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PASSENGER TRAIN SERVICE LEGISLATION

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23,- 1969

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SUBCOMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10:30 a.m. in room 5110, New Senate
Office Building, Hon. Vance Hartke presiding.
Present: Senators Hartke, Cannon, Moss, and Pearson.

OPENING STATEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

Senator HARTK E. Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. These hear-
ings are for the purpose of examining the numerous legislative pro-
posals before this committee, which purportedly would solve or help
solve the various problems threatening to make passenger train travel
extinct in this country.
The Congress has been struggling unsuccessfully for years to

fashion an effective response to the dilemma posed by the declining
usage of trains by the traveling public. But now the committee and
the Congress have available more information about the situation as
a result of recent ICC activities. In July the Interstate Commerce
Commission completed a report entitled "Investigation of Costs of
Intercity Rail Passenger Service." Results of the study indicated that
the railroads were indeed losing money in the operation of their
passenger trains. Not as much money is being lost as many of the
railroads had claimed, but on the other hand, losses are apparently
greater than many supporters of passenger trains had claimed.
Most recently, and most significantly, perhaps, the ICC has decided

that it has no statutory authority to impose minimum standards of
service quality on the railroads, but the Commission has indicated
that it believes it should have such power.

Congressional interest in passenger service has grown substantially
within the last year or so. Congressional mail on the matter is heavy
and the early returns on the Metroliner indicate that perhaps there
is a role for the passenger train in a modern transportation system. If
this is true, Congress should not let the passenger train disappear
from the scene by default. Some 92 million people other than com-
muters, rode trains in 1968, this a considerable number of people but
it is still 47 million less than the number that rode trains in 1958.
There seems to be a market, there seems to be an interest, the question
is what should be done and what can be done by the Congress.

Staff member assigned to this hearing: A. Daniel O'Neal.

(1)
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Because there are several bills before this committee and because it
would be impossible at these hearings to attempt to analyze each bill
separately, it will be our objective to obtain answers to what, in my
mind, are the basic issues.
(1) What procedural amendments to the Interstate Commerce Act

should or should not be approved by this committee. I would include
in this category the question of whether the ICC should have authority
over the adequacy of service, as well as such questions as should time
for the processing of discontinuance petitions be extended? are the
roles of the individual and the States being protected by present
procedures? and so on.
(2) Are more studies necessary? What kind of studies? By whom

should they be carried out? Should there be a moratorium on discon-
tinuances during the study period?
(3) Should the Federal Government provide financial assistance to

the railroads or someone else in an effort to develop viable railroad
passenger service? If so, what form should that financial assistance
take?
I think if we can obtain answers to these questions, we can develop

legislation which will receive the support of a majority of the
Congress.
(The bills and agency comments follow.)

[s. 674, 91st Cong., first sess.]
A BILL To amend section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act1 relating to the discontinuance

or change of certain operations or services of common carriers by rail, in order to require
the Interstate Commerce Commission to give full consideration to all financial assistance
available before permitting any such discontinuance or change

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That section 13a(1) of the Interstate Com-
merce Act (49 U.S.C. 13a (1) ) is amended by inserting after "If, after hearing
in such investigation," the following: "including full consideration of any finan-
cial assistance available pursuant to the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964
or any other law for the purpose of continuing such operation or service and the
efforts of such carrier or carriers to obtain such assistance,".

SEC. 2. Section 13a(2) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 13a(2) is
amended by inserting after "The Commission may grant such authority only after
full hearing" a comma and the following: "including full consideration of any
financial assistance available pursuant to the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964 or any other law for the purpose of continuing such operation or service
and the efforts of such carrier or carriers to obtain such assistance,".

[ S. 2750, 91st Cong., first sess.]

A BILL To amend section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act so as to provide for reim-
bursement to the carrier of the cost of operating uneconomic interstate railroad passenger
train service performed under order of the Commission

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That section 13a of part I of the Interstate
Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 13a) is amended to read as follows:

"DISCONTINUANCE OR CHANGE OF CERTAIN OPERATIONS OR SERVICE

"SEC. 13a. (1) A carrier or carriers subject to this part, if their rights with
respect to the discontinuance or change, in whole or in part, of the operation
or service of any train or ferry operating from a point in one State to a point
in any other State or in the District of Columbia, or from a point in the District
of Columbia to a point in any State, are subject to any provision of the constitu-
tion or statutes of any State or any regulation or order of (or are the subject
of any proceeding pending before) any court or an administrative or regulatory
agency of any State, may, but shall not be required to, file with the Commission,
and upon such filing shall mail to the Governor of each State in which such train
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or fry is operated, and post in every station, depot, or other facility served
thereby, notice at least thirty days in advance of any such proposed discontinu-
ance or change. The carrier or carriers filing such notice may discontinue or
change any such operation or service pursuant to such notice except as other-
wise ordered by the Commission pursuant to this paragraph, the laws or con-
stitution of any State, or the decision or order of, or the pendency of any pro-
ceeding before any court or State authority to the contrary notwithstanding.
Upon the filing of such notice the Commission shall have authority during said
thirty days' notice period, either upon complaint or upon its own initiative with-
out complaint, to enter upon an investigation of the proposed discontinuance or
change. Upon the institution of such investigation; the Commission, by order
served upon the carrier or carriers affected thereby at least ten days prior to
the day on which such discontinuance or change would otherwise become effec-
tive, may require such train or ferry to be continued in operation or service, in
whole or in part, pending hearing and decision in such investigation, but not
for a longer period than four months beyond the date when such discontinuance
or change would otherwise have become effective. If, after hearing in such in-
vestigation, whether concluded before or after such discontinuance or change
has become effective, the Commission finds that the operation or service of such
train or ferry is required by public convenience and necessity, the Commission
may by order require the continuance or restoration of operation or service of
such train or ferry, in whole or in part, for a period not to exceed one year from
the date of such order. The provisions of this paragraph shall not supersede the
laws of any State, or the orders or regulations of any administrative or regulatory
body of any State applicable to such discontinuance or change unless notice as
in this paragraph provided is filed with the Commission. On the expiration of an
order by the Commission after such investigation requiring the continuance or
restoration of operation or service, the jurisdiction of any State as to such dis-
continuance or change shall no longer be superseded unless the procedure provided
by this paragraph shall again be invoked by the carrier or carriers.
"(2) Any order of the Commission entered pursuant to the provisions of para-

graph (1) of this section requiring continued operation of a train or ferry shall
provide that if, for the period subsequent to the discontinuance date in the notice
filed under said paragraph and prior to the expiration of said order, the cost, as
hereinafter defined, of operating the train or ferry shall exceed the direct reve-
nues theeof, then upon request therefor, payment shall be made to the carrier
or carriers, in the manner hereinafter provided and within ninety days after
expiration of such order, of a sum equal to the amount by which such cost has
exceeded said revenues. The term 'cost' shall mean those expenditures made or
incurred in or attributable to the operation of such train or ferry, plus an ap-
propriate allocation of common expenses and overheads. Such cost shall be then
currently recorded by the carrier or carriers in such manner and on such forms
as by general order may be prescribed by the Commission and shall be submitted
to and subject to audit by the Commission. The Commission shall certify promptly
to the Secretary of the Treasury the amount of payment to be made to said
carrier or carriers under the provisions of this paragraph.
"(3) Payments required to be made to a carrier or carriers under the

provisions of paragraph (2) of this section shall be made by the Secretary of
the Treasury from funds hereby authorized to be appropriated in such amounts
as may be necessary for the purpose of carrying out the provisions thereof.
"(4) (a) If at any time compliance by the carrier or carriers with the order

of the Commission shall require the use of passenger train equipment not then
owned by the carrier or carriers and reasonably available for such use, the
Secretary of Transportation shall provide the carrier or carriers with the needed
equipment on the basis of current railway rental charges for such equipment, and
such rental charges shall constitute a cost to the carrier or carriers as that
term is defined in paragraph (2) hereof.
"(b) The Secretary of Transportation is hereby authorized to purchase, lease.

or otherwise acquire or obtain in the name of the Department of Transportation
such pasSenger equipment as may be required to comply with the provisions of
subparagraph (a) of this paragraph and to make payment therefor from funds
hereby authorized to be appropriated in such amounts as may be necessary for
the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this paragraph.
"(5) Where the discontinuance or change, in whole or in part, by a carrier or

carriers subject to this part, of the operation or service of any train or ferry
operated wholly within the boundaries of a single State is prohibited by the
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constitution or statutes of any State or where the State authority having juris-
diction thereof shall have denied an application or petition duly filed with it by
said carrier or carriers for authority to discontinue or change, in whole or in
part, the operation or service of any such train or ferry or shall not have acted
finally on such an application or petition within one hundred and twenty days
from the presentation thereof, such carrier or carriers may petition the Com-
mission for authority to effect such discontinuance or change. The Commission
may grant such authority only after full hearing and upon findings by it that
(a) the present or future public convenience and necessity permit of such dis-
continuance or change, in whole or in part, of the operation or service of such
train or ferry, and (b) the continued operation or service of such train or
ferry without discontinuance or change, in whole or in part, will constitute an
unjust burden upon the interestate operations of such carrier or carriers or upon
interstate commerce. When any petition shall be filed with the Commission under
the provisions of this paragraph, the Commission shall notify the Governor of
the State in which such train or ferry is operated at least thirty days in advance
of the hearing provided for in this paragraph, and such hearing shall be held
by the Commission in the State in which such train or ferry is operated; and
the Commission is authorized to avail itself of the cooperation, services, records
and facilities of the authorities in such State in the performance of its functions
under this paragraph."

[ S. 2865, g1st Cong., first sess.]

A BILL To amend section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That section 13a ,of part I of the Interstate
Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 13a) is amended to read as follows:
"13a(1) A carrier or carriers subject to this part, desiring to discontinue or

change in whole or in part, the operation or service of any train or ferry operat-
ing between a point in one State or a foreign country and a point in any other
State or in the District of Columbia, shall file with the Commission an appli-
cation for authority to effect such discontinuance or change, and upon such filing
shall mail to the Governor of each State in which such train or ferry is oper-
ated, and post in every station, depot, or other facility served thereby a notice
of such filing. The carrier or carriers filing said application shall have the burden
of establishing that the public convenience and necessity permit the proposed
discontinuance or change, and that the continued operation or service without
discontinuance or change will unduly burden interstate and foreign commerce.
Within forty days following the filing of such application the Commission shall
determine whether to hold a public hearing on the application. Should the Com-
mission determine not to hold a public hearing, it shall issue an order to that
effect. Should the Commission determine to hold a public hearing, it shall set the
date for said hearing beginning within ninety days of the date of the filing of
the application. If, after hearing, or at the time the Commission issues its order
dispensing with hearing, the Commission finds that the public convenience and
necessity permits the proposed discontinuance or change and that the continued
operation or service of such train or ferry without discontinuance or change
would constitute an unjust and undue burden upon the interstate operation of
such carrier or carriers or upon interstate commerce, it shall issue an order
authorizing such discontinuance or change, subject to such terms and conditions
as in its judgment the public convenience and necessity may require. On and
after the effective date of such order, and not before, the carrier or carriers may,
without securing authority other than contained in said order, comply with the
terms and conditions contained therein and proceed with the discontinuance or
change. The provisions of this paragraph shall not supersede the laws of any
State or the orders or regulations of any administrative or regulatory body of
any State where such laws, orders, or regulations are applicable to such discon-
tinuance or change and an application or petition seeking discontinuance or
change has been duly filed with the appropriate State agencies.
"13a (2) Where the discontinuance or change, in whole or in part, by a carrier

or carriers subject to this part, of the operation or service of any train or ferry
operated wholly within the boundaries of a single State is prohibited by the
constitution or statutes of any State or where the State authority having juris-
diction thereof shall have denied an application or petition duly filed with it by
said carrier or carriers for authority to discontinue or change, in whole or in
part, the operation or service of any such train or ferry or shall not have acted

•
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finally on such an application or petition within seven months from the pres-
entation thereof, such carrier or carriers may petition the Commission for author-
ity to effect such discontinuance or change. The Commission may grant such
authority, in whole or in part, subject to such terms and conditions as in its
judgment the public convenience and necessity may require, only after full hear-
ing and upon findings by it that (a) the present or future public convenience
and necessity permit of such discontinuance or change, in whole or in part, of
the operation or service of such train or ferry, and (b) the continued operation
or service of such train or ferry without discontinuance or change, in whole or
in part, will constitute an unjust and undue burden upon the interstate oper-
ations of such carrier or carriers or upon interstate commerce. When any petition
shall be filed with the Commission under the provisions of this paragraph the
Commission shall notify the Governor of the State in which such train or ferry
is operated at least thirty days in advance of the hearing provided for in this
paragraph, and such hearing shall be held by the Commission in the State in
which such train or ferry is operated; and the Commission is authorized to avail
itself of the cooperation, services, records, and facilities of the authorities in
such State in the performance of its functions under this paragraph.
"13a(3) Any State, administrative or regulatory agency of a State, or person,

adversely affected or aggrieved by an order of the Commission entered pursuant
to paragraph (1) or (2) of this section, may bring suit to obtain judicial review
thereof under the provisions of sections 1336, 1398, 2284, and 2321 through 2325
of the Judicial Code (28 U.S.C. 1336, 1398, 2284, and 2321-2325)."

[S. 2887, 91st Cong., first sess.]

A BILL To amend section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act, to authorize a study of
essential railroad passenger service by the Secretary of Transportation, and for other
purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That section 13a of part I of the Interstate
Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 13a) is amended to read as follows:
"13a (1) A carrier or carriers subject to this part, if their rights with respect

to the discontinuance or change, in whole or in part, of the operation or service
of any passenger train or ferry operating between a point in one State, the
District of Columbia, or a foreign country and a point in any other State or in
the District of Columbia, are subject to any provision of the constitution or
statutes of any State or any regulation or order of (or are the subject of any
proceeding pending before) any court or an administrative or regulatory agency
of any State, may, but shall not be required to, file with the Commission, and
upon such filing shall mail to the Governor of each State in which such train
or ferry is operated, and post in every station, depot, or other facility served
thereby, including stations, depots, or facilities on the property of other carriers
which share in the operation of said train, notice at least sixty days in advance
of any such proposed discontinuance or change. The carrier or carriers filing
such notice may, upon the expiration of, but not during, the notice period, dis-
continue or change any such operation or service pursuant to such notice except
as otherwise ordered by the Commission pursuant to this paragraph, the laws or
constitution of any State, or the decision or order of, or the pendency of any
proceedinc, before, any court or State authority to the contrary notwithstanding.
Upon the filing of such notice the Commission shall have authority during said
sixty days' notice period, either upon complaint or upon its own initiatve wthout
complant, to enter upon an investigation of the proposed discbntinuance or
change. Upon the institution of such investigation, the Commission, by its in-
vestigation order served upon the carrier or carrers affected thereby at least
twenty days prior to the day on which such discontinuance or change would
otherwise become effective, may require such train or ferry to be continued in
operation or service, in whole or in part, pending hearing and decision in such
investigation, but not for a longer period than seven months beyond the date
when such discontinuance or change would otherwise have become effective; ex-
cept that the Commission may further require such train or ferry to be continued
in operation or service, in whole or in part, for a period of no longer than two
months beyond the date specified in its investigation order, pending completion
of the investigation or the Commission's determination of any petition or peti-
tions for reconsideraion of its decision and order in such investigation. How-
ever, if during the notice period, the carrier or carriers discontinue or change,
in whole or in part, the operation or service of any train or ferry, the Commis-
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sion shall retain jurisdiction to enter upon an investigation of the change or
discontinuance and may require the immediate restoration or continuance of
operation or service of such train or ferry until the expiration of the notice
period. When an investigation by the Commission is instituted under this sec-
tion, the carrier or carriers filing such notice shall have the burden of establish-

ing that public convenience and necessity permit the proposed discontinuance or
change, in whole or in part, and that the continued operation or service of such
train or ferry without discontinuance or change, in whole or in part, will unduly
burden interstate or foreign commerce. If, after hearing in such investigation,
whether concluded before or after such discontinuance or change has become
effective, the Commission finds that the public convenience and necessity permits
the proposed discontinuance or change, in whole or in part, and that the con-
tinued operation or service of such train or ferry without discontinuance or
change, in whole or in part, will unduly burden interstate or foreign commerce,
the Commission shall by order permit discontinuance of operation or service of
such train or ferry in whole or in part. If, however, the Commission finds that
the operation or service of such train or ferry is required by public convenience
and necessity and will not unduly burden interstate or foreign commerce, the
Commission may by order require the continuance or restoration of operation or
service of such train or ferry, in whole or in part, for a period not to exceed one
year from the date of such order; except that for two years following the enact-
ment of this proviso, where any trains or ferry proposed to be discontinued
represents the last remaining passenger train or ferry operated in either direc-
tion by the carrier or carriers proposing such discontinuance, between a point
in one State and to a point in another State, the District of Columbia, or a foreign
country or from a point in the District of Columbia to a point in any State or a
foreign country, the Commission shall require the continuance of the operation
or service in question for one year from the date of its order unless it finds that
(1) the public convenience and necessity do not require its continuance, or (2)
that it finds that continuance of the service or operation in question will impair
the ability of carrier or carriers proposing such changes or discontinuance to meet
its common carrier responsibilities, considering the overall financial condition of
the carrier or carriers in question; except that in the case of operations and
service covered by the first proviso, the Commission may attach such conditions
to its order, requiring the continuance of the operations or service in question, as
are just and reasonable to assure the preservation of a reasonable level of service
for the passenger trains or ferries required to be continued; and except that the
jurisdiction of the Commission over operations and service subject to the first
and second provisos of this sentence shall be exclusive and the carrier or carriers
proposing to discontinue or change any operation or service covered by these
provisos shall file a notice with the Commission as provided in this paragraph,
the laws or constitution of any State, or the decision or order of, or the pendency
of any proceeding before, any court or State authority to the contrary notwith-
standing. The provisions of this paragraph shall not supersede the laws of any
State or the orders or regulations of any administrative or regulatory body of
any State applicable to such discontinuance or change unless notice as in this
paragraph provided is filed with the Commission. On the expiration of an order
by the Commission, after such investigation requiring the continuance or restora-
tion of operation or service, the jurisdiction of any State as to such discontinu-
ance or change shall no longer be superseded unless the procedure provided by
this paragraph shall again be invoked by the carrier or carriers.
"13a (2) Where the discontinuance or change, in whole or in part, by a carrier

or carriers subject to this part, of the operation or service of any train or ferry
operated wholly within the boundaries of a single State is prohibited by the
constitution or statutes of any State or where the State authority having juris-
diction thereof shall have denied an application or petition duly filed with it by
said carrier or carriers for authority to discontinue or charge, in whole or in
part, the operation or service of any such train or ferry or shall not have acted
finally on such an application or petition within seven months from the presen-
tation thereof, such carrier or carriers may petition the Commission for author-
ity to effect such discontinuance or change. Upon the filing of such a petition,
such discontinuance or change shall be subject to all of the provisions of para-
graph (1) of this section to the same extent as if the subject train or ferry
operated as described in the first sentence of paragraph (1) of this section. When
any petition shall be filed with the Commission under the provisions of this
paragraph the Commission shall notify the 'Governor of the State in which such

•

•
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train or ferry is operated at least thirty days in advance of the hearing provided
for in this paragraph, and such hearing shall be held by the Commission in the
State in which such train or ferry is operated; and the Commission is authorized
to avail itself of the cooperation, services, records, and facilities of the authorities
in such State in the performance of its functions under this paragraph.
"13a (3) Any State, administrative or regulatory agency of a State, or person,

adversely affected or aggrieved by an order of the Commission entered pursuant
to paragraph (1) or (2) of this section, may bring suit to obtain judicial review
thereof under those provisions of law applicable in the case of suits to enjoin,
suspend, or set aside orders of the Commission."

SEC. 2. The Secretary of Transportation, acting in cooperation with the Inter-
state Commerce Commission and other interested Federal agencies and depart-
ments, is authorized and directed to undertake and submit, within one year after
the date of enactment of this Act, a study of the existing and future potential
for intercity railroad passenger service in the United States to the Committee
on Commerce of the Senate and the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce of the House of Representatives. In making this study, the Secretary shall
consider, among other things:
(1) Existing resources of all types for meeting the Nation's present passenger

transportation needs.
(2) Anticipated expansion of those resources by 1975 on the basis of current

governmental or private activities (such as the interstate highway program,
by Government, and auto production increases, by industry).
(3) The Nation's expected passenger transportation needs, including business,

private, and defense movement, in the years 1975 and 1985.
(4) The ability of the existing resources, or resources as expanded by current

governmental or private programs, to meet these anticipated needs adequately,
efficiently, economically, expeditiously, safely, and comfortably, at least as far
ahead as 1975.
(5) The ability of improved railroad passenger service to meet these anti-

cipated needs.
(6) The proper role of the carriers and governmental bodies in developing the

required quality and quantity of service, including methods of financing °DPI—
tions which are necessary but not economically viable.

[ S. 2939, 91st Cong., first sees.]

A BILL To provide for the modernization of railroad passenger equipment in order to meet
the needs of the commerce of the United States, of the postal service, and of the national
defense, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the "Intercity
Rail Passenger Service Act of 1969".

TITLE I—GENERAL PROVISIONS
See.
101. Congressional findings and declaration of purpose.
102. Definitions.
103. Act controlling.
104. Separability.

§ 101. Congressional findings and declaration of purpose
The Congress finds that modern, efficient intercity railroad passenger service

is a necessary part of a balanced transportation system; that the public con-
venience and necessity require the continuance and improvement of such service
to provide low-cost transportation between crowded urban areas and in increas-
ingly isolated rural areas; that rail passenger service can help to end the con-
gestion on our highways and the overcrowding of our airlines and airports;
that the traveler in America should have freedom to choose that mode of travel
most convenient to his needs; that to achieve these goals requires the restruc-
turing and reequipment of existing passenger service; that the railroads have an
obligation to provide good passenger service to the public; that the railroad
industry cannot accomplish this task relying on its own financial resources
alone; that Federal assistance is required to assist the railroads in meeting their
public utility obligation; and, therefore. it is the purpose of this Act to authorize
the Secretary of Transportation to purchase, rehabilitate, lease, service, main-
tain, and repair intercity railroad passenger equipment.



§ 102. Definitions
For the purposes of the Act—
(a) "Fund" means the railroad passenger equipment operating fund estab-

lished by section 301 of this Act.
(b) "Railroad" means a common carrier by railroad, as defined in section 1

of part 1 of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1).
(c) "Railroad passenger equipment" means locomotives, cars, and other ve-

hicles used or to be used for or in conjunction with the intercity transportation
of passengers by railroad.
(d) "Rehabilitation" and "rehabilitate" means a substantial rebuilding or

alteration of railroad passenger equipment so as to significantly improve its
operating efficiency and its attractiveness to passengers, and also includes exten-
sive repairs made necessary on account of the equipment having been permitted
to substantially deteriorate.
(e) "Repair" and "repairs" mean such periodic repair work on railroad pas-

senger equipment as must be performed in a repair shop, but which does not
involve substantial rebuilding or alteration of the equipment, nor its rehabilita-
tion after a period during which it has been permitted to substantially
deteriorate.
(f) "Secretary" means Secretary of Transportation or his delegate.
(g) "Service and maintain" and "servicing and maintenance" mean the day-to-

day upkeep of railroad passenger equipment, including the performance of minor
running repairs of a nature that can be performed in a terminal facility without
the necessity of taking the equipment to a repair shop.
(h) "Total operating expense" means and includes all expenses of the Secre-

tary incurred in the administration of his functions under this Act and in the
servicing, maintenance, and repair of railroad passenger equipment, but does not
include the cost of purchase or rehabilitation of railroad passenger equipment,
nor the cost of purchase of plant facilities, tools, equipment, and other instru-
mentalities for the rehabilitation and repair of railroad passenger equipment.

§ 103. Act controlling
Insofar as the provisions of any other law are inconsistent with the provisions

of this Act, the provisions of this Act shall be controlling.

§ 104. Separability
Notwithstanding any other evidence of the intention of Congress, it is hereby

declared to be the controlling intent of Congress that if any provisions of this
Act, or the application thereof to any person or circumstances, shall be adjudged
by any court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, such judgment shall not
affect, impair, or invalidate the remainder of the Act or its applications to other
persons or circumstances, but shall be confined in its operation to the provisions
of this Act or the application thereof to the persons or circumstances directly
involved in the controversy in which the judgment shall have been rendered.

TITLE II—PURCHASE, REHABILITATION, LEASE, SERVICING, MAIN-
TENANCE, AND REPAIR OF RAILROAD PASSENGER EQUIPMENT AND
PLANT FACILITIES

Sec.
201. Purchase and rehabilitation of existing railroad passenger equipment.
202. Purchase of new railroad passenger equipment.
203. Lease of railroad passenger equipment.
204. Servicing, maintenance, and repair of railroad passenger equipment.
205. Provision of modern plant facilities, tools, equipment, and other instrumen-

talities for the rehabilitation and repair of railroad passenger equipment.
206. Appointment of personnel; procurement of services.
207. Protective arrangements for employees; labor standards.

§ 201. Purchase and rehabilitation of existing railroad passenger equipment
(a) The Secretary is authorized to purchase existing railroad passenger equip-

ment which, in his judgment, is capable of providing efficient, dependable, and
attractive railroad passenger service or which, in his judgment, could be eco-
nomically rehabilitated to provide such service.
(b) The Secretary is authorized to contract for such rehabilitation with per-

sons or corporations as in his judgment are capable of performing the work in
an efficient and economical manner.
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§ 202. Purchase of new railroad passenger equipment
The Secretary is authorized to purchase new railroad passenger equipment of

such type and design as, in his judgment, would enable the provision of efficient,
dependable, and attractive railroad passenger service.

§ 203. Lease of railroad passenger equipment
(a) The Secretary is authorized to lease railroad passenger equipment to any

railroad or railroads, or to any regional transportation authority established.
(b) Leases shall be either for individual equipment trips or for a fixed term.

Rental for trip leases shall be computed on the basis of actual miles operated
in revenue service or on such other basis as the Secretary may determine.
(c) The Secretary shall set lease levels at such a level that the total operating

expense, as heretofore defined, is met by such rentals.
(d) During the term of leases, lessees shall adequately service and maintain

the equipment except to the extent this work is to be performed by the Secretary
as specifically provided for in the lease. Lessees shall comply with all govern-
mental laws, regulations, and requirements, and with such rules and regulations
as the Secretary may establish with respect to the maintenance, use, and opera-
tion of railroad equipment including passenger service standards.
(e) Railroad lessees shall have the right to arrange for movement of leased

equipment over the lines of other railroads, either within the continental United
States or beyond the limits thereof, in accordance with normal arrangementa
for the interchange of such equipment between them.

§ 204. Servicing, maintenance, and repair of railroad passenger equipment
(a) The Secretary is authorized to service, maintain, and repair railroad

passenger equipment acquired under the provisions of sections 201 and 202
above, except to the extent that lessees are obligated to perform such functions
in accordance with the provisions of section 203(d) above. In exercising this
authority, the Secretary may contract for such servicing, maintenance, and re-
pair with persons or corporations as in his judgment are capable of performing
such functions in an efficient and economical manner, and may acquire, by pur-
chase or lease, and operate servicing and maintenance facilities at such locations
as he deems expedient.
(b) The Secretary is authorized to service and maintain railroad passenger

equipment owned by any railroad or railroads at facilities operated by the Sec-
retary under subsection (a) above. Remuneration to the Secretary shall be at
least equal to the incremental cost of performing such work.

§ 205. Provision of modern plant facilities, tools, equipment, and other instru-
mentalities for the rehabilitation and repair of railroad passenger
equipment

The Secretary is authorized to purchase plant facilities, tools, equipment, and
other instrumentalities for the rehabilitation and repair of railroad passenger
equipment, and to lease these items to persons or corporations whom he has
contracted with to rehabilitate and repair railroad passenger equipment under
the provisions of sections 201(b) and 204( a) above. The Secretary shall fix
rentals for such leases which shall be at least equal to the cost of the item
amortized over its normal service life.

§ 206. Appointment of personnel; procurement of services
The Secretary is authorized to appoint, subject to the provisions of title

of the United States Code governing appointment in the competitive service, such
personnel as may be necessary to enable him to carry out efficiently his functions
and responsibilities under this Act. The Secretary is further authorized to pro-
cure services as authorized by section 3109 of title 5 of the United States Code,
but at rates for individuals not to exceed $100 per diem, unless otherwise speci-
fied in an appropriation Act.

§ 207. Protective arrangements for employees, labor standards
(a) In carrying out the provisions of this Act. the Secretary shall provide fair

and equitable arrangements, as determined by the Secretary of Labor, to protect
the interests of employees who are affected by any action of the Secretary
authorized by this Act. Such protective arrangements shall include, without
being limited to, such provisions as may be necessary for (1) the preservation of
rights, privileges, and benefits (including continuation of pension rights and
benefits) to such employees under existing collective-bargaining agreements or
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otherwise; (2) the continuation of collective-bargaining rights; (3) the protec-

tion of such individual employees against a worsening of their positions with

respect to their employment; (4) assurances of priority of reemployment of

employees terminated or laid off; and (5) paid training or retraining programs.

Such arrangements shall include provisions protecting individual employees

against a worsening of their positions with respect to their employment which

shall in no event provide benefits less than those established pursuant to section

5(2) (f) of the Interstate Commerce Act. Any contract entered into pursuant to

the provisions of section 201, 202, 204, or 205 of this Act shall specify the terms

and conditions of such protective arrangements.
(b) The Secretary shall take such action as may be necessary to insure that

all laborers and mechanics employed by the contractors and subcontrators in

the performance of construction work financed with the assistance of funds re-

ceived under any contract or agreement entered into under this Act shall be

paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on similar construction in

the locality as determined by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with the

Davis-Bacon Act, as amended. The Secretary shall not enter into any such con-

-tract or agreement without first obtaining adequate assurance that required

labor standards will be maintained on the construction work. The Secretary of

Labor shall have, with respect to the labor standards specified in this para-

graph, the authority and functions set forth in the Reorganization Plan Num-

bered 14 of 1950, and section 2 of the Act of June 13, 1934 (40 U.S.C. 276(c) ).

TITLE III—AUTHORIZATION OF FUNDS
Sec.
301. Establishment of operating fund.
302. Use of fund.
303. Authorization of appropriations to fund.

§ 301. Establishment of operating fund

The railroad passenger equipment operating fund (hereinafter referred to as

the "fund") is established in the Treasury of the United States as a separate

fund subject to withdrawal by check by the Secretary of Transportation. There
shall be deposited in the fund the following items:

(a) payments received by the Secretary for the lease of railroad pas-
senger equipment pursuant to section 203 of this Act;
(b) payments received by the Secretary for the servicing and mainte-

nance of railroad passenger equipment pursuant to section 204 ( b) of this
Act;
(c) payments received -by the Secretary for the lease of plant facilities

and other items pursuant to section 205 of this Act;
(d) payments received by the Secretary for the sale or other disposition

of railroad passenger equipment, facilities, and other items, which in his
judgment are no longer needed to carry out his functions under this Act,
such sale or disposition to be made in accordance with applicable law govern-
ing disposal of surplus Government property; and

(c) Funds appropriated to the Secretary as authorized by section 303 of
this Act.

§ 302. Use of fund
(a) The Secretary shall use the moneys in the fund to pay all the expenses

and costs of the administration and operations of his functions under this Act,
including, but not limited to—

(1) purchase and rehabilitation of existing railroad passenger equip-
ment;
(2) purchase of new railroad passenger equipment under section 202 of

this Act;
(3) servicing, maintenance, and repair of railroad passenger equipment

under section 204(a) of the Act;
(4) purchase of plant facilities and other items under section 205 of

this Act;
(5) purchase or lease of necessary office and warehouse facilities, ma-

terials, and supplies and
(6) salaries, wages, and related retirement and other employee benefit

contribution.



11

(b) Moneys deposited in the fund shall remain available for expenditure
without limitation as to time and are not subject to apportionment under sec-
tion 3679 of the Revised Statutes (31-U.S.C. 665).
(c) From time to time the Secretary shall deposit in the general fund of the

Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts those balances in the
fund which he determines to be in excess of the amount required for the ad-
ministration and operation of his functions under this Act.

