price was substantially lower than what HNTB estimated, however, the gap has been closed as a result of some of the meetings with the Proposers.  The GRC firm fixed price and the independent estimate correlated quite strongly.  

Mr. Dunn stated that there has been a ruling by the attorney that the Proposers could reduce their price but could not increase it.  Mr. Chira added that it was a complicated process without having a set of plans. Also, as the Board moves further along the plans will get better defined and better pricing will be available.  Mr. Chira then asked when the board will cut off any changes to the pricing.  Mr. Biggs said that in October the board would indicate which proposer they prefer.  Mr. Chira asked if the Board would have all information prior to that meeting; he does not want to come to the meeting and have someone else have another number for pilings, for example.  Mr. Dunn said that he did not believe the Board would have that question answered.  He said the Board would not have more geotechnical information by the October meeting.  Mr. Dunn also said the selection would have to be made.  Mr. Chira then asked how the Board could protect themselves from low bids.    

Ms. Eddins asked how to identify the key assumptions in the Fluor proposal and whether or not Mr. Biggs had presented what his assessment is of the acceptability of those assumptions.  She asked how the Board could identify the risks and the costs within those assumptions. Mr. Biggs said the risk within the Fluor Bombardier proposal is the geotechnical.  The company has identified a length of piles that they assumed on the structure.  He said that Fluor-Bombardier has indicated that if the piling length is more, then the Authority would be charged an additional amount.  If the piling length is less then the company would issue a credit. The credits would be identified at the time that the Authority negotiated a contract.  

Mr. Biggs said that GRC’s proposal is unconditional in regard to the sinkholes.  GRC stated that all issues regarding sinkholes are within their bid.  Fluor Bombardier’s proposal does not include sinkholes, he said, so if there were a sinkhole(s) there would be an additional cost to the Authority.  Mr. Biggs said those two major areas were conditional.  Ms. Eddins asked for a range of exposure to the Authority based on those assumptions turning out to be false.  
Mr. Biggs then discussed the Fluor Bombardier alignment in the median of the Greenway.  FB has indicated that there is a savings to be in the median rather then in the northern ROW. However, there is also going to be a cost to the Orlando Orange County Expressway Authority as a result of having to widen their roadway to the outside rather then to the median as they have planned for. Mr. Biggs said the range of costs would be between $70 and $140 million, which would be an additional cost.  He noted that in a request for clarification, Fluor Bombardier said the expansion would be years out and the costs could be paid out of the operation revenue of the system.
Mr. Chira asked whether the Authority should analyze both systems, in and out of the median.  Mr. Biggs said that an environmental analysis would be done to address these issues.  Specifically, an analysis on the construction cost would show what Fluor-Bombardier would pay for constructing in the northern ROW  and what GRC would pay for construction in the median.  Mr. Chira said that he hopes that the matrix can include a number based on the estimate that each proposer believes the costs would be for the same activity, or, he said, have them identify a range.  

Mr. Dunn stated that it would never be a true comparison because what the Authority has right now is a firm fixed price from each of the Proposers.  When we come up with an estimate for switching from the north side to the median, it is just an estimate.  Mr. Dunn said it will not be a firm fixed price; it will only give the Authority some guidance.  Mr. Biggs said we have an expert opinion on one cost in one case and a firm fixed price in the other case.  Mr. Chira asked if GRC breaks out what it would cost to be outside, that is do they break that portion out by segment.  Mr. Biggs said that GRC has not identified separately their estimate of expanding to the outside, although, he said, cost estimates have been done to identify it separately.  The $70 to $140 million estimate for expanding to the outside is a range.  

Mr. Bottcher reminded the Authority of the difference between evaluating the proposal based on the RFP and the concept of negotiating a firm fixed price later on.  He told the Authority that the evaluation has to be done based on the RFP and on what was submitted in response to the RFP.  He said for the purposes of entering into a contract, you are allowed to negotiate but that the Authority must keep that distinction in mind.  Evaluations must be based on what was in the proposal.   

Mr. Chira asked whether the board could go back and ask FB to give them a revised bid based on construction being outside the median.  Mr. Bottcher said they could for the purpose of understanding the proposal. Mr. Botcher reminded the board that they must evaluate the proposals on what the company submitted in response to the RFP.  

