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Amtrak and NRPC..
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number in all correspondence and communications with this office.
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Thank you,
FOIA Officer
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APPENDIX

EESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED RY HoN. ROGER WICKER TO
RICHARD ANDERSON

Question I What is the long term status of dining car service? Please also provide
a specific schedule for replacement and refurbishment of long distance equipment
{diners, coaches, sleepers and locomotives).

Answer. Starting October 1, 2018, flexible contemporary dining will be offered on
six single night long-distance routes; The Capitol Limited, Cardinal, City of New Or-
feans, Urescent, Lake Shore Limited, and Sifver Mefeor and we intend to reintroduce
a dining car operating with this new service on our Si{ver Star later in the Fiscal
Year. These meals will be hot ready-to-serve entrées and reflect our transition to
a more Mexible and modern dining environment on these trains. Additionally, we are
further differentiating our Aute Train product by adding more Sleeper capacity and
aligning our Coach product to match all other long-distance routes by no longer in-
cluding complimeniary dinner service for thal fare class. Finally, Amirak is consid-
cring modifications to our Viewliner II diners used on the single-night overnight
long-distance trains which would allow these cars to function both as diners and
cafes and/or to support eari service throughoul the train. We plan lo have a concep-
tual design in FY 2020 leading to the development of a working prototype.

FY 2020 plans for two-night trains are more modest. Current planning and design
efforis are underway on an in-depth evaluation of our lood and beverage service on
these traing given their unique characteristics and needs of ocur passengers for FY
2021. In the meantime, our intent is to maintain the basic product and service deliv-
ery methods.

Ag for long-distance equipment refurbishment and replacement, we have ongoing
work to refresh our existing fleet, complete the introduction of new equipment now
being delivered lo the company, monitor the manufacture of new Diesel Locomotives
and undertake a number of design and prototyping efforts ag we continue to experi-
ment with preduct innovations and improvements. Our Amfleet II Coach Refresh
project is estimated completion is December 2019, which will impact most long-dis-
tanec traing in the East. The refresh of Superliner 11 Coaches, predominately used
on_our Western trains and similar in scope to the Amfleet program, is scheduled
to kick-ofT in FY2020 and will be completed in appreximately 12-18 months. Super-
liner IYII and Viewliner [ Sleeper Refreshes are scheduled to kick-off in FY2020 and
detailed schedules are still being refined.

Ineremental work to improve customer experience in the Suoperliner Sighiseer
Lounges and the Diners continues and Amtrak iz currently cngaged with a design
firm to provide conceptual designs for each of these cars in FY 2020. Designs are
to provide a eohesive image and contemporary amenities aligning not only with in-
dustry but cur vision of the network.

Finally, Amtrak is exploring the introduction of & new service class that fits be-
tween our current afferings of Coach and Sleeper on either Lhe one-night, two-night
trains or both, realizing there may be opportunities to reach more customers. In FY
2020, we plan to develop conceptual designs and perform further market research
and analysis Lo determine if this is truly viable. Designs could include a semi-en-
clozed seat that reclines into a bed for those long journeys. We are working towards
prototyping this in FY21.

Question 2. What 1s the status of Amtrak’s regional marketing functions?

Answer. To support Amtrak’s ridership and revenuc gozls, the Marketing tcam
executes hoth national advertising campaigns that reach all markets that Amtrak
serves as well as campaigns targeting specific geographies and audiences, Con-
sigtent with consumer trends, Amtrak advertising campaigng are approximately 90
percent digital and allows us to track bookings resulting from the advertising and
the associated return on investment (ROI), Campaigns reflect a “total market” ap-
proach to ensure that images of people shown in ads are representative of the over-
all population. These “always on” continuous running campaigns leverage such tac-
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tics as paid search, programmatic digital banner placements on hundreds of
webhsites baszed on behavioral targeting, paid social media placements on Facchook,
Instagram, YouTuhe and LinkedlIn, terrestrial radioc and streaming radio such as
Pandora and Spotify. Amtrak’s Marketing team alse works closely with state-cor-
ridor route represcntatives to provide access to crcative assets, facilitate participa-
tion in flash sale tare promotions and to assist them with the planning and execu-
tion of advertising and promotions at the local level.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED Y HON. SHELLEY MOORE CADPITO
T RICHARD ANDERSON

Amirak provides wvaluable service to thouwsands of Wesl Virginians every year.
Amtrak operates two National Network trainz in my state: the Capitol Limited that
provides daily service and the Cardinal that runs three times a week.

There has been a growing concern that Amirak has nol been communieating with
states before making decisions that impact rail service. That is why I was happy
to get language in the FY 2018 Transportation, Housing, and Urban Development
(THLUID) Appropriations bill thal mandated Amtrak to improve their communicalion
efforts when it comes to these kinds of decisions.

Question 1. For the past 52 years, the Collis P. Huntingten Railroad Historical
Society had been running the annual New River Train excursion from Huntington,
WV to Hinton, WV. However, for 2019 the country's last-surviving and longest
mainline passenger excursion train was cancelled. I knew that Amtrak has been
working with the City of Ilinten on a way te continue the New River Train, bul
there has been come confusion on whether a deal has heen reached or not. Could
provide some clarity on Amtrak’s discussions and see if a deal has been reached?

Answer. Amtrak was in regular contacl with the entities involved wilth the New
River Train over the past couple years, working hard to find resolution on a project
we felt was mutually beneficial for Amtrak and the communities in West Virginia.
We will continue Lo maintain regular and meaningful conlacl with our business
partners. As [ am sure you know at thiz time, we have reached a deal to operate
this train, now called the Autumn Colors Express, in 2019 We remain hopeful that
this will continue in future years.

Question 2. This July through August, the Summit Bechtel Family National Scout
Rezerve in Glen Jean, WV will host the 24th World Scout Jamhboree. I understand
that the Boy Scouts have been working with Amirak on potentially allowing greater
train access on the Cardinal line for the upcoming jamboree.

Does Amtrak work with organizations—like the Boy Scouts—in order to provide
service in these unique cases? Followe wp. When service on Amirak’s line is known
in advance and for a temporary pericd—like for the Boy Scoutz—what does Amtrak
take into consideration?

Answer. Amirak does review unique requesls and opporiunities for service from
a variety of interested parties and organizations. Such reguests arc considered on
the basis of their value and contribution to Amtrak, the feasibility of supporting the
proposed operation, polential issues with host railreads, equipment availahilily, and
other congiderations. We reviewed the request from the Boy Scoutz Organization for
2018 and unfortunately, it did not meet our Charter Train Guidelines, which estab-
lish our policies for such services, because of the exlensive amount of equipment and
resource needed to provide adequate transportation for over 4,000 passengers on a
one-time movement. Amtrak would have needed to pull equipment away from other
routes in order to serve thig one-lime movemnent because we do nol have dozens of
cxtra ears that are not being utilized elzewhere in the system.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. MARLA CANTWELL TO
Riciianly ANDERSON

Highway-Rail Grade Crossings. Amtrak’s passenger train service operates on
freight tracks in Washington State where 121 million tons of freight were shipped
by rail in 2014, And the state expects this freight velume to more than double by
2035.

Delays at grade crossings create congestion on our roads. At the worst 50 grade
crogsings in Washington State, trains block each crossing for an average of 2 hours
every day.

The FAST Act authorizes the Railway-Highway Crossings program, which sup-
ports safety improvements to reduce fatalities, injuries, and crashes at public rail-
way-highway grade crossings.
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But it will cost $830 million to improve the 50 most congested grade crossings in
Washington State and in Fiscal Year 2018 the state received only $4.4 million from
the Federal Railway-Highway Crossings program. That is less than halt a percent
of the total funds needed to improve these crossings.

Ruestion I Your testimony stales thal Amirak’s salety risk assessments are being
cxpanded to include grade crossings as a focus area. Will you provide those risk as-
sessments for grade crossings to this committee?

Answer. Specific assessments we conduct of grade crossing are parl of our Safely
Management System (SM3) and contain privileged asscssments and recommenda-
tions internally undertaken for the purpose of evaluating, planning, and imple-
meniing safe and efficient rail service operations. We stand ready o meel with the
Committee, explain the risk asscssment process and to provide examples of the
types of issues we examine in grade crossing risk assessments.

Amitrak Safety Culture and Safety Management Svstem (SMS). One month before
the Amirak derailmeni in DuPont, the Chairman of the NTSE, Roberl Sumwall,
provided an ominous warning about Amtrak’s safety culture.

He said quote, “Amtrak’s safety culture is failing, and is primed to fail again,
uniil and unless Amtrak changes the way it praclices safety management.” In your
testimony in front of this Committee in March 2018, you stated that improving the
safety culture at Amtrak was one of your top priorities.

In your wrilten testimony today, you explain that quele, “Amtrak has conlinued
to implement the safety management system throughout our operations. . .7

However, according to the NTSE, the fatal incidents in DuPont, Washingten and
Cayce, Bouth Carolina demonsirate that cannet control safety management when it
iz aperating on the territory of a freight railroad.

Question 2. How will Amtrak fully implement itz safety management syvstem, or
SMS, on all operations when Amtrak does not control the management of safety
where passcnger trains run on host railroad tracks?

Answer. This is an area where Amtrak has responsibility but not authority, per
se. We are utilizing our SMS to make decisions to operate in o manner that is best
for Amtrak, our cugtomers and employees, and not merely at the discretion of our
host railroads. We will work with them and have observed host railroads to be open
to the mitigations that we have recommended and have agreed to implement some
of these, as demonstrated by our procedures for signal suspengions and non-PTC ap-
erations. This remains an area where legislative assistance would benefit Amtrak
customers and employees. We believe it is imperative that the Federal Railroad Ad-
minigtration (FRA) cstablish one system safety program plan standard for freight
and pazsenger railroads by combining 49 CFR Parts 270/271.

Question 3. How will vou ensure that Amtrak meets the same safety standards
on host iracks compared to where Amtrak operales on its own track?

Answer. Meeting the same safety standards is & twofold approach. We are devel-
oping a change management process and performing a major operating rule analysis
comparing our rules Lo those of our host railreads. In a mature operation, significant
change {such as new route 2egments or other changes to infrastrueture, facilitics,
equipment, services, etc.) is known to introduce risk. The objective of this process
is to institutionalize how these changes are evaluated 1o ensure the risks are under-
stood and properly mitipated. The major operating rule analysis is designed to start
formalizing where key differences in how we operate exist in comparison to our host
railroads, enabling a clear assessment of the risks and opportunities for improve-
ment. We envision that our partnership with hosts, state scrvices, and applicable
stakeholders will only continue to inerease as our SMS matures due to our depend-
ency on their support lor sale and elfeclive operalions.

Amtrak iz looking at Reauthorization and other opportunities to work with Con-
gress and stakeholders to consider a consolidated national operating book to replace
the multiple books that are present Loday across the industry.

Question 4. Are cmployees able to report legitimate safety violations to Amtrak
management without the fear of retaliation?

Answer. Not only are employees able to report legitimate safety violations to Am-
trak management, they are cneouraged to report safety violations and concerns. The
reporting of safety violations allows Amtrak to become a learning organization
where violations are shared, root causes are identified, and mitigations are imple-
mented in a non-punitive cnvironment. A varicty of means are available for report-
ing safety violations te include sharing a violation with an immediate supervisor,
voluntary safety reporting programs, a safety hetline that is monitored daily and
a safety c-mail inbox. Amtrak has zero tolerance for retaliation for reporting or
properly acting upon satety concerns.
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Question 5. Are employees allowed or encouraged to report safety vielations di-
rectly to you az CEQ?

Answer. Yes, employees are allowed to reporl safely violalions or concerns directly
to the CEQ. In fact. the CEQ does receive reports of safety violations or concerns
directly from employees. However, they are encouraged to utilize their chain of com-
mand first. The tront-line rnanagement. at Amtrak 1s more than capable of address-
ing mosl safely violations or concerns. Issues thal eannol be addressed by the [roni-
line management are escalated up the chain until reseclution.

Question 6. Since the implementation of Amtrak’s SMS pregram, how many safety
violations have been reporied year-over-year compared Lo the number of safely vio-
lations reported in the two vears prior to 3MS implementation?

Answer. Over the last two Fiscal Years we have received over 1400 reports of
safety concerns annually as part of the C3RE program and the implementation of
the Engincering Department voluntary reporting program. Thiz iz an increasc in
comparison to the reports received in the two prior years. We attribute this to
heightened awareness of the programs and we anlicipate the upward irend Lo con-
tinue ag communication and cducation around the programs continue.

Positive Train Control {PTC) Exemptions. NTSB Board Member Homendy's writ-
ten testimony notes that the NTSE remains concerned that the Federal Railroad
Administration is, quote “graniling exemptions to PTC, including for more lhan
1,400 miles of freight railroad-owned track on which Amtrak operates, some of
which is in dark {non-signaled) territory.”

Question 7. What are Amtrak’s plans to mitigate safety risks in areas where PTC
is not operational?

Answer. Amtrak’s position remains that PTC should he required for passenger rail
operations in the United States. Only in unique cases where it does not make tech-
nical or praclical sense, will we consider a PTC-equivalent solution as a final solo-
tion. Amtrak completed a review of over 1,400 miles of Main Track Exclusion Ad-
dendum (MTEA) territory and identified appreximately 60 mitigations to improve
operating safely in nen-PTC areas. Over hall of those mitigations have already been
implemented and the remaining items are in work with the responsible host rail-
road. Amtrak acknowledges that it will take time to implement this strategy. As we
continue Lo collect dala lrom host railreads, our assessments conlinue to evelve as
to whether PTC or PTC-equivalency is most appropriate for any territory. Therefore,
for the near term, Amtrak is putting in place non-PTC risk mitigations on these
MTEA segments.

Amirak’s Long-Distance Roufes. Amtrak’s long-distance roules are importani to
Washington's rural communities. There are two long-distance lines in my state, the
Coast Starlight and the Empire Builder. These lines serve 15 communities in my
state, the majority being smaller rural ecommunities.

The Trump administration has repeatedly advocated for eliminating these long-
distance routes, and while [ know vou do not support their elimination, it has be-
come a very sensilive issue for the Commiltee.

Question 8. Can I receive your commitment that you will notify this Committee
of any decisions at Amtrak that could impact the zervice of any of Amtrak’s long-
dislance routes?

Answer. We have no plans to materially alter long-distance routes until Congress
has an opportunity to consider reauthorization, which we believe iz the appropriate
venue [or this discussion. Congress conlinues lo invesl in these roules through the
Appropriations process consiztent with the current authorization enacted by the
FAST Act, and we continue to try to improve our long-distance services and deliver
value to the American taxpayer’s investment. We believe the Coasl Starlight and
the Empire Builder are key routes in this current network.

Ty A P d o) e P Ty A I IS Fl - o B r
RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY IIoN. AMY KLOBUCHAR TO
Ric1iaip ANDERSON

The Empire Builder, one of Amtrak’s longest rail lines, provides a critical link for
many rural communities in Minnesota, In your testimony, you noted the important
role that long-distance Lrains play in these communilies while also highlighling that
these traing often have poor on-time performance.

Question 1. How does poor on-time performance of long-distance rail linez nega-
tively impact small communities, including in rural areas?

Answer. Long-distance train ridership and passenger-miles (the measures of long-
distance train usage) have fallen in recent years. This is during a period when rider-
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ship has grown significantly both on Amtrak’s NEC and state-supported routes. Pas-
senger miles on long-distance traing have fallen dramatically—they are down 12.5
percenl rom TY 2010 to FY 2018, The major cause of this decline is freight train
interference on host railreads, which has devastated on-time performance and re-
duced demand for ]nnger distance rail trips. Trips over 600 miles on long-distance
routes have fallen 20.5 percent from FY 2010 to FY 2018. These decreases are more
significant in coach than in sleeper, reflecting the reduced appeal of the trains to
those whose travel is less likely to be for leisure purposes. Unfortunately, we do not
see these trends changing and it is evident freight railroads that host passenger
trains will continue to ignore the law and delay passenger trains. That is why it
ig critical that Congress look at ways to ensurc freight railroads follow the law of
preference.

Question 2. What steps 15 Amtrak taking to address this?

Answer. Amtrak is dedicated each day to improving on-time performance (OTP)
for our customers traveling on host railroads. We pursue a strategy rooted in col-
laboration. We strongly prefer to resolve all performance issues by working together
with hoszt railroads. Amtrak crews and operating manapgers are in continuous dia-
logue with each host on a daily basis to work to deliver safe and reliable service
on host lines and address any operating issues that may arise. Amtrak management
convenas regular meetings with host railroad execulives and passenger operations
staft to dizscuss performance trends, identify opportunities for improvement, and ac-
tions bolth the host and Amtrak might take to reduce delays. Furthermore, Lthe oper-
ating agreements between Amtrak and each of the Class I host railroads contain
Minancial incenlives based on performance. While these incentive sysiems vary by
host and in their effectiveness, they nonetheless provide an opportunity for substan-
tial financial gain for the timely operation of Amtrak trains. Taking a collaborative
approach to improving on-time performance is our tep priority, and we pursue every
opportunity available 1o us Lo work with hoest railreads on joint performance initia-
tives.

However, we know from experience that Amtrak customers receive the highest
level of reliability on hesl railroads when there is a mechanism to enforce the Fed-
eral statute requiring freight railroads to provide Amtrak trains preference over
freight transportation. Fellowing the passage of the Passenger Rail Investment and
Improvemenl Acl of 2008 {PRITA), OTP exceeded 75 percent for long-distance Lrains
and 80 percent for state-supported trains, and on certain hosts freight train inter-
ference delays—the largest cause of delay to Amtrak passengers on the National
Network—dropped by roughly two-thirds in a matter of weeks. We observed similar
trends in the reverse when the PRIIA Section 207 metrics and standards regarding
OTP were ruled unconstitutional, after which freight train interference delavs rap-
idly increased. Please see our annual Tlost Railroad Reporlt Card, an On-time Per-
formance Report by Route for FY2018, and our menthly Host Railroad Report pro-
vided publicly on vur website: https:www amtrak.com/reports-documents,

Throughoul this Lime, Amirak has soughl Lo work logether with host railroads lo
improve performance, but the dramatic swings in delays and OTI’ immediately fol-
lowing major legislation and legal decisions suggests that OTP on host railroads is
ultimately driven by the Congressional and judicial appetite io hold freight railroads
accountable to existing law. By statute, currently only the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice {DOJ) cun enforce preference in a civil action before a District Court judge. In
Amtrak's entire history, DOJ has initiated only one enflorcement action, against the
Southern IPacific in 1979. Amtrak supports continued authority for the DOJ to ini-
tiate an action, but we request that this authority be supplemented by creating an
abilily for Amtrak to enforee preference, jusi as any other eompany would have a
right to resort to the courts if its rights were being violated.

History has proven that the ability to enforce Amtrak’s right to preference has
the greatest likelihood of resuliing in sustained levels of reliable rail service across
the country, and we appreciate vour leadership on this issue.

RESPONSE T WRITTEN QUESTION SUBMITTED BY HON. Tom UbALL TO
Riciianly ANDERSON

Question. On April 5th, 11 Senators, including myszelt, wrote to you to, ameng
other things, raise concern regarding the cost allocations for the state supported and
long-diztance routes. [ am awarc how the cost allocation works. However, there is
concern that Amtrak uses accounting mechanisms that inflate costs aa‘:o(:lated with
the nativnal network—hby charging long-distance and state-supported routes for
costs which may be more appropriately charged to Amtralk. This is not the first time
Amtrak has been criticized for employing opague accounting methods. As recently



76

as 20186, the Government Accountability Office identified issues with state supported
routes—including states nol trusting the allocation and the costs thal Amirak al-
templed Lo shifi. Given ithe proposal in your testimony Lo shifi to more slate sup-
ported lines, how docs Amtrak expect to regain the trust of states and other stake-
holders and ensure that its cost allocation methods are legitimate?

Answer. Assertions that Amtrak’s accounting is misleading or inaccurate are
talse. Amtrak is audited by Ernst & Young every year in accordance with Generally
Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) and that audit is then audited by the Am-
trak Office of the Inspector General (O1G). The Trains Magazine article, cited in
your letter to Amirak, fealures an often heard and spuricus claim thal Amirak’s ac-
counting improperly allocales costs Lo the National Network services in favor of the
Northeast Corrider scrvice. This favorite theory of a small and ill-informed subset
of the hobbyist “railfan” community is without merit and scems aimed at obfus-
cating the costs of the long-distance netwerk rather than illuminating the substan-
tial and fairly well-known costs of Northeast Corridor infrastructure, which is the
husieslt main line railroad in Norlh America.

There are many legitimate questions regarding the cquity of Federal support for
the Amtrak network. Seme passenger rail advocates chate at the significant funding
that goes to supporl ithe Northeasl Corridor and long lor large governmental invesi-
ments that could preatly expand intereity passcenger rail serviee to other regions of
the nation, particularly long-distance trains. Yet, these same advocates often fail to
realize thal in FY2018, $922 million, or nearly hall of our $1.94 billion Federal ap-
propriation, went to support the long-distance network and its 4.5 million annual
trips. Only $498 million of this appropriation was available for capital investments
that support the over 12 million annual Amirak passenger lrips on the Northeast
Corridor and to fund Amtrak's share of joint projects bencfitting the 200 million
Amtrak and commuter passenger trips on the Northeast Corridor. We generally sup-
port such calls for intercity passenger rail expansion bul find it essential to do so
within the mandate of the laws passed by Congress and with fully transparent and
accurate finances.

As you may know, Amtrak uses the Amtrak Performance Tracking System {APT),
developed at the behest of Congress by the John A, Volpe National Transportation
Center of the U.5S. Department of Transportation (Volpe Center), to allocate reve-
nues and costs Lo service lines. Using Amtrak’s audited financial daia, APT assigns
the majority of the operating expenses Amtrak ineurs directly to individual trains,
from which those costs then are linked to routes and service lines. For expenses that
benefit multiple routes and/or cannot be directly assigned, APT uses formulas that
allocate costs to routes ag accurately as posszible based upon 45 different measures
of usage. APT uses a similar approach to assign capital costs, including NEC infra-
struclure investments which are ireated as capilal cosls, and allocaled to rouies
that benefit from them, in accord with the requirements of Generally Accepted Ac-
counting Principles {GAAP) and the Surface Transportation Board regulations that
apply to freight railroads.

Accounting methodologies are not the reazon that long-distance trains consume a
disproportionate share of Amtrak’s Federal funding for both operating and capital
expenses. Rather, long-distance trains require large Federal subsidies because their
revenues are lower and operating costs are higher than Amtrak’s state-supported
and NEC zervices. The Federal government is virtually the only funding source for
the capital investmenis they require. These cosls are sel to increase significantly in
the futurce as we face host railroad-related poor on-time performance acress the net-
work and much of our equipment used in long-distance service reaches the end of
ils uselul life and requires replacement.

RespONSE 10 WRITTERN QUESTIONS Supsrlrrep gy Hon, TAMMY BALDWIN 10
RICHARD ANDERSON

The Milwaukee-Chicago Hiawatha line is one of the most successful Amtrak
routes in the country. In 2018, the Hiawatha served an all time-record number of
more than 858,000 passengers, a 3.6 percent increase over the previous year, Rider-
ship has more than doubled since 2003 when seven daily round-trips began. Current
service is at capacity, and many Lrains are now slanding room only.

Wisconsin would like to increase the seven daily roundtrips to ten. [ understand
conversations and negotiations over this expansion plan are ongoing between the
Wisconsin and Illinois Depariments of Transportation, in partnership with Amtrak.

Question 1. What steps has Amtrak taken to add capacity to the eurrent seven
daily reund-trips?
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Answer. Due to Amtrak’s severe equipment shortage, adding capacity to those
trains is extremely difficult. However, during the summer of 2019, Amtrak identi-
fied a Lounge car or “table car,” that was not being used in repular service and
could thus he placed in service on one of the Iliawatha train sels. While this car
is not a regular passenger coach, it does have seats at booths with tables for use
by pazsengers who would otherwize be standing. Thiz “table car” iz not available
on every train in the Iliawatha’s bul we have dedicated il to the sel of equipment
that is used on the two trains moest likely to have standees. It should be noted, that
by adding this car to the train’s consist, Amtrak is bound by its labor agreement
to add & third conductor to those traing on which the car is used, which iz a factor
in the operaling cosls that stales musi bear consistent with Seclion 208. WisDOT
received a State of Good Repair grant from the FREA for up to $25.7 million to sup-
port cquipment acquisition to replace existing equipment and grow scating capacity
on the Iliawatha's service.

Question 2. What are the benefits of expanding Amtrak service from seven daily
round-trips to ten on the Hiawatha line?

Answer. Expanding Amirak service [rom seven to len daily round trips increases
traveler utility by providing service in new time channels, giving consumers more
choice. These new trips would generate additional demand and would provide capac-
ity to mect the existing demand on the eorrider, thus growing ridership signifi-
cantly, by over 100,000 trips. WisDOT is seeking an agreement with CP and with
Illinois DOT on a set of capacity improvements on the Chicage-Milwaukee corridor
that will allow for the additional round trips to begin. The parties have engaged a
consulting firm te help with this process. Amtrak is stands ready Lo work in co-
operation with WisIXOT, IDOT, and CP to launch the 3 additienal round trips as
soon as pessible,

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. MARLA CANTWELL TO
IAN .JEFFERIES

Highweay-Rail Grade Crossings., Amtrak’s passenger train service operates on
freight tracks in Washinglon Siate where 121 million lons of freighl were shipped
by rail in 2014, And the state expects this freight volume to more than double by
2035.

Delays at grade crossings create congestion on our roads. At the worst 5 grade
crossings in Washington Siate, trains bleck each crossing for an average of 2 hours
every day.

The FAST Act authorizes the Railway-Highway Crossings program, which sup-
purts safety improvements to reduce fatalities, injuries, and crashes at public rail-
way-highway grade crossings.

But it will cost $830 million te improve the 50 most congested grade crossings in
Washington State and in Fiscal Year 2018 the state received only $4.4 million from
the Federal Railway-Highway Crossings program. That is less than halt a percent
of the total funds needed to improve these crossings.

Ruestion [ Given the unmet need for funding grade crossing safely improve-
menis, do you support increasing the authorization level of the Federal Railway-
Highway Crossings (Seclion 1300 Program?

Answer. Under the Section 130 program, more than $240 million in Federal funds
are allocated each year to states for installing new active warning devices, upgrad-
ing existing devices, and improving grade crossing surfaces. The program has helped
prevent tens of thousands of fatalities and injuries associated with grade crossing
accidents.

Without a budgetary set-aside like the Section 130 program, grade crossing needs
would fare poorly in competition with more traditional highway necds such as high-
way construction and maintenance, One of the primary reasons the Scetion 130 pro-
gram wag created in the first place was that highway safety—and capecially grade
crossing safely—iradilionally received low funding priority. The FAST Act appro-
priately included continued dedicaled funding for this imporiant program for five
more years and has meanil more injuries averled and more lives saved. Providing
additional funding for the Section 130 program would further improve rail-related
safety, something railroads always support.

In addition to increased funding, other improvements can be made to the Section
130 program to help ensure the tunds are spent in the most efticient manner. Some
examples are identified in the answer to Question 2 below.
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positive train control can greatly improve safety, but I'm concerned that the safety
benefits will be short lived if the industry uses automation to reduce crew sizes. Ad-
minisiraior Balory, does the number of erew members on a irain impact its safely?

Answer. As is the case with other modes of transportation, automated technology
is expecled to introduce new levels of risk miligation and overall safely. FRA be-
lieves that adherence to Federal regulations and safe work practices while incor-
poraling innovative technology is essential, but it is not necessarily determined by
crew size.

Ruestion. Given the recent trend toward automation in transpoertation, should
Congress consider regulating crew size in order Lo prolecl the safely of the Lraveling
public?

Answer. FRA does not believe it 1s necessary for Congress to regulate crew size
in order to prolect the safely of the lraveling public. FRA is currenily working wilh
representatives of the rail industry as it incorporates advanced technology as part
of appropriate Federal oversight, including ensuring sufficient crew resources to
maintain the safety of Lthe traveling public. Maoreover, passenger railroads must stafl
their trains consistent with their responsibilities under FEA's existing passenger
train emergency preparedness plan requirements in 49 CFR part 239,

Ruestion. Administrator Balory, are the transportation components of the rebuild-
ing of Chicago Union Station eligible for the appropriated rail programs under the
fiscal year 2018 omnibus bill?

Answer. Yes, as an inlercity passenger rail slation owned by Amirak, Chicago
Union Station transpertation improvements are eligible for Consolidated Rail Intra-
structure and Safety Improvement Grants and Federal-State Partnership for State
ol Good Repair Grants. In Mscal year 2018, these grant programs were funded at
$592.5 million and $250 million, respectively. Additionally, Amtrak can utilize its
gatiunal Network funds to support rail infrastructure projects at Chicage Union
Slation.

Alsp as a significant tenant at Chicago Union Station, nearly 130,000 Metra pas-
sengers passing through the station on an average weekday and more than 42,000
each weekend, Melra could also pursue Federal investment in Chicago Union Sta-
tion through Department of Transpertation grant programs. The Secretary is cur-
rently accepting applications for the Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Devel-
opmenl (BUILD} program lor surface transportation inflrasiructure, and applications
are due on July 19, 2018, Additionally, Metra could pursue funds from the Federal
Transit Administration’s Capital Investment Grant program. In fiscal year 2017,
these grantl programs were funded at $1.5 hillion and $2.6 billion, respeclively.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO STEFHEN (GARDNER
QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SkNaTORr Jois HouveN

Question. Uver the past few months, a number of my constituents, along with Am-
trak’s stakeholders, have raised concerns about the direction the railread is taking
with regards to its long-distance trains, including the Empire Builder that runs
through North Dakota.

The Empire Builder has seven stops in North Dakota, and serves as a vital trans-
portation for cur state’s residents. Amtrak ig particularly important to those travel-
ling to and from Minot, Grand Forks, and Willisten.

What changes will be made to Amtrak’s most recent five-vear service plan with
regards to the National Network and long-distance trains in particular? What scrv-
ice changes could or should North Dakotans expect to the Empire Builder service?

Answer. Amtrak is required by the FAST Act to submit five-year plans annually
to Congress, Each year, the plan includes an additional year of finaneizl planning
into the future. The next version of thiz plan will be for fiscal vear 2020—tizcal year
2024 and will be considered by our Board in January of 2019 and submitted to Con-
gress thereafter. Management does not plan on proposing any substantial changes
to the Empire Builder route or the current intercity passenger rail service levels to
North Dakotans, or other major changes to the Long Distance services of the Na-
tional Network as part of that plan at this time, We anticipate that any proposals
for changes to our network, service levels, and intercity passenger rail policy will
be made by Amtrak through the reautherization process we expect to begin next
year and congsidered then by Congress and Administration. The one exception to this
relates to the future of the Southwest Chiet route due to the unique situation that
applies to segments of this particular route,

Question. In testimony before the House Transportation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee in February, yvour CEU Richard Anderson testified that if any of the host
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railroad segments over which it operates, “appear unlikely to achieve sufficient
progress Lo apply for an alternale positive lrain control (PTC) (implementation)
schedule” by the end of 2018, “Amirak will suspend operations until such time as
the carriers become compliant with the law.”

Ag there are a number of sections of track on which PTC is excluded {including,
tor example, a section of the Empire Builder's route outside St. Cloud, MN}, will
Amtrak stop running the Empire Builder on January 1st, 2019, per Mr. Anderson’s
state?d commitments to cesse operations on tracks where PTC 1s not up and run-
ning?

Answer. Amirak plans to conduct risk assessmenis on MTEA {main line track ex-
clusion addendum) territory such as the portion of the route on the Empire Builder
that you reference. These assczsments are being done to analvze the risks associ-
ated with continued operations over the route in absence of PTC and to help us ere-
ate strategies for risk mitigation that we expect will permit continued operations
across our network at a common level of safety until PTC or PTC-equivalency can
be achieved. The target for completing risk assessments is by the end of October.

Question. Finally, I will be introducing legislation with Senator Duckworth that
would make il a Federal offense for anyone aboard a passenger train lo assault, in-
timidate, or inlerfere with the dulies ar performance ol a erewmember.

It iz my understanding that you arc supportive of thiz legislation, are vou willing
to work with mysclf and Senator Duckworth to get this bhill pazscd?

Answer. Amtrak supports the legislation related to assaults on train crews that
you introduced with Senator Duckworth and appreciate your efforts to address this
critical 1ssue. We appreciate the progress so far and will continue to work with vour
office and Senator Duckworth as it moves through the legislative process.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR Parry MURRAY

Ruestion. The Cascades accident occurred on a curve where the maximum speed
limit 15 30 miles per hour and the maximum speed prior 1o the curve is 79 miles
per hour. The FAST Act required railroads to develop speed limil action plans lor
just this type of curve. I understand Amtrak cstablished a plan that requires man-
datory communiecation between the engineer and conductor when approaching speed
restrictions.

Mr. Gardner, how etfective has this communication been in practice on a day te
gay Easis? Has Amtrak reviewed its speed limit action plan since the Cascades acci-

ent’

Answer, This communication iz effective and it is monitored by our front line su-
pervisors. We have reviewed the speed limit actien plan. However, it is important
to note that train crew communications and the speed limit action plans are supple-
mental tools. Az an industry we must focus our attention and resources on timely
PTC implementation.

Ruestion. [ understand PTC will be fully implemented on all tracks Amtrak runs
on in Washington, including on the Point Defiance Bypass where the Cascades acci-
dent occurred, by the December 2018 deadline.

Mr. Gardner, is that correct? Yes or No. If no, what steps is Amtrak taking now
in order to meet this critical deadline?

Answer. Yes, PTC will be fully implemented on the all tracks that Amtrak runs
in the State of Washington by the deadline.

Question. PTC is vital, and long overdue, but it doesn’t address zll rail safety
izsues and cannot prevent all accidents—mainly vehicle or pedestrian intrusions on
at-grade crossings and trespassing on railroad property.

Mr. Gardner, can you share what Amtrak is doing to work with communities
through which vour passenger trains run? I’lease outline how vou support physical
solutions like at-grade crossings, technology solutions, education, communication,
and any other mechanisms to improve safety and reduce the rigk of vehicle or pedes-
trian accidents?

Answer. We continue to look for opportunities to address grade crossing safety and
we have long supported outreach programs. The most prominent program is “Oper-
ation Lifesaver,” a neonprotit public safety education and awareness organization
dedicated to reducing collisions, fatalities and injuries at highway-rail crossings and
trespassing on or near railroad tracks. However, more nceds to be done and we still
believe the safest grade crossing is the one that does not exist. SBeveral of the host
railroads have programs in place that financially incentivize communities to remove
public grade crossings and we strongly believe that more funding and focus on up-
grading those grade crossings that neceszary with enhanced tratfic control and zafe-



48

ty features is justified. Similarly, where new public grade crossings are intreduced
it i3 imperative that active warning devices are installed.

Ruestion. Similarly, Amirak must do more Lo improve its safely culture. I appre-
ciate your work to implement a Satety Management System and the adeption of new
salety policies.

Mr. Gardner, this all sounds good. But how will you institute these changes? Do
you have an action plan with hard deadlines? What aboul mechanisms 1o determine
the effectiveness of these new safety systems?

Answer. A Safety Management System (SMS) is never complete, it is an exercise
in continuous improvement. We do have an action plan with incremental milestones
that have been appropriately pricritized. In addition, Amtrak Board of Directors
passed a resolution which required Amtrak to be the industry leader in the imple-
mentation of a SMS3. The key components of our safety policy are:

—Cur goal is to become America’s safest passenger railroad. We believe that zero

accidents and zero serious injurics is possible—and we will work together to-
wards evervone performing at this level.

—All business functions are expected to make salety an integral element Lo how
they operate. Thiz commitment iz central to SMS. Everything we do must con-
sider and advance our safely performance.

—We will operate at the highest level of safety—by excceding regulatory stand-
ards. It is not good encugh for us to simply meet Federal Railroad Administra-
tion (FRA} guidelines. We must do better.

—We will proactively identify and mitipate risk based on data. We are identifying
new metrics that will allow us to focus on leading indicators—instead of relying
on historical incident data.

—We will become a learning organization where safety self-reporting is encour-
aged. We will not discipline employees for self-reporting a safety izsue. We need
to know where we are falling short in satety so we can study these incidents
and learn from them.

—All emplovees are empowered to stop an operation if an unsafe condition exists,
This means everyone—at any time.

—We must not tolerate an intentional disregard for safety or reckless behavior,
These incidents will be handled appropriately.

Similarly, risk management is a key component of a successful SMS. Measuring
safety performance is not new to Amtrak. The effectiveness of the SMS will be mon-
itored by safety metrics that are currently being refined. We have refocused our
suite of safety metrics around custemer injury, emplovee injury, train safety index,
and trespasser/grade crossing incidents, Many of these metrics move away from the
focus on discipline for viclations and instead move toward & culture of safety, learn-
ing, and proactive continuous improvement.

In 2019, our strategy will be to mature these metrics and the business processes
around them to inerease visibility and foeus on corrective actions. We have estab-
lished internal goals around these metrics and they are cascaded throughout the en-
terprise. Meeting these goals is one component of measuring our progress as related
to safety of operations.

Question. The City of Lakewood has expressed interest in locating a new Amtrak
station in Lakewood. I understand this would complement a new commuter rail sta-
tion in the Tillicum neighborhood, and also serve Joint Basin Lewis McChord.

Mr. Gardner, I ask that Amtrak consider conducting a Station Assessment Study
to determine the feasibility of locating a new station in the City of Lakewood,

Answer., The Amtrak Cascades passenger rail program ig a state-supported service
of the States of Washington and Oregon, and is operated by Amtrak. Since this is
a state-supported service, such requests typically are joint decisions by the varicus
partics that support the service, which includes Amtrak, and the States of Wash-
ington and Oregon, since together, we set the overall vision for the service. For new
station stops along this route, the State of Washington has developed, and imple-
mented, & Station Stop Policy that outlines a clear process for communities secking
an Amtrak Cascades stop in their city. Guidance on conducting a preliminary eval-
uation, feasibility study, and submitting information for consideration is cuthned in
a manual on the WSDOT wcehsite.

Question. In March, Amtrak announced it would no lenger operate charter serv-
ices or special trains with narrow exceptions and that one-time trips and charters
would be immediately discontinued. Amtrak also reduced the number of stations
where private cars could be added or removed from regular Amtrak trains. The later
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policy change will negatively impact a private car in Spokane, Washington. [ have
heard from constituenis wilh concerns that these new policies could hurl commu-
nilies by reduecing economic development and tourism opportunities.

Mr. Gardner, during an April 11 hearing beforc the House THUD Subcommittee—
our counterparts—you szid Amtrak plans to constrict the number of charter train
routes, not eliminate them entirely. But this is not what the Amtrak memo states.
Can you clarify hew exactly Amtrak’s policy on charter services and special trains
s changing?

Will there be a waiver process for operators of charter services or special trains
to apply for the continuation of their service or special event?

In announcing this change Amirak said it was in an efforl to “operate its core
train service safely, punctuzally, and cfficiently.” Please explain how the operation
of charter gerviecs or apecial traing impacts Amtrak’s scervice, and provide any data
on tinancial and schedule impacts that Amtrak used to justify this decizion.

Answer., Amtrak’s primary objective iz to operate its core train service safely,
punctually, and efficiently. Amtrak must stay focused on this objective, particularly
given the significant on-time performance challenges we currently face owing to host
railroad-related delays. We reevaluated our charter and privale car services hecause
of the impacl they were having on our operational capacity and their cost Lo our
company. Some ingtances had an cffect across the system. For example, Amtrak
routed 12 Amtrak single level cars to a charter in Seattle this past December which
had a detrimental impact te our operations. It caused undue stress to equipment
availabilily during service disruptions in Chicago and pushed our preventative
maintenanee schedule behind across the country. Those charter traing and private
cars will continue which do not disrupt regularly scheduled service and are economi-
cally viable with sulficient financial benefil for Amirak to juslily the resources and
the assets. Our policies for both services are posted publically on our website here:

https.fwww. amtrak.com/content/dam/projects/doteom/english/public/documents/
Amtrak-Charter-Train-Guidelines-032818 . pdf

https:/www. amtrak.com/content/dam/projects/detcomfenglish/public/documents/
Amtrak-Private-Car-Guidelines-062118.pdf

Question. Unfortunately, these changes aren’t the only ones I'm hearing about. I
understand that Amtrak also recently eliminated the foed and beverage service on
the Capitoel Limited and Lake Shore Limited routes. This will have a direct impact
on gerviee and jobs, While these routes are not in Washington State, I am concerned
with what this decision may be foreshadowing for Amtrak’s Long Distance service.
Amtrak’s Long Distance service connects towns and cities all across America, some-
times serving as the only transportation option, and supports local economies.

a. Mr. Gardner, does Amtrak intend to maintain at least the current level of serv-
ice on all Long Distance routes?

Answer, Yes, Amtrak plans to continue the current Long Distance routes and fre-
quencies we operated in fiscal vear 2018 in fiscal year 2019, with the possible excep-
tion of a portion of the Southwest Chief route, for which we have proposed insti-
tuting alternative connecting bus service in lien of significant ongoing additional
costs associated with continuing service over thiz segment. Congress is currently
considering this issues in the fiscal year 2019 THUD Appropriations bill.

Question. Can you outline Amtralk’s long-term plans, at least the next 5 years, for
Long Distance service?

Answer. Amtrak will submit its next iteration of its long distance five year plans
in February 2019, consiztent with its statutory requirement to do 3. At present, we
anticipated that any Amtrak proposals for major changes to the national network
or intercity passenger rail policy will be provided to Congress as part of the reau-
thorization of the FAST Act.

(Question. Are there plans to reduce or eliminate food and beverage service on
other routes? What about onboard or clerk services?

Answer. Amtrak iz always interested in improving our customer experience and
becoming more efficient throughout our system. Relative te our feod and beverage
offerings, Congress explicitly required us to vastly improve the financial perform-
ance of theze amenitics by eliminating all asscciated logses by December 2020 with
the clear knowledge that achieving such a mandate would require us to significantly
change our model and experiment with new approaches to serving the needs of our
customers during their journcy.

In regards to our new approach to food service on the Capitol Limited and the
Lake Shore Limited, the main focus is not just food and beverage, although that is
certainly a critical element. We are moving to a peneral hospitality environment
that is modernized and efficient. We want to put emphasis on what the new genera-
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tion of traveler expects from an experience. That does not mean the elimination of
communal dining, but dees mean more choice and individualized approach.

We wanl the customer Lo have a greater say on where, when and how they dine,
whether that iz communally, in their sleeper, alone with their media devices or a
combination of &ll of the above during their journcy. We are testing less structure—
more individualization. We are increasing the quality of the food, but reducing the
amount of preparation necessary which provides us with the savings needed te in-
vest in the product. In the coming year, we plan to move toward pre-order opportu-
nities where a customer can select what they wish, while booking their trip, or wait
and decide when they board. We will still have sealing in a communal cale-type car.
Longer terms plans may consider some minor remodeling to provide various seating
options for people with various interests.

We continue to refine the product and scrvice on the Capitol Limited and Lake
Shore Limited and will be looking to expand the use of this model on other single-
night overnight Long Distance trains in fiscal year 2019, as appropriate.

Question. | understand all Amtrak emplovees are trained te act as on site emer-
gency responders. IMd Amtrak consider impacts to Amtrak’s ability to effectively re-
spond Lo emergency situalions when making the changes to the Capilol Limited and
Lake Shore Limited routes? Did you factor this reduction in staff into Amirak’s safe-
tv plans?

Answer., Amtrak takes very seriously appropriate safety considerations in our de-
termination of crew size. We currently provide on-board service {(OBS}) persennel
with first aid and CPR training during their initial training. After initial training
every other vear OBS personnel continue to receive emergency preparedness train-
ing covering rail equipment familiarization; situational awareness; passenger evacu-
ation; ceordination of Munclions; and “hands-on” instruction concerning the loeation,
funciion, and operalion of on-board emergency equipment. Appropriale stalfing lev-
cls have always been ineluded in our safety protocols. Since conductors and engi-
neers have primary regponsibility for emergency response on a train, we do not be-
lieve that changes in general OBS personnel levels impacts our ability to sufficiently
respond to an incident.

RQUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICHARD JJ. DURBIN

Question. Amtrak’s Chicago-Carbondale route continues to be one of the worst
performing reutes in the country due to freight interference. Last year, the route
was only on time 32 percent of the time because Canadian National Railway con-
tinues to give preference to its freipht trains over Amtrak trains despite the dec-
ades-old statutory requirement to prioritize passenger trains. Nationally, Amtrak’s
leng distance trains were on time at stations only 45 percent of the time in 2017,
a decline of 8 percent compared to 2016.

a. Mr. Gardner, can yvou give us a better idea of how poor on-time pertormance
affects Amtrak’s bottom line and what Amtrak views as the primary cause of it?

Answer. Poor on-time performance (OTP) iz primarily due to host responsible
delays. When operating on host railreads, those hosts make all dispatching decisions
regarding which trains may proceed and which trains will be held. The largest cause
of delay to Amtrak traing on host railroads ig Freight Train Interference (FTI) Al-
though Federal law requires Amtrak passenger trains to receive preference over
freight transportation, host railroad dispatchers often require Amtrak passenger
trains to wait 30 that its freight trains can operate first. Sometimes & host railroad
will make Amtrak passengers follow the same slow freight train for 50 to 100 miles
or more, and may even make Amtrak passengers wait while individual freight cars
are switched into or out of industrial facilities. Decigions by freight companies to
prioritize their trains over passengers often occur when freight trains are operating
late or short on crews.

Dizciplined freight operators, such as BNSF and Canadian Pacific (CP) run reli-
able schedules that benetit both Amtrak and freight customers with significantly
less FTI to passenger trains., Over the last twelve months, BNSF averaged 300 min-
utes of FTI per ten thousand train miles, and CP averaged 100 minutes of FTI per
ten thousand train miles. BNSF and CI’ work cooperatively with Amtrak, respecting
Federal law and actively engaging Amtrak persennel when operational challenges
arige, Other freight companies, such as Norfolk Southern {N3) and Canadian Na-
tional {CN}J, otten operate treight trains many hours ahead of or behind schedule,
or with no schedule at all. Over the last twelve moenths, CN averaged 750 minutes
of FTI per ten thousand train miles, and NS averaged 1000 minutes of FTI per ten
thousand train miles. These railroads regularly ignore Amtrak’s statutory pref-
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erence and they make unilateral operating decisions which consistently delay Am-
trak passengers.

In addilion io lost revenue through lost ridership, delays increase Amtrak costs,
primarily by cxtending shifts, increasing staffing and maintenance requirements,
and utilizing more fuel. In 2008, the United States Department of Transportation’s
Office of Inspector General (USDOT OIG) issued a report on the financial eftects
of poor OTP and concluded that “poor OTI’ has significant negative impacts on Am-
trak’s financial condition and may undermine Amtrak’s ability to retzin and grow
ridership.” Using fiscal vear 06 performance numbers as a baseline, which are un-
fortunately similar to Amtrak’s currentl long-distance OTP, the USDOT OIG found
that inereasing OTP 1o 75 percenl would increase revenues by nearly $70 million
and reduce costs by $32 million on Amtrak’s long-distance network., Amtrak’s 2015
study of the impact of OTP on Amtrak’s operating costs demonstrated a clear statis-
tical relationship between OTI and each of Amtrak’s costs areas (maintenance, fuel,
crews, ete.) with cost changes associated with every 1 percent change in perform-
ance,

OTP improvements are achievable. Amtrak’s performance on hest railroads im-
proved dramatically off the USDOT OIG fiscal year 08 baseline performance afier
the Passenger Rail Invesiment and Improvement Acl of 2008 {(PRITA} was enacted.
PRIIA provided broad preference enforcement authority to the Surface Transpor-
tation Board. That authority alone precipitated & necarly 87 percent drop in FTI in
just 8 months. Unfortunately, legal challenges thwarted Amtrak’s ability to enforce
itz statutory right of preference. Following the initial judicial decision in 2013, host
performance began to fall. FTI delays were 50 percent higher in fiscal year 17 than
in fiscal year 13, and Amtrak’s OTP dropped dramatically. With a strong preference
enforcement tool, such as Amtrak’'s fiscal year 19 legislative proposal lor a private
right of aclion, Amtrak could reverse the lnancial impacts of poor OTP performance
on host railroads, improving its bottom line by both reducing costz and increasing
ridership and revenue.

Question. Amtrak’s long distance routes typically serve communities with very lit-
tle other transportation options. Currently eight of Amtrak’s 15 long distance trains
run through Illineis.

a. Mr. Gardner, does Amtrak have any current or future plans to shorten or elimi-
nate any of its long distance routes? What are Amirak’s long term plans in the nexi
5-10 years for long distance roules? Is Amirak commitied to the further develop-
ment of these long digstance routes as they typically service communities that have
no other, or very little, transportation options?

Answer., Any discussion of major change or redevelopment of long-distance routes
will be included and presented as part of Amtrak’s reauthorization discussion with
Congress.

The one exception is that Amtrak is currently confronted with the unique situa-
tion of the Southwest Chief and must make decisions on the route’s future now. Am-
trak is considering the available optiens for the Southwest Chief route given the
unigue maintenance and safety concerns on the Hutchinson, KS-Albuguerque, NM
segment of that route. Amtrak raisced the need for a long term financial plan in Oc-
tober 2017 and continues to work with stakeholders on a path forward.

This does not imply Amtrak is initiating any other changes to the National Net-
work in fiscal vear 2019. However, we arce always interested in planning and devel-
oping better, faster and more efticient options for Amtrak to provide the best pos-
sible service to our customers and your constituents. We want to make sure that
we're using our asscts and the American taxpayverg’ investment, to scrve as many
people az possible.

Question. Mr. Gardner, what are the rental fees, and other fees, that Amtrak
charpges for commuter railroads around the country? How does this compare to the
tees for Chicage Union Station?

Answer. Amtrak provides passenger rail services, including engineers, train crews,
maintenanee of equipment serviees, and other operational support to transit and
commuter rail agencies around the country. Amtrak operates commuter rail services
on behalf of three regional rail authorities—the MAKC Penn Line Service in Mary-
land, Shore Line East in Connecticut, and Metrolink in the Loz Angeles region. Ame-
trak also provides access to its owned infrastructure to the following transit agen-
cies: Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA), Connecticut Department
of Transportation (Shoreline East and CTRail commuter operations), Long [sland
Rail Read, New Jersey Transit, Southeastern Iennsylvania Transit Authority
{SEPTA), Marvland Transit Administration ({MARC), Virginia Railway Express
(VRE}, and Regional Trangportation Authority (RTA), owner of the Metra commuter
railroad operating in Chicago.
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Access agreements may include access fees that compensate Amtrak for the use
of Amtrak property and capacity, the proper allocation of reimbursable expenses for
shared infrastructure and operational eosis including station operations and mainte-
nance, dispatching, right-of-way maintenance, electric propulsion ({NJT, SEI’TA,
MARC), police and a conlribuiion Lo fund eapilal investmenl needs. The access
amounts paid to Amtrak for usage of Northeast Corridor {(NEC) facilities and capital
contributions for normalized replacement of existing NEC infrastructure are gov-
erned by the IPassenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 (PRIIA) Sec-
tion 212. Annual PRIIA 212 reimbursements for the applicable agencies on the NEC
are calculated in accordance with the provisions of the Northeast Corridor Com-
muter and Intercity Rail Cost Allocation Policy.

Metra access to and use of Chicage Union Station {CUS) is governed by an Agree-
ment between Chicago Union Station Company, a former whollyv-owned subsidiary
of Amtrak, and the Northeast Illinois Regional Commuter Railroad Corporation,
which was signed in 1984 and expires in 2019, and includes operational cost reim-
bursement lasl recaleulaled thirly vears ago. Melra alse periodically agrees to fund
specific capital investments; this amount varies annually. Metra’s current com-
pensation Lo Amtrak lor the use of Union Station and the associated lerminal infra-
structure iz tar below the compensation received by Amtrak from other commuter
users of our assets, and is inadequaie to allow for proper reinvesiment in statlion
and railroad assets,

Question. Mr. Gardner, iz Amtrak under any statutory restriction to take funds
made from Union Station private development in Chicago and put them into other
corridors outzide of Illineis? Could they legally put those funds into the New York
City Amtrak service? Is the situation different for stations thev own in the North-
cast Corridor? Docs: Amtrak intend to uwse proceeds from the private development
to improve the transportation compoenenis of Chicage Union Siation, or of Illinois
service? How does the accounting of these funds work, under the new accounts re-
quired from the FAST Aci?

Answer. Under the FAST Act, Amtrak receives funding through two new accounts
under its grant agreementi Mrom FRA. These two accounls cover our two major nel-
works, the Northeast Corridor and the National Network, and contain the entirety
of Amtrak's Federal appropriation and the various revenues associated with the ac-
tivities that oceur in each of these networks., The funds within these network ac-
counts can only be used for costs and investments associated with those respective
networks, meaning that revenues associated with Union Station can only be used
to pay for costs or investments made in the National Network, Congress did include
a provision that would permit Amtrak to transfer funds between the accounts, but
this would require notification of FRA and Congress. Collectively, these measures
keep the investments by Congress in the accounts where they are alloeated. To date,
Amtrak has never transferred tunds between these two accounts.

Question. Mr. Gardner, according to Amtrak’s fiscal year 19 Grant Request, Am-
trak’s revenue and ridership has steadily inereased the last couple of fiscal years.
Given these tremendous gains, the large Federal investment seen in fiscal vear 18,
and Amtrak’s current request for increased Federal investment into its infrastruc-
ture system, does Amtrak intend on maintaining current serviee levels on all routes
{National Network or Northeast Corridor)?

Answer. Amtrak has worked hard and is encouraged by our exponential increase
in ridership and revenue and our cxponential decrease in debt over the last decade.
We helieve in making sure every dollar invested in Amtrak by Congress goes to pro-
vide the best possible service we can provide to our customers. However, these gains
do not fully address the critical need for infrastructure or equipment investment by
Congress. At this time, Amtrak dees not generate enough revenue to meet the sig-
nificant operating or capital needs in our nationwide system. Many of our fleet,
bridges, tunnels and other critical infrastructure and cquipment are in need of re-
placement in the near tuture. We have begun planning now and hope that Congress
will be able to help invest in the coming vears to help us realize the next generation
of intereity passenger rail.

Question. Mr. Gardner, does Amtrak expect to reduce or eliminate onbeard or
clerk services? If so, what services and why? Would these changes be gradual or im-
mediate? Would these positions be outsourced, and how many jobs would be lost?
Does Amtrak have a plan in place to retain employees for other roles with Amtrak?

Answer, [t 1s Amtrak’s duty under statute to ensure that we're spending every
taxpaver dollar that we receive in the most cfficient way possible. As such, we con-
tinually review our staffing levels and are always in search of opportunities to
achieve good service more efficiently. As customer demand, travel patterns, and
technology changes, we will continue to seck efficiencies that allow us to achieve
more with the tunds provided by the Federal Government and our other partners,
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as any good business would. In fiscal year 2018, we reduced ticket clerks at a2 num-
ber of low-volume stations where the minimal ticket transactions that oecur each
year suggested that deoing so would not unduly impact our revenues and service lev-
cls. Doing s6 is anticipated to save roughly $100,000-$120,000 per station. We made
these changes without laying off any employees and we will continue to moniter rid-
crship, revenue and customer feedback to see if any adjustments are required. At
each such station, we continue to employ either caretakers or station hosts that pro-
vide various functions at such facilitics.

Question. Mr. Gardner, all Amtrak employees are trained to act as on site emer-
geney responders in emergency gituations. How will the cuts in reservation or food
and beverage staff impact Amtrak's ability to sufficiently respond after an incident?
Has Amtrak factored this into their safety plans?

Answer. Amtrak takes safety very seriously and safety is considered as we review
crew and staffing needs for any of our services and facilities.

RUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PATRICK J. LEAHY

Ruestion. 1 want Lo see Amtrak operate safle and secure trains on ils roules across
the country. I appreciate the focus you have placed on this issue and know that you
recognize Congress also takes rail safely seriously, evidenced by the resources we
provided tor the corporation in the 2018 (mnibus Appropriations Act. Unfortu-
nately, there have been 2 number of mixed stalements coming Mrom Amtrak leader-
ship about its plans for continuing zervice along routes that will not be compliant
with Positive Train Control {PTC) requirements, even on these with exemplions.

Does Amtrak plan to suspend service on low-tratfic routes that are otherwise ex-
empt from PTC requirements?

Answer. Amtrak does not intend to suspend service on such routes but final deter-
mination of eur operations will be pursuant to the risk assessmenil and mitligation
process now underway. We are currently conducting risk assessments on routes that
contain FRA-granled MTEA’s (main line track exclusion addendum} or de not plan
to have operable PTC beginning January 1, 201% as provided for by an FRA alter-
native schedule lor implementiation. These assessmenis are being done to analyze
the risks associated with continued operations over the route in absence of I'T{ and
to help us creale siralegies for risk miligation that we expect will permit continued
operations across cur network at a common level of zafety until PTC or PTC-equiva-
leney can be achieved. The larget for completing risk assessments is by the end of
October.

Ruestion. The Vermonter is an example of a stale supported service that Amirak
operates on routes that have waivers from positive train control requirements.

Can you share wilh the Commitlee Amirak’s plans for operations of the
Vermonter atter the end of this calendar year?

Answer. Amtrak continues to conducl risk assessmenis to delermine the necessary
mitigations and enhancements for routes that have MTEAs. It is our expectation at
this time that we will develop miligations that will allow us te centinue running
service on the Vermonter and Ethan Allen after the end of the calendar vear until
PTC or PTC-equivalency can be achieved on these roules.

Question. Rail advocates in Vermont have noted there is a 50 mile stretch of track
on the Vermonter route owned by the state of Massachusetls and operated by Pan
Am that does not currently have a PTC waiver from FRA.

Will the stalus of Lthis track impact operation of the Vermonter in 2019?

Answer Amtrak’s understanding, at this time, is that MassDOT intends to file for
a mainline track exclusion addendum for this portion of the roule. We will keep you
updated on the progress.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator COLLINS. This hearing is now adjourned.

|Whereupon, at 5:05 p.m., Wednesday, May 16, the hearing was
adjourned, and the subcommittee was recessed, to reconvene at a
time subject to the call of the Chair.]
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Highway-Rail Grade Crossing Safety. | would like to address the topic of safety
issue, highway-rail grade crossings. The City of Lakewood sits on the new I’oint De-
fance Bypass Rail line where the DuPont derailment occurred.

The city has 7 grade crossings within its city limits. They are understandably con-
cerned about salely al these crossings given that over 30 percent of rail related fa-
talities occur at grade crossings.

Question 2. Mr. DeWeese, In November 2016, the FRA released their model for
state highway-rail grade crossing action plans. The FAST Act requires the FRA to
credte a rule requiring state to submit their action plans. Can you update me on
the status of this rule?

Answer. While we have reviewed grade crossing safety in the past, our office has
not. studied this topic in recent years. In the next few months, we will initiate an
audit that will asscsgs FRA's progress in advancing grade crossing safety, and we
will be in a better position to provide an update at that time. We will reach out
to yvour staff as we finalize vur audit approach.

Responsk 10 WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED Y HON, JOHN THUNE TO
RICHARD ANDERSON

Question 1. As you noted, many commuter rail passengers ride on trains that use
the Northeast Corridor or connect to Amtrak trains.

a. Could you provide a comprehensive overview of Amtrak’s interactions and plan-
ning to date with each commuter railroad that may not fully implement PTC by De-
cember 31, 2018 or qualify for an extension?

Answer. Amtrak has regular communication with the commuter railroads that use
our infrastructure or on which we are a tenant through a cross-departmental ap-
proach aimed at allowing us to understand and preparc for likely outcomes as im-
plementation and installation of positive train contrel (PTCY progresses throughout
the vear. As progress is made in PTC implementation, we adjust our planning and
optiong based on the needs of Amtrak and individual commuter railroads and main-
tain strong coordination across our 46 state network through focused oversight of
our Assistant Vice President of Operations.

More specifically, Amtrak's Engincering Department works with commuter rail-
roads on a weekly and often daily basis. They discuss way-side installation, bound-
ary locations and testing of the PTC system. This is important since all responsible
partics need to be involved in testing to allow our equipment and teams to commu-
nicate effectively.

The Amtrak Mechanical Department works on a monthly or more frequent basis
with the various commuter agencies to ensure there is regular progress on installa-
tion of relevant on-heard hardware installed in the locomotives. Amtrak Operations
also communicates monthly with the commuter agencies to monitor and update
progress with implementation and installation of the overall PTC system.

At thiz point in time, we are confident that most commuter agencies relevant to
the Amtrak network will qualify for extensions.

b. From bolh a salety and business perspective, could you speak in more detail
to what yvou sce ag the impact of potential gervice cuts on the overall transportation
network in the region?

Answer. Al this time, Amtrak continues Lo assess Lhe readiness of ils commuler
tenantz on the Northeagt Corridor and is working clogely with all agencies to
progress forward with implementation. We are not yet prepared to make any defini-
tive stalemenils on the ouleome of their efforts Lo implement PTC and any impacts
on past zervice this year as much of the necessary work iz scheduled to be achieved
this fall.

¢. What information, if any, has FRA provided to vou on how it expects to handle
a tenant or connecting railroad not meeting the statutory deadline?

Answer. Amtrak continues to have regular discussions with FRA on how hosts
manage PTC implementation with tenants and connecting railroads, The FRA's PTC
symposiums have helped facilitate communication between tenants and hosts as
well as clarifying expectations.

d. What guidance, if any, has FRA provided to you on how it expects Amtrak to
handle a tenant or connecling railroad not meeling Lhe statuilory deadline?

Answer. Amtrak continues to have regular discussionz with FRA on how hosts
manage PTC implementation with tenants and connecting railroads, but have not
received official guidance on this matter.

Question 2. Az vou know, Amtrak operates over hoszt railroad track where & host
railroad may not implement P'TC by December 31, 2018, or qualify for an extension.
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Following-up on a commitment at the hearing, please provide a list of the services,
routes, or lines which may cease at the end of the vear due te a host railroad not
fully implementing PTC or nol meeting the statulory deadline, and please delail the
likelihood and underlying issues relevant for the decision.

Answer. There has heen signilicant progress since the hearing on locations where
Amtrak had concerns about a hest’s implementation schedule or ability to gualify
for extensions or exemptions, Since the hearing, many of these concerns have becn
addressed and we have received significant information from hosts to confirm com-
pliance or exemptiong have been filed in accordance to the law,

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HOoN. ROGER F. WICKER TO
RICHARD ANDERSON

Ruestion 1. Mr. Anderson, in yvour testimony you slated thal “well timed, well run
service hetween New Orleans and Mobile iz a winner”. I agree. You turther stated
that, “the quesiion for reintroduction of thal service from CSX was 32 billion™ As
you know, the Gulf Coast Working Group, created by Congress in the FAST Act,
ideniified the preliminary capital eosl estimates for restoring service to Orlando, FL
to be $117,672,000, with annual operating cost estimates at $5,480,000 for the long-
distance route and $6,970.000 for a twice daily State-supported route between New
Orleans, LA and Moehiale, AL, Amtrak was part of the working group and supported
its conclusion.

Congress, in 8. Rept 115-138, the Appropriations Committes report accompanying
5. 1655, the FY18 Senate Transportation, Heousing, and Urban Development Appro-
priaticns Acl, endorsed the findings of the Gulf Coast Working Group when il siated
the following:

Gulif Coast Rail Service—Section 11304 of the FAST Act required the Gulf Coast
Working Group [GUWGY, eonsisting of FRA, Amtrak, the Southern Rail Commiis-
sion fSRC], railroad carriers, State and local governments, and others, fo evalu-
wte all options for restoring passenger rail service in the gulf coast region, select
o preferred option for service, develop an inventory and cost cstimate of capital
projects to restore service, and identify Federal and non-Federal funding to re-
store service, The GUWG report, released on July 17, 2017, identified the pre-
ferred options as u daily {ong-distance route that extends Amirak's existing City
of New Orleans service from New Orieans, Louisiona to Orlando, Florida and
o nete daily State-supported route from New Orleans, Louisiana to Mobile, Ala-
bama. The preliminary capitel cost estimates for restoring service is
R117.672,000, with annual operating cost estimafes af $§5,480,000 for the long-
distance route and $4,000,000 for the State-supported route. These cost estimuates
are dwarfed by the §2,300,000,000 estimate previcusly determined by industry,
which alse rarsed concerns with on-time performance fOTP] requirements and
delavs aof drawbridges. The Committee believes the GCWEG report more accurately
reflects these concerns and 1s o more realistic cost estimate, but directs Amtrak
and DOT to continue working with the host railrond and the Const Guard to
refine cost estimates,

a. [5 vour testimony in agreement with the Gulf Coast Working Group and Am-
trak statf or is it supporting the CSX assessment?

Answer. My testimony was a reference to the wide gap, as also noted by the Ap-
propriations Committee report, between CSX's proposal and the GCWG report. Like
the Appropriations Committee, Amtrak believes that the GUWG report is a more
accurate and realistic assessment of the host railroad-related challenges and solu-
tions.

Question 2. Mr. Anderson, during the hearing, you further stated that Amtralk’s
“preference” and “incremental cost rights” are not properly enforced.

a. Please describe the impact of lack of enforcement of these righls on restored
service between New Orleans, LA and Mobile, AL,

Answer. Lack of enforcement of Amtrak’s rights, in particular preference over
freight transportation, has led to a severe deterioration in the on time performance
of Amtrak scrvice. The largest cause of delay to Amtrak trains on host railroads is
Freight Train Interference, typically caused by a freight railroad requiring an Am-
trak passenger train to wait so that ils freight trains ean operate lrst. Ilost rail-
roads often chooze to delay Amtrak trains with hundreds of passengers on them in
favor of their trains carrving coal, garbage, crude oil, empty freight cars, or any
freight that the host chooses Lo priorilize. Very often, a host railroad will make Am-
tralk passengers follow the same slow freight train for more than 50 or even 100
miles,
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During FY 2017, Amtrak trains were delayed by freight trains on host railroads
almost 100,000 times. These delays totaled more than one million minutes {or
17,500 hours). These delays, which continue to increase at an alarming rate, threat-
cn the viability of major portions of Amtrak’s network and therefore threaten Am-
trak’s capability to expand service at all, including in the New Orleans-Mobile cor-
ridor.

Moreover, & New Orleans-Mobile service will not be successful if our customers,
and vour eonstituents, experience such delays on a regular basis.

b. Please describe vour plan for addressing this issue.

Answer. Amtrak continues to excrcise cvery available opportunity to collaborate
with willing hosts to share data and otherwise work together to identify and address
delayvs—whether duce to Freight Train Interference or other factors. Howcever, for
such efforts to be fully successful, host railroads must be motivated to run Amtrak
well. Unfortunately, this currently is not the case with some host railreads. Current
law prevents Amtrak from taking action in response to host railroad violations of
Amtrak’s preference rights, Amtrak’s FY2019 Legislative and Grant Request to Con-
gress includes a proposal to correct this problem by allowing Amtrak a private right
of action with respect to preference, so that Amtrak can protect its rights just as
any other company would if its rights were being violated,

Ruestion 3. Mr. Anderson: As vou know, Senator Cochran and 1, along with our
colleagues from Louisiana and Alabama, are working to restore passenger rail serv-
ice along the Gulf Coasi. The Southern Rail Commission is currently pursuing a
state-supported route between New OUrleans, LA and Mobile, AL to restart service
along the gulf coast. The long term goal 15 uliimately to add the long distance roule
to Orlando, FL.

a. It is my wnderstanding that Positive Train Control {(PTC) will be in place be-
tween New Orleans, LA and bMobile, AL on time. Please confirm whether this is true
and, if not, please provide specific information about remaining gaps in installing
PTC along this corridor.

Answer. The New Orleans io Mobile segment is nol owned by Amirak, but ihis
is our understanding as well. The host railroad, C3X, should be able to provide an
updale on progress for implementation.

b. It iz also my understanding that PTC may not be installed by the deadline on
track that is east of Mobile, AL and which may one day be part of the long distance
route to Orlando, FL. Can wvou confirm that a state-supported route from New Orle-
ans, LA to Mobile, AL would not be impacted by the status of PTC on track east
of Mobile, AL?

Answer. This segment is also not ewned by Amtrak, but this is our understanding
ag wcll. The host railroad, CSX, should be able to provide an update on progress
for implementation. You are correct that the status of PTC implementation east of
Mobile will not impacts the potential State Support service we are secking to ad-
vance with the SRC to the west,

Question 4. Recently, Politico reported that a spokesman for the freight railroad
Canadian National stated the railroad was scheduled to complete installation of
PTC on time. The spokesman further stated that “the City of New Orleans corridor
will be the first completed, and multiple subdivisions in the corridor are in revenue
serviee demonstration.”

a. Can you confirm that this is correct?

Answer. Thig segment iz not owned by Amtrak. The host railroad, Canadian Na-
tional, should be able to provide an update on progress for implementation.

b. If not, please provide deseribe the staius of PTC on the Cily of New Orleans
route and the impact upon Amtrak’s revenue service on that route.

Answer. This segment is nol owned by Amtrak. The host railroad, Canadian Na-
tional, should he able to provide an update on progress for implementation. While
we are in regularly communieation with Canadian National, they would be able to
provide the most accurate and up-to-date information on this route.

¢. Please provide information describing the status of PTC on Amtrak’s Crescent
route and the impact upon Amtrak’s revenue service on that route.

Answer. This segment is not owned by Amtrak, but Amtrak has completed inter-
operability testing on thiz route between Washington, DC and New Orleans. The
Amtrak project schedule calls for beginning operations with PTC in the fall of 2018
after final software upgrades are ready.
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REsroNsE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED EY HoN, BILL NELSON TO
RICHARD ANDERSON

Positive Train Control. Mr. Andergon, Florida relics on Amtrak service to provide
aceess to long-distance rail serviee for many cities.

Ruestion ! What is the siatus of posilive train conlre]l on routes you travel in
Florida? When will it be implemented?

Answer. There has heen signilicant progress since the hearing on locations where
Amtrak had concerns about a host's implementation schedule or ability to qualify
for extensions or exemptions, Since the hearing, many of these concerns have been
addressed and we have received significant information from hosts to confirm com-
pliance or exemptions have been filed in accordance to the law. In Florida, we are
working with both the South Florida Regional Transpertation Authority and
SunRail as they progress forward in their work to achieved Alternate Schedules for
implementation from the FRA. Assuming that such schedules are granted, Amtrak
iz undertaking hazard analysiz and risk mitigation plans for operations over the ter-
ritory until PTC becomes operational.

Crade Crossing Sefefy. Panel, my stale conlinues Lo top the list for grade crossing
collisions and fatalities. In recent months, we have seen a renewed problem with
grade crossing safety following the start of higher speed rail service.

Ruestion 2. What steps should we be taking to better address grade crossing safe-
tv?