§ 303. Authorization of appropriations to fund
There are hereby authorized to be appropriated to the fund such sums as

may be necessary to carry out the provision of this Act, but not to exceed
$15,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970; $60,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1971; $60,000,000 for the fiscal. year ending June 30, 1972;
and $60,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
Sec.
§ 401. Laws applicable
§ 402. Audit of contracts
§ 403. Annual report to Congress
§ 404. Information furnished to congressional committees

§ 401. Laws applicable •

(a) Leases and contracts entered into by the Secretary, regardless of the place
where the same may be executed, shall be governed by the laws of the District
of Columbia.
( b) Railroad passenger equipment, while the same is under lease, shall be

and remain subject to applicable provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act
and other governing statutes and to the exercise of jurisdiction by the Interstate
Commerce Commission and the Federal-Railroad Administration pursuant there-
to, and the Secretary shall comply with the provisions of section 20c of the
Interstate Commerce Act by filing with the said Commission a copy of all leases
entered into under the provisions of this Act: Provided, however, That neither
the secretary nor any of his functions pursuant to this Act, other than as
above specifically set forth, shall be subject to the Interstate Commerce Act or to
the exercise of any jurisdiction by said Commission.

§ 402. Audit of contracts
Each agreement or contract entered into under this Act other than under com-

petitive bidding procedures, as determined by the Secretary, shall provide that
the Secretary and the Comptroller General of the United States, or any of their
duly authorized representatives, may, for the purpose of audit and examination,
have access to any books, documents, papers, and records of the parties to such
agreement or contract which are pertinent to the operations or activities under
such agreement or contract.

§ 403. Annual report to Congress
The Secretary shall submit to Congress on the first day of each regular session

an annual report setting forth a statement of his activities, receipts, and expendi-
tures pursuant to this Act during the previous fiscal year.

§ 404. Information furnished to congressional committees
The Secretary shall, if requested by any appropriate committee of the Senate

or House of Representatives, furnish such committee with information concerning
-activities carried out under this Act.

[ S. 2951, 91st Cong., first sess.]

A BILL To amend part I of the Interstate Commerce Act by the addition of a new section
13b so as to set forth the duty of railroads operating intercity passenger trains to provide
and furnish reasonably adequate service and to authorize the Commission to establish and
enforce standards of reasonably adequate service and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives .of the United States
'of America in Congress assembled, That part I of the Interstate Commerce Act
be amended by adding a new section 13b which reads as follows:

"ADEQUACY OF CERTAIN PASSENGER OPERATIONS

"13b. (1) It shall be the duty of every common carrier by railroad operating
.a passenger train from a point in one State to a point in any other State or in the
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District of Columbia, or from a point in the District of Columbia to a point in

any State, to provide and furnish reasonably adequate passenger service on any

such train in operation.
"(2) In considering and determining whether reasonably adequate passenger

service is being provided and furnished on any such train in operation, the Com-

mission shall give due consideration, among other things, to the operating con-

dition of the passenger equipment; the inclusion in the consist, where appro-
priate, of pullman and dining cars; the maintenance of adequate comfort in cold
and hot weather; the availability of sufficient equipment to accommodate the
normal demands of all ticketholders ; and the maintenance of adequate and
sufficient facilities for obtaining accurate information regarding train schedules
and available reservations.
"(3) The Ccimmission shall have the power, upon complaint, or on its own

initiative without complaint, to enter upon an investigation of the standards
of service on a passenger, train operating from a point in one State to a point
in any other State or in the District of Columbia, or from a point in the District
of Columbia to a point in any State, and, whenever it is deemed to be in the public
interest after hearings, to establish standards of reasonably adequate service to
be provided and furnished by any such railroad on any such train. The Commis-
sion shall have the authority to issue orders necessary to enforce the standards
of reasonably adequate service so established and to prescribe rules, 'regulations,
and procedure necessary for administration of this section, except that in the
case of interstate trains whose primary purpose is the performance of local
commuter service the Commission shall not establish or enforce standards
of reasonably adequate service. Nothing in this section shall impair or affect the
power of a State, or of States acting in concert, and in the exercise of its or their
residual powers, to establish reasonable standards of such local railroad com-
muter service, or to operate or to participate in the operation of such commuter
service."

[ S.J. Res. 120, 91st Cong., first sees.]

JOINT RESOLUTION Providing for the preparation and submission to the Congress of
a master ground transportation plan for the United States

Whereas there does not currently exist a master ground transportation plan for
the United States; and

Whereas since 1958 the Interstate Commerce Commission has processed more
than two hundred train discontinuance proceedings alone in a piecemeal fash-
ion due to nonexistence of a national transportation plan; and

Whereas the best interest of the citizenry and the business community of our
Nation would be served by establishment of a national transportation plan;
and

Whereas the recognition of the need for comprehensive transportation planning
has been acknowledged by the Congress in establishing the Department of
Transportation: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States

of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Transportation acting
in cooperation with the Interstate Commerce Commission shall, within one year
after the date of enactment of this joint resolution, prepare and submit to the
Committee on Commerce of the Senate and the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce of the House of Representatives a master ground transporta-
tion plant for the United States.

SEC. 2. Until the sixieth day after the submission of the master ground trans-
portation plan to the committees of the Senate and House of Representatives as
provided by the first section of this joint resolution, the Interstate Commerce
Commission may not approve any consolidation, unification, merger, or acquisi-
tion of control of a railroad corporation, nor may there be any discontinuance
or change, in whole or in part, of the operation or service of any train or ferry
subject to part I of the Interstate Commerce Act, unless such discontinuance or
change is approved by the appropriate State regulatory agency of each State
affected by such discontinuance or change. During the period while the Inter-
state Commerce Commission may not approve any consolidation, unification,
merger, or acquisition of control of a railroad corporation, the operation of any
provisions of antitrust laws applicable to mergers or consolidations that are not
operative while the Commission has such authority shall be in full force and
have full effect.
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[S.J. Res. 129, 91st Cong., first :gess.]

JOINT RESOLUTION To establish an advisory commission to make recommendations with
respect to the acquisition of necessary property and equipment for, and the operation of,
railroad passenger service by the Federal Government

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMISSION

SECTION 1. (a) There is hereby established an Advisory Commission on Fed-
eral Railroad Passenger Service (hereinafter referred to as the "Commission")
which shall be composed of fifteen members as follows:

(1) three appointed by the President of the Senate from Members of the
Senate;
(2) three appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives from

Members of the House of Representatives; and
(3) nine appointed by the President from among persons who are well

qualified by training or experience to carry out the functions of the Com-
mission, and who represent railroad management, railroad labor, and the
general public.

(b) Any vacancy in the Commission shall not affect its powers, but shall be
filled in the same manner as the original appointment.
(c) The Commission shall elect a Chairman and a Vice Chairman from among

its members.
(d) Eight members of the Commission shall constitute a quorum.

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION

SEC. 2. (a) The Commission shall make a full and complete study and in-
vestigation for the purpose of making recommendations with respect to—

(1) what property and equipment of the Nation's railroads should the
Federal Government acquire in order to operate a national railroad pas-
senger service;
(2) the best means of acquiring such property and equipment;
(3) what additional property and equipment, if any, would be needed;

and
(4) the best means of operating such service, and the extent to which

such operation should be carried out, in order to provide an efficient rail-
road passenger transportation system to the extent needed in the Nation.

(b) The Commission shall submit to the President and to the Congress a re-
port with respect to its findings and recommendations not later than one year
after the Commission has been fully organized.

POWERS AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 3. (a) The Commission or, on the authorization of the Commission, any
subcommittee or member thereof, may, for the purpose of carrying out the pro-
visions of this joint resolution, hold such hearings, take such testimony, and
sit and act at such times and places as the Commission, subcommittee, or mem-
ber deems advisable. Any member authorized by the Commission may administer
oaths or affirmations to witnesses appearing before the Commission, or any sub-
committee or member thereof.
(b) Each department, agency, and instrumentality of the executive branch

of the Government. including independent agencies, is authorized and directed
to furnish to the Commission, upon request made by the Chairman or Vice
Chairman, such information as the Commission deems necessary to carry out
its functions under this joint resolution.
(c) Subject to such rules and regulations as may be adopted by the Commis-

sion, the Chairman, without regard to the provisions of title 5, United States
Code, governing appointments in the competitive service, and without regard
to the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53 of such title
relating to classification and General Schedule pay rates, shall have the power—

(1) to appoint and fix the compensation of such staff personnel as he
deems necessary, and
(2) •to procure temporary and intermittent services to the same extent

as is authorized by section 3109 of title 5, United States Code, but at rates
not to exceed $50 a day for individuals.
37-793-70 3
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COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS

SEC. 4. (a) Any member of the Commission who is appointed from the execu-
tive or legislative branch of the Government shall serve without compensation
in addition to that received in his regular employment, but shall be entitled to
reimbursement for travel, subsistence, and other necessary expenses incurred by
him in the performance of duties vested in the Commission.
(b) Members of the Commission, other than those referred to in subsection

(a), shall receive compensation at the rate of $ per day for each day
they are engaged in the performance of their duties as members of the Com-
mission and shall be entitled to reimbursement for travel, subsistence, and other
necessary expenses incurred by them in the performance of their duties as mem-
bers of the Commission.

EXPENSES OF THE COMMISSION

SEC. 5. There are authorized to be appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary to carry
out this joint resolution.

EXPIRATION OF THE COMMISSION

SEC. 6. The Commission shall cease to exist ninety days after the submission
of its report.

[ S. Con. Res. 32, 91st Cong., first sess.]

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION Providing for the Secretary of Transportation to make an
Investigation of potential rail transportation over existing lines and rights-q-way for
passenger and mail transportation in the United States

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), That, be-
cause (1) expressway and interstate highways in major urban areas are near the
saturation point, (2) air congestion has become a problem of national concern,
(3) large segments of rural America will soon be without rail passenger trans-
portation, and (4) the railroads, despite financial problems, can play a vital
role in solving our ground transportation problems, it is the sense of the Congress
that the Secretary of Transportation should make an investigation of the poten-
tial of rail transportation, particularly over existing lines and rights-of-way, for
passenger and mail transportation in the United States. Such investigation should
have as its primary objective an analysis of the feasibility of developing, promot-
ing, and operating interurban railroad transportation through the establishment
of regional (or intrastate) rail transportation commissions, a Government-indus-
try public corporation; or through direct assistance to railroad operators. Such
an investigation should also include:

( a ) a comprehensive determination of where and how the technology and
service developed in the northeast corridor high-speed rail project can be
utilized in other intercity corridors in the United States;
(b) in consulation with railroad companies, State utility commissions, and

State or regional transportation authorities determine the feasibility of pro-
viding Federal assistance for the planning and development of regional'rail-
passenger services;
(c) a comprehensive determination of the feasibility of providing Govern-

ment assistance to furnish a pool of passenger equipment; provide modern
terminal facilities; and for experimentation in fare structure, type of service
and frequency of service through loans to railroads, or grants to public
authorities established for the purpose of promoting and operating regional
rail-passenger services;
( d) in consultation with the Postmaster General, a determination as to

how containerized mail can be coordinated with existing or future passenger
train schedules to insure both fast mail service and a continuation of needed
passenger routes;
(e) in consultation with railroad management and railroad labor organi-

zations, a determination as to what changes in work rules can be worked out
to insure greater use of rail passenger service:
(f) a review of all existing research and development in rail transpor-

tation and a determination of areas where future research and develop-
ment should be concentrated, with special emphasis on equipment design,
maintenance, right-of-way, and track and power supply improvements; and
(g) such other matters as would determine and promote the potential of
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rail transportation for the purpose of assisting in the solution of such
problems.

SEC. 2. It is also the sense of Congress that in view of the urgency of the
problems involved such investigation and study by the Secretary of Transporta-
tion, and a report thereon, should be contemplated in not more than six months,
and pending such completion the Interstate Commerce Commission should exer-
cise such authority as it has under law to prevent any abandonment or sale of
rail passenger service facilities.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., February 14, 1969.

B-139052.
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate.
DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of January 28, 1969,

requesting our commitments on S. 674 which would amend section 13a of the In-
terstate Commerce Act, 49 U.S.C. 13a.

Section 13a was added to the Interstate Commerce Act in 1958 (Pub. L. 85-625,
72 Stat. 568, 571), at the instigation of rail carriers which urge that the several
states, by denial or by refusal to act, prevented the cessation of passenger
train operations and ferries no longer required or used by the public. It pro-
vides a method and procedures to make it possible for carriers by railroad sub-
ject to the Interstate Commerce Act to discontinue or change, in whole or in
part, the interstate or intrastate operation or service of trains or ferries oper-
ated by them, notwithstanding otherwise applicable state laws.

S. 674 would amend the section to require the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion to give full consideration to any financial assistance available pursuant to
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 or other law and the efforts of such
carrier or carriers to obtain such assistance before permitting discontinuance or
change of service.
The bill is apparently intended to prevent the unwarranted elimination of pas-

senger train and ferry service where such assistance is available and it is noted
that the Commission in its eighty-first annual report for the fiscal year 1967 at
page 92 indicates that since it presently considers all such possible assistance,
this type of bill is unnecessary. However, the bill would appear to make manda-
tory upon the Commission what it indicates it already does under its discretion-
ary powers.
The enactment of S. 674 would not directly affect the functions or ,operations

of our Office, nor would it adversely affect the interest of the United States as a
user of transportation. We accordingly have no recommendation to make as to
the action to be taken on the bill by your committee.

Sincerely yours,
R. F. KELLER,

For the Comptroller General
of the United, States.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Washington, D.C.. o rcm be/ /969

Hon. WARREN G, MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request to the Secretary of

Defense for the views of the Department of Defense with respect to S. 674, 91st
Congress, a bill "To amend section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act, relating
to the discontinuance or change of certain operations or services of common car-
riers by rail, in order to require the Interstate Commerce Commission to give
full consideration to all financial assistance available before permitting any such
discontinuance or change". The Secretary of Defense has assigned to the bepart-
meat of the Army the responsibility for expressing the views of the Department
of Defense thereon.

S. 674 would amend section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act to require the
Interstate Commerce Commission, in passenger train discontinuance proceedings,
to give full consideration to all financial assistance available under any law, in-
cluding that under the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, before permitting



16

any discontinuance or change in rail. passenger service. According to its sponsor
the underlying purpose of the bill is to make it more difficult for rail carriers
to eliminate essential passenger service, unless they have exhausted all efforts to
obtain financial assistance which would permit the continuation of such operation
or service.
The Department of Defense is vitally interested in the promotion of a strong,.

reliable national transportation system and in general favors any measure which
would insure the availability of adequate passenger service, both intercity and
within urban areas. However, S. 674 raises certain questions which are con-
sidered to be matters of direct and primary interest to the Interstate Commerce
Commission and the Department of Transportation, among which is the ques-
tion of whether the specific requirement to be imposed on the Interstate Com-
merce Commission under the bill is necessary in view of the broad authority pres-
ently contained in section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act. Accordingly, the
Department of the Army on behalf of the Department of Defense defers to the
Interstate Commerce Commission and the Department of Transportation as to.
the merits of S. 674.
The fiscal effects of S. 674 cannot be estimated.
This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord-

ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense.
The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpoint of the Administra-

tion's program, there is no objection to the presentation of this report for the
consideration of the Committee.

Sincerely yours,
STANLEY R. RESOR.
Secretary of the Army.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., October 6, 1969.

B-139052.
HOD. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate,
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of August 4,

1969, requesting our comments on S. 2750 which would amend section 13a of the
Interstate Commerce Act, 49 U.S.C. 13a.

Section 13a was added to the Interstate Commerce Act in 1958 (Pub. L. 85-625,
72 Stat. 568, 571) , at the instigation of rail carriers which urged that the several
states, by denial or by refusal to act, prevented the discontinuance of train
operations and ferries no longer required or used by the public. It provides a
method and procedures to make it possible for carriers by railroad subject to
the Interstate Commerce Act to discontinue or change, in whole or in part, the
interstate or intrastate operation or service of trains or ferries operated by them,
notwithstanding otherwise applicable state laws.

S. 2750 would amend the section to require that any order of the Commission
requiring continued operation of interstate train or ferry service shall provide
for reimbursing the carrier for the cost of operating the rail train or ferry service
performed under order of the Interstate Commerce Commission in exce ,s of the
direct revenues therefrom. It provides for payment of the cost in excess of
revenue within 90 days of expiration of the order from Federal funds authorized
therein to be appropriated.
The bill is apparently intended to improve and preserve railroad passenger

service which for sometime has been on the decline. The Interstate Commerce
Commission in its eighty-second annual report for the fiscal year 1968 at page 5
states ••

"In the past fiscal year, the number of trains proposed for discontinuance
was more than double the number presented to the Commission in any
previous year. The number of regular intercity trains dropped to 575, or
by more than 15 percent in the past fiscal year, principally as a result of
decisions under section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act. However, the
most critical problem was presented by the receipt of several proposals to
discontinue the last remaining rail passenger service between major areas
in the country, particularly in the West. In view of the trends in rail pas-
senger operations and discontinuance proceedings, significant segments of
the last remaining long- and medium-distance intercity rail passenger service
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will not survive the next few years without a major shift in Federal and
carrier policies."

Your Committee's attention is also directed to pages 5 through 14 and 109
-through 111 of the report for the Commission's views in connection with this
problem.
Paragraphs (4) (a) and (4) (b) of S. 2750 would provide the basic statutory

authority for the Department of Transportation to enter the eld of procuring
and renting passenger train equipment. Under the bill, the Secretary of Trans-
portation would be authorized from funds which would be authorized to be ap-
propriated by the bill to purchase, lease, or otherwise acquire any passenger
train equipment required to comply with the order of the Interstate Commerce
Commission and not readily available for such use-on the basis of current rental
charges for the equipment.
Although the title of the bill indicates its intent is to provide for reimburse-

ment to the carrier of the cost of operating uneconomic interstate railroad pas-
senger train service performed under order of the Commission, section 13a (1) of
the Interstate Commerce Act and that section as it would be amended by S.
2750, seems sufficiently broad to cover both interstate freight and passenger
train and ferry service and it would appear that under sections 13(2) and 13(3)
of the amended Act as proposed in the bill reimbursements could be made to
carriers ordered to continue uneconomic interstate freight train and ferry serv-
ice. Your Committee may wish to restrict the possible reimbursements to inter-
state passenger train and ferry service.

Since S. 2750 provides for the expenditure of appropriated funds, disbursement
for the financial aid to the railroads provided in the bill, including contracts
and all pertinent records would be subject to audit and review by our Office
with reports to the Congress by the Comptroller General as he may deem neces-
sary under the provisions of the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53),
and the Accounting and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). This would require
the Interstate Commerce Commission to make its records concerning the reim-
bursements fully available to the General Accounting Office. We mention this in
view of our experience in seeking information from the Interstate Commerce
Commission concerning the certain records we believed were necessary for us
to make an adequate, independent and objective audit of a large loan to a rail-
road under the Railroad Loan Guaranty Program. On July 13, 1962, we furnished
the Committee on Commerce, United States Senate, a report on the denial of
access to records in this case.
We believe also that access to the pertinent records of the applicant carriers

would be necessary for the adequate administration and audit of the proposed
financial assistance program and we recommend that a provision somewhat
similar to section 393(b) of Public Law 87-447, 76 Stat. 66. be included in S.
2750 if the bill is to be favorably considered. Section 393(b) reads:

"The Secretary and the Comptroller General of the United States, or any
of their duly authorized representatives, shall have access for the purpose of
audit and examination to any books, documents, papers, and records of the
recipient that are pertinent to assistance received under this part [Part IV
of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended]."

Other similar provisions appear in section 318(b) of the Trade Expansion Act
of 1962, 76 Stat. 891, 19 U.S.C. 1918(b) ; section 393(b) of the Communications
Act of 1934, as added by the act of May 1, 1962, 76 Stat. 66, 47 U.S.C. 393(b) ;
section 11(b), now section 304(b), of the Clean Air Act, as added by the act of
December 17, 1963, 77 Stat. 401, 42 U.S.C. 1857j (b) ; and section 21(b) of the
Federal Airport Act, as added by section 13 of the act of March 11, 1964, 78
Stat. 162,49 U.S.C.A. 1120(b).
The enactment of S. 2750 would not affect directly the functions and opera-

tions of our Office. While we are aware of the problem of the continuing decline
and deterioration of railroad passenger service, the matter appears to be one
of policy for consideration of the Congress and other than the above comments
we make no recommendation as to the action to be taken by your Committee
on S. 2750.

Sincerely yours,
R. F. KELLER,

Assistant Comptroller General
of the United States.



Is

THE GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., October 28, 1969.

HOD. WARREN G. MAGNUSON
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of this.

Department on S. 2750, "To amend section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act
so as to provide for reimbursement to the carrier of the cost of operating un-
economic interstate railroad passenger train service performed under order of
the Commission."

Section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act authorizes the Interstate Com-
merce Commission to require by order the continuance or restoration of opera-
tion or service of a train or ferry proposed to be discontinued by the carrier,
for a period not to exceed one year from the date of such order. The bill would
amend section 13a to require the Federal Government to pay the difference be-
tween operating costs and direct revenues of any train or ferry service ordered
continued by the Commission. Costs would be defined as those expenditures made
or incurred in or attributable to the operation of such train or ferry, plus an
appropriate allocation of common expenses and overheads. The bill would also
provide that if compliance by the carrier with the order of the Commission shall
require the use of passenger train equipment not then owned by the carrier and
reasonably available for such use, the Secretary of Transportation shall pro-
vide the carrier with the needed eqiupment on the basis of current railway
rental charges for such equipment. The Secretary of Transportation would be
authorized to purchase, lease, or otherwise acquire or obtain in the name of
the Department of Transportation such passenger equipment. It is not clear
whether the "current railway rental charges" referred to in the bill would be
sufficient to cover the cost to the GOVernment of providing such equipment.
The Department has no knowledge of the need to subsidize the operation of

train and ferry services ordered to be continued by the Commission. We are
concerned, however, that the proposed legislation could establish an undesirable
precedent, dull incentives to develop more economical and efficient service, and
result in Federal payment of costs which would have been incurred whether
or not the service was discontinued.
The problem of dwindling and deteriorating rail-passenger service is presently

under consideration by the Department of Transportation, and that Department
has announced it plans to propose legislation for upgrading the nation's railroad
passenger operations.
In view of the foregoing, the Department recommends that action on the bill

be deferred pending consideration of the recommendations of the Department
of Transportation.
The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is

no objection from the standpoint of the Administration's program to the sub-
mission of this report to your Committee.

Sincerely yours,
PAUL W. EGGERS,

General Counsel.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., October 10, 1969.

B-139052.
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate.
DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of September 11, 1969,

requesting our comments on S. 2865, which would amend section 13a of the In-
terstate Commerce Act, 49 U.S.C. 13a.

Section 13a was added to the Interstate Commerce Act in 1958 (Pub. L.
85-625, 72 Stat. 568, 571), at the instigation of rail carriers which urged that
the several states, by denial or by refusal to act, prevented the discontinuance
of train operations and ferries no longer required or used by the public. It pro-
vides a method and procedures to make it possible for carriers by railroad sub-
ject to the Interstate Commerce Act to discontinue or change, in whole or in
part, the interstate or intrastate operation or service of trains or ferries op-
erated by them, notwithstanding otherwise applicable state laws.
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S. 2865 is intended to impose on the railroads and on the Interstate Com-
merce Commission new criteria for the change or discontinuance of certain
interstate and intrastate train and ferry operations.
The enactment of S. 2865 would not directly affect the functions or operations

of our Office, nor would it adversely affect the interest of the United States as
a user of transportation. While we are aware of the need for viable solutions
to rail passenger transportation problems, we have no specialized knowledge of
the problems which may have given rise to the introduction of S. 2865 and make
no recommendation as to the action to be taken on the bill by your Committee.

Sincererly yours,
R. F. KELLER,

Assistant Comptroller General,
of the United States.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., October 1, 1969.

B-139052.
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of September 12, 1969,

requesting our comments on S. 2887, which would amend section 13a of the In-
terstate Commerce Act, 49 U.S.C. 13a, and authorize a study of essential railroad
passenger service by the Secretary of Transportation.

Section 13a was added to the Interstate Commerce Act in 1958 (Pub. L.
85-625, 72 Stat. 568, 571), at the instigation of rail carriers which urged that
the several states, by denial or by refusal to act, prevented the discontinuance
of train operations and ferries no longer required or used by the public. It pro-
vides a method and procedures to make it possible for carriers by railroad sub-
ject to the Interstate Commerce Act to discontinue or change, in whole or in
part, the interstate or intrastate operation or service of trains or ferries op-
erated by them, notwithstanding otherwise applicable state laws.

S. 2887 is intended to impose on the railroads and on the Interstate Commerce
Commission new criteria for the change or discontinuance of certain interstate
and intrastate passenger train and ferry operations; also, it would authorize a
study by the Secretary of Transportation, in cooperation with the Interstate
Commerce Commission and other interested Federal agencies, of the existing and
future potential for intercity railroad passenger service in the United States.
The enactment of S. 2887 would not directly affect the functions or operations

of our Office, nor would it adversely affect the interest of the United States as
a user of transportation. While we are aware of the need for viable solutions to
the existing passenger transportation problems created in part by the increasing
urbanization of sections of our country, we have no specialized knowledge of
these problems and make no recommendation as to the action to be taken on the
bill by your Committee.

Sincerely yours,
R. F. KELLER,

For the Comptroller General
of the United States.

OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, D.C., November 5, 1969.

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Commerce Committee,
U.S. .Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR: This is in response to your request for the views of the Depart-

ment of Justice on S. 2939, the Intercity Rail Passenger Service Act of 1969.
At present, rail passenger service is generally provided by investor-owned rail-

road companies, subject to the requirement that the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission approve any discontinuance of service in interstate commerce. 49 U.S.C.
§§ 1(18), 13a.

S. 2939 would authorize the Secretary of Transportation to purchase, rehabili-
tate, lease, service, maintain and repair railroad passenger equipment. In per-
forming any of these functions the Secretary would be authorized to deal with
any persons, corporations, railroads, or regional transportation authorities which
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in his judgment would be suitable to carry out the purpose of the Act. The

Secretary would have the power to operate plant facilities, to appoint personnel

as necessary to carry out authorized programs, and to provide protective arrange-

ments for employees, as determined by the Secretary of Labor. The Secretary

would have the use of a separate operating fund established in the Treasury

which would consist of $15 million for fiscal 1970 and $60 million for each

subsequent fiscal year through June 30, 1973.
Whether this legislation should be enacted involves questions as to which

the Department of Justice defers to the Department of Transportation and the

Interstate Commerce Commission.
While so deferring, the Department of Justice notes that the legislation ap-

pears to assume that the acquisition of property and control of service opera-
tions by the Federal Government is the only solution to the passenger service
problem.
However, there would seem to be a number of possible means of dealing with

this problem. They include Federal, State or local subsidization of such serv-

ices, Federal or State promotional efforts to help make passenger service viable,
and Federal, State, or local governmental acquisition and operation of such
services. A number of approaches may be tried. Possibly no single solution would
be found ideal.
The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to this report

from the standpoint of the Administration's program.

Sincerely,
RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST,

Deputy Attorney General.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
Washington, D.C., November 10, 1.969.

HOD. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the

Department of Defense with respect to S. 2939, 91st Congress, a bill -To provide
for the modernization of railroad passenger equipment in order to meet the
needs of the commerce of the United States, of the postal service, and of the
national defense, and for other purposes." The Secretary of Defense has assigned
to the Department of the Army the responsibility for expressing the views of
the Department of Defense on this bill.
The purpose of S. 2939 which is to be known as the "Intercity Rail Passenger

Service Act of 1969" is to provide Federal assistance to common carriers of
passengers by railroad in preserving and improving intercity railroad passenger
service. In furtherance of this purpose, the Secretary of Transportation would
be authorized to purchase and rehabilitate existing railroad passenger equipment,
purchase new railroad passenger equipment such as high-speed trains, and then
to lease such equipment to the railroads or any regional transportation authority
operating passenger service. A separate operating fund would be established
in the Treasury of the United States to finance the expenses and costs of adminis-
tration and operations under the bill. S. 2939 is identical to companion bill,
H.R. 13352 introduced in the House of Representatives on August 6, 1969.
The Department of Defense is vitally interested in the preservation and

development of strong, reliable transportation systems to meet the needs of
commerce and the national defense, and consequently has always supported
broad development programs designed to insure the availability of adequate
passenger service, both intercity and within urban areas.

S. 2939 represents one of several methods currently being considered by Con-
gress aimed at solving the deteriorating intercity rail passenger transportation
problem in the United States.
While this Department favors the objectives of S. 2939, the selection of

appropriate measures to accomplish the stated objectives is considered to be a
matter for the judgment of the Department of Transportation and the Inter-
state Commerce Commission. Accordingly, the Department of the Army on behalf
of the Department of Defense defers to the views of those agencies as to the
merits of S. 2939.
The fiscal effects of S. 2939 cannot be estimated.
This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord-

ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense.
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The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpoint of the Administra-
tion's program, there is no objection to the presentation of this report for the
consideration of the Committee.

Sincerely yours,
STANLEY R. RESOR,
Secretary of the Army.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., November 12, 1969.

B-107449.
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, U.S. Senate,
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of September 22, 1969,

requesting our comments on S. 2939, which would provide for the modernization
of railroad passenger equipment in order to meet the needs of the commerce of
the United States, of the postal service, and of the national defense.

S. 2939 is addressed to the problem of deteriorating rail passenger equipment
and, in the long range, to the preservation of intercity rail passenger service.
Such service would be declared to be essential to a balanced transportation sys-
tem and required by the public convenience and necessity to provide low-cost
service between urban areas and in isolated rural areas and to reduce high-
way and airway congestion. The bill would declare as a finding of Congress that
the railroad industry cannot fulfill its obligation to provide the public with
adequate rail passenger transportation in reliance solely on its own financial
resources. Federal assistance is therefore required.
Thus, the bill would authorize the Secretary of Transportation to purchase

and to rehabilitate railroad passenger equipment, to service, maintain and repair
that equipment, and to provide for mOdern plant facilities, tools, equipment and
other instrumentalities for the maintenance and repair of such equipment. These
functions would be financed from an operating fund to be established under
section 301 of S. 2939.
The fund would consist of the amounts authorized to be appropriated under

section 303, of payments received by the Secretary for the lease of equipment
and plant facilities, for maintenance and servicing of equipment, and of the
profits realized from disposition of equipment, facilities, etc., which the Secretary
may consider surplus to his needs in carrying out his functions under the Act.
The establishment of the kind of rail passenger equipment pool and mainte-

nance and repair facilities contemplated by S. 2939 is essentially a matter of
policy for determination of the Congress; enactment of the bill would not mate-
rially affect our functions.
While we have no specialized information concerning the substance of the bill,

the decline of adequate, efficient rail passenger service is, of course, within the
public knowledge and experience. Whether or not the approach taken in the bill
is the one best calculated to achieve a viable railroad passenger transportation
system is outside our particular competence. We note, however, that this bill
gives the Secretary no authority in the area of track and roadbed modernization,
although their condition affects both the safety and quality of railroad passenger
transportation. Neither does it provide any details as to what authority the
Secretary might retain over the use of the equipment which he acquires and
leases to the railroads.
One of the Congressional findings spelled out in section 101 of the bill is that

the public convenience and necessity require the continuance and improvement
of passenger transportation service not only between crowded urban areas but
also "in increasingly isolated rural areas." While there is no provision in the
bill by which the Secretary can assure the use of any leased equipment to provide
service in such areas or even that service will continue to be provided in such
areas at all, the lease arrangements presumably will be conditioned on such use;
perhaps there should be some specific requirements on this point in the bill.
Another finding in section 101 is that achieving the specified goals requires the

restructuring and reequipment of existing passenger service. Again, the lease
arrangements should include appropriate conditions for the restructuring of
existing passenger service and authority for the Secretary to enforce such re-
structuring upon the lessees of Government-controlled rail passenger equipment
and facilities.
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Several aspects of S. 2939 seem to us to need clarification or modification, in
order to assure achievement of the goals set out in the bill and fulfillment of the
Congressional purpose.

