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BACKGROUND



Objectives

Dramatically Reduce Travel Time and Increase Reliability so that
Train Service is Competitive with Other Transportation Modes in the
Northeast

Improve the Service Quality Provided to Customers
Significantly Increase Net Operating Revenues % 200 N
Stimulate Economic Growth in the Northeast

Reduce Air and Road Congestion

Spearhead the Development of High Speed Rail Corridors in Other
Regions



History

Initial Congressional Funding Oct 1990
Electrification Contract Awarded to Balfour Beatty Construction and
Mass Electric Construction Dec 1995

Vice President Gore Announces High Speed Trainset and High
Horsepower Locomotive Contract Award March 1996

GEC Alsthom Selected to Rebuild the Engines of 30 AEM-7
Locomotives Oct 1997

$810 Million of Financing for Trainsets, Locomotives and
Maintenance Facilities Secured



Scope

15 High Horsepower Locomotives Purchased - Summer 1999 Delivery
12 High Speed Trainsets Purchased with an Option for 6 Additional Sets

Delivery of Trainsets ng?ins in the Fourth Quarter of 1999
Northend Electrified Service Implemented in the Fourth Qtr of 1999
Infrastructure Improvements Along the Entire Corridor — 2\ Lol
Remainder of Fleet to be Upgraded with Cascading of Metroliner
Equipment
Program Costs Total $2.3 Billion

— $810 Million (35%) Externally Financed for Trainsets, Locomotives

and Maintenance Facilities

— Of'the $1.5 Billion of Federal Funding, $.9 Billion Has Been
Appropriated and $.6 Billion is Required



TRANSPORTATION
INDUSTRY AND SERVICE
TRANSFORMATION



Market Share

e Current Market Share 1s 12%
— 16% Share of Business Trips
— 9% Share of Non-Business Trips

— Non-Business Segment Accounts for 57% of Market Which is
Dominated by the Car

* Key Attributes for Increasing Market Share are Reducing Trip Times
and Increasing Reliability

* Market Share Assumed with High Speed Rail is 15%



Operational Results

Increases Ridership From 11.1 Million in FY 1997 to 14.7 Million in
FY2001

Provides 3 Hour High Speed Rail Service Between Boston and
New York

Provides 2 Hour/45 Minute High Speed Rail Service Between - > %
ew York and Washington D -

Maximum peeds
— Increase From 105 mph to 150 mph Between NY and Boston
— Increase From 125 mph to 135 mph Between NY and DC
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Service Quality Improvements

Transformation of All Northeast Corridor Service Based on the
“Seamless Journey” Concept

Interior and Exterior Upgrades from Fleet Purchases and Overhauls
Interior and Exterior Station Upgrades: Aesthetics and Available Services
Customer Service Standards and Available Service Options
Operational Development

» Service and Fleet Plans

* Recruitment, Training and Disciplinary Programs

« Performance Standards
Systems and Process Changes

» Reservations and Fare Collection

« Station Passenger Handling and Passenger Flow

* Marketing Program and Branding



Safety Advancements

On-Board Diagnostic System Automatically Enforces Speeds and
Triggers Safety Responses, Including Application of Brakes

Trainset Data Management System Monitors All Electronic Systems,
Including Fire Detection, Bearing Overheating, Braking & Cab Signals

Fire Suppression System Sounds a Warning Alarm to Crew if There is
an Engine Fire & Automatically Activates if Crew Fails to Respond

Firefighters Can Connect Directly Into a Piping System Running the
Length of the Locomotive, Eliminating the Need to Search for Access

Structural Strengths of the Car Bodies and Locomotives Set New
Collision Protection Standards

Strength of the Locomotive Windshield and Passenger Side Windows
Increased to Account for High Speed Operations

High Strength Seat-to-Floor Attachments & Enclosed Overhead
Baggage Racks 10



Sophisticated Technology

* World’s Most Technologically Advanced Trainsets

Active Tilt Train Technology for Increased Comfort and Higher
Speeds

Automated On-Board Diagnostic Systems Reports Enroute to
Maintenance Facilities

On-Board Reservations and Seat Assignment Capability

Equipped with Audio & Video Entertainment and 120-Volt Outlets
for Laptop Computers

* Infrastructure Technology

State-of-the-Art Constant Tension System for Economy and
Reliability
Wayside Communications from the Trains Take Advantage of

Advanced Telecommunication Technology
11



REGIONAL
TRANSFORMATION
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Economic Development

Launching a New U.S. Industry

— Growing Worldwide Demand for High Speed Train Products Will
Create Lucrative Job Opportunities For Thousands of Skilled
American Workers

Enhancing Existing Business Centers

— Transport More Passengers to Central Business Districts in All
Major Northeast Cities

Creating New Centers of Business

— Spur Growth in Suburban and Smaller Urban Areas, Such as
Route 128 and New Haven, Where Quick Access to Major Cities
is Provided

13



Environmental Benefits

Reduced Highway and Airport Congestion AN
— 1.5 Million Fewer Air Passengers at Logan and LaGuardia
— 2,500 Fewer Daily Automobile Trips to Logan
— 2% Reduction in Automobile Traffic on I-95

* Reduced Air Pollution

— Significant Reductions in Nitrous Oxides, Carbon Monoxide and
Volatile Organic Compounds
— Reduced Pollution Along the Corridor Due to Use of Electric
Power
* Reduced Consumption and Importation of Fossil Fuel

14



Business Growth

10,000 Construction Related Jobs Are Being Created by Direct
Contractors and Sub-Contractors

Trainset Production is Based in Barre, VT and Plattsburgh, NY with
Additional Work To-Date Awarded to More Than 50 Subcontractors
in Over 20 States

In 1990, the Coalition of Northeastern Governors Estimated that

Nearly 5,000 Permanent Job Opportunities and $440 Million a Year in
Increased Business Sales Activity Will Be Generated

15



Emerging High Speed Rail
Corridors

Charlotte-Raleigh-Richmond-Washington DC
Bakersfield-Oakland

Los Angeles-San Diego

Chicago-Detroit

Chicago-Milwaukee

Chicago-St Louis

Eugene-Seattle-Vancouver
Miami-Orlando-Tampa
New York City-Albany

16



FINANCIAL RESULTS
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Business Planning & Forecasting
Methodology

Market Assessment
Customer Market Research
Comparative Cost Analysis
Travel Demand Modeling
Service Plan Development
Sensitivity Analysis
Cost/Benefit Analysis

18



Key Factors Producing
Revenue Growth

Travel Time Reductions

Reliability Improvements

Service Frequency Increases
Competitive and Reasonable Pricing

New Equipment and a Higher Level of Service Quality and Customer
Amenities

19



Travel Time Reductions

Travel Time Reductions Achieved Through Completion of Northend
Electrification, Infrastructure Improvements and Use of High Horse
Power Locomotives and High Speed Trainsets

Northend Travel Time between Boston and New York Reduced from
4 hours/45 minutes to 3 hours

Y
Southend Travel Time between New York and Washington DC 1 v
Reduced from 3 hours to 2 hours/45 minutes
N

Benefits Accrue to All Train Service on the Corridor



Reliability Improvements

High Contractor Performance Standards for Equipment Maintenance

Stringent Contractor Penalties for Equipment Failure and Trip-Time
Increases

Continuing Reduction in Track, Signal, Switch and Br1dge and Electric
Traction Failures Due to Capital Investment

Continuing Reduction in Mechanical Delays Due to Preventive
Maintenance, Car Overhaul and New Equipment Programs

21



Frequency Increases

Daily Frequency of High Speed Service Increases on the Northend
from 0 to 8 Roundtrips

Daily Frequency of High Speed Service Increases on the éggﬂlend
from 15 to 17 Roundtrips

22



Reasonable & Competitive Fares

* NortheastDirect Fare From DC to NY Increases By Only Inflation
(Peak Fare of $75 in 1998 to $82 in 2001)

» NortheastDirect Fare From NY to Boston Increases Due to Inflation,

Reduction of Trip Time and Increase in Equipment & Service Quality
(Peak Fare of $52 in 1998 to $65 in 2001)

— 60% of the Fare Increase is Due to Inflation
~ Northend Fares Are 80% of Equivalent Mileage Southend Fares

* Metroliner Fare From DC to NY Increases Due to Inflation, Reduction

in Trip Time, and Increase in Equipment & Service Quality (Peak Fare
of $112 in 1998 to $147 in 2001)

—  65% of the Fare Increase is Due to Inflation

— Remaining Increase is a Reasonable and Competitive Premium for
High Speed Service 23



Net Incremental Benefits

Annual Budget Impact in FY2001-2002
— @ross incremental revenue of $290-300 million

— Incremental operating expenses of $50 million
— Debt Service of $45-55 million

— Net incremental benefit of $180-200 million

24



PROGRAM STATUS
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Equipment

Trainsets and High Horsepower Locomotives
— Exterior and Interior Design Work is Complete

— First Coach and Locomotive Shells are in Barre, VT and
Plattsburgh, NY to Begin Assembly

— The New Ivy City Maintenance Facility is Ahead of Schedule, the
Southamption Yard is On Schedule and Work at Sunnyside Yard is
Scheduled to Begin May 1998

Electric Locomotive Fleet

— Contract to Extend the Life of the AEM-7 Fleet by 20 Years
Awarded and Underway

26



Electrification

7,700 Out of 14,000 Foundations Installed
3,500 Out of 14,000 Poles Installed
200 Out of 1,500 Miles of Wire Installed

Balfour Beatty’s Foundation Production Rates Will Meet the Project
Schedule

For Added Protection, Hayward Baker is Being Mobilized to
Immediately Begin Work in the Event that Production Slips

Work to Construct the Electric Facilities is on Schedule with All
Permits in Place and 12 of the 25 Facilities Under Construction

27



Infrastructure

* Amtrak Forces Have Completed
— 138 Out of 140 Miles of New Continuous Welded Rail
— 330,000 out of 332,000 New Concrete Ties
— 119 out of 127 Curve Realignments
— 150 Miles of Reverse Signaling and CETC Control Expansion
— 38 out of 57 New Ballast Deck Bridge Replacements
— 46 out of 61 Bridge Undercuts
— Tilcon, Pine Orchard and Clinton Sidings
— 50% of Canton Viaduct Upgrade

* New Haven Track and Bridge Upgrades Under Design with
Construction to Begin Spring 1998

* Construction is Underway on Track Reconfiguration at New Haven,
Stamford Center Island Platforms and Shell Interlocking 78



Conclusion

* Project is On Schedule

— Northend Electrification is On Schedule and Will be Completed by
the Fall of 1999

— Northend Electrified Train Service Will Begin by the Fall of 1999

— First High Speed Trainsets Will be Delivered for Revenue Service
in Late 1999

— Full Electrified Service and High Speed Train Service
Implemented by the Summer of 2000

* Realistic and Conservative Financial Results, Generating $180-200
Million Annual Cash Contribution to the Corporation

29



MEMORANDUM
TO: TOM FREEDMAN

FROM: JULIE MIKUTA

RE: THE FUTURE O
DATE: JULY 3, 1997
SUMMARY

U

There arejikely scenarios for Amtrak’s future: it will obtain federal operating subsidies and
continuing running in its current form; it will use these funds to create a high-speed system from
Boston to Washington, DC; it will be split into separate operations to run and maintain the
routes.

CURRENT FINANCIAL SITUATION OF AMTRAK

Amtrak projects a $70 million to $80 million deficit this year and faces bankruptcy within a year
without congressional help. In recent years, Amtrak has been forced to cut routes.

Amtrak President Thomas Downs said the company has reduced its dependence on subsidies
(with the amount of operating aid cut 50% to $200 million in less than 3 years, the lowest
operating subsidy level in the history of the company).

There will be hearings this summer on ways to save Amtrak. The Senate has attached an
amendment to Sen Roth’s budget reconciliation bill (S. 949) which diverts half-penny from the
18.3 cent-per-gallon federal gas tax to Amtrak (see last entry in table below). Amtrak believes it
could drop federal operating subsidies by 2002 if it had a dedicated funding source for capital
needs. [6/26/97 AP]

Dissenting members of a committee that investigated intercity rail travel noted broad Senate
support for a $2 billion reserve fund for Amtrak and said bankers have enough confidence in
Amtrak to lend it $1 billion.



BILLS INTRODUCED IN THE 105TH CONGRESS

budget reconciliation
bill; agreed by
unanimous consent in
Senate, 6/26

Number Sponsor Date Content

S 436, Sen Roth 3/13/97 To establish an Intercity Passenger Rail

S 634, Trust Fund for expenses of non-Amtrak

S 764 states.

S 586 Sen Moynihan 4/15/97 Reauthorizes the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act (ITSEA) of
1991 [currently in Committee]; continues
federal funding for intercity passenger rail

H Con Res | Rep Franks, B 3/11/97 ITSEA should not be radically overhauled,

43 a dedicated source of Amtrak funding
should be established

HR 1210 Rep Wolf 3/20/97 Establishes a commission to identify
Amtrak routes for closure based on low
economic performance

S 468; Sen Chatee 3/18/97 Reforms funding of Amtrak; Authorizes

HR 1268; federal grants to Amtrak that taper off from

HR 2066 $344 million in FY 98 to $142 million in
FY 2003; authorizes capital investment
grants to Amtrak of $423 million for each
of next 6 years, and discretionary
supplemental capital investments

HR 1666 Rep Hefley 5/20/97 Eliminates federal support of Amtrak

S Amdt Sen Enzi to S 949, 6/27/97 Allows non-Amtrak states to provide

591 Sen Roth’s budget alternative intercity transport assistance

reconciliation bill;
agreed to by Senate
S Amdt Sen Daschle to S 6/26/97 Creates an Intercity Passenger Rail Fund
565 949, Sen Roth’s financed by 0.5 cent per gallon of the

federal fuel excise taxes primarily to
finance Amtrak.




AMTRAK’S PLANS FOR HIGH-SPEED TRACKS
New York

Amtrak would like to convert its current Boston-DC route into electric high-speed rail lines,
cutting 90 minutes off the commute between Boston and NYC. This would require electrifying
157 miles and cost approximately $1.7 billion. In 1996, Amtrak predicted that 18 fast trains
would run as early as 1998, but the complete project -- involving 34 fast trains --would not be
finished until 2000. All states affected have approved Amtrak’s plans, including Connecticut,
which waited until a study determined that the new system would not significantly affect the
marinas and environment. [NYT, 7/15/96, 8/9/96, 4/30/97]

Amtrak expects high-speed trains to boost annual ridership on the Boston to NY route alone by
1.2 million passengers [to 2.6 million], in the year 2001, and to 3.63 million in 2010. David
Carol, Amtrak’s vice-president of high-speed rail, has said the new service will be “‘essential to
stave off bankruptcy beginning in the year 2001"; members of Congress are requesting a GAO
study on the venture. [WSJ, 6/7/96]

Florida

In February of 1996, Florida awarded a contract to build a $4.8 billion bullet train that would link
major cities across the state. When the state did not receive anticipated federal matching funds, it
ended the project, and may apply $70 million to improving Amtrak services. [NYT: 2/28/96,
8/21/96]

WORKING GROUP ON INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL

The Committee recommended splitting Amtrak into separate operations to run and maintain the

tracks.

¢ A new federal agency, Amrail, would own the Washington/Boston corridor and a few other
short routes, and would manage tracks, and that Amtrak and other companies would compete
for contracts that would run the tracks.

e The plan is modeled after one being implemented in Britain -- which has cost nearly $1
billion a year more in public funding than it did as a private enterprise.

e Two of the panel members dissented -- Gov Florio and Rutgers professor Carl Van Horn.
They claim that eliminating operating subsidies and counting on sales and state funds would
lead to a breakdown in the national system, and would not prevent Amtrak from battling for
infrastructure funds. [6/24/97: W Post; 6/26/97 AP]



AMTRAK’S CRITICS

A NYT [4/30/97] commentary written by Chris Cohen argued that Amtrak should be shut down

for these reasons:

1. When the U.S. Dept of Transportation took over the ownership and operation of the
passenger trains 26 years ago, the trans ran at annual deficit of $200 million. During last 26
years, cumulative debt has been $13 billion and Amtrak has been running only 219 of 547
daily trains.

2. The number of passengers is almost same now as then, although passenger travel on airplanes
and in cars has risen.

Other critics say that it is unlikely that Amtrak will be able to cut the travel time to 3 hours on a
consistent basis.
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RE: THE FUTURE OF AMTRAK ZO{ ‘T/
DATE: JULY 3, 1997

SUMMARY

There aréikely scenarios for Amtrak’s future: it will obtain federal operating subsidies and
continuing running in its current form; it will use these funds to create a high-speed system from

routes.

oston to Washington, DC; it will be split into separate operations to run and maintain the

CURRENT FINANCIAL SITUATION OF AMTRAK

without congressional help. In recent years, Amtrak has been forced to cut routes.

Amtrak projects a $70 million to $80 million deficit this year and faces bankruptcy within a yeﬂ

Amtrak President Thomas Downs said the company has reduced its dependence on subsidies
(with the amount of operating aid cut 50% to $200 million in less than 3 years, the lowest
operating subsidy level in the history of the company).

There will be hearings this summer on ways to save Amtrak. The Senate has attached an
amendment to Sen Roth’s budget reconciliation bill (S.949) which diverthalf-penny from the
18.3 cent-per-gallon federal gas tax to Amtrak (see lastentry in table below). Amtrak believes it
could drop federal operating subsidies by 2002 if it had a dedicated funding source for capital

needs. [6/26/97 AP] — — —
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Dissenting members of a committee that investigated intercity rail travel noted broad Senate
support for a $2 billion reserve fund for Amtrak and said bankers have enough confidence in

Amtrak to lend it $1 billion.

BILLS INTRODUCED IN THE 105TH CONGRESS

Number Sponsor Date Content

S 436, Sen Roth 3/13/97 To establish an Intercity Passenger Rail
S 634, Trust Fund for expenses of non-Amtrak
S 764 states.
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S 586 Sen Moynihan 4/15/97 Reauthorizes the Intermodal Surface

Transportation Efficiency Act (ITSEA) of
1991 [currently in Committee]; continues
federal funding for intercity passenger rail

H Con Res | Rep Franks, B 3/11/97 ITSEA should not be radically overhauled;

43 a dedicated source of Amtrak funding
should be established

HR 1210 Rep Wolf 3/20/97 Establishes a commission to identify

Amtrak routes for closure based on low
economic performance

S 468; Sen Chatee 3/18/97 Reforms funding of Amtrak; Authorizes
HR 1268; federal grants to Amtrak that taper off from
HR 2066 $344 million in FY 98 to $142 million in

FY 2003; authorizes capital investment
grants to Amtrak of $423 million for each
of next 6 years, and discretionary
supplemental capital investments

HR 1666 Rep Hefley 5/20/97 Eliminates federal support of Amtrak

S Amdt Sen Enzi to S 949, 6/27/97 Allows non-Amtrak states to provide
591 Sen Roth’s budget alternative intercity transport assistance
reconciliation bill;
agreed to by Senate

S Amgdt n Daschle to S 6/26/97 Creates an Intercity Passenger Rail Fund
565 financed bWS cent per gallon of the
" reconciliation federal fuel excise taxes primarily to
,\d A finance Amtrak.
K | unanimoussgnsent in

‘NL\\(‘)F Senate, 6/26

"
AMTRAK’S PLANS FOR HIGH-SPEED TRACKS { o w)\’éd . \V\
New York_

Amtrak would like to convert its current Boston-DC route into electric high-speed rail lines,
cutting 90 minutes off the commute between Boston and NYC. This would require electrifying
157 miles and cost approximately $1.7 billion. In 1996, Amtrak predicted that 18 fast trains
would run as early as 1998, but the complete project -- involving 34 fast trains --would not be
finished until 2000. All states affected have approved Amtrak’s plans, including Connecticut,
which waited until a study determined that the new system would not significantly affect the



marinas and environment. [NYT, 7/15/96, 8/9/96, 4/30/97]

Amtrak expects high-speed trains to boost annual ridership on the Boston to NY route alone by
1.2 million passengers [to 2.6 million], in the year 2001, and to 3.63 million in 2010. David
Carol, Amtrak’s vice-president of high-speed rail, has said the new service will be “essential to
stave off bankruptcy beginning in the year 2001"; members of Congress are requesting a GAO
study on the venture. [WSJ, 6/7/96]

Florida

In February of 1996, Florida awarded a contract to build a $4.8 billion bullet train that would link
major cities across the state. When the state did not receive anticipated federal matching funds, it
ended the project, and may apply $70 million to improving Amtrak services. [NYT: 2/28/96,
8/21/96]

WORKING GROUP ON INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL

The Committee recommended spllttmg Amtrak into separate operations to run and maintain the

tracks.

» A new federal agency, Amrail, would own the Washington/Boston corridor and a few other
short routes, and would manage tracks, and that Amtrak and other companies would compete
for contracts that would run the tracks.

o The plan is modeled after one being implemented in Britain -- which has cost nearly $1
billion a year more in public funding than it did as a private enterprise.

e Two of the panel members dissented -- Gov Florio and Rutgers professor Carl Van Horn.
They claim that eliminating operating subsidies and counting on sales and state funds would
lead to a breakdown in the national system, and would not prevent Amtrak from battling for
infrastructure funds. [6/24/97: W Post; 6/26/97 AP]

AMTRAK'’S CRITICS

A NYT [4/30/97] commentary written by Chris Cohen argued that Amtrak should be shut down

for these reasons: - )

1. When the U.S. Dept of Transportation took over the ownership and operation of the
passenger trains 26 years ago, the trans ran at annual deficit of $200 million. During last 26
years, cumulative debt has been $13 billion and Amtrak has been running only 219 of 547
daily trains.

