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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 ^ 
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 B^ns in the Fourth Quarter of 1999 
Northend Electrified Service Implemented in the Fourth Qtr of 1999 
Infrastructure Improvements Along the Entire Corridor ^ ^ \ ŵ ,̂ 
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 
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TRANSPORTATION 
INDUSTRY AND SERVICE 

TRANSFORMATION 



Market Share 

Current Market Share is 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% 
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Operational Results 

Increases Ridership From 11.1 Million in FYI997 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 - ^ 
(New Y o ^ and WashingtoiTD^ _ 'Z 
M5amum^p( 

- Increase From 105 mph to 150 mph Between NY and Boston 

- Increase From 125 mph to 135 mph Between NY and DC 



Service Quality Improvements 

Transformation of A l l 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 
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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 
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Environmental Benefits 

Reduced Highway and Airport Congestion 

- 1.5 Million Fewer Air Passengers at Logan and LaGuardia 

- 2,500 Fewer Daily Automobile Trips to Logan 

- 2% Reduction in Automobile Traffic on 1-95 
• 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 
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Business Growth 

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

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

In 1990, the Coalition of Northeastem Govemors Estimated that 
Nearly 5,000 Permanent Job Opportunities and $440 Million a Year in 
Increased Business Sales Activity Will Be Generated 
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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 
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FESTANCIAL 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 
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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 
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Travel Time Reductions 

Travel Time Reductions Achieved Through Completion of Northend 
Electrification, Infrastmcture 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 

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

Benefits Accme to All Train Service on the Corridor ^ 
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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 Bridge and Electric 
Traction Failures Due to Capital Investment 

Continuing Reduction in Mechanical Delays Due to Preventive 
Maintenance, Car Overhaul and New Equipment Programs 
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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 Southend 
from 15 to 17 Roundtrips 
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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 S0% 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 

- Gross 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 
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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 
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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 Constmction 
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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 28 



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 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: TOM FREEDMAN 

FROM: JULIE MIKUTA 

RE: THE FUTURE Of AMTRAK 

DATE: JULY 3,1997 

SUMMARY, 

Tiiere are/liliely 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 

Number Sponsor Date Content 

S436, 
S 634, 
S 764 

Sen Roth 3/13/97 To establish an Intercity Passenger Rail 
Trust Fund for expenses of non-Amtrak 
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 
43 

Rep Franks, B 3/11/97 ITSEA should not be radically overhauled; 
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 

S468; 
HR 1268; 
HR 2066 

Sen Chatee 3/18/97 Reforms funding of Amtrak; Authorizes 
federal grants to Amtrak that taper off from 
$344 milhon 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 
591 

Sen Enzi to S 949, 
Sen Roth's budget 
reconciliation bill; 
agreed to by Senate 

6/27/97 Allows non-Amtrak states to provide 
altemative intercity transport assistance 

S Amdt 
565 

Sen Daschle to S 
949, Sen Roth's 
budget reconciliation 
bill; agreed by 
unanimous consent in 
Senate, 6/26 

6/26/97 Creates an Intercity Passenger Rail Fund 
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. 

• 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. 

• 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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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 Febmary 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 mn 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 mn the tracks. 

• 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. 

• 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 
infrastmcture 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 mnning 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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A 
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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 Sliuster, Chairwoman Molinari Pleased by Final Report of Bipartisan Inter-City Rail 

Working Group" 
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A New Vision lor America's Passenger Rail lmp://www.liousc.gov/traiisporlalion/rail/railipt.liini 

Genuine renewal of national passengei' rail seiA'ice will not be i"esolved by political rhetoric nor by 
periodic last-minute infusions ofcash; rather, it requires that the Congress take a long, hard step back 
Irom the status quo in order to plot a viable, market-driven course Ibr the future. The immediate pain and 
risks to existing rail service and jobs that may accompany this overhaul must be gauged careliilly against 
the largei- and longer-range havoc that assuredly would follow the further decline and liquidation of 
Amtrak. 

More importantly, if passenger rail is to become a serious part of the nation's mobility strategy ni 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 llexibility. the incentives and the 
discipline imposed by competition to vie with other modes of transportation on a level playing Held. 

CONTEXT 

FISCAL 

/\mtrak has been in financial difficulty for mosi of its 26-year existence. In recent years, its financial 
condition has deteriorated to the point that .Ajntrak believes it may exhaust all souices ofcash within the 
next 12 months. To reduce its continually growing losses and widening gap between operating deficits 
and federal subsidies, Amtrak developed its Strategic Business Plan. Although Amtrak has made some 
progress in implementing its biisiness plan and cutting its losses, its financial condition is still 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 9 years. Amtrak has been relying on passengei" 
revenues to help close the gap between revenues and expenses, but passenger revenues, when adjusted 
for inflation, have declined over the past several years. Halfway through the current fiscal year, Amtrak 
began borrowing against its short-term line of credit lo 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 dollars. Amtrak expects to incur another Sl billion in debt wilhin the next 2 
years to finance 1 8 train sets and related maintenance facilities lor the Northeast Corridor and the 
acquisition of new locomotives. To service this increased debt, .Amtrak must use a substantial portion of 
its federal operating subsidies that would otherwise be used to cover future operating deficits. Over the 
past 4 years, Amtrak's interest expenses have tripled from about $20 million to about $60 million. 

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, 
suppliei'S, taxpayers. The true cost of a bankruptcy would be billions of dollars. The resolution of such a 
bankruptcy is far fi om certain, as control of the process would be taken out of the hands of the 
government. 

SUPPORT 

.After investing over $19 billion in Amtrak since 1971, Congress is losing patience wilh Amh^ak's 
continued dependence on federal subsidies. Congress has promised to provide legislative reforms (labor, 
liability) and continued capital support in return for Amti'ak's pledge to eliminate its need for federal 
opeialing subsidies by 2002. Amtrak has asked foi' a dedicated funding source for its capital needs, and 
there have been several bills introduced to accomplish this, but the outcome is uncertain. 

nVHiIF"!lTe"7\driTiJiiftrati stated'!ts conrmitment to Anitrait's future, ifhas proposed~alevel'o^l." 
y funding below Amb ak's stated needs to be provided fi'om the.Higliw.ayJr-ruslJ^undiiiitsJjEj^ 
^legislative proposal. The AdnTiTuWatiSn'̂ Tpatyp'O'Ŝ ^̂  other surfaea— 

transportation programs for tbe limited funding allowed by tbe budget from the Trust Fund. The > 
/AdmiWiMiaJion also supports thCelimifiatiOT=of-al1=feder operating subsidies for Amti.-ak by '20027"£he 
Lqurrent Congressional budget resolution makes additional resources |br-a-possible-inter.ncity_rai-Uirif>'t 
fim^continger^^ enax:JriiCTtipLreform-legislafion.^ 
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fhe public's support for Amtrak is segmented among the geographic areas of Ihe country, Its greatest 
upport 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 of the country are sparsely 
traveled. .Amtrak's support among select user groups (retirees, leisure travelers), is higher than its 
support from the general population. Yel Amtrak's load factor (the percentage of seals filled) for FY 
1996 was 43.3 per cent on a system-wide basis, and ranged Irom 37.4 per cent to 47.3 per cent among its 
strategic business units. By comparison, a load factor around 60 per cent is generally considered the 
break-even point for airlines. 

.4CCESS TO FREIGHT RAILROADS' FACILITIES 

Currently, Amtrak operates over the freight railroads' right-of-way for all routes except the Northeast 
Corridor, which .Amtrak owns, and small route segments in New York Slate, Pennsylvania, and 
Michigan, also owned by Amtrak. Amtrak owned rights-of-way comprise less than 5 pei- cent of the 
company's current route system. Amtrak's access rights, in combination with ils own I'ighl-of-way, form 
the nation's current intercity rail system, and therefoie, 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 lo their 
detriment, while Amtrak views its access rights as part of its compensation for having relieved the 
h eight railroads of the obligation to provide passenger rail sei-vice. These viewpoints l epresent polar 
extremes and there needs to be satisfactory balance between the two positions. 

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

Access - Amli-ak has compulsory access lo the freight railroads' right-of-way by virtue of a fedei al 
statute. In addition, by federal law, .Amtrak must be given pi'iority dispatching over fi-eighl trains. 
Compensation - Amtrak's payments to the freight railroads for ils use of their right-of-way is 
specified by formula in federal statute accoiding to incremenlal costs. Tbe freight railroads claim 
that this formula forces them to subsidize Amtrak service. 
Liability - Current law and judicial interpretation of access agreements gives the freight railroads 
no protection against unlimited tort liability that comes wilh the presence of passenger trains on 
their tracks. 

An addilional element that exacerbates the freight/.^mtrak relationship is the recent increase in freight 
traffic, which makes each train movement more valuable as capacity becomes constrained. The freight 
railroads claim lhal the incremenlal cost formula, in addition to nol adequately covei ing the costs lhat 
Amtrak itself imposes, does not even address the opporimniy cost of reduced fi-eighl movemeius due lo 
.Amtrak's presence. The freight raih'oads are very sensitive to new lines of business that .Amtrak has 
proposed lo undertake, such as hauling increased mail and express freight commodities lhat may 
encroach on their own business. 

The Amlrak/freighl relationship can be contrasted with the current system by which commuter 
authorities obtain access to fi'eight railroad rights-of-way. Commuter railroads negotiate with the freight 
railroads al arms' length on a case-by-case basis wilh no federal statute compelling mandatory access. 
Compensation levels are established by mutual agreement. And in most cases, stale law limits tort 
liability that can arise from a commuter rail accident. 

/\ major task in designing a new format for intercity passenger rail will be to determine al what point in 
between the two options, i.e., the current .Amlrak/fi-eight relationship, and the ficighl/commutcr 
relationship, a balance can be achieved lhal is fair and adequately provides (or continued access by 
Amlrak and olher potential intercity passenger rail operators. 

SER VICES A ND VA L UES 

,A renewed National Passenger Rail System (as one or more entities) should do two important things (in 
order of pi iority): 
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y\mtrak uses prodigious amounts of electrical power on the Northeast Conidor. The commuter railroads 
who use Amtrak's right-of-way use even more. Electrical power costs in the northeast ai'e among the 
highest in the country. If Amtrak could buy power fi'om distant suppliers who can generate power at 
lower costs, it could dramatically reduce its costs of service. Amli ai< should fiirlhei' be permitted to make 
more efficient use of the natural distribution system created by its Northeast Corridor electrical grid to 
sell power lo other users along ils right-of-way. If/\mtrak is lo make more efficient use of its 
infi-aslruclure, il needs lo have the authoiMly to use its infrastructure to reduce its costs and generate 
revenues. 

Summary 

In summary, despite the unanimous belief of the VVoilang Group that intercity passenger rail is a 
valuable part of the Nation's transporlalion system, our colleagues' pi'oposal could create a crisis in rail 
transportation in the one corridor where it is most vital, and lead lo the erosion or collapse of rail sei"vice 
in olher regions of the country. We believe lhat further analysis of the costs and benefits is needed before 
reaching the conclusion that intercity rail operating and infraslructui-e units should be separated. In oui' 
judgment, such a strategy would result in greater costs to the taxpayer, more bureaucracy, and (ewer 
trains. 

While OUI' worst fears may not be realized, we strongly urge the Congress to undei'take a more thorough 
analysis of the tools necessary for lowering costs and raising revenues belbre adopting their 
recommendaiions. 

Appendix A 
.4 New Vision i'or intercity Rail 
[Intercity Rail Worlving 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 competitive service lo olher modes 

-makes more efficient use of capital 

-operates more efficiently 

-is moie environmentally friendly 

-serves specific regional or local goals 

-or is sell-supporting 

-Intercity Passenger Rail in the United States is an Important National Asset 

-It performs an essential transportation purpose in the North East corridor 

-It can potentially perform needed transporlalion purposes in many oilier corridoi's up lo 500 miles 

-Il can offer a more effective use of capital lhan competing modes for short/medium haul trips 
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-It provides beneficial competition to and differentiated service fixmi competing modes 

-I l provides opportunities for desired leisure li ips on longer hauls 

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

-Its services and ridei'ship do nol match its potential 

- I l is requiring large subsidies from taxpayers 

-Its subsidies are not directed lo activities of maximum benefit 

-It is losing its political mandate 

-As a result it is facing a major financial crisis 

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

-Its Mission is vaguely defined - /Vmlrak has never been a true National Intercity Passenger Rail Service 

-Its funding has never been adequate for any broad Mission 

-Its funding is insecure in a business lhal requires long term comniitmciil 

-lis funding is loo ofien accompanied by direction which is itself inconsistent ovci' time 

-Its form of governance is too weak to deal with the issues that Amtrak must address 

-Its cost are overburdened 

-The fundamental problems do nol lie with either Management or Labor 

-Amtrak is an Anomaly 

-Competing Modes do nol own their InR'astructure 

-Bus lines and automobiles use public highways 

-Airlines use public airports & air traffic control 

-Ciuise lines use public ports, channels and navigation systems 

-Competing Modes share their Infrastructure 

-Funding for Infiastructure of Competing Modes is Independent of Funds for Operations 

- Fhe U.S. Perception of a National Passenger Rail System is Wrong and Needs to be Revisited 

-/\ National Intercity Passenger Rail System does not Require a Single National Railroad 

-Large Passenger Railroads have only limited economies of 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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-Raillrac owns infi-aslruclure 

-Multiple operators run trains 

-Canada 

-Svveden 

-Netherlands 

-Even under Optiimum Conditions, National Passenger Rail Service Will Need E.\ternal Funding 

-Worldwide experience shows: 

-scheduled Passenger Rail transportation can only compete effectively with olher 

modes (air, auto, bus) in high density markets under 500 miles 

-but even in these markets. Passenger Rail requires capital funding and excepi under 

very favorable circumstances, operating subsidies 

-very long distance trains, however, compete not as transportation, but as a travel 

experience for upper income passengers and do nol justify subsidy 

But the Sources of Funding Need to be Redefined 

-Capital Funding 

-Federal Government should be jirincipal source of capital for infi-astructure investment 

As with olher modes 

-Operating Revenues: 

-should be provided by beneficiaries of service 

-Users 

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

where local interest 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 
Svstems 

fiastruclure should be independent of operation and supported nationally by a secure 

stream of Federal fiinding 

-Governance over infiastructure should be molivated by national policy and market 
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economics, not local pressui"es 

-Operations should be accessible lo multiple operators and be self supporting or 

subsidized locally 

-Amtrak as a national asset should be the principal initial provider of service 

-Historical unneeded legal constraints on Amlrak or new operators should be removed 

Proposed Restructui ing of Amtrak - Stage 1 

1. New Holding Company Established (.Amrail) 

-New Board appointed (Senator Hutchinson model?) 

2. .•Amlrak infi-aslruclure assets (except rolling stock) transferred to Anirail 

3. Amrail responsible Ibr: 

-Funding of Infi astructure 

-Maintenance of Infrastructure 

-Leasing track access/routes lo Amtrak and olher Operators 

4. /\mlrak reconsliluled as five or more semi-autonomous Business Units 

-Northeast Coiridor 

-Midwest 

-West Coast 

-Olher regional 

-Intercity 

-National Service & Support Center 

5. Amlrak Operating Subsidy replaced wilh Bridge funding 

6. Legal linulations on Amti-ak eliminated or modified 

Amrail Governance 

-Amrail Board 

-Determines Infrastructure Capital Needs 

-Requests Federal Funding for Infi-astructure 

-/Vuthorizes and conditions access by Train Operators 

-/\ppi-oves Standards for Train Operators 

-Allocates bridging subsidy 
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-Ovei-sees .Amrail Management 

-Amrail Management 

-Manages Infrastructure Construction and Maintenance 

-Coordinates wilh Train Operators 

-Develops Long Range plans, including new Corridors 

-Works wilh Ff^A on Safety & new Technologies 

-/\mlrak Board 

-Authorizes Capital Spending for Rolling Stock 

-Oversees Business Unit Management 

-./Vpproves operating and marketing plans and labor agreements 

-/\ppi-oves funding agreements with localities 

-Assesses performance of Business Units 

-Develops autononiy of individual Business Units 

-Amlrak Management 

-Operates trains within individual Business Units and Contract Operators 

-Negotiates operating agreements with Localities 

-Negotiates wilh Labor Unions 

-Plans and implements marketing strategies 

-Coordinates wilh Amrail, freight railroads and FR.A 

-Develops operating plans for new services 

Proposed Restructuring of .Amtrak - Stage 2 

-Amlrak spun off fi'om Amrail 

-Amlrak split inlo four or more independent operating units 

-Amtrak Federal operating subsidy terminated 

-Surplus or independent Amlrak functions privatized 

-/\mrail develops new high-density/high-speed rail corridors 

-/\mrail frai-ichises new private oi- locally funded operators 

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

Funding: Materials for Discussion 

Tiiere are three primary alternatives 

No further funding 
Funding the current plan 
Conditional or bridge funding 

Key assumptions 

Passenger service operations and infi-aslruclure are split inlo two different enlities 

Operating subsidies must be distinguished from capital improvement funding 

Operating subsidies should be fully phased out for both enlities through implementation of greater 
discipline and oversight 

Capital llinding must be secure in the long term 

Alternative 1: No further funding 

.Amtrak is currently not financially self-suslainable 

Debt servicing and olher payment obligations impose a real threat of bankruptcy if further fiinding 
is discontinued 

Costs of bankruptcy are likely to be significant 

Alternative 2: Funding the current plan 

Amlrak has cost U.S. taxpayers over $1 billion per year for the past twenty years 

Amtrak's declining performance has resulted 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 

Fundiiig the current plan, or even a modification of it, will i-iierely postpone the financial crisis 

We coiieliulc that riiiuliiig .^Illt^ilk when it is operating with an unrealislic plan would be irrational and potentially 
exacerbate the problems 

Alternative 3: Conditional or bridge funding 

Conditional upon tbe implementation of one or a set of reforms designed to improve the 
performance of Amtrak 
Short-term funding to be made available to avert immediate crisis and allow foi- implementation of 
reforms (amounts lo be determined, bul less than Amtrak's request, for 12 to IS monlhs) 
r<eform will result in alternative fundintJ sources becominu accessible 
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Congress must be prepared to consider innovative and creative funding sources for capital 
investment 

"Dedicated" funding (e.g., gas tax) has ofien been received as politically conlenlious 
For illustrative purposes, two fiinding ideas have been discussed; 
- Allow states to opt in or out of diversion of some increment of gas lax lowai-ds rail infrastructure 
funding 
- Modify guaranteed loan programs of 4R Act: low budgetary inipact, 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 

PVi/l thepropcial lead to a reduction in .Amtrak routes? 

The proposal does not envision or call for a reduction in routes. In fact, it is hoped that with a more 
streamlined organizational structure, the lifiing of .Amtrak's current legal constraints, and increased 
infrastructure investment by .Amrail, an expansion of intercity passenger i-ail service in appi opriale 
markets will be possible. 

I'V/nu level a/federal funding doe.\ the proposed assume ' 

The working group believes that capital and operating fiinding i-equirements must be treated separately. 
Federal operating subsidies should be eliminated at least by 2002. In the shorl-lei-m, operating bridge 
funding al a level between the /\dministralion's request ($342M) and Amtrak's request ($387M) should 
be provided in order to avoid a bankruptcy. 

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

What will happen to .Amtrak's employees'.'' 

Lmployment levels will not decrease as a result of this proposal. In fact, the proposal is assumed to 
increase passenger rail jobs wilh the expansion of passenger rail service in appropriate n-iarkets. 

Both Amtrak's employees and its managenienl have been severely handicapped by the organizational 
structure of Amtrak as currently constituted. The working group views the proposed restructuring as an 
opportunity for both labor and management lo be freed from these constraints and lo explore new 
options lor stable and growing employment. 

Most of .Anitrak's employees will continue to work for Amtrak under existing labor contracts. Some 
Amlrak employees, who currently work on infi-asli'uctui-e maintenance, would work for the new 
infrastructure entity, An-irail. 

How will the working group's proposal iniprove passenger rail service':' 

In the shorl-t.ei-m, the proposal is aimed al averting an .Amlrak bankruptcy, whieh is a real possibility if 
no legislative action is taken. 

Over the longer-lerni, splitting opei-alions fi-oni infi-aslruclure management will enable Amlrak lo focus 
ils elTo)-ls on ils principal day-to-day responsibility — providing and developing superior, efficient 
service lo its users — not seeking support for its infrastructure capital program. 
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In addition, the working group believes that the introduction of competition from olher providers of 
intercity passenger rail service will inject an element of market discipline in the provision of passenger 
rail service that is currently lacking. 

Furthermore, Amrail, the new infraslrucUire management organization, would be responsible for 
developing new rail ojrridors oiilsjde ^b'e N'orth'east Corridor to^provide high-qualily, hrgber-speed-raii.^ 
s^i'ce inlippFopnate mai-kets^^^ j 

Would providers of inter-city passenger rail service have access lo freight railroads' rights-of-way 
outside the Northeast Corridor'.^ 

/\mlrak currently has compulsory access by federal law and pays for that access under a statutory 
"incremental cost" formula thai does not take inlo account the operational impact of passenger traffic on 
freight operations. In addition, the presence of .Amlrak trains exposes the host railroad to unlimited toi-t 
liability from possible passenger train accidents. In sharp contrast to the present /\mtrak access 
arrangements, publicly funded con-imuler railroads using freight railroads' tracks negotiate their access 
on a case-by-case basis, bargain the specific compensation to be paid, and typically bring with lheni the 
liability limilations of state laws governing publicly fimded transit and commuter rail operations. 

The panel believes that Congress should explore new allernalives thai would fall between the current 
Amtrak arrangements and the present framework for commuter rail access to freight rail infrastructure. 
Liability protection should be a critical element of a new access regime. In addition, the panel has 
recommended long-term, stable federal assistance for infrasti ucture upgrades on and off the Northeast 
Corridor. This already occurs in the commuter rail field, where the Federal Transit .Administration 
assists in capacity and signal improvements on fi-eighl railroad lines that also carry commuter i-ail ti-alTic. 
We envision similar infi-asti-ucture projects focused on the passenger coi-ridors around the country with 
the greatest market potential. 

I las anvtlung like this ever been tried before'.'' 