Section 203 (c) requires the Secretary to set rentals in passenger equipment
leases at such levels as to meet total operating expenses. "Total operating ex-
penses" is defined in section 102(h) to mean all expenses of the Secretary in
administering his functions under the Act and in the servicing, maintenance
and repair of passenger equipment, but not the acquisition cost of rehabilita-
tion and repair facilities, the acquisition cost of equipment or the cost of re-
habilitating equipment. Section 205 authorizes the purchase and subsequent
lease to private operators of plant facilities, tools, equipment and other instru-
mentalities for the rehabilitation and repair of rail passenger • equipment. The
Secretary is to fix the rentals. at least equal to the cost of the item amortized
over its normal service life.
In terms of the definition of "total operating expense," then, it seems that

the Secretary would not be permitted to recover depreciation on new or rehabili-
tated rail passenger equipment through revenues realized from the lease of such
equipment to the railroads. Neither would the Secretary be permitted to recover
depreciation on the modern plant facilities, tools and other instrumentalities for
passenger equipment repair and rehabilitation acquired and subsequently leased
to private parties under section 205. Section 205 does authorize the Secretary
initially to recover depreciation on such leased facilities, etc., by requiring that
he fix the rentals thereof so as to equal the cost of the item amortized over its
normal service life. But a component of the lessee-contractor's charge to the
Secretary for rehabilitating and repairing Government-owned rail passenger
equipment would be attributable to the depreciation cost included in the plant
and tool rental. And this depreciation component in the rehabilitation and repair
charge would, under the bill's definition of "total operating expense," have to
be excluded from the rental fixed by the Secretary in leasing the repaired and
rehabilitated passenger equipment to the railroads.
So the effect of these provisions is that the Government would subsidize the

railroad-lessees of rail passenger equipment to the extent of the unrecoverable
depreciation on such new and rehabilitated equipment and to the extent of the
depreciation on plant facilities, tools and instrumentalities acquired for and
used in rehabilitating and repairing such rail passenger equipment. If a different
result is intended, the bill should be clarified.
As indicated, section 205 concerns the acquisition and subsequent lease to

private operators of facilities and instrumentalities for railroad passenger re-
pair and rehabilitation. Possibly, it may be desirable to make some distinction
between the use of leased facilities for Government and non-Government pur-
poses and to consider whether it is necessary to make some special provision
with regard to use for non-Government business.
There is included in section 204(a) authority for the Secretary to acquire

by purchase and lease and to operate facilities for servicing and maintaining
the railroad passenger equipment acquired under sections 201 and 202. Those
facilities, under authority in section 204(b), are also to be used for the servicing
and maintenance of railroad-owned passenger equipment, at a remuneration at
least equal to the incremental cost of performing the servicing and maintenance.
If the Secretary's service and maintenance facilities should be operating at

less than capacity, the incremental costs for additional work could be nominal.
On the other hand, if demands exceed capacity and if section 204(b) intends
the Secretary to meet such demands, even to the extent of expanding capacity
in order to do so, incremental costs for such additional work could be very
large. The probable intent of section 204(b) is for the Secretary to service and
maintain railroad-owned passenger equipment only on a capacity-available basis.
If so, it might be advisable to amend section 204(b) to make that intent clear.

Section 207 covers protective arrangements for employees affected by any
action of the Secretary authorized under the bill. You may wish to include
specific reference to the protection of affected railroad employees who are cov-
ered by the Railroad Retirement Act and the Railroad Unemployment Insurance
Act. This could be accomplished by substituting a comma for the semicolon after
the word "otherwise" on line 12, page 9, and adding after the comma: "including
the rizhts of former railroad employees covered by the Railroad Retirement Act,
45 U.S.C. 228 et seq., and the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, 45 U.S.C.
351 et seq."
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The contract audit section of the bill, section 402, provides for the inclusion
of an access-to-records clause in contracts entered into other than under com-
petitive bidding procedures. We suggest that you may wish to consider expand-
ing section 402 to provide for access-to-records clauses in subcontracts made in
-connection with prime contracts containing such clauses.
In connection with the procurement aspects of the bill we would point out that

the bill is not clear as to whether it is intended to provide authorities to the
Secretary of Transportation without regard to the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, and other statutes applicable to
Government procurements generally.
For example sections 201, 203, 204 and 205 provide for discretionary actions

by the Secretary with respect to matters which would ordinarily be governed
by controlling procurement statutes and regulations. Section 402 refers to "com-
petitive bidding" procedures without a definition of that term and leaves it to
the discretion of the Secretary as to what procedures will be followed in the
award of contracts. Section 207 specifically requires protective arrangements for
contractor employees indicating that statutes such as the Walsh Healy Act and
the Davis Bacon Act, 41 U.S.C. 35; 40 U.S.C. 276a, although ordinarily applica-
ble to Government procurements generally are not intended to apply to the
Secretary's functions under the provisions of the bill, unless specifically men-
tioned. Finally, section 103 provides that the act shall prevail over inconsistent
provisions of other acts.
We would strongly urge that the bill be clarified concerning the extent of the

Secretary's authority to disregard general statutes governing the procedures to
be followed by executive agencies in the award of Government contracts.
We would recommend that the Secretary's procurement activities under: the

bill should be made clearly subject to generally applicable procurement require-
ments.

Sincerely yours,
R. F. KELLER,

Assistant Comptroller General
of the United States.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., July 7, 1969.

B-104930.
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: We refer to your letter of June.16, 1969, asking for our

comments on S.J. Res. 120. The resolution would require the Secretary of Trans-
portation, acting in cooperation with the Interstate Commerce Commission,
within one year after the date of enactment of the resolution, to prepare and
submit to your Committee and the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce of the House of Representatives a master ground transportation plan for
the United States.
The resolution also would preclude the Interstate Commerce Commission

from approving any consolidation of railroad corporations or from authorizing
the discontinuance of rail service not approved by the appropriate state regulatory
agency until 60 days after such master plan is submitted. An identical resolution,
H.J. Res. 52, has been introduced in the House of Representatives.
The "master ground transportation plan" for the United States which the

resolution would require to be prepared is not further defined or explained. Taken
literally, the language would seem to require a comprehensive intermodal plan for
a national transportation system of railroads and motor carriers capable of
furnishing both passenger and freight transportation services. Yet section 2 of
the resolution relates almost entirely to railroads, thus raising some question
whether the master plan envisioned by the resolution is one for a railroad system
only. It might be advisable to make the legislative intent clear and certain by
amending the resolution to include some definition of the term "master ground
transportation plan."
Apart from the above suggestion, we have no special information that would

assist the Committee in its considerat ion of the joint resolution and its enactment
would not affect the functions of the General Accounting Office. We therefore
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Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

have no recommendation to make as to the action to be taken on the resolution.
Sincerely yours,

R. F. KELLER,
For the Comptroller General

of the United States.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., August 25, 1969.

B-139052.
HOD. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: Further reference is made to your letter of June 30,

1969, requesting our comments on S.J. Res. 129, the purpose of which is "To
establish an advisory commission to make recommendations with respect to the
acquisition of necessary property and equipment for, and the operation of,
railroad passenger service by the Federal Government."
This joint resolution, if approved, will establish an Advisory Commission on

Federal Railroad Passenger Service for the purpose of studying and investigating
the feasibility of acquiring property and equipment from the Nation's railroads
and reporting as to the best means of operating such service in order to provide
an efficient railroad passenger transportation system to the extent needed in
the Nation.
The enactment of S.J. Res. 129 would not affect directly the functions and oper-

ations of our Office, nor would it adversely affect the interests of the United
States as a user of transportation. While we are aware of the need for viable
solutions to the existing passenger transportation problems created in part
by the increasing urbanization of sections of our country, we have no specialized
knowledge as to the desirability of this measure and make no recommendation as
to the action to be taken by your Committee.

Sincerely yours,
ELMER B. STAATS,

Comptroller General of the Un/ited States.

THE GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE TREASURY.
Washington, D.C., November 10, 1969.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of this
Department on S.J. Res. 129, "To establish an advisory commission to make
recommendations with respect to the acquisition of necessary property and
equipment for, and the operation of, railroad passenger service by the Federal
Government."
The proposed legislation would establish an Advisory Commission on Fed-

eral Railroad Passenger Service to be composed of 15 members, three appointed
by the President of the Senate from members of the Senate, three appointed by
the Speaker of the House of Representatives from members of the House, and
nine appointed by the President. The Commission would be responsible for
making a full and complete study and investigation for the purpose of making
recommendations with respect to (1) what property and equipment of the na-
tion's railroads the Federal government should acquire in order to operate a
national railroad passenger service: (2) the best means of acquiring such
property and equipment; (3) what additional property and equipment would be
needed: and (4) the best means of operating such service. The joint resolution
would direct each agency of the Executive branch of the government to furnish
to the Commission such information as the Commission deems necessary to
carry out its functions.

Since the proposed legislation relates to matters primarily within the juris-
diction of other agencies, the Treasury has no comment to make on its merits.
The Department has been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there

is no objection from the standpoint of the Administration's program to the sub-
mission of this report to your Committee.

Sincerely yours,
PATTI, W. EfIGERq.

•
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OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, D.C., November 18, 1969.

HOD. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate, Wa8h,ington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR: This is in response to your request for the views of the De-

partment of Justice on S.J. Res. 129, a joint resolution "To establish an advisory
commission to make recommendations with respect to the acquisition of neces-
sary property and equipment for, and the operation of, railroad passenger serv-
ice by the Federal Government."
The resolution would establish a mixed congressional-executive commission

of 15 members. It would submit to the President and Congress a report of its
findings and recommendations with respect to the acquisition of necessary
property and equipment for and the operation of railroad passenger service by
the Federal Government.
Under § 3(b) each executive agency would be authorized and directed to fur-

nish to the Commission, upon the request of its Chairman or Vice Chairman,
information deemed necessary by the Commission to carry out its functions.
Some requested information may be submitted to or in the possession of an
agency on a confidential basis. To provide for this contingency, § 3(b) may be
amended by inserting on page 3, line 23, after the Word "furnish" the words "to
the extent permitted by law."
Whether this legislation should be enacted involves questions on which the

Department of Justice defers to the Department of Transportation and the
Interstate Commerce Commission.
While so deferring, the Department of Justice notes that the resolution appears

to assume that nationalization is the only solution to the problem of railroad
passenger service. There would seem to be a number of possible means of dealing
with this problem. They include unrestricted abandonment of such service;
Federal, State, or local subsidization of such service; Federal or State pro-
motional efforts to help make passenger service viable; and Federal, State, or
local governmental acquisition and operation of such services. A number of
approaches may be tried. Possibly no single solution would be found ideal. We
suggest that Congress might, therefore, wish to consider whether the resolution
should be amended to direct the Commission to consider not only nationalization,
but also all other alternatives to the present railroad passenger train problem.
The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to this report

from the standpoint of the Administration's program.
Sincerely,

RICHARD G. KLEINDIENST,
Deputy Attorney General.

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., June 23, 1969.

B-139052.
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
U.S. Senate,
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of June 16, 1969, re-

questing our comments on S. Con. Res. 32.
The concurrent resolution would provide for the Secretary of Transportation

making an investigation of potential rail transportation over existing lines and
rights-of-way for passenger and mail transportation in the United States and
would express the sense of Congress that a report thereon should be completed
in not more than six months and that pending completion of such report, the
Interstate Commerce Commission should exercise such authority as it possesses
to prevent any abandonment or sale of rail passenger service facilities.
The enactment of S. Con. Res. 32 would not affect directly the functions and

operations of our Office, nor would it adversely affect the interests of the United
States as a user of transportation. While we are aware of the need for viable
solutions to the existing passenger transportation problems, we have no special-
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ized knowledge of these problems and make no recommendation as to the action,
to be taken by your, Committee on S. Con. Res. 32.

Sincerely yours,
R. F. KELLER, .

For the Comptroller General
of the United States.

Senator HARTKE. I think at this time that the first witness we hav&
will be a member of our committee who has a long and distinguished
record of being concerned with the basic rights of individuals and
especially consumers and the traveling public are consumers.
Senator Moss?

STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK E. MOSS, U.S. SENATOR FROM UTAH

Senator Mess. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have a prepared statement. I will stay with that, but will be glad

to submit to questions.
Mr. Chairman, first in the 90th Congress, and again in this Con-

gress, I have been the Senate sponsor of a joint resolution authorizing.
the preparation and submission to Congress of a master ground trans-
portation plan for the United States.
The companion House resolution has, in each Congress, been intro-

duced by the Congressman with whom I share the same surname,
John Moss.
The current Senate resolution, Senate Joint Resolution 120, will be

considered by the subcommittee in the present discussions on pas-
senger train discontinuance.
The resolution which provides that a blueprint for coordinated na-

tional transportation system (a) be submitted to the Congress within
1 year after enactment, and also calls for a moratorium on passenger
train discontinuance during that period and for 60 days after its pre-
sentation to the Congress.
In my estimation, the approach of Senate Joint Resolution 120 is 

superior to that of S. 2887 introduced by our chairman at the request
of the Interstate Commerce Commission, which is also before us.
Both bills have somewhat the same objective, but Senate Joint Res-

olution 120 attacks the problem on the broad front of what are the'
Nation's overall transportation needs, and how do passenger trains
fit into the pattern for fulfilling these needs rather than what are the'
Nation's specific needs for passenger train service, whiCh is the main
thrust of S. 2887.
Under the Master Ground Transportaton plan proposed by the.

Moss-Moss resolution, the potential of each branch of our transporta-
tion system would be studied, the passenger and freight train, the'
motor bus and truck, the private automobile, the various types of water
transportation, and the airplane, including the growing air-ground
access problem.
The study would develop and recommend techniques which would

closely link the various methods of transportation to one or the other
and make each one complementary to the other.
Tho objective would be to replace our present collection of hap-

hazard regional systems which operate generally without regard to
one another, with a national coordinated plan in which each type of
transportation would be used to best advantage for all of us.

Jr-
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Such a. study would, I am confident, recognize railroad, passenger
service as an attractiveconvenient alternative to other modes of travel,
and a mode which under good management practices, with good equip-
ment and service, and with imaginative promotion, could be Made to
thrive and prosper.
There is no doubt that one reason that passenger trains are not wide-

ly patronized is because railroads want it that way. They have not Made
intercity passenger service attractive, because they hold it does not pay.
This is, undoubtedly, true in some instances, although some of the

losses to the railroads have probably been overestimated. But rail-
roads are a public utility and they have a responsibility, to serve the
public.
Revenues could undoubtedly be stepped up if the equipment and

service were improved, if the trains were kept .clean,- and if an effort
was made to sell the public on the 'advantage of riding them. -The
Metroliner between Washington D.C. and New York and New Eng-
land, is a case in point.
Canada maintains a first-class railway passenger service. Why. can't

we?
If essential passenger service cannot be made to pay its way in the

United States, then we must consider what must be done to make it
pay its way. Perhaps a subsidy is the answer. But we must insist first,
I believe, that the railroads themselves do everything- possible they
can to make .the passenger train a paying proposition. Otherwise,. we
will lose an important segment of our transportation web.
At the present time, there are over 90 million cars, trucks, and buses

on our streets and highways. This is twice as many as we had in 1950.
With a population of some 200 million, this means we have one vehicle
on the street for every two persons. There are some 400,000 passengers
in the air each day on 14,200 commercial air flights. It is also. esti-
mated that between 15,000 to 20,000 private airplanes are in flight in
this country daily.
Our highways and our airports are already dangerously over-

crowded in many areas and in the next 30 years, by the year 2000, our
population will have doubled. We will probably have about 400 mil-
lion people. How are we going to move them about these ,United
States? We will need every basic method of transportation we now
have, expanded and improved in every possible way.
I am sure that every member of this subcommittee will agree with

me when I say we cannot allow another session of the Congress to ad-
journ without some action having been taken to keep Our passenger
trains from vanishing.
In the last 12 years, more than 1,000 trains have been discOntinued.

There are now less than 500 passenger trains operating in conipari-
son with more than 20,000 in 1929. And 60 of these have been pro-
posed for discontinuance and are currently subject of investigations.
Two of the current investigations concern trains which serve my State
of Utah, trains number 17 and 18 of the Denver and Rio .Grande Rail-
road Co.,. between Salt Lake City and Denver, Colo., the California
Zephyr, and trains number 5 and 6 of the Union Pacific Railroad Co.,
between Omaha, Nebr. and Los Angeles, Calif.
I have appeared at the Interstate Commerce Commission hearings

in Utah this past month, to oppose both of these proposed discon-
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tinuances. I have attempted to point out the place of the trains in the
transportation webb of the area which they serve.
But, I have had few facts on which to base my plea, because there

are no overall transportation studies and no overall transportation
planning to which I could refer. In each instance, the ICC was con-
sidering the discontinuance of each train in a vacuum and this has
been true of every other passenger train discontinuance which has
been considered in Utah. The bIah Industrial Promotion Board
recently issued a study of rail passenger service and transportation
policy which makes an urgent appeal for beginning work immediately
on a national transportation plan. Let me quote a few pertinent parts:

The actual number of passenger trains discontinued and those remaining in

service, does not reveal the full story, the ability to make passenger train con-

nections throughout the country has been greatly hampered. Services provided

at rail terminals have declined over the years, and the condition of the trains
themselves including on-train service, has dramatically deteriorated.

Then at a later point, I quote again:

In recent rail passenger hearings, the State of Utah has specifically taken
the position that, 1, a continuation of an entire train service should be con-
sidered in a hearing and not just one section of a train, and 2, through the
Commission on adequacy of all railroad passenger service between the west
coast and the Midwest through Utah, thus developing a broader picture of the
need for rail passenger service as it is related to the State and other geographi-
cal areas.

Pointing out that one of the most important and visible examples
of the expenditure of public funds is for highway construction, and
that by law we can grant direct subsidies to airlines, including both
trunk and feeder lines, that the Federal Government spends more than
$50 million each year for the maintenance and operation of our inland
waterways, and approximately $200 million a year in capital invest-
ment in navigation facilities, the study suggests that—
If a thorough investigation demonstrates that rail passenger service cannot be

'operated entirely on a profitable basis, that consideration should then be given
to public aid in one form or another.

The conclusion the report reaches follows the line of my recom-
mendations in Senate Joint Resolution 120 as follows:
While the State of Utah believes it is necessary in the public interest and

convenience to oppose pending discontinuance petitions of passenger trains which
provide service to the State, it should still be emphasized that there is an
impending need for the Interstate Commerce Commission to conduct hearings
relative to the question of adequacy of all passenger service, serving this section
of the country, but an adequacy investigation alone may not be totally adequate
to explore the future role of passenger service as it relates to the total national
transportation picture.
It would be meritorious for appropriate governmental bodies to evaluate fully

the present transportation needs of the Nation along with the public aid pro-
grams, and regulatory schemes as they relate to these needs. The pursuit of such
a course could only prove beneficial to the public interest in the long run.

I don't know a better way to conclude my statement.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HARTICE. Senator Cannon, do you} have any questions?
Senator CANNON. No.

siL
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Senator HARTKE. Senator Moss, one question arises. Another study
would take 1 year according to your resolution. Do you feel then, that
we do not have enough information to proceed at the present time, even
OD an experimental basis?

Senator Moss. I am not aware of any overall study that has been
made. My resolution would include a moratorium on discontinuance
for a year, so it would attempt to somewhat hold the status quo as far
as the train service is concerned.

Senator HARTKE. I might point out that in Indiana at the present
time there is underway a hearing on the proposed discontinuance of
the James Whitcomb Riley train, which is named after one of our
famous authors.
A friend of mine thought it looked as though passenger service was

going out of style and he wanted to go to the west coast by train while
the opportunity existed so he decided to go by the Phoenix route,
which is supposed to provide one of the most beautiful views of the
mountains.
So he called the railroad and they said, "Yes," they had space. He

asked what connections he could get out of Indianapolis, and they say
don't take the James Whitcomb Riley, because we can't guarantee that
it will arrive in time to allow a convenient connection with the western
train. All you have to do is take a Greyhound bus to Chicago.
The bus station in Chicago is only seven blocks from the railroad

station. That route will insure that you get there in time.
It seemed to me that this was a good example of some of the defi-

ciencies in service that exist at the present time.
Senator Moss. If he wanted the real scenic route he should have

taken the California Zephyr that comes from Denver through the
mountains to Salt Lake City and then to the West.
Senator HARTKE. Does that go through Nevada?
Senator CANNON. Yes, sir.
Sentor HARTKE. Thank you, Senator Moss.
We will now hear from Senator Tydings, also a member of the

committee.
Good morning, Senator.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH D. TYDINGS, U.S. SENATOR FROM
MARYLAND

Senator TYDINGS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am here to testify today on behalf of S. 2939, a bill which will

provide railroads with modern, attractive passenger equipment. If
this measure is passed. I believe it will begin the renaissance of our
passenger railroad industry. At present rail passenger service is a
neglected and dying component of our transportation network. If we
are to have a balanced, rational, and efficient transportation system,
this vital part—intercity railroad passenger service—must be revived
and preserved.
I am sure that this subcommittee is well aware that intercity rail

service offers unique transportation characteristics making it the most
efficient way to move large numbers of people between cities for dis-
tances of under 300 miles.

37-793-70 3
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(1) Door-to-door travel time is lower because railroad stations are

in the center of our large cities.
(2) Railway travel is usually safer and more comfortable than air

or road.
(3) There is little of the harmful air and noise pollution that comes

from cars or planes.
(4) The cost of the land needed for railroads is miniscule com-

pared to highway right-of-way costs or the expensive tracts for air-
fields near cities. After all, one track of rail can move the same num-
ber of passenger per hour as 24 lanes of superhighway.
Not only is railway passenger service the best way to move people

between cities in high density areas, but also it is needed to relieve
the strangulation of our other modes of transport. I need not elabo-
rate upon the massive overloading, the long delays, and the resulting
unreliability of road and jet travel in our Nation. Trains can move
50,000 persons an hour over a single track without a delay. Can we
utterly ignore this transportation capability today, as cars are stalled
on our roads and our planes stacked up above our airports?
As this country needs passenger rail service more and more, we are

getting less and less. From 1946 to 1969, the number of passenger
trains in the United States has decreased from 11,000 to less than 500.
In the past decade, the number of passengers using railroads has de-
creased 40 percent. Thirty-six percent of the 1958 passenger routes
no longer exist today. Almost every week we hear the announcement
of another passenger train discontinuance. It is clear that if we don't
move swiftly, we will have nothing left to preserve or rebuild.
Why are our passenger trains disappearing? Because the railroads,

attracted by the high profits from their freight business, have ignored
and neglected railway passenger service. 'Without the railroads atten-
tion, capital, advertising, or high regard for customer service, passen-
gers have naturally left the trains, lured to the ubiquitous car or the
highly advertised jet. After driving revenue away deliberately, the
railroads then seek to discontinue the passenger routes which they
have made uprofitable.
So we must act—and act swiftly—to halt this spiral of poor service

and poor profits and to save this vital part of our transport network.
I do not believe that additional studies, no matter how illuminat-

ing, are adequate to meet the crisis at hand. The difficulty in maintain-
ing present passenger service will be increased immeasurably if we
must restore passenger service that has already been halted. Nor do I
believe that changes in ICC discontinuance procedures or its jurisdic-
tion over passenger service standards are sufficient congressional re-
sponse to this situation. Either we must act to turn the passenger
railroad service into a profitable private industry or we must, as Sena-
tor Hatfield has done, turn our attention toward Federal ownership.
I strongly prefer the former alternative and that is why I believe the
legislation I propose is so vitally needed.
My bill will break the interaction between dispirited passengers

and uninterested rairoads by authorizing the Secretary of Transporta-
tion to buy new cars and lease them to the railroads or to buy old cars,
rehabilitate them, and lease them back. The legislation will allow the
Department of Transportation to replace or repair all the passenger
cars that will need major overhaul in the next 4 years. The leasing
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revenues must pay for the full cost of servicing, maintaining, and
repairing these cars.
In addition, this legislation will allow the Department of Trans-

portation to effect railroad passenger service in three key ways:
First, this legislation enables the Department of Transportation to

choose those passenger routes that must be saved and prescribe serv-
ice standards.
Thus, through the power granted by this legislation, the Depart-

ment of Transportation—with the Interstate Commerce Commission—
will be able to evolve a national transportation policy for passenger
service. Planning and national perspective are the key criteria that are
now utterly lacking in our present structure—especially in the piece-
meal discontinuance hearing process.
Second, by offering to lease this new equipment, the Secretary of

Transportation will be granting enough hope of profitability to pre-
clude a railroad from discontinuing an essential passenger route.
The railroads, knowing that they are in the passenger business to stay,
will finally devote the energies, skills, and capital to this desperately
needed service, rather than sustain continuing losses.
Third, the Secretary of Transportation will have the authority to

prescribe railroad passenger service standards through the terms of
the railroad car leases.
The new railroad equipment will come with leases requiring ade-

quate passenger service standards; the combination of these two will
attract the passengers to the railroads and begin their return to profit-
ability. Since the prospects of discontinuance will be very slight, the
railroads will, if they are rational, invest the needed capital in road-
beds, stations, and advertising to complete the passenger railroad
revival.
I consider this bill as a "pump primer"; it will supply the necessary

initial capital inflow, the required change in the power of our regula-
tor agencies and administrators, and the commitment by the Congress
to retain and improve railroad passenger service. Hopefully, this will
be enough to turn the corner toward health in a segment of our trans-
portation industry that is chronically ill and approaching death.
Of course, reviving passenger service will take some money. But

every transportation system we have costs money. This bill provides
for the expenditures of $190 million over 4 years—the sum needed to
rebuild or replace those passenger cars that will go out of service
within those next 4 years.
Compared to the resources devoted to other less efficient and highly

overcrowded modes of travel, this is very little money. The President
has asked for $5 billion to spend on airports. By 1972, $56 billion will
have been spent upon the Interstate System. But in many areas of the
country, the roads and airways are incapable of handling intercity
traffic. Shall we continue to pour more money into the same programs,
or shall we move to a policy of balance and efficiency?
I believe I have given as much effort as any Senator to cutting waste

in our budget and in delaying unessential expenditures until after the
Vietnam war ends. But I feel certain that if we wait too long to revive
our rail passenger service, there will be nothing left but history. We
must act now in order to save money later when the cost of reviving
dead rail passenger service will be prohibitive. We must act to achieve
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a balanced transportation policy. We must act now or this Nation

shall pay for decades with distorted, inadequate, and inefficient

transportation.
I would like to add one comment on S. 2939—I am considering some

minor amendments to this bill as it is now written. Some people who

will be affected by this legislation have expressed concern over some

of its provisions, and I hope and believe we can write some language

that will adequately protect the interests of those people involved

without causing undue restrictiveness in the Secretary of Transpor-

tation's authority.
Senator HARTKE. Next is Senator Williams. Good morning Senator.

STATEMENT OF HON. HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, JR., U.S. SENATOR

FROM NEW JERSEY

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to have this oppor-

tunity to address your subcommittee as it examines the critical prob-

lems facing America's railroads. Your strong and effective leadership

in this area should be a model for our own activities, and I welcome

the chance to work with you on this problem.
I am the sponsor of S. 674, a bill to amend section 13a of the Inter-

state Commerce Act so as to direct the Interstate Commerce Commis-

sion to consider all possible financial assistance for a rail line before
allowing it to discontinue service. I have also introduced legislation
to provide operating subsidies; a bill to establish a transit trust fund
for the comprehensive funding of transit programs; and finally, I am
a cosponsor of Senator Tydings' bill which would allow the Depart-
ment of Transportation to buy rail equipment, lease it to the lines,
and rehabilitate it for extended use.
I mention these bills because I want to make it clear from the start

that my goal is more effective, more economical, and more responsive
railroad service—through whatever means Congress or the adminis-
tration can provide.
This is a comprehensive and complex goal, and one which should

command the attention of the railroads, the riding public, and the
Federal Government. At its base, the question you are examining
today is really this: Is it possible to keep the passenger trains run-
ning? Is it desirable to keep them running? And, if it is found
to be both possible and desirable, who must shoulder the first-line
responsibility?
The September 23 edition of the Washington Post contained an

editorial which accurately summarized the challenge to your subcom-
mittee,- and in a larger sense, to the Congress itself. I ask permission,
Mr. Chairman to have the Post editorial, "The Fate of the Passenger
Train," inserted in the hearing record at this time.
As the Post suggested, rail service has played such a major part in

the expansion and development of modern America that it cannot be
allowed to die without a long, critical appraisal of its future.
At the present time, however, few are ready—or able—to help the

railroads take that kind of self-appraising survey. The recent ruling
by the Interstate Commerce Commission that it does not have the
authority to enforce passenger service minimums removes, at least
for the time being, that agency from the arena.
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The railroads themselves have said that the ICC's optimistic re-
ports in the past few years are nonsense, or worse, and that there is
simply no money in passenger service. Finally, the Congress has not
yet seen fit to exercise its representation of the riding public, and has
taken no action to remedy the impasse.
We are becalmed over railroad passenger service, and it is time to

get moving again. Let us choose from among the several alternatives
open to us, but for the sake of the traveling public, let us choose—and
then get on with the tasks at hand.
We need to find enough sources of revenue, public and private, to

keep the railroads running.
We need to provide the ICC with whatever tools it needs to do its

job intelligently, aggressively, and promptly.
We need to recommit Government funds to the business of moving

people over the rails with at least as much zeal as we have devoted
to moving them over the highways.
And finally, or perhaps more accurately aS a precedent to all the

rest, we need to answer the basic questions about rail passenger serv-
ice : Can it work? How will we make it work?
Mr. Chairman, I salute you for your willingness to grapple with

these matters, and for your diligence in searching out the answers to
the hard questions. I pledge my strong and continuing, support to
legislation which will shore up the rail lines, tighten up the guide-
lines under which they can abandon passenger service, beef up finan-
cial support for that service, and pick up the tempo of American
railroading.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The article follows:)

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 23, 1969]

THE FATE OF THE PASSENGER TRAIN

The hearings that begin today on Capitol Hill into railroad passenger service
come at an appropriate time. The long distance passenger train is about to dis-
appear from the country and a recent decision of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission makes it clear that unless Congress acts (or the courts reverse the de-
cision) there will be no longhaul passenger trains within five years or so.

It may be, as many railroad executives contend, that the passenger train is
a relic of an era that has ended except for its usefulness on commuter runs and
in corridors of extremely heavy population like Washington-New York-Boston.
But the railroads have had such a major role in the transportation of people in
this country and still have so large a role in older countries—England and japan
come to mind—that they must not be allowed to withdraw from the field by de-
fault. Nevertheless, that is what is happening. The railroads have decided pas-
senger service is uneconomic and should be abandoned; the states are unable to
stop the degradation of service; and the ICC has ruled that it lacks authority
to act.
The real question and the one to which the Senate Surface Transportation

Subcommittee should first direct itself, is whether passenger service is worth
saving. The first step that is needed is a serious study, perhaps by the Depart-
ment of Transportation and the ICC, of whatever potential may exist for a mod-
ern system of passenger trains.
A study of that type might show there is no real future for such trains, in

which case Congress would have to decide whether it is in the national interest
to subsidize them and keep them alive. Or it might show that with faster sched-
ules, more realistic labor practices, cheaper methods of transporting the automo-
biles of vacationinc, families, and other changes a revival of traveling by train
could be engineered! In either event, Oongress ought to study seriously the feasibil-
ity of turning the entire passenger train business over to a Comsat or TVA type
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operation. It seems to make little sense for the government to subsidize the exist-
ing trains or to underwrite the purchase of new equipment for them as the rail-
roads are now asking.

Senator HARTKE. We will now hear from Congressman Brock
Adams, the distinguished Representative from the State of Washing-
ton. We welcome you Congressman Adams.

STATEMENT OF HON. BROOK ADAMS, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM
WASHINGTON

Mr. ADAMS. Thank you very much, Senator.
I appreciate very much being able to appear before the committee

this morning. I have distributed copies of my statement, so it will be
available for the record and I would ask Senator Hartke that perhaps
it could be included in the record, and then I can summarize it to save
the committee's time.

Senator HARTKE. The entire statement will appear in the record
and you can cover orally such portions as you think the committee
should hear.
Mr. ADAMS. Senator Hartke, and members of the committee, the

reason I appear here this morning is so the Senate may be informed
of the activities we are pursuing in the House on this very pertinent
subject of both the Sunset Limited case and tWo other aspects, both
the discontinuances and the production of some type of Government
subsidy to maintain at least a minimum rail service within the United
States. And we are very grateful that the committee, the Senate com-
mittee is taking up this matter at the present time.
We have over 70 cosponsors in the House at the present time in a

bill to give authority to the ICC to set rail passenger standards.
From the 7-to-2 decision in Sunset Limited they believed they did not
have this authority.
I have in my statement a background going back to the original

ICC Act of February 4, 1887, and later the Scofield decision in 1904
on transportation of fruit, and then the passage of the Hepburn bill
in the 59th Congress, all of which indicates to me that the ICC
was to be given the complete authority to not only establish and regu-
late rates, but to regulate standards of service. Many of us felt that
this power existed there.

