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Four different operational models of high‐speed rail have emerged:

(a) Dedicated: The world’s first operational high‐speed rail model is Japan’s Shinkansen (“new trunk
line”), which has separate high‐speed tracks that serve high‐speed trains exclusively. The system was
developed because the existing rail network was heavily congested with conventional passenger and
freight trains and the track gauge did not support the new high‐speed trains.
(b) Mixed high‐speed: Exemplified by France’s TGV (Train à Grande Vitesse), this model includes both
dedicated, high‐speed tracks that serve only high‐speed trains and upgraded, conventional tracks that
serve both high‐speed and conventional trains.
(c) Mixed conventional: Spain’s AVE (Alta Velocidad Espanola) has dedicated high‐speed, standard‐
gauge tracks that serve both high‐speed and conventional trains equipped with a gauge‐changing
system, and conventional, nonstandard gauge tracks that serve only conventional trains.
(d) Fully mixed: In this model, exemplified by Germany’s ICE (Inter‐City Express), most of the tracks are
compatible with all high‐speed, conventional passenger, and freight trains.
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The case of United States of America

First, each criterion was divided by the total length (in miles) of the corridor. This step results in the
data being on a per mile basis, which allows for comparison between corridors of varying lengths.
Without this step, longer corridors with more data points would have had an advantage over
shorter corridors.

Valuen/Length of Corridorn

For each criterion, the corridor was given a rank from zero to 7,870, based on their relative value.
Rank (Valuen/Lengthn)

These ranks were then converted to a value between 0 and 1 by dividing the rank by the maximum
rank in each category and subtracting that result from 1. This yielded a number between 0 and 1
for each entry with the highest value 1 and lowest 0.

1 – (Rankn / Maximum Rank)

The final equation was then applied to these adjusted corridor ranks.
Corridor Score = 3*(RP+ECBD) +2*(TCE+TCP+CP+CE+RPGF+RAM) + (CRP+CTC+SF+ST)
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For example, the reference case assumes the average HSR single (one‐way in $2012)
economy fare between Sydney and Melbourne in 2065 would be $A141 for a business
passenger and $A86 for a leisure passenger. This variation reflects the tendency for
passengers travelling for business to pay more for a ticket than those travelling for leisure (a
result of the booking methods used, the higher tendency of business travellers to purchase
flexible tickets, and the tendency to travel at peak times). The corresponding average air
fares (one‐way in $2012) in 2065 were estimated as $A137 and $A69 respectively. In
practice, a range of fares would be offered, targeted to market segments and influenced by
seat utilisation patterns and competitive pressures, as is currently the case with the airlines,
where current air fares paid for inter‐city business travel can vary from the overall average
by as much as 65 per cent. Sensitivity tests also considered average fares up to 30 per cent
and 50 per cent higher, as well as 50 per cent lower in the context of a price war with the
airlines.

The case of Australia



The case of UK

The HS2 Y network (so named due to its shape) will provide direct high capacity,high‐speed
links between London, Birmingham, Leeds and Manchester, with intermediate stations in the
East Midlands and South Yorkshire. The network will be able to accommodate high capacity
trains running initially at speeds of up to 225 mph, with the potential to rise to 250 mph in the
future. It will also carry high‐speed trains designed to run onto the existing rail network,
continuing at conventional speed to a wide range of additional destinations in the United
Kingdom, without the need to change trains, via links to the West Coast and East Coast main
lines. HS2 is being designed to accommodate the wider and taller trains used elsewhere in
Europe. It would, therefore, be possible to run double‐deck trains on HS2.



The case of Japan



Methodology for the development of High Speed Trains



Proposal to amend our Methodology for High Speed Trains 
Master Plan 

• Preparation of a toolkit for the future development of high speed lines and 

evaluation of existing ones;

• The toolkit will include analysis and prioritization of corridors based one socio‐

economic criteria, difficulties regarding infrastructure development criteria etc;

• The toolkit will include cost benefit analysis for each of the prioritized corridors 

based on tickets prices, inhabitants purchasing power and cost for constructing 

and operating high speed lines.    


