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APPENDIX I:  COUNCIL MEMBERS’ COMMENTS ON THE
REPORT (COMMENTS LISTED ALPHABETICALLY)

A. MS. NANCY RUTLEDGE CONNERY’S COMMENTS
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B. MR. JAMES COSTON’S COMMENTS
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C. MR. WENDELL COX’S COMMENTS

CONCURRING STATEMENT BY WENDELL COX

I generally concur with the substance of the 2d Annual Amtrak Reform Council report as
regards the specific issues delegated to the Council for review.

However, I do not agree that Amtrak or other intercity rail should receive additional
government subsidies or user fees not directly generated by passengers of such services.
It is premature to consider additional funding until each of the following have been
determined:

1. That there is a compelling public purpose.

2. That Amtrak or other intercity rail is the most efficient and effective mechanism
for accomplishment of the public purpose.

3. That the unit cost structure of Amtrak or other intercity rail is no higher than
market.

Respectfully submitted,

[Document provided to Council via Mr. Cox’s email account]

Wendell Cox
12 March 2001

Wendell Cox Consultancy
publicpurpose.com ••••  demographia.com
PO Box 841 •  Belleville, Illinois 62222 USA

+1.618.632.8507 •  Fax: +1.810.821..8134 •  policy@publicpurpose.com
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D. MR. CHARLES MONEYPENNY’S COMMENTS (REPRESENTING THE RAILWAY
LABOR ORGANIZATIONS)

DISSENTING VIEWS TO THE AMTRAK REFORM COUNCIL'S
MARCH 2001 SECOND ANNUAL REPORT

At the outset, I want to note that there are a number of recommendations and
observations made by the majority that I support, but there are other positions and solutions
offered that are extremely troubling and inconsistent with Amtrak's purpose of providing a safe,
efficient and reliable national rail transportation system.  Therefore, I find it necessary to dissent
from the majority report and its recommendations and to offer a separate expression.

Reliable and Secure Funding For Amtrak

As a general matter, I would note that the entire membership of the ARC shares a number
of positions, most notably that Amtrak has not received sufficient federal support and that the
carrier must secure an adequate, sufficient and reliable source of funding for its operations.
Specifically, the majority report correctly notes that the development of high-speed corridors and
the maintenance of existing Amtrak services will require significant federal, state and local
funding.  The report goes on to find that it is essential that reliable funding sources be provided
to develop corridors with significant transportation potential.  And finally, the majority finds that
a major flaw of Amtrak is that the carrier does not receive reliable funding to satisfy market
demands for economic transportation services especially compared to its competitors in the
aviation and bus industries.

I could not agree more with these sentiments.  In fact, I would only argue that the
majority, while conceding that Amtrak has not received the financial support it needs, diverts
attention from this problem by proposing complicated, unneeded and burdensome restructuring
plans.  If we have learned anything from Amtrak's history and from our observation of other
nations' rail transportation systems, it is that passenger rail service needs and deserves sufficient
government resources to provide the services demanded by all stakeholders.

This is especially true given the fact, as noted by the majority itself, that there is a
resurgence in the popularity of passenger train service throughout the United States.  As our
skies and roads attempt to absorb an inherently mobile society and an economy that depends on
the efficient movement of goods and people, consumers are hungry for reliable transportation
alternatives.  Ridership and revenues on Amtrak continue to increase and reached record levels
in fiscal year 2000.  Consumer enthusiasm for high-speed rail, especially the introduction of
Acela along the Northeast Corridor (NEC), has only increased, and state, local and federal
policymakers continue to voice their support for a strong and reliable national passenger rail
system.

Finally, I want to voice support for the majority's position that Amtrak management and
its employees are not preventing Amtrak from making needed improvements in its service or
operation.  This recognition is a welcome departure from past reports and "studies" that have
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attempted to lay the blame for Amtrak's financial problems on the backs of its dedicated workers.
Some in Congress have then used these findings to attack the basic rights of these workers and in
the process undermine the support for national passenger rail service.

While I am pleased that the majority rejects this approach, I do wish that it made a
stronger statement on the positive role that Amtrak workers have played, and will continue to
play in the delivery of safe and efficient passenger rail services.  The 20,000 workers employed
by Amtrak have made sacrifice after sacrifice to ensure the continued viability of the carrier.
Between 1981 and 1994, Amtrak workers earned less than the national rate in order to help the
carrier through a difficult financial crisis.  As a result of these wage and benefit concessions and
changes in work rules, Amtrak captures a significant percentage of revenue from the fare box,
yet many Amtrak workers remain the lowest paid in the industry.  If Amtrak is to truly thrive and
prosper as a viable transportation alternative, it is crucial that its employees at every level are
treated with respect by not only management, but by policymakers and others involved with
passenger rail service.  Workers and their unions must be seen as partners in the goal of
providing national passenger rail service, and I had hoped that the majority would have
specifically recognized this reality.

The Majority's Proposals

In addition to a lack of government funding, the majority identifies several problems with
Amtrak's operations and structure, offers a general solution and four possible options to
implement this solution.  To put it bluntly, I find the majority's reasoning in this area suspect and
specifically disagree with the solution offered and the various options proposed.  The basic
premise of the majority appears to be that Amtrak tries to do too much and that it should be split
up into separate units for train operations, infrastructure management and government policy
activities.  The majority articulates four options to accomplish this objective1.  In general, I
would note that all four plans would appear to create an untenable bureaucracy which would
make Amtrak operations more complicated and provide less real accountability.  I also do not
believe that any of these options would make improvements or address the problems that the
majority itself identifies.  For example, the majority notes that political pressures on Amtrak
cause the carrier to make uneconomical decisions on routes served.  While I agree that Amtrak,
like any U.S. institution, faces certain political pressures, I do not understand how simply
separating Amtrak's functions and creating separate units would address this issue.  I doubt that a
restructuring, however ingenious it might be, would insulate Amtrak from requests for new or
enhanced service.2  It should be further noted that the interest and involvement of policy makers
in providing passenger rail service to their communities is not inherently a negative
development.  Community need and support for a service and its integration into other
transportation services are important factors that Amtrak should consider in making operational
decisions, and political officials, whether at the state, local or federal level, are in an excellent
position to offer this wider perspective.
                                             
1 The Commission also notes a fifth option -- full privatization -- which it rejects as unworkable
and not feasible.
2 The majority itself notes that regardless of any separation of functions, "Congress will always
have the opportunity to influence the route system and service frequencies."
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Furthermore, and perhaps more importantly, the majority refuses to accept the possibility
that Amtrak will not be able to operate a national system on a for-profit basis.  The majority
offers no credible support for this position and exposes a flawed perspective.  The purpose of
providing passenger rail service in the United States cannot be to ensure a profit for the operator
of the system at the expense of national service, safety or other public policy considerations.
While economic decisions have to be made, Amtrak must continue to provide public
transportation that serves the public interest and complements the nation's existing transportation
network.  Does this approach conform to the market economy model that many would like all
government services to follow?  Probably not.  But the goal of Amtrak is to provide efficient and
safe transportation -- not to adhere to a specific economic mantra that could jeopardize its public
transportation role.