Yes. olher countries have restructured their rail systems by separating infrastructure maiiagement from 
liansportalion services, including Great Britain, Denmark, Sweden, the Netherlands, and .Australia. 
Materials on the experiences of olher countries are included in the appendices to the working group's 
i-eport. 

Click oil the following Appendices 

Appendix D Compai-alive Tables 

Appendix E State Correspondence 

II HOT ISSUES II 

Subcommittee on Railroads |1 Committee Home Page || Press Information 
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Appendix D Comparative Tables 
Appendix E State Correspondence 

Working Group on inter-City Rail 

Dr. Tom Larson, Coordinator 

Mr. Pat Cleary Mr. Robert R. Kl ley 

Ms. Nancy Rulledge Connery Mr. Alan Landes 

Mr. .lames Florio Mr. .lohn Pinto 

Mr. Christopher K. Gleason Ms. Phyllis Scheinberg 

Mi-. D.T. Ignacio Jayanli Mr. Carl E. Van Horn 

Mr. Paul A. Karas Mr. Robin H. H. Wilson 

INTRODUCTION 

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

.A more tangible and immediate argument for rail service can be weighed in straight financial lernis. The 
L-Inited Slales is a diverse and increasingly mobile nation wilh a growing (as well as graying) population 
and an aging transportation infrastructure. It needs a well-integrated national li-ansporlalion policy that 
offers a range of modal choices in order to 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, financially sustainable 
ti-ansporlation alternative that enhances efficiency of other modes (including cars, trucks, buses, 
airplanes and freight rail). Unfortunately, the conditions under which Amtrak currently operates do nol 
allow for Amb ak to function as a true and equal alternative lo other modes of transportation. 

/\mtrak is now awash in red ink, buffeted by conllicling missions and ballooning debt, and virtually 
starved for capital in both political and financial terms. Nol surprisingly, revenues, ridership and serx ice 
have ebbed despite valiant efforts by both management and labor to reverse these trends. NHtbei-tlieHZi::! 

r€oD î:ss"S4iQrTRerA"tlt̂ ^̂ ^ though 
each institution still exerts sizable control over its organization, operations and route struclure. This 
control is ofien at odds wilh Amtrak's ability to operate efficiently and lo maximize the value of its 
assets. Meanwhile, competing modes of transporlalion fight ruthlessly for every uncommitted traveler in 
Amtrak's shrinking market share. 

Together these conditions create an untenable outlook for passenger rail in the United Stales. In the short 
range (the next 6 to 12 months), .Amtrak faces a major liquidity crisis and probable banki-uptcy. Unless 
the Congi-ess moves swifily lo reconfirm the value of passenger rail service and dramatically restructure 
the way in which il is 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 avei-l this course; naturally, both 
elements are in short supply. Nevertheless, the U.S. government can claim a long and impressive 
tradition of large-scale problem solving, as in the creation of the interstate highway system and the 
notable improvement of the nalion's air and water quality. 
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(1) Provide safe, reliable, comfortable convenient and financially-sound passenger rail service in all 
densely populated coiridors of the United Slales that show declining air quality and presently or 
polenlially intractable traffic congestion problenrs; and, 

(2) Encourage public/private development of attractive ovei-night passenger rail service, on a periodic 
basis throughout i-egions of the nation wilh significanl culluraL historical and scenic chai-acler (e.g., a 
kind of "rolling national park") or where such service is justified on an economic basis. 

The working group believes lhal a renewed passenger rail system should provide the maximum benefit 
to ils customers and achieve operational excellence and efficiency. In addition, the system should be 
subjected to market discipline and financial accountability. Environmental protection and improvement, 
as well as national historic and cultural preservation should also be goals of a new passenger i-ail system. 

RESTRUCTURING PROPOSAL 

The working group believes that Intercity Passenger Rail is a major United Slales asset which is, for 
specific roles, superior lo or complementary to competing modes. It should be supported and expanded. 
This, however, requires a commitment to broadened, secure investment in the basic infi-aslruclure 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 
Govei-iinienl, as it is for the highways, ports, airports, and traffic control systems of the other modes. 
Flowevei-, .Amtrak is an anomaly. Competing modes do nol 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 aie funded through long-established entities, e.g. F.A./\, FT.A, the 
Corps of Engineers, etc. No such vehicle exists for the funding of passengei- rail infrastructure. The 
working group recognizes lhal currently all major publicly owned rail infrastructure is in the Northeast 
Corridor, bul il believes lhat there can be efficient use of Federal capital in rail Ibr short and medium 
distance ti-ips in several areas of the country. 

While the working group believes that the costs of infrastructure investment and maintenance are 
properly the province of the Federal Government, il also believes that the operating costs of mlercity rail 
travel should be met by its beneficiaries, particularly users and stale and local governinenls and 
authorities. Again, this generally pai-ailels con-ipetilive modes who are generally responsible Ibi- their 
operaling costs. The working group also notes lhat typically several operators compete by using 
common public ports, highways, and airports, and this principle should be applicable to rail. Thus, 
opportunities for possible access by competitive opei-ators in intercity passengei- rail should be enhanced. 

The working group believes that the separation of infrastructure ownership and management fiom 
passenger transportation responsibility is fundamental, and that il should be renecled in a basic division 
of governance. The separation of the infi-aslruclure fiinction fi-om the passenger transportation fimction 
serves several purposes: 

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

— It provides a mechanism whereby the merits of funding new rail corridor developnient can be assessed 
separately from criticism of the perfoi-mance of the operatoi-. 

— It provides a mechanism to introduce new opei'ators competitive lo or comparatix e to .Amtrak. 

— It will enable /Xmtrak to focus its efforts on ils principal day-lo-day responsibiliiy-- providing and 
developing superior, efficient service lo its useis, not seeking support for its infraslruclure capital 
prograiTi. 

Amtrak's current responsibility for infrastructure planning, construction, and maintenance should 
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therefore be separated from the responsibility of operating passenger service. Thus, a new federally 
owned corporation with ils own governance would take responsibility Ibr managing the track, signals, 
and other fixed infraslruclure of The Northeast Corridor, along wilh capital investment in those new 
cori-idors lhal are envisioned for the future, while Amlrak would continue its passenger services 
operating role. 

Initially Amtrak would be the only operator olbntercity passenger transportation, but lo encourage 
innovation and to match service to local interests, i l would further decentralize by adding strategic 
business units in the Midwest and elsewhere. The working group also believes that the potential of 
intercity passenger rail will be improved if subjecl lo competition fiom other modes and from other 
actual or potential providers of intercity passenger rail service and fiirlhermore fi-om a new focus on 
passenger service provision, as distinct from infrastructure management. Thus, eventually, provision 
would be made for olher operators lo compete with Amtrak on particular routes ot- in particular regions. 

Establishing ibis newly structured passeiiger rail service environment will not be an instantaneous 
process, and therefore attention will need lo be paid during the transitional period lo ensuring a 
reasonable balance of benefits among various stakeholders in rail passenger service and among various 
i-egions of the country. Legislation lo implement this proposal would provide that the infrastructure 
currently owi-ied by Amlrak would be transferred lo the new infi-aslruclure management entity. 

The new infrastructure management entity would 

- Determine infrastructure capital needs 

- Request and expend Federal funding for passenger rail infiastructure 

- Oversee rail operations on and manage its infraslruclure 

- Establish standards fbr selection of passenger rail operators 

In the long run, afier standards for new passenger service operators are established, the infiaslruelure 
entity would establish competitive procedures for selecting passenger service operators and conduct 
competitions for the right lo provide service. These procedures would provide for reasonable proteclioi-i 
for employees adversely affected by the competition. We wanl to emphasize, however, lhat a propei-ly 
structured reform of inter-city rail passenger service and the related mfrastructure responsibilities offers 
real potential for stable, secure employment. The pi-oposal is assumed to increase passenger rail jobs 
wilh the expansion of rail service in appropriate markets. Most of Amtrak's employees would continue 
to work under existing labor conlracls. Some Amtrak employees, who currently work on infrastructure 
maintenance, would work for the new infraslruclure entity, Amrail. 

FUNDING 

The working group assunies that there are essenlially ihree allei-natives: ( I) no funding; (2) fiinding 
(with some minimal level of condilionality attached); and (3) bridge, or conditional funding. Clearly 
variations are possible, but all would include principal elements of one ofthese three allei-nalivcs. 

The group has also assumed that the national passengei- rail service contemplated is one where 
infraslruclure management and development and passenger transportation services are iion-ovei-lap]iing 
and divided into Ivvo differenl operaling enlities. 

The working group is also of the belief lhal fixed infi-astructure capital funding and operaling fiindin 
requirements must be viewed as distinct from one another. Additionally, both types of funding need to 
be more directed toward existing and potential routes with the greatest demand and niarkel potential, 
which are pi-imarily the higher density inter-cily corridors. 

Fixed inlrastructui-e capital funding amounts required woukl be determined by the new infrastructure 
manager and developer. The new entity would in turn request and expend federal funding Ibr passenger 
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rail infiastructure. Over the short term, the amouni 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 al the transporlalion service provider level, and in the group's view 
should be minimized through strict oversight and market discipline. Start-up operaling funding 
requirements should be factored into the initial years of the operation, possibly for 5 years. 

The group has identified two types of funding rcquiremenis: short tenn, or bridge fiinding, and longer 
term funding. These are discussed fui-lher below. 

.4lte/-native I: No Funding ("Bankruptcy") 

Based on statements made by both Amlrak senior managenienl as well as several government 
transportation officials in the past six months, il appears irrefiilable that (i) .Amtrak is not financially 
self-suslainable, and; (ii) Amlrak has borrowings and olher financial payment obligations lhat place i l in 
real danger of bankruptcy if these obligations are not met. 

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

Although frequently used as a tool lo precipitate wholesale corporate reorganization, baiikruplcy for 
An-ilrak would most likely ensue in chaos. This outcome should be seen as most undesirable. 

Alternative 2: Funding (assumes encouragement of existing nuuiagement to get on with their plan) 

Amlrak has cost U.S. taxpayers almost $1 billion per year since its inception twenty six years ago. 
Funding has been irregular, and its operaling plan impaired, resulting in yearly underfunding by 
Congress, and declining levels of corporate performance inckiding bigger operaling 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 o f f Today, Amtrak finds ilselfonce again cap in hand asking for 
money lhal it claims will support the achievement of a self-sufficiency plan lhat is generally 
acknowledged by many outside Amlrak as wholly unrealistic. Specifically, many if 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 is 
fighting wilh, or staving off, creditors, freight carriers. Congress, and labor, lo name a few. Credibility is 
beyond repair without a real fresh start. 

The Clinton .Administration, and many within Congress, have put proposals forward lo fund a portion of 
Amirak's needs, bul none would come come close lo solving .Amtrak's pioblems. By Amtrak's own 
admission, ihis approach will merely postpone a true crisis. A true crisis would be akin to bankruptcy, 
with niany of the attendant costs. In bid, Amtrak management has gone on the record staling that even if 
all of its request for funds was met, Amtrak would still be in an extremely precarious position. 

Il would seem logical to conclude from this lhal simply funding Amlrak when il is running 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 lo defer and potentially exacerbate the problems. 

.Alternative 3: Conditioiud Funding 

The notion of conditional funding incorporates two concepts. Firstly, that bankruptcy must be avoided 
(i.e., funding must be made available) and secondly lhal such fiinding as is granted must be done wilhin 
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the context of the implementation of one or a set of mechanisms/reforms designed to improve the 
performance of Amlrak for ils owner, users, and employees. 

Such funding naturally breaks down in two parts: (i) short lei-m funding lo avert the innnediale crisis and 
allow the reforms lo be implemenled; and (ii) longer term funding lhal allows for the nourishing of the 
model lhat is implemenled. Il is our belief that alternative sources of funding will become accessible as a 
direct resull of a credible reform process being implemented. Some ofthese are discussed fiirther below. 

How much money, for how long and from where':' 

Under (i) above, short term fiinding should be provided in an amount that lies between the current 
funding request of Amlrak and the Administralion's proposal. This funding should be made to be as 
short term as possible lo encourage urgency in implementing reform. A term of I 2 to 1 8 months is seen 
as realistic. In other words, fund Amlrak exactly as much as it needs to avoid bankruptcy during the 
implementation of refornis over a specific and defined time period. This funding must be sourced from 
the readiest sources ofcash, i.e., the normal Amlrak appropriation. 

Regarding (ii) above, the amount required on a regular basis will depend on the plan adopted. Sources 
will vary depending on the use of funds, bul the implementation of various reforms will certainly impact 
the fuiiding sources available, as discussed further below. This funding should be regular and 
predictable, for greatest ease for both the recipient as well as the donor. Il should be subject lo periodic 
review, or certain performance or other events should trigger such a review. 

in light of cun-ent budgetary constraints, and yel the clear need to provide a regular, predictable, and 
stable infusion of capital investment in inler-city passenger rail infi-astructure, Congress should consider 
creative and innovative procedures for infraslruclure assistance. Merely renewing calls for "dedicated" 
fimding sources without exploring new and more adaptable funding mechanisms is unlikely to produce 
constructive results. In the past, many such proposals for "dedicated" fiinding have foundered on the 
philosophical objection of states wilh liule or no inter-city passenger rail service lo making forced tax 
contributions to stales with substantial amounts of such service. 

We have not allempted to select a single funding mechanism lo recommend lo the Congress. We are 
agreed that stability is an essential element of such funding, and lhat greater crealivily needs lo be 
exercised in selecting potenfial funding mechanisms. .As part of our deliberations, we did discuss two 
exam|)les of innovative funding mechanisms. Although we are not recommending these specific 
approaches, they are otYered here as purely illustrative examples of the general type of non-traditional 
mechanisms we recommend the Congress examine. 

First, one potential technique for addressing the perennial issue of faii ness among "rail" and "non-rail" 
slales might be to authorize al the federal level a state-option portion of the federal gasoline tax. This 
would permit states who wished-either alone or in concert with olher participants in mulli-slate 
compacls-lo participate directly in passenger rail capital funding to opt for some additional increment of 
gasoline tax to be used for this purpose. 

Another example would be lo expand and modernize the guaranteed loan programs of the 1976 Railroad 
Revilalization and Regulatory Reform ("4R") Act. These programs are already targeted toward rail 
infrastructure needs. Undei- current law, the "subsidy component" or "risk premium" supporting such 
guaranteed loans may be funded only through on-budgel federal appropriations. If ihese functional 
equivalents of security deposits could be provided by outside entities (such as slate governments or 
private parties), substantial an-iounls of infraslruclure capital mighi be made available with niinimal 
liudgetary impact. 

CONCLUSION 

,A majority of the working group is of the view that a division between infi-astructure management and 
operations affords the best chance for the preservation and renewal of passenger rail service in this 
country. Airitrak has operated for too long under conditions thai no business could endure. The problems 
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do not lie with .Amtrak management oi- .Amlrak labor, but rather with the basic structure thai was 
established when Amlrak was created in 1971. Amirak's mission is vaguely defined, ils funding has 
nevei- been adequate for a true national system and il has been burdened with expensive legal mandates. 

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

MINORITY COMMENTS 

.lames .1. Florio and Carl Van Florn 

The majority of the Working Group on Intercity Rail sets the i-ighl note at the outset of their report by 
emphasizing the important role lhal intercity passenger rail plays in reducing airport and highway 
congestion and improving air quality, and urges the preservation and enhancement of intercity passenger 
lail service in order to achieve these objectives. The report also advances the adnnrable goal of 
increasing Ihe Nalion's investment in intercity passenger rail infrastructure, especially in densely 
Iravelled corridors where high-speed rail service is a realistic alternative. The report proposes lo achieve 
these goals by separating ownership 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 Slates. In faci, we believe 
that, if adopted, il would create di fficult new problems. 

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

(1) Provide safe, reliable, comfortable, convenient, and financially sound passenger rail service in all 
densely populated corridors of the United Slates lhat show declining air quality and presenlly or 
potenlially 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 (e.g., a 
kind of "rolling national park"). 

We believe the proposals advanced by the majority report fail lo achieve either goal. We believe thai, i f 
implemented, they are likely to reduce investirienl in passenger rail infrastructure and reduce service on 
most inlerstate routes, whether those routes are on high-density corridors or in regions of the country 
with significant cultural, historical, and scenic character. 

We believe that our colleagues come al their proposal largely due to an unwarranted pessimism about 
Amirak's prospects. They are unduly critical of Amtrak's management, unduly critical of .Amirak'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 iiilroduced legislation lo create a .S2 billion reserve fund for .Amlrak that has attracted broad 
support in the Senate. While the majority report claims that there is "very lillle support for the 
long-distance routes," lhat is contradicted by the fact that the Senate added a special provision in last 
year's Omnibus Appropriations Act adding $22..S million to Amirak's appropriation to save four 
long-dislance routes. Senator Loll has become a leading supporter of .Amlrak, priniarily because of his 
support for a long-distance route passing through the Slate of Mississippi. 

There is No Compelling Rationale for Restructuring 

The proponents of restructuring Amtrak have not put forth any coiripelling rationale for changing the 
current structure. The majority report cites four purposes that are served by their restructuring proposal; 
on closer exairiinalion, none of the four purposes is. actually achieved. 

First, the majority report suggests that the proposal would enhance accountability by providing "a clear 
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demarcation between the ultimate infrastructure capital responsibility and the operaling responsibility 
funded by beneficiaries." Yet the way in which the infraslrucluic entity is established would muddy this 
responsibility, because the infrastructure entity would be responsible not only for n-ianaging the 
infrastructure, but also for establishing standards for selecting operating companies. The "infrastructure" 
entity would thus be selling service standards for operations and be involved both as a supplier to the 
opet-ating companies (by selling them access to the infraslruclure) and as a regulator of those companies 
(by selecting who can use the infrastructure and what service standards they must meet). In any ease, 
separating the infraslruclure and operations roles is unlikely to enhance accountability. When problems 
develop, the operating companies are likely to blame the infiastruclure company for failing lo niaintain 
the infrastructure properly, while the infraslruclure company is likely to blame the operating companies. 
When both infrastructure and operations are the responsibility of the same company, accountability is 
clear and undivided. There is no one else lo blame. 

(Second, our colleagues suggest that separating ownership of Ihe rails from operations will create grealei-
infrasiruclure inveslmejitjrom the publicwind private sector. TJie.y-argiie-inial-haviriglin-©ntTt-3Mv.hose-so"l€r 
respojisibi-brt-y--is--i)Tfrastruotui-e wil I- encoiirage:Gojigress-to-investTiipltnrr.lTi^^ 

Japip.i;opi;iateJii^b-density corridors^arouiid-thexoiintry^ —^ 
\^ ^ SP'̂ '-fojinjiaiTce of^ " ~ ' ' 

In [lanv^^vvftlie^im rail has been constraints on Ibe fedei-'arb ud'get res ill t in g i ii J 
budget caps on all infrastructure investment, not structural probleins with Amtrak. In t994nlfe"Congress 
deciiiied^to approve-th€"C1intbi1 AdTiiinistrafibli's reqiie high-speed rairdevelopment. despite 
the fact that these funds vvould have been spent independently of Amlrak. Since 1991, the Congress has 
declined to appropriate any of the $72.5 million authorized for inaglev development by the Intermodal 
Sui-fiice Transportation E fficiency 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 
IFlcirida, which would be managed independently of Amtrak; however, thus far the Florida congressional 
'delegation has not strongly supported the request. 

Third, our colleagues suggest that separating infrastructure management fi-om operations will facilitate 
the introduction of new competitors to Amtrak, Foi- virtually all ofthe /\mti-ak system, ownership of the 
infi-aslruclure is already separate, in the hands ofthe freight railroads, so there are already opportunities 
for competition ovei- the rails lhat Amtrak does not own. In any case, it is not clear why new competitors 
are needed, since there is plenty of competition already from olher modes of li ansportalion. As the 
niajorily report itself slates in ils Introduclion, ". . . competing modes of transporlalion fight ruthlessly 
for every uncommitted traveler" who rides on .Amtrak. 

Fourth, the niajorily report also argues thai separating infrastructure fi-om operations will benefit Amlrak 
by eliminaling the need for Amlrak lo seek support for its infrastructure capital program. We believe this 
argument is exceedingly naive. /\nitrak's success will still depend critically on the amount appropriated 
for the infrastructure program, so Amtrak will slill need to expend resources lobbying for appropriations 
for it, just as trucking companies lobby for highway expenditures and airlines lobby for aii'pori 
investments. 

There are, perhaps, other reasons for advancing this restructuring proposal. Several members of the 
working group have cited, with approval, the recent British approach that separated infiastiuclure 
maintenance from operations. But the British model is not one lo be emulaled. Thus far, the British 
model has cost nearly $1 billion a year more in public funding lhan it did under its predecessor, BrilRail. 
If the British model were applied lo the U.S. it would in all likelihood lead either to substantially 
increased subsidy levels or lo the elimination of all long distance trains as well as the elimination of 
many short-haul trains lhal require regional or multi-slate support. The best one can say at this point is 
that the jury is slill out on ihe Brilish experiment. 

.Another rationale for the proposal is that other modes of transportation operate privately-owned and 
operated vehicles on publicly-owned infi-astructure. This is not uniformly true--mass transit receives 
federal subsidies both for its rolling stock and for ils operating costs. But the proposal to separate 
ownership of infrastructure from operation of trains might be .more appealing in an environment where 
the entire national rail infrastructure is owned by a single entity, and where several passenger rail 
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operators compete on that infrastructure. Neither of those conditions obtains in the United Slales. Most 
rail infi-astructure is owned by freight railroads, and the existence of competing passenger rail operators 
is only a distant potential. Our colleagues acknowledge those fads, but think lhat separation of 
infi-aslruclure from operation will help lo move us toward an environment where more infrasti-ucture is 
publicly-owned and more operators compete on lhat infiastructure. For reasons which we shall discuss 
in more detail below, however, we think the proposal is unlikely to increase the extent of publicly owned 
infi-astructure. We akso think lhat the elimination of federal opei-ating subsidy is likely to discourage 
most new private passengei- rail operators from entering the market. 

There are Serious Negative Effects of RestrLicturing 

We believe that our colleagues's restructuring proposal not only lacks a clear rationale; i l also is likely to 
have serious adverse effects on infi-astructure investmenl and passenger rail service. We think il is likely 
both lo reduce the level of infrastructure investment for passenger rail and, by reducing operaling 
subsidies, dramatically curtail the level of inlerstate passenger rail service. 