Answer. We continue to look for opportunities to address grade crossing safety
and we have long supported outreach programs. The most prominent program is
“Operation Lifezaver,” a nonprofit public safety edueation and awarcness organiza-
tion dedicated to reducing collisions, fatalities and injuries at highway-rail erogsings
and trespassing on or near railroad tracks. However, more necds to be done and we
still believe the safest grade crossing is the one thal does not exist. Several of the
host railroads have programs in place that financizlly incentivize communitics to re-
move public grade crossings and we strongly believe that more funding and focus
on upgrading these grade crossings that necessary with enhanced traffic contrel and
satety features is justified. Similarly, where new public grade crossings are intro-
duced it is imperative that active warning devices are installed.

Washington State Crash. Mr. Anderson, the Amtrak derailment in Washington
State is eerily similar to the 2015 derailment in Philadelphia. In the last transpor-
tation bill, Congress mandated thal railroads evaluate curves where the speed drops
in hopes of preventing a similar crash.

Question 2. Did Amtrak evaluate the eurve near DuPont, Washington pricr to
starting gerviee? What actions did you take to address it?

Answer. In light of the open and ongoing NTSB investigation we are unahble to
provide this information at this time. It is important to note that the NTSB has
publicly released that had an automatic-braking system been operational, it would
have applied the brakes to slow and step the tram.

Question 4. Could a derailment like the one in Washington State happen in Flor-
ida or elsewhere? What steps are vou taking to prevent that from happening?

Answer. The possibilily of a train derailment is presenl across the Nalion's rail-
road nelwork from a variely of possible risk areas. Ilowever, many of the recent ac-
cidents involving Amtrak traing have involved over-spced situations that Positive
Train Control could have prevented. Thus, we believe PTC or the application of
technolegy and operating practices that achieves PTC-equivalency must be standard
tor all Amtrak routes and that this technology will make the entire U.3. rail net-
work safer for pagsengers, railroad employees, and communities, While some gues-
tion the need for PTC on low-density territory, our recent experience has shown that
over-speed relative lo signal indications and permaneni or temporary speed resiric-
tiong 15 a significant risk and this risk exists regardless of tralfic levels on a given
route. As the leader in the installation of PTC for decades, having already deployed
ayvstems across nearly all of tracks we control, we have strong corporate experience
with both the benefits of having PTC installed and the risks associated with its ab-
sence.

For the tracks we use but do not own or contrel, we are cooperating with our
freight and commuter host railreads as they advance their obligations to complete
PTC installations, which are required either because of the presence of passenger
traing or cerlain hazardous material. Additienally, the various freight and com-
muter railroads that operate over Amtrak’s infrastructure must equip their rolling
stock with PTC for use on our infrastructure and we are working cooperatively with
them to advance these tasks.
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RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SURBMITTED BY HoN. MARIA CANTWELL TO
RICHARD ANDERSON

Speed Limit Action Plans. Mr. Anderson, the FAST Act requires passenger rail-
roads Lo come up wilth speed limil action plans for any place there is a speed reduc-
tion of 20 miles-per-hour or greater. Speed limit action plans are meant to help pre-
vent incidents like the Amtrak Cascade Train 531 derailment in DuPont, WA by
credting numerous warnings for the engineer that thev need to reduce their speed.

Question 1. Had Amtrak created a speed action plan for the curve in DuPont, WA,
where the deraillment occurred?

Answer. In light of the open and ongoing NTSB investigation we are unable to
provide information related io ithe 501 deraillment. However, Amtrak did comply
with the FAST Act requirements for speed limit action plans.

Question 2. Can vou explain what measures were in place to warn the engineer
that he needed to reduce the speed of the train?

Answer. The information publicly released by the NTSE conflirmed that a 30 mph
speed-limit sign was posted on the engineer’s side of the train to remind engineers
about the upcoming curve. It was posted two miles before the curve.

Question 3. Can vou identify what you are deing to learn from this derailment
to update all your speed limil action plans?

Answer. We have and will continue to review our speed limit action plans. The
need for ull implementation of Pesitive Train Control is critical. PTC will preventi
over-speed deraillments. PTC must be standard for all Amtrak routes and this tech-
nology will make the entire U.S. rail network safer for passengers, railroad employ-
ees, and communities. Amtrak is a leader in the installation of PTC, having already
deployed systems across nearly all of tracks we control.

For the tracks we use but do not own or contrel, we are cooperating with our
freight and commuter host railreads as they advance their obligations to complete
PTC installations, which are required either because of the presence of passenger
trains or certain hazardous material. Additionally, the varicus freight and com-
muter railroads that operate over Amtrak’s infrastruciure musl equip their rolling
stock with PTC for use on our infrastructure and we are working cooperatively with
them to advance these tasks.

[n addition, Amtrak established syvstem wide qualifications standards for our train
and engine perzsonnel and is in the process of cxpanding our use of simulation for
training and route qualification.

Highweay-Rail Grade Crossing Safetv. [ would like to address the topic of safety
issue, highway-rail grade crossings. The City of Lakewood sits on the new Point De-
fance Bypass Rail line where the DuPont derailment occurred.

The city has 7 grade crossings within its city limits. They are understandably con-
cerned about safety at these crossings given that over 30 percent of rail related fa-
talilies occur at grade erossings.

Question 4. Mr. Anderson, can you tell me how Amtrak is working to make high-
wayv-rail grade crossings safer?

Answer. We conlinue Lo look for opportunilies Lo address grade crossing safely
and we have long supported outreach programs. The most prominent program is
“Operation Lifesaver,” a nonprofit public safety education and awareness organiza-
tion dedicaled to reducing collisions, fatalities and injuries ail highway-rail erossings
and trespassing on or near railroad tracks. However, more needs to be done and we
still believe the safest grade crossing is the one that does not exist. Several of the
host railroads have programs in place thal financially incentivize communilies to re-
move public grade crossings and we strongly believe that more funding and tfocus
on upgrading these grade crossings that necessary with enhanced traffic control and
safety fealures is jusiified. Similarly, where new puoblic grade crossings are intro-
duced it is imperative that active warning devices are installed.

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SURMITTER RY HON. RICHARD BLUMENTHAL TO
RICHARD ANDERSON

Implementation of Positive Trein Control. Mr. Anderson, under ohe scenario,
Metro-North completely implements PTC hy December 31, 2018. That's the only ac-
ceptable option in my book,

Under a second scenario, Metro-North does just encugh to get & serics of exten-
sions of the deadline to implement from the FRA—known technically as the “alter-
native schedule.”

[ want to congider the impact of a third, nightmare scenario: Metro-North fails
to qualify for any extenzion at all. In that scenario, several things would happen.
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Metro-North should be properly penalized. But Metro-North would not be the only
railroad affected by itg failure to comply with the law. Amtrak would be, too. If
Metro-North's track isn't PTC-compliant, I understand Amtrak will need to act ac-
cordingly, That mesans Amtrak service could completely cease on track in Con-
necticut from the New York border to New Haven. That could sever one of the eoun-
try's key transpertation arteries, leading to even mere congestion on the highways
and in the air up and down the Eastern Seaboard.

In your testimony y¥ou cnvizion this problem. You state, “For any such route seg-
ments” without PTC implemented or having failed te qualify for an “alternative
schedule,” “"Amtrak will suspend operations until such time as the carrier becomes
compliant with the law.”

Question I. Does this statement apply to Metro-North?

Answer. At present, we believe that Metro-North will gualify for an extension but
we recommend vou seek confirmation of this status with them directly. As you
know, Amtrak will conduct risk assessments for all routes which do not have oper-
able PTC by December 31, 2018, The risk assessment outcome will result in devel-
oping operational and/or technological recommended enhancements on a route-by-
route hasis that we can deploy until PTC is operational. However, if Metro-North
were to fail to gqualify for an extension at all, Amtrak would net be able to operate
over their infrastructure.

Question 2. What would happen to the riders who depend on Amtrak service be-
tween New York and Bosten if Metro-North fails to implement PTC by December
31, 2018, or qualily for any exlension?

Answer. Amtrak docs not have a plan at this time since we have been informed
by Metro-North that they expect to meet the deadline or file for an extension. How-
ever, lthis segment is nol owned by Amtrak. The hosl railread, Metro-North, should
be able to provide an update on progress for implementation.

Question 3. Are vou confident that in 201% you will be able te continue service
on tracks vou currently use between New York and Bosten?

Answer. Yea.
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security to protect the American public and the environment. This includes full con-
sideration of operational, infrastructure, technological, and sustainable adwvance-
menis. Dow is commitled Lo Responsible Care™, the chemical indusiry's world-class
environmental, health, safety, and security performance initiative. Our carriers, in-
cluding our road carriers, demonsirate this same safely commitmentl through the
Rezponzible Care* "artnership program.

Wilh any legislative or regulalory aclions, Dow believes they musi be data-driven
and supported by a sound cest-benefit analysis. There appears te be data availahle
in support of & safe and sustainable shift to the Twin 33. We referenced a study
commissiened by Americans for Modern Transportation entitled “Twin 33 Foot
Truck Trailers: Making U.3. Freight Transport Safer and More Efficient”, which
cites data published in the Federal Highway Administration’s 2015 study entitled
a “Comprehensive Truck Size and Weight Limits Study™

Based on the Americans for Modern Transportation study, it appears there would
be benetits to the U.8. freight system, economy and the American puhblic. Dow un-
derstands & Twin 33 would supplant a Twin 28 corrently utilized on our Nalion’s
highways, and would not supplant trucks currently traveling though busy small and
medium-sized towns and winding mounizincus roads like the ones in New ITamp-
shire.

Safely benefits include fewer trucks, fewer trips, belter enforcement to ensure the
safety of other trucks, improved high-speed dvnamics compared to a Twin 28, and
leading safety technology. Dow understands that mileape exposure is the single hig-
gest facter driving vear-to-yvear changes in crashes, injuries and fatalities associated
with motor vchicle travel, including truck travel. Fewer trucks on our roads could
also reduce effects on our transportation infrastructure,

In 2016, Dow launched our 2025 Sustainability Goals. Sustainability benefits of
the Twin 33 include belter luel efficiency and envirenmental benefits, saving 2552
million gallons of fuel, and reducing carbon and nitrous oxide cmissions by nearly
three million tons and one billions grams, respectively. These emissions reductions
would be equivalent to laking 551,000 cars off our Nation's roads.

Opcrational and socictal benefits inelude inereasing volume eapacity by 18.6 per-
cent without a maximum weight increase, reduced traffic congestion, and alleviating
the driver shortage while providing higher-qualily and more stable jobs lor drivers.
These benefits would allew Dow to make our supply chain more cfficient, while
making transportation safer and more sustainahle.

Thank you once again for recognizing the chemieal indusiry as a principal stake-
holder in developing policies that can keep our cconomy moving, We must ensure
our Nation has a safe, secure, and sustainable network to deliver our products when
and where they are needed. Please let me know il you should have any additional
guestions.

REESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY How. DEB FISCHER TO
WiCK MOORMAN

Question 1. Mr. Moorman, in your testimonies you each discussed reforms in the
FAST Act that streamlined the environmental review process and removed some of
the red tape on routine infrastruciure and assel maintenance. Would you please
claborate on the types of challenges your railroads face when attempting to build
or improve its infrastructure? Are there ways that Congress can improve on the
work wilthin the FAST Aci?

Answer. We appreciate the efforts of Conpgress, and specifically this Committee,
to streamline the environmental review process, providing rail parity with other
maodes of lransportation. While we have a multi-step process for building and im-
proving infrastructure, our greatest challenge remaing our aceess to direct Federal
funding for critical infrastructure projects throughout our system that require dedi-
cated lunding Lo help move these processes along. In some cases, even wilth a
streamlined process for environmental review, the long absence of Federal support
for a project will allow the assessment to lapse and require us to restart permitting
and reviews that expire. We conlinue Lo request additional predictable and dedi-
cated funding for our critical infrastructure investments as I outlined in my testi-
mony.

Question 2. As we enter into a new administration and 4 new Congress, how can
we improve the regulatory process at agencies to move towards outcome, or perform-
ance-based regulations with better data? As vou are aware, in the FAST Act, I au-
thored measures to reform the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration to en-
surc more participation and a stronpger cost-benefit analvsis. Are there specific
changes vou would hope to see across the DT to improve the regulatory process?
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Answer. In general, we support improved regulatory processes and better data.
However, each propozal much he carefully weighed for its potentizl benefit to ime-
proved safety of the passengers and workers in our rail svstem, based on new and
proven technologies available to the rail industry, and the funding to support such
changes to the regulations that guide our daily action. We are happy to work with
Congress and FRA to identify potential improvements. Better data will alwavs be
a welcome addition and criteria for our decision making in identifving these im-
provements.

Question 3. Mr. Moorman, I greatly appreciate the depth of private sector railroad
experience vou bring to Amtrak. Would vou please talk about some of the positive
reforms you are making at Amtrak’s corporale siructure, operations, and business
objectives? For example, in carly January you took efforts to consolidate the leader-
ship structure at Amtrak.

Answer. Il is vital for us to capitalize on the sucecess of Amtrak over Lthe past 10
years, We have an opportunity to build an cven more efficient and effective company
that can facilitate, organize and operate best-in-class passenger rail services
throughoui the Uniled States. To do se, we needed lo be siructured properly and
I streamlined and improved our reporting structure to reflect that desired outcome.

We have 4 new organizational structure for Amtrak that will enable us to create
greater produel and customer focus, along with strenglhening accountabilily and de-
cision making throughout our company. Thiz new structure aligns with our focus
to improve the way we do business, modernize and enhance the customer experi-
ence, and invest in our fulure. These changes are a necessary [first slep to driving
the five key objectives that we believe are critical to our long-term success:

¢ Building a world-class safety culture with a rclentless focus on training, risk-

reduction, positive reinforcement. and personal accountability;

* Developing and consistently providing competitive products and services;

e Creating the teams and processes necessary to serve and grow our customers

across all business segments;

e (3aining support for and delivering on investments that sustain, improve and

grow our business; and

Ilarnessing innovation, technology and partnerships to enhance and accelerate
our business,



QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD FROM SENATE COMMERCE
HEARING ON IMPLEMENTATION OF POSITIVE TRAIN CONTROL WITH SCOT NAPARSTEK

Questions for the Record Submitted by Chairman John Thune to Scot Naparstek

Question 1. What is the status of testing interoperability between Amtrak and its hosts and
what is the fimeline on which Amtrak expects to complete testing, particularly in the Chicago
region?

Amtrak 1s interoperable with BNSF, UP, CSX, NS, Metrolink, and NCTD. Amtrak plans to
continue testing with the 18 other non-interoperable railroads, with the majority of testing
being completed by the end of 2019. Currently, Amtrak plans to be PTC ready in Chicago
early in the second quarter of 2019, with interoperability testing completing toward the end
of the second quarter of 2019.

Question 2. Amirak has stated that it is conducting risk assessments to develop mitigation
measures on portions of track without a functional PTC system. For portions of track without
PTC currently in use but where its implementation is planned, such as along the California
Zephyr route from Denver to Salt Lake City, what is the status of Amtrak payving costs of
implementation, and when will Amtrak make a determination as to whether it will pay such
costs?

We are currently in negotiations with the Union Pacific on Amtrak’s costs.

Question 3. Amtrak’s testimonv mentioned that it plans to take a risk-based approach to
operating on lines of varyving PTC implementation statuses after the first of the vear. Should
Amtrak riders plan to experience loss of service in any particular locations following the end-of-
the year deadline?

At this time, Amtrak does not anticipate any disruption to service after December 31, 2018.
Questions for the Record Submitted by Ranking Member Bill Nelson to Scot Naparstek

Positive Train Control. Mr. Naparstek, Florida relies on Amirak to provide long-distance service
to many of its cities. T understand that Amirak has had challenges implementing positive train
control (PTC) on tracks owned by host railroads that have not themselves installed the safety
Systems.

Question 1. What will Amitrak do if PTC implementation does not occur on Florida routes
owned by other railroads before the 2018 deadline?

To prepare for operations where PTC is not in service, Amtrak has been conducting detailed
risk assessments to enable us to develop an appropriate array of risk mitigation measures to
address those areas that are not mitigated by a functional PTC system, consistent with our
Safety Management System methodology. We plan to run current service on all Florida
routes after the 2018 deadline.



Question 2. FRA has raised concerns about Amtrak’s ability to meet the PTC deadline and
considers the railroad to be high risk. Will Amtrak meet the deadline? Please describe what
challenges Amtrak is facing in implementing PTC.

Due to the FRA's addition of including Amtrak’s transponders in the total hardware count,
Amtrak appeared to have under 95% of hardware installed as of September 30, 2018. Since
then, however, Amtrak has installed all remaining hardware, and is therefore not at risk.
Amtrak has 100% of hardware installed and. as such, was able to submit the application for
the alternative schedule.

Question 3. Please provide an overview of the PTC employee training program including
what it consists of (such as video and hands-on training activities) and the number of training
hours and other fuctors (such as successful completion of an exam) for an employee to be
considered fully trained.

Training courses include PTC system type training, management of the wayside equipment,
troubleshooting, overviews, train rides, and operating rules. The training for locomotive
engineers is no less than 8 hours in length. It includes in-classroom training, written
assessments, demonstrations, documentation of participation, and operational performance
assessments. The operational performance assessment consist of a supervised train ride with
the PTC system active and enforcing that is no less than 100 miles in length. For yard
employees the operational assessment is no fewer than 4 hours. To date Amtrak has trained
over 5,000 personnel.

Amtrak Service. Amtrak is charged with maintaining a national rail network; however, some
have raised concerns about Amtrak’s commitment to long-distance service.

Question 4. Does Amtrak intend on maintaining current service levels on all routes in the
National Network?

Yes, Amtrak plans to continue the current Long Distance routes we operated in FY2018 in
FY2019.

Question 5. What are Amtrak’s long term plans for long-distance routes? Is Amtrak
committed to the sustainment and development of its long-distance routes that often service
communities with no other, or very few, transporiation options?

Amtrak will submit its next iteration of its long distance five year plans in February 2019,
consistent with its statutory requirement to do so. At present, we anticipate that any Amtrak
proposals for major changes to the national network or intercity passenger rail policy will be
provided to Congress as part of the reauthorization of the FAST Act.

Question 6. Does Amtrak expect to further reduce onboard or clerk services and if so, why?
If there were reductions, which services and how many jobs would be affected? Would these
positions be outsourced and does Amtrak plan to retrain displaced emplovees for other roles
within the organization?



Amtrak is always interested in improving our customer experience and becoming more
etficient throughout our system. Relative to our food and beverage offerings, Congress
explicitly required us to vastly improve the financial performance of these amenities by
eliminating all associated losses by December 2020. Achieving such a mandate would
require us to significantly change our model and experiment with new approaches to serving
the needs of our customers during their journey. We are moving to a general hospitality
environment that is modernized and efficient. We want to put emphasis on what the new
generation of traveler expects from an experience. We want the customer to have a greater
say on where, when and how they dine, whether that is communally, in their sleeper, alone
with their media devices or a combination of all of the above during their journey. We are
testing less structure — more individualization.

Question 7. All Amtrak emplovees are trained to act as on site emergency responders in
emergency situations. How will cuts in reservation or food and beverage staff impact Amtrak’s
ability to respond to incidents and has Amitrak fuctored this into its safety plans?

Amtrak takes very seriously appropriate safety considerations in our determination of crew
size. We currently provide on-board service (OBS) personnel with first aid and CPR training
during their initial training. After initial training every other year OBS personnel continue to
receive emergency preparedness training covering rail equipment familiarization; situational
awareness; passenger evacuation; coordination of functions; and “hands-on™ instruction
concerning the location, function, and operation of on-board emergency equipment.
Appropriate staffing levels have always been included in our safety protocols. Since
conductors and engineers have primary responsibility for emergency response on a train, we
do not believe that changes in general OBS personnel levels impacts our ability to
sufficiently respond to an incident.

Safety. Mr. Naparstek, as vou know, Amtrak has had significant safety challenges. Since 2013,
train crashes, derailments and other incidents have injured nearly eight hundred passengers and
six hundred emplovees according the Department of Transportation inspector general. I
understand that one way you are trying lo address this is by providing a way for Amtrak
employees 1o voluntary report safety incidents.

Question 8. How will you ensure that Amtrak emplovees feel confident that they can report
incidents without being penalized?

Amtrak long had a policy prohibiting intimidation and harassment of employees that report
safety concerns and issues. At all levels within the organization, we remain committed to
compliance with our policy and regularly perform audits to ensure the policy is effective.
Amtrak participates in federal programs (FRAs C3RS) which ensure confidentiality in
reporting through the use of a third party reporting processor (NASA). Reports received are
investigated by a peer review team.

We continually undertake efforts to advance our Just Culture initiatives. Recent activities
include expanding internal options for reporting concerns and incidents which offer not only



confidentiality for reporters but also permit avenues for anonymous reporting. We
communicated our commitment to Just Culture principles with our workforce as we work to
imbed and expand a culture of organizational learning.

Questions for the Record Submitted by Senator Cortez Masto to Scot Naparstek

Progress on Coordination for the California Zephyr. I was glad to hear from yvou during our
conversation at the hearing that the California Zephyr is expected to be fully PTC compliant by
the deadline, and rhat this will come without a specific impact to the current route schedule and
service. That will be incredibly appreciated by our 88,000 Nevada riders. One question that has
arose however is about an over 150 mile segment of that line, from Grand Junction, CO 1o parts
of Utah, that my office has been made aware will not have functional PTC at any point becauise
it currently experiences an exemption to the PTC mandate.

Question 1. Can you please confirm the accuracy of this situation?

Grand Junction to Mounds {Green River Subdivision) is Union Pacific territory, over which
Amirak 1s a tenant. It was granted a mainline track exclusion addendum (MTEA) by the
FRA. Amtrak conducted a detailed risk assessment to enable us to develop appropriate risk
mitigation measures to address that area since it 1s not mitigated by a functional PTC system.

Question 2. If this exemption exists, please describe what the specifics are to the situation of
this exemption.

This MTEA was granted under the CTC (centralized traffic control) rule. In CTC territory,
trains move on signal indication, and double track C'TC permits movement on either track in
either direction under signal control.

Question 3. If this exemption exists, please detail exactly what alternative safety efforts will
be emploved on this segment of the line and how these modifications in vour operation won't
change the current operating schedule of the Zephyr line.

Amtrak plans to employ a technology solution to enhance location based situational
awareness for conductors and enhance the existing onboard systems to provide alerts and
enforcement of authorized speeds to mitigate not having PTC implemented on this territory.



APPENDIX

QUESTIGNS FROM HoN. Eric A, "RICK” CRaWFORD TO WILLIAM FLYNN, PRESIDENT
AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION
[AMTRAK)

A Schedules & On Time Performnce (OTF)

Question 1. Is it correct that no segment of a schedule should be shorter than the
minimum achievable run time for the segment?
ANSWER. Schedules are designed with the lollowing components:
¢ 'ure Running Time: The least amount of time that a passenger train will take
to operate between two points over the train’s optimal route, operating at max-
imum authorized speeds with lhe mosl favorable possible signal aspecls on that
route,
Recovery Time: Time added to the schedule to help a train “recover” to the pub-
lished schedule in the event that il encounters delays.
e Miscellaneous Adjustment: Additional recovery time in the schedule, typically
for a specific reason, such az a planned meet with another passenger train.
¢ Dwell Time: Time scheduled at station stops for passenger detraining and
hoarding and any required servicing of the train or crew changes.

The minimum pessible scheduled time for a given segment between two stations
will be equivalent to the Pure Running Time of the segment, however, many seg-
ments alse include additional Recovery Time and Miscellaneous Adjustment min-
utes to absorh delays experienced by the train.

Ruestion 2. Please provide a table showing the minimum run time for each Am-
trak train. I’lease include within the table the last time the minimum run time was
validated against the present schedule in coordination with the host for each Am-
trak irain.

ANSWER. Please see the attached exhibit that provides the Pure Running Time
and total scheduled time by train. All train schedules in eperation have been agreed
upon with each host railroad over which the train operates. The Pure Running Time
ol a segment is periodically updated at either ithe host railread’s or Amtrak’s re-
guest,

Ruestion 3. If operalions remain unchanged, but your schedules are lengthened,
could that improve Amtrak’s On Time Performance (OTPY?

Anxswen., Lengthening the schedule inevitably changes the operation; when a
achedule is modified, the host railroad is required to dispatch the Amtrak train dif-
ferently in order to meet the new schedule. Lengthening the schedule allows for ad-
ditional time to delay the train and inconveniences our passengers who would other-
wige be able to travel to their destination in less time. And of course, lengthening
the schedule costs Amtrak and its passengers more time, money and inconvenience.

The premise of this question fails to recognize the historical reality: when Amtrak
has lengthened schedules in the past, on-time performance has become worse. For
example, after the on-ltime performance of the Sunset Limited plummeted duoe to in-
creased freight train interference in the early 2000s, Amtrak lengthened the train’s
schedule by approximately three hours eastbound and more than two hours west-
bound in the hope that this would improve OTP. Unfortunately, performance dete-
riorated further: OTP fell to just 4% in 2004 and ridership dropped due to chrenic
delays and the lenger schedules, which required that key markets such as Mobile
and the Miszizsippl Gulf be served in the middle of the night. See also the response
to Question {1, which deseribes the similar delerioration in the on-time perform-
ance of VIA Rail Canada’s Canadign after major schedule lengthening. Schedule
lengthening iz not an antidote to poor OTP.

(81}
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Question 4. Amtrak seems to emphasize faster service as more important than
strong OTP. How does Amtrak assess the trade-off between modestly longer sched-
ules and higher OTDP?

ANSWER, Amtrak’s statutory mission requires schedules that are both trip-time
competitive with other modes of travel and operated with a high degree of reli-
ability. Amtrak has made significant changes to schedules when justified, but often
host railroad claims that schedules should be lengthened are not supported by data
or experience.

While some host railroads assert there is a trade-off between longer schedules and
on-time performance, that is a false choice, Current. schedules already include plenty
of “pad” to absorb delays and lengthening schedules provides more opportunity to
delay passengers. Further, what some host railroads deems to be a *modest” sched-
ule change has histerically included the addition of as many as several hours to the
aschedule—drastic and unneecssary schedule changes when OTP could be improved
by simply enforcing the law that ensures Amtrak trains receive preference on
freight railroads.

Amtrak iz required by statute to offer “cfficient and effective intercity passcnger
rail mobility consisting of high-quality service that is trip-time competitive with
other intercity travel options.” Statute also requires that Amtrak “operate Amtrak
trains, to the maximum extent feagible, to all station stops within 15 minutes of the
time established in public timetables” and “implement schedules based on a system-
wide average speed of at least 60 miles an hour that can be achieved with a degree
of reliability and pagzsenger comfort.”!

For many of Amtrak’s trains, schedules already reflect an average speed that is
far below 60 miles per hour and offer limited trip-time competitiveness. Commu-
nitics and passenpgers across the country descrve intercity passenger rail service
that meets the standards set forth under law and schedules must be designed ac-
cordingly.

Question 5. A significant problem with measuring Amtrak customer OTP is that
it involves using Amtrak schedules that are badly outdated and inaccurate. Will you
commit to ensuring that these schedules are accurate and updated, including
lengthening as necessary, especially when used to enforce OTP?

Answer, All schedules in operation have been agreed upon with every host rail-
road and state partner associated with each train. Amtrak and host railroads dis-
cuss schedules frequently—every week, in the case of several host railroads—and
achedule modifications are repgularly implemented, including changes for host rail-
road maintenance activities. Schedule accuracy is also tested regularly using statis-
tical analysis and ride study pregrams. It would not be correct to say that Amtrak
gchedules are outdated and inaceurate.

The customer OTP metric accurately reflects the customer experience, in that it
provides the percentage of customers that arrive at their detraining station on time,
which also allows for & grace period of 15 minutes, in addition to the recovery time
“pad” included in the schedule. Amtrak has used the custemer OTI’ metric as our
internal measure of reliability since October 2018 and has engaged host railroads
since then to scek to adjust schedules az needed to ensure the schedules are aligned
with the metric. In addition, Amtrak is not opposed to lengthening schedules, pro-
vided Amtrak trains are receiving the preference over freight transportation re-
guired by law. We are not willing to inconvenicnee our customers solely to allow
treight railroads to put freight ahead of people.

Question 6. Do vou agree that if a State sponsor prefers to trade off a shorter or
longer schedule for greater OTP for its state-supported route, and it is willing to
bear any additional associated costs and the host is agreeable, you should honor the
State sponsor’s wishes? If vou do not agree, please explain why. If vou do agree,
please provide an example where this has occurred.

Answer, All schedules for state supported trains are approved by the respective
state partners and designed to meet their transportation needs. If the state partner
would prefer a longer schedule and is aware of all the cost implications, and the
host railroad is providing Amtrak traing with preference over freight transportation,
Amtrak would be agreeable to implementing such a change. There are many exam-
ples of state supported schedules being modified, including lengthening the sched-
ule, to accommodate host railroad maintenance of way projects, such as several
Michigan Service trains this summer. However, the more frequent scenario that we
encounter is a host railroad refusing to agree to implement schedules that state
partners proposge or support.

TSee 49 US, Code § 24101,
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Question 7. The data for measuring Amtrak train performance is collected by Am-
trak. To ensure proper monitoring of train performance and improved OTI?, will you
commil to sharing wilth your hosls real-lime stalion-specific ridership dala, historic
station-zpecific ridership data, and Amtrak’s projections of future station-specific
ridership data?

Anxswern. There is no “real-time” station-specific ridership data available. Amtrak
Bassengers can hook reservations and purchase lickets up Lo and even afier they

oard an Amtrak train,

Amtrak already provides host railroads with the following:

e Dlirect access to the Amtrak network and its on-time performance and delay
database, which includes:

» Real-time and historical delay entries for every train in the Amtrak network.

+ Real-time and historical station arrival and departure times for each train.

# Real-time and historical train status reports for any Llrain.

« Reports that provide real-time accounting of updates and source information
for delay entry data and station limes.

+ Reports that provide historical arrival and departure information for any sta-
tion by train and by route.

* Some host railroads have opted to receive a data feed throughout the day (near-
ly real-time) that provides all delays, train status information, Amtrak crew in-
formation, and other data directly to host railroad systems of their choosing.

¢ Daily customer on-time performance report that includes the eustomer on-time
performance for each irain traveling over the host railroad for the prior day,
month to date, quarter to date, and fiscal vear to date.

Quarlerly ridership report thal shows the number of detraining passengers by
station for each train for each of the preceding four quarters.

Daily ridership data by train and station, subject to execulion of 2 nondisclosure
agreement to prevent disclosure of this commercially sensitive data.

B. Preference and Coding of Delays (FTI/HRD)

Question I. The freight railroads claim to give Amtrak’s traing the highest traffic
priority on their lines, What more do you think freight railroads should do in erder
to meet their obligation to provide preference to Amtrak's trains? Are railroads re-
quired to hold freight iraffic even il it is not necessary for the Amtrak train to ar-
rive on time in accordance with its schedule?

AnsWER. Freight train interference caused I million minufes of delay to Amtrak
trains in FY 2019, which demonstrates that on many hozt railroads Amtrak trains
are net receiving the preference over freight transportation required by law, despite
any claims by host railroads to the contrary. On any given day, Amtrak trains are
directed into sidings lo allow freightl trains to pass. While a freight railroad may
claim this represents their “highest priority” this is not acceptable for Amtrak pas-
sengers trying Lo get to a business meeting or lo visit a relalive. Recovery time is
included in all schedules to absorb delays encountered by a train. However, it there
iz sufficicnt time in the current achedule for a freight train to delay an Amtrak train
and still arrive on time, that schedule would be a strong candidate for shortening
the achedule to offer passengers and communitics & more trip-time competitive and
effective transportation service.

Ruestion 2. Ts il correct that when the Surface Transporiation Board (STBE) pro-
posed a policy regarding preference it did not agree that preference is absolute {i.e.,
always requiring that Amirak trains go firsl, even where no explicit exception lo
preference applies) (See Ex parfe 728 (December 28, 20157

AwsweEr. This is incorrect insolar as it fails Lo account for the fact thatl the 5TB
later withdrew the propesed Policy Statement.

On December 28, 2015 the STB issued a “proposcd Policy Statement™ {Proposal)
in Docket No. EP 728 regarding STB investigations of poor on-time performance,
which it characterized ag "a potential starting point for parties to congider when de-
veloping evidence” for OTP investigations, and stressed that the Board was “not
making any binding determinations.” The STB sought public comment on the I’ro-
posal, so that interested parties “may suggest other interprelations” of Amirak’s
preference rights as it pertained to OTP investigations. The Proposal was a severe
depariure from the clear language of the siatule, as well as positions of the DO
and other agencies regarding the meaning and eftect of Amtrak’s right to preference.

Indeed, on July 28, 2018, the STE withdrew the proposed Policy Statement, stating
that its approach to preference issues would be “developed and refined in the con-
text of specific” STB OTT investigations. Any statements in the I’ropozal regarding
how the Board would interprel Amtirak’s stalulory right to preference are therefore
null and of no effect. The Board has not igsued any deecision or guidance interpreting
the scope of Amtrak’s statutory right of preference since then.
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Question 3. Do you knew how many minutes the freight railroads delaved their
own trains due to Amtrak? If the railroads are delaying their own trains much more
than they are delaying Amtrak, does that suggest thal they are providing Amirak
with preference?

AnsweEr. While Amirak has repeatedly sought basic infoermation from freighi host
railroads regarding the operating plans and performance data for their freight
trains, analogous to information ithat Amirak provides hesi railroads for its own
trains, nearly all requests are denied even when there is a non-disclosure agreement
in place intended specifically to cover this type of information.

[f any host railroad believes that providing preference to Amtrak materially
lesgens the guality of freight transportation provided to shippers, the law allows the
host railroad to apply te the Surface Transportation Board for relief from the obliga-
tion to provide preference. Not one host railroad has ever sought such relief.

Question 4. Your written testimony stated that it does not make economic sense
for Amtrak to expend capital funding to operate “nearly empty trains” (See Written
Testimony at pg. 9). Does that same principle prove that freight railreads should
not be required to park and hold their traing in the name of absolute preference
to allow Amtrak’s “nearly empty trains” to proceed without delay?

AnsweR, The referenced testimony stated that “[ulsing searce capital funding to
operate nearly empty trains would not be productive.” (Emphasis added.) As the tes-
timony indicated, Amtrak does not intend to do that. Instead, we have adjusted
service frequency on all our services Lo reflect greally reduced passenger demand
due to COVID-18. The trains we are operating on our host railroads continue to
carry a significant number of passengers—and those passengers are no less impor-
tant. Every passenger has a right to arrive at their destination on time.

Question 5. On page 7 of your written testimony you state that long distance pas-
senpgers bear the brunt of host “railroads’ inability or refusal to cbey the law” re-
garding Amtrak preference. Please elaborate on what is meant by “inability.” Fur-
ther, please explain how vou can claim a “preference” requirement has been violated
in a situation where a host i unable Lo obey il.

Answer, Amtrak trains sometimes do not receive preference over freight trains
due Lo the poor training or overwork of dispatchers, rather than a deliberale deci-
sion or practice of giving freight trains preference over Amtrak trains. Fatigue or
insufficient training are nol excuses for violating the laws and regulations governing
railroad operations—or, for that matter, for violating traftic laws. Some railroads
have claimed inability to provide preference but have offered no evidence of that.
If 4 railroad was truly unable to give Amtrak trains preference over freight trains
without materially lessening the quality of freight transportation it provides to ship-
pers, the statute (49 USC 24308(c)) allows the railroad to ask the Surface Transpoer-
tation Board (STBi to establizsh preference rights of freight and Amtrak traing on
reasonable terms. No railroad has ever made such a claim 1o the STB.

Ruestion 6. Does Amtrak have evidence that hosl railroads are not following the
law that requires them to give prefercnee to Amtrak? If a6, please provide this evi-
dence and documents to the Subcommittes, Uver the last 30 years, have any of Am-
trak’s hosl railroads been found by a courl or ageney Lo have violaled ils preference
obligation?

Answer, Freight train interterence is the largest cause of delay to Amtrak trains
traveling on host railroads. The high level of freight train interference on some host
railroads demonstrates that they are prioritizing freight traing over Amtrak trains,
a violation of Amtrak’s legal right to preference,

While other organizations can defend themselves when their rights are being vio-
lated, only the United States Attorney General can cnforee Amtrak’s right to pref-
erence, which is why Amtrak supports preterence enforcement legislation currently
under consideration in Congress,

The Department of Justice found in 1979 that the Scuthern Pacific was not pro-
viding Amtrak preference, despite the Southern IPacific’s claims to the contrary, and
brought an enforcement action that resulted in a consent decree. We believe a simi-
lar conclusion would be reached if there were & court or agency proceeding today
to determine whether some host railroads are giving preference to Amtrak trains.

Question 7. Your written testimony states that “the leading cause of delavs to
[ylour long distance network is the failure of some of [ylour host railroads te comply
with thle| longstanding legal obligation to provide Amtrak trains with prefercnce
over their tracks.” (Written Testimony at pg. 7). However, data reviewed shows that
Freight Train Interference (FTI) is not the greatest cause of Amtrak train delay.

Answer, The evidence clearly supports the statement that the leading cause of
delays to our long distance network is the failure of some of our host railroads to
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comply with their longstanding legal obligation to provide Amtrak trains with pref-
crence over their tracks, as shown in the table below.

CY 2019 Delay Minutes by Delay Type for Long Distance Services

Respansinle Parly Delay Coda Delay Description Delay Minutes Penrlc:g::lge
Host Railroad Freight Train Interference ... 657,510 7%
Hast Railrmad ., Slow Crders 31,760 14%
Host Railroad ... Passenger Train Interferance | 212517 9%
Amtrak Crew and Systern 193 852 B
Host Railroad .., Signals 166.203 7%
Amtrak Hold for Passangers or Bagpage 121,448 5%
Amtrak Servicing 110,591 4%
Host Railroad .., Routing 99,330 4%
Third Farty Weather 79,484 3%
Amtrak Engine 74,037 3%
Amtrak ..., DERBT e 60,055 2%
Amtrak .. Hold for Passanger Mohility 58,630 2%
Host Railroad Cernmuter Train Interference . 51,662 2%
Host Railrnad Maintenance of Way ., 16,105 2%
Amtrak Cennection Hold 33,373 %
Third Party Trespasser 34,236 1%
Third Party ., POL ... Palice Hald 33.40] 1%
Amtrak ... e TH Late Inbound Train ... 26,966 1%
Amtrak CAR Car Mechanical |ssue ... 17,550 1%
Hast Railrmad ., ITH ... Detour .., 14,174 1%
Third Farty .. [DB3 .. Detris ... 10,211 %
Amtrak IN] Injury 9,535 0%
Third Party ., e MBO L Mavable Bridge Opening ..., 2,504 0%
Third Party .. R M 1| . Gustoms .. 37 %
Amtrak CCR Cab Car Mechanical lssue ... 274 0%

tpuestion 7a; First, the “Reports & Documents” page on Amtrak’s website {last
accessed Sepl. 23, 2020) shows delays atlributed 1o hoesi railreads, bul no re-
ports comparing that to all sources of delay, or even showing all delays attrib-
uled o Amirak or third parties.

Anxswer, Amtrak delays, including the top two delay categories, are reported for
every train and route in the Federal Railroad Administration’s Quarierly Report an
the Performance and Service Quality of Intercity Passenger Train Operations, pub-
lished every quarter since Seplember 20010, as Congress directed, and publicly acces-
sible on the Federal Railroad Administration website |https:/railreads.dot.govipas-
senger-railfamirak/rail-service-metrics-and-performance-reporis].

The “Host Railroad Report” posted to the Amtrak website |https:¥
www.amlrak.com/reporls-documents], as the name suggests, is designed to provide
performance information related to host railroads. The report also provides the total
Amtrak and Third-Party delays for irains operating over the aix major host rail-
roads, as shown in the excerpt below.
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Question 7a.i.;. Please direct the Subcommittee to public reports that have
that information you relied upon. If Amtrak publishes data for “host re-
sponsible” delays but fails to publish equivalent data for Amtrak respon-
sible delays, that creates a false and misleading picture that hides Amtrak’s
responsibility for causing delays and unfairly suggests that hosts are re-
sponsible for Amtrak’s own poor performance. Accordingly, if Amirak is nol
publishing equivalent data on delays atltributable to Amtrak, will you com-
mit to publizshing complete delay information in the future?

Answer, Amtrak delays, including the top two delay categories, are reported for
every train and route in the Federal Railroad Administration’s Quarteriy Report on
the Performance and Service Quality of Intercity Passenger Train Operations, pub-
lished every quarter since September 2010, as Congress directed, and publicly acces-
sible on the Federal Railroad Administration website [https:i#railroads. dot.gov/pas-
senger-railfamirak/rail-service-metrics-and-performance-reporis].

The “Host Railroad Report” posted to the Amtrak website [https:/
www.amtrak.com/reports-documents], ag the name suggests, is designed to provide
performance information related to host railroads. The report also provides the total
Am(‘irak and Third-Party delays for trains operating over the six major host rail-
roads.

(Question 7a.fi.;. There are concerns about the accuracy of what Amtrak
codes as “Host Responsible Delays.” For example, Amtrak includes Pas-
senger Train Interference (PTI} within Host Responsible Delays, which in-
cludes delays caused by interference with Amtrak's own trains, even if
delays due Lo such confliels are unaveidable by the host. Is thal correet?
If z0, would Amtrak alzo be responsible for some of these host delavs, as
PTI iz & greater zource of delay for State-sponscred serviees than FTI?
Answer, Host railroads make all dispatching decigsions reparding which trains are
allowed te go first and which trains must wait on their rail lines. When two Amtrak
trains are operating on a host railroad and must meet or pass each other, the host
railroad is in complete contrel of each train’s movement, which means they control
the amount of any delay experienced by the Amtrak trains. Amtrak schedules con-
tain recovery Lime so Amtrak irains operaling en-time can meel one another with-
oul impact lo on-time performance. When an Amirak train is delayed by a lreight
railroad causing a train to operate off-schedule, it frequently results in additional
delay to both Amtrak trains.
The duration of a passenger train interference delay can vary substantially from
one host to another depending on the efficiency of the host railroad’s operation, dis-
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patching effectiveness, and the amount and quality of rail infrastructure that a host
has chosen to provide. Schedules agrced upon with cach host railroad are desighed
to specifically account for any scheduled meets between Amtrak trains.

The largest cause of delay to state supported trains is freight train interference,
not paszenger train interference, ag shown in the table below.

CY 2019 Delay Minutes by Delay Type for State Supported Services

Respansinle Parly Delay Coda Delay Description Delay Minutes Penrlc:g::lge
Host Railroad Freight Train INERAROENCE oo 339.410 15%
Host Railroad ... Fassenger Train Interference . 311491 14%
Host Railrnad Slow Crders ., 200,221 13%
Host Railroad Signals ... 189.393 9%
Host Railroad ... Coemmuter Train Interference 174,586 B
Amtrak Crew and Systern 154,472 7%
Host Railroad .., Routing 112,646 5%
Amtrak Hold for Passangers or Bagpage 88,202 1%
Amtrah Other Bla24 4%
Amtrak Hold for Passenger Mobility .o 71,236 1%
Host Railroad Maintenance of Way hd.561 3%
Amtrak ENZIME i e v e 1,401 1%
Third Party Weather 41626 ir 8
AmErak o e LAt IRROUR TRAIN 12,576 2%
Third Party Police Hold 41,732 ir 8
Third Party Trespasser 37.737 %
Amtrak Servicing 324 1%
Aimtrak Car Mechanical |ssue 153,725 1%
Third Party o v Wovable Bridge Opening 13,791 1%
Aimtrak Cab Car Mechanical lssue .. 9,141 0%
Amtrak vovveeenee o GoANECTIIN Hald 7025 %
Third Party Customs 7662 0%
Third Party BEEIS i i v v e 7,396 0%
Hast Railroad Detaur T2 1A
Amtrak .. Injury 201 0%

7k Dala lails te supporl your claim that hesl carrier freightl train interference
is the greatest source of Amtrak delays to long distance trains. I’lease review
and confirm in writing for the subcommittee the following facts, which are
based on Amtrak’s calendar year 2019 data:

QQuestion 7b.i). The delays vour conductors attribute to Amtrak-caused
delays accounted for 30% of the total delays to long distance trains, where-

as delays atiributed to FTT accounted for only 268% of total delays;
Answer, Thig statigtic highlights the scverc impact that freight train interference
has on Amtrak trains: e single delay category, freight train interference, Is respon-
sthle for aearly as mony deloy minwtes o all 11 categories of Amitrak deloys com-

bined. The delay data for CY 2019 are provided below.

CY 2019 Delay Minutes by Responsible Party for Long Distance Services

Respansinle Parly Delay Minutes Penrlc:g::lge
HOSE BRIITIAN 1o v ot e e b e bbb e b e 1,289,641 61%
Amtrah RIE 111 30
THIEE PATY 1o oo b b s b b e b e e e 163,807 %
CY 2019 Delay Minutes by Delay Type for Long Distance Services
Respansible Parly Delay Code Delay Descriplion Delay Minules Piﬁ:}:lge
Host Railroad F1I . Freight Train Interference 657514 2%
Host Railroad OSSR Slow Qrders 341,760 14%
Host Railroad ... Passenger Train IMterfRrNce .o 212517 9%

Amirah s Crew and System 13 852 8%




88

CY 2019 Delay Minutes by Delay Type far Long Distance Services—Continued

Respansible Parly Delay Code Delay Descriplion Delay Minutes Pirlc::::lgs
Host Railroad ... pes Signals 166,203 1%
Amtrak HLD Held for Passenpors or Bagpape ... 121,448 5%,
Amtrak SYS Servicing 110,591 4%
Host Railrad . RTL ... Routing 99,330 4%
Third Farty e WIR L Weather 79,484 3%
Amtrak ENG Engine 4037 3%
Aimtrak {TH Other 60,055 2%
Amtrak AR Hold for Passenger Mobility 78,630 2%
Host Railroad . &1l . Commuter Train Interference 51,662 2%
Host Radroad ... DM . Maintenance of Way 46,105 ir 8
Aimtrak CON Connection Hold 34,373 1%
Third Party ., TRS ... Trespasser 34,236 1%
Third Farty .. e POL L Palice Hold ... 33401 1%
Amtrah Im Late Inbound Tram 26,56 1%
Aimtrak CAR Car Mechanical |ssue .. 17,550 1%
Host Railroad .., OTR ... Detour .., 14,174 1%
Third Farty .. [DB3 .. Detris ... 10,211 %
Amtrak IMJ Injury 9535 %,
Third Party MEQ Movable Bridge Opening ... 5,500 0%
Third Party ., R 11 CUstoms 375 0%
Amtrak ... GCR .. Cah Car Mechanical Issue ... 21 %

Question 7h.ii). Delays attributable to Amtrak exceeded FTI delays by over
110,000 minutes; and
Answer, This question compares & group of 11 delays to a single delay category.
Host railroads caused more than 1.6 million minutes of delay to long distance
trains, equivalent lo 3 years of delay, and freight train interference delays alone ac-
counted for 657,910 minutes of delay.

Question 7b.4ii.). Nine of the 15 long distance serviees had more minutes
of Amtrak delay than FTI delay, and FTI delay was not the major cause

ol total delay lor any Amtrak long distance service.
Answer, This statement iz incorrect. Freight train interference delays were the
largest cause of delay for 14 of the 15 long distance services, and slow orders were
the largest cause of delay for one long disiance service, as shown in the iable below.

CY 2019 Leading Cause of Delay for Long Distance Services

Service Largest Cause of Delay Responsible Pary [elay Minutes

Auto Train Freight Train Intederence ... Host Railioad . 3,953
Celifornin Zephyr Freight Tram Interference . Host Railmead 3,154
Capitol Liveited Freight Train Interference ... Host Railread . 61,050
Cordinal ... Treight Train Interference ... Host Railead .. 9,056
City of New Orfeamns Freight Train Interference ... Host Railioad . 27732
Coast Starlight Freaght Tram Interference Host Railread 37,068
Creseent . Freight Train Interference Host Railrsad 59,604
Empire Builder Treight Train Interference ... Host Railmad . 82,087
Leke Shore Limited ... Freight Train Intederence ... Host Railioad . 49,129
Patimetto ... Freaght Tram Interference . Host Railread 13,367
Bilver Meleor Freight Train Interference Host Railrsad 21,929
Stlver Star ... Slow Orders Host Railrgad .. 22,8595
Southwest Chief . Freight Train Interderence Host Railioad . 49,947
Sunset Limited ... Freaght Tram Interference . ... Host Railread . £3,390
Texos Eagle Freight Train Interference ... Host Railread .o 7,086

Question 8 [z it correct that the difference between Amtrak caused delays and
FTI is even greater for state-supported routes? Please review and confirm in writing
for the subcommittee the following facts, which are based on Amtrak’s calendar vear
2018 data for state-supported routes:

Question 8a) FTI delay accounted for just 15% of total delays. and FTI delays
were less in number than delays caused by meets with Amtrak’s own passenger
traing {i.e., PTI}
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ANSWER. Freight train interference delays were the largest cause of delay to state
supported traing in CY 2018, amounting to nearly 340,000 minutes, equivalent to

236 days of delay caused hy freight trains alene, as shown in the table below.

CY 2019 Oelay Minutes by Delay Type for State Supported Services

Respansible Parly Delay Code Delay Descriplion Delay Minutes Pirlc::::lgs
Host Radroad .. Freight Train Interference 339.410 15%
Host Radroad .. Passenper Train Interference 311 491 1a%
Host Railroad ... Slow Orders ., 200,221 13%
Host Railroad Signals ... 189.393 9%
Host Railrnad Commuter Train Interference | 174,986 %
Amtrak ... Crew and Systern 134,472 %
Host Railroad Reuting 112 646 5%
Amtrak Held for Passenpers or Baggage ..o 88,202 4%
Amtrah Other Bla24 4%
Amtrak Held for Passenper Mobility o 71,238 3%
Host Railroad ... Maintenance of Way . 4,561 1%
Amtrak .. Engine 61,401 1%
Third Party Weather 11,626 %
Amtrak ... Late Inhound Train ..., 12,576 2%
Third Party Fulice Hold 41,732 2%
Third Party Trespasser 37.737 %
Amtrak Servicing 3214 1%
Amtrah Car Mechamieal 15508 o 13,724 1%
Third Party .. Movakle Bridgze Cpening ... 13,791 1%
Amtrak ... Cah Car Mechanical Issue 9,141 %
Amtrak ..., Connection Hold . 7843 0%
Third Party ., 41 Customs 7562 0%
Third Party DBS Debiris 7,396 0%
Host Railroad ... OTR Detour 1227 0%
Amtrak IMJ Injury 2810 %,

Question 86). Amtrak delays accounted for 28% of total delays; and
AnsWER. Host railroads were responsible for 87% of delayvs and Amtrak was re-
sponsible for 268% of delays, as shown in the lable below.

CY 2019 Delay Minutes by Responsibhle Party for State Supported Services

Respunsitle Parly Delay Minules Piﬁ:}:lge
HISE RBITAN 1o oot e ettt e cens ettt e e et et st et e st et s e 1,489,935 67%
Aimtrak 566,226 26%
Third Party 152,544 T%

Question 8c¢i. Delays attributed to Amtrak exceeded FTI delays by more than
275,000 minutes,

Answer. This siatement compares a calegory ol 11 delays Lo a single delay type.
The correct comparizon is between Amtrak and host railroad delays: khost reilroad
delays fo stafe supported trains exceeded Amtrak delays by more than 900.000 min-
wies. Freight train interference was the largesi type of delay to stale supporied
trains, amounting to nearly 340,000 minutes of delay in 2019,

Question 8. How can Amtrak prove that there is a level of preference violations
when Amtrak does not record a category of delays due to alleged preference viola-
tions? Does Amtrak calegorize delays as FTT only when Amirak views the delay as
due to a preference violation? Should the FTI delay category be broader than that?
Is vour delay category of Host Responsible Idelays not alse broader than FTI? Please
delineale and explain each item or crileria ulilized in the delay category and Am-
trak’s justification for itz usage.

AnSWER. Freight train interference delays are delays to Amtrak trains caused by
freight irains. These delays represent clear evidence of violalions of Amirak’s righis
to preference as required by law.
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There are eight types of host-responsible delays—information publicly available in
the monthly Host Railread Report posted to the Amtrak website?—as summarized
in the table helow:

Types of Host-Responsible Delays

Host-Respongible Delay Descriplion

Commuter Train Interference .. Delays from meeting or following commuter rail traing.

Detour Delays fram detours.

Freipht Train Interference ... Delays from freight trains.

Maintanance of Way ..., Delays from hest raiload maintenance of way activities.

Passenger Train Interference Delays from meeting or following other intercity passenger rail trains,

Routing Dispatehing defays.

Slow Order .. Delays trom slow erders, except for heat or cold orders which are coded as third-party
weather delays.

SIBNALS e Signal-related delays.

For each delay, the following details are reported to the extent known, based on
direct observations, train bulleting, radio traffic, and information relayed by the en-
gineer, dispatcher, maintenance of way stafl, signal maintainers, other train crews,
and others:

¢ Location names or mileposts.

¢ Train gymbol or number and/or locomotive number (with railroad initials) for
other trains causing delay.

Mileposzts or other locations, specds, and track number for slow-order delays.

e Names and aspects for signal delays.

. dEr%ginc or car number {with initialz for non-Amtrak egquipment) for mechanical
alays.

¢ Locations for diversion delays, and track numbers routed frem/to.

e Additional comments and information regarding the circumstances of the delay.

Question 10, We are troubled by the appearance that Amtrak’s delay data in-
cludes supposed delays to its trains even when the delay is planned for as part of
its schedule, or when a train makes up lost time, or cven when the delayed train
is nol actually late. Does yvour delay data include these ilems? IT Amirak categorizes
trains as delayed without regard to their actual schedule and whether they are on
time, will you clarify these differeni delays in the dala that preseni to the public?

Answer, Delays in a given segment of a route are recorded against the IPure Bun-
ning Time for thal segmeni, as a “delay” represents an impediment lo the move-
ment of the train. Amtrak’s detailed approach to delay recordation provides action-
able information, allowing both Amtrak and the host railroads to take correclive ac-
tion to reduce delays, improving the on-time performance of Amtrak trains. Cus-
tomer OTP, on the other hand, refleets the performance of the train based on the
public schedule and provides a clear picture of the customer experience.

C. Proposed Private Right of Action

Question 1. You stated that Amtrak needs the ability te enforce its right of pref-
crence over freight traing, but there are non-Amtrak passenger rail services
throughout the country that run on time without any right of preterence. Why do
you think that Amtrak needs the ability to enforce its right of preference over
freight when other non-Amtrak passenger rail services run on time without such a
preference?

ANSWER. Preference of passenger trains over freight trains is essential to pro-
viding on-time passenger rail service. The question provides no evidence to the con-
trary.

The experience of VIA Rail Canada, Canada’s intercity passenger rail operator,
demonstrates the dire consequences to passenger rail in the absence of a right to
preference over freight transportation. As noted in a 2016 Special Examination Ee-
port of ¥IA Rail by Canada’s auditor general, “in Canada, passenger trains do not
have the right of way. Therefore, VIA's trains are frequently required to yicld to
freight traftfic, which sometimes results in significant delavs.”* These delays due to
lack of preference have decimated the performance of VIA's principal long distance
train, the Toronto-Vancouver Canadiarn. In 2009, VIA added an extra night to the

2 httpaffwww amtrak comdreporta-documents
4 https:fwww viarail ca/sitessallfilesimedia‘pd fa/dbout  VIAVIA% 205DECIAL
% Z20EXAMINATION Z0REPORT% 20FINAL.pdll
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Canadian's schedule with the expectation that this would improve its poor on-time

performance. Instead, on-time performance plummeted to just 8% in 2018 and some

trains operated as muoch as 43 hours late, “impeding VIA Rail from effectively pro-

viding a viable travel service” according to VIA's 2019-2023 Corporate Plan.? In

that yvear, VIA added an additional 12 hours to the Conodian’s schedule, bul on-

gme performance continued to deteriorate according to VIA's Second Quarter 2019
eport.”

Amtrak’s own experience also validates the vital need for real preference enforce-
ment. Around the time of the enactment of the Passenger Rail Investment and Ime-
provement Act of 2008, which included the metrics and standards provisions regard-
ing on-time performance, the average on-time performance of long distance trains
increased 45 points to 75%. However, after the Association of American Railroads
initiated litigation regarding the metrics and standards prevision, the average on-
time performance of long distance trains fell 22 percentage points within a year. The
data confirms that freight host railreads limit the freight train interference delays
to Amirak passengers when there are real consequences lor viclating Amtrak’s right
to preference.

Ruestion 2. Regarding enforcement of preference, does the Passenger Rail Invest-
ment and Improvement Act of 2008 allow Amtrak to enforce itz rights reparding
underperforming services at the STB? Is that right insufficient to keep Amtrak
trains on time hecause the STB does not share Amtrak’s view regarding the require-
menis ol preference?

Axswen. The reason that Section 24308(f) of the Passenger Rail Investment and
Improvement Acl (PRITA is nol a sufficient ool for enforeing the federal law giving
Amtrak trains a right of preference are the actions of the Association of American
Railroads (AAR) and certain freightl railroads Lo block the applieability of that stal-
ute at every possible turn. Moreover, whatever views the current members of the
STB may have regarding the requircments of preference has nothing to do with why
the existing provisions of the PRIIA are insufficient to keep Amtrak trains on time.

Section 24308(f) of PRIIA allows Amtrak to begin a procceding to have the STB
investigate poor OTP, but enly if OTP falls below certain triggers. The statute con-
taing two triggers, and the AAR and certain of the freight railroads banded together
shortly alter PRITA was passed to bring litigation 1o invalidale bolh of those trig-
gers.

The firsi irigger for an aclion under Section 24308(f) is thal the host railroad (il
to meet certain metrics and standards developed by FRA and Amtrak pursuant te
PRIIA Section 207. FRA and Amtirak did develop those melrics and siandards, afier
notice and comment, but AAR and certain freights sued the Department of Trans-
portation, claiming that Section 207 and the metrices and standards developed under
them were unconstitutional. The case went up to the Supreme Court and back down
to the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals, wherc—after ten years of litigation—it was fi-
nally held that the statute was generally constitutional but that the metrics and
standards would need to be developed again. FRA and Amtrak have begun that
process, but it 15 nol cerlain that AAR and the freighis will nol altempt to invali-
dﬁtethh};m again in order to keep Amtrak from enforcing itz rights te preference at
the STB.

The second trigger for an STB action under Section 24308(f] is that an Amtrak
train fall below a certain percentage OTP. At the AAR’s request, the STB, through
notice and comment rulemaking, determined how OTP would be measured for pur-
poses of that provizion. The AAR and certain freight railroads promptly challenged
Ehe ETB’S rule in the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals, where the rule was invali-

ated.

The resull of the litigation brooght by the AAR and freight railroads is that the
two existing cazes Amtrak had brought under PRILIA were dizmissed by the STB.
Any S8TB proceeding Amirak brought alter issuance ol new metlrics and standards
could once again be nullified by future judicial challenges.

Question 3. Iz it the case that the Department of Justice (D} iz empowered to
enforce the freighi railread’s preference ebligalion? ITow many preference enforee-
ment actions has Amtrak asked the DOJ to bring over the past 30 years? How many
actions has the DOJ refused to bring? P’lease provide the details of any cases or re-
fusals Lo bring cases.

Answer. Under 49 TUSC § 24103a) 1), only the Atlorney General of the United
States (DOJ) may bring a civil action when a freight railroad refuses, fails, or ne-

+ httpazffwww viarail eafaites/allfiles'media/pdfs/About . VIAfQur-companyfearporate-plan/
Corporate  [lan2019 pdf, pg. 9.
ShtlpsFmedio viarail.cofziles/delaulifilespublicalions VIA Q2 2019 EN  1.pdf p 37
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glects to discharge its duties and responsibilities under certain provisions of the law,
including Amtrak’s right to preference under 45 USC § 24308(c). However, the At-
torney General is only empowered to seek equitable reliel, rather ithan moenetary re-
lief such az damages caused by the unlawful behavior.

In the 47 years since the preference law was enacled, the DOJ has only com-
menced one case to enforce Amtrak’s preference rights. That was in 1979, in a case
against what was then the Southern Pacific (since merged into Union Pacifich. In
that case, the Ihstrict Court for the District of Columbia entered a Consent Order
under which Southern Pacific was ordered to “accord to the operations of the Sunset
Limited between New Orleans and Houston a preference over freight trains in the
use of Southern Pacific’s rail lines in accordanee with” the preference law, as well
as other requirements to support that order.

Since then, Amtrak has attempted to convince the DOJ to enforce federal pref-
erence law when appropriate, bul withoul success. Because DOJ does not represent
Amtrak but only other tederal agencies, it has no obligation te enforce Amtrak’s

relerence rights or to priorilize preference enforcement over enforcement of ather
ederal laws, Amtrak does not have a record of every conversation or meeting with
representatives of the DOJ or the DOT over the past 30 years regarding preference
and so0 cannot answer with certainty yvour question about every instance where Am-
trak asked the DOT or DOJ to enforec Amtrak’s prefercnee rights.

Question 4. Without evidence that viclations of preference are a significant prob-
lem for Amtrak, is it worth the potential losl time, expense, and harm to relation-
ships that would be caused by Amtrak threatening or litigating preference claims
apainst the very hosts it nceds to work with to provide quality serviee? Should the
right of preference be limited to instances where FTI represents the majority of all
delays to a serviee? Should it at least at least be limited to instances where FTI
exceeds all other sources of delay that cannot be reasonably controlled by the host?

ANSWER, Freight frain interference—uviolations of Amtrak’s right to prefererce—
caused I million minutes of delay to Amtrak trains in FY 2019. That is equivalent
to nearly two years of deloys to passengers. It iz the leading reason why the on-time
performance of long distance services was only 42% last year, with a third of long
distance routes legz than 30% on time. This disrepard of the law iz a fundamental
challenge to Amtrak’s ability Lo provide reliable service and meel our mission set
torth by Congress in statute.

Amirak has repeatedly sought to work with hosi railroads to jointly reduce delays,
which has led te important successes and reliable service for some routes. However,
long-term and consistently reliable performance ecannol be achieved systemwide
without the real pessibility of preference enforcement.

Amtrak would prefer not to litigate preference claims, but history has proven that
the only times when Amtrak is provided with reliable service across the system is
when a real threat of preference enforcement has existed. Around the time of the
enactment of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 (IPRILA},
which included the melirics and standards provisions regarding on-lime perform-
ance, the average on-time performance of long distance trains inercased 45 percent-
age points to 7b%. After the Association of American Railroads initiated litigation
regarding the metries and siandards provision of PRIIA, the average on-time per-
formance of long distance trains fell 22 percentage points within a year.

Amtrak’s right to preference protects our customers, our miszion, and 15 an essen-
tial element in providing reliable service. Passengers will experience more reliable
service when more host railroads comply with the law.

Federal law provides that the right of preference is not limited to the instances
that the question suggesis it should be himited 1o, and for good reason. It should
be noted that the law provides an opportunity for host railroads to demonstrate that
providing preference would materially lessen the quality of freight transportation
provided o shippers and seek reliel rom the law, bul no Mreight railroad has every
soupght such relief. It is therefore appropriate to assume that relief has never been
required. Excusing repeated host railroad violations of preference that did not ex-
ceed some arbitrary threshold would be no different than allowing drivers who re-
peatedly run red lights to avoid paving fines until they receive a larpe number of
tickets.

Question 5. You verbally suggested that increased OTI” during this period of re-
duced train operalions supporls the need for a privale righil of action for Amirak
to enforee preference. But data shows that most of the improvement in OTP during
this period has been the result of reductions in Amtrak delays rather than freight
delays. For long distance irains, for example, during April 1, 2020, through Augustl
30, 2020, & period of reduced freight and passenger operations, the averape FTI
delay per train decreased by 14 minutes from 2019, whereas the average delay per
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train caused by Amtrak decreased by 34 minutes. Tdoes this suggest that Amtrak
could achieve its OTP goals by reducing its own delays or adding time to the sched-
ule to account for delays it cannot eliminate and delavs the Host cannot contrel?

Axswen. No. In fact, the question lays bare the unfortunate reality: while Amtrak
continues to make great strides in reducing its own delays, many freight host rail-
roads continue to prioritize freight over passengers, failing to comply with their
legal obligations to provide Amtrak trains with prefercnhee. Freight train inter-
ferenee delays are entirely within the control of host railroads and represent the
largest cause of delay to Amtrak trains, In the period referenced by the guestion
(April 1, 2020 lo August 30, 2020}, there were 35% more freight train interference
delays to long disiance trains than ol Amirak delayvs combined. Moreover, freight
train interference is just one type of host railroad delay. Considering all host rail-
road-responsible delays to Amtrak trainz, there were 224% more delay minutes
caused by hrost raifrouds than all delays caused by Amtrak.

The greatest single opportunity for improving the on-time pertormance of Amtrak
trains 15 to reduce freight train interference delays. In CY 2018, there were nearly
11,000 hours of delay to Amtrak long distance train passengers from freight train
interference alone, equivalent io more than one year of passengers waiting lor
freight to operale first. The lacl that some [reight hosl railroads have elected not
to reduece delays merely proves there is much more for host railroads to do to comply
with the law. America’s rail passengers deserve nothing lesa.

D. Private Sector Contracting

Ruestion 1. One idea for helping Amtrak become more efficient and profitable is
contracting out services to the private sector. How can Amtrak partner with the pri-
vate scctor on pasgenger rail operations and serviees on a broader scale?

Axswer, Amtrak already contracts out many services that other entities can bet-
ter provide at a lower cost. Examples including commissary operations for on-board
food services and servicing of Amtrak equipment at remote terminals. We alse have
many contractual arrangements and partnerships with private sector entities in
areas such as siation developmeni and provision of bus services ithal connect with
our trains. We are open lo other opportunities for contracting and partnering with
private entities that will improve financial performance and scrvice quality and arc
not ineonsistent with legal requirements or ecllective bargaining agreements.

It is important to keep in mind, however, that contracting out services does not
necezsarily reduce costs, and can lead to degradation, loss of control over, or impair-
ment of services, When Amtrak began operation in 1971, it contracted with private
railroads to perform virtually all aspects of its operations and services, which re-
sulled in high costs and poor service qualily. Recognizing Lhis, Congress amended
the Rail Passenger Service Acl in 1973 to direcl Amtrak Lo “operate and control di-
rectly, to the extent practicable, all aspects of the rail passenger transportation it
provides” {49 U.5.C. 24305(a)2)). Amtrak’s assumption of direct operation and eon-
trol of most aspects of its services significantly reduced costs and improved service
quality. More recent experience of Amtrak and other passenger railroads with pri-
vatization of services, discussed in detail in a white paper entitled “Should Amtrak
Services and Infrasiructure be Privatized? on Amirak’s Stakeholder FAQs website
(“Privatization While Paper™ 8 demonsirates that privatization is nol a magie pan-
acea lhat would make Amirak profitable, but rather can inerease costs, diminish
operational performance and customer gerviee, and jeopardize safety and continued
operation of services.

Ruestion 2. You teslified that certain National Nelwork rouies for competitive bid
would create more complexity. Please explain what you meant and include any evi-
dence that supports this claim.

Axswer, Competitive bidding for National Network routes—which the Federal
Railread Administration and a Midwestern state unsuccessfully attempted in recent
years, as discussed in the Privatization White Paper “—would create additional com-
plexity, and increase administrative and oversight costs, because Amtrak would no
longer control aspects of the services it provides Lo passengers that were privatized;
terms under which Amirak would eontinue to provide other aspecis of these services
would have to be negotiated or determined through adjudicatory procecdings; and
the provision of services by both Amtrak and other entitics would create incfficien-
cies, customer confusion, and disputes over responsibility for ensuring safe oper-

Shttpaffwww amtrak comdeontent/damiprojects’dateamienglish/publicddpcuments!
corporatexpnqltmn -papers/white-paper-amtrak-privatization. pdf
T Ihid,
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ations and addressing service deficiencies that do not exist when all aspects of a
service are provided or controlled by a single operator.

Ruestion 3. Please answer each the following questions in detail:

Question Jo) Do you agree that opening roules up lor competilive bid could
drive down costs? Il nol, please explain why, including evidence supporting this
denial.

AnswER, As discussed in detzil in the Privatization White Paper,® the costs to tax-
pavers in Great Britain increased greatly after rail services were privatized; in Sep-
tember, British rail regulators announced that the government would reassume con-
trol over rail services and end franchising of routes to private operators. The Mid-
western state that partially privatized an Amtrak state supported route terminated
that arrangement afler just 17 months when the privale operator soughtl large in-
creases in the state’s payments.

GQuestion 3b) Do you agree that opening routes up for competitive hid could im-
p;‘u]ve service? If not, please explain why, including evidence supporting this de-
nial.

Anxswern. Privatization of Great Britain’s rail services resulted in degradation of
service guality, including severe overcrowding and poor on-time perfurmdme {See
Jones, Owen, "Why Britain's Trains Dont Run on Time: Capitalism,” New York
Tlmes April 4, 2007.)% As discussed in the Privatization White Paper,i® during the
first vear of pdrtldl privatization of a Midwestern Amtrak state-supported route,
mechanical delays, which were attribulable to problems with the contractor's equip-
ment, increased 35%.

Question 3el Do vou agree that opening routes up for competitive bid would like-
ly create jobs in communities along Amtrak routes? If not, please explain why,
including evidence supporting this denial.

Anxswern. No. The creation of jobs in on-line communities due to the operation of
passenger rail service is heavily dependent on increasing the number of passengers
carried, since this translates inlo more commercial aclivily and more spending by
visitors on hotels, restaurants, entertainment, ete. As indicated in the Irivatization
White Paper, ridership declined by more than 10% following partial privatization of
a Midweslern Amtrak service.

Unsuccesztul privatization efforts have led to discontinuance of passenger rail
services, which eliminates both railread jebs and other jobs in on-line communities
that are dependent upon passenger rail service. A Canadian inlercily passenger rail
service was suspended in 2015 when the newly-selected private operator was unahle
to fulfill its contractual obligations, and subsequent efforts to find a suitable private
operator were unsuccessful. The service has never resumed. See Kelly, Lindsay,
“Rail supporters reboot search for third-party operator,” Northern Ontario Business,
March 4, 201611
E. Buy America Waiver

Ruestion I On August 13, 2020, you responded to Ranking Member Crawford's
letter regarding the Buy America waiver Amtrak sought to purchase foreign equip-
ment. None of Amtrak’s responses directly answered the questions posed by Rank-
ing Member Crawford. Accordingly, please respond directly Lo each of the following
guestions without restating the responses Amtrak provided in the August 13, 2020,
letter.

Quesiion ta) Please list all ilemsfequipment for which the Buy America waiver
was sought.