Mr. Dunn stated that the Board was asking the Proposers to spend a lot of money and time to develop engineering for the other route just to help the authority make a decision.  Mr. Browning said the companies have spent a lot of time already and he was sure that they knew the differences without a lot of additional effort.  Mr. Fowler said that if the company wanted the job then they would spend the money to find out what the other route would cost.  He said that he was interested in finding the right answer.  Mr. Mansour said that he agreed with Mr. Fowler and he added that there were several elements, not just the median/shoulder question, but also several other elements of this contract that have not been discussed.  He said he thought it went far beyond just trying to simplify the evaluation process.  He said he does not want the board to pick a preferred vendor and finding it wasn’t what the board expected it to be.   Mr. Fowler said there are 4 or 5 items, such as the barrier walls, the double track system, the Greenway Alternative, which he believes are more policy type decisions with respect to how we approach the project.  
Chairman Dudley said he also has been concerned that many of these issues were being put off. He wondered at what point the Authority would make these decisions. He said that it goes beyond simplifying the process but that the Authority needs to know what the best option is.  He said the barrier walls and the Greenway alternative are project issues and that this goes beyond simplifying the decision.  

Mr. Mansour said the decision on the Greenway alignment largely rests with the Orlando  Orange County Expressway Authority.  He said the board has had preliminary discussions with the Expressway Authority and has developed cost estimates but he cautioned the Authority to not work in a vacuum, but meet with the Expressway authority to negotiate and figure out what is workable.  Mr. Mansour said that the staff has already initiated this communication.  He added a comment about the timetables, particularly the December timetable, and questioned whether the Authority could make that timetable with the Greenway Alternative question still unanswered.  Mr. Mansour said the Authority should not expect the Expressway Authority to work quickly just because of the short timetable. Mr. Browning mentioned that if there is a meeting with the Expressway Authority at least one of the members should be there.  Mr. Haddad noted that there have been several meetings with the Expressway Authority, which laid out the proposals and what is contained in the proposals.   Mr. Browning asked if the Authority wanted to have the staff set up a meeting with Hal Worall and Alan Keene.  It was motioned and seconded that Mr. Fowler would represent the High Speed Rail Authority at the meeting. Other Authority members are welcome to attend. 

Vice Chairman Browning asked if there were any other issues that needed to be brought up.  Mr. Fowler said the board had identified five issues between the two Proposers that have some big price tags.  The issues were insurance and marketing costs, the bonding and the guaranteeing, inside or out on the Greenway route, construction barriers, and single versus dual tracking.  Ms. Eddins added that another issue was what the unconditional pricing would be, for example, how deep the piling would have to be and the sinkhole costs. Vice Chairman Browning asked if there was a way to resolve these issues.  

Mr. Fowler proposed sitting down with the Proposers to find out how they feel about the Authority’s concerns.  Mr. Browning asked if Mr. Fowler was proposing that staff set up a meeting, the same way that they were doing with the Expressway Authority.  Mr. Bottcher said the staff could put forth the questions.  Mr. Dunn said that the Authority is scheduled to hear oral presentations from these firms in one month and that may be when the board can ask them to address the specific issues.  Mr. Browning said it is hard to ask questions in an oral presentation that you might ask in a meeting.  He said he would rather have someone meet with the two firms in advance of the presentations.  Mr. Fowler said that it would save everyone a little time if the Authority could put their questions in writing and let the two firms answer the questions in writing at least a week before the next meeting.

Adrian Share was recognized.  He stated that estimates of some of the cost information the Authority wants has been provided in earlier reports to the Authority.  He said that these could be brought to light again.  He also said that there were lengthy discussions about the price differences, yet the way the RFP is designed, the Authority must consider the totality of everything that the firms are proposing, not just price.  He said there will never be a true comparison because there are two different technologies, one has a single and the other has dual-track, and they have different financing plans.  He said the entire proposal is what should be considered.  

Mr. Fowler said there are many questions that need to be answered.  Mr. Browning said that if the Authority has six questions then we should get them answered before the next meeting.  Ms. Nodarse said that at the next meeting on Sept 8, part of the meeting should be used to flush all of this out.  She added that these issues need to be cleared up, that it comes down to cost and benefit.   