While the restructuring proposal is advanced wilh the intent of increasing infrastructure investment, the 
likelihood of Congress approving addilional infraslruclure funding under this proposal is undermined by 
the unequal distribulion of infrastructure spending among the slates. Virtually all of .Amtrak's 
infrastructure spending is now done within the eight states ofthe Northeast Corridor. Olher stales are 
willing lo support these expendilui-es because they receive a disproportionate share ofthe operating 
subsidies lo keep trains running in their stales. If federal operaling subsidies were eliminated, as the 
proposal envisions, the other states vvould have little reason lo support infrList rue lure ijrve.slnienl in the 
Northeast Corridor, iimljiiigjiLcease such expenditures aUogeiher./TlTis could lead to the collapse oflbe) 

'^high'speedlui 1 ji)TOjecb^^ gradLial erosioaj)f conveirtiojiaj NorttLeasl 
Corridor service as the infraslruclure deteriorates. 

; '̂ E'ven. i f a hanidfldljflTigF-speedTaltinfra^^^^ supported outside ofthe Northeast ,̂  
'-^^Corridor, dris vvould still not produce enough suppoi't to keep tbe program going. While the proposabis 
1̂  advaiiced on the assumption of an increase in passenger rail infrastructure funding, it may thus result \nj 

Ta (:/ecrgc/5(2 in infrastructure funding. f _ ^ -

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 lhat service 
being cancelled. The proposal suggests that the new operating entity would receive no federal operating 
subsidy, would be required to pay for ils own rolling stock, and would have to clepend on voluntary 
payments from the slales Ibr any public operaling subsidy it received. We think this proposal would 
make most long-distance trains and many short-haul trains lhat require regional or multi-slate support 
unsupportable. 

Aiiitrak believes that it can cover its operafing costs, but only i f the costs of acquiring rolling stock are J" 
treafecl"as a^apitaj^c^ to_.be..paid for by publjc subsidy. Nb one wbo has studied Amtrak's c6"sT sli-uclure 
believes'tliat it can break even if il has to cbvei- the costs of its rolling slock. If Amtrak cannot cover its 
costs, i l must either cut routes or go to the states for operaling subsidy. (If Amtrak culs routes, this 
further undermines national support for federal infi-aslruclure funding.) 

We think Amtrak is luilikely to be able lo generate substantial operating subsidies fi-om the stales. 
Amtrak's inability lo obtain sufficient state support thus far is instructive. While stale support for Amtrak 
has increased, il is still only $70 million in 1997 and the states continue to struggle over providing 
modesl amounts of money. More than half of the stale support comes fi-om a single state — California. 
Two-thirds conies from two slates (California and .Illinois). Ali of it comes fi-om 14 stales. The Slales of 
Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama could nol agi-ee on how lo divide up the $2 million cost ofthe G\df 
Coast Limited, so none of them conlributed anything, and the route was terminated, even though this is 
the sort of short haul service (from Mobile, Ala., to New Orleans, La.) lhat slates should find attractive. 
The Stale of Massachusetts would nol contribute even $100,000 lo support the Vermomei- even though it 
serves the western part of the stale. Vermont had lo pay the full share (but in the absence of federal 
subsidies, the route would have been cancelled, because Vermonl only had to pay for the extension of 
service north from Springfield, Mass.). The proposal will likely lead lo the elimination of most interstate 
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routes outside of the Northeast Corridor; the few remaining routes are likely to be the relatively small 
number lhat fall entirely within one stale, such as those in California. 

Our colleagues assert that separation of infrastructure ownership fi-om operations would enhance the 
efficient use of the infraslruclure, bul the experience of Amlrak and the fi-eighl railroads points lo the 
opposite conclusion. Freight railroads defend their right to operate on their own privately owned 
rights-of-way because they believe strongly lhat the ownership ofthe right-of-way allows them to offer a 
more efficient and cuslomer-orienled service than would be the case i f they were tenants on a 
right-of-way owned by someone else. Clearly, one of Amtrak's problems over the years has been that i l 
does nol own most of ils rights-of-way. Delays in Amlrak sei-viee are ofien due to operations of fi-eighl 
railroads. Il is no accident that Amtrak has succeeded on the one right-of-way that it owns—the Northeast 
Coi-ridor. We see no reason lo endanger this success by separating ownership of the righl-of-way from 
operation of the trains. 

The restructuring proposal also suggests weakening what the report itsel f describes as "one of the most 
valuable of all of / \mtrak's assets." .Amlrak has guaranteed access to the Nation's freight railway system, 
and it is these rights of access lhat the "Context" section ofthe report describes as one of the "most 
valuable" assets cited above. Yet in the "Queslion-and-Answer" section of the report, these rights are put 
up for negotiation. "The panel believes that Congress should explore new allernalives that would fall 
between the current .Amtrak arrangements [i.e., guaranteed access] and the present fi-amework for 
commuter rail access j i.e., no guaranteed access] lo freight rail infrastructure." We cannot see how 
giving away these critical access rights advances the cause of passenger rail transportation in the United 
Slales. 

The Restructuring Proposal is Based on Erroneous Factual Statements 

'fhe analysis in the majority report is based in part on a number of unsupported factual assertions, some 
of which ai-e contradicted by its own findings. The majority report alleges, without foundation, that 
"Amirak's Strategic Business Plan is generally acknowledged by many outside of .Amtrak as wholly 
unrealistic." In fad, the outside parlies lhat count, namely the bankers that aie lending .Amtrak money, 
do believe the plan is realistic, and lhat is why they are lending ihe $1 billion that .Amlrak is borrowing 
for its Northeast Corridor high-speed rail service. 

The majority report lakes note of the reforms that .Amlrak has instituted in the past three years and 
asserts, again wilhoul offering any evidence, "Broadly speaking, these Ireforms] have not paid o f f " This 
does not appear lo be Ihe view of ihe stales who work with .Amlrak. The Slale of Wisconsin, for 
example, has written lo the Working Group saying thai "In recent years, /Xmtrak has taken more 
aggressive actions lo iniprove the service, increase advertising, and increase ridership. These changes are 
renedive of the new attitude lhat is manifesting itself in Amtrak. Everyone at Ihe company recognizes 
thai they must please their customers i f they are to continue as a company. They are working hard lo do 
so." fhe Idler also notes that ridership has doubled since the State contracted with Amtrak for passenger 
service. While ridership has declined nalionally because Amli-ak has been forced to eliminate routes due 
lo federal budget culs, traffic is generally growing on those routes that have been retained. Similarly, the 
State of Illinois has written to the Working Group stating thai "Amlrak has shown the fiexibility and wil l 
lo make significant and tangible strides toward self-sufficiency and good business practices. We thus 
have reason to be hopeful for the future." 

The Majority f^eport Proposes Confusing Information about Rail Labor Issues 

The majority report for the most part ignores the controversial issue of labor prolcciion and accident 
liability, because there was little consensus on these issues among the Working Group, and information 
had been presented to the Group indicating that these issues had inconsequential effeds on Amtrak's 
financial status. Indeed, the majority report states in its conclusions lhal "'1110 problems do nol lie with 
Amtrak management or Amtrak labor. . . ." Yet, the report does not address what wi l l happen to 
employees under the restructured system. Freight railroads operate under essenlially the same labor 
pi-otedion provisions as Amtrak, and they find it possible lo succeed in a coinpclilivc business. The fact 
is that Amtrak's recent experience in eliminating routes has shown that labor pfotedion in pradice has 
inconsequential costs. .Amtrak does nol use the fiexibility it has now to contract out work and has never 
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been able lo show that il would actually save money if it had more fiexibility. We believe lhat these 
labor provisions have little if any effect on Amtrak's financial status and should not be part of any 
Amlrak reform proposals. But more iniportantly, wc believe that any proposal to restructure Amtrak 
should speci fically address the future status of Amtrak's employees. 

There Are Belter Ways lo Preserve and Enhance 

Inlercity Passenger Rail Service in the United Stales 

Congress has repeatedly urged Amtrak to make better use of its infrastructure and lo reduce costs and 
lessen its dependence on operatingjiipjxoi-t.JLQatead .of enibâ ^̂  the uncei tain path of -
reslructuriii.o, we believe that<Amtrak should be given the next two to three years to_iiiapienient.s.everal, _J 

rjjjOTruslng revenue-enhancing acb vities that could significantly improve its :financial situation. These / 
" ĵi.nitiatives include high-speed rail in the Northeast Corridor, increased mail and express, and ? 

.""'development of electric power initiadves, among others. / 

We believe that .Amtrak's managenienl has done a credible job of making .Amlrak more efficient and 
more cuslomei--focused. We believe lhal Amlrak has correctly seen lhal il must invesl in new rolling 
slock to replace obsolete equipment that is unreliable and expensive to maintain. We believe lhat the 
Congress should support Amtrak's effort lo reduce its costs and expand its market by providing it wilh 
the capital and operating support i l needs and by eliminaling slalutory restiictions on Amtrak's 
operations. 

First, Amtrak needs more capital support so that it does not have lo borrow money on the private market 
at high interest rales. Clearly il makes more sense for /\iiitrak's capital costs to be financed at low 
government interest rales than al high private interest rates. In particular, Amtrak needs capital support 
1.0 pay for and promptly begin service with its new high-speed rail sei-vicc on the Northeast Corridor. 
While it is possible to dispute the exact estimates ofthe surplus lhat will be generated by this service, 
there is no doubt that this is a worthwhile investmenl for Amlrak and for the Nation. 

Second, Amtrak needs sufficient operating subsidy so that it does not have to borrow short-term to meet 
ils operating costs. Amlrak has reduced its operaling costs by ovei- $200 million since 1994. It is making 
good progress toward minimizing ils need Ibr operating subsidy. Reducing Amtrak's operating subsidy 
in the short run simply forces /\nitrak to borrow more, thus increasing ils need for operaling subsidy in 
the long run. /A predictable, realistic glidepath to lower operating subsidy is the most sensible policy. 

Third, Amlrak needs some basic revisions in ils statutory arithorization lo clarify ils authority and allow 
it to reduce ils costs and increase ils revenues. .Amlrak cui-renlly is authorized lo carry "mail and 
express" in addition to passengers, but "express" is never defined in the statute. Instead, "express" is 
defined by a long series of Inlerstate Commerce Commission decisions. The definition is obscure and 
subject to prolonged litigation, fhe freight railroads have opposed ./\inlrak's recent attempts lo expand its 
exi:)ress business and have threatened litigation to prevent /Nmtrak from increasing ils revenues in this 
way. The freight railroads say they only want Amtrak to carry what is traditionally considered 
express—things hke United Parcel Service (LIPS) packages. Bul the freight railroads already carry a 
considerable amouni of UPS packages by carrying UPS trailers on their fiatcars. It would nol make 
sense Ibr the freight railroads for Amtrak to expand its business in an area lhat is already being served by 
the fi-cighl railroads. 

Amlrak has proposed carrying cargoes like refrigerated perishables and other intermodal IralTic requiring 
very tighl delivery limes. The railroads have opposed Idling Amlrak carry this cargo because it is 
"freight," nol "express." But the imporfanl point is whether the railroads have any realistic likelihood of 
carrying the cargo in question. If the fi-eighl railroads cannot meet the delivery schedules demanded by 
shippers, then they are not harmed by having Amtrak carry the cargo, regardless of whether il is 
"freight" or "express." We therefore recommend lhat the definition of "express" that /\inlrak is 
authorized to carry be defined in statute as any cargo that existing freight railroads do nol cai-ry because 
they cannot routinely meet the delivery schedules or other criteria demanded by shippers. 

07/07/07 16:29:43 
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CoMgress Says Amtrak Split Needed 
By .Anick Jesdanun 
Associated Press Writer 
Thursday, .lune 26, 1997; 8:39 p.m. EDT 

WASHINGTON (AP) - Congressional advisers said 
Thursday that Amtrak needs "radical surgery" to avoid 
collapse, and they urged splilting il into separate 
operations to run the passenger trains and niaintain the 
tracks. 

Members ofthe Working Group on Intei-city Passenger —^ 
Rail said the split is needed to Ibsler competition and to 
preserve and renew passenger rail service outside the 
lieavily traveled Northeast Coiridor linking Boston and 
Washington. 

"'.Amlrak is a tenninal patient in need of radical surgery," 
said businessman Pat Cleary, one ofthe 13 outside 
advisers commissioned by Ihe House Transportation 
Committee to exploi-e ways lo save Amlrak. 

.Amtiak projects a deficit of $70 nnllion 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 Commitlee leaders refused to embrace calls 
for splilting Amlrak until they could fiirther study the 
option. Rep. Bud Shuster, R-Pa., the committee chairman, 
said he expected the report will generate momentum for 
restructuring Amlrak in some fashion. 

"This is now on the table," he said. "Let's get some other 
... (options) on the table, if there are others, and let's move 
to save Amlrak." 

Rep. Susan Molinari, R-N.Y., who chairs the 
subcommittee on railroads, promised hearings this 
sum mer. 

Some lavMnakers have called for keeping .Amtrak intact 
and bolstering its finances by diverting a half-penny from 
the 1 S.3-cent-pei--gallon federal gasoline tax. 

I or; 07/03/97 1S:.S2:37 
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Amtrak believes il could drop federal operating subsidies 
by 2002 if it had a dedicated funding source for capiia..l 
iieeds and other changes to the law were approved. The 
Senate Commerce Commitlee on 'fhursday approved 
several changes sought by Amtrak, and the full Senate was 
considering a tax bill that addresses the half-penny 
funding. 

Amlrak President Thomas M. Downs said the company 
has made inroads in cutting costs and reducing ils 
dependence on subsidies, wilh the amount of operaling aid 
cut 50 percent to $200 million in less than three years. 

1 

"This is the lo\yesl operating subsidy level in the history 
ofthe company, so it's a disappointment that afier all this 
good, hard work, we're still judged a failure," Downs said 
in a telephone interview. 

ul Robert Kiley, who runs an economic development 
agency in New York City, said Amlrak already has 
tinkered wilh the 26-year-old structure, "and today we're 
still seeing a decline in ridership and the deficit rising." 

The panel said separating A m l ra k' ŝ a i I road m a i n ten an ce 
and train operations could make il easier lor other entities, 
such as a bus company or an airline7lo compete loTTTTe 
right to serve some rail routes, .lust the threat of such 
competition, the panel reasoned, would promoie 
efficiency. 

A route from Los Angeles lo San Diego or fi-om Dallas to 
Houston could one day be as busy as the Northeast 
Corridor, whei-e many ofthe capital improvemenl projects 
have been concentrated because Amtrak owns the lines, 
said Chris Gleason, a banker and insurance agent in 
Pennsylvania. 

Two ofthe 13 panel members dissented, saying the 
conclusions were based on "unwarianted pessimism about 
.Amtrak's prospects." Former New .lersey Gov. .lim Florio 
said the proposal could fi-agmenl the national passenger 
rail svstem and resull in more cuts in routes. 

© Copyright 1997 The Associated Press 
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FoBouitig on acerpts firm 
the Supnmt Court decision in 
Agostmi v: Fdton yesterday al­
lowing public sdmU teachers to 
enter parodiiaTschools to pro­
vide remedial education. It toqs 
written by Justice Sandra Day 
O'Connor 

P
eSSoDB Board of 
Educatioa of the 
OtyofNewYoik 
. . . has grappled 
Isiiice 19661 .. . 

with how to provide Tdle I 
sendees Ireoedial educatioii, 
guidance and job counsefing] to 
die private school students vitb-
in hs jurisdictian. . . . [Tlhe 
Board initiaDsr ananged to trans­
port children to public schools 
for after-school Tide I mstnic-
tion Hie Board then moved 
tbe aiter-school instruction onto 
private school campuses. . . . 
After this program also yielded 
mixed results, the Board imple­
mented the plan we evaluated in 
Aguilar u Feltm (1985) . . . 
Iwhichl called for the provision 
of Tide I services on private 
school premises during school 
hours.... 

In 1978, six federal laipajrers 
.. . sued the Board... rbmrimg 
that the Board's Tdle I program 
violated the EstabEsimnit 
Claiise: . . . ITIhis Court {de­
clared K unconsdlutional) on 
the ground that die Board's 
Tide I program necessitated an 
"excessive entangtement of 
church and state...." 

The Board... revetted to its 

Petitioners .:. contend that 
the exorbitant costs of comply-
inff with the Distrid Court's 

in.constitute a signifi­
cant tactual development war-

' ranting modification of the in­
junction. . . . PMitioners also 
argue that there hare been two 
significant legal devdopments 
smce Aguilar was dedded: a 
mqoiity of Justices have ex-
prefficd tfieirviews Ifaati4ju(lar 
should be reconsidaed or over- -
nded... , 

[Fldilioncn have failed to \ 
catablisb the <q|fi>ifii itui change I 
in factual conditions.... 
. rno evahiate whether 4g•'^ 

-far has beien eroded by our 
subsequent Establishment 
Clause cases, it is necessary to 
imderstand tlie rationale upon 
which Aguilar as"well as its 
companion case. School DisL of 
Grand Rapids u Ball. :.rtsiei. 

rH he Court's conclusion that 
Ibe Shared Tune program in . 
Ban had tbe impemussible ef­
fect of advancing religion rested I 
on diree assumptions: (9 any 
pubEc employee trtio wortis on 
the premises of a religious 
school is presumed to bidilcate 
religion in her work; (n) the 
presence of public employees 
on private scbiol premises cre­
ates a symbolic union between 
cfaurdi and state; and Qii) any 
and an public aid that directly 
aids die educational fimction oi 
tdigious schools impermissibly 
finances reEgious indoctrina-
tioa... |Iln4gi'>'''rdieicwasa 
fourth assumption: that New 
Yoit City's Tide I program n^ 
teHsilrfled an f i i f ssiwe guvciu-

I meot entanglement with refi-
I gion because pubBc employees 
I who teach on the . premises <d 

j idgious sdiopb must be dose: 
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Dissenters 
Say Rafl Plan 
Is Naive 

prior practice of providing in- ^ l y monitored to ensure that Ihey 
striiction atpubScsdiool sites, udonotniculcaterdigion.... 
at leased sites, and in moUle ^ Our cases subsequent to 
insbiictional units (essentially Aguilar have modified in 
vans converted into dass-
rooms) parked near die sectari­
an school... (nhe addMonal 
costs of complying... are signî  -
icanL... 

In October and December of 
1995... a new group of parents 
of parochial school staidents en­
titled to Tide I services filed 
motions in die District Court 
seeking relief .,. Tbe question 
we must answer is a simple one: 
Are petitioners entitled to relief' 
... (under the rule that), the 
court may relieve a party . . . 
from a final judgment [or] order 
... [when] it is no longer equita- ' 
ble that the judgment should' 
have prospective .applicatioa 

two ajgnificant respects Ibe ap-
proadi we use to assess indoc-
liinatkm. Fbst, we have aban­
doned the presumption... that 
the placement of pubBc employ­
ees on parochial sdiool 
grounds inevitably results in the 
inipennissible ebct of state-
sponsored . indoctrination 'or 
constitutes a symbofic union 
between govemment and reli­
gion. . . . 

Second, we have departed-
from tbe rule relied on in BoU. 
that aD government aid that 
directly' aids the educational 
function of religious schools is' 
invalid..:. 

ByDonRiillips 
~— 'WMhinrenPMtSuflWriicT 

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 passenger 
tiain 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 . answer to Amtrak's prob­
lems lies with suffident funding 
for capital projects and operâ  
tions, plus basic legal revisions 
that would allow the company to 
make more money rasher than 
creating a separate agency to 
manage the system's trades. 

The passenger train corpora­
tion, created by' Congress in 
1970, has been caught in a mud­
dle of competing interests and 
competing bills that has prevent-' 
ed passage of any meanmgful 
Amtrak legislation for two years 
despite the corporation's deteri­
orating financial condition. 

The 13-member group was 
created by Rep. Bud Shuster 
(K-Pa.), chauman of Ihe House 
Committee on Commerce, Sci­
ence and Transportation, and 
Rep. Susan Molinari (R-N.Y.), 
chairman of tbe 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 Aiotrak and 
other operators should compete 
for contracts to run the trains. 

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. PennsyKania and Michi­
gan. On routes owned by freight 

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 said 
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." 
- The report issued yesterday 
by the dissenting members of 
the advisory group said separat­
ing passenger train infrastruc­
ture from operations would'ac-
complish none of the group's 
goals, induding 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 own highways 
and airports. 

Eliniinating operating subsi­
dies and counting oo states to 
make up the difference would 
likely lead to a breakdown in the' 
passenger train system, the Flo­
rio group said, because I 
money would then go mainly to 
the Boston-Washington North­
east Corridor.. States outside . ' 
Ihis region would likely balk at: 
paying twice—once to 
their trains and once to operate 
those in the Northeast States 
also would have trouble forming -
compacts to operate multi-state 
service, the Florio group said. -

"We think Ibis proposal V V 
make most long-distance trains 
and many short-haul trains that -
need regional or multi-state sup­
port unsupportable," the dis- J 
se'nting group members said.. 

They also assailed the majori-,' 
ty group's contention that Am­
trak is losing political support 
and is near bankruptcy. The 
dissenting members noted 
broad Senate support for a $2 
billion reserve fund for Amtrak 
and said bankers have enough 
confidence m Amtrak to lend it 
$1 billion. 

"We think that our colleagues 
come at their proposal largely i 
due to an unwarranted pessi­
mism - about Amtrak's pros­
pects," the'minority report 
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AILING AMTRAK ADDS FREIGHT-HAULING TO ITS LINE; PASSENGER 
CARRIER EXPANDING OPERATIONS NATIONWIDE IN AN EFFORT TO 
BOOST REVENUE 
Don P h i l l i p s , Washington Post S t a f f W r i t e r 
Washington_P.os.t.,_ F i n a l - E d i t i o n 
We'dnesday Mar_J.2,„1997 _ Sec: C FINANCIAL p: 10 
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F r e i g h t ; Railroads; F i n a n c i a l performance 
Amtrak 

I l l u s : Chart 

Abstract: Facing a d e t e r i o r a t i n g f i n a n c i a l s i t u a t i o n , Amtrak i s 
beginning t o haul more m a i l , express and t i m e - s e n s i t i v e 
f r e i g h t behind i t s coaches, sleepers and di n e r s . And soon, 
the company - which took over passenger operation from the 
p r i v a t e r a i l r o a d s i n 1971 - may get i n t o the high-value 
f r e i g h t business nationwide.; Amtrak w i l l not operate 
t y p i c a l t r a i n s of boxcars and tank cars, but passengers may 
soon see lengthy s t r i n g s of mail and express cars behind 
long-distance passenger t r a i n s , i n c l u d i n g ' r o a d r a i l e r s ' -
t r u c k t r a i l e r s t h a t can t r a v e l by r a i l w i t h s p e c i a l 
steel-wheel 'bogeys.'; And sources said t h a t a f t e r years of 
discouraging f r e i g h t r a i l r o a d s from operating over the 
high-speed Washington-New York c o r r i d o r , Amtrak i s near 
another revenue-raising deal t h a t would allow N o r f o l k 
Southern(Norfolk Southern) Corp. t o operate high-speed 
f r e i g h t t r a i n s i n t o the New York area from the South. 