Since the ICC has determined that they do not believe they have
the power, we have introduced this bill and I am hopeful that a bill
of similar nature will move in the Senate.
We have done one more thing in our bill: It appears in my state-

ment and I will go through these parts, because they are the activating
part of the legislation.
It has been my position that the ICC has always had sufficient power

to set standards for rail passenger service. But last month the ICC
majority said they did not have the power to set standards for adequate
service.
In order to remove this doubt, I have introduced H.R. 13832, which

authorizes the ICC to set standards for adequate rail passenger service.
More than 70 Members of the House have joined with me as cosponsors
of this legislation. We will have a special order today to discuss it.
If this legislation is passed, there should no longer be any doubt
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that it is the intent of Congress that the ICC should regulate the rail-
roads in such a way that the public will have safe, clean, efficient, and
speedy alternative modes of intercity transportation.
This bill would give the ICC the authority to set standards for ade-

quate rail passenger service by amending section 1(4) so that the
carrier would have an explicit duty to provide and furnish adequate
transportation for both property and passengers. The section at the
present time refers only to property and so there would be no question
under that; we have added passengers.

Section 12(1) would also be amended so there would be no ques-
tion as to whether the ICC has the power to enforce a duty placed on
the carrier by section 1(4). There has been a theory advanced that this
is a common law duty and common law right and therefore the
individuals have to enforce it by themselves through suits. We want
to make it very clear that the regulatory body has this power also.
These amendments would fill the jurisdictional gaps that are said to
presently exist.
There is one additional part which I would 'open up to the committee

and hope they might consider, and that is amendment of section 3 (5) ,
which would authorize the ICC to require railroads to share trackage.
Now, the law, as it presently stands has this provision for a reason-

able distance outside of a terminal. lire believe the ICC should have
the additional power to require certain passenger trains to run over
another carrier's track at any place en route. I think this is necessary
if we are going to produce an integrated rail transportation system.

Senator HARTKE. Congressman Adams, let me interrupt you there.
Your comments bring to mind something which I have been discussing
with some people at length. That is the question of track ownership.
The proposition is frequently made that the railroads have to carry
the burden of maintaining and owning track and paying taxes on that
property. But the trucks have the highways, and airplanes have the
airways and all have assistance from the Federal Government as far
as facilities are concerned. Water transportation has accessibility to
the free waterways.
What would be your view of a proposal that the Government acquire

all of the rights-of-way and then allocate the utilization of the right-
of-way among the railroads as application is made for it? This would
permit the sharing of the tracks, thereby eliminating some of the
duplication.
Mr. ADAMS. I think the proposition has a great deal of merit. I think

it has to be divided into three separate categories of railroad service.
One, the land grant railroads who receive significant sections across

the country and have received great assets from the Government
already. I think it should be looked at very carefully, the degree to
which the Government pays them for right-of-way which was given
to them.

Senator HARTKE. Reacquisition?
Mr. ADAMS. Yes, we ought to have some reacquisition rights.
The second is, I think this should be done particularly on routes

where passenger train service and actually the route itself has been
abandoned, like between Boston and New York, where you are routing
freight and all traffic now out away from the coast and some of the
&original lines that were passenger lines, have simply been abandoned.
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The Government could -well obtain these and lease them back.
Senator HARTKE. Yes, these corridors are extremely valuable. Ulti-

mately to reacquire them as right-of-way or rail service or even for
highway purposes is going to be extremely expensive to some govern-
mental body, whether it happens to be the Federal Government or the
State or a local community. To maintain that before it becomes densely
built up and used for purposes other than right-of-way, it seems to me
would be a very commendable step forward.
Mr. ADAMS. I think this is a vital emergency step, because through-

out the country these rights-of-way are being broken up and sold for
residential purposes. In intercity trade, particularly the so-called tri-
angle, Chicago-Boston-Washington and the cities in between, we are
going to have to have three modes of transportation, the airplane, the
automobile and the rail. We cannot handle any more air traffic with our
present problem. We cannot handle any more automobile traffic as it is
now you can't do anything with the automobile once you get it into
New York or Boston, and therefore, we have to have rail
transportation.
I think we have to acquire the rights-of-way or be certain the rights-

of-way are maintained between these links, or as you very well point
out, we will be involved with an incredible expense of condemnation
or trying to replace them.
The final thing that I would say is, to me this is a three-pronged

problem, and all three parts have to be considered.
The first one we are discussing today, is to give the ICC the power

to require adequate train service.
The second thing is to provide some type of assistance to the pas-

senger train operation, either by obtaining the rail beds, as you men-
tion, or Senator Tydings, and I have introduced a bill which would
provide a government pool of passenger cars. These could be leased
to the railroads on a basis whereby passenger cars would be replaced.
And the third part of this program is to reexamine the discontinu-

ance legislation which I know you remember was passed in 1958, so we
could take the burden of uneconomic runs. But what has happened, and
I picked up the statistics just today on it, is that in 1958 we had 1,448
passenger trains. 12 months ago, this had dropped to 580. It is now
down to 513.
We have been discussing legislation in the House, and I hope the

Senate is also, of changing the discontinuance legislation to at least
say that on the last train between two points, you would have different
standards applying. If necessary we should give legislative instruc-
tions to the ICC to say no more discontinuances for a moratorium
period until we can establish this.
To me those are the three things that I would offer to the committee

as the legislative proposals that I think we must consider on an emer-
gency basis. -
If we do not, the rail net will fail and just as you have so very well

pointed out, in 10 years or less, we will have to go back and re-
acquire it.
Now, whether you are going to put in cement strips with a hover-

craft, or whether you are going to put in a vacuum tube lightweight
whistle system, or whether you are going to put steel on steel on rub-
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ber on concrete, there must be a mass surface transportation system
between the major metropolitan areas.
That is what our people have a right to expect, and I think that

we have to work on it today.
(The statement follows.)

STATEMENT OF HON. BROCK ADAMS, U.S. REPRESENTATIVE FROM WASHINGTON

The debate over the quantity and quality of intercity rail passenger service

has been building up a head of steam for some time-. The recent decision by the

Interstate Commerce Committee in the Sunset Limited—Adequacies case has

placed the whole matter before the Congress for determination.
I would like first of all to review a portion of the history of the Interstate

_ Commerce Act. The point of this short review is to re-emphasize my position that
the ICC has always had the authority to set standards for adequate rail pas-

senger service.
It is clear from a reading of the very words of the Act that the carrier is

required to both "provide" and "furnish" transportation.
There are no words in the Act that existing ownership and control is a pre-

requisite to the carriers' duty to provide and furnish service. From the explicit
words of the Act, it would seem to follow that if a reasonable request is made
for cars and the carrier does not possess them, it must acquire them.
The original Act to Regulate Commerce of February 4, 1887, C. 104, 24 Stat.

379, provided simply that:
The term railroad as used in this act shall include all bridges and ferries and

the term transportation shall include all instrumentalities of shipment or
carriage.
In interpreting the Act, the ICC in 1888 in Scofield v. Lake Shore Ry. Co., 2

ICC 90, and again in 1904 in Re Transportation of Fruit, 10 ICC 360, ruled that
although there was a common law obligation to furnish oil tank cars; the Act
of 1857 neither imposed this obligation nor empowered the ICC to enforce it.
With that attitude of the ICC in mind, the Congress passed the Hepburn Act of

1906 and specifically added "cars" to the definition and imposed a duty to furn-
ish them.
The Hepburn Act was the culmination of a long popular agitation in favor of

increased control over the railroads. It was argued in the public debate that if
a railroad could provide adequate trains for some communities and not for
others, the railroad could stifle the growth of some cities in favor of others.
Upon introducing the Hepburn bill, Congressman Townsend said (Cong. Rec-

ord, 59th Cong. 1st Sess., Vol. 40, Pt. 2, pp. 1764, 1765) :
The measure which passed the House last session was believed to cover all

the facilities of transportation, but inasmuch as some gentlemen contended that
it did not, we have endeavored in the present bill to use such language as will
take the matter out of real doubt. To that end we have declared that cars,
vehicles, insrumentalities of shipment or carriage * * * shall be considered as
being furnished by the carrier, and therefore under the supervision of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission.
Mr. Davidson stated on the floor: (id. pp. 2103-2104)
Enact this measure and all the practices of * * * auxiliary companies, as well

as those of the carriers themselves will be subject to regulation and control by
the Commission.

If there remained any doubt that Congress intended the ICC should regulate
the quality of rail service, it should have been cleared up in 1910. Section 15 of
the Act was amended In 1910 by striking out the words "affecting such rates"
and gave the Commission power to set what regulation or practice in respect to
trains is just, fair and reasonable—whether or not such practices directly affect
rates. The Commission by the statute had the power to make an order that the
carrier shall cease and desist from such violation, and the carrier shall conform
to the regulation or practice prescribed.
In the mind of the Congress, the extent of the power already conferred on the

ICC apparently was not thoroughly appreciated by the ICC. And it was deemed
so important to secure effective provisions for adequate service that in the amend-
ment of 1910 it was proposed to make the legislative declaration of the carriers'
duties to render reasonable service all-embracing and to put beyond reasonable
question the power of the Commission to compel such service.
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The report of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on April

1, 1910, recommended the bill to amend the Interstate Commerce Act (H.R. 17536,

House Report No. 923, 61st Congress, 2nd Sess. stating (P. 10) :
Section 9 of the bill proposes to amend section 15 of the Act to regulate com-

merce. Section 15 of the Act is the section under which orders of the Commission
in regard to rates are now made. Under provisions of section 15, as it now
stands, the authority of the Commission to enter an order is confined to the sub-
ject matter of rates for transportation and regulations or practices "affecting
such rates" and the establishment of through routes where "no reasonable or
satisfactory through route exists." As recommended to be amended by your
committee, section 15 of the present law will have its scope largely increased,
and the jurisdiction of the Commission will be much enlarged.
Under the section as reported, the Commission is given jurisdiction to enter

orders not only in regard to rates, but also in regard to classifications, regula-
tions, or practices, whether they affect rates or not, and to determine what are
proper classifications, regulations, and practices, in addition to rates and to
require the carriers not only to follow the rate which may be fixed by the order
of the Commission, but also to adopt the classification and conform to and es-
tablish, observe, and enforce the regulation or practice prescribed by the
Commission.
On the floor Congressman Mann stated: (Cong. Rec. 61st Cong., 2nd Sess.,

Vol. 45, pt. 5, p. 4573)
We have conferred upon the Interstate Commission the broadest kind of powers

now so far as railway rates are concerned, and we are proposing in this bill
to greatly enlarge their power by giving them the same power over classifica-
tions, regulations, and practices which they now have over rates.

It has been my position that the I.C.C. has always had sufficient power to set
standards for rail passenger service. Last month the I.C.C. majority said they
did not have the power to set standards for adequate service. In order to remove
this doubt, I have introduced H.R. 13832 which authorizes the I.C.C. to set
standards for adequate rail passenger service. More than 70 members of the
House have joined with me as co-sponsors of this legislation.

If this legislation is passed there should no longer be any doubt that it is
the intent of Congress that the I.C.C. should regulate the railroads in such
a way that the public will have a safe, clean, efficient, and speedy alternative
mode of intercity transportation. This bill would give the I.C.C. authority to
set standards for adequate rail passenger service by amending section 1(4) so
that the carrier would have an explicit duty to provide and furnish adequate
transportation for both property and passengers. Section 12(1) would also
be amended so that there would be no question as to whether the I.C.C. has the
power to enforce a duty placed on the carrier by section 1(4).
These amendments should fill the jurisdictional gaps which the I.C.C. thought

existed when the Commission issued the Sunset Limited-Adequacies decision. In
addition to the amendments just mentioned, the bill would authorize the I.C.C.
to require adequate facilities for the handling of through car service. In my mind,
as I have already mentioned, the I.C.C. was vested with these powers from the
earliest days of its creation. However, since the I.C.C. has taken a contrary view,
legislation is our recourse.
The only part of H.R. 13832 which I believe contains a new grant of power to

the I.C.C. is the amendment of section 3(5). This amendment to the Interstate
Commerce Act would authorize the I.C.C. to require railroads to share trackage.
The law as it stands now has provision for the sharing of trackage for a reason-
able distance outside a terminal. The amendment would delete that phrase and
leave the I.C.C. free to require certain passenger trains to move over another
carrier's track any place on the route. I think this provision is necessary if we
are to have an integrated rail passenger system.
In the last ten years. the number of regular intercity passenger trains has

declined more than 60% from the 1448 trains operated in 1958. Fourteen rail-
roads have abandoned intercity service altogether. In the last twelve months the
number of intercity trains has dropped from 580 to 513. Over this period of time
the railroad industry has made virtually no investment in new passenger equip-
ment and the quality of service has dipped to an all time low.
The I.C.C. noted in its 1968 report that
It is becoming evident, however, that much of the service is deteriorating in

quality, and, in some instances, that a purposeful downgrading of service may be
taking place.
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Our bill, H.R. 13832, will enable the to put a stop to the practice of delib-
erately downgrading passenger service in order to drive away passengers.
However, if we are really interested in saving rail passenger service, a bill to

set standards is not enough. With the railroad industry in its present capital
position, it would be unfair to the public to set standards that the industry could
not achieve. The government and industry must join together to provide the
capital assistance necessary to get the public back on the trains. With this in
mind, on August 6, 1969, along with 17 other Members of the House, I introduced
the Intercity Rail Passenger Service Act. This bill has also been introduced in
the Senate by Senator Joseph Tydings and 11 other Senators. The Adams-Tydings
bill would provide a pool of passenger cars in the Department of Transportation.
These cars would then be leased back to the carriers. The Department of Trans-
portation would be authorized to rehabilitate existing cars and purchase new
ones. The day to day maintenance of these rehabilitated cars will be done as
usual in the shops of the carriers' yards. Major rehabilitation of the cars will
also be done so far as is possible in the carriers' shops. In the long run, the major
benefit to the railroads will be the acquisition of new equipment, hopefully high-
speed passenger locomotives and cars.
The authorization level in the Adams-Tydings bill is $195,000,000 over a period

to end June 30, 1973. The bill also establishes a fund into which both general
funds and lease payments from the carriers will be placed. This fund will be used
to purchase and rehabilitate railroad passenger equipment.
If the Congress gives the I.C.C. the authority to set standards for adequate

passenger service, and if we accept the responsibility of working with the rail-
road industry in providing capital assistance, we will have gone a long way to-
ward reversing the rush to discontinuance. I want to touch only briefly on the
problem of discontinuance because I believe first of all that our assumption
should be that rail passenger service will continue, not disappear. There is no
sense in requiring trains to run when there are no passengers. But I think our
attention should be directed at the problem of getting passengers back on the
railroads and not at new and better methods of discontinuing service.
The approach that I have suggested is a three-pronged one. First, there must

be a showing of clear Congressional intent that the I.C.C. is to set standards for
adequate rail passenger service. Secondly, the Congress must act together with
the industry to provide the capital assistance necessary for adequate service,
And thirdly, we must review our attitude and legislation on passenger train
discontinuance.
Good rail passenger service is imperative if we are to have a balanced trans-

portation program. Highways and airplanes cannot handle the entire load. The
public needs an alternative mode of intercity transportation.

Senator HARTKE. Congressman, would you include in that possibil-
ity, the use of a hovercraft over water?
Mr. ADAMS. Absolutely.
Senator HARTKE. I can see one perhaps going along the east coast,

for example—or one along the west coast—I don't know the extent of
the financial benefits derived from the hovercraft in England, but they
have been using it quite successfully.
I have somewhat of an interest in better transportation around the

Lake Michigan area. If the speed as I have calculated it is correct, you
could travel by hovercraft from Michigan City, Indiana to Chicago,
the downtown loop section, in about 20 minutes, whereas at the present
time it takes you roughly, if you go on the train, an hour to an hour
and a half to make that same distance.
This is quite a savings in time. It certainly could be a savings in

time if it were provided along the east coast, and some of the aher
major metropolitan areas.
Mr. ADAMS. I agree. I think the experience of both the Scandina-

vians and the British and the French, their hovercraft operations, or
their hydrofoil operations across the channel is a fantastic thing to
behold. It has changed their whole system.
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Senator HARTKE. Thank you very much.
Senator Cannon?
Senator CANNON. No questions.
Senator HARTKE. Thank you Congressman, for a very valuable

contribution.
Mr. ADAMS. Thank you.
Senator HARTKE. We will proceed with the Chairman of the Inter-

state Commerce Commission, Hon. Virginia Mae Brown.
We are always delighted to see the members of the Interstate Com-

merce Commission, those of the minority, and those of the majority.

STATEMENT OF HON. VIRGINIA MAE BROWN, CHAIRMAN, INTER-
STATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE
STAFFORD, VICE CHAIRMAN; DALE W. HARDIN, COMMISSIONER;
KENNETH H. TUGGLE, COMMISSIONER, DIVISION THREE; RU-
PERT L. MURPHY, COMMISSIONER, DIVISION ONE; PAUL r.
TIERNEY, COMMISSIONER; AND FRITZ R. KAHN, ACTING GEN-
ERAL COUNSEL

Mrs. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I have with me several Commissioners
this morning. I would like to tell you who they are.
Senator HARTKE. All right.
Mrs. BROWN. I have with me my legislative committee, Vice Chair-

man Stafford and Commissioner Hardin; Commissioner Tuggle is
Chairman of Division Three of the Commission; Commissioner
Murphy, who is seated there on the front seat, is Chairman of Division
One. Commissioner Tierney was to attend. I believe that we have with
us our Acting General Counsel, Fritz R. Kahn, who is seated at the
end here.
I believe that will take care of the introductions of the

Commissioners.
Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am pleased to

appear today to present our views on legislation in an area of vital
concern to the public and each of us interested in transportation. We
appreciate the opportunity to be here and testify in support of our
recommendations made last year in our report on intercity rail passen-
ger service in 1968. Following submission of our report, S. 3861 was
introduced to implement the legislative recommendations we made.
On September 9, 1969, we renewed those recommendations and S. 2887
was introduced to implement them on September 10, 1969.
The provisions of this bill are identical to those of S. 3861, on which

hearings were held last year by the full committee. The Commission
appeared in support of S. 3861 and testified as to the specific changes
it would make in the act. Rather than repeat these comments here
today, I have prepared them for the record as an appendix to my
testimony.
When we appeared last year, there were approximately 590 intercity,

passenger trains in operation. We said then that the hour was late. To-
day, the hour is even later. There are less than 500 such trains in oper-
ation, and about 60 of these have been proposed for discontinuance.
Our report in 1968 underscored the marked reduction in passenger

train service throughout the Nation. Our report on the investigation



41

of costs of intercity passenger service submitted in July 1969 indi-
cates the heavy financial burden even the remaining trains have on
the carriers. Each member of the committee was previously furnished
with copies of these reports and I will not recite in detail their contents.
I believe you gentlemen have been made only to vividly aware of the
changing pattern of rail passenger service by the public whose views
are made known daily in increasing numbers whenever a discontinu-
ance is proposed. They seek a change in policy—we seek a change in
policy—the carriers now seek a change in policy. The only question
is what that change shall be.
We believe that enactment of S. 2887 is needed and needed now.

While the proposal is not a complete solution to the intercity rail
passenger situation, it does provide needed changes in section 13a.
The study of railroad passenger service it authorizes is a preliminary
step so that all may intelligently assess the problem found to exist
and then move on to a solution. Only with the knowledge which we
are convinced will be gained from the study will we be in a position
to deal effectively with the problem.
It is appropriate here to compare S. 2887 with other proposals

touching on the rail passenger problem which have been introduced
in the Senate thus far in the present session. For example, Senate
Concurrent Resolution 32 and Senate Joint Resolution 120 also call
for a study of rail passenger service in one form or another. We have
supported similar bills in the past, except insofar as they would im-
pose a moratorium on either discontinuances of passenger trains or
approval of rail mergers. Section 2 of S. 2887, in which we propose
a study, was patterned after such bills.
We oppose a moratorium during the period of study on either dis-

continuances or mergers because we find neither justification for with-
holding the benefits of a merger to the public or the carrier, nor for
requiring wholesale continuance of all passenger trains, considering
that some of them may not be required and also unprofitable to the
carriers. However, we recognize that during the period of the study
important segments of the intercity rail network may be in jeopardy.
It is for that very reason that we propose new procedures governing
the treatment of last trains in S. 2887.

S.J. Res. 129 would establish an Advisory Commission on Federal
Railroad Service composed of 15 members, consisting of three Sen-
ators appointed by the President of the Senate, three Representatives
appointed by the Speaker, and nine others appointed by the Presider*
The Advisory Commission would conduct a study and make recom-
mendations with regard to the property and equipment of the Nation's
railroads and the operations required to provide an efficient passenger
service. With respect to the proposed study, this bill is in accord with
our own views on the matter and the high priority we attach to it.
However, we believe that such a study should be conducted by an
existing body with not only experience but continuing responsibility
in the field of transportation, such as the Department of Transporta-
tion. We feel that a study conducted by such a body will produce the
most meaningful data and in the most efficient and economical man-
ner. Further, the Department, if it conducts the study as we recom-
mend, and as a continuing organization, would be in a position in the
future to implement any recommendations that were appropriate to
its obligations and responsibilities.
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S. 2750 offers one possible method of relieving the rail passenger
crisis by providing Federal financial assistance to continue needed
railroad passenger train service found to be rendered at an operating
loss. The bill would amend section 13a of the act in the following man-
ner. Subsection (1) would be modified by the deletion of the clause
"and will not unduly burden interstate or foreign commerce" so that
the Commission, after investigation, may order the continuance or
restoration of operation or service of an interstate train upon simply
finding that such operation or service "is required by public conven-
ience and necessity."
A new subsection (2) would be added to provide for payment by

the Federal Government to a railroad ordered to continue or restore
the operation or service of a train under subsection (1) the cost of such
operation or service to the extent that it exceeds the revenue therefrom.
The subsection would define cost as meaning "those expenditures made
or incurred in or attributable to the operation of such train or ferry,
plus an appropriate allocation of common expenses and overheads."
A new subsection (3) would authorize the Secretary of the Treas-

ury to make the disbursement contemplated by the new subsection (2).
A new subsection (4) would provide that, if compliance by a rail-

road with an order entered pursuant to subsection (1) would require
"the use of passenger train equipment not then owned * * * and
reasonably available for such use," the railroad may apply to the
Secretary of Transportation for such needed equipment, and the Sec-
retary is authorized to procure and, in turn, to lease whatever passen-
ger train equipment may be required. The rental charge assessed by
the Secretary for the use of such passenger train equipment could con-
stitute a cost to the carrier.
The presently numbered subsection (2) would be renumbered (5).

The words "and undue" would be deleted so that the Commission,
after investigation, would be empowered to authorize the discontinu-
ance of an intrastate train upon a finding that the public convenience
and necessity permitted it and that continued operation or service
would constitute "an unjust burden upon the interstate operations of
such carrier or carriers or upon interstate commerce."
When we submitted our 1969 report on costs, we noted that Govern-

ment subsidies or other forms of substantial Federal aid may well be
necessary to continue operation of intercity passenger trains. We
stated also, "Should the public need for such service warrant retention
of these trains that cannot be operated without significant losses, we
would support a program of Federal aid to the carriers. The first
step, however, is to find out what service the public needs and how
much that level of service would cost." That continues to be our view,
and for that reason we urge that the study we recommend be under-
taken before any consideration is given to the specific type or manner
of Federal assistance. We believe S. 2750 is significant in indicating a
means of aiding the carriers in meeting the passenger problem but
we also believe it is premature to embark on it without knowing the
full cost entailed that only a study can show.
We also wish to point out that we have doubts whether any program

as set forth in S. 2750 should be accomplished by an amendment to
section 13a. The need to seek discontinuance of a train prior to ob-
taining assistance would likely result in a flood of notices to the Corn-
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mission, and we are not convinced, at this time, that every passenger
train ordered to be continued in operation under section 13a would
properly be the subject of Federal financial assistance such as that
proposed in the bill. It would apply, for example to all interstate
service irrespective of whether it would be a purely local nature or
involves the performance of long-distance intercity travel. It would
also apply to trains ordered to be continued where no operating loss
was shown—only declining revenues—but which thereafter incurred
an operating deficit. In such a case the carrier would have little in-
centive to make the service pay if the Government is required to pick
up the tab. Furthermore, it may not be enough to simply deal with
trains presently in operation, as the public may require restoration
of trains previously discontinued. S. 2750 makes no provision for
this possibility, and we believe the overall objectives of this bill would
be better achieved as part of a restructuring of the Nation's rail pas-
enger service. Such a restructuring should, of course, include the
Department of Transportation, and, we feel, considering the reasons
for establishment of the Department, that the rendering of assistance
as proposed here is the type of promotional program particularly
within the province of the Department to administer. This would
also avoid any possible charge of conflict between our regulatory
functions and what would essentially be a promotional function.
In addition, the bill fails to specify criteria for measuring operating

results on the subject trains, and; likewise, does not direct the Com-
mission to specify them. Absent also is a definition of the terms "com-
mon expenses" and overheads." Since any move by the Federal Gov-
ernment toward financial assistance as S. 2750 provides, is a depart-
ure from past policy, we believe the exact formula an all relevant
considerations must be set forth in a precise and unmistakable man-
ner. One final point, the major thrust of this bill in providing assist-
ance, namely for operating expenses, is fully supported by our inves-
tigation of costs which showed that this is the area of immediate
carrier needs.
I would also like to make comments on two other matters today

providing amendments to section 13a. S. 674 would amend section
13a to require the Commission to give full consideration to all finan-
cial assistance available before permitting a train discontinuance or
change. Since the Commission presently accords all possible recoa.ni-
tion to the public assistance available to the railroad proposing the
discontinuance, including that provided under the Urban Mass erans-
portation Act of 1964, we feel the amendment is unnecessary.
S. 2865 would amend section 13a to provide for the filing of an

application on 40 days' notice by a carrier proposing discontinuance,
with the burden placed on the carrier of establishing that the public
convenience and necessity permits it and that the continued operation
will cause an undue burden on interstate commerce. It would also pro-
vide for intrastate trains and authorize discontinuance only after full
hearing and upon findings that the public convenience and necessity
permits the discontinuance and that continued operations constitute an
undue burden upon interstate operations of the carrier or interstate
commerce. The bill also provides for judicial review of any Commis-
sion order entered pursuant to it.
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The bill has several aspects that concern us. Although no public
hearing on proposed interstate train discontinuances is required, such
may be deceptive inasmuch as the bill provides for a finding that the
public convenience and necessity supports the proposed discontinuance
in an order dispensing with the hearing. Such finding must ordinarily
have support in a record. Second, the bill provides the discontinuance
will be subject to terms and conditions. The Commission seeks au-
thority, as provided in S. 2887, to 'impose conditions on the operation
of last trains. However, the nature of the terms and conditions in this
bill are not spelled out, and for that reason we believe they should be
clarified. Until modifications and such other changes and additions as
may be necessary and desirable are made, we are unable to favor the
"application" approach in S. 2865.
The hearings today and the bills on which I have just presented

comments express more than words that concern all of us share about
the serious state of present railroad passenger service. We believe the
need for a new Federal policy in the area is clear. We believe such a
new policy must be based on facts only a study of the Nation's rail
passenger service as we have proposed can reveal. With such facts,
we will be in a position to determine our course for the future.
Unless the first step is taken, and taken quickly, the opportunity

may be lost forever. We made a similar statement last year. We now
have 100 less trains providing service to the public than we had in
mid-1968. We have about 60 others involved in discontinuance pro-
ceedings. If this trend continues, it seems clear that we are approach-
ing the end of the tracks for the passenger train. It does not have to
be that way. We strongly recommend enactment of S. 2887 and fully
believe it will help prevent this from happening. We urge your
favorable consideration of this bill.
(The appendix follows:)

APPENDIX

S. 2887 contains two sections. The changes made in section 13a by section 1
of this bill fall into the following major categories.

First, there are a number of procedural and minor jurisdictional changes
• in present section 13a(1) such as changing the notice from the present 30 days
to 60 days, changing the time within which the Commission must complete its
investigation and issue an order from four months to seven months with pro-
vision for an additional two months if required to dispose of a petition for re-
consideration, and clarifying the Commission's jurisdiction over trains operated
physically between points in two or more states or a point in a state and a point
in a foreign country.

Second, S. 2887 also imposes the burden of proving that a train or trains
is not required by the public convenience and necessity and that its continuance
will unduly burden interstate and foreign commerce on the carriers. In response
to objections to this provision made previously by the carriers and others, we
have included a new sentence on lines 5-12 of page 4 of S. 2887 which requires
the Commission to make specific findings in terms of the burden of proof and
issue an order permitting discontinuance where it determines that carriers have
met their burden of proof.
Third, S. 2887 incorporates our previous suggestions to deal with the prob-

lem of a carrier discontinuing a train before the expiration of the notice period.
These suggestions include the insertion of the words "but not during" in line 13
of page 2 and the addition of the sentence beginning with "However" in lines
14-20 of page 3.
Fourth, it contains a new proposal for special handling of section 13a (1)

cases which involve the last interstate train between two points. This provi-
sion is set forth in lines 18-25 of page 4, and lines 1-24 of page 5 of S. 2887. The
provisions of S. 2887 would establish reasonable means to preserve the last rail

•••
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service by a particular carrier between a community now served by an inter-
state train and any other point served by that train where there is a real public
need for that service. Any carrier proposing to eliminate its last remaining in-
terstate service to a community would have to apply for such relief under
section 13a and could not seek state relief as under the present law. Although
some questions could arise as to what constitutes the "last train" between any
two cities, these are essentially questions of fact which necessarily must be
resolved in context of each particular proceeding. This bill would also grant the
Commission jurisdiction to impose minimum standards for the quality of serv-
ice provided by the "last train" in particular intercity services. Minimum stand-
ards refer to appropriate schedules, food services, sleeper and seating facilities,
train consist, and other characteristics of a standard passenger service.

Fifth, lines 7-11, page 2 of S. 2887 provide for more adequate notice to all rail
patrons of a particular train.

Sixth, S. 2887 makes a number of minor changes in section 13a(2) so as to
make that section dealing with intrastate service conform to section 13a(1) in
essential respects. Thus, for example, the present provisions of section 13a (2)
require that the appropriate state commission or agency be given 180 days within
which to act favorably on an intrastate train discontinuance which S. 2887
changes to seven months. This bill also changes section 13a (2) by subjecting
petitions filed under that section to all of the procedural requirements such
as burden of proof, judicial review, etc., of section 13a (1) except those provi-
sions dealing wtih the "last train" which are intended to apply only to interstate
passenger service.
Seventh, this bill contains the substance of our original recommendation to

specifically provide for judicial review of all of the Commission's orders issued
under either section 13a(1) or section 13a (2).

Section 2 of this bill provides for a one-year study of rail passenger service
and related areas to be conducted by the Department of Transportation in
Cooperation with the Commission and other interested Federal agencies and
departments.

Senator HARTE:E. Senator ""...tloss ?
Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you, Mrs.

Brown, for a very fine Statement and one that indicates the urgency
of the problem and the need for some action now. I accept what you
urge by way of a study. One thing I would like to ask, however, I
think the bill that you recommend here S. 2887, would provide for a
study only of rail service countrywide. And I wonder what your
opinion would be about including an overall study of all transporta-
tion including rail?
Mrs. BROWN. Senator Moss, I think our study would go beyond just

rail passenger service and would extend to the movement of all people.
I think that certainly is the best way to look at any service for the
movement of people, whether we are looking at one or the other as of
this time, which also your testimony went to.
Senator Moss. This is the point I was getting at. S.J. Res. 120 makes

it clear that the study is to be of all means of transportation and an-
other factor in this, with the growth of air travel and the congestion
we have between Washington and New York City and New England,
we have come now to the metroliner idea. Now it seems to me those
two dovetail as to just how much congestion we can have in the air
and perhaps on the highways with the number of vehicles we have
now and even with the Interstate System of Highways, which is
getting near completion, there are times when it is so jammed you
hardly can travel on it. How all of these can be liut together and
whether they would then indicate that rail passenger service is essen-
tial and in fact in many instances much more convenient than either
road transportation or air transportation or water transportation.