Anxswen., Between March 2018 and May 2019, Amtrak issued three requests for
propaosal (RFP):

« Dne railbound tunnel eranc

¢ Une track laying machine

e Eight two-man rail car movers wilh heavy cranes, railgear, and rail car couplers

iand related equipment)

In the case of the tunnel crane and the track-laying machine, the request was
sent to multiple potential offerors; in the case of the rall car movers, the request

#Thid.
Thilpsffwww nylimesz com 20170404/ 0pnion/why-britainz-lroins-dont-run-on-lime-
capitalism. html
10httpeiiwww.amtrak comicontent/dam/projects’dotecom/english/public/decuments’
Lion-papersiwhite-paper-amtrak-privatization pdf
sww northernomtariobusiness.comiregional-news/sault-ste-marie/rail-supporters-
rchoul-search-for-thicd-party-operalor-371850
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was sent to 4 single bidder based on a previous RFP. In two of three cases, the re-
quest was alse posted publicly on Amtrak’s website,

Question 16) Please list the cost of all items purchased or sought to be pur-
chazed with the Buy America waiver,

AnswER. This procurement process continues to be engoing. As Amtrak negotiates
the contracts, some clements of the contract have remained at play. Pricing, as is
commen to any business negotiation, is a critical part of a contract negotiation. We
are happy to report that over the past several weeks, Amtrak and vendorg have fi-
nalized two of the three negotiations and contracts have been issued:

¢ Railbound Tunnel Crane—$12.979,205.00

e Two-man Rail Car Movers—8$7,464 000,00

The third and final contract for the Track Laying Machine remains under negotia-
tion, but we are happy Lo follow up with your stafl with that informalion once that
contract has been issued. We expect to complete that TLM negotiation in the coming
monihs. In the meantime, my team can be available to discuss this wilth you or your
staft if vou have any additional questions.

Question Ic) Please list the country or countries where the equipment was
gzought from or purchascd.

AnsWER. Equipment was purchased or will be purchased as follows:

¢« Railbound Tunnel Crane—Switzerland

* Two-man Rail Car Movers—Canada

¢ Track Laying Machine—Germany

Question Id) Please state whether the equipment was, or will be, purchased
using funding provided through the Corenavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Se-
curity {(CARES) Act. If so, how much of the CARES Act money is or will be
gpent on the equipment?

Answer, Amtrak closely tracks how CARES Act funds are used, consistent with
the terms of the legislation and our agreements with the FRA. No CARES-provided
funding has been or will be used to acquire the equipment that was part of this pro-
curement. At all stages, the waiver process has been independent of the pandemic,
and of Congress’s financial response to the pandemic.

This 15 a snapshot of the walver request timeline and process:

e Amtrak first sought an Amtrak Buy American waiver weeks before the first

confirmed COVID-19 case, months before the first U.S. case.

¢ This process began approximately six months before enactment of the CARES

Act (P.L. 116-136).
* The FRA’s public notice of Amtrak’s request preceded the execution of CARES
Act grant agreements.

[ want to reiterate my earlicy message that this waiver request, a process that
began over two years ago now, 15 d step Amtrak rarely takes and that we worked
hard to avoid. On average, Amtrak spends just under $2 billion a year on products
and services. Since 1992, when the FRA began posting waiver requests, Amtrak has
requested six waivers under the FRA statute (49 USC §22905(a), formerly 49 USC
§ 24408al) and the Amirak statute, 49 USC § 24305(0). OF the six requesied waiv-
crs, only five have been required. (One of the waivers, for the Amtrak High Speed
Rail Prototype Trainsets, ultimately was not utilized.)

Amirak’s requesl for a waiver of ils domestic buying preference requirements s
not the product of an elective choice; rather, it is the result of market realitics and
Amtrak’s need for equipment that meets certain technical specifications the com-
pany is unable to change. Amirak soughl to acquire the relevant equipmenti from
manufacturers that can meet Amtrak Buy American requircments without a waiver
but was unable to do so; the FRA has granted Amtrak’s request based on narrow
criteria thal Congress spell out in slalute.

F Amirak Accounting

Question 1. According to the Cato Institute {sec Cato statement submitted for the
record}, Amtrak currently receives a federal subsidy of roughly thirty cents per pas-
senger-mile, whereas the aviation industry receives a subsidy of roughly one cent
per mile. What specific amount do vou think iz an appropriate subsidy per pas-
senger-mile for Amtrak?

ANSWER. Since the referenced testimony does not indicate how the subsidy per
passcenger mile figures were calculated (e.g., whether indirect federal, and all avia-
tion trust fund, spending on the aviation industry was included}, we are unable to
assess the accuracy of the comparison. We believe that the level of federal funding
Amtrak receives should not be based upon an arbitrary per passenger-mile figure,
but rather on the henefits the country receives from investing in Amtrak.
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The approximately $2 billion Congress has invested annually in Amtrak in recent
years, 15 a liny fraction of what the federal government spends on competing trans-
poriation modes. For example, in 2017, according 1o data compiled by the Congres-
sional Budget Offiee, federal spending on highways exceeded Amtrak’s federal grant
by a factor of more than thirty to one.'2 The funding Congress has provided to Am-
trak has produced a very high return on investment. Significant, sustained invest-
ments in intercity passenger rail service, comparable to those in other countries,
would result in much higher ridership, moere efficient operations, and economies of
scale that would significantly reduce expenditures per passenger-mile, as has oc-
curred on Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor.

Question 2. Does Amtrak use benefit-cost analysis when determining long-dis-
tance servica?

AnsweEr. Amirak’s decisions aboul long distance service levels reflect many fac-
tors, but are always informed by the mission, goals, and other dircctives Congress
has apelt out for Amtrak in statute, including the requirements that we operate a
“national rail passenger transportation system” {49 USC § 24701}, defined in a way
that explicitly includes long distance routes (49 USC § 24102}, and that we use our
best business judgment to minimize governmental subsidies (49 USC § 24101). Our
business judgment is of course informed by cost-benefit analyses, and such analyses
have prompled or supported major decisions aboul long disiance service; the pre-
pandemic lransition to flexible dining on many eastern (single-night) roules and the
post-pandemic reduction of service levels are two recent examples.

Ruestion 3. Do you acknowledge Amtrak’s Congressionally-mandaled mission of
making a profit as eontained in the Rail Passenger Scrviee Act of 18707 Please an-
awer cach of the following guestions in detail.

Answer, Amtrak has never had & Congressionally-mandated mission of making
a profit. The referenced provision in the Rail IPassenger Service Act of 1970, which
stated that Amtrak was to be a “for-profit company” was amended in 1879 te pro-
vide that Amtrak was to be “operated and managed as a for-profit company.” (49
U.8.C. 24301ia)(2}, emphasis added). The legislative history of the 1979 amendment
indicates that il reflecled the fact that Amtrak could not he profitable.

The Congressional Research Service (CRS) has found that there was Ylittle evi-
dence ... in the legiglative history” of the 1970 Act to support the “assert[ion| that
Amtrak was intended by Congress to be a profit-making enterprize.” CRS noted that
whatever expectations there were that Amtrak might eventually become profitahle
were premised on the assumptions that the federal government would provide the
significant funding required to develop faster service in high-density corridors and
that Amirak would nol be required to conlinue te operate a national network ol un-
profitable roules. CRS found thal neither pre-condition had been mel. (See CRS,
“Amtrak Profitability: An Analysiz of Congressional Expectations at Amtralk’s Cre-
ation” (June 26, 2002).31%

Question 3a) COVID-19 congiderations aside, do you agree that tryving to make
a profit should be a goal for Amtrak?

ANsWER., We believe that operating an efficient service in a business-like manner
that makes optimal use of available public funding should be Amtrak’s goal. Like
Amtrak’s long distance routes, virtually all of the airline and intercity bus routes
that serve rural regions of the United States receive significant federal subsidies,
without which these serviees would disappear. Every dollar we save is a dollar we
can reinvest into the railroad to ensure we can better serve our customers and your
constituents.

Question 3b) COVID-19 considerations aside, do you believe that Amtrak
should operate in a fiseally responsible way that secks to minimize wasting tax-
payver money?
AnsWER., We agree that Amtrak should operate in a fiscally responsible way. We
disagree with the implication that providing funding for intercity passenger rail
service iz a waste of taxpayer money.

GQuestion 3c) Do you helieve providing good service and making a profit are in
conflict?
Answer, While providing pgood service is not in conflict with operating in a finan-
cially efficient manner, an expectation that a national network of intercity pas-
senger rail service could be profitable is unrealistic. As indicated in the CRS re-

L httpswww . cho.govipublication/5 4539
Thitpsffersreporls. congress goviproduc/pd FRL/RL3 1473
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purt,!t Amtrak was created because the private railroads that then provided inter-
city passenger rail service were all losing huge amounts of money operating pas-
senger rail service that became inherently unprofitable after post-World War I1 pub-
lic investments in competing transportation medes. No country in the world has a
profitable passenger rail system that does not require public funding.

Question 3d) Looking beyand the COVID-19 pandemic, please explain in delail
your plan Lo ensure thal Amtrak makes a profil and meels its Congressional
mandale. IT you do not believe Amirak should make a profii, please explain.
ANSWER. As discussed above, Amtrak does not have a congressional mandate to
make a profit.

Question 4. What are the losscs, per train or per passenger-mile, when taking into
account the depreciation of equipment?

ANSWER, Amtrak uses the group method of depreciation (group method) in which
a single composite depreciation rale is applied to the gress investment in a par-
ticular class of property or equipment, despite differences in the service life or sal-
vage value of individual properly unils within the same class. While we know how
much depreciation has been recorded for a particular group, we do not calculate
equipment depreciation per train, which would vary from day to day depending
upen the number and type of equipment units assigned,

Question 5. The previous Amtrak CEQ developed aceounting figures to factor in
depreciation of equipment to each individual route but did not publish this informa-
tion. Will you agree to publish this informalion and provide it to this Commitiee?
If nol, please stale your reasoning.

Answer. Depreciation is nol a eash expense and not a good measure of the day-
to-day operating expenses of 4 route or the cost of replacing railroad assets. For that
reason, our adjusted operating loss {similar toe EBITDA) 1s & much better measure
of route profitability. Many public companies, across varied industries, often talk in
terms of EBITDA, or some form of adjusted operating income to provide investors
with an accurate view of the core operating results of the company. You can see the
adjusted operating loss for a route in our publicly available “Monthly Performance
Report™ on the Amtrak.com website under “Reports.” 175

¢ COVID-IY9 and CARES Act

Question I As o result of the coronavirus, many states are facing budget deficits
and financial difficulties. What is Amtrak’s plan tor working with the states in 2021,
specifically regarding the state-supported routes?

Anxswer, We appreciate the tremendous financial strain that the coronavirus has
created for our state partners. Our overarching poal as we navigate the coronavirus
iz to preserve all of our state supported services, 8o that as we emerge from this
pandemic we can continue to provide mobility and connectivity to the states in sup-
port of economie recovery. To do this, we believe the foundation must be conlinued
emergency federal funding to Amtrak and our stale pariners to replace the lost tick-
el revenue resulling Mrom reduoced travel associated wilth the coronavirus. In addi-
tion io this emergency funding, we are working lo make our operating agreements
with states as flexible as possible s0 that we can all respond as nimbly as possible
to our quickly changing environments.

Ruestion 2. Amirak’s Office of Inspector General recently found ithal Amtrak is
utilizing a “legacy process” to calculate state Passenger Rail Investment and Ime-
provement Act of 2008 (PRIIA) Section 209 payments and that management will not
have an “alternative” billing and methodelogy system implemented before the end
of this fiscal year. How can states trust that Amtrak will implement alternative bill-
ing and cost methodolegies before their next service agreements are signed?

AnswER. Under PRIIA Section 209 and the FAST Act, the cost sharing method-
ology is governed by ilhe Siate-Amirak Iniercily Passenger Rail Commitiee
(SAIPRC), of which Amtrak is a member along with states funding siate supported
services and the Federal Railroad Administration. Changes to the cost sharing
methodology must be approved by all parties. Amtrak has repeatedly expressed its
openness to considering alternative approaches to the process we have today. We
look forward te cellaborating with our SBAIPRC partners to investigate these alter-
natives but based on the way the statute was designed Amtrak cannot unilaterally
change the exisling processes.

11 Thid.
S hitpsfwww amtrak comdreporis-documenis
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Question 3. Amtrak’s state-supported routes have identified clear reductions in
service becausc of the COVID-19 pandemic but have not scen corresponding de-
creases In their cost of service. On state routes, what costs does Amtrak consider
ta be fixed and what costs does Amtrak congider to he variable?

ANSWER. From October 2019 to February 2020, the period in FY 2020 prior to
COVID-19, Amtrak ran 1.2M state supported train-miles per month, which rezsulted
in Section 209 operating costs of $62.1M per month. From March through August
2020, based on guidance from state partners, Amtrak ran only 552K state supported
train-miles per month, resulting in Section 209 operating costs of $44.5M per
month. To clarify, these cozts during COVID-19 are lowcer than they were prior to
COVID-19 based on the reductions in service,

A railroad iz an entity where many costs arc fixed. Certain costs can be fixed or
variable based on the time peried. Please see the following table, which we shared
with our state partners during one of our weekly (now bi-weckly) conference calls
where we address COVID-19 related issues:

% . .

Cost Labor More Yariable More Fixed Hote

Host RR e na  Access fees, incentives  NRFC officer ... Minor costs from some hosts
even if no Amtrak service

Fuel & Power .............. M3 TUEDL . Negligilile Hote that fuel management ac-
tivities charped in TAE Additive

TEL Crew Labor ... 0% Laber Extra board, some costs  « Variability can he short-run

at smaller crewbases. and long-run

« Long lead times for crew
qualification. training

Gar & Loco Maint. & 20%  Laboer. materials ... Facilities. shop tools « Variahility can be short-run

Turnaround. and equipment. and long-run
o Lang lead tunes for qualifica-
tion, training for certain crafts

(On-Board Passanger na  Gellular access fees Fized support costs

Technnlogy, driven by installed base.

OBE Craw e 95%  Laber. provisions ... MNegligile ... « ariahility can he short-run
and long-run
® Lower lead bimes for guali-
fication. training

Commissary Provisions .. na  LCafé provisions ... E.g. paper towels ... Includes some consumahles
used outside of fand service

Route Advertising ... na  Madia placemant ... 13 Lo Determined by individual states

Reservations & Call MN%  Labor .. ... BPO call center provider offers

Centers, greater variability of lahor costs

Htations—Route ... HE Labor Facilities ... Wariahility can he shart-run and
lenp-run

Sations—Shared ... HE Labor Facilities ... Wariahility can he shart-run and
lenp-run

Statien Technology ... na Access fees driven by Fixed support costs ... See ahove

installed basc.
Comimissions and Res. =<1%  Commission na Costs driven by revenue pur-
System Access. chased through specific chan-

nels
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%

Cost Labor More Variable More Fixed Note

Custerner Concession ... <1%  Credits. retunds E] Costs driven by passenger
counts; category has decreased
substantially due to accounting
changes

Connecting Motor Coach Low  Wes E] Determined by individual states

Regional:Loral Police ... 9IE Labor e Support costs

Block & Tower Cper- 9IE Labor e Technology oo These costs have been decreas-

ations. ing cuer years as remaining
manual towers are automated /
centralized

Terminal Yard {iper- 5% Labor oo Extra board, some crew e Variability can he short-run

ations. base costs. and long-run
o Lang lead times for crow
qualification. training

INSUFANEE e na  Some insurance costs Some costs determined  Some costs contrallable by Am-

vary by activity levels. by insurance market. trak, seme costs determined by

larger msurance market

Question 4. The Amtrak Office of Inspector General recently found that Amtrak
was not providing states with elear data on how service changes due to coronavirus
would affect state costs, This data is especially important as states face budget
shortfalls due to coronavirus. Please explain how Amtrak is working to tix this prob-
lem. Becondly, will Amirak agree Lo provide slales with this data? Il not, please
state why. If so, please share a copy with the Subcommittee and notify the Sub-
commiltee when this sharing occurs.

Anxswer. The question above about fixed and variable costs shows the blend of
fixed and variable costs al a railroad. When service changes, variable cosls change
but moest of the time fixed costs do net. Different state supported routes have dif-
ferent mixes of fixed and variable costs, based in part on their geography; their in-
frastructure; service decisions that have been made by states; and more. Together,
these factors make it challenging to forecast how service changes will change costs.
To address this issue, Amtrak has intreduced a simplified forecasting approach for
FY 2021 that will make it possible to provide states with estimated costs of service
changes much more quickly. Please ind attached an example of the kinds of lore-
casts we have provided states for ditferent service levels on various state supported
routes.

H. Amtrak Police

Question I Do the workforce layoffs and furloughs announced by Amtrak include
members of the Amtrak police department? If o, how many employees of the Am-
tr:;;_k ]?)Uli('.e department are affected and how does this decision impact passenger
aafety?

AnsWER. No members of the Amtrak Police Department were furloughed, and one
member was laid off. That emplovec was a senior continuity of operations manager
and was in 4 support position tasked with establishing corperate-level business con-
tinuity programs.

Question 2. Earlier this vear, the Amtrak Office of the Inspector (General reported
izzues with Amtrak’s ability to define the role, priorities, and size of the Amtrak
police department. Please explain how Amtrak is addressing these issues.

Answer, [sgued on July 1, 2020, Amtrak OIG report OIG-A-2020-012 1% offered
four primary findings and three recommendations. To address them, Amtrak has
committed to:

1. Facilitate discussions between the Executive Leadership Team and the Board

of Directors to reach a consensus on what APD should be doing. The results
ol those discussions will inform the mission and objectives of the department,
which will incorporate them into its strategic plan. In additicn, the Executive
Safely and Securily Council will ensure thal APD appropriately execules ils

Tihitpsfamtrakog govisiteg/defanliAllesirepor &/ OIG-A-2020-0 1 24 20 AP . pdl
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strategic plan and ensures that it is incorporated into the company’s integrated
Safety and Security Policy. As part of this effort, AI’D has engaged a consult-
anl 1o assisi in the preparation of a sirategic pl'm due winter 2021, APD has
engaged with the ELT for their input and feedback, which will inform the stra-
tegic planning process, scheduled for December 7, 2021, APD has always been
clear on its public safety mission of protecting h'l'e, property, and infrastrue-
ture.

2. Review staffing models from partner agencies and best practice guidelines from
police rescarch organizations to develop a data-driven, risk-based process to
recommend an optimal size for APD). The department expects to have a pro-
posal to zenior leadership during the first quarter of FY 2021, Additionally,
APD leadership will use the resulis of a recently commissioned audil of the
contract security services the company uzes to develop proposals on alternative
stalfing options. APD intends to maximize agreemenls the company has in
place and reallocate resources accordingly, to more effectively supplement ADPD
sworn officers. APD leadership will forward the audit resulls and ils related
recommendations to the Executive Leadership Team for consideration and ac-
tion. Alzo, APD ig in the process of cvaluating its current gozls and metrics
as part of the API} Security Management Svstem annual review process, At
the September 2020 Board meeting, APD presented its FY 2021 goals and
metrics to the ELT and the Board, who approved them then. The target com-
pletion date tor these tasks is March 31, 2021.

3. Remediale idenlified weaknesses wilh the Computer Aided Dispaleh system
and optimize several of the current IT platforms to improve workload data.
Management slaled that APD will use the improved workload data to inform
decisions it makes about the size and allecation of its staff. In addition, IT is
working with APD to determine the best reports and metrics it necds to inform
its decisions about staff composition and allecation, and train APD staff on the
use of any resulting dashboards and reporting tocls it gencrates. The target
completion date for this effort is July 1, 2021.

I Miscelloneous

Question 1. Who should decide Amtrak’s National Network routes: Congress, Am-
trak, or someane else? Please elaborale on your ralionale this decision.

Answer, Amtrak’s 1987 reauthorization gave Amtrak responsibility for deter-
mining its route network, and directed Amtrak to “operate a national rail passenger
transportation system which tieg together existing and emergent regional rail pas-
senger service and other intermodal passenger service” (49 U.S.C. 247010 Section
209 of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 made states
responsible for funding most of the costs not covered by revenues of roules of less
than 750 miles in length (other than the Boston-to-Washington Northeast Corridor},
which means thal the conlinued operation of such roules, and the initiation of new
less than 750-mile routes, is determined by states (subject to operational constraints
and the availability of necessary funding and cquipment).

Amtrak believes that it is appropriate that Amtrak, which is required by the Rail
Passenpger Service Act to operate and be managed ag a for-profit business and to
make the best use of available resources, determine Amtrak's long distance route
network. We also belicve that states should continue to be responsible for deter-
mining whether lo iniliale or continue operation of stale supporied roules they pri-
marily fund, but that expansion of Amtrak service te corriders and regions that are
underserved or nol served by existing Amtrak services will require the lederal gov-
ernment and Amtrak to play a greater role in initiating or expanding under-750-
mile corridor services and providing ithe lunding necessary lo accomplish this. Fi-
nally, we recognize that it 15 ultimately up to Congress, which funds the operating
losses and capital costs of Amtrak’s long distance network and the state supported
route costs that Amtrak pays, to set the policy for what passenger rail service Am-
trak will provide.

Question 2. Amtrak currently requires any claims against it to be arhitrated. Do
you think that arbitrailion is a lair, reasonable, and highly efficient means of alter-
native dispute resolution? Will you agree to continue this policy? If not, please state
why in detail.

Anxswenr, Amtrak’s arbitration program is consistent with other major Amtrak ini-
tiatives to improve the overall customer experience, and Amtrak adopted it for two
simple reasons: to cxpedite resolution of claims and to reduce unnecessary litigation
costs.

First, Amtrak's arbitration program provides a much quicker resolution of claims
and much faster compensation to injured partics than court litigation, while retain-
ing mest important aspects and protections of the civil litigation system: convenient
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venues throughout the country; legal representation; an independent decisionmaker;
authorization for appropriale discovery; and the ability of a prevailing claimant to
be awarded damages and all olher reliel available under applicable law. The major
difference is that arbitration provides a resolution in less time—gencrally well with-
in a year of filing—by avoiding unneccessary discovery and other time-consuming
proceedings, and the often vears-long wait for a trial date on overcrowded court
dockets. This is especially advantageous now, with the significant backlogs facing
U8, courts due to closures associated with the COVID-19 pandemic. There is no
comparable backlog in the arbilration system, and arbilrations can be held remotely
il necessary or desired by the parlies.

Second, in its oversight of Amtrak, Congress has directed Amtrak to “usc its best
business judgment in acting to minimize United States Government subsidies.” Ay-
bitration achieves that aim by streamlining the scope, and thus the expense, of the
traditional civil litigation proceeding. The only beneficiaries of protracted and ex-
tracrdinarily expensive court litigation are the lawyers, whose fee agreements can
consume up to 40 percent of a successful claimant’s award.

Amirak’s arbitration program has been carefully crafted io meel the standards lor
such programs set forth in Supreme Courl and other judicial rulings, proving false
the vague assertions that our program viclates passcngers’ constitutional rights. In-
deed, the program poes far beyond those standards in order to provide a fair, flexi-
ble, and easy-to-utilize process for our passengers. Amtrak has a fundamental com-
mitment to Congress to be a careful steward of taxpayer funds. Amtrak spends
roughly $2-3 million annuallyv—some $11 million over the last five years—for out-
side counsel Lo represent the Company wilh respect Lo passenger claims. We believe
arbitraling disputed passenger claims under our policy will reduce those costs sig-
nificantly; that iz money that can then be spent in safety programs and other pas-
senger service and care programs.

For these reasons, Amtrak plans to continue with this policy for the foreseeahle
tuture.

Question 3. Section 11207 of the FAST Act requires Amtrak to eliminate operating
losz from food and beverage services. Despite this fact, there has been Congressional
support for Amtrak serving expensive gourmet meals.

Question 3a) In light of COVID-19 and other financial difficulties, do vou be-
lieve Amirak should be offering meals such as flel mignon and French toast
Lo passengers?

Answer. Section 11207 of the FAST Act's prohibition on using lederal funds to
cover operaling losses associaled with food and beverage service (previously codified
at 49 U.B.C. § 24321(d)) waa repealed by P.L. 116-159 on September 30.

Amtrak offers traditional dining with sit-down meal service on six long distance
routes with trip times over 30 hours, and to sleeping car passengers on the Aufo
Train between Virginia and Florida. Sample menus may be found online.’™ While
Amtrak does not serve filet mignon, French toast, a popular offering in diners and
fast food restaurants, is one of the breakfast choices.

Due to COVID-19, only the Awuto Train currently offers traditional dining. On
other long distance routes we are temporarily offering sleeping car passengers the
flexible dining service we have introduced in recent years for gleeping car pas-
sengers on most shorter {one-night) long distance routes. Flexible dining, which of-
fers pre-plated meals picked up from an attendant or delivered to rooms, is de-
seribed on our web site, where onc can also find sample menus. 1#

Question 3b) Will you follow the law and ensure that Amtrak’s meal options are
fiscally prudent, eliminate financial losses, and do not result in an unnecessary
waste of taxpayer money?

Answer, Notwithstanding the repeal of 49 US.C. § 24321(d), improving financial
performance of food service remains one of Amtrak’s goals. We will continue to
make smart business decisions that seek to provide a positive customer experience
while at the zame time minimizing costs. As on airlines, most of which provide
tcomplimentary} meal service to all passengers on trips of much shorter duration
than trips on Amtrak’s long distance trains, offering food service that is both cost-
cfficient and mects customers’ expectations and dietary requirements is essential to
optimizing financial performance.

Question 4. Do vou support or oppose the use of private cars on Amtrak trains
and charter trains operated by Amtrak?

1T httpsdwww amtrak comionboard/meals-dining/dining-car. html
Hhitpsdfwww amtrak. com/onboard/meals-dining/Mexible-dining himl
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ANSWER. Amtrak supperts the use of private cars on Amtrak trains and charter
trains operated by Amtrak. In 2018, Amtrak revised its policies related to both
these activities to ensure we conducted them with the highest standards of safety,
to minimize operational impacts, and to ensure the associated fees fully covered all
the related costzs. You can find all our private car information, as well ag a link to
our detailed private car policy, on our web site.’™ For charter trains, the relevant
information is alse on the Amtrak site 20

Question 5. Last year, some of Amtrak’s crediters filed suit alleging inappropriate
handling of Amtrak’s Alstom-Bombardicr HHP—8 locomotives.
a} Is it true that Amtrak has retired all those locomotives after only 10 years
of revenue service?
b} What 15 Amtrak deing with the retired HHP-8 locomaotives today?
¢} Is this situation indicative of Amtrak’s typical fleet maintenance practices?
ANSWER. As this matter is subject to on-geing litigation, we cannot comment at
thig time under guidance from our counscl.

Question 6. If funding and financing were put in place tomorrow, what would the
timeline be for the Gateway Program? When would the new Hudsen River tunnel
open? When would rehabilitation of the existing tunnel be completed?

Answer, We and our parthers continue to do evervthing in our powcer to advance
Gateway, and we are optimistic that significant progress will be made in the coming
year. Portal North Bridge will begin construction in 2021, Early work on Hudson
Yards Concrete Casing Section 3 began in September. And additional Gateway
projects, such as Sawtooth, Dock Bridge, and Penn Station Expansion, are advanc-
ing inte the design phase and NEPA review, The Hudson Tunnel Project is a 10-
year program: approximately seven and a half vears for construction of the new tun-
nel, then a year and a half per tube for rehabilitation of the existing century-old
tunnel. The breader Gateway Program, including expansion of Penn Station New
York, the Sawtooth Bridges Replacement, and Portal South Bridge, among others,
could be delivered by 2035 if all funding and financing were in place, and assuming
that all necessary approvals and permits were granted expeditiously.

Question 7. Can vou discuss the reasons for variations in load factor for Nertheast
Corridor, State-Supported, and Long-Distance routes?

Anxswen. Load factors on a given route or service line are driven by the capacity
fseat-miles) offered on the trains, the level of total demand (passengers) on the
trains, the distance thosc passengers choose to travel {pasgenger-miles), and the dis-
tribution of the various destinations along the length of the route served. Load fac-
tors in any period can vary based on decisions regarding capacity offered and by
customer behavior, which in turn can be influcnced by the economic environment,
competition, product pricing, and a host of other external factors. Variations in load
factors across the service lines in FY 2020 reflect the myriad differences across
these variables in & fluid environment under great stress given the role of the pan-
demic in daily lite. While a commercial airliner traveling from one city to another
city could achieve a 1004 load factor, a train that serves multiple destinations along
a route iz much less likely to do so. Conversely, that same airliner can only scll each
seat once for a given trip, whereas an Amtrak train often sells a given seat multiple
times. (For example, someone may travel from Washington to Baltimore and de-
train, at which point & sccond person may ride from Philadelphia to New York in
that seat, and then a third could ride frem New York to Providence.) For a long
distance train, it is also worth noting that sleepers tend to support a higher load
factor than do coaches, such that the total load factor for a long distance train is
an average hetween the full or nearly full sleepers and the coaches, which have
more turnover and are relatively less full.

QUESTIONS FROM HON, LLOYD SMUCKER 10 WILLIAM FLYNN, PRESIDENT AND CLI1ERF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION {AMTRAK)

Question 1. What is the Keystone Line™s current ridership as of 9/24/20 and do
you believe projecled passenger demand warrants full service?

Axswenr., Actual Kevsfone ridership in the first eleven months of FY 2020 was
761,987, with a forecast SBeptember ridership of 18,586, for a projected total FY 2020
ridership of 781,573, {Please nole that service was entirely suspended for more than
two months earlier in the vear as a result of the ongoing pandemic; service between
Philadelphia and New York City remains reduced.)

M httpsdwww amtrak comiprivately-owned-rail-cars
20hitpedfwww amtrak comichar er-vour-privale-lrain
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As one of Amtrak’s state supported services, the Keystone is supported by funding
from the Commonweszlth of Pennsylvania; aceordingly, service levels reflect the
Commonwealth’'s wishes. Amtrak is committed to continuing to work with all its
state partners to provide the level of service they wish to see.

Question 2. How does Amtrak’s CY2020 revenue from the Keystone line compare
to this timce last ycar?

Answer, In January and February Keystone revenue in CY 2020 was up year-
over-year, in keeping with the performance of many other routes. Because of the
pandemie, revenue in subseguent months has lagged FY 2019 levels.

Actual Keystone ticket revenue in the first eight months of CY 2020 was roughly
$10.2 million, with a forecast September ticket revenue of roughly $564,000, Key-
stone ticket revenue in the first eight months of CY 2019 was roughly $31.4 million,
and September 2018 ticket revenue was roughly $4.0 million. The CY 2020 figures
reflect the suspension of Kevstone service for more than two months, as well as re-
ductions in service.

Question 2. How docs Amtrak’s capital investment over the past & years in the
Kevstone line compare to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania’s investment in the
line over the same timeframe?

AnsweRr, Capital expenditures for Fiacal Years 2016 through 2020 by Amtrak, the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and SEPTA on Keystone Line infrastructure and
Kevstone Line stations served by Amtrak were approximately:

o Amtrak .ooooeeeinnn $99.7 million
¢ Commonweallh of Pennsylvania . $66.1 million
o B P T A e $43.0 million

® TOta] e $208.8 million

The figures for Pennsvlvania and SEPTA reflect the amounts they provided to
Amtrak {including any unpaid hillings) or reported; Fiscal Year 2020 expenditures
are pre-audit. The SEPTA figures reflect investments on the portion of the Keystone
Line between Philadelphia and Thorndazle predominantly used by SEPTA trains and
passengers; they include funding provided 1o SEPTA by the Commoenwealth of Penn-
sylvania and the Federal Transit Administration.

Question 4. As of $/24/2020 what percentage of Amtrak stations along the Key-
stone line are ADA compliant?

AnsweEr. Amirak is sclely responsible for ADA compliance al lwo of the 11 sla-
tions on the Harrisburg Line {Parkeshurg and Middletown? and shares ADA respon-
sibility with other entities at six stations (Paoli, Coatesville, Lancaster, Mount Joy,
Elizabelhtown, and Harrisburg). Of those eighl siations:

¢ two are fully compliant (Paoli and Mount Joy);

e four are not fully compliant, but platforms and trains can be accessed by pas-
sengers using wheelchairs (Lancaster, Elizabethtown, Middlelown, and Harris-
burg}); and

e two are not compliant {Coatesville and Parkesburg).

SEPTA is responsible lor ADA compliance al three stalions used predominantly
by SEPTA trains and passcngers. Of these stations, Exton iz compliant and con-
struction of investments at Ardmere and design of investments at Downingtown to
bring these stalions into compliance are underway.

Of the six stations that are not fully ADA-compliant for which Amtrak has or
shares ADA responsibility:

e Lhe Pennsylvania Deparimeni of Transportalion is pregressing projecls to re-
place the Middletown and Coatesville stations with new, fully ADA-compliant
stations; and

e design  or construction of improvements lo bring three other stations
{Parkesburg, Lancaster, and Harrisburg) into full eomplianee iz underway.

Amtrak expects that all components of Amtrak-served stations on the Keyvstone
Line for which we have ADA responsibility will be fully ADA compliant by 2026,
In recenl years, Amtrak’s expenditures on ADA compliance have exceeded lhe
amounts that Congress has directed us to spend. We remain committed to working
with Congress, and with the commuter railroads, states, municipalities, and other
entities that have or share ADA compliance responsibility al the majority of our sta-
tions, to achieve full compliance at all stations.

GQuestion 4a) What percentage of those completed upgrade projects were paid for
by Amtrak compared to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania or other entities?
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AnNSWER, The following are the approximate expenditures since 2009 for completed
ADA compliance projects at the 11 Keystone Line stations:

- N 133 TR $23.6 million
e SEPTA $57.0 million
¢ Commonweallh of Pennsylvania $59.0 million

8 TOLAL oo ettt et e et e et et eer e et et aa e e $139.6 million

The figurcs for Pennsylvania and SEPTA reflect the amounts they provided to
Amtrak f(including any unpaid billings? or reported; Fiscal Year 2020 expenditures
are pre-audil. The SEPTA figures reflect expendilures at the Paoli and Exlon sla-
tions predominantly used by SEPTA trains and passengers; they include funding
provided to SEPTA by the Commonwealth of IPennsylvania and the Federal Transit
Administration. The Amirak figures do nol include the 311 million Amtrak has
apent on completed ADA eompliance projects at William H. Gray I1I 30th Street Sta-
tion in Philadelphia, which is served by Keystone Service trains but is not located
on the Keysione Line.

Ruestion 5. Do all Amirak revenues generaled on the Keyslone Line aside of tick-
ct sales, including fees gencrated from other rail line utilizers get reinvested back
into Keystone line?

ANSWER. Sec. 209 of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act defines
“Keystone Line” ag the segment between Philadelphia and Harrisburg; the Kevstone
segment between Philadelphia and New York is treated as part of the NEC, and
revenues generaled along that segment of Lrack are credited accordingly.

The revenues gencrated from travel between Philadelphia and Harrisburg arc
credited against the operating costs that Pennsylvania is responsible for under the
Sec. 209 formula. Those revenues are not specifically segregaled and used lor invesi-
ments, but they are used to offset the state’s obligation, for operating purposes.

SEPTA access charges are assessed and allocated based on the PRIIA Sec. 212
formula; revenue bhased on real eslate that Amirak owns {ie, from relail leasing
in Willilam H. Gray III 30th Strcet Station) iz handled separately, along with an
allocation of costs that support that revenue.

QUESTIONS FROM HON. SCOTT PERRY TO WILLIAM FLYNN, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION {AMTRAK)

Question 1. In response to my question about the guestionable accounting prac-
tices at Amtrak, you stated:

*So, the largest difference between adjusted operaling income and GAAP is
the exeluzion of EBITDA for discussion purposcs.

Many companies, across varied industries, often talk in terms of EBITDA,
or some form of adjusted operating income to provide investors, if we're
talking about a publicly iraded company, to provide investors with as accu-
rate a view of the core operating results of the company. But GAAD, of
course, 1s the bottom line and we report on that.

The biggest number is depreciation which largely addresses ithe catch up
in investing that the company is doing in flect and other infrastructure.
That hasn't been done for many, many years.”

According to the Congressional Research Service, Amtrak changed its definition
ol “total expenses” to exclude depreciation and olher items in 2017—nol “many,
many years” ago.!

Can vou please provide me with Amtrak’s justification for why they chose to make
such a definition change in 20177

Answer, In Amtrak’s audited consolidated financial statements,2! the definition
has not changed: “depreciation and amortization™ is included within “total expenses”
for FY 2014 through FY 2019 fi.e., all years for which the statements are posied),
ag it will be in the FY 2020 statement.

The CRS figures for Amtrak’s “total expenses” in the linked report agree with Am-
trak’s own reported tolal expenses for FY 2015 and FY 2018; nole thatl their figures
in FY 2017 through FY 2019 are actually lower, not higher, than Amtrak’s reported
totals. It is possible that the cited note is referring to a change Amtrak made in

T8ee "Table [ Amtrak Revenues, Expenses, and Federal Support, FY2015-FY2019, Notea.™
PPage 5. https:/Tas.org/sgp/ersimiscR45942 pdf
21 hitpeffwww amtrak comireporis-documents
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its monthly performance reports. During FY 2018, we began reporting adjusted op-
erating resulls in those documents, specifically, to be more consistent with how
management views financial dala and in an efforl to make sure various reporls
were consistent.

Ruestion 2. Along those same lines, in response Lo my quesiion aboul the dif-
fercnee between FY19 operating expenses and the FY21 request:

“Well, T think the expense there is the iotal expense on a (GAAP basis. And
s0, there's hundreds of millions of dollars of depreciation in that number.”

As the Congressional Research Service clearly indicates, the FY19 Lolal operating
expenses ciled do not include depreciation.
According to your opening statement,

*Therefore, as explained this summer, we are implementing our plans lo
adjust our service and workforce levels, beginning in October. As difficult
as theae actions are, if we do not take such cost saving measurez and fail
to receive supplemental funding, we anticipate burning nearly $250 million,
each month. At this rate of loss, we would be forced to take drastic meas-
ures with long lasting impacts on the company, on our employees, and on
our network.”

Assuming vou reach the anticipated burn rate for each of the 12 months for FY21,
the annual burn rate would be $3 billion without adjusting service or workforce lev-
els, This seems to contradict your answer that the $4.9 billion is necessary if

“Congress so directs that we do not furlough employees” and “operating ex-
penses for the leng-distance network, if we're directed to operate a seven-
day service.”

Can vou please explain why the request exceeds the annual burn rate by $1.9 bil-
lion and why it exceeds the “total expenses” reported by Amtrak from FY19 by more
than $700 million?

Answer. The 8250 million “burn rate” Nigure Lo which I referred assumes thati
Amtrak does receive ils requested level of base funding ($2.040 billion) but does not
receive it requested level of supplemental funding (an additional $2.817 billion)
The requested level of supplemental funding works out to roughly $235 million per
month—somewhat fess than the burn rate we discussed.

Amtrak’s $4.857 billion combined FY 2021 request {base + supplemental} for Am-
trak and its state partners exceeds Amtrak's FY 2019 total expenses (34.387 billion,
as reported in our publicly available audited consolidated financial statements)22
primarily because it includes roughly 3500 million te replace payments thal oor
cash-strapped Sec. 209 and Sec. 212 partners would otherwise need Lo make lor the
state supported service we provide, and for use of the NEC. Note that $500 million
cxcecds the differcnee between these two figures,

Ruestion 3. 1 undersiand thal some of Lthe 349 billion comes due Lo losl passenger
revenue and state subsidies.

Does Amtrak expect passenger revenue and state subsidies to increase during
FY21 as the economy recpens or are they projected to remain flat and what impact
will that have on future viahility/need for additional federal funds moving forward?

Anxswenr, We expect a gradual increase in ridership and passenger revenue as the
fiscal year progresses, with ticket revenues remaining near current, COVID-affected
levels through February, followed by gradual upticks beginning in March; we esti-
mate that we could achieve close to 50% of pre-COVID levels by the end of FY 2021.
Under such a scenario, total state subsidies would double their normal levels, from
roughly $235 million to roughly $470 million (absent CARES-style assistance). How-
ever, these expectations entail a great deal of uncertainty, and reflect assumptions
about conditions vver which Amtrak has ne control (e.g., progress towards develop-
ment and widespread distribution of a vaceine for COVID-18).

Question 4. Further, the request for $4.9 billion seems to exceed Amtrak’s trans-
portation footprint—Amtrak carries less one tenth of one percent of National pas-
senger travel. It also raises significant fairness questions about providing additional
subgidics exceeding Amtrak’s total expensces from FY1% when Congress has yet to
provide any assistance to direct, private competitors of Amtrak. The Motor Coach
Industry carries more than ten times as many passenger miles as Amtrak doees and

22 hittpswww amtrak com/eontent/dam/projectsidoteomienglishipublic/
ducumentsicorporatefinancial/Amtrak-Audiled -Consolidaled-Finanaal-Slalements-FY 2019, pdf
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they have been devastated by the COVID-19 pandemic, vet they are expected to
subsidize their competitors while they sufter.

How can the $4.9 billion request be justified in light of Amirak’s small foolprint
and the lack of funding tor its direct competitors?

Answer. The level of emergency linancial aid Congress provides lo Amirak does
not, and did not, constrain Congress from providing emergency funding to other
maodes of Lransportation. The $50 billion in federal funding Congress provided to the
airline industry, which competes with Amtrak, in the CARES Act dwarfs the ap-
proximately 1 billion that Amtrak reccived. While the CARES Act did not provide
direct funding to the motor coach industry (the vast majority of whose ridership is
attributable to charter and commuter passengers for whom Amtrak docs not com-
pete), it provided over $2 billion for the Federal Transit Administration’s Section
5311 program that can be used for rural intercity bus service, and most motorcoach
companies are small businesses eligible for Payrell Protection Program lunding.
Nonetheless, because Amtrak has partnerships and contractual relationships wit
hundreds of motor coach companies throughout the ecountry thatl provide connecling
Thruway bus service for Amtrak passengers to communities we do not directly serve
and =ubstitute service during Amtrak disruptions, we share the concern about the
impact of COVID-19 on the motor coach industry.

Of Amtrak’s 54.857 hillion FY 2021 funding request, $2.040 billion is simply our
base annual funding request—effectively a continuation of pre-pandemic funding
levels. We are requesting an additional $2.817 billion for Amtrak and its state part-
ners in response lo unprecedenied effecls of the ongoing pandemic, which has
caused a massive and sustained reduction in ticket revenue that will likely continue
for many moenths. (Included in this amount is the $546 million that would be re-
quired it Congress determines that Amtrak should not furlough any emplovees and
should conlinue 1o operate pre-COVID-19 service frequency on all lTong distance
routes.) Without this additional funding, Amtrak will need to defer numerous cap-
ital projects and procurcments critical to our future; we arce advised by our state
partners that many of them may be forced to cancel corridor train service, which
could prove very difficult to restore; and perhaps 2,400 corresponding additional jobs
flinke}n{:l te the aforementioned capital projects and state supported service) could be
at risk.

Question 5. Finally, vou offered to meet with me and my office to go through these
izaues in further depth.

Can you please have vour staff arrange such a briefing with my Legislative Direc-
tar?

Axswer, We are always available to meet with yvou and your staff; our Govern-
meni Alfairs leam will work Lo schedule a meetling.

QUESTIONS FROM IIoN. GARRET GRAVES TO WILLIAM FLYNN, PRESIDENT AND (CHIEF
Expcurive GrriceR, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION {AMTRAK)

Question 1. Amtrak often treats the long distance routes like they are isolated,
land-baged cruise ship routes. But thousands of riders make connections between
long-distance trains and other service, including state-supperted routes, commuter
lines, Northeast Corridor gervieces, Amtrak’s connecting bus services and a host of
other transportation options.

Un the Gulf Ceast, our New Orleans to Mohile route will connect with three of
Amtrak’s long-distance services in New Orleans, and this connectivity played a sig-
nificant role in applications for CRISI and REG grants from the FRA. In awarding
grants lo the projecl, the FRA recognized that the ability to connecl with mulliple
[ong-distance services at New {Orleans made the project more viable.

Amirak’s decision Lo cut back nearly all long-distance services jeopardizes the via-
bility of serviees like those which are being actively rebuilt in the Gulf States. De-
creases in long-distance routes will threaten the future of the Maobile-New Orleans
route and fulure phases of the project, leaving local stakeholders leeling like there
isn't a future for passenger rail in our region.

How can Amtrak better coordinate with the FRA to ensure that tederal dollars
toward infrastructure improvement projects with non-Amirak passenger rail compo-
nentg are not wasted?

Axswer, Amtrak already works in close coordination with FRA to ensure that fed-
eral funding for rail infrastructure investments—both for existing or planned Am-
trak scrvices such as restoration of New Orleans-Mobile service, and for projects
that have non-Amtrak components but will benetit Amtrak—is spent on projects
that will make the best use of federal dollars. As a member of the Gulf Coast Work-
ing Group chaired by FRA, Amtrak has worked with FRA, the Southern Rail Com-
mission (SRC) and other stakeholders tor nearly five vears to identity the optimal
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infrastructure investments to facilitate restoration and reliable operation of Amtrak
service between New Orleans and Maobile. We have also worked with SRC and other
Gulf Coast stakeholders on successful applications te FRA for federal funding, for
which Amtrak has agreed to contribute funding to the required non-federal match.
In addition to working with FRA on projects that directly bencfit Amtrak services,
we regularly advise FRA of applications for federal rail funding grants hy states,
commuter and freight railroads that we support because we believe they would pro-
vide an indirect benefit to passenger rail.

We are very cognizant of the importance of facilitating connectivity between
planned state supported routes like New Orleans-Moebile and our long distance net-
work. The many benefits that will be realized from the investments that the federal
government, and Amtrak, states and lecal governments, have made or committed
to make to restore New Orleans-Mobile service will not in any way be affected by
the temporary reductions in service frequency Amtrak is making on two of the three
long distance routes with which that service will connect in New Orleans. As I stat-
ed 1n my testimony, Amtrak plans to restore daily service on all the routes on which
service frequency g being reduced due to dramatic reductions in passenger demand
attributable to COVID-19 once ridership demand returns. We hope that progress
in addressing COVID-19, and resulting increases in ridership, will result in restora-
tion scrvice by June of 2021, in accord with the criteria for service restoration I de-
scribed in my testimony.

The reality is that the delay in reintroducing New Orleans-Mobile service, and the
greatest threat to the service going forward, has not been due to Amtrak, but rather
action or lack thereof by the service’s host railroads. In early 2016, Amtrak operated
a very well received demonstration train aleng the proposed route. The enthusiasm
of the crowds of people acrogs the region who turned out to show support for the
service reflected Amtrak’s own enthusiasm for the new service and was representa-
tive of cur commitment to the endeavor. However, the return of service to the Gulf
Coast has been delayed by a lack of cooperation from the freight host railroads. C3X
initially demanded %2 billion in capital investment to restore service consisting of
just two daily Amtrak trains. In contrast, the Congressionally directed Gulf Coast
Working Group concluded in a report izsued July 2017 that $117.67 million in cap-
ital investment would be needed.?* We are currently progressing another study with
the host railroads and continue te advocate for a fair and expeditious process to re-
turn Amtrak gervice to the Gulf Coast region.

Question 2. Lagt week, Long-Distance trains provided 30 pereent all bookings, and
55 percent of all revenue to Amtrak. More revenue than State-Supported and North-
east Corrider services combined. In addition, Long-Distance services have gained
riders and revenue every month sinee April.

How can Amtrak justify the decision to cut a service that is cutperforming its
other service sectors and has shown consistent improvement?

Answer, Roughly seven months gince the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, rider-
ship and revenues on long distance routes (other than the Awio Train) are still two-
thirds below FY 2018 levels and showing no indications of significant imprevement
as we enter the fall/winter period when monthly long distanee ridership normally
decreases by up to 40%. As a result, every long distance train we operate is incur-
ring large, increasing and unsustainable cash losses, while carrving few passengers.

While reductions in long distance ridership and revenues zince the onset of
COVID-19 have not been have as large as the reductions on our state supported
and Northeast Corridor services, a major reason for this is that we have continued
to operate pre-COVID service frequency on most long distanee routes while signifi-
cantly reducing, and in some cases suspending, service frequency on virtually all
other routes.

Question 3. As the Rail Passenger Association pointed out in their testimony,
losses to local economies from Long-Distance zervice cuts at over $2.3 billion nation-
ally, including $179 million on the trains serving Louisiana alone. Today, do you un-
derstan(} the economic impact of focusing service cuts on less urban parts of the
country?

Axswer, During the first six months of the COVID-19 pandemie, virtually all the
service reductions Amtrak made were on Northeast Corridor and state supported
routes that predominantly serve more urbanized regions. While service frequency on
both the Northeast Corridor and our state supported route network was reduced by
over 50%, and some state supported routes were suspended entirely at the request

2t httpsirailroads dot gov/sitesdra dot govfilesdra net/LV1I56:2017-07-17  Gulf% 200 0ast% 20
Waorking® 20Groupt 20Repartt 2007 20Congresst 204 28Main’ 208echion’s 29494 20FMnal.pdl



108

of state partners, the only reduction in leng distance service frequency was the con-
solidation of our two daily New York-Miami traing into a daily service in carly July.

While we have endeavored to maintain service frequency on long distance routes,
we must operate within our financial means and use our taxpaver-provided re-
sources as cfficiently as possible. Az of this writing, we have not received any addi-
tional funding for Fiscal Year 2021 to make up for the massive decreases in reve-
nues we gre experiencing as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. If Congress pro-
vides sufficient additional funding, it would be possible to avoid or reverse long dis-
tance service reductions.

Amtrak understands that long distance trains deliver significant economic bene-
fits to the communitics and states that they serve. However, most of the economic
benefits attributable to Amtrak’s services, such as the passengers’ expenditures on
hotels, restaurant meals and entertainment and recreation at the destinations to
which they travel, are driven by the number of passengers traveling., When rider-
ship declines by two-thirds, as is the case on our long distance routes, there is a
proportionate decrease in these expenditures, even if passengers engage in normal
activities at their destination.



109

APPENDIX A

A5 REFERENCED IN QUESTION A2
Pure Running Time and Total Scheduled Time by Train

All times provided in hours:minutes:seconds format. Days of operation reflect pre-
pandemic operations.

Acela
_ Pure
e BESL v i
thi:mm:ss)
Washington Union Station . New York ..o 22510 D2asan 022836
New York .o Washington Uninn Statien .. Z222.10  02:53:.00  02.28:54
Washington Union Station . New York ..o 22510 024900 022836
New York ... Washington Uninn Statien .. Z22.10  02:53:.00  02.27:36
New York ... Washington Union Statien . 22510 02530 022536
- Washington New York .o 22510 025000 022836
New York ... Washington Union Statien . 22510 p2s2An 022412
- New York .. Washington Union Statien .. 22510 0Z2:5500 022640
New York ... Washington Union Statien . 22510 D250 022640

T T T T T M T T T T T T T T

22510 025000 0Z2E:30
22010 024900 022830
2510 025200 03012
22510 025000 02:23:30

Washington Union Station .. New York
Washington Union Station .. New York ...
Washington Union Station . New York .
Washington Union Station .. New York ...
Washington Union Station . Beston—South Sta. . 45756 064100 053242
Boston—3Snuth Sta. ... Washington Uninn Statien .. 453656 D6ARAD 054042
Beston—3outh Sta. .. Washington Union Statien . 45676 064900 053548

EEEFEJEEFEESFSFEESSEEESEEFEEETEEEE

Washington Union Station .. Boston—South Sta. ... 43756 064500 0%3448
Beston—3South Sta. ... Washington Union Statien . 456.46  DEADO0 05:34:12

- Beston—3outh Sta. ... Washington Union Statien .. 456,76 064000 053436
Washington Union Station .. Beston  South Sta. ... 45756  DE:260D 053942

- Beston—3outh Sta. ... Washington Union Statien .. 156,76 DGAROD 053548
Washington Union Station .. Beston  South Sta. ... 45736 DERSGAD (53748

- Beston—3outh Sta. ... Washington Union Statien .. 456,76 065100 053548
Washington Union Station .. Beston  South Sta. ... 45706 DERAGAD 053718

- Beston—3outh Sta. ... Washington Union Statien .. 456,76 064800 053548
Washington Union 3tation .. Boston—South Sta. ... 43696 06:40:00 03636
Beston—3outh Sta. ... Washington Union Statien .. 45676 060100 053548

[T Boston—South Sta. .. New York ....... Z3LEG 034300 030548
F. Washington Union Station . Beston—3South Sta. 45736 DeS000 053742
r e York e Boston—South Sta. 2322 034300 030807
F Washington Union Station . Beston—3South Sta. . . 45736 064500 0%3%06
r. Boston—South Sta. ... Washington Union Statien .. 45676 064600 053548
F Washington Union Station .. Beston  South Sta. ... 457,36 064800 053954
W-F . Beston—3outh Sta. ... Washington Union Statien .. 456,76 065300 053512
M-F Beston  South Sta. Hew YOrk 23LEG D3RO0 030948
Beston—aouth Sta. Washington Union Statien .. 456,76 06:30:.00  0%:34:24

New York ... Beston  South Sta. ... 23246 034800 03.07.42

New York .. Washington Union Statien .. 22510 0Z2:5800 022730

New York ... . Washington Union Station ., 22510 025900 022654

Washington Union Station . New York ..ol 22510 025100 0230:36

New York .o Washington Uninn Statien .. Z225.10  02:5%:.00 022730

New York e Washington Union Statien . 22510 D2a400 0227:30

20510 030000 023036
21510 023500 0Z30:36
20510 025300 023036
21510 023500 0Z30:36

Washington Union Station .. New York ...
Washington Union Station . New York .
Washington Union Station .. New York ..
Washington Union Station . New York .

Washington Union Station . Beston—3Sou a . 45756 070700 0%37:24
Boston  South Sta. ... Washington Union Station ., 56,76 DA:SS00 053718
Washington Union Station .. Beston—South Sta. ... 45756 07.0300 03800
Boston  South Sta. ... Washington Union Station ., 56,76 DRS00 053718
Washington Union Station .. Beston—South Sta. ... 45736 0R17.00 053348
Beston—3South Sta. ... Washington Union Statien . 45656 06400 0540:18
Washington Union Station .. Boston—South Sta. ... 43736 062300 0%3948

Beston—3outh Sta. ... Washington Union Statien .. 456,76 06:50.00 023718



110

Acela—Caontinued

Pure

. Days ol - - Total  Total Time Runnin

Train # Dp:ratiun Drigin Destinatian Miles [hh;mrnl;ss} ! Tn||rn§

{hib:mm:ss)

2256 . Sun .. Washington Union Station . Beston—South Sta. ... 45736 060500 053%48

Y Sun .. Beston—3outh Sta. ... Washington Union Statien .. 456,76 06:50.00 023718

Lt - Sun . Washington Uninn Station .. Beston—South Sta. ... 45736 DES100 053948

2259 . Sun Braton—3outh Sta. ... Washington Union Statien . 45676 DE:S4:00 053718

2260 Sun .. Washington Union Station .. Beston—South Sta. ... 45736 065100 053348

2261 un .. Boston—3Snuth Sta. ... Washington Uninn Statien .. 436,76 065400 05378

2275 - Sun Beston—3aouth Sta. Washington Union Statien . 45676 06000 05366

2250 Sat .. Hew York Buston—South Sta. ... 23246 034800 030612
Adirandack

i} | Total  Total Ti Ri e

. 235 of - - ota otal Time nniny

Train Dp:ratiun Drigin Destination Miles [hh;mrnl;ss} ! Tn||rn§

{hib:mm:ss)

BB . Daily ... Montreal, 4C . New York ... 382 103000 0F.0R:A4

[ Daily ... New York Mantreal, GC 16881 10:95:.00 075000
Auto Train

[ | Total  Tatal Ti Ri i

. Y5 0l . P ota atal hime Lnninj

Train # Dpzratiun Drigin Destinalivn Miles  (hh.mm:;ss} Tims

{hh:min:ss)

- ] Sanford, FL .. Lorton, Va. .. EITO0 165000 145840

53 e Daily Lorten, Va, ... Sanford, FL ... Br7.00 182800 144740
Blue Water

. Pl_Jre

Train ¥ Dogratn O Destiration Mt sy Timg

{hb:mm:ss)

K< S—— Daily ... Chicaga, 1L Port Huran, Ml . 1850 063100 052140

365 Daily ......... Port Huron. MI Chicapn, IL ... IVPT0 062500 051140

California Zephyr

_ Pure

e BESL v i

thih;mm:ss)

Daily ..., Chicago. IL ... Emeryville. C& .. S2:10:00 4340400

Daily ... Emerpalle, CA Chicago, 1L SL40:00  43:38:00
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Capitol Corridor

Purs
v
{hh:mm:ss)
(rakland, CA (Jack London Sacramento, GA 8960 DL:5800  0L:3840
Suare).
Sacramento, & ... San lose, CA 13500 030300 023840
(rakland, CA (Jack London Sacramento, CA BOE0 DLSEOD  OL3&00
Suare).
Sacramentn, GA .. San Jose, GA ... 13500 DROZ00 023240
San Jose GA . Sacramento. GA [32.00 030400 023340
Sacramento, CA San Jose, CA . 13500 030300 0238400
Sacramento, £4 San lose, CA . . 13500 030600 023840
San lose CA .. Sacramenta, GA 13500 020900 023340
Auburn, CA Oakland, CA {Jach Lor 12610 023000 023840
Squarg).
(akland, CA [Jack Landon Sacramento, CA ... 8960 0L:38:00  01:.3840
Square},
Sacramento, CA Qakland Coliseumn, A ... 9460 020300 014740
San Jose Gh Sacramento. CGA 13200 030400 02:3940
Ctakland, CA (Jack London Sacramento, CA 8960  0OL.:3B0D  01.3840
Square},
Sacramento, CA Qakland Coliseumn, €& . 9460 020300 014740
Gakland, C& (lack London Buburn, GA 12610 p2:3%00 022640
Square}.
Saceamento, CA .. San lose, CA 13200 030300 02.3240
San lose. CA Sacramento, CA . 135.00  03:.00.00  02:34400
Gakland, C& (lack London Sacramento. CGA BRED DLASOD  0L3RA0
Square}.
Sacramento, A San Jose, CA 13450 030400 0238400
San lose. CA Sacramento, CA ... 135.00 030400  02:3400
Saceamento, CA .. {Qakland, CA {Jack Londen BRED DLAGOD 013540
Square).
San lose, CA Sacramento, CA ... 13500 02:59:00 023440
Sarramento, GA ... {lakland, GA Jack Londen 8950 DLST0D 013340
Snuare).
3an lose CA Sacramento, CA 13500 03:04:00  02:3340
Sacramento, CA . San Jose, CA .. 13500 031300 023840
(rakland, CA (lack Londan Sacramento, CA B9.E0 020600 013840
Syuare}.
Sarramentn, GA o lakland, £A Jack Londen 8960 DLSEOD 013340
Square).
Gakland, CA (Jack London Sacramento. GB o 8980 DLA%0D 0L.3&40
Syuare}.
Saceamento, CA . {Qakland, €A {Jack Londen 8980 DLAROD 013540
Square).
Sacramento, CA .. Oakland, CA Jach Londen 8950 DLAT0D 0138400
Square).
(akbland, CA [Jack Landeon Sacramento, CA ... 8960 0L:36:00  01:3840
Square}.
Sacramento, A . San lose, CA 13500 030200 02:3840
3an Jose. CA Sacramento. G4 13200 030400 02:3940
Sacramento, CA . San lose, CA 13500 030300 023840
3an lose. CA Sacramento. CA 13500 03:04:00  02:3340
Auburn, CA San lose, CA 17150 40500 033340
(rakland, CA (lack Londan Sacramento. CA B9.R0 020300 013840
Syuare}.
Sacramentn, GA o Oakland, CA Jack Londen 8960 DLSG00 013340
Square).
(rakland, CA (Jack London Sacramento. GB o BOG0 DLAEGOD 013240
Squarg}.
(rakland, CA (Jack London Sacramento. GB o BOG0 DLAEGOD 013240
Squarg}.
Sacramento, CA . San lose, CA 13500 030300 0238400
Jan lose. CA . Sacramento. CA 13200 030400  02:3340
Sacramento, CA . San lose, CA 13500 030300 0238400
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Capitol Corridar—Cantinued

Pure
g SO g Destinaton W names e
thih;mm:ss)
FL RERIT San lose, CA Aubuen, CA 17160 040100 0322400
T4y Sasu ... Sacramentn, GA San Jose, CA 13500 03:08:00 023840
Ma RERITI San lose, CA .. Sacramento, CA 13500 030300 023300
a5 Sasu ... Sarramentn, GA lakland, GA Jack Londen 8960 DLSE0D  01:3340
Square).
6 Sasu ... lrakland, CA (lack London Sacramento, GA 8960 DLSE0D 013840
Suare}.
Mo RERIII Sacearnanto, Gh {Qakland, CA {Jack London BRED DLAGOD 013540
Square).
e RERITI 3an Jose. GA Sacramento. GB 13200 030300 02:.3940
A5 Saiu .. Sacramento, £A {akland, CA {dachk Londen 8960 015600 01:3540
Snuare).
7l Sasu ... sacramentn, A lakland, £A Jack Londen 8960 DLSEOD 013340
Snuare).
Capitol Limited
_ Pure
e B v i
thih;mm:ss)
2. Daily ..., Washington Union Station .. Chicago. IL oo 81350 174000 1441400
0 .. Daily ... Chicago. IL .o Washington Union Statien . 81430 172500  14:3100
Cardinal
_ Pure
e B v i
thih;mm:ss)
s0 . TuThSa ... Chicaga, 1L New York 1152730 235900 2240:18
51 . WalrSu ... New York ... Chicagn. IL ... 113270 240000 223740
Carolinian
. Pl_Jre
LTI X e
thh:mm:ss)
Mo M-F . Mew York . Charlotte. NC T18.10 13:30.00 10:25:24
- 3asu New York ... Charlotte. NG IR0 133800 102524
B0 MoTuleSa Charlotte. NC Mew York .. 1770 13:50.00 10:28:12
- ThErSu ... Charlotte. NG Hew York ... 70 13000 g1z
Cascades
[ | Total  Tatal Ti Ri i
. Y5 0l . P ota atal hime Lnninj
Train # Dpzratiun Drigin Destinalinn Miles  (hh.mm:;ss} Tims
{hh:mm:s5)
Eugena-Springfiahd. OR ... Seattle, WA o TR DEA00 051740
Seattle, WA ... Portland. OR 18640  03:30.00  03.00:00
Partland, OR . Seattle, Wb 18640 033000 030600
Portland, OR . Seattle, W . 18640 DR300 030640
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Cascades—Caontinued

Pure
e B v o lalne R
thi:mm:ss)
Seattle, WA Eugene-Springfield, OR ... e De000 051140
Eugene-Springfield. OR ... Seattle, WA .. . TR DEI00 051740
Seattle, Wa v Portland, OR . 18640 03:30.00 0300400
Eugena-Springfiahd. OR ... Seattle, WA . TR DEAA0 051740
Portland, OR .. Eugene-springfield, OR 12180 023500 021140
Portland, OR . Eugene-Springfield. OR . 12140 023500  0Z1140
Seattle, WO . Yancouwer, BC 15600 040000 032940
Vancouver, BC Portland. OR ... 34240 08:10.00 064300
Partland, OR . Yancouwer, BC 240 DRO0.0D 063540
Vancouver, BC ... Seattle, Wh 156.00  04:10.00  03:4340
City of New Orleans
_ Pure
e B v o lalne R
thih;mm:ss)
58 . Daily ... New Orleans, LA Chicago, IL 936.05  19:30.00 155000
59 . Daily ... Chicago, IL New Drleans, LA ... 93605 192700 154040
Coast Starlight
. Pl_Jre
LTI X o fine R
{hb:mm:ss)
11 e Daily o Seattle, WA Los Angeles, CA ... 137940 351500 272240
14 . Los Angeles, G4 .. Seattle, WS . 137940 334600 2%1840
Crescent
[ | Total  Tatal Ti Ri i
; 25 0 - o ta atal Time Lty
Train # Dpzratiun Drigin Destinalivn Miles  (hh.mm:;ss} Tims
{hh:min:ss)
19 . Daily ... New York MNew Orleans, LA . 139340 261400  24:45:30
2. Daily ..., New Orleans, LA New York ... 139330 264600 2943.18
Downeaster
. Purg
Train # g:::a?ilun Drigin Destination I':ITIT::: [}'n,,ltﬂ:]';?:} RunTr:::E
{hib:mm:ss)
Brunswick, MC ... Boston (North Station) 506 022000 03:03:30
Boston (Morth Station) - Brunswick, ME ... . 143586  03:20.00  03.00d0
Brunswick, ME ... Beston (Warth Staten) .. 4306 032000 030330
Boston (North Stationd ... Brunswick, ME ... 14356 03:20:00 030040
Brunswick, ME ... . Boston (North Station) 14306 03:20.00  03:.04:30
Boston (Marth Station) . Brunswick, ME ... . 4356 031500 0300400
Brunswick, ML ... Boston (North Station ........ 14506 03:20:00  03:03:30
Boston (Morth Station) ... Brunswick, ME 143586 032500 03:.0240
Brunswick, ME ... . Beston (Narth Station) 4306 032000 030330
Boston (North Stationd ... Brunswick, ME ... 14356 03:14:00 030040
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Dawneaster—Continued

Pure
Train # g:;:a‘t‘:nn Drigin Dastination r!'l?lt:s! [Il%t::!n?:?se} RunTni::E
thh;mm:ss)
Brunswick, ME ... Beston (Warth Staten) .. 4306 031500  0303:30
Boston (North Stationd ... Brunswick, ME . 14356 03:20:00 030040
Brunswick, ME ... Beston (Warth Staten) .. 4416 0320.00 030500
Boston (North Stationd ... Brunswick, ME ... 14356 03:20:00 030040
Brunswick, ME ... Beston (Marth Statien) 4306 032000 030330
Boston (North Station | Brunswick, ME ... 14356 03:20:00 030040
Brungwick, ME ... Baston (North Station) 14206 032000 03:03:30
Boston (Morth Station) Brunswick, ME ... 143586  03:20.00  03.01d40
Brungwick, ME ... Baston (North Station) . (4316 03:20.00  03:0540
Boston (Morth Stat Brunswick, ME ... 143586  03:10.00  03.00400

Empire Builder
_ Pure
Train # i L Destiration e Gy e
thh;mm:ss)
Spokane, WA . Portland, OR 07:35:00  0&:30:00
Portland, OR ... Snokane. Wh 072800 083940
Chicage, IL .. Seattle, WA . 46:10:00 380000
Seattle, WA Chicagu, IL ... 45:15:00 375000

Empire Service
. Pl_Jre
Train ¥ Dogratn O Destiration Mt sy Timg
thh:mm:ss)
M-F o AlbanyRensselaer, New York 13070 02:20:.00 0210400
#lbany/Fensselaer, Hew York .. 13120 022300 021140
New York o AlbanyRensselaer, 13080 02:29:00 021140
M-r .. #lbany/Fensselaer, New York o 13120 022500 01140
M-F New York o AlbanyRensselaer, 13080 02:29:00 0211400
M-I ... Albany/Rensselaer, Hew York 13120 022500 01640
M-F o Mew York o AlhanyRensselaer. 13080 022400 02059400
Daily . Albany/Rensselaer, New York ..o 131.20 023500 021640
M-F . New York ..., AlhanyRensselaer. 13080 02:40:00 Q210400
Daily . New York ... Albany/Rensselaer. 13080 02:25.00 021140
M-F Alhany/Rensselaer, New York ..., 13020 023300 021640
W-F ... New York ... Albany/Rensselaer. 13410 0347.00 022230
Daily . AlhanyRenss \ . New York ..., 13020 023500 0212400
M-F o New York AlbanyRensselaer, 13080 02:29:00 0210400
Fri-fun ... Albany/Rensselaer, Hew York .. 13100 02300 021540
Fréa ... AlbanyRensselaer, o MNew York . 13100 023000 0215400
Fri-Sun ... New York oo flbany/Rensselaer. NY ... 130.80  02:2%:.00 021040
Sun .. AlbanyRensselaer, New York oo 13100 023500 0x11400
Fri New York ..o flbany/Rensselaer. 130.80  02:2%.00  0Z1040
SUN e, Albany/Renssclaer, New York .o 13100 023500 0215400
Fri-Sun ... New York ... flbany/Rensselaer. 130.80  02:2%:.00 021040
Fri-Sun ... AlbanyRensselaer, New York .o 13100 02:30:.00 0215400
Fri-Sun ... Mew York ... AlhanyRensselaer. 13080 02:29:00 02059400
Daily #lbanyFensse New York .. 13120 024000 021240
Daily . New York ... Miagara Falls, NY . 850 085000 071840
Daily . New York ..., Niagara Falls, NY . 44850 DRS00 Q71840
Daily Niagara Talls, NY Hew York .. MBA0 DRS8N 07220
SU Miagara Falls, NY .. New York 650 084600 071840
M-F ... FRutland, V& New York 2331 00D 042354
Daily ........ New York Rutland, Wt. . 23288 093100 042940
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Empire Service—Continued

Pure
e B v i
thih;mm:ss)
L Fria ... Rutland, ¥t . e York oo 23307 DR300 04270
Heartland Flyer
_ Pure
e B v i
thih;mm:ss)
21 Daily ... Oklahoma City. OK . Fort Worth, T% ... 20310 0200 032840
B2Z Daily ... Fort Worth, TX Oklahema City, 0K 20510 040200 032800
Hiawatha
_ Pure
e B v i
thi:mm:ss)
Chicaga, 1L Milwauker, Wl . 8550 0L:29:00  01.1%00
Milwauker, Wi Chicago, IL ..ol 8550 DL4200  01:2340
Chicage, IL ... Milwauker, Wl . 8550 0L:29:00  01:%00
Milwauker, Wi Chicago. IL .... 8550 012900 011840
Chicage, IL ... Milwauher, Wi 8550 0L:29:00  01:%00
Milwaukee, W Chicagu, IL ... 8550  0L.23:.00  01:1B40
Chicago. IL ... Milwaukee, Wl B350 DLZO0D 0L18d0
Milwaukee, W Chicagu, IL ... 8550  0L.23:.00  01:1B40
Chicago. IL ... Milwaukee, Wl B350 DLZO0D 0L18d0
Milwaukee, W Chicagu, IL ... 8550  0L.23:.00  01:1B40
Chicago. IL Milwaukee, Wl B350 DLITOD QL2200
Milwaukee, W Chicagu, IL ... 8550  0L.23:.00  01:1B40
Chicago, IL ... Milwaukes, Wi 8550 0LZR00 011840
MWilwaukee, Wi Chicago, IL ... 8380 DL29.00 011800
Chicago, IL ... Wilwaukes, W .. 8550 0LZR00  OL1840
Wlini/Saluki
. Pl_Jre
LTI X e
thb:mim:ss)
90 Carbendale, IL .o Chicagn, IL e 31375 053000 044240
191 Chicago, IL Carbendale, IL .. 11375 0RAL0D 043800
39z . Carbendala, IL Chicago. IL ... 33T 0RO 0442400
193 Chicago, IL Carbendale, IL .. 31375 053000 04:3800
Keystone
[ | Total  Tatal Ti Ri i
. Y5 0l . P ota atal hime Lnninj
Train # Dpzratiun Drigin Destinalinn Miles  (hh.mm:;ss} Tims
£hi:min:ss)
M- Harrisburg, PA o New York 19305 023L00 023347
il Fhila. 30th St .. Harrisburg, PA 104.25  0La0.00  0L:3240
M- Phila. 3th 5t Harnsburg, PA . 10425 0La%00 L3200
M- Phila, 3ith St. ... Harrisburg, PA ... 10425 0L4%00 QL2548
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Keystone—Caontinued

Purs

SR < A bt bl Baios  ms
{hh:mm:ss)

M-F . New York Harnsburg, PA 19485 034500 024148

Sat .. Harrisburg, PA Fhila. 30th St ... 1245 014500  0L:31:24

3at . Phila, 30th St .. Harrisburg, PA ... 325 01500 OL320

Sun Harrisburg, FA Plila. 3th 8t zah  0Lado0 0l

Sun . Phila. 30th St ... Harrisburg, P& 10425 014700 01:30:48
Mo-Th ... Harrishurg, PA Phila. 3th 3t ... 0255 0L4000 L3018
M-F . Phila. 3th St. Harnsturg, PA . 104.25  0L5100 013200
W-F .. Harrisburg, FA . Phila. 30th St. 10255 014100 01:25%:48
M-I .. Harrisburg, PA ... Phila. 3th 3t ... 102,55 014100 01:2948
Sun New York .. Phila. 30th §t. .. 9060 0L21.00 010800

W-F
W-r

Mew York .
Harrisbura,

Fhila. 30th St ..
New York .......