Copyright The Washington Post 

A r t i c l e Text: 
As passenger t r a i n d e f i c i t s burgeoned i n the 1960s, r a i l r o a d s began 

a t t a c h i n g f r e i g h t cars t o some t r a i n s i n an e f f o r t t o hold down losses. 
Now, h i s t o r y may be _ r e p ^ a t ^ g i t s e l f . 
^—/Facing a d e t e r i o r a t i n g financial~situatT.ohT Amtrak ±s beginning t o hau-l 
-̂more ma i l , express and tijne-sens.itiye_f.reight...behind i t s coaches, sleepers 4̂ 
"and" diners. And soon, the company -- which took over passenger operation-
from the p r i v a t e r a i l r o a d s i n 1971 -- may get i n t o the high-value f r e i g h t 
business nationwide. Amtrak w i l l not operate t y p i c a l t r a i n s of boxcars 
and tank cars, but passengers may soon see lengthy s t r i n g s of mail and 
express cars behind long-distance passenger t r a i n s , i n c l u d i n g 
' r o a d r a i l e r s ' -- t r u c k t r a i l e r s t h a t can t r a v e l by r a i l w i t h s p e c i a l 
steel-wheel 'bogeys.' 

And sources said t h a t a f t e r years of discouraging f r e i g h t r a i l r o a d s 
from operating over the high-speed Washington-New York c o r r i d o r , Amtrak i s 
near another revenue-raising deal t h a t would allow N o r f o l k Southern Corp. 
to operate high-speed f r e i g h t t r a i n s i n t o the New York area from the 
South. 

The Amtrak board has approved the lease of nearl y 600 spe c i a l f r e i g h t 
cars, i n c l u d i n g 287 r o a d r a i l e r s , w i t h the r e s t being 'material-handling 
cars,' which are e s s e n t i a l l y express boxcars. 

The Amtrak plan i s d r i v e n by desperation. I n a series of C a p i t o l H i l l 
,hea-r4ngs .beginnings-today ,--_the.-General- -Accounting-Of f ice_wilL„ re^^ 

/ f e d e r a l subsidies are d e c l i n i n g f a s t e r than Amtrak cah^cut-costs, and ̂-7 
^revenue i s a c t u a l l y f a l l i n g i n c o n s t a n t - d o l l a r terms. . _ . ' 

A d r a f t of^th'e'GAO f e p o r t r ~ c a i r s ~ A m t ^ 'very 
precarious. ' 



'Amtrak i s s t i l l i n a f i n a n c i a l c r i s i s despite the fact that i t s 
fina n c i a l performance (as measured by net losses) has improved over the 
last two years,' i t said. 

Moreover, Amtrak's interest expenses have nearly t r i p l e d over the la s t 
few years -- from $20.6 m i l l i o n i n f i s c a l 1993 to $60.2 m i l l i o n i n f i s c a l 
1996 -- as i t buys new equipment and borrows money to operate. The GAO 
noted that Amtrak i s expected to begin borrowing t h i s month to cover 1997 
operating costs, the e a r l i e s t date ever that i t has turned to i t s lenders. 

Congress has f a i l e d to pass promised l e g i s l a t i o n to allow Amtrak to cut 
labor and other costs further, and i s considering whether tq_give_Amtra]c_a_ 
fhal/f-̂ Gen̂ ^̂ er.i:ga'l±on-of- -bhe'--fed^alrigasgjjL-ne--tax~-f or-ca^ 
However, when three long-distance t r a i n s were slated for discontinuance 
las t year, Congress ordered them continued u n t i l May 10. The GAO said the 
$22.5 m i l l i o n provided by Congress fo r t h i s purpose was $13.6 m i l l i o n 
short of the need, further widening the company's d e f i c i t . 

Affected (^states^have u n t i l Saturday to inform Amtrak whether they w i l l 
^subsid'ize"the' t r ^ i i i s l ^ - the St. Louis-San Antonio portion of the Texas 
EagleV^he^Dehver^Seattle Pioneer and the Salt Lake City-Los Angeles 
Desert Wind. I f there's no state p a r t i c i p a t i o n , 'these t r a i n s go away on 
the 10th of May,' said Amtrak President Thomas Downs. 

D o wn s s a i d ^ o n g r e s s'-s—i-ns-i-s t-ene e—tha t -Amtrajczrece ive- no-mo re- federal i:^ 
operat:i'hĝ §unds—after- 2002-"makes-'it~vit-a-l to -in'c'fease-revenue^withT^ 
.f-reiqht::^ ' I t 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 a l l the revenue of the Chicago-Los Angeles Southwest 
Chief comes from mail. And i n an experiment, Amtrak has been hauling 
carloads of cranberry juic e from California to Massachusetts during months 
when eastern cranberry bogs are not producing. 

But expanding the concept has run into d i f f e r i n g reactions from 
railroads, ranging from Norfolk Southern's active encouragement to Union 
Pacific Corp.'s s t i f f opposition. 

Norfolk Southern, now hammering out an agreement with CSX Corp. to 
divide Conrail's l i n e s , needs the Northeast Corridor to move high-speed 
fr e i g h t to New York, as well as to move some conventional f r e i g h t from 
Philadelphia and Baltimore to the South. Slower and oversized f r e i g h t 
would continue to run through the current Hagerstown, Md., connection. 

Amtrak began discouraging f r e i g h t movement over the corridor a f t e r an 
engineer ran Conrail locomotives i n front of Amtrak's Colonial on Jan. 4, 
1987, k i l l i n g 16 people. Downs acknowledged there are safety issues, but 
said f r e i g h t t r a i n s would be allowed to run only overnight when Amtrak 
ope_rates__f_ew t r a i n s . 
^ ^ U n i ^ n - P a e i j l c l ^ ^ that: "top:rbf f i c i a l ^ 
have""lob)Med^agairist T t ^ ^ save the Pioneer, Amtrak has 
developed a plan to run i t from Chicagb~^over Union Pacific's fast main 
l i n e across Nebraska -- which now has no passenger t r a i n s but i s the 
'busi:est~f reight" corridor"'~iji'' the~wo_rid^: ."̂  
^—Union Pacific^spokesmen complain that Amtrak, funded by subsidies, 
would take space on the busy main l i n e and delay i t s f r e i g h t i n a ploy to 
take business away from Union Pacific. 

Downs said UP misunderstands Amtrak's plans. He said Amtrak i s seeking 
only high-value time-sensitive f r e i g h t that i s not now moving by r a i l . And 
he said he would never haul large amounts of f r e i g h t without the agreement 
of the f r e i g h t r a i l r o a d , including an agreement on di v i d i n g the revenue. 

'I'm not interested i n doing t h i s without the host r a i l r o a d , ' he said. 

Caption: 
Freight cars are added to a passenger t r a i n at an Amtrak r a i l yard, 

(Photo ran i n an e a r l i e r edition) 
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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 Budget, to be consistent with the 

recentiy negotiated Bipartisan Budget Agreement bet... 

Me.ssaq(2 C.rea l; .i.ori Ijat.e vias a t 9-Jun-199"' '16: 5'] : 00 

The Wh.'i.te House 

Of.lr.ice o.E the P.res.s Secretary 

iror Irtiiried:i.a t e Relea.se June 9, .1' 

Today tl ' ie Pres.i.dent t o r w a r d e d t o t t ie Corigre.s.s a package o f Fy 1993 budget 
aniendmen 1:.-i t o adju.s i ; hj.s ijend/Lug budgei: reques t . s , as pre .sented i n the t'y .1998 
Budget , t o be cons.'Ls t en t i - ; i th the r e c e n t . l y n e g o t i a t e d FJ.i.piar-t i.san Budget 
Agreement betweeri the F're.sident and the Leadersh . ip o f Cong rres.-;-;: 

The p a c k a g e v- j o u .1 d ; 

o R e . s t r u c t u r e the /Adinin. is t ra r i o n ' : ? r e q u e s t fo. i : emergency di.sa.star: fur id . i .ng. The 
pend.lng F'y 1998 $5 .8 b."i.l].:Lon reque.st to.r t t i e cont.i.i ' igent einergei'icy re.ser'\'"e f u n d 
w i t h i n Fi.ind.s A p p r o p r i a t e d t o t t ie P i e s i d e r i t wou ld be w i ' t h d r a w n . The Fy 199B 
f u n d i n g requevst f o r the F e d e r a l Ernerqency Manageiueri 1: A c t i v i t y wou ld be .reduced 
by .yz. 1̂ b i l l i o n and, i n . s t ead , the.se f u n d s a re reque.sted as an Fy ]99'7 
s u p p l e m e n t a l . 

o . S h i f t f u n d i n g reque.s ted f o r fi;-ced cap.i.ta.l asset.s fo'i- the Depa i.'tment o f Energy 
{$62 i r i i l . l i o n ) , t h e Depar tment o f tl'ie I r i t e . r i o i (^1.9 i r i . i . l l i o n ) , and t t ie Army Corpus 
0. 1: Enq.'i.neers ($331 m i l l i o n ) f r o m f u l l , u p - f r o n t f u n d i n g i n F'y 1998 t o advance 
a p p r o p r i a t i o n . s as needed f o r o b l i g a t i o n d u r i n g Fy 1999 t h r o u g h Fy 200.2. 

o I n c r e a s e f u n d i n g f o r p r i o r i t y p rograms , i n c l u d i n g $700 m i l l i o n f o r t he 
FJepartinent o f t h e I n t e i ' i o r ' s P r i o r . i t y F'ederal Land A c q u i s i t i o n s and Ex-changes, 
and $22 m i l l i o n f o r A m t r a k . Ttie o b l l g a t i o i ' i l i i n i t a t i o n fo.c higt iway programs 
wou ld be i .ncreased by $2 b i . l l i o n , ai'id the o b l i g a r i o n . l i m i ca t i.on f o i " mass 
iMransi t p rograms w o u l d be i n c r e ; i s e r j by .$105 m. i . . l l i on . 

o Pu.T.suant t o 'the B i p a r t i s a n Budget Agreement , s h . i f t funcJing f o r iitie T h i r d 
Grade L i t e r a c y i n i t i a t i v e s f.rorn mandatory t o d i s c r e t i o n a r y s p e n d i n g . A r e q u e s t 
f o r .$260 m i l l i o n i n d i s c r e t i o n a r y f u n d i n g i s i n c l u d e d i n the P r e s i d e n t ' s 
t r a n s m i 11 a 1 . 

o Make t e c h n i c a l a p p r o p r i a t i o n . ? l anguage a d j u s t m e n t s r e q u i r e d t o implement user 
1. 'ees f o r the Depar tment o f V e t e r a n s Affa. ' i . jrs and t h e .Socia l .Secnurity 
;'\dmi n i s t r'ci t ."i.on . 
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Today Ihe President rorvvarded [o t...Bipai'lisaii Budget Agreement bU^:.'/liiiiaiy.\vl'iilehoiise.gov,''RelT...i'.'dlitype-ie,xt&id-S588iK:quei-y=Anitrak 

The P r e s i d e n t a l s o p r o v i d e d h i s p r i o r i t i e s f o r how t h e actd.i t . i .ona. i f u n d i n g 
a s s u m e d i n t h e B i p a r t i s a n B u d g e t .Ag reemen t f o r n a t i o n a l d e L e i i s e s h o u l d be 

l o c a t e d , ar id u r g e d t h e C o n g r e s s r i o t t o r -educe p i - o t e c t e d doi i ies i .i. c p r o g r a m s 
n e e d e d f o r .Amejri.ca ' s f u t u r e . 

To connnenl on tiiis sei'vice: feed ha ck(ci} w ww. whiteh a use, go v 
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Tel.: (202) 366-5:^71 

NEXTE.4 W I L L ENHANCE TRANSPORT .ATION SAFETY, 
PROTECT ENVIRONMENT IN NORTHEAST, S L A T E R SAYS 

WARWICK, R.l. - Pfesidenl Clinton's pi'oposed surface Iransportalion legislation will help the slates 
and communities ofthe nottheastem United States continue to improve the safety, efficiency and 
environmental soundness of their surface transportation systems into the next century, Secretai-y of 
Transportation Rodney E. Slater said today. 

Testifying at a field hearing ofthe Senate Comt-nitlee on Environinent and Public Works, Secretary 
Slater said that the si.x-year, $1 75 billion National Economic Crossroads Transportation Efficiency Act 
(NEXTEA) will carry forward and build upon the Jntermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
i991 (ISTEA), which expires Sept. 30. 

"It is clear that transit is vital to niobility in the Noi-theast, and ISTEA has made possible an unparalleled 
commitment to public transportation," Slater said. "ISTEA's greater progran-imatic fiexibility has 
enabled us to increase resources foi- transit and other urban priorities." 

NEXTE,^ 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 inciease for ti-ansil major 
capilal investnients. 

Secretary Slater said that if Congress funds NEXTE.A al the levels pi-oposed. il would mean nearly S710 
million for Rhode Island over the next six years in formula-based funding alone, and more than $36.8 
billion in the 1 1 states fiom Maryland to Maine. 

This funding could be directed to urban priorities becatise of increases in the fiexible Surface 
Transportation Progi-am (STP) category, as well a NEXTEA proposal which makes stich programs as 
Amti-ak, intercity passenger rail and bus terminals and port access facilities eligible for funding. 

NEXTE.A would help to reduce the $50 billion annual cost of congestion lo commuters and freight 
shippers across the nation, the Secretary said, noting an even more direct economic benefit: the 
construction and olher work which would be genei-ated by this plan could support an estirnated one 
niillion jobs over the next si.x years, including 4,800 in Rhode Island and more than 238,000 in the 
11-state northeast region. 

NEXTEA would provide .$4,766 billion in direct capital an^operating assistance lo /\mtrak, including 
funding to continue improvements to the Boston-lo-Washinglon Northeast Corridor, while increasing 
states' ability to use I'lmds front other NEXTE/\ progranis lo suppoi-t intercity rail service, Slater said. It 
also will sustain the federal cornmitment lo Inlelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), which apply 
advanced information and communications technologies lo Iransportalion to enhance safety and 
efficiency. NEXTEA legislation includes $678 million for ITS over the next six years. 

The President's proposal would enhance safety by increasing funding for traffic safely progi-anis by 25 
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percent, as well as developing new ways lo impi-ove safely through communily partnerships, Slater said. 
This supports the President's safety belt initiative announced last week, which sets a goal of raising bell 
use to 85 pei'cent by the year 2000, saving 4,200 lives per year, and lo 90 pei-cent by 2005, pre\'enting 
n-i0)-e lhan 5,500 deaths, he said. 

Secretary Slater said that NEXTE.A also would enable Rhode Island to continue such effective initiatives 
as the "Cops in Shops" progi-am, though which state and local police enfoice the ban on liquor sales lo 
niinors. 

The administration's commitment to prolecfing the environment is refiecled throughout NE.XTEA, 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 transpot-tation enhancements and continticd 
support for National Scenic Byways, recreational trails, bicycle transportation and pedestrian walkways. 

### 

.An electronic version of this document can he obtained 
via ihe World Wide Web at: 

li ttp://www.dot.gov/affa irs.diule.x.htm 
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Caption: 
RUNNING BEHIND (This chart was not a v a i l a b l e ) 
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T i t l e : CONGRESS TO KEEP AMTRAK RUNNING; NEGOTIATORS FUND RAIL 

SERVICE FOR AT LEAST ANOTHER 6 MONTHS 
Authors: Don P h i l l i p s , Washington Post S t a f f W r i t e r 
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Abstract: On Sep 28, 1996, Congress found enough money t o keep the 
e n t i r e Amtrak system running f o r roughly another s i x 
months, i n c l u d i n g three long-distance routes t h a t were t o 
have been axed. 
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A r t i c l e Text: 
U n w i l l i n g t o allow even one mile of passenger t r a i n service t o be 

abandoned i n an e l e c t i o n year, 'Congr^s^~yesterday found"enough moiiey t o X 
keep—t-he-entire—Amtrak"~system running f o r roughly another s i x months7=^^=^ . 

Cine l-uding -t~hree^lpnq - d i s t ance rou t,es_rtha t - -we-Ee-trO-ha-ve::faeen- axed-Nov-. 10 . J 
Members of a Senate-House conference committee dfncluded an~ext^a $82 75' 

m i l l i o n f o r the passenger t r a i n company i n a ^stopgap spending b i l l f o r 
. ' a g e n c i e s j t f h o s ^ y ^ r l y f j i n d i n g b i l l s f a i l e d t o pass. The b i l l awaits a c t i o n 
"in"b"oth houses i n the next" f ew d a y s T h e ext:ra "funding punctuates 
Congress's f a i l u r e t o pass l e g i s l a t i o n g i v i n g Amtrak greater c o n t r o l over 
i t s f i n a n c i a l decisions or t o f i n d a stable source of funding such as a 
p o r t i o n of the gasoline tax. Those decisions were kicked over t o the next 
Congress. _ ... - . --

r Most of the e x t r a money -- $60 m i l l i o n - - " w i l l go t o p a r t l y restore.. ^ 
I e a r l i e r ^ cut:s i n improvements f o r the^Washingtpn-Boston Nortlieast Corridor, ' 
which c a r r i e s most Amtrak passengers and i s being upgraded f o r f a s t e r new 
t r a i n s — 
^ J The remaining $22.5 m i l l i o n w i l l postpone f o r about s i x months a l l the j 
abandonment„„plans_ t announced f o r Nov^ 10. The major cuts 
planned were three long-distance western routes: the St. Louis-San Antonio 
p o r t i o n 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., t r a i n also w i l l continue t o 
run, as w i l l the Boston-Albany, N.Y., s e c t i o n of the New York-Chicago Lake 
Shore Limited and the Miami-Sanford, Fla., p o r t i o n of the Miami-Los 
Angele.s Sunset L i m i t e d 
_ ;2-̂ Thê _extra„mqney l^aves^mtrak's f i s c a l 1997~budget at $84'2'.5 miTlion, / 

J including-$175"mil'ri"oTT~folF Norths Corridor improvements. This s " t i l l i s 
less than the $918.5 m i l l i o n requested by the administration.-' — - . 

For Amtrak, the downside of the compromrs"e" i s t h a t plans t o r e s t a r t the 
Chicago-New York Broadway Li m i t e d w i l l be postponed, although an all-coach 
t r a i n w i l l be inaugurated on the route on Nov. 10 as a temporary measure 
to gain a new mail c o n t r a c t . Several routes w i t h less than d a i l y 
service also w i l l not begin running every day as o r i g i n a l l y planned. 

The compromise was i n i t i a t e d by Sen. Frank R. Lautenberg (D-N.J.), a 
longtime proponent of major improvements i n the Northeast Corridor. But 
the major impetus f o r the a d d i t i o n a l funding came from western and 
southern Senate Republicans who were inundated w i t h p r o t e s t s from small 



communities t h a t had seen the demise of l o c a l bus and a i r l i n e service and 
now were about t o lose t h e i r passenger t r a i n . 

Republicans such as Sen. Kay Bail e y Hutchison and Rep. Tom DeLay, both 
of Texas, became passenger t r a i n p a r t i s a n s . 
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Abstract: Amtrak showed o f f i t s new Vi e w l i n e r sleeper car at Union 
S t a t i o n on May 16, 1996 t o 130 Washington DC-area t r a v e l 
agents, w i t h whom the r a i l r o a d company hopes t o forge a 
stronger, more p r o f i t a b l e r e l a t i o n s h i p as i t chugs along 
toward s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y . 
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A r t i c l e Text: 
Amtrak showed o f f - i t s new.Viewliner sleeper car at Union Station-

yesterday t o 130 area t r a v e l agents -- w i t h whom the r a i l r o a d company / 
hop_es._to forge a stronger.,. more p r o f i t a b l e - r e l a t i o n s h i p as i t chugs along 
toward s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y . 

The passenger r a i l r o a d introduced the f i r s t of 50 new Vi e w l i n e r cars i n 
A p r i l and w i l l g r a d u a l l y expand the service as i t gets the r e s t over the 
next year. The 50 smaller 'Heritage' sleeper cars and t h e i r 'roomettes' 
w i l l be r e t i r e d -- a f t e r 50 years of service, i n some cases. Standard 
compartments i n the new sleeper cars are q u i e t e r than the o l d cars and 
have more windows. They also sport such 1990s amenities as i n d i v i d u a l 
thermostats, TVs t h a t show movies (but not broadcast shows) and a s i n g l e 
shower f o r use by 12 compartments. Three roomier deluxe rooms have p r i v a t e 
showers and sleep three a d u l t s . ' I know cru i s e cabins t h a t aren't t h i s 
b i g , ' said Wayne Roland of Global Travel i n D.C., as he disappeared around 
the corner of a deluxe bedroom. 

The new t r a i n s w i l l used p r i m a r i l y on Northeast routes, where the 
height of the Baltimore Harbor Tunnel and tunnels i n New York's Penn 
S t a t i o n have prevented the use of Amtrak's other new sleeper cars, 
double-decker 'Superliners' used elsewhere i n the country. Penn S t a t i o n 
handles 35 percent t o 40 percent of Amtrak's r i d e r s h i p . 

Changing the p u b l i c ' s image of Amtrak sleeper cars could have a b i g 
payoff. Amtrak has a goal of s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y by 2002 f o r i t s operations, 
although i t would s t i l l r e q u i r e f e d e r a l assistance f o r c a p i t a l 
expenditures. G e t t i n g there requires boosting r i d e r s h i p w i t h gleaming new 
t r a i n s and a network of t r a v e l agents w i l l i n g t o promote them. 