37-793-70 4
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But your response is that the study contemplated in S. 2887 you think
would be broader than just rail transportation?
Mrs. BROWN. Yes. Our immediate problem is certainly passenger

train legislation or proposals. However, what we recommended was
much broader than that and would contain the movement of people.
Senator Moss. And the other factor in a study would have to be of

course a projection of our population growth looking down ahead
20 years from now. We may be talking about twice as many people
as we have now.
Mrs. BROWN. The projections, which I don't make but I try to

keep up with, certainly are that the movement of people will be greatly
increased, as well as the movement of freight. I believe some of those
were twice by 1980 for freight. I don't remember exactly on the
movement of people. But in this country and in this world, as time
goes on, people are going to travel more and more. We are traveling
more than our fathers and mothers did. And I trust the generation
beyond us will.
Senator Moss. The two are in direct conflict, the rail passenger

service going down and the population and travel incidences are going
up. They are contradictory.
Mrs. BROWN. I think there is a need for rail passenger service in

this country.
Senator Moss. I happen to think so, too. Of course I come from a

Western State and there are many that say those are long distances,
the only way you will ever travel out there is by air. But at least I
am not willing to accept that now. And I would like to have the study
tell me whether there are going to be people that will indeed want to
choose rail travel, enough people want to choose. I know some choose
it even today. There are people who just prefer that type of trans-
portation. But there numbers have declined, I must admit, for various
reasons. But we ought to be able to make a projection as to what
the demand will be in the years coming up provided we have adequate
desirable service on the rails.
Mrs. BROWN. I believe that passenger service in this country is

needed in regard to the defense of the country, too.
Senator Moss. That is another good point that I did not make in my

statement, but the rails of course will be needed in times when other
modes of transportation are not usable for any given reason, weather
or a national emergency or something of that sort. If the passenger
trains have disappeared, then we are deprived of a tool that we ought
to have for transportation of our people under those conditions.
Mrs. BROWN. I think we meet here today knowing that the problem

exists, that the railroads lose money on passenger service, speaking
generally, but that the country needs passenger service.
Senator Moss. Well, I appreciate your testimony and I appreciate

your urgency of the matter, saying that we need to get on with this
now, we just can't continue to talk about it and not do anything.
Thank you.
Mrs. BROWN. Thank you, Senator.
Senator HARTIKE. Senator Cannon.
Senator CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Do I correctly under-

stand it then that you envision this study would encompass all forms
of transportation, such as suggested in Senator Moss' resolution?
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Mrs. BROWN. Yes, sir; all modes.
Senator CANNON. Do you think that this study would be as all-

inclusive as it appears to be and could be completed within 1 year with
a report back in that period?
Mrs. BROWN. Yes • I do.
Senator CANNON:Do you think the Department of Transportation

has the resources at hand in-house to complete that, or would they
have to come back to Congress for additional help?
Mrs. BROWN. Well, Senator

' 
actually the hearings have been con-

ducted and testimony given by the Department of Transportation,
and I guess I am not here today to tell what the Department of Trans-
portation can do. In our recommendations we say that the Depart-
ment of Transportation or anywhere else that you deem it desirable.
Actually the study is what is important, because that is going to deter-
mine the real need for service and if the Department of Transporta-
tion is not the proper one, which we have testified that we think it is,
I don't know. Maybe, just speaking for me alone, maybe the ICC
could do a study along these lines.

Senator CANNON. I think the Department of Transportation cer-
tainly would have the in-house capability perhaps more than any other
agency.
Mrs. BROWN. Of course we have been the agency which has handled

the discontinuance cases and the regulation of the railroads for many
years. But we thought the Department of Transportation was the one
to make the study and have so testified.

Senator CANNON. What about this last train situation? How would
you propose to handle that during this interim period?
Mrs. BROWN. Well, the last train legislation is set up here as amend-

ment to section 13(a) and when a notice was filed with the Interstate
Commerce Commission regarding discontinuing a train, then you
apply what we have set forth as amendment to 13(a) as the criteria
for determining whether the last train goes off or not.

Senator CANNON. In the bill last year there was a question raised
on the burden of proof. How do you get at the burden of proof in
this situation?

Mrs. BROWN. Well, actually I think examination of the bill might
show that for the last train it would be a heavier burden of proof
than in the ordinary discontinuance case.

Senator CANNON. It would require a heavier burden and a clear
finding that it was not in the public interest to discontinue it.
Mrs. BROWN. Yes. Actually the words of that 13 (a ) amendment

that we propose leaves the discretion with the Commission that the
burden of proof is not as heavy. Our Associate General Counsel is
here, and if you would like the details on this, I would be glad for
him to speak to it.

Senator CANNON. I would like to hear what he has to say on it.
Mrs. BROWN. This is the Acting General Counsel, Mr. Kahn.
Mr. KAHN. I am Fritz R. Kahn, Acting General Counsel of the ICC.

As to the matter of burden of proof, this has not posed a problem
for the Commission heretofore, even in the absence of express lan-
guage. Under the provisions of section 13(a) (1) , the railroad propo-
nents of a proposed discontinuance have gone forward and have met
the burden of proving that the continued operation of the trains
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which they proposed to discontinue would impose a burden on inter-
state commerce or that the continuation of such trains would not be
required by the public convenience and necessity. The Commission by
its bill would make that specific and impose the burden of proof upon
the railroads, and additionally it would require the proponents to
prove both that the public convenience and necessity did not require
the continued operation of the trains and that the continued operation
of the trains would impose a burden on interstate commerce.
Senator CANNON. Rlaat about the problem of discontinuance during-

the notice period? Do you have a provision covering that?
Mrs. BROWN. The present law, Senator, provides that absent the-

order of the Commission the proponent railroad can discontinue the
operation of the train subject to the Commission's ordering restitution
of service upon a finding that the discontinuance neither is a burden
upon interstate commerce nor would be required by the public con-
venience and necessity.
In other words, the present statutory scheme would permit discon-

tinuance pending investigation. That scheme would be continued under-
the Commission's proposed amendments.
However, the Commission instead of having simply 4 months within

which to complete its investigation and make the requisite findings
would have 7 months. The Commission believes that this addi-
tional period of time is required and will permit a more thorough
investigation of the situation than the present statutory scheme-
permits.

Seilator CANNON. In your proposal you say here, on the fourth line,
"They may but shall not be required to file with the Commission and
upon such filing shall mail to the Governor of each State" and so on.
Why do you say they may but shall not be required?
. Mr. KAHN. Under the statutory scheme, section 13(a) (1), as enacted
by the Congress, the Commission has jurisdiction only, in effect, as a
safety valve to guard against abuses by the States. Essentially the'
regulatory jurisdiction continues, as it always has, to reside with the'
States. It is only with respect to operations of trains which cannot
be discontinued by the railroads because of State constitutional
requirements, State statutes or the actions of State public utility com-
missions that section 13(a) (1) of the Interstate Cmmerce Act per-
mits the railroads to invoke the jurisdiction of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission. So it is a permissive scheme that the Congress
has enacted, that the Commission enforces.
Senator CANNON. Are you saying there that they could elect to come

to you rather than being bound by the State regulatory agency?
Mr. KAHN. I am saying, sir, that they can come to us only where

the State would otherwise preclude the discontinuance. In those
instances, and I think there may be one or two States, Senator, that
do not regulate passenger train operations at all, in those States the
railroads under the statutory scheme are free to remove trains and
need not come either to the State or to the Interstate Commerce
Commission.
Senator CANNON. Then why, under those circumstances why

wouldn't it be better to have a mandatory requirement here that they
file with the Commission?
Mr. KAHN. Essentially this is the scheme that one of the bills before.

71r
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you would invoke, the application type of procedure. The Commission,
as the chairman pointed out in her testimony, this year, as in years
past, does not believe that this is desirable because it precludes the
rapid action that the railroads encountering declining patronage and
losses from operations require; it precludes their rapidly discontinuing
trains in those circumstances.

Senator CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HARTHE. Senator Pearson?
Senator PEARSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mrs. Brown, I apologize and also to the Senator from Utah, I was at

the appropriations hearings this morning.
Mrs. BROWN. That is all right, Senator.
Senator PEARSON. Just to go over perhaps some ground that has

been covered, all of these proposals here submitted in various forms
recommending a study gives rise in my mind once again to the ques-
tion as to whether or not we do not at thiS time know enough to pro-
ceed on some substantive basis rather than rely once again upon a study
of some sort for a period of 1 year, with or without some moratorium
provision.
I am just struck by the fact that in the last 10 years the hearings be-

fore your Commission have allowed the discontinuance of 725 inter-
state passenger trains, 335 intrastate, and have turned do wii a con-
siderable number of requests.
We have had our own studies, the oversight hearings, the July 17

report. There is an enormous amount of experience of the last 10 years
in your Commission and in your very good reports submitted to us.
Even with a moratorium, I am just wondering if—I ask you to say

it again, I heard your testimony—do you think we are without suffi-
cient data really? Is it not collected? Don't we know what is needed?
Haven't we a pretty good idea now about the kind of subsidy, if we are
going to have one?
Mrs. BROWN. Well, as to the part about the study, I think first of all

that this one word envisions many different things. I think there is a
study that needs to be done because even though we have a lot of
knowledge, not only ICC or the Congress but everybody in transporta-
tion, we still have not answered the one thing and that is where it is
needed.
Now, if we knew where it was needed, which I think is a question

that hasn't been answered now, then we could determine what is needed,
we certainly have the Metroliner, an operation which is used by the
public. We have other types of passenger trains which aren't used by
the public. But I agree, as for me, I agree with you that the time for
action is now. And I think that a study, though, as to what we actually
need in this country—I am not talking about a long involved study—
would be essential before we attempt to go further.
Senator PEARSON. I am not being too critical of the Department of

Transportation. It is a new Department. But our experience as to the
proper and timely submission of reports over the last 2 years has
been a very discouraging thing. And I think Secretary Boyd had an
enormous job down there putting together a Department and trying
to meet these deadlines. But they were never met.
Perhaps I came up here from the wrong hearing. I was down in

appropriations and we are trying to study about whether we are
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going to rebuild the west front of the Capitol. I got the impression
that the Capitol was going to fall down before we got through the
study we are authorizing. It is just an ingrown suspicion with me of
commissions' studies and reports.
Mrs. BROWN. I think I share that same feeling with you. I do think

that it is time to act. I think that our testimony shows the urgency of it.
I feel the urgency and I know that Congress feels the urgency of it.

Senator PEARSON. Let me ask you one last question. The bill that
you endorse it is an expression of the sense of the Congress that the
ICC shall Utilize those powers within the statutes under which you
operate to do certain things. Do you—I assume you do from your en-
dorsement—do you believe that preferable to an actual moratorium
set forth by the Congress?
Mrs. BROWN. Well, the Commission has opposed the moratorium

and we set forth the reasons in there. Actually I don't like to sit here
as an individual and say to Congress "it is your problem" because I
don't believe that. This problem is something that is for all of us,
and I think to a certain degree that we all share the blame in regard
to it. But we have to make up our minds whether or not to let the
passenger service fade out or whether we are going to keep it, and
it should be kept, and the amount of aid by the Government or some-
body else, and as far as the needs are concerned, if the losses are there,
the way we are going to determine them and carry through the aid.
Senator PEARSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HARTKE. This morning President Nixon made an announce-

ment that the present administration is going to proceed with the
SST. He said "I have made a decision and we are going to proceed
with the development and building of the SST to put us into the
long distance rapid movement of people and freight with this new
method."
Now that scheme is estimated to cost about a billion dollars for

development. That is Uncle Sam's money, the taxpayers' money. And
I think that private industry is going to put up maybe something
less than one-fifth or maybe one-seventh of that amount, depending
on whose figures you use.
This operational movement of people and cargo cannot be effective

until, as I understand it, the year 1978. That is the target date. The
prototype will not be ready until 1972.
Now they could have proceeded with another study. I recall when

I was opposing the nomination of General McKee to be administrator
of the FAA on other grounds, it was said that he was the only man,
the only man in the whole United States of America who was capable
of making sure we got the SST off the ground. He has come and gone
and the SST is still not off the drawing boards, let alone off the
ground. But if we can make such a decision, first to build the SST,
second to go to Mars by 1978, don't you think that maybe we ought
to be able to go from Indianapolis to Chicago before 1978.
Do we have a system of priorities? We are not just moving a few

people according to this report of yours here. I want to even upgrade
my own statistics in my opening statement to this extent: In 1968,
295.6 million, almost 300 million passengers moved over the rails in
the United States. Almost 300 million passengers.
Now that included commuters as well as others. They traveled 13.3
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billion miles. Two- thirds of these passenger miles, or nearly 9 billion,
are still attributable to noncommuters.
So this is not just an insignificant factor. Where does movement

of people in the United States as far as between cities and even intra-
city, where does that fit into the scheme of priorities in your opinion?
Or has there ever been a-program laid down?
Mrs. BROWN. Senator, I don't know whether anybody has set the,

priorities, I haven't seen a list of them as such. But maybe it is be-
cause I am in the field of transportation and most of us in this room
are concerned with transportation, but history reveals and it is not
going to only reveal in the past, it is going to take us right through
this time and on beyond it, that transportation is the reason we have
been able to do the other things that we have accomplished in this
world.
And I feel that transportation of people and transportation of

freight both are of high priority in this country.
Now, of course I don't have an opportunity to set the priorities

and as I say, maybe I am prejudiced in regard to transportation. But
there is a great case to be made for it.

Senator HARTKE. Former Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, now •a Senator from Connecticut, Mr. Ribicoff, comes to
the conclusion that we are going to have economic and social chaos
in our cities unless something is done about this problem of movement
of people in and out of the cities, and between cities.
Mrs. BROWN. And what we traveled in miles as commuters several

years ago has doubled or tripled. I think 75 miles several years ago
was the big trip and not the commuter part.
Senator HARTKE. Yes. Well, that is what makes it very difficult for

me to understand how you can come up with this paradoxial last
sentence in the last paragraph of your statement, and that is that
"unless a first step is taken"—of course you mean your first step and
we are really saying up here our first step—"and taken quickly, the
opportunity may be lost forever."
You said you made a similar statement last year, I agree with you.

And this brings me to the question: Why wouldn't a moratorium in
the meantime be a preferable course at least until such time as we
have had an opportunity to either make a decision or not make a
decision? That is, decide not to decide. After all, indecision in this
case is no decision. I mean there isn't any middle ground left any
more. It is either yes or no.
Mrs. BROWN. Senator, I simply could say to you that this statement

represents the best judgment of the Commission.
Now, I, for one, if the Congress thought it was the proper thing to,

do, wanted to try the other, I think that the time for action is now,
and I am willing to try anything.

Senator HARTKE. A sort of merry-go-round exists in that the rail-
roads claim the passengers won't ride the trains. On .the other hand
you see the cartoons and we receive bitter complaints and comments
that the railroads are providing poor service.

Frequently you do find people who travel by automobile coming
in and complaining about the fact that passenger service is not avail-
able. So the railroads say the passengers are at fault, the passengers
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say the railroads are at fault. But the net effect is that something
has happened.
Now in the report Commissioner Tierney does make this statement,

and let me quote him. This is from page 439 of the ICC adequacy study.
Senator PEARSON. Is that the minority report, Mr. Chairman?
Senator HARTKE. Yes, I am reading from Commissioner Tierney's

remarks, the minority report. It says—
In 1966 the Commission found the Southern Pacific had continued to dis-

courage use of two of its trains. Five months later the Commission found the
same carrier had been attempting to discourage travel. In 1968 we found that
train service from Ogden to San Francisco was more likely to drive passengers
away than to attract anyone.

Of course the majority came back with the opinion that it did not
have the authority, as I understand it, to deal with the adequacy of
service. Isn't that correct?
Mrs. BROWN. That is correct.
Senator HARTKE. Now in this majority report it is concluded that

the absence of that authority should be corrected now. Is that correct?
Mrs. BROWN. Since I was a dissenter in the adequacy case, I am going

to let Commissioner Tuggle speak to that.
Senator HARTKE. Fine; I am just trying to set the groundwork for

what is going to be a rather embarrasing question, I think, but that
is all right.
Mr. TUGGLE. Shoot.
Senator HARTKE. All right. Am I correct so far in saying that even

though there was a finding here of no authority to deal with the
adequacy of service, there was also in the statement and in the decision
the statement that the Commission was now of the opinion that it
should have the authority to deal with adequate service?
Mr. TUGGLE. That is correct. I think we have prepared a bill, I don't

know whether it has reached the Senate or not, authorizing us to have
that authority.

Senator HARTKE. This is some progress since 1960, right? A change
of position of the Commission?
Mr. TUGGLE. No; We have had this case pending and it had to be

resolved. I would say that the question of whether we would come here
and seek additional authority was rather in limbo during that time,
until the jurisdictional question was determined.
Senator HARTKE. What I am saying is not the question of whether

you have the authority, I think that technically speaking you are cor-
rect, that this is a consistent position of the Commission, whether
right or wrong. I mean I think it is a wrong decision, but that is
neither here nor there. That is a difference of dissenters with the
majority. What I am curious about is whether there has been a change
of the Commission's position in regard to whether or not it should have
the authority to deal with adequacy of service.
Mr. TUGGLE. We think we should have that authority.
Senator HARTKE. In other words, you want to be a sanitary engineer,

now, right
Mr. TUGGLE. No, sir.
Senator HARTKE. What I am coming back to and this is the point,

on page 34 of the hearing on S. 3020 before the Surface Transportation
Subcommittee of the Senate Commerce Committee, 86th Congress, sec-
ond (1960) ; after raising some questions concerning this same
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matter, said: "Would you as a general proposition"—this is the chair-
man of the committee talking, Chairman Magnuson—
Would you as a general proposition be opposed to the ICC being given some

limited or modified authority or general authority that when a train is being op-
erated, it would be operated under certain conditions of sanitation, comfort,
operating schedules and adequate equipment?

The answer of Mr. Tuggle was: "This bill as we understand it"—
and Senator Magnuson interrupted him and said—
Leaving the bill out, I am asking you if you are opposed to, that kind of

authority?
Mr. TUGGLE. Yes, we don't want to become sanitary engineers.

Mr. TUGGLE. That causes me no embarassment whatsoever.
Senator HARTKE. That is good.
Mr. TUGGLE. If you give me a minute, I will explain why.
Senator HARTKE. Fine I am glad it didn't embarass you, because

I don't like to embarrass people.
Mr. TUGGLE. I really get embarrassed easily; too.
At the hearings you refer to in 1960, Senator Smathers was chair-

man of the subcommittee which conducted those hearings. In the pre-
liminary statement that he made when the hearings began he enumer-
ated the different things that the bill was intended to cover. Some of
which, I might add, we are still asking for as to time and the adjust-
ment of the procedures.
One of the items he stated was this—
S. 3020 will introduce a new requirement that railroads under ICC super-

vision exert every reasonable effort to maintain sufficient passenger train service
to meet the military and civil defense needs of the nation in time of emergency,
and to maintain and furnish safe and adequate passenger train service to the
public.

It was recognized by the Senate then that the Commission had no
jurisdiction over the adequacy of passenger train service.
Now my answer to that question was entirely in regard to sanita-

tion. We do not seek authority over sanitation. I have before me an
abstract from the Code of Federal Regulations, title 42, Public
Health, which defines the jurisdiction of the Surgeon General of the
United States. It covers the areas of land and air conveyances, the
equipment and operations of land and air conveyances and food on
land and air conveyances and vessels. It applies to all land con-
veyances engaged in interstate commerce.
Let me read a half dozen of the subtopics under that.
The Surgeon General inspects service areas, inspects drainage, water equip-

ment, disposal of human waste, disposal of garbage, he approves plans for
sanitation equipment and facilities on trains, drinking utensils, towels, toilet
articles, toilet and lavatory facilities, kitchens, pantries, food handling facili-
ties. He is admonished to see that conveyances while in transit shall be kept
clean.

It goes on with a number of items which the Surgeon General now
has the responsibility. He makes a report to the Congress every year in
which he shows he has made hundreds of such inspections.
Congress has already delegated that authority to the Public Health

Service. And we don't want to get into sanitation.
I would say now, speaking for myself, as I said in 1960, we don't

want to be sanitary engineers.



54

Senator HARTKE. Mr. Tuggle, I find it very difficult to come to that

conclusion. I hate to read this entire testimony, but I got into that

discussion, too, that day.
Let me take you back through what you said here. What I want to

know is whether there is a change of attitude of the Commission in

this regard. In other words are we still dealing with sanitation, which

we were not dealing with in those hearings.
In regard to your statement, certainly without inferring or express-

ing my opinion on what the distinguished chairman asked about or
your answers, but the opinions you expressed, he asked if they were
the opinions of the Commission or your personal opinion. And you
answered "Well, as to whether we should prefer to not take on addi-
tional duties, I am speaking for myself."
"What is the opinion of the Commission on this matter?
"We don't want to get into any more administration functions.
"Is this your personal opinion?
"We haven't formally considered it.
"In other words, you are expressing your personal opinion?
"That is right.
"Your statement is that of the Commission?
"It is the opinion of the Commission."
And in answer to Senator Smathers you said the same thing, this

was the whole question, and you said you didn't want any more addi-
tional administrative duties.
All I am trying to do is set the groundwork here that you are not

now fearful of taking on additional duties in the field of adequacy of
service.
Mr. TUGGLE. The situation has deterioriated so much in recent years,

we feel like we should have it.
Senator HARTKE. Fine. In other words, at this time, if the Congress

were to pass a bill providing the Commission with control over ade-
quacy of service the Commission would unanimously agree that it
should have such duties. Is that right?
Mr. TUGGLE. Yes.
Senator HARTKE. Would that be a factor in your decision as to

whether or not the service should be discontinued?
Mr. TUGGLE. Well-
Senator HARTKE. In other words, if you made a finding that the serv-

ice was not adequate, and this was in fact a contributing cause to the
lack of passengers utilizing the service, would you or yould you not
consider that as one of the elements in making a determination?
Mr. TUGGLE. We would invoke that to get them to upgrade the service

in the hope it would increase the patronage on the trains.
Senator HARTKE. Would you or would you not take that into con-

sideration in regard to the continuance or discontinuance of the
service?
Mr. TUGGLE. We do that now, Senator. Where we find evidence on

the record that the carrier has been downgrading the service, we re-
quire the continuance of the train. We don't permit them to
discontinue.

Senator HARTKE. Mrs. Brown, you can answer these questions or
delegate them as you see fit.
As a result of your cost study, the ICC cost study, are there any im-
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mediate benefits that can be derived? What can be done immediately?
What benefits can we anticipate?
Mrs. BROWN. I noticed Commissioner Tierney back there. If he

would like to come up here and answer the question, I would appreciate
it.
Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Chairman, that cost study as you may recall was

requested by Senator Magnuson. I think the background is important
in explaining what that cost study can and can not do.
As you know in June of last year we recommended various amend-

ments to section 13a, and a study. After that time some controversy—
and this has been constant—controversy came up as to whether or not
the railroads were losing money in providing intercity passenger serv-
ice. I want to emphasize we are talking about intercity passenger serv-
ice as distinguished from commuter or corrider type passenger service.
The thrust of Senator Magnuson's request, which was concurred in

by the Chairman Staggers of the House Convenience Committee, was
since there is so much confusion, can we once and for all determine,
if the railroads are losing or are not losing money in providing pas-
senger service.
He wanted us to find out what were the net losses. And if there were

net losses, what ways and means should be provided for making up
the net losses.
As a result we conducted a study and it is a pilot study, in the sense

that we studied eight carriers, which we felt were representative of the
carriers in the United States who were providing intercity service.
We used what we termed an avoidable cost basis. In a sense that

means it is in the event all of these carriers were to discontinue all
intercity service today, what losses would be avoided.
As a result of the study we have found out as to those eight carriers

that they could have avoided $118 million more in expenses than they
-would have lost in revenues had they not provided the service in 1968.
So in effect I think the thrust and the main thing that this study

can provide is a benchmark hopefully to settle the controversy once
and for all as to whether or not they are losing money in providing
the service overall.
Now, as I say, that only provides information as to those eight car-

riers, but I think we can make reasonable projections as to all car-
riers in the United States providing intercity service, that they are
losing money, or they could avoid a substantial amount of loss in the
event they discontinued service.
Now we cannot, as a result of this study, say that "X" railroad

would lose so much, because we would have to look into each indi-
vidual railroad. The study in effect, and as Senator Magnuson said
when he sent the request forward, the cost study was not one to elimi-
nate the further broad study into intercity passenger service, but it
was to serve as a means of getting into it, to eliminate controversy
and for providing the committee with meaningful information in
that area.

Senator HARTKE. Will this study affect the procedures which are
used by the Commission in making its decisions concerning discon-
tinuance of pasesnger trains?
Mr. TIERNEY. No, sir; because in effect in each of the cases we de-

cide we are really using, we are deciding these cases on a avoid-
able cost basis. As a matter of fact, we have been most conservative,
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I think, and that is what we have been doing in the individual cases.
Senator HARTKE. In other words, as far as you are concerned, the

procedure used by the Commission prior to the time of this study and
since the time of this study has been and is the avoidable cost formula
is that right,
Mr. TIERNEY. Conceivably it might be less than that, Sentaor, be-

cause in the avoidable cost, a problem with railroad costing is the
joint costs. This is where all of the controversy is. In other words,
there are certain costs which are attributable to both passenger and
freight service. In this study which we ,made we attempted to the
best of our ability in a refined fashion to determine the avoidable
costs in that joint part which would be attributable to passenger serv-
ice. Our staff went out and conducted studies to verify it.
Now in a passenger case, many times you will have obviously part

of the joint costs which are attributable to passenger service and
could be saved. But you have difficulty in separating them. In those
instances, in the pasenger train cases, where there is a serious doubt
as to whether or not they could be separated and we knew there were
joint costs involved there, we would eliminte them. In other words,
the determination in effect was against the railroads as far as the costs
were concerned. I will admit our cost study is not perfect. I don't
think it will ever be perfect, Senator. There is room for improvement,
we are continuously conducting studies in these areas
All I am trying to emphasize is in this joint area, from a costing

standpoint, there are complex problems in precisely separating them.
Senator HARTKE. Did this study provide any information which

you can utilize in future procedures for discontinuance, any new mate-
rial that heretofore had not been used, new procedures, new formulas?
Mr. TIERNEY. I think there are areas where we can. I think there

are areas that will permit us to arrive at it more precisely.
Senator HARTKE. Could you either now or for the record identify

those areas?
Mr. TIERNEY. I will, sir. I prefer to do it for the record. It is a little

technical.
Senator HARTKE. All right, I know it is.
On page 54 of your report, I don't know if you have it there, you

have a table, table No. 23. I think maybe this is something you
may not need the table for.
But on the face of it, it appears that in 1968 there were more net

avoidable savings possible than in 1966, 2 years earlier, and yet the
number of train miles and passenger trains in 1968 were less than in
1966.
There probaloly is an explanation for this, but I wonder how you can

say that the number of miles has gone down while the amount of the
net avoidable cost has gone up?
Mr. TIERNEY. One of the big reasons for this is the tremendous

increase in costs since that time per passenger mile.
We have written a letter—there are other areas of this and I can't

give you an answer right now. But 1-,-e have written a letter to Chair-
man Staggers in this very area. He has raised the same question.
Senator HARTKE. Would you be kind enough to give it to the Senate

as well as the House?
(The information was subsequently received for the record:)



57

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., October 8, 1969.

Eon. R. VANCE HARTKE,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Surface Transportation, Senate Committee on

Commerce, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HARTKE : At the hearings on S. 2750 and other bills related to

rail passenger service, during the testimony of Commissioner Paul J. Tierney

you requested that additional information be provided for the record concerning

two aspects of the Commission's study entitled "Investigation of Costs of Inter-

city Rail Passenger Service."
After a discussion of the basic purposes of the study and the differences in

determining the savings to the railroads as a result of total cessation of passenger
service compared with the savings from individual train discontinuance cases,
you asked:
"Did this study provide any information for you which you can utilize in

further procedures for discontinuance, any new material that heretofore had
not been used, new procedures, new formulas?"

Section 13a cases before the Commission require the evaluation of many
factors including the costs of the trains in question. Among these factors are
public use of and need for the service, the general financial condition of the
carrier, available forms of alternate passenger service for the communities
involved, quality of the service offered by the carrier, effects of discontinuance on
the localities and train employees, and losses from the train. The multiplicity
of factors prevents the development of a precise formula to correlate all of the
-considerations that are involved in a particular case.
On the other hand, we believe that the study will produce some collateral

benefits in the process of individual cases, although such results were not the
primary target of the study. The preparation of passenger data submitted in
the carriers' annual reports and Commission review of that data will be im-
proved. Since these data form part of the basis of some evidence introduced
in discontinuance cases, that evidence should also be upgraded.

Second, the methodology and findings of the study should provide more im-
proved guidelines for handling specific cost items in future cases. In this vein,
the study should facilitate analysis of certain individual train costs, particularly
in the troublesome areas of joint (common) expenses, state and federal taxes,
and track maintenance.
Third, the study provided the Commission and its staff with greater familiar-

ity with rail passenger costs and the data maintained by the carriers. This added
knowledge will help in the analysis of individual cases and in the establishment
of more adequate cost rules for separating expenses. In our opinion, some rail-
roads will reap similar benefits based on their participation in the study.
Changes in separating rail expenses and reporting to the Commission depends

on what course of action Congress takes. At page 94 of its cost study the Com-
mission said:
A more adequate method of determining the burden of intercity passenger

service, and, for that matter, subsidy requirements, lies in the application of
avoidable costing. In view of the substantial time and effort required by the
Commission and the carriers to establish such a system in lieu of the present
methods of allocating expenses, it would seem more prudent to first decide
whether Federal policies toward intercity rail passenger service will continue
to be concerned principally with the discontinuance of this service or whether
the policies will be reshaped in an effort to maintain some level of service. If
present policies are to be changed, then the separation requirements should be
revised thereafter to provide the necessary information for administering those
policies. If no changes are made, the declining level of service can be adequately
evaluated on the basis of special studies to determine the avoidable portion
of passenger costs and the capital tied up in passenger service.
Your second request concerned the interpretation of Table 23 on page 54 of

the study. I am enclosing a copy of the letter to Chairman Staggers on the same
question. As you will note, the greater losses in 1968 versus 1966 are mainly

attributable to lower revenues per train mile and, to a lesser extent, to price
increases for the labor and material required to provide passenger service.

If I can provide further assistance to you on these matters, please do not

*hesitate to call.
Sincerely,

VIRGINIA MAE BROWN, Chairman.
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Hon. HARLEY 0. STAGGERS,
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, House of RepresOnta-

tives, Washington, D.C.
DEAR CHAIRMAN STAGGERS: Your letter, dated August 7, 1969, requests an

interpretation of the presentation appearing on page 54 of the Commission's re-
cent report entitled "Investigation of Costs of Intercity Rail Passenger Service."
You are correct in stating that the figures in columns 3 and 4 are train miles

rather than dollar amounts.
The date contained in Table 23 (and the discussion on the preceding page)

show, as you note, that the potential savings per train mile (excluding the reve-
nues and expenses of mail) from the discontinuance of rail passenger service by
six of the study carriers were greater in 1968 than they were in 1966. For five
of the six railroads, the total potential savings for all passenger trains were
greater despite reductions in train miles.
The figures shown in columns 1 and 2 of the table are net figures—avoidable

expenses less passenger revenues. For the six carriers as a group, the 1966-68
period showed the following decreases:

1. passenger revenue excluding mail dropped 39.6 percent;
2. avoidable expenses related to those revenues declined only 18.7 percent; and
3. train miles decreased 29.7 percent.
During the two-year period, the expenses of operating passenger trains in-

creased more than 10 percent as a result of wage increases, higher material costs,
and greater fringe benefits. If the 1968 expenses per train mile are adjusted to
eliminate these price increases, three of the six carriers had lower avoidable
expenses per train mile than they did in 1966. And as a group, the total adjusted
avoidable expenses declined 26.9 percent compared with a decrease of 29.7 per-
cent in train miles.
The most significant reason for the increasing losses was the decline in reve-

nues on the remaining trains. For example, The Great Northern reduced its pas-
senger train service by only 5.6 percent from 1966 to 1968, yet its passenger
miles declined 17 percent and coach revenues decreased over 15 percent during
the same period. All six carriers received less revenue per train mile in 1968
than they did in 1966 despite fare increases that averaged nearly 6 percent for
the country as a whole. The continuing decline in patronage in trains has also
been observed in the vast majority of discontinuance cases before this Com-
mission.
You suggest that the data contained in the table do not indicate that the dis-

continuance of a number of trains has relieved the carriers of substantial bur-
dens. The data contained in the table and the underlying statistics were not
designed to show the savings from discontinuances, nor do they indicate that the
carriers failed to achieve substantial savings. The data do suggest, however, that

the overall costs of the remaining service to the carriers are continuing to mount
primarily as a result of a loss in patronage on the remaining trains and price

increases.
Sincerely,

AUGUST 25, 1969.