Mr. Haddad asked how far to take this.  Mr. Chira said we have two matrices to develop, one is construction costs, the other is the operation and maintenance costs.  He said that staff should put together a comparison and if the proposer is not responsive, then a reasonable number can be plugged in for their activity.  Mr. Chira also asked for a line item comparison.  Mr. Mansour said when there is a cost that is peculiar to a certain technology, there can be a true comparison.  He said it is just an expense of choosing one technology over the other.  Mr. Chira mentioned the single and dual track issue and said that if a number could be put on that issue, then the board could decide for themselves by doing a cost/benefit analysis and using their own judgment to evaluate single versus dual tracks.  Mr. Browning said that any of the members would like to speak to the consultants or with Mr. Haddad they should let them know their specific concerns.  Mr. Browning said by letting them know ahead of time, they can answer the questions in their oral presentations.  
The meeting then returned to Mr. Biggs’ presentation.  He mentioned that the Authority has been given the draft document; it has also been distributed to the vendors. He expects to receive comments from the vendors and from the board members.  Then Mr. Biggs introduced Mr. David Miller to present information about funding and private sector contributions to the project, along with costs to the state.  Mr. Miller said the information that he was presenting was the same as the information provided at the Tampa meeting.  He said the Fluor proposal relied heavily on Federal tax credit bonds, a limited amount of federal grants for rolling stock, and leveraging operating revenues with tax-exempt project revenue bonds.  In addition, that operations maintenance would be funded out of operating revenues.  Mr. Miller said that Fluor also proposed something unique, a standby letter of credit that would protect the Authority from ridership and revenue risk and help support the proposed tax-exempt bonds.  He added that there would be an annual cost for the liquidity facility.  Fluor also proposed that 100% of net operating revenues would accrue to the Authority for their use.   

Moving on to Global Rail’s financing plan, Mr. Miller said their plan relied on state issued bonds to finance the infrastructure and a 20-year lease on rolling stock. The lease to be paid as an additional line item under the O&M expense paid out of the operating revenue.  He said GRC also suggested operating revenue would cover the operating expenses.  Mr. Miller added that GRC proposed setting aside a portion of their payments under the construction contract, up to $50 million, to use as a reserve to protect the Authority from ridership and revenue risk.  

Mr. Miller said the financing plans were very different but that they both rely heavily on public sector funding and financing mechanisms.  They each have some different approaches regarding the ridership risks, he said, but the function is similar.  Mr. Miller noted that to compare the two proposals, financing assumptions were made that relied on tax credit bonds, how the state would go about repaying those tax credit bonds, the use of a lease for rolling stock, and a net cost to the Authority.  He said the discussion the board just had would drive this type of analysis and that after the next meeting, he could replicate the common set of financing assumptions and make them more meaningful to the outcome of the modeling.  

Mr. Biggs then concluded his summary presentation of the proposal comparison. He asked if there were any questions.  Ms. Nodarse asked why there was a $300 million difference in the two firm fixed prices.  She wanted to know what the differences were.  Mr. Biggs stated that the difference was because of:

1.  drainage 

2.  roadbed work differentials, and

3.  conditional items, such as the barriers.  

4.  Orlando Aviation Authority Presentation

Mr. Rob Brancheau welcomed the Authority to Orlando International Airport. He began his presentation with an overview of the Orlando Aviation Authority, the Authority’s board, and the status of the terminal projects, in particular the South Terminal.  He said that the design and infrastructure work was in progress.  He added that in response to changes at OIA, they are trying to remain flexible in advancing the South Terminal.  He said the airport is a demand driven facility and that the facility will grow in response to actual demand.  He showed pictures of what has occurred at the airport over the last few years.  He added that the Aviation Authority does not want to build facilities too early, when they may not be financially feasible.  

Mr. Brancheau went on to discuss future projects and those that are underway at the airport.  
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
Mr. Brancheau said the Orlando Aviation Authority has prepared the airport to be an inter-modal facility.  The Aviation Authority, he said, wants to be able to handle both high speed and light rail.  He believes that they are uniquely positioned to be able to serve as a multi-modal facility to connect air, ground, and rail.  Rail, he said, is critical to the transportation system of this state and country.     

After the completion of his presentation, Mr. Fowler asked for the estimated time for completion of the South Terminal, which is where the High Speed Rail station would be located.  Mr. Branceau said that the South Terminal is a very large site.  It is 1,000 acres, with up to 120 gates.  He noted that the first phase is located on the west side of the site. They plan for an extension of the people-mover system going to the South Terminal and run it over to the Eastside to be able to interface with the High Speed Rail station. Mr. Brancheau said the original date was June 2005 but his board discussed pushing the date out to 2007 or 2008.  He said it would really be a function of the demand for the facilities.  He added that his board has stopped short of putting a date out because it is all about the capacity of the North Terminal, and the demand for the South Terminal.  In the meantime, he said, the Aviation Authority is spending money on both design and infrastructure work to make sure they are responsive to demand.    