In regards to the particular options offered by the majority to split Amtrak operations, I
would make a number of observations.  Option One would have Amtrak continue as the nation's
sole provider of intercity passenger rail service and have it operate all trains, including contract
commuter operations in high-speed rail corridors, as well as mail and express services.  But at
the same time it would transfer ownership, maintenance and management of the NEC and other
Amtrak-owned stations, terminals and facilities to a for-profit government infrastructure entity.
As the majority itself notes in identifying the weaknesses of this option, creating a new
infrastructure company would increase total overhead costs and may complicate Amtrak's
operations over the NEC.  The majority also admits that it may be difficult to obtain a secure,
long-term source of funding for the NEC since states and other political interests outside the
region may not be willing to help support this operation financially.  Because I sincerely believe
that adequate government funding is the key to Amtrak's continued survival, I do not understand
how an option that admittedly would increase costs and make it more difficult to secure this type
of funding would do anything other than hinder Amtrak's ability to operate effectively and
efficiently.

Option Two would create a similar situation and specifically envisions creating
competition for passenger rail service through competitive bidding for operating franchises.
Under this option, both Amtrak and the new infrastructure entity would be a "for-profit"
organization.  Again, the majority itself admits that this option could increase overhead costs and
creates an arrangement that is more complex and may be more difficult to manage than the
current system.  Furthermore, I question the public policy rationale of instituting a for-profit
mandate on passenger rail service.

Option Three would give ownership and maintenance of Amtrak's NEC and other tracks,
stations and facilities to the states and local governments.  The states (in partnership with the
freight railroads) would then become responsible for funding operations and maintenance on all
corridors though there would be some federal assistance.3  The majority states that this option
could allow a higher level of federal funding.  This statement is not supported by any facts
provided by the majority.  Instead, and as the Council itself notes, states may not uniformly wish
                                             
3  The majority also explains that states would assume responsibility for purchasing and leasing
equipment for corridor operations.
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to take on the responsibility of this operation or fund it sufficiently and thus the concept of a
national passenger rail system would be jeopardized.

Option Four, titled "Partial" Privatization, creates even more problems.  Under this
scenario, a government oversight entity would contract out all services to a train operating
company and Amtrak's mechanical and equipment acquisition functions would be handled by
private corporations.  The majority again admits that this option has potential problems and
concedes that privatizing operations could well be "politically and economically impractical."
While Option Four is the only proposal that specifically calls for out-right privatization, all the
options envision, at least to some degree, some form of eventual private and for-profit
operations.

Put simply, this model must be rejected as a solution for national passenger rail service.
The majority has cited no facts to support its argument and position that passenger rail service
can operate on a for-profit standpoint and still maintain the safety, service and reliability that
Amtrak currently provides.  In fact, attempts to privatize passenger rail operations have generally
been met with more problems than solutions.  More notably, Britain's attempts to privatize its
passenger services have created safety and reliability problems, a point that the majority notes at
various places in its report but appears to discount.  Instead of viewing national passenger rail
service as a commercial entity that is required to produce a profit for its operators, the position
must be that passenger rail service is a critical component of our public transportation system
and must be sufficiently supported by the federal, state and local governments.

Finally, I have great objection to the majority's recommendation that the ARC undertake
additional studies and analysis of Amtrak passenger rail service and related issues.  This
recommendation and, indeed, many of the recommendations made in this report, go beyond the
ARC's mandate as stated by the Amtrak Reform and Accountability Act of 1997.  In addition,
this type of recommendation appears to be inconsistent with the majority's own position that
Amtrak has had to rely too heavily on the General Accounting Office, the Department of
Transportation, the Inspector General and even the ARC's own reports to develop new policy
proposals.  Instead of granting ARC additional resources or mandates to conduct endless studies,
it is more appropriate to consolidate these functions within Amtrak and allow the carrier in
conjunction with policymakers at the federal, state and local level to set its own course.

Charles Moneypenny
Labor Representative
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E. LETTER FROM FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION, ON BEHALF OF THE
HON. NORMAN Y. MINETA, SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
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APPENDIX II

A. BIOGRAPHIES OF AMTRAK REFORM COUNCIL’S MEMBERS

Gilbert E. Carmichael (Chairman) – is a leading international authority on railroad and
intermodal transportation policy.  Appointed to the National Transportation Policy Study
Commission by President Ford during the Energy Crisis, he chaired its subcommittee on
advanced technology and later served as Federal Railroad Administrator under President Bush.
Currently, he is the Chairman of the University of Denver's Intermodal Transportation Institute.
Majority Leader Trent Lott appointed him to the Amtrak Reform Council, of which he is the
Chairman.

Paul M. Weyrich (Vice Chairman) – has been a reporter, editor, publisher, staff assistant for the
Senate Transportation Appropriations Subcommittee, and has served on various boards regarding
rail issues for many years.  These include:  the Dulles Corridor Transit Citizens Advisory
Committee and the Dulles International Airport Light Rail Task Force, which he chaired.  He
also served as member of the Board of Directors of Amtrak.  Currently, he is President and
founder of Free Congress Foundation, a public policy think tank.  He was appointed to the
Amtrak Reform Council by Majority Leader Trent Lott and elected Vice Chairman by the
Council.

Bruce Chapman – has had an extensive career specializing in public policy development.  He
has served as a Seattle City Council member, Washington State Secretary of State, Director of
U.S. Census Bureau, Deputy Assistant to President Reagan as Director of White House Planning
and Evaluation, and U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. organization in Vienna.  In 1990, he founded
the Seattle-based Discovery Institute, a public policy center on national and international affairs.
He was appointed to the Amtrak Reform Council by House Speaker Newt Gingrich.

Nancy Rutledge Connery – is an independent researcher and policy advisor on infrastructure,
transportation, and community development; her clients included, among others, the U.S.
Department of Transportation and The World Bank.  She was appointed to the Amtrak Advisory
Group (the Blue Ribbon Panel) established by the House Transportation and Infrastructure
Committee.  During her career, she was the Executive Director at the National Council on Public
Works Improvement, and Manager of the Public Works Project for the Washington State
Department of Community and Economic Development.  Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott
appointed her to the Amtrak Reform Council.