8060 01:24:00 010330
193.05  03:30:00 024336

New York Harnsburg, P& . 19485 032800 024318
Harrisburg, New York 19305 033100 023742
New York Harrisburg, 194.85 031900  02:39:36
Harrisburg, New York 19305 03:10:00 023346
New York Harrisburg, 19485  0328:.00 023536
Harrisbura, New York ....... 19305 031600 023842
New York Harnsburg, 19485 031800 023600
Harrisburg, New York 19305 0310.00 023346
New York Harrisburg, 194.857  03:55:00 024542
Harrisburg, New York 19305 032100 023654
New York Harrisburg, 19485  0326:.00 024140
Harrisbura, New York ....... 19305 03:49:00 024854
New York .. Harnsburg, 19485 032400 0241:30
Harrisburg, New York 19305 034200 023312
New York ... Harrisburg, 194.857  03:2%:00 024540
Harrisburg, New York 19305 032800 023542
Harrisburg, New York ... 193.1F 032000 023836
Harrisbura, New York ....... 19305 03:29:00 024302
New York Harnsburg, 19485 031900 0241400
Harrisburg, New York 19305 032000 023542
New York ... Harrisburg, 194.85 033500 024340
Harrisburg, New York 19305 031900 023742
New York Harrisburg, 19485  03:28:.00  0Z:40:48
Harrisburg. New York ... 19305 DR3ITO00 0235947
New York .. Harnsburg, 19485 033100 0241400
New York .. Harrisburg, 19485 032700 024048
Harrisbura, New York ... 19205 032700 0235942
New York Harnsburg, 19485 033600 024100

New York 193.05  0328:.00 023542
New York ..o 19305 022000 023947

Harrisburg,
Harrisbura,

Lake Shore Limited

Pure

. Days of o o Total  Total Time Runnin
Train # Dp:ratinn Origin Destinalion Miles  (hhomm:ss) TimE
{hb:mm:ss)

Chicaga, 1L Boston—3South Sta. ... 2660 213000 0 20:1840

Beston—aouth Sta. AlbanyRensselaer. NY 198.20  05:10:00  04:1840

Chicago. IL ... Hew York ... 9300 195700 152030

New York Chicago, IL ... 98020 191000 1500400
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Lincoln Service

Pure
e BESL v i
thi:mm:ss)
St Lews, MO . Chicago, IL B30 DRES0D 044740
Chicaga. IL ... St. Leuis, MO 28130 05:20.00  04:34400
3t. Louis. MO Chicago. IL ... 28130 DhA00D 044740
Chicago, IL St Leuis, MO .. 28130 053500 044600
3t. Louis. MO Chicago. IL ... 28130 DhA00D 044740
Chicaga. IL ... St. Leuis, MO 28130 05:30.00 044600
3t. Louis. MO Chicago. IL ... 28130 DhA00D 044740
Chicago, IL St Leuis, MO .. 28130 05:30.00 044600
Maple Leaf
_ Pure
e BESL v i
thi:mm:ss)
B3 Daily ..., New York oo Toronto, DN e 23050 122500 091540
B Daily ... Torento, ON e New York .o 5329.10 133500 0514400
Missouri River Runner
_ Pure
e BESL v i
thih;mm:ss)
111 St Lews, MO Kansas City, MO . 27910 0hA00D 050000
13 St. Lowis, MO Kansas City, Mi] L0 DRA000 0500400
g . Kansas City, MO 3t Louis, MO 27910 0RA00D 045800
6 . Kansas City, M0 ... St Louis, MO . 27910 034000 045540
Northeast Regional
. Pl_Jre
e PSS oien e
{hb:mm:ss)
W-F .. New York .. Washington Union Statien .. 22510 033700 025530
Sun . New York ... . Washington Union Station ., 22510 032400 024530
Sun .. Washington Union Station . New York ..o 22510 031600 0253:24
Sun .. o e York Washington Union Station . 22510 03:30:00  02:45.30
Salu ... Washington Union Station . New York ..ol 22510 032900 025312
M-I .. New York .o Newport News .. 41330 DR4A00  0B:08:30
Sun .. Washington Union Station .. New York . 22510 D300 025042
WeThlr . New York ... Washington Uninn Statien .. Z225.10  03:28.00  02:40:36
M-F . New York .. . Washington Union Statien . 22510 D3:2e00 024836
W-F Washington Union Station .. Mew York .. . 22510 03:30.00 025312
Sat .. New York oo Washington Union Statien . 22510 033600 025140
Jun Washington Uninn Station .. Beston—South Sta. ... 43736 DR4200 053148
Fri Mew York .o Washington Union Statien .. 22510 032100 024106
ThFr: Washington Union Station .. New York ... 22510 032300 024724
3asu Boston—3South Sta. ... Washington . 456,76 ORS00 0B:18:24
Fri .. Washington Union Station .. Springfield MA ... 36556  07.0800 023112
M-F . Beston  South Sta. ... Washington Union Station . 56,76 DB:L200 06:15:24
M-I ... Washington Uninn Station . Mew York 22510 D3IL0D 0XaRA7
Beston—3outh Sta. ... Washington Union Statien .. 456,76 075000 061536
Washington Union Station .. Springfield MA .. 36296 072000 052742
Springfield MA ... Washington Union Statien . 36586 071300 052640
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Nartheast Regional—Continued

Pure

Train # i L Destiration e Gy e
thh;mm:ss)

141 M-F . Springfield MA . Washington Union Statien . 6586 DF2R00 052640
141 . W-r Springfield MA Washington Union Station . 365.86  O7.18:00 052600
143 . Sun .. Sprngfield MA Washington Union Statien . 6586 DF2L00 052940
145 . sun . New York ....... Roanoke. YA ..o 40240 DES200 071430
146 . Sat .. Washington Union Station . Springfeld MA 36556 06500 052642
147, Jat Springfisld MA ... FRoanoke WA .. 20316 12500 0%57.30
142 . M-F . Washington Union Station .. Springfield MA . 36als ORZRAD 053102
145 . Sun .. Beston—3outh Sta. ... Washington Union Statien .. 456,76 08:27.00  06:17:36
150, Sasu Washington Union Station .. Beston  South Sta, 45756  DROD.00 061918
150 . Sat .. Mew York . ... Boston—South Sta. . 23246 041400 032336
151 . MoTu New York ... . Washington Union Station ., 22510 032600 0246:30
152 . Sa3u Washington Union Station . Mew York ..o 22510 033700 025212
153 Sasu New York oo Washington Union Statien . 22510 D3RO0 024830
154 ... SU Washington Union Station . New York ..o 22510 D3:2R:00 0 025312
155 . 3asu New York Washington Uninn Statien .. 225.10  03:2%:00  0Z:46:30
156 . $asu Reanohe, YA New York 45240 09:.06:00 022712
157 . sun . Springfield MA .. . Norfalk, VA SB0E3 123800 0%1040
158 . Sun Washington Union Station . New York . 22510 033500 025812
139 . Jat New York ... Washington 22500 DRIL0D 02AR30
160 . Sun . New York . . Beston—Sauth Sta. 23286 01700 032612
160 . 3asu Washington Uninn Station .. Beston—South Sta. . . 45756 015300 061730
1681 Sasu Boston  South Sta. ... Washington Union Statien . 56,76 DRS00 061754
1682 ... Sun .. Washington Union Station .. Beston—South Sta. ... 45756  08:.02.00 062200
163 . Sat .. Boston  South Sta. ... Washington Union Station . 56,76 DRS8A0 061736
184 . Sa3u Washington Union Station .. Beston—3South Sta. . 45736 08.07.00 063218
169 . 3asu Richmend. ¥4 ... Beston  South Sta. . afBss 104700 0R2118
185 . Sun Beston—aouth Sta. . . Washington Union Statien . 456,76 08:23.00 061806
166 . Sun Washington Union Station .. Beston  South Sta. ... 457,36 019200 Q6:22400
167 . Sat .. Beston—3South Sta. ... Washington Union Statien . 45606 081200 061636
158 | 3at Washington Uninn Station .. Beston—South Sta. ... 45736 DROLAOD 062348
6% ... Sun .. Beston—3South Sta. ... Washington Union Statien . 45606 DF0200 061440
10 M-r . Washington Union Station .. Beston—South Sta. 45756 075400 061606
171 . M-F . Braton—3outh Sta. ... Reanohe, YA ... BR4.16 134000 10:55:24
172 . M-r Washington Union Station .. Beston—South Sta. 45736 080300 062724
172 . M-F Washington Union Station . Beston—3South Sta. . . 45136 070300 Oe20:24
173 W-F .. Beston—3outh Sta. ... Washington Union Statien .. 456,76 075500 061530
17 M-F . Newport News ... Boston  South Sta. ... 642,86 13:10.00 094324
175 . W-F .. Beston—aouth Sta. Washington Union Statien .. 456,76 07.56:00  06:14:36
176 . M-F Roanake, Y& .. Beston  South Sta. ... BRATE 133200 105924
77 . W-F .. Beston—aouth Sta. Washington Union Statien .. 456,76 08:.06:00 062400
178 . M-F . Washington Union Station .. Beston  South Sta, 457,36 DE:1E0D 062348
175 . W-F .. Beston—3outh Sta. ... New York ... 23166  04.00.00  03:26:54
180 . W-r . Washington Union Station .. New York .. S 20D 0E:land 024573
181 . SuT New York e Washington Union Statien . 22510 D3RO0 024%30
182 . W-r.. Washington Union Station .. New York s 22500 D300 0Fa047
183 . M-F . New York e Washington Union Statien . 22510 D300 024340
184, W-r Washington Union Station .. New York s 22500 032300 0X5Z07
185 . M-F New York e Washington Union Statien . 22510 D3RO0 024530
186 . W-r . Washington Union Station .. New York s 22500 D3ZE00 0X5ZA7
187 . M-F . New York ... Washington Union Statien . 22510 032100 024340
New York .. Washington Union Statien .. 22510 03:20.00 024730

Washington Union Station .. Boston  South Sta, .. 45756 DRS00 061624

Mew York .o Buston—3South Sta. 23246 041300 03:26:12

Washington Union Station .. New York . 22510 032500 025312

New York Washington Uninn Statien .. 225.10 031700 02452

MNewport News Boston—South Sta. . 64576 12:48.00  0%:40:24

Beston—3aouth Sta. Washington Union Statien . 45656 DF0200 061542

Boston—South Sta. .. Richmond. WA o 6616 10:29:00 O&0F4Z

Washington Union Station .. New York 22510 03:2500  0254.42

Washington Union Station . New York . 22510 D3:2R:00 025042

Richmond. YA .o Boston—South Sta. 266.96 105100 0&15:54

Washington Union Station .. New York 22510 03:26:00 025342
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Nartheast Regional—Continued

Pure
e BESL v i
thh;mm:ss)
Nerfalk, VA HNew York 377 DRLE0D OR3RAZ
Norfalk, VA ., New York .. M577 DR1DOD OB:35:02
New York Richmand, YA . 30 61000 043746
Richmond. YA .o Boston—South Sta. . 6706 10:3800 021424
Washington Union Station . Beston—3South Sta. 45136 DFoR00  O&17:24
New York Norfolk, YA ... M5.77 DR3ILOD OB37A0
Nerfolk, ¥& . Beston  South Sta. 6803 132500 L0554
Buoston—3outh Sta. . Mortolk, YA . 67763 13:.01.00  0%:5%30
Boston  South Sta. . Washington Union Statien . 456,76 DRASAO0 061530
Mortolk, V& ... Buston—3South Sta. 678.03 13:10:00 10:03:06
Beston  South Sta. . Nerfolk, ¥& ... 67723 120400 1041400
MNewport News .. Boston—South Sta. 64576 13:37.00 0%40:24
Boston  South Sta. . Newport MNews ... 64456 122600 094446
Pacific Surfliner
Days ol Total ~ Total Ti Runping
. Y5 0l . P ota atal hime Lnninj
Train # Dpzratiun Drigin Destinalinn Miles  (hh.mm:;ss} Tims
£hi:min:ss)
Los Angeles, CA San Diegn, CA .. 12860 023600  02:20400
Los Angeles, CA San Diego, CA 12840 025900 02:20.00
San Diegn, CA . Goleta, £A ... 24130 062500  04:.360
Los Angeles, CA ... San Diego, CA .. 12860 025900 0220400
San Diego, CA Los Angeles, CA .. 12860 030100 022240
Los Angeles, CA San Diego, CA .. 12860 025200 0220400
Los Angeles, CA San Dicen, CA .. 12840 025400 0220400
San Diegn, CA . Los Angeles, GA 128,60  02:5%:.00 022240
San Dicga, CA Goleta, CA ... 2130 060100 04360
San Diego, CA G ., nleta, CA 21130 061100 036400
Geleta, CA ... 3an Dicga, CA . 2130 061500 044200
Los Angeles, GA San Diegn, CA 12860 025500 022040
San Dicga, CA Goleta, CA ... 2130 0RAL0D 04360
785 . Daily . San Diegn, CA . Los Angeles, CA 12860 02:35.00 022440
T96 Daily ... Goleta. CA 3an Diego, CA ....... 2030 pE2ZE0 04:3540
Pennsylvanian
[ | Total  Tatal Ti Ri i
. Y5 0l . P ota atal hime Lnninj
Train # Dpzratiun Drigin Destinalinn Miles  (hh.mm:;ss} Tims
£hi:min:ss)
2 Daily ... Pittshurgh. B New York ... 430,65 09:20.00  07.23.54
A3 Daily ........ New York Pittshurgh, P& ... 43235 09.0800 07708
Palmetto/Silver Service
[ | Total  Tatal Ti Ri i
. Y5 0l . P ota atal hime Lnninj
Train # Dpzratiun Drigin Destinalinn Miles  (hh.mm:;ss} Tims
£hi:min:ss)
MoThSa ... New York Savannah. GA . 83350 1%n0L0p 120154
WelrSy ... Savannah. GA | New York .. 83680 1R3600 121436
Fri-Sun ... New York .. IWami, FL . 152150 30:55.00 250830
ThErda ... Miami, FL .. New York .. 12000 3L00.0D 250248
Mo-Th ... MNew York Miami, FL 1301.20 272100 213647
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Palmetto/Silver $ervice—Centinued

Pure
. Days ol - - Total  Total Time Runnin
Train Dp:ratiun Drigin Destination Miles [hh;mrnl;ss} ! Tn||rn§
thh:mm:ss)
[ T SuMoTue  Miami, FL o e York oo 139120 26:50.00 212630
Pere Marquette
[ | Total  Tatal Ti Ri i
. Y5 0l . P ota atal hime Lnninj
Train # Dpzratiun Drigin Destinalivn Miles  (hh.mm:;ss} Tims
£hi:min:ss)
Chicago, IL Grand Rapids, MI . 17683 040400 034540
Grand Rapids, MI Chicagn. IL .oan. 176.03 040800 034540
Piedmont
_ Pure
e B v i
thih;mm:ss)
3. Raleigh, NG ... Charlotte. NG ... 18310 03:10:00 Q24240
"o Charlotte, NC Raleigh, NC .. 18270 031100 024%00
FEI Raleigh, NC .. Charlotte. NC ... 18310 031000 024840
i Charlatte. NG Ralgigh. NG ... 18270 DRILOD 024540
wo Ralcigh, NC .. Charlotte, NC 18310 031000 0Z4B00
78 Charlotte. NC Ralgigh. NC 18270 031100 024540
San Joaquin
. Purg
TR - bt jol it
thh:mm:ss)
o Daily ... Bakersfigld, CA Sacramenta, GA ZB0E0 D9:3F00 042640
N Daily ... Sacramento, GA Bakersfield. CA ... 28060 053100 042540
03 Daily ... Bahersficld, CA _.. Sacramentn, CA . 28060 DRZ300  08:26:00
nd Daily ..... Sacramento, CA . Bakersfield. CA 28060 053100  04:2500
0 .. Daily ... (rakland, CA (Jack London Bakersfigld. CA . 31350 DGZLO0 Q%0040
Suare).
Tl Daily ..... Bakersfield, CA ..o Oakland, CA {Jack Londen 31350 061500 00100
Snuare).
e Daily ... (bahland, CA (Jack Landon Bakersfield, CA ... 31340 DA:Z21.00 050000
Square},
I Daily ... Bakersfield. CA ..o {Qakland, CA Jack Londen 31350 DE:lh0d 0501400
Square).
FiE Daily ... (rakland, CA (lack London Bakersfigld. CA o 31340 06100 050040
Syuare}.
Fi . Daily ... Bakersfield, CA ..o Oakland, CA {Jack Londen 31350 061500 050100
Snuare).
MNe ... Daily ... (bahland, CA (Jack Landon Bakersfield, CA ... 31350 062100 050000
Square},
UL Daily ... Bakersfield. CA ..o {Qakland, CA {ack Londen 31350 D&:1E0D 0501400
Square).
EAL: S Daily ... (rakland, CA (Jack Landon Bakersfigld. CA . 31350 DG2L00 050040
Syuare}.
EAY: R Daily ... Bakersfield, CA ..o Oakland, €4 {Jack Londen 31350 061700 050100

Snuare).




121

Sauthwest Chief

Pure
e e o bsat ool e
{hib:mm:ss)
......... Chicago. IL Lns Angeles, CA . 232150 AR1000 363240
......... Los Angeles, CA . Chicago, 1L 232150 425000 363400
Springfield Shuttles
[ | Total  Tatal Ti Ri i
; 25 0 - o ta atal Time Lty
Train # Dpzratiun Drigin Destinalivn Miles  (hh.mm:;ss} Tims
{hh:min:ss)
Springtield MA .. Greenfield 3831  0L.0B.00  OO:5%Q0
Springfield M4 .. New Haven £T G230 0L22.00 L1436
Springfield MA . New Haven OT 6530 OL23:00  01:14:36
New Hawven CT Springfield MA .. 6510 0L:23.00  0OL16d6
New Haven CT .. Springfield MA ... G210 0L2300  QLLGAE
Greenfield New Haven CT 10361 024100 0206:36
Springtield MA New Haven €T .. 6530 0L:22.00  0L14:36
New Haven CT Springfield MA G210 0L2400  OL16A6
Sprngfield MA New Haven T 6530 OL2300  01:14:36
Springtield MA .. New Haven €T .. 6530 0L:22.00  0L14:36
New Haven CT Springfield MA G210 0L2300 L1646
Greenfield ... New Haven €T . 10361 024300  0206:36
Springtield MA New Haven €T 6530  0L:23.00 011436
New Haven CT .. Springfield MA ... G210 0L2R00 OL.16A6
Sprngfield MA New Haven T 6530 OL23:00  01:14:36
New Hawven CT ... Springfield MA 6510 0L:23.00  0Ol:16d6
New Haven CT .. Greenfield ... 0340 024300 021436
New Haven CT Greenfield . 10341 02:53.00 021506
New Hawven CT ... Greenfield 341 024800 021436
Greenfield .. New Haven £T ... 36l 024200 020636
Greenfield . Sprmgfeld MA 3831 DLO&OD  aG5Z00
Sunset Limited
[ | Total  Tatal Ti Ri i
; 25 0 - o ta atal Time Lty
Train # Dpzratiun Drigin Destinalivn Miles  (hh.mm:;ss} Tims
{hh:min:ss)
SuTuFr ... MNew Crleans, LA . Los Angeles, CA ... 200440 46:35:00 345540
WeFrSu ... Los Angeles, CA New Crleans, LA .. 200440 454000 34:5540
Texas Eagle
. Pure
LTI X o fine R
{hb:mm:ss)
2l Daily ... Chicaga, 1L San Antenio, T . 137.30 321000 0 242200
L Daily ........ San Antenio, TX . Chicagn, IL ..oo..... 130710 305200 233040
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Vermanter
i} | Total  Total Ti Ri e
. ays o - - ota otal Time nniny
Train Dp:ratiun Drigin Destination Miles [hh;mrnl;ss} ! Tn||rn§
thh:mm:ss)
54 ., Washington Uninn Station .. St Alhans, VT ... RILAT 1300 1007 4R
55 .. St Albans, WT Washington Union Statien 62157 124700 100148
L. Washington Union Station .. St Albans, ¥T e 621.07 124000 10.00:18
57 .. St Alans, ¥T oo Washington Uninn Statien .. 621.57 131300 10:08:406
Wolverine
. Pure
LTI X o fine R
thb:mim:ss)
Chicaga, 1L Pontiae, M .. 31030 061900 051140
Pontiac. M Chicagn, IL 31210 0h42:00  04:58A0
Chicago. IL ... Pontiac. Ml ... 31280 D&:L1400 050740
Pantiac, Ml Chicago, IL ... 11210 0E:05.00  0%0300
Chicago, IL Pontiac. Ml 31250 060500  0%.07A00
Pontiac. Ml Chicago. IL ... 31210 pR0500 050540
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APPENDIX B

AS REFERENCED IN QUESTION (3.4

FYZ1 Ravisnd
Formacam

| RowloName Summary

1 ]
FY21 Roviesd | FY21 Revived
Farecast Forecast

|REVENUES
| "eeer Hewnus H t23403 (5 1€
Fooa 5 Beverage H Glate | § Bud”
, Uther Heverue ] 2MaEu (S 3L 3%h
|Tclal Passenger & (ther Revenus $ 1327307 |§ 1,720891
|EXPENSES
ilhlrdl'-a‘r'('f_,:sls
Hos! Radc =] Martemance c* Way z2nd Perormancs
| Incentres § EURPTY B 1509 | 5 LRt Eh]
opm*ats ost Halroed _harge
. Fumia~a Power § 15503302 |S 613214V
iSubtotal Thud Panty Casla H 145145 | ¢ 506,403 | & RES (192
%H:’nu!a Lnels
‘rain & Engre Crew Lacon 3 AEEAE N B A 5
Car i Lonnmoties Malrienanc s H EE RPN I 4 o
v amzrsand § Y1y skd | 5
Onoc 5 P'sstenzer "echndiog y 4 EITER N 1 WH |5
' ous - Crew 3 13023 [ 8 WAL | § IR
¢ Lo 5a Ty [T Asions $ 30l | & bxddh
| Routle Adwartizing
| Heseratione & Lol Darta 3 wen| Lt | 8 BTy
| Srapens - Heuts
Statons - Snatea 5 EIE: PR 3 0d 53| §
‘ statcn | ecrnoagy H tait| 4 5
, Comiregens ¥ 5
LLSIOmEr CCessE 4 H
| Connecing Motar Coach
| Hegonailauoa tuice % LIORER 14| &
U Bhock & [ veer Cperste- s
| "emenal Yam Soerators H G40 | b 4282 |5
| Termanal o ) Ju Bl [ 8
| Insurance 3 LT 13 ELEE AN ]
iSublolan Roule Costs § 1198261 | § 3365335 | &
iAdatres
+ Wamatng d Ll
, "4k AU608 339 466
Itk L) 246 TAH
| Mok 1853548 LA b 434
. OB TASE 20 56
o Hohee B E il
=1 EEPTE) X 1404
1Sublolal Addilives H 168504 | § 825120 | §  1.182.082
Tolal Expenses $§ 1512010 |% 4506858 | § 65594980
Estimatad Oparating Payment $1.512.010 $3.369 551 34 873,589
Sate Comder passenger mres - SIEIOTR [.455 000

el ERSTtIEH

mIAcEC T, TTITH £ —oamits e )
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QUESTIONS FReM How, EPDIE BERNICE JOHNSON TC STEPHEN (GARDNER, CHIEF
Execurive OFFICER, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION {AMTRAK)

Question I. Mr. (Gardner, thank vou for meeting with me and the I-20 Corridor
Coalition earlier this year. I wanied Lo reiteraie my strong supporl for Amirak Serv-
ice hetween Dallas-Ft. Worth and Atlanta and encourage vou to include this corridor
in any future long distance service plans developed by Amirak or FRA. Could you
update me on any progress being made on this project?

Answer, Amtrak has provided data on our long-distance trains to the Federal
Railroad Administration’s (FRAY Long-Distance Service Study, which is intended to
cvaluate potential expansion of the long-distance network. We will continue to par-
ticipate in the FRA's study and provide them with data to help them identify op-
tions to improve the long-distance network, as well as the capital and operating
cosls associaled with such changes Lo inform Congress on fulure funding decisions.

Additionally, Amtrak has requested that the SBurtace Transportation Board (STB),
as a condition ol approving the merger belween Canadian Pacific Railroad and Kan-
sas City Southern Railread, require that the two companies participate in a joint
study wilth Amirak and other affecled railroads with the goal of introducing a daily
round-trip train service hetween Meridian and Dallas, with potential for a second
daily round trip. A copy of our letter to the STB, including that request, is attached
with these responses.’

Ruestion 2. Mr. Gardner, the Northeast Corridor has so much polential lor in-
creased speed and expanded service, especially with the new Acela trains coming on-
line nexi year. You mentionead in your testimony thal work has begun on addressing
the hottlenecks on this line. Do vou have any timelines on when these projects will
be completed?

AnswER. Key to Northeast Corridor (NEC) increased speed and expanded service
iz to first address the backlog of state-of-good-repair (SOGR) necds, including the
replacement of 100+ vear old bridges and tunnels. As part of the Acela program,
Amtrak has alrcady made a number of improvements to the NEC's infrastructure
which will help us increase the maximum speed from 150mph to 160mph. Examples
of this infrastructure work include a project to add two new platforms at Baltimore-
Penn Station, and another platform expansion al the New Carrollton, Maryland
stop—both of which will accommodate the increased capacity that comes with the
new Acela lrainsets.

Additionally, we and our partners are advancing many major infrastructure
projects including Pertal North Bridge in New Jersey and the Frederick Douglass/
Baltimore and Potomac Tunnel Replacement Project in Marvland that will simulta-
neously improve performance and increase reliability along the Corridor. As you
may be aware, the FRA will soon publish a project inventory for the NECG, which
will zerve as the basis for future FRA grant funding through the Federal-State Part-
nership grant program. This grant pregram is a major anticipated source for the
funding of all of these major projecls and the T1JA's 524 hillion for this program is
an essential down pavment in support of theze SOGR improvements. While Amtrak
is grateful for this funding, the NEC's SOGE backlog is vast and many needed
projects aver the coming decade will require additional federal and staile suppori in
order to advance. This iz particularly true for “pure” speed and trip time projects
which are not directly related to core SOGR needs. To address the important work
ol gaining higher speeds and further reductions in travel time—which we believe
is vital to increasing the competitiveness of intercity rail in the NEC and creating
more capacity in the future—additional investments bevond this initial IIJA funding
are needed, and we stand ready to work with Congress Lo identily options and op-
portunities.

QUESTION FROM Hor. BrIAN K. FITZPATRICK TO STEFHEN GARDNER, CHIEF
Expcurive GrriceR, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION {AMTRAK)

Question 1. Thiz August, Rep. Fitzpatrick (PA-01}) and Rep. Moulton (MA-06) led
28 of their colleagues in a bipartisan letter expressing concern about the current
trip Limes on Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor and hope that historic invesiments set
agide for this line in the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act will be used to im-
prove timetables., What progress has Amtrak made in prioritizing modernization
projects Lthal will directly decrease long Lrip limes between Boston and Washington,
D.C?

Editors note: The documents veferenced by Mr. Gardner arve retained in committee files and
are available online at htips/dems-external 53 amazonaws comyDOMS External PRODY
16438353621 79/303645. 1.
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ANSWER. As part of the Acela program, Amtrak has already made a number of
improvements to the NEC's infrastructure which will help ug increase the maximum
speed from 150mph to 1680mph and begin improving irip limes. Examples of this
infrastructure work include a project to add two new platferms at Baltimore-I’enn
Station, and ancther plaiform expansion al the New Carrollten, Maryland stop—
both of which will accommedate the increased capacity that comes with the new
Acela lrainsets and enhance reliability.

In further support of reduced trip times on the Northeast Corrider, Amtrak is ac-
tively working to implement projects that address the backlog of state-of-good-repair
(SOGR) needs, including the replacement of 100+ year old bridges and tunnels and
replacement of rail and ties to allow increased operating apceds. Our Portal North
Bridge Project in New Jersev and the Frederick Douglass/Baltimore and Potomac
Tunnel Replacement Project in Marvland cxemplify this twin aim of simultaneously
improving performance and increasing reliability along the Corridor.

This work is being closely coordinated with state partners across the corridor. As
you may be aware, the FRA will seon publish a project invenlory for the NEC,
which will zerve as the bhazis for future FRA grant funding through the Federal-
Stale Parinership granl program. This grant program is a major aniicipaled source
for the funding of all of Amtrak’s major projects on the NEC and the ILIA's $24 bil-
lion for Lhm rogram is an essential down paymenl in support of these SOGR in-
vestments, While Amtrak is grateful for this funding, the ISEC’:-; S0GR backlog is
vagt and many nceded projects over the coming decade will require additional fed-
eral and state support in order te advance, This is particularly true for “pure” speed
and trip time projects which are not directly related to core SOGR nceds. To address
the important work of gaining higher speeds and further reductions in travel time—
which we believe iz vital to inereasing the competitiveness of intercity rail in the
NEC and crealing more capacity in the Muture—additional invesimenis beyond this
initial ILJA funding are needed. and we stand ready to work with Congress to iden-
tify aptions and opportunities.

While much more work awaits, the record levels of increased Infrastructure fund-
ing for the NEC provided by the Administration and Congress and the arrival of
the new Arela fleet will combine te begin a new era of improved customer experi-
cnee on the Corridor, and we look forward to working with vou to extend and am-
plify these opportunities.

QuesTions FroyM Hox, Hexgy C, “HANK” JOLNSON, J1 1O STEPLHEN GARDNER,
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Question 1. Mr. Gardner, last year Amtrak presented an ambitious long-term vi-
sion that would connect Atlantz to Savannah, Nashville, and Montgomery vis-a-vis

assenger rail. Earlier this year, the Georgia Department of Transportation received
gs million in federal funds to study the Atlania-Savannah link.

Question l.a. Can you speak to the value of bringing this vision to life, including
the impact on communities of eolor who have historically been denied access to qual-
ity passenger rail?

Answer. Amtrak’s Connects US vision (May 2021) oullined a vision lor new serv-
ice to 160 new communities, many of which are underserved by intercity passenger
rail and also communitics where many residents are people of color. New intercity
passenger rail service not only creates additional transportation options, but alse
benefits the environment by reducing greenhouse gas cmissions, benefits the econ-
omy by creating jobs and encouraging development around new and existing sta-
tions, and inecreages connectivity between communitics by connecting new city pairs
and smaller communities to large towns and cities, The FRA's Corridor Identifica-
tion and Development Program will play an important role in determining how we
bring new and expanded intercity passenger rail service to communities across the
country, and we are hopeful that states and other eligible entities partner with us
to pursue funding opportunities under this new FRA program.

Question 1.b. The creation of the Atlanta-Savannah connection would lead to a
plethora of jobs and oppeortunities for small businesses. What plans does Amtrak
have in place to ensure that Black and Brown Americans, including historically dis-
advantaged, mincrity-owned small businesses, participate in project development
and contribute to regional economic growth in a meaningful way?

ANSWER. As we and our state partners look to improve and expand service, we
have & great chance to enpgage diverge and local businesses in the business opportu-
nities created by these new investments. Because our supplier diverzity program is
a national program, we are always working to be inclusive through our cutreach
across our network which helps Amtrak to meet and cxceed its Corporate Diversity
Goal (15%) year over vear. Qutreach includes virtual and in person for national
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expos/conferences as well as our own Amtrak events which include pop-up events
in stations, pancl discussions that include various szelections of amall businesses,
and 1:1 sessions. While national evenis assist our efforls for opportunities from a
broader scope, we recognize that we alse must be more intentional for specific
projects thal may require us Lo go where the suppliers are Lo engage and make them
aware of the opportunities coming dewn the pipeline.

Even hefore the pandemie, we have teamed up with the Minerily Business Devel-
opment Agencies (MBDA) and the Irocurement Technical Assistance Centers
(PTAC) as well ag other agencies to reach prospective supplicrs across the map. We
also utilize our diversity spend reperting analysis to identify the areas in which we
need to ramp up outreach to ensure that we focus on arcas/groups where participa-
tion is not at an optimal level in contributing to regional economic growth. We re-
main transparent with the procurcement opportunities as posted on the procurement
portal (accessible at https:i/procurement.amtrak.com), and our Supplier Ddiversity
Office (S8DO1} is always available to connect with businesses to assist them in learn-
ing how to do business with Amtrak.

QUESTICN FROM HoN. EBDIE BERNICE JOHNSON TO SaMUEL DESUE, JR., (GENERAL
MaNAGER, TRIMET

Question 1. Mr. Desue, too often we hear from companies that it is too hard to
comply with Made-In-America requirements, vet I see thal all your buses and rail
cars are built in America. Can you discuss your experience purchasing American-
made equipment? And do you think there could bhe an opporiunily to produce more
American-made goods?

Answer, We have not had problems buying American-made buses or light rail ve-
hicles. As I mentioned in my testimony, TriMel recenily made our first bulk pur-
chase of 24 American-made, battery clectric buses. Thiz part of a multivear cffort
to fully convert our fleet. With all of the Nation's transit agencies similarly com-
mitled to mulliyear conversions to eleciric vehicles, there may be an initial supply
izaue, but the significant public investments from all levels of government to this
conversion will lead to market responses that will expand domestic manufacturing
compacity. So, we do not envision the supply of new American-made electric vehicles
and charging infrastructure to be & long-term issue.

The substantial investment in electric vehicles and charging infrastructure con-
tained in the ILJA will also likely resull in unforeseen innovations that will likely
result in supcrior technologies and products. This always happens. It's a rarely rec-
ognized result of this kind of investment, and it will likely result in new American-
made products thatl benefil everyone.

QuesTions rroM Hon, HENRY C. “HANK” JOLKSON, JR. 10 Sayuoel Descr, Jir.,
GENERAL MANAGER, TRIMET

Question 1. Democrats in Congress have invested heavily in climate-combatting
transportation options so that Americans can minimize their carbon footprint.
Among the travel options available, transit is essential for getting around without
damaging our planet. Last vear, | introduced H.R. 3744, the Stronger Communities
through Better Trangit Act, which is designed to provide high-quality, low-eost and
trequent tranzit to communities acress America, which a specitic emphasis on thoze
in underserved neighborhoods.

Question La. Mr. Desue, how would further federal investments in public transit
aﬁﬁsist g:ommunities of coler with mobility while also combatting pernicious climate
effects?

AnsweEr, Communitics across the nation are recognizing the long overdue need to
address long-neglected communities of color. These equity communities tend to have
a high percentage of transit-dependent riders and—as we found out during the pan-
demic—ceszential workers. Targeting investments to increase transit usagce in these
communities will ensure that residents have access to jobs and critical services and
will begin to address the air quality challenges these communities often face.

Question 1.b. What are some best practices you've witnessed in Oregon involving
mass transit that you believe would translate well across the metro-Atlanta region
and America?

ANSWER. As TriMet converts to an electric bus fleet, we have prioritized placing
these buses in service in cquity communitics first. In addition to the Greenhouse
(Gas emission reductions from the diesel engines, the health consequences of diesel
buses must net be minimized, and communities of color have been historically sad-
dled with air polluting industrics and freeways. Removing the diesel buses is a
start. One zecondary issue that we teel is important iz neize pollution. Diesel buses
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QUESTIONS FROM HoN. Troy E. NEHLS TO STEPHEN GARDNER,
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, NATIONAL RAILRCAD PASSENGER
CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Question 1. The commuter rail system in the United States has been a4 more di-
verse market than the intercity passenger rail system, with various state and local
transit agencies using private contractors to conduct rail operations, as well as nu-
merous publicly operated systems. With the prospect of new and expanded intereity
passenger rail services coming online in the next decade, having a competitive rail
operator market might offer benefits to the states, the passengers and taxpavers.
In the 2022 annual and legislalive reporl, Amirak ciled as evidence that il is an
“ever more efficient rail operator”! the fact that it had “recently won competitive
open bids lo provide cperations services lo commuler railroads (Meirolink and
MARC I’enn Line}.”#

Ruestion f.a. Whal are your thoughis about more involvement of privaile conlrac-
tors entering the passenger rail market and competing alongside Amtrak to provide
these state-supported rail operations?

Question 1.h, How would a competitive operator market affect Amtrak?

Question Ic. Should new and expanded passenger rail services be subject to Fed-
eral competitive open bidding procedures?

ANSWERS to Question la.-l.c. Amtrak believes that a strong national intercity
passenger railway—the model used by nearly all nalions across the globe to deliver
intercity services—is the most efficient way to provide an interconnected network
of services across the nation. Economies of scale and the ability to utilize common
assets for a variely of services, including lickeling and reservations, fleet, and main-
tenance facilities, allow the high fixed costz of the business to be shared across the
network and our Capital assets to be utilized more productively. Additionally, a na-
tional earrier can focus on the inlersiate needs, looking beyond stale borders, 1o en-
surc that the overall passenger transportation needs of the nation are met.

However, Amtrak’s role as the national carrier deesn’t preclude others from enter-
ing the markel or from working with Amtrak and cur partners as parl of an inte-
grated network. In fact, Amtrak already faces competition in the provizion of the
various services required for operation of state-suppoerted routes. A number of states
contracl with private companies for mainlenance of equipment, on-board lood serv-
ice, customer information service, and marketing, Amtrak is happy to work with
states that choose te use other companies to provide services for state-supported
routes.

Ag for attempts to competitively bid out the operation of various Amtrak service,
this has been tried unsuccesstully several times, and any consideration of competi-
tive bidding lor Amtrak-operaled services must lake inlo accounl several myths re-
garding that topie.

The first myth iz that there are numerpus U.S. companies qualified te operate
passenger rail services and eager 1o do so. That is not the case.

¢ Few private U.3. rail operators—and none of the major U.S. railroads—have

shown any interest in operating Amtrak or other intercity passenger rail serv-
ices, even wilh government subsidies. Since 2010, lour of the five Class I rail-
roads that had been operating commuter rail services under contracts with pub-
lic authorities have decided to get out of that business. A 2017 Federal Railroad
Administration solicitation of bidders Lo take over the operalion of one or more

TAMTRAR, GENERAL AND LEGISLATIVE ANNUaL REPORT at 45 (Apr. 27, 2021 aveiloble af
https=fwww.amtrak com/icontent/dam/projecta/doteom/englizsh/public/documenta/vor paratefveparts’
Amtrak-General-Legislative-Annual-Report-FY2022-Grant-Request. pdf.

2fd,
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Amtrak long-distance routes, with government subsidies, did not attract a sin-
gle proposal.

Mosi of the companies thal operate commuler rail services in the Uniled Siates
or have expreszed interest in operating U.S. intercity passenger rail services are
not really “private companies” and are not based in the United States. Rather,
they are subsidiaries of national railreads controlled by the governments of
China, Japan and European couniries.

The zccond myth is that competitive bidding will invariably produec & lower price
and beiter service. Thal has not been the case wilh respecl 1o inlercily passenger
rail services in the United States.

e A 2021 Congressional Research Service reporl concluded that past efforts to fos-

ter competition for services provided by Amtrak have not resulted in improve-
ments in intercity passenger rail service.?
Ridership fell 10% and mechanical delays increased 35% during the first vear
after a Midwestern state contracted with a private company for provision and
maintenance of equipment, food service and marketing for an Amtrak state-sup-
ported route following & competitive procurement. After just 17 months, the
state's contractor ceased providing services when the state declined its request
for a large increase in payments.

Other countries have had similar experiences. Franchizing of train eperations in
Great Britain resulted in increases in government subsidies, higher fares, service
deterioration and a pattern of contractors submitting low bids to secure contracts
and then walking away from their coblipations. The British government recently
abandoned franchising and has resumed direct operation of many train routes.

The third myth is that there is a level playing field among Amtrak and potential
competitors, That does not exist today for state-supported services because Amtrak
iz subject to many statutory requirements that do not apply to other parties. Among
other things, Amtrak mustl price the services il provides in accord with a statulorily-
mandated costing methodology; must ensure that the customer service, protessional
and IT services il ulilizes are performed in the Uniled Stales; and must maintain
specified levels of liability insurance. Some operators of intrastate passenger rail
services are not subject to the Railroad Retirement Tax Act and other federal laws
that apply to Amtrak, which gives them an additional cost advantage. All of these
izaues would have to be addresscd through legizlative changes in order to ereate fair
competition among Amtrak and other potential operators.

The fourth myth is that privately-owned freight railroads would be willing to
allow non-Amtrak passenger trains to operate over their lines on reasonable terms.
That is often not the case. Propesed commuter rail services in Charlotte and Atlanta
have heen stymied by the refusal of the railroad that owns the lines aver which they
would operate to even consider operation of passenger trains. Because Amtrak’s
umgup statulory access righils Lo operale exisiing or new services over freighl rail-
road-owned lines are not transferable to states or other parties, a state that selected
a non-Amtrak operator would have no recourse if a freight railroad demanded un-
reasonable investments or compensation for operation of passenger trains over its
lines, or simply refused to allow them to operate or to continue to operate,

A fifth myth is that state-supported Amtrak services are, like most commuter rail
services, isclated operations thal could easily be provided by different operalors
without harm to passengers or negative impacts on ridership and revenues. Am-
trak’s state-supported services are part of an interconnected national network serv-
ing 46 states. Many of their passengers are connecting lo or from other Amtrak
routes with which those services share stations, equipment maintenance facilities
and emplovees. Any consideration of competitive bidding must take into account the
inefficiencies of having multiple operalors; the increased costs resulting Mrom them;
and the impact on riderzhip, revenues and customer satistaction it travelers are re-
quired to deal with more than one operator and use multiple websites, apps or 800
numbers Lo oblain information about schedules and book travel.

Ruestion 2. Last March, the Amtrak OIG issued a report about challenges thal
Amtrak might face implementing the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act
(IIJAYY Among the challenges cited was Amtrak’s workforce and your ability to
build and maintain a sufficient number of employees with the right skills.

Flmproving Intercity Passenger Raill Service in the United States, p. 25, (2021, February 81
Cangressional  Research Service. Retrieved July 14, 2023 feam httpsdsgp fasorgfersfmise/
R45783. pdf

+8ce AMTRAK, Office of Inapector General, QON—8P-2022-008, AMTRAK: ARFas FOR Man-
AGEMENT FOOUs IN ADVANCE OF INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT aND JOBS ACT FUNDING, (Mar.
31, 2022), coadable at hidtps:Yamlrakoig govisites/defoull/ Gles/ teporla/OTG-SP-202 2008, pdf,
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Question 2.0. What is the current status of your workforce and ability te retain
workers and tultill your staffing needs?

Answer, As of June 30, 2023, Amtrak’s current workforce stands at 21,032 active
emplovees. We continue 1o develop and expand our workforce lo execule on the in-
vestments made by Congress in the [IJA, and to support our new and improving
services nationwide.

Ta minimize employee lurnover and boosl employee engagement, arganizalions
develop retention strategies, which aim to reduce attrition and increase retention
rates. Although some turnover is unavoidahle, a sound retention strategy can save
time and resources for Amtrak. Retaining current employecs is less costly and less
time-consuming than constantly hiring new ones. Thereflore, it 1s erucial lo focus on
attrition to gauge the organization’s health and capacity to deliver.

Somce of the initiatives planned or deployed to support workplace fulfillment and
retain employees include flexible paid time off, enhanced benefils, retention awards
for key crafts and skills, incentive programs, and student loan support.

Question 2.5, Have any passenger rail services been impacted by Amtrak’s hiring
challenges? If so, please describe the impacts.

Answer, Challenges in hiring emplovees impacted restoration of some train fre-
guencies and routes as travel demand recovered from the COVID-19 pandemic, re-
quired limitations in food service on some routes, and impacled our ability Lo per-
form overhauls and repairs on out-of-service equipment to provide sufficient capacity
to meet passenger demand. We completed restoration of service on all routes sus-
pended during the pandemic al our siate pariners’ requesl in April; have resiored
pre-pandemic service frequency on nearly all routes and pre-pandemic food service
on all routes, and have increased mechanical staffing above pre-pandemic levels to
chable us to accelerate overhauls and repairs to return cquipment to service. Some
isolated trained employee shortages exist loday which reduce our ability 1o cover va-
cations and emplovee illness; trainees currently qualifving will soon bring staffing
levels across the system to levels that allow us to better eover all the services in
these cases.

Question Z.c. Are you confident in Amtrak’s ability to staft and crew its current
and propozed future passcenger rail services, especially the state-supported routes?

ANSWER. Yes, based on current forecast and hiring run rate we are very confident
in our ability to statf and crew current and proposed future rail services including
state-supported routes. However, our ability to retain employees and staff and oper-
ate current and proposed routes will continue to depend on the receipt of adequate
federal funding through the annual appropriations process.

Question 2.d. What external factors may affect Amtrak’s hiring and workforce
sustainment capability?

Anxswen. For certain parts of our workforce, there are some challenges to hiring.
For example, there are often difficulties in certain geographic regions tor hiring on-
board service roles on our traing (such as conductors and service attendants, among
others) due to a narrow candidate pool. Increased demand for skilled critical trades
workers in our Agrcement Workforce gencrally outpaces graduation from trade
schools, requiring higher compensation in more competitive labor markets.

In terms of broader trends, as the youngesi of lhe "Baby Boomer” generation
(these aged 57 to 75 at presenil) reach retirement age, we anticipate an increasing
workforce need approaching 2031, Coupled with lagging rates of trade school grad-
vates and workforce entrants, this demographic shift may pose a substantial chal-
lenge for sustaining our Agreement Workforce.

We are working to prepare for this challenge by devoting resources to the develop-
ment of a pipeline of qualified applicants. For example, Talent Acquisition iz work-
ing to establish deeper relationships with specific universities, colleges and tech
achools with eurriculum in the Trangportation and Rail industry while providing in-
formation to students and carecr scrvice centerg about employment opportunities
available at Amtrak. OQur newly, rebranded Future Carecrs Program will offer in-
ternship opportunities in the FalliSpring and the Summer. These sessions are
longer and offer ithe intern additional experience working with Amirak.

In addition to our efforts with educational institutions and our internship pro-
gram, and in additien to the strategies outlined in the response to Nehls Question
2 fa), we are also adopting the following practices as part of our leng-term workforce
strategy:

¢ Implementing targeted recruitment marketing campaigns and hiring events

segmented by both key critical positions and geographies/markets;
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» Continuing to partner with Union leaders during Quarterly Labor Leadership
meetings to inform Union members about hiring initiatives and propgress and
partnering with Union leaders to promote Amtrak hiring events;

¢ Upskilling our current workforce to expand capabilities in alipnment with fu-
ture business needs;

¢ Rezkilling our workforce to develop cross-functional skillzets and enhance orga-
nizational readiness

Ruestion 3. Amirak was provided a privately financed propesal Amtrak was pro-
vided a privately financed proposal to improve Amtrak’s single digit market share
on the Northeast Corridor with more lrequencies, faster service, new routes and sla-
tioms.

Why is Amtrak ignoring this joini venlure propesal which will nol cost taxpayers
anything and will generate more ridership and revenue for Amtrak?

Answer. Amirak did nol ignore the proposal your question references. Senior Am-
trak officialz met numerous times with the proponent of the proposal and deter-
mincd that it was not viable. The proposal iz alzo ineonsistent with the NEC FU-
TURE Plan developed by the Federal Railroad Administration, which had rejecied
the same proposal.

Ruestion 4. Amirak was also provided a private sector proposal to offer equitable
and affordable Coach accommeodations on Amtrak’s publicly supported high-speed
trains.

Why can Amtrak not utilize this private sector initiative to operate with the same
efficiency as high-speed rail in Europe and Asia who serve Coach passengers on all
high-speed trains?

Answer, Amtrak officials met numercus times with the proponent of thiz proposal
and delermined thal it was not credible or feasible. Additionally, like passenger rail-
roads in Germany, Japan, and other countries, Amtrak operates premium service
trains along the Northeast Corridor—the Acelas—that make fewer stops and gen-
erally charge higher lares, and olher trains—ihe Northeast Regionals—thal operate
at shightly slower speeds tmaximum of 125 mph), serve more communities, and gen-
erally have lower fares. Private companies in virtually every industry offer a range
of services to customers and charge more to those who choose premium or faster
services (such as non-stop Mlighis) If Amirak did nel do thai, it would generaie less
revenue and require additional federal funding. Finally, Amtrak has already pur-
chased & flecet of 83 new, modern, domestically built trainscts to replace our aging
Amfleel equipmentl used on our Noritheasi Regional and other corridor services.
These trains are anticipated to be in service starting in 2026.

Question 5. The Amfleet cars are nearly 50 years old.

Question 5.a. Does Amtrak have a privately funded proposal to replace the
Amfleet cars by 2025 on the Northeast Corridor by adding onto the Alstom Avelia
Liberty high-speed trainsct order now being built? If =o, please provide further de-
tails aboul this proposal.

ANSWER. No proposal of any tvpe could enable the replacement of the Amfleet cars
Amtrak operates on Northeast Regional trains on the Northeast Corridor by 2025,
Intercity passenger railears compliant with U8 salety standards and Buy America
laws cannot be bought off the lot like & new automobile. Designing, procuring, man-
ufacturing and testing them takes vears. The Avelia Liberty trainsets the question
refers to arc only capable of operating on electrified rail lines like the Northeast
Corridor. They would notl be able to operate on Northeast Regional trains, which op-
erate over both the Northeast Corridor and unelectrified lines connected to it.

Ruestion 5.5, Is including Coach sealing on these new trainsels the lastesl way
to provide all passengers on the Northeast Corridor with the highest level of safety
with these new trainsets?

Answer, Amtrak has already purchased new Airo trainzets capable of operating
over both electrified and non-electrified lines, and this is the fastest way to acquire
modern replacement equipment for the Amfleet cars. The Airo procurement is well
advanced: Amtrak selected an experienced passenger rail manufacturcer more than
two years ago; lhe firsl carshell has already been manufactured; and the [irst
trainset is expected to enter service in 2026, Canceling the multi-billion-dollar con-
tract for the Airo trainsets without cause and restarting the process of procuring
new equipment would delay the replacement of the Amfleel cars by many years and
greatly increase the costs of acyuiring new equipment even if there was a bona fide
alternative proposal.
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QUESTIONS FROM HonN. DoNaLD M. PAYNE, JR., TO STEPHEN GARD-
NER, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER
CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Ruestion ! What percentage of stations across the Amirak nelwork are currently
ADA compliant? Is there a discrepancy in percentages for stations that are owned
by Amtrak and those that are owned by an entity other than Amtrak? Could you
c(fj-%%gngl'?that all the stations Amtrak serves will be fully ADA compliant by the end
[5} 287

ANSWER., Amtrak has primary or shared ADDA responsibility for 385 stations. We
cxpect nearly all of the stations for which Amtrak has primary responsibility, and
the elements al shared responsibility stations for which Amirak is responsible, to
be compliant by 2028, and the remainder of Amtrak-responsible stations/elements
to be compliant by 2029, Amtrak cannot econflirm what the 2028 level of compliance
will be at the 130 stations for which other parties have ADA respensibility, or for
third party-responsible elemenis of stalions for which Amtrak has shared responsi-
bility, but we will continue to work with these entities to advocate for full compli-
ance.

Question 2. Newark Liberty Airport, located in my district, iz one of a fow airports
in the Uniled States served by passenger rail. ITow many, and which, other airporis
around the country have Amtrak or other passenger rail services? Does Amtrak
have plans te partner wilh air carriers?

Axswenr, Amtrak currently serves five airport stations, all of which are located at
or adjaceni 1o an airport to which lhey are connecled by a fixed guideway system
such az a monorail or frequent shuttle service:

¢ BWI Thurgood Marshall Airport {Baltimore)

e (General Mitchell International Airpert (Milwaukee)

¢« Hollywood Burbank Airport

e Newark Liberty International Airport

¢ Oakland International Airport

Amtrak is also in negotiations to relocate its Miami, Florida station to the Miami
Intermodal Center at Miami International Airport, and recently submitted an appli-
cation for a4 Federal-State Partnership for a National Network grant for a planned
station at Crystal City in Arlington, Virginia that would be located adjacent to Ron-
ﬁldd Reagan Washington National Airport and connected to it viz a pedestrian

ridge.

The only other 1.8 intercity passenger rail stalion al an airporl, located at Ted
Stevens International Airport in Anchorage, is served only by Alaska Railroad char-
ter lrains. Brighiline, a private inlercily passenger rail operator, plans Lo begin
service to Orlando International Airport later this year.

All of the Amtrak airporl stations identified above, with the exceplion of General
Mitchell and Uakland, are also served or would be served hy commuter rail. Other
commuter rail lines, all but one of which Amtrak connects with, serve stations at
the following airports:

¢ Dallas Fort Worth International Airport
Denver International Airport
Fort Lauderdale International Airport
O’Hare Airport {Chicago—limited rail service)

Philadelphia International Airport
Rhode Island T'F. Green Inlernational Airport {Providence)

¢ Sputh Bend International Airport {no Amtrak connection)

Many other alrports are served by subways and light rail lines.

Codeshares zllow airlinez to sell tickets to passengers whose trip includes both
a flight on the airline and a connecting flight, train or bus trip on another carrier.
Amtrak has had codeshare agreements with airlines, most notably a codeshare
agreement at Liberty Newark Inlernational Airport with United Airlines {and ils
predecessor Continental Airlines) that ended several years ago. Amtrak is contin-
ually having conversations about other polential codeshare agreements with airlines
and would welcome a partnership that was mutually beneficial to Amtrak and the

arlner.

P Challenges to establishing such partnerships include:

¢ The limited number of airports located near Amtrak lines with the frequent

train service that is necessary for viahle air-rail connections {so that passengers
arriving at the airport by train will not have unduly long waits before their
flight, and will be able to travel on a later train if they miss their train econnec-
ticn because their arriving flight is late?.
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e Federal Aviation Administration regulations that prohibit use of federal Airline
Improvement Program {AIP) grants and Passenger Facility Charges {PI'Ca) eol-
lecled from air travelers, a primary source of funding lor consiruction of airport
parking parages and other airport facilities, for rail stations at airports unless
the station is actually located on airport property. Since most railroad lines do
not pass through or terminate at airports, this etfectively precludez uze of AIl’s
and PFCs to build or improve rail stations at most airperts that are located
near existing or proposed Amtrak routes. Amtrak has proposed that this im-
pediment to developing more air-rail connections be removed via modification
of these regulations or a statutory amendment.

Consolidation of the T7.8. airline industry, which has reduced the number ol po-
tential airline parthers and created large airlines that have less interest in de-
veloping codeshares with connecting carricrs.

Question 1. The Federal Railroad Administration’s Corridor ID program provides
an opportunity for Amtrak to operate new intercity passenger rail corriders. How
will Amtrak work with freight or other host railroads to create potential new cor-
ridors or expand existing onesz?

Anxswen., The FRA-led Corrider II} program is the primary vehicle for securing
Federal financial support for new or improved intercity passenger rail services
throughoui the Uniled Siates. The Corridor ID multi-step process, which includes
the development of a Service Development Plan (SDP), Preliminary Engineering,
and envirenmental clearance, will include FRA-led host railroad engagement io fa-
cilitate early and consistent communieation. For those corridors that sclect Amtrak
as the operator, Amtrak will provide technical resources to the corridor sponscrs
and will actively participate and suppert FRAs host railroad engagement process.

QUESTICNS FROM HoN. DaviD ROUZER TO STEFHEN GARDNER,
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, INATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER
CORPORATION ¢t AMTRAK!

Question I Amtrak uses requests for propesals and other competitive bidding pro-
cedures to procure goods and services, bolh because il is & common requirement of
federal law and procurement regulalions, bul also because it generally assures the
best value for the taxpayer and prevents fraud and abuse.

In North Carclina, there are two state-supported routes, the Piedmont (hetwecn
Raleigh and Charlotte} and the Carolinian {between Richmond to Raleigh). The
state contracts with Amtrak to operate these trains, as well as to handle the me-
chanical work for one of these routes (the other is handled by a private contractor).
North Carelina is also exploring expanded passenger rail services, including new
passenger rail lines to locations like Asheville, Greenville and Wilmington.

Ruestion fa. Should ithe operation of these passenger rail services be subjectl Lo
competitive hidding procedurcs—specifically, should the current routes that Amtrak
operates, or any future routes that North Carclina proceeds with, be subject to open
competition, where private companies can offer proposals to handle operations or
other work, alongside Amtrak’s proposals, and allow the state to determine what is
the best offer and value?

ANSWER., Amtrak already faces competition in the provision of services required
for operatlion of state-supported roules. As yvour question notes, North Carolina con-
tracls with a private contraclor for maintenance of the equipment operated on the
Picdmont., Other states that fund Amtrak state-supported zervices utilize non-Am-
trak contractors for on-board food service, customer information services, and mar-
keting. Amtrak is happy to work with states that choose to use other companies to
provide services for state-suppoerted routes.

Any consideration of competitive bidding for Amtrak-operated services must take
into zccount several myths regarding that topic.

The firsl myth is thal there are numerous 1.8, companies qualified to operate
passenger rail services and eager 1o do so. That is not the case.

¢ Few private U.3. rail operators—and none of the major U.S. railroads—have

shown any interest in operating Amtrak or other passcenger rail services, even
with government subsidies. Since 2010, four of the five Class I railroads that
had been operating commuter rail services under contracts with public authori-
ties have decided to get out of that business. A 2017 Federal Railroad Adminis-
tration solicitation of bidders to take over the operation of one or more Amtrak
long-distance routes, with government subsidics, did not attract a single pro-
posal.
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e Most of the companies that operate commuter rail services in the United States
or have expressed interest in operating intereity passenger rail services are not
really “privale companies” and are nol based in the United States. Rather, they
are subsidiaries of national railroads controlled by the governments of China,
Japan and European eountries.

The zccond myth is that competitive bidding will invariably produec & lower price
and better service. That has not been the case with respect to intercity passenger
rail services in the United States.

e A 2021 Congressional Research Service reporl concluded that past efforts to fos-

ter competition for services provided by Amtrak have not resulted in improve-
ments in intercity passenger rail service.”
Ridership fell 10% and mechanical delays increased 35% during the first year
after a Midweslern state contracted with a privale company for provision and
maintenance of equipment, food service and marketing for an Amtrak state-sup-
ported route following & competitive procurement. After just 17 months, the
state's contractor ceased providing services when the state declined its request
for a large increase in payments.

Other countries have had similar experiences. Franchizing of train eoperations in
Great Brilain resulted in increases in government subsidies, higher lares, service
deterioration and a pattern of contractors submitting low hids to secure contracts
and then walking away from their coblipations. The British government recently
abandoned franchising and has resumed direct operation of many train routes.

The third myth is that there is a level playing field among Amtrak and potential
competitors, That does not exist today for state-supported services because Amtrak
iz subject to many statutory requirements that do not apply to other parties. Among
other things, Amtrak must price the services it provides in accord with a statutorily
mandated costing methodology; must ensure that the customer service, protessional
and IT services il ulilizes are performed in the Uniled Stales; and must maintain
specified levels of liability insurance. Some operators of intrastate passenger rail
services are nol subjecl to the Railroad Retirement Tax Act and olher federal laws
that apply to Amtrak, which gives them an additional cost advantage. All of these
issues would have to be addressed through legislative changes in order Lo ereate fair
competition among Amtrak and other potential operators.

The fourth myth is that privately-owned freight railroads would be willing to
allow non-Amtrak passenger trains to operate over their lines on reasonable terms.
That iz often not the case. Proposed commuter rail services in Charlotte and Atlanta
have been stymied by the refusal of the railroad that owns the lines over which they
would operate to even consider operation of passenger lrains. Because Amirak’s
unigue statutory aecess rights to operate existing or new scrvices over freight rail-
road-owned lines are not transferable to states or other parties, a state that selected
a non-Amtrak operator would have no recourse if a freight railroad demanded un-
reazonable investments or compensation for operation of passcnger trains over its
lines, or simply refused to allow them to operate or te continue to operate,

A fifth myth is thal slale-supported Amtrak services are, like mosl commuler rail
services, isclated operations that could easily be provided by different operators
without harm to passengers or negative impacts on ridership and revenues. Am-
trak’s stale-supporied services are part of an interconnecled national network serv-
ing 46 states. Many of their passengers are connccting to or from other Amtrak
routes with which those services share stations, equipment maintenance facilities
and emplovees. Any consideration ol competitive bidding must take into account the
inefficiencies of having multiple operators; the inereased costs resulting from those
inefficiencies; and the impact on ridership, revenues and customer satisfaction it
travelers are required o deal with moere than one operalor and use mulliple
webhsites, apps or 800 numbers to obtain information about schedules and book trav-
el.

Question 1.6, While this may be a procurement decision led by the State of Nerth
Carolina, whatl are Amtrak’s views of compeling with the privale sector to provide
these passenger rail operation services?

ANSWER. Please refer to my response to Rouzer Question 1.a.

Question e, Are there any reasons why competitive bidding would not work in
these seltings?
AnsweR, Please refer to my response to Rouzer Question 1.a.

Smproving Intercity Possengor Roil Service in the Uadted States, po 250 12021, Felruary 81
Congressional Hesearch Service. Hetrieved July 14, 2023 from httpsisgp fasorgiers/misce!
R45783 . pd{
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QUESTIONS FROM HON. LANCE GOODEN TO STEPHEN (GARDNER,
CHIEF EXeECUTIVE OFFICER, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER
CORPORATION ¢t AMTRAK!

High Speed Roil:

Question 1. According to emails obtained through an open records request, the
North Central Texas Council of Governmenis and Amtirak were aclively lrying to
conceal their relationship with Texas Central {from the public. Why would Amtrak
wantl Lo conceal thatl relalionship?

Question 2. Is it Amtrak's goal to take over the right-of-way for the Dallas to
Houston high-gpeed rail line?

Question 3. Please explain, in detail, Amtrak’s involvement with the Texas High
Speed Rail Project, including Amtrak’s expectations for having a future role in the
project.

Question 4. Pleage provide a detailed timeline of Amtrak’'s involvement with the
Texas Iigh Speed Rail project, including how Amtrak became involved in lhe
project. Additionally, please list all entities, including Texas Central Railway and
any federal, stale, and local governments, and any private entities that Amirak has
interacted with regarding the TXHSR project.

Ruestion 5. Please discuss any federal funding, including grants, that Amirak
planz to use or apply for or has used or applied for related to the construction and/
or opcration of the TXHSR. Pleage list all grant programs Amtrak plans to use to
obtain any funding for the project.

Question 6. Is it Amtrak’s goal to take over the right-of-way for the Dallas to
Houston high-speed rail line?

ANSWERS to Questions 1-6. Amtrak cxists to provide high guality, safe and cffi-
cienl rail services Lo America, thereby connecling people and communities. It dees
this via a complex mix of services, including those on the Northeast Corridor,
through State supported services, and on its long-dislance routes. Amirak’s lve-year
vision iz to progressively build ridership and expand service, while maintaining the
exisling sysiem in a state of good repair. Key to evervlhing is ongoing, sustainable
and sufticient funding to enable Amtrak to succeed.

Ag part of its current work, and congistent with the policy and new funding oppor-
tunities created by the Infrastructure [nvestment and Jobs Act, Amtrak is exploring
the potential for new serviees in two ways. The first iz via the Corridor Identifica-
tion and Ievelopment Program (CIDP) in partnership with the Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration, individual states and localregional governmental entities with a view
to introduction of new service where this does net currently exist, reinstatement of
discontinued services or enhancement of existing service. In Texas, Amtrak supports
the consideration and potential development of up to 5 new or enhanced conven-
tional intercity corridor services, with new corridor train service connecting the
“Texas Triangle” cilies, added frequencies lo the Tleariland Flyer rouie and possible
Long Distance service connecting Dallas-Fort Worth te the east.

The second area being explored relates to poleniial new roules utilizing high
speed train technology and dedicated new infrastructure. To facilitate this review,
Amtrak has zet up a High-Speed Rail Program to review a number of discrete, po-
tential corridors of which Dallas to Heuston is one because, at face value, it meets
the criteria for viable high-speed operation. In the case of Dallas to Houston, Am-
trak has held discussions with Texas Central to assess whether Amtrak wishes to
play a role in its existing project going forward.

A timeline of Amirak’s engagement with Texas Central may be found below and
is followed by a list of entities Amtrak has interacted with on this initiative.

e June 2016: Al Texas Central's request, Amirak mel wilh its representalives and
attorneys and submitted a letter to the Surface Transportation Board (STB) ad-
vising thal it was open Lo exploring opportunilies lo develop connections with
Texas Central.

August 2016-December 2016: After Texas Central confirmed that it was inter-
ested in developing connections with Amtrak, Amtrak and Texas Central nego-
tiated and entered into a Voluntary Coordination Apreement providing for
through ticketing and provision of Amtrak services to Texas Central.

January 2017-June 2017: Amtrak and Texas Central had communiecations and
an in-person meeting to discuss implementation and announcement of the Vol-
untary Coordination Agrcement.

July 2017-October 2017: Amtrak and Texas Central negotiated and entered
into & Reservation and Ticketing Agreement.

April 2018-Junc 2018: Amtrak communicated with Texas Central and its attor-
neys in connection with a Texas Central press release and filings that Texas
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Central and Amtrak submitted to the STE regarding the agreements between
Amtrak and Texas Central.

Junc 2018-Cctober 2019; Following an 3TB request for additionzal information
about projected connecling ridership belween Amirak and Texas Centiral trains,
Amtrak communicated with Texas Central and its attorneys regarding STB fil-
ings and data and information previded by Amtrak that was included in Texas
Centiral’s fling.

March 2022-July 2023: Amtrak has been engaged in discussions with Texas
Central and the various entities that have heen working with or for Texas Cen-
tral to undertake & due diligence analysis reparding ways the two companies
could potentially further work Logether Lo advance a high-speed rail corridor be-
tween Dallas and Houston and the grant applications identified below.

Eniities with which Amtrak Tlas Interacted Regarding the Texas Central Projeci

Tashiba
Venable LLP
WePBuild Group

Grant applications under the Consclidated Rail Infrastructure and Safety Im-
provements Program {CRISI), Corridor Identification and Development Program
(Corridor ID) and Federal-State Partnership for Intercity Passenger Rail-National
Network Program {FSP-National) have heen developed io supparl further develop-
menial work on the project. The oulcome of these applications is expected to be
known in Fall 2023,

[t is premature to predict the result of Amtrak’s review of the project, or what
role Amtrak might play in the development of the project or any future operation.
Amtrak will only proceed to a developmental phase following completion of its cur-
rent due diligence work, and only then if grant funding is ferthcoming.

126 Corridor:

Ruestion 7. The proposed [-20 Corridor project would pass through North and
East Texas and have a significant impact on my district. | sent a letter to FRA Ad-
ministrator Bese in support of Amtrak’s plan te implement the project, which has
the ahility to provide vigorous economic and quality-of-life benefits to Mineola, Dal-
las, and other communities in Texas’ Congressional District 5. Mr. Gardner, how
will the I-20 Corridor revitalize cities and towns in Texas and provide more work
opportunities for my constituents?

AnsweEr, Amtrak has applicd for an FTA Federal-State Partnership grant for the
1-20 Amtrak Crescent Extension from Meridian to Dallas-Fort Worth. This new cor-
ridor will connect 6.5 million people in the Dallas-Fort Worth Mcetroplex with mil-
lions more in Atlania and across the Southern and Mid-Atlantic Regions of the
United Stales. The route would i1l an importani gap in Amtrak’s National Nelwork
along the I-200 corridor through Mississippi, northern Louisiana, and Texas and
would provide connection opportunities to existing services such as the Texas Eagle,
City of New Orleans, Crescent, and Heartland Flver.

Construction activities and ongeing operations will generate jobs and investment.
The assessment estimates the new service will add or suppert 661 permanent johs
across all industries, including 224 directly connected to the new service. Results
trom the 2023 Economic Benefits Assessment IMIPPLAN model show that new in-
duced visitor spending on lodging, restaurants, entertainment, ghopping and local
transportation, combined with the stimulus effects of savings from reduced vehicle
miles traveled {(VMTe) and spending on the rail operation itself, can be expected to
support an additional labor income increment of $46.5 million and value-added ef-
fecis—i.e., incremental contribution o Gross Demeslic Producl rom industry-lo-in-
dusiry transacltions—of $91.8 million annually.

The service will connect Texas communities with the economic epicenters of the
region. These direct connections strengthen the ability for smaller communities to
attract and retain businesses, jobs, emplovees, residents, and visitors. Additional
service at stations or new stations can also generate economic development around
the station areas.

Kiewit Corporation
L.E.K. Consulting
Mass, Electric Construction Co.

e Bechtel » Mitsubishi

e Cilibank « NEC

« Federal Railroad Administration + Renfe

e Hatch LTK + Sidley & Austin

e Iitachi « Sulfelk Conslruction

« HTeC s Texas Central

e JR-Central # The Shinkansen United (TSU}
- -

- .

L
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Border Crisis:

Question 8. An existing contract with ICE allows Amtrak to transport undocu-
mented immigrants across the country to detention facilities or deliver them to im-
migration hearings or court appcarances. Are there any limitations or restrictions
on Amtrak’s involvement in transporting migrants, such as in regard to the tvpes
of individuals or locations that can be transported?

Answer. Amtrak has not engaged in any organized Lransport of undocumented
migrants with any entity, including ICE. Amtrak and the Amtrak Police Depart-
menil (APD) do have policies governing the iransportation of prisoners by law en-
forcement agencies using Amtrak services, but there are no specific allotments or
provisions perlaining Lo the transportation of undocumented migrants.

Question 9. [s Amtrak currently or have they ever entered a contract of any kind
with & non-profit charitable organization or non-governmental organization to trans-
port migrants throughout the United Stateg? If so, please provide any existing con-
tracts and list of any NGOs nsing Amtrak irains to transport migrants.

Anxswer., Amtrak has never been, and is not currently, under contract of any kind
with any organization Lo Lranspert migrants. In the months prior to the discontinu-
ation of Title 42, Amtrak engaged with non-governmental organizations and char-
ilies Lo provide a dedicaled customer service lelephone line for organizalions seeking
to buy tickets. This service received extremely limited use and was eventually folded
into pur general regervation system.

Question 16 Iz Amtrak currently or have they ever entered & contract of any kind
with 2 lecal, state, or federal entity for the purpose of iransporling migranis
throughout the United States? If so, please provide a list of any NGOs using Am-
trak trains io transporl migrants. For example, has Amirak received money from
the Fr:’aderal Emergency Management Agency to transport an undocumented immi-

rant?