2. The number of passengers is almost same now as then, although passenger travel on airplanes
and in cars has risen. :

Other critics say that it is unllkely that Amtrak will be able to cut the travel t1me to 3 hours on a
consistent ba51s
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A New Vision lor America's Passenger Rail http://www house.gov/transportation/rail/railrpt.hitm

A
NEW VISION FOR
AMERICA'S PASSENGER RAIL

The Report of Working Group on Intercity Passenger Rail
to the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure

June 1997

Committee Press Releases

June 26, 1997
"Chairman Shuster, Chairwoman Molinari Applaud Efforts of Bipartisan Inter-City Rail
Working Group"

June 23, 1997
"Chairman Shuster, Chairwoman Molinari Pleased by Final Report of Bipartisan Inter-City Rail
Working Group"

A
NEW VISION FOR
AMERICA'S PASSENGER RAIL

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
Working Group on Intercity Passenger Rail

June 1997
CONTENTS (Click on Scction)

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

Membership: Working Group on Inter-City Rail

INTRODUCTION

CONTEXT

Fiscal

Support

Facilities Access
Services and Values

RESTRUCTURING PROPOSAL

FUNDING

CONCLUSION

MINORITY STATEMENT

APPENDICES

Appendix A Restructuring Schematics
Appendix B Funding Summary
Appendix C Questions and Answers

Fol24 07/07/97 16:29:42



A New Vision lor America's Passenger Rail hip:/Awww house.gov/ransportation/rail/railpt.him

Genuine renewal of national passenger rail service will not he resolved by political rhetoric nor by
periodic last-minute infusions of cash; rather, it requires that the Congress take a lony, hard step back
from the status quo i order 1o plot a viable, market-driven course for thn, future Fha immediate pain and
risks to existing rail service and jobs that may accompany this overhaul must I)g vauged carefully agaist
the larger and longer-range havoc that assuredly would follow the further decline and liquidation of
Amtrak.

More importantly, 1f passenger rail is to become a serious part of the nation's mobility strategy in the
future - rather than a mere incantation of the past -- it must operate in a profoundly more growth- and
customer-oriented fashion. It must have the management tools, the lexibility, the incentives and the
discipline imposed by competition (o vie with other modes of transportation on a level playing field.

CONTEXT
FISCAL

Amtrak has been in financial difficulty for most of its 20-year existence. In recent years, its financial
condition has deteriorated to the point that Amtrak believes it may exhaust all sources of cash within the
next 12 months. To reduce its continually growing losses and widening gap between operating deficils
and federal subsidies, Amtrak developed its Strategic Business Plan. Allhough Amtrak has made some
progress in implementing its business plan and cutting its losses, 1ts linancial condition is sull very
precarious. Amtrak's financial measures continue to deteriorate. Financial targets have been missed. and
substantial capital investment is needed.

Amtrak has lost over $700 million in each of the last Y years. Amtrak has been relying on passenger
revenues Lo help close the gap between revenues and expenses, bul passenger revenues, when adjusted
for inflation, have declined over the past several years. Half way through the current fiscal year, Amtrak
began borrowing against its short-term line of credit to meet basic operating expenses, such as payroll.
From 1993 to 1996, Amtrak's debt and capital lease obligations nearly doubled - from about $500
million to almost $1 billion dolars. Amtrak expects to incur another $1 billion in debt within the next 2
years (o finance 18 train sets and related maintenance facilities for the Northeast Corridor and the
acquisition ol new locomotives. To service this increased debt, Amtrak must usc a substantial portion ol
its federal operating subsidies that would otherwise be used to cover [uture operating deficits. Over the
past 4 years, Amtrak's mterest expenses have tripled from about $20 million to about $60 miilion.

The costs of an Amtrak bankruptcy cannot be underestimated. These include financial. social, and
political. Every constituency would lose: state, local, and federal government, employees, customers,
suppliers, taxpayers. The true cost of a bankruptcy would be billions of dollars. The resolution of such a
bankruptcy is far from certain, as control of the process would be taken out of the hands of the
government.

SUPPORT

Afler investing over $19 billion in Amtrak since 1971, Congress is losing patience with Amirak's
continued dependence on federal subsidies. Congress has proniised to provide legislative reforms (labor,
ltability) and continued capital support in return for Amtrak's pledge to eliminate its need for federal
operating subsidies by 2002. Amtrak has asked for a dedicated funding source for its capital needs, and
there have been several bills introduced to accomplish this, but the outcome is uncertain.

Vhilethe Adminisiration has stated its commitment to Amtrak's future, it has proposed a Ievel ot
" funding below Amtrak's stated needs to be provided from the HlUllan_TI‘USL]‘ uid.in its_] NEXTEA
g1cglslat|vc, proposal. The AdATTiStFAtoR's proposal woulcl"rorce—Amn ak o compete e wilh other surfa i%-“
i transportation programs for the limited funding allowed by the budget from the Trust Fund. The_.__
fAﬁll]lQlMllOl1 also supports the"‘hmmahon—of alifederal operating subsidies for Amtrak by 20027 The
wurrent Congressional budget resolution makes additional resources jm apossible_inter=city-rail-tr udt
lund I contingent upon enactment of reform-legislation— -~ - -

Jol2l 07/07/97 16:29:42



A New Vision for America's Passenger Rail hitp://www house.gov/transportation/ratl/railrpt.htm

The public's support for Amtrak is segmented among the geographic areas of the country, Its greatest
support is in the Northeast, where Amtrak serves a substantial portion of the business travel between
New York and Washington. In contrast, Amtrak's routes in other parts ol the country are sparsely
traveled. Amtrak's support among select user groups (retirees, feisure travelers), is higher than its
support from the general population. Yet Amtrak's load factor (the percentage of seats filled) lor FY
1996 was 43.3 per cent on a system-wide basis, and ranged from 37.4 per cenl to 47.3 per cent among 11s
strategic business units. By comparison, a load factor around 00 per cent is generally considered the
break-even point for airlines.

ACCESS TO FREIGHT RAILROADS' FACILITIES

Currently, Amtrak operates over the freight railroads' right-ot-way for afl routes except the Northeast
Corridor, which Amtrak owns, and small route segments in New York State, Pennsylvania, and
Michigan, also owned by Amtrak. Amtrak owned rights-of-way comprise less than 5 per cent ol the
company's current route system. Amtrak's access rights, in combination with its own right-of-way, form
the nation's current intercity rail system, and therefore, these rights must be viewed as one of the most
valuable of all of Amtrak's assets.

The freight railroads view the terms and conditions that govern Amtrak's access as entirely to their
detriment, while Amtrak views its access rights as part of its compensation for having relieved the
freight railroads of the obligation to provide passenger rail service. These viewpoints represent polar
extremes and there needs (o be satisfactory balance between the (wo positions.

There are three elements to the freight railroad/Amtrak relationship:

Access - Amtrak has compulsory access to the freight railroads' right-of=way by virtue of a federal
statute. In addition, by federal law, Amtrak must be given priority dispatching over freight trains.
Compensation - Amtrak's payments to the freight railroads for its usc of their right-of-way is
specificd by formula in federal statute according to incremental costs. The freight railroads claim
that this formula forces them to subsidize Amturak service.

Liability - Current law and judicial interpretation ot access agreements gives the freight railroads
no protection against unlimited tort lability that comes with the presence of passenger trains on
their tracks.

An additional element that exacerbates the freight/ Amtrak relationship s the recent increase n freight
traffic, which makes cach train movement more valuable as capacity becomes constrained. The fireight
railroads claim that the incremental cost formula, in addition to not adequately covering the costs thal
Amtrak itself imposes. does not even address the opportunicy cost of reduced freight movements due to
Amtrak's presence. The [reight railroads are very sensitive to new limes of business that Amtrak has
proposed to undertake, such as hauling increased mail and express freight commodities that may
encroach on their own business.

The Amtrak/freight relationship can be contrasted with the current system by which commuter
authorities obtain access to freight railroad rights-of~way. Commuter raitroads negotiate with the freight
railroads-at arms' fength on a case-by-case basis with no federal statute compeliing mandatory access.
Compensation levels are established by mutual agreement. And in most cases, state law Timits tort
ltability that can arise from a commuter rail accident.

A major task in designing a new formal for intercity passenger rail will be to determine at what point in
between the two options, i.e., the current Amtrak/freight relationship, and the freight/commuter
relationship, a balance can be achieved that is fair and adequately provides for continued access by
Amtrak and other potential intercity passenger rail operators.

SERVICES AND VALUES

A renewed National Passenger Rail System (as one or more entities) should do two important things (in

order of priority):
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Amtrak uses prodigious amounts of clectrical power on the Northeast Corridor. The commuter ratlroads
who use Amtrak's right-of~way use even more. Electrical power costs in the northeast are among the
highest in the country. If Amtrak could buy power from distant suppliers who can generate power at
lower costs, it could dramatically reduce its costs of service. Amtrak should further be permitted (o make
more efficient use of the natural distribution system created by i1ts Northeast Corridor electrical grid to
sell power to other users along its right-of~way. I Amtrak is to make more efficient usc of its
infrastructure, it needs to have the authority to usc its inlrastructure to reduce its costs and gencrate
FCVENuEs.

Summary

[n summary, despite the unanimous belief of the Working Group that intercity passenger rail 1s a
valuable part of the Nation's transportation system, our colleagues' proposal could create a crisis i rail
transportation in the one corridor where it is most vital, and lead to the erosion or collapse of rail service
in other regions of the country. We believe that further analysis of the costs and benelits is needed before
reaching the conclusion that intercity rail operating and infrastructure units should be separated. In our
judgment, such a strategy would result in greater costs to the taxpayer, more bureaucracy, and fewer
trams.

Whilc our worst fears may not be realized, we strongly urge the Congress to undertake a morc thorough
analysis of the tools necessary for lowering costs and raising revenues before adopting their
recommendations.

Appendix A
A New Vision for Intercity Rail
Intercity Rail Working Group

A National Passenger Rail System for the United States Should be Supported
-A National Rail System is Complementary to Other Modes

Rail Should be Supported where it:

-provides superior or compelitive service (o other modes

-makes more efficient use of capital

-operates more efficiently

-1s more environmentally friendly

-serves specific regional or local goals

-or is self=supporting

-Intercity Passenger Rail in the United States is an Important National Asset
-1t performs an essential (ransportation purpose in the North East corridor

-1t can potentially perform needed transportation purposes in many other corndors up to 500 miles

-1t can offer a more effective use of capital than competing modes for short/medium haul trips

14 o012 07:07/97 16:29:43



A New Vision lor America's Passenger Rail htp://www. house.gov/ransportation/rail/railrpthim

-1t provides benelicial competition to and differentiated service from competing modes

-1t provides opportunities for desired leisure trips on longer hauls

-Amtrak as the Vehicle to Provide Inter City Passenger Service is FFailing

-Its services and ridership do not malch its potential

-1tis requiring large subsidies from taxpayers

-Its subsidies are nol directed to activities of maximum benelil

-lt1s losing its political mandate

~As a result it1s facing a major financial crisis

-The Current Structure will never Permit Amtrak to Meet National Goals

-Its Mission is vaguely defined - Amtrak has never been a true National Intercity Passenger Rail Service
-Its funding has never been adequate for any broad Mission

-1ts funding 1s insecure in a business that requires long term commitment

-Its funding is too often accompanied by direction which is itself’ inconsistent over time

-Its form of governance is oo weak to deal with the 1ssues that Amtrak must address

-Its cost arc overburdened

-The fundamental problems do not e with either Management or Labor

-Amtrak is an Anomaly

-Competing Modes do not own their Infrastructure

-Bus lines and automobiles use public highways

-Airlines use public atrports & air traffic control

-Cruise lines use public ports, channels and navigation systems

-Competing Modes share their Infrastructure

-Funding for Infrastructure of Competing Modes is Independent of Funds for Operations
-The U.S. Perception of a National Passenger Rail System is Wrong and Needs to be Revisited
-A National Intercity Passenger Rail System does not Require a Single National Ruilroad
-Large Passenger Railroads have only limited economies ol scale

-A National Passenger Rail System does not require a vertically integrated Passenger Railroad
-Rail Infrastructure is Being Separated from Operations throughout the World

-Britain
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-Railtrac owns infrastructure

-Multiple operators run trains

-Canada

-Sweden

-Netherlands

-Even under Optimum Conditions, National Passenger Rail Service Will Need External Funding
-Worldwide experience shows:

-scheduled Passenger Rail transportalion can only compete effectively with other
modes (air, auto, bus) in high density markets under 500 miles

-but even in these markets, Passenger Rail requires capital funding and except under
very favorable circumstances, operating subsidies

-very long distance trains, however, compele nol as transportation, but as a travcl
cxperience for upper income passengers and do not justily subsidy

But the Sources of Funding Need to be Redefined

-Capital Funding

-Federal Government should be principal source of capital for infrastructure mvestment
As with other modes

-Operating Revenues:

-should be provided by beneficiaries of service

-Users

-States & bi-state/regional compacts as principal source of operating subsidy

where local imterest requires

-Federal Government should not participate in operating subsidies, beyond

bridging needs

The U.S. Passenger Rail System needs to be Modeled on Other Modes and Other Emerging Rail
Systems S

-Infrastructure should be mdependent of operation and supported nationally by a secure
stream of Federal funding

-Governance over mnfrastructure should be motivated by national policy and market
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cconomics, not local pressures

-Operations should be accessible to multiple operators and be self supporting or
subsidized locally

-Amtrak as a national asset should be the principal initial provider ol service
-Historical unneeded legal constraints on Amtrak or new operators should be removed
Proposed Restructuring of Amtrak - Stage 1

I. New Holding Company Established (Amrail)

-New Board appointed (Senator Hutchinson model?)

[}

- Amtrak infrastructure assets (except rolling stock) transterred to Amrail
3. Amrail responsible for:

-Funding of Infrastructure

-Muaintenance of Inlrastructure

-Leasing track access/routes to Amtrak and other Operators

4. Amtrak reconstituted as five or more semi-autonomous Business Units
-Northeast Corridor

-Midwest

-West Coast

-Other regional

-Intercity

-National Se_rvice & Support Center

5. Amtrak Operating Subsidy replaced with Bridge funding

6. Legal limitations on Amtrak eliminated or modified

Amrail Governance

-Amrail Board

-Determines Infrastructure Capital Needs

-Requests Federal Funding for Infrastructure

-Authorizes and conditions access by Train Operators

-Approves Standards for Train Operators

-Allocates bridging subsidy
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-Oversees Amrail Management

-Amrail Management

-Manages Infrastructure Construction and Maintenance
-Cioorclinaleé with Train Operators

-Develops Long Range plans, including new Corridors
-Works with FRA on Safety & new Technologies

-Amirak Bourd

-Authorizes Capital Spending for Rolling Stock

-Oversees Business Unit Management

-Approves operating and marketing plans and labor agreements
-Approves funding agreements with localities

-Assesses performance of Business Units

-Develops autonomy of individual Business Units

-Amtrak Management

-Operates trains within individual Business Units and Contract Operators
-Ncgotiates operating agreements with Localities
-Negotiates with Labor Unions

-Plans and implements marketing strategies

-Coordinates with Amrail, freight ratlroads and FRA
-Develops operating plans for new services

Proposed Restructuring of Amtrak - Stage 2

-Amtrak spun off from Amrail

-Amturak split into four or more independent operating units
-Amtrak Federal operating subsidy terminated

-Surplus or independent Amtrak functions privatized
-Amrail develops new high-density/high-speed rail corridors

-Amrail franchises new private or locally funded operators

hitp:/ www house.gov/transportation/rail/railrpt.hum

APPENDIX B
FUNDING SUMMARY
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Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
Intercity Rail Working Group

Funding: Materials for Discussion

There are three primary alternatives
No further funding
Funding the current plan
Conditional or bridge funding
Key assumptions
Passenger service operations and infrastructure are split into two different entities
Operating subsidies must be distinguished from capital improvement funding

Operating subsidies should be fully phascd out for both entities through implementation of greater
discipline and oversight

Capital funding must be secure n the long term
Alternative 1: No further funding
Amtrak is currently not financially self-sustainable

Debt servicing and other payment oblications impose a real threat of bankruptey if further funding
Deb icing : g ple; g
is discontinued

Costs of bankruptcy are likely to be significant

Alternative 2: Funding the current plan
Amtrak has cost U.S. taxpayers over $1 billion per year for the past twenly years
Amtrak's declining performance has resulied in bigger losses, fewer routes, and poorer services
Capital improvement funding has been used to cover operating losses
Management's current financial plan is predicated on assumptions which appear unrealistic
Funding the current plan, or even a modification of 1t, will merely postpone the linancial crisis

We conclude that funding Amtrak when it is operating with an unrealistic plan would be irrational and potentially
exacerhate the problems

Alternative 3: Conditional or bridge funding

Conditional upon the implementation of one or a set of reforms designed o improve the
performance of Amtrak

Short-term funding to be made available to avert immediate crisis and allow for implementation of
reforms (amounts to be determined, but less than Amtrak's request, for 12 to 18 months)

Reform will result in alternative funding sources becoming accessible
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Congress must be prepared to consider innovative and creative funding sources for capital
mvestment

"Dedicated"” funding (e.g.. gas tax) has often been received as politically contentious

For illustrative purposes, two funding ideas have been discussed:

- Allow states to opt in or out ol diversion of some increment of gas tax towards rail infrastructure
funding

- Modily guaranteed loan programs of 4R Act: low budgetary impact, third parties provide actual
cash for security deposit equivalents, guaranteed by federal authorities

APPENDIX C
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS CONCERNING THE PROPOSAL OF THE COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE WORKING GROUP ON INTERCITY RAIL

Will the proposal lead (o a reduction in Amirak routes?

The proposal does not cnvision or call for a reduction i routes. In fact, it is hoped that with a more
strcamlined organizational structure, the lifting ol Amtrak's current Iugdl constraints, and incrcased
mfrastructure investment by Amrail, an expansion of intercity passenger rail service in appropriatc
markets will be possible.

What level of federal funding does the proposal assume?

The working group believes that capital and operating [unding requirements must be treated scparately.
Federal operating subsidies should be elimimated at least by 2002. In the short-term, operating bridge
funding at a lu'cl between the Administration's request ($342M) and Amtrak's request ($387M) should
be provided in order to avoid a bankruptey.

Continued capital funding should be provided on a regular, predictable and permanent basis. The level
should be on the order of 1hal proposed in Amirak's strategic business plan (approximately $750M per
vear), although the working group believes non-lederal sources, such as private and state/local funding
would be available for at leasl a portion of this funding.

What will happen 1o Amtrak's employees?

Employment levels will not decrease as a resull of this proposal. In fact, the proposal is assumed to
increase passenger rail jobs with the expansion of passenger rail service in appropriate markets.

Both Amtrak's employees and ils management have been severely handicapped by the orgamzational
structure of Amtrak as currently constituted. The working group views the proposed restructuring as an
opportunity for both labor and management to be freed IIOm these constrainls and to explore new
options for stable and growing employment.

Most of Amtrak's employees will continue to work for Amtrak under existing labor contracts. Some
Amtrak employees, who currently work on mfrastructure mamtenance, would work Tor the new
infrastructure entity, Amrail.

How will the working group's proposal improve passenger rail scrvice?

In the short-term, the proposal 1s aimed at averting an Amtrak bankruptcy, which is a rcal possibility if
no legislative action is taken.

Over the longer-term, splitting operations from infrastructure management will enable Amtrak o focus

its etforts on 1ts principal day-to-day responsibility -- providing and developing superior, efficient
service to 1ts users -- not seeking support for its infrastructurce capital program.
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In addition, the working group believes that the introduction of competition from other prov iders of
intercity passenger rail service will inject an element of market discipline in the provision ol passenger
ral} service that is currently lacking.

Furthermore, Amrail, the new infrastructure management organization, would be responsible lor
developing new rail corridors outside Lhe Noﬂheast Corridor toprovide high-quality; higher-speed- rail

——

service in appropriate mml\ets £ e e J

Would providers of inter-city passenger rail service have access (o fieight railroads’ rights-of-way
outside the Northeast Corridor?

Amtrak currently has compulsory access by federal law and pays for that access under a statutory
"incremental cost” formula that does not take into account the operational impact of passenger traffic on
freight operations. In addition, the presence of Amtrak trains exposes the host railroad to unhimited tort
Hability from possible passenger train accidents. In sharp contrast to the present Amtrak access
arrangements, publicly funded commuter railroads using freight railroads' tracks negoliate thenr access
on a case-hy-case basis, bargain the specific compensation 1o be paid. and typically bring with them the
liability limitations of state laws governing publicly funded transit and commulter rail operations.

The panel believes that Congress should explore new alternatives that would fall hbetween the current
Amtrak arrangements and the present framework for commuter rail access (o freight rail infrastructure.
Iiability protection should be a critical element of a new access regime. In addition, the panel has
recommended long-term, stable federal assistance for infrastructure upgrades on and ofT the Northeast
Corridor. This already occurs in the commuter rail field, where the Federal Transit Administration
assists in capacity and signal improvements on ficight railroad lines that also carry commuter rail traffic.
We envision similar infrastructure projects focused on the passenger corridors around the country with
the greatest market potential.

Has anvthing like this ever becn tried before?

Yes, other countries have restructured their rail systems by separating infrastructure management from
(ransportation services, including Great Britain, Denmark, Sweden, the Netherlands, and Austrahia.
Materials on the experiences of other countries are included in the appendices to the working group's
report.

Click on the following Appendices

Appendix D Comparative Tables

Appendix E State Correspondence

| HOT ISSUES ||

Subcommittee on Railroz:

Committee Home Page || Press Information
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Appendix D Comparative Tables
Appendix E State Correspondence

Working Group on [nter-City Rail

‘ ~——_ Dr Tom Larson, Coordinator ' . [?
[Mr. Pat Cleary |[Mr. Robert R. Kiley : I;
[Ms. Nancy Rutledge Connery [[Mr. Alan Landes E
[Mr. James Florio |[Mr. John Pinto ]H
[Mr. Christopher K. Gleason -~ |[Ms. Phyllis Scheinberg ]*
[Mr. D.T. Tgnacio Jayanti |[Mr. Carl E. Van Horn ‘E
[Mr. Paul A. Karas [Mr. Robin H H. Wllson !
INTRODUCTION

For millions of Americans, passenger trains signify more than just a means of transportation; they serve
as potent symbols of our nation's heritage, environmental consciousness and collective hopes for a
humane future. Many passionately argue that the United States has the capacity and indeed, the
obligation, to create a world-class national passenger rail system to endorse these values and to arrest the
vrowing unintended side-effects of automobiles and airplanes in our cities and countryside.