James E. Coston – is the managing partner of the Chicago and Miami-based law firm Coston &
Lichtman where he specializes in equipment financing.  He has served on the boards and the
legal committees of the National Equipment Finance Trade Associations, and is a frequent
lecturer on equipment leasing law and transportation finance.  Parallel to his legal profession, he
co-founded Chicago’s Twentieth Century Railroad Club and for 15 years managed its highly
successful program of weekend excursion trains chartered from Amtrak.  As a nationally
recognized advocate for an improved and expanded U.S. intercity rail network, and a former
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Amtrak employee, his guest editorials on rail service have appeared in, among others, the
Chicago Tribune and Sun Times, Trains, Chicago Business, Washington Post, USA Today, and
The New Republic.  Senate Minority Leader Tom Daschle appointed him to the Amtrak Reform
Council.

Wendell Cox – is a consultant on public transport issues both in the U.S. and internationally.  He
served as member of the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission for both highway and
public transport.  Afterwards, he established the Wendell Cox Consultancy, a firm specializing in
international public policy and demographics.  He has advised governments in the United States,
Canada, New Zealand, Australia and Europe on the design of competitive public transport
service delivery.  House Speaker Newt Gingrich appointed him to the Amtrak Reform Council.

Christopher K. Gleason – is a financial analyst who is the president of a family-owned
financial services company and also an expert on state and federal transportation issues.  He has
served on the National Motor Carrier Advisory Committee and on the Commercial Space
Transportation Advisory Committee.  He was appointed to the Amtrak Advisory Group (the Blue
Ribbon Panel) established by the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee.  He was
appointed to the Amtrak Reform Council by House Speaker Newt Gingrich.

S. Lee Kling – has held an executive position as Chairman of a commercial banking company
and is a senior partner in a merchant banking firm, and has extensive experience serving on
government commissions.  He has served as Finance Chairman of the Democratic National
Committee and also served as National Treasurer of the Carter-Mondale Re-election Committee.
President Clinton appointed him as a Commissioner on the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission.  He chairs the Missouri Highway and Transportation Commission,
and Minority Leader Richard Gephardt appointed him to the Amtrak Reform Council.

Norman Y. Mineta – is the Secretary of Transportation under the new Bush Administration.  He
was a longtime Democratic Congressman from California, who served as the Secretary of
Commerce in the Clinton Administration.  As a Congressman, he served on the House Public
Works and Transportation Committee, eventually becoming its Chairman. He was a key author
of the landmark Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) which
shifted decisions on highway and mass transit planning to state and local governments.  He is an
Ex Officio member of the Amtrak Reform Council who represents the interests of the
Administration.

Charles F. Moneypenny – currently serves as an International and Legislative Representative of
the Transport Workers Union of America (TWU) with primary responsibility in the union’s
collective bargaining and government affairs operations.  He also serves as a senior staff leader
in the union’s railroad division where he focuses on collective bargaining and employee contract
enforcement issues.  With more than two decades of service in labor movement, he was first
elected president of the TWU Local 2054 in Boston in 1985 and served in that capacity until
1995 when he was appointed as an international union representative.  President Bill Clinton
appointed him as the labor representative for the Amtrak Reform Council.
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John O. Norquist – is serving his fourth term as the mayor of Milwaukee, Wisconsin, one of the
country’s growing cities.  He is the author of The Wealth of Cities a book on urban design,
government efficiency and educational issues.  He has been an Adjunct Professor at the
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee School of Architecture and Urban Planning.  He chaired the
National League of Cities Task Force on Federal Policy and Family Poverty.  He was appointed
by President Bill Clinton to the Amtrak Reform Council.

B. LISTING OF COUNCIL STAFF

Executive Director Thomas A. Till
Senior Financial Analyst Michael A. Mates
Legal Counsel Kenneth P. Kolson
Transportation Analyst Mary B. Phillips
Public Affairs Specialist Deirdre O’Sullivan
Administrative Specialist Dee R. Gray
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APPENDIX III:  COMMENTS FROM AMTRAK
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APPENDIX IV:  DISCUSSION OF THE COUNCIL’S STATUTORILY
ASSIGNED REPORTING TASKS

The Council is required, under the ARAA and relevant appropriations acts, to make
recommendations for improvements to Amtrak and to provide the following reports to the
Congress:

••••  Section 209(b) of the ARAA requires the Council to provide quarterly reports to the
Congress on “[T]he use of amounts received by Amtrak under section 977 of the
Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997.”

••••  Section 203(h) of the ARAA requires that the Council report annually to the Congress:
“[A]n assessment of (1) Amtrak’s progress on the resolution of productivity issues; or,
(2) the status of those productivity issues; and make recommendations for improvements
and for any changes in law it believes to be necessary or appropriate.”

••••  Section 349 of the FY1999 Omnibus Appropriations Act and Section 335 of the FY2000
Transportation Appropriations Act require that the Council, as part of its annual report to
Congress, identify those “…Amtrak routes which are candidates for closure or
realignment….”

••••  Section 203(g) of the ARAA requires that “The Council shall (A) evaluate Amtrak’s
performance and (B) make recommendations to Amtrak for achieving further cost
containment and productivity improvements, and financial reforms.”

A. TAXPAYER RELIEF ACT

The Council has a statutory responsibility to monitor Amtrak’s expenditures funded by special
tax refunds authorized by Section 977 of the TRA.  Approximately $2.184 billion4 of TRA funds
for defined, qualified expenses were made available with the signing into law of the ARAA in
December 1997, which was a precondition for the release of funds to Amtrak under the TRA.

Qualified expenditures under TRA include “the acquisition of equipment, rolling stock, and other
capital improvements, the upgrading of maintenance facilities, and the maintenance of existing
equipment, in intercity passenger rail service” and “the payment of interest and principal on
obligations incurred for such acquisition, upgrading, and maintenance” after September 30,
1997.

Although the ARAA gave the Council responsibility for monitoring Amtrak’s expenditure of
TRA funds, the lack of a Council staff until the spring of 1999 coupled with the complexity and

                                             
4 A maximum of $2.324 billion of TRA funds were authorized, $139.38 million of such funds were required by
statute to be passed through by Amtrak to states without Amtrak service, leaving $2.18362 billion of TRA funds for
Amtrak investment.
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the large number of projects for which Amtrak is using TRA funds (more than 81,000
transactions were recorded as TRA funded projects totaling approximately $1.3 billion through
June 30, 1999) spurred a Congressional request to the GAO to review Amtrak’s TRA
expenditures.  GAO reviewed selected transactions and reported its findings in a report dated
February 29, 2000, entitled, “Intercity Passenger Rail: Increasing Amtrak’s Accountability for Its
Taxpayer Relief Act Funds.”

