[bookmark: _Toc513132007][bookmark: _GoBack]Supplemental Materials C: Mapping Contract Amounts onto the FCP Report
Can the amounts of the contracts and other categories of spending in Appendix B and the total forecast spending amounts in the FCP reports discussed in Appendix A be reconciled? It would be surprising if all spending estimates matched perfectly across all sources, given the fact that reports are prepared for various purposes, and something as idiosyncratic as differing accounting procedures could explain any discrepancy. Still, it is important to know that the amounts the research team assigned to various categories of spending on CP1 from the FCP report are in at least general accordance with a contract-based approach to identifying funding (i.e. examining the contracts and invoices of firms known to be working on the CP1 or enabling activities.) This appendix details how the research team mapped and reconciled the various spending amounts. From this exercise in reconciling spending across various sources, the research team concluded that the FCP amounts were quite consistent with contract amounts reported in other sources, especially in the largest construction contracts in CP1, and are a reliable way of delineating spending for CP1.
[bookmark: _Toc513132008]Major Contracts
The amounts of three of the nine major contracts clearly match to FCP total forecast expenditure amounts: Caltrans, Wong Harris and TPZP. This is shown in the first three rows of Table 16. The Caltrans SR99 contract amount of $260 million and the Wong-Harris contract amount of $34,208,889 both match exactly across sources. The Caltrans contract matches to Task 8.1 (SR99) and the Wong Harris contract matches to Task 5.2.1 (Project Construction Management for CP1). The TPZP contract amount of $1,323,012,439 is very similar to the amount listed in the FCP report under Task 8.2.1 (Design-Build for CP1); the difference likely represents an amendment to the contract.
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	Contractor
	Contract Number
	Contract Amount
	FCP matched amount
	FCP task(s)

	Caltrans SR99
	HSR06-12
	260,900,000
	260,900,000
	Task 8.1

	Wong-Harris 
	HSR11-20
	34,208,889
	34,208,889
	Task 5.2.1

	TPZP
	HSR13-06
	1,323,012,439
	1,283,047,960
	Task 8.2.1

	
	
	
	
	

	AECOM
	HSR06-07
	83,400,000
	68,672,114
	Tasks 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 2.1, 3.1, 3.2 (M-F) & 6.1. 

	RDP (WSP|PB)
	HSR14-66
	700,000,000
	584,836,167
	Task 1.7, 2.2, 2.3, 3.3, 3.4, 3.5, 5.1.1, & 5.1.2.

	PMT (PB)*
	HSR06-01
	295,000,000
	
	* 

	
	
	
	
	

	KPMG
	HSR10-34
	5,750,000
	
	

	KPMG
	HSR14-01
	11,249,575
	
	

	Nossaman
	HSR08-10
	19,000,000
	69,269,674
	Tasks 3.8 

	* This contract spanned 2006-15, but the FCP expenditures only start from 2010 so there may be little reason to expect these to match



What about the Regional Consultant (AECOM) and Rail Delivery Partner (Parsons Brinckerhoff) contracts? The amounts of these two contracts do map into the FCP report, and the contract and FCP amounts are close, but not equal. The research team was able to access a spreadsheet file that was used in producing the PDF versions of the FCP report that CHSRA publishes to their webpage, and one of the worksheets (titled "contract type mapping”) matches contract types to tasks. The complete mapping between contract type and tasks is reproduced in Table 17.  Following this mapping, tasks 1.1-3.2 (from the Merced-Fresno section), plus task 6.1 (preliminary ROW) represents Regional Consultant work, and the sum of these amounts should equal the amount of the AECOM contract. Table 16 (in Appendix B) shows that the AECOM contract amount at $83,400,000, while the sum of the ten relevant tasks listed for AECOM’s contract in Table 16 equals $68,672,114.  This latter amount is 82.3% of the contract amount.
Likewise, identifying Rail Delivery Partners (RDP) tasks can be accomplished using the contract / task matching crosswalk in Table 17. Unlike with AECOM regional consultant contract, the RDP contract is for the entire project, i.e. it is a system-wide contract. The total forecast spending amounts of the eight tasks that represent RDP functions sum to $584,836,167; this is 83.5% of the $700 million RDP contract amount. Thus both the RC and RDP contract amounts are arguably in ballpark range with the corresponding total spending amounts in the FCP report, but with both with the RC and RDP contracts, the amounts in the FCP reports are smaller.   
With regard to the PMT contract (the third of the major project development contracts in this list), this amount cannot be found in the FCP report as spending on this contract started soon after the contract was signed in 2006, but the FCP report only shows expenditures going back until 2010.
Matching the last three of the nine major contracts (the two KPMG contracts and the Nossaman contract) proved more complicated. These areas, like with the RDP contract, are system-wide contracts that are not attributable to the Merced-Fresno section or CP1 or any other section or construction package. The amounts listed in the FCP report exceed the contract amounts for one (Nossaman contract) by a factor of more than three. The reasons for this remain an open question. However, despite having the least success in matching these final three “major” contracts, consider the fact that the contract amounts shown in Table 16 (Appendix B) for the three sum to just under $36 million. As shown in Table 14 (Appendix B), this is in the range of the larger contracts in the “RA/TPA” list (HSR14-63 Union Pacific Railroad Company at $39,400,000 and HSR15-36 Pacific Gas & Electric Company at $27,000,000) and these are “minor” contracts. Thus, despite not matching these contract amounts to FCP amounts closely, the five largest (and perhaps truly “major”) contract amounts match either exactly or are in ballpark range with FCP tasks.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  The one exception being the PMT contract, which was executed prior to 2010 when FCP data begins.] 
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The approach taken for “minor contracts” was to examine whether the summed expenditures on “minor contracts”, including those on the two ROW lists and the RA and TPA lists, can be reconciled with the aggregate spending lines reported in the FCP report. The total amount of spending listed in Table 14 (Appendix B) on RA and TPA contracts summed to either $135,549,041 or $114,129,967, depending on whether one uses the data from the Master Contracts file or the C&E reports, respectively (one could take as this figure a rounded midpoint of $125,000,000).  However, only half of the contracts in the RA and TPA list were successfully matched to a spending amount. Thus, it is possible that $125 million is a lower-bound estimate of the spending associated with RA and TPA functions. Alternatively, not all of the RA and TPA contracts are exclusively for CP1. Thus $125 million could also be an upwardly-biased estimate of the sum of contract amounts.  Amidst this uncertainty, the research team considers $125 million a baseline estimate.
How close is this sum of RA and TPA contract amounts to the relevant tasks in the FCP report? In the FCP report Task 8.2.3 is Third Parties CP1 and total forecast expenditures in this category equal $188,070,152. In this case the matched amounts of contracts identified in the TPA and RA CP1 list are about two-thirds of the total forecast spending amount listed in the FCP report under Task 8.2.3. This is an arguably larger-than-ballpark difference, but given the lack of information on these contracts it is difficult to assess how well these contracts reconcile with FCP amounts.
Finally, Appendix B discussed two ROW lists, one listing services contracts for CP1, and the other list containing individual relocation payment amounts through April 2017. FCP Task 6.2.1 is “CP1 ROW Services & Relocation” and total forecast spending is $127,215,529. Now the sum of the contract amounts in the ROW services list equaled $90 million (shown in Table 15, Appendix B), and the sum of the ROW relocation payments in the CP1 area was $37,282,837. These sum to $127,282,837, the same amount listed under Task 6.2.1, to a remarkably high degree of closeness—the FCP amount for Task 6.2.1 is 99.99% of the sum of contract amount and relocation payment amounts in the two ROW lists.
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	Task
	Project Development / Construction
	Contract Type