A more tangible and immediate argument for rail service can be weighed in straight [inancial terms. The
United States is a diverse and increasingly mobile nation with a growing (as well as graying) population
and an aging transportation infrastructure. [t needs a well-integrated national transportation policy that
offers a range of modal choices in order 10 maximize mobility and to minimize transportation costs.
infrastructure funding requirements and environmental damage in a variety of settings.

Under the right conditions, passenger rail service can provide an attractive, financtally sustainable
transportation alternative that enhances efficiency of other modes (including cars. trucks, buses,
airplanes and freight rail). Unfortunately, the conditions under which Amtrak currently operates do not
allow for Amtrak to Function as a true and equal alternative to other modes of transportation.

Amtrak i1s now awash in red ink, buffeted by conflicting missions and ballooning debt, and virtually
starved for capital in both political and financial terms. Not surprisingly, revenues, ridership and service
have ebbed despite valiant efforts by both management and labor to reverse these trends. Weitherthe "D

—Congresshorthe-Administrationseems eager-to-increase-oreven.continue-Amtrakis-subsidy, though
cach institution still exerts sizable control over its organization, operations and route structure. This
control is often at odds with Amtrak's ability to operate efliciently and to maximize the value of its
assets. Meanwhile, competing modes of transportation fight ruthlessly for every uncommitted traveler in
Amtrak's shrinking market share.

Together these conditions creale an untenable outlook for passenger rail in the United States. In the short
range (the next 6 to 12 months), Amurak faces a major liquidity crisis and probable bankruptey. Unless
the Conuncss moves swiftly to reconfirm the value of passenger rail service and clmmclllcd]]y restructure
the way i which it 1s organized and operated, the substantial asset base of the existing system will
permanently disappear by default, along with many vital long-range prospects for service.

A good measure of political and financial capital will be needed to avert this course; naturally, both
elements are in short supply. Nevertheless, the U.S. government can claim a long and impressive
tradition of targe-scale problem solving, as in the creation of the mterstate highway system and the
notable improvement of the nation's air and water quality.
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(1) Provide sale, reliable, comfortable convenient and financially-sound passenger rail service in all
densely populated corridors of the United States thal show declining air quality and presently or
polentially intractable traffic congestion problems; and,

(2) Encourage public/private development of attractive overnight passenger rail service, on a periodic
basis throughout regions of the nation with significant cultural. historical and scenic character (c.g., a
kind of "rolling national park") or where such service is justified on an economic basts.

The working group believes that a renewed passenger rail system should provide the maximum benelit
to its customers and achieve operational excellence and efficiency. In addition, the system should be
subjected to market discipline and financial accountahility. Environmental protection and improvement,
as well as national historic and cultural preservation should also be goals ol a new passenger rail system.

RESTRUCTURING PROPOSAL

The working group believes that Intercity Passenger Rail 1s a major United States asset which is, for
specific roles, superior to or complementary to competing modes. It should be supported and expanded.
This. however, requires a commitment to broadened, secure investment in the basic infrastructure to
permit competitive speeds and reliable operation in the major corridors of the country.

This infrastructure investment for passenger rail should properly be the responsibility of the Federal
Government, as it is for the highways. ports, airports, and traffic control systems of the other modes.
However, Amtrak is an anomaly. Competing modes do not own their infrastructure. Bus lines and autos
use public highways, airlines use public airports, cruise ships use public waterway improvements. Thus,
competing modes infrastructure needs are funded through long-estahlished entities, e.¢. FAA, FTA., the
Corps of Engincers, ctc. No such vehicle exists for the funding of passenger rail mfrastructure. The
working group recognizes that currently all major publicly owned rail infrastructure is in the Northeast
Corridor, but it believes that there can be efficient use of Federal capital i rail for short and medium
distance trips in several areas of the country.

While the working group behieves that the costs of infrastructure mvestment and maintenance are
properly the province of the Federal Government, it also believes that the operating costs of inlercity rail
travel should be met by its benefciaries, particularly users and state and local governments and
authorities. Again, this generally parallels competitive modes who are generally responsible for their
operating costs. The working group also notes that typically several operators compete by using
common public ports, h|<rhwayb and airports, and this principle should be applicable 1o rail. Thm
opportunities for possible access by competitive operators in intercity passenger rail should be enh: mcul.

The working group believes that the separation of infrastructure ownership and management from
passenger transportation responsibility is fundamental, and thal it should be reflected in a basic division
of governance. The separation of the mlmsll ucture function from the passenger transportation function
serves several purposes:

-- I provides a clear demarcation between the ultimate federal infrastructure capital responsibility and
the operating responsibility funded by beneficiaries. Accountability will therefore be made much clearer.

- [t provides a mechanism whereby the merits of funding new rail corndor development can be assessed
separately from criticism of the performance ol the operator.

— It provides a mechanism to introduce new operalors competitive 1o or comparative o Amtrak.
- [t will enable Amtrak to focus its efforts on its principal day-to-day responsibility-- providing and
developing superior, efficient service (o its users, not seeking support for its infrastructure capital

program.

Amtrak's current responsibility for infrastructure planning, construction, and maintenance should

Sof2l 07/0797 16:29:42



A New Vision for America's Passenger Rail http://www. house.gov/transportation/rail/rattrpt.him

therefore be separated from the responsibility of operating passenger service. Thus, a new [ederally
owned corporation wilh its own governance would take responsibility for managing the track, signals,
and other fixed infrastructure of the Northeast Corridor, along with capital investment in those new
corridors that are envisioned for the future, while Amtrak would continue its passcnger services
operating role.

Initially Amtrak would be the only operator of intercity passenger transportation, but to encourage
innovation and o match service to local interests, it would further decentralize by adding strategic
business units in the Midwest and elsewhere. The working group also believes that the potential ol
intercity passenger rail will be improved i subject to competition from other modes and from other
actual or potential providers of intercity passenger rail service and furthermore from a new focus on
passenger service provision, as distinet from infrastructure management. Thus, eventually, provision
would be made for other operators to compete with Amtrak on particular routes or in particular regions.

Establishing this newly structured passenger rail service environment will not be an stantancous
process, and therefore attention will need to be paid during the transitional period to ensuring a
reasonable balance of benefits among various stakeholders in rail passenger service and among various
regions of the country. Legislation to implement this proposal would provide that the infrastruclure
currently owned by Amtrak would be transferred to the new infrastructure management entity.

The new infrastructure management entity would

-- Determine infrastructure capital needs

-- Request and expend Federal funding for passenger rail infrastructurc
-- Oversee rail operations on and manage its infrastructure

-- Establish standards for selection ol passenger rail operators

In the long run, afler standards for new passenger service operators are established, the infrastructure
entity would establish competitive procedures for selecting passenger service operators and conduct
competitions for the right to provide service. These procedures would provide for reasonable protection
for employees adversely affected by the competition. We want to emphasize, however, that a properly
structured reform of inter-city rail passenger service and the related infrastructure responsibilitics offers
real potential for stable, secure employment. The proposal is assumed 1o increase passenger rail jobs
with the expansion of rail service in appropriate markets. Most of Amtrak's employees would continue
to work under existing labor contracts. Some Amtrak employees, who currently work on infrastructure
maintenance, would work for the new infrastructure entity, Amrail.

FUNDING

The working group assumes that there are essentially three alternatives: (1) no funding; (2) funding
(with some minimal level of conditionahity attached); and (3) bridge. or conditional funding. Clearly
variations are possible, but all would include principal elements of one of these three alternatives.

The ¢roup has also assumed that the national passenger rail service contemplated 1s one where
infrastructure management and development and passenger transportation services are non-overlapping
and divided mto two different operating entities.

The working group is also of the belief that fixed infrastructure capital funding and operating funding
requirements must be viewed as distinct from one another. Additionally, both types ol funding need to
be more directed toward existing and potential routes with the greatest demand and market potential,
which are primarily the higher density inter-city corridors.

Fixed infrastructure capital funding amounts required would be deternined by the new infrastructure
manager and developer. The new entity would in turn request and cxpend federal funding lor passenger
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rail infrastructure. Over the short term, the amount of such funding needs to be absolutely no less than
called for in the Amtrak strategic plan. Longer term, these amounts must be increased significantly and
placed in a more secure manner.

Operating funding requirements arise at the transportation service provider level, and in the group's view
should be minimized through strict oversight and market discipline. Start-up operating funding
requirements should be factored into the initial years of the operation, possibly for 5 years.

The group has identified two types of funding requirements: short term, or bridge funding, and longer
term funding. These are discussed further below.

Alternative 1: No Funding ("Bunkruptcy")

Based on statements made by both Amtrak senior management as well as several government
transportation officials in the past six months, it appears irrefutable that (i) Amtrak is not financally
self-sustainable, and; (ii) Amtrak has borrowings and other financial payment obligations that place it in
real danger of bankruptey if these obligations are not met. :

The costs of an Amtrak bankruptcy cannot be underestimated. These include financial, social. and
political. Every constitucncy would lose: state, local and federal government, employecs, customers,
suppliers. taxpayers. The true cost of a bankruptcy would cost billions of dollars. The resolution of such
a bankruptey is far from certain, as control of the process would be taken out of the hands ol the
sovernment.

Although Irequently used as a tool to precipitale wholesale corporate reorganization, bankruptey for
Amtrak would most likely ensue in chaos. This outcome should be seen as most undesirable.

Alternative 2: Funding (ussumes encouragement of existing management (o get on with their plan)

Amtrak has cost U.S. taxpayers almost $1 billion per year since ils inceplion twenty SIX years ago.
Funding has been irregular, and its operating plan impaired, resulting in yearly underfunding by
Congress, and declining levels of corporate performance including bigger operating losses, fewer
passengers, fewer routes, and poorer service. Monies marked for capital improvements have been spent
on covering debt service, resulting in a chronic underinvestment for the future.

Many reforms were launched by the company in the 1993 - 94 period, aiming at reversing this decline.
Broadly speaking, these have not paid ofl. Today, Amtrak finds itself once again cap in hand asking for
money that it claims will support the achievement of a self-sufficiency plan that is generally
acknowledged by many outside Amtrak as wholly unrealistic. Specifically, many i not most of the
tenets of this plan (on which the funding request is predicated). include sources of revenue which are
unproven on a broad scale (e.g. highspeed trains, express delivery, freight carriage). Management 1s
fighting with, or staving off, creditors, freight carriers, Congress, and labor, to name a few. Credibility 1s
beyond repair without a real fresh start.

The Clinton Administration, and many within Congress, have put proposals forward to fund a portion of
Amtrak's needs, but none would come come close to solving Amtrak's problems. By Amtrak's own
admission, this approach will merely postpone a true crisis. A true crisis would be akin to bankruptcy,
with many of the attendant costs. In fact, Amtrak management has gone on the record stating that even 1f
all of its request for funds was mel, Amtrak would still be in an extremetly precarious position.

[t would seem logical to conclude from this that simply {unding Amtrak when it is runnming with a poorly
articulated plan and little hope of success would seem to be irrational, a true waste of taxpayers' money
and in fact only serve to defer and potentially exacerbate the problems.

Alternative 3: Conditional Funding

The notion of conditional funding incorporates two concepts. Firstly, that bankruptcy must be avoided

(1.c., funding must be made available) and secondly that such funding as is granted must be done within
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the context of the implementation of one or a set of mechamsms/reforms designed to improve the
performance of Amtrak for its owner, users, and employees.

Such funding naturally breaks down in two parts: (i) short term funding to avert the immediate crisis and
allow the lcfonns to be implemented; and (it) Tonger term funding that “allows for the Mourishing of the

model that is implemented. It is our beliet that alternative sources of funding will become accessible as a
direct result of a credible reform process being implemented. Some of these are discussed further below.

How much money, for how long and from where?

Under (i) above, short term funding should be proviclcd in an amount that lies between the current
funding request of Amtrak and the Administration's proposal. This funding should be made to be as
short term as possible to encourage urgency in implementing reform. A term of 12 to 18 months 1s seen
as realistic. In other words, fund Amtrak exactly as much as it needs to avoid bankruptey during the
implementation of reforms over a specific and defined time period. This funding must be sourced from
the readiest sources of cash, i.c., the normal Amtrak appropriation.

Regarding (i) above, the amount required on a regular basis will depend on the plan adopted. Sources
wiltl vary depending on the use of funds, but the lmplcmuuallon of various reforms will certainly impact
the funding sources available, as discussed further below. This funding should be regular and
plCdlleh]C for greatest ease for both the recipient as well as the (lOﬂO] It should be sublpcl to periodic
review, or certain performance or other events should trigger such a review.

in light of current budgetary constraints, and yet the clear need to provide a regular, predictable, and
stable infusion ol"ulplldl investment in inter-city passenger ratl imfrastructure Conglcsq should consider
creative and innovative procedures [or infrastructure assistance. Merely renewing calls for "dedicated”
funding sources without exploring new and more adaptable funding mechanisms is unlikely to produce
constructive results. In the past, many such proposals lor "dedicated” funding have foundered on the
philosophical objection of states with little or no inter-city passenger rail service to making forced tax
contributions to states with substantial amounts of such service.

We have not attempted to select a single funding mechanism to recommend to the Congress. We are
agreed that stability is an essential element of such funding, and that greater creativity needs (o be
exercised in selecting potential funding mechanisms. As part of our clellbcmuons, we did discuss two
examples of innovative funding mechanisms. Although we are not recommending these specific
approaches, they are oftered here as purely |Ilusl1al|w examples of the general type of non-traditional
mechanisms we recommend the Congress examine.

First, one potential technique for addressing the perennial issue of fairness among "rail” and "non-rail"
states might be to authorize al the federal level a stale-option portion of the federal gasoline tax. This
would permit states who wished-either alone or in concert with other participants in multi-state
compacts-to participate directly in passenger rail capital funding to opt for some additional increment of
vasoline tax to be used for this purpose.

Another example would be to expand and modernize the guaranteed loan programs of the 1976 Railroad
Revitalization and Regulatory Reform ("4R") Act. These programs are already targeted toward rail
infrastructure needs. Under current law, the "subsidy component"” or "risk premium" supporting such
guaranteed loans may be funded only through on-budget federal appropriations. If these functional
equivalents of security deposits could be provided by outside entities (such as state governments or
private parties), substantial amounts of infrastructure capital might be made av: ulablc with minimal
budgetary impact.

CONCI.USION
A majority of the working group is of the view that a division between infrastructure management and

operations affords the best chance for the preservation and renewal of passenger rail service in this
country. Amtrak has operated for too long under conditions that no business could enduwre. The problems
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do not lie with Amtrak management or Amtrak labor, but rather with the basic structure that was
established when Amtrak was created in 1971, Amtrak's mission 1s vaguely delined, 1ts funding has
never been adequate for a true national system and it has been burdened with expensive fegal mandates.

The majority believes that intercity rail should be placed on the same structural footing as other modes
of transportation. This would include a stable and permanent commitment by the Federal Government to
fund the infrastructure costs of intercity passenger ratl. It would also mean the elimination of operating
subsidies for operators of passenger rail, and the introduction of competiion among these operators.

MINORITY COMMENTS
James J. Florio and Carl Van Horn

The majority of the Working Group on Intercity Rail sets the right note at the outset of their report by
emphasizing the important role that intercity passenger ratl plays i reducing airport and highway
congestion and improving air quality, and urges the preservation and enhancement of intercity passenger
rail service in order Lo achieve these objectives. The report also advances the admirable goal of
mcreasing the Nation's investment in intercity passenger rail infrastructure, especially in densely
travelled corridors where high-speed rail service is a realistic alternative. The report proposes to achieve
these goals by separating owncnshlp of passenger rail infrastructure from responsibility for passenger rail
operations. We have examined this proposal carefully, however, and have concluded that it is unlikely to
solve the existing problems of intercity passenger rail service in the United States. In lact, we believe

that, it adopted, it would create difficult new problems.

The majority report establishes two goals for reforming and restructuring Amtrak:

(1) Provide safe, reliable, comfortable, convenient, and financially sound passenger vail service in all
" densely populated corridors of the United States that show declining air quality and presently or
y populat . 5 | !
potentially traffic congestion problems; and

(2) Encourage public/private development of attractive overnight passenger rail service, on a periodic
basis, throughout regions of the nation with signilicant cultural, historical. and scenic character (e.g., a
kind of "rolling national park").

We believe the proposals advanced by the majority report fuil to achieve cither goal. We believe that, if
implemented, they are likely to reduce investment in passenger rail infrastructure and reduce service on
most interstate routes, whether those routes are on high-density corridors or in regions of the country
with stgnificant cultural, historical, and scenic character.

We believe that our colleagues come at their proposal largely due to an unwarranted pessimisim aboul
Amtrak's prospects. They are unduly critical of Amtrak's management, unduly critical of Amtrak's
Strategic Business Plan, and unduly critical of the market potential for Amtrak's services. The majority
report is also unnecessarily pessimistic about Congressional support for Amtrak. Senator Roth has
recently introduced legislation to creale a $2 billion reserve fund l'or Amtrak that hus attracted broad
support in the Senate. Whllc, the majority report claims that there 1s "very little support for the
long-distance routes,” that is contradicted by the fact that the Senate added a special provision in last
ycar's Omnibus Appropriations Act adding $22.5 million to Amtrak's appropriation to save four
long-distance routes. Senator Lott has become a leading supporter ol Amtrak, primarily because of his
support for a long-distance route passing through the State of Mississippi.

There 1s No Compelling Rationale for Restructuring
The proponents of restructuring Amtrak have not put forth any compelling rationale for changing the
current structure. The majority report cites four purposes that are served by their restructuring proposal;

on closer examination, none of the four purposes is.actually achieved.

[First, the majority report suggests thal the proposal would enhance accountability by providing "a clear
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demarcation between the ultimate infrastructure capital responsibility and the operating responsibility
funded by beneficiaries." Yet the way in which the infrastructurce entity is established would muddy this
responsibility, because the infrastructure entity would be responsible not only for managing the
infrastructure, but also for establishing standards for selecting operating companies. The "infrastructure”
entity would thus be setting service standards for operations and be involved both as a supplier to the
operating companies (by ec]lmU them access (o the infrastructure) and as a regulator of those companies
(by selecting who can use the infrastructure and what service standards they must meet). In any case.
separating llm infrastructure and operations roles is unlikely to enhance mcountalnlnty When problems
develop, the operating companies are likely to blame the infrastructure company for failing to maintain
the infrastructure properly, while the infrastructure company is likely to blame the operating companies.
When both infrastructure and operations are the responsibility of the same company, accountability 1s
clear and undivided. There 1s no one else to blame.

S}ond our colleagues suggest that separating ownership of the ruils from operations will create greater
astr uctulc mveslmcnt ﬁom the public ancl pl I\’cllL swlm They- algue-ihat hd\’l ng an-en |‘r -\vhosesole_j

~ apploplmta.hwh dulsuv corr ldOlS"leUlld the countl y thhourbemg dlSU actcd by al "umcnts about Lhe—j

e L8 8 sente opermer

In our viewt {the lmﬁ‘hmcnt to high-speed rail has been constraints on the federal budget Tésaliing in-
budgetcaps on all infrastructure investment, not structural problems with Amtrak. In 1994 1he Tongress
~ dcclmcd to-approve-the Clinton Administration's réquestto finance high-speed riil dchlopmcnl clcspllu

the fact that these funds would have been spent independently of Amtml\ Since 1991, the Congress has
du‘,llmd to appropriate any of the $725 million authorized for maglev development by the Intermodal
Sutface Transportation Efficiency Act, none of which would have been managed by Amtrak. This year,
Congress is considering a request for $300 million for development of the high-speed rail project in
h"]OI ida. which would bn, managed independently of Amtrak; however, thus far the Florida congressional
dekgatlon has not strongly supponlpcl the request.

Third, our colleagues suggest that separating infrastructure management from operations will facilitate
the introduction of new competitors to Amtrak. For virtually all oFth Amtrak system, ownership ol the
infrastructure i1s already separate, in the hands of the freight raitroads, so there are already opportunities
lor competition over the rails thal Amurak does not own. In any case, 1t 1s not clear why new competitors
are needed, since there 1s plenty of competition already from other modes of transportation. As the
majority report itself states in its Introduction, ". . . competing modes of transportation fight ruthlessly

(or every uncommitied traveler”" who rides on ./-\mtlal\.

Fourth, the majority report also argues that separating infrastructure from operations will benefit Amtrak
by eliminating the need for Amtrak to seek support for its infrastructure capital program. We believe this
argument 1s exceedingly naive. Amtrak's success will still depend critically on the amount appropriated
for the infrastructure program, so Amtrak will still need to expend resources lobbying for appropriations
forit, just as trucking companies lobby for highway expenditures and airlines lobby for airport
mvestments.

There are, perhaps, other reasons for advancing this restructuring proposal. Several members of the
working group have cited, with approval, the recent British appxoach that separated nfrastructure
maintenance from opcndllons. But the British model i1s not one to be emulated. Thus far, the British
model has cost nearly $1 billion a year more in public funding than 1t did under its predecessor, BritRail.
[Fthe British model were applied to the U.S. it would in all likelihood lead either to substantially
increased subsidy levels or to the elimination of all Tong distance trains as well as the elimination of
many short-haul trains that require regional or multi-state support. The best one can say at this point is
that the jury is still out on the British experiment.