Mr. Fowler then asked what happens if when 2008 comes, or before, and air traffic has not rebounded enough.  He asked if they have a plan to accommodate the train with maybe a limited station and a people mover system into the north terminal.  Mr. Brancheau said that those are policy issues that the Aviation Authority would have to address.  Mr. Fowler said that if the Westside of the South Terminal is not constructed in a fashion conducive to the High Speed Rail program, then the Authority would have to go to Plan B.  Mr. Fowler said it would be nice to know what Plan B costs and who is going to pay for it.  Mr. Brancheau said that he would carry that message back to the Aviation Authority.  

Then Mr. Mansour asked if there is any potential for building the High Speed Rail station at the North Terminal.  Mr. Brancheau said that in the past both stations have been evaluated as intermodal stations.  He said the Aviation Authority also looked at the option of having light rail in the North and in the South Terminal.  He said there is a matrix of options that have been looked at over the years, but he said it would be a policy issue for the board to decide.  Mr. Mansour asked if it would be more practical to build a High Speed Rail station at the North Terminal.  In addition, a large number of riders would be bound for Universal or Disney and he could not imagine them arriving at the North Terminal and taking a bus to the South Terminal to board a train to ride to those locations.  Mr. Mansour said in that case, people would most likely stick to the conventional modes of transportation.  

Mr. Fowler then asked how the issue could be addressed to both of their benefit.  Mr. Brancheau said it would be best if the Authority would raise those issues through a letter to his Director and Board.  He said that he would also take the issue back to them immediately. Mr. Fowler motioned that we ask the Chairman to write a letter to open a dialog with the Aviation Authority about using the North Terminal.  It was moved and seconded.  

Before concluding Mr. Brancheau mentioned a study that will be conducted to look at an intermodal facility at the airport.  He said the study would look at putting the facility in the North and South Terminal.  

5. Staff Director's Report 

Mr. Nazih Haddad made the following report about what was happening in Washington, D.C.   

A. Report from Washington

· The Wright 21 – the Railroad Infrastructure Development Expansion Act for the 21st century passed.  This bill establishes the authority for states or interstate compacts to issue federal tax exempt and tax credit bonds for the High Speed Rail infrastructure.  This, according to Mr. Haddad, is the same legislation that was introduced by Chairman Don Young and Congresswoman Corrine Brown of Florida.  

B. American Rail Equity Act (AREA)

· On Wednesday, July 30, Senator Kay Bailey-Hutchison put the AREA proposal forth, along with Senators Trent Lott, Conrad Burns, and Olympia Snow.  The AREA legislation proposes creation of the National Passenger Rail System from Amtrak’s current route structure and it authorizes $2 billion operating support for Amtrak. The Act would also provide for a Rail Infrastructure Finance Corporation to underwrite $48 billion over six years in tax credit bonds and administer a trust fund to repay the bonds over 20 years.  Those bonds would be available for use by High Speed Rail Systems planned around the country.  

C. US DOT Proposal For Inter-City Passenger Rail

· This was proposed July 29 by the administration to revamp Amtrak.  One element of this proposal would break up Amtrak into three entities, an operating entity, an infrastructure entity, and an entity that would continue to have the rights that Amtrak has today, in terms of operating on the freight railroads.   
A major element of this proposal is that it would require states to be responsible for the operation of long distance passenger rail service.

D. Secretary Snow – Tax Credit Bond Legislation

· Secretary Snow announced the administration would be opposed and would in fact veto any legislation enacted by Congress in this year or next, that included tax credit bond financing.  Ride 21 and other proposals for funding High Speed Rail around the country do include that as a major element, Mr. Haddad said.   

D.  Future Board Meetings. 

Mr. Haddad noted that September 9 will be the next meeting and it was determined that the format of the vendor presentation will be decided by the Staff.  Ms. Nodarse asked for at least 5 or 10 minutes for rebuttal.  Mr. Dunn recommended that the Board give each presenter an hour but have them sit in on the other Proposer’s presentation and be given time for a rebuttal.  Mr. Dockery said that the presenters should have an uninterrupted amount of time.  Mr. Browning said an hour is too long to sit without asking questions.  He proposed they go 30 minutes before the Board could ask questions.

The board motioned and seconded to have the next meetings on September 9, October 14, and December 19, with October 14 being the meeting to select the route and vendors.  

6.  Presentation by the Center for Advanced Transportation at UCF and ATT. Government Solutions.  

At the end of the meeting, the Board saw a simulation of Commuter Rail through Orlando.  It was the creation of the Center for Advanced Transportation at the University of Central Florida (UCF) and ATT Government Solutions.  
The meeting was adjourned at 3:45 PM.  