VIRGINIA MAE BROWN, Chairman.

Mr. TIERNEY. I will be delighted.
Senator HARTKE. All right. I want to return to the last statement

of Mrs. Brown, in which you say, Mrs. Brown, that the first step
should be taken, and then go on to mention the number of trains dis-
continued in the last year.

Basically what is the objection of the Commission to a moritorium ?
Can you state it for the record, either you or whoever you want to
designate?
Mrs. BROWN. I will let Commissioner Tuggle make that statement..

It is in my statement which I presented.
Mr. TUGGLE. Well, one of the reasons is that as has been indicated

here in the cost study of these eight railroads, which operated about
40 percent of the passenger miles and did not include the corridor
service or any commuter service, the net avoidable loss was $118 million._
million.

a
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If you extrapolate that, which may or may not be accurate, but it
would be some indication you reach a railroad passenger deficit of
around $200 million, excluding commuter service. Commuter service
is not included in that.
Now if a moritorium is imposed, it amounts to freezing that loss on

the railroads for the duration of the moritorium.
So regardless of how little demand there is for the train, or how

burdensome or unjust the loss may be on the operations, they have
still got to operate it until the moritorium expires.
Senator HARTKE. What if we followed the procedure which is out-

lined in the bill which I introduced. If a passenger train is ordered
by the ICC to be continued in service and if that train is operating at
a loss, that bill would have the Government subsidize the railroad to
the extent of that loss. What is your opinion on that?
Mr. 'TUGGLE. Let me answer that by first saying that if that is

followed literally, it could be subsidizing passenger service for which
there is no public need or demand.
Senator HARTKE. What if you coupled that with giving the ICC

authority over adequacy of service that was being provided ?
Mr. TUGGLE. Assuming the need on the part of the public for the

service, if a carrier has to perform it at a loss, I would say he should
have financial assistance from some source.
• Senator HARTKE. Yes, and could you not make this assumption of
need? There had to be an assumption made for example with the
Metroliner ; an assumption of need which could not be proved. No one
could guess in advance that that train was going to be literally filled
to capacity, to the point where reservations are not available.
Mr. TUGGLE. That takes us back to our urgent recommendation that

we have a study to determine what is the essential railroad passenger
service needs of this country. Until we know what is essential, if we
begin to subsidize, we may be subsidizing things the public doesn't
particularly need.
Senator HARTKE. The point of it is, and I quite agree with you, no,

one wants to get into the business of subsidizing for the sake of sub-
sidy. But the point still is that if this situation continues, as the chair-
man has indicated, if this trend continues, it seems clear we are ap-
proaching the end of the track for the passenger train. We are making
one of two assumptions, either we are going to assume that we are
going to go to the end of the track for passenger service, or we are
going to try to do something in the interim'.
In the interim we have had a cost study made, recommendations

made, but as Senator Pearson said, the study approach to these things
doesn't provide any solution. In the meantime personally I have tried
to get section 13(a) (1) changed and couldn't do it.
So what we are looking for it seems to me is something which is

going to continue to hold the line until such time as we can come up
with some answer which has somewhat the semblance of reasonable-
ness behind it. Right now we don't have that, do we?.
Mr. TUGGLE. No, sir. There is merit in the suggestion that if in a dis-

continuance case the Commission finds the public convenience and
necessity require it to be continued yet there is a substantial loss, there
is justification for the payment of a subsidy in that instance.
That is the Canadian system. Under the Canadian plan they have a

Transportation Commission, and if that Commission orders a train
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continued but it operates at a loss, the Canadian Government sub-
sidizes the carrier for 80 percent of that loss.
Senator HARTKE. How does it work?
Mr. TUGGLE. I don't know too much about the mechanics 
Senator HARTKE. I mean how has it worked as far as effectiveness is

concerned? Are they satisfied with it, dissatisfied, or what?
Mr. TUGGLE. I really don't know. But it is still in force and effect.
Senator HARTKE. I can't help but draw an analogy with the SST

decision made today. Here we are going, certainly we are going to be
behind the development of the French system, the combined French-
English system, we are certainly behind the Russians. But we have
made an assumption that we can develop a plane for commercial pur-
poses with a subsidy of about $1 billion. For railroad passenger serv-
ice we are talking about an operating loss of maybe in the neighbor-
hood of $200 million, which is one-fifth of the SST cost. These trains
are going to move people during the interim period between now and
when we come to a final conclusion on the SST, while the SST cannot
hope to be in operation for 10 years.
It just seems to me somewhere along the line somebody ought to

come forward with a type of initiative in railroad passenger service
that those people who are the advocates of the SST have come for-
ward with. Whether it comes from the Commission, the Department
of Transportation, or the people operating the railroads somebody,
someplace must provide the initiative—maybe it is the Congress'
responsibility.
Mr. STAFFORD. Senator, the SST decision I think was based on more

than just a question of passenger movement. Isn't that based on our
international balance of payments, that we get into that? An airline
is going to be forced to buy this plane.

Senator HARTKE. If you want to go into economics you can do that
ad infinitum. There are other questions to ask: But what about the
country? Can this or that mode move goods cheaper? What about the
frustration element? How many people despair of continuing to work
in a place because of the fact that they can't easily get there any more?
Even with the James Whitcomb Riley train in existence people say
they just can't get from Indianapolis to Chicago by train, that is
what they told us, even though there is passenger service there.
If you did impose a moratorium under any conditions, how many

trains m your opinion would be involved say next year? Say it was
imposed by October 1 of this year, so that would be 3 months of this
year and next year, in the next 15 months, what if we put a mora-
torium into effect under any condition, how many trains would be
affected?
Mr. TUGGLE. A little over 500 I believe.
Senator HARTKE. You mean all of them?
Mr. TUGGLE. On a moratorium?
Senator HARTKE. I don't understand that. How many would not be

discontinued in your opinion?
Mr. TUGGLE. Roughly a hundred.
Senator HAR'TKE. In a 15-month period?
Mrs. BROWN. That is about right.
Senator HARTKE. You think it is about 100 a year, or 75 a year?
Mr. TUGGLE. Something like that. These figures as to the number of

trains—
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Senator HARTKE. Isn't it true that we have had such a severe decline
in passenger train service that most of the bad trains or uneconomic
trains have already been discontinued?
Mr. TUGGLE. That is in part true. But we must remember in 1967,

the Post Office Department began taking mail off the trains, and that
is when the carriers that had more or less profitable trains began to
incur the big losses.

Senator HARTKE. We are going to insist that the Post Office Depart-
ment give us a record on that and their opinions as to exactly what
this has done. They are not scheduled to appear. We are going to
provide them with a little additional time. But by supplementary
written statement or testimony later we are asking the Post Office
Department for that information.
Mr. TUGGLE. That is what has accelerated the filings in the last 2

years, the removal of mail.
Senator HARTKE. That will be part of this record and I hope if you

have any questions along that line that you would be kind enough
to give them to the committee so we can in turn request the Post
Office Department to give us that information which you have not
been able to obtain from them.
Would you do that?
Mr. TUGGLE. Yes.
Mr. STAFFORD. I think what the Post Office did, besides cutting down

on a lot of it, some of it they continued on the trains but at a reduced
rate, at a freight rate, and they didn't require first-class handling as
they did previously.

Senator HARTKE. Is that the reason the mail service is so slow? In
other words, it is being treated like freight? Is that a problem?

Really, I want to know. I am on the Post Office and Civil Service
Committee. You may have opened up something here. Is that right?
Mr. TUGGLE. The net loss was $65 million in 1968 from the removal

of mail. Regardless of whether some was retained on freight service,
it still had that loss.

Senator HARTKE. How bad is that freight service? Do you know?
Mr. STAFFORD. Some of it is pretty good yet, Senator.
(Following is the exchange of correspondence with the Post Office:)

OCTOBER 24, 1969.
Hon. WINTON M. BLOUNT,
Postmaster General,
Post Office Department, Washington. D.C.

DEAR MR. POSTMASTER GENERAL: This is with reference to railroad passenger
service legislation currently under consideration by the Senate Subcommittee
on Surface Transportation.
Several questions have arisen concerning the position of the current Adminis-

tration on this matter. For the record I would appreciate having your response
to the following questions:

1. What was the primary reason for the Post Office's decision to reduce
mail shipments by rail? Decline in passenger service? Better service from
competing modes?

2. From the Post Office's standpoint what are the essential ingredients
necessary for obtaining satisfactory passenger train service? To what
extent have the railroads complied with these requirements?

3. Assuming all other factors were constant, would the Post Office utilize
passenger trains if service were substantially improved?

Any other comments on this matter which you believe are relevant would be
appreciated. I am hopeful that the issues arising out of reduced amount of mail
being carried on passenger trains can be adequately reviewed without the neces-

37-793-70-5
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sity of your appearing personally before the Subcommittee. Because the Sub.
committee is anxious to develop legislation at an early date, I would appreciate
having your response as soon as practicable.

Sincerely yours,
VANCE HARTKE,

Chairman, Surface Transportation Subcommittee.

POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT.
Washington, D.C., November 20. .1969.

Hon. VANCE HARTKE,
Chairman, Surface Transportation Subcommittee, Committee on Commerce,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR Mn. CHAIRMAN: This is a further reply to your letter of October 24,

1969, which raises several questions regarding the use of passenger train service
for the shipment of mail.
In response to your questions, the following comment is offered:
1. The continuing decline in passenger train service has been a significant

factor in the reduction in the amount of mail transported in passenger trains.
In 1930 there were more than 10.000 passenger trains carrying mail. Today there
are about 500. In other instances passenger train schedules do not meet postal
objectives. Late operations have also been a factor in the withdrawal of mail
from some passenger trains.

Prior to 1967 much of the transcontinental letter mail was sorted enroute by
postal employees in special railroad cars in passenger trains. During 1967 the
airlift of first-class mail which had been in operation on a limited basis for
several years was greatly expanded for the reasons mentioned above and because
we found that on a nationwide basis transportation by air with sorting in post
Offices would provide better service at less cost. We have also found that very
substantial reductions in the cost of transportation of bulk mail can be made
through the use of freight trains rather than passenger trains. The cost of trans-
porting mail in fiscal year 1967 was approximately $634,000,000. The cost in 1968
was approximately $603,000,000, even though the volume increased and the coat
of highway transportation increased significantly.

2. From the Department's point of view the ingredients for a satisfactory
passenger train operation would be consistent on-time operations leaving initial
terminal after the mail deposited at the close of the business day is ready for
fdispatch and arriving at intermediate points and outer terminals in time for
delivery on the day of arrival. To a great extent the railroads can no longer
comply with these schedules and we have had to use other modes of transportation.

3. In view of the fact that better service can be provided at less cost by the
use of air transportation for letter mail we could not re-establish enroute distri-
bution even if passenger train schedules were adequate. Also, since we have been
able to develop satisfactory service for bulk mail at a reduced cost by the use of
freight service, we would not be in a position to return to the former method of
transporting this mail in passenger trains. Railroads continue to provide a major
part of the mail transportation and their compensation amounted to $204,000,000
in the fiscal year 1969.

It is our policy to use a combination of rail, highway and air transportation,
with each mode performing the service it is best prepared to render. The Depart-
ment must continually re-evaluate the service and performance of all carriers to
determine if they meet our criteria from a cost and service standpoint. Only
in this way can we keep abreast of the rapidly changing transportation modes.

If you desire any further information, please let us know.
With kind regards.

Sincerely yours,
DAVID L. CANTOR.

Congressional Liaison Officer.

Senator HARTKE. In your statement you have indicated that the
Commission feels that the financial aicl which is contemplated by
S. 2750 is premature.
Is there anything, any type of aid program the Commission would

endorse at this time?
Mrs. BROWN. Any type of Federal subsidy?
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Senator HARTKE. Any type? Just say aid.
Mrs. BROWN. I will let the Commission speak for itself, but cer-

tainly we have presented to this committee several times that we have
thought that Federal assistance was needed if the passenger trains
were to be carried on.
Senator HARTKE. Do you have any specified method by which this

could be provided? How about passenger car pooling?
Mrs. BROWN. Actually, what we have said heretofore and it makes

real good sense is that first you find out what your need is, how big
your need is, and then you get into that.
As for me, I think that makes good sense, because there isn't any

use for me to look at a Rolls Royce if a Volkswagen is all I can afford.
I think that is what we might be doing in the passenger train area.

Senator HARTKE. Does the Commission express any opinion upon
the recommendation made by Senator Tydings ?
Mrs. BROWN. The Commission hasn't had an opportunity 
Senator HARTKE. For the pooling of passenger cars.
Mrs. BROWN. They haven't had an opportunity to look into it and

express how they feel about it. In fact, the bill just came to us.
Senator HARTKE. Do you feel it is your responsibility to come up

with recommendations of this kind, or do you feel that is the Depart-
ment of Transportation's responsibility or neither or both?
Mrs. BROWN. Senator, I think it is everybody's responsibility in

regard to this. If I possessed the mental capacity to have the long-
range thinking of what this country needs, some of which we have
talked about today, plus the fact of what we may need right now, like
action, or what we know right now, I would supply it. But I think the
answer is certainly it should come from all of us and anybody that has
the ideas, I guess that is what Congress is sitting here for.
Senator HARTKE. There is a word called heuristics, which is the

development of new ideas. It seems to me if all of a sudden there
is a complete lack of heuristic ability in this country. There are no
new ideas in this field whatsoever. I never saw such a void. It is almost
a hopeless situation, no solution, no suggestion of solution, utter
despair and ultimately jammed up service on the airways, the high-
ways, and no railways.

Isn't that about what the picture is today?
Mrs. BROWN. Well, I hope it isn't all that, because I certainly don't

foresee that for this country. I think the total transportation system
for the movement of people and for the movement of freight makes
good sense long range.
Now we have an airport way out here, we have a train station here,

we have a bus station here, and they are all separated. Total trans-
portation would put them all into one place. Concerning the movement
of people, if I am going to ride on the airlines, I am not going to
stop right at the airport, my journey is not through. And the planning
should foresee all of that for the future. But we can't have that right
now.
Senator HARTKE. Why not?
Mrs. BROWN. I would like to have it right now. I think it is the

right thing. The only thing is this country hasn't changed just by 
Senator HARTKE. We just don't have the determination and will to

get the job done. Isn't that it?



Mrs. BRowN. I wish we did.
Senator HARTKE. We put a man on the mo

on, we got there within

seconds.
Mrs. BROWN. I say the same thing.
Senator HARTKE. Isn't this tragic? Here you can

 put a man on the

moon and say by 1970 we will get him there an
d we got him there by

1969, contrary to some of the best prophecies
 or mediums who pre-

dicted it never would happen. We got there
 because we had a goal

and priority and allocation of funds and deter
mination to get the job

done.
We can get to the moon in seconds, but we can'

t get back and forth

across this country any more.
Let me ask you, you mention the last train concept

 in S. 2887. What

do you mean by the last train? What is the last trai
n? Would one train

a week in each direction be the last train? Or would 
maybe two trains

a day be the last train?
Mrs. BROWN. I will ask Commissioner Tuggle to r

espond to that.

Mr. TUGGLE. I think it means the last round trip train.

Senator HARTKE. In 1 day?
Mr. TUGGLE. If it is one a day at the time they come 

in, that is it.

If it is just once a week, that is it. It is the last train in o
peration that

is then scheduled.
Senator HARTKE. You think once a week would be a 

sufficient last

train definition?
Mr. TUGGLE. No, sir. I said whatever the service is at the 

time they

give notice of discontinuance. If it is one train a day, th
at would be

continued. If it is one train a week, that would be continu
ed. What-

ever the service is they apply for.
Senator HARTKE. In other words, you mean the service in 

effect at

that date?
Mr. TUGGLE. Yes.
Senator HARTKE. In the bill which you have proposed for deali

ng

with this adequacy of service, on which you did not comment in yo
ur

statement—did you?
Mrs. BROWN. No, we didn't. Actually it was transmitted to the Co

n-

gress after the statement was written.
Senator HARTKE. In this bill as proposed there is no reference to

scheduling. Why not?
Mrs. BROWN. I will ask the vice chairman if he will respond to that.

Mr. STAFFORD. I think that we infer in the record that went out—we

are trying to implement the order we put out by this bill. Now if we

haven't implemented the order, then we want it implemented.

I think you have to have a reasonable on-time performance.

Senator HARTKE. Where is it?
Mr. STAFFORD. Page 3.
Senator HARTKE. Section 13 (b) (2) you mean?
Mr. STAFFORD. Yes this all comes under standards of service.

Senator HARTKE. Standards of service?
Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, in paragraph 13(b) (2) it states gener-

ally that in considering, determining whether reasonably adequate

passenger service is being provided and furnished on any such train in

operation, the Commission may consider, among other things, certan

enumerated factors. This is not intended to be an all-inclusive list.
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Senator HARTKE. You know there is this peculiar rule of law—not

peculiar, no—this rule of law that the mention of one thing is an ex-

clusion of those not mentioned.
Mr. KAHN. Not normally, Senator, when such phrasing is preceded

by the term "among other things."
Senator HARTKE. I quite disagree with you on that. I think that is

open to serious question.
Mr. STAFFORD. Senator

' 
we would be happy to have you put in any

wording you want on that.
Senator HARTKE. What about interconnecting schedules, or reliabil-

ity of scheduling? Don't you think those are important elements? Isn't

that one of the main complaints?
Mr. STAFFORD. We think all of that will come out in the study too,

Senator.
Senator HARTKE. You have not included in this, as I understand it,

cleanliness and appearance of the terminals and trains, such as the

aisles and restrooms of cars and waiting rooms, of terminals?

Mr. STAFFORD. Senator, there was considerable thought within the

Commission that we keep this just as general as we could, with the

understanding that once we were given the authority, we were going

to do these things, to see that we did have a good passenger train.

Senator HARTKE. I am generally in agreement that specific elements

of legislation have a tendency to tie the Commission's hands, if the

Commission has enough initiative to apply tself. But I do feel if you

are going to do that you are better off to stay with a general overall

terminology than to go ahead and specify some and ignore others.
Mr. STAFFORD. That is right. We have a strong feeling on that side

of it, that we should.
Senator HARTKE. In this item also you exclude commuter service,

right?
Mr. STAFFORD. Right.
Senator HARTKE. Do you feel you have no authority, should not

have any authority in the field of commuter service?
Mr. STAFFORD. We feel that this belongs with the local governing

bodies that are now doing, we feel, as good a job as they possibly can.

Senator HARTKE. Is that your opinion or the Commission's opinion?
Mr. STAFFORD. Mine.
Senator HARTKE. What is the Commission's opinion?
Mr. STAFFORD. We haven't discussed that question on the com-

muter service. This is not within our jurisdiction.
Senator HARTKE. Can your counsel give me his opinion? Is that

the opinion of counsel on this?
Mr. KAHN. The Commission in the adequacy report concluded that

it was without jurisdiction to regulate the adequacy of rail passenger
service in interstate commerce. That report makes no distinction be-
tween commuter service or other service. The remedial legislation
which the Commission has proposed addresses itself only to inter-
city service and specifically excludes local commuter service in the
belief that, for the time being, the regulation of it should either be
left to the States or possibly be handled by separate legislation, to
be enforced by the Department of Transportation.
No final conclusion on that point has been expressed by the

Commission.
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Senator HARTKE. Let me come back to Mr. Tuggle for a moment on
this cost study.
In the area of defining cost, have the operating ratios of the rail-

roads been given consideration?
Mr. TUGGLE. Well, it is given consideration generally as to their

need for revenue, but it has no particular significance in this type of
proceeding.
Senator HARTKE. You do not consider that, the operating ratio, as

a significant factor in any hearing on discontinuance?
Mr. TUGGLE. No, sir.
Senator HARTKE. Do you think you should?
Mr. TUGGLE. Well, on the discontinuance cases we limit our study

of the costs to the out-of-pocket costs of the railroad. What you sug-
gest is we get into the overall operation of the railroad, whereas we
are considering one train only. The operating ratio would also in-
clude all freight operations.
Senator HARTKE. I am just asking, I am not saying you should. I

am asking the question.
Mr. TUGGLE. Do you imply that we should consider the financial

condition of the carrier?
Senator HARTKE. I am not implying, I am just asking a very simple

question, whether you do or do not. In other words the operating ratio
basically does give you the financial condition of the carrier outside
of its investment income. Isn't that correct?
Mr. TUGGLE. Well, it is an indicator. It doesn't give too specific in-

formation; no, sir.
Senator HARTKE. But you do not consider it at the present time?
Mr. TUGGLE. We do not consider operating ratio by itself; no, sir.
Senator HARTKE. IS it a factor though?
Mr. TUGGLE. No, sir. But the overall financial condition of the rail-

road is given some consideration.
Senator HARTKE. In the overall condition of the railroad is the

operating ratio a factor or is it inot a factor?
Mr. TUGGLE. Well, it is really not a factor, because we don't think

of it in those terms. We think of the fact whether it lost money,
million dollars. That goes to its ability to absorb additional losses
from nonprofitable passenger service. But using the ratio, we do not
do it—it includes all freight service. It is not too reliable an indicator.
Senator HARTKE. I want to thank you very much. Let me say I

would hope the Commission, in my view of its jurisdiction in this
matter, would follow these hearings quite carefully and make any
appropriate comments that it feels should be made for the record.
If you feel they should be made orally, I would be glad to have you
come back, or if they can be covered by written statement, that would
be fine.
We have to start some place and I think we have started in the

appropriate place.
We will have the Department of Transportation in here on Thurs-

day and other witnesses will be here. So I would hope you would fol-
low the hearings and give us the best information that you have.
What we are trying to find is a solution to what I consider a major

problem in the United States, and that is movement of people in an
orderly fashion.

A^
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Mrs. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, we will be most happy, we want to
follow these hearings very closely and we will be happy to comment
if we can.

Senator HARTRE. I want to thank the Commission for coming.
(Thereupon, at 12:45 p.m. the hearing was recessed, to reconvene

at 10:30 a.m. the following day.)
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PASSENGER TRAIN SERVICE LEGISLATION

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1969

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SUBCOMMITTEE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10:30 a.m. in room 5110, New Senate Office
Building, Hon. Vance Hartke, presiding.
Present: Senators Hartke and Cannon. •
Senator HARTBE. Good morning everyone. This morning we are

honored to have with us the majority leader, the Honorable Mike
Mansfield, the Senator from Montana.
Mr. Leader, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. MIKE MANSFIELD, MAJORITY LEADER AND
U.S. SENATOR FROM MONTANA

Senator MANSFIELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I appreciate having

this opportunity to appear briefly on legislation pertaining to the
adequacy of railroad passenger service.
For the record, I would like to state that my colleague in the House,

Mr. Olsen, has attended a hearing covering the Mainstreeter of the
Northern Pacific Railroad at Butte.
Congressman John Melcher has attended a hearing on the same

subject at Billings several weeks ago. And my distinguished colleague,
Senator Lee Metcalf will appear before the ICC tomorrow on the same
subject.
This is a matter of extreme concern to me and my constituents. The

Western States are rapidly approaching a transportation crisis with
increased deterioration of all modes of public transportation.
In the 1960's there has been a very definite shift in our national

priorities from rural America to the heavily populated urban centers
of the Nation. This is understandable and, in some instances, long over-
due. However, I do not believe that we can now neglect and ignore
the rural, less populated areas of the Nation. Many of our small towns
and communities are losina

b 
population and in some instances their

future is not too bright. We should assist these folks, instead of contrib-
uting to their problems. There are times when I feel that those who
establish policies and operate public transportation services think
of a State like Montana as a necessary roadbed to get from the Twin
Cities to the west coast, or a necessary fueling stop, and no more.
The frequency of bus services is being reduced throughout the State.

We are now fighting the problem of maintaining air services at a
(69)
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number of smaller Montana cities which can support and are deserv-
ing of better commercial air service.
In the instance of the railroads, the Montana congressional delega-

tion has been opposing and objecting to passenger train discontinu-
ances for many years. First, it was the Milwaukee railroad, not a land-
grant railroad I might say, then Burlington and now the Northern
Pacific is making its second attempt to discontinue one of its two
passenger trains, the Mainstreeter.
Now that the Interstate Commerce Commission has formally and

finally asked for legislation to give it jurisdiction over passenger train
standards of service, I believe that the Congress should act swiftly in
doing so. I am somewhat sympathetic with the dissenting opinions on
this ICC ruling, but, if this is what we must do to give them sufficient
support and authority, I pledge my full cooperation in this regard.
The railroads of this Nation, especially those which were given large

land grants as an incentive to provide passenger and freight service
in the Western United States in the late 1800's, have ignored and
abandoned the original intent of these grants. The obvious intent was
to provide a public convenience and service. These railroads now seem
to be more interested in their diverse investments and would prefer to
drop their passenger trains.
In the instance of the Northern Pacific Railroad, which serves my

State and holds vast acreages of land, records show that its current
increasing annual income is derived from its mining, oil, grazing, and
timber operations conducted on those lands granted to it by the Fed-
eral Government.
These lands were not originally intended for such purposes. In-

stead of improving and promoting its rail services in my State, the
railroads have made obvious attempts to discourage train travel. The
Montana delegation receives many complaints about poor schedules,
inadequate facilities, incompetent personnel, and badly maintained
equipment. I am convinced that there are those people who wish to
travel by rail and would do so with more frequency if the railroads
encouraged such travel and used a little bit of imagination.
My able colleague, Senator Lee Metcalf, will be presenting testi-

mony before the Interstate Commerce Commission tomorrow, Thurs-
day, September 25, in opposition to the Northern Pacific Railroad's
Mainstreeter discontinuance application. Senator Metcalf is present-
ing arguments in behalf of the entire Montana delegation and goes
into the situation in detail, as I am representing the entire Montana
delegation at this hearing. I think that the Senate Committee on
Commerce will benefit from his research into this one instance of a
railroad attempting to set aside its responsibility to provide public
transportation. I will leave a copy of Senator Metcalf's statement with
the committee, which is not scheduled for release until tomorrow and
ask that it be made a part of the record of this hearing and not
released until tomorrow.

Senator HARTKE. It will be held until tomorrow and made a part of
the record as requested.
Senator MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I wish that I could offer the

committee an easy solution to the problems that we face—assuring the
American public that they will continue to have adequate railroad
passenger service. I am convinced that the people will patronize the

IF
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railroads if they receive an adequate service in return. I think that the
railroads could do much more.
Perhaps, Congress will have to authorize a reimbursement to the

railroads for deficits directly associated with passenger train opera-
tions. Tax incentives for investments in new modernized equipment
may be useful. A directive to the Post Office Department to return a
good deal of the mail to the trains would undoubtedly be of some help.
The recent removal of mail from many of the trains certainly has
not contributed to improved postal services. In fact, I might say that
my experiences in the State of Montana indicate a deterioration rather
than an improvement in postal operations.
I ask for this last minute opportunity to appear mainly to express

my concern and to ask that the committee direct itself to this most
serious situation until a program can be developed which will assure
continued passenger service to the traveling public. This is a shared
responsibility, and I am pleased that the Senate Commerce Commit-
tee has taken the initiative.
Senator HARTKE. Thank you, Senator Mansfield.
I want to asure you that this indeed is welcome testimony, and I

assure you that the committee will try to expedite some legislation,
certainly in the field of adequacy of service immediately. And with
your help I am sure we can be very successful in that endeavor.
Senator MANSFIELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The one word I

want, the one phrase I want to leave with you is don't forget to keep
the Mainstreeter going.
Thank .you very much.
Senator HARTKE. Thank you. Maybe we can make this hearing the

Mainstreeter hearing. Thank you.
(The statement follows:)

STATEMENT OF HON. LEE METCALF, U.S. SENATOR FROM MONTANA, BEFORE THE
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION HEARINGS ON THE MAINSTREETER DISCON-
TINUANCE CASE

Hearing Examiner Roper, ladies and gentlemen. Thank you for your courtesy
in giving me time this morning to make a statement in connection with the
Interstate Commerce Commission's investigation of the Northern Pacific Rail-
way's petition to discontinue the Mainstreeter passenger train service between
St. Paul and Seattle-Tacoma.
In ths statement, I am joined by the Majority Leader of the Senate, my

distinguished colleague from Montana, Senator Mike Mansfield and by Montana's
distinguished Members of the House, Representative Arnold Olsen of the West-
ern District and Representative John Melcher of the Eastern District. All mem-
bers of the Montana Delegation have read my testimony and ask that it be
regarded also as theirs.

Just over a year ago the Commission rejected Northern Pacific's petition to
discontinue its operation of the Mainstreeter. The Commission is now consider-
ing the railroad's second request.
I hope to demonstrate today—
(1) that the fundamental circumstances which directed the Commission's de-

cision still obtain (except that some have worsened), and therefore the rail-
road's application for discontinuance should again be denied;
(2) that there is in the practice of the Northern Pacific in downgrading the

Mainstreeter service a parallel with those of the precedent Southern Pacific
Sunset Limited case and, therefore, the petitioner's application in the pending
proceeding should again be denied;
(3) that the Northern Pacific Railroad's claimed losses in the operation of

the Mainstreeter are not valid, and the railroad's petition for discontinuance
should therefore be denied;
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(4) that the compelling necessity for a new national 
transportation policy, as

enunciated by officials of the United States Government, d
ictates that the ICC

hold fast and the Northern Pacific's petition for disc
ontinuance of the Main-

streeter should be denied.
In denying discontinuance in May, 1968, the Comm

ission quite properly took

note of the Northren Lines merger case and the assurances 
in the hearings on

that case of the then President and now Chairman of the Bo
ard of the Northern

Pacific Railroad. Mr. Robert McFarlane testified that after t
he merger both

the Mainstreeter and the North Coast Limited trains would be 
continued "until

the public abandons them."
Hearing Examiner Robert H. Murphy concluded in his 1964 repor

t on the

merger:
"No changes are proposed with respect of passenger train service and 

passenger

train schedules, except as would be affected by combining the pass
enger train

operations of the applicant railroads between St. Paul and Chicago, 
previously

described. . ."
Unfortunately, the Commission did not see fit to make continued operation

of the Mainstreeter a condition of its order granting the merger. In the Ch
icago,

Milwaukee and North Western merger case, (Finance Docket No. 24182, Dece
m-

ber, 1968) Hearing Examiner Darmstadter denied a request for a similar co
n-

dition on the ground that: "Approval of the proposed transaction will not affect
passenger service and a general requirement that such service be maintained
or improved as a condition herein is simply not warranted by the evidence."

This reasoning has proved unsound in the case of the Northern Pacific and the

subsequent intransigence of the company is an embarrassment to the Commis-

sion which in its report on the railroad's first application for discontinuance

cited Mr. McFarlane's promises, made under oath, both in direct testimony

and in cross-examination that the trains would be continued following merger.