Another rationale for the proposal is that other modes of transportation operate privately-owned and
operated vehicles on publicly-owned infrastructure. This is not uniformly true--mass transit reccives
federal subsidies both for its rolling stock and for its operating costs. Bul the proposal Lo separate

oW nu%hlp of infrastructure from operation of trams might be more appealing in an environment where
the entire national rail infrastructure is owned by a smgk entity, and where several passengcer rail
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operators compete on that infrastructure. Neither of those conditions obtains in the United States. Mosl
rail infrastructure is owned by freight railroads, and the existence of competing passenger rail operators
is only a distant potential. Our colleagues acknowledge those facts, but think that separation of
infrastructure from operation will help to move us toward an environment where more mfrastructure is
publicly-owned and more operators compete on that infrastructure. For reasons which we shall discuss
m more detail below, however, we think the proposal is unlikely 1o increase the extent of publicly owned
infrastructure. We also think that the elimination of federal operating subsidy i1s likely to discourage
most new private passenger rail operators from entering the market.

There are Serious Newative Effects of Restructuring

We believe that our colleagues's restructuring proposal not only lacks a clear rationale; 1t also 1s likely to
have serious adverse effects on nfrastructure investment and passcnger rail service. We think it is hikely
both to reduce the level of infrastructure investment for passenger rail and, by reducing operating
subsidies, dramatically curtail the level of interstate passenger rail service.

While the restructuring proposal is advanced with the intent ol increasing infrastructure investment, the
likelihood of Congress approving additional infrastructure funding under this proposal is undermined by
the unequal distribution of infrastructure spending among the states. Virtually all of Amtrak's
infrastructure spending is now done within the eight states of the Northeast Corridor. Other states are
willing to support these expenditures because they receive a digproportionate share ol the operating
subsidies Lo keep trains running i their states. I federal operating subsidies were eliminated, as the
proposal envisions, the other states would have hitle reason to bLI])])OIM@_U/LLM_]MﬂCH[ in the
Noxlhcaql Lonwum ceuse such (.\pCl]dIlLllLb allouuhu_/ I'is could lead to the co]lapse offh“v

Comdon service as the mﬁasllucunc clulcnomtcs

: -
- “Eiven if a handfulof high-speed rail infrastructure projects were suppor ted outside of the Northeast 5
LﬁComdm this would still not ploducc enough support to keep the program going. While the proposal.is
¢ ~advanced on the assumption of an increase in passenger rail infrastructure Fundm it may thus 1‘esu|t l@

11ol2]

fa decrease il mﬁaslruclmc funding. I

The restructuring proposal's assumptions about operating subsidies would also have a seriously negative
effect on the support for interstate passenger rail service, and would probably lead to most of that service
being cancelled. The proposal suggests that the new operating entity would receive no federal operating
subsidy, would be required to pay (or ils own rolling stock, and would have to depend on voluntary
pavments Irom the states for any public operating subsidy it received. We think this proposal would
make most long-distance trains and many short-haul trains that require regional or multi-state support
unsupportable.

* Amitrak believes that it can cover its operating costs, but only if the ¢c&%ts of acquiting rolling stock are’ j

treatecl'aq :1 capltal cost to he pald f01 by pubhc subsndy No one who Ims qtudlcd Amtr"ﬂ\ S coq“t str uclmc

cosls, |L must either cut routes or go lo the states for opcumng subsnd : (__IF/\mlml\ culs lOLlle, lhlb
further undermines national support for federal infrastructure funding.)

We think Amtrak 1s unlikely to be able (o generate substantial operating subsidies from the states.
Amtrak's inability to obtain sufficient state support thus far is instructive. While state support for Amtrak
has increased, it is still only $70 mithion in 1997 and the states continuc to struggle over providing
modest amounts of money. More than half of the state support comes from a smvk state -- California.
Two-thirds comes from two states (California and Ilfimois). All of it comes from 14 states. The States of
Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama could not agree on how to divide up the $2 million cost of the Gudf
Coast Limited, so none of them contributed d.nylhmw, and the route was terminated, even though this s
the sort of short haul service (from Mobile, Ala., to New Orleans, I_a.) that states should find attractive.
The State o Massachusetts would not contribute even $100,000 to support the Fermonter even though it
serves the western part of the state. Vermont had to pay the full share (bul in the absence of federal
subsidies. the route would have been cancelled, because Vermont only had to pay for the extension of
scrvice north from Springfield, Mass.). The proposal will likely lead to the ehimination of most interstate
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routes outside of the Northeast Corridor; the few remaining routes are likely (o be the relatively small
number that fall entirely within one state, such as those in Cahifornia.

Our colleagues assert that separation of infrastructure ownership from operations would enhance the
efficient use of the infrastructure, but the experience of Amtrak and the freight raifroads points to the
opposite conclusion. Freight railroads defend their right to operate on their own privately owned
rights-of-way because Lhcy beheve strongly that the ownushlp of the nght-ol~way allows them to offer a
more efficient and customer-oriented service than would be the case i Lhcv were lenants on a
right-of~-way owned by someone else. Clearly, one of Amtrak's problems over the years has been that it
does nol own most ol its rights-of-way. Delays in Amitrak service are often due to operations of freight
railroads. [11s no accident that Amtrak has succeeded on the one right-of-way that 1t owns--the Northeast
Corridor. We see no reason to endanger this success by separating ownership of the right-of-way from
operation of the trains.

The restructuring proposal also suggests weakening what the report itself describes as "one of the most
valuable of all of Amtrak's assets." Amtrak has guaranteed access o the Nation's freight railway system,
and 1t s these rights of access that the "Context” scction of the report describes as one of the "most
valuable" assets cited above. Yet in the "Question-and-Answer” section of the report, these rights are put
up for negotiation. "The panel believes that Congress should explore new alternatives that would fall
between the current Amtrak arrangements [1.e., guaranlecd access| and the pum,nl [ramework for
commuter rail access [1.¢., no ”ualanlgcd access| 1o freight rail nfrastructure.” We cannot see how
giving away these cr itical access rights advances the cause of passenger rail transportation m the United
Stales.

The Restructuring Proposal 1s Based on Erroneous Factual Statements

The analysis in the majority report is based i part on a number of unsupported factual assertions. some
of which are contradicted by its own findings. The majority report wlleges, without foundation, that
"Amtrak's Strategic Business Plan is generally acknowledged by many outside ol Amtrak as wholly
unrealistic.” In fact the outside parties thal count, namely the bankers that are lending Amirak money,
do believe the plan is realistic, and that is why they are lending the St billion that Amtrak i1s borrowing
for its Northeast Corridor high-speed rail service.

The majority report takes note of the reforms that Amtrak has instituted in the past three years and
asserts, again without offering any evidence, "Broadly speaking, these [reforms] have not paird off." This
does nol appear to be the view of the states who work with Amtrak. The State of Wisconsin, for
example, has written to the Working Group saying that "In recent years, Amtrak has taken more
aggressive actions to improve the service, increase ddvulmng and increase ridership. These changes are
reflective of the new attitude that is I]Llﬂl[uSlll]g itself in Amtrak. Everyone at the company recognizes
that they must please their customers if they are to continue ag a company. They are working hard 1o do
$0." The lelter also notes that ridership has doubled since the State contracted with Amtrak for passenger
service. While ridership has declined nationally because Amtrak has been lorced to eliminate routes due
to federal budget cuts, traffic 1s generally growing on those roules that have been retained. Similarly. the
State of lHinois has written to the Working Group stating that "Amtrak has shown the flexibility and will
to make significant and tangible strides toward self-sufficiency and good business practices. We thus
have reason o be hopeful for the future.”

The Majority Report Proposes Confusing Information about Rail Labor Issues

The majority report for the most part ignores the controversial issue of tabor protecuon and accident
ltability, because there was little consensus on these issues among the Working Group, and information
had been presented to the Group mdicating that these issues had inconsequential effects on Amtrak's
lTinancial status. Indeed, the majority report states in its conclusions that "The problems do not he with
Amtrak management or Amtrak labor . .. ." Yet, the report does not address what will happen to
employees under the restructured system. Fretght railroads operate under essentially the same labor
protection provisions as Amtrak, and they find it possible to succeed in a competitive business. The facl
1s that Amtrak's recent experience in eliminating routes has shown that labor protection in practice has
inconsequential costs. Amtrak does not use the flexibility it has now to contract out work and has never
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been able to show that it would actually save money if it had more {lexibility. We believe that these
labor provisions have little if any effect on Amtrak's financial status and should not be part of any
Amtrak reform proposals. But more importantly, we believe thal any proposal to restructure Amtrak
should specifically address the future status of Amtrak's employees.

There Are Better Ways to Preserve and Enhance
[ntereity Passenger Rail Service in the United States

Congress has repeatedly urged Amtrak to make better use of its infrastructure and to reduce cosls and

lessen its dcpmdcnu on operating support. lustead of embarking on.an the uncertain path of . L
restructuring, we believe thal Amtrak should be given the next two to three yeats to. melcment several . ]
rpromising revenue-enhancing activities that could significantly improve its financial situation. These |
‘lmltmtwes include high-speed rail in the Northeast Corridor, increased mail and express, and 2

- dcvc]opmcnl ofclcclrl(, ‘power lnItIdUVCS among OthlS ; !

We hdm« that Amtrak's management has done a credible job ol making Amtrak more efficient and
more customer-focused. We bL,lIC\’C that Amtrak has correctly seen that it must invest in new rolling
stock to replace obsolete equipment that 1s unreliable and expensive to maintain. We believe that the
Congress should support Amtrak's effort to reduce its costs and expand its market by providing it with
the capital and operating support it needs and by elimmating statutory restrictions on Amtrak's
operations.

First, Amlrak needs more capital support so that it does not have o borrow money on the privale market
at high interest rates. Clearly it makes more sense for Amitrak's capital costs (o be financed at low
government interest rates than at high private interest rates. In particular, Amtrak nceds capital support
o pay Tor and promptly begin service with its new high-speed rail service on the Northeast Corridor.
While it is possible to dispute the exact estimates of the surplus that will be generated by this service,
there is no doubt that this is a worthwhile investment for Amtrak and for the Nation.

Second, Amtrak needs sufficient operating subsidy so that 1t docs not have to borrow short-term to meet
its operating costs. Amtrak has reduced its operating costs by over $200 million since 1994, It is making
vood progress toward minimizing its need lor operating aulmdy Reducing Amtrak's operating subsidy
in the short run simply forces /\mlml\ o borrow more, thus increasing its need for operating subsidy 1n
the long run. A predictable, realistic glidepath to lower operating subsidy 1s the most sensible policy.

Third, Amurak needs some basic revisions in its statutory authorization to clarify is zmlhorily and allow
it to IL‘(]ULL its costs and increase its revenues. ’\mlml\ Lllll(,nll) 1s authorized to carry "mail and
express” in addition to passengers, but "express" is never delined in the statute. Instead, "express™ is
defined by a long series of Interstate Commerce Commission decisions, The definition is obscurce and
subject Lo plolon%d htigation. The [reight railroads have opposed Amtrak's recent altempts to expand its
express business and have threatened litigation o prevent Amurak [rom increasing its revenues in this
way. The freight railroads say they only want Amtrak to carry what 1s lmdlll(mally considered
express--things like United Parcel Service (UPS) packages. But the freight railroads already carry a
considerable amount ol UPS packages by carrying UPS trailers on thenr flatcars. It would not make
sensc for the freight railroads for Amtrak to expand its business in an arca that is already being served by
the freight railroads.

Amtrak has proposed carrying cargoes like refrigerated perishables and other intermodal trallic requiring
very tight delivery times. The ratlroads have opposed letting Amtrak carry this cargo because 1t 1s
"frerght,” not "express.” Bul the important point is whether the ratlroads have any realistic likelihood of
carrying the cargo in question. If the freight railroads cannot meet the delivery schedules demanded by
shippers, then they are not harmed by having Amtrak carry the cargo, regardless of whether it is
"Treight™ or "express.” We thercfore recommend that the defimtion of "express” that Amtrak is
authorized Lo carry be defined in statute as any cargo that existing freight railroads do nol carry because
they cannot routinely meet the delivery schedules or other criteria demanded by shippers.
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Congress Says Amtrak Split Needed

By Anick Jesdanun
Associated Press Writer
Thursday, June 20, 1997; 8:39 p.m. EDT

WASHINGTON (AP) -- Lonuu,smonal ddv}sus said
Thursday that Amtrak needs " radical surgery"” to avoid
collapse, and they urged splitting il into separate
operations to run the passenger traing and maintan the
tracks.

Members of the Working Group on Intercity Passenger —p
Rail said the split 1s needed Lo foster competition and (o
preserve and renew passenger rail service outside the
heavily traveled Northeast Corridor linking Boston and
Washington.

"Amtrak is a terminal patient i need ol radical surgery,’
said businessman Pat Cleary, one of the 13 outside
advisers commissioned by the House Transportation
Committee 1o explore ways to save Amtrak.

Amtrak projects a deficit of $70 millton to $80 million this
year and faces bankruptcy within a year without
congressional help. In recent years, Amtrak has been
forced to eliminate routes and curtail improvements
because of financial problems aggravated by cuts in federal
support.

Transportation Committee leaders rcfused to embrace calls
for splitting Amtrak until they could further study the
option. Rep. Bud Shuster, R-Pa., the committee chairman,
sald he expected the report will generate momentum for
restructuring Amtrak in some fashion.

“This 1s now on the table," he said. ""Let's get some other
. (options) on the table, 1 there are others, and let's move
lo save Amitrak."”

Rep. Susan Molinari, R-N.Y ., who chatrs the
subcommittee on railroads, promised hearings this
summer.

Some lawmakers have called for keeping Amtrak intact

and bolstering its [inances by diverting a half-penny from
the 18.3-cent-per-gallon lederal gasoline tax.
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Amtrak believes it could drop federal operating subsidies

by 2002 il it had a dedicated funding source lor capital « SR 6\\
needs and other changes to the law were approved. The
o . . o 3‘ocr
Senale Commerce Committee on Thursday approved g
S: +< . == several changes sought by Amtrak, and the full Senate was Ve
?B"—'- considering a tax bill that addresses the hall-penny 4
A/F funding.

Amtrak President Thomas M. Downs satd the company -
has made inroads in cutting costs and reducing 1fs
dependence on subsidies, with the amount of operating aid
cut SO percent to $200 mullion in less than three years.

"This is the lowest operating subsidy level in the history
of the compaily, so 1t's a disappointment that alter all this
good, hard work, we're still judged a failure," Downs said
in a telephone interview.

But Robert Kiley, who runs an economic development
agency in New York City, said Amtrak already has
tinkered with the 20-year-old structure, “and today we're
still secing a decline in ridership and the deficit risimg."

The panel said separating Amtruk'sWe
and train operations could make it casier for other entities,
such as a bus company or an airling. 7o compete Tor the
right to serve some rail routes. Just the threat of such
competition, the panel reasoned, would promolte
elficiency.

A route from Los Angeles to San Diego or from Dallas to
Houston could one day be as busy as the Northeast
Cornidor, where many of the capital improvement projects
have been concentrated because Amtrak owns (he lines,
said Chris Gleason, a banker and insurance agent in
Pennsylvania.

Two of the 13 panel members dissented, saying the /\
conclusions were based on “unwarranted pessimism about
Amtrak's prospects.” Former New Jersey Gov. him Florio

said the proposal could fragment the national passenger

rail system and result in more cuts m roules.

© Copyright 1997 The Associated Press
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X .
e Rule’
Following are excerpts from

Agostini v. Felton yesterday al- -.
lowing public school teachers to
enter parochial schools to pro-
vide remedial education. It was .
written by Justice Sandra Day .,
OCamlor .

Education .of the
City of New York
has led

[sioce 1966] ...

services [remedial education,
guidance and job counseling] to
the private school students with- -
in its jurisdiction. ... [T]he
Board mmaﬂymanged to trans-
port children to public schools
for after-school Title 1 instruc-
tion. ... The Board then moved
the after-school instruction onto
private school - campuses. ...
After this program also yielded

mented the plan we evaluated in
Aguilar v Felton (1985) ...
{which] called for the provision
of Title [ services on private.

school pmmss during school
hours. ..

.-Sued the Board . . . claiming

violated the Establishment
Clause: ... [Tlhis Court [de-
. clared it unconstimtioml]- on

Title I program | necessitated an
church and state. .

prior practice ol .
" struction at public school sites,
at leased sites, and in mobile

rooms) parked near the sectari-
an school ...

jcant ...

" . In October and December of
1995. .. a new group of parents
of parochial school students en-
titled to Title I services filed
motions in the District Court

_‘'seeking relief . .. The question
we must answer is a simple ode:

. {under the rule that] “the
court may relieve a party ..
. &omaﬁna.l;udgmentlor]mder
... [when] itis no longer equita-
. .ble that the judgment should
'haze prospective . application.

Bparted From
the Supreme Court decision in .

etmanerBomdo!:

" with how to provide Title I .

mixed resuits, the Board imple-

InlW&sxxledmlhmaym _a
' t.hanheBoardsTnlelpmgmm»

" the ground that the Board's’
“excessive entangiement of__

The Board ... revenedtnns'

' vans converted into class- -

{The additional - -tri
: gostsofmmﬂyhg...m’esignﬁ--'.

Are petitioners entitled to relief - -

Petitioners -,
‘the exorbltant costs of ‘comply-
ing with the District Court’s

»n.constitute a ‘siguifi--

cant tactual development war-
“ranting modification of the in-
_junction. ... Petitioners also
argue that there have been two
significant legal developments
since Aguilar was decided: a
majority of Justices have ex-
pressed their views that Aguilar

. contend that

N

Be

ahouldbemomduedorovu' —_

lPleununm have ‘iled :ol DlSSCHtCl'S
the significant change

mﬁmalcondinons.
ﬂ']omhmewhetherﬁgm-
lar has been:mdf? Ey our
Clause ¢ cases, it is necessary to
understand the rationale upon
which Aguilar as well as its’

companion case, School Dist. of =

Grand Rapidsv Ball . :. rtﬁed:

[T]he Court’s conclusion that
the Shared Time program i
Ball had the impermissible ef
,kdofadv:ncingreligiunrwed
.on three assumptions: (i) any
wbﬁcmmloyeewhowmhnn

Say Rail Plan
Is Naive

By Don Phillips ~

-Washington Posi Staff Writes

Taking issue with a. House
advisory group's findings about
the future of Amtrak, two dis-
senting committee members
said yesterday the majority view
is .unduly pessimistic and at-
tacked their plan as naive and
likely to kill most passénger
train service. :

Former New Jersey governor
Jim Florio (D), who was a strong

. Amtrak supporter when he was

a House member, and Rutgers

professor Carl Van Horn said

the to Amtrak's prob-

ﬁmnoes religious indoctrina-
. [lln Aguilar there was s
burtb -assumption: that New
York City’s Title [ program ne-
mmulmwgm
ment entanglement with ref
_mbeansewbﬁcunplaycee
- who teach on the premises of
jreﬁpnussdxoolsmstbedow

constitutes a. symbolic union
between government and reb-
gion...

Second we have depaned

from the rule relied on in Ball:
that all government aid that
directly’ aids the educational’
! function of religious schools is'
invalid. , .. .

lems lies with sufficient funding
for .capital projects and opera- .
tions, plus basic legal revisions
that would allow the company to
make more money rather than
creating a separate agency to
manage the system'’s tracks.

The passenger train corpors-
tion, created by Conxress in
1970, has been caught in a miad-
dle of competing interests and

" competing bills that has prevent-’
0. ed passage of any meaningful

Amtrak legislation for two years

- despite the corporation’s deteri-

orating financial condition.
The 13member group was

that created by Rep. Bud Shuster

(R-Pa.), chairman of the House

ool Committee on Commerce, Sci-

ence and Transportation, and
Rep. Susan Molinari (R-N.Y),
chairman of the railroad sub-
committee, ‘after their bill be-
came bogged down last year. .
_The advisory group, in a re-
port to the committee Monday,
said a ‘new federal agency
should be created to own or -
manage track used by passen-
ger trains, and that Amtrak and '
other operators should compete
for contracts to run the trains.
Thé new federal agency,

- which they would call Amrail,
‘would own only the Washington-

Boston corridor and a few short-

“er- stretches of track in New

. York. Pennsylvania and Michi-

gan. On routes owned by freight

‘?439: ’ - ) ﬁ(
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* rio group said, because |
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railroads, the agency.would pay
for necessary improvements to
expand passenger service.

The plan is patterned after
one being implemented in Brit-
ain. But the Florio group sdid_
the British plan is hardly one to
copy because “thus far, the Brit-
ish model has cost nearly §1
billion a year more_in public -
funding than it did under its
predecessor, Britrail * B
- The report issued yesterday
by the dissenting membel:s of
the advisory group said separat-
ing passenger train- infrastruc-
ture from operations would’ ac-
complish none of the group's
goals, including removing Am-
trak from the battle for infra-
structure funds. The Florio
-group called this assertion “ex-
ceedingly naive” and noted that
trucking companies still lobby
for highway funds and airlines

~

for airport spending even
‘though they don't owm hlghways
and airports.

Eliminating operatigg subsi- .
dies and counting on states to
make up the difference” would
likely lead to a breakdown in the -
‘passenger train system, the Flo-

money would then go mainly to

the. Boston-Washington North- .-
- east Corridor.. States outside .°

this region would likely balk at ..
paying twice—once to
their trains and once to operate
those in the Northeast. States
also would bave trouble forming -
compacts to operate multi-state
service, the Florio group said. -
“We think this proposaly 1"
make most long-distance trains
and many short-haul trains that -
need regional or multi-state sup-
port unsupportable,” the dis- :
sentmg group members said.
" They also assailed the majori-,” 1"
ty groups contention that Am-
trak is losing political support
and is mear bankruptcy..The
dissenting members noted
broad Senate support for a $2

billion reserve fund for Amtrak . - ;

and said bankers have enough

confidence in Amtrak tolendit

$1 billion.

* “We think that our ml]eagues
come at their proposal largo:lyl
due to an unwarranted pessi-
mism - about Amtrak's pros-
pects *the’ minority report
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Article Text:

As passenger train deficits burgeoned in the 1960s, railroads began
attaching freight cars to some trains in an effort to hold down losses.
Now, history may be _repeating itself.