That GAO report reviewed 23 projects totaling about $10 million that were funded with TRA
funds.  The GAO report concluded that 18 reviewed projects were consistent with the Taxpayer
Relief Act.  The GAO could not determine whether two projects totaling approximately $19,000
were eligible under the Act because it was unclear whether portions of the projects to which they
were charged were eligible for Taxpayer Relief Act funding.  The GAO found that the three
remaining projects (approximately $9 million) were not eligible for Taxpayer Relief Act funding
because TRA funds were used by Amtrak as reimbursements for expenditures incurred by
Amtrak prior to the passage of the Act.  Subsequent to the issuance of the GAO report, Amtrak
reclassified these three projects as being funded from sources other than TRA funds.

The GAO has not done a follow-up audit for periods subsequent to June 30, 1999, and the
Council staff does not have the resources to audit TRA expenditures given the sheer number of
such projects and the way that the TRA expenditures are paid out of Amtrak’s normal checking
accounts and are only distinguished from other expenditures by the accounting codes assigned to
the cash disbursements when bills are posted to Amtrak’s accounts payable system.

Amtrak has publicly disclosed the following.5

Amtrak’s Inspector General has informed Amtrak that it has retained an independent
accounting firm to review Amtrak’s expenditures of Taxpayer Relief Act funds and to
prepare a report (the “Amtrak IG TRA Report”).  Under the Taxpayer Relief Act, the Internal
Revenue Service (“IRS”) is ultimately responsible for determining whether Taxpayer Relief
Act funds were properly spent.  The Inspector General has informed Amtrak that it intends to
provide the Amtrak IG TRA Report to the IRS.  Under a March 1998 agreement between
Amtrak and the IRS, Amtrak is to provide, and has provided [according to Amtrak’s
February 16, 2001, bond registration disclosure], the IRS with an annual accounting of its
disbursements of Taxpayer Relief Act funds until the funds have been expended.  In January
2001, the IRS commenced a due diligence review regarding expenditures by Amtrak of
Taxpayer Relief Funds.

If TRA expenditure reviews or audits by the Council are desired by the Congress for future
periods, the Council needs to receive a significant increase in authorized and appropriated funds
to engage an independent certified public accounting firm to do such a limited scope audit and
review on behalf of the Council.  The Council intends to review the work done by Amtrak’s
Inspector General and to review Amtrak filings and correspondence with the IRS concerning
TRA expenditures and Amtrak’s compliance with statutory requirements.  After the Council has
reviewed the Amtrak IG TRA Report, the Council may formally request Amtrak to have
                                             
5 $110,795,000 Pennsylvania Economic Development Financing Authority Exempt Facilities Revenue Bonds
Official Statement, dated February 16, 2001, page A-6.
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Amtrak’s independent certified public accounting firm, as part of Amtrak’s annual audits, do a
special, limited scope review and report specifically addressed to the Council concerning the
TRA expenditures until all TRA funds have been expended.

The chart below summarizes TRA expenditures from the inception of the program to December
31, 2000.

•  As of September 30, 2000, of the $2.323 billion of TRA funds received by Amtrak,
$139,380,000 was paid to states not currently served by Amtrak, $1,892,694,902 was
drawn down by Amtrak for approved TRA projects, $69,786,696 was earned in interest,
and $312 million was temporarily loaned (with Amtrak Board Approval) to Amtrak,
leaving a balance of temporarily invested TRA funds as of September 30, 2000, of

Total Authorized Percent of Total
Debt Service 44,327,549$            2.0%
Progressive Overhauls 228,503,106$          10.2%
Maintenance of Equipment 54,307,549$            2.4%
Operations Reliability 262,864,898$          11.7%
High Speed Rail 785,312,180$          35.0%
Environment 99,772,205$            4.4%
Information Sytems 149,198,654$          6.7%
Mail & Express 23,309,457$            1.0%
Program Capital Costs 4,618,909$              0.2%
Equipment Capital 330,837,613$          14.7%
Stations 69,656,142$            3.1%
Rail Planning 22,857,747$            1.0%
All Others 168,009,725$          7.5%
Grand Total 2,243,575,734$       100.0%

TRA Funds Committed 
(as of December 31, 2000)

Rail Planning
1.0%

All Others
7.5%

Debt Service
2.0%

Progressive Overhauls
10.2%

Operations Reliability
11.7%

Maintenance of Equipment
2.4%

High Speed Rail
35.0%

Information Sytems
6.7%

Program Capital Costs
0.2%

Mail & Express
1.0%

Equipment Capital
14.7%

Environment
4.4%

Stations
3.1%

$2.2 billion
Funds Committed
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$48,711,794.  Amtrak also disclosed that it had drawn down $52.2 million of TRA funds
from segregated TRA escrow accounts which were not expended as of September 30,
2000.  As of September 30, Amtrak anticipated repaying the $312 million of TRA funds
borrowed.  Amtrak also noted (presumably as justification for borrowing TRA funds) that
it had expended $577.9 million for maintenance of equipment expenses as of September
30, 2000, which had not been reimbursed with TRA funds.

•  As of December 31, 2000, Amtrak reduced its Board-approved net temporary borrowing
from TRA funds for qualified maintenance of equipment expenses by $90 million, from
$312 million to a balance of $222 million.  In the quarter ended December 31, 2000,
Amtrak did not draw down any additional funds for approved TRA projects, but it earned
another $2.3 million of interest income.  Because of the $90 million TRA loan repayment
made in the first quarter of FY2001, Amtrak was left with a balance of temporarily
invested TRA funds of $141 million as of December 31, 2000.

•  Although Amtrak represented that TRA funds would be used primarily for high-return
capital expenditures, through December 31, 2000, about $590 million – or 26 percent of
total TRA commitments – have in effect been used for expenditures that most companies
and Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) would treat as ordinary operating
expenses, or required capital expenditures.

- $44 million was used for debt service principal payments (which companies other than
Amtrak typically fund with cash flow from depreciation charges),

- $229 million went to progressive overhauls of equipment (an operating expense under
GAAP),6

- $54 million was used for equipment maintenance (also generally an operating expense
unless the economic lives of the equipment are materially increased), and

- $263 million was used for operations reliability projects which are necessary to
preserve minimum standards of service reliability.

B. AMTRAK’S EFFORTS TO IMPROVE PRODUCTIVITY

1. The Council’s Statutory Tasks under the ARAA

The Congress under the ARAA specifically charged the Council with monitoring and evaluating
Amtrak’s management efficiency and its progress in achieving labor productivity improvements
with its labor force.  As part of this charge, if, after January 1, 1997, Amtrak enters into an
agreement involving work-rules intended to achieve savings with an organization representing
Amtrak employees, then Amtrak shall report quarterly to the Council both the savings realized as
a result of the agreement and how the savings are allocated.  In turn, the Council is required each
                                             
6  This program of changing out major equipment components has been funded by Congress as an appropriate use of
federal capital grants.
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year to submit to the Congress a report that includes an assessment of Amtrak’s progress on the
resolution of productivity issues (or the status of those productivity issues), and that makes
recommendations for improvements and for any changes in law it believes to be necessary or
appropriate.

a) Areas Where Amtrak Has Secured Productivity Improvements
Amtrak has achieved some changes in work rules in its recent agreements that have the potential
to result in labor cost savings.  Some of the more significant changes include:  contracting out
Amtrak’s entire Commissary operations to an outside contractor, eliminating approximately 244
positions through employee buy-outs (Amtrak has had statutory authority to contract out its food
service operations since 1981); extension of the period from 4 hours to 6 hours before a second
engineer must be added to an engine consist (no specific savings calculations provided); and
providing Amtrak management with additional flexibility to assign work with respect to the
implementation of high speed service on the NEC (no specific savings calculations provided).