'A l o t of t r a v e l agents who are s e l l i n g our products simply have the 
old equipment i n mind and they're r e l u c t a n t at times t o even s e l l i t , ' 
said Thornas Downs^_chie^f executive. .Qf.„Amtrak.. .. 
; The'raiTroad company 'already gets 35 percent of i t s bookings from 2 

t r a v e l agents but i s t r y i n g t o increase t h a t l e v e l by making t r a i n s ~ } 
a v a i l a b l e f o r viewing i n various c i t i e s . a n d by ho l d i n g f i r m on i t s 10" . 
percent commission t o t r a v e l agents. The a i r l i n e i n d u s t r y reduced ^ 
commissions~^t-o t r a v e l agents Tast year. \ 



^ /Persuading more riders_to..take sleeper cars, would s i g n i f i c a n t l y boost 
irevenue f o r ^Amtrak, -as-Sleeper cars command a higher t i c k e t p r i c e . A 
regular^^round-trip coach f a r e f o r two people from Washington t o A t l a n t a , 
f o r example, i s c u r r e n t l y $410, while the V i e w l i n e r sleeper car f a r e i s 
$702 f o r two people i n a standard compartment, i n c l u d i n g breakfast and 
dinner. The deluxe bedroom f a r e i s $832. 

Amtrak o f f i c i a l s said they hope the new sleeper cars i n the Northeast 
w i l l allow the company t o tap the huge business t r a v e l market -- i t has 
even dubbed i t s Crescent t r a i n , which runs from New York t o New Orleans, 
the 'Southeast S h u t t l e . ' Several t r a v e l agents said they would be most 
l i k e l y t o recommend the new sleeper cars t o f a m i l i e s and older people. 

Carol Shell of H.B. Travel i n Lanham said the r a i l r o a d would have 
b e t t e r luck booking business t r a v e l e r s i f each sleeper compartment had a 
phone jack t o hook up a computer. ' I won't book the o l d sleeper t r a i n s 
unless someone i n s i s t s , but I would d e f i n i t e l y book someone on the new 
one,' she said. 

That k i n d of a t t i t u d e has prompted Amtrak t o order about $1.5 b i l l i o n 
worth of new t r a i n s and locomotives over the past f i v e years. 

Caption: 
From top, at Union S t a t i o n , Amtrak's John Long greets Shanaz F i e s l e r , 

5, of Annapolis, who l a t e r t r i e d out a new sleeping car. Travel agent 
Susie K o f l e r , bottom, checks out the new cars. 
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Abstract: A year a f t e r passing a budget designed t o modernize Amtrak 
and put i t on sound f i n a n c i a l f o o t i n g by 2002, Congress 
appears t o be backing away from the plan. The r e s u l t i s 
l i k e l y t o be a severe cutback i n long-distance passenger 
t r a i n service i n the next f i s c a l year. 
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A r t i c l e Text: 
fA y e a r " a f t e r - p a s s i n g a-budget designed t o modernize Amtrak and put i t ] 

on sound f i n a n c i a l f o o t i n g by 2002, Congress appears t o be backing aw.ay 
(from the plan. " 

The r e s u l t i s l i k e l y t o be a severe cutback i n long-distance passenger 
t r a i n service i n the next f i s c a l year, and p o s s i b l y a slowdown i n planned 
upgrades t o the Washington-Boston Northeast Corridor t h a t would allow 
150-mph operation i n new t r a i n s . According t o Amtrak's f r i e n d s and foes, 
a c o n t i n u a t i o n of the t r e n d over the next few years l i k e l y would mean an 
end t o a l l or most long-distance t r a i n service, w i t h passenger service 
l i m i t e d t o the East and West Coast c o r r i d o r s , plus whatever service states 
would be w i l l i n g t o finance. Sleeping and d i n i n g cars could become a t h i n g 
of t.he .pasjt — - - - . • -

Senate Majority'Leader Trent L o t t (R-Miss.) and other h e a r t l a n d ^ 
( l e g i s l a t o r s have sai d r^epeatedly they, would not support c o n t i n u a t i o n , of 
^Amtrak i f i t d i d not^ mainta^^in'a'national''system. ^Eastern states could have 
to-take over the Boston-Washington c o r r i d o r i f the long-distance system 
collapsed. ^ 

The House-passed 1997 Amtrak budget: slashed the planned $922 m i l l i o n to^ 
$54 2- mi±lion". Of t h a t amount,' $200 m T l l i o n was f o r operating subsidies, ^ 
$50 . m i l l i o n less than Amtrak's request. iSome-$220 million-was- appropriated 
[for c a p i t a l impxovements, but t h a t i s j u s t enough t o cover debt payments ~ 
'.and mandatory improvements such as environmental m i t i g a t i o n . ; 

House "Appropriations t r a n s p o r t a t i o n subcommitite'e Chainnan Frank R. Wolf 
(R-Va.) acknowledged t h a t Amtrak probably would go out of business 
even t u a l l y should the House budget p r e v a i l . He said the corporation's only 
hope i s f o r Congress t o pass a dedicated source of funding such as h a l f a 
cent of the f e d e r a l gasoline tax. 

' I f there i s n ' t one, Amtrak i s going t o go under,' Wolf said as the 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n _ a p p r o p r i a t i o n s b i l l passe_d.._ . . _ - . 

However^, there. appears t o be l i t t l e chance t h a t a gasoline tax b i l l . J 
.^wili'^ass". There i s strong o p p o s i t i o n t o t a k i n g h a l f a cent from the / 
p o r t i o n of the tax going t o highway construction;, and Wolf r u l e d out any 
arrangement t h a t would a f f e c t mass' t r a n s i t ' s p o r t i o n of the tax. 

'We've got a l o t of discussion about the h a l f cent, but we don't have a 
revenue b i l l , ' s aid Amtrak President Thomas Downs. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee begins work on Amtrak's 1997 budget 
today and there are i n d i c a t i o n s t h a t the Senate w i l l be kinder t o Amtrak 
than the House, but not s u f f i c i e n t l y t o avoid d e t e r i o r a t i o n . 

Sources said the Senate committee i s u n l i k e l y t o recommend more i n 
operating subsidies than the House, meaning t h a t long-distance t r a i n cuts 
are l i k e l y t o go forward next year. However, the sources said the Senate 
probably would be more generous w i t h c a p i t a l funds, p a r t i c u l a r l y f o r the 
Northeast Corridor. But the c a p i t a l grant s t i l l would be below Amtrak's 
request. 

Downs said Senate Appropriations Committee Chairman Mark 0. H a t f i e l d 
(R-Ore.) i s sympathetic t o Amtrak, 'but he has r e a l r e s t r a i n t s . ' 

Meanwhile, House-passed l e g i s l a t i o n t o allow Amtrak t o cut costs 
f u r t h e r , i n c l u d i n g labor costs, has bogged down i n the Senate over the 
question of l e g a l l i a b i l i t y . Sen. John Breaux (D-La.) has t i e d up the 
b i l l , demanding t h a t the l i a b i l i t y p r o v i s i o n s be removed. 

Amtrak made deep cuts i n i t s long-distance service because of 1996 



budget cuts. Downs said he a n t i c i p a t e s t h a t the 1997 budget w i l l mean 
'three or four major routes w i l l be eli m i n a t e d , ' beginning w i t h the 
system's poorest performer, the Denver-Seattle Pioneer. Other cuts must 
await a d e t a i l e d a n a l y s i s , he said, and w i l l be announced i n Amtrak's 
business plan, due by Oct. 31. 

But Downs said the more serious problem i s a lack of c a p i t a l funding. 
Under the 1995 budget agreement, Amtrak i s supposed t o receive s u f f i c i e n t 
c a p i t a l t o allow i t t o cut operating costs and enhance revenue, ending a l l 
operating subsidies by 2002. 

Downs said Amtrak so f a r has kept i t s p a r t of the bargain by c u t t i n g 
expenses from $2.4 b i l l i o n i n 1994 t o $2.24 b i l l i o n i n 1996 and increasing 
revenue from $1.4 b i l l i o n t o $1.5 b i l l i o n . But without new c a p i t a l 
funding, i n 1998 'the r a i l r o a d s t a r t s t o collapse.' 

The General Accounting O f f i c e , i n a r e p o r t being c i r c u l a t e d on Ca p i t o l 
H i l l , b a s i c a l l y agreed w i t h Downs. 'The most important f a c t o r underpinning 
Amtrak's program f o r achieving i t s long-term goal of operating 
s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y i s t h a t c a p i t a l funds must be a v a i l a b l e so t h a t i t can 
make the investments needed t o provide an a t t r a c t i v e and competitive 
service and thereby s i g n i f i c a n t l y increase i t s revenues,' the GAO report 
said. 

The agency sai d i t i s too e a r l y t o t e l l i f Amtrak w i l l reach i t s 
long-term goals because they are based on at l e a s t $3.2 b i l l i o n i n f e d e r a l 
c a p i t a l support, l a r g e revenue increases, completion of New York-Boston 
improvements, increased p r o d u c t i v i t y through labor concessions and 
increased s t a t e support. 

The GAO said Amtrak got o f f t o a good s t a r t on slashing expenses and 
increasing revenue i n 1995, c u t t i n g i t s d e f i c i t $171 m i l l i o n by route 
cuts, management cuts and fa r e increases. But severe weather meant revenue 
i n the f i r s t two quarters of f i s c a l 1996 'are below t a r g e t and expenses 
are higher than planned.' 

O v e r a l l , however, the news was not good f o r Amtrak's long-distance 
t r a i n s . Of Amtrak's three business u n i t s , the Northeast Corridor and West 
Coast u n i t s exceeded t h e i r 1995 savings and are p r o j e c t e d t o meet 1996 
ta r g e t s . But the I n t e r c i t y u n i t , which operates almost a l l long-distance 
t r a i n s and 80 percent of passenger t r a i n route miles, i s ' s u b s t a n t i a l l y 
over budget.' 

Copyright (c) 1997 by UMI Company. A l l r i g h t s reserved. 
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A r t i c l e Text: 
Not since President Richard M. Nixon ignored the advice of h i s top 

aides and signed a b i l l c r e a t i n g Amtrak a quarter-century ago has a 
de c i s i o n held so much importance f o r the U.S. passenger r a i l service as 
the one Congress w i l l make soon. 

The question i s whether Amtrak w i l l receive a half-penny per g a l l o n of 
the f e d e r a l gasoline tax. The answer w i l l determine whether the 
co r p o r a t i o n w i l l modernize and p o s s i b l y grow, or whether i t w i l l continue 
to d e c l i n e . For years, Amtrak presidents W. Graham Claytor J r . and now 
Thomas Downs have asked Congress f o r an assured stream of c a p i t a l funds 
f o r new locomotives, passenger cars, maintenance f a c i l i t i e s and s t a t i o n s . 
I n exchange, they said, a more e f f i c i e n t Amtrak g r a d u a l l y could wean 
i t s e l f from f e d e r a l operating subsidies. But year a f t e r year, proposals t o 
tap gasoline tax funds have been laughed o f f C a p i t o l H i l l . 

Now a Republican Congress has decided Amtrak w i l l wean i t s e l f of 
operating subsidies anyway. The phaseout p e r i o d i s s t i l l not yet c e r t a i n , 
but the House budget plan assumes no f e d e r a l funding f o r Amtrak by 2002, 
and the f i s c a l 1996 a p p r o p r i a t i o n s b i l l slashed Amtrak funding by 25 
percent t o $750 m i l l i o n . Of t h a t , $185 m i l l i o n i s f o r operating subsidies, 
down from $392 m i l l i o n i n 1995. 

Without the c a p i t a l funding t h a t would be provided from the gas tax or 
some other source, i t i s u n l i k e l y Amtrak w i l l be able t o maintain a 
n a t i o n a l r a i l system. 

'To make a d e c i s i o n on no c a p i t a l i s t o make a d e c i s i o n on no Amtrak,' 
Downs said. 

The half-penny would produce about $2.8 b i l l i o n over f i v e years f o r 
c a p i t a l expenditures. Together w i t h growing subsidies from states t h a t 
want t o maintain t r a i n service, t h i s could be enough t o do without f e d e r a l 
operating subsidies. Downs said. 

Arguing t h a t roads are s o r e l y underfunded, highway i n t e r e s t s have 
suc c e s s f u l l y shielded the highway t r u s t fund from an Amtrak r a i d , t u r n i n g 
back e a r l i e r proposals t o allow states the f l e x i b i l i t y t o use highway 
funds f o r Amtrak. 

And the American Public T r a n s i t Association has lobbied hard against 
using funds from the t r a n s i t p o r t i o n of the highway t r u s t fund. 

Consequently, the t r a n s i t - A m t r a k b a t t l e has taken on the look of two 
s t a r v i n g dogs f i g h t i n g over scraps of meat. The t r a n s i t community i s 
unpersuaded by a Senate plan a u t o m a t i c a l l y t o cut o f f payouts t o Amtrak i f 
the fund -- now at about $10 b i l l i o n -- s t a r t s s i n k i n g too low t o support 
t r a n s i t p r o j e c t s . 

' I t makes no sense t o rob Peter t o pay Paul when both t r a n s i t and 
Amtrak don't have enough,' said Chip Bishop, executive d i r e c t o r of the 
t r a n s i t a s s o c i a t i o n . 

Nonetheless, an odd combination of p o l i t i c a l maneuvers has given the 
half-penny proposal a f i g h t i n g chance t h i s year. 

F i r s t , there i s the ' M i s s i s s i p p i connection.' Senate M a j o r i t y Whip 
Trent L o t t (R-Miss.) became an Amtrak p a r t i s a n e a r l y i n the year under a 
heavy lobbying campaign by Mayor John Robert Smith of Meridian, who has 
become a leader i n the 'save Amtrak' movement. 

Then^ there ,is the 'Delaware, connect i o n . W h e n former Sen. Bob Packwood;)^ 
.'(R-Ore.) resigned from Congress and Sen.-William V. Roth J r . (R-Del.) taok: 
lover _.as chairman of_ t j i e Senate Finance Committee-, a foe of the half-penhy 
proposal was exchangeci f o r a p a r t i s a n . Rqthls_c_pmmittee has approved the 
^plan, and i t has become one of h i s y ^ a r _ - e n d _ p r i o r i t i e s . Gov. Thoma,s R-. 
^carper (D), another Amtrak p a r t i s a n , i s pushing Roth. 



But the key pl a y e r has now become Rep. Bud Shuster (R-Pa.), chairman of 
the House Tr a n s p o r t a t i o n and I n f r a s t r u c t u r e Committee. 

B a s i c a l l y , i f Shuster and Roth come t o a meeting of the minds, i t i s 
a l l but c e r t a i n the proposal would be f o l d e d i n t o the budget 
r e c o n c i l i a t i o n b i l l working i t s way through Congress. 

Shuster said e a r l y on t h a t the highway t r u s t fund would be used f o r 
Amtrak 'over my dead body.' But he said he was w i l l i n g t o l i s t e n t o a plan 
to take the money from the t r a n s i t p o r t i o n of the t r u s t fund. 

That i s what the Senate plan would do. On Oct. 1, the 2 1/2 cents of 
the 18-cents-per-gallon f e d e r a l gas tax t h a t had been going i n t o the 
Treasury f o r ' d e f i c i t r e duction' a u t o m a t i c a l l y reverted i n t o the t r u s t 
fund. 

The Senate plan would take a h a l f - c e n t of t h a t amount, which normally 
would go i n t o the mass t r a n s i t p o r t i o n of the fund, and give i t t o Amtrak. 

A f t e r s i t t i n g on the sidelj-nes f o r months, Shuster has signaled he i s 
w i l l i n g t:o..j:;onsider-a deal_. Tie~saici'~i'n an i n t e r v i e w -this—week-that-his 
s-taff i s l ^ ^ k i n g carefuiry"'-atr'details of the plan t:o be c e r t a i n i t would -
riot a f f e c t highway funding. He-said-he al-so must have assurances t h a t no 
e f f o r t w i l l be made" i n the f u t u r e t o t r a n s f e r highway funds i n t o the mass 
t r a n s i t account. 

'I've got t o have an oath signed i n blood,' he said. 
Shuster said h i s second requirement was t h a t the proposal be t i e d t o 

the 'reforms' i n the Amtrak a u t h o r i z a t i o n b i l l t h a t h i s committee produced 
and t h a t passed the House, 406 t o 4, l a s t week. That includes a number of 
labor amendments i n c l u d i n g one r e q u i r i n g Amtrak unions t o nego t i a t e w i t h 
Amtrak t o 'contract out' work normally done by r a i l union members. 

E a r l i e r t h i s week. Downs announced Amtrak had more than met i t s f i s c a l 
1995 business plan, c u t t i n g 16 percent of i t s t r a i n service and reducing 
employment by 1,553 people. 

At the same time, r i d e r s h i p has held up as passengers s h i f t e d t o other 
t r a i n s or t r a v e l e d on other days of the week when a route was cut back 
from d a i l y service t o three or f o u r times a week. 

Amtrak supporters say t h a t without c a p i t a l improvements, the r a i l 
service can continue t o operate a n a t i o n a l system f o r perhaps a few more 
years, but not f o r e v e r . 

'The absence of the h a l f - c e n t sends us on a s l i p p e r y slope,' said Ross 
Capon, head of the National Association of Railroad Passengers. 'You may 
not r e a l l y know how bad things are t i l l you wake up one morning and i t ' s 
on the verge of collapse.' 

Caption: 
Supporters say t h a t without c a p i t a l improvements, Amtrak can continue 

to operate a n a t i o n a l r a i l system f o r perhaps only a few more years. 

Access No: 95652577 ProQuest - The Washington Post Ondisc 
T i t l e : HOUSE PANEL VOTES TO KEEP CURRENT AMTRAK SUBSIDIES; BILL 

ALSO ALLOWS HIGHER CHARGES IN NORTHEAST 
Authors: Don P h i l l i p s , Washington Post S t a f f W r i t e r 
Source: Washington Post, F i n a l E d i t i o n 
Date: Friday May 26, 1995 Sec: A SECTION p: 24 

Length: Medium (643 words) Type: News N a t i o n a l ; News MD 
Subjects: Public t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ; Government subsidies; Trains; Rates 
Companies: Amtrak 

Abstract: Amtrak's p o l i t i c a l renaissance rumbled along as a House 
subcommittee voted t o continue f e d e r a l subsidies at t h e i r 
c u rrent l e v e l s through 1998 while a l l o w i n g Amtrak t o 



increase charges t o Maryland and other northeastern states 
f o r commuter t r a i n s . 

Copyright The Washington Post 

A r t i c l e Text: 

Amtrak's p o l i t i c a l renaissance rumbled along yesterday as a House 
subcommittee voted t o continue f e d e r a l subsidies at t h e i r c urrent l e v e l s 
f o r three more years while a l l o w i n g Amtrak t o increase charges t o Maryland 
and other northeastern states f o r commuter t r a i n s . Charging Northeast 
Corridor states more i s one of the key demands of members of Congress from 
the r e s t of the country, where states have been forced t o pay e x t r a t o 
keep t r a i n s running a f t e r Amtrak proposed t h e i r abandonment. 

An amendment t o r e t a i n the current c e i l i n g on payments from Northeast 
Corridor commuter a u t h o r i t i e s was defeated 10 t o 6. The Northeast Corridor 
i s Amtrak-owned t r a c k between Washington and Boston. 

How much more Maryland and other c o r r i d o r states would have t o pay f o r 
commuter t r a i n operations would depend on n e g o t i a t i o n s w i t h Amtrak. But i f 
the p r o v i s i o n survives the l e g i s l a t i v e process, states have estimated 
there could be as much as a doubling of the $60.2 m i l l i o n they paid i n 
f i s c a l 1994. Maryland's b i l l t h a t year was $4.4 m i l l i o n . V i r g i n i a Railway 
Express i s unaffected because i t does not operate n o r t h of Washington. 

John Agro J r . , a d m i n i s t r a t o r of the Maryland T r a n s i t A d m i n i s t r a t i o n , 
said h i s s t a t e has a stake i n Amtrak's s u r v i v a l , but 'obviously anything 
t h a t increases our operating costs i n any fashion, we would not be 
supportive of. We t h i n k t h i s i s a f e d e r a l r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . ' 

The o v e r a l l Amtrak a u t h o r i z a t i o n i n yesterday's actions by the r a i l r o a d 
subcommittee of the House Tra n s p o r t a t i o n and I n f r a s t r u c t u r e subcommittee 
tracks the three-year, $772 m i l l i o n per year l e v e l passed e a r l i e r i n the 
House budget r e s o l u t i o n , making House passage l i k e l y . F i n a l numbers w i l l 
be set i n l a t e r a p p r o p r i a t i o n s b i l l s , however. 

The b i l l would squeeze more money f o r Amtrak out of states and 
organized labor, while g i v i n g Amtrak new l i m i t s on l e g a l l i a b i l i t y and 
greater f l e x i b i l i t y i n dropping or adding routes. 

Organized labor was d e a l t a setback, w i t h the subcommittee v o t i n g t o 
negate c o l l e c t i v e b argaining agreements against c o n t r a c t i n g - o u t of 
maintenance work and imposing a n e g o t i a t i o n s deadline on Amtrak and i t s 
unions t o chop back severance payments t o l a i d - o f f workers, which now can 
l a s t as long as s i x years. 

Rep. Susan M o l i n a r i (R-N.Y.), subcommittee chairman, said the labor 
cuts are a b i t t e r p i l l f o r Congress and Amtrak, but the subcommittee w i l l 
not be able t o win House support f o r the subsidy package i f there are not 
changes t h a t w i l l allow Amtrak t o cut expenses, i n c l u d i n g labor costs. 

'Those [subsidy] numbers are why I am so determined t o get a b i l l 
through w i t h these major reforms i n i t , ' said M o l i n a r i , whose constituency 
has a strong labor component. 

As the Republican-controlled Congress convened e a r l y t h i s year, 
Amtrak's e n t i r e subsidy was ^onsidered_ a ..prime, budget t a r g e t . Budget^ 
^Commitree'-Chai-rman'"John'RT Kasich (R-Ohio) suggested p r i v a t e l y ' t h a t the 7 
"icorporation could be ' zeroed _out,'_.and Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.) said-' 
Amtrak might be ' p r i v a t i z e d . ' But the passenger t r a i n corporation's 
fortunes took a dramatic turnaround when mayors and governors staged a 
major lobbying campaign. 