8 ANSWER. Amtrak is not currently and has not previously been under contract with
any local, state, or federal entity for the purposc of trangporting migrants in the
United States, nor has Amtrak received funding from any government institution
for that purpose.

QUESTIONS FROM HonN. RunDy YAKYM III TO STEPHEN GARDNER,
Cairr Exkcurive Orricer, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER
CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Question 1. Mr. Gardner, you testified that Amtrak’s starting up the Great River
route this year, with a daily roundtrip train between Chicage and St. Paul, Min-
nesota.

The trip is projected to be seven and a half hours. You can drive from Union Sta-
tion in Chicago to Union Depot in St. Paul in under six hours. You can fly from
Chicapo-O’Hare to Minneapoliz-St. Paul in an hour and & half, and the route iz well-
served, with my staff identifving 26 nonstep flights on four majer airlines on a day
picked at randem.

Can you please describe the market rescarch that was undertaken before deciding
Eo estab%ish this route, as well as the key facts and figures that contributed to the

ec1s1on?

Question 1.a. What is the target demographie that Amtrak anticipates riding the
Great River?

Question 1h, Was the market research Amtrak conducted zhead of the Great
River route in line with the typical market research it conducts as it evaluates new
service?

Question 1.c. What is the overriding factor as Amtrak considers a new service?
Iz it profitability, ridership, or something elze?

ANSWERS to Questions 1, La., 1.b., & I.c. Like airlines, Amtrak uses ridership and
revenue forecasting models te project future ridership and revenues on all of its ex-
isting and proposed routes, including the Great River. These models incorporate a
large number of different demographic inputs that atfect travel demand and histor-
ical data on demand for Amtrak services,

Under Section 209 of the Passcnger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of
2008 (Section 209) and 49 U.8.C. 24712, it is up to states to decide whether they
wish Amtrak to operate routes of 750 miles or less outside of the Northeast Cor-
ridor, such as the planned Great River route. On these routes, which arc referred

S htlpsfwisconzindol.gov/Documents/projecismullimodalrail TOMC-booklel 202 10526 padl’
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to as “state-supported routes,” states—Minnesota, Wisconsin and Illinois in the case
of the Great River, which will be a Milwaukee-to-St. Paul extension of existing state-
supported Chicago-to-Milwaukee irains—are responsible for funding or securin
tfunding for most operating costs that are not covered hy passenger revenues, anﬁ
for certain capital costs.

In advancing new routes, Amtrak considers many tactors, including current mar-
kel conditions; the existence and performance ol current inlercily service; and
changing demographic, economic development and growth patterns, along with cur-
rent and anticipated congestion and reliability conditions of other modes. Of courze,
Amtrak must also consider all the operational factors, including feasibility, host rail-
road access and the availability of equipment ifor which states pay a capital charge)
and other necessary resources in evaluating any service. When good candidate
routes arc identified, the overriding factor that Amtrak considers regarding whether
to operate 4 new state-supported route 1s whether a state or states is prepared to
provide or secure tfunding for the necessary costs. While ditferent states lfave a vari-
ely of reasons lor funding stale-supporied routes, the primary one is usually to pro-
vide more mobility options for their residents.

Like Amirak’s other services, the Gread River service is not targeled at one par-
ticular market segment or demographic. Similar state-supported services carry sig-
nificant numbers of college students; passengers traveling to visit family members;
travelers making personal business trips {e.g., for medical appeintments, weddings
and funerzals); and passengers making leizure trips. (Chicago, Milwaukee and Min-
neapolis/St. Paul are all significant leisure destinations with multiple attractions
and major league sports teams, and Wisconsin Dells attracts approximately four
million annual visitors.} Many of these travelers prefer the experience of rail travel
or are unable to drive or fly, and in many cases flying is not an option between the
points they are traveling.

As you poinl out, there is frequent airline service hetween the two large metro-
politan areas—Chicago and Minneapolis/St. Paul—the Greatr River will connect.
However, there is no air service in most of the communities aleng the Great River
route. OF the seven planned stops between Milwaukee and 5i. Paul, only one—La
Crosse, Wisconsin—has any acheduled air scervice, and the only destination to which
one can fly directly from La Crosse is Chicago. Alrfares for passengers who are not
traveling hetween major airline hubs or are unable lo book tickels in advance are
often prohibitively expensive. The lowest airfare for the 215-mile flight between Chi-
cage and La Crosse 15 $259, and passengers booking same- or next-day flights be-
tween Chicago and Minneapolis/St. Paul ean expect 1o pay a similar fare. While Am-
trak’s long-distance Chicago to Seattle/Portland Empire Builder serves the same sta-
tions the Great River will serve, it operates at different times of day than the Great
River will; 15 frequently sold oul belween Chicago and St. Paul; and is oflen late
casthbound becauge of delays encountered while operating over host railread lines
west of St Paul

Question 2. Amtrak projects annual ridership of 124,000 for the Great River in
a “Lravelshed” that sees 10 million annual lrips across car, plane, bus, and train.?

Question 2.a. How did Amtrak arrive at this ridership estimate?

Question 2.6, When was the estimate released in relation to the COVI}-12 pan-
demic? Il it was beflore the COVID-19 pandemic, why did Amtrak nol updaie the
figure to account for the new ridership realities?

Question 2,.c. If ridership comes in below the projected level, what steps does Am-
trak plan o take to inerease ridership?

Question 2.d. If ridership comes in below the projected level, are the additional
financial losses borne by Amtrak, the Federal Kesteration and Enhancement Grant,
or the stale partners?

Qu;zsfiou 2.e. What ridership does Amtrak project for this route in fiscal year
20287

Ruestion 2.0 Amirak projects revenue growth for the Great River roule to be
about 4.5% between fiscal year 2024 and 2029—an average of 0.9% annual growth.®
On 2 one-for-one basis of ridership to revenue, this appears to mean that Amtrak
anlicipates atlracting only about 53800 additional riders in six years. Given the 10
n'}l]l'lli?on—trip travelshed, why does Amtrak not project more robust growth in rider-
ship?

ANSWERS o Questions 2.0 -2.f. The manner in which Amtrak ridership estimates
are developed is described in the response to Yakym uestion 1 above. Amtrak has
recently updated its ridership estimates for the Gread River. The updated projections

7 Ibid.
#Thid.
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take inte account changes in the operating plan for the service, which is now
planned to operate as an extension of an exigting Chicago-Milwaukee state-sup-
ported train. Thev also reflect changes in demand for Amtrak services since the
onset of the COVID-19 pandemic and during the ongoing recovery from the de-
crease in travel demand it trigpered. Amtrak’s prowing ridership now approximates
or exceeds pre-pandemic ridership on mest state-supported routes.

In conjunction with its state partners, Amtrak uses a variety of methods to attract
and grow ridership on its state-supported services, including pricing actions and
marketing campaigns. Under the state-supported service cost allecation methodolegy
adopted pursuant te Section 209, if revenues for a state-supported service are less
than projected, states are responsible for making up the differcnee. Restoration and
Enhancement grants are awarded in fixed amounts.

Amtrak has not yet developed 2029 ridership projections that reflect the revised
operating plan.

Question 3. Amtrak projects an operating cost for the Great River route of around
$12.3 million, revenue around $5.0 million, and a federal and state subsidy of ahout
$7.2 million, with the federal government shouldering the lion's share in the early
years and transitioning fully to the state partners in fizcal year 20279

}?%esfiou 3.a. Doez Amtrak project that the {rent River service will ever be protit-
able?

Question 2b. Does Amtrak consider a route whose revenue only covers 404 of op-
erating costs to be a valuable use of limited resources?

Question 3.e. Is a route whose revenue only covers 40% of operating costs sustain-
able? If 50, for how long?

ANSWERS to Questions 3.0.-3.c. Amtrak has recently updated its forecasts for the
Great River to reflect changes in travel demand, operating plans and inflation since
previous forccasts were prepared. The updated forecasts project that, in Fiscal Year
2024, the Great River will have ridership of 231,900 passengers, including pas-
sengers traveling between Chicage and Milwaukee since the train is now planned
to operate ag an extension of an existing Chicago-to-Milwaukee state-supported
train. ’rojected revenuez are 310.2 million, and the projected annual state payment
will be $6.1 million under the Section 209 methodology. We project a farebox recov-
cry of approximately H7%.

While Amtrak does not expect the Great River to be profitable, its projected finan-
cial performance compares favorably to that of other U8, publicly-funded transpor-
tation services. The Northern Indiana Commuter Transportation District’s South
Shore Line vou asked me about at the hearing, which prior to the COVID-19 pan-
demic had one of the best financial performances among U.S. passenger railroads,
covered 48% of its operating costs from farchox revenues in 2019, Likewise, airline
and highway services, particularly in less populated communities like those the
Great River will serve, receive both direct and indirect public subsidies. Among
other things, Congress provided $61 billion in funding to sustain the airline indus-
try during the COVID-19 pandemic and has appropriated 8275 hbillion in general
taxpayer revenues to the Highway Trust Fund since it became insolvent in 2008,

The Great River and Amtrak’s other state-supported services are sustainable. As
with commuter trains, airline services and federal highwayvs, the federal, state and
local governments that fund them recognize that they are essential to mobility and
national and loeal economic prozperity. Despite the funding challenges states face,
and lack of federal funding to match state investments in Amtrak state-supported
services until the enactment of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act, Am-
trak’s state-supported services and their ridership have grown significantly in recent
decades. In the past 25 years, only one state has ceased providing funding support
for a state-supported route. Given the mobility, economic and other benefits pas-
senger rail provides, and growing travel demand that alrcady congested highways
and airports will be unable to accommodate, Amtrak believes that the funding fed-
eral and state governments provide to Amtrak and its state-supported services is
a necessary and very prudent use of limited public funding.

*Thid.
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Responses to Questions for the Record
BMr. Witk Moorman, Amtrak CEQ
June 21, 2017

Questions 1-7 Issued by Hon. Jeff Denham of Californla
1. A 2005 report by the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Inspector General concluded that

the operating losses on the long distance trains cowld be reduced by between 575 million and
5158 miflion per year by eliminating sleeper service. Do you consider this a reasonable alterna-
Hve to cutting the service oltogether?

As the Committee is aware, each long distance train within our network serves many markets
and purposes. Each route has its own unique and dypamic mix of caach and sleeper demand,
along with average trip length and key origin-destination pairs. Sleeping car passengers also pay
much higher fares than coach passengers. Many factors have likely changed since the 2005 1G
report: for example, ridership on tong distance trains has increased significantly, as has cost re-
covery for the food services provided on fong distance routes, and the right-sizing initiative
discussed in response to Question 6 has reduced sleeping car operations and costs during off-
peak periods, The Auto Train, the route with the highest sleeping car ridership, now covers nearly
afl its operating costs. This means a new analysis would be required to determine sleeping car
service cost recovery. Amtrak believes that decisions on what sleeping car and other services
shauld be provided on long distance routes should be determined on a route-specific basis, taking
into account financial and customer service considerations.

2. Since Amtrok is the minarity user of Penn Station and for that matter the Northeast Corridor,
why shouid Amirok own and operate these assets?

Congress directed Amtrak ta purchase New York Penn Station, along with the balance of the Bos-
ton-Washingten Northeast Corridor (NEC} stll owned by the bankrupt Penn Central
Transportation Company, in 1976 because it recoghized that unified controf of the NEC rail line
and its principal facilities was an essential prerequisite to upgrading the NEC and developing high
speed rail service.

That was a wise decision. Amtrai’s ownership of the NEC has produced significant public benefits.
The NEC and Mew York Penn Station, which were in decrepit condition when Amtrak acquired
them, have been improved and upgraded, and their capacity increased. This, together with tar-
geted commuter investments, has allowed both to accommodate twice as many commuter trains
as they handled in 1976, as well as increased Amtrak service. Electrification and high-speed rail
service have been extended throughout the NEC, on which Amtrak’s trains now carry more pas-
sengers between New York City and both Washington and Boston than all the airlines combined.
Maximum train speeds have been increased to 135-150 mph throughout the BEC: except on the
s4-mile segment between New Rochelle, NY and New Haven, CT, the anly portion of the NEC
Amtrak does not control, where the maximum speed is only go mph.

This type of improvement effort could only be undertaken efficiently by a single network operatar
responsible for integrating the needs and requirements of alt users along the entire NEC. In fact,
across all of Europe, railway infrastructure management and operation has been integrated into
single entities, which often exist as subsidiaries or divisions of the national carriers, to ensure
integration, proper priaritization and standardization, economies of scale and greater efficiency
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across the totsl rail network. Evidence of the challenges that stem from Balkanizing infrastructure
under separate ownership and management can be seen by laoking at the condition and perfar-
mance of the section of the NEC operated by Metro-Marth. Further division of the network inte
separately-controtled segments would likely drive-up tosts, decrease standardization across the
corridor, negatively irpact Amtrak’s intercity service and create opportunities for bias and less
regional accountability for operations and performance,

Additianally, while pubtic funding for NEC investments has been inadequate, as the independent
NEC Commission and others have documented, the clear majority of the funding provided has
come from the Federal government and Amtrak pointing to the need for the Federal povernment
and Amtrak to retain sirong govarnance aver the assets that they have invested in. The major
projects to upgrade and increase capacity on the NEC — the NEC Improvement Project (NECIP) in
the late 1970s, the Northeast High Speed Rail improvement Program {NHRIP} in the iate 1990s
were alt funded by the Federal government. The significant Federal investment in the NEC and
New York Penn Station is protected by the gog-year mortgage the United States holds on Amtrak-
owned NEC assets, and Federal control over the membership of Amtrak’s board.

Amtrak, using Federal grants and net revenues from real estate and other ancitlary activities, has
funded the majority of the investments in the portions of Penn Station and its adjaining tracks
and tunnels that are shared by Amtrak and commuter trains. Over the past decade, Amtrak has
investad nearly half a billion dollars in these facilities, which is more than twice the combined
investments of the two commuter railrgad users - Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) and New Jersey
TRANSIT {NIT} — during that period.

Selling, or transferring control, of New York Penn Station {or the NEC} to an entity other than
Amtrak would do nothing to solve its underlying transportation-related chailenges and would
likely, as explained abave, adg to them. - Decades of inadeguate public investment have resulted
in assets that are not in a state of good repair and inadeguate capacity to accommodate the
vastly increased number of trains and passengers. All the New York area public transportation
authorities already confront major funding, eperationai, and state-of-good repair challenges of
their own. Noneg can take on the added responsibility of owning and operating the most heavily
used and complex rail station in Morth America, or have an available workforce with the special-
ized gkills required 1o maintain New York Penn Station’s unirque, entirely belaw ground and rivers,
electrified tracks and infrastructure.

Nor do any of these public entities have excess available funding to purchase the station, which
is Armtrak’s most valuable asset and is located in an area with some of the highest real estate
values in the United States. (Since Amtrak is required by statute to operate as a for-profit com-
pany, and specifically prohibited from subsidizing commuter rail sarvices, any sale of Penn Station
would have to provide compensation to Amtrak based upon fair market value.) Amtrak is aware
that private entities may have interest in the retail and development potential at Penn Station,
and Amtrak will pursue these facility joint-benefit improvement oppartunities as it improves its
terminal assets through current investment in NEC capital projects as required by the FAST Act.
But shifting control of Penn Station from a railroad to a real estate developer is not the solution
to the statinn’s capacity and railroad operating and infrastructure challenges.
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3. Why should Amtrak continue to own Penn Station after Amtrak moves to the Farley building?

The target date for the opening of the new train hall at Moynihan Station is 2021, When the train
hall project is completed, Amtrak’s primary departure concourse and passenger-facing opera-
tions will move across the street. However, the addition of the Maoynihan Train Hall does naot
replace Penn Station, but rather expands the station’s passenger concourses, The same existing
21 tracks and 10 passenger platforms run beneath both buildings, and Amtrak passengers can and
will continue ta utilize these tracks and platforms as well as other portions of the existing station
facility, such as the large back-of-house presence we currently have at the station and limited
concourse operations for late night service, when the Moynihan Train Hall wilt be ciosed.

Therefore, and as detailed in the answer to Question 2, Amtrak will need to continue to own,
maintain and jointly-dispatch Penn Station’s trackage and platforms even after the Train Hall is
open,

Upon moving to Moynihan, Amtrak will look to redevelop the space we vacate. Recognizing that
private investment is needed to make substantial changes to the Penn Station building, Amtrak
wilt be issuing a Reguest for Proposal (RFP) to the development community in the 2019
timeframe, following up to the positive response to the prior Request for Expression of Interest.
In preparation for the RFP, Amtrak is undertaking master planning and assessing needs af Penn
Station’s commuter railroads pre- and post-Moynihan expansion. Whether in conjunction with
the expansion to Moynihan Station, changes in control/ownership of areas within the existing
station are warranted, and would be in the financial, business, and operational interasts of
amtrak and the station’'s commuter railroad users, will be determined in light of specific pro-
posals.

In the meantime, Amtrak continues to make investrments in rail assets in New York City, including
both rait infrastructure {tracks, platforms, signals and communications, etc.} and upgrades to our
concourse in Penn Station to enhance the customer experience. Amtrak has improved signage
and wayfinding by installing new arrival/departure boards; is releasing a construction cantract
for refreshed restrooms; and is designing improvements to waiting areas to ease congestion.

Amtrak is also collaborating with many partners to advance Penn Station projects. Amtrak is
working with the Metropalitan Transportation Authority, its subsidiary LIRR, and New Yark State
on an expansion cancept for the 33rd Street Concourse, and with MNiT on extension of the Central
Concourse. Amtrak has also been in prefiminary discussion with its partners on the potential to
introduce naw entrances to Penn Station at 77" Avenue and 32™ Street, and at 8 Avenue directly
across from Moynihan Station, for impraved pedestrian circulation and better connections from
the street.

4. Given the rights of Amtrak’s maintenance of way forces in terms of bidding on work, what is
Amtrak doing to ensure it has a relinble workforce to perform the work at Penn Station?

While the rules aroung bidding rights in certain agreements can present challenges to mainte-
nance and capital project exacution, these have not been an impediment in advancing the Penn
Station Renewal Project this summer. Between campletion incentives and use of travalling can-
struction units to supplement Mew York forces, we are confident we will have sufficient
employees to complete the project and as of this date, the project is progressing on schedule.
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5. What is your definition of “fix-it-first” with regard ta the NEC?

“Fix-it-First” is a colioquialism used in the transportation industry that refers to prioritizing
maintenance and state-or-good-repair [SOGR} work over expansion and improverments projects.
In general, this philosophy makes good sense, as the continued and reliable operation and utility
of existing assets is a precursor ta growth and improvement. Large numbers of Amtrak’s NEC
assets face major SOGR needs, as documented by the NEC Commission and highlighted in the
most recent 5-Year Capital Plan for the Corridaor. Howsver, it is also important to note that ca-
pacity and improvement projects may be necessary strategies to address SOGR requirements,
For instance, the creation of additional tracks and platforms at Penn Stations, known as the "Penn
South” project within the Gateway Program, is nacessary to support train and passenger growth
made possible by additional tunnels and trackage entering New York from the West, but is also
essential to creating the “swing space” that will permit critical maintenance and SOGR efforts
within today's Pean Station to occur without causing major impacts to service,

6. Please discuss your work to improve cost recovery, on-time performance, and customer sat-
isfaction on your worst-performing long distance routes. For example, the Sunset Limited from
New Orieans to Los Angeles has the highest per rider subsidy and worst cost recavery of any
long-distance route. How can you make this a more effective, less money-losing route?

In an cffort to improve the financial performance of our long distance trains, Amtrak has sought
to take a systemic approach to the entire 45 train portfolio. For example, to better match capacity
to demand, Amtrak implemented a “right-sizing” initiative designed to take advantage of the
seasonality af our business. Trains are shortened during off-peak periods, which allows us to take
advantage of the seasonality of our business to move some scheduled maintenance into off-peak
periods. This impraves our ability to match capacity to demand, adding capacity during the sum
mer and reducing same during off peak travel periods.

We have also studied our passenger feedback to identify and focus on priorities that are im-
portant to our customers {more effective communication, for example}. Customer satisfaction
{eCS) rose for three consecutive years because of a renewed focus on those attributes that our
customers identified as high priorities. One particular passenger priority, On-Time Performance,
has been a focus, as it correlates both to passenger satisfaction and direct cost savings. Amtrak
has focused particularly an “initial Lerminal dispatchment” (ITD), ensuring that the train departs
its originating point on time. While Amtrak has limited control over the perfarmance of trains on
host railroads, it has improved ITD and continues a vigorous ongeing dialogue with our host rail-
road partners through daily and weekly performance reports and a manthly meetings regimen
with each host to ehsure that hasts have a focus on the timely movement of aur trains — which
bolsters customer satisfaction and revenues, while helping to controd costs.

7. Why is Amirak’s foad factor only about 50%?

While Amtrak's average load factor for FY 2016 was 51%, it is important to understand that this
is not a total load factor for an endpoint to endpoint journey as it is with aviation. Rather, itis an
average for a journey that can include 10-30 intermediate station stops where passengers board
and alight, constantly changing the load factor. The peak foad factor — the degree to which the
train is filled on the most crowded segment of the trip — is often the limiting factor for sales, as
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seats that are filled limit our ability to sell trips that would begin or end outside of the filted
segment.

This journey segmentation is the big difference compared te airlines. Many trains, particularly
our leng distance trains, are heavily patronized, and frequently carry enough passengers to fill
every seat multiple times per trip.

Passenger demand for travel services can also vary with geography and time of day. Airlines can
operate smatler planes off the peak, while using larger jets during peaks. For trains, however, it
is not usually cost efficient {o bring in a switch engine to add/cut cars in the middie of a route -
which would also make trips longer — or feasible in above-capacity stations like New Yark Penn
Station.

Arefo and many state corridor routes use equipment that has an engine or power car at both
ands. Such trains do not have to be turned at endpaints, and can thus make rmore trips. However,
this makes it impractical to add or remove cars between trips, even on trains an which cars are
nat permanantly joinad like Acela, which means that the train must have enough cars for the trip
with highest demand. This increases cost efficiency and ridership, hut it does decrease the load
factors.

Revenue management makes it possible to even out some of the lumps in demand by charging
lower fares at lower demand times or on lower demand segments 1o attract more passengers.
We also reduce the number of cars on winter long distance trains to match lower passenger de-
mand. On the NEC, we run mare cars on peak days; mare trains on peak days of the week {a
practice some airlines have recently begun to emulate); and addftionai trains on heavy demanc
segments. Passenger rail's lower foad factors are offset by the efficiency and scope benefits of
being able to serve multiple cities and towns with a single trip, the majority of which {even on
the NEC) do not have air service, and hundreds of origin-destination pairs {versus just one for an

airlina flight).
Questlons 8-12 issved by Hon. MichastE. C of M husett:

8. You mention thot Amtrak’s top priority is full funding of the 51.6 killion that Congress ou-
thorized through the FAST Act for FY2018, along with full funding of the fwo new FRA grant
programs authorized by this Committee. Yet the President’s FY2018 Budget proposes to cut
Federal funding for Amtrak by nearly 50 percent to just 5760 milfion. What impoct would such
a low funding level have on Amtrok?

The Administration’s FY2018 budget propases $§760 million for Amtrak, which includes eliminat-
ing long distance service. As mentioned befow in Question g, if Amtrak was required to eliminate
long distance service it would need additional Federal funds above the total autharized level re-
quested in Amtrak’s FY18 budget request, and not less, as the Administration proposed. If
Congress were to implement the Administration’s proposa!, Amtrak would be unable to make
many critical investments an the NEC or the National Netwark and face near-term threats to
continued operation of the system.

g. The President’s Budget proposes to eliminate alf 15 leng distance routes, leaving 23 states
ond 4.6 miliion people stranded without access to intercity passenger rail service. Would efim-
inating lorg distance service increase costs and impact ridership on the Northeast Carridor and
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state-supported routes? How would it effect Amtrak as o whole? Please provide specifics for
the hearing record.

Amirak estimates that the long distance service elimination proposed in the Administration’s
Fy¥2018 budget would impact both the Northeast Corridor {NEC) and state-supported routes. If
Amtrak eliminates long distance service, significant unavoidable costs will remain, and those
costs would need 1o be reallocated to other aspects of Amtrak’s business. This must happen,
because Amtrak would continue to incur these “shared and system-related costs,” which would
simply be shifted to state-supported routes and (in some cases) to the NEC. It is profected that
state supported routes would se¢ an annual increase of approximately $461 million in their costs,
while the NEC would see an annual increase of 5229 million, In addition, it is projected that there
would be a loss of approximately §15 million in NEC and state supported revenue due 1o the foss
of connecting passengers from discontinued long distance trains.

Overall, Amtrak’s initial projection is that elimination of long distance service would result in an
additional cost of approximately $423 million in FY2018 alone, requiring more funding from Con-
gress and our partners, rather than less. In addition ta “shared and system-related costs”
discussed above, the majority of these additional costs are due to mandatory labor protection
oayments, known as €-2, which Amtrak would have a ¢contractual obligation to pay to impacted
employees over the FY2018 ~ FY2022 timesparn.

10, In August 2016, Amtrak received o 52.5 billion Railroad Rehabilitation and improvement
Financing {RRIF) loan from the DOT to cover the cost of a contract with Alstem for 28 new frains,
as well as other improvements to Amtrak’s high-speed Acela service from D.C, to Boston, What
improvements could Congress rnake to the RRIF loon program?

Amtrak has funded two major equipment acquisitions using the RRIF program, the ACS-64 slec-
tric locomotives and the Next Generation High-Speed Trainsets, Amtrak recaived very good rates
on generally favorable terms for both these loans, but we do belfeve the process to get to the
point of a financing commitment by USDOT could be improved. The following are seme sugges-
tions in how to imprave the program as it relates to Amtrak:

« Although Amtrak is ciearly an eligible applicant, the Office of Management and Budget
and the USDOT hava consistently had challenges reconciling the mandate of the pra-
gram to Amtrak as a barrower. One way to address this is to raguire that in caleulating
the credit risk premium {CRP), OMB and WSDOT be limited to considering Amtrak’s
rating by the major rating agencies and that the CRP be na higher than what would be
provided to another raflroad with a similar rating.

» The Secretary of Transportation has a lien on all of Amtrak’s assets and a mortgage on
the Mortheast Corridor and other infrastructure. RRIF-funded improvements to
Amtrak's assets therefore improve the value of the underlying assets covered by the
Secretary’s Hen and/or mortgages. This increase in value should be included when
calculating the total value of collateral offered by Amtrak in suppart of a RRIF lean
application.

«  The most recent RRIF loan, which is financing the new trainsets, took over two years
frorn time of application untl fime of financing commitment. This time frame is not
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consistent with Congressional intent that applicants receive timely decisions from
USDOT and OME — specifically within 9o days of application. The lack of tmely action
on applications delays important investments in infrastructure, the resulting creation
of jobs, and other important considerations and is not in the public interest, Amtrak
suggests that Congress may want to clarify the requirement for timely decisions on
RRIF apptications for USDOT and OMBE.

»  Another effact of the indefinite period for review of applications is the potential move-
ment of the interest rates applicable to RRIF loans while applications are under
review, potentially resulting in adverse impact on project business cases. This was an
ongoing concern of Amtrak during the two+ years our loan application was pending.
One passible solution would be to set a cap in the interest rate go days after the ap-
plication. Applicants could then be permitted to receive the current rate on the date
of loan commitment if it is lower than the interest rate cap, with the added proviso
that if interest rates increased during the USDOT/OMB deliberations, consideration of
such an increase would not be able to he included in the calculation of the CRP.

* Amtrak repaid the RRIF toan used to purchase the ACS-64 locomotives but was unable
o obtain a refund of the CRP. If the CRP is reflective of the Secretary’s risk in making
the loan and the toan is repaid in fult, then there is no risk that the loan will not he
repaid, Thus, Amtrak believes CRPs should be refunded at the time a loan is repaid.

« The Administration proposed allowing Federal funds to be used to pay the CRP by
aliminating the annual prehibition included in current and recent appropriations laws.
Amtrak agrees with this proposai for Federal funds to help support the cost of the
CRP. Further, and in the interest of parity, the Secretary should be allowed to use the
TIGER grant program to cover the caosts of RRIF CRP, similar to how TIGER can currently
cover the subsidy and administrative casts of TIFHA projects.

» Under amendments made by the FAST Act, the Secretary may enter into Master Credit
Agreements with applicants for programs or projects prior to such applicants having
meet all the conditians required for a direct loan or loan guarantee as a means of
reserving credit authority on a contingent basis for such projects or programs. The
Department should clarify in its NEPA rules that entering into a Master Credit Agree-
mant is categarically excluded from NEPA requiremenits, and that completion of NEPA
reviews are required only as predicate for receiving a direct loan or foan guarantee,
as applicable,

11. Amtrak has received just 545.6 billion in Federal funding since its creation in 1971. This com-
pares to $1.2 trillion for kighways and transit and 5391 biltlion for avigtion. Part of the problem
here is thot Amtrak has na reliable funding mechanism, making it difficult to plan for future
capital investments. Have you looked ot possibilities for a dedicated funding mechanism for
Amtrak? If so, please share those possibilities

Most transportation programs are funded through a trust fund via contract authority, including
all highway and most transit programs. Amtrak does not, however, receive any trust fund dollars
and, as such, is dependent on discretionary funding through the annual appropristions process,
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Our discretionary funding originates in the Transportation, and Housing and Urban Development,
and related agencies {THUD)} appropriations bill, competing with other important griorities be-
yond transportation needs. This puts Amtrak in a precarious position and makes our annuat and
long-terrm capital planning extremely difficult, which can result in investrment delays, inefficien-
cies, and higher Federal funding requirements.

We remain committed to the idea of 3 trust fund for capital investment connected to Amtrak.
However, absent Amtrak having access to a trust fund, Amtrak requests that Congress provide
its discretionary funding through a mechanism known as “advance appropriations.” This would
provide a predictable funding stream that Amtrak has sought since our creation and would im-
prove our ability to plan.

At the very least, Amtrak requests three years of funding, which includes the fiscat year of the
annual appropriations bilf being considered by Congress, as weil the two subsequent fiscal years.
For example, the FY 2013 Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies
appropriations bill would include funding for FY2018, Fr2zo1g, and Frze20. Accerding to OMB
Circular No. A-11, Preparation, Submissian, and Execution of the Budget: “Advance appropriatians
of budget authority will be scored as new budget authority in the fiscal year in which the funds
become newly available for abligatian, not when the appropriatians are enacted.”

To be clear, these two additional years of advance appropriations (FY2019 and FYzoz2o} would
not score in FY2Z018 and would not count against the FY2018 THUD appropriations bill's 302¢h)
allocation. Also, in order to appropriate funding in this manner, the budget committees would
need to authorize Amtrak for advance appropriations in order to comply with budget rules and
paints of order.

Based on the advantages outlinad ahove, as well as no clear disadvantage to doing this, Amtrak
believes providing an advance apprapriation is simply the most prudent way to invest the Amer-
ican taxpayer's resources in intercity passenger rail.

12. What is the status of PTC implementation on the Northeast Corridor and other Amtrak
routes?

Amtrak is responsible for the installation and operation of PTC on the 456-mile Northeast Corri-
daor between Washington and Baston, with the exception of the 57-mile segments operated by
Metro North Railroad and the Long lsland Rail Road. Amtrak has installed and turned on its Ad-
vanced Civil Speed Enforcement System (ACSES) on 392 miles of the NEC, and onby three miles of
unequipped track remain in the terminal areas at Washington, Phitadelphia, and New Yaork Penn
Station. ACSES is alsa in service an the 104-mile Keystone Corridor between Philadelphia and
Harrisburg, and Amtrak is committed to having PTC operationat on the Amtrak-owned Springfield
Line and on the Amtrak-owned or operated trackage of the Empire Corridar between Haffmans
{Schenectady) and New York City by the mandated deadline of December 31, 2018, PTC is alsa in
sarvice on the g5-mile-tong Amtrak-owned Michigan tine.
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While the merits of such actions are up for debate, there can be no question that
thig now reflects official DOT policy in evaluating project design when making fund-
ing allecations. The proposed alignment in Waller County creates lhe exacl prob-
lems the Administration seeks to prevent—placing an artificial barrier between mi-
nority neighborhoods and high economie growlh zones. This Execulive Order was
used to stop a desperately needed highway expansion that offered significant bene-
fits in terms of both freighl and personal travel that would reduce the cosls of good
and travel for folks, including those in the aftected communities, yet it still ran
afoul of these requirements.

Your project offers no benefits relative to freight movement and will necessarily
cater to the wealthy if there’s any chance of it being cconomically viable—making
it demonstrably less valuable to the population at large and those in affected com-
munitics than a project already denicd.

Considering these facts, why would Secretary Buttigieg not take similar actions
to stop vour project and how does this potential create [abilities for the taxpayer
il your receive Munding prior to receiving all necessary approvals?

Answer, It would not be appropriate for us to speculate on future actions that
Secretary Butligieg may or may not undertake.

Question 2. Are there alternative alignments that could redress DOT's likely con-
cerns and if s0, how much will this add to the bill for the American taxpaver?

Answer, FRA sclected the preferred alternative in its Record of Decision pub-
lished in November 2020,

Ruestion 24, Ii's my understanding that your project will nol be interoperable
with any other rail system—iz that correct?

Answer, For a consumer/asscnger buying a ticket our train will be scamlessly
connected thanks to our joint ticketing arrangement with Amtrak, From the para-
mount aspect of safety, the service-proven Tokaido Shinkansen's dedicated, stand-
alone system has achieved unsurpassed and optimal safety and performance by not
sharing crowded and dangerous freight rail lines.

Question 25, If s0, why should Congress or the Administration provide funding tor
a one off line thatl precludes other systems from operating on TCR’s tracks—in other
words, there is no potential value for this project outside of TCR's operations so why
would we fund it?

ANSWER. See question 24.

Ruestion 26, What value add does this project provide to the naticnal rail net-
work—couldn’t a much greater value be ohtained at a significantly lower cost using
interaperable sysiems?

Anxswenr. Once operational, Texas Central will be the US showcase for a true high-
speed rail syslem capable of replicating the unﬁurpaﬁsed safety and performance
record of the world-renewned Shinkansen system. We do not behieve that interoper-
able rail systems can operate at a lower cost while maintaining the same cnd to
end safety, speed, and efficiency of a purpose built high-speed rail.

Ruestion 27, Who developed the concept for this project and made the initial de-
t?rmi?nation that it was necessary—in short, who's idea was the project in the first

ace?
P Anxswer., Exhaustive ridership studies have peinted to Houston-Dallas as being
the city pair with ihe highesl demand for America’s first irue high-speed rail sys-
tem. The Shinkansen technology was selected due to its exemplary safety and per-
formance record. The project evolved from meetings with international transpor-
tation experts and mostly Texas-based private investors,

QuesTioNs rrOoM HON. Prrer A DeFazio 1o Winniam J. FLysy, Clagr Expcuorive
OFFICER, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Question 1. Do you operate or envision service primarily funded by a foreign na-
tion? Do vou think it’s a good idea for foreign countries to own or operate infrastruc-
ture assets in America?

AnswER. No. We do think cabotage requirements should apply to passenger rail
industry operations, just as they do to commercial aviation and domestic maritime
shipping. Congress has already addressed some of the competitive and national se-
curity challenges of foreign state-owned rail car manufacturing here in the U8, but
similar enterprizes could own and operate vital rail infrastructure under today's
laws. If foreign operators are permitted to operate in the United States, there
should be a level playing field—American operators must have the same rights to
operate in the foreign operators’ countrice—and foreign government-controlled enti-
ties should not be able to buy their way in to contrelling vital elements of the U.5.
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infrastructure. While Amtrak supports private sector partnerships, ultimately, the
issue of foreign ownership of U.S. infrastructure assets is a matter of policy that
should be carefully considered by the federal government.

Question 2. Many of us like to talk the talk about rebuilding the middle-clazs.
Well, investing in high-zpeed rail is a great way to walk the walk. [nvesting in rail
creales middle-class jobs, which cannot be exporied. Federal programs thal invest
in rail come with conditions—like Buy America that supports T8, manufaclurers,
and the requirement that railroad workers earn Lraditional railroad employee bene-
fits. All of our Panel 2 witnesses advocate for some form of Federal high-speed rail
investment. I'd like to know how many of the proposed projects intend to comply
with the existing requirements for Federal railroad funding:

a. Will vour proposed project comply with Buy America?

Answer, Yes, Amtrak’s proposed projects would meet or exceed applicable Buy
America and domestic preference requirements, just as our current precurements
da.

b. Does your company fit the 11.8. legal definilion of a “rail carrier™ In other
words, will the workers who will work on your project once it’s operativnal earn
traditional railrpad benefits, like Railroad Retirement?

ANSWER. Yes, Amirak fils the legal definilion of a rail carrier for the purposes
of this question; our employees, including new cmployeeg hired as a result of our
proposced Northeast Corrider enhancements or nationwide corridor development pro-
gram, will continue to receive benefits that correspond with this status. Notably, the
great majority of Amtrak employees are also represented by a collective bargaining
unit, Amtrak believes that every operator of intercity passenger rail—high-speed or
otherwise—should be an interstate rail carrier and subject to the same basic federal
requirements and rules that Amtrak follows.

Question 3. Our reauthorization bill last year recommended 380 billion of invest-
ment for rail; the President has recommended $80 billion in rail investment.

Do you think this level of investment will make it possible to build all of the high-
speed rail corridors we are discussing loday? How would you recommend we
pricritize?

Answer, The amounts that this Committee and the Biden administration have
proposed are both visionary and completely appropriate; if invested in intercity pas-
senger rail, such sums would represent a major step in the direction of the improved
and expanded service that Amtrak seeks to operate.

More specifically, the NEC Commission, representing Amtrak, the states served
by the NEC, and UISDOT, have concluded the NEC needs approximately $42 hillion
in additional investment Lo be relurned Lo a stale of good repair {which would fur-
ther improve trip times). In addition to addressing the SOGR backlog, the package
of upgrades deseribed in my testimony, which would significantly improve trip times
on the NEC, would require an additional approximately $48 billion in investment.
Amtrak is seeking an additional investment of approximately 875 billion to advance
its corridor development program, which could advance more than 30 new corridor
routes and enhancements to more than 20 existing corridors.

Ta be clear, the current level of service around the countiry is the product of a
decades-long trend in which intercity passenger rail received only a liny [raction of
public resources made available to support highway and air travel. The nation’s pas-
senger rail network is in gerious need of significant investments. These investments
are well worth making in their own right—and should Congress wish to pursue
truly high-speed rail zervice on new corridors outside the Northeast, they are a cru-
cial first step towards achieving that goal.

Potentizl investments of capital funding provided for the Northeast Corridor
would be prioritized by Amirak and ils partners based upon infrastruciure planning
developed by the Northeasl Corrider Commission, including the expected CON-
NECT NEC 2035 first-phase implementation plan for the selected alternative from
the FRA's NEC FUTURE record of decision. {Amtrak has called for creation of a
new program that would provide dedicated “cost-to-complete” funding for the rel-
evant projects; a one-pager describing that proposal is included as Appendix A} New
corridors and enhancements to existing corridors that are advanced through Am-
trak’s proposed corridor development program would be identified and prioritized by
Amtrak in partnership with the Federal Railroad Adminisiration and afier consulla-
tion with other relevanl stakeholders, pursuanil to a process outlined in Amirak’s
reauthorization proposal. To advance a new or cnhanced corridor, Amtrak must
have a willing state partner. { Legislative language containing that proposed process
is contained in Appendix B.}
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ATTERDIX A: AMTRAK'S PROPOSAL FOR AN NEC BEST (BRIDGES, STATIONS, TUNNELS})
PROGRAM

Background:

The Northeast Corridor (NEC) iz the nation’s busicst railread, connecting the
Northeast’s major metropolitan economies. In normal times, NEC commuter rail-
roads and Amirak’s high-speed intercily services provide a critical lransportation
link for hundreds of thousands of daily commuters, buziness travelers, students, and
tamilies. The reliability of this vital transpoertation artery is challenged by aging in-
frastruciure, and NEC passengers experience [requenl service disruptions due to in-
fragtrueture failures.

Dozens of NEC bridges, stations, and tunnels are beyond their design life, and
while structurally sale, many are over 100 years old and in need of immediale re-
placement or rehabilitation. These assets are “shared benefit” assets, meaning that
they support both commuter rail operations {(supported hy the Federal Transit Ad-
ministration {(FTA)} and Amirak’s iniercily rail operations {supported by the Federal
Railroad Administration (FRA))L. Yet due to the sheer size of these assets and the
costs associated with replacing/rehabilitating them, no tederal program currently ex-
ists within the FRA or FTA that is appropriately siructured lo address ithe nec-
caaary shared benefit “mega-projects” and their unique challenges.

FEA’s ‘NEC FUTURE’ planning and programmatic environmental impact state-
meni (EIS] defined the necessily of hringing, and requiremenis to bring, the NEC
to a state of good repair and provide additional capacity and service cnhancements
necezsary to achieve faster, more reliable service. This vision cannot be achieved
under the current piecemeal, uncoordinaled Munding aplions.

Pordicy Proposal:

A new long-lerm flederal investment program, herein proposed as ithe NEC
Bridges, Stations and Tunnels {BeST) program, could overcome these challenges by
providing dedicated funding to the critical projects necessary to improve the NEC.
This program would fund 80% of lthe combined inlercily and commuter shares of Lthe
projects required to meet the service goals of the NEC FUTURE preogram, to bring
the corridor to a state of good repair, to improve trip times, to increase reliability,
and to expand capacily. These improvemenis would in turn creale jobs, improve
quality of lite, reduce carbon emissions, and generate economic growth; they would
also pave the way for high-speed opportunities along the NEC.

FYs 22-26
Estimated FYs 22-26
“Order of Tatal Federal
Magnitude” Funding | Authorization
Cost Needed Request
NEC BeST Prajects (north ta south) State (hillion $) | (hillion $) | (billion $}
1. Boston South Station Expansion ... MA . $2.3 0.2 0.2
2. Warwick/TF. Green Airpart Station Expansion ... {— 30.2 j0.2 $0.2
3. Hartford Station Relocation ..o ) I $0.6 503 $0.3
4, Connecticut Bridge Replacement Program (Cenn. | CT ... 347 $2.0 $L9
River [SPG], Conn. River ISLEI, Davon, Saugatuck,
Walk, Cos Cobt,
5. New Haven and Stamford Station Improvements T ... 30.2 30.2 $0.2
6, Pelham Bay Bridge Replacement ... ... NY ... $0.5 501 $0.1
7. Penn Station NY Reconstruction Master Plan . NY .. $5.5 320 320
%, Gateway Program—Penn Station NY Expansion ... | NY ... $10.9 8.2 $7.8
§. Gateway Program  Hudson Tunnel Project ... NY/NI $116 $7.2 $6.7
10. Gateway Program—Additional Projects (Saw- | N ... $9.3 5.9 $1.7
tooth Bridge, Dock Bridge, Harrison 4th Track,
Portal South Bridge, Bergen Loop, Secaucus Sta-
tion, NIT Rail Yard}.
11. Newark Penn Station Improvements ... ] R— $0.5 .2 $0.2
12. Philadelphia Gray 30th Street Station District | PA ... 304 303 $0.3
Plan.
13. Maryland Bridge Rehabilitation and Replace- | MD ... $3.5 F2.0 $1.8
ment Program (Susquehanna, Bush River, Gun-
powder).
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FYs 22-2§
Estimated FYs 22-26
“Order of Tatal Federal
Magnitude” Funding | Authorization
Cost Needed Request
NEG BeST Projects (north ta south) State (hillion $) | (hillion §) | (billion $}
14, B&P Tunnel Program (and enahbling projects) ... | MD ... $4.8 519 $1.8
15. Baltimore Penn Statian Master Flan .. MD ... $0.1 $0.1 $0.1
16. Washington Unign Station Plan ... pe . $10.7 2.5 §2.3
17. NEC Trip Time and Capacity Improvement Pro- | ALL ... $11.2 $3.7 $3.5
gram {specific projects under development by
NEC Commission's COMNECT NEC 2035 program).
TOTAL o e $77.0 $33.0 $311
All figures in billions of dollars and may reflect rounding. All figures are estimates, and subject to further

analysis.

Proposed Legisintive Language:

The legiglative lanpguage below is in the form of proposed bill text, and not a
mark-up of existing U.8. Code provisions.

SEC. 1108 NORTIIEAST CORRIDOR BRIDGES, STATIONS AND TUNNELS
(BeST) PROGRAM.

{a} PURPOSE.—The Secretary of Transportation (hereinafter in this section re-
ferred to as “the Sccretary™) shall make apportionments under this section for im-
provements to rail bridges, siations and tunnels on the Noertheast Corridor to
achieve the state of good repair, travel time and other objectives of the 2017 Federal
Railroad Administration NEC FUTURE Record of Decision, and for olher projects
necezsary to achieve such objectives.

(b} INVENTORY.—DEvery two years the Secretary shall publish a Northeast Cor-
ridor Iroject Inventory {(hereinafter in this section referred to as the “NEC Inven-
tory”) to desighate projects for funding and sponsors for these projectz. The inven-
tory shall be made up of bridge, station, and tunnel capital projects, and other cap-
ital projects that enable the state of good repair, travel time, serviee frequency and
other chjectives of the Selected Alternative in the 2017 NEC FUTURE Record of De-
cigion, and shall be consistent with the most recent Service Development Plan de-
scribed in subsection 24904(d) of title 49, United States Code (hereinafter in this
section reterred to as the “Service Development Plan”). Each NEC Inventory shall
include a meihod for apportioning funds Lo project sponsors for a period of two fiseal
years that will lead to the implementation of the sequencing plan for such projects
described in such Service Development Plan. The Secretary may alier the apportion-
ments as necessary if recipients are not carrving out such schedule, or not sup-
poriing ather agencies in doing so.

{t} EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS.—

{1) The division of non-federal eosts for apportionments provided under this sec-
303 shall be in accordance with subsection 24905(c) of title 49, United States
ode.
t2) The share payable toward projects from funds provided pursuant to this sec-
tion shall be 90 percent, except that, for fiscal vears 2021 and 2022, such share
shall be 100 perceni. Projecl sponsors may saliafy the requirement for non-pro-
gram match using any other source of funds, including federal tunds provided
from sources other than this section.
{3) Funds apportioned under this section shall be available until expended.
{41 Eligible recipients for apportionmenis under Lhis seclion shall be a State
fincluding the District of Columbial; a group of States; an Interstate Compact,
a public agency or publicly chartered authority established by one or more
States; a political subdivision of a State; the National Railroad Passenger Cor-
poration, acting on its own behalf or under a cooperative agrecement with one
or more States; or any comhbination of these entities.
{51 Apportionments shall be used lor projecls named in the most recenl NEC
Inventory, including all congtruction and pre-construction expensges, including
land acquisition, or for reimbursement of advance construction amounts ex-
pended pursuant to subsection {e).
{6) For purposcs of this secction, the term “Northeast Corridor” shall have the
meaning provided in subsection 24904(e} of title 49, United States Code.



149

t7) Apportionments made to the National Railread Passenger Corporation shall
be provided to the corporation in accordance with section 24319 of title 49,
Uniled Stales Code.

{8) One-half of one percent of the funds made available to the Secretary to
carry out this section shall be available for administration of this section.

(dy ProGram ManacemMpiNT.—Every two years each project sponser shall submit
to the Northeast Corridor Commission described in section 24905 of Title 49, United
States Code {(hereafter in this section referred to as “the NEC Commission™} an
Agency Program Management Plan in accordance with the formats, methods, and
procedures developed by the NEC Commission. Each such plan shall describe the
achedules, management actions, workforce availability, interagency agreements, per-
mitting, track outage availability, and other factors that will determine the agency's
ability to carry out this section, or support other agencies to do =0, according to the
schedule in the most recent SBervice Development Plan. Every twe years the NEC
Commission shall submit to the Secretary an updated Service Development I’lan
that deseribes the schedule and sequencing of all capital projects on the corridor,
and estimates the amount each sponsor agency will need in pregram funding for
each of the next two lsecal yvears Lo carry oul projecls according Lo the plan.

fel Avvancl ConsTRUCTION.—The Secretary may authorize a project sponsor to
proceced with a project under this section using funds other than those apportioned
under this section, provided the project is undertaken in accordance with all re-
guirements applicable to the project under this section. Funds apportioned to the
project sponsor under this section in future fiscal years may be used to reimburse
the project spongor up to the total advance construction amounts expended.

(fy MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—The Secretary shall ensure that project sponsors
adhere to the capital and operating contribution provisions of the MNortheast Cor-
rider Commuter and Intercity Rail Cost Allecation Policy. IT & project sponsor does
not maintain this level of effort, the Secretary may withhold funds under this sub-
section from a project sponser up Lo the amount of the preject sponsor’s shorifall,
and, if the shortfall is not remedied after a reasonable period, may permanently re-
allocate such Munds to other projecl sponsors.

{g) REQUIREMENTS —Notwithstanding any other provision of law, regarding mat-
ters not dircctly addressed in this section, funds provided under this section, under
any other part of title 49, United States Code, or under title 23, United States Code,
i&'hcn applied to projects named in the NEC Inventory, shall be administered as fol-
OWsI—

{1) Funds received by Amtrak shall be administered as if they had been pro-
vided under subtitle V, parl C of Litle 49, Uniled States Code;

{2) Funds received hy a designated recipient under chapter 53 of title 49,
Uniled Stales Code, shall be administered as il they had been provided under
chapter 53 of Title 49, United States Code; and

(3] Funds received by a siate (including the Distriel of Columbial, a political
subdivision of state, or a public authority, where the entity is not a designated
recipient under chapter 53 of title 49, United States Code, shall be administered
as if they had been provided under chapter 244 of title 49, United States Code.

This subsection shall apply whether such funds are provided directly as federal
grants to a project sponsor or are transferred to the project sponsor by a grantee
that originally received the funds.

AprPENDIX B: LEGISLATIVE LANGUAGE FOR AMTRAK'S PROPOSED CORRIDOR
DEVELOMMENT PROGRAM (AMTRAK CONNECTS US)

SEC. . CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

{2} AUTHORIZATION —Subject to the notification requirements of this section, Am-
trak may utilize the amounts appropriated in each fiscal year pursuant to [the pro-
posed authorization of funding for Amtrak’s existing National Network grant| for
capital and operating costs associated with the planning, development, acquisition,
construction, and operation of —

(1) new, improved, or expanded intercity passenger rail services and related in-
frastructure, stations, facilities, and rolling stock on corridors defined under
Sections 24102(71(B) and (D} of Title 49, United States Code; and

{2) providing daily service on Long-Distance routes serving corriders that had
less frequent service during fiscal year 2019.

(b} REQUIRED PARTICIPATION. —

(1) Partnerships.—Amtrak and the Federal Railroad Administration shall joint-
Iy create a standard process for states, localities, host railroads, and other par-
tics to scck corridor development partnerships with Amtrak for corridor ime-
provements and expansions.
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t2) State and local government advisery council.—Amtrak, with the participa-
tion of the Federal Railroad Administration, shall catablish & Corridor Develop-
ment Advisory Couoncil made up of a geographieally representalive cohert of
state and local government transportation officials to provide puidance and
inpul related to corridor and project identification and plan development under
subsections (d} and (e) of this section.

{31 State rail plans —Amirak shall utilize state rail plans as described in sub-
section (d)(1} and other studies and analyses by states and regional entities to
inform corridor selection, plan development, and partnership decisions.

t4) Memorandum of understanding.—Before Amtrak incurs any costs pursuant
to subscctions (hjiZ)-(4), and before a state, locality, or other party pays any
costs pursuant to subsection th), Amtrak and the entity or entities invelved
ghall enter into a memorandum of understanding or agreement for sharing op-
erating and capital costs in accordance with this section, except for routes 1den-
titfied under subsection (iK2).

fc} ELiGiBLE TyprEs oF ROUTES. —Routes eligible under this program are—

(1] existing or new corridor routes defined under Section 24102(7)(DD) of Title
449, United States Code;

{2) federally-designated high-speed rail corridors defined under Section
24102(7HDB) of Title 49, United States Code; and

t13) long distance routes defined under Section 24107(7¥C} of Title 49 that had
less than daily service during fizeal year 2019,

(d) IDENTIFICATION OF CORRIDORS. —Amtrak and the Federal Railroad Adminis-
tration shall undertake a joint process to study, identify, and prioritize high-poten-
tial corridors for Amtrak partnership, investment, and development. In carrving out
this process, Amtrak and the Federal Railread Administration shall—

il consider—
(A) projected ridership, revenues, capital investment, and operating fund-
INg requirements;
I:Bf“J anticipated environmental, congestion mitigation, and other public ben-
elits;
(1) projected trip times and their competitiveness with those of other trans-
portation modes;
(I¥) committed or anticipated state, regional transportation authority, or
other non-federal funding for operating and capital costs;
(E) whether the corridor is a Federally designated high-speed rail corridoer;
(F) whether initiation or improvement of intercity passenger rail service
along the corrider is included in a stale’s approved siate rail plan developed
pursuant to Chapter 227 of Title 49, United States Code;
(z) whelher the corridor serves historically underserved and low-income
communities;
{H) whether initiation or improvement of intercity passenger rail service
along the corridor would benefit or improve connectivity with existing or
planned transpoertation services of other modes;
(I' whether the corridor connects at least two of the top 50 metropolitan
arcas by population;
{J} whether initiation or improvement of intercity passenger rail service
along the corridor would enhance the regional equity and geographic diver-
sity of Amtrak’s intereity passenger rail serviee;
(K) whether the corridor currently has Long-Dvistance service that corridor
service could complement; and
(L) whether the eorridor ean be well-integrated into the National Network
and create benefits for Amtrak’s other routes and services; and

t2) consult with—
(A) appropriate state and regional transportation authoritics, local officials,
host railroads, and other stakeholders, and
(B) representatives of employee labor organizations representing railroad
and other appropriate employees.

fe} CoRDOR DevELOPMENT IPLANS.—For corridors identified under subsection
{d), Amtrak, in consultation with the Federal Railroad Administration, may develop
a corridor development plan for each corridor which shall inelude—

1) the identification of projects to improve, expand, or develop intercity pas-
senger rail service;

{2) a detailed description of the new, expanded or improved intercity passenger
rail service that would result from such projects, including train frequencies,
peak and average operating speeds, and trip times;

{3) a schedule and any asscciated phasing of projects and related =erviee initi-
ation or changes,
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t4) identification of project sponsors and entities expected to participate in the
project, including identification of roles and responsibililies for design, consiruc-
tion, eperalion, maintenance, and other key aspects of the corridor development
plan, including carrying out improvements and operating resulting services;
{5) a degeription of how the project would comply with Federal rail safety and
security laws, orders, and regulations,
{6) the locations of existing and proposed stations;
t7) the type of rolling stock and other equipment to be used;
t8) a financial plan identifving—
(A) projected annual revenue;
(B) projected annual ridership;
(C) estimated initial capital investments,
(D) annual operating and capital costs; and
(E) projected levels of public and private investment and tunding;
9] a description of how the project would contribute to the development of the
National Network and an intermodal plan describing how the new or improved
corridor facilitates travel connections with other transportation services;
{10} a descriplion of the aniicipaled environmental henefits; and
{11} a description of the project’s impacts on highway and aviation congestlion,
chergy congsumption, land use, and cconomic development in the serviee area.
(fy ApprovaL.—Amtrak shall submit cach plan developed under subsection {e) to
the Becretary of Transportation for approval. The Secretary shall review each plan
and make a decision on plan approval within 80 davs of submission by Amtrak.
(g) NOTIFICATION.—
1) In general—Following approval of a corridor development plan under sub-
section (f) and prior to ineurring or commilting te incur expenditures pursuant
Lo subsections (hX2)-(4) in a given NMaecal year, Amirak shall include within iis
submizgion of the peneral and legizlative annual report for that vear required
by Section 24315{b) of Title 48, United States Code, descriptions of—
(A) the proposed corriders for development in that fiscal year, including:
(i} corridor improvement programns;
{111 corrider expansion programs;
{ii1) new corridor programs; and
(ivy long dislance roule [requency expansions deseribed in subseeclion
(eX3)
(B1 the service to be provided, including service frequency and trip time;
(C1 the total Amtrak capital investments required for each corridor and the
costs of such development efforts in that fiscal vear;
(I}) projected ridership, revenues, and operating and capital costs during
the first five vears of operation, and the projected sources of funding for
such costs;
(E1 aceess and services required from host railroads, and the status of
agreements or orders governing such access and services; and
(F) the status of compliance with any applicable environmental or safety
laws and regulations.
tht Usk or Funps.—Funding authorized under this section for a tiscal vear fol-
lowing the submission of notification required under subsection (g} may be used by
Amtrak to carry out corridor development plans including providing for:
(1) up to 100% of the costs of planning, developing, designing and supporting
the implementation of new, improved or additional services on high-potential
corridors, including the costs of any necessary environmental reviews, safety
planning costs, and costs incurred in connection with proceedings under sub-
sections (a) and (&) of Section 24308 of Title 49 to obtain access orders and de-
termine compensation terms for operations on host railroads;
(2] up to 100% of the costs of capital investments required to initiate the new,
improved, or additional services, including the costs of acquiring or improving
rail lines and other infragtructure, stations and other facilitics, and equipment;
and
t3) operating and capital costs of the new, improved, or additional services not
funded by revenucs during the first two years of operation; and
{4) operating and capital costs for the new, improved, or additional services
during subsequent years of operation not funded by revenues, or for services
subject to paragraph (1)2).
it Srare FunpinG—In the third through fifth years of operation of new, im-
proved, or additional services funded under this section, one or more states, regional
transportation authorities, local governments, or other parties with which Amtrak
haz entered into an agreement shall pay the following percentages of their operating
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and capital costs determined under the methodology developed pursuant to section
209 of Public Law 110-432 (codified ag & note to 49 U.5.C. 24101)—
il) Phase-In.—
{A) 10% in the third year;
(B) 20% in the fourth year;
({C) 50% in the fifth year; and
(D) 100%. therealter.
{2) Non-applicability.—The reguirement for partner funding shall not apply
to—
(A) long distance routes on which service frequency is increased to up to
daily serviee,
(B) new routes over 500 miles;
(C) extengions of existing routes that increase the route distance to over
500 miles; and
(I3) portions of new routes within Canada or Mexico.

QUESTIONS FROM HON. PETER A. DEFAZIO TO JOsSH GIEGEL, CHIEF EXECUTIVE
OFFICER AND) COFOUNDER, VIRGIN HYPERLC:OP

Ruestion 1. Do you operale or envision service primarily funded by a loreign na-
tion? I¥e vou think it's a good idea for foreign countries to own or operate infrastruc-
ture assets in America?

Axswer. We have a broad investor base, including foreign companies, reflecting
the appeal of ocur lechnology. However, we pride ourselves on being a 11.5.-based
company with our intellectual property antf product development 1n the United
States. We have the potential to export our high-gpeed transportation technology to
other countries, as well as provide it to customers for use in the U.B. We see this
ag in the U.S. publie interest eompared to losing a market to non-U.S. competitors.
Hyperloop technology would create oppertunities for the United States to provide
world leadership in a new industry utilizing an emerging and innovative, energy of-
ficient, environmentally [riendly, high-speed, mass surface lransportation tech-
nelogy. In addition, it would stimulate grewth in U3, manufacturing jobs to support
the emerging and innovalive energy efficient techneology, including lor export. De-
plovment of this advanced transportation technology system could also encourage
additional spinolf technology benefils, such as lbatering an emerging advanced bal-
tery manufacturing industry in the United States, among other things.

Importantly, we are a technology company and do not envision being the service
provider, so funding sources for a service, including associated assets would be de-
termined by public and private partners who would operate gpecific routes.

Question 2. Many of us like to talk the talk about rebuilding the middle-class.
Well, investing in high-speed rail is a great way Lo walk the walk. Invesling in rail
creates middle-class jobs, which cannot be exported. Federal programs that invest
in rail come with conditions—like Buy America thal supports T8, manufaclurers,
and the requirement that railroad workers earn traditional railroad employvee bene-
fits. All of cur Panel 2 witnesses advecate for some form of Federal high-gpecd rail
investment. I'd like to know how many of the proposed projects intend to comply
with the cxisting requircments for Federal railroad funding:

a. Will your proposed project comply with Buy America?

Answer, We would comply with any Buy America requirements applicable to us
and undersiand thal any parlners of ocurs who would file applications for and re-
ceive Federal funds would comply with applicable requirements.

b. Does your company fit the U.S. legal definition of a “rail carrier”? In other
words, will the workers who will work on vour project once it's operational carn
traditional railroad benefits, like Railroad Retirement?

ANSWER. Agaln, we are a technology company. Service that utilizes our tech-
nology, like scrvice that utilizes other technology, will be structured by those who
provide service. The service providers will choose how to structure their operations.
A service provider will have to meet requirements applicable to their operations in
providing service.

Question 1. Cur reauthorization bill lagt vear recommended 580 billion of invest-
ment for rail; the President has recommended $80 billion in rail investment.

Do vou think this level of investment will make it pessible to build all of the high-
apeed rail corridors we are discussing today? How would vou recommend we
prioritize?

AnswER. “High-speed” rail projects and other rail projects should be awarded
funding on their merits: that is to say upon consideration of whether they are trufy
high-speed, environmentally friendly, energy efficient, and high capacity, with safety



153

advantages. We have not asked Congress for funding for a specific project. We do
recommend that Congress ensure that a project utilizing hyperloop technology is cli-
gible to compete lor funds that are available to a rail applicant (whether rail funds
or multimodal funds) and for any funds available for advanced or emerging trans-
poriation iechnology, particularly given the many benefits of the lechnology.
Hyperloop with no or low direct emissions from operations ofters great promise of
dramatically improving energy efficiency and substantially reducing emissions of
our national transportation systems, among its many other benefits. Beyond energy
cfficieney and emisgions benefits, hyperloop could fundamentally improve American
mobility. Trips that take hours today could be reduced to mere minutes.

We alzo think Congresg should dedicate at leagt some funding to truly high-speed,
or high-speed capable innovative projects, which we think hyperloop can be competi-
tive for and win. Whatever total amount of funding Congress advances in this legis-
lation, it is in cur national interest to take a step forward by ensuring a portion
iz allocated to investments in emerging technologies that meet our transportation
challenges and have zero direct emissions, like hyperloop. The lack of invesiment
in transportation technoclogies of the future is putting the U.S. further behind. In
the public interesi as Lo high-speed rail, the 1.5, should be prioritizing projects that
are energy efficient, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, are extremely high-speed,
and increase safety. Similar criteria should apply as lo funds nol sPeciﬁcaI]y for
“high-speed” projects; even then, the speed capability of a project’s technology
ghould be & factor.

QUESTIONS FROM Hox. PETER A. DEFAZIO T ANDRES DE LEON, CHIEF EXECUTIVE
OFFICER, HYPERLOOP TRANSPCRTATION TECHNOLOGIES

Question 1. Do you operate or envision service primarily funded by a foreign na-
tion? Do vou think it’s a good idea for foreign countries to own or operate infrastruc-
ture assets in America?

Axswer, We are expecting to license our technology to infrastructure and trans-
portation operalors with previous experience (and history) in speeific regions and
countries. We believe that the funding will come from a consortium of various enti-
ties, some of which could he privale foreign investments operating at international
levels with strong infrastructure reputations.

Ownership of the infra-assels and ils operalions can be shared with loreign enti-
ties with deep knowledge and experience in the infrastructure and transportation
industry. Incentivizing national infrastructure operators to join the hyperleop indus-
try and own and operate the system with public grants could facilitate the creation
of national know-how that can be exported abroad in the future,

Question 2. Many of us like to talk the talk about rebuilding the middle-class.
Well, investing in high-speed rail is a great way Lo walk the walk. Invesling in rail
creates middle-class jobs, which cannot be exported. Federal programs that invest
in rail come with conditions—like Buy America thal supports T8, manufaclurers,
and the requirement that railroad workers earn traditional railroad employvee bene-
fits. All of cur Panel 2 witnesses advecate for some form of Federal high-gpecd rail
investment. I'd like to know how many of the proposed projects intend to comply
with the cxisting requircments for Federal railroad funding:

a. Will your proposed project comply with Buy America?

Answer, The majority of HyperloopTT s system components are open source and
can be manufactured in a variely of locations, including the United States. I is an-
ticipated that conformance with Buy America provisions will be satistied through
parinerships wilth local and regional suppliers that are parl of the IlyperloopTT Ti-
censing package.

. Does your company fit the U.S. legal definition of a “rail carrier™ In other
words, will the workers who will work on your project once it’s operational earn
traditional railroad bencfits, like Railroad Retirement?

Answer, A HyperloopTT system fits the description of a “railroad” and “rail car-
rier” as defined by 49 CFE § 20102, Ultimately, the determination as to whether
aystem operator employecs engapged in operations are cligible for Railroad Retire-
ment Act benetits lies with the Railroad Retirement Board.

Question 3. Cur reauthorization bill last vear recommended 260 billion of invest-
ment for rail; the President has recommended $30 billion in rail investment.

Do vou think this level of investment will make it possible to build all of the high-
speed rail corriders we are discussing today? How would you recommend we
prioritize?

ANswER., A good way to stretch $60-$80 billion of federal funding is to incentivize
private financing of commercially viable high-speed rail, maglev and hyperloop



Prige =]

Reservation Agents

T understand that Amtrak has served notice of cancellation of g Reservations Sales
Office Part- Time Agreement with the Transportation Communications Enion, while also
announcing that Amtrak witl issue o request for proposal (REP) with the intent to secure a
Business Process Outsourcer (BPOY by the end of the fiscal vear.

Question: Has Amitrak issued on REP vet? I so. have vou had any discussions vendors?
Answer: Annrak has tssued the RFP. No discussions have been held with vendors. The

RFP process, including any discussions. will be beld in accordance with Amtrak's Procurement
Pohcies.

OQuestion: How many positions {both part-time and Full) does Amitrak intend to contract
out 1o the outsoarcer, and over what period aof time?

Answer; Unknown and tise of a vendor partner could oceur no carlier than tate September.

Question: Is Aminik considering contracting with ap outseurcer located overseas. or an
autsourcer that would move these positions w everseas locations?

Answer: We are nid.

Question: Hus Amtrak voiced any specifie concems as to the aature of the work
performed by Reservations Sales Agents represented by the Transportation € ommunications
Uhaton (TCUY! Nas Amtrak made good-faith efforts to discuss their financial concerns with
TOU regarding these positions?

Answer: TCL union has not requested a mecting with the relevant Amteak parties
iwolved tn Contact Centers and the REP despite our offer to meet in our March 28, 2008 on
issuing the REP,

Ouestien: Whal are the specific projected savings Amtrak is hoping to achieve through
contracting with a Business Process Outsourcer?

Answer: We won'L know that umtil] we have responses back to the RIP. Uinknown until
piils are evaluated.
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FYscounts

T wnderstand that Amicak bas abolished discounts tor studenis. senlors, AAA memburs,
NARP nembers. and veteruns,

Oyestion: What ts the rationale behind the decision to end the discounts?

Answer: The objective of the adjustrments was to increase revenue and reduce American
taxprayer subsidy .

Cugstion: [id Amtrak give these stakeholder groups or Members of Congress notice
and an epportunity to cormment belore these decisions were implemented?

Answer: Senior. disabled. active military and NARP discounts have not heen abolished.
All are in ettect ot 10% off. The discounts were reduced and discussed with state partners
consistent with our agreements. The existence of programs and the natare of the progeams with
private companics such as AAA were handled in accordance with our comiractual agreements,
The AAM agreement. for example, was simply aflowed to expire.
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Prive =

Special Triins
1 understand that Amtrak CEO Richard Anderson. in o meme dated March 28 announced
that “eftective immediateb” Amtrak will no longer aperate privine charters or speciad traing
except 10 very Timited clrcumstances.
Quystion: Were private railcar and special train operators givien the opporluniy o
comment on this decision and submil feedback in advance of its implementation?

Answer: Mr. Andersen’s Advison of Mareh 28, 2018, was applicable ondy o charter
trains. which are non-regularly -scheduled tratns lfor commercial customers operated by Amitrak
pursuant o negotiated agreements. Mr. Anderson issued a subsequent Advisors an Aprif 19,
20318 which was upplicable to private cars moving on regularly-scheduled Amtrak teains. along
with upduted guidelines for churter trains (please see attached ). Flus was issued afier a listening
wession on April 2. 2018 bebd among officials rom Amtrak’s Commercial, Transportation. Host
Ratlroad. and Mechanical depurtments and from two leading private car and chaner advoe:
Lmups the American Association of Private Railroad Car Owners and the Railroad Passenger

Car Alltance.

v

Ouestion: What percentage of scheduled Amtrak teains haul private cars?

Answer: Approximatels 33% of regutarly-scheduled Amtrak (rains are eligible tw add
o1 remzve private cars at locations identified in Amtrak’s privote car guidelines.

Question: How much revenue does Amiteak receive tor charter trains and privale cars it
hauis?

Answer: Under the new guidelines, Amtrak revenue tront moving charter trains
and private cars 1s estimated W be $6.9 million annually,

Question: Mr. Anderson’s employee advisory of March 28th states that private car and

specials train operations ... failed to capture fully allovated profitable mareins.” Please explain
hera Amitrak made this deterntination.

Answer: Amirak compares revenues reeeived from customers (o Tully allocated costs
modeled for the operation of cach charer,
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QUESTION FROM IIoN. DoNALD M. PAYNE, JR., TO DENNIS NEWMAN, EXECUTIVE VICE
PRESIDENT OF STRATEGY, PLANNING, AND ACCESSIBILITY, NATIONAL RAILROAD Pas-
SENGER CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Question I. Can you describe the significance of the proceeding pending betore the
STD io restore Amtrak’s Gull Coasl service?

Answer, The 3TB's decizgion in the Gulf Coast caze will have a major impaet on
whether Amtrak, USDOT and our state partners will be able to carry out Congress’
direction, reflected in the Infrastruciure Investment and Jobs Acl (ILTA), to signifi-
cantly expand Amtrak service. In order to do that, Amtrak must be able to restore
or add additienal routes and trains en host railroad-owned lines, without unreason-
able delay or incrdinale demands for capital investments, as Congress intended
when it enacted the “Additional Traing” provision of the Rail Pagsenger Service Act
148 U.S.C. 24308(e)).

QUESTIONS FROM HON. ErlC A, “RICK”™ CRAWFORD TO DENNIS NEWMAN, EXECUTIVE
VICE PRESIDENT OF STRATECGY, PLANNING, AND ACCESSIBILITY, NATIONAL Ralr-
ROAT PASSENGER CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Question 1. Please identify and explain any concerns Amtrak has about reciprocal
switching.

Axswer., While it is possible that increases in reciprocal switching could affect rail
network congestion, we believe that the current Surface Transportation Board is
coghizant of this issuc and do not anticipate that it would adopt policy chanpes that
would negatively impact the rail network. Other factors, such as the failure of some
host railroads to fulfill their statutery obligations to give Amtrak trains preference
over freight and to allow operation of additional Amtrak trains, and operational
changes (such as operating freight trains too long to fit in sidings on single track
lines) made by some freight railroads in recent years to implement so-called “Preci-
sion Scheduled Railroading,” have had a much greater impact on rail network con-
gestion and the performance of Amtrak trains than we anticipate might result from
any changes in reciprocal switching policies.