Amtrak is currently engaged in a new round of collective bargaining negotiations (commenced
June 2000) with its agreement-covered employees.  The new agreements could likely result in
additional work rule changes with the potential to achieve labor cost savings.

Under the ARAA, Amtrak is required to report quarterly to the Council regarding work rules
savings resulting from recent agreements, including how the savings are allocated.  Under recent
agreements, Amtrak’s labor costs have grown by approximately 10 percent above the rate of
inflation since 1995.  (See May 2000 GAO Report “Amtrak Will Continue to Have Difficulty
Controlling Its Costs and Meeting Capital Needs” (“GAO Report”) at 8.)  Amtrak’s stated goal is
to partially (by 20%) offset recent wage increases through labor productivity improvements.

Amtrak submitted to the Council a set of numbers on a quarter-by-quarter basis stating a “final”
total of $21.3 million in “productivity improvements and work rules and cash savings” for
FY1999.  The report did not show how the savings were allocated and provided no analysis of
how the numbers were calculated.  For FY2000, Amtrak submitted a comparable report stating a
final total of $31.0 million in “productivity improvements, work rule and cash savings from post-
January 1, 1997, labor agreements.  Similarly, the report did not show how the savings were
allocated nor how the numbers were calculated.

As found by both the Council (in its January 2000 report) and the General Accounting Office (in
its May 2000 report), there is no way to confirm Amtrak’s productivity calculations nor to
distinguish how much the stated savings are instead attributable to internal Amtrak departmental
budget cuts.  Amtrak has no methodology in place by which it can measure work rule savings
nor does it maintain an audit trail of the information necessary to measure such changes.  (See
Council Report at 20; GAO Report at 27, n.14).

Moreover, as further noted by the Council and GAO reports, Amtrak currently “does not have
standard measures of labor productivity for its different lines of business (e.g., intercity
passenger service, commuter service).”  GAO Report at 26; Council report at 20.  Both the
Council and the GAO believe that the development of standard measures of productivity is
critical if Amtrak is to control its labor costs (which constitute over 50 percent of operating
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costs).7  Amtrak has stated in response to the GAO Report that it intends to develop such
measures (GAO Report at 5).

Under subsection 203(f) of the ARAA, Amtrak is required to make available to the Council all
information that the Council needs to carry out its duties.  The Council, in turn, must adopt
procedures to protect against public disclosure of confidential information.  Although the
Council staff has negotiated a confidentiality agreement with Amtrak, Amtrak has to-date
declined to provide Council staff with information (particularly relating to labor productivity)
that it deems confidential.  The Council is working with Amtrak to secure additional productivity
data and to agree on acceptable methodologies for measuring labor cost savings and monitoring
general labor productivity.

b) Two Additional Issues the Statute Requires the Council to Consider
•  Contracting Out.

Under the reforms enacted under the ARAA, Amtrak is free to negotiate for the
contracting-out of any and all operations effective November 1, 1999.  (See ARAA
Section 121.)  Indeed, Section 121 requires that “proposals on the subject matter of
contracting-out work…which results in the lay-off of an Amtrak employee…shall be
included in negotiations under Section 6 of the Railway Labor Act between Amtrak and
an organization representing Amtrak employees…which shall be commenced [no later
than] November 1, 1999.”  This provision is intended to improve Amtrak’s labor
productivity in areas where it can be achieved through contracting out.

The Council is informed by Amtrak that it served Section 6 notices on June 12, 2000,
placing the contracting out issue on the bargaining table.  Amtrak, accordingly, considers
the contracting out issue to be currently under active negotiation with unions representing
Amtrak employees.  Amtrak considers the specific contracting out issues it placed on the
bargaining table to be confidential.  (The Act puts no deadline on the collective
bargaining process with respect to the issue of contracting out, nor does it require Amtrak
and union representatives to reach agreement on the issue of contracting out.)

•  Employee Protection.
Section 141 of the ARAA removed all statutory employee protection provisions covering
Amtrak employees and all Amtrak employee protection provisions from existing
collective bargaining agreements.  Instead, Section 141 required Amtrak and its
employees to either negotiate new provisions in collective bargaining agreements or to
submit the issue to binding arbitration.

Amtrak and its unions chose to address the issue of labor protection as required under the
Act through binding arbitration.  In a November 1999 decision, the arbitration board
modified the pre-existing employee protective provisions in significant respects,
including reducing the maximum duration of employee protective benefits from 6 years
to 5 years and adopting a sliding scale in terms of service to reach maximum benefits.

                                             
7 Indeed, the Council has not been able to find management or benchmarking systems in place at Amtrak to measure
the productivity of any of Amtrak’s endeavors, not just the management of its work force.
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These modifications are summarized in pages 21-22 of the Council’s January 2000
Report.

The issue of whether labor protection would apply to the termination of non-commuter
contracts for local or state service was remanded by the arbitration board for further
negotiation and re-submission to arbitration if there is no agreement.  (The arbitration
panel found that Amtrak had no obligation for labor protection with respect to commuter
contracts.)  According to Amtrak, the issue remanded is still under negotiation and there
are open issues that may be resubmitted to the arbitration panel.

The arbitration award provided that it may be further amended by the parties through
negotiation after January 1, 2000.

Despite the improvements achieved by Amtrak through the arbitration award, Amtrak’s
new labor protection obligations to employees, particularly those with many years of
service, remain significantly higher than those of non-railroad corporations in the United
States.

c) An Additional Matter of Concern Regarding Labor Productivity
In its September 19, 2000 Report, Report on the 2000 Assessment of Amtrak’s Financial
Performance and Requirements, the Department of Transportation’s Office of Inspector General
(DOT/IG) noted that “[c]urrently, Amtrak’s agreement covered employees are absent an average
of 8 to 9 days a year, while the [railroad] industry average is 5 days” and that “Amtrak has
estimated a 1-day decrease in the average will equate to an expense saving of $6 million per
year.”  Report at 29.  The Report further noted that Amtrak is engaged in a “presenteeism
initiative” to improve the attendance of Amtrak’s agreement employees, but that at the time of its
assessment “Amtrak was unable to provide a way of measuring how the presenteeism initiative
will translate into [Amtrak’s] projected dollar value of expense savings [$30 million over a five-
year period].”  Ibid.