./Facing a deteriorating financial situation, Amtrak is beginning to haul-

cmore mail, express and time-sensitive freight behind its coaches, sleepers2

‘and” diners. And soon, the company -- which took over passenger'bperation—r~}
from the private railroads in 1971 -- may get into the high-value freight
business nationwide. Amtrak will not operate typical trains of boxcars

and tank cars, but passengers may soon see lengthy strings of mail and
express cars behind long-distance passenger trains, including
‘roadrailers’ -- truck trailers that can travel by rail with special
steel-wheel ‘bogeys.’

And sources said that after years of discouraging freight railroads
from operating over the high-speed Washington-New York corridor, Amtrak is
near another revenue-raising deal that would allow Norfolk Southern Corp.
to operate high-speed freight trains into the New York area from the
South.

The Amtrak board has approved the lease of nearly 600 special freight
cars, including 287 roadrailers, with the rest being ‘material-handling
cars,’ which are essentially express boxcars.

The Amtrak plan is driven by desperation. In a series of Capitol Hill
hearlngs beginning today,-the -General -Accounting Office_will. report_that
{ federal subsidies are decllnlng faster than Amtrak can-= cutdcosts, and
\EEXEEPG is actually falling in constant-dollar terms. ; -
A draft of the GAO report ¢dlls Amtrak’s financial pos1tlon very

precarious.



"Amtrak is still in a financial crisis despite the fact that its
financial performance (as measured by net losses) has improved over the
last two years,’ it said.

Moreover, Amtrak’s interest expenses have nearly tripled over the last
few years -- from $20.6 million in fiscal 1993 to $60.2 million in fiscal
1996 -- as it buys new equipment and borrows money to operate. The GAO
noted that Amtrak is expected to begin borrowing this month to cover 1597
operating costs, the earliest date ever that it has turned to its lenders.

Congress has failed to pass promised legislation to allow Amtrak to cut
labor and other costs further, and is considering whether to give Amtrak a
half=centpér_gallon-of -the-federal gasoline—tax for capital- —expenditures._
However, when three long-distance trains were " slated for discontinuance
last year, Congress ordered them continued until May 10. The GAO said the
$22.5 million provided by Congress for this purpose was $13.6 million
short of the need, further widening the company’s deficit.

Affected<§tatesjhave until Saturday to inform Amtrak whether they will
(subs1dlze “the trains_>- the St. Louis-San Antonio portion of the Texas
Eagle, the Denver- Seattle Pioneer and the Salt Lake City-Los Angeles
Desert Wind. If there’s no state participation, ‘these trains go away on
the 10th of May,’ said Amtrak President Thomas Downs.

Downs said (Congress’-s—insistence—that Amtrak réceive-no-more_ federal™
operating—funds—after 2002 makes it—vital-to-incréase revenue with
frelghtﬁ "It can have a good business income for us,’ he said.

Freight already has evolved as an important revenue source. Downs noted
that 42 percent of all the revenue of the Chicago-Los Angeles Southwest
Chief comes from mail. And in an experiment, Amtrak has been hauling
carloads of cranberry juice from California to Massachusetts during months
when eastern cranberry bogs are not producing.

But expanding the concept has run into differing reactions from
railroads, ranging from Norfolk Southern’s active encouragement to Union
Pacific Corp.’s stiff opposition.

Norfolk Southern, now hammering out an agreement with CSX Corp. to
divide Conrail’s lines, needs the Northeast Corridor to move high-speed
freight to New York, as well as to move some conventional freight from
Philadelphia and Baltimore to the South. Slower and oversized freight
would continue to run through the current Hagerstown, Md., connection.

Amtrak began discouraging freight movement over the corridor after an
engineer ran Conrail locomotives in front of Amtrak’s Colonial on Jan. 4,
1987, killing 16 people. Downs acknowledged there are safety issues, but
sald freight trains would be allowed to run only overnight when Amtrak
operates_few trains.

— gglon<£§g£§;g\;s“so“opposed to one-of Amtrak’s: plans that: top-officials’
have “Tobbied against it~on Cap1tol~H&ll _To save the Pioneer, Amtrak has
developed a plan to run it from Chicago over Union Pacific’s fast main
line across Nebraska -- which now has no passenger trains but is the
busiest freight corridor in the world.

—-Union Pacific spokésmen complaln that Amtrak, funded by subsidies,

would take space on the busy main line and delay its freight in a ploy to
take business away from Union Pacific.

Downs said UP misunderstands Amtrak’s plans. He said Amtrak is seeking
only high-value time-sensitive freight that is not now moving by rail. And
he said he would never haul large amounts of freight without the agreement
of the freight railroad, including an agreement on dividing the revenue.

"I’'m not interested in doing this without the host railroad,’ he said.

Caption:
Freight cars are added to a passenger train at an Amtrak rail yard.
(Photo ran in an earlier edition)



Today the President lorwarded to t...Bipartisan Budget Agreement bap://library. whitchouse.gov/Rew.i?dbtype=text&id=8588& query=Amtrak
]

White House Press Release

Today the President forwarded to the Congress a package of Fy 1998 budget amendments to
adjust his pending budget requests, as presented in the Fy 1998 IBudth to be consistent with the
recently negotiated Bipartisan Budget Agreement bet...

Mzssage Crealion Date was at  U-Jun-1297 16:54:00
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Today the President forwarded to the Congress a pachag
amendmenls Lo anan his pending budgel ruque:Lm, :

Rudgsl, to be consistent with the recenlly negotiated [lydrll
Agreemant between the President and the Leadership of Congress:

The package would:

5 Restructure tche Administration's request for ewmsrgency disast funding. The
pernding Py 1998 $5.&% hillion request Cor the centingent =zmergency reserve fund
within Funds Appropriated Lo the Fresident would be withdrawn. The Fy 1998
funding raguest for the Federal Emergency Managemenl Ackivity would be reduced
by $2.4 billion and, instead, Lhese funds are requaested as an by 1847
supplemental.

¢ Shift funding requested for fixed capital assets Tor the Departmant oL Energy
(562 mLJWLnn/, the Departmwent <f the Interiocr (515 million), and the Army Corps
of Dngir s ($%31 millicn) From full, up-front funding in 'y 1992 to advanca
appropriations as needed for obligation during [y 199¢ chrough [y 200%Z.

o Incrzase funding for priority programs, including $700 million for the
Department of the Interior's Priority Federal Land Acquisltions and Exchanges,
and $22 million for Amtrak. The obligabtion lLimitation for highway programs
would be increased by $2 billion, and the obligation limitvation for mass
Lransit programs would be increasad by $105% million,

o Pursuant Lo the Bipartisan Budget Agreement, shift lTunding for che Third
Grade Litsracy inilklatives [rom mandaLOL, Lo discretionary spanding. A reguest
for $260 million in discretionary rfunding 1s included 1n the President's

transmittal.

o Maks technical appropriations language adijustments o implement user
Fees For the Department of Vetsrans Affairs and Lhe _uuurity
Administracion.
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Today the President torwarded to t...Bipartisan Budget Agreement bgp:/library. whitchouse.gov/Retr i?dbtype—text&1d=8388 & query=Amtrak

The President alse proevided his prioritics for how the addillicnal funding
assumad 1n the Bipartisan Budgel Agreement for naticnal defense should be
allczated, and urged the Congress nob te reduce protec i

neaded For Amesiza's future.

domesiio programs
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NEXTEA Will Enhance Transportation...n Northeast, Slater Says (4/21/97) hittp://wwaw dot.gov/altairs/dotd797 him

V.S, Department of

Transpona’tion o ) ) o
Orfce of the &3 ri Secrdary for Fublic Sfairs
Waszhington, DS 20590 f
FOR IMMEDIATE RELLASE LoT 57-97
Monday, April 2L, 1397 Contact: Bill Moslsy
Tel.: (202 366-5571

NEXTEA WILL ENHANCE TRANSPORTATION SAFETY,
PROTECT ENVIRONMENT IN NORTHEAST, SLATER SAYS

WARWICK, R.I. -- President Clinton's proposed surface transportation legislation will help the states
and communities of the northeastern United States continue to improve the safety, efficiency and
environmental soundness of their surface transportation systems into the next century, Secretary of
Transportation Rodney E. Slater said today.

Testifying at a (icld hearing of the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, Secrctary
Slater said that the six-year, $175 billion National Economic Crossroads Transportation Efficiency Act
(NEXTEA) will carry forward and build upon the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (ISTEA), which expires Sept. 30.

"It 15 clear that transit is vital to mobility in the Northeast, and ISTEA has made possible an unparalleled
commitment to public transportation,” Stater said. "ISTEA's greater programmatic flexibility has
enabled us to increase resources for transit and other urban priorities.”

NEXTEA will provide a 30 percent increase in core highway programs, such as those for Interstate
maintenance and the National Highway System. It also includes a 17 percent increase for transit major
capital investments.

Secretary Slater said that if Congress funds NEXTEA at the levels proposed. it would mean nearly $710
million for Rhode Island over the next six years in formula-based funding alone, and more than $36.8
billion in the 11 states from Maryland to Maine.

This funding could be directed to urban prioritics because of increases in the flexible Surface
Transportation Program (STP) category, as well a NEXTEA proposal which makes such programs as
Amtrak, intercity passenger rail and hus terminals and port access tacilities eligible for funding.

NEXTEA would help to reduce the $50 biltion annual cost of congestion to commuters and freight
shippers across the nation, the Secretary said, noting an even more direct economic benefit: the
construction and other work which would be generated by this plan could support an estimated one
million jobs over the next six years, including 4,800 in Rhode Island and more than 238,000 in the
I 1-state northeast region.

NEXTEA would provide $4.7606 billion in direct capital anQ operating assistance to Amtrak, including
funding to continue improvements to the Boston-to-Wushington Northeast Corridor, while increasing
states' ability to use funds from other NEXTEA programs (o support intercity rail service, Slater said. It
also will sustain the federal commitment (o Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), which apply
advanced information and communications (echnologies to transportation to enhance safety and
efficiency. NEXTEA legislation includes $678 million for [TS over the next six years.

The President's proposal would enhance safety by increasing funding for traffic safety programs by 25

lol2 07/07/97 15:45:21
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percent, as well as developing new ways to improve salety through community partnerships, Slater said.
This supports the President's safety belt initiative announced last week, which sets a goal ol raising belt
use 1o 85 percent by the year 2000, saving 4,200 lives per year, and lo 90 percent by 2005, preventing
more than 5,500 deaths, he said.

Secretary Slater said that NEXTEA also would enable Rhode Island to continue such effective initiatives
as the "Cops in Shops" program, though which state and local police enforce the ban on liquor sales to
minors.

The administration’s commitment to protecting the environment is reflected throughout NEXTEA, the
Secretary said. The proposal includes a 30 percent increase in funding for the Congestion Mitigation and
Air Quality program, as well as increased funding for transportation enhancements-and continucd
support for National Scenic Byways, recreational trails, bicycle transportation and pedestrian walkways.

Hitt
An electronic version of this dociment cun be obtained

via the World Wide Web ai:
hup:/ivww.dotl. goviaffuirs/index. itm
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Article Text:

Unw1lllng to allow even one mile of passenger train service to be
abandoned in an election year, Congress yesterday “found—enough money to %
keep -‘the—entire—Amtrak system running for roughly another six months=s=

(1nclud1ng—three long-distance routes that-were-to-have-been-axed--Nowv. 10. }

Members of a Senate-House conference committee included an extra $8275 'ﬂ}

mllllon for the passenger train company in a stopgap spending bill for J
agenc1es whose yearly funding bills failed to pass. The bill awaits action
“inbothH houses in the mnext few days. The extra furding punctuates
Congress’'s failure to pass legislation giving Amtrak greater control over
its financial decisions or to find a stable source of funding such as a
portion of the gasoline tax. Those decisions were kicked over to the next
Congress. I . : - - - g
___ _Most of the extra money - $60 ‘million -=‘will go to partly restore. ¢ -
tearlier cuts in improvements for the Washlngton Boston Northeast Corrldor ’
which carries most Amtrak passengers and is being upgraded for faster new
trains.. .- ... . e
{The remaining $22 5 mllllon will postpone ‘for about s1x months all the J
abandonment plans that Amtrak had announced for Nov. 10. The major cuts
planned were three long-distance western routes: the St. Louis-San Antonio
portion of the Chicago-Los Angeles Texas Eagle; the Salt Lake City-Los
Angeles Desert Wind and the Denver-Seattle Pioneer.
An experimental New Orleans-Mobile, Ala., train also will continue to
run, as will the Boston-Albany, N.Y., section of the New York-Chicago Lake
Shore Limited and the Miami-Sanford, Fla., portion of the Miami-Los
Angeles Sunset Limited. . . .
‘. _The_extra money leaves Amtrak's fiscal 1997 budget at $842.5 million, yi
J’lncludlng $175 million for Northeast Corridor improvements. This Stlll 1s S
__less than the $918.5 million requested by the administration.. -- )
For Amtrak, the downside of the compromise is that plans to restart the
Chicago-New York Broadway Limited will be postponed, although an all-coach

train will be inaugurated on the route on Nov. 10 as a temporary measure

to gain a new mail contract. Several routes with less than daily
service also will not begin running every day as originally planned.
The compromise was initiated by Sen. Frank R. Lautenberg (D-N.J.), a

longtime proponent of major improvements in the Northeast Corridor. But
the major impetus for the additional funding came from western and
southern Senate Republicans who were inundated with protests from small



communities that had seen the demise of local bus and airline service and

now were about to lose their passenger train.

Republicans such as Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison and Rep. Tom DeLay, both

of Texas, became passenger train partisans.
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Amtrak showed off its new Viewliner sleeper car at Union
Station on May 16, 1996 to 130 Washington DC-area travel
agents, with whom the railroad company hopes to forge a

stronger, more profitable relationship as it chugs along
toward self-sufficiency.

Copyright The Washington Post

Article Text:

Amtrak showed off .its new Viewliner sleeper car at Union Station

yesterday to 130 area travel agents -- with whom the railroad company

hopes. to forge a stronger, more profitable relationship as it chugs along

toward self-sufficiency.

The passenger railroad introduced the first of 50 new Viewliner cars in
April and will gradually expand the service as it gets the rest over the
next year. The 50 smaller ’'Heritage’ sleeper cars and their ’'roomettes’
will be retired -- after 50 years of service, in some cases. Standard

compartments in the new sleeper cars are quieter than the old cars and
have more windows. They also sport such 1990s amenities as individual

thermostats,

shower for use by 12 compartments.

showers and sleep three adults. ‘I know cruise cabins that aren’t this

big,’ said Wayne Roland of Global Travel in D.C.,

the corner of a deluxe bedroom.

The new trains will used primarily on Northeast routes, where the
height of the Baltimore Harbor Tunnel and tunnels in New York’s Penn
Station have prevented the use of Amtrak’s other new sleeper cars,

double-decker ‘'Superliners’

handles 35 percent to 40 percent of Amtrak’s ridership.
Changing the public’s image of Amtrak sleeper cars could have a big

payoff. Amtrak has a goal of self-sufficiency by 2002 for its operations,

although it would still require federal assistance for capital

expenditures.

Getting there requires boosting ridership with gleaming new

trains and a network of travel agents willing to promote them.

‘A lot of travel agents who are selling our products simply have the

old equipment in mind and they’re reluctant at times to even sell it,’
said Thomas Downs, chief executive of_Amtrak..

; The railroad company already gets 35 percent of 1ts booklngs from

travel agents but is trylng to-increase that level by making trains ">
available for v1ew1ng in various cities. and by holding firm on its 10
percent commission to travel agents. The airline 1ndustry reduced

commlss1ons to travel agents last year.

1

used elsewhere in the country. Penn Station

)

TVs that show movies (but not broadcast shows) and a single
Three roomier deluxe rooms have private

as he disappeared around

J



xfggrsuading more riders_to take sleeper cars.would significantly boost
revenue for Amtrak, -as ’sleeper cars command a higher ticket price. A
Teégular round-trip coach fare for two people from Washington to Atlanta,
for example, is currently $410, while the Viewliner sleeper car fare is
$702 for two people in a standard compartment, including breakfast and
dinner. The deluxe bedroom fare is $832.

Amtrak officials said they hope the new sleeper cars in the Northeast
will allow the company to tap the huge business travel market -- it has
even dubbed its Crescent train, which runs from New York to New Orleans,
the ’'Southeast Shuttle.’ Several travel agents said they would be most
likely to recommend the new sleeper cars to families and older people.

Carol Shell of H.B. Travel in Lanham said the railroad would have
better luck booking business travelers if each sleeper compartment had a
phone jack to hook up a computer. ‘I won’t book the 0ld sleeper trains
unless someone insists, but I would definitely book someone on the new
one,’ she said.

That kind of attitude has prompted Amtrak to order about $1.5 billion
worth of new trains and locomotives over the past five years.

Caption:

From top, at Union Station, Amtrak’s John Long greets Shanaz Fiesler,
5, of Annapolis, who later tried out a new sleeping car. Travel agent
Susie Kofler, bottom, checks out the new cars.
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Abstract: A year after passing a budget designed to modernize Amtrak
and put it on sound financial footing by 2002, Congress
appears to be backing away from the plan. The result is
likely to be a severe cutback in long-distance passenger
train service in the next fiscal year.
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Article Text: N el

(A year after-passing a budget designed to modernize Amtrak and put it
on sound financial footlng by 2002, Congress appears to be backing away
,from the plan F
{~ The result is likely to be a severe cutback in long-distance passenger
train service in the next fiscal year, and possibly a slowdown in planned
upgrades to the Washington-Boston Northeast Corridor that would allow
150-mph operation in new trains. According to Amtrak’s friends and foes,
a continuation of the trend over the next few years likely would mean an
end to all or most long-distance train service, with passenger service
limited to the East and West Coast corridors, plus whatever service states
would be willing to finance. Sleeping and d1n1ng cars could become a thlng
of the past. —_— — - - T }

] Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott (R MlSS ) and other heartland
.leglslators have said repeatedly they would not support continuation of
ZAmtrak if it did not maintaini a national "system. Easfern states could have
to-take over the Boston- -Washington corridor if the long-distance system
collapsed. -

The House-passed 1997 Amtrak budget slashed the planned $922 million to
$542°million. Of that amount, $200 million was for operating subsidies,
$50 million less than Amtrak’s request. Some-$120 million was appropriated
for capital improvements, but that is just enough to cover debt payments
<and mandatory improvements such as env1r9ngental mitigation. : i
’ ‘House Appropriations transportation subcommittée Chairman Frank R. Wolf
(R-Va.) acknowledged that Amtrak probably would go out of business
eventually should the House budget prevail. He said the corporation’s only
hope is for Congress to pass a dedicated source of funding such as half a
cent of the federal gasoline tax.

"If there isn’t one, Amtrak is going to go under,’ Wolf said as the
transportation appropriations bill passed. _ . ——
_____ However, there appears to be little chance that a gasollne tax blll -
‘will pass: “There is strong opposition to taking half a cent from the J
‘portion of the tax going to highway construction, and Wolf ruled out any
arrangement that would affect mass transit’s portion of the tax.

"We’ve got a lot of discussion about the half cent, but we don’t have a
revenue bill,’ said Amtrak President Thomas Downs.

The Senate Appropriations Committee begins work on Amtrak’s 1997 budget
today and there are indications that the Senate will be kinder to Amtrak
than the House, but not sufficiently to avoid deterioration.

Sources said the Senate committee is unlikely to recommend more in
operating subsidies than the House, meaning that long-distance train cuts
are likely to go forward next year. However, the sources said the Senate
probably would be more generous with capital funds, particularly for the
Northeast Corridor. But the capital grant still would be below Amtrak’s
request.

Downs said Senate Appropriations Committee Chairman Mark O. Hatfield
(R-Ore.) is sympathetic to Amtrak, ’‘but he has real restraints.’

Meanwhile, House-passed legislation to allow Amtrak to cut costs
further, including labor costs, has bogged down in the Senate over the
question of legal liability. Sen. John Breaux (D-La.) has tied up the
bill, demanding that the liability provisions be removed.

Amtrak made deep cuts in its long-distance service because of 1996

}



budget cuts. Downs said he anticipates that the 1997 budget will mean
‘three or four major routes will be eliminated,’ beginning with the
system’s poorest performer, the Denver-Seattle Pioneer. Other cuts must
awalt a detailed analysis, he said, and will be announced in Amtrak’s
business plan, due by Oct. 31.

But Downs said the more serious problem is a lack of capital funding.
Under the 1995 budget agreement, Amtrak is supposed to receive sufficient
capital to allow it to cut operating costs and enhance revenue, ending all
operating subsidies by 2002.

Downs said Amtrak so far has kept its part of the bargain by cutting
expenses from $2.4 billion in 1994 to $2.24 billion in 1996 and increasing
revenue from $1.4 billion to $1.5 billion. But without new capital
funding, in 1998 ‘the railroad starts to collapse.’

The General Accounting Office, in a report being circulated on Capitol
Hill, basically agreed with Downs. ’‘'The most important factor underpinning
Amtrak’s program for achieving its long-term goal of operating
self-sufficiency is that capital funds must be available so that it can
make the investments needed to provide an attractive and competitive
service and thereby significantly increase its revenues,’ the GAO report
said.

The agency said it is too early to tell if Amtrak will reach its
long-term goals because they are based on at least $3.2 billion in federal
capital support, large revenue increases, completion of New York-Boston
improvements, increased productivity through labor concessions and
increased state support.

The GAO said Amtrak got off to a good start on slashing expenses and
increasing revenue in 1995, cutting its deficit $171 million by route
cuts, management cuts and fare increases. But severe weather meant revenue
in the first two quarters of fiscal 1996 ’'are below target and expenses
are higher than planned.’

Overall, however, the news was not good for Amtrak’s long-distance
trains. Of Amtrak’s three business units, the Northeast Corridor and West
Coast units exceeded their 1995 savings and are projected to meet 1996
targets. But the Intercity unit, which operates almost all long-distance
trains and 80 percent of passenger train route miles, is ’‘substantially
over budget.’