Also cited was the fact that it was just four days after approval of the merger

that the railroad sought discontinuance though there was "sufficient time to

prepare this application" following the Commission's decision to reopen the

merger proceeding.
The Commission's authority and responsibility remain undiminished by any

circumstance occurring since then. It may be that the Commission's decision on

the merger would have been different, had the railroad honestly stated its in-

tentions respecting passenger service. That the railroad concealed its real in-

tentions places a special responsibility on the Commission to deny its blessings
to a change in service that it specifically said would not flow from the merger.
This is particularly true as a matter of orderly procedure until the Supreme
Court has given its decision based on the same premises since, as in the 1968
denial of Northern Pacific's petition pointed out, the Burlington Northern, Inc.,
the product of the successful application in the Merger proceedings . . . ex-
pressed willingness, even eagerness, to maintain both the Mainstreeter and the
North Coast Limited."
If the Supreme Court sustains the Commission there is opportunity for an-

other carrier to take over the Mainstreeter, should the Northern Pacific persist
in its desire to eliminate this service. If the merger is not approved there will be
plenty of time to ponder other alternatives.
I should like to turn now to my second point—that the Northern Pacific has

continued to downgrade the Mainstreeter service and its application for discon-
tinuance, should be denied for the reasons given in the precedent Sunset Limited
case.
Perhaps it is appropriate to state here my purpose in pursuing this line of

testimony in light of the decision of 12 September on the Southern Pacific stand-
ards of service question in which the Commission held that it lacks the jurisdic-
tion to control the quality of passenger train service. (No. 34733, I.C.C., 10
September 1969) .
In another forum I will undertake to respond to the decision, which I consider

wholly irrational if we contemplate the dilemma that would arise for the Com-
mission were a carrier to offer passenger service in flat cars. But for purposes
of this hearing I will confine my remarks on this issue so as to remain within
the narrow scope of the jurisdiction of the Commission as it has most recently
interpreted it.
Thus, though the Commission has declared standards of passenger service to

be outside its purview to regulate, it did not rescind the decision requiring con-
tinuance of the Sunset Limited nor did the ICC repudiate its conclusion in that
case that the carrier had voluntarily downgraded the passenger service in order
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to discourage passenger traffic for the purpose of obtaining ICC approval of a
discontinuance. The decision and the rationale remain and are a direct parallel

with the Mainstreeter case.
One of the most frequently voiced complaints in the many hundreds we have

received respecting the Mainstreeter is that the trains are consistently and in-
credibly late, where they used to be consistently and wonderfully on time. I am
told that the delays most frequently occur because the trains are held on a siding
to permit freights to pass.
Germaine to the question of Northern Pacific's voluntary reductions in the

quality of the Mainstreeter service is a comparison of the train's on-time per-
formance during the past two years with that of previous years. We are confident
that the Commission will include such a comparison in its investigation.
Many of our constituents say that they have great difficulty in ascertaining

train arrivals and departures. This frequently coincides with the necessity to
board a train (or meet one) in a place where the depot is locked, and with
the necessity of hand carrying luggage along an unfriendly track and with the
need of obtaining information by long distance telephone and purchasing tickets
after boarding the train (because part-time ticket agents have left for the day),
The conclusion is inescapable that the railroad which only lately offered such
service has greatly changed its practices and is actively discouraging passenger
traffic. Again, a comparison with earlier practices is essential and we hope that
the Commission will not fail to make it.

Others tell of their dissatisfaction with the food service in the buffet car—
and of the astonishing requirement that patrons empty their own garbage into
bins provided for the purpose. One put it this way: "I have known many nearly
illiterate poverty stricken ranch families but I never knew one to keep the
slop barrel in the middle of the dining room or the kitchen."
Now, I submit that the presence of garbage pails in the dining car is an

innovation of the kind designed to discourage patronage of the dining car. Again,
it is the Commission's duty to compare today's services with yesterday's as a
necessary antecedent in determining whether the carrier has voluntarily degraded
its service.
Another facet, which bears on the question of the carrier's voluntary acts

resulting in a loss of revenue to the Mainstreeter is the diversion of traffic for-
merly carried on that train.
I am informed, for example, that the greater share of tour parties destined

for Yellowstone Park were carried on the Mainstreeter out of Livingston. Fol-
lowing the ICC decision denying discontinuance last year, tour parties were not
carried on the Mainstreeter that summer, but were shifted to the North Coast
Limited.

If, as was predicted in the 1968 decision, storage mail has been diverted from
the Mainstreeter, this would constitute yet another voluntary act by the carrier
which, as with the tour parties, does not constitute a loss to the carrier.
Has the public abandoned the Mainstreeter? The carrier's own figures demon-

strate that it clearly has not, despite poor service, despite locked depots, despite
the want of readily available train information, despite late arrivals and other
unnecessary inconveniences.
I will not labor the point, but 200,000 passengers carried on the Mainstreeter

in 1968 are conclusive evidence of both the need for and the patronage of this
service. In 1967, there were 270,194 passengers. It will be for the Commission
to determine what factors made the difference.
I have said that some of the circumstances which directed the 1968 decision

have become worse. One of them is that on 9 September Frontier Airlines asked
the Civil Aeronautics Board for permission to eliminate its service in Eastern
Montana. If granted, an alternative form of transportation would be lost to the
people of Glendive and Miles City.
Another development is a statement attributed to Mr. Menk and quoted in

the Miles City Star of September 1, 1969. The Star said: "Under questioning by
Bernard Bain, counsel for the city of Chicago, Mr. Menk was asked how long
the Northern Pacific intended to keep the luxurious North Coast Limited in
service.
'Would you commit it to 5 years?', asked Bain.
'No,' replied Menk.
'Would you say 3 years?' Bain continued.
'How about 2', answered Menk."
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If the report is accurate, the people of our State have
 a bleak transportation

future.
And just as a footnote, let me add here that the f

uture is further clouded by

the prospect of the derailments that will inevitably res
ult from a lower standard

of track maintenance if freight trains only are operate
d.

Now I should like to take up my third point, the validi
ty of the losses claimed

by the Northern Pacific from the operation of the Ma
instreeter. If the instrument

which granted the means of a continuing income for the 
railroad also required

something in return for its largesse, wherein is the compla
int that the one con-

tinues to exceed the other? There would be no assets without t
he liabilities.

Under the applicable sections 19 and 20 of the Interstate 
Commerce Act, the

ICC has the authority—(1) to examine the nonrail activities of 
a carrier and,

(2) to require reports of conglomerates or holding companies. Se
ction 13-a did

not wipe out these authorities. Indeed, it is axiomatic that a bur
den on inter-

state commerce may not be assessed without reference to the finan
cial condition

of the carrier conglomerate.
We all know that the United States Government did not grant approx

imately

44 million acres of lands to an oil company, known as the Northern Paci
fic, or

to a mining company known as Northern Pacific or to a lumber company, kno
wn

as North Pacific. The lands were granted to the Northern Pacific Railroad Co
m-

pany which undertook, in return, to construct a railroad and keep it "in worki
ng

order." The lands were intended to provide a base for commerce and traffic
 to

sustain the rail enterprise. The charter of 1864 envisioned that the lands would

be sold for that purpose to settlers willing to farm or raise livestock, people who

would open up the West and patronize the railway. Just incidentally, we should

remind ourselves every so often that the charter specified that the granted lands

were to be agricultural, not mineral.
But what happened? How did the Northern Pacific, a land grant railroad,

become one of the first of the conglomerates? It did so by choosing not to sell

all of its granted lands, of which there were originally nearly 15 million acres

in Montana alone. The railroad retained mineral rights on much of the land it

sold, and the legality of this is another question. What it still retains, and how

much is granted lands, are figures no doubt reported to the Commission. But,

I invite you to inspect these maps lent me by the Montana Public Service Com-

mission which graphically demonstrate the conglomerate's holdings in our State

as of 1955. This railroad, doing business as an oil company, a mining company,

a real estate company, selling and developing what was public land, or leasing

it for mining, drilling, timber management, cultivation or grazing would fail to

perform a service rather than to render a usable service to the public—the

original owner of these lands.
In the 1964 report on the Northern Lines merger proceedings (Finance Docket

21478) the hearing examiner said that the negotiators for the railroads, in their

exploratory discussions, recognized "that the major difficulty in arriving at fair
and equitable terms would be problems arising out of Northern Pacific's natural
resources properties, and for that reason employed financial advisors and ap-
praisers to evaluate the properties. * * * Northern Pacific's position was . . .
that a capitalization of the earnings from natural resources failed to give recog-
nition to the potential future earnings of those properties or their actual current
values."
What are these earnings? How do they compare with the losses claimed on the

operation of the Mainstreeter? Is the oil company losing money, or is it just
the passenger service? What profit has the American taxpayer lost in this
transaction?

If this is not a railroad with a public service obligation, is it an oil company
or a mining company or a real estate company taking income from property
given to the railroad?
What sort of company is this? What sort of an obligation does it owe to the

taxpayers who originally provided these lands? Is service too expensive?
Here are pertinent figures, taken from the Northern Pacific's consolidated

income statement contained in its Annual Report for 1968:
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NORTHERN PACIFIC NONRAILROAD INCOME

[In thousands of dollars]

1967 1968

Oil and gas 8,430 8,390
Timber 5,009 6,296
Minerals 1,013 898
Real estate rentals 3,302 3,525
Dividends 246 111
Interest 3,414 3,434
Other 1,298 1,625
Total other income 22,712 24,279
Net other income 16,689 16,709

If we subtract the losses claimed by the Northern Pacific on operation of
the Mainstreeter, from net other income, we see that the claimed losses are a
fraction of that other income:

1967 1968

Net other income $16. 689 $16, 709
Net loss, passenger and mail service_  1,479 2, 597

Resulting net profit 15,210 14,112

Even the net operating income is not so bad. For 1967 it was nearly $10 million
and in 1968 it rose to over $15 million, while the net income figure after taxes
for 1968 is up $6.5 million over 1967.
On the other hand, Northern Pacific has every right to point with alarm to its

loss of revenue resulting from the elimination by the Post Office Department of
the railway post office services. If we again refer to the charter of 1864, we find
that the Congress intended the Northern Pacific to carry mail. The Post Office
Department's decision in 1967 to close down the railway post offices in favor of
contracting out the transportation of mail to planes, trucks and whatnot was,
in our opinion, shortsighted and arbitrary. I said at the time that it was a piece-
meal measure of dubious value to one segment at the expense of another, larger
area. We of the Montana delegation are continuing our vigorous efforts to have
this blunder corrected, to return to the railroad a source of revenue it was in-
tended to have, should have and needs and, at the same time, restore efficient
mail service.
The question of a carrier's nonrail income as a part of its entire total financial

position is pertinent to any discussion of our government's transportation policy
and more particularly so if the carrier happens also to be a conglomerate.
I welcome the Interstate Commerce Commission's request for broad legisla-

tion to meet some of the problems of maintaining adequate rail passenger service.
I have previously coauthored such proposals and supported them in statements in
committee hearings and on the Senate floor.
In its report of 16 July 1969, Investigation of Costs of Intercity Rail Passenger

Service, the Interstate Commerce Commission said:
"Government subsidies or other forms of substantial Federal aid may well be

necessary to continue the operation of intercity passenger trains. Should the
public need for such service warrant retention of these trains that cannot be
operated without significant losses, we would support a program of Federal aid
to the carriers. The first step, however, is to find out what service the public
needs and how much that level of service would cost."
I agree that the question of Federal subsidies has a proper place in the pro-

posed deliberations. But just as a finding of undue burden under Section 13a is
the responsibility of this Commission to determine, taking into account the total
financial condition of the carrier, so it is the duty of the Congress to weigh the
nonrail income of the conglomerate which •seeks a subsidy from the Federal
government to operate passenger trains.
The Washington Star published an interview with Mr. Reginald N. Whitman,

Federal Railroad Administrator of the Department of Transportation, on 13
June. It included this paragraph:
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"While declining to endorse or condemn the new railroad holding companies
formed to help the industry diversify into non-transportation fields, Whitman said
profits railroads make in nonrail businesses should be used to upgrade rail
properties."
Hearing Examiner Henry C. Darmstadter, in his Report on the Chicago, Mil-

waukee and Northwestern merger (Finance Docket No. 24184) discussed the
effect of the control of the surviving carrier by a holding company, Northwest In-
dustries. Responding to the request of the Bureau of Finance that detailed reports
by Northwest Industries be made a condition of the merger, Mr. Darmstadter
said:
"The most significant problems posed by the association of the surviving com-

pany with Northwest Industries is to what extent the holding company will af-
fect the flow of capital into the rail enterprise and the ability of this Commis-
sion to regulate the railroad in the interest of economical and efficient transpor-
tation. This means first, the possible effect on railroad income, expenses and
assets, and second the possible lack of knowledge of and ability to control un-
desirable developments by the Commission.
The Hearing Examiner went on to recommend that the Commission "at the

beginning stages of the broad diversification programs entered into by the rail-
road industry generally, secure the information and determine what, if any,
action is necessary to carry out its obligations in insuring an adequate rail
service to the public."
We hope that the Commission will act on this recommendation.
Mr. Darmstadter is quite right to question the direction of the rail industry.

What is the likely direction of the giant corporation, the Northern Lines, if the
merger is approved?
The Commission moved nearly two years ago, in December 1967, to require

more specific ownership data from carriers who must report to the ICC. This was
a laudable step, as far as it went. I am inclined to believe that perhaps the law
should demand more than disclosure of the largest security holders and perhaps
the Commission will study the matter if it investigates the diversification of the
rail industry, as suggested by Hearing Examiner Darmstadter.

Interlocking directorates may also be an appropriate line of inquiry for the
Commission. Without drawing any conclusions, but simply as a statement of
fact, of the directors or officers of the Northern Pacific Railway in 1968, two are
directors also of the Northwest Bancorporation, a Delaware-incorporated hold-
ing company with 63 subsidiary banks located in Minnesota, North Dakota and
Montana. Two others are directors also of First Bank Systems, a holding com-
pany also incorporated in Delaware, with 78 subsidiary banks in the same three
states. In all, directors of Northern Pacific, Great Northern and the Chicago,
Burlington and Quincy, account for 36 interlocking directorates with insurance
companies, banks, utilities, etc.

Finally, we profoundly hope that the Commission, which asks for legislation
to give it jurisdiction over passenger train standards of service will, at the
same time, use the authority already granted to it.

Section 19a, for example, says that the Commission shall investigate, ascer-
tain and report the value of the property of carriers, such reports to "show sep-
arately the property held for purposes other than those of a common carrier, and
the original cost and present value of the same, together with an analysis of the
methods of valuation employed."
To the dismay of some of us, the Interstate Commerce Commission as then

constituted sought to repeal this language entirely in 1967.
In the 90th Congress in individual views dissenting from the Commerce Com-

mittee's approval of S. 757, Senators Magnuson, Hartke and Hart wrote:
"We believe the whole area of railroad conglomerates is a matter of serious

concern, and that the Commission should be keeping itself informed of the facts
of what is happening. S. 757 is a step in the wrong direction. The ICC should be
increasing its knowledge of runaway railroad conglomerates rather than asking
that the flow of data it receives from rail carriers be decreased. For these
reasons, we believe S. 757 should not be enacted, and instead the Commission
should take action to increase public knowledge about rail conglomerates and
their impact upon the public interest."
We strongly endorse this opinion and were relieved that S. 757 was not en-

acted. But the legislation was introduced at the request of the Commission early,
in 1967 and may have been (I hope it was) the last gasp of a policy now over-
taken by the rapid growth of rail conglomerates. Even since its introduction
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two years ago, we have seen develop an increasing awareness of the need for a
government policy that will take the conglomerates into account to the extent
that they influence our transportation system.
The nonrail income of the Northern Pacific conglomerate has special applica-

tion because so large a part of its current and increasing annual income is de-
rived from its mining, oil, grazing and timber operations conducted on granted
lands that the railroad chose not to sell and from revenue derived from granted
land sold for prices far in excess of acquisition cost.
One of the substantial items of non-operating revenue on which I have not

been able to obtain information is derived from grazing and agricultural leases.
As the maps which I offer for your inspection show, -the Northern Pacific ranks
with the Federal and State governments as a principal landholder in Montana.
Its fees for grazing leases far exceed those charged by government and other
corporations—$3.50 per animal unit month. Thus, income from grazing and
cultivation of Northern Pacific lands assuredly is counted in the millions of
dollars annually.
I searched in vain for any itemization of such income in the proxy statement

filed by the company with the SEC last year. I find no such itemization in its
report to its shareholders. We believe that such information is relevant to the
decisions of the Commission which has jurisdiction over this railroad. On behalf
of the Montana Congressional delegation I would hope that the Commission
would obtain that information, consider it, and share it with us.
And the nonrail income of the Northern Pacific has special significance too,

because of the merger and because the dangers foreseen by Hearing Examiner
Darmstadter in the Chicago, Northwestern merger case exist also for the
Northern Lines.
So we hope that the Commission will in the instant proceeding be mindful

of its position and that it will not in an excess of delicacy fail to exercise exist-
ing authorities for, whatever 13a did, it did not wipe out a hundred years of
railroad legislation, the carrier's public obligation or the Commission's responsi-
bilities.
The Commission cannot improve on its statement in the Report, Intercity

Rail Passenger Service in 1968:
An aditional responsibility of the carriers to the public was outlined in a

recent proceeding where the carrier had stated it would continue a passenger
train if permitted to consummate a proposed merger and subsequently filed to
discontinue that train. In No. Pac. Co. Discont. — Fargo to Seattle-Tacoma, 333
I.C.C. 15, 39, Division 3 of the Commission stated:

'Here, we think the record clearly establishes that this service is being
heavily patronized, that the number of passengers has been increasing,
and that a public need exists for its continuance. We conclude that con-
tinued operation is required by the public convenience and necessity. Un-
questionably the trains should be maintained if any carrier can be found
which is financially able to maintain them. Such a carrier is the Northern
Pacific. But, ignoring the Northern Pacific for the moment, one carrier both
willing and able is Burlington Northern, Inc., the product of the successful
application in the Merger proceedings. Although it is not yet in existence,
we know that the new carrier will begin life in a strong financial condition
and that in its bid for merger approval, it expressed willingness, even
eagerness, to maintain both the Mainstreeter and the North Coast Limited.
These and similar unusually specific pledges about continued and improved
service unquestionably contributed to the public support the merger re-
ceived and helped to dissolve the opposition. The promises were carefully
stated under oath in the record in the merger proceeding; and we have every
confidence that these promises will be honored as a covenant with the public
whose support they, in effect, purchased.'

"Despite the heavy emphasis placed on the discontinuance of passenger serv-
ice by many railroads and the overall decline of that service, railroads still
retain the fundamental obligation to 'provide service if the public convenience
and necessity require it and . . . this obligation is not automatically extin-
guished by an operating loss.' The Commission strongly supports this policy.
Nothing in this report should be interpreted as representing a change in these
attitudes in our administration of section 13a."

Our next witness is Senator Pell. Good morning, Senator.

37-793----70 6
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STATEMENT OF HON. CLAIBORNE PELL, U.S. SENATOR FROM
RHODE ISLAND

Senator PELL. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.
In 1961 your committee received a report of an exhaustive study

of national transportation policy known as the Doyle report. One of
the principal findings of the Doyle report was as follows:

We believe that there will be an important demand for rail passenger service

within the large urban regions developing in the United States. This requirement

is ten to twenty years in the future.

Nine years have elapsed since the date of that report and each pass-
ing day the traffic jams on our major intercity highways and the
delays in air flights at our major urban airports make the potential
demand cited by the Doyle report an ever-increasing reality.
The Interstate Commerce Commission reports that the number of

intercity trains are diminishing at a rate which will lead to their com-
plete disappearance within a few years. The inability of the airways
and the highways to meet present and future demands for safe, com-
fortable, and 'economic travel is becoming more and more obvious to
all concerned with the lack of a national transportation policy. These
facts have led me to the conclusion that the question for the Con-
gress is not longer whether the Federal Government should provide
assistance for intercity rail service, but the question now is, "In what
form and through what institutional channels shall such Federal
assistance be directed?
Rather than direct my comments toward the advantages and dis-

advantages of any particular bill pending before the subcommittee? I
will focus my statement on three main points: first, some general prin-
ciples to which I believe the Congress should adhere in preparing leg-
islation to meet the rail crisis; second, the strategy that I would hope
the Congress might follow in seeking a solution to our national rail
crisis; and third, some suggestions as to what institutional forms
should be considered as vehicles for Federal assistance to intercity
passenger service.

GENERAL PRINCIPLES

The responsibility of the Federal Government for intercity and in-
terstate rail transportation extends beyond regulatory control. The
Federal Government has a positive responsibility to insure the exist-
ence of adequate interstate passenger service in whatever modes are
best suited to meet passenger demand. A balanced national transporta-
tion policy requires Federal fiscal aid for the motorist, the bus pas-
senger, the air passenger, and the rail passenger to be in a complemen-
tary form and in an amount sufficient to meet effectively the transporta-
tion demand at the most efficient level particular to each mode of inter-
state travel.
The Federal Government has the primary responsibility for na-

tional transportation planning. A balanced transportation policy can
be best implemented by conditioning Federal financial assistance upon
conformance to local, State, and national transportation plans.
Short distance intrastate passenger service should be considered as

the primary fiscal responsibility of the States or local areas, while in-
terstate passenger transportation should be the primary fiscal trans-
portation concern of the Federal Government.
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The Federal Government should, except on an experimental basis,
avoid direct involvement in the actual management of any form of in-
terstate transportation. As far as practical, it should deal at an arms
length with the different private and public bodies having operationl
responsibilities for interstate transportation.
Federal fiscal assistance should make maximum utilization of the

private money market. Direct operational subsidies should be avoided
to the maximum extent possible and should. be undertaken only after
a thorough consideration of capital assistance alternatives such as loan
guarantees, forgiveness of Federal bankruptcy notes, and grants for
the purchase of modern equipment and improvements in the right-of-
way.

A POSSIBLE CONGRESSIONAL STRATEGY

The imminency of the complete disappearance of intercity passenger
service in the United States demands that the Congress act first on a
short run solution to the pending rail crisis before it undertakes ex-
tensive deliberations as to the long run solution to the Nation's inter-
city transportation problem. There have been more than enough
studies of the inadequacies of our national transportation system.
Congressional action should not be delayed until the completion of
any further studies by the executive branch or outside groups.
As one witness before this subcommittee stated during the hearings:

"The house is on fire now." The Congress should act now to maintain
intercity rail passenger service. If Congress delays action on the rail
crisis any longer, I am fearful that a point will have been passed
where the cost of rehabilitating intercity train service will no longer
be economically feasible due to increased freight traffic and the in-
creasing deterioration of the road beds.
I would suggest that the more reasonable course for the Congress

to follow in the short run would be the immediate passage of legisla-
tion designed to provide limited financial assistance for rail trans-
portation in transportation corridors of the emerging megalopolitan
areas of the country. The east coast megalopolis and the potential
megalopolises of the Great Lakes region the Northwestern Pacific
region, southern California, the Dallas-Houston-New Orleans area,
and the Kansas City-St. Louis area are areas of increasing urban
density where intermediate distance rail passenger service can be ex-
pected to be the most economical and efficient mode of travel in the
coming years. It is in the major urban corridors such as those I men-
tioned where there is the greatest potential demand for rail passenger
service; and where, I believe, the Federal Government would be well
advised to initiate its rail assistance programs.

ALTERNATIVE FORMS OF FEDERAL AID

There are many possible forms in which the Federal Government
can provide financial assistance for intercity train service in megalo-
politan areas of the country. I am of the general belief that the lack
of imagination and desire to improve passenger service on the part
of railroad management as well as the debt-ridden capital structure of
our major railroads, often the result of earlier milking by ownership
and management of the railroads resources, have been as much the
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cause of their demise as has been the competition of federally assisted
interstate highways and airways.

Since the railroads now lack the capital to maintain adequately their
rights-of-way, and since they lack the capital to invest in modern
high-speed equipment which is attractive to the passenger and capable
of operation at a low maintenance cost, they have become less of a
viable alternative to highway and airway travel than would normally
have been the situation. Thus I am basically disposed toward the con-
sideration. of innovative, technological, and capital assistance pro-
grams, rather than direct operating subsidies, as the means of Federal
aid for intercity rail transportation.
In my mind, if the States could be encouraged to take the initiative,

the first element of a shortrun plan to provide Federal assistance to
the railroads would be the plan I described in my book, "Megalopolis
Unbound."
"I would like to see State compact agreements established in the

megalopolis of the eastern seaboard and in those emerging megalopo-
lises in other areas of the country. These compacts would exist for the
express purpose of owning, operating, and maintaining railroad pas-
senger service within their own areas.
There would be several distinct advantages to such arrangements.
First of all, those authorities would, in one sweep, place regional

rail passenger operations under one coherent, separate management
thus removing it from its traditional position as a stepchild to freight
service. It would, moreover, provide for this service a separate man-
agement that would be uniquely responsive to public needs, being
an agency constituted by State governments, which are responsive
to the electorate. The existing rail companies then would be free to
concentrate on the essential and more economically feasible business
of moving freight.
Second, the megalopolitan authorities, being the creature of gov-

ernment, could be exempt from all property and income taxes that
have proven so burdensome and unfair to the p-rivate railroad lines.
Third, the public authorities, standing astride the whole breath of

the megalopolitan areas, could coordinate and resolve, as no other
agency could, the multitudinous local interests of the dozens of city,
town, and county governments involved, as well as the States. A whole
host of important problems—scheduling of service, changes in the
right-of-way, terminal construction and management, connecting serv-
ices, grade-crossing elimination and protection, community planning
and economic development—could be brought into some kind of co-
herent relationship with the transportation system.
Fourth, the new public authorities having the prospect of revital-

ized and competitive service would offer a "new deal," new and in-
creased job opportunities, and, in fact, a new opportunity for labor.
Moreover, it would, I 

believe, 
create a substantially new demand for

labor in all phases of transportation services, including connecting bus
lines, terminal and supply operations, as well as for the operating
brotherhoods of the railroad. Faced with expanding opportunities,
organized labor hopefully would depart from the hard, defensive po-
sition into which it has been forced by the contractions in rail oper-
ations in recent years.



81

Finally, and most important of all, the new authority would have
tie resources to make technological innovations. By virtue of its
special status as a semipublic agency, it would be able to raise ample
capital on extremely favorable terms, thus acquiring for the passenger
service the wherewithal for refurbishment, for which it has starved in
recent years.
I believe, too, that the proposed authority should enjoy a Govern-

ment guarantee of its financing and thus be able to raise easily and
on favorable terms substantial amounts of capital from the private
sector of the economy. The Government would guarantee to pay back
the debt only in the event that an authority could not do so.
Such a procedure, I believe, makes far more sense and is apt to cost

the public far less than outright subsidization because subsidies, once
granted, are very difficult to discontinue; companies, like people, can
become very comfortably accustomed to an assured handout of public
money. A guarantee constitutes only a contingent liability for the
Government—one that won't be invoked unless all other means fail to
make ends meet—so there will be continuing pressures from public
budget makers to keep costs down while still maintaining high-quality
service to attract maximum patronage.

Ideally, such a guarantee could be extended by the various State
governments in direct proposition to the volume of traffic that the
rail system provides within each State. Under such arrangements, the
interest on bonds issued by the public authority would be exempt from
Federal-income taxes, and in view of this advantage to the bondholder,
the authority could pay a substantially lower rate of interest on the
money thus saving, over the long run, vast sums that normally would
have to be taken from revenues to service the debt.
As attractive as the State guarantee plan seems, it is rendered prob-

lematic in several instances bT State constitutional restrictions against
pledging State credit. The alternative, which would be almost as ad-
vantageous, would be for the Federal Government to guarantee the
authority's bonds.
Even accepting the Federal Government's reluctance to grant tax-

exempt status to such bonds, the bonds would still enjoy special status
and far more favorable terms because of the Federal guarantee. But
the greatest benefit of the Federal guarantee, aside from the general
assurance of stability, probably would be an extension of the term
of debt. Basically, the authority could take 30 to 40 years to pay off
its debt instead of being saddled with the high initial costs of quick
debt retirement.
The precedents for this sort of Federal guarantee are the authorities

of the Civil Aeronautics Board to guarantee loans for purchase of
aircraft for local air services and small airlines, the authority of the
Maritime Administration to insure private construction loans and
mortgages on most types of passenger- and freight-carrying vessels,
and the authority of the Interstate Commerce Commission to guar-
antee short-term loans for the railroads.
The second element of a short-run plan to provide Federal assistance

for intercity rail service, I believe, should be a Federal program of
direct grants, guarantees, and loans for capital assistance and seed
money to nonprofit rail passenger service corporations, such as the one
now being formed in the New England area.
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If the States are reluctant to form a compact or if there is already
in existence a regional governmental body, such as the New England
Regional Commission, which has the capacity to act as an appropriate
conduit for Federal funds, I believe the Federal Government should
have the authority to provide seed money and capital support to non-
profit regional rail passenger corporations which have the support of
the States within the region and are willing to take over rail passenger
service from the profitmaking railroad corporations in its region.
A third element of a short plan to provide Federal assistance for

intercity rail service would be a limited Federal authority to give
direct capital assistance to the railroads for the purchase of passenger
equipment and other capital improvements until such time as a non-
profit corporation or a regional authority could assume management of
the passenger service. I believe direct Federal assistance to the rail-
roads should be provided on very cautious and conservative terms, so
that the Federal Government's assistance to their rail service would
not inhibit the rail companies from transferring their passenger serv-
ice operations to public and private nonprofit authorities while they
used their passenger subsidies to increase their profit margin in their
freight and real estate operations.
A fourth element of a short-run plan would be authority for the

Interstate Commerce Commission to require minimum standards for
passenger rail service. While I do not believe this authority itself
would provide the panacea for the problem of train discontinuances,
I believe it would prevent the railroads from fostering unnecessary
discontinuances through the discouragement of passenger service by
poor service.
In the long run, I hope we can look toward Federal support for

multimode intercity transportation through the provision of funds
for regional transportation planning, the development of high-speed
prototypes for intercity travel, such as tracked air-cushioned vehicles,
and the purchase of new interstate rights-of-way for new forms of
high-speed ground transportation.
The success of the high-speed ground transportation program in the

northeast corridor, in which I have much paternal pride, demon-
strates the feasibility and desirability of the Federal Government
maintaining the role of innovator and supporter for technical develop-
mend in intercity ground transportation.
I commend this committee for the attention it has given to the inter-

city rail crisis in its hearing. I hope that the hearing will represent
the first step toward legislation in this session designed to save inter-
city rail transportation. As one long interested in the rail problem, I
congratulate you on your work and your probing search and demand,
not for studies, but for solutions.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HARTKE. The next witness will be Mr. George I. Bloom,

chairman of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, second
vice president of the National Association of Regulatory Utility
Commissioners.



STATEMENT OF GEORGE I. BLOOM, CHAIRMAN, PENNSYLVANIA
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION, SECOND VICE PRESIDENT OF THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REGULATORY UTILITY COMMIS-
SIONERS; ACCOMPANIED BY MERLE A. FORST, DIRECTOR OF
TRANSPORTATION, PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMIS-
SION AND SECOND VICE PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL CON-
FERENCE OF STATE TRANSPORTATION SPECIALISTS; AND PAUL
RODGERS, GENERAL COUNSEL AND ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTOR.
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REGULATORY UTILITY COMMIS-
SIONERS

Senator HARTKE. Good morning, sir,
For the record would you identify the people with you, please?
Mr. BLOOM. Yes.
Senator Hartke, my name is George I. Bloom and I am second

vice president of the National Association of Regulatory Utility Com-
missioners, commonly known as the NARUC. I am also chairman of
the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission and with me this morn-
ing on my right is Paul Rodgers, general counsel for NARUC, and
on my left, Merle A. Forst, director of the bureau of transportation
of the Pennsylvania Utility Commission and second vice president of
the National Conference of State Transportation Specialists.
The NARUC is a quasi-governmental nonprofit organization

founded in 1889. Within its membership are the governmental bodies
of the 50 States and of the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and
the Virgin Islands engaged in the regulation of carriers and utilities.
Our chief objective is to serve the public interest through the improve-
ment of Government regulation.
The members of the NARUC appreciate the opportunity you have

given me as their spokesman to make their views known on S. 674,
S. 2750, S. 2865, S. 2887, Senate Concurrent Resolution 321 Senate
Joint Resolution 120, and Senate Joint Resolution 129, which pro-
pose revisions of passenger train discontinuance procedures under
section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act, studies of essential rail-
road passenger service, and Federal financial assistance to retain and
improve such service.
We of the NARUC are vitally concerned with the development of

a sound and adequate rail passenger service which will be responsive
to the needs of a growing America.
We believe that the decline in the use of rail passenger service is

merely a temporary episode in the Nation's transportation history
because the crowded airways and clogged highways of America will
not be equal to tomorrow's transportation tasks.
It seems to us quite important to make a determined effort to pre-

serve essential rail transportation because our trend of rapid urban-
ization and population growth unmistakably foretell that America
will have to return to the use of widespread rail passenger service.
Proposed revision of passenger train discontinuance procedures
A simple amendment to section 13a of the Interstate Commerce

Act will of course not solve our rail passenger problem. However, the
proper amendment of section 13a will be an important tool in con-



84

serving a nucleus of rail passenger service to provide the foundation
for expanding to meet tomorrow's transportation needs.