As a member of the Budget Committee, M o l i n a r i played a key r o l e i n 
convincing Kasich t h a t i t would cost more to shut down Amtrak than t o keep 
i t going because of such f a c t o r s as major labor p r o t e c t i o n payments to 
employees. 

The Budget Committee voted t o phase out Amtrak over the next seven 
years, but t o the d e l i g h t of Amtrak o f f i c i a l s , t h a t phaseout wouldn't 



s t a r t f o r three years. The Amtrak p r o v i s i o n passed the House as p a r t of 
the o v e r a l l budget b i l l . 

The extent of Amtrak's p o p u l a r i t y on C a p i t o l H i l l came through c l e a r l y 
yesterday when subcommittee members expressed s u r p r i s e t h a t the 
a u t h o r i z a t i o n l e v e l s i n M o l i n a r i ' s b i l l d i d not q u i t e come up t o the 
l e v e l s of the budget b i l l . The subcommittee voted 16 t o 0 t o increase 
funding t o the maximum allowed by the budget r e s o l u t i o n . 

' I f Amtrak ever needed money, i t needs i t now,' said Rep. Sherwood L. 
Boehlert (R-N.Y.), i n supporting the amendment o f f e r e d by a Democratic 
colleague, Rep. Bud Cramer of Alabama. 
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A r t i c l e Text: 
Thir t e e n long years ago, almost t o the day, t h i s space was devoted t o 

r e l u c t a n t but emphatic c r i t i c i s m of the National Railroad Passenger Corp., 
a k a Amtrak. Acknowledging t h a t ' i n some important respects Amtrak has 
indeed improved,' I nonetheless saw no choice except t o conclude t h a t 
'Amtrak simply doesn't work' and t h a t , on ample evidence, a more s u i t a b l e 
name f o r i t would be Don't-Give-a-Damtrak. 

That was a baker's dozen years ago. Those years have seen a steady 
d e t e r i o r a t i o n i n Amtrak's tracks and equipment, as w e l l i n as the q u a l i t y 
and courtesy of i t s s e r v i c e . Oddly, though, t h i s d e cline has not been 
accompanied by the concomitant decline one would expect i n congressional 
support f o r Amtrak. Even the new Republican m a j o r i t y , whose members' zeal 
f o r budgetary search-and-destroy missions seems t o know no bounds, looks 
the other way when i t comes t o Amtrak. The n a t i o n a l i z e d p u b l i c r a i l r o a d 
has become one of the f a t t e s t pork b a r r e l s around. As such i t provides 
stunning evidence of hypocrisy not merely here i n the c a p i t a l , where 
d u p l i c i t y i s assumed t o be i n t r i n s i c , but out there i n the great heartland 
as w e l l , where r u s t i c s and p r o v i n c i a l s d e l i g h t i n c o n t r a s t i n g t h e i r own 
sturdy r e s p o n s i b i l i t y w i t h the c a p i t a l ' s pervasive v e n a l i t y . 

Not t h a t t h i s should come as any r e a l s u r p r i s e , but i t turns out t h a t 
Middle America i s every b i t as capable of s e l f - s e r v i n g hypocrisy as 
Inside-the-Beltway Washington. Never mind t h a t hardly anyone out there 
a c t u a l l y uses passenger t r a i n s . They, or at any ra t e the most vocal of 
them, demand Amtrak service as t h e i r r i g h t even as they demand t h a t t h e i r 
f e d e r a l taxes be cut t o rock bottom. Amtrak service has become the 
boondocks equivalent of the b i g - c i t y big-league sports f r a n c h i s e : I f you 
haven't got one, you're out of i t . 

A l l of which explains why l a s t week's announcement of cutbacks i n 
Amtrak service -- the second such announcement i n two months -- f e l l so 
fa r short of addressing Amtrak's problems i n a d i r e c t , responsible manner. 
What needs t o be done i s simple: Close Amtrak down and o f f e r i t , i n whole 



or i n p a r t s , t o the highest bidder. What was done instead was merely the 
same o l d same o l d : cuts i n t r a i n service but not, w i t h a few t r i v i a l 
exceptions, i n routes. Amtrak claims t h a t i t w i l l save $173 m i l l i o n i n the 
current f i s c a l year, but i t r e a l l y i s n ' t saving anything. I t w i l l s t i l l be 
running d e c r e p i t t r a i n s on outmoded t r a c k s ; i t j u s t won't be running some 
of them q u i t e so o f t e n . 

That the new Republican m a j o r i t y not merely countenances but supports 
t h i s evasion of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y provides a r e v e a l i n g comment on i t s own 
hypocrisy. The members of the new m a j o r i t y are against government, i t 
seems, only when they d i s l i k e what government does. They don't l i k e 
'welfare mothers,' whom they assume t o be o p p o r t u n i s t i c leeches upon the 
body p o l i t i c , so they cut them o f f . They do l i k e subsidized p u b l i c 
passenger t r a i n s t h a t serve, i f 'serve' i s the word f o r i t , communities i n 
t h e i r d i s t r i c t s , so they c o l l a b o r a t e i n the perpetuation of those t r a i n s . 
The next time one of these people r i s e s t o l e c t u r e us on f i s c a l 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , reach f o r the s a l t shaker. 

According t o Thomas Downs, president of Amtrak, w i t h the l a t e s t round 
of cutbacks 'we're down t o what we t h i n k i s the defensible foundation of 
rail-passenger service i n t h i s country.' 

I t a l l depends on who's doing the defending, or the d e f i n i n g . There are 
those, among whom f o r many years I was numbered, who b e l i e v e t h a t r a i l 
service i s so important not merely t o our o v e r a l l t r a n s p o r t a t i o n network 
but also t o our sense of n a t i o n a l u n i t y t h a t government subsidy i s wholly 
j u s t i f i e d ; presumably i t i s these t o whom Downs r e f e r s , and presumably 
they would agree w i t h him t h a t we are now down t o a minimum below which we 
must not go. 

The contrary view i s t h a t i t i s not the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of a 
representative government t o provide i t s c o n s t i t u e n t s w i t h a service t h a t , 
as they have made abundantly p l a i n through t h e i r behavior, they do not 
want. The t r u t h i s t h a t the 'constituency' f o r n a t i o n a l i z e d passenger r a i l 
service t o which Congress so r o u t i n e l y c a p i t u l a t e s i s a chimera. I n 1993 
Americans spent n e a r l y $500 b i l l i o n on t r a n s p o r t a t i o n , ranging from new 
cars t o bus and cab f a r e s ; they spent less than $700 m i l l i o n of t h a t on 
i n t e r c i t y , non-commuter r a i l t r a v e l . Given t h a t a great p a r t of t h a t $700 
m i l l i o n s u r ely was spent i n the h e a v i l y t r a v e l e d Boston-New 
York-Washington c o r r i d o r , i t i s c l e a r t h a t passenger r a i l t r a v e l i s a 
barely v i s i b l e b l i p i n the o v e r a l l t r a v e l p i c t u r e . 

I t i s t r u e t h a t government spends money on other services t h a t have 
r e l a t i v e l y small c o n s t i t u e n c i e s , but i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o t h i n k of one i n 
which outgo i s more d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e t o demand than Amtrak. Apart from the 
Northeast Corridor and perhaps the Los Angeles-San Diego route, passenger 
t r a i n s now mainly serve r a i l r o a d s e n t i m e n t a l i s t s , f e a r f u l f l i e r s and 
rubberneckers. That they do so at p u b l i c expense f l i e s i n the face of j u s t 
about everything t h a t Americans a l l e g e d l y b e l i e v e government should do. 

One may consider i t both r e g r e t t a b l e and s h o r t s i g h t e d , as indeed I do, 
t h a t Americans choose t o t r a v e l p r i m a r i l y by p r i v a t e automobile, but t h a t 
i s the choice they have made and t h a t explains why the highway 
i n f r a s t r u c t u r e receives so much government support. D i t t o f o r the airway 
i n f r a s t r u c t u r e ; Americans decided years ago t h a t f o r i n t e r c i t y t r a v e l , 
e s p e c i a l l y business t r a v e l , they p r e f e r r e d the a n t i s e p t i c e f f i c i e n c y of 
planes t o the cozy i n e f f i c i e n c y of t r a i n s , and government responded 
accordingly. I f anything, i t can be said t h a t , weighed against a c l e a r 
lack of genuine p u b l i c demand f o r passenger t r a i n s ervice, government has 
provided excessive subsidy r a t h e r than, as the Amtrak lobby claims, 
i n s u f f i c i e n t support. 

These are the words of a r a i l r o a d s e n t i m e n t a l i s t . I am o l d enough t o 
remeTT±)er white napkins and red roses i n the d i n i n g cars of the New York, 
New Haven & H a r t f o r d , and I s t i l l miss them. I t h i n k a high-speed t r a i n i s 
a f a r more sensible way t o t r a v e l between the c l o s e l y packed c i t i e s of the 
Northeast than a plane. But I no longer b e l i e v e t h a t i t i s Washington's 



job t o coddle me i n my n o s t a l g i a . Not merely t h a t , but a f t e r a quarter 
century of running a r a i l r o a d , Washington has proved beyond any reasonable 
doubt t h a t i t has no idea how to do so. 

Put Amtrak on the block. P r i v a t e i n t e r e s t s w i l l buy i t , k i l l the 
u n p r o f i t a b l e routes and b r i n g the workable ones up t o speed. P r i v a t i z a t i o n 
i s hardly the answer t o a l l of government's problems, but i n 
Don't-Give-a-Damtrak's case i t ' s the only answer. 
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Amtrak, which w i l l receive $1 b i l l i o n i n f e d e r a l subsidies 
i n 1995, proved t o be more popular w i t h c o n s t i t u t e n t s than 
Congress or the states had thought, thus avoiding GOP 
budget cuts. 

Copyright The Washington Post 

A r t i c l e Text: 
Amtrak was supposed t o be a b i g f a t t a r g e t f o r Republican 

budget - c u t t e r s . But a funny t h i n g happened on the way t o the chopping 
block: Amtrak, which w i l l receive $1 b i l l i o n i n f e d e r a l subsidies t h i s 
year, proved t o be more popular w i t h c o n s t i t u e n t s than Congress or the 
states had thought. 

A f t e r the Republicans took over Congress t h i s year. House Budget 
Committee Chairman John R. Kasich (R-Ohio) proposed t o f e l l o w GOP 
lawmakers t h a t Amtrak be high on the l i s t of programs t o lose f e d e r a l 
subsidies. But an in f o r m a l b i p a r t i s a n team of governors and mayors came 
together t o f i g h t f o r continued government-aided passenger r a i l service i n 
t h e i r areas. The support they generated, and a w i l l i n g n e s s by the states 
to pay a share of the costs, prompted Kasich t o r e t r e a t from h i s o r i g i n a l 
plan of 'zeroing-out' Amtrak. 

Leaders of the f i g h t t o save Amtrak such as Phi l a d e l p h i a Mayor Ed 
Rendell and Wisconsin Gov. Tommy G. Thompson (R) argued t h a t i f Congress 
cuts o f f a l l funding t o Amtrak, the United States would be the world's 
only i n d u s t r i a l n a t i o n t h a t does not provide governmental help f o r 
passenger r a i l s e r v i c e . 

But even Amtrak's supporters such as House Tra n s p o r t a t i o n and 
I n f r a s t r u c t u r e Committee Chairman Bud Shuster (R-Pa.) warned them f e d e r a l 
support would d i m i n i s h . ' I f the states t h i n k i t ' s important, then l e t them 
b e l l y up t o the bar,' Shuster said. 

Circumstances forced states t o take a c t i o n . Running out of money, the 
Amtrak board of d i r e c t o r s voted t o cut t r a i n frequencies on several routes 
on Feb. 1, and t o k i l l others beginning Sunday, i n c l u d i n g 
Chicago-Milwaukee, Chicago-Grand Rapids, San Jose-Sacramento, 
Birmingham-Mobile, St. Louis-Kansas C i t y , Philadelphia-Harrisburg, 
P h i l a d e l p h i a - A t l a n t i c C i t y and New York-Montreal. 

Another round of cuts i s t o be announced next Thursday. 
Amtrak and Congress were surpr i s e d at the st a t e s ' r e a c t i o n t o the f i r s t 

round of cuts, since the conventional wisdom i n p o l i t i c a l c i r c l e s had been 



t h a t r a i l service was of major importance only t o t r a v e l e r s i n the 
Northeast c o r r i d o r s t r e t c h i n g from Boston through New York, Philadelphia, 
Wilmington and Baltimore t o Washington. 

Rendell noted Amtrak i s one of the three p r i n c i p a l means of t r a v e l i n 
t h a t c o r r i d o r along w i t h the a i r s h u t t l e s and I n t e r s t a t e 95. He said more 
people make i n t e r c i t y t r i p s on Amtrak than by a i r . 

But i t turned out Amtrak had strong supporters i n other p a r t s of the 
country. One by one, governors and l e g i s l a t u r e s put t h e i r money where 
t h e i r t r a i n s were, beginning w i t h Thompson of Wisconsin who came up w i t h 
money to keep some Chicago-Milwaukee t r a i n s going. 

Others who j o i n e d the lobbying e f f o r t were Meridian, Miss., Mayor John 
Robert Smith, speaking f o r the South and small c i t i e s and r u r a l areas; 
Delaware Gov. Thomas R. Carper (D), who i s the governors' r e p r e s e n t a t i v e 
on the Amtrak board; and, t o a lesser extent, the GOP governors of 
Michigan and I l l i n o i s and the Democratic governor of Missouri. 

C a l i f o r n i a , Missouri, Pennsylvania, and Vermont also came through w i t h 
the necessary funds. Alabama, M i s s i s s i p p i and Louisiana are n e g o t i a t i n g t o 
keep Birmingham-Mobile running and t o r e s t o r e t r i - w e e k l y Atlanta-New 
Orleans service t o d a i l y . 

The d e c i s i o n was tougher f o r some states than others. C a l i f o r n i a ' s 
a d d i t i o n a l $850,000 payment i s small compared t o i t s huge s t a t e budget, 
but the $581,000 Vermont has agreed t o pay t o keep service going t o St. 
Albans i s a major investment f o r t h a t sparsely populated s t a t e . The t r a i n , 
formerly the Montrealer, w i l l be c a l l e d the Vermonter because i t w i l l no 
longer go t o Montreal but w i l l make stops at p r i n c i p a l r e s o r t s and s k i 
areas. 

'Vermont was the most s i g n i f i c a n t t o us,' said Amtrak President Thomas 
Downs, because i t shows states w i l l make f i s c a l l y p a i n f u l decisions t o 
keep t r a i n s running. 

Smith of Meridian has s u r p r i s e d Congress w i t h h i s e n t h u s i a s t i c 
lobbying. His town of 42,000 l o s t d a i l y service i n the f i r s t round of 
cutbacks, and now i s v i s i t e d by three t r a i n s a week each way between New 
Orleans and New York. 
• 'For great numbers of people i n our region, f l y i n g i s not an op t i o n , ' 

Smith said. 'Either the service i s n ' t there, or i t ' s too expensive. We 
must have a n a t i o n a l , not a r e g i o n a l t r a n s p o r t a t i o n system. I t i s c r i t i c a l 
f o r economic development. And, most im p o r t a n t l y , i t has a personal face. 
You're wrong i f you look at the problem as running a r a i l r o a d . What's 
r e a l l y at stake i s g i v i n g m o b i l i t y t o people.' 

Smith has the ear of Sen. Trent L o t t (R-Miss.), the m a j o r i t y whip and 
chairman of the surface t r a n s p o r t a t i o n subcommittee of the Senate 
Coipterce,---Scienc.e _and_.Transpor.tation Committee.. 

^ ^ i L o t t , who has become an Amtrak supporter a f t e r r e a l i z i n g how popular i t 
.^^s...>n'Mississippi-,-persuaded .Amtrak t o hold p u b l i c forums t o drum up-
p u b l i c backing f o r Amtrak. One was held Tuesday i n Racine, Wis'., and 
others are scheduled f o r Meridian, Philadelphia, Sacramento, S e a t t l e , 
Cleveland and Dallas and hosted mostly by governors and mayors. 

In the meantime, a b i p a r t i s a n group of 122 senators and House members 
representing a l l sections of the country signed a l e t t e r t o Kasich and 
Senate Budget Committee Chairman Pete V. Domenici (R-N.M.) ur g i n g 
continued f e d e r a l support and saying Amtrak ' i s not a l u x u r y but a basic 
component of our modern so c i e t y . ' The signers were as diverse as Sen. 
Daniel K. Akaka (D-Hawaii), whose s t a t e has no Amtrak service, and Sen. 
Joseph R. Biden J r . (D-Del.), who r i d e s Amtrak home r e g u l a r l y . 

The lobbying appears t o be having an e f f e c t . Kasich has now r e t r e a t e d 
from the idea of 'zeroing-out' Amtrak, and instead has suggested a gradual 
phaseout of operating subsidies w i t h some c a p i t a l subsidies c o n t i n u i n g . 

'That was a b u l l e t we dodged,' Downs said. 'That gave us enough room t o 
be a l i v e , at l e a s t i n 1996.' 

But there are p l e n t y more b u l l e t s coming before Amtrak can declare 
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High Speed Ground Trausportation Corridors 

Tiie Northeasf Corridor 

Coniniercial Feasibility Study: Northeast Corridor 

Amtrak's piograni tqjiangjiiglispeed rail passenger sei\ lee to llie New York 
C:ity/13oslon mar keA.yLOctober 19992,lias liii i\ill stride. During the 1906 
eonstruetion season the Ibllowiiig work was aecomplislied: eonipleled Ihe 
installation ol'concrete ties, modernized the 194()-era signal system, and installed 
centralized IralTic control between Boston and New Maven, C: T. Work lo replace 
open-deck railroad bridges with new ballasi deck slruetures is over fiO'J'n eomplele, 
fl\'e high speed interlockings are operational, and critical congestion relief projects 
are progressing. Electrilying the final \ f>b miles ofthe 4.-̂ 7 mile Washington. 
DC:/l3ostoii, MA corridor, the segment belween New Mav;̂ en, Cf , and Boston, 
began with a construction groundbreaking ceremony iiiQtity^ When work is 
conijileied in early 1999 trip limes between New York CitV'antl Bosion will be 
reduced dramatically because the time to switch locoiiioltves al New 1-laven will be 
eliminated anil because ofthe faster acceleiaiing capability and higher speeds tif 
eieclric locomoti\'es. 

Ill .March, .Amtrak awarded a .S754 million coniraci lo the consoriium of 
Bombardier and GEC Alsthom for IS U.S-built high speed tilling trainsets. I ."̂  
high-horsepower locomotives, and three new mainlenance facililies. Design work 
IS underway, and equipmeul manufacturing will begin iie.\t year. Tlie all-electric 
trainsets will he capable of 150-mph lop speeds. The 1.5 electric locomoii\es will 
replace the oldest of Amirak's .AEM-7 Heel used in conventional intercity service. 

Amirak's efforts lo comply with Federal cin ironmental mitigation requiremenls 
include steps lo minimize noise, vibralion and electromagnetic fields (EMF) levels 
along Ihe rail line: stabilize and document historic siriiciures: antl to proteel 
wildlife and natural resources. Programs have been implemented to minimize 
interference with freight and commuter rail traffic during and after consiruction, 
and to improve bridge opcralions and marine traffic management at Amtrak's five 
rail drawbridges crossing rivers in Connecticut. 

In May 1996, responding to the report accon-i|.)anying the Deparhnent iif 
'I'ransporialion and llelaied Agencies .Appropriations Aci for f'A' 1996, f'R.A and 
Amlrak submitted Phase 1 of a Transportation Plan for the NYC-VVashington 
segment ofthe NEC", li identified S2 billion in shorl-lei-m investments needed to 
recapitalize ihis important asset, including modernization of tlie 60 year old electric 
Uaelion sysieni, and a VLu iety of improvements \o bring ihe tunnels serving New 
York City into compliance wiili curreiii lire and safety codes. Phase II . to be 
completetl in 1997, will address future needs in liglit of growing intercity and 
comn-iiiter deniaiid. The Amtrak web site ai www.Amiiak.com provides atWiiional 
information. 

Return to .Stale Corridor Map 
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Press Office 
30lh Street Station 
5th Floor South 
Philadelphia, PA 19104 
www.amlrak.com 

FOR IMMEDIATE REEEASE 
ATK-97-73 
May 30, 1997 
Contact: Rick Remington (215.) 349-2735 

HARVARD RECOGNDZES AMTRAK'S HIGH 
SPEED RAIL PROGR.4M 

PHILADELPHIA - Facing an uncertain future with ledei-al funding 
on tbe -wane, how does Amlrak introduce world class high speed 
train sei-vice to America by the end ofthe cenlury? That was the 
challenge .Amtrak confronted in the midst ofthe biggest restructuring 
in its history. The solution Anitrak came up with has been recognized 
by the Ford Foundation and Flai-vard bnivet-sily's .lohn F. Kennedy 
School of Government as a senii finalist contender in the prestigious 
Innovations in American Government Awards. 

The contract Amtrak negotiated in March 1996 with 
Boi-nbardier/GEC .Msthom to build 18 high speed trains for the 
Northeast Corridor emeiged from a pool of more than 1,500 federal, 
state and local government initiatives submitted in the annual 
competition to advance lo the semiilnalist round, 'fhe Ford 
Foundation and Kennedy School in October will aniiounce the 10 
finalists, who each will be awarded $100,000 Ford Foundation 
grants. 

".As the Innovations .Awards competition enters its second decade, 
the challenge of pi-oviding value to citizens remains undiminished," 
said Professor Alan Altshuler, director of the Innovations pt ogram at 
the Kennedy School. "These semi finalists demonstrate lhal 
govenunent can offer highly creative solutions to iniportanl public 
problems." 

The high speed train procuren-ienl broke new grotind by making the 
manufacturer responsible not only foi- building the tiains, but 
niainlaining them for up to 20 years at a fixed annual price. 
Typically, manufactui-er warranties expire alter just a few yeai-s 011 
train equipment that can be expected lo run in service for 25 to 40 
years. 