Ruestion 2. Does Amtrak have any advice for the Surface Transportation Board
{STB) when it comes to finalizing the 2016 proposed reciprocal switching rule or
abandoning the rule altegether?

ANSWER, No. We believe that the current Surface Transportation Board is well
cquipped to address this issue.

Question 3. I3 it pozsible for reciprocal switching to potentially cause track conges-
tion and service disruptions that would impact on time performance for Amtrak’s
trains?

AnswER, Please see response to Rep. Crawford’s question 1 above.

Question 4. What percentage of Amtrak’s ridership prior to COVID was tied to
state supported services versus the National Network and the Northeast Corridor?
What portion of ridership has returned?

ANSWER, Btate supported services accounted for 47.5% of Amtralk’s systemwide
ridership in FY19, the last tull fizcal year before COVID, As of March 2022, rider-
ship on state supported services is at 77.6% of pre-COVID levels (vs March FY19),
and systemwide ridership is at 81.9% of pre-COVID.

Question 5. How docs Amtrak work with its freight partners when it wants to es-
tablish a new service?

AnswWER., When Amtrak proposes to operate new or expanded passenger rail serv-
ice on a host railroad, it notifies the railroad. The host and Amtrak thereafter en-
gage in discussions regarding the proposed operation. If Amtrak and the host cannot

1101
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reach agreement, we seek to reselve differences under the terms of our operating
agrecment or at the Surface Transportation Board. Reecent examples of agreements
tor new services hetween Amtrak {or Amtrak and a state partner} and hoest railroads
include the agreements for additional frequencies between Chicago, [L and Mil-
waukee, WI and Chicago and St. Paul, MN, and new scrvice betwecen New Orleans
and Baton Rouge, with Canadian Pacific, and with CSX and the Commonwealth of
Virginia for major increases in service between Washington and Richmond and else-
where in Virginia.

Question 6. Recently the Governor of Pennsylvania announced an apgrecment be-
tween Amtrak and Norfelk Southern on expanding passenger rail in the state.
Please explain the agreement and specifically indicate whether it will require infra-
structure investment and whether Pennsylvania utilized a study to asszess current
and future capacity needs.

AnsWER. The recently announced agreement to expand passenger service in Penn-
avlvania iz between Norfolk Southern and the Commonwealth's Department of
Transportation, not Amtrak. ublic reports indicate that the Commonwealth will in-
vest nearly 3171 million dollars in specific N8 infrastructure. Amtrak was not in-
volved in any capacity studics that may have been performed.

Question 7. Oceasionally Congressional members reference the agreement between
C8X, Virginia, and Amtrak as an example of what can be accomplished when all
parties work together. IMd this effort require an assessment or a study on capacity?

AnsweRr, The apreement among C3X, Amtrak and the Commonwealth of Virginia
is part of a $3.7 billien investment that includes construction of a new bridge across
the Potomac River; Virginia's purchase of 350 miles of right-of-way and 225 miles
of track from CSX; and construction of additional track that will allow near hourly
Amtrak service between Washington and Richmond; increased service between Rich-
mond and Petersburg and Newport News; and a 75% increase in Virginia Railway
Express Fredericksburg Line serviee. Capacity was agzsessed as part of the planning
tor that investment before Amtrak became involved.

Question 8. Canadian Pacific recently announced it would work with state and
local governments, Amtrak, and other interested parties to restore service between
New Orleans and Baton Rouge, Louiziana. State level opposition to investing in in-
frastructure upgrades stymied these plans in the past. What changed and who will
pay for infrastructure upgrades?

Answer, While we defer to our partners in Louisiana state and loeal government
to speak authoritatively to their position on this service, it iz our understanding
that Louisiana’s current governor, John Bel Edwards, is a strong supporter of the
service.

A combination of federal grant funding, such as grants included in IIJA te.g. Fed-
eral-State Partnership for Intercity Passenger Rail and Restoration Enhancement
Grant program funds), and state and loeal funds will likely be used to make any
necessary infrastructure upgrades.

QQuestion 9. Who pays for the intrastructure required when a new service is estab-
lished? Can & new service can be established without further infrastructure invest-
ment? Please explain how Amtrak considers the needs of the current users when
establishing new services. I’lease provide specific methodoelogiez and examples.

ANSWER, New service can be established without infrastructure investment where
there will be no unreasonable impairment of freight transportation of the rail car-
rier. Whether additional infrastructure should he considered te support eperation of
a new or expanded Amtrak service depends upon many factors. The cost of any in-
frastruecture that Amtrak, its state partners, and the rail carrier agrec on has typi-
cally been funded by the Amtrak state partner that proposed the new or expanded
service and/or federal grants; in some cases, Amtrak has also provided or committed
funding. Under federal law (49 T.S.C. § 24308(e)), the host railroad has the burden
of demonstrating that the additional Amtrak trains would impair unreasonably its
frelight transportation, and that additional infrastructure may be necessary as a re-
sult.

Question 10 What is the difference between starting a new service versus restart-
ing a service? Why did Amtrak not reinstate the Gulf Coast line after Hurricane
Katrina in 20057 Why the 17-vear lag on this route?

AnsweRr, The differences between starting a new scrvice and restarting a gervice
depend upon the specific services at issue. Amtrak did not reinstate Sunset Limited
service between New Orleans and Jacksonville/Orlande following Hurricane Katrina
because the hurricane damaged Amtrak stations along the Gulf Coast and the serv-
ice provided by the Sunset Limited had ceased to be viable due to extremely poor
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on-time performance, attributable primarily to freight train interference, that had
eroded ridership, reduced revenues, required significani lengthening of schedules,
and increased cosls and equipment requiremenis. Amirak has been attempling for
over a decade to reinstate service on the Gulf Coast line but this proved to be impos-
sible due to the lack of cooperation and agrecment by the host railroads.

Question 11. In relation to the Gulf Coast route proposal, the propoged trip time
iz about three hours and 20 minutes and the average speed is less than 50 miles
per hour. How competitive is the proposed passenger rail service relative to other
transportation modes?

Axswenr, Amtrak and our sponsoring state partners believe that this service will
be competitive. Train travel is often not the fastest alternative door-to-door, but its
inherent safety, comfort, and ability lor passengers to relax, work, or eat and drink
more comfortably than other modes of travel make it a highly popular allernative.
The average speed on many very sueccessful Amtrak corridor services is less than
50 mph. For example, the Pacific Surfliner (2.5 million passcngers in FY19); the
Capitol Corridor (1.8 million passengers in FY19) and the Downeaster (557,000 pas-
sengers in FY19)

Question 12, Amtrak Connects US map identifies & vision for state-supported cor-
ridors. Do vou have a similar vision, or plan to create a vision, for the long-distance,
national network?

ANSWER, Section 22214 of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act directs the
Secretary of Transportation to lead a comprehensive study, to be completed by No-
vember 2023, on increasing long distance service. Amtrak plans to parlicipate in
and support the DOT study. Decisions regarding expansion of long distance service
will be based upon the study's findings and future federal appropriations to Amtrak.
Amtrak intends to continue operating itz eurrent long distance network into the fu-
ture subject to ongoing federal appropriations, and has launched a comprehensive
effort to develop a propesal for replacing the fleet operating the long distance net-
work leveraging funding oppoertunities also made possible by the [IJA,

Question 13, Amtrak has proposed to introduce four daily trains between New Or-
leans, Louisiana, and Mobile, Alabama, without any infrastructure. Has Amtrak
done any analysis that shows that the proposed passenger trains will consistently
meel the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) on-lime performance metries for
intercily passenger Lrains? Please provide supporting data and analysis.

Answer. Since federal law {49 T7.8.C. 24308(c)) requires thal Amtrak irains be
given preference over freight transportation, the proposed Amtrak trains will be
able to mect the FRA on-time performance metrics for intercity passenger traing if
the host railroads give them preference as law requires. There is no requirement
that Amtrak affirmatively demonstrate this. Amtrak, the state members of the
Southern Rail Commission and the federal government are prepared to invest over
£60 million for infrastructure along the Gull Coast corridor.

Ruestion 14 According 1o an Amirak Inspeclor General reporl, after Amtrak sel-
tled with the Department of Jugtice {DOJ) for $2.56 million that Amtrak does not
anticipate being in compliance with the American Disabilities Act {ADA)} within the
new timeline. Is that accurate, and if you miss the Limeline again will another lax-
paver funded DOJ settlement be necded?

Answer, The provisions of the DOJ settlement agreement applicable to station
compliance will be in effect until December 2030, but the agreement does not estab-
lish a gpecific deadline for completing all stations complianee work. It is theoreti-
cally possible for DOJ to assert new claims atter the expiration of the settlement
agreement, but that is highly unlikely.

Question 15, Will Amtrak keep its commitment to the State of Nevada, the Coun-
ty and the City of Elko, and Amtrak’s passengers on the California Zephyr, which
connects San Francisco to Chicago, and complete the station satety improvements
agreed to by Amtrak in its letter dated January 28, 2013, to the City of Elko pursu-
ant to itz Accessible Stations Development Program?

Answer, Yes. Amtrak’s ADA Stations Program (ADASP) team is working on de-
signs which are at 90% after a significant peried of review by Unien Pacific Railread
(UPRR) and finally coming to an agreement. Amtrak has in the meantime eon-
tracted with a local transportation company to provide connectivity te both plat-
furms to accommodate customers with a disability.

Question 16, Will Amtrak support and update (if necessary) its Memorandum of
Understanding between it and the City of West Wendover, Nevada dated February
11, 2015, to provide passenger service for the city along the California Zephyr route
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and lug?istically support the city's design and construction of a new passenger rail
station’

Answer. In 2015, Amirak agreed lo slop al West Wendover, Nevada on the Cali-
tornia Zephyr route. Amtrak informed Union Pacitic Railroad of our desire to do so,
bul the project came to a halt when UP informed Amtrak and the cily that a station
track would be required to aveid Amtrak stopping on the mainline. This was an un-
usual demand since Amtrak trains roulinely stop al passenger stalions on hosl rail-
road mainlines, but UP insisted. This significant additional cost changed the finan-
cizl characteristics of the project. Amtrak continues to support this project and will
connect with the city manager of West Wendover and UP to determine whether the
partics’ positiong have changed sinee 2015, Amtrak will work with the city to review
and update the MOLU as necessary and discuss station/platform design.

Ruestion 17. Should Amtrak ensure that a stale lunding pariner supporls appeal-
ing to the STB for host railroad on-time performance relief before seeking formal
action? If not, why? Cutside of STB action, arc there other options available to both
Amtrak and state partners to work with host railroads on on-time performance re-
lated issues?

AnsWER. The statute gives multiple parties the right to go te the Board, including
cntitics for which Amtrak operates intercity passcnger rail. While Amtrak has the
independent right to bring a case to the STB regarding State-supported service, we
woclilld always consult with and scek the input of our partners before filing an action
under 213.

Going to the STB is a last resort, and we helieve that direct negotiations with
the railroads and targeled investments Lo improve train movement in certain areas
iz a good course of action that can improve on-time performance.

QuesTioNs reoM How, Jesos G, “Cluy” Ganrcia 1o DenNig NowMaN, Execorive
VICE PRESIDENT OF STRATEGY, PLANNING, AND ACCESSIBILITY, NATIONAL RAIL-
ROAD PASSENGLER CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Question I. Mr. Newman, what will be the impact to intercity passenger rail and
our ability to spend the $66 billion from the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act
{IIJA} to expand passenger rail services if Amtrak does not win the current case
at the Surface Transportation Board on the Gulf Coast rail service?

ANSWER, The Gulf Coast case is the first time the STB has been asked to resolve
the issue of Amtrak’s right to expand intercity passenger service free from unrea-
sonable delay and inordinate demands by the host railroads. In order for Amtrak,
USDOT and our state partners to carry out Congress’ direction, retlected in the In-
frastruciure Invesimenti and Jobs Ael (ILTA), to significanily expand Amtrak serviee,
there must be a remedy availahle when an amicable resolution cannot be reached
wilh the host railroads.

Question 2. Mr. Newman, it has taken over a decade to get to this peint on restor-
ing the Gulf Coast rail service after its suspension following Hurricane Katrina in
2005, That timeline follows multiple Congressional directives to restore the Gulf
Coasl Rail serviee, including the crealion of the Gull Coast Working group that in-
cluded the two host freight railroads.

What steps can Congress take to shorlen the negoliating process of restoring pas-
senger rail service between Amtrak and the freight railroads when the freight rail-
roads choose Lo seek Lo appeal Amirak’s invocation of Amtrak’s right io siarl pas-
senger rail service on a host railroad’s tracks?

AnsweEr. The “Additional Traing” provision of the Rail Passenger Service Act, 49
U.8.(. 24308(e;, that authorizes the gurface Transportation Board (STB) to issue or-
ders requiring host railroads to aecommodate additional Amtrak trains was in-
tended to allow Amtrak to add or restore service in an expeditious manner without
inordinate demands by host railroads for capital investments. Following yvears of un-
successiul negotiations with host railroads over restoration of Gulf Coast service,
Amtrak initiated a proceeding under that provision for the first time last vear, seek-
ing an order that would allow Amirak Lo resiore service hetween New Orleans and
Mobile. After the STB issues its decision in that proceeding, we will advise the Sub-
commiltee whether we believe legislative action 15 necessary to effecluate Congress’
intent.

QUESTION FrOM Hon, JEsUs G, “CHUY” GaRCLa TO DENNIS R, PIERCE, NATIONAL
PRESIDENT, BROTHERHOGD OF LOCOMOTIVE ENGINEERS AND TRAINMEN

Question 1. Mr. Pierce, in vour testimony you note the harm from Precision
Scheduled Railroading to workers, including reeent attendanee policies implemented
by railreads as a result of I’SR.
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2520and-2520Automated-2520Vehicles-2520Executive-2520R.....
pdl&d=DwMFAp&e=LYIKk Ks ACY8uTvCAKvQDATDReAeWDDRmGHS3Y X T0&r=
mITDGGIbdQRZY 22 UDLOeY QenlsipVE3gWRAogIVZDS[&m=
dWmauySnZ3MOgnGRREI¥ Y pwHBilidLejSKh1Ff9cChHPa&sa=
hTOCEESZUAzd3BthoiiY73t1B8dwj%ih1Dz4 mzqLuU&c=| also addressed ensuring
data management and IT systems are programmed with security in mind {e.g. se-
cure-by-design) te ensure that redundant privacy and cvber security systems are in
place to respond to breaches if and when they oceur. In addition, it 1 important that
governmentl address the issues of poor sofiware design and user error as key laclors
in enabling hacking atlempts.

QUESTION FROM TIoN. PETE STAUBER FOR IIoN. TiM WALz

Question 1: In addition to highways, ports, airports, and railways, [ believe we
also musl ensure the Limely and secure delivery of energy 1o fuel our econcmies and
to underpin these infrasiructure projecls we wanl to pursue. The safe and reliable
delivery of energy is a necessary part of promoting critical infrastructure. We must
modernize, and where appropriate, replace our aging pipeline infrastructure in Min-
nesota and across the nation te advance the more efficient and reliable delivery of
energy with enhanced environmental protections. What's more, these private invest-
ments will have the added benefit of providing good paying jobs and critical tax rev-
enue for our local towns and communities, Can you please comment on the impor-
tance of modernizing cur pipeline infrastruciure specifically in Minnesola and pro-
vide ug with your thoughts on the bencfits these cnerpgy infrastructure projects can
provide to the state?

ANSWER, As our state transitions to a clean-cnergy economy, it is important for
Minnesota to maintain safe and reliable energy infrastructure that meets the cur-
rent needs of our consumers and businesses. Minnesota currently has numerocus
pipelines that transport both oil and natural gas and exist as part of our energy
infrastructure. As we evaluate new projects that impact our environment, energy
supply, and economy, we must follow Lhe process, the law, and the science It 1s
critically impertant thal pipelines are buill and maintained in a way thal protect
the environment and health of surrounding communitics. Qur state has a process
in place through the Public Utilitics Commiszion to evaluate new projects and en-
sure that they meet the state’s energy needs. Our process has a number of checks
and balances, which help ensure that major energy projects are properly vetted. For
example, our Department of Commerce’s Thvision of Energy Kesources is responsible
for representing the interesl of consumers during this process. Other slate agencies
like the Department of Natural Resources and Pollution Control Ageney are respon-
sible for permits, licenses, and other approvals in order to protect the state’s natural
resources and environment. Because pipelines traverse our state, we must work to
ensure that state agencies engage in appropriate consultation throughout the proc-
ess with tribal representatives and local government units.

QUESTIONS FROM HON. ALAN 5. LOWENTHAL FOR RICHARD ANDERSON

Question I: Mr. Anderson, [ am very concerned with how employvees were treated
during the closure of the Riverside, California, call center in January. Specifically,
it is my understanding that you provided your 500+ employees and their union rep-
resentatives with anly 60 days 1o negoliale over relocalion, severance, and job trans-
fer oplions. In addition, this 60-day windew fell during the hectic holiday season,
further complicating negotlatlonq and constraining the ability of cmployces to make
life-changing decisions. What was the impetus behind this sudden announcement
and “;hy weren’t employees given more lead time than the WARN Act-required min-
imum®?

AnswER. The timing of our announcement was not just due to WAEN require-
ments, but also the requirements of the Collective Bargaining Agreement with the
Transpertation Communieations Union (TCU) which provides lor a 80-day nolice.
We worked as quickly as we could o reach an agreement with the TCTU so that the
impacted employecs at Riverside and in the California seniority district knew their
options upon closure. Additionally, we continued to work with the TCU and employ-
ees to address individual circumstances as we could upon closure. Amtrak had 90
fTCU—represented employees elect to relocate to the Phaladelphia facility from Cali-
ornia.

When Amirak informed the TCU of ils plan Lo use a contraclor lo handle overflow
calls, there was no commitment made that the current facilities in Philadelphia and,
at that time, Riverside, would not be consolidated. Rather, the response was that
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such & move was not part of the plan at that time, but that we would continue to
review our options to maximize customer service and efficiencies.

Introduction to Question 2. Amtrak served the Transportation Communications
Union notice in February of 2018 that the company intended to wse & contractor in
Flerida to perform call center work, but in talks with emplovees and union rep-
resentatives your managers assured them that neither of Amtrak’s existing facilities
would close. Some of vour supervisors were even sent to Florida to train their re-
placements.

Ruestion 2. What—if anything—changed between February and November of
last vear that prompted the closure, and could vou have provided emplovees with
additional notice?

Axswer, Amtrak is charged with being an efficient steward of public funds and
parl of that responsibilily compels us Lo look al what costs (such as mainienance
and operations of a facility) can be reduced. This is what Congress has told us to
work lowards in our slalutory mission and goals. Coupled with the conlinued prefl-
erence of our customers to use self-service options such as Amtrak.com and our mo-
bile app, the consolidation of the two centers was deemed an excellent opportunity
to continue progress in the direction that Congress has mandated. Every Riverside
agrecment employvee was offered a position to relocate to Philadelphia.

Question 2b. In general, not just regarding the Riverside facility, is it your inten-
Linn?m circumvent unionized emplovees by shifting their work lo outside conlrac-
tars?

AnsweEr. Amtrak’s use of contraclors, in the past, present and fluture, has never
been to circumvent unionized employees. In fact, some of our contractors also have
unionized work forcez. Rather, the use of contractors is about efficicncy—effective
use of public monies—and staying focused on our mission. For example, we are a
service transportation provider, not & catering company. We should leverage experts
in hospitality to improve our overall customer service, Additionally, Amtrak will
comply with the law—mno emplovees are turloughed as a result of contracting work.

QUESTION FROM HON. SCOTT PERRY FOR RICHARD ANDERSON

Question 1. Ancther significant cost driver is federal requirements that drive up
labor costa. The prevailing wage law hasn'l heen changed sinee 1935; the threshold
is 82,000—since 1935, As a result of this law, it is estimated that the average wage
is 22 percent higher than the aclual market rate so the lerm *prevailing” is a bil
of a misnomer. Keasonable people can and do disagree on the extent of the law's
inflationary effect, bul it's difficu]lt to deny that the result is above-market wage
rates. After all, the purpose of the law is to isolate labor costs from competition—
the very mechanizsm that sets the market priee of any good or service—through the
imposition of government mandated wage rates; prohibiting those willing and able
to do the work for less from offering lower cost alternatives. Since labor costs make
up around 50 percent of total construction costs, the law's requirements tend to in-
flate total project costs by anywhere from 7 to nearly 10 percent. What rele have
these artificially inflaied cosls played in the degradation of our infrasiructure?

Answer, The depradation of infrastructure is a rapidly growing problem in Amer-
ica, and while labor costs play a part in the increasing funding required lo address
this issue, the growing cost of lahor is not a major factor. The larger issue is the
facl that so much of our lransportation infrastructure was pul in place during the
same era, and the usetul live(s) are expiring near the same time. Additionally, with
50 much work needing Lo be done in such a shorl period of time, the prioritizalion
of limited resources (financial resources and human resources) will be a challenge.

QuesTion FroM HoN. Scorr Prrry ror Hon, ERIC K FAKNING

Ruestion 1. Another significant cost driver is federal requirements that drive up
labor costs. The prevailing wage law hasn't been changed sinee 1935; the threshold
15 32,000—since 1935, As a result of this law, it is estimated that the average wage
iz 22 perecent higher than the actual market rate so the term “prevailing” iz a bit
of a misnomer. Heasonable people can and do disagree on the extent of the law's
inflationary effect, but it's difficult te deny that the result is above-market wage
rates. After all, ithe purpese of the law is to isolate labor cosla rom competition—
the very mechanism that sets the market price of any good or service—through the
impaosition of governmeni mandaled wage rales; prohibiling those willing and able
to do the work for less from offering lower cost alternatives. Since labor costs make
up around 50 percent of lotal construction cosis, the law’s requirements tend Lo in-
flate total project costs by anvwhere from 7 to nearly 10 percent. What role have
these artificially inflated costs plaved in the degradation of our infrastructure?
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“Oversight of Positive Train Contrel Implementation in the United States”
Thursday, February 15, 2018, 10:00 a.m.
2167 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C.

Responses to Questions for the Record from Richard Anderson,

President & CEQ, Amtrak

Submitted on behalf of Subcommittee Chairman Joff Denham (CA-10)

[ ]

Les

If nio further guidance from the Federal Rail Administration (FRA} is provided, can you
describe the factors involved in the decision making of whether fo operate on an
inoperable host track sfter tiee deadline? If the track is not compliant with the law, we will
not operate. If the railroad is granted an alternative schedule by the FRA {extension), we
will do a risk assessment to see if we feel we can operate safely or if we have to mitigate
any risks before we would choose (0 operate. We also may not choose o operate.

- Have you asked any of your host railroads te file Main Track Fxclusion requests
ont your behalf? If 50, have any beerr grawted? If not, do you still intend to pursue
these requests? We have several Main Train Exclusions that have been requested
or granted. This list is included as Attachment 1.

—  Casn you please describe the factors involved in the decision making of whether ta
allow inoperable tenant rail systems to operate on Amirak-owned frack like the
Nortiteast Corridor (NEC)? All tenant railroads need to be equipped to operate on
the NEC after 12/31/18 to be corpliant with the law.

- Howve any of your tenant rail systems requested Amtrak file a Main Track
Exclusion on their behalf? No lenants have asked Amtrak to file an exiension on
their behalf,

Where is Amirak on the develapment and testing of its back-office server to communicale
with the I-ETMS system? The hack office server has been developed and tested. We arc
currently federated with four of the Class I railioads and have lederation scheduled with

several additional raijroads,

Do you have the resources to test with each railroad at Hie sane time or are you having
to priovitize betwween them? We have the ability to work with railroads in parallel.

- Given each Class I has Amtrak lines in revenue service today, what is your eurrent
testing schedule with each Class I? We are currentlv testing with several Class |
raifroads and this will continue through the fall.

- What is your current testing schedule with each commuter railroads on the NEC?
Many of the commuter railroads are already operating with PTC in service on the
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NEC. For the three cormmuter railroads that are not operating (LIRR, NJT, and

MARC) we are currently working with them to develop the festing schedules.

Submitfed on behalf of Ranking Member Peter DeFazia (OR-0g}

I

At the hearing you stated with respect to liability and indemuification agreements with host

railroads, “The user of the railroad indemnifies the host.” Indeed, u 2009 Govermment

Accountability Office report stated that most liability and indesmnity provisions assign

linbility to « particular entity regardless of fault —that is, passenger railroads conld be

responsible for paying for certain claims associated with accidents cansed by a freight

rerilroad, and vice versa. Commuter railroads could alse be vesponsible for paying for certain

claims associated with accidents caused by Amtrak, and vice versa.

How have federal and state courts and the Surface Transportation Board
iterpreted the comtractual Hability and indemnity provisions of Amtrak and

freight railroad agreements? As a general matter, courts have upheld the allocation

of liability provisions contained in Amirak’s agreements with its hosts {e.g., freight
railruads on whose trackage Amirak operates) and its tenants (e.g. commuter
railroads which operate on Amirak-owned trackage). While some lower courts
have at times refused to impose “no-fault” liability, appellate courts have
uniformly upheld it as a contractual agesement. See, for example, Q&G
Industries, Inc. v. National Railroad Passenger Corporation, 537 F. 3d 153 (24 Cir,
2008). In a 1998 decision, the Surface Transporiation Board declined to impose a
pure no-fault liahility in a situation wheve Amtrak and the host railread could not
agree on what lability scheme should apply. The 5TB held that residual damages
artsing out of Amtrak operations were incremental (Le. pavable by Amtrak)
without regard to fault, subject to an exclusion for the host's gross negligence or
willtuf and wanton misconduct; and that Amtrak had to either indemni(y the host
railroad, purchase insurance, o both. See, Application of NRPC under
49 USC 24308(a), STB Finance Docket No. 33381, 3 5. TB. 157 (1998).

With respect to the Cayce, South Caroling accident, please describe the liability
and indemnity agreement between Amtrak and CSX. Does the agrecment have all
ar some no-fault provisions, and does it excliude any type of conduct? If it does
have exclusions, please also provide information on the exclusions. The liability
arrangement between Amitrak and CSX1 is one that is fairly standard in Amtrak’s
agreements with its host railroads. Each party assumes - on a no-fault basis —
liability for {and indemnifies the other party againsl} injuries to its own emplovees
and passengers, and damages to or destruction of its own property. There are

exceptions to this basic rule that address specific fact situations, eg., CSXT
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indemnifics Amtbrak if a porson at a station is struck by improperly sceured cargo
on a CSX1 freight lrain, Amtrak indemnifies CSXT for cleaning up fuel oil that is
spilled by an Amtrak contracter while fucling an Amtrak train, Amtrak
indeminilies CSXT for damages or injuries in connection with a collision of a
vehicle o1 person with an Amirak train ar a collision of a deraifed Amtrak train
with any person, property or ebject off of the right of way, There are no exclusions
for gualitative issues such as gross negligence, willful, wanton ot inlentional
misconduct, or conduct that might result in the imposition of punitive damages.
What date was the Hability and indemuity agreement betipeen Amtrak and C5X
entered into? When was the lust time the agreement ways revisited? What changes
were made, if any? The current Amtrak/CSX1 Agreement is dated June 1, 1999.
The only amendment, exceuted in 2004, provided that termination would require
sixty (50} days advance notice W the other party. The original agreemen| required
twelve (12) months advance notice.

Please provide o description of each of the agreements Detween Amirak and the
Jreight railfroads (by freight vailroad) and Amtrak and commuter vailroads (by
commuter vailroad), including whether the agreements have some or all no-fauit
provisigns and whether the agreement has any exclusions, swch as gross
negligence, recklessness, willful and wanton misconduct, intenfonal misconduct,
or conrtuct s0 sevious that it warranted the imposition of punitive damages. If
they do have exclusivns, please provide information on the types of exclusions by
raftroad. Listed below are the host railroads and commuter agencies with which
Amtrak has operating agreements. Mosl of Lhese agreements allocate liability in a
manner that is similar to that in contained in the AmtrakfCSXT aperating agreement,
i each party assurnes liability, and indemnifies the other party on a no-fault basis
for injuries ke its own cmplovees and passengers and damages to or destruction of its
own properly. It is important to secognize, however, that the contractual previsions
addressing liability and indemnification can be complex, and arc typically several
pages long, such that the individual agreements must be revicwed and analvzed to

delermine with precision the termes, provisions, and exclusions.
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No. | Operating Agreement (Contain Liability Allogation) -
H Belt Railway of Chicago

2 BNSF Railway Company

3 Buckingham Branch

4 Canadian Nationtal - Canada (Adirondack)

5 Canadian National -~ US

6 Canadian Pacific - Delaware & Hudson

7 Caradian Pacific - SO0 Line

8 Conrail

3 CSX Transportation

10 | Denver Union Terminal

11 | Florida DOT {(SFRTA Corridor)

1z | Florida DOT (Sunrail Cortider) (2013)

13 | Florida East Coast (Executed, Net active, Not in use)
14 | Golden Isles Terminal RR - Savannah

15 | Iowa Pacific Holdings {zo15, Dormant)

16 | Kansas City Terminal

17 | Massachusetts DOT (zo15, Knowledge Corridor)
1% | MBTA (Downeaster}

19 | METRA

20 | Metra North Hudson Line

21 | Metro North New Haven Line

22 | Minnesota Commercial

23 | New England Central

23 | NMDOT

25 [ Nerfolk Southern

26 | Nerth County Transit District

27 | Fan Am Railways (Downeaster)

28 | Portland Terminal Railroad Company

29 | Sound Transit (z017)

30 | Southern Califomia Regional Rail Authority
31 | Frinity Rail Express (zo15}

3z | FTRRA

33 | Union Pacific

34 | Vermont Railway
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Liability Altocation Agreements
1 | Fort Worth and Western (over TRE)
2 | Kansas City Southern (System}
3 | Pan Am (on Knowledge Corrider)
4 | Tacurna Kail {on Sound Transit}
On-Amtrak Gperating Agr ts {Contain Liability Allocation)
1 | Canadian Pacific i(Hudson Line) {Dormant}
2 | Connecticut Sauthern
3 | Conrail On-Corridor {Conrait + CSXT)
4 | N5 {(Conraill on Amtrak Michigan Line
5 | NS On-Comidor
& | Providence and Worcester
7 | South Shore (CS58&58 on Amtrak Michigan Line}
8 | Springfield Terminal (Springfield Line)
On-Asetrak Operating Agr ts with € ter Agencies
1 { Virginia Railway Express
2 { MARC (Maryland}
3 | Delaware DOT
4 SEFTA -
New Jorsey Transit Cm

z

4 Long lsland Rail Road

- Mebro-Narth Raitroad

| Shore-Ling East (CDOT)
9| MBTA

Wiat fuctors inflncnce nogotielions of Dabiity wed idiauiny provisions?

Multiple lactirs vome inke play when negotiating liahility and  indemnity
provisions. Probably the most anportant s a desive on the part of Amitrak and s
st and tepants o reduce vosts and to avoid fighting among themselves, Both of
iese can be avhivved with a ne-faalt indeminity schetme. Necessarilv, Amtrak has
a lomgeerm refationship with it hosts i lenanis: these are oot agreements o

cover a singhe incident or reel tme peried. As a eesalt Amiteak bolivwes iLis in s
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best intersst to aveid, where possible, creating situations where it and ils
hostitenants are adversarial. The no-fault scheme accemplishes that, while at the
same tme reducing transaction costs. Like any compromise, one can posit
situations where another solution would have better results, but overall, and based
on over 45 vears’ expericnce, Amtrak belicves that no-fault works best for it in its
operating agreements with host and tenant raifroads,

In addition, the public and Amtrak’s passengers are well sevved by the railroads
avoiding liability fights among themscelves. For example, in addition to saving
substantial legal fees and expenses, this permits the prompt resolution of claims
and lawsuits filed by passengers, employees and third parties who are injured. it
also avoids finger poinling in governmental invesligations conducted by the NTSB
and FRA following major accidents. The ratlroads’ excess insurers understand the
cost saving advantage of these no-faull arrangements and their undenwriting
reflects that. Finally, Congress has recognized the wisdom of allowing railroads to
apportion Hability by enacting subsection (b} of 49 UST 28103, which states that
“[al provider of rail passenger transportation may enter into contracts that allocate

financial responsibility tor claims.”

In Qctober 2017, the FRA sent a letter to Amtrak stating the “FRA is aware of at least
5o locations along the Northeast Corridor that require the instatlation of split-point derails
under Tiile 49 CFR & 236.1 onp(bla). FRA also stated that it expects Amtrak to explain how it
will mitigate the consequences of an incursion where the required protection is not present
and to provide a detailed schedule of how it will bring these locations into compliance with
49 CFR & 236.1 anp(b}(2). In response to FRA's August 31, zo17, letter, Amtrak submited a
September 22, 2017, letter identifying and listing 54 specific locations along the Northeast
Carridor where Amirak will instalt a split-point derail with a T2o switch machine and electric
lock to protect the main line track from unauthorized or unintended entry under 49 CFR
§ 236.1 oo7(b)(z). Amtrak stated that these installations will be completed at all 54 locations
by December 31, 2018, Amfrak also provided a list of all 54 locations that would require these
installations. FRA approciates that Amtrak is conwmnitted to installing the split-point derails by
December 31, 2018, as FRA’s regulations require. As a conditinn of FR&'s PTC System
Certification of Amtrak’s ACSES II PTC system, FRA hercby additionally requires Amtrak to
demonsirate to FRA that it is taking sufficient action to comply with the requirements under
49 CFR § 236.1 ooy(b)(2). See 49 CFR § 2361 woy(gi(1). Specifically, FRA is now requiring
Amtrak to provide to FRA a quarterly stalus report on Amtrak’s progress installing the
required split-point derails with a 120 swilch machine and electric locks at the 54 locations
specificd in Amtrak’s September 22, 2017 letter.
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—  What is Amitrak’s status on installing the requived split-point derails with a 120
switch machine and electric locks at the 54 locations specified in the letter? 29%
of the derail locations are complete,
- What is Amteak’s plan to install the vemaining derails? All the derail locations
will be completed by the end of 4" quarter 2018
3. Given your experience in the airline industry, what are some of the differences in how the
airline industry addresses safety in comparison to the rail industry?
There are several significant items that define the difference belween rail and aviation safety

SVRLETNS.

a. Tirst, aviation has made significant technology investments in areas ol overall
system control (Air traflic management), installed aircrali safety technology
{Collision avoidance and ground proximity warning systems on every aircraft).

b, Becond, the aviation system is essentially standard throughout the country. Every
airport uses the same runway markings and the airspace management systers are
consistent everywhere, A pilotonly needs to know one system. In the railroad, our
engincers must be knowledgeable in many different host railroad signal svstems
and rules,

< Finally, the aviation systern has alrcady mandated and implemented a well
thought out safety management system that was years in development. This is also
an international standard.

d. Airlines are required Lo have mature equipment reliability and internal evaluation
(critical self-assessment) systems. These requitementds do not exist in the railroad
svitern,

4. You mentioned at the hearing, “We need to move to full simulation, instead of fraining people
ot oi the railrond to move to the aviation model, and to basically operated the way an
airline operates, with a standardized jguality assweance training and  standards
organization.” Can you explain that further? Aviation safety systemns utilize a sophisticated
pilet training program protocol, both for initial and recurrent training, that relics on FAA
rertificd instructor pilots, rouline check flights by qualified check airman, and annual
recarrent training that is skill- and need-driven. The railroads typically follow routine
refresher training which is the same for evervone. One of the ke differences in the recurrent
training is the use of advanced simulation in aviation. Simulators allow pilets to practice, until
perfection, complicated skills in all types of weather and flying conditions. In today”’s raitroad.
engineers are expected to be route qualified and to memorize significant physical
characteristics. This occurs during actual train operations. There is no reason that this could
not largely be done through simulation allowing for more efficient overall training and

quatification procedures.
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3. You stafed thal you wre standing up an aviation SMS system today at Amtrak. Can you
describe that?

The FRA has mandated, and staved, the rule to impilement a System Safety Program. As
noted in the preamble to the rule this is essentially similar to the Safety Management System
that the FAA has mandated. 551 and SMS programs include the same four basic pillars:

a. Safety Policy - The policies and procedures the company follows to ensure operations

are safe. Implementation of the policy alsv helps define the company's safety culture.

b. Risk Managerent — The hazard identification and risk mitigation process

¢ Safety Assurance -~ The systemn monitoring and quality assurance function

Safety promotion — The education and training programs that support the intended

safety culture

Subptiited on behialf of Congressman John Fase (NY-19)

1. Mr. Anderson, in your testimony you reference that Ambrak has over 200 miles of dark
territory located on dts routes in New York, Vermont, Indiana, Maine, arnd Quebec. Could
you please detail where dark territovy mifes arce located on these routes? Wihat are the
risks associated with dark ferrilory? What does Amtrak plan to de to reduce risks
associated with dark tervitory segments? (FAS0)

The dark territary is located:
1. Whitehall, NY - Rutland, ¥'T {22 miles)
2. East Northfield, MA — Brattleboro, VT (11 miles)
3. North White River, VT -5t Albans, VT (117 miles)
3. Crawfordsville, IN ~ Indianapolis, TN (33 miles)

- Amtrak will perform a risk assessment to see if we feel we can operate safely or if
we have to mitigale any risks before we would chouse to operate. We also may not
choose to operate. (Note this adds up to 183 miles. There is an additional 56-mile
possible future extension to the Dueneaster service between Brunswivk and
Rockland, ME that we currently do not operate that would put this total over

zou mijes).

Submitted by Subcomemitioe Ranking Member Michuel Caprang (MA-07) on belalf of Congressman
Denny Heck (WA-10)

Section 11406 of the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (P.L. 114-94, FAST Act) requires
each raflroad carvier providing intercity rail passenger fransportation or commuter rail
passenger transportation to survey its entire system and identify each curve, bridge, or funnel
requiring a reduction of move than 20 miles per hour from the approack speed and submit an
action plan detailing steps the railroad will take to enhance safety af those locations. Has
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Amirak submitted any speed Umit action plans to fhe LUnited States Department of
Transportation for review and approval, as requived by law?

Yes, we submitled the information required on July 2, 2016 and the plan was accepted by the FRA
on Septernber 28, zo16. The plans contain a massive amount of detail and are not copied here.
1did add the FRA approval letter.
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Attachment 1: MTEA Candidates on Amtrak Routes as of March 13, 2018
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APPENDIX

QUESTIONS FROM Hox, DoNaLp M. PayNE, JR. ON BEHALF Or HOK. EpDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON TO STEPHEN GARDNER, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER
CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Question 1. As you mentioned in your written testimony for today’s hearing, the
ILTA will allow Amirak to modernize Amtrak's NEC and National Network assels
and “set in motion the expansion and improvement of our network to cities and
smaller communities that are underserved, or nol served al all, by Amirak today.”

I agree with vour statement and would like to discuss the proposed 1-20 Corridor
long distance passenger rail eohnection, that would connect the greater Dallas/Fort
Worth area with the greater Atlanta area, and the smaller, rural communities in
between, who are currently without Amtrak serviee.

Given that the track and right of way for the proposed [-20 Corridor leng distance
passenger rail connection already exists, and sinee Amtrak’s study of this long-dis-
tance route has determined that the route will be economically viable and would re-
guire a relatively small investment from the IIJA’s $16 billion allocation for long-
dislance roules Lo preduce an excellent relurn on invesiment, is Amirak taking any
steps to move this project forward?

Answer. Amirak is also very interesied in Lhe possibilities of linking the greater
Dallas/Fort Worth area with the greater Atlanta area and the communities in be-
tween. Part of the ILTA’s $16 billion in funding referenced in the question is for the
purpose of acquiring additionzl long-distance locomotives and cars which could be
uged to support this new route. Amtrak has begun identifying how much additional
leng-distance equipment would be required to support its future long-distance net-
work, and ig considering the Dallag/Fort Worth route as part of that analysis. Sce-
tion 22214 of Division B of the [IJA directs the 1.8, Department of Transportation
(USDOT} to undertake a comprchensive study in consultation with Amtrak and
other stakeholders of adding long-distance routes Lo Amirak’s nelwork. Amirak will
support and participate in the study.

Question 2. As you are aware, Congress will be examining Amtrak’s performance
to justify current spending levels and congider additional funding to improve service
to the American public. Thus, establishing metrics or performance standards is
going to be critical to subsequent azseszments of funding needs.

a. Would Amtrak agree to provide the Federal Railroad Administration {FRA)
and Surfaee Transportation Boeard (3TB) with quarterly reports on how it is
accomplishing the goals as oullined in your testimony?

. Will there be an assigned point person or group within Amtrak that will have
specilic accountabilily for tracking progress, noting exceptions, and outlining
how exceptions will be corrected for the attainment of critical goals, including
updates for en-lime performance?

Answer fo a. & b, There are several directives and reporting requirements in-
cluded in the ILJA, and Amtrak iz actively working to implement the law and cn-
sure compliance. Amtrak’s Government Affairs department is charged with tracking
ILJA implementation and has regular mectings with department heads and key per-
sonnel to ensure the company is in compliance andfor can provide a required deliv-
crable by a statutory deadline. In addition, Amtrak has formed an IIJA Compliance
team within its Finance Department to ensure compliance with all financial compo-
nents, The team is being led by Amtrak’s Controller and has participants from Fi-
nancial Planning & Analysis and Grants Management. The team meets weekly, dis-
cusses and documents progress that week, tracks geals and objectives for the next
two to four weeks, works closely with Government Affairs to chsure all aspects arc
considered, and will provide monthly analysis to Amtrak’s Chief Financial Officer
and periedic reporting to the Audit & Finance Committee of Amtrak’s Board of Di-
rectorg. [This approach was first implemented to ensure financial compliance with
COVID emergency relief funding received by Amtrak.] Amtrak would be happy to
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provide Congress and the executive branch with periodic updates on IIJA implemen-
tation.

QUEsTIONS rroM HoN, Eric A, “RICK” CRAWFORD 10 STEPLHEN (GARDNER,
PRESIDENT, NATIONAL BalLROAD PASSKNGER CORPORATION [AMTHRAK)

Question 1. Given the concerns cxpressed by the Alabama congressional delega-
tion, the IPort of New Urleans, and the Port of Mobile, at a time when the country
is experiencing supply chain issues, why would Amtrak submit a filing with the
Surface Transpertation Board (STEB) that freight rail impacts weren't important in
deciding about adding new service, and that infrastructure wouldn't be needed to
lessen those impacts?

AnsweEr. Amirak has never siated that freight rail impacts “weren'l important”
in the STB's decision regarding restoring the Gulf Coast service. Rather, Amtrak be-
lieves that the STB should apply the statute as written, which requires a showing
that the restored service “would impair unreasonahly the treight transportation of
the rail carrier.”

The concerns expressed by the Alabama congressional delegation in early spring
2021 centered on the need for what Sen. Shelby called a “comprehensive analysis”
ol the impact thal the proposed service would have on [reight transpertation. Am-
trak has always agreed that a comprehensive analysis would be useful, bul that was
not poasible given the host railroads’ refusal to share pertinent data, inputs, and
assumptions. Moreover, the STB, while recognizing the concerns expressed, assured
interested stakeholders that the proceeding “will provide a forum to assess precisely
the matter of concern to Alabama state officials and others, i.e., whether the addi-
tional train operations will unreasonably impair freight transportation.” The parties
have now filed their respective data and analvses, and we are confident that the
Board has the information necessary io analyze the impact of the proposed service
on the freight iransportation of C8X and NS.

With respect to the Ports of Maobile and New Orleans, they are not rail carriers
over whom Amtrak proposed to run additional service, and 26 their concerns are not
within the ambit of Amtrak’s statutory rights. In any event, we note that regardless
of supply chain issues that may exist elsewhere, in 2021 the IPort of Mobile experi-
enced “minimal to no congestion, no vessel delays at anchor, and posted vessel-to-
rail turn times within 24 hours.” (https//www.maritimeprofeasional.com/mews/port-
mobile-posts-record-container-373313 (accessed 1/11/22)). Similarly, the Port of New
Orleans—which has advised the Board that it is “net fundamentally against” initi-
ation of the Gulf Coast service—'has not experienced backlogs and the conpgestion
that other major ports have experienced this year [2021]." {httpsy/
www, portnola.com/infonews-media/port-record {accessed 1/11/22).

Ruestion 2. You have said that the Gulf Coast service would return by January
1, 2022 but freight railreads are preventing that from happening, Yet, there are
stations along the line that need renovations and received federal grants to perform
restoration, but ne work has begun on any of them., What is causing the delay of
these renovations and when will work begin?

Answer, The reactivation of the Gult Coast route for passenger rail service in-
cludes five stations that will need improvements: Bay St. Louis, MS; Biloxi, MS;
Gulfport, MS; Pascagoula, MS and Mabhile, AL. Thig work ig needed due to deterio-
ration of unmaintained infrastructure and newer federal guidance enacted since
2005 requiring platforms to conform with the ADA prior to passenger use.

Grant funding was made available to the Southern Rail Commission for Gulf
Coast station improvements. However, after a detailed determination of work re-
quired, Amtrak proposed, and the FRA accepted, a split to the necessary work. Am-
trak would take on platform improvements within the railroad right-of-way, and the
Southern Rail Commission and the local communities would perform any needed
station and site improvements in & parallel manner.

The legaey platforms are not ADA compliant. Thus, to start, Amtrak needed to
develop a temporary solution that will allow for the quick resumption of service and
ADA compliant boarding from the legacy platforms and during the construction
phase to the permanent platforms to be built in the next phase. Further, the project
timing has alse been hampered by delays in contractor and resource availability al-
ready stretched thin by supply chain impacts, COVID worker outages and labor
shortages. These impacts have becn exacerbated by Hurricane Ida and reconstruc-
tion efforts diverting contractor labor and resources.

Amtrak has completed detailed inspections, developed temporary boarding pads
designs to allow for ADA compliant boarding, obtained host railroad, environmental,
and historic resources approvals, and issued bid documentation for construction.
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Amtrak has received bids from interested contractors and expects to award the work
in carly 2022,

Question 3. When Amtrak looks at adding new service or additional trains, what
analysis does il perform and whal infrastruciure responsibilities does Amtrak have
to make sure railroads would be able to meet on time performance obligations?

AnswER, When adding new scrvice or additional trains, Amtrak works with its
state funding partners to plan the route, the schedule, and the stations stops. Based
on this desircd level of gervice, Amtrak and/or its state parthers then work with the
host railroads to determine if capital investments are necessary for the host to oper-
ate the Amtrak traing reliably on the proposed schedules. Amtrak offers perform-
ance incentives Lo hosts to meel the agreed-upon schedules, and Amtrak now also
haz a new process to involve the U5, Surface Transportation Board when hosts fail
to provide al leasl 8% on-time performance lor Amirak cusiomers on the agreed
schedules.

Ruestion 4. When Amtrak conducts studies on the Northeast Corridor, does it use
rail traffic controller (RTC) modeling and how important is it to Amtrak to ensure
additional or new service can meet on time performance?

Answer, Rail Traftic Controller ({RTC) is a sottware program used by all major
1.8 railroads including Amtrak and is an important simulation iool used to moedel
portions of a rail network. It can predict actual run times hetween two peints taking
inlo aceount the interactions of lrains with each other on that network. RTC can
estimate the schedule impacts associated with (i) proposed changes in infrastructure
(RTC lesis infrastructure changes but does nol recommend or oplimize them), or (ii)
new service introductions. Programming, running, and interpreting KTC modeling
seenarioz can be a complex task, 30 Amtrak does not run an RTC simulation for
every issue or alternative, On-time performance is very important to Amtrak in any
new or existing service.

Question 5 Will Amtrak review any information regarding need and demand for
the new proposed rouies to ensure that the services will have adequate ridership
and profitability?

AnswrEr. When planning state-supported routes with ils siate partners, Amirak
and the state agree on the proposed route, schedule, and statioms stops. Amtrak
then estimates the ridership and operating revenues and costs. Normally operating
revenues do not cover operating costs, and 1t is up to the state to determine whether
the anticipated ridership and utility for the public justify the state funding its share
of the revenue shortfall to allew Amtrak to operate the service.

Section 22214 of Division B of the [IJA dircets the U.5. Department of Transpor-
tation {USDOT) to undertake a comprehensive siudy, in consullation with Amirak
and other stakeholders of adding leng distance routes to Amtrak’s network. Amtrak
will supporl and participate in the study. Projecied ridership and financial perform-
ance are among the factors that the study is required to consider.

Profitability 1s not one of Amtrak’'s statutory goals, as Congress clarified in a 1878
statutory amendment. Rather, Congress has directed Amtrak in the IIJA to use its
best buziness judgment to maximize the benefits of the tederal funding it receives.
None of the services Amtrak operates is profitable. That is not surprising since Con-
gress ereated Amtrak to relieve private railroads of their obligation to operate inter-
city passenger rail services, all of which were incurring large loszez, and virtually
all passenger rail services around the world are dependent upon public funding for
continued operation. Like the other transportation modes that alse reccive federal
tfunding, intercity passenger rail service offers “public good” benefits to customers
and communities served that are not directly captured in Amtrak’s financial per-
formance but that are important to conzider. Individual economic opportunity, busi-
nesz competitiveness, and community quality of lite are all strengthened by the
availability of intercity passenger rail service, These benefits support small urban,
large metropolitan, and rural communities alike, and we look forward to commu-
nities across the country experiencing these benefits as a result of the IIJA.

Question 6. In November, Amtrak received funds under the Infrastructure Invest-
ment and Jobs Act (IIJA). Please provide the Subcommittee, citing specific exam-
pflles, Amtrak’s plans for how it will divide and spend the money it received under
this bill.

ANSWER. As vou know, the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) directed
the Sceretary of Transportation to submit to Congress a detailed spend plan for Am-
trak’s ILJA funds by May 15, 2022, Amtrak is actively working in a collaborative
manner to develop this detailed capital plan with the Federal Railroad Administra-
tion (FRA) While the spend plan ig not vet complete, Amtrak anticipates that its
IIJA Northeast Corridor and National Network grant funds will support a numher
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of capital projects for the purpose of eliminating the backlog of obsolete assets and
Amtrak’s deferred maintenance backlog of rolling stock, facilities, stations, and in-
trastructure. Such investment will likely support the procurement of new intercity
train sets for Northeast Regional service, various state-supported routes, and the
Palmetio long-distance train; the procurement of new locomotives and passenger
cars for long-distance service; the investment in NEC capital renewal work ahove
Amtrak’s baseline capital charge (BOC) obligation; advancing various AIDA improve-
ments and major station projects both on the Corridor and across the National Net-
work; and investment to reduce Amtrak’s national rail transportation system asset
backlog, among other critical capital projects,

In addition to these Amtrak capital projects, it is important to remember that of
the IIJA funding appropriated to Amtrak, the FRA can set aside at least
$250,000,000 for the FRA Restoration and Enhancement Grant program and up to
$110,000,000 for FRA oversight and grant administration; up to 525,000,000 for the
Northeast Corridor Commission (NECC), up to $15,000,000 for the State-Amtrak
Intercity Passenger Rail Committee (SAIPRCY; $15,000,000 for a new FRA Inter-
state Rail Compact Grants program; and “such sums as arc necessary’—perhaps an-
other $15.000,000—for a long-distance service study that the Secretary of Transpor-
tation 1s required to conduct. Once the FRA finalizes and transmits the detailed
apend plan to Congress, Amtrak would be happy to further discuss the plan with
you and vour staft and brief you on any of the specific projects we plan te advance.
‘Ee are confident these IIJA investments will improve intercity passenger rail across
the nation.

Question 7. Completing the proposed cxpansion of serviee in Amtrak’s Connects
US will cost more than the funding appropriated in the ILIA, correct?

a. Does Amtrak have an estimate of the total cost to fully implement all proposed
route expansions, including funding for improvements to tracks, signals, and
stations? If so, please provide the estimate.

b. Have you projected how much Amtrak’s annual operating deficit would be in-
creased if vou complete the proposed expansions? If so, pleage provide the pro-
jections.

ANSWER to 7. a., & b. The capital investments associated with proposed expansion
of service in Amtrak Connects US will cost more than the funding appropriated in
the IIJA: {Amtrak estimates the total capital costs of adding all of the routes and
services in Amtrak Connects US to be approximately $75 billion in 2021 dollars over
the projected 15-yvear timeline). The expansions are all for state-supported routes for
which operating costs not covered by revenues would be tunded primarily by states
in accordance with PRIIA Section 209. The IIJA provides funding to the U.S, De-
partment of Transportation for Restoration and Enhancement grants that could be
uzed by states to cover a portion of the operating costs of new routez and services
during the first six years of operation. The financial impact of the additional serv-
ices on Amtrak’s operating costs and revenues will depend upon many factors that
are currently unknown, including future changes in the Section 209 methodology,
which additional services are implemented and when, levels of future federal fund-
ing provided for investments in intercity passenpger rail, and future growth in de-
mand for intercity passenger rail service, and have not been calculated.

Question 8 Will you commit to working with the freight railroads betore and dur-
ing any potential route expansion, including providing them sufficient advanced no-
tice of Amtrak’s plans and resolving any track sharing and congestion izsues in a
timely manner?

AnsWER, When Amtrak released the Amtrak Connects US vision, we reached out
to each host railroad individually identifying the routes in that vision that would
potentially operate over their owned rail lines. Some of these initiatives may take
up to a decade or more to implement. We indicated that as individual route initia-
tives progressed, we would reach out again, to begin a more robust joint planning
eftort. In fact, in the only route expansion case currently before the STB, Amtrak
i,vurked with the host railroads for over 5 vears before looking to the Board for reso-
ution.

Question 9. The IIJA outlines a process to update the state-Amtrak cost payment
methodolegy. It alse indicates that any “cost impacts” that Amtrak may incur be-
cause of the model update may be addressed by future Congressional funding, Does
thig provision show that the state-supported business unit is eurrently subsidizing
non-state Amtrak operations? What additional costs does Amtrak expect to seek fed-
eral funding for because of this update?

Answer, Under the current cost sharing policy, Amtrak does not charpe its state
partners fully allecated costs associated with their services. In FY19, the most re-



101

cent fiscal yvear before Covid, states paid 93% of fully allocated costs. As such, states
are not subsidizing the Amtrak non-state operations. Regarding additional costs
where Amirak may seek lederal Munding, if a revised Beclion 209 policy resulis in
changes that would increase tederal participation in costs, the increased participa-
tion would be focused on expenses where Lhe lederal government has a particular
interest, such as safety, security or regulatory requirements, or items that can be
more elficiently delivered on a national basis rather than on a stale-by-siate hasis.

Question 10 Many of the [IJA programs specifically mention the potential for pri-
vate companies to operate and maintain new or restored intercity rail services, The
Passenpger Rail Investment and Improve Act of 2008 outlined a process to ensurc
that slates uvlilizing third-party providers would mainlain access to Amtrak equip-
ment and facilities during a potential transition period. To your knowledge, has this
provision ever been tested? Is Amirak commiited to following the law if a state
seeks to utilize a private operator?

Answer. Bolh prior to and since the enactment of the referenced slatutory provi-
sion, Section 217 of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008,
several agrecements between Amtrak and its state partners for the operation of Am-
trak state-supported services have at the request of states provided for the provision
of some services utilized in the ongoing operation of those services, such as food
service, equipment and customer information, by third parties other than Amtrak.
Because Amtrak has always reached agreement with states reparding such matters,
there has never been occasion lo invoke the procedures esiablished in Seclion 217
tor the Surface Transportation Beard to determine whether Amtrak’s provision of
services is necessary and, if so, to establish terms. Amtrak has always complied and
will continue to comply with laws governing states’ use of third parties to provide
services for state-supported services.

Question 11, What is Amtrak’s position on:
a4, Compensation to the publicly-operated and/or publicly-funded commuter rail-
roads for their fair share of annual operation costs (cost plus vs. pro-rata)?

Answer. When Amtrak was created in 1970, il was given access to all rail lines
owned hy railroads and regional transportation autherities as necessary to fulfill its
statutory mission. The provisions governing Amirak’s slalutory access righls, codi-
fied at 49 U.S.C. 24308, specify that Amtrai is to pay compensation based upon the
incremental costs atlributable 1o its operalions, with any compensation in excess of
incremental costs based upon quality of service. Over time, several rail lines over
which Amtrak operates have becn acquired by regional transportation authorities
operating commuter rail service. On the Northeast Corridor, Section 212 of the Pas-
senpger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008, codified at 49 T.S.C. 24905,
established the Northeast Corridor Commission on which Amtrak, the Federal Rail-
road Administration and commuter railroads are represented and required the Com-
mission to develop a cost allocation methodology under which shared costs are ap-
portioned based upon relative usage. Amtrak belicves the current statutory provi-
sions for compensating the commuter railroads over which it operates are appro-
priate, given the unique nature of the Northeast Corridor and given that the com-
muter authorities over which Amtrak operates outside of the NEC assumed the ex-
isting obligations of their private railroad predecessors to provide access to Amtrak
when they acquired the rail lines over which Amtrak operates following Amtrak's
creation. It should be noted that Amtrak is a tenant operator on NEC scgments
owned by commuter agencies as well. On the portions of the NEC owned by New
York, Connecticut, and Massachusetts, Amtrak operates under the same rules and
restrictions as the commuters that operate on Amtrak-owned right of way.

b. Priority of scrviee between Amtrak and scheduled or planned commuter scrv-

ice?

ANSWER. Priority of service between Amtrak and commuter rail services operating
over the same line that iz owned by Amtrak or a commuter railroad i5 determined
through agreement. Amtrak believes this is appropriate and has worked effectively
because the mission of both railroads involved is to provide high quality passenger
rail serviee, and it i= in their mutual interest to ensure equitable and reazonable
prioritization of both parties’ passenger trains.

c. Amtrak’s ability te torce access onto the commuter railroad?

AnswER. While the authority of the Surface Transportation Beard (STB) under 49
U.5.C. 24308 to issue orders giving Amtrak aeccess to tracks and facilities cxtends
to rail lines owned by regional transportation authorities, Amtrak and commuter
railroads have always reached agreements to allow access to commuter railroad-
owned lines for new or additional Amtrak services. (The Interstate Commerce Com-
mission, the STB’s predecessor, did resolve one dispute between Amtrak and a com-
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muter rail authority ever compensation for continued Amtrak operations over the
authority’s rail lines.) Most Amtrak services on commuter authority-owned lines
outzide of the Northeast Corridor are state funded. These services provide signifi-
cant public benelits to residentls of the region served by the commuler authorily and
connectivity for its services, which benefit from additional ridership and revenues
contributed by connecting Amtrak passengers.

d. Forum to adjudicate disputes if Amtrak and the commuter properties cant

reach an arm’s length agreement?

ANSWER, As noted in the responsc above, the STB has authority, absent agrce-
ment, 1o adjudicale dispules over access to and compensation lor Amirak’s use of
commuter authority-owned lines, but there has been little need for STB adjudica-
tion.

Question 12, Does Amtrak believe it has superior statutory rights over commuter
railroads as it does over the lines of freight railreads? If yes, explain the grounds
for this elaim.

a. Would Amtrak support legislation to establish a statutory scheme for Amtrak
and commuter railroads to follow regarding access, which would create a forum
such ag the STB to adjudicate any digputes should they arise. Please elaborate
on whether Amirak would suppert or oppose this idea and the rationale behind
either item.

ANSWER fo 12 & o. Amtrak’s statutory right to prefercnee over freight transpor-
tation (49 1T.8.C. 24308c)) does not give Amirak trains preferance over commuler
trains. [t does give Amtrak trains operating over commuter-railroad owned lines
preference over freight trains operating over those lines.

Amtrak sees no need for statutory changes regarding aceess issucs between Ame-
trak and commuter railroads, or creation of new forums for liligalion. A statulory
scheme governing the access rights of Amtrak and commuter railroads already ex-
ists, as does a federally-enabled forum to resolve disputes. In addition to itz existing
authority lo adjudicate access and compensalion issues regarding Amtrak oper-
ations over commuter railroads discussed in the response to question B11, the STB
iz also empowered under 4% U.S.C. 24903(c)(2} to order continuation of commuter
rail operations over Northeast Corridor rail lines owned by Amtrak, and other rail
lines acquired by Amtrak pursuant to the Regional Rail Reorganization Act of 1873
and the Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Reform Act of 1974, and establish
compensation terms. Only one digpute has been adjudicated under this provision
since it was enacted 46 vears ago. Numerous new and expanded commuter rail serv-
ices on Amtrak-owned rail lines along the Northeast Corridor and in Chicago have
been initialed pursuani lo agreemenis belween Amtrak and commuler rail authori-
ties: the number of commuter traing operaling over the Noritheasi Corridor has
more than doubled since Amtrak acquired ownership in 1976.

Question 13, Does Amtrak consider a benefit-cost analysis when determining long-
distance service?

Answer, Amtrak considers both bencfitz and costs in assessing potential changes
in long distance scrvices. We evaluate financial performance and seck to optimize
the level of eapacily we offer on each route Lo meet customer demand and maximize
revenues and ridership Lo make besl use of available federal funding, within the
constrainis of our available fleel of equipmeni. We also appreciate that our long dis-
tance services offer “public good” benefits te customers and communities served that
arde not directly captured in our financial performance but that are important to con-
sider.

Uperating revenue shortfalls and capital costs for Amtrak’s long distance routes
are funded hy Congress, which has made the calculation that the benefits of our ex-
isting long distance network justity the costs. Section 22210 of Division B of the In-
fragtructure Investment and Jobs Act (ILJA) provides that Amtrak may not dis-
continue or substantially alter a long distance route in any fiscal year in which Am-
trak reccives sufficient federal funding for the route, except in cases of emergency,
maintenance, or construction outages alfecling the route, or a lack of appropriations.
Section 22214 of Division B of the IIJA directs the 1.5 Depariment of Transpor-
tation (UUSDOT) to undertake a comprehensive study in consullation with Amirak
and other stakeholders, to be completed by November 2023, on restoring discon-
tinued long distance routes and adding other leng distance routes that will consider
both costs and public benefits. Amtrak will support and participate in the USDOT
study, and our decisions regarding future changes in long distance routes will reflect
the study’s findings and future federal apprepriations te Amtrak.



103

Question 14, 1If Amtrak does expand or introduce new services, please provide
wrilten assurance that Amirak will do so in a way that preserves and prolecls
freight performance and capacily lor the present and fulure.

ANSWER, As Amtrak progresses new serviece initiatives, we will endeavor to do so
in a way that docs not unrcasonably interfere with freight transportation, which is
the statutery standard. The extent to which freight capacity may be constrained in
the future, following the introduction of Amtrak service, is within the control of the
freight railroads.

Question 15, What is Amtrak’s plan to recover from the historic revenue and rid-
ership losses due to the pandemic, and should Amtrak prieritize this recovery before
it looks at route expansion?

Answer. Ilistorically Amirak relied on buosiness travel for about 30% of demand,
with mueh higher rates (closer to 806-90% lor Aceln) in some regions. With many
offices closed, and employees working from home, traditional business travel is
greatly reduced, and this pool of demand is not somcthing that can be easily recov-
ered or stimulated. We are however working with major accounts to recover the de-
mand where possible and grow our share for the long term once business travel re-
SUMes.

As with the airline industry, we are seeking measures of self-help and stimulating
bolh leisure and “visiting friends and relatives” traffic to replace the missing busi-
ness demand. This has been achieved through aggressive pricing, targeied adver-
tising campaigns and creative marketing. We have seen substantial sucecss with
thiz and achieved similar levels of pre-Covid demand recovery as the airlines have,
We base this conclusion on a comparison of our percentage of historic demand recov-
ery for late December (78%) with the recovery rate of TBA airport screenings for
the same period (83% ), Unfortunately these levels have dropped in recent weeks due
to the surge in Omicron related infections, but we are now seeing a gradual recovery
in demand again, especially in Amtrak’s core Northeast Corridor markets. What has
heen especially encouraging abeut this quesi for more iraffic has been the large
numbers {up to 500,000 per month) of new customers that Amtrak has welcomed.

We plan to continue these strategies and nurture recovering business demand zo
that we can regain and grow our historic share once businesses return to their nor-
mal travel patterns. In the meantime, and in parallel, we continue to work on serv-
ice expansions that will be needed once overall passenger demand recovers.

Question 16, Do vou expect host carriers to welcome or accept the intreduction of
new or expanded services on their lines if they are not supperted by capacity and
schedule modeling studies that the hosts themselves have been allowed to design
and lead? Has that been Amtrak’'s experience?

AnsweEr. Allowing Amirak use of their lines for passenger service is parl of exisi-
ing law. Thal was one of the principles that the major carriers and their prede-
cesgors agrecd to in 1970 in exchange for relief from Congress of their common-car-
rier obligation to carry passengers. While some host carriers are more willing than
others to work collaboratively with Amtrak, each circomstance is different. Amtrak's
cxperience is that in many cascs, we can work cffectively with host railroads to im-
plement new and expanded services. Amtrak is willing to participate in joint mod-
eling studies where the inputs and assumptions used in that modeling are shared,
the process iz transparent, and the results and alternatives are collaboratively de-
veloped, which some host carriers have refused to do. Amtrak stands ready to make
sen:-cslible capacity investments for expanded services where there is an agreed-upon
need.

Question 17, Has Amtrak worked through capacity and interference igsucs with
its host carriers for its planned new and enhanced services?

AnswER. Throughout its long histery, Amtrak has, in many cases, successfully
worked with host railroads to jointly plan for and implement new and enhanced
services. As a recent example, Amtrak has worked with the states of Minnesota and
Wisconsin, and with host carrier Canadian Pacific to extend a Higwotha service
train between Milwaukee and St. Paul. In this instance, the partics worked ecllabo-
ratively to develop a list of reasonahle capacity enhancements, a source of funding
to build them, and an agreement allowing service to begin while those enhance-
ments are under construction. While cach expansion project is unique, we view this
as a model for how passenger stakeholders and freight carriers can work together
fur the benefit of both modes,

Question 18, How many of your newly announced planned services have been
agrecd to by hoszta? If hosts have expressed disapproval or pushed back on the
planned services, what reasons for disagreement have hosts shared with Amtrak?
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AnsWER, When Amtrak released the Amtrak Connects US vision, we reached out
to each host railroad individually identifying the routes in that vision that would
potentially operate over their owned rail lines. We indicated that as individual route
initiatives progressed, we would reach out again, to begin a more robust joint plan-
ning efforl. During 2021, Amtrak and the Commonwealth of Virginia entered into
agreements with C8X and Norfolk Seuthern that will enable additional/extended
Amtrak service over two routes—Washinglon-Roanoke-New River Valley and Wash-
ington-Richmond-Norfolk—included in the Amtrak Connects US vision. Amtrak re-
cently entered into an apreement with Canadian Pacific allowing for operation of
new or additienal Amtrak service over three Amtrak Connects US routes: Chicago-
St. Paul, Chicago-Milwaukee and New Orleans-Baton Rouge. [n addition, a number
of Amtrak’s state partners have reached agreements with host railroads that pro-
vide for operation of additional services included in the Amtrak Connects US vision.
For the several other routes that are currently advancing, we are communicating
and working with host railreads to jointly progress those efforts.

Question 19. Why do vou believe there is demand for Amtrak expansion outside
of the Northeast Corridor? What evidence do you have that Amtrak will be an at-
tractive alternative to regional airline services or driving, especially in rural areas
with less traffic congestion?

ANSWER. According to recent polling [https:/fwww onerail.org/omerail-coalition-poll-
confirma-gtrong-support-for-rail/] by the One Rail Coalition, paszenger rail has a
T5% favorabilily rating, and increased service is broadly pnpuhr 83%. of Americans
agree that we should shift more passenger and freight trips to rail and transit to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. As the first step in developing ils Amirak Con-
nects US vision, Amtrak began researching potential city pairs through a literature
search of inlercily travel studies, including air corridors where inlercily passenger
rail service should be competitive, and city pairs without substantial rail and bus
services, Amtrak next brought in demographic data to identify additional city pair
markets, relating the route endpoint populations to the distance between them. Am-
trak then assessed potential intercity passenger rail corridors identified by the
America 2050 study (preduced by the Regional Plan Association) which are pre-
dicted to have the greatest ridership demand based on population size, cconomic ac-
tivity, transit connections, existing travel markets and urban density. From this,
Amtrak created a list of about 70 high-potential intercity passenger rail corridors,
most 100 to 350 miles in lenglh, to advance for further analysis. Amtrak stalf also
utilized the FRA CONNECT model, which forecasts demand and costs at a very
high level, for inilial sereening of candidate corridors and benchmarking. Ridership
and revenue forecasts were then prepared using models developed and applied by
Amtrak and its consultanl (which routinely forecasis ridership and Llicket revenue
on Amtrak’s existing train services). For each corridor analysis, the model was ap-
plied to all existing and new markets impacted by the envisioned scrvice changes.
Socic-economic data and forecasts of population, employment, and income were as-
sembled within the catchment area for each station, accounting for overlap among
adjacent stations. Other key inputs included conceptual schedules, frequency of
service, and estimated passenger fares. Forecasted demand-model output included
ridership, passenger mileage, and ticket revenue. The model utilizes existing and
historical ridership data, where available, to validate the baseline conditions.

Question 20, Can you discuss any plans to work with or include the private scctor,
including contractors, in your route expansion plans?

ANSWER., Amtrak already contracts out many services in situations that improve
Amtrak’s financial performance and service quality and are consistent with legal re-
quirements and collective bargaining agreements. Current examples include com-
missary operations for on-board food services, and servicing of Amtrak equipment
at remote terminals.

Amtrak also already has contractual arrangements and partnerships with private
sector entities to provide Thruway bus services that connect with our trains nation-
wide and extend the reach of Amtrak’s transportation scrvice with through
ticketing. Similarly, Amtrak has consulting and joint ticketing agreements with pri-
vate high speed rail line Texas Central. As deseribed by then-CEQ Bill Flyan in his
Congressional testimony in May 2021 “The joint ticketing agreement will allow pas-
sengers to make reservations through Amtrak’s website, app and other distribution
channels for trips involving travel on both Amtrak trains and Texas Central’s
planned high-speed rail line between Dallas and Houston and provide seamless con-
nections between the Amtrak and Texas Central stations.”

Amtrak’s cooperation with the private sector will only increase with IIJA-funded
route expansion pro_]cctq Providing additional rail corridors will entail spending
most of the 812 hillion in IIJA Discretionary National Network tunds on goeds and



105

services from private sector entities. Some examples include manufactured goods
such as new locomotives and railcars, rail and track materials, signal materials, and
station construction materials. Services include construction of new and improved
infrastructure to accommodate additional Amtrak service such as tracks, bridges,
stations, and maintenance facilitiez, as well as professional services to assist in
planning, designing, and executing these improvements. These services would be
provided by private host railroads whose track would be vsed and improved, profes-
sional consulting firms, as well as local private contractors throughout the eountry.

Question 21, Who should decide Amtrak’s National Network routes? Congress?
Amtrak? OUr someone else?

AnswER. The process for making changes to the National Network fi.e., Amtrak's
non-Northeast Corridor routes, which are primarily operated over other “host” rail-
roads’ tracks} is prescribed in law. With respect to state-supported routes (less-than-
750-mile routes sponsored by, and operated according to, the wishes of specific
gtates), changes in service levels (including initiation of new service) must generally
reflect the wishes of a sponsoring partner or partners, and must conform with the
cost. methodolegy policy originally developed by the State-Amtrak Intercity Pas-
senpger Rail Committee pursuant to Section 208 of the Passcnhger Rail Investment
and Improvement Act of 2008 (PRIIA).