Section 1 of S. 2887 is particularly beneficial in this regard because
it contains provisions for: (1) additional time during which the
Interstate Commerce Commisison could consider the initial notice of
discontinuance filed by a carrier; (2) additional time for the Com-
mission to conduct hearings and determine a section 13a proceeding
in those instances where an investigation of a proposed discontinuance
is ordered; (3) specifically assigning the burden of proof to the car-
rier proposing a discontinuance or change; (4) special procedures
for the handling of section 13a(1) cases involving the last interstate
passenger service between two points; (5) additional time for State
agencies to consider and act upon section 13a(2) applications;  (6)
clarifying the right of judicial review; and (7) certain other tech-
nical improvements.
We believe these proposals contained in S. 2887 are fair and reason-

able to all concerned and, if adopted, will improve the effectiveness
of section 13a as an instrument of Government policy relative to the
preservation of essential rail passenger service.
In addition, we propose four amendments to section 1 of the bill.
First, we believe it should be amended to specifically confer upon

the ICC the power to fashion appropriate conditions pertaining to
operations and service of all passenger trains subject to its jurisdiction
under section 13a. Such an important regulatory power should not be
limited to "last trains" as now proposed by S. 2887.
Second, we urge that S. 2887 be amended to provide that proposals

filed under section 13a (1), concerning trains crossing State borders,
would be first heard and determined by a joint board of State com-
missioners when the proposed discontinuance involves not more than
nine States. Such a joint board would be constituted in a manner
similar to the joint boards which are now provided for in part II of the
Interstate Commerce Act, 49 U.S.C., sec. 305.
The joint board procedures has worked successfully in motor car-

rier regulation and has significantly strengthened Federal-State re-
lations. We believe it should be extended to section 13a.
Under our amendment, a section 13a joint board would apply the

same legal standards for deciding proposed discontinuances as are now
applied by the ICC. On appeal, the ICC could deverse, or modify the
decision of the joint board if it determined that the board failed to
apply the proper legal standards on the basis of the findings of fact
made by the board.
The use of the joint board procedure would not unduly lengthen

the administrative process because it would be largely a substitute for
preliminary consideration of discontinuance petitions by the ICC.
We believe that a joint board composed of State commissioners ap-

plying national standards will give a proper balance to regional and
national needs in passenger train discontinuance cases. If the joint
board errs in its decision then, of course, the ICC would be free on
appeal to correct any misapplication of national standards.
Third, we believe that section 13a should be amended to provide that

a railroad shall not discontinue or change passenger train service un-
less it first gives notice to the public and to the Interstate Commerce
Commission. Under the present law, a railroad is free to discontinue
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or change passenger train service without notice if the State for some
reason does not require continuation of such service. We believe that
such a loophole is adverse to the public interest.
Fourth, we recommend that hearings under section 13a be made

mandatory when requested by an aggrieved party. The discontinuance
of what passenger train service remains is much too important a
matter to be permitted without a hearing when one is requested.
Proposed studies of rail passenger service
We also support section 2 of S. 2887 which-proposes authorization

for a study of essential railroad passenger service by the Secretary of
Transportation in cooperation with the ICC and other interested Fed-
eral agencies. Such a study is urgently needed at this time in order
to assist the Congress in formulating new policy in this difficult area.
In order to add an important dimension to the study and to

strengthen Federal-State cooperation in this matter, we strongly urge
that section 2 be amended to require the Secretary of Transportation,
in conducting the study, to also cooperate with representatives of State
regulatory agencies selected in consultation with the NARTJC.
At the bottom of page 6, we have a second amendment and where

that would fit into that bill.
If the subcommittee decides to report Senate Concurrent Resolution

32, Senate Joint Resolution 120, Senate Joint Resolution 129, or a simi-
lar measure proposing a study or investigation of rail passenger serv-
ice, we respectfully urge that such measure be amended to include
active State participation in a manner analogous to our proposal for
section 2 of S. 2887.
We believe that the enactment of S. 2887, with the amendments we

propose, will significantly strengthen the ability of regulators to pro-
tect the public interest in section 13a cases and at the same time will
permit the railroads to discontinue passenger service which unduly
burdens interstate commerce.
Proposed Federal financial assistanee
The financial plight of our intercity rail passenger service was

forcefully illustrated on July 17, 1969, when the Interstate Commerce
Commission completed an analysis of the costs to eight railroads in
concluding intercity passenger operations and advised the Congress
that, without a major change in Federal and carrier policies, signifi-
cant segments of present intercity service to points outside of high-
density population corridors will not survive the next few years.
The Commission emphasized the need for immediate legislative

action if a minimal network of passenger service is to be preserved and
massive capital outlays for equipment avoided.
These eight railroad systems accounted for more than 40 percent

of the Nation's noncommuter rail passenger miles in 1968. The ob-
jective of the investigation was to estimate the amount that selected
railroads could have saved if they had not operated intercity passen-
ger service in 1968. The operations and costs examined did not include
frequent train operations in densely populated corridors, such as the
northeast corridor.
The cost calculations were based on the concept of net avoidable

expenses—expenses, rents, and taxes—excluding income taxes—which
could be eliminated following a complete discontinuance of service,
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less the revenues which would be lost and any additional expenses
later incurred.

It was found that the net avoidable expenses totaled $118 million for
1968 compared with a full deficit of $214.3 million reported by the
eight carriers under the Commission's accounting rules for the sepa-
ration of freight and passenger expenses.
Under the net avoidable expense concept the rail systems studied

eventually would have saved, before income taxes, $118 million more
in expenses than they would have lost in revenues. For every $1 in
revenues these carriers, as a group, would have lost by not operating
any intercity passenger service, they would have avoided $1.83 in
expenses.
The report observed that the Nation's intercity rail passenger serv-

ice declined rapidly during the past two decades. In 1967 a sharp
curtailment occurred and in 1968 intercity passenger miles decreased
20 percent from 1967, the largest relative decline in any year since
the post-World War II era.
In June 1968 there were some 590 regular intercity trains. Today,

less than 500 are in scheduled service. A number of the last trains
which are still operating have been proposed for discontinuance be-
cause of increasing losses. Approximately 50 of the remaining inter-
city trains are presently involved in discontinuance proceedings before
the ICC.
While the investigation cannot be used to pinpoint the burden of

intercity passenger service provided by lines other than the eight
analyzed, the results for the study carriers indicated that most of the
remaining intercity passenger service, except for possibly high-fre-
quency operations in such places as the northeast corridor, appears to
be in serious financial condition.
Under the present law, carriers cannot be required to continue

operation of trains which constitute unreasonable financial burdens.
As a result of its investigation, the Commission concluded that—
Government subsidies or other forms of substantial Federal aid may well be

necessary to continue the operation of intercity passenger trains. Should the
public need for such service warrant retention of these trains that cannot be
operated without significant losses, we would support a program of Federal aid
to carriers. The first step, however, is to find out what service the public needs
and how much that level of service would cost

The Commission noted that while implementation of such remedial
measures as tax relief, lower labor costs. and Federal assistance for
capital expenditures and market research "can all help to trim the
losses; they're not sufficient by themselves to eradicate the problem."
In view of this analysis and the experience of the past two decades,

we believe that Federal and State financial assistance is now required
if our privately owned and operated railroad industry is to maintain
a nucleus of rail passenger service to provide the foundation for ex-
panding to meet tomorrow's transportation needs.
May I say at this point that I am expressing the view of the National

Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners. I do not want it
understood that I am in any way trying to usurp the prerogative of
the Governor of Pennsylvania, or the legislature of our State.
I can noint out, however, the fact that in our State we have made

appropriations for assistance and subsidies to SEPTA, an authority
in southeastern Pennsylvania for the operation of mass transportation,
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and we have made appropriations to assist in rendering adequate serv-
ice between Harrisburg, Pa., and Philadelphia.
So that our legislature and our Governor have approved of State

help in this direction.
Accordingly we propose the Regional Intercity Rail Passenger

Service Authority Act of 1969, the text of which is reproduced in ap-
pendix B to this statement. I especially request that both appendixes
A and B be printed in the record at the end of the statement.

Senator HARTKE. Yes; they will be made a part of the record.
Mr. BLoom. Thank you.
Under this proposed legislation, congressional consent would be

given to the individual States to enter into regional compact for the
purpose of creating multistate authorities to assist railroads in operat-
ing regional intercity passenger rail transportation systems.
The regional authorities would be authorized to purchase and to

rehabilitate existing passenger equipment, and to purchase new equip-
ment, such as high-speed trains. The equipment in this car pool would
be leased, on attractive terms, by the regional authorities to railroads
to operate modern intercity passenger service.
The States, through the regional authorities, would provide 30 per-

cent of the necessary funding, and the Federal Government, through
the Secretary of Transportation, would provide matching funding
to cover the remaining 'TO percent of the cost. The investment of Fed-
eral funds in regional intercity rail passenger systems would be upon
terms and conditions prescribed by the Secretary of Transportation
in accordance with the objectives of the proposed legislation.
We believe that the enactment of the proposed Regional Intercity

Rail Passenger Service Authority Act of 1969 would stimulate a
vibrant Federal-State partnership in railroad passenger service which
draws fully .upon the vast resources of both.
In conclusion, we look forward to working with this subcommittee

and other interested parties in our untiring effort to strengthen the
effectiveness of public regulation in the field of railroad passenger
service, and to heighten its responsiveness to the needs of a changing
America.
Thank you for your attention.
(Appendixes A and B follow:)

APPENDIX A

In order to permit the use of state joint boards in proceedings under Section
13a, the NARUC reCommends that the, following provisions be added at the
end of such Section:
"(3) (a) Not withstanding the provisions of subsection (1) of this section,

where the discontinuance or change, in whole or in part, by any carrier subject
to this part, of the operation or service of any train or ferry operated in service
in a plural number of states not in excess of nine is prohibited by any provision
of the constitution or statutes of any state or any regulation or order of (or are
the subject of any proceeding pending before) any court or an administrative
or regulatory agency of any state, and where such carrier desires to discontinue
or change, in whole or in part, the operation or service of any such train or
ferry, such carrier shall petition the Commission for authority to effect such
discontinuance or change. Within five days after the receipt of such petition,
the Commission shall forward written notification thereof to the state commis-
sion of each state involved and advise that it is entitled to furnish one official
to serve as a member of a state joint board established under the provisions
of this subsection to hear and decide such petition, provided that the state
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commission certifies the name, title and address of its official to the Commission
within fifteen days after receipt of such written notification from the Commis-
sion. A state commission which fails to make a timely certification of its official
shall forfeit its right to furnish a member for such state joint board.
"(b) Upon the expiration of such fifteen day period, the Commission shall

issue an order showing the names, titles and addresses of the state officials so
certified and shall specify a time (within thirty days after the date of the order)
and place (within the area involved) for them to convene to hear and decide
such petition. The state joint board shall be composed solely of the state officials
so named in such order and each shall have one vote in the deliberations of the
board. All decisions by a joint board shall be by majority vote. The Commission
shall designate an examiner to advise with and assist the state joint board in
handling the case. The Commission shall also provide necessary stenographic
assistance. A state joint board shall be vested with the same rights, duties,
powers, and jurisdiction as are vested in members or examiners of the Com-
mission to whom a matter is referred for hearing. An order of a state joint board
shall be deemed an order of the Commission unless reversed or modified by the
Commission. Members of a state joint board when administering the provisions
of this subsection shall receive such allowances for travel and subsistence ex-
penses as the Commission shall provide. A substitution of membership upon a
joint board from any state may be made at any time by the certification of a
successor by the state commission and recognition of the successor by the
Commission.
"(c) The petitioner shall have the burden of proving the allegations of the

petition. If, after hearing, the state joint board finds that public convenience
and necessity do not permit the proposed discontinuance or change, in whole
or in part, and that the continued operation or service of such train or ferry
without discontinuance or change, in whole or in part, will not unduly burden
interstate or foreign commerce, the state joint board may by order require the
continuance of operation or service, in whole or in part, subject to such terms,
conditions, and modifications pertaining to operations or service as it shall find
to be reasonable and just, for a period not to exceed one year from the date of
such order. Otherwise, the state joint board shall by order permit the discon-
tinuance of operation or service of such train or ferry, in whole or in part, to
become effective seventy days after the date of the order. The state joint board
shall immediately certify its findings and order to the Commission and shall
serve a copy thereof on the petitioner and each intervenor in the case. On the
expiration of an order of the state joint board after such investigation requiring
the continuance of operation or service, the jurisdiction of any State as to such
discontinuance or change shall no longer be superseded unless the procedure
provided by this subsection shall again be invoked by the petitioner.
"(d) Within thirty days after the date of such findings and order by the

state joint board, an aggrieved party may appeal same to the Commission. On
appeal, the Commission shall review the record of the proceeding before the
state joint board and correct any legal errors found therein. The Commission
shall be bound by the findings of fact made by the state joint board if supported
by evidence. The Commission shall decide the appeal within thirty days after the
date of appeal.
"(e) If the state joint board fails to issue its findings of fact and order in the

proceeding within one hundred and fifty days after the date of the Commission
order showing the membershiP of the board and appointing a time and place
for convening, the petitioner then, and only then, shall be entitled to pursue
the remedy prescribed in subsection 1(1) of this section for obtaining such dis-
continuance of or change in operation or service of the train or ferry.
"(f) As used in this subsection: the term 'state commission' shall mean the

state commission, board or official engaged in the regulation of railroad rates and
services, or if none, the governor of the state; and the term 'state' shall include
the District of Columbia."
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APPENDIX B

A BILL To encourage the development and preservation of a modern and efficient inter-
city passenger rail transportation service in the United States by granting the consent
and approval of Congress to the States to negotiate and enter into compacts to create
their own regional intercity rail passenger service authorities, and by providing financial
assistance to such authorities, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States,
of America in Congress assembled,

TITLE I—GENERAL PROVISIONS

SECTION 101. Short Title.—This Act may be cited as the "Regional Intercity
Rail Passenger Service Authority Act of 1969".
SEc. 102. Statement of Findings and Declaration of Policy.—The Congress

finds that modern, efficient, intercity railroad passenger service is a necessary
part of a balanced transportation system; that the public convenience and
necessity requires the continuance and improvement of such service to pro-
vide low-cost transportation between crowded urban areas and in increasingly
isolated rural areas; that rail passenger service can help to end the congestion
on our highways and the overcrowding of our airlanes and airports; that the
traveler in America should have freedom to choose that mode of travel most
convenient to his needs; that to achieve these goals requires the restructuring
and reequipment of existing passenger service; that the railroads have an
obligation to provide good passenger service to the public; that the railroad
industry cannot accomplish this task relying on its own financial resources
alone; that government assistance is required to assist the railroads in meet-
ing their public utility obligation; and therefore, it is the purpose of this Act
to authorize Regional Intercity Rail Passenger Service Authorities to pur-
chase, rehabilitate, lease, service, maintain, and repair intercity railroad pas-
senger equipment.

SEC. loa. Definitions.—For the purposes of the Act—
(a) "Authority" means a Regional Intercity Rail Passenger Service Authority

created pursuant to title II of this Act.
(b) "Fund" means the railroad passenger equipment operating fund estab-

lished by section 307 of this Act.
(c) "National organization of the State commissions" means the national or-

ganization of the State commissions referred to in sections 202(b) and 205(f)
of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended.
(d) "Railroad" means a common carrier by railroad, as defined in section 1

of the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended.
i(e) "Railroad passenger equipment" means locomotives, cars, and other ve-

hicles used or to be used for or in conjunction with the intercity transporta-
tion of passengers by railroad.
(f) "Rehabilitation" and "rehabilitate" mean •a substantial rebuilding or

alteration of railroad passenger equipment so as to significantly improve its
operating efficiency and its attractiveness to passengers, and also includes
extensive repairs made necessary on account of the equipment having been per-
mitted to substantially deteriorate.
(g) "Repair" and "repairs" mean such periodic repair work on railroad pas-

senger equipment as must be performed in a repair shop, but which does not
involve substantial rebuilding or alteration of the equipment, nor its rehabili-
tation after a period during which it has been permitted to substantially
deteriorate.
(h) "Secretary" means Secretary of Transportation or his delegate.
(i) "Service and maintain" and "servicing and maintenance" means the day-

to-day upkeep of railroad passenger equipment, including the performance of
minor running repairs of a nature that can be performed in a terminal facility
without the necessity of taking the equipment to a repair shop.
(j) "State" means each of the several States, the District of Columbia, the

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.
(k) "State Commission" means the State department, commission, agency,

officer, or official authorized by State law to engage in the regulation of rail-
road rates and services.

(1) "Total operating expense" means and includes all expenses of a Regional
Intercity Rail Passenger Service Authority incurred in the administration of its
functions under this Act and in the servicing, maintenance, and repair of rail-
road passenger equipment, but does not include the cost of purchase or rehabili-
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tation of railroad passenger equipment, nor the cost of purchase of plant 
facili-

ties, tools, equipment, and other instrumentalities for the rehabilitation
 and

repair of railroad passenger equipment.
SEO. 104. Act Controlling.—Insofar as the provisions of any other laws 

are in-

consistent with the provisions of this Act, the provisions of this Act 
shall be

controlling.

TITLE II—REGIONAL INTERCITY RAIL PASSENGER SERVICE

AUTHORITY

SEC. 201. Consent and Approval of Compaet.—The consent and approval of

Congress is hereby given to the individual States to negotiate and enter int
o

regional rail authority compacts for the purpose of creating multistate authori
-

ties to assist railroads in operating regional intercity passenger rail transporta
-

tion systems, provided that the number of States entering into any one 
such

compact shall not exceed nine. Such compacts shall be as follows:

"REGIONAL INTERCITY RAIL PASSENGER SERVICE AUTHORITY COMPACT

"The States of (enter names of states), hereinafter collectively referred to as

signatories, any one of them being referred to as a signatory, do hereby covenant

and agree as follows:
"ARTICLE I

"There is hereby created the (enter name of region) Regional Intercity Rail

Passenger Service District, hereinafter referred to as the 'District,' which shall

embrace the States of (enter names of signatories).

"ARTICLE II

"The signatories hereby create the (enter name of region) Regional Intercity

Rail Passenger Service Authority, hereinafter referred to as the 'Authority',

which shall be a body corporate and politic having the powers and jurisdiction

hereinafter enumerated, and such other and additional powers and duties as

may be conferred upon it by the legislatures of the signatories and concurred in

and approved by the Congress. The Authority shall have the right and authority

to assist railroads in operating rail passenger transportation systems within

the District.
"ARTICLE III

"1. The Authority shall consist of a Board of Commissioners, three commis-

sioners to be appointed by each of the signatories as follows: one shall be

appointed by the Governor; one shall be appointed by the Legislature; and one

shall be a member of the State Commission appointed by the State Commission.

"2. The Authority shall have a Federal representative, if such a representative
is appointed by the Secretary of Transportation pursuant to title IV of this
Act. The function of such representative shall be (a) to have the authority
to veto any expenditure of funds of the Federal Government pursuant to such
title IV, and (b) to report to the Secretary of Transportation with respect to
the activities of the Authority.
"3. No Commissioner shall have financial interest in any corporation or other

entity engaged in the business of providing public passenger transportation
within the District or engaged in the manufacture or selling of passenger
transportation facilities.

"4. The Authority shall elect a chairman from its number and may appoint
such other officers as it may require for ttle performance of its duties and shall
fix and determine their qualifications and duties.
"5. Each Commissioner shall receive basic compensation at the rate of $100

per diem, to be paid by the Authority as current expenses. Commissioners shall
be reimbursed for actual expenses, including traveling and subsistence expenses
incurred by them in the performance of their duties.

"6. The Authority shall appoint an Executive Director, who shall be re-
sponsible for the day-to-day management of the business conducted by the
Authority. The Executive Director shall receive compensation at the rate fixed
by the Authority.
"7. In addition, the Authority may employ such engineering, technical, legal,

clerical, and other personnel on a regular, part-time, or consulting basis as in its
judgment may be necessary for the discharge of its functions. The Authority
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shall not be bound by any statute or regulation of any signatory in the employ-
ment or discharge of any officer or employee, except as may be contained in
this compact.

"ARTICLE IV

"No action may be taken by the Authority unless a majority of the Com-
missioners concur therein, but nothing in this Article shall be construed to limit
in any respect the power of the Authority to delegate to its officers and employees
the administration of such matters as it deems advisable. A number more than
half of the total number of Commissioners shall constitute a quorum of the
Authority.

"ARTICLE V

"Except as otherwise specifically provided in this compact, the Authority shall
have power to:
"(1) adopt, alter, and use a corporate seal, and such seal shall be judicially

noticed;
"(2) adopt, amend, and repeal its own by-laws, rules, and regulations;
"(3) sue and be sued in its corporate name in any court of competent

jurisdiction;
"(4) make contracts, as authorized in this compact;
"(5) accept gifts or donations of property;
"(6) acquire, by purchase, lease, condemnation, or in other lawful manner,

any property whether real, personal, or mixed, tangible or intangible, and any
interest therein; hold, maintain, use, and operate such property; sell, lease or
otherwise dispose of the same at such time, in such manner, and to the extent
deemed necessary or appropriate to carry out its functions;
"(7) enter into agreements with railroads, government agencies or other per-

sons for the operation of their facilities, the use of their operating rights, or the
provision of passenger transportation services making use of other facilities and
operating rights;
"(8) determine the character of and the necessity for its obligations and

expenditures, and the manner in which they shall be incurred, allowed, and paid;
"(9) exercise the powers vested in the Authority pursuant to title III of the

Regional Intercity Rail Passenger Service Authority Act of 1969;
"(10) execute, in accordance with its by-laws, rules or regulations all instru-

ments necessary or appropriate in the exercise of any of its powers;
"(11) settle and adjust claims held by it against other persons or parties and

by other persons or parties against it; and,
"(12) take such actions as may be necessary or appropriate to carry out the

powers and duties specifically conferred upon it by this compact.

"ARTICLE VI

"1. The Authority shall annually submit to each of the signatories a budget of
requirements for the next ensuing year. To the extent that revenues from opera-
tions conducted by the Authority, and Federal funds paid pursuant to title IV
of this Act, are inadequate to meet the expenses of the Authority, such expenses
shall be borne by each of the signatories in the proportion that the number of
passenger miles traversed by passengers boarding from terminals within each
state bears to the total number of passenger miles travelled on railroads owned,
leased or otherwise operated by the Authority within the District. The percentage
of such expenses to be borne by each of the signatories shall be set forth in such
budget and shall be subject to the approval of the Governor of such signatory.
"2. The signatories agree to appropriate for the expenses of the Authority their

proportion of the budget determined in the manner set forth herein and to pay
such appropriation to the Authority.
"3. The Authority shall keep accurate books of account, showing in full its

receipts and disbursements, and said books of account shall be open at any rea-
sonable time for inspection by such representatives of the respective signatories
as may be duly constituted for that purpose.

"ARTICLE VII

"This compact shall become effective ninety (90) days after the date of adop-
tion thereof by the last signatory to adopt such compact.
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"ARTICLE VIII

"This compact may be amended from time to time with the consent of all of
the signatories and the Congress of the United States.

"ARTICLE IX

"Each of the signatories pledges to each of the other signatories faithful coop-
eration in the promotion of intercity passenger rail transportation within the
Region and, in furtherance thereof, agrees to enact any necessary legislation to
achieve the objectives of this compact.

"ARTICLE X

"1. If any part or provision of this compact or the application thereof to any
person or circumstances be adjudged invalid by any court of competent juris-
diction, such judgment shall be confined in its operation to the part, provision
or application directly involved in the controversy in which such judgment shall
have been rendered and shall not affect or impair the validity of the remainder
of this compact or the application thereof to other persons or circumstances and
the signatories hereby declare that they would have entered into this compact
or the remainder thereof had the invalidity of such provision or application
thereof been apparent.
"2. In accordance with the ordinary rules for construction of interstate com-

pacts, this compact shall 'be liberally construed to effectuate the purposes thereof.

"ARTICLE XI

"Other States may join this compact on the same terms and under the same
obligations as set forth in the preceding articles of this compact with the con-
sent of all of the signatories and the Congress of the United States."

SEC. 202. Single-State Regions.—An individual State may create a Regional
Intercity Rail Passenger Service District whose boundaries lie entirely within
the boundaries of the State. Such State may also create a Regional Intercity
Rail Passenger Service Authority to assist railroads in operating rail passenger
transportation systems within such District. Such Authority shall consist of a
Board of Commissioners composed of three members to be appointed as follows:
one shall be appointed by the Governor; one shall be appointed by the Legisla-
ture; and one shall be a member of the State Commission appointed by the State
Commission. Such Authority shall be a body corporate and politic and shall have
all of the powers and jurisdiction vested in a multi-State Authority created
under Section 201 of this title, and all of the provisions of section 201 shall
apply to an Authority created under this section except those of an essentially
multi-State character.

TITLE III—PURCHASE, REHABILITATION, LEASE, SERVICING, MAIN-

TENANCE, AND REPAIR OF RAILROAD PASSENGER EQUIPMENT

AND PLANT FACILITIES

SEC. 301. Purchase and rehabilitation of existing railroad passenger equip-
ment.— (a ) A Regional Intercity Rail Passenger Service Authority, created
under title II of this Act, is authorized to purchase existing railroad passenger
equipment which, in its judgment, is capable of providing efficient, dependable,
and attractve railroad passenger service or which, in its judgment, could be
economically rehabilitated to provide such service.
(b) An Authority is authorized to contract for such rehabilitation with per-

sons or corporations as in its judgment are capable of performing the work in an
efficient and economical manner.

SEC. 302. Purchase of new railroad passenger equipment.—An Authority is
authorized to purchase new railroad passenger equipment of such type and
design as, in its judgment, would enable the provision of efficient, dependable, and
attractive railroad passenger service.

SEC. 303. Lease of railroad passenger equipment.—(a) An Authority is author-
ized to lease railroad passenger equipment to any railroad or railroads, or to any
regional transportation authority established other than under the provisions of
this Act.
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(b) Leases shall be either for individual equipment trips or for a fixed term.
Rental for trip leases shall be computed on the basis of actual miles operated in
revenue service or on such other basis as the Authority may determine.
(c) The Authority shall set lease levels at such a level that the total operating

expense, as heretofore defined, is met by such rentals.
(d) During the term of leases, lessees shall adequately service and maintain

the equipment except to the extent this work is to be performed by the Authority
as specifically provided for in the lease. Lessees shall comply with all govern-
mental laws, regulations, and requirements, and with such rules and regulations
as the Authority may establish with respect to the maintenance, use and operation
of railroad equipment.
(e) Railroad lessees shall have the right to arrange for movement of leased

equipment over the lines of other railroads, either within the continental United
States or beyond the limits thereof, in accordance with normal arrangements for
the interchange of such equipment between them.

SEC. 304. Servicing, maintenance, and repair of railroad passenger equipment.—
(a) The Authority is authorized to service, maintain, and repair railroad pas-
senger equipment acquired under the provisions of sections 301 and 302 above,
except to the extent that lessees are obligated to perform such functions in
accordance with the provisions of section 303(d) above. In exercising this author-
ity, the Authority may contract for such servicing, maintenance, and repair with
persons or corporations as in its judgment are capable of performing such func-
tions in an efficient and economic manner, and may acquire, by yurchase or lease,
and operate servicing and maintenance facilities at such locations as it deems
expedient.
(b) The Authority is authorized to service and maintain railroad passenger

equipment owned by any railroad or railroads at facilities operated by the Au-
thority under subsection (a) above. Remuneration to the Authority shall be at
least equal to the incremental cost of performing such work.

SEC. 305. Provision of modern plaint facilities, tools, equipment, and other
instrumentalities for the rehabilitation and repair of railroad passenger equip-
ment.—The Authority is authorized to purchase plant facilities, tools, equip-
ment, and other instrumentalities for the rehabilitation and repair of railroad
passenger equipment, and to lease these items to persons or corporations whom
it has contracted with to rehabilitate and repair railroad passenger equipment
under the provisions of sections 301(b) and 304(a) above. The Authority shall
fix rentals for such leases which shall be at least equal to the cost of the item
amortized over its normal service life.

SEC. 306. Protective arrangements for employees; labor standards.—(a) In
carrying out the provision of this Act, the Authority shall provide fair and
equitable arrangements, as determined by the Secretary of Labor, to protect
the interests of employees who are affected by any action of the Authority au-
thorized by this Act. Such protective arrangements shall include, without being
limited to, such provisions as may be necessary for (1) the preservation of
rights, privileges, and benefits (including continuation of pension rights and
benefits) to such employees under existing collective bargaining agreements or
otherwise; (2) the continuation of collective bargaining rights; (3) the pro-
tection of such individual employees against a worsening of their positions
with respect to their employment; (4) assurances of priority of reemployment
of employees terminated or laid off; and (5) paid training or retraining pro-
grams. Such arrangements shall include provisions protecting individual em-
ployees against a worsening of their positions with respect to their employment
which shall in no event provide benefits less than those established pursuant to
section 5(2) (f) of the Interstate Commerce Act. Any contract entered into
pursuant to the provisions of section 301, 302, 304 or 305 of this Act shall specify
the terms and conditions of such protective arrangements.
(b) The Authority shall take such action as may be necessary to insure

that all laborers and mechanics employed by contractors and subcontractors
in the performance of construction work financed with the assistance of funds
received under any contract or agreement entered into under this Act shall
be paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on similar construction
in the locality as determined by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with the
Davis-Bacon Act, as amended. The Authority shall not enter into any such
contract or agreement without first obtaining adequate assurance that required
labor standards will be maintained on the construction work. The Secretary
of Labor shall have with respect to the labor standards specified in this para-

37-793 70 7
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graph, the authority and functions set forth in the Reorganization Plan Number
14 of 1950, and section 2 of the Act of June 13, 1934 (40 U.S.C. 276(c) ).

SEC. 307. Establishment of operating fund.—A railroad passenger equipment
operating fund (hereinafter referred to as the "fund") shall be established
by each Authority as a separate fund subject to withdrawal by check by the
Authority. There shall be deposited in the fund the following items:

(a) payments received by the Authority for the lease of railroad pas-
senger equipment pursuant to section 303 of this Act;
(b) payments received by the Authority for the servicing and mainte-

nance of railroad passenger equipment pursuant to section 304(b) of this
Act;
(c) payments received by the Authority for the lease of plant facilities

and other items pursuant to section 305 of this Act;
(d) payments received by the Authority for the sale or other disposition

of railroad passenger equipment, facilities, and other items, which in its
judgment are no longer needed to carry out its functions under this Act,
such sale or disposition to be made in accordance with applicable law govern-
ing disposal of surplus Government property; and
(e) funds provided by the Secretary as authorized by title IV of this

Act.
SEC. 308. Use of fund.—(a) The Authority shall use the moneys in the fund

to pay all the expenses and costs of the administration and operation of its
functions under this Act, including, but not limited to—

(1) purchase and rehabilitation of existing railroad passenger equipment;
(2) purchase of new railroad passenger equipment under section 302 of this

Act;
(3) servicing, maintenance, and repair of railroad passenger equipment

under section 304(a) of this Act;
(4) purchase of plant facilities and other items under section 305 of this

Act;
(5) purchase or lease of necessary office and warehouse facilities, mate-

rials, and supplies; and
(6) salaries, wages, and related retirement and other employee benefit

contributions.
SEC. 309. Laws applicable.—Railroad passenger equipment, while the same is

under lease, shall be and remain subject to applicable provisions of the Inter-
state Commerce Act and other governing statutes and to the exercise of jurisdic-
tion by the Interstate Commerce Commission and the Federal Railroad Admin-
istration pursuant thereto, and the Authority shall comply with the provisions
of section 20c of the Interstate Commerce Act by filing with the said Commission
a copy of all leases entered into under the provisions of this Act: Provided, how-
ever, That neither the Authority nor any of its functions pursuant to this Act,
other than as above specifically set forth, shall be subject to the Interstate Com-
merce Act or to the exercise of any jurisdiction by the said Commission.

TITLE IV—FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

SEC. 4-01. Graint-in-aid.—In order to provide assistance in carrying out the
purposes of this Act, the Secretary may, after consultation with and considera-
tion of the views and recommendations of the Authority and the Interstate Com-
merce Commission and upon terms and conditions prescribed by him and consistent
with the provisions of this Act, pay out of funds appropriated or otherwise made
available up to 70 per centum of the cost of the personnel, equipment and activities
of the Authority reasonably required, during the ensuing fiscal year, to effec-
tively administer the provisions of this Act. No such payment may be made unless
the Authority gives assurances satisfactory to the Secretary that the Authority