Under the high speed rail contract. Bombardier and GEC .Alsthom 
will manage Amtrak employees lo service the trains, and face 
llnancial penalties should mechanical failures cause train delays or 
cancellations. By combining the manufacture and longlerm 
maintenance ofthe trains into a single package, the coniraclor's 
ability to earn profit is lied directly to the quality ofthe product and 
ability to prevent mechanical breakdowns during day-lo-day 
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maintenance. 

"By structuring the contract this way, tv\'o world leadei-s in train 
manufacturing - Bon-ibardier and GEC Alsthom - will share 
responsibility for the perfoi-mance ofthese ti-ains long after they 
leave the factory," said Geoi-ge D. VVai-ringlon, piesidenl of .Amtrak's 
Northeast Coiridor. "Our private pai-lners have a financial slake in 
assuring that the quality ofthe trains lhat come off the assenibly line 
equals or surpasses any high speed tt-ain in the world." 

Boinbardiei-, a Canadian-based company with 5,500 U.S. employees, 
has manufactured more than 3,000 rail cars Ibr 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 afler the TGV, bul with 
major modifications in order to operate on the Northeast Corridor. 

The $754 million contiact lo acquire the I 8 high speed trains and 
another 15 high hoi-sepower locomotives is privately financed lo be 
repaid with passenger revenue eamed when the trains go inlo service 
in late 1999. The contract is a key coi-nponenl of Amtt-ak's $2.4 
billion high speed progi-ai-n, which includes fedeial funding under the 
Northeast Corridor Irnpt-oveirient Project for infrastructure 
inipiovements and electrification ofthe rail line between New Flaven 
and Boston. 

The structure ofthe contract enhanced Amtrak's ability to attract 
private financing Ibr the train procurement. Because the 
manufacturer controls maintenance, they and their lenders ai-e 
exposed to significantly less i-isk regai-ding the condition ofthe trains 
and their longlerm ability to generate i-evenue and pay off the debt. 

Another unique feature ofthe contract irivolves the role Bonibardier 
and GEC .Alsthorn played in designing new maintenance facilities in 
Washington, New York and Boston. Each train will operate as a set 
with locomotives on the Iront and rear and six passenger cai-s, 
including a bistro food car, in between. One ofthe first steps has 
been the development of a specialized training pi-ogram for .Amlrak 
employees who will be supervised by the i-nanufaclui-ers as they 
set-vice the new trains. 

Numerous improventents have emerged during design ofthe nevv 
trainset mainlenance facilities to enhance longlerm reliability, stich 
as: 

Featui-es lo accominodate Ajust-in-lime" management of 
critical repair and replacement parts. This htis i-esulted in 
designing expanded facilities lo iniprove access to parts, 
speeding tip niaintenance work. 
Major components and systems, such as balhi-ooms and air 
conditioning systems, will be built as modular unils that can be 
renioved and replaced quickly as a singular unit. 
Durability and ease ofcleaning have assumed grealcr 
importance in the desigii of interior fabrics, carpeting, seal 
cushion materials, restrooin fixlui-es 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 thai those efforts 
have been recognized by the Ford Foundation and Ihe Kennedy 
School." 
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THREE STEPS TO MODERNIZE THE 
NORTHEAST CORRIDOR 

The acquisition of 150 mph high speed trains niarks the final step in 
a three-part program lo upgrade service on the Northeast Corridoi-. 
Initiated by Congress in ]990, the prograni required thai Amlrak 
prepare for high speed service by fii-sl upgrading the iiifrastruclure 
and electrifying the Boslon-to-New' Haven "north end" ofthe 
Northeast Corridor. (Electrification belween Washington and Nevv 
Haven was completed in the 1930s.) The completion ofthe 
infrastructure and electritlcalion woi'k has been timed to coincide 
wilh delivery ofthe first high speed trains and is eslimated to total $1 
billion. 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Amtrak has substantially 
completed much ofthe 
Boston-lo-New Flaven 
infrastructure work and 
intends to complete the MSB]?Si5fK«*Slf̂ ii!a -̂S!iSi6 

!-emaiiider by 1999. The work includes improvements lo the track, 
sii^nals, bridges and interlockings. 

The track work consists of installing 165 miles of continuous welded 
rail, replacing 360,000 wood ties wilh concrete lies, realigning 128 
ctirves and inslalliiig five high speed interlockings. Thus far, 129 
niiles ofthe welded rail has been installed, nearly 285,000 ofthe lies 
have been replaced and all but 1 1 of Ihe curves have been realigned. 
The ties and curve realignment are to be completed this year and the 
rail work is to be completed in 1998. All five high speed 
interlockings are in place. 

Amtrak has finished all ofthe signal work, installing all ofthe 
revei-se signals and opening a new computerized control center in 
Boston's South Station where all train movements on the Northeast 
Corridor between Bosion and New Flaven are controlled. 

To make room for the installation ofthe overhead caletiary electrical 
power system, clearances had to be increased belween the tracks tmd 
overhead bridges, either by lowering the tracks or by raising or 
removing the bridges. .Also, lo 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 eighl 
scheduled Ibr 1996. One ofthe 16 bridge-raising projects is complete 
with another six on tap for this year. Ofthe 57 bridge ballasting 
projects, 28 are finished wilh seven more scheduled for 1996. 

ELECTRIFICATION 

Amtrak last year gained final federal approvtil and awarded the 
construction coniraci to complete the electrification ofthe Northeast 
Corridor from New Haven lo Bosion. ,A joint venlure of 
Massachusetts Electric Co. and Balfour Bcally was awarded the $321 
million contract and plans to start work in .kmc. Amlrak has obtained 
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all stale approvals from Massachusetts and Rhode Island and applied 
for its final environmental permit from Connecticut. 
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TOPICAL 
SUMMARYTOFIC.AL SUM!-LZ\R-i 

The Topical Summary is organized around the four areas ideiitilied in the 
f'ederal Register notice. It identifies the broad issues that were addressed 
under each topic, and 

highlights those areas on ^\'hich there was agreeinent and those on which 
opinions were di\ ided, either within the region or across regions. For those 
issues on which opinions were div ided, an attempt is made to capture the 
essence ofthe opposing points of view. Wherever possible, direct quotes 
are used to illustrate the findings. 

fhe Regional Concerns section focuses on each meeting and highlights 
those issues rliai are unique to that regicHi. 

1 HE ROLF: OF HIGH 
SPEED GROUND 

I RANSPORl ATION I HE 
ROI_EOI' I-IIGH SPEi?.D 
GROUND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Beiielit.s 

Participants at each ofthe sessions were asked if flSGT can fill 
iransi:)oi-tation needs in a cost effective manner not met by their region's 
current transportation system. The universal response from participants al 
the outreach meetings was lhal there is a growing need for fISGT in 
congested inler-ciiy corridors. Pariicipanis believe thai ilic ciirreiii 
tnnisporuilidii svslein is "i.iiii-of-liiiliiiicc." with loo much reliance on the 
auU.)mohile and aviation for iiitei-cily travel. 

'fra\'el congestion on tlie highways and al ihe airports is quickly 
oulstripping the potential for e.^pansion ofthese facilities. Traffic is 
increasing steadily, but the avaiiable space for handling lhat traffic is 
shrinking. l-IS(!iT 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 Inlerstales. "Tlic cost of/building a utw tunc un 
l)ehw.(-n Ricliiiioiul and lVa.\liiiigioii. ifil amid I'v dune, would exceed die 
co.sl nfhiiddim; tin iiddidoinil rail line. " (Seci eitirv Miii iinez. \''ir'j,iiii(i 
DOT) 

Furthcrmoie. HSGT is believed lo be cleaner than automobile and air 
liansportation, and to consume less foreign oil. Thomas M. f)owns, 
President of ihe Nalional Railroad Passenger Corporation, reporled lhal, 
"High .speed rail service belween New York iind Bosion is eonservniivelv 
projecied to reduce pen oleum eonsnni/nioii hv some 14 niillion gallons 
aiimuilly find reduce polluiion in die region hy up lo 15 pereeni. " 

.A third significant benefit attributed to flSGT is its ability to revitalize 
downtown areas thai have suffered the most from domination ofthe 
automobile. While highways have been blamei.1 for breaking up 
conununities and isolating indiN'ickials, construclion of intermodal stations 
has brou'^ht 
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Incronierital lrupro\'i'nieiits 

new life to downtowns, and new economic hope for cities, 'fhere appears 
to be growing public support for mass transit and passenger rail service as 
a practical cure lo many of the ills plaguing tlie current transportation mi.\. 

In each ofthe regions, phinniiig, and in some cases implementaiioii. is 
underway to bring improved passenger rail sei'\'ice to the selected 
corridors. Incremental impi'o\ emeiits are being designed lo benefit all 
potential users ofthe rail system, from commuter lines, eonveniional 
passenger lines and the freight t)peralois. Emphasis is also being placed on 
expanding ihe reach of ihe rail systems, by linking areas lhal could feed 
the high speed rail line. The goal behind these efforts, in all cases, is to 
create a sti onger markel for fISG'f by improving Ihe level of service 
currently being offered. Success stories were cited in every region, 
demonstrating savings in travel time and olher effecis of improving tram 
speeds, frequency, and reliability on ridership levels, as a well as on public 
supiMTit for new rail systems. 

'I'liere was universal endorsement of the importance of linkages between 
HSGT and all other modes of public and private transixii iaiit.in. Links with 
other modes, through iiiiegraied multimodal lerminals, are designed to 
pio\'ide more balanced, convenient and efficieni transponaiion options for 
the traveling public. Ihese linkages include: 

Internioclal Links •' direci connections with airports, inckiding direci baggage transfer: 

• sliitioii locations on urban perimeieis, lo accommodate suburban auto 
traffic: and 

" intermodal terminals providing coordinated scheduling belween rail, bus, 
and transit systems. 

Teclinolosiies 

The lechnologies under consideralitm focus on non-electi ic engines and 
tilt-train technology that will allow modesl to significant increases in speed 
with minimal changes lo the existing infrastructure. While there were 
several references lo "real high speed rail" with speeds cif greater than 150 
miles per hour, most paiticipants focused on the short-term goals of 
increasing speeds lo 90. I 10 and 125 miles per hour. 
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PLANNING 
H,SGTPLANN1NG HSG'I 

Maglev was mentioned infi-ec|ueiilly. 'fhe New York State Depanment of 
Transportation reijoi led lhat their "h/ng term goal is lo evaluale the 
fcasihility of offering verv high speed service (up lo 300 mph) using 
Maglev technology belween major urban centers. " The Floritla Department 
of Transportation is open to consideration of any HSGT technology, 
including Maglev, for the Miami - Orlando - Tanipa corridor. Other 
participants, however, e.xpi-essed reservations about the feasibility of 
Maglev. The Empire Stale Passengers Association, from New York State, 
"seriously questions whether magnetic levitaUoii would be cost effcciive 
here, llie only pan of our corridor where the voiumc might warrant it — 
New York to Albany -- is such a short sireich ('141 miles) thai the nine 
saved is unlikely to jiistifv the high cost. Maglev would he 4.5 minutes 
faster (than steel wheel <ni rail technology) hut al $6 hillion. it would be 21) 
limes more expensive." 

TcclmolojJiy Developiiieiit 

Serious concerns were raised about the technology development program 
ofthe Federal Railroad .Adminislration. While there was general agreement 
that new technology needs to be developed to handle the very serious 
grade crossing safety problems, opinions were divided about the merits of 
develo|3iiig new train leclinoli.igies as a part of an effort ti.i build up ;i US 
rail manufacturing industry. Several pariicipanis. who believe that it is 
important to quickly implement some FISG'f systems in order lo prove that 
there is a market, argued lhat existing teclinolog)' should be used because it 
has been developed and teslctl in Europe. Money that would be allocated 
to refining this technology might be better spent in support of consiruction 
and implemenlatioii. according to these participants. 

(̂ )lher pariicipanis argued slrongly in supporl of ihe de\'elopmenl ol'new 
technology, particularly in the form of non-electric engines and positive 
train control systems. These technologies are viewed as "gateway 
technologies" W'h'KVi are essential to accomplish even short-term 
improvements in speed and safely at reasonable cost. 

Planning vs Implementing 

Despite some impatience expressed aboui the prevalent leiidency lo 
continually defer iiiiplemenlalion until Ihe perfecl plan is crafled. all ofthe 
regions are involved in serious FiSGT planning elToris. The desue to 
actually implerneni change ralher than just forecast it, however, has led 
most participating Jtirisdictions to begin to implemenl some iini)ro\ements, 
even minor ones, as a means of building ridership and documenting 
potential ilemand for "verv liigh speetl /Y;//. " fhe Cascadia Corritlor in the 
Pacific NorthwesI is one example of efforts lo Iranslate plans inUi specilic 
projects that will yield short-term results anil set the stage for achieving 
long-term speed goals. 

Several participants stressed thai an integral pan ol planning Ibr flSGT 
involves selling realistic, but challenging, goals for overall levels of 
service, not just speed. 'I he point was made in each ofthe oulreach 
sessions, that frequent, reliable, but relatively slow rail service was more 
critical for market developmeni lhan infrequenl, uineliable, yel very fasi 
train service. A Richmond pariicipani stressed thai you should proiiiise less 
than what you actually hope to deliver because a failure in reliability could 
be devastating lo marlicl demand. 
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I nlcr-.slate Coordination 

Inter-state coordination was raised as a problem in each region that is 
contemplating multi-state train corridors. E\-eii in California, where 
emphasis is currently placed on intia-state rail service, participants 
anticipate the eventual need for improved coordination with neighboring 
states lo the North and East. The problems appear most critical in llie 
mid-west where most targeted city pairs invohe crossing slate lines. A 
primary obstacle is the inability of many state gov ernments lo spend 
money outside lheir borders. This problem is exacerbated by the tendency 
to look at FISG'f from a slale peisiieciive rather tluiii a pure liansportation 
perspective. In llie words of Nicolai Schtisboe ofthe Midwest Fligh Speed 
Rail .Association, "I'e.chnologies. operating speeds, travel limes, and 
airjiorl connections are onlv being assessed hy die extent lo whic h the)' 
serve inlrosttiie political markets. 

There is virtually no assessment of inierslale markets, connections, die 
impact of through service c(.ists or ridership. airport cf>nneeticnis in 
iidjaceiil states, or the costs and benefits of lei linologv selection <>n 
connecting interstate service. " 

Role of Fedci-ai Government 

1-ive broad roles were identified for the Federal government with regard to 
High Speed Ground Transportation planning and iiiiplementation. These 
roles were universally supported by the pariicipanis in the outreach 
pi'c.Kess. 

Facdilaiiiig Funding 

As would be expected, all pariicipanis are looking to the Federal 
government for some form of financial assistance for HS(JT. This 
assistance ranges from major tledicated funding, equi\'alent at least to the 
support provided to the Norlheasi Clorridoi. to allowing the slales 
llexibility in the use of existing ii-anspoiiation funds, lo i:)lTering tax 
incentives as a means of bringing the priv ate sector to the table. 

Technology l'.)eveh)pment 

While there was general agreement that the Federal gin ernment needs to 
spearhead some level of leelinology developmeni effort because the slales 
lack the resources, there was significanl difference of opinion regarding 
the a|5pi'opriaie exient of thai technology development effort. Many 
participants encouraged the f-'ederal governmeiil to use whatever resources 
il m;iy have for technology developmeni lo help build al least one high 
speed system. Other participants believe some technologies such as a 
high-speed non-eleclnc engine, grade crossing barriers, and positive train 
control systems must be developed before any FISG'f system can be 
successfully implemented. 

Safety Slandards 

.All pariicipanis view safety slandards that are compatible wilh the new 
technologies being considered as essential, and believe the FR.A shotild act 
c|Liickly to establish them. Delays in Ihis area will inhibit private sector 
iiivolvemeiil because of uncenainty about the regulaiory fuiure. 

Coordiiialion 

f-or those participants looking for a national fISG'F network, the Federal 
gciveriimeni needs lo play a pivotal role in coordinating the elements of 
that system, including Anitrak as a possible operator of a national system. 

I hose partieipants who are concenirating instead on mulliple regional 
networks, are still looking lo tlie Federal go\ ernnieni for nalional 
leadership, information, advocacy support, and coordination of those 
elements thai are linked to ihe nalional system such as lickeling and 
scliediilinu,. 

Barrier Removal 

A vtiriety of barriers were identified K.) the successful implemeniation of 
FlSGT I fhese are discussed in detail under Implenientalion.') Fhe Federal 
governmeni is being soiiglil by all the pariicipanis lo facilitate the removal 
of many ofthese barriers, by such aclions as selling a cap on liabiliiy 
tiamages, faeiliiaiing labor negoiiaiions aimed al improved efficiency and 
sireamlimng ihe environmental review process. 
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Role ol Slates 

Participants in the outreach effort all agree lhat state governments are "in 
the driver's seal" when il comes lo FlSGT. The mosi critical roles lhat 
Slales should play include: 

• Corridor seleciion; 

" Route designation;" 'Fechnology selection: 

' Creation and managenienl of joint \'entures with the private sector; 

" Management of multi-state joiiil ventures; and 

• Accumulation of funds for the construction ofthe systems. 

Role Ol The Metropolitan 
Planning Organization 
(MPO) 

As the lurisdiction closest to the ultimate users ofthe system, the MPO is 
expected to serve as the link to the consumer for FISG'F in identifying the 
consumers needs. Pai ticipants at die outreach sessions are also looking to 
MPOs lo link llie FISG'f system lo other modes ihrough the ilesign of 
intermodal stations, and to (itherwise support intermi.idalisin ihiougli 
effective land-use planning. 

Role ol the Private Seetor 

Right-ol-Way (ROW) 
Preservation 

Intermodal Connections 

Partieipants were practically unaiiinK.uis that the ).ii"ivate sector should 
operate the FISG'f system and. ideally, should contribute to its plaiiiiiiig 
and construction as well, 'fliere was less agieemeiit on the circumstances 
under which the private sector would agree to "come to the table." 
/•Xccordiiig lo an Albany participant, "The private sector will play a role in 
HSGT. hut only where the risk is defnal'le ami where the opportunily 
e.yisis to make <i smiill projii. " liecause the size of ihe pcilential market and 
the risk lo pri\'aie investors is slill unknow n, llie role of llie privale sector 
slill appears lo be speculative. 

•fhere was a wide range of opinions expressed concerning llie issue of 
ROW preservalion for future I ISG'F operalioii. Most jurisdictions 
responding do nol anticipate problems ]ireserviiig ROW within their 
borders for future high speed use because Ihey will be using routes that 
currently provide conventional passenger rail service or freight service. In 
other cases, states such as Michigan do not anlicipaie a problem because it 
has taken steps to ensure lhat the State had Ihe right of lirst refusal on any 
railroad property sales. 

•fhe more critical preservaiitin issue arises when a thretileiied roiiie crosses 
state lines. North Carolina Deputy Secretary of 'I'iansportation, David D. 
King, commented lhal "If essential corridors are to he preserved as HSGT 
rrnite opiicms. the imporuiiiee of rail coi ridoi preservation as a legitimate 
trnnsportaiion (as oj.iposed lo recreuiional) (iciivitv. will have U} he 
subslantiallv increased." Fie i^roposes "creaiion of a Federal Rail Corridor 
Trust Fund for acipiisilion of threatened designated regional corridors 
when one or more states crossed by the corridtn- are unable or unwilluig 
lo act for preservation in a timely manner." 

Intermodalism is at the heart of HSG I' and appears lo be al the heart of 
FlSGT planning. ,M1 panicipants emphasized the importance of linking 
their HSG'F system to existing transit, highway, and aviation systems in 
order to provide the traveler with a seamless travel experience. Most 
pariicipanis, in fad. went beyond co-loc;iliiig lerminals, lo stress the 
importance 
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ol"genuine coordination with integrtiied baggage handling, scheduling and 
information kiosks. 'Fhe sentiment frequently expressed by the outreach 
participants is lhat HSGF offers the o|.ipoi-luiiiiy to demonstrate how all the 
modes can work in harmony, as a part of a truly balanced transportation 
system. 

Pariicipanis offered strong suppui't of intermodal stations, and not only for 
their coiiiiibulioii towards transponaiion efficiency. Fliese slalions are 
expected to stimulate economic growlli in their surrounding neighborhoods 
and to generate sufficient revenue, through private sector investments, lo 
cover the costs of consiruction. 

Joint Ifse Corridor.s 
Since most ofthe participating jurisiliclions are |.ilanniiig for increiiienlal 
improvements to existing rail lines, rather than conslruclion of totally new 
routes, Ihe issue of joint use 

corridors was not raised as a significant issue. Those slales that did address 
the issue anticipated problems because of limitations in the already 
crowded highway rights of way. Problems that were identined include 
insufficient time frames within which to construct the HSGT mfrastructure, 
such as under bridges, and the excessive curves lhal woukl preclude high 
speed travel. 

Clearly, the foremost issue in planning high speed rail .systems in this day. 
age. and natioiud environment, is financing -- Illinois F)e|')t. of 
Transportation. 

FINANCING HSG I 
The problem raised in all c.ifthe oulreach sessions is ihai achievement of 
the I'lSG F dream will require hundreds of millions, if not billions of 
d(.)llars, and those types of resources are no longer available fiom 
government sources. While many comparisons were made lo the Federal 
investment in the iiitersiate system and in the nalion's airpoits. many 
participants realize lhal that level of federal financing is no longer feasible 
Many others, however, expressed strong seiiiinieiit thai the f-'ederal 
governmeni should make a comparable invcsiineiit in FISG'F. 

Dedicated Federal Fnnding 

A\ significanl number of participants stressed that a stable dedicated source 
of funds was the best way to assist and ensure FISG'f investment, fhe 
Michigan f)0'F expressed a common sentiment thai, "The Falcral 
governmeni must jdav a leadership role in planning and linuncing a 
nalional .system." Wisconsin Secretary of'Fransporlation Charles 
fhompson stated, " I f we are to proeectl with High Speed Rail, we need lo 
have some assurance dun there will l>e a sinnig and loiig-ierm federal 
commitment — including ntit just leadership, hut also adetpiate f'deral 
jiinding." 
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Some pariicipanis, however, fell thai a nevv Federal investment program 
was unlikely lo be established, given the curreni budgetary constraints. 
Some cited the lack of Congressional supporl for a separate program as the 
crucial problem, mentioning lhal the Clinton Administration had proposed 
and suppoitetl such a piogram in 1993 but without success in Congress. 

f'lcxibilily in Fetleral iraiis|.ionatioii I'uiuls has been pro|M)sed as a way to 
provide Federal supporl for FISG'F as an allernative lo a dedicated program. 
Under the cuirent IS'FEA legislation, inleicity rail is the only mode of 
Iraiisporiiiiion excluded from fiexibiliiy. although, as some participants 
were aware, the Senate had supported fiexibility for rail in its original 
IS'l'EA legislation. "I'he Natiemal Association of l^ail Passengers 
summarized this view by stating that "the Federal government should 
provide the same opporUinities for iiwesiment in high-speed (and 
ctinveniionar) rtiil ;is il does for aviation and highways." 