Copyright (c) 1997 by UMI Company. All rights reserved.
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Not since President Richard M. Nixon ignored the advice of his top
aldes and signed a bill creating Amtrak a quarter-century ago has a
decision held so much importance for the U.S. passenger rail service as
the one Congress will make soon.

The guestion is whether Amtrak will receive a half-penny per gallon of
the federal gasoline tax. The answer will determine whether the
corporation will modernize and possibly grow, or whether it will continue
to decline. For years, Amtrak presidents W. Graham Claytor Jr. and now
Thomas Downs have asked Congress for an assured stream of capital funds
for new locomotives, passenger cars, maintenance facilities and stations.
In exchange, they said, a more efficient Amtrak gradually could wean
itself from federal operating subsidies. But year after year, proposals to
tap gasoline tax funds have been laughed off Capitol Hill. -

Now a Republican Congress has decided Amtrak will wean itself of
operating subsidies anyway. The phaseout period is still not yet certain,
but the House budget plan assumes no federal funding for Amtrak by 2002,
and the fiscal 1996 appropriations bill slashed Amtrak funding by 25
percent to $750 million. Of that, $185 million is for operating subsidies,
down from $392 million in 1995.

Without the capital funding that would be provided from the gas tax or
some other source, it is unlikely Amtrak will be able to maintain a
national rail system.

'To make a decision on no capital is to make a decision on no Amtrak, '’
Downs said.

The half-penny would produce about $2.8 billion over five years for
capital expenditures. Together with growing subsidies from states that
want to maintain train service, this could be enough to do without federal
operating subsidies, Downs said.

Arguing that roads are sorely underfunded, highway interests have
successfully shielded the highway trust fund from an Amtrak raid, turning
back earlier proposals to allow states the flexibility to use highway
funds for Amtrak.

And the American Public Transit Association has lobbied hard against
using funds from the transit portion of the highway trust fund.

Consequently, the transit-Amtrak battle has taken on the look of two
starving dogs fighting over scraps of meat. The transit community is
unpersuaded by a Senate plan automatically to cut off payouts to Amtrak if
the fund -- now at about $10 billion -- starts sinking too low to support
transit projects.

"It makes no sense to rob Peter to pay Paul when both transit and
Amtrak don’t have enough,’ said Chip Bishop, executive director of the
transit association.

Nonetheless, an odd combination of political maneuvers has given the
half-penny proposal a fighting chance this year.

First, there is the 'Mississippi connection.’ Senate Majority Whip
Trent Lott (R-Miss.) became an Amtrak partisan early in the year under a
heavy lobbying campaign by Mayor John Robert Smith of Meridian, who has
become a leader in the ’'save Amtrak’ movement.

Then there is the ’'Delaware connection.’ When former Sen. Bob Packwood)
AR-Ore.) resigned from Congress and Sen.-William V. Roth Jr. (R-Del.) took’
tover as chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, a foe of the half- -penny
proposal was exchanged for a partlsan Roth’s_committee has approved the
plan, and it has become one of his year endvprlorltles Gov. Thomas R
Carper (D), another Amtrak partisan, is pushlng Roth.



But the key player has now become Rep. Bud Shuster (R-Pa.), chairman of
the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee.

Basically, if Shuster and Roth come to a meeting of the minds, it is
all but certain the proposal would be folded into the budget
reconciliation bill working its way through Congress.

Shuster said early on that the highway trust fund would be used for
Amtrak ‘over my dead body.’ But he said he was willing to listen to a plan
to take the money from the transit portion of the trust fund.

That is what the Senate plan would do. On Oct. 1, the 2 1/2 cents of
the 18-cents-per-gallon federal gas tax that had been going into the
Treasury for ’‘deficit reduction’ automatically reverted into the trust
fund.

The Senate plan would take a half-cent of that amount, which normally
would go into the mass transit portion of the fund, and give it to Amtrak.
After sitting on the sidelines for months, Shuster has signaled he is
w1111ng to_consider-a deal. He said in an interview this-week-that _his__
staff is looklng carefullyat~details of the plan to be certain it would -
riot affect hlghway fundlng He_said -he also must have assurances that no
effort will be made in the future to transfer highway funds into the mass

transit account.

"I've got to have an oath signed in blood,’ he said.

Shuster said his second requirement was that the proposal be tied to
the 'reforms’ in the Amtrak authorization bill that his committee produced
and that passed the House, 406 to 4, last week. That includes a number of
labor amendments including one requiring Amtrak unions to negotiate with
Amtrak to ‘contract out’ work normally done by rail union members.

Earlier this week, Downs announced Amtrak had more than met its fiscal
1995 business plan, cutting 16 percent of its train service and reducing
employment by 1,553 people.

At the same time, ridership has held up as passengers shifted to other
trains or traveled on other days of the week when a route was cut back
from daily service to three or four times a week.

Amtrak supporters say that without capital improvements, the rail
service can continue to operate a national system for perhaps a few more
years, but not forever.

'The absence of the half-cent sends us on a slippery slope,’ said Ross
Capon, head of the National Association of Railroad Passengers. ’‘You may
not really know how bad things are till you wake up one morning and it'’s
on the verge of collapse.’

Caption:
Supporters say that -without capital improvements, Amtrak can continue
to operate a national rail system for perhaps only a few more years.
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Amtrak’s political renaissance rumbled along yesterday as a House
subcommittee voted to continue federal subsidies at their current levels
for three more years while allowing Amtrak to increase charges to Maryland
and other northeastern states for commuter trains. Charging Northeast
Corridor states more is one of the key demands of members of Congress from
the rest of the country, where states have been forced to pay extra to
keep trains running after Amtrak proposed their abandonment.

An amendment to retain the current ceiling on payments from Northeast
Corridor commuter authorities was defeated 10 to 6. The Northeast Corridor
is Amtrak-owned track between Washington and Boston.

How much more Maryland and other corridor states would have to pay for
commuter train operations would depend on negotiations with Amtrak. But if
the provision survives the legislative process, states have estimated
there could be as much as a doubling of the $60.2 million they paid in
fiscal 1994. Maryland’s bill that year was $4.4 million. Virginia Railway
Express is unaffected because it does not operate north of Washington.

John Agro Jr., administrator of the Maryland Transit Administration,
said his state has a stake in Amtrak’s survival, but ’‘obviously anything
that increases our operating costs in any fashion, we would not be
supportive of. We think this is a federal responsibility.’

The overall Amtrak authorization in yesterday’s actions by the railroad
subcommittee of the House Transportation and Infrastructure subcommittee
tracks the three-year, $772 million per year level passed earlier in the
House budget resolution, making House passage likely. Final numbers will
be set in later appropriations bills, however.

The bill would squeeze more money for Amtrak out of states and
organized labor, while giving Amtrak new limits on legal liability and
greater flexibility in dropping or adding routes.

Organized labor was dealt a setback, with the subcommittee voting to
negate collective bargaining agreements against contracting-out of
maintenance work and imposing a negotiations deadline on Amtrak and its
unions to chop back severance payments to laid-off workers, which now can
last as long as six years.

Rep. Susan Molinari (R-N.Y.), subcommittee chairman, said the labor
cuts are a bitter pill for Congress and Amtrak, but the subcommittee will
not be able to win House support for the subsidy package if there are not
changes that will allow Amtrak to cut expenses, including labor costs.

'Those [subsidy] numbers are why I am so determined to get a bill
through with these major reforms in it,’ said Molinari, whose constituency
has a strong labor component.

As the Republican-controlled Congress convened early this year,

Amtrak’s entire subsidy was considered a prime. budget target. Budget
gEBmmlttee“Chalrman John R. Ka51ch (R-Ohio) suggested privately that the 7
‘corporation could be ‘zeroed out,’ and Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.) said”
Amtrak might be ‘privatizéd.’ But the passenger train corporation’s
fortunes took a dramatic turnaround when mayors and governors staged a
major lobbying campaign.

As a member of the Budget Committee, Molinari played a key role in
convincing Kasich that it would cost more to shut down Amtrak than to keep
it going because of such factors as major labor protection payments to
employees.

The Budget Committee voted to phase out Amtrak over the next seven
years, but to the delight of Amtrak officials, that phaseout wouldn’t



start for three years. The Amtrak provision passed the House as part of
the overall budget bill.

The extent of Amtrak’s popularity on Capitol Hill came through clearly
yesterday when subcommittee members expressed surprise that the
authorization levels in Molinari’s bill did not quite come up to the
levels of the budget bill. The subcommittee voted 16 to 0 to increase
funding to the maximum allowed by the budget resolution.

'If Amtrak ever needed money, it needs it now,’ said Rep. Sherwood L.
Boehlert (R-N.Y.), in supporting the amendment offered by a Democratic
colleague, Rep. Bud Cramer of Alabama.
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Thirteen long years ago, almost to the day, this space was devoted to
reluctant but emphatic criticism of the National Railroad Passenger Corp.,
a k a Amtrak. Acknowledging that ‘in some important respects Amtrak has
indeed improved,’ I nonetheless saw no choice except to conclude that
‘Amtrak simply doesn’t work’ and that, on ample evidence, a more suitable
name for it would be Don’t-Give-a-Damtrak. _

That was a baker’s dozen years ago. Those years have seen a steady
deterioration in Amtrak’s tracks and equipment, as well in as the quality
and courtesy of its service. 0Oddly, though, this decline has not been
accompanied by the concomitant decline one would expect in congressional
support for Amtrak. Even the new Republican majority, whose members’ zeal
for budgetary search-and-destroy missions seems to know no bounds, looks
the other way when it comes to Amtrak. The nationalized public railroad
has become one of the fattest pork barrels around. As such it provides
stunning evidence of hypocrisy not merely here in the capital, where
duplicity is assumed to be intrinsic, but out there in the great heartland
as well, where rustics and provincials delight in contrasting their own
sturdy responsibility with the capital’s pervasive venality.

Not that this should come as any real surprise, but it turns out that
Middle America is every bit as capable of self-serving hypocrisy as
Inside-the-Beltway Washington. Never mind that hardly anyone out there
actually uses passenger trains. They, or at any rate the most vocal of
them, demand Amtrak service as their right even as they demand that their
federal taxes be cut to rock bottom. Amtrak service has become the
boondocks equivalent of the big-city big-league sports franchise: If you
haven’t got one, you’re out of it.

All of which explains why last week’s announcement of cutbacks in
Amtrak service -- the second such announcement in two months -- fell so
far short of addressing Amtrak’s problems in a direct, responsible manner.
What needs to be done is simple: Close Amtrak down and offer it, in whole



or in parts, to the highest bidder. What was done instead was merely the
same old same o0ld: cuts in train service but not, with a few trivial
exceptions, in routes. Amtrak claims that it will save $173 million in the
current fiscal year, but it really isn’t saving anything. It will still be
running decrepit trains on outmoded tracks; it just won’t be running some
of them quite so often.

That the new Republican majority not merely countenances but supports
this evasion of responsibility provides a revealing comment on its own
hypocrisy. The members of the new majority are against government, it
seems, only when they dislike what government does. They don’t like
‘welfare mothers,’ whom they assume to be opportunistic leeches upon the
body politic, so they cut them off. They do like subsidized public
passenger trains that serve, if ‘serve’ is the word for it, communities in
their districts, so they collaborate in the perpetuation of those trains.
The next time one of these people rises to lecture us on fiscal
responsibility, reach for the salt shaker.

According to Thomas Downs, president of Amtrak, with the latest round
of cutbacks ‘we’re down to what we think is the defensible foundation of
rail-passenger service in this country.’

It all depends on who’s doing the defending, or the defining. There are
those, among whom for many years I was numbered, who believe that rail
service 1is so important not merely to our overall transportation network
but also to our sense of national unity that government subsidy is wholly
justified; presumably it is these to whom Downs refers, and presumably
they would agree with him that we are now down to a minimum below which we
must not go.

The contrary view is that it is not the responsibility of a
representative government to provide its constituents with a service that,
as they have made abundantly plain through their behavior, they do not
want. The truth is that the ’‘constituency’ for nationalized passenger rail
service to which Congress so routinely capitulates is a chimera. In 1993
Americans spent nearly $500 billion on transportation, ranging from new
cars to bus and cab fares; they spent less than $700 million of that on
intercity, non-commuter rail travel. Given that a great part of that $700
million surely was spent in the heavily traveled Boston-New
York-Washington corridor, it is clear that passenger rail travel is a
barely visible blip in the overall travel picture.

It is true that government spends money on other services that have
relatively small constituencies, but it is difficult to think of one in
which outgo is more disproportionate to demand than Amtrak. Apart from the
Northeast Corridor and perhaps the Los Angeles-San Diego route, passenger
trains now mainly serve railroad sentimentalists, fearful fliers and
rubberneckers. That they do so at public expense flies in the face of just
about everything that Americans allegedly believe government should do.

One may consider it both regrettable and shortsighted, as indeed I do,
that Americans choose to travel primarily by private automobile, but that
i1s the choice they have made and that explains why the highway
infrastructure receives so much government support. Ditto for the airway
infrastructure; Americans decided years ago that for intercity travel,
especially business travel, they preferred the antiseptic efficiency of
planes to the cozy inefficiency of trains, and government responded
accordingly. If anything, it can be said that, weighed against a clear
lack of genuine public demand for passenger train service, government has
provided excessive subsidy rather than, as the Amtrak lobby claims,
insufficient support.

These are the words of a railroad sentimentalist. I am old enough to
remember white napkins and red roses in the dining cars of the New York,
New Haven & Hartford, and I still miss them. I think a high-speed train is
a far more sensible way to travel between the closely packed cities of the
Northeast than a plane. But I no longer believe that it is Washington’s



job to coddle me in my nostalgia. Not merely that, but after a quarter
century of running a railroad, Washington has proved beyond any reasonable
doubt that it has no idea how to do so.

Put Amtrak on the block. Private interests will buy it, kill the
unprofitable routes and bring the workable ones up to speed. Privatization
is hardly the answer to all of government’s problems, but in
Don’t-Give-a-Damtrak’s case it’s the only answer.

Access No: 95641351 ProQuest - The Washington Post Ondisc

Title: AMTRAK IS PROVING TOO THICK-SKINNED FOR AX; SUPPORT BY
CONSTITUENTS ACROSS COUNTRY GIVES GOP BUDGET-CUTTERS SECOND
THOUGHTS

Authors: Don Phillips; John M. Goshko, Washington Post Staff Writers

Source: Washington Post, Final Edition -

Date: Friday Mar 31, 1995 Sec: A SECTION p: 3

Length: Long (1062 words) Type: News National
Illus: Photograph

Subjects: Federal budget; Government subsidies; Constituents
Companies: Amtrak; Republican Party
Abstract: Amtrak, which will receive $1 billion in federal subsidies

in 1995, proved to be more popular with constitutents than
Congress or the states had thought, thus avoiding GOP
budget cuts.

Copyright The Washington Post

Article Text:

Amtrak was supposed to be a big fat target for Republican
budget-cutters. But a funny thing happened on the way to the chopping
block: Amtrak, which will receive $1 billion in federal subsidies this
year, proved to be more popular with constituents than Congress or the
states had thought.

After the Republicans took over Congress this year, House Budget
Committee Chairman John R. Kasich (R-Ohio) proposed to fellow GOP
lawmakers that Amtrak be high on the list of programs to lose federal
subsidies. But an informal bipartisan team of governors and mayors came
together to fight for continued government-aided passenger rail service in
their areas. The support they generated, and a willingness by the states
to pay a share of the costs, prompted Kasich to retreat from his original
plan of ’'zeroing-out’ Amtrak.

Leaders of the fight to save Amtrak such as Philadelphia Mayor Ed
Rendell and Wisconsin Gov. Tommy G. Thompson (R) argued that if Congress
cuts off all funding to Amtrak, the United States would be the world’s
only industrial nation that does not provide governmental help for
passenger rail service.

But even Amtrak’s supporters such as House Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee Chairman Bud Shuster (R-Pa.) warned them federal
support would diminish. ‘If the states think it’s important, then let them
belly up to the bar,’ Shuster said. .

Circumstances forced states to take action. Running out of money, the
Amtrak board of directors voted to cut train frequencies on several routes
on Feb. 1, and to kill others beginning Sunday, including
Chicago-Milwaukee, Chicago-Grand Rapids, San Jose-Sacramento,
Birmingham-Mobile, St. Louis-Kansas City, Philadelphia-Harrisburg,
Philadelphia-Atlantic City and New York-Montreal.

Another round of cuts is to be announced next Thursday.

Amtrak and Congress were surprised at the states’ reaction to the first
round of cuts, since the conventional wisdom in political circles had been



that rail service was of major importance only to travelers in the
Northeast corridor stretching from Boston through New York, Philadelphia,
Wilmington and Baltimore to Washington.

Rendell noted Amtrak is one of the three principal means of travel in
that corridor along with the air shuttles and Interstate 95. He said more
people make intercity trips on Amtrak than by air.

But it turned out Amtrak had strong supporters in other parts of the
country. One by one, governors and legislatures put their money where
their trains were, beginning with Thompson of Wisconsin who came up with
money to keep some Chicago-Milwaukee trains going.

Others who joined the lobbying effort were Meridian, Miss., Mayor John
Robert Smith, speaking for the South and small cities and rural areas;
Delaware Gov. Thomas R. Carper (D), who is the governors’ representative
on the Amtrak board; and, to a lesser extent, the GOP governors of
Michigan and Illinois and the Democratic governor of Missouri.

California, Missouri, Pennsylvania, and Vermont also came through with
the necessary funds. Alabama, Mississippi and Louisiana are negotiating to
keep Birmingham-Mobile running and to restore tri-weekly Atlanta-New
Orleans service to daily.

The decision was tougher for some states than others. California’s
additional $850,000 payment is small compared to its huge state budget,
but the $581,000 Vermont has agreed to pay to keep service going to St.
Albans is a major investment for that sparsely populated state. The train,
formerly the Montrealer, will be called the Vermonter because it will no
longer go to Montreal but will make stops at principal resorts and ski
areas.

‘Vermont was the most significant to us,’ said Amtrak President Thomas
Downs, because it shows states will make fiscally painful decisions to
keep trains running.

Smith of Meridian has surprised Congress with his enthusiastic
lobbying. His town of 42,000 lost daily service in the first round of
cutbacks, and now is visited by three trains a week each way between New
Orleans and New York.

‘For great numbers of people in our region, flying is not an option,’
Smith said. ‘Either the service isn’t there, or it’s too expensive. We
must have a national, not a regional transportation system. It is critical
for economic development. And, most 1mportantly, it has a personal face.
You’'re wrong if you look at the problem as runnlng a railroad. What'’s
really at stake is giving mobility to people.’

Smith has the ear of Sen. Trent Lott (R-Miss.), the majority whip and
chairman of the surface transportation subcommittee of the Senate
Commerce,-Science _and Transportation Committee.

{Lott, who has become an Amtrak supporter after realizing how popular it
TIE’1nzM1551ss1ppr<<persuaded Amtrak to hold publlc forums to drum up---
public backing for Amtrak. One was held Tuesday in Racine, Wig., and
others are scheduled for Meridian, Philadelphia, Sacramento, Seattle,
Cleveland and Dallas and hosted mostly by governors and mayors.

In the meantime, a bipartisan group of 122 senators and House members
representing all sections of the country signed a letter to Kasich and
Senate Budget Committee Chairman Pete V. Domenici (R-N.M.) urging
continued federal support and saying Amtrak ’‘is not a luxury but a basic
component of our modern society.’ The signers were as diverse as Sen.
Daniel K. Akaka (D-Hawaii), whose state has no Amtrak service, and Sen.
Joseph R. Biden Jr. (D-Del.), who rides Amtrak home regularly.

The lobbying appears to be having an effect. Kasich has now retreated
from the idea of ’‘zeroing-out’ Amtrak, and instead has suggested a gradual
phaseout of operating subsidies with some capital subsidies continuing.

'That was a bullet we dodged,’ Downs said. ’'That gave us enough room to
be alive, at least in 1996.°

But there are plenty more bullets coming before Amtrak can declare



High Speed Ground Transportation @ FRA http://www bis.gov/hsgt/states/ne.him)

High Speed Ground Transportation Corridors
The Northeast Corridor

Commercial Feasibility Study: Northeast Corridor

HSGT

Amuak's program o bring high speed rail passenger service to the New York
City/Boston markerby Qctober 1999shas it full seride. During the 1990
construction scason the lollowing work was uccomplished: completed the
installation of concrete ties, modernized the 1940-era signal system. and installed
centralized tralfic control between Boston and New Haven, CT. Work 1o replace
open-deck railvoad bridges with new hallast deck structures is over 60% complele,
five high speed interlockings are operational, and critical congestion reliel projects
' T are progressing. Electrilying the Tingl 136 miles of the 457 mile Washington.
Contacts - DC/Boston, MA corridor. the segment between New Haven, CT, and Boston.

‘ began with a construction groundbreaking ceremony inﬂitﬂ}? When work is
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Otl‘;ef completed in early 1999 wip times between New York Ciliand Boston will be

F\’ T reduced dramatically because the time to swilch locomotives at New Haven will be
5590 i vl . - . . . y . -

hesources: climinated and because of the faster accelerating capability and higher speeds of

electric locomotives.

In March, Amtrak awarded a $754 million contract (o the consortium of
Bombardicer and GEC Alsthom for 18 US-built high speced tilting trainsets, 15
high-horsepower locomotives, and three new maintenance facilities, Design work
1s underway. and equipment manulacturing will begin next year. The all-clectric
trainsets will be capable ol 150-miph top speeds. The 15 electric locomotives will
replace the oldest ol Amurak's AEM-7 fleet used in conventional intercity service.

Amtrak's cfforts to comply with Federal environmental mitizatiion requirements
include steps 1o minimize noise. vibration and electromagnetic fields (EMI7) levels
along the rail line: stabilize and document historic structures: and 1o protect
wildlife and natural resources. Programs have been implemented to minimize
interference with freight und commuter rail waffic during and alter construction,
and to improve bridge operattons and marine tralfic management at Amtrak's five
rail drawbridges crossing rivers in Connecticu.