The Council notes that the potential savings to be realized should Amtrak’s presenteeism
initiative simply achieve the industry average attendance is significant (between $18-24 million
per year).

C. THE CONGRESS’S REQUEST FOR RECOMMENDATIONS ON ROUTE
CLOSURES AND REALIGNMENTS

The Council is charged with making recommendations for changes in Amtrak’s route structure.
Initially, the Council was waiting for Amtrak to complete the development and implementation
of a new analytical tool to study changes in Amtrak’s route structure.  This new system was
developed because Amtrak had identified many technical issues with its Route Profitability
System (RPS) of accounting for train and route profitability which rendered the RPS an
inappropriate tool for making incremental decisions concerning routes and trains.

To assist Amtrak in identifying economically attractive route closures and realignments, as well
as to assist in overall business planning, Amtrak developed a new strategic planning
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methodology which it calls the Market Based Network Analysis (MBNA).  The MBNA has an
associated Financial Model that estimates, for alternative packages of rail passenger services,
likely ridership, resulting revenues, expected direct costs and the impact of alternative packages
of rail services on the profitability of a proposed route or system of routes.

The Market Based Network Analysis of Amtrak was presented in a February 29, 2000, Report to
Congress, which explained the MBNA methodology, identified opportunities for growth and
increased profitability, developed a series of scenarios, and recommended some changes to
existing routes, identified some new or realigned routes, and provided a vision for the future.  At
the time of that briefing, additional analyses and refinements of the MBNA process needed to be
done in preparation for Amtrak’s FY2001 to FY2004 Strategic Business Plan.

Using the MBNA to assess its route system, Amtrak developed a plan for realignments and
extensions of its route system, which it called the Network Growth Strategy (NGS).  Based on its
NGS analysis, Amtrak proposed to add additional routes and frequencies to its current service
and to realign certain trains.  Due to the synergistic nature of passenger rail transportation,
Amtrak indicated that one conclusion reached from its MBNA analysis was that cutting selective
routes may not offer the profit improvement initially anticipated since cutting certain trains
would eliminate connecting passengers.

The Council has not yet had the opportunity to examine the MBNA nor Amtrak’s NGS analysis
and detailed, underlying marketing and traffic flow data because such information had not been
made available to the Council until very recently, and the data recently provided may not be
available in sufficient detail to permit the kind of comprehensive analysis that is necessary before
route changes are suggested.  In the upcoming year, the Council will be addressing this topic.
The Council looks forward to working with Amtrak and its RPS and MBNA models so that both
organizations may be in a position to make recommendations on potential Amtrak route closures
and realignments in the upcoming year.

D. RECOMMENDATIONS TO AMTRAK FOR IMPROVEMENTS

The ARAA requires the Council to evaluate Amtrak’s operations and to make recommendations
for improvement to the corporation.  In keeping with this mandate, the Council approved a
number of recommendations and forwarded them, in November 1999, for the Board’s
consideration, the full text of which is in Appendix G of the Council’s January 2000 report.

In Amtrak’s initial response to the Council’s November 1999 letter, the corporation accepted
outright the three Council recommendations dealing with improved business planning.  Later in
2000, Amtrak accepted the other two, which dealt with the need to keep financial statements for
the infrastructure of the Northeast Corridor separate from the financial statements for its
passenger train operations (accepted in August 2000), and to also keep separate financial
statements for, and possibly to organize separately, Amtrak’s Mail & Express business (accepted
in October 2000).

The Council is in the process of preparing further recommendations for Amtrak regarding
additional near-term actions that would assist Amtrak in improving its operational and financial
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performance.  The Council staff has been informally discussing these proposed recommendations
with the Council and with Amtrak’s staff, and will recommend in the near future that the Council
formally approve the recommendations and transmit them to Amtrak.

The recommendations under consideration include the following:  (1) substantially reducing
corporate overhead;  (2) acquiring a modern reservations and ticketing system that can keep track
of total seat inventories (reserved, occupied, and vacancy) on a real-time basis;  (3) undertaking a
broad range of marketing initiatives designed to increase load factors and passenger revenues;
(4) acquiring modern accounting and management information systems; and (5) considering the
restructuring of the crewing arrangements for Amtrak’s long-haul intercity trains to provide
shorter working lengths of haul, with more crew rest and more time at home base.
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APPENDIX V:  A SUMMARY OF PASSENGER SERVICE FUNDING NEEDS

Summary of Passenger Service Funding Needs (FY2001 -- FY2020)

Total Need
(millions of 2000 $)

AMTRAK ESTIMATE BGL ESTIMATE

Capital Project Category Current Service Needs Growth Service Needs Total Need Total Need
Northeast Corridor Infrastructure 6,949$                                 15,830$                              22,779$            20,000$                  
Other Infrastructure 2,734$                                  2,734$              
  Other Corridors 34,190$                              34,190$            23,700$                  
  Long-Distance Point-to-Point 8,865$                                8,865$               
Equipment 5,985$                                 10,980$                              16,965$            * Assumes
Stations/Facilities 2,590$                                 3,160$                                5,750$              110 mph
Mail and Express 1,015$                                  1,015$              
Information Technology 1,330$                                  1,330$              
Debt Service 2,790$                                 155$                                   2,945$              
Program Management 200$                                    400$                                   600$                 
      Grand Total 23,593$                               73,580$                              97,173$            
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APPENDIX VI:  COMPARISON OF OPTIONS

Status Quo Option 1:  Train
operations separated
from infrastructure
ownership/manage-
ment

Option 2:  Major
Institutional and
Corporate Reform

Option 3: Hybrid
Federal/State System

Option 4:  Partial
Privatization

Option 5:
Full Privatization

Overview No change to current
system.

Amtrak is split into two
gov't-chartered
companies.  Amtrak
operates the passenger
rail network and
mail/express service; a
new gov’t corporation
assumes ownership and
maintenance of the NEC
infrastructure and other
Amtrak infrastructure.

Amtrak is restructured into
a government-owned
parent company with
subsidiaries for train
operations (a private
corporation including
mail/express) and
infrastructure
ownership/maintenance
(a gov’t corporation). The
new parent company
(NRPC) deals with
Congress on policy and
funding matters and
oversees the work of the
subsidiaries.

State/local authorities
assume ownership and
maintenance of the NEC
and other infrastructure
and contract with Amtrak
or others to operate trains
on the NEC and high-
speed corridors.  Amtrak
is restructured into a
parent company with
subsidiaries for
intercorridor service
(including mail/express)
and equipment repair
facilities.  The repair
facilities would later be
spun off as a private
company. The new parent
company (NRPC) deals
with Congress on policy
and funding matters
(principally for
intercorridor services.)
and oversees the work of
the subsidiaries.