Flexible LIse ol" F'ederal 
Sui-|'ace rrans'|)ortation 
I'unds 

Some regard this exclusion as a direci allack on FISG'F fiom competing 
interests. "States and kicalities ought lo have the right to choose lite 
li";tnsporlation investment they need, nol one pre-deiermined by funding 
regulations and resiriclioiis in Washington," said ihe Washington 
Association of Rail Passenuers. 

Several rail advocaies are concerned, howev'cr. lhal giving the stales greater 
fiexibility lo spend their federal funds does not ensure that it will be used lo 
fund FISG'f programs. .A PcHlland participant articulated the concern 
expressed by many. "Flexihie funding is (udv as good as the people who 
have the power to clu.iose. " ()iie agency with Ihe pow er tei choose the New 
York fJO'f, staled thai "The reality is thai there aie insnfficient finds to 
maintain presenih' fumleil systems, let alone lin'esi in new ones. " 
Aniicipaled culs in Federal funding ctiusetl several pariicipanis to argue 
thai the \'akic of fiexibiliiy is greaily diiiiimshed by shrinking the funding 
pie. 

Flexibility of funding is also complicaled by the backlog of unfunded 
maintenance projecis foi' highway, briilges, and local traiisil and commuter 
systems. If states have tri choose between maintaining what they have or 
building a new system, which will also have to be niaintained, many will 
choose the maiiiienance. 

'Fhere were numerous discussions ofthe appropriateness of continuing 
dedicated trust funds for highways Lind airprirts while leaving "nut to fend 
fn- nself" While not unanimous, there was considerable support for the 
concept of a single 'Fransportation 'Frusl Fund, supported by an increased 
fuel la.x. thai could be used for any tianspoi iation relaied project 'fhe 
Ntilional .Association of Railrotid Passengers argued lhal "the current 
system only ensures that the modes with trust paid access get bigger... The 
general public wants a sensible iransporialion system where investments 
are based on need ralher dian on which specilic mode collected the user 
fee." 

HSG'F As Pari Of The 
Nalional Highway System 

Sev eral participants supporled including ItSCTl corridors vvitli parallel 
highway ci.ingestitin in the National Flighway System l NI IS). Fred 
Nussbaum. ofthe .Association ofOiegem Rail and 'I'ransil .Advocates, stated 
that "IISGl'shouhl be able to direi:ily compete wilh 'V/-/.S' liigliwa\s in the 
same corridor for the same Federal finds." The Washington Association of 
Rail Passengers said that "the federal government should live l>y its own 
ISTFA policies by integrating rail inlo tVHS planning initiativ es." 
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Federal Financing .Assistance 

Many participants chose lo concentrate on other ways the F'ederal 
government could facilitate financing FISG'f systems, in addition to either 
fiexible funding or a dedicated fund. Several suggested reducing the speed 
lloor of 1 50 miles per hour in the definition ;ipplic;ible to the issuance ol" 
lax-free bonds for FlSGT systems. Dav id K.iiig, North Carolina I9eputy 
Secretary of Transponaiion. suggestetl thai a new definilion "might he 
based on the abilitv of a rail .system to iilriiiiuiely he aviation-competitive 
on trip lime. " 

Other suggested forms of federal assistance included loan guarantees, lax 
iiicenlives for privale sector investments, establishing charters for 
mulli-slate authorities with bonding capabilities, and eliminating provisions 
that increase the cost of rail systems, such as Section 13(c) ofthe Federal 
Fransil Act. 

State Fnnding Optiinis 

IMPLEMEN1 ING 
HSCriMPFEMEN'flNG 
HSGT 

Participating slales reported ci.iiisideriiig ti vtiriely of alternative funding 
sources to support the public share ofthe FISG'F costs. 'Fliese include 
bonding tiutliority, lottery revenues, user fees, congestion pricing schemes, 
increases to stale g;is taxes, and revenues liom niulli-modal slalions. 'Fhe 
Stiite of Florida has committed to a %10 million annual funding stream 
starling in 1997 to support implemeniation of HSG'f. Florida funds will be 
used lo support all phases of project implenieiiiaiii:)ii and lo cover operating 
deficits in the early years of sysiem opcralions. 

fhe discussion on iniplenienialioii of FISG F focused on the barriers that 
currently exist that must be renioved in order lo realize the full i.-xdential of 
this mode of iransporialion. F.ighi principal barriers were ideniified. 

Liabilitv 

Grade Crossings 

Eiabilily was viewed by many as a the "single greatest obstacle to ihe 
implementiition of high speed groniul innisportatitni. " One tilternatix e 
considered was a i'ederal cap on punitive damages, with a per person or per 
incident ceiling, as is done in the international airline industry. 'Fhere 
appears to be strong supporl for liability insurance lo be purchased al the 
t'cderal level lo prolcct the nalional I ISG'f operalor (if there is one), plus 
all regional providers, the railroads, the slales and ilie general public. 

")Ou cannot (.iverestimate die legal, economic, and poliiieal costs oj 
dealing with grade crossings. " (Albany paificipaiil) 

•fhere was universal agreenieni lhal the Federal Ciovernment needs to lake 
llie lead in defining safety standards for FlSGT and in ileveloping ihe 
icchnology to offer low cost alternatives to grtide se|.)aration or crossing 
closures. Many participants argued thai until the safety standards are 
established, it is unreasonable lo expecl any significant progress in 
increasing average speeds above 79 miles per hour. 
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Permitting Processes and 
Rlnvironmental Review 

"The Federal government should be able to pre-empt state and 
local regulations that would preclude HSGT." (.Albany 
liarticipanl) 

Several participants raised concerns thai environmenlal 
reviews and peri-nitling mtike il exlremely difficull lo build a 
HSGT corridor, or even lo upgrade an existing rail line for 
high speed operation, especially on an inlerstate corridor. 
Several cited the lengthy environmenlal process Amli-ak is 
undergoing, including a lawsuit, in upgrading the Nevv 
|-laven-Bosloi-i route, which has been a high density rail 
corridor for 1 50 years, and one suggested lhal "incentives 
should be offered to states for eliminating restrictive 
regulations and procedures lhat slow the implementation of 
HSGT. " Some ofthese regulations nol only hamper 
construction bul also operation, including the speed limits on 
trains intposed by some localities. There vvtis supporl for an 
active Federal role in dealing with these problems. There was 
clear supporl for the federal governmeni to examine these 
processes wilh the goal of streamlining ihem and removing 
redundancies and connicts. Sonie suggested IhttI the Federal 
governmeni should coordinate Ihe permilling piocess for 
FISGT projects, especially those that cross slate lines. "Too 
many agencies arc involved in the regulator}' review process. " 
said one Sacramento pariicipani, "There needs to be 'one-stop 
shopping' if we expect the private sector to become players. " 

Rail Labor Issnes 

Slate Restrictions on 
Speiuling 

State Snpported Rail .Service 

The issue of rail labor proleciion was raised mosi strongly hy 
representalives ofthe railroad iiidusrry and of rail passenger associ:itioiis. 
fhe Association of .American Rtiilroads unequivocally stated thai "die 

f •eight industry cannot absorb any costs that rail labor may seek to impose 
as (I resull of the planning or implemeutatii.iii of an IISG Tprofect." 'Fhe 

Washington Assocititioii ol Rail Passengeis argued lhal "archaic mandates 
(Did protections ... aciu/div dec rease die poieniial for gr<iwiti of good union 
rail jobs. " Again, no specilic solutions were offered bul the Federal 
government was urged to address the problem. 

Some Slates cited specific restrictions lhat made it difficull for ihem to 
fully ]:)iusue FISG'F. Conneclicui is prohibited fiom s])eiiding any I'unds 
outside ils border, Iheieby making it difficult to pailicipate in any 
multi-slate en'orl for FISG'F in the Northeast corridor, such as 
improvements to Grand Ceiiiral Station in New York City, •piie Stales of 
Oregon and Georgia highlighied resiriclioiis (.in ihe use ofthe gasoline lax 
for any iransportalion projecl lhat is not part ol the highway system. 

'fhere was near universal agreement that the Section 403 (b) program is no 
longer working. In mosi States il has been superseded by a neg(Hiatiiig 
process with Amtrak involving greater cosi exposure for the Slates, •fhe 
States believe that a new I'oiinula must be established for genuine 
cosi-sharing and in order to hjwer the lev el of uncertainty about cost 
exposure. 
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REGIONAL 
CONCERNS KEGX OM.'VL COM CE RM S 

'I vvo points were repeateilly IIUKIC at each of ihe outreach sessions. First, 
there needs to be a eonveniional passenger rail prograni in the finited 
States if we are ever i(i have ;iny hope ofcsiablishing a FISG'f ].iassenger 
svstem. An Albany pariicipani noted that "H'e must have a /.>asseuger rail 
system bef)rc wc can have a high speed rail sysiem Therefoi e. .Amtrak's 
survival is ijiiporiaiil to maintain the public's confidence in rail tn.ivel 

The Role ot Amtrak 

'File second point is ilial slates must have the option of choosing a different 
opeitiior for their regional l lS(-i I sysiem. If the privale sector is being 
encouraged to bring its resources to the FISG'f program, it should have the 
opportunity to compete wilh .Amtrak for the right to operate regional FISG'f 
svstems. 

Technology Development 

fhe underlying question that was not resolved during the outreach sessions 
deals with the merits of a single national FISG'f network versus regional 
networks. Mosi slates watiled ihe freedom to proceed with their own plans, 
selecling their own lecliin.ilogies and tiwarding their own frtinchises. 
However, there was widespread support for an integrated national system, 
with consolidated ticketing and 

scheduling, and |.iossibly a single operalf)i . I low to maintain regional 
indci'ieiidence within an inlegraied national sysiem was never tlireclly 
resolved. 

,'\s was iiidictiied earlier in the discussion about the Role of FISG'f, ihere is 
considerable concern aboui the FRA's technology development efforts, 
'fhere is widespread support for efftHis to develop a new non-electric 
locomotive, a posiiive train control sysiem. and positive barriers ftir grade 
ci(.)ssiiigs. Flowevei", there is concern lhal f'RA nol reinvent existing 
European and .lapaiiese leelinology in hope of establishing a tiS rail 
manufacturing industry. Many participants believe tliaien'ort to create a 
new industry could unduly delav' Ihe iiiiplemenlalion of FlSGT programs. 
Rather than develop nevv irainsel techiioltigy. pariicipanis urged the l-'RA to 
facilitate the imporlalH.in cif European lechiu.ilogy ihrough ihe 
establishment of standards that are compatible with ilie Inteniational 
Railway L)iii(in (UlC) standards. 

With regards to the desire l(j build up the American industry, the senlmiciil 
was expressed that you can't have an HSG F industry in the United States 
until you htive an FISG'l' system. Once the market has been created, the 
industry will follow. 'I he North San Diego Couiily 'Fransil F.)evclopinenl 
Board represenialives cited Ihe lighl rail industry ;is an example. "/;; the 
early I97i)'s the last .'Inieriean suppliers of ears exiled the market. Today, 
with the re-emergence oj light rail across the eoiintrv. there are two North 
American suppliers of equipment. " 

ALI iANYA L IBANY 

'Fhere were several issues lhat enierged only in individual sessions because 
of unique circumstances in ihese regions. Because ihese single-region 
issues vvould be lost in a nalional summary, they have been highlighted lo 
illusirate the regional differences lhat exist with regard to ttSGT. 

'fhere is more interest expressed in Maglev m Ihe Norlheasi than in any 
olher region, perhapis because ihis area has already achieved a high speed 
rtiil system along the Northeast Corridor and on the l/mpire Corridoi' 
belween Nevv York and Albany. The Nevv York Stale DO'T(NYDOT) is 
seriously studying the feasibility of Mtiglev for passenger and freight 
service because of populaiioii densities and growing competition. As a 
result, N^'DOT is urging the FR.A to coiiliiuie to pursue Maglev 
technology. N^'DO'F is also panieularly coneernetl about the cutbacks in 
the level ofAmtiak service on routes other than the Norlheasi Corridoi. 
NYDO'F also believes that reductions in the frequency of trains can 
undermine public confidence in passenger rail as ;i viable mode of 
iransporialion. 
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'fwo unique issues were raiseil at the Richniond meeting. First ihe Virginia 
f)epariinent o f f ransporlalion (VADO'F) strongly emphtisized the need lo 
provide service to Norfolk and the Flamploii Roads areas as |.iari of any 
HSG'F corridor in llie region. I'liis tuea is exi-jeriencnig dranuilic growth 
and serious highway congesiion problems. FISCi'F vvould according to 
VADOT coiilribute greatly \o overall ridership on the corridor. 

RICHMOND File second issue vvas the iniponanee of llie freight iiidusiiy in Ihis regii.m. 
fiiotli Robert Martinez, Virginia Secretary of I'ransporiation, and David 
ICiiig. North Carolina Deputy Secretary of'I'ransportation. stressed that 
FISG'F service could not lie gained at the expense ofthe freight industry, 
fliis will require uivestrneiiis in ti'ack capacity lo prevent confiicts with 
freight traffic and to fully respect freight rail can ieis' property rights. 

SACRAMEN I O 

POR I L A N D 

ORLANDOORFANDO 

Participants al the Sacramento meeting leported lhat the highway system in 
Californiti is now complete, and flSG'f is the next step in the dev eli:ipmenl 
of ground transportation in the state, fhe California Intercity Fligh Speeil 
Rail Commission and ihe California f.)eparin'ieni of'I'ransporlalion are 
undertaking five major planning sludies. till letidiiig lo the devek^pmenl ol"a 
20-yeai' Inlercily Fligh Speed Rail Plan, which is expected to be complete 
bv December of 1996. 'I'he same issues raised by the Federal Railroad 
Administration for ihe developmeni ol";i nalional policy are being 
addressed by California in order lo develop a posilioii on llie lype ol FlSGT 
lhat is most appropriate to meet the needs of Ihe Slale 

'fhe Pacific Norlhwesl is very |3roud of ils t./ascadia corridor, tis an 
excellent example of a true regional ci.n i idor lhal was planned independenl 
of slale and national borders. Rased on llieir experience, advocates lor this 
coi'i'itlor arguci.l very strongly on lielialf of incremental improvemenis ;is the 
best strategy ti.i buikl ;i maikel for HSG'f. 'I hey believe ihat in die early 
slages ol" improvements, increases in trip fretiuency are much more critical 
ihiui modesl increases in speed. Because of ihe (3regoii reslriclioii on the 
use of fuel ttix revenues, they believe that increased fiexibility in the use of 
transporlalion funds is critical, both al the Feder.al iiiid state levels. 
Parlicipants expressed concern about ihe iiossibilily iW increasing fiexibiliiy 
il" ihe organizations with the power to choose have nol recognized ihe need 
for a liiilanced, multi modal Iransporialion sysiem. 

FISG'f's contribution to-the revilalization of iirbtin areas was stressed by the 
Mayor of Orlando, Glendti Flood, in her welcoming remarks to Ihe Orlando 
meeting. Fhe State is coiicenirating ils planning on the 
Miami-Orlando- I'ampa mule, wilh fiiluie expansion lo Dayloiia and 
.lacksoiiville. Intercity passenger travel, mainly highway and air navel, is 
growing al an tinnual rale of 3 percent Since the State ol" Florida recognizes 
tlitil it will not be able lo build enough highways or airports to 
accommodate thai growth, it has adopted a policy to limit the number of 
lanes lo be proviiled on new or reconstructed inierslale and olher major 
highways. Insteail it is looking to FISG'f, which can be btiili at a fraction of 
the cost of building a nevv four-lane highway. Consequenily, F lorida has 
solicited pi'0]?osals for ;t public/pi ivale venlure lo develop FISG'F on the 
M iami-Orlando-'Fampa corritlor. 
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C : H I C A G 0 CHICAGO 

Participants at the Chicago meeling are perhaps the most l'amili;ii' with the 
difficulties of planning an IISGT corridor thai crosses multiple slale 
boundaries. 'Fhe area is simultaneously looking ;it separate routes from 
Chicago--lo St Fouis, F)eiroit tind Milwaukee In each route, a dilTereiil 
Slate is taking the lead on planning, "fhe Midwest Fligh Speed Rail 
Association strongly encouraged the I'ederal government to "cnecniragc. 
empower, and reward states and rc:gions which join together and pool their 
resources to build high speed rail systems. " I his could be accomplished, 
according to the Association, by providing special powers to inlerstate and 
niter-regional joini power authorities, including special iHinding. tax. 
financing, eminenl domain and regulaiory aulhoriiy. 'fhe problems 
involved vviili creating partnerships with ilie privale sector were raised by 
the Illinois Department of'fraiisportation, whieh suggested thai the 
organizational cultures of a government agency antl a privale sector 
investor are so dinerent lhal il vvould be difficull for Ihem lo become line 
partners unless some special exemptions were made to the normal rules and 
regulalicms that govern how slale agencies are expected lo proceed. 

Since the Midvvesi was severely affected by the receiii cuts in Amtrak 
service, incremental improvements to eonveniional passenger service were 
stressed as the critical first step in implementation of ;i high speed rail 
program. There is growing concern thai public confidence in passenger rail 
service vvas seriously undermined by the cuts in service and that Amtrak 
must be matle stronger. 

'fhe ]:arlicipants at the New Orleans meeting raised several problems that 
were particularly acute in iliis region. Despite the rapid growth in the Deep 
S<uilh, the area is nol adequately served bv inter-cily iransportalion modes, 
fhree projects were menlioiicd as having topi |.n iorities for this area; 

" a rail link belween dovv iiiovvn Nevv Orleans, ils airporl and Baton Rouge: 

" a corridor east to Gulfporl. Biloxi. Mobile, and Pensacola: and 

1 a corridor lo Flouslon. 

NEVV ORLEANSNEW 
OREEANS 

111 addition to providing much needed relief lo ilie highway congestion in 
these areas, al least one official iiivolvetl with emergency transportation I'el 
that FISG'F can serve as a significanl com|X)iieiit ofthe area's emergency 
ev ticualioii plaiiiiiiig. in the eveiil (.if hurricanes. 

I3ecause any FISG'f line in this region vvould crriss multiple state lines, the 
participants at the Nevv Orleans meeting stressed the niiporlance of 
encouraging multi-state venlures. Ii vvas recommendetl by one participaiil 
thai such a regional authority be modeled on the Tennessee Valley 
.Authority. 

Several participants indictiled the need for 
high speed corridor. 

lis lemon lo be desitiiialed as a 

(pooul.hlrnl) 
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National Railroatd Passenger Corporation, 455 Boston Post Road, Suite 206, Old Saybrook, CT 06475 

Arntralr,^^^^^^^ 

July 25, 1997 

QUARTERLY REPORT 
AMTRAKS 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 Union Station, 
have completed their work four months ahead of schedule. Electrification 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 installed, 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 support 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 ther̂ ew 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, Vt., 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 Ivy City maintenance facility, four 
months earlier than originally planned, due to completion of preliminary work by Amtrak 
forces. The new facility will handle heavy maintenance and normal cleaning and 
inspection 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 ^ver 
instituted at Amtrak. With some 30 months remaining before high-speed service 
begins its phase-in, we expect to deliver a level of sen/ice 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 cities 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 
ofthe 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. I 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 

1 Activity | Scope Progress to Date Comments 
Final Environmentai Impact 

Statement issued by the 
Federal Railroad Administration 

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

Record of Decision 
approving project issued 
May 9. 1995 

The Record of Decision granted federal 
permission to progress electrification to 
the construction phase, subject to speaTic 
mitigation requiremenls. 

State environmental approvals review by state 
environmental agencies 
under the federal Coastal 
Zone Management Act 
and Qean Water Act 

all approvals in place 

U Track 
1 Continuous Welded Rail 

Concrete Ties 
U Curve Realignment/Modirication 

140 miles 
331,750 ties 
127 cun/es 

137 miles 
330,000 ties 
119 cun/es 

TLS work completed; spot work 1997-98 
TLS vi/orfc completed; spot work 1997-98 
curve modifications underway 

Signal 
Reverse 
CETC 
Posiiive Stop/Civil Speed Control 

150 miles 
ISO mites 
150 miles 

150 miles 
150 miles 
specification under 

review by the FRA 

fully operational 
fully operational 
to be implemented through 1999 

Bridges 
Undercutting (for added height) 
Raises/Removals 

1 Ballast Deck 

61 locations 
25 bridges 
57 bridges 

43 locations 
5 bridges completed 
34 bridges completed 

10 locations planned for 1997 
projects to be complete by 1998 
8 bridges panned for 1997 

High-Speed Interlockings 5 interioddngs complete permit track changes at 80 mph 

Electrification 
Facilities 
Overhead Catenary System 

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

work to begin Fall 1997 
4,300 foundations and 

l.flOO poles installed 

converts power for use by train 
work underway tn all three states; work to | 

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

18 trainsets (150 mph) 
15 electric locomotives 
3 maintenance facilities 

(Was, NY, and Bos) 

NTP issued to 
Bombardier/GEC 
Alsthom for 12 trainsets 
IS locomotives and 2 
fadlilies. Option for 
addilional equipment 
under negotiation. 

Design underway with production to start B 
Augusty 97; first train delivered for | 
revenue sen/ice end of 1999 vinth phase in 1 
of remaining trains through Spring 20O0. 
High-horsepower locomotives raquired to 
operate conventional trains to Bosion 
under electric power. 

Community Outreach 42 municipalities along 
156-miie corridor 
interested in project 
benefits, impacts, 
mitigation, construction 

continual contact wilh 
local communities 
regarding constmction 
work and concems. 

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

Environmental Mitigation comply with some 70 
requirements included in 
the FEIS and under state 
certificates 

three Connecticut siding 
projects 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; Connecticut has 
assigned a full-time environmental 
compliance inspector to the project. 
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