In May 1996, responding o the report accompanying (he Department of
Transportation and Related Agencies Appropriations Act for ['Y 1996, FRA and
Amitrak submitted Phase 1 of a Transportation Plan for the NYC-Washiglon
segment of the NEC, Tt identified $2 billion in short-term imvestments needed to
recapitalize this important asset, including modernization of the 60 year old clectric
(raction system, and a varicty of improvements to bring the tunnels serving New
York City into compliance with current fire and sulety codes. Phase 11 to be

completed in 1997, will address future needs in tight ol growing intercity and
commuter demand. The Amurak web site at www. Amtrak.com provides additional
information.

Return to State Corridor Map
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Contact: Rick Remington (215) 349-2735

2

HARVARD RECOGNIZES AMTRAK'S HIGH
SPEED RAIL PROGRAM

PHILADELPHIA -- Facing an uncertam future with federal funding
on the wane, how does Amtrak introduce world class high speed
train service to America by the end of the century? That was the
challenge Amtrak confronted in the midst of the biggest restructuring
in its history. The solution Amtrak came up with has been recognized
by the Ford Foundation and Harvard University's John F. Kennedy
School of Government as a semifinalist contender in the prestigious
Innovations in American Government Awards.

The contract Amtrak negotiated in March 1996 with
Bombardier/GEC Alsthom to build 18 high speed trains for the
Northeast Corridor emerged from a pool of more than 1,500 federal.
state and local government initiatives submitted m the annual
competition to advance to the semifinalist round. The Ford
Foundation and Kennedy School in October will announce the 10
finalists, who each will be awarded $100,000 Ford Foundation
grants.

"As the Innovations Awards competition enters 1ts second decade,

the challenge of providing value to citizens remains undiminished,”

said Professor Alan Altshuler, director of the Innovations program at

the Kennedy School. "These semifinalists demonstrate that

sovernment can offer highly creative solutions to important public
problems."

The high speed train procurement broke new ground by muking the
manufacturer responsible not only for butlding the trains, but
maintaining them for up to 20 years at a fixed annual price.
prlcdlly manufacturer warranties expire atter |u<l a [ew years on
train equipment that can be expected to run in service for 25 (0 40
years

Under the high speed rail contract, Bombardier and GEC Alsthom
will manage Amtrak employees to service the trains, and facc
financial penalties should mechanical failures cause train delays or
cancellations. By combining the manufacture and longterm
maintenance of the trains into a single package, the contractor's
ability to earn profit is tied directly to the quality of the product and
ability to prevent mechanical breakdowns during day-to-day
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maintenance.

"By structuring the contract this way, two world leaders in train
manufacturing -- Bombardier and GEC Alsthom -- will share
responsibility for the performance of these trains long afler they
leave the factory,” said George D. Warrington, president ol Amirak's
Northeast Corridor. "Our private partners have a linancial stake in
assuring that the quality of the trains that come ofT the assembly line
equals or surpasses any high speed train i the world."

Bombardier, a Canadian-based company with 5,500 U.S. employecs,
has manufactured more than 3,000 rail cars for commuter railroads as
well as bi-level Superliner coaches for Amtrak. GEC Alsthom is a
Franco-British concern which manufactures the French TGV.
Amtrak's high speed trains will be modeled after the TGV, but with
major modifications in order to operate on the Northeast Corridor.

The $754 million contract to acquire the {8 high speed trains and
another 15 high horsepower locomotives is privately linanced to be
repaid with passenger revenue carned when the trains go into service
in late 1999. The contract is a key component of Amtrak's $2.4 '
billion high speed program, which includes federal funding under the
Northeast Corridor Improvement Project for infrastructure
improvements and clectrification of the rail line between New Haven
and Boston.

The structure of the contract enhanced Amtrak's ability to attract
private financing for the train procurement. Because the
manufacturer controls maintenance, they and themr lenders are
exposed to significantly less risk regarding the condition of the trams
and their longterm ability to generate revenue and pay ofl the debt.

Another unique feature of the contract involves the role Bombardier
and GEC Alsthom played in designing new mamtenance facilities in
Washington, New York and Boston. Each train will operate as a sct
with locomotives on the front and rear and six passenger cars,
including a bistro food car, in between. One of the first steps has
been the development of a specialized training program for Amtrak
employees who will be supervised by the manulacturers as they
service the new lrains.

Numerous improvements have emerged during design of the new
trainset maintenance facilities to enhance longterm reliability, such
as:

Features 1o accommodate Ajust-in-time" management ol
critical repair and replacement parts. This has resulted in
designing expanded facilities to improve access Lo parts,
speeding up mamtenance work.

Major componenls and systems, such as bathrooms and air
conditioning systems, will be built as modular units that can be
removed and replaced quickly as a singular unit.

Durability and ease ol cleaning have assumed greater
importance in the design ol interior fabrics, carpeting, seat
cushion materials, restroom fixtures and similar components.
Diagnostic systems that can pinpoint the source of failures
have been designed and backup systems for major components
are being incorporated.
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"When confronted by significant hurdles, Amtrak has repeatedly
demonstrated creativity and innovation to keep this project moving
on schedule,” Warrington said. "We are honored that those elforts
have been recogmzed by the Ford Foundation and the Kennedy
School."
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THREE STEPS TO MODERNIZE THE
NORTHEAST CORRIDOR

The acquisition of 150 mph high speed trains marks the final step
a three-part program to upgrade service on the Northeast Corridor.
Initiated by Congress in 1990, the program required that Amtrak
prepare for high speed service by first upgrading the infrastructure
and electrifying the Boston-to-New Haven "north end” of the
Northeast Corridor. (Electrification between Washington and New
Haven was completed in the 1930s.) The completion of the
infrastructure and electrification work has been timed (o coincide
with delivery of the first high speed trains and is estimated (o total $1
billion.

INFRASTRUCTURE
IMPROVEMENTS

Amtrak has substantially
completed much of the
Boston-to-New Haven
infrastructure work and
intends to complete the
remainder by 1999. The work includes improvements to the track.
signals, bridges and interlockings.

The track work consists of installing 165 miles ol continuous welded
rail, replacing 360,000 wood ties with concrete ties, realigning 128
curves and installing five high speed interlockings. Thus far, 129
miles of the welded rail has been installed, nearly 285,000 of the ties
have been replaced and all but 11 of the curves have been realigned.
The ties and curve realignment are to be completed this year and the
rail work 1s to be completed in 1998. All [ive high speed
interlockings are in place.

Amtrak has finished all ol the signal work, instatling all of the
reverse signals and opening a new computerized control center in
Boston's South Station where all train movements on the Northeast
Corridor between Boston and New Haven are controlled.

To make room for the mstallation of the overhead catenary electrical
power system, clearances had to be increased between the tracks and
overhead bridges, either by lowering the tracks or by raising or
removing the bridges. Also, to provide for smoother travel. open
bridge decks had to be replaced with ballasted bridge decks. Half of
the 38 track undercutting projects are complete with another eight
scheduled for 1996. One of the 16 bridge-raising projects 1s complele
with another six on tap for this year. Of the 57 bridge ballasting
projects, 28 are finished with seven more scheduled for 1996,

ELECTRIFICATION

Amtrak last year gained final lederal approval and awarded the
construction contract to complete the electrification of the Northeast
Corridor from New Haven to Boston. A joint venture of
Massachusetts Electric Co. and Balfour Beatly was awarded the $321
million contract and plans to start work in June. Amirak has obtained
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all state approvals from Massachusetts and Rhode [sland and applied
for its final environmental permit from Connecticut.

BE -t
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The Topical Summary is organized around the four areas identitied in the
Federal Register notice. 1t identifies the broad issues that were addressed
under each opic, and

highlights those areas on which there was agreement and those on which
opmions were divided, either within the region or across regions. For those
issues on which opinions were divided, an attempt is made to capture the
essence ol the opposing points of view. Wherever possible, direct quotes
are used to illustrate the findings.

The Regional Concerns scction ocuses on each meeting and highlights
those issues that are unique o that region,

TOPICAL
SUMMARYTOFICAL SUMMARY

THE ROLE OF HIGH

SPEED GROUND

TRANSPORTATION THE

ROLE OF HIGH SPEED

GROUND

TRANSPORTATION
Participants at cach of the sessions were asked i HSGT can fill
transportation needs in a cost effective manner not met by their region's
current fransportation system. The universal response from participants at
the outreach meetings was (hal there is a growing need for HSGT in
congested inter-city corridors. Participants believe that the cirreni
transportation svstem is "our-of-halance,” with too much reliance on the
automobile and aviation for inter-city travel.

Travel congestion on the highways and at the airports is quickly
outstripping the potential for expansion of these tacilites. Traltic is
increasing steadily, but the available space for handling (hat trafTic is
shrinking. HSGT offers the ability to absorb the excess demand at a greatly
reduced cost when compared to the cost of airport expansion or adding,
lanes to crowded Interstates. "The cost of building a new lune on =95
) henveen Richmond and Washington, If it could be done, would exceed the

Beneits cost of buildimg an addivional rail line.” (Sceretary Martinez, Firginia

DOT)

Furthermore. HSGT is believed to be cleaner than automobile and air
transporttation, and to consune less foreign oil. Thomas M. Downs,
President of the National Railroad Passenger Corporation. reporied that,
High specd rail service benveen New York and Boston is conservatively
projecied to reduce peiroleum consumption by some 14 million gallons
amnually andd recuce pollution in the region by up 1o 15 percent.”

A third significant benc (it attributed to HSGT is 1ts ability 1o revitalize
downtown areas that have suffered the most from domination of the
automobile. Winile highways have been blamed Tor breaking up
communitics and isolating individuals, construction of intermodal stations
has brought
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Incremental Improvements

Intermodal Links

Technologies
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new life to downtowns, and new cconomic hope for cities. There appears
to be growing public support for mass transit and passenger rail service as
a practical cure to many of the ills plaguing the current transportation mix.

[n euch of the regions. plannimg, and in some cases implementation. is
underway to bring improved passenger rail service o the selected
corridors. Incremental improvements are being designed o bencefitall
potential users of the rail system, lrom commuler lines. conventional
passenger lines and the freight operators. Emphasis is also being placed on
expanding the reach of the rail systems, by Iinking areas that could leed
the high speed rail line. The goul behind these eftorts, in all cases, is 1o
create a stronger market for HSGT by improving the fevel of service
currently being offered. Success stories were cited i every region,
demonstrating savings in travel time and other effects of improving tram
speeds, frequency, and reliability on ridership levels, as a well as on public
support for new rail systems.

There was universal endorsement of the importance of linkages between
HSGT and all other modes ol public and private transporiation. Links with
other modes, through integrated mulumodal terminals. are designed to
provide more balanced, convenient and elficient ransportation options for
the traveling pubtic. These hinkages include:

“direct connections with airports. including direct bagpage transfer:

“stavon locations on urban perimeters, (o accommodate suburban auto
traffic: and

“intermodal terminals providing coordinated scheduling between rail, bus,
and transit systems.

The technologies under consideration focus on non-clectric engines and
tilt-train technology that will allow modest to significant increases in speed
with minimal changes (o the existing infrastiructure. While there were
several references to “real high speed rail” with speeds of greater than 150
miles per hour. most participants focused on the short-term goals of
increasing speeds to 90, 110 and 123 miles per hour.
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Maglev was mentioned infrequently. The New York State Department of
Transportation reported that their “long term goal is 1o evaluate the
Jeasthility of offering verv high speed service (up to 300 mph) using
Maglevtechnology beivween major urban centers.” The Florida Department
of Transportation is open 1o considerauon ol any HSGT technology,
including Maglev, for the Miami - Orlando - Tampa corridor. Other
participants, however, expressed reservations about the feasibility ol
Maglev. The Empire State Passengers Association, from New York State,
"seriously questions whetlier magnetic levitation would be cost effective
here. The only part of our corvidor where the volume might warrant i --
Newe York to Albany: -~ is such a shoresiverch (141 miles) that the time
saved i unlikely o justifv the high cost. Maglovaeould be 45 minures
Saster (than steel wheel on rail wechnology) but ar 36 hillion, it would he 20
mes more expensive.”

Serious concerns were raised about the technology development program
of the Federal Railroad Administration. While there was general ugreement
that new technology needs to be developed to handle the very serious
grade crossing safety problems, opinions were divided about the merits of
developing new train technologies as a part of an elTort to build up o US
rail manufacturing industry. Several participants. who believe that it is
important Lo quickly implement some HSGT systems in order to prove that
there 1s a market. argued that existing technology should be used because it
has been developed and tested in Europe. Money that would be atlocated
to relinmng this technology might be better spent in support of construction
and implementation. according to these participants.
Technology Development Other participants argued strongly in support of the development of new
technology. particularly in the form ol mon-clectric engines and positive
train contral systems. These technologies are viewed as "gateway
technologies™ which are essential to accomplish even short-term
improvements in speed and salety at reasonable cost,

PLANNING
HSGTPLANNING HSGT

Despite some impatience expressed about the prevalent tendency 10
continually defer implementation until the perfect plan is cralted. all of the
regions are involved in serious HSGT plunning ¢fforts. The desire to
actually implement change rather than just forecast it, however. has led
most participating jurisdictions (o begin to implement sone improvements,
even minor ones, as a means of building ridership and documenting
putential demand for "verv high speed rail.” " The Cascadia Corridor in the
Pacific Northwes(is one example ol efforts to translate plans nto specific
prajects that will yield short-term results and set the stage for achieving
Planning vs lmplementing long-term speed goals.

Several participants stressed that an integral part ot planning for HSGT
involves selting realistic, but challenging. goals for overall levels off
service, not just speed. The point was made i cach of the outreach
sessions. that frequent. reliable. but relatively slow rail service was more
critical for market development than infrequent, unreliable, yet very fast
train service. A Richmond participant stressed that you should promise less
than what vou actually hope to deliver because a failure in reliability could
be devastating to market demand.
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[nler-state coordination was raised as a problem in cach region that is
contemplating multi-state train corridors. Even in California, where
emphasis is currently placed on intra-state rail service, participants
anticipate the eventual need for improved coordination with neighboring
states to the North and East. The problems appear most critical in the
mid-west where most targeted cily pairs involve crossing slate lines. A
primary obstacle is the inability ol many state governments fo spend
money outside their borders. This problem is exacerbated by the tendency
10 took at HSGT from a state perspective rather than o pure transportation
perspective, In the words of Nicolar Schushoe ot the Midwest High Speed
Rail Association, "Technologics. operating speeds. ravel times. and
atrport conmections are anlv being asscssed by the extent o which they
serve infrasiate political markets.

Inter-state Coordination

There is virtally no assexsment of interstate markets, connections, the
impact of through service costs or ridership, airport connections in
adjacent sites. or the costs and henefits of technology: selection on
connecting interstaie service.”

Five broad roles were identitied for the Federal government with regard to
High Speed Ground Transportation planning and implementation. These
roles were universally supported by the parucipants in the outreach
process.

Role of Federal Government

As would be expected, all participants are looking to the Federal
government tor sonte form of Mnancial assistance for HSGT. This
assislance ranges from major dedicated funding, equivalent at least to the
support provided to the Northeast Corridor. to allowing the slates
fexibility in the use of existing transportation funds, to olTering 1ax
incentives as a means ol bringing the private sector Lo the tble.

Facilitating Funding

While there was general agreement that the Federal government needs 1o
spearhead some level of technology development effort because the states
lack the resources, there was significant difference of apinion regarding
the appropriate extent ol that technology development effort. Many
participants encouraged the Federal government 1o use whatever resources
it may have for technology development o help build at least one high
speed system. Other participants believe some technologies such as a
high-speed non-clectne engine, erade crossing barriers. and positive (rain
control systems must be developed belore any HSG'T system can be
successfully implemented.

Technology Development

All participants view salety standards that are compatible with the new
technologies being considered as essential. and believe the FRA should act
quickly 1o establish them. Delavs in this arca will inhibit private sector
involvement because ol uncertainty about the regulmory future,

Sefery Standards

[For those participants looking for & national HSGT network. the I'ederal
government needs to play a pivotal role in coordinating the clements off
that system. including Amurak as a possible operator of a national system.
Those participants who are concentrating instead on multiple regional
networks. are still looking to the Federal government tor national
leadership. information. advocacy support, and coordination of those
clements that are hinked o the national system such as nicketing and
scheduling.

Coordination

A variety of barriers were identitied 1o the successful implementation of
HSGT (These are discussed in detail under Implementation.) The Federal
government is being sought by all the participants 1o facilitate the removal
of many ol these barriers, by such actions as setting a cap on lability
damages, facilitating labor negotiations aimed at improved efficiency and
streamlining the environmental revicw process.

Barrier Removal
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Participants in the outreach effort all agree that state governments are "in
the driver's scat” when it comes to HSGT. The most eritical roles that
states should play include:

“ Corridor selecthion:

Role of States " Route designation; ™ Technology selection:
" Creation and management of joint ventures with the private sector;
" Management ol multi-state jol ventures; and

“ Accumulation of funds fur the construction of the systems.

As the junisdiction closest to the ulumate users of the system. the MPO 15
expected to serve as the link (o the consumer for HSGT inidentifying the
consumers needs. Participants at the outreach sessions are also looking (o
MPOs (o link the HSGT system o other modes through the design of
intermadal stations, and to otherwise support intermodalism through
cllective lund-use planning.

Role Of The Metropolitan
Planning Organization
(MPO)

Participants were practically unanimous that the private sector should
operate the HSGT system and. ideally, should conuribute 1o its planning
and congstruction as well. There was less agreement on the circumstances
under which the private sector would agree 10 "come to the table.”

Role of the Private Scctor According to an Albany participant, “7he privare sector will plav a role in
HSGT. but only sehere the visk is definable and where the opporuminy
exists (o make a small profic” Because the size ol the potential market and
the risk 1o private investors is still unknown, the role of the private sector
still appears to be speculative.

There was a wide range ol opinions expressed concernimg, the issue of
ROW preservation tor future HSGT operation. Most jurisdictions
responding do not anticipate problems preserving ROW within their
borders lor future high speed use because they will be using routes that
currently provide conventional passenger rail service or freight service. In
other cases, states such as Michigan do not anticipate a problem because it
has taken steps (o ensure that the State had the vight of first refusal on any
railroad property sales.

Right-of-Way (ROW)

Preservation The more critical preservation issue arises when a threatened rowte crosses
state lines. North Carolina Deputy Secretary of ‘Transportation, David D,
King. commented that "If exsential corridors are 1o be preserved as HSGT
route options, ithe imporiance of vail corvidor preservation ay a legitimate
transportation (as opposed (o recreational) activite, will have 1o he
sihstantiallv increased. " He propases "creation of o Federal Rail Corvidor
Trust Fund for acquisition of threatencd desisnared regional corvidors
when one or more siares crossed by the corvidor are unable or umvilling
10 act for preservaiion in a timely manner.”

Intermodalism is at the heart of HSG'F and appears 1o be al the heart of
HSGT planning. All participants emphasized the importance of Hinking
the HSGT system 1o existing transit, lnghway, and aviation systems in
order to provide the traveler with a seamless travel experience. Most
participants, in fact. went beyond co-locating terminals, to stress the
importance

Intermodal Connections
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of genuine coordination with integrated baggage handhng, scheduling and
information kiosks. The sentiment frequently expressed by the outreach
participants ts that HSGT offers the oppornunity to demonstrate how all the
modes can work in harmony. as a part of a truly balanced transportation
svslem.

Participants ofTered strong support of itermaodal stations. and not only for
their contvibution towards transportation elficiency. These slalions are
expected to stimulate cconomic growth in their surrounding neighborhoods
and o generate suflicient revenue. through private sector investments. 1o
cover the costs of construction.

Since most ol the participating jurisdictions are plannmg lor incremental
Joint Use Corridors mmprovements to existing rail lines, rather than construction of totally new
routes, the issue of joint use

corridors was not raiscd as a significant issue. Those states that did address
the issue anticipaled problems because of lTimitations in the already
crowded highway rights of way. Problems that were identificd include
insufficient time lrames within which to construct the HSGT mfrasiructure,
such as under bridges. and the excessive curves that would preciude high
speed travel.

Clearly. the foremaost isswe in planning high speed rail sysiems i this day,
age, and national environment, is financing -- Iinois Dept. ot
Transportation.

The problem raised in all of the outreach sessions is that achievement of

FINANCING HSGT the HSGT dream will require hundreds of milhons. if not billions ol
dolars, and those types of resources dre no longer available from
covernment sources. While many comparisons were made to the Federal
mvestment in the nterstate system and in the nation's airports. many
participants realize that that level of federal financing 18 no longer feasible.
Many others, however, expressed strong sentiment that the Federal
government should make a comparable investment in HSGT.

A significant number ol participants stressed that asstable. dedicated source
of funds was the best way to assist and ensure HSGT investiment. The
Michigan DO expressed o common sentiment that, “The Federal
government nust play: a leadership role in planning and financing

Dedicated Federal Funding national svstem.” Wisconsin Sceretary of Transportation Charles
Thompson stated, "If we are 1o procecd with High Speed Rail. we need 1o
have some assurance that there will be a sirong and long-rerm federal
commitiment -- including not just leadership. bur alse adequaie federal
Junding.”
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Some participants, however, felt that a new Federal mvestment program
was unlikely to be established, given the current budgetary constraints,
Some cited the lack of Congressional support for a separate program as the
crucial problem, mentioning that the Clinton Adnnnistration had proposed
and supported such a program in 1993 but without success in Congress.

Flexibility in Federal transportation funds has been proposed as a way to
provide FPederal support for HSGT as an alternative 1o a dedicated program.
Under the current ISTEA legislation, intercity rail is the only maodce of
transportation excluded from fexibility. although. as some participants
were aware, the Senate had supporied flexibility for rail in us onginal
ISTEA legislation. The Nutional Assoctation ol Rail Passengers
summarized this view by stating that "the Federal government should
provide the same opportunities for investment i hich-speed (and
conventional) rail as it does Tor aviation and highways."