Amtrak's train operations
are privatized through
franchising after an initial
period (e.g., 5 years).
Amtrak competes with
other train operating
companies to provide
service on intercity routes,
NEC and high-speed
corridors.  A new, private
company is also set up to
own/manage Amtrak's
heavy equipment
maintenance facilities.
Infrastructure company (a
subsidiary of NRPC)
assumes ownership of
NEC and other
infrastructure.  A new gov't
company (NRPC)
oversees intercity
passenger service and
deals with Congress on
policy and funding matters.

All Amtrak functions are
privatized after an initial
period (e.g., 5 years).

The government’s role is
to franchise operations
and manage the
privatization of
infrastructure.  The
government also
oversees funding, safety
and public policy
matters.
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Status Quo Option 1:  Train
operations separated
from infrastructure
ownership/manage-
ment

Option 2:  Major
Institutional and
Corporate Reform

Option 3: Hybrid
Federal/State System

Option 4:  Partial
Privatization

Option 5:  Full
Privatization

Passenger
Service
Operator

Amtrak Amtrak train operations
company

NRPC train operations
subsidiary.  (OPTIONAL -
After initial period (5
years), NRPC can
contract with parties other
than Amtrak for
intercorridor train
operations using a
competitive bidding
process.)

NRPC passenger train
operations subsidiary
provides intercorridor
service.  State/local
authorities contract with
Amtrak or other service
providers (approved by
NRPC) on NEC and high-
speed corridors.
(OPTIONAL – After initial
period (5 years), NRPC
can contract with parties
other than Amtrak for
intercorridor train
operations using a
competitive bidding
process.)

Amtrak's train operations
functions are privatized
through franchising after
an initial period (e.g., 5
years). NRPC chooses
Amtrak or (an)other
operator(s) using a
competitive bidding
process.

Amtrak's train operations
functions are privatized
through franchising after
an initial period (e.g., 5
years). The federal
government chooses
Amtrak or (an)other
operator(s) using a
competitive bidding
process.

Amtrak retains
access to freight
railroads' rights-of-
way at incremental
cost.

Amtrak retains access to
freight railroads' rights-of-
way at incremental cost.

NRPC retains access to
freight railroads' rights-of-
way at incremental cost.

NRPC retains access to
freight railroads' rights-of-
way at incremental cost.
Rights can be exercised
by Amtrak or other
service providers selected
by state/local authorities
and approved by NRPC.

NRPC retains access to
freight railroads' rights-of-
way at incremental cost.
Rights can be exercised by
Amtrak or other selected
service providers under
contract with NRPC.

The federal government
retains access to freight
railroads' rights-of-way at
incremental cost. Rights
can be exercised by
Amtrak or other service
providers.
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Status Quo Option 1:  Train
operations separated
from infrastructure
ownership/manage-
ment

Option 2:  Major
Institutional and
Corporate Reform

Option 3: Hybrid
Federal/State System

Option 4:  Partial
Privatization

Option 5:  Full
Privatization

 Mail and
Express Service
Operator

Amtrak Amtrak NRPC train operations
subsidiary.

NRPC train operations
subsidiary for intercorridor
service.  Corridor service
by NRPC subsidiary or
others operated under
contract with state/local
authorities.

Amtrak or another service
provider selected by the
NRPC.

Amtrak or another service
provider selected by the
government.

Owner and
maintainer of
NEC and other
infrastructure
and facilities not
owned by
freight railroads

Amtrak Infrastructure company.
Infrastructure company
authorized to sell
property(ies) to state/local
authorities and third
parties.

NRPC infrastructure
subsidiary.  Subsidiary
authorized to sell
property(ies) to state/local
authorities and third
parties.

Regional, state or local
authorities.

New for-profit gov't
infrastructure corporation.
(Negotiate purchase as
full consideration for all
Amtrak debt to USG,
including preferred stock
held by USG)  Authorized
to sell property(ies) to
state/local authorities and
third parties.

New private infrastructure
corporation.  All existing
Amtrak debt forgiven.

Ownership/
operation of
heavy repair
facilities

Amtrak Amtrak NRPC train operations
subsidiary.

NRPC mechanical
subsidiary.  After initial
period, company to be
spun off as a private
corporation. Services
provided under contractual
agreements with train
operations companies

New private corporation
formed to own/operate
heavy maintenance
facilities.  Services
provided under
contractual agreements
with train operations
companies.

New private corporation
formed to own/operate
heavy maintenance
facilities.  Services provided
under contractual
agreements with train
operations companies.

Equipment
owner/lessor

Amtrak Amtrak NRPC train operations
subsidiary.

NRPC train operations
subsidiary for intercorridor
service; states handle
equipment on corridors.

Privatized with train
operations.

Privatized with train
operations.
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Status Quo Option 1:  Train
operations separated
from infrastructure
ownership/manage-
ment

Option 2:  Major
Institutional and
Corporate Reform

Option 3: Hybrid
Federal/State
System

Option 4:  Partial
Privatization

Option 5:
Full Privatization

Network and
Infrastructure
Planning

Amtrak Amtrak, with states,
commuter authorities and
freight railroads, handles
functions related to train
operations; plans the
network, levels of service,
schedules, capacity
requirements, and
infrastructure improvement
needs.  Infrastructure
company handles planning
and funding of
infrastructure, including
NEC and high-speed
corridors.

NRPC, with subsidiaries,
states, commuter
authorities and freight
railroads, plans the
network, levels of service,
schedules, capacity and
identifies needed
infrastructure
improvements, including
planning and funding of
high-speed corridors.
NRPC also secures and
distributes federal funds
and oversees performance
of subsidiaries.

NRPC, with train
operating co., states,
commuter authorities
and freight railroads,
plans the network, levels
of service, schedules,
capacity requirements,
and identifies needed
infrastructure
improvements for
intercorridor passenger
service. NRPC also
secures and distributes
federal funds and
oversees performance of
subsidiaries.
State/regional authorities
responsible for planning
and funding service on
NEC and high-speed
corridors.

NRPC, with Amtrak and other
service providers, the states,
commuter authorities and
freight railroads, plans the
network, levels of service,
schedules, capacity, and
identifies needed
infrastructure improvements
for intercity passenger service.
NRPC also secures and
selects train operators using
competitive bidding.  NRPC
also responsible for
overseeing passenger
transportation and setting
service standards and
requirements.

The federal gov’t with Amtrak
and other service providers,
the states, commuter
authorities and freight
railroads, plans the network,
levels of service, schedules,
capacity, and identifies
needed infrastructure
improvements for intercity
passenger service. Gov’t’
also secures and selects train
operators using competitive
bidding.  NRPC also
responsible for overseeing,
infrastructure maintenance,
passenger transportation and
setting service standards and
requirements.