	Task 1.7
	Phase I - Project Development
	PMT

	Task 2.2
	Phase I - Project Development
	PMT

	Task 2.3
	Phase I - Project Development
	PMT

	Task 3.3
	Phase I - Project Development
	PMT

	Task 3.4
	Phase I - Project Development
	PMT

	Task 3.5
	Phase I - Project Development
	PMT

	Task 5.1.1
	Phase I - Construction
	PMT

	Task 5.1.2
	Phase I - Construction
	PMT

	Task 1.1
	Phase I - Project Development
	RC

	Task 1.1
	Phase I - Project Development
	RC

	Task 1.2
	Phase I - Project Development
	RC

	Task 1.3
	Phase I - Project Development
	RC

	Task 1.4
	Phase I - Project Development
	RC

	Task 1.5
	Phase I - Project Development
	RC

	Task 1.6
	Phase I - Project Development
	RC

	Task 2.1
	Phase I - Project Development
	RC

	Task 3.1
	Phase I - Project Development
	RC

	Task 3.2
	Phase I - Project Development
	RC

	Task 3.2
	Phase I - Project Development
	RC

	Task 6.1
	Phase I - Construction
	RC

	Task 8.3.2
	Phase I - Construction
	D-B

	Task 1.8
	Phase I - Project Development
	RA

	Task 3.8
	Phase I - Project Development
	RA

	Task 5.3.1
	Phase I - Construction
	RA

	Task 4.1
	Phase I - Project Development
	SWCAP

	Task 4.2
	Phase I - Project Development
	SWCAP

	Task 3.6
	Phase I - Project Development
	SAP

	Task 3.7
	Phase I - Project Development
	LAUS

	Task 5.2.1
	Phase I - Construction
	PCM

	Task 5.2.2
	Phase I - Construction
	PCM

	Task 5.2.3
	Phase I - Construction
	PCM

	Task 5.2.4
	Phase I - Construction
	PCM

	Task 6.2.1
	Phase I - Construction
	ROW

	Task 6.2.2
	Phase I - Construction
	ROW

	Task 6.2.3
	Phase I - Construction
	ROW

	Task 6.3.1
	Phase I - Construction
	ROW

	Task 6.3.2
	Phase I - Construction
	ROW

	Task 6.3.3
	Phase I - Construction
	ROW

	Task 6.4.1
	Phase I - Construction
	ROW

	Task 6.4.2
	Phase I - Construction
	ROW

	Task 6.4.3
	Phase I - Construction
	ROW

	Task 8.1
	Phase I - Construction
	D-B

	Task 8.2.1
	Phase I - Construction
	D-B

	Task 8.2.2
	Phase I - Construction
	D-B

	Task 8.2.4
	Phase I - Construction
	D-B

	Task 8.3.1
	Phase I - Construction
	D-B

	Task 8.3.1.1
	Phase I - Construction
	D-B

	Task 8.3.2
	Phase I - Construction
	D-B

	Task 8.4.1
	Phase I - Construction
	D-B

	Task 8.4.1.1
	Phase I - Construction
	D-B

	Task 8.4.2
	Phase I - Construction
	D-B

	Task 8.5.1
	Phase I - Construction
	D-B

	Task 8.5.2
	Phase I - Construction
	D-B

	Task 8.2.3
	Phase I - Construction
	TPA

	Task 8.3.3
	Phase I - Construction
	TPA

	Task 8.4.3
	Phase I - Construction
	TPA

	Task 9.1
	Phase I - Construction
	PRUC

	Task 9.2
	Phase I - Construction
	PRUC

	Task 10.1
	Phase I - Construction
	PRUC

	RC - Phase 2
	Phase II - Project Development
	RC - Ph2

	Task 8.5.3
	Phase I - Construction
	TPA

	CO Only
	TBD
	CO Only

	Pending Research
	TBD
	Pending Research