Some regard this exclusion as a dircet attack on HSGT from competing

Flexible Use of Federal mterests. "States and localities ought to have the right 1o choose the
Surface Transportation transportation investment they need. not one pre-determined by funding
Funds regulations and cestrictions m Washingion,” said the Washington
Association of Rail Passengers.
Several rail advocates are concerned. however. that giving the states grealer
flexibility o spend thetr federal funds does not ensure that it will be used to
fund HSGT programs. A Portland panicipant articuluted the concern
expressed by many. "Flexible funding is onlyv as good as the people who
have the poveer 1o choose.” One agency with the power to choose. the New
York DOT, stated that “Vhe realiy iy thar therve arve msafficiont finneds o
maintain presendy funded syseems, let alone invest in new ones.”
Anticipated cuts in Federal funding caused several participants to argue
that the value of flexibility is greatly dimimshed by shrinking the funding
pie.
Flexibility of funding is also comphicated by the backlog ol unfunded
maintenance projects tor highway, bridges, and local transit and commuter
systems. Hstates have to choose between mamtaining what they have or
butlding a new system. which will also have to be maintained, many will
choose the maintenance.
There were numerous discussions of the appropriateness ol continuing
dedicated trust funds for highways and airports while leaving “rail (o fend
for iself" While not unanimous. there was considerable support for the
coneept of u single Transportation Trust Fund, supported by an increased
Juel rax that could be used for any transportation related project. The
National Association of Railroad Passengers argued that "the current
svtent only ensures har the modes with orust fund aceess gei bhrgeer.. The
ecneral public yeants a sensible transpariation sysicin where invesiments
are hased on need rather thain on which specific mode collected the user
Jire. "
several participants supported including HSGT corridors with parailel
highway congestion in the Nauonal Highway System (NHS). Fred
Nussbaum. of the Association of Oregon Rail and Transit Advocates, stated
that "HSGT should be able o divecilv compeie with NHS higinvays in the
same corvidor for the scone Federal funds,” The Washinglon Association of
HSGT As Parl OF The Ruil Passengers said that "¢ federal government should live by its ovwn
National Highway System ISTEA policies by nrcgrating rail imo NHS planning initarives.”
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Many participants chose to concentrate on other ways the Federal
covernment could tacilitate financing HSGT systems, in addition to either
flexible funding or a dedicated fund. Several suggested reducing the speed
(oor of 150 miles per hour in the definition applicable to the issuance ol
tax-free bonds for HSGT systems. David King, North Carolina Deputy
Seeretary ol Transportation. suggested that a new definition “migh he

- . . bascd on the abilin: of a rail svstem (o wleimarely be aviarion-competinyve

Federal Financing Assistance o trip time.” '

Other suggested Tforms ol federal assistance mcluded Toan guarantees, tax
incentives for private sector investments, establishing charters lor
multi-state authorities with bonding capabilites. and climinating provisions
that increase the cost of rail systems. such as Section 13(¢) of the Federal
Transit Act.

Participating slates reported considering a variety of alternative tunding
sources to suppar the public share of the HSGT costs. These include
bonding authority, lottery revenues, user fees, congestion pricing schemes,
increases 1o state gas axes. and revenues [rom mulli-modal stations. The
State of Flonda has commitied to a $70 million annual funding stream
starting in 1997 te support implementation of HSGT. Florida funds will be
used to support all phases of project implementatiion and 1o cover operating
deficits in the early years of system operations.

State Funding Options

IMPLEMENTING The discussion on implementation of HSG'T focused on the barriers that
HSGTIMPLEMENTING —currently exist thut must be removed in order (o realize the full potential of
HSGT this mode ol transportation. Eight principal barriers were identified.

Liability was viewed by many as a the "single greatest obsracle o the
implementation of high speed grownd transportation.” One alternative
considered was o Federal cap on punitive damages. with a per person or per
Liability incident ceiling, as1s done m the mternationat airline industry. There
’ appears 1o be strong suppart for lability insurance (o be purchased at the
Federal level 1o protect the national HSGT operator (il there 18 one), plus
alf regional providers, the ratlroads. the states and the general public.

“You cannot overestimate the fegal, ceconomic, and political cosis of
dealing witlh grade crossings.” (Albany participant)

There was universal agrecment that the Federal Government necds to lake

Grade Crossings the lead in detining salety standards for HSGT and in developing the
tcchnology to offer low cost alternatives (o grade separation or crossing
closures. Many participants argued that until the safety standards are
established. itis unrcasonable 1o expect any sigmificant progress in
increasing average speeds above 79 miles per hour.
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"The Federal government should be able to pre-cmpi stute aid
local regulations that would preclude HSGT." (Albany
participant)

Several participants raised concerns that environmental
reviews and permitting make 1t extremely difficult to build a
HSGT corndor, or even (o upgrade an existing rail line for
high speed operation, espectally on an interstate corridor.
Several cited the lengthy environmental process Amitrak is
undergoing, including a lawsuit, in upgrading the New
Haven-Boston route, which has been a high density rail
corridor for 150 years, and one suggested that "incentives
Permitting Processes and should be offered to states for eliminating restrictive
Environmental Review regulations and procedures that slow the implementation of
//SCT Some of these regulations not only hamper
construction but also operation, including the speed limits on
trains imposed by some localities. T here was support for an
active Federal role m dealing with these problems. There was
clear support for the Federal government to examine these
processes with the goal of streamlining them and removing
redundancies and conflicts. Some suggested that the Federal
government should coordinate the permitting process for
HSGT projects, especially those that cross state lines. “7o0
mainy agencies arc involved in the regulatory review PrOCEss.
said one Sacramento participant, “There needs (o be ‘one-stop
shopping'if we expect the private secior to become players.”

Thg is‘su‘c of' ';1il l:lbOl' pmluuiun wus mi&c(l most slronulv by

Rail Labor Issues llu Assouauon ol /\muu.m RdlllOddb umqm\omlly 5ldl\_t| llml t/lu
Sreight industry cannot absorh any cosis thar rail lahor may seck to imposc
as o result of the planning or implementation of an HSGT projecr.” The

Washington Association of Rail Passengers argued that "archeic mandaics
and protections ... actually decrease the potential for grovvilr of good union
rail jobs.” Again. no specitic solutions were offered but the Federal
government was urged to address the problem.

Some States cited specific restrictions that made it difficult for them to
fully pursue HSGT. Connecticut 1s prohibited rom spending any funds
outside its border, thereby making it dilTicult to participate in any
multi-state effort for HSGT in the Northeast corridor, such as
improvements to Grand Central Statton in New York City. The States of
Oregon and Georgia highlighted restrictions on the use of the gasoline tax
forany transportation project that is not part of the highway system.

State Restrictions on
Spending

There was near universal agreement that the Section 403 (b) program is no
longer working. In most States it has been superseded by @ negotiating
process with Amturak involving sreater cost exposure for the States. The
States believe that a new formula must be established Tor genuine
cost-sharing und in order to lower the level of uncertaimty about cost
expasure,

State Supported Rail Service
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Twao pomnlts were repeatedly made at cach ol the outreach sessions. First
there needs to be o conventional passenger rail program in the United
States if we are ever to have any hope of establishing a HSG'I passenger
svstem. An Albany participant noted that "We must lienve a passenger rail
sustem before we can have a high speed rail sysieme Thercfore. Anrak’s
survival is important w mainiain the public's confidence in rail avel ™

The second point s that states must have the option of choosing a different
operator for their regional HSGT system, [T the private sector 1s being

The Role of Amtrak encouraged o bring its resources to the HSGT program. it should have the
opportunity to compete with Amtrak for the right 1o operate regional HSGT
syslems.

The underlyimg question that was not resolved during the outreach sessions
deals with the merits ol a single national HSGT network versas regional
networks. Most states wanted the (reedom to proceed with their own plans,
selecting their own technologies and awarding their own franchises.
However, there was widespreud support for an integrated national system,
with consolidated ticketing and

scheduling, and possibly a single operator. How o naintain regional
independence within an nfegrated national system was never direetly
resolved.

As was indicated carlier in the discussion about the Role of HSG'T, there is
considerable concern about the FRA's technology development efforts.
There is widespread support for elTorts 1o develop a new non-clectric
locomotive, a positive train control system, and positive barriers for grade
crossings. However, there is concern that FRA not remvent existing
European and Japanese (cchnology in hope oi establishing a US rail
manufacturing industry. Many participants belicve thateflort w create a
new industry could unduly delay the implementation of HSGT programs.
Rather than develop new trainset technology. participants urged the FRA to
facilitate the importation of European technology throngh the

Technology Development establishment of standards that are compatible with the International

) Railway Union (U1C) standards,

With regards to the desire 1o build up the American industry. the sentiment
was expressed that you can't have an HSG'T industry in the United States
until you have an HSGT system. Once the market has been created. the
industry will follow. The North San Dicgo County ‘Transit Development
Board representatives cited the heht rail industry as an example. "/ the
carlv 1970° the last Americon supplicrs of cars exited the marker. Today.
with the re-emergence of light rail across the cownry, there are two North
American suppliors of cquipment.”

REGIONAL
CONCERNSRLEGLONAL COMCERME

There were several issues that emerged only m imndiadual sessions because
ol unique circumstances in these regions. Because these single-region
issues would be lost in o national summary. they have been highlighted to
illustrate the regional differences that exist with regard o HSGT.

There is more interest expressed m Maglev i the Northeast than i any
other region. perhaps hecause this area has already achieved a high speed
rail system along the Northeast Corridor and on the Emipire Corridar
between New York and Albany. The New York State DOT (NYDQT) is
seriously studying the feasibility of Magley Tor passenger and freight
, E service because ol population densities and growing competition. As a

ALBANYALBANY result. NYDOT is urging the FRA to continue to pursue Maglev
technology. NYDOT is also particularly concerned about the cutbacks in
the level of Amtrak service on routes other than the Northeast Corridor.
NYDOT also believes that reductions in the {requency of trains can
undermine public confidence in passenger rail as a viable mode ol
transportation.
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Two unigue issues were raised at the Richmond mecting. Firsto the Virginia
Department of Transportation (VADOT) strongly emphasized the need to
provide service to Norfolk and the Hampton Roads arcas as part ol any
HSGT corridor in the vegion. This arca is experiencing dramatic growth
and serious highway congestion problems. HSGT would according to
VADOT contribute grealy to overall ridership on the corridor.

RICHMOND The second issue was the importance of the Ireight industry m this region.
Both Robert Martinez, Virginia Secrctary of Transportation, and David
King. North Carolina Deputy Secretary ol ‘Transportation. stressed that
FISGT service could not be gained at the expense ol the Ireight industry.
This will require investments in rack capacity to prevent conflicts with
freight traftic and o fully respect freight rail carriers’ property rights.

Participants al the Sacramento miceting reparted that the highway system in
California is now complete. and HSG'T is the next step in the development
ol ground transportation in the state. The California Intercity High Speed

SACRAMENTO Rail Commission and the Califurnia Departiment of Transportation are
undertaking five major planning studies. ull leading to the development ol'a
20-year Intercity High Speed Rail Plan. which is expected o be complete
by December of 1996. The same issucs raised hy the Federal Railroad
Administration for the development of a national policy are being
addressed by Calitornia in order (o develop a position on the type of HSGT
that is most appropriate to meet the needs of the Stle.

The Pacific Northwestis very proud of its Cascadia corridor, as an
excellent example ol a (rue regional corridor that was planned independent
ol state and national borders. Based on thew experience. advocutes for this
corridor argued very strongly on behalf of incremental improvemenis as the
hest strategy o butld a market for HSGT. They beheve that in the carly
stages of improvements. increases in rip requency are much more eritical
than modest increases in speed. Because of the Oregon restriction on the
use of fuel tax revenues. they helieve that increased tlexibility i the use of
transportation funds s critical. both at the Federal and stute levels.
Purticipants expressed concern about the possibility of increasing flexibility
il the organizations with the power 1o choose have not recognized the need
tor a bulanced, mult modal transportation system.

PORTLAND

HSGT's contribution tor the revitatization of urban arcas was siressed by the
Mavor of Orlando, Glenda Hood, in her welcoming remarks to the Orlando
mieeting. The State 18 concentrating its planning on the
Miami-Orlando-Tampa route, with future expansion to Daytona and
Jacksonville. Intercity passenger travel, mamly highway and air travel, is
growing al an annual rate of 3 percent. Since the State of Florida recognizes

NDOORLANDO that 1t will not be able to build enough highways or airports fo
accommodate that growth, it has adopted a policy to himit the number of
lanes to be provided on new or reconstructed mterstate and other major
highways. Instead i is looking 1o HSGT, which can be buili ara fraction of
the cost ol building a new four-lane highway. Consequently, Florida has
solicited proposals for a public/private venture to develop HSGT on the
Miami-Orlando-Tampu corridor.

ORL
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Participants at the Chicago meeting are perhaps the most familiar with the
dilTiculties of planning an 11SGT corridor that crosses multiple stale
houndaries. The area 1s simultancously looking at separate routes from
Chicugo--to St. Louis, Detroit, und Mihwaukee. [n cach route, a ditferent
state is taking the lead on planning. The Midwest High Speed Rail
Association strongly encouraged the Federal government to “encoirage,
empoweer, and revard stares and regions wlich join together and pool their
rexources 10 build high specd rail sysicms. " This could be accomplished.
according to the Association. by providing special powers to interstate and
inter-regional joint power authorities, including special bonding. wx.
financing, eminent domain and regulatory authority. The problems
invoalved with creating partnerships with the private scctor were raised by
the Hhinois Department of Transportation, which suggested that the
organizational cultures of a government agency and a private scctor
investor are so dilferent that it would be difficult for them 1o become true
partners unless some special exemptions were made w the nornial rules and
regulations that govern how state agencies are expected to proceed.

CHICAGO CHICAGO

Since the Midwest was severely alfected by the recent cuts in Amitrak
service, incremental improvements to conventional passenger service were
stressed as the critical first step in implementation of a high speed rail
program. There is growing concern that public confidence n passenger rail
service was seriously undermined by the cuts in service and that Amurak
must be made stronger.

The participants at the New Orleans meeting raised several problems that
were particularly acute in this region. Despite the rapid growth in the Deep
South, the arcu is not adequately served by inter-city tunsportation modes.
Three projects were mentioned as having top prioritics for this arca:

“a rail link between downtown New Orleans, its airport and Baton Rouge:
“acorridor east 1o Gulfport, Biloxi. Mobile, and Pensacola: and
1a corridor to Houston.

NEW ORFEANSN]?W In addition o providing much needed relief to the highwayv congestion in

ORLEANS these areas. at least one ofTicial involved with emergency transportation fel
that HSGT cun serve as a significant component of the area’s eniergency
evacuation planning. i the event of hurricanes.

Because any HSGT Tme i this region would cross multiple state lines, the
participants at the New Orleans meeting stressed the importance of
cncouraging multi-stale ventures. [t was recommended by one participant
that such a regional authority be modeled on the Tennessee Valley
Authority.

Several participants indicated the need Tor this region to be designated as a
high speed corridor.

(poout.html)
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Amtrak- g p—
: July 25, 1997
QUARTERLY REPORT
AMTRAK'S HIGH-SPEED RAIL PROGRAM
Third Quarter FY 1997

The 1997 work season has brought significant progress in advancing Amtrak's goal of
initiating high-speed rail service on the Northeast Corridor. Amtrak employees,
undertaking extensive site preparation and track rationalization work for the new high-
speed trainset maintenance facility at Ivy City, just north of Washington Unlon Station,
have completed their work four months ahead of schedule. Electrifi cation and other
infrastructure work between New Haven and Boston and design of the new high-speed
trainsets remain on schedule for the start-up and phase in of new high-speed rail
service by the close of 1999. A summary of project work to-date is attached.

Electrification work is underway in Connecticut and Massachusetts, with some

17 drilling rigs in use to install pre-cast concrete catenary pole foundations. Other
crews are installing catenary poles and wire. To date, 4,300 (of 14,000) foundations
have been instailed, along with 1,800 catenary poles and 200,000 feet of wire. The
foundation and pole installation work will continue through next July, after which the
remaining wire will be installed and the system tested. Work on 24 electrical supply
and management facilities, including four substations, begins/this fall.

Amtrak employees are undertaking significant work to s_upp‘ért electrification and to
implement requirements of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). Work to

.increase vertical clearances under bridges — raising bridges or lowering the rail line
— continues as a priority so as not to delay electrification construction. Work also
continues to upgrade bridges, tracks and turnouts, which is necessary to support the
higher speeds required to achieve three hour New York-Boston trip time. Three sidings
in Connecticut required by the FEIS to minimize impacts on other users of the rail line
are now under construction and will be completed this year.

Design of theiew high-speed trainsets is progressing well. A premium First Class car
has been added, and coach car and bistro interior designs have been finalized and
tested with consumer focus groups. Production of the equipment begins this fall in
Quebec, with the first work moving to Bombardier's Barre, Vi., facility later this Fall.
The first complete trainset is scheduled to be provided to Amtrak in February 1999.

Construction is scheduled to begin in August on the lvy City maintenance facility, four
months, earlier than originally planned, due to completion of preliminary work by Amtrak
forces. The new facility will handie heavy maintenance and normal cleaning and
mspectlon work. Work begins-in August to make changes to Southampton Yard in

. AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Boston for new northend trainset service and inspection facility. Work will also begin
next year to provide the site for the third facility, located at Sunnyside Yard in New
York. Bombardier is responsible for design and construction of the new facilities and
~ will manage the maintenance of the new trainsets.

Amtrak was recently honored by Harvard University and the Ford Foundation in the
prestigious Innovations in American Government Awards program for its high-speed
trainset program. The Program recognized Amtrak’s unique efforts to enhance the
long-term reliability and maintainability of the trainset.

Finally, intensive work is underway to implement comprehensive improvements to the
entire travel experience -- stations, operations, ticketing, and on-board services, these
will be essential to the entire package of premium high-speed service. The name, logo,
and look of the new high-speed service is under development and will be announced
this fall. This effort will be supplemented by the most intensive training program ever
instituted at Amtrak. With some 30 months remaining before high-speed service
begins its phase-in, we expect to deliver a level of service that surpasses any in the
travel industry today.

Work continues on assessing improvements at all stations that will be served by high-
speed rail to enhance service to millions of new customers, and to maximize the ability
of local communities to share in the economic opportunities of this service. Joint

. development efforts in citias such as Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Wilmington will serve
as models of how partnerships between Amtrak, cities, states, and local business
groups are maximizing the economic potential for this service.

Initiation of high-speed rail service on the Northeast Corridor will generate a significant
profit that will help bring Amtrak to operational self sufficiency. At the same time, it will
offer travelers to most relaxing and productive way to travel in the Northeast. Provision
of the capital necessary to complete the improvements and maintain the rail line is
essential if we are to achieve this goal, and ensure that Amtrak has a role in the next

century. We are on schedule to greet the millennium with America'’s first high-speed
premium service. '

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding the status of the project or
would like to inspect the work in progress. | can be reached at (860) 395-2315.

Sincerely,

David J. Carol
Vice President
High-Speed Rail

‘cc.  George D. Warrington



QUARTERLY REPORT
ON AMTRAK'S NORTHEAST HIGH-SPEED RAIL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
June 30, 1997

Activity

Scope

Final Environmenta$ Impact
Statement issued by the
Federal Railroad Administration

analysis of project
impacts and benefits as
required by the National
Environmental Policy Act

Progress to Date

Record of Decision
approving project issued
May 9, 1995

Comments

The Record of Decision granted federal
permission to progress electrification to

the construction phase, subject to specific

mitigation requirements.

State environmental approvals

review by state
environmental agencies
under the federal Coastal
Zone Management Act

all approvails in place

T

Electrification
Facilities
Overhead Catenary System

and Clean Water Act “
Track
Continuous Welded Rail 140 miles 137 miles TLS work completed; spot work 1997-98
Concrete Ties 331,750 ties 330,000 ties TLS work completed; spot work 1997-98
Curve Realignment/Modification 127 curves 119 curves curve madifications underway
Signal
Reverse 150 miles 150 miles fully aperational
CETC 150 mites 150 miles - fully aperational
Positive Stop/Civil Speed Control | 150 miles specification under to be implemented through 1999
review by the FRA
Bridges
Undercutting (for added helghl) 61 locations 43 locations 10 locations planned for 1997
Raises/Removals 25 bridges $ bridges completed “projects to be complete by 1998
Ballast Deck S7 bridges 34 bridges completed 8 bridges panned for 1997
High-Speed Interiockings 5 interlockings complete pemmit track changes at 80 mph H

24 electric facilities
12,000 catenary structures
(foundations and poles)

work to begin Fali 1997
4,300 foundations and
1,800 poles installed

converts power for use by {rain

work underway in all three states: work to

be completed by June 1998.
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High-Speed Trainsets,
High-Horsepower Locomotives,
. and Maintenance Facilities

18 trainsets (150 mph)

15 electric locomotives

3 maintenance facilities
(Was, NY, and Bos)

NTP issuedto .
Bombardier/GEC
Alsthom for 12 trainsetls
15 locomotives and 2
facilities. Option for
addifional equipment
under negotiation.

Design underway with production to start
Augusty 97, first train delivered for
revenue service end of 1999 with phase in
of remaining trains through Spring 2000.
High-horsepower locomolives required to
operate conventional trains o Boston
under electric power.

Caommunity Outreach

42 municipalities along
156-mile comidor
interested in project
benefits, impacts,
mitigation, construction

continual contact with
local communities
regarding construction
work and concems.

Meetings held monthly with each slate
regarding environmental mitigation and
coordination of work; task force meetings
held quarierly to improve operafion at
Connecticut draw bridges; extensive
public outreach efforts.

Environmental Mitigation

comply with same 70
requirements included in
the FEIS and under state
certificates

three Conneclicut siding
prajects under way;
historic approvals in
place; noise & vibration
testing completed; EMF

testing underway,

The FRA has instituted a comprehensive
monitoring program for compliance with
the FEIS requirements; Connecticul has
assigned a full-time environmentai
compliance inspector to the project.
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