Organizational
Structure

Federally
chartered for-
profit corporation
with 5 business
units:  NEC,
Amtrak West,
Intercity,
Mail/Express and
Corporate.

Amtrak structure continues
for non-infrastructure-
related functions.
Infrastructure company
chartered as for-profit gov't
corporation.

Amtrak (NRPC)
rechartered as small
parent corporation with for-
profit subsidiaries for
passenger/mail and
express operations and for
infrastructure ownership
and maintenance.  All
stock of subsidiaries held
by NRPC.

Amtrak (NRPC)
rechartered as small
parent company with for-
profit subsidiaries: on
passenger/mail and
express and contract
commuter operations,
and ownership/operation
of heavy maintenance
facilities.  NRPC initially
owns stock of all
subsidiaries; equipment
and maintenance to be
privatized after initial
period.

Amtrak (NRPC) rechartered
as small gov't corporation with
responsibility for policy
development, planning,
funding, and oversight of
intercity passenger service.
Four new companies
established:  1) a private train
operating company, 2) a
private mechanical
corporation taking over
Amtrak's heavy maintenance
facilities,  3) an equipment
ownership and leasing corp.,
and 4) a for-profit gov't corp.
to own/maintain the NEC and
other infrastructure and
properties.

A government entity handles
policy development, planning,
funding and oversight of
intercity passenger service.
Four new companies
established:  1) a private train
operating company, 2) a
private mechanical
corporation taking over
Amtrak’s heavy maintenance
facilities, 3) an equipment
ownership and leasing corp.,
and 4) a private corp. to
own/maintain the NEC and
other infrastructure and
properties.
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Status
Quo

Option 1:  Train
operations separated
from infrastructure
ownership/manage-
ment

Option 2:  Major
Institutional and
Corporate Reform

Option 3: Hybrid
Federal/State System

Option 4:  Partial
Privatization

Option 5:
Full Privatization

Corporate
Governance

8-member Board
of Directors;  7
voting members
appointed by the
US President,
including Sec. of
Transportation (at
U.S. President's
discretion).
Amtrak President
an ex officio and
non-voting
member.

No change in Amtrak
Board.  New 17-member
Infrastructure company
Board comprised of 8
voting members from NEC
states and 7 regional
representatives, selected
by state governors.  Sec.
of  Transportation and
Treasury and Amtrak
President serve as non-
voting members.

Separate Boards for NRPC
and  the subsidiaries.
NRPC:  14 member Board
of Directors; 9 appointed
by the states, 2 appointed
by the President (1 from
rail freights, 1 from rail
labor).  Secretaries of
Treasury and
Transportation serve as
ex- officers members.
Boards of subsidiaries
selected by NRPC board
and comprised of business
professionals.

Same as option 2, until
privatization of equipment
repair facilities.

Same as option 2, pending
privatization of train
operations, and the
equipment ownership and
repair functions.

Same as option 2, pending
privatization of train
operations, infrastructure and
the equipment ownership and
maintenance functions.

Revenue/
FUNDING
SOURCES
  a) Operations Federal

appropriations to
cover operating
losses (through
December 2002).

Federal appropriations to
cover operating losses
(through December 2002).

  State/local authorities
responsible for operating
losses on NEC and high-
speed corridors

   b) Capital
Needs

Federal
appropriations or
other, to-be-
determined
revenue source.

Infrastructure capital needs
funded by Infrastructure
company through bonds;
trackage rights fees and
commercial real estate
activities.  Supplemented,
if necessary, by
appropriations or another
yet-to-be-determined
revenue source.  Amtrak
equipment funded through
federal appropriations or
another funding source.

Infrastructure capital needs
funded through bonds;
trackage rights fees and
commercial real estate
activities.  Supplemented,
if necessary, by
appropriations or another
yet to-be-determined
revenue source.  Amtrak
equipment funded through
federal appropriations or
another funding source.

Capital needs on
intercorridor network
funded through federal
appropriations or some
other to-be-determined
source. NEC and DHSRC's
capital needs funded by
the states with possible
federal matching funds.

Infrastructure capital needs
funded through bonds;
trackage rights fees
assessed by the
infrastructure company on
train operating companies,
freight and commuter
railroads; and commercial
real estate activities.
Supplemented, if necessary,
by appropriations or another
yet to-be-determined
revenue source.

Infrastructure capital needs
funded through bonds;
trackage rights fees
assessed by the
infrastructure company on
train operating companies,
freight and commuter
railroads; and commercial
real estate activities.
Supplemented, if necessary,
by appropriations or another
yet to-be-determined revenue
source.
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Status Quo Option 1:  Train
operations separated
from infrastructure
ownership/managem
ent

Option 2:  Major
Institutional and
Corporate Reform

Option 3: Hybrid
Federal/State System

Option 4:  Partial
Privatization

Option 5:
Full Privatization

Principal
Strengths of
this Approach

Least disruptive
option

Relieves Amtrak of
concerns about capital
funding for NEC and other
infrastructure, allowing it
to focus on improving
train operations.
Divestiture of NEC
infrastructure would
ensure transparency of
NEC infrastructure costs.

Same as option 2 plus
NRPC facilitates
government policymaking
and insulates subsidiaries
from political pressures,
and presents unfunded
service mandates.
Eliminates cross-
subsidization of functions.
Board make-up ensures
equal treatment of all
regions.

State and local authorities
take more responsibility for
planning and funding
service they support.
Federal exposure for
subsidies is limited to
intercorridor service to
maintain a national system.
Competition among service
providers should increase
the efficiency and quality of
operations.

Shares the strengths of
the other options.
Competition among
service providers should
increase the efficiency
and quality of operations.

Shares the strengths of
the other options.  This
option would rely to the
maximum extent on the
private sector for
passenger operations and
infrastructure
maintenance.

Principal
Weaknesses of
this Approach

Long-standing
problems with Amtrak
operations and
funding are
perpetuated.

Creating a new
infrastructure company
may increase total
overhead costs of
passenger operations.
Requires that a reliable
source of funding is
available for
infrastructure.

Same as option 2 plus
more complex than
existing arrangements;
may not go far enough to
improve the efficiency of
Amtrak and the quality of
passenger service.

More complex than
existing arrangements.
States may be unable to
fund NEC and high-speed
corridors and will turn to
the federal gov't for
renewed financial support.

Privatizing operations
could be politically and
economically
impracticable.  Gov’t
would have to
restructure Amtrak’s
operations, debt and
capital structure prior to
privatization.

Shares the weaknesses
of option4.  Federal gov’t
would have to invest
billions to put the NEC in
state of good repair prior
to privatization.  Gov’t
would also need to set
standards for
maintenance.  Need to
earn profits could be a
disincentive to adequate
investment.