With respect to long-distance routes (750-mile-plus routes with no state sponsors,
for which the federal government covers operating losses), the [LJA stipulates that
Amtrak “may not discontinue, reduce the frequency of, suspend, or substantially
alter the route of rail service on any segment of any long-distance route in any fiscal
year in which Amtrak rceeives adequate federal funding for such route,” with cer-
tain (narrow and/or temporary) exceptions. Amtrak is committed to tollowing the
law; assuming that Congress provides adequate funding, the company will seek to
maintain its existing network of routes. The IIJA zlso directs the Sccretary of
Transportation, in consultation with Amtrak and other appropriate entities, to pre-
pare a report to Congress regarding possible “restoration of daily intercity rail pas-
senger gerviee” along discontinued long-distanee routes, as well as currently-oper-
ational routes receiving less-than-daily service. The required report is te identify a
“preferred option” for achieving daily service along each relevant route; in support
of cach preferred option, the report must also 1) provide a prioritized inventory of
necessary capital projects, and 2} identify federal and non-tederal funding sources
that could support the proposed service level. (The Secretary is also permitted to
cvaluate potential new long-distance routes.)

Question 22 What is Amtrak’s hiring and workforce expectations for these expan-
sion plans?

AnswER. Talent Acquisition has increased recruiter headcount through outsource-
ing partnerships, temporary recruiters, and emplovee hires and will continue until
the Talent Acquisition Urganization is stable and can deliver to the statfing levels
required by Amtrak.

Additionally, Talent Acquigition has entercd a partnership with a consulting firm
to provide a recruiter flex moedel that allows Amtrak Talent Acquisition to increase
recruiter headcount when faced with higher staffing levels like we are experiencing
today. Thiz partnership will increase candidate volume and yicld an increase in
overall hires. Amtrak will continue investing in its workforce and has set a goal of
hiring over 1,900 additional emplovees by the end of FY 22.

Talent Acquisition is also committed to increasing relationships with Universities,
Colleges and Tech Schooels. Since the focused effort began, we have hired 179 interns
in calendar year 2021 from 76+ Universities with about 30% of those hires direct
from our Tier University list. Our community ecllege and technical events have
yielded professional hires as well. Career engagement {fairs, resume building, class-
room drep ins) will continue into 2022,

Question 23, As automobile technology continues to advance, including the devel-
opment of automated vehicles, how can Amtrak compete with such innovations in
terms of convenience and attracting riders?

ANSWER. Projections a few years ago that automated vehicles would proliferate
quickly have not becn realized for several reasons, including technological limita-
tions, safety, cost, and customer acceptance. Whether, when, and to what extent
automated passenger cars will gain significant usage in the future is highly uncer-
tain. Regardlegs of what the future holds for automated passenger cars, they are
not. going to solve all the problems, such as highway congestion and increased travel
demand due to population and economic growth, that create the need for continued,
improved, and expanded Amtrak service. Amtrak belicves that the best way to re-
spond to both the competition we face today and from potential future technological
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innovations is to continue, with the funding Congress has provided in the IIJA, to
pursue investments in technolog}, equipment, infrastructure, and our cmploveeq to
improve our cuslomers’ experience, enhance the qualily and reliability of Amtrak
service, and make travel by Amtrak and connections with other modes more seam-
less, and to accelerate our efforls to increase and expand Amtirak service in existing
and new markets where Amtrak service is limited or non-existent today and does
nol meet current and fulure intercily iravel needs and passenger demand.

Question 24, Can Amtrak decide to terminate routes? If so, has Amtrak congsid-
ered which routes should be terminated, and why?

Answenr, Please see response to question 21 with respect to long distance routes.
Section 209 of the Passenger Rail Invesiment and Improvement Act of 2008, codified
as a note to 48 U.S.C. 24101, requires states to provide funding, in accord with the
cost allocation methodelogy developed pursuant to thal provision, for the continued
operation of state-supported routes. Amtrak would only discontinue a state-sup-
poried route should a stale cease to provide funding for a roule or not renew the
contract for such service, which was the case with Indiana DOT and the former
Haonsier State service.

Question 25. How much moncy docs Amtrak expect to budget over the next five
fiscal years for capacily improvements on existing roules hosied by other carriers
versus for new or expanded services?

ANSWER. At present, there is not a predetermined hudget lor capacity improve-
ments on existing routes, or on routes that would host new or expanded zervice.
Amtrak’s annual capital budgeting process is the way in which a capacily project,
or any other project, “competes” for limited available funding based on the project’s
potentizl to increase revenue, reduce costs, or achieve longer term strategic objcce-
tives,

Ruestion 260 Amirak currently requires any claims against it io be arbilrated.
Please advise the subcommittee whether Amtrak intends to retain or revise this pol-
Iy,

Axswer, Amtrak currently maintains an arbitration program in which customers
agree, at the Lime they purchase a tickel, to resolve dispules with an impartial third
party, the American Arbitration Association (AAA), if they cannot be resolved di-
rectly between Amtrak and the customer. Sinee instituting this program, Amtrak
continues to resolve the majority of our passenger claims through mutual agree-
ment, without cither arbitration or court proccedings. For claims that cannot be 30
resolved, arbitration has many benefits for customers and Amtrak: faster resolution
of elaims, a more streamlined process, lower costs, convenient venues, independent
and mutually-agreed-upon arbitraters, no confidentiality restriclions, and no restric-
tions on the type of reliet available. Additionally, to elaborate on the latter point,
the types of relief available Lo customers via arbitralion are identical io the reliel
options available in the court system. While Amtrak has no current plans to modify
its policy in general, there mayv be cases where the parties mutually agree not to
submit to arbitration, if appropriate for the efficient adjudication of the claims at
issue.

Question 27, What are Amtrak’s losses, per train or per passenger-mile, when tak-
ing into zccount. depreciation of equipment?

ANSWER, Amtrak uses the group method of depreciation (group method) in which
a single composite depreciation rate is applied to the gress investment in a par-
ticular class of property or equipment, despite differences in the service life or sal-
vapge value of individual property units within the same clagzs. While we know how
much depreciation has been recorded for a particular group, we do not calculate
equipment depreciation per train, which would vary from day to day depending
upon the number and type of cquipment units aszigned, or cequipment depreciation
attributable to operation of our National Train System that could be used to cal-
culate a depreciation cost per passenger mile.

Question 28. What is your position on private cars on Amtrak trains and charter
trains operated by Amtrak?

Axswer., Amtrak is pleased to move privately-owned railroad cars on Amtrak
trains between selected locations around the country, and to operate trains of Am-
trak equipment, or privately-owned equipment, as charters on Amtrak-served routes
throughout the nation. Additional details for using these services can be found on
amtrak.com.

Question 29, Can you discuss vour thoughts on Amtrak being a good steward of
the taxpayer dellars, including strivi ing to get & good return on taxpayer money and
make a profit rather than suffer annual revenue losses?
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AnsWER. (longress made clear in a 1978 amendment to the Rail Passenger Service
Aet that Amtrak was not intended to be profitable. That would be an unrealistic
expectation, since Amtrak was created to relieve private railroads of passenger oper-
ations on which all of them were incurring huge financial losses, no private .S,
intercity passenger rail serviee initiated since Amtrak’s formation has achieved prof-
itability, and every national passenger rail system in the world is dependent upon
public funding. Amtrak is also required by federal law to operate or provide many
services that have no prospect of recovering their costs. And unlike for-profit busi-
nesses, what Amtrak can charge freight and commuter railroads for use of its most
valuable asset—the Amtrak-owned rail infrastructure on the Northeast Corridor
and clsewhere—is prescribed by statute to equal the recovery of costs. Likewise, the
payments states make for Amtrak’s operation of state-supported services, which are
governed by a statutorilv-created body of Amtrak and the states, and those pay-
ments cover only a portion of those services” operating and capital costs.

In Section 22201 of the recently enacted Infrastructure Investment and Johs Act,
Congress revised Amtrak's goals to provide that the company was to “maximize the
benefits of federal investments.” Amtrak believes thiz i an appropriate goal, and
endeavors to achieve it by operating in a cost-efficient manner; improving oper-
ational performance; maximizing ridership through improvements in customer serv-
ice, marketing and optimal uzse of cquipment; maximizing revenues by utilizing vield
management and pursuing revenue-generating ancillary business activities;
partnering with state governments and other funding partners to leverage federal
funding; utilizing available federal capital funding for investments that produce the
highest benefits and make Amtrak service more competitive with other modes; and
increasing the availability and relevance of Amtrak service by adding service in
growing, underserved and unserved markets.

Question 30, Recently there was a serious security ineident on an Amtrak train
in Tucson, Arizona. Given Amtrak’s plans to expand service, how de you plan to
build rider confidence that Amtrak trains are safe and crime-free?

Answer, The entire Amtrak family continues to honor the sacrifice of Drug En-
torcement Administration Special Agent Michael Garbo who tragically died in the
line of duty on October 4, 2021 in Tucson, Arizona.

Amtrak passcngers and traing travel on a significantly safe system thanks to the
efforts of the Amtrak DPolice Department, which Congress has directed to employ
over 430 unifermed police officers. Policing 4 national network is unique and chal-
lenging, [n addition to our dedicated foree, we rely on partnerships with local, state,
and federal law enforcement partners across the country. Uur relationship with
DEA Special Agent Garbo and his taskforce of officers was one of those valued part-
nerships. Special Agent Garbo frequently worked with our team to provide a visible
deterrent in Tucson and actively entorced the law. Un (ctober 4, in Tucsen, those
officers encountered a criminal, who was evading law enforcement authorities in
California after escaping from a pretrial release program for & serious violent felony.
The suspect, armed with two handguns, had vowed not to return to jail, and shot
SA Garbo and wounded two other law enforcement officers without provocation.
That crime was jointly investigated by the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the
Amtrak Iolice Department.

Amtrak and its police officers prioritize the safety and security of our passengers
above all clse, working tirelessly. Efforts start with a strong core of progressive po-
lice officers who use intelligence led policing to address emerging threats, to quickly
identify patterns in our stations and on-board trains, providing a visible deterrent.
QOur officers utilize the latest TSA style technology to conduct random screenings of
passengers in various locations. We are currently exploring options to expand our
random screening program, in partnership with TSA. Local, state, and federal law
cnforecement partners attend training and cducational clagzes about the uniqueness
of surface rail transportation, and they become force multipliers across the nation.

Our canine program is among the strongest, with over 50 specially trained canine
partners that participate in gerecning passengers for weaponsg and cxploqlvcs Local
officers meet regularly with counterparts and are aware of current trends in areas
adjacent to our operations across the country.

Data and analytics drive decision making, and while no agency has & erystal hall,
our analysts use data to quickly identify potential areas of crime, and commanders
credte strategies through the COMPSTAT process to deploy rescurces to address
and mitigate crime at the root cause.

Une of the cornerstones of our success in providing customers and employees with
a significantly safe system is the deployment of officers as visible deterrents on our
traina. The feedback we receive from our train crews and employvees tells us this
is the right approach.
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Question 31, Have you worked with the Amtrak Police Department or other law
cnforecement to ensure that Amtrak trains are safe? If so, what actions have you
taken?

Answenr, Please see the answer to the previous question.

Question 32, Do you believe that Amtrak should privritize improving and ensuring
its currcnt network ig safe and crime-free before it looks at expansion?

AnswER., Amtrak’s highest priority is the safety of its customers and emplovees,
and we are confident in the safety of our services.

Question 33, Last vear, the Amtrak Inspector General found issues with Amtrak’s
abilily 1o defline the role, priorities, and size of the Amtrak Police Department. Can
you tell us how Amtrak is addressing these issues?

Answer. In July 2020, the Amirak Office of Inspecior General issued a reporl Li-
tled “Safety and Sccurity: Management of the Police Department Hag Recently Im-
proved but Foundational Decisions Are Needed on Its Role and Priorities.” The re-
porl’s primary recommendation centered around building a consensus with Amirak
management around the core migzion and appropriate staffing of the Department.
Their report has served as the toundational roadmap for the Amtrak IPolice Depart-
ment as its [ve-year siralegic plan was developed. Phase two of our efforts included
the commissioning of & workforee planning study to help guide deployments and fu-
ture stafting decisions.

Wilh Amirak’s Corporate Values to “De the Right Thing, Put Customers Firsi,
and Excel Together” ag our foundation, the Amtrak Police Department built its gtra-
tegic plan on our 4 pillars to help better define the mission and vision of the agency:
Protecting People and Infrastructure, Supporting our People, Internal and External
Partnerships, and Optimizing the Business.

The pillars were developed as the result of feedback from the Amtrak Executive
Leadership Team (ELT) and ihe execution of a comprehensive SWOT {Strengths,
Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats) asscssment performed by APD com-
manders and key stakeholders.

APD’s workforee study will complement its Strategic Plan and help detail present
staffing levels against the actual needs for providing police service to the U.S’s na-
tional rail system, given the current challenges in the public satety arena.

The foundation of the analysis is on Amtrak’s commitment to providing a holistie
approach to security and policing focusing on ensuring staffing is aligned with the
primary pillars of the department’s strategic plan, which include protecting people
and infrasiructure, supporling our people, developing internal and exiernal partner-
ships, and optimizing the business as well as the company’'s goals of doing the right
thing, excelling together, and putting customers first.

The workforce study is expecled 1o be complete by the end of January 2022

The APD’s approach to its Strategic Plan and workforce study provides a founda-
tion and creates a strong culture of accountability and responsibility, sets the De-
parlment on a palh as a national leader in providing public safely, collaboraling
with the communities we serve and at the same time valuing both the long and
complex history of pelicing in our country. The Amtrak PPolice Department’s Stra-
tegic Plan also embraces calls for reform in our nation’s criminal justice system.

QusTIoN rroM Hon, Jesos G, *Cluoy” GARCIA TO STEPLEN GARDNER, PRESIDENT,
NATIONAL RATLROAD PASSENGER (CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Question 1. There has been a lot of discussion on choesing operators for state-sup-
ported routes. Right now, Amtrak is the primary operator of state supported routes
and they are the only entity that hazs a right of preference to operate passenger rail
service on freight owned rail. Amtrak is also a Railway Labor Act covered entity
a0 its employees, many of whom are unionized, are covercd by those labor protec-
tions. Those protections den’t necessarily apply to employees of private rail contrac-
tors. My understanding is that Amtrak is making significant investments in their
state gupported routes. Can you expand on these investments and algo the general
benefits Amtrak provides as the operator of state-supported routes?

ANSWER, You are correct that Amtrak has made major investments in state-sup-
ported routes despite the very limited funding available for that purpose prior to
the enactment of the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act {ILTA). Among the
state-supported corridors in which Amtrak, in partnership with our state partners,
has made or committed to make significant investments in recent years are Wash-
ington-Richmond, Virginia; the planned $-Line corridor between Ietersburg, Vir-
ginia and Raleigh, North Carolina; the TCMC corridor between St. Paul and Chi-
cago; the Hiawatha route between Milwaukee and Chicago; the Chicago-Detroit
Michigan Line; the I’hiladelphia-Harrisburg Kevstone Corridor; the Springtield,
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Massachusetts-New Haven Hartford Line; and the Gulf Coast route between New
Orleans and Maobile, Alabama. State-supported routes have also bencfited from Ame-
trak investmenls in slations served by slale-supporied irains, including major in-
vestments in Chicago Union Station and Washington Union Station, and ADA and
other station improvement projects al many olher stalions. Amtrak inveslments in
technolegy used by passengers on state-supported trains, in particular the Amtrak
app, have also significantly benefited slale-supported roules.

The recently enacted IIJA provides $12 billion in advance appropriations to FRA
for the primary purpese of funding the Corridor Identification and Development Pro-
gram to initiate, expand and improve intercity passenger rail service on corridors
outzide of the Northeast Corridor. The ILJA provides that these corriders may be
operated by Amtrak or private rail carriers. The [IJA also provides $16 billion in
advance appropriations for National Network grants to Amtrak, a portion of which
Amtrzk is directed to use for the new single-level trainsets Amtrak 1s acquiring that
will operate on state-supported routes and Amtrak is authorized to use for other in-
vestments on Amtrak-operaled routes. As the FRA stands up the program for selecl-
ing corridors for development, we intend to be an active participant in the process.

Regarding the value Amirak brings to slate partners: In 2019, pre-pandemic, Am-
trak state-supperted services had ridership of over 15 million passengers annually
with 28 state-supported routes and 19 partners. To accomplish this, we leverage our
pooled investments, our unique access rights, safety, and operational expertise
across the full Amtrak network to deploy solutions that would be challenging to de-
liver if not at scale, This has created a solid foundation and unique value propo-
sition acrozs the major areag of our business—infragtructure, trangportation, prod-
uct, and commercial delivery—and makes Amtrak a compelling partner for future
state corridors. We can execute this business maodel because of the strength of our
strong emplovee base, and as we expand, we will use our existing labor framework
to create additional high-quality johs.

Amirak believes that all operators of passenger rail services thal operale over the
natienal network, or that receive federal funding, loans or access to tax advantaged
financing, should be subject Lo the Railway Labor Aci and other federal railroad
laws such as the Railroad Retirement Act.

QuesTions FroyM Hox, Hexgy C, “HANK” JOLNSON, J1L 1O STEPLHEN GARDNER,
PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RATLROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Question 1. According to a 2020 paszenger survey [httpa:/media.amtrak.com/2020/
09/americans-continue-to-strongly-support-more-rail-and-public-transit/, nationwide
Ag'ica}rll Americans are 13 percent of the U.S. population, but 19 percent of Amtrak’s
ridership.

. How will your plans to expand intercity passenger rail prioritize diverse rider-

ship and ensure thal communities of color are not lorgotien?

Axswer, Amtrak’s vision for expanding its route network as articulated in Am-
trak Connects US direcily addresses this 1asue. The most exitensive implementalion
of new routes in Amtrak’s vision is in regions of the country, generally in the South
including Georgia, Tennessee, Alabama, Florida, and Texas, which are currently
vastly underserved by Amtrak trains, and generally have a significant representa-
tion of communities of color. Amtrak’s vision, dependent on the cooperation of our
state funding partners, is to increase our route network and service substantially
in these areas. And unlike airlines, Amtrak trains stop frequently in rural arcas
throughout the nation, providing essential transpoertation service to a diverse range
of residents located in major metropolitan areas, mid-sized communitics, and small
towns.

b. Your testimony indicates that there are opportunities te develop partnerships
with universities, community colleges, and labor organizations to attract and
educate the Amtrak workforce of the future. Can you describe Amtrak’s plan
of action to ensure that women and people of color are recruited and tramed
for these new jobs?

Answer, Amtrak continues to develop and expand our engagement and partner-
ship with Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs), Hispanic-Serving
Institutions (HSIs) and colleges for women. These connections play & vital role in
attracting qualitied, diverse talent to employment opportunities across Amtrak. In
2022, to further build our reputation as a diverse and inclusive place to work, Am-
trak will grow and expand its university rclationg recruitment to create meaningful
connections with students from these schools, as well as community colleges and
technical schools that educate diverse student populations. Amtrak has 7 scholar-
ship offerings which are targeted to support cducational costs for students pursuing
degrees or programs in STEM. Business/Supply Chain, Railroad programs, and
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Technical/Vocational schools. Over 50% of Amtrak’s scholarships are targeted to
support diverse gtudents. The program provides support to our community while
also building Amtrak’s pipeline of candidates for internships and early career oppor-
tunities. We will expand our newly introduced scholarship offerings to include
women and people of eolor. These efforts arc projected to increase the pipeline of
students interested in careers at Amtrak.

Amtrak will also establish new relationships with several organizations including
Women in Technology, Women in Transportation, National Society of Black Engi-
neers, Society of Hispanic IProfessional Engineers, Society of Women Engineers and
Association of Latine Professionals of America. We will solicit engagement from our
internal Employec Resource Groups: Noteh8, A Philip Randolph, Express Pride,
UNIDOS, Asian IPacific America and Den’t DIS our ABILITY to participate in im-
purtant conferences, recruiting events, guest speaking and promotional opportuni-
ties, highlighting our open employment roles.

In 2022, Amtrak launched The Mechanical Apprenticeship Program. It offers hoth
trade school and Amtrak courses, combining basic skills with specialized curricu-
lums for cach of the five different Mechanical tracks that will be offered. Amtrak
iz leveraging its Wilmington and Beech Grove back shops and four maintenance
yard locations as primary sites to conduct the apprenticeship training.

Census tracts for the Wilmington, Washington, D.C., and Beech Grove training
locations fit the Federal Transit Administration’s definition for Areas of Persistent
Poverty thttps:www transit.dot.gov/grant-programs/areas-persistent-poverty-pro-
gram}). An Arca of Persistent Poverty is defined as a Census Tract with a poverty
rate of at least 20 percent. These are the locations where we will source our appren-
tice candidates, feeding inte the pool of higher paying, skilled journeyman positions.

Percentage Minority Population
City {Census Tract of Facility)
Los Angeles, CA e 58.29%
ChICAZa, I oo e e 50.26%
Beach Grove, IN oo e, 23.00%
New Yark, NY oo e 87.34%
Wilmington, DE oo e 81.81%
Washington, D.C. oo e 92.95%

Amtrak has also applied for a Consolidated Rail Infrastructure and Safety Im-
provement (CRISD) grant in support of the Mechanical Apprenticeship Program to
help fund internal training and expanded partnership with local trade schools for
tramming and recruiting. The targeted future expansien across all Amtrak depart-
menis will furlther enable us Lo continuously grow and educale a diverse, productive,
and safe workforce.

QUESTION FROM Hox. Doua LaMarra o Hon. Davin 5. Kiv, SECRETARY,
CaLIFORNLA STatlk TRANSFORTATION AGENCY

Question 1. Given the repeated delays and cost overruns of the California high-
speed rail project, as well as the propensity of the project’s rail authority to dis-
respect privale property rights, why wouldn'l it make moere sense Lo abandon what
little progress has been made on the California project and instead lean in to up-
grading Amtrak’s system, given their significant funding increases and proven suc-
cess running high-speed trainsg in the Northeast Corridor?

Answer, In 2008, California voters made clear what they wanted with the pas-
sage of Proposition 1A—an electrified rail system capable of speeds of 200 mph or
greater, connecting Los Angeles/Anaheim with the Bay Area via the Central Valley.
In order to address elimate change, provide needed mobility options, and address
highway and airport congestion, it's necessary for California to complete this needed
form of mobility.

California is building & syvstem capable of running trains at 220 mph. This system
will run from San Francisco to Los Angeles in less than 3 hours. On this segment,
Amtrak’s fastest trains that currently run speeds of 125 mph in the Northeasl Cor-
ridor would take much longer and would consequently be ineapable of traveling fast
enough to satisfy the speed requirement outlined in Proposition 14,

Amirak’s current service from San Francisco to Los Angeles requires more than
nine hours and includes a combination of train and bus transportation. Upgrading
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mitted, and the Board is reviewing the record, giving full and fair consideration to
all stakeholder views.

Question 2. The STB instituted a proceeding regarding the preemption of railcars
in transit from the Clean Water Act regulations. Members of the Committee wrote
to the STB about the importance of the Interstate Commerce Commission Termi-
nation Act of 1895 (ICCTA) precmpting the applicahility of the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System permitting program to rail cars in transit. That doeck-
ct closed in May 2020, Given that proceeding is not listed on the Boards quarterly
reports, when can we expecl a decision?

Answer, In November 2019, the AAR filed in Docket No. FI 36369 a petition for
declaratory order requesting the Board find thal 49 U.S.C. § 10501k preempis the
Clean Water Act’s discharge prohibition and National Pollutant Discharge Elimi-
nation Syslem permilling regime, as applied lo discharges incidental Lo the normal
operation of rail cars in transit. The Board instituted a declaratory order proceeding
and esgtablished & procedural schedule, under which the record closed in May 2020,
The proceeding is under active consideration at the Board, and we expect to issue
a decigion in the matter shortly.

QUESTION FROM HoN. ELEANGR HoLMES NORTON To CHAIRMAN ANN D. BEGEMAN
AND VICE ClAIRMAN MARTIN J. OBERMAN, SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

Ruestion I The FRA just published its final rule establishing metrics and a min-
imum standard to measure on-time performanee and service quality for Amtrak
trains as directed by Section 207 of PRIIA. Does the STE plan on issuing implemen-
tation guidance for this rule? If not, what role does STB plan on having in imple-
mentation?

Answer, The final rule recently issued by the FRA was a prerequizite to the
STDB's exercise of its invesligalive aulhority under PRITA. TUnder secltion 213 of
PRIIA, the Board may institute an investigation on its own initiative if {1) on-time
performance of any intercity passenger train averages less than 80% for any two
conseculive calendar quarlers, or (2) the service qualily of inlercily passenger irain
operations for which minimum standards are established under section 207 fails to
meet those standards for two consecutive calendar quarters. If a complaint is filed
by Amtrak, an intercily passenger operator, a hosi freight railroad over which Am-
trak operates, or an entity for which Amtrak operates intercity passenger rail serv-
ice, section 213 directs the Board to initiate such an investigation. The purpose of
a Board investigation is te delermine whether and io whal extent delays or failure
to achieve minimum standards are due to causes that eoculd reasonably be addressed
either by the rail carrier over whose tracks the intercity passenger train operates
or by Amtrak or other intereity passenger rail operators. As parl of ils inveshigalion,
the STB may award damagces or other appropriate relief to Amtrak under certain
circumstances.

At this lime, the Board has not determined it necessary Lo issue implementation
guidance. Amtrak had previously brought two on-time performance cases under
PRIIA betore the Board. See Nat'! R.R. Passenger Corp.—Sec. 213 Investigation of
Substandard Performeance on Rail Lines of Cenadien Natl? Ry, Dockel No. NOR
42134; Natl R.R. Passenger Corp.—Investigation of Substendard Performanee of the
Capitol Ltd., Docket No. NUR 42141. Those cases were ultimately dismissed without
prejudice al the unoppesed requesl of the defendant carriers alter the U.8. Court
of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit initially found section 207 of PRIIA to be unconstitu-
tional. The Board will take appropriate action to conduct section 213 investigations
as warrantad by fulure developments.

QUESTIONS FROM HOn, Prrrr A, DeFazio 10 STeEpHEN J. GARDNER, SeN10R Execu-
TIVE VICE PRESIDENT, CHIEF OPERATING AND COMMERCIAL OFFICER, NATIONAL
RalLROAD PassENGER CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Question 1. It has been presented that the system essentially works in the inter-
est of either freight or passenger rail as a zero-sum game. As a tormer dispatcher
yourself, please give your perspective. [s there a way to both have an efficient pas-
senger rail gystem and not impinge upon the freipht industry?

Axswenr. Absolutely. IPassenger and freight trains have co-existed since railroads
began, Trains—whether freight, passenger or both—perform well when solid oper-
ating plans, rcliable infrastructure and well-trained staff arc in place to support the
operation. Today, our passenger trains account for only a small share of train oper-
ations on the vast majority of the freight railroad-owned lines over which Amtrak
operates. It strains credibility to suggest that most of our operations, for instance,
one round-trip over a modern, CTC-equipped, freight mainline with five to six trains
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per hour of capacity, have any material impact on freight operations or that it is
difficult to keep such operations on-time. The only way that our highly scheduled
and predictable operation could have any real impact on most routes is if freight
operations are so variable, so erratic and so “unscheduled”—despite the buzzwords
of today—that conflicts are allowed to regularly ocour.

Such cases are fundamentally a train operations management problem. Freight
railroads have an obligation to support our operation with the required discipline,
focus and precision—all attributes they claim to possess for their freight oper-
ations—that are needed for us to produce a reliable service tor the nation. For well
over a century, the predecessors of our Class I railroads delivered this level of serv-
ice, treating many pasgenger trains as “superior” traing that must be delivered on-
time and never delaved. Teday's freight railroad prefessionals are no less capable
of this feat.

It iz also important to note that on nearly all of Amtrak’s routes over freight rail-
roads, Amtrak, the federal government and/or our state partners have made signifi-
cant investments, in some cases with financizl contributions from our freight rail-
road hosts, that have provided increased capacity and upgraded infrastructure that
are used by hoth freight and Amtrak trains.

There are numerous examples of successful collaboration between freight and pas-
senger railroads. Descriptions of some of these cxamples can be found on the
website of One Rail, the coalition of rail stakeholders of which Amtrak and the Asso-
ciation of American Railroads are members. (https//www. onerail.orgfcategory/
onerail-materials/rail-success-storics/y One of the cxamples described iz Amtrak’s
Downeaster service between Boston and Portland, which has been highly successful
due to a strong partnership among Amtrak, our state partner, the Northern New
England Passenger Rail Authority and the freight railroad for which [ was a train
dispatcher, and has attracted significant federal funding for rehabilitation of an im-
portant freight rail line.

There are alse many suecessful operational partnerships between freight and pas-
senger railroads. The Chicago Integrated Rail Uperations Center, established in
2015, brings together representatives of the Class 1 railroads operating in Chicago,
Metra and Amtrak to monitor train performance throughout the Chicago area and
coordinate actions to relieve operational and congestion issues. In South Florida, ca-
pacity and other infrastructure investments on an existing freight railroad-ewned
line between Miami and West Palm Beach that has heavy freight traffic comprised
primarily of high-priority intermodal trains and the establishment of a joint dis-
patching center have allowed for the introduction and successful operation (pre
COVID-19) of 34 pagsenger traing a day operated by a private railroad: many times
the number of trains Amtrak contemplates adding on freight railroad-owned lines
as part of the corrider development program for which we will seek funding in reau-
thorization.

In summary, there are many steps Amtrak and our hosts can take to achieve good
performance and growth for both passenger and freight service, but the most funda-
mental is the recognition by our hosts that supporting reliable passenger service is
both an obligation te the public and the natien.

Question 2. Mr. U'Toole’s testimony states that “passenger train advocates want
the railroads to give preference to passenger trains.” As history recalls, Congress
granted this right of preference for Amtrak trains in exchange for relieving the
struggling, privately-owned freight railroads of their common carrier chligation to
provide passenger rail transportation by creating Amtrak. That statutery right of
preference has been codified sinece President Nixon signed it inte law five decades
ago.

e Can vou describe the negative impacts to Amtrak and its passengers when its
traing arc not provided the prefercnee Congress specifically granted it 50 years
ago?

e Does giving Amtrak trains preference harm the movement of freight?

Answer, In FY 2018, 6.5 million Amtrak passengers werc significantly late on
trains delayved by host railroads, largely as a result of some treight railroads ignor-
ing Amtrak’s right to preference. This resulted in lost time, missed family commit-
ments and business meetings, and trips not taken for fear of arriving late. Across
the Amtrak long distance network, customer on time performance (OTP) in FY
2018—the percentage of passengers who arrived at their destination on time—was
only 42%. On one-third of cur 15 long distance routes, more than geven out of every
ten passengers arrived significantly late. Several state supported corrider routes
were similarly delayed.

The principal reaszon for thiz dismal on time performance is freight train inter-
terence by host freight railroads. Freight train interference iz caused by dispatching
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decisions that prioritize the operation of freight trains over passenger trains, either
putting Amtrak trains behind slow-moving freight trains for miles or relegating the
passenger train to wait in sidings for freight trains to pass. These delays totaled
more than one million minutes in FY 2019—equivalent to two years of passengers
waiting for freight—which demonstrates that on many host railroads Amtrak trains
are not receiving the preference over treight transportation required by law.

Late trains have a major cost to Amtrak., When trains are regularly late, cus-
tomerg choose alternative modes of travel, representing a lost opportunity for ticket
revenue. Delays also have a direct impact on operating costs by increasing overtime
and labor expenses, fuel costs, additional meals and hotel rooms for passengers that
migs connections, an increase in the number of locomotives and passenger cars re-
quired for the operation, among other costs.

The cumulative financial impact to Amtrak is substantial. The U.S. Department
of Transportation Office of [nspector General found that Amtrak would experience
a net annual gain of nearly $140 million if on time perfermance across the network
improved to 85% .1 The Amtrak Office of Inspector General found that impreving on
time performanee by just five percentage points would result in short-term financial
gains of $12 million, and improving on time performance te 75% for a sustained pe-
i‘_iud zwuuld result in annual savings of $42 million and one-time savings of $336 mil-
ion.

Preference viclations—and the absence of preference enforcement—have also
meant that public investment in freight railroad infrastructure to improve pas-
senger rail performance has not yvielded promised returns for passcngers or state
funding partners. For example, in the year after nearly $500 million were invested
in the freight railread line used by the State of North Carolina-supported Piedmont
service, host railroad delays actually increased, up to twice the level they were prior
to the investment. Un the route into Chicago used by three train services supported
by the State of Michigan, as well as the Capitol Limited and Lake Shore Limited
long distance traing, 5200 million of public funds were invested into the Englewood
Flyvover and Indiana Gateway projects. Today, however, passengers traveling on this
line regularly encounter severe—and eminently avoidable—host railroad delays,
Taxpaycrs and passengers deserve a better return on their investment.

Bome freight railroads claim that providing passenger trains with preterence is
an unreasonable standard that limits the efficiency of the rail network and service
provided to shippers, or that it will bring freight movement to a standstill. These
inflated claims do not withstand any level of scrutiny. First, freight railreads can
seek relief from the Surface Transpertation Board if they truly believe that pro-
viding Amtrak with prefercnee materially legzens the guality of freight transpor-
tation provided to shippers. The fact that not one railroad has ever sought such re-
lief suggests that either railroads do not believe that providing preference affects
the quality of service provided to shippers or the railroads believe they can ignore
the law with impunity. Second, there is no correlation between freight volumes and
freight train interference delays on most rail lines, which means dispatching deci-
siong unrelated to freight traffic levels drive Amtrak on time performanee. Third,
the presence of a few daily passenger trains on freight railroad mainlines poses no
threat to the quality and growth of freight transpertation. For comparison, Amtrak’s
mosgtly two-track Northeast Corridor mainline between Newark and New York Penn
Station hosts up to 48 trains an hour. On most host railroad mileage, Amtrak oper-
ates two trains a day.

Simply stated, freight railroads cannot show that compliance with federal law on
preference leads to a detrimental impact on their freight transportation business.
When freight carrier leadership has decided to dispatch Amtrak trains according to
the law, we have scen Amtrak’s on time performance improve literally overnight.
During these times, there was no evidence of negative impacts to the overall fluidity
of America’s rail network. In fact, it has been reported by some freight railroad lead-
crs that efficient Amtrak service is & strong indicator that their own operations arc
running efficiently.

Question 3. Over the last several years, the freight railroads have adopted a set
of operating procedures championed by the late Hunter Harrison and known as
“precision scheduled railroading.” Along with other negative outcomes for shippers
and employees, this has resulted in 3-mile-long trains that are too long for most ex-
isting sidings. How have the excessively long trains associated with precision sched-
uled railroading impacted Amtrak and its pasgzsengers?

Axswen. In theory, tightly-scheduled freight operations could help support pas-
senger train performance by ensuring minimal conflicts, consistency, and better uti-
lization of existing capacity. In practice, however, “scheduled” freight operations are
often a far cry from what we would consider “scheduled,” as Amtrak trains operate
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on schedules set, essentially, to the minute-hand while “scheduled” freight trains op-
crate on schedules sct to hour-hand. This mismatch in required precision and oper-
ating discipline is evident when one looks closely at our eperation over most hosts,
and the much heralded benefits of “precision railroading™ have yet to arrive for our
trains on most lines.

Additionally, passengers traveling over lines owned by some railroads that have
deployed Precision Scheduled Railroading principles have experienced severe delays,
in part driven by the operation of trains too long to fit into the existing sidings on
the line. In recent moenths, passengers on Amtrak Cascades and Missouri River
Runner trains have been foreed to follow freight trains for miles, at a slower apceced,
because the freight train ahead could not fit inte a siding to allow the Amtrak train
to pass. Even if the freight railroad eventually allows the Amtrak train to pass, ma-
neuvering the Amtrak train ahead of such long freight trains typically results in sig-
nificant additional delay.

Passengers have also been stuck for hours while freight trains experience mechan-
ical izsues, inherent to the operation of extremely long and heavy freipht trains,
that effectively shut down the rail line. For example, just since October, there have
been at least 6 incidents on the Missouri River Runner rvoute that shut down the
entire rail line, forcing Amtrak passengers to wait for hours and leading to several
caneellations, including the following incidents:

e On November 8, a freight train stalled twice, causing 4 hours of delay to pas-
gengers and an early termination that required busing to customers’ final des-
tination.

¢ On November 6, & freight train broke down, causing an hour of delay to pas-
sengers,

¢ On November 3, a freight train broke down, causing 6 hours of delay to pas-
sengers, an early termination, as well as the cancellation of the return train.

¢ On October 28, a freight train broke down, blocking the line and causing 3
hours of delay to passengers on one train and a 1-hour delay to passengers on
the return train.

We appreciate that the Committee has recognized the potential adverse effects of
certain Precision Scheduled Railroading practices and has ineluded in the Moving
Forward Act a Government Accountability Office study on the impact of the imple-
mentation of Precision Scheduled Railroading on Amtrak and other stakeholders, as
well as a4 National Academies study of the safety impacts of freight trains that are
longer than 7,500 feet.

To ensure passengers do not continue to experience the severe delays associated
with the operation of these behemoth freight traing, host railroads should hoeld the
freight train until the Amtrak train has cleared the area.

QUesTioNs FroM HoN, Erie A “RICK” CRAWFORD TO STEPLEN 4. GARDKER, SENIOR
EXrcUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, (CHIEF OPERATING AKD COMMFERCIAL OFFICER, Na-
TIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION {AMTRAK]

Question 1. Despite Amtrak’s huge losses and potentially slow climb back to nor-
mal operations, il was reported in October thal Amirak was circulaling a map show-
ing plans to expand at a reported extra cost of at least $25 billion (zee below from
Oclaber 21, 2020 Politico Morning Transpariation).
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The Amtrak System 2035

Amtrak's expansion plans for the next 15 years —Amtra

Given these plans:

a.} Please explain how you arrived at the extra cost of $25 billien, and whether
you cxpect the cost to exceed that catimate.

AnswER. Amirak strongly believes that many corridors connecling cily-pairs
around the nation have the right mix of pepulation, density, economic growth and
congestion to warrant corridor service. Many of these locations have seen huge
growth since Amtrak was founded in 1971 and yet, our route map has failed to
evolve to serve them, creating irrational omissions in our network. These markets
deserve, as other regions receive, to have frequent and auto-competitive intercity
passenger rail service as part of & national passenger rail systen.

The cosi estimate of 325 hillian represents the first one-third of investment need-
ed to implement all the routes on the Amtrak System 2035 map. The approximate
$25 billion reflects corridor development that is expected to begin during the period
of Amirak’s reauthorization proposal and Five Year Plan (FY22-FY26). The invesi-
ment to complete the full set of route expansions proposed to be implemented by
2035 is approximately $75 billion.

To develop these costs, we cvaluated the current condition of cach rail line that
is a candidate for new or expanded passenger rail service. That analysis suggested
what the most efficient method would be to add capacity to the rail line, such as
additional tracks or better signaling, that may be required to aceommaodate the pro-
posed new service. UInit cost estimales were applied to these capacity improvements
to create the final cost estimate for each line, Amtrak alse estimated the cost of
train station improvements and additional locomotives and train ears. The cost esti-
mates include contingency lclors Lo absorb unexpected cost overruns.

.} Please explain these expansion plans in written detail, including how these
new routes were chosen and the expected funding sourceis).

ANSWER. Amirak is working on a 15 year vision for the luture of intercity pas-
senger rail service in the U.8., which will include more trains in more markets to
serve a growing and changing population, reduce carbon emissions, and provide
safe, fast, modern, efficienl and enjoyable rail iransportaiion. We hope Lo lnalize
our analysis and written report in the coming months and will make this expansion
plan public as soon as our work is done. Our plans will include specific new routes
as wcll ag additional frequencies to existing routes. Amtrak envisions that any such
expansion would require additional federal investment under a new authorized Cor-
rider Development Program funded as part of Amtrak’s National Network grant,
and we will also include suggested policy proposals for Congress to congider early
nexl year. We look forward to sharing this detail wilth you as scon as il is ready
and hope to work with Congress to put the funding and tools in place so that Am-
trak can reach more of your constituents.
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¢.) Please state whether Amtrak completed any studies or reports that assessed
issues including rider demand, viability, expected profits, and the need for these
new routes.

Axswer, Amtrak analvzed each of the preoposed services, which included both
promisging new and expanded corridor routes, addressing the lollowing drafl analyi-
ical elements:

e Developed pro forma train schedules including proposed siations with train

times and frequency

« Forecast ridership and revenue uzing models developed in-house and by an ex-
ternal consulting firm, applied to the proposed train schedules and population
around cach station
Estimated operating costs based on train schedules and capacity requirements
using Amtrak costs tor services of similar characteristics
e Combined estimated ridership, revenue, and operatling cosls Lo produce oper-
ating and financial measures by route
Farecasi roule capital costs by assessing infrastructure condition and eapacily
through already completed studies (when available) or assembling route data
from various sourceg and quantitatively aszsessing probable costs
e Assessed equipment and facility requirements for individual routes, combining

resources when practical on adjoining routes
We continue to refine these analytical details.

Ruestion 2. The Subcommittee appreciates Amtrak’s response to the letter me and
my colleagues sent regarding operation of the Biden presidential campaign charter
train despite Amirak’s severe service limitalions due to the pandemic. However, as
Ranking Member of the Subcommittee, I'm still concerned that the response failed
to answer the question aboul the total cosl to Amirak of providing this service,
which is very important given Amtrak’s extremely limited resources and historic de-
mands for taxpaver money right now. Accordingly, please provide the Subcommittee
with the total costs to Amtrak and whether Amtrak made a profit off the Biden
charter train.

Anxswenr, As stated in Amtrak’s letter of November 10, 2020, the Biden presi-
dentizl campaign charter train was commercially priced and utilized the same cost-
ing methodology that Amtrak applies to every other charter train customer. This
customer reccived no financial discount or rate reductions. The pricing produced a
surplus over Amtrak’s fully allocated costs, which were $209,000.

Ruestion 3. In 2012, the Surface Transpertation Board (STDB) found Amtrak’s
state-supported route payment cost methodelogies to be compliant with the Pas-
senger Rail Invesimeni and Improvement Aci. Yet, hath the (Government Accouni-
ability Office (GAO) and Amtrak’s Inspector General (IG) have highlighted a lack
of transparcncy and major deficicneics in Amtrak's state cost formulas. A recent
Amtrak [G report published August 5, 2020 found that Amtrak cannot even identify
what the cost to a state would be if it added an additional car to a train. Please
explain what Amtrak doing to address these issues.

Answer, In 2012, the STB approved Amtrak’s petition to adopt a Section 209 cost
sharing methodology that was developed jointly by Amtrak and 18 states affected
by Section 209, Since then, Amtrak has worked with states te update the method-
ology and develop reporting lools lor the siates Lo use in managing their services.
We acknowledge that, after these several vears, some states are not satisfied with
the currentl approach.

The August Sth report mentioned above quotes a state representative making the
claim that Amtrak “cannot tell a state how much it would cost to add a car to a
train.” We respectfully submit that this statement is not entirely accurate, but we
acknowledge that forecasting the costs of proposed service changes can be & complex
undertaking that is highly route-specific and can take time. Because total costs for
any route are a combination of direct costs and overhead ecosts that are allocated
pursuant to the Congressionally-direcied and DOT Volpe center-developed APT allo-
cation system that Amtrak is required to use for allocating and assigning costs,
whal appears to be a simple change can have complex ramifications related Lo allo-
cated charges. These challenges were magnified in the beginning of C{OVID-19,
when many slates were requesling service changes to respond lo heallh and safely
concerns, along with reduced ridership.

As a member of the Stale-Amtrak Iniercily Passenger Rail Commiitee (SAIPRC),
Amtrak has agreed to work with the other members to revigit the Section 209 for-
mula, based on what we have learned to date. One important element of this for-
mula is the share of total eosis thal should be covered by Amtrak rather than the
states, and, therefore the amount that the federal government is investing in these
corridor services through its funding of our operation. Amtrak believes that it is ap-
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propriate to revisit the burden placed on states for funding new or expanded serv-
ices initially and to consider the overall funding shares from Amtrak and the Fed-
eral government and the states that support these services. We look forward to any
guidance the T&I committee may be able to provide as to what level of federal fund-
ing through Amtrak they would like to sce in any future Section 208 cost sharing
tormula.

Question 4. Since 2012, how many times has the State-Amtrak Intercity Pas-
senger Rail Committee adopted changes to the Section 209 cost formula, as pre-
seribed by the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act? Please detail any
pro}aosals that were presented by states but net approved by Amtrak to the cost for-
mula.

AnsweEr, Since 2012, after the original policy was approved, SAIPRC has ap-
proved four rounds of changes to the Section 20& cost formula, as shewn in page
2 of the current Section 209 policy:

Yersion [tate Oescription
v1.00 .. August 13, 2011 .. Recommended by the State Working Group (SWG) and Amtrak Staff.
v2.00 Octeber 27, 2015 . Revized by the State-Amtrak Intercity Passenger Rail Committee.
w300 September 21, 2017 Revised Ly the Statc-Amtrak Intercity Passenger Rail Committec,
W00 L June 13, 2018 . Revised by the State-Amtrak Intercity Passenper Rail Comunnttes.
Va0 L February 20, 2020 ... &mended by the State-Amtrak [ntercity Passenger Rail Committee (SAIPRC).

No proposals lor changes Lo the cost formula have been presented by states and
not approved by Amtrak.

Question 5 Does Amtrak believe that freight railroads are more incentivized to
provide consistent on-time service when they are compensated at a4 market rate? If
Amtrak were Lo pay a negolialed market rate to access hosl railroad infrasiructure,
how would Amtrak’s budget be impacted?

AnswER., On the freight railroad-owned rail lines over which Amtrak operates,
there is no “markel rate” because there is nol a competlilive markel. In mosl cases,
a gingle freight railroad has a governmentally-granted right to own and operate the
only rail line over which an Amtrak train can operate—and unlike many freight
shippers, Amtrak cannot shilt its passengers to lrucks il the [reight railread de-
mands an excessive rate.

As described in my testimony at the hearing, the incremental cost-based rates
Amtrak pays freight railroads reflecl the public bargain the railroads accepled in
1970 in return for relief from their commeon carrier obligation to provide unprofit-
able intercity passenger rail service at their own expense. When Congress trans-
ferred the enormous financial burden of providing intercily passenger rail service
from the private railroads to Amtrak, it did not intend to make the railroads’ con-
tinuing obligation to accommodate Amtrak trains a new profit center for them, or
to make il more costly for Amirak to operaile lrains than it had been for the rail-
roads themselves. However, in addition to the incremental costs Amtrak payvs host
railroads, those railroads can earn significant additional incentive payments for pro-
viding good on-lime performance for Amirak trains.

Any additional costs Amtrak might be reguired to pay to profitable freight rail-
roads would necessitate increased congressional appropriations, increased pavments
by Amirak’s siate pariners who fund Amirak’s payments 1o host railroads pursuant
to the methodology adopted under Section 204 of the Passenger Rail Investmcent and
Improvement Act of 2008, reductions in Amtrak service, andfor diverting funds
away [rom crilical capital projects.

Ruestion 6. Amilrak’s November 16, 2020 press release following the final metrics
and standards rule states that “more must be done” to allow Amtrak to enforee its
right to preference. How can Amtrak know that “more must be done” before it has
worked with reight railroads 1o adjust schedules for the new Customer OTP metric,
and before the new metrie goes into effect? What iz it about Section 213 of the Pas-
senger Rail Investment and Improvement Act that you believe is inadequate?

Answer. The public bargain with the freight railroads thal relieved them of the
obligation to operate unprofitable intercity passenger rail service and created Am-
trak included an important condition: freight railroads would provide Amtrak pas-
sengers Lraveling over their rail lines wilth “preference” over freight transpertation.
The law has been clear for 47 years: except in an emergency, Amtrak must be pro-
vided with preference over freight transportation.

One of the reasons why freightl railroads can delay our passengers while laeing
cezaentially no congequences is because Amtrak’s ability to enforce our right to pref-
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erence is limited. Only the U.S. Attorney General is allowed to bring a case, and
in the 47 years since the preference law was enacted, the U.8. Department of Jus-
tice has brought only one case to enforee Amtrak’s prefercnee rights, in 1978,

More than ten vears ago, Congress recognized the challenges thal Amtrak laces
regarding freight railroad noncompliance with the statutory right te preference and
passed two provisions in the Passenpger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of
2008 {PRILA): Section 207, which directed Amirak and the Federal Railroad Admin-
istration together to develop metrics and minimum standards for measuring the per-
tormance and service guality of intercity passenger train operations, and Section
213, which sct forth & new procesg for the Surface Transportation Board to inves-
tigate the causes of substandard on time performance.

Fundamentally, Amtrak’s right to preference and PRIIA Sections 207 and 213 are
separately set forth in the law and serve different purposes. Amtrak is hopeful that
PRIIA Section 213 will be an effective mechanism in practice lo hold all parties ac-
countable to the on time performance standard in the metrics and standards rule.
However, the standard has not gone into effect yet because the Association of Amer-
ican Railroads spent nearly a decade and millions of dollars fighting o prevent the
implementation of the minimum standard. This 1s why Amtrak, our passengers, and
the communities we serve cannot wait any longer. The fact is that the existence of
the metries and standards does not lessen the need for preference enforcement legis-
lation that would allow Amtrak te seek to defend vour constituents from being de-
layed by freight trains—an essential element of the bargain that led to the creation
of Amtrak and not in any way contingent on the provisions enacted in PRITA.

When freight irains are prioritized ahead of passengers in contravenlion ol the
law, Amtrak must be able to defend ourselves and our passengers, just as any other
organization could seck to defend itself in the judicial syvstem when rights provided
by law are being violaled. Consider the lollowing analogy: while an individual who
has been discriminated against may bring a case against their employer to the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, that dees not diminish the individ-
ual’s right to bring a casc under federal civil rights laws.

Finally, regarding schedules, customer OTP has been Amtrak’s internal measure
of reliability for several vears, so many schedules have already been designed or
modified to alipn with the customer OTP metric, such as the Sern Joaguin service
in California and Northeast Regional traing that operate in Virginia, A numbcer of
trains regularly meet the standard loday. For other routes, Amirak and host rail-
roads are nearing agreement on additional modifications. Amtirak looks forward to
working with all host railroads on an ongoing basis Lo ensure thal schedules offer
trip-time competitive and reliable service to passengers.

Question 7. What are the non-freight railroad causes of delays in on time perform-
ance and how can these delays be fixed?

Answer, While a variety of tactors may contribute te delays, it iz important to
note that host railroads cause the majority of delavs to Amtrak passengers. In FY
2018 and FY 2020 respectively, host railroads caused 61% and 64% of total delays
for Amtrak state supported and long distance trains. Freight train interference is
the leading cause of delay and is largely responsible for the poor on time perform-
ance experienced on many long distance and slale supporied trains. In FY20 alone,
Amtrak passengers experienced more than two million minutes of delay caused by
host railroads, including nearly 800,000 minules of delay caused by freight trains.

Outside of delays attributable to host railreads, a delay may be caused by Amtrak
or a “third party,” which means neither Amtrak nor the host railroad is responsible
for the delay. Amtrak delays can include mechanical issues with the train or holding
tor additional time at a station to finish bearding. There are also numerous “third
party” occurrences that can result in delay, including severe weather, issues along
the right of way that require local pelice or fire department response, or other un-
predictable incidents such as debrig strikes. Please sce Appendix A for additional
information on the leading causces of delays.

Amtrak has implemented scveral initiatives designed to reduce the prevalence of
Amtrak-caused and third party delay io stale supported and long disiance trains.
These include:

e Undertaking a data-driven conlinuous improvement program. When a service or
station fails to meet on-time performance targets, local managers conduct “after
action reviews” with staff to identify the root cauvses of the performance issues.
Caorrective action plans are identified to mitigate the impact of the issue in the
short term while actions to correct the problems for the longer term are devel-
oped and implemented.
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Increased use of mobile technology between onboard crews and station staff to
orchestrate the positioning of personnel and equipment to expedite boarding
and detraining of cusiomers needing assistance.

Targeted vizibility improvements at bridges prone to vehicular traffic strikes,
including clearing ohscuring vegetation and dramatic use of high-visibility
markings.

Targeted HVAC and door systems to improve over-the-road reliability of pas-
SENEET CArs.

Efforts to reduce PTC-related delays, including onboard equipment, signal infra-
structure, and transitions between host railroad segments.

Redistributed recovery time in schedules to improve on-time performance for
customers throughout the route, nol jusl at the lnal destination.

Procuring ALC42 diesel locomotives te replace the aging fleet of ’42 diezel loco-
motives, thereby improving (leet reliabilily acress Lthe National Network.

e Collaborating with local law enforcement to release trains as scon as it is safe
Lo do so once any police activities along the right of way are compleied.

Question 8. Ien't it true that Freight Train Interference (FTI) delays occur on por-
tions of the network where Amtrak is the host railread, such as the northeast cor-
ridor? Accordingly, isn't it true that even when Amtrak controls a line its operating
on, Amirak is unable to reduce Freight Train Interference to zero? Please provide
the Subcommittee with FTI data on the portions of the network where Amtrak is
the host railroad.

Answer, In FY 2020, there were 1,951 minutes of freight train interference delays
on Amirak-owned rail lines, one-third of which involved Amtrak passengers waiting
to depart the origin station because of freight train derailments on host railread seg-
menis later in the route. In contrast, there were more than 790,000 minutes of
freight train interference delays on host railroad lines—more than 400 times the
level on Amtrak rail lines.

Amtrak has never claimed that all delays should be reduced to zero. In fact, in
Amtrak’s annual Host Railroad Report Card, a host railroad ean receive an “A”
grade with as many as 900 minutes of delay per 10,000 train-miles,

QUESTICN FROM Hor, LLoYD SMUCKER TC STETHEN J. GARDNER, SENICE EXECUTIVE
VICE PRESIDERT, CHIEF QPERATING AND COMMERCIAL OFFICER, NATIONAL RAIL-
ROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Question 1. Mr. Gardner testified that freight and interstate passenger rail can
work together but he didn't finish because of technical issues. Could you identify
how Amtrak and commulier agencies, like SEPTA, can work together withoul inter-
tering with one another’s service or imposing onerous costs and indemnification re-
quirements on one another?

Anxswer., With respect to commuter and intercity passenger train operations over
Amtrak-owned infrastruciure, Amtrak and the commuter agencies have long-
standing access and service agreements that address, among other things, a clear
allocation of liability for injuries and damage involving our respective operations.
Since establishing the Northeast Corridor Commission under PRIIA 212, owners
and operators in the NEC have considered establizhing a common liability approach
and have agreed to a set of principles to guide develepment of & corridor-wide ru-
bric. We can work together by continuing our efforts within the Commission to de-
velop a common, consistent liability arrangement.

In addition to passenger train operations, NEC commuter agencies and Amtrak
routinely enter inlo agreements to advance sole-benefilt and/or joint benelit improve-
ments to Amtrak-owned or commuter-owned infrastructure used in such operations,
while proteciing the operation of freighi railroads with access rights to certain terri-
tories. Such jointly bencficial projects often include a direct financial contribution
by Amtrak, but can also involve pursuit of federal grants via various competitive
grant programs. For example, via the cooperalive efforls of Amirak, SEPTA and the
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT), a federal grant of $15.91
million was recently awarded for Harrisburg Line signal system upgrades via the
FY 2020 Federal-Btate Partnership for Siate of Good Repair grant program; Am-
trak, SEPTA and PennDOT will split the $6 million local match requirement. We
endeavor to support commuter projects without interfering with the operations of
either railroad, however, due to the heavy volume of projecis, limited Neld support
pergonnel (due, in part, to the lack of a multi-year Federal funding program for Am-
trak, which undercuts our ability to plan and invest for future years) and limited
track oulages, lthere 1s ofien a need to priorilize among projecls. We try Lo give the
commuters advance notice as to when we can support their projects and have em-
barked on a regional planning etfort to provide more certainty. The agreements are
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typically project-specific; however, Amtrak is making an effort to put in place mod-
crn, streamlined master project agrecments with the commuter agencies (including
SEI'TA} s0 as to expedite the process tor commencing individual projects.

APPENDIX A

Total Delay Incurred hy Amtrak State Supparted and Lang Distance Trains: FY2019 & FY2020
by Delay Responsibility
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Top Delay Incurred by Amtrak State Supported and Long Distance Trains: FY2019 & FY2020Q
by Delay Responsibility and Code

Responsibility FY2020 FYz019 Description
Host Resp (Other RRY  Total ... 2178663 100% 2970706  100%

[ | I 724029 36% 1027419 35% Delays from freight
trains.

DSR ... 469,394 22% 556,834 19%  Temporary slow orders,
except heat or cold ar-
ders.

(o1 — 328807 15% 521,042 18% Delays for meeting or fol-
lewing other passenger
trains.

All Other 606433  28% g65411  29%

Host Resp (Amtrak} ... Total ... 85,526 100% 149,337 100%

(o1 — 17717 21% 32477 22%  Delays for meeting or fol-
lewing other passenger
trains.

11— 14.362 17% 29489 20%  Temparary slow orders,
except heat or cold or-
ders.

Bes ... 14.023  16% 26,725 18%  Signal failure or other
signal delays.

All Other 9424 6% 60,706  41%

Amtrak Resp ... Total ... 852,238 100% 1389339 100%

SYS . 232297 2% 359185 26%  Delays related to crews
including lateness,
lone-enginear delays,

ENG ... 116,762 4% 157,181 11%  Mechanical failure on en-
aines,

O0TH ... 1165%0  14% 143.672  10%  Last-en-run, heavy trains,
unable to make normal
speed, ete,

All Other 386,649 4% 729291 5%

Third Party ..o Total ... 277179 100% 323099 100%

WIR ... 109,308 39% 126,087  39% Al severe-weather delays.

TRS ... 65,630  24% 68,898  21%  Trespasser incidents in-
cluding road crossing ac-
cidents.

POL ... 64,035 23% 79012 24%  Policeffire department
halds on right-of-way or
on-beard trains.

All Other 38206 4% 49102 15%

Excliles NOD coded fwaiting fa- scheduled deparfute tine: nnnntes.
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Total Delay Incurred by Amirak State Supported Trains: FY2019 & FY2020
by Delay Responsibility
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Excludes NOD-coded {waiting for scheduled departure time) minutes.
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Top DBelay Incurred by Amtrak State Supported Trains: FY2019 & FY2020
by Delay Responsibility and Code

Responsibility FY2020 FYz019 Description
Host Resp (Other RRY  Total ... 834618 100% 1330829 100%

[ | I 205,553 25% 331402 25%  Delays from freight
trains.

| 171,716 21% 01,471 23%  Delays for meeting or fol-
lowing ather passenger
trains.

DSR ... 155,375 19% 223617 17%  Temporary slow orders,
except heat or cold or-
ders.

All Other 301974 3% 174339 36%

Host Resp (Amtrak} ... Total ... 61,209 100% 111,163 100%

11— 12.033 20% 26.871 24%  Temparary slow orders,
except heat or cold or-
ders.

(o1 — 11,770 19% 24482 22%  Delays for meeting or fol-
lewing other passenger
trains.

Bes ... 9437 15% 18847 17%  Signal failure or other
signal delays.

All Other 270904 A6% 40963 37%

Amtrak Resp ... Total ... 333809 100% 611,505 100%

SYS . 81,776 2% 153.976  25% Delays related to crews
including lateness,
lone-enginear delays,

OTH ... 55563 17% 79678 13%  Lost-on-run, heawy trains,
unable to make normal
speed, etc.

ENG ... 45,185  14% 76,386 12%  Mechanical failure on en-
aines,

All Other 141,285  42% 301465 49%

Third Party ..o Total ... 124.5%6 1009 153,299 100%

WIR ... 19218 31% 44,697 29%  All severe-weather delays.

TRS ... 3000 27% 42,958  28%  Trespasser incidents in-
cluding road crossing ac-
cidents.

POL ... 3097 28% 34,969 23%  Policeffire department
halds on right-of-way or
on-beard trains.

All Other 20381 1e% 30675 2%

Excliles NOD coded fwaiting fa- scheduled deparfute tine: nnnntes.
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Total Delay Incurred by Amtrak Long Distance Trains: FY2019 & FY2020
by Delay Responsibility

Amreak £ 3usea Do oay 264

(328 1~ . i

Excludes NOD-coded {waiting for scheduled departure time) minutes.
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Top Delay Incurred by Amtrak Long Distance Trains: FY2019 & FY2020
by Delay Responsibility and Code

Responsibility FY2020 FYz019 Description
Host Resp (Other RRY  Total ... 1.344.045 100% 1639877 100%

[ | I 568476 42% 636,017  42% Delays from freight
trains.

DSR ... 4019 23% 03217 20%  Temporary slow orders,
except heat or cold ar-
ders.

(o1 — 157,081 12% 219571 13%  Delays for meeting or fol-
lewing other passenger
trains.

All Other 304,459 23% 391072 24%

Host Resp (Amtrak} ... Total ... 2317 100% 38,234 100%

(o1 — 5947 244% 7985  21%  Delays for meeting or fol-
lewing other passenger
trains.

Des .. 4586 159% 7878 21%  Signal failure or ether
signal delays.

RTE ... 3445 4% 4737 12% Routing-dispatching
delays including diver-
sions.

All Other 10338 43% 17624 46%

Amtrak Resp ... Total ... 518489 100% 777834 100%

SYS . 140521 27% 205219 26%  Delays related to crews
including lateness,
lone-enginear delays,

K1 - 8876 17% 108,509  14%  All switching and serv-
icing delays.

ENG .. 11577 1A% 80,795 10% Mechanical failure on en-
gines,

All Other 220516 43% 383311 45%

Third Party ... Total ... 152 583 100% 169,800  100%

WIR ... 70081 46% 31,390 48% ANl severe-weather delays.

TRI ... 34,533 23% 33,929 20%  Trespasser incidents in-
tluding road crossing ac-
cidents.

POL ... 135 20% 36,054 21%  Policeffire department
halds on right-of-way or
pn-board trains.

All Other 17824 12% 18427 11%

Escludes MOL-coded jwaking for scheduled departure timed minntes



APPENDIX

QUESTIONS FROM HoN, PETER A. DEFAZIO TO RICHARD ANDERSON, PRESIDERT AND
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, NATIONAL RAILRCAD PASSENGER CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Question [ Amtrak’s FY 2020 grant requesl staled ithatl, “Comparing February
2018.with the same month in 2018, delays to Amtrak trains due to Private Cars (ex-
cluding one delay related to a service disruption) have declined by over 87%." Be-
cause the number of delays were not provided for the vears referenced, it is difficult
to assess the frequency of delays. However, the October 14, 2018 Amtrak Inspector
General’s report (OIG-A-2020-001) states that Amtrak’s Finance Department “pro-
vided data showing that private railcar operations resulted in more than 2,800 min-
utes of delay in the first 5 months of FY 2018—an average of 21 minutes per move.”
Given that Amtrak has data on these delays, please provide, for cach delay attrib-
uted to a private car in FY 2018, the location, date, and number of minutes of delay.

AnswER. The itemized data requested is commercially sensitive. However, we can
relcase summary information to staff via a briefing. However, FY 2018 showed a
43.4% reduction in private car-related delay minutes, as compared to FY 2017.

Question 2. Mr. Anderson knows that airlines make a lot of meney off of business
class and first-class services, Airlines invest in premium seating, dining, and the
overall experience for passengers—and passengers arc willing to pay for that scerv-
ice, sometimes 10 times the cost of a coach seat. But Amtrak seems to be going the
oppusite direction for and reducing premium services across the beard—like parlor
and dining car mesal service—for their overnight and first class passengers. What
onhpard services bring in the most revenue for Amtrak? Haz Amtrak done any poll-
ing or research to see if some passengers would be willing to pay more for premium
services, and what those services might be, on the long-distance routes? If 20, pleasc
provide that data to the Committee.

ANSWER. Amtrak offers a variety of onboard services across the three service lines
and addresses the unigue customer needs in each segment of the business. For ex-
ample, premium product offerings defined as First Class are oftered only on Am-
trak’s Acela service in the Northeast Corridor. Premivm products in the long dis-
tanec network are represented by sleeper car services, with a distinetion in product
quality hetween bedroom and roomette products. Amtrak gathers customer teedback
via many channels including careful monitoring of demand patterns which represent
what customers are willing to pay for Amtrak services. Market rescarch is gathered
on service attribute details from current and potential customers, and Amtrak con-
tinues to identify and develop product enhancements addressing what customers in-
dicate they find valuable to them. Through pricing and inventory management, Ame-
f{raklworks to assure that all its product offerings are optimally priced in the mar-

etplace.

Question 3. In June 2019, [ wrote te you raising concerns for the announced re-
duction to the Amtrak Police Department (APD) workforee, requesting specific infor-
mation about the assessment Amtrak used to determine the size of the cuts, how
the cuts would be implemented, and their impacts to safety and security. In his Oc-
tober 2019 reply, Mr. Stadler wrote that Amtrak determined that more officers arc
needed to patrol trains, not just stations, and that the changes being made to the
pulice force would “reallocate” their physical presence to provide a more visible de-
terrent to the erimes Amtrak iz expericneing.

3.a. At the hearing, you stated Amtrak has data that shows it “dramatically in-
creased the number of policemen riding on our trains, visible in our stations.”
Please provide that data.

Anxswer, Amtrak’s first priority is to provide a safe and secure experience for our
customers and our employees. Amtrak has more than 450 police personnel. We want
the right level of safety and security for our customers and employees, including
keeping our passengers and emplovees safe on trains and in stations, securing right-

1109
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of-ways, and deterring threats. Cur APD staff is spread out across our entire 46-
state, 21,000-mile nelwork, and we conlinually work to ensure they are stalioned
where they can have the biggesl impact on safely and securily of our passengers.

To that end, our data have shown an increasc in safety incidents on trains, in
stations and along rights-of-way. The goal or our recent redeployments is to have
more ADI’DD presence at these locations, as uniformed pelice presence is proven to
deter criminal activity, This means more unifermed personnel on trains and in sta-
tions, in the areas where the risk is highest. We identified the appropriate number
ol APD stafl for each locatlion based on six criteria: ridership; miles of right-of-way;
Part A criminal offenses (person); Part B eriminal offenses (properly);, non-eritieal
incidents, including medical emergencies; and calls for service (8111 Our rationale
iz that with more APD staff in high-priority areas making them more present to
the most passengers and employees, we can deliver the same or better safety and
security performance while honoring on our Congressional mandate to deliver these
services more efficiently. Since we've deployed officer in the manner, vear-to-date
train rides have increased 75 percent or by almost 50,000 additional segment rides,
and overall patrol activity has inereased by 67 percent resulling in 138,000 addi-
tional aclivilies. We will continue io carefully monilor safety incidenis across our
network.

3b. Please indicate the number of APD employees emploved on May 3, 2019 and
on November 1, 2019 and specify how many of those were uniformed officers.
If Amtrak intends to continue reducing the size of the APD workforee, please
indicate the target number of A’D employees, including how many of those
will be uniformed ofticers.

Answen. Please see attached table for a breakdown of force size at various dates.

QUESTIONS FROM IToN. PETER A, DEFAZIO OK REHALF OF IloN. ANTHONY (G. BROWN
TO RICHARD ANDERSON, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, NATIONAL
RalLROAD PassENGER CORPORATION (AMTRAK)

Ruestion 4. MARC's Penn Line operates on Amirak’s Northeast Corridor, and ils
operations are limited in terms of speed, Mrequency and reliability by the Civil War-
cra B&P Tunncl in Baltimore. The replacement of this tunnel is required to run
more MARC trains, which will triple MARC I’enn Line ridership and greatly en-
hance the economic and transit-oriented development potential along the corridor.
The B&P Tunnel has been identified as the second pricrity for Amtrak outside of
the Gateway D’rogram, and it has a completed EIS from 2017 for its replacement.
However, it is my understanding that Amtrak has made limited progress to advance
the design of the tunnel, address community concerns or identify & funding strategy
since spring 2017,

‘hat progress has been made to advance the B&P Tunnel over the past 12
months?

ANSWER:

» Continued development of advanced utility, track (Charles Interlocking Configu-

ration), and bridge (Franklintown, Lafayette, Warwick) design.

¢ Developing Benefit-Cost Analyzis (BCA)Y for roject to support future grant ap-

plications.

¢ Engaged property owner/real estate developer for key propertics.

¢ Coordinated with BGE {local utility company! regarding utility relocations and

new utility service.

Where will this project be in terms of development at the end of 20207

Answer, The project will continue the engineering refinements and high-level
project delivery strategies to address community concerns, reduce overall project
costs, and increase operational efficiencies. The project team continues to analvze
and compare the overall benefits and costs by engaging key stakcholders, including
the FRA, Marvland Department of Transportation ({MIDOT}, state and local officials,
and Norfelk Southern and CSX representatives. In FY20, the project will continue
design development of major project clements, including the Franklintown and War-
wick Undergrade Pridges, CSX PBridge Iier Relocation, and Track A Winans to
Bridge Upgrade; assess existing municipal infrastructure and subsurface utility en-
gineering; perform additional geotechnical investigations for the Tunnel; and pursue
strategic/prierity right-of-way acquisitions.

What hurdles exist to move forward on this project?

ANSWER. A significant hurdle is obtaining commitments to providing financial re-
gources by funding partners. In the near term (FY20-FY21), Amtrak has funding
to progress design; however, design review agreements and executed Memeoranda of
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Understanding with numerous public and private entities are required and will re-
quire considerable etfort to complete.

QUESTION FROM HoN. GRackE F. NaroLlrano 10 RICHARD ANDERSON, PRESIDENT
AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, NATIONAL HAILROAD PASSENGER (CORPORATION
[AMTRAK)

Question 1. The freight rail industry is depleying increasingly long trains that
presenl subsianiial safety risks while creating difficulties for communities when
they block grade crossings for prolonged periods. The GA{} recently reported that
average train length has increased by approximately 25 percenl since 2008, with
carriers regularly operating trains as long as three miles. PEurther, the implementa-
tion of precizion acheduled railroading has also led to greater reliance on the oper-
ation of fewer, but longer, trains.

At the hearing, I asked you about the impacts of long traing on Amtrak’s perform-
ance, given that Amtrak and the freight railroads generally operate on the same
track. Can vou expand on how lengthy freight trains and precision scheduled rail-
roading have impacted Amtrak?

Answer, Efficiency is essential for a national rail system that benefits passengers
and freighl customers alike and Amirak has frequently supported efforts to enhance
the efficiency of this system. We have undertaken joint initiatives with hest rail-
roads to facilitale more effective dispatching and submitled joint applications for
grants to expand rail network capacity. We understand that IPrecisien Scheduled
Railreading (or “PSR”) ia an approach to operations implemented by some freight
railroads seeking to increase operating efficiency while alse improving economics for
the company. There are examples of this approach leading to more efficient oper-
ations for both the freight carrier and Amtrak passengers.

However, it has been our experience that the operational changes asgociated with
some [reight railroads’ implementation of PSR can lead to just the opposite: a nel-
work less fluid than it was before and more likely to cause significant and disrup-
tive delays to passengers.

Uften the inefficiencies are driven by the operation of trains too long for the exist-
ing rail infrastructure. Ilistorically, railroads operated irains thal could efficiently
pass each other in sidings. One operating technigue tyvpically deployed as a strategic
pricrity of PSR iz the lengthening of freight trains, regardless of the length of the
existing sidings on the line. This is occurring in many places across the rail network
today, as confirmed by & recent report from the Government Accountability Office.!

Whenever a freight train and an Amtrak train are approaching each other on a
single track, one of the irains musl enter a siding to lel the other pass. By law,
except in emergencies, freight railroads must provide Amtrak with preterence over
freight transportation. However, when a freight train is too long to fit in the siding,
there is only one eption: the Amtrak irain must enler the siding and wait for the
freight train to pass on the main track. Each time this happens, delays mount as
our passengers sit and watch the freight train pass by,

In olher words, an operating practice aimed to benefit freight railroad share-
holders and executives occurs at the expense of delayed Amtrak passengers.

This happens on several Amtrak routes, and on one service the collateral damage
to Amilrak passengers from ihe applicalions of this PSR praclice is particularly
acute.

The Missouri River Runner consists of two roundtrip daily trains funded by the
State of Missouri, serving 170,000 riders between Si. Louis and Kansas City, offer-
ing a convenient, efficient, and sustainable alternative to other travel modes.

However, as a result of recently deployed PSR “long-train” practices, Amtrak pas-
sengers have experienced exireme delays from freight trains. From April Lo August
2018, delays caused by freight trains rose more than 500%. Only 38% of Amtrak’s
customers were on-time in August and September, a 43-point decline from the prior
year. Most of these customers averaged more than an hour late arriving at their
destination,

Driving this increase in freight train delays is the operation of freight trains that
are signilicantly longer than the capacity of the line’s sidings. Such decisions reduce
network fluidity and limit the resiliency of the operation, leading to compounding
delays when there are freight train faillures or other issues that cause trains te
block the entire line. On the Missouri River Runner, Amtrak trains are regularly
either torced inte sidings to wait for treight trains to pass or to follow slower freight
trains for miles until there is an oppertunity to overtake the freight train, if at all.

Vi nited Stefes Government Aceountability Office, “Freight Trains Are Getting Longer, and Ad-
ditional Information Is Needed (o Assess Their Impacl.” May 2019,
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Missouri River Runner trains were delaved 133 hours by freight trains in August
and September alone, even though the hosts freight traffic declined in the third
quarter. These delays are usually extremely disruplive to customers, as shown by
a sampling of these events from the last several months:

* An Amtrak train that had been operating on-time then followed a freight train
f?l‘dt?e remaining 151 mileg of the route, causing nearly three and a half hours
af delay.

¢ An Amtrak train followed a 10,000-foot freight train for 87 miles, causing one
and a hall hours of delay. Upon arriving a2l an intermediate station more Lhan
two hours late, Amtrak had to terminate the train as the crew of a freight train
ahead needed Lo be replaced, blocking the entire roule. This also led 1o the can-
cellation of another Amtrak train,

¢ An Amtrak train followed a nearly 17,000-foot freight train for 69 miles, caus-
ing two hours of delay. These delays alse led to the return train departing its
origin station two and a half hours late.

e An Amtrak train followed a 12,000-foot freight train for 66 miles, causing one
and a half hours of delay.

e An Amirak Lrain was delayed for a total of one and a hall hours due io meeling
or following six freight trains.

Every day, there are passengers across the country experiencing severe delays
caused by freight trains. With the increasing adoption of Precizion Scheduled Rail-
roading and ithe operation of ever-longer freight trains, passengers become less like-
Iy to receive the preference over freight transportation that has been the law for
over 45 years. Until action is taken io address these issues, Amirak passengers will
continue to sutfer the consequences and wait for freight to operate first.

QUESTIONS FROM IIoN. STEVE COHEN TO RICHARD ANDERSON, PRESIDENT AND {HIEF
Expcurive GrriceR, NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION {AMTRAK)

Question 1. You stated that decisions such as eliminating dining car service are
hased on markel survey dala and custemer feedback. You also mentioned Amirak
sends an online survey to all your customers after each trip.

1.a. Docs cvery single Amtrak customer receive & survey or is it based on certain

routes?

ANsSWER., We survey customers to ensure responses from people who have traveled
in cvery combination of route and class of service we offer. Every day Amtrak sur-
veys a random sample of our customers who traveled on that day. We monitor the
response rate to ensure that we obtain enough responses for each of the classes of
serc\i'l'cc on cach of our 45 routes to represent aceurately all our customers who trav-
eled.

1.b. What percentage of vour total ridership has received an Amtrak survey in

the past two years?

AnsweEr, We determine how many customers that we contact cach day based on
the expected response rate for each route. The number of monthly customer re-
sponses needed each month will vary by route, based on the level of detail that we
report the resulta. The percent of total ridership will vary by route. The percent will
be higher for relatively low ridership routes and lower for relatively higher ridership
routes. In FY 2019, we emailed about twoe million requests for customers to complete
a satisfaction survey, about 6% of our total FY 2018 trips.

1.c. What pereentage of those who received a survey responded?
Axswer., About 9% of the customers who received a request to fill out a survey
responded.

Question 2. Please provide the Committee with a copy of all survevs that were
distributed to riders in the past two years.

Anxswern, Attached is the standard questionnaire that we use to measure customer
satisfaction for our leng distance routes. In addition to questions on this question-
naire, we have asked about 400 additional guestions over the last two years on sev-
eral additional surveys that were added to at the end of this survey regarding spe-
cific service attributes. Given this significant velume of guestionnaires and ques-
tions, we will necd & more specific criteria for determining which surveys to provide.

Question 2. What percentage of survey respondents indicated that they preferred
an alternative dining selution te the dining car service?

AnsWER, We have seen very positive trends in customer acceptance since intro-
ducing the new model. Utilizing the same dining ear, our focus has been on updat-
ing the delivery model to a more contemporary offering. Like most service changes,
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the process of managing customer expectations is an engoing part of our service
transformation.

3.a. Please provide a breakdown of the demographics of these respondents.
ANSWER:

Tatal NEC Lang State

Amtrak Mistance Supparied
Gender
Male % 42% 9% 8%
Female 60% 5B% (1% 623%
Age
15-34 18% 19% 16% L0%
35-94 . 3% 4% 0% 3%
S+ L . 49% 7% h3% 45%,
Auerape 51 3l 53 51
Ethnicity
White T B0 1% TH%
African-Amencan/Black ........coooeennee % 7% 15% 1%
(ther 15% 13% 13% 17%
Spanish/HISpanic o % 5% % 9%
Employment
Employed 6% 5% 57% 63%
Student % 3% 3% B%
Retired 24% 18% 38% 26%
H } 2% 2% % 2%
HH Incame
Under $50K 19% 10% 31% 23%
$A0K-$74.59K . 16% 12% 20% 17%
$7oH+ 6% T8% 49% 60%
AYETAER oo cess oo s v et eere e $122K $149K $91K $109K
Education
HS praduate or less 5% 3% 9% 6%
Seme collegeftech. sehool 18% 10% 267 1%
Gollege graduate . 6% 35% I5% 3T%
Graduate schoal .. 1% ai% 0% 3%

Ruestion 4. Please provide a rationale and methodelogy lor how customer leed-
back on dining options factored into the decision to climinate dining car service on
many of Amtrak’s long-distance routes,

Answer. The food and beverage model for the single-nighi trains in the East was
complex and outdated. The transition to the “Contemporary” model enabled us to
leverage new technology within the food service industry to improve our meal offer-
ings while aimplifyving the way we service our customers Lo one single aligned proc-
cgs. The new format will alse provide us with an epportunity to respond to the in-
creasing special meal requirements of our customers in & more effective manner.

Question 5. Has the feedback been more positive or negative on the long-distance
routes since the dining services were changed based on survey leedback?

ANSWER, Sinee the implementation of the “Contemporary”™ dining concept on the
Capitol Limited and Lake Shore Limited in June 2018, Amtrak has continued to re-
fine the product, adding a hol entreé in July 2018 and expanding our hol oplions
in January 2019. On October 1, 2019, we introduced a new, refreghed menu offering
five hot meal options and expanding the service onto the Cardinal, City of New Or-
feans, Crescent, and Silver Meteor. Feadback continues Lo improve as we make addi-
tional enhancements.
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Question 6. What efforts are being made to make the customer aware of the sur-
vey and to encourage completion?

ANsSWER., Amtrak has recently entered in an agreement with a new market re-
search vendor which will result in a significantly more cffective market research
program. Improvements include expansion to multiple modes of surveys, adding text
surveys, on-line surveys, and mobile app surveys to our current use of emailed sur-
vevs, We will also enhance our questionnaires and reporting. We expect these
changes will result in & significant increase in both the number of customers to
whom we will send survey requests and the survey completion rate.

APPENDIX A

Table mentioned in response Lo Chairman DeFazio's Question 3.b.:

3.b. Please indicate the number of AP’} emplovees emploved on May 3, 2019 and
on November 1, 2019 and specify how many of those were uniformed officers.
If Amtrak intends te continue reducing the size of the APPD workforce, please
indicate the targel number of APD employees, including how many of Lhose
will be uniformed ofticers.

APD Position Reconciliation by Region

(hange Proposed Curremd

Aclual Actual Actual ({lctaber 2020 Versus
S3IM9 10429 1111542019 o Statfing proposed
Present} Level 2020

New York (Adams, NY, Sunnyside}

Deputy Chief 1 1 1 i 1 0
INSHRGEON oo v oo s ove e e 1 1 1 ] 1 0
Captain 1 1 1 ] 1 0
Licutenant 1 L 1 i 1 0
SEREEANTS i e 15 14 13 -1 14 1
Palice BFICES oo 53 48 42 q a6 g
Detoetives Z L 3 2 1 -2
SECUritY GUAMS oo s 5 g 5 0 g ]
Emergency Manager . 1 1 1 ] 1 0
Secretary 1 1 1 i 1 0

SubTatal 8l 74 in 1 82 T

New England [Albany, Boston, New Haven, New London, Niagra Falls. Portland, Providence, Springfield)

Deputy Ghigf o 1 il i ] 1 0
Ingpectar 0 i i i 1 0
Captain 2 2 2 0 2 0
LIBUEBNAME i i il il i ] 1 0
Sergeants 7 7 7 i 7 0
Police Mticers 43 13 36 -2 33 2
DEBCEIVES oo e e L) 4 ? -2 3 1
Secunty Guards 0 i ] i { 0
Emergency Manager ... 1 0 ] 0 ] 0
Secretary 1 1 1 ] 1 0

SUBTOtAL L 59 52 42 -4 al 3




115

APD Position Reconciliation by Region—=Continued

Change  Proposad Currem
Aelual Actual Aclual {October 20 Versus
532019 10742009 1111542019 o Staffing proposed
Present} Level 2020

Central [Chicago, Beech Grove, New QOrleans, Niles, St. Louis. Milwaukee)
Deputy Chisf 1 1 1 0 1 0
Inspectar ] 0 0 { 0
Gaptain ... ¢ 1 ? 1 ? 0
Lieutenant 1] 0 1] 1 0
Sergeants ... 7 & 5 -1 b 0
Palice Officers i 27 26 -l k3l 2
Detectives ... 7 & £ q ] 0
Security Guards .. 0 ] i ] 1] 0
Emergency Manager .o, 1 1 1 i 1 0
Secretary 1 1 1 i 1 0
SubTatal 44 43 42 -1 47 3

West [Bakersfield, Emeryville, Los Angeles, Oakland, Portland, Sacramento, San Diego, San |

ose, Seattle, Stackton)

Deputy Chief
Inspectar
Captain

Lieutenant
Sergeants
Peliee Officers
Detectives
Security Guards ..
Emergency Manager
Secretary

SubTotal

—— T W O OO O
—— D L L O — O S
—

[ TURSTR PR
e e N =]

(a3
e o R Lo BB ha oSS

coOoCom oo o oo

26 2 27 3

33

Mid-South (Baltimore, Raleigh, Richmond, Sanford, Washingten)

Deputy Chief
Inspectar
Captain

Lieutenant
Sergeants
Peliee Officers
Detectives
Security Guards ..
Emergency Manager
Assoc. Project Manager .
Secretary

SubTatal

R
O e S D O —
[T
[ — T S Sy R
P
D e ks D O R D
[ R R O e e e

[ py—
o TR R

= e e R == ==

51 51 50 -1

3h

Kid-North {Bear, CHOC, Harrishurg, Lancaster, Philadelphia, Pittshurgh, Wilmington)

Deputy Ghigf o
Inspector
Captain
Licutenant
Sergeants
Palice Officers
Detectives ...
Security Guards ..
Emergency Manager ...
Secretary

SubTatal

e
[E o = =)
oo
— e S S S b S e
[
A e - =
e = ===

. —
o g b ET oSS S ha £ e

cCooocoo oo oo

76 75 i) -1

68
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APD Position Reconciliation by Region—=Continued

Changs Proposad Currem

helual Actual Actual {ctaber 2020 versus
5329 10209 NS0 to Staffing proposed
Present} Level 020

Corp Security

36 Dir Busingss Senices .o l l 1 q 1 0
Sr. Continuity Ops Mer. .. 1 1 1 i 1 0
Sr. Program Manager .. 2 2 1 -1 2 1
Electronic Security Systems Mpr, . 1 1 1 ] 1 0
Lead Video Systems Administrator 1 1 1 ] 1 0
Sr. Dir. Corp Security 0 i ] i { 0
Sr. Cap'l Sec'y Program Mpr. . 1 0 ] 0 1 0
Manager Smart I ... 1 1] 0 1] 1 1
Lead Acc Cont Syst Adm'r 1 1 1 ] 1 0
Sr. Project Manager ... 0 i ] i { 0
Identification Card Specialist . 3 3 3 i 3 0

SubTatal 12 10 5 -1 11 2

S0U

Deputy Chigf .. 1 1 0 -1 { 0
Inspectar 1 ] i ] ] 0
Captain 0 i 1 1 { -1
Lieutenant 1] a ] a 1 1]
SEIZRANTS oo oo s ove e i 3 3 3 ] 3 0
Special Agents 24 22 22 ] 22 0
Detoetives 0 i i i 1 0
Security Guards 0 0 ] 0 1 0
Emergency Manager 0 ] 0 ] 0 0
Assoc. Project Manager ... 1 1 1 ] 1 0

SUBTEEAL oo e i 27 2 il 26 l

Canine

Deputy Chief 0 i ] i { 0
Inspector 0 0 ] 0 1 0
Captain ¢ 2 1 -1 1 0
Lieutenant ... 0 q i q 1 0
Sergeants 7 8 g i 8 0
Police Mticers 47 45 15 4 41 1]
Detectives 0 1] 0 1] 1 0
Security Guards .. 0 ] i ] 1] 0
Emergency Manager . 0 i ] i ] 0
Secretary 0 0 ] 0 1 0

SubTatal 6 55 58 3 58 1]

Strategic Operations

Depity Chie i 1 1 1 ] 1 0
IREPECEOE v v i o vt ettt v e 1 1 1 ] 1 0
Captain 2 i ] i { 0
Lieutenant 1] a ] a 1 1]
Serggants g 7 7 ] 7 0
Pelice Officers ... 3 2 2 q 2 0
Recrutment Record 1 L 1 i 1 0
NCE Manager 1 1 1 0 1 0
Busingss Services ... 1 1 1 1] 1 0
Communication Officers 20 17 12 l 19 l
Emergency Manager ... 1 1 1 0 1 0
Secretary 1 1 i -1 ] 0

SubTotal 10 33 31 i k2] 1
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APD Position Reconciliation by Region—=Continued

Change Proposed Currenl
hctual Actual Acival {dctober 2020 Versus
57372019 10/4/2019  11£15/2018 o Slaffing proposed
Present} Layel 2020

OFR, Intel, COF
Chief of PONCE oo e 1 1 1 ] 1 0
Assistant Chief 1 1 1 0 1 0
Deputy Chief 0 ] i ] 1] 0
Inspectar Z 2 ? 0 ¢ 0
Captain 2 3 2 -1 2 0
Sergeants ... 0 2 2 ] ? 0
Detectives ... & 6§ i 0 ] 0
Sr. Executive Assistant 1 1 1 0 1 0
Dir, Bdmin e l l 1 q 1 0
Business Jervices Mar. 1 1 1 1] 1 0
Lead Cemm's Specialist 2 2 2 0 2 0
Computer Technician ... 0 1 1 ] 1 0
Data Reporting Specialist 1 1 1 0 1 0
Lead Systems Admin 1 1 1 0 1 0
Mar. Infrastructure 0 1 1 ] 1 0
Secretary 1 ] 0 ] { 0
SubTatal 22 24 23 -1 23 0

TORAL oo e v B 168 A66 -2 483 23
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APPENDIX B

Questionnaire mentioned in response to Mr. Cohen’s Question 2:
Question 2. Please provide the Committee with a copy of all surveys that were
disiributed to riders in the pasl lwo years.

‘WEA Research
Joo £15-B3TA
November 201
Amtrak eC 5] Questionnaire
Version A — LD - Long Bistance

QUOTAS

. Sunges L,
Cieast Star-gni
Lake Shore Lid

Crescerl
Auta Tran
Total

54 SAMPLE ROUTE [FROM SAMPLE. D0 NOT ASKIC

1 Silee Ztar

Card nal

Silver Medeur
Empire Bul-der
Capital Lt
Calformia ZepmyT
Sauthwest Chet
ity ot hew COFlpans
Teran Fagle
Surset Lig.
Caast Staright
Lake Snore L.
rrespent

Ao Train

5B SAMPLE SERVICE CLASS (FROM SAMPLE. Dl NOT ASKY):
] Coach

c2 Sleeper
C3 Business

AMTRAK RCS| Cussbonnairs 9374 1T 1
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INTROTAICTION:
W ADEIECIANE JOU TTavelng wall Arlrak

Cwar recards ina cate mat you iraveled frone [INSERT GRIGIN STATICN] to [INSERT BESTINATION
STATICON] o [INSERT TRAVEL DATE] ‘We hope tkai ol of our customers are satisfied with ther travel
EXpETIENCE anc we constanty strive to improve our service every gay Of course. the best way to impove
Armtrak is lu ash you, our vaued cosionel ol your eaperence wll us,

Thope Tat fou will 15k & few merutes o shane yue 00N 30S Alxoul AT FECENE I Iy cong-gting 1h1s shart
qQursTionrare You nove baen selactas tn avalugte your tnp fram [INSERT ORMAIN STATEON] o [INSERT
CESTINATION STATION] on [INSERT DESTIMATION STATION] Even though you ray have taker other
trains durng this frip 42r made ather Amitak rips recent'y:. | would appreciate it 1 you would arswer
questions with 1his speciic segment of your Uan iip n e,

Tk qou Ror BATISRATING 10 NS oS Sty 3ne TOr SEO0Sng AMrak YUl GRIMIONS Arg BiEEy
impetant 1 all of s at ameegk

Sircarely

v
JoSunansan
Coractor, Markes Research & Analvsis

=4 Onewniek of e faliowe NG Gpes of Jevices are you Completira this sunee

C1 Desktop computer

G2 Laptop compuier

03 Table-suth asan Pad o Wedled

4 Srranpnong

75 Gome ocher type of :nieme? enabled dev ce

INCLUDE ON EACH SCREEN WITH RATINGS QUESTIONS:

Using this scale whem 100" is Very Satished and ‘0 5 Very Dissatisfied, please tell us how satisfied you
were with each of the following aspects of service dunng your p rom TNSERT ORIGIN STATION] 1o
[INSERT DESTINATION STATICN] on [INSERT TRAVEL DATE]L Foreach aspect of senace. selecl the
rating in the boxes below (hat best descrbes your safisfackon with the service  Please select 'NA' or ‘Not
Applcable” for any guestion that you feel does not apply to you.

personnel 3 kaarcing statiae

ery ey
At the Boarding Slation, .. Dissatared Taksied
¥ ¥ v
1 ALCuracy OF wCImaho “eoeved aleat ; JE - - .
“he TAIN TR pRGT K 20arng tha rir 910 26| 30| 40 50| 6170 | G 90| 103 ) 950
2 hienchnesshelprulress of s1aton ol 2e!z0lan s0lez|7n!es|sc!|icolssa

LMTRAK RCS| Cuesbornairs 5374 LD o
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34 Which of the feilowing did you use \omake your travel armargements far yowr tp from [INSERT ORIGIN
STATION] 2 [INSERT DESTINATION STATICN| or [INSERT DATE]? Peease thodse only ore
Tesponse (RANDOMIZE, ACCEPT ONLY ONE RESPONSE.)

01 The outcmated voice recognitir system via Artrak's 1-800 toll free number Ihat uses a
woman's voice who niroduces hersef as Julie

G2 A e telephona Jgent v Amirak's 1-500 ol free mumber

G3 An Amtcak agert at the skation teket counter

A romporate travel planner or ager:

A private imvel agent

AN Aamirak Vacations agent

A seff-zervice teheting mactine i ke station called Guk-Trak

The Amtrak wed sita, Amtrak.con

The Amirak opp

C1 some other way s Spedily, !

RPEIRNL

IF 03A) 01 09). ASK O3H AND Q3C

IF (¥32101] INSERT The automated volce fecogrition sysiem v.a amtrak's 1-5005 10l ree nuniker thal usee 3
WORRAN's voice who iIntraguees herself as Juhe”

IF 334i02) INSERT “the ave lelephone agen: via An-trak's 1-800 1ol free number”

IF Q3AI03} INSERT "the Amtrak 3gent ai the sialion boket countes™

IF Q3A104) INSERT ~ ol carporale travel panner of agent”

IF Q3A06) INSERT ~our private sravel agent”

IF 0344061 INSERT “the Amtrak vacaticns agent”

IF 33AI07) INSERT "he seff-service Lehelng machine in the station caled Quik-Trak™

IF 3208} INSERT “he Armtrak welb s deirak . con”

IF 33409} INSERT -he Amrak spp’

3B. Owerall. how sausfied were you with [[HSERT 34 RESPONSE]?

heny ey
Lizsansiad Satisfied
¥ ¥ | nA

D itc[20]20 40]s0[c0[70[ae s0]106 | ook

3C Oweral fiow satisfied were you with e esse of making your reservators througn [INSERT 34
RESPOMNSE]?

Wary very

Chssatisfied Satisfied
v T e
b e |z20] 0 a0 |s0]e0] o[ o0 |1k o

LMTRAK RCS| Cuesbornairs 5374 LD ki
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[ ASK EVERYCNE: |
ar,
At the Boarding Slation, .. Laksied
¥ |
G Ayailatn iy o station
SRR EANTPOUNCET 2INE 3T DHOoArzIeg O 0| 20| 30| 40 B0 | Gd [ o] el | s | 100 | v
statan
7 Cianty of station sgnageaneauncements - P - n o
1 boarding statior J | 10| 20| 30 |40 & CO | 70 [ 6O | %0 | 100 | 2e4
& Permonal safety at oard ng station Q|10 [ 26 (30|40 50 (61| 7G| BD [ S0 | 100 [ 294
4 ZSase of rain soarding process Q|10 [ 26 (30 ) 40 50 [ BG| 7D | ED (S0 | 100 [ a9
10 Owerall cleanl nees of the boanding stator ) QA0 [ 20 [ 30 ) 40 AD [ RO TR | RD [ S0 | 100 [ A%
1 Owerall conamor of (e tran patfem and o - _
boarc.ng area d (10 2C [ 30|40 & G| 70 [ 60 | ®C | 100 | 284
12 Cwerall stavor e cperence at the pearding gl solan sole| m e |en| 0| e
staton
ery wery
Un Board the Tram... Ihssalsted Sashed
LERES
t3a IF SR0T05). ASK: Comfan af peurseas 0 | 0] 20 | 30 | 40 A0 | RO [ T0O| RG [ S0 100 | A%
i IF SBHO2), ASK: Comfon ot yaes ; -
sleeping compartrent J | 10| 20|20 |40 0| GD|FO|GD| S0 (100 8
14 $Smooth ana corforae main nde d |40 | 2030 (40 S0 | RO TO [ BG | S0 (100
15 A tampesature onthe train O (A0 | 26 [ 30 )40 A0 | R | TCO| RGO [ SC | 100
16, Crera | lean|-nass of the tra n menor QW | 20|30 (40 A0 [ BD[ 70| ED | Wl | 100 | b
17 Gk eSS of T30 wIRdaws AW | 20| 30| 40 A0 | D [ o0 ] el | S0 | 100 | wea
14, Dot wdu LS INe reSIroae Qi e trar?
1 Yes
02 ho
| THOSE WHO LUSED THE RESTROGM ON THE TRAIN [O18{01]], ASK: |
ery
On Board the Tram.,. ssatsied Sarsied
¥ A
& Cleari > T E - - . .
1 Ceaniress of the restmoms on e 910|230 |20 z0|w@|m|6a|u| 100w
20, Smel of resirooms on the trair ; - || e ' i |
pleasaryf-ee of odor 90110 | 26| 30 | 40 U] | A1 | D | el [ TR |
AMTRAK RCE] Cussbonnairs 2574 LT d
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[ ASKEVERYCHE: |
Very
Cn Board the Train... Sarsied
¥ v
21, Infomnaticn gwen onthe rain abou: ; Tk N v | en | @ 2
ServicesERUEssael, O [0 | 20| 30|40 A0 | RD| TR O | G0 | 0 | At
22, Informaton grven alwoul ) a5 19
DIGHIET 3/01Ek 75 WIS D (M€ 113 1 O (40 20 (30|40 50| 60| 70 | 60 | S0 [ 100 | 294
23 Canty af anncuncements on the raie d (1020 (3040 0| B3| FO| BD [ B0 100 | ped
24, Relamliy on on-lime peafomarce ol the al1020|z0 a0 so|en|7e|sol|se| 100l
tra:r -
5. Personal seclrity on e ran D110 | 20| 30| 30 B0 | e [ TG BT | S0 100 | aw
28D, AIFAE'S ANy 10 Gel i 16 yDLr _ . .
destnanan safe ; Q (10 20|20 |40 50| 61| 70| 6C | S0 [ 100 | 9849
6. Frendliness halpfuiness of tre trair I - i
conducion d (10 2C [ 30|40 & G| 70 [ 60 | ®C | 100 | 284
26a IF SB{M.05}). ASK: Fhiendliness!
re-pfuiness of the {IF S8{01):toachIF q (40 20 (20|42 50| 61| 70| GG | S0 [ 100 | 994
SBdEusness] can atendart
260 IF SBi02). ASK: Frerdiress ; - - -
“epluliess of ne s eeper car anengam 0 | 10| 20| 30|48 50 BD | 70| BG ) S 100 | B9
27, D you purclase any food or beverage gns n (e caldl ounge e e g, fomsheverage tens
purchazed ot a counten
1 Yes
G2 o
|
3 r
O Board the Tram... Dizsatited Batsfed
W
28, Ava abary ot 1600 ems n e - : - |
cafératnge car Q (10 20 (30| 40 50| 61| ¥F0 | 8% | 90 [ 100 | 989
25, Frendliness haipfulness of cafédouncs an | 5 : i "
£ar persennet Q[ 10| 20| 30|40 &0 |ED| 706D |SC| 100 | 28
A0 Gualtyfreskness of fooain e ; I I P .. | . R I
calefounge car O 10| 20| 30| 40 5D [ 63| T | HD | WD) 100 | B
31 Varet, of food selecions -0 te .- = i
caléfaunge car Q0| 0| 20| 30| 40 AL | RO [ T0O| RD [ S0 | 100 | A%
32, Cyerali experience in e cafédlounge al1al20 |20 lac o6l 7e|sol|ae| 100l aa
car s i o o
[ ASK EVERYDNE: |
33. Cid you have any rreals ik the dning car? 1e 3. mEals senvbe o oL
Gl e
2 ko
| THOSE WHO HAD MEALS SERVED TO THEM IN THE DINING CAR [Q33101)], ASK:
AMTRAK RCE] Cussbonnairs 2574 LT 5
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ey ;
Cn Board the Train... hesatsted Sarsied
v A}
3. Friendinessreipfuiness of G.ning car ; \ .- £ e
personrel O | A0 | PG| A0 |40 AD | RD | TR RO | G0 [ 100 | S0
3. Varety of menu oo ces n e dining. altw|=oo|s0lan s0|m|7c|es|ae|malam
3c. E‘::_ah[,l.'rresr‘.ness T Tood i 1e dirmng a1l la solen| 7| eo|on! 00l sm
37, Cverali experlgnce In 17g o -ng car Q0| 20| 30| 40 A ed [ 0| D | Wl | 100 | b
[ THOSE WHO TRAVELED ON ROUTES OFFERING WIFTTSAGHN, ASK Q37A, OTHERWISE, SKIP TO 035"
274 Dod pou use Ambah's WP sevice LA aahConnech duieg qoun tip?
1 Yas
2 ko
THOSE WHO TRAVELED ON ROUTES OFFERING WI1-F| AND USED THE WL-FI SERVICE [$A{63) AND
S37TA(01)], ASK G37B-037F. OTHERWISE. SKIP TO Q38!
ary Very
On Board the Teair... Zhasatated Sassied
¥ L ARE
ATE. Cvena . how salisfiec were jou with tre a | n s o 56
hase A-Fi S8t o6 on 1ha FFan? O | 0| 20|30 |40 S0 | 61| 7G| 8O | S0 [ 100 | 2%9
FTC. Ease of ageessmyd AMUak's Wi-F - - : g
SAPICE 1SKIN-0N FrOres O (10| 20 (30|40 50| 63| Y0 | 8C | 90 [ 100 | 944
37D, kim0 perfemn online acti 185 that o - -
001 warted 0| 10| 20|20 |40 #0| 60| 70| 6C|EC | 100 | 9%
7R Abiity to stay connecied 1o Amtrak's Wi y | = - - P
Ei service J | 19| 20| 30 |40 % | 70| 6O | BC | 100 | 2E4
I7F Time f takes o loadfaccess welstes o : + | P
mai s, and £-ma  attac-rents D[ 10|20 3040 50| BD )T ED ) S0 ) 100 | v

AMTRAK pOS] Cussbornairs 5374 L0
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[ ASK EVERYONE: |
ery Tery
At the Nesmnation Station.... Issatsiad Sargted
* ¥ |
34, Cverall cleaniiness of te aestination gl |z lan|an =0l |eo|on| 100w
slaton
A%, Ayaial ity of mfermaton about
cannectirg tansportabon ey tes at d |10 |(20|30)40 D (G3| FC | GG [ SC | 100 [ 284
desaeaton stabon
AL CEanty GF-rlarnatian Shut Connesirg
IraPsfoMtation seraces 3 destination Q0| 20| B0 4 AL | D[ TR BD | 90| 100 | e
slaton
41 Crerall statior e-penenta at tha ; . - N . o R e T I
destraton station O | 10| 20| 30 | 40 50| 60 | FCO| B0 | B0 [ 10T | b
ery Very
Your Owersll 1., Jissatared Banshed
¥ AR
4za IF SB{OAE Owveral &oparence in(IF - - . -
SB(01}:coxch BF SBI03):business) Q10| 2030 | 40 =0 GD) TR 6D | S0\ 100 | 359
420 IF SB{d2y: DOvern] experiendce in e : - - L . . o
sleepar J | 0| 20|30 (40 0 (63| F0 | BO | BC | 100 [ o
41 %awe of Antrak service “ecoweds for Te . = S
i oo i 0 (o¥)
. ce pac for e p - ] (R I o[l. 40 n[)_ fl i 7o _BZ) ] G0 “‘IC-J He
44, Overa ], how satsfied were you with : £ - A -
Atk vased o tue lnp? O | 10| 20| 30 | 40 50| ARG | 7O | &G | S0 [ 100 | 2%
Us ng tis scale wheie 10015 Woud Recommend and 0.5 Weoud Not Recommerd. please ‘sl us haw
TRl ol wuln [ 10 Fecorrmend Favehng on Alak oa fmeed ar Hus ness 5e0ciate Based an yiu 1
fram [INSERT ORIGIN STATION] -0 (NSFRT DESTINATICGN STATION] or [INSERT TRAVFL DATE]
Seectihe ratng nthe noves Dewow irat es: descnbes your Ikelinooe to recommend. S-ease select N or
‘Mot Applcalne of you feel 13t ts queston does nol appoy o ou.
" heonda vt Wesia
You Overall Trip... Hecammend Fecommend
W
450 Based 00 S g, s o you reCorn-and
TrAveling of 4mibcak 13 Mand or susness 0| A0 [ 20 ) 30 [ 400 AD [ RD | TO [ B | wh | 100 | ad
assocate?
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W woult Fhe fe ash sone aediboni auesions ahoul you, Your disees wil be ased ony fon st ical
PLUMKISES ane wil remain Stnelty cortigeral, (PROGRAMMING NOTE - ALLOW RESPONDENTS 10 SKIP
{146.056.)

46 Whalis your gendes?

1 Mae
C2 Female

4

-

It wiheht of e followirg Categoras does vour &332 Tall?

C1 Linder 18

G2 1824

03 253034
4w

05 asohd

05 £5064

G7 €5 o older

G5 Frefer nol 1 answe”

48 Are you of Sparisn. dispanic, of Latino ongin®

Gl Yas
C2 ko

Vhatis your ethn ¢ ongn®

(1 Afrcan Amercan or Alzck
C2 American Indiar or 4.a5k3 Natve
03 Asiar

hxtve Hawanar o ot e Pacifo s ande:

bisparic ar Lating

Migdle Easte

Something #lse [Epecty; )
Refused!2id no: Angwer

FEORRR

0. Which oest desorbes pour currenl employrent 5talus?

01 Freployad ful e
C2 Employes par-tinwe
C3 A colege student
A Pomen:aker

ST 1S your 10131 3wl o ser0d meonse DETooe hxes?

C1 Lessthar $2E,000

G2 8525 00010 549 9645
C3 55000010 574,955
G4 7R GO0 0 S0 0ty
5 S100 000 to §13% S
GG 8150 000 bo §1550 5%
7 B200.000 to B245 2%
G $250.000 07 aver

A Prefer not ta answe”

&MTRAK RCS Cussbannai
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22 Whalis ke lastgrade of school jou comnpleted?

Ci kign schon graduate or less

G2 Tecrmcadt-aining beyord h gk schoal
C3 Same walege

G4 Coede graduane

TR Cracate schonl

S3b. Mnick oae of e faliowing besl cescrbes the main purpese of th s iip? Flease choose orly one.
vas .7 IREAD ENTIRE LEST, ACCEPT ONE RESPUNSE CNLY.)

C1 Doy corrrute 10 or from werk

02 Business travel

3 Trawel w0 or flum schoo

4 stfamry or freras

C5 % acorion where yau re away for 2l 3 week of more

06 Le sure o recreslon such as dirng spo-ling events. theater, o long weekend getaways
GF  Personala Family usiress such as a weddirg. fureal, o medical tnp

(5 Shappng

@5 Orsonratning eise (Specify i

54, Are you an &-tak Guest Rewards Memoer?

o1 Yas
G2 hio

0 Inchalirg voursel. row mang people weie roour ave pamy on rg np?

# Travelers
ER4 WGt iz pour S-digit Pame Fip code?
[0 001 -929597, ¥BOE-Prefer not Lo answer, 9993%-Do not live in U§]

E7 Ircucing s mip we va hear 3sking abowt, how many total Tips Rave wu aken on any Amirak moue in
te past 12 morths? Please count each mourd rip 33 o ore way tips Your best estitate is fine,

F7rRs [01-509%, 9%%=Non"t know/Nat Sure]

| IF {2571002-998]. ASK;
74 Of hose INSERT TRIPS FROM Q57] mps gou have taken ar any Anmrak route 1nche past 12 months
row miang were on [INSERT ROUTE]? Please count each round irip as two one-way tips. You: lest
esbiate 15 fire.

#rps [RANGE = 001 Q57 REPONSE, 5%9-Don't know'Not Sure]

AMTRAK rCSI Duesbornairs 5374 (L0 a
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[ ABK EWERYONE:

58, YWhen was he Frst ime you yourself were a passerger on Anctrak’s [INSERT ROUTE] service™ Wour
el aslriale s lne.

C1 Ths was vy first mp

G2 Less thar sixz months aga

G3 S montss o less han ore Jear ago
G ADOLY 3 pear ano

(A 3R 1 858 Than Tao yaars agn

06 Twots esshan trec years ago

C7 Three 1o kess than fowr years ays

U5 Four 3o e tnar ve years ags

L Frve of more gears ago

W Don't know Mot sure

[IF 1058101 08.99]. ASK:

=i 4nd wher was the first bre qou sourself were 3 passerger on any Artrak rowne of service” Yew: best
eslirate 15 fire. (IF G58(01-08), GNLY SHOW RESPONSES EQUAL TO OR GREATER THAN Q58
RESFONSE. IF Q5599 SHOW ALL RESPONSES)

C1 Ths was vy first mp

G2 Less thar s months aga

G35 mrort=s W less han one e e
G4 AL 3 yaarane

05 e B 9e5s Than TWo years ago

06 Two te ess tran three years ago

C7 These o kess than fow years ags

G5 FOLE GG 1285 150N fve yEars 30

08 Five ormare ;ears ago

49 Don't know:Mot sure

[IF {CLASSIS) AND Q58{01)], ASK:

0 YWWas this the first dme el yoursell were 3 passenger in S eeper Class on ang Amtak frain®™

L1 Yee
[ ]

[ ASK EVERYONE:

F1 Thank you for your participaton inths survey e wowd like B ask you ust Q few mare Juestions alout
Anirak Some of these are vory simiiar 1o questions yol ve already arswered

1 0 would ke 10 answes jLS1 3 Tew Mone Quest-ors. Dledse cick "Contnue sk surve  IF no Cick
USLME MY answers” 1o cortplete and submib your suvey

Cl Contnue w'h survey
G2 3uhmd my answers

E2 Consdering all jour e -perences Wit Ancorak o date overall wow satisfied are yot, with dmirak?

Ly dissal sted Wary sabshed
¥ ¥

V[ e [T s a8 [ w [w
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E3 To ahart eddert mas Amliak faller shorl o geceeced yowr eapeclalions?

E4 Imag

ES Ther

EG How

AMTIAK

Falen shor of expectatiors Srceeds evpecEions
1 [ 2 [ T e[ s el 7] a]s]mn
Irng an idea tran how well do yow think Amiak compases to that deal train?
Mt wary aeal ey oeal
¥ ¥
1 2 [ x o a [ e [ 8 [ v ] alww [
@ LU ou Tl Do 3 deshinguos Served iy Ariteak, mwoa kel wil you [ake Anitah?
B ,c’-'.-lﬁl-ike'y’ ey ke y
¥ ¥
12 s Py [ s e ] v a] s ]
<kely are you te recam~end Amt3k to a fiend of coleague®
hery ke very he'y
¢ ¥
T [ 2 [ s s [T e [T 3] v ]mw

ROEI Cuesbarnairs 5374 LD



87

“BUILDING A 2157 CENTURY INFRASTRUCTURE: Rail Stakcholders
Perspectives” WEDNESDAY, OCTORER 4, 2017, 10:00 am
2167 Rayburn House Office Building, Wushington, D.C.
Responses to QFRs from Wick Meorman, Co-CEO, Amtrak

Qucestions for the Recerd issued on behall of the majority-side subcommittee

How much have the profits on the Northeast Corridor increased due to the
new accounting structure created in the FAST Act? How does Amtrak plan to
rcinvest these profits on the Northeast Corridot?

A: The FAST Act accounting structure did not “increase™ the profits, byt instead it
created a siructure that discouraged the cross-subsidization between the NEC and
the National Network. Before the FAST Act, when Amtrak received an operating
grant in an amount that was less {and somctimes far less) than the operating needs
of the state supported and long distance trains, the NEC revenue would have to he
used to cover the delta. However, under the FAST Act grant structure, the NEC
now holds onte its NEC revenue and the National Network’s operating loss is
covered by the FAST Act anthorized federal grant to Amtrak for the National
Network,

In FY2016, the NEC produced ar operating profit of $474.3 million. This was prior
to Amtrak receiving its funding in the new FAST Act grant structure and before
Amirak implemented its NEC and National Network Accounts reforms as
mandated by the FAST Act. By FY2017, Amtrak restructured its internal
accounting consistent with the aforementioned statutory requirements and as a
result it is difficult to compure our pre-FAST Act financials to our current Profit
and Loss Statement, That being said, in FY2017 the NEC produced an operating
prefit of approximately $437.5 million (pending end of year financial analvsisy. But
again, this is not un apples-to-apples comparison to the FY 16 figure, which was pre-
FAST Act accounts restructuring.

Amtrak plans to reinvest its profits to support normal maintenance and repairs
throughout the corridor, us well as help advance several major projects. These
major prajects include: Penn Station Zero Defect, NEC Surfacing, Washington-New
York System Undercutting, NEC Tie and Timber Replacement, and Station Facade
Replacement in Philadelphia. Tn addition, Amtrak plans to usc profits fo support
work related to the Hudsor River Tunnels, including: tunnel box construction,
NEPA work, and design work.
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Questions for the Record issued on behalf of the minority-side subcommitiec

2. What is the number one challenge threatening Amtrak’s ability to continue its
path of improvement and growth. and how can the Committee help?

A: There are really two major challenges threatening Amtrak’s ability to improve
and grow: 1) the critival need for federal investment, particularly to address our
aging assets on the Northeast Corridor (NEC) and 2) our on time performance
{OTP) on the National Network.

For the NEC, it is impaortant to remember that the main line has bridges and tunnels
on it that date back to the Civil War era. Couple this aging infrastructure with the
820,000 trip each day (780,000 on the eight commuter railrozds and approximately
40,003 Amirak) that take place on the NEC and you have the complicated challenge
of maintaining and improving a busy railroad that must continue to provide
infrastructure access to intercity and commuter passengers. As the NEC
Commission has said, a loss of all NEC services for just one day would cost the
economy an estimated 5104 million. The NEC requires a substantiaf investment to
mzaintain and improve reliable service, and as the Commission highlights, thereis a
538 billion state of good repair backlog that must be addressed. In addition,
Federal investarent is also needed to mateh state invesiments to improve Amtrak
services in other regions of the country.

For the National Network of long distance and state-supported trains, on time
performance remains the biggest barrier to providing reliable train service to our
customers. Anirak continues to work collaboratively with host ratlroads to
improve performance. [t is important to remember that Amtrak was created to
relieve the freight railroads from the obligation to operate passenger service. The
most important imprevement would be for host railrozds to comply with their
statutory obligation to provide Amtrak passenger trains with preference vver
freight trains. While our efforts will continne, Congress and the Administration
sheuld consider expanding the range of tools available to impreve the performance
and the efficiency of Amtrak services.

3. You mention in your testimony that one key area that is fundamental to the
viabiiity of long distance trains is on-time performance of trains and that,
Amtrak has seen “host railroad performance deteriorate markedly — and
unacceptably — over the past few yvears.” In fact, you mention that 70% of all
delays on Amtrak’s long distance trains are due to host railroad delays. What
can be done 1o improve on-time perforraance of passenger trains?

A: We continue to work collaboratively with host railroads to improve performance,
including analytical reviews, schedule modifications, and other operational
improvement efforts. It is important to remember that Amtrak was created to relieve
the freight railroads from the obligation to operate passenger service. The most
important improvement would be for host railroads to comply with their statutory
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vbligativa (o provide Amtrak passenger trains with preference over freight trains.
While our efforts will continue, Congress and the Administration showld consider
expanding the range of toals available to improve the performance and the efficiency
of Amtrak services.

. What is the status of PTC implementation on the Northeast Corridor and other
Amtrak routes?

A: All Amtrak-owned portions of NEC and Keystone Corridor have PTC (positive
train control} operational. Segments with work remaining to be done include 56 miles
of Metro-North, the Lang Island Rail Road’s Harold interfocking, and seven miles of
low-speed terminal areas {which are due to be complete in late 2017), Also done are
96 Amtrak-owned miles of Michigan Line (Kalamazoo, Michigan, te Porter, Indiana),
and work is underway on a connected, state-owned, 135-mile segment. Locations
where Amtrak is responsible for PTC installation, but where work is not complete
include the 104-mile Hudson Line {delayed by incompatible FRAFTA “Buy
America™ provisions) and 60 miles between New Haven-Springficld (delayed by
Connecticut-sponsored line upgrades). Work is underway te install appropriate FTC
equipment at Chicago Terminal. In terms of rolling stock, all NEC and Keystone
equipment needed for service is properly equipped, and 37 diesel-electric locomotives
are equipped with the relevant PTC system for Michigan Line and Chicago-St Louis
service. Another 103 locomotives and 9 ¢ab cars have instaltation complete for service
on the freight railroads (with 252 remaining).

. On August 8, 2014, President Obama signed into iaw a bill to redesignate 30"
Street Station {Public Law 113-158) as the William 1. Gray III 30™ Street
Station. The Gray Family has reached out to the Committee and stated that
Amtrak has not officially redesignated the station in documents or signage at
the station. What is the status of Amtrak’s implementation of Public Law 113-
1587

A:  Amtrak President and Co-CEQ Richard Anderson met with United States
Senater Bob Casey to discuss the advancement of naming Philadelphia 30th Street
Station in henor of the career and legacy of the late Congressman William H. Gray
III. Since then, Amtrak has met with the Gray family/cozlition to discuss several
compaonents of the renaming process including identifying appropriate nomenclature,
size, type and design of certain signage, public announcement process and procedure
on trains and in stations and integration into the station’s upcoming master
development solicitation. In addition, Amtrak and the Gray family/coalition are
working to develop a Memorandum of Understating to ountline the process and steps
Amtrak and the coalition would foltew to realize the renaming. The next meeting of
Amtrak and the Gray family/coalition will take place in early December.



Questions for the Record
U.S. Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation
“Passenger and Freight Rail: The Current Status of the Rail Network and the Track Ahead”
October 21, 2020

Written Questions for the Record from the Honorable Roger F. Wicker to Bill Flynn

Question. At the hearing, you mentioned that Amtrak is working with researchers on
learning more about the airflow within rail cars and its effects on public health. Please
provide a timeline for when Amtrak will publish the results of this research.

Answer: Amtrak’s independent research team indicated we can expect preliminary results
of their analysis of the first fleet they have studied in mid-January 2021.

Written Questions for the Record from the Honorable Jerry Moran to Bill Flynn

Background. Section 11201 of the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation Act (P.L. 114-
94) provided that Amtrak may transfer funds between the Northeast Corridor account and
National Network account. Under 49 U.S.C. § 24317(f) and (g}, Amtrak may transfer
between these accounts subject to certain conditions.

Question 1. Has Amtrak considered whether to transfer capital funds to reinstate
frequencies on the long-distance routes? If so, why has Amtrak not transferred such funds?

Answer: Since March of this year, Amtrak has, in fact, already deferred more than $1
billion in planned capital projects in response to the impacts of COVID.

It would not be prudent to further raid the funds we committed for the many important
capital projects that benefit both the Northeast Corridor and the National Network, which
includes long-distance service. Not only would deferring capital projects and procurement inhibit
our ability to address the reliability and capacity needs of our rail network, but it would also
impact the corresponding capitalized Amtrak workforce that supports these capital projects. In
addition, cancelling capital projects would also impact a specialized domestic supplier network
that supports these capital projects, such as: building locomotives and passenger equipment;
providing rail, ballast, communications and signaling equipment, and other materials to maintain
our infrastructure; and providing IT equipment to support our company. For context, in FY [9
Amtrak purchased materials and other products and services from companies in all 50 States, and
we spent more than $2 billion on these purchases, supporting the national economy and many
thousands of jobs,

For these reasons, Amtrak has not transferred capital funds to reinstate daily long-
distance service. As we explained in our October 8, 2020 letter, if Congress wants to reinstate
long-distance service it would need to appropriate $4.9 billion in total funds for FY 2021. To
date, Congress has chosen not to do this.



Question 2. Please provide a detailed analysis of how much money the reduction in
frequencies on long-distance routes will save. This analysis should include costs to resume
services, such as storing equipment, retraining crews, etc.

Answer: Long-distance frequency reduction to tri-weekly service is expected to reduce
expenses by approximately $300 million and generate net savings of $150 million or more over
the course of the full fiscal year. There is expected revenue loss from operating fewer
frequencies, but the revenue loss is anticipated to be much lower during the pandemic than
during normal demand periods. Amtrak performance since making the tri-weekly change
supports these estimates, and revenue retention may be higher than estimated. While this
pandemic is ongoing, we do have some additional data to support these assertions and are more
than happy to brief your office on the details of these reductions and savings from the frequency
adjustments. However, we want to reemphasize that these adjustments are temporary, and we
hope to bring back long-distance service as soon as it 1s safe, and revenue and ridership allow.
We have a plan, supported by metrics, which we have shared with Congress and is outlined on
our website, for how we will measure return to service and hope to have everything back in
service by summer 2021.

Background. In 1998, the U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAQ) issued a report on
the financial performance of Amtrak routes, which in part looked at the impacts of
reducing the frequency of service on 11 routes from daily service to three to four times per
week service. GAQO reported that anticipated reductions in operating costs were not
realized on routes with reduced frequency of service. GAQ also reported that Amtrak
officials found that less-than-daily service caused less efficient usage of equipment and
other unforeseen problems.

Question 3. How and why does Amtrak believe reduced frequencies on long-distance routes
will save taxpaycer dollars teday given GAO’s prior findings? Amtrak’s asscssment should
account for costs to resume the long-distance frequencies.

Answer: In normal circumstances  such as the mid-1990s when Amtrak implemented the
long-distance frequency reductions that the referenced GAO report evaluated — cutting long-
distance service frequency would not produce significant, immediate cash savings. While long-
distance trains account for the vast majority of Amtrak’s operating losses, their revenues
ordinarily cover most of the costs, sometimes referred to as “above the rail” costs, that are driven
by the number of trains we operate. such as fuel. host railroad payments, and wages and benefits
for on-board employees. Less than daily service also reduces ridership and revenues, since some
passengers are unable or unwilling to adjust their travel dates.

However, we are not living in normal times. The COVID-19 pandemic decimated
demand for intercity travel. As a result, Amtrak (on its Northeast Corridor and State-Supported
routes) and every other North American intercity passenger railroad, airline and intercity bus
company implemented major service reductions immediately after the pandemic began to reflect
greatly reduced passenger demand and minimize massive financial losses. Many of those
reductions will continue until the pandemic is over.



We mitially maintained normal service frequency on our long-distance network in the
hope that travel demand would return. However, that did not happen. Long-distance ridership
and revenues (excluding the Auto Train} were only a third of pre-pandemic levels from April
through August. Because of these greatly reduced revenues, long-distance trains went from
covering most of their “above the rail” costs to covering less than a third of those costs. Until
ridership returns, every long-distance train we send out of the station represents a large cash
drain for the benefit of relatively few riders. In August and September, the two months before we
reduced service frequency to tri-weekly on most long-distance routes, long-distance passenger
revenues were $65 million below plan.

While we anticipate that less than daily service will reduce ridership and revenues, we
expect the impact during the pandemic to be much less than in 1995. Fewer passengers will be
affected. and much less revenue will be lost, because not many people are willing to make long
trips on public transportation until COVID-19 is brought under control. Most of those who are
traveling are not making the types of trips that often require travel on a particular date, such as
travel for business, weddings and other family gatherings. During October and November, the
first two months after we began less than daily service on most long-distance routes, ridership
retention and revenues exceeded our conservative assumptions.

We are committed to restoring daily service to the long-distance routes on which service
frequency is reduced when travel demand returns. The costs Amtrak will incur to restore service
will depend upon when service restoration occurs and how many employees who have been
furloughed or have transferred to other positions elect to return to their previous jobs. However,
we expect those costs will be much lower than the savings from reducing the huge additional
cash losses we were incurring to operate daily long-distance service during a period when
passenger demand and revenues were dramatically reduced.

Question 4. Since the reduction in frequency was initiated, how do boardings on the
Southwest Chiel compare to previous boardings when the route operated daily?

Answer: The average boardings per frequency for the Southwest Chief since the
beginning of October when compared to all other routes did not experience schedule reductions
in frequency during this time. The schedule change on the Southwest Chief from daily service
took place the week ending October 16. When compared to an established baseline for the week
ending October 2, the Southwest Chief’s boardings per frequency has significantly exceeded that
of routes that experienced no schedule reductions.

Question 5. How many previously sold tickets were cancelled once the change in service was
announced and enacted?

Answer: There were 1,683 reservations impacted by the Southwest Chief schedule
change, which was announced in August and took effect of the week ending October 16. Of
those, 57% accepted our offer for re-accommodation while 33% declined and were provided a
full refund (10% of impacted reservations are still awaiting resolution}. The Southwest Chief
cancelation rate is approximately 10 percentage points lower than our network-wide list of
impacted reservations from the October schedule changes.



Written Questions for the Record from the Honorable Marsha Blackburn to Bill Flynn

Question 1, With respect to network capacity, has Amtrak made any direct investments to
add capacity to host freight lines in Tennessee?

Answer: Amtrak is currently fully-funding a $2.6 million project to replace hand thrown
switches on the freight host railroad main line track through Harrison Yard in Memphis with
remote-controlled switches, which would increase capacity and network fluidity, improve safety,
and reduce the running time for both the twice-daily Amtrak trains and all freight trains. In
addition, Amtrak contributes approximately $70,000 annually to ongoing maintenance of track
and signal infrastructure around Memphis Central Station as required by Amtrak’s operating
agreement with the freight host railroad. Amtrak has also initiated a $2.5 million project at
Newbern-Dyersburg station as part of Amtrak’s Accessible Stations Development Program.

Question 2, If so, can you tell me what those have been? Have hosts requested such
investments?

Answer: See Question | for our response.

Background. This nation’s freight railroads support over 1 million jobs and generate over
$200 billion in economic activity. Given the economic challenges created by the Covid-19
pandemic, the continued efficient operation of our freight carriers can he expected to play
an even more important role as we move toward recovery.

Question 3. What is Amtrak doing to minimize delays on freight rail lines throughout this
country?

Answer: Amtrak plays an essential role in the development of America’s robust and
profitable freight rail network: Amtrak was created to relieve the private railroads of their
mtercity passenger rail service obligations. One of the essential conditions of this public bargain
is that freight railroads would provide Amtrak passengers traveling over their rail lines with
“preference” over freight transportation. This was not a new concept at the time — when freight
railroads operated their own passenger trains before Amtrak, they recognized that prioritizing
trains carrying passengers over slower freight trains carrying cargo was critical to providing a
viable passenger service.

Today, the majority of delays to Amtrak trains on freight rail lines are caused by freight
railroads, with freight train interference the leading cause of delay to Amtrak state supported and
long-distance passengers. Amtrak trains comprise only 4% of the train-miles operated on Class I
freight railroads.

Despite that fact, some freight railroads claim that providing passenger trains with
preference is an unreasonable standard that limits the efficiency of the rail network and service
provided to shippers, or that it will bring freight movement to a standstill. These intlated claims
do not withstand any level of scrutiny. First, freight railroads can seek relief from the Surface



Transportation Board if they truly believe that providing Amtrak with preference materially
lessens the quality of freight transportation provided to shippers. The fact that not one railroad
has ever sought such relief suggests that either railroads do not believe that providing preference
affects the quality of service provided to shippers or the railroads believe they can ignore the law
with impunity. Second, there is no correlation between freight volumes and freight train
interference delays on most rail lines, which means dispatching decisions unrelated to freight
traffic levels drive Amtrak on time performance. Third, the presence of a few daily passenger
trains on freight railroad mainlines poses no threat to the quality and growth of freight
transportation. For comparison, Amtrak’s mostly two-track Northeast Corridor mainline between
Newark and New York Penn Station hosts up to 48 trains an hour. On most host railroad
mileage, Amtrak operates two trains a day.

Simply stated, freight railroads cannot show that compliance with federal law on
preference leads to a detrimental impact on their freight transportation business. When freight
leadership has decided to dispatch Amtrak trains according to the law, we have seen Amtrak’s on
time performance improve literally overnight. During these times, there was no evidence of
negative impacts to the overall fluidity of America’s rail network. In fact, it has been reported by
some freight railroad leaders that efficient Amtrak service is a strong indicator that their own
operations are running efficiently.

Written Questions for the Record from the Honorable Shelley Moore Capito to Bill Flynn

Background. On June 25, I joined the Chairman in the letter he sent to Amtrak requesting
additional information on how Amtrak came to the decision to reduce the frequencies on
long-distance routes. I appreciate Amitrak’s response to the Chairman’s letter and
confirmation in your testimony today, that these reductions are indeed temporary.

Question 1, With the understanding that the course of the COVID pandemic and its effects
are ever changing, do you still project that daily service along these routes may be restore
in May or June of next year?

Answer. Amtrak understands the importance of our service to states and communities
across the nation, as well as to our employees. We hope to restore all of this service in 2021. We
are committed to assessing the public’s travel needs continuously and have made our restoration
metrics available to both Congress and the general public. We will use specific and measurable
metrics to guide restoration of daily service as demand warrants—potentially as early as summer
of 2021. Firstly, our temporary reductions and subsequent plan to restore this service are
dependent on sufficient federal assistance, but in order to best protect our passengers’ and
employees’ health, and to make the best possible use of limited taxpayer investment, we will
consider the following metrics to decide when to restore each affected Long-distance service:
public health, future demand and current performance. Each of these criteria are outlined in
detail on our website. If any route is not yet ready to be restored when we conduct our review,
we will apply an updated version of the criteria described above as part of the FY 2022 planning
cycle or sooner, in the event of dramatic improvement in demand prior to that point.

Questions for the Record from Hon. Maria Cantwell to Mr. William Flynn



Return to Full Service. Mr. Flynn, I wanted to clarify your response to my question
regarding Amtrak’s evaluation of the long-distance routes. You stated that you will
reevaluate long-distance routes performances throughout the year and that any decision
about service frequency made in February 2021 will not be permanent for the whole year.

Question 1. If in February 2021, the Empire Builder does not meet Amtrak’s
performance metric for return to full service, when would the route next be reevalnated?

Answer. Amtrak understands the importance of our service to states and communities
across the nation, as well as to our employees. We hope to restore all of this service in 2021. We
are committed to assessing the public’s travel needs continuously and have made our restoration
metrics publicly available. We will use specific and measurable metrics to guide restoration of
daily service as demand warrants  potentially as early as summer of 2021. Firstly, our
temporary reductions and subsequent plan to restore this service are dependent on sufficient
federal assistance. However, in order to best protect our passengers’ and employees’ health, and
to make the best possible use of limited taxpayer investment, we will consider the following
metrics to decide when to restore each affected long-distance service: public health, future
demand and current performance. Each of these criteria are outlined in detail on our website. If
any route is not yet ready to be restored when we conduct our review, we will apply an updated
version of the criteria described above as part of the FY 2022 planning cycle or sooner, in the
event of dramatic improvement in demand prior to that point.

Question 2, Do you anticipate any issue returning to full service on track owned by
Class I railroads?

Answer. At this time, we do not. We have made it very clear to our host railroads that the
current frequency reductions are femporary and we plan to return to full service. Should we run
into any concerns as we look to restore service, we will be sure to keep your office informed on
any impediments that may arise.

Question 3. With long-distance scrvice typically booked far in advance, won’t fewer
scheduling options make it more difficult for Amtrak’s long-distance lines to increase
ridership?

Answer. Travel on long-distance routes is primarily leisure-oriented and this has
remained the case during the pandemic. However, recent booking trends for this portfolio shifted
dramatically  with demand peaking much closer to the departure date. Booking trends also
suggest that despite the revised service, customers are finding a schedule to their liking. In the
event that customers are seeking an itinerary on a date in which we do not offer service, we have
placed a tool on our booking engine to guide them to the next possible itinerary. Given the
leisure orientation of these travelers, less day-of-week sensitivity exists compared to a customer
on a corridor route or one seeking to travel for business. In addition, a primary reason we are
targeting making a decision by mid-February of 2021 to reinstate long-distance service for travel
next summer is to allow the vast majority of customers time to make their travel plans with the
restored schedule in place.



Federal COVID Response. Mr. Flynn, the Administration has failed to provide a
national strategy for protecting the traveling public. Both the Department of
Transportation and the Centers for Disease Control have refused to require masks for
operators and passengers.

Amtrak has been working with medical experts at George Washington University
on its COVID response. Your company has implemented a mask mandate onboard its
trains, reduced booking capacity by 50 percent, and undertaken enhanced cleaning
procedures.

Question 4. What has been the impact on your operations from implementing a
mask mandate and complying with CDC guidance?

Answer. Per guidance from the CDC, Amtrak requires all customers and employees wear
a face mask or covering that fully covers the entire mouth and nose, fits snugly against the side
of the face, and secures under the chin at all times while onboard and in stations unless actively
eating or drinking. Passengers must also maintain appropriate physical distancing while onboard
and in stations. Amtrak’s employees and customers have responded well to our mask
requirement on trains and platforms, which is outlined on our webhsite. We have not found that
this has a significant impact on the ability for our employees to complete their tasks nor our
customers to ride our trains. Although we have limited the number of booking on each train to
promote social distancing, the mask requirement is essential.

Question 5. Do you believe that implementing such protocols has increased public
confidence in the safety of riding or working at Amtrak during the pandemic?

Answer. Yes,

Question 6. Is there any public health or economic reason not to implement a
national mask mandate for the transportation industry?

Answer. Amtrak already requires masks on its trains and platforms. While we cannot
speak for the entire transportation industry, we certainly have not found masks to be an
impediment to public health and economics of our company. In fact, just the opposite it
strengthens our position and gives our employees and customers the confidence they need during
this pandemic.

Question 7. Do you agree that the Department of Transportation should be working
with public health professionals to create a national passenger transportation strategy to
combat COVID-19?

Answer. We have a good relationship with the Center for Disease Control and the Federal
Railroad Administration. Their guidance and assistance during this pandemic are immensely
helpful.



COVID Relief. Mr. Flynn, I am very concerned that Amtrak has cut long-distance
service to just three times per week due. Communities served by Amtrak’s long-distance
routes, including 15 in my state, are reliant on the economic and mobility benefits Amtrak
provides.

Without additional relief, trains have gone into storage, and some states are halting
plans to add new routes or service frequency. Some states are even considering ending their
state supported routes because they will no longer be able to atford it.

Question 8. Where do you expect the biggest impact on your capital commitments
will be if no additional funding is provided?

Answer. Deferring capital projects and procurement inhibit our ability to address the
reliability and capacity needs of our rail network and would also impact our corresponding
capitalized Amtrak workforce. Such capital delays would also impact a specialized domestic
supplier network that supports these projects, such as: building locomotives and passenger
equipment; providing rail, ballast, communications and signaling equipment, and other materials
to maintain our infrastructure; and providing IT equipment to support our company. For context,
in FY'19 Amtrak purchased materials and other products and services from companies in all 50
States, and we spent more than $2 hillion on these purchases, supporting the national economy
and many thousands of jobs. In our October 8, 2020 letter to Congress, we included, for
illustrative purposes, a table that provided specific capital projects that may be deferred if
Amtrak does not receive sufficient funding in FY21. This initial list will be finalized and updated
throughout the year based on specific appropriated levels, service levels, actual revenue, and
other factors.

Question 9. Are there additional consequences of lack of funding that haven’t been
considered by Congress yet?

Answer. As we explained in our October 8, 2020 letter to Congress, insufficient funding
levels would cause drastic impacts that could have long lasting effects on our Northeast Corridor
infrastructure and the national rail system. For example, insufficient funding levels could force
Amtrak to reduce its workforce by an additional 2,400 jobs as we scale back capital projects
(approximately 775 jobs) and because our state partners have advised us that they would likely
further reduce their train service {(approximately 1,625 jobs).

In addition, as you know, we are reliant on annual appropriations and do not have the
benefits of dedicated and predictable funding that a trust fund provides to virtually all other
transportation modes. This puts us at a severe disadvantage, and we hope Congress will consider
providing Amtrak with this parity and include an intercity passenger rail trust fund in the next
surface transportation reauthorization.

Safety Management System. Nearly three years have passed since the Amtrak 501
train derailed in DuPont, WA, killing three people and injuring more than 60. This tragedy
occurred just a month after National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) Chairman
Sumwalt warned that Amtrak’s safety culture was failing.



I appreciate your commitment to working with Sound Transit and the Washington
Department of Transportation to ensure that the NTSB’s and Sound Transit’s
recommendations have been fully and safely implemented before resuming service on the
Point Defiance Bypass. Your predecessor, Mr. Anderson, assured me that implementing a
safety management system and maintaining a strong safety culture was a top priority of
his.

Question 10. Will yon commit to ensuring that safety, and the implementation of a
robust safety management system, is a top priority and one that will not be impacted by
COVID-19?

Answer. Yes,

Question 11. Recently, the Amtrak Office of Inspector General released a report on
Amtrak’s implementation of its safety management system. The report found that Amtrak
had not considered using an employee survey tool to gauge its safety culture. These surveys
are a common safety management system best practice in transportation industries. While
I appreciate that Amtrak is currently crafting a survey methodology, I am concerned that
this could be an indication that Amtrak’s safcty management is otherwise lacking. What
steps have you taken to ensure Amtrak is implementing a robust safety management
system and that other important aspects of a strong safety culture aren’t being missed?

Answer. We submitted our System Safety Program Plan (SSPP) to the Federal Railroad
Administration {FRA) on November | — well in advance of the March 4, 2021 deadline for
complying with the new SMS regulation and we anticipate feedback from the FRA’s review of
our program in the coming weeks. It is Amtrak’s goal, however, to implement an SMS that
exceeds the minimum regulatory requirements and incorporates best practices from a wide array
of high-reliability industries (e.g., aviation, nuclear, medical}. To achieve this, we plan to have
periodic reviews by independent experts in SMS that will identify any gaps in our program and
ensure that our program is robust and promoting a world-class safety culture. We will leverage
employee surveys as a data point for measuring the success of our SMS implementation and
safety culture.

Questions for the Record from Hon. Amy Klobuchar to Mr. William Flynn

CARES Act Funding for Amtrak. In the CARES Act, Congress appropriated $1
billion to Amtrak to offset the steep decline in ridership as a result of the pandemic and
included a $239 million funding set-aside for state-supported routes.

Question 1, Earlier this month, your CEOQO sent a letter to Congress highlighting the
need for $4.9 hillion in Fiscal Year 2021 funding to support Amtrak through this
pandemic. Can you elaborate on your statement that you anticipate having to reduce
Amtrak’s workforce by 2,400 jobs if additional rclicf funding is not received by
December?



Answer. As we explained in our October 8, 2020 letter to Congress, insufficient funding
levels would cause drastic impacts that could have long lasting effects on our Northeast Corridor
infrastructure and the national rail system. For example, insufficient funding levels could force
Amtrak to reduce its workforce by an additional 2,400 jobs as we scale back capital projects
(approximately 775 jobs) and because our state partners have advised us that they would likely
further reduce their train service {(approximately 1,625 jobs).

We are appreciative that Congress 1s working to provide Amtrak and our partners with
some emergency funding to help us get through March 31. 2021. However, this is only a stopgap
measure and we will require additional emergency funding for the remainder of the fiscal year if
we want to avoid the types of impacts mentioned above.

Questions for the Record from Hon. Kyrsten Sinema to Mr. William Flynn

Southwest Chief and Sunset Limited Service Cufs. In my home state, the Southwest
Chief provides service to Flagstaff, Kingman, and Winslow, Arizona. The Sunsct Limited
serves Tucson, Benson, Maricopa, and Yuma, Arizona, In these communitics, Amtrak
service is a significant financial driver. For example, over 50,000 riders disembark in
Flagstaff each year and provide more then $12 million in tourism dollars to the city.

Given the importance of the Amtrak scrvice to these communitics, cutting service to three
times per week on long-distance routes, such as the Southwest Chief and the Sunset
Limited, impacts both local workers and local economies.

Question 1., Are youn aware of the significant financial impact due to service cuts to
communities served by long-distance routes, such as Flagstaff?

Answer. Yes. We regret that this pandemic and the absence of congressional funding up
to this point forced the furloughs and service reductions across our system. We hope that the
public health response to this pandemic and congressional support will allow us to return that
service safely as soon as possible.

Question 2, What is Amtrak’s plan to restorc all routces to daily scrvice?

Answer. Amtrak understands the importance of our service to states and communities
across the nation, as well as to our employees. We hope to restore all of this service in 2021. We
are committed to assessing the public’s travel needs continuously and have made our restoration
metrics publicly available. We will use specific and measurable metrics to guide restoration of
daily service as demand warrants  potentially as early as summer of 202 1. Our temporary
reductions and subsequent plan to restore this service are dependent on sufficient federal
assistance, but in order to best protect our passengers’ and employees’ health, and to make the
best possible use of limited taxpayer investment, we will consider the following metrics to
decide when to restore each affected long-distance service: public health, future demand and
current performance. Each of these criteria are outlined in detail on our website.

Question 3. What is the timeframe envisioned for this restoration of service?



Answer. Based on the metrics outlined in the question above, we hope to return service
potentially as early as summer of 2021.

Question 4. What factors will you consider when determining when to restart daily
service on long-distance routes?

Answer. In addition to requiring sufficient funding from Congress, we will consider the
following metrics to decide when to restore each affected Long-distance service: public health,
future demand and current performance. Each of these criteria are outlined in detail on our
website.

Question 5. Will you commit to maintaining the current fleet in operable condition
so that daily service can restart as soon as possible?

Answer. Yes,

Flagstaff Concerns. I understand that Flagstaff Mayor Coral Evans wrote you a
letter dated August 24, 2020 outlining the community’s perspective about continued
support for the Southwest Chief.

Question 6. Have you responded to Mayvor Evans’s letter?

Answer: Yes. Amtrak responded to two letters from Mayor Evans on the same topic:
once on June 25, 2020 and again on August 27, 2020.

Phoenix Service. Phoenix is the fifth largest city in the United States and the largest
city in the country not served by Amtrak passenger service. Arizona is also one of the
fastest growing states in the country. Amtrak service to Phoenix ended in 1996, and the
closest current Amtrak service to the Phoenix region is in Maricopa, about thirty-five miles
south.

At a September presentation to the Rail Passenger Association, Amtrak included
Los Angeles — Palm Springs — Phoenix — Tucson as an option for corridor expansion.

Question 7. What are Amtrak’s primary considcrations when deliberating whether
to advance with the proposal to return service to Phoenix?

Answer. We are proposing a number of new and improved corridor routes across the
nation and hope to share a detailed plan with Congress, state DOTSs, local municipalities and
other stakeholders, and the general public next year. We considered a number of factors, such as
forecasted ridership, population growth, operating subsidy, initial capital costs, connectivity,
environmental impact, availability of host railroad capacity, and location of existing Amtrak
operating bases in coming up with recommendations for our vision for the future.



An additional consideration that is worth noting is how the federal government can help
advance new and improved routes, such as connecting Amtrak to Phoenix. It is critical that a
Corridor Development Program be authorized and funded as part of Amtrak’s National Network
grant and that process improvements are made for gaining access to host railroads for new
service or additional trains via the Surface Transportation Board. Both of these issues are
addressed in H.R.2, the House passed surface transportation bill, and we hope the Senate will
include similar provisions when it considers its version of this important legislation.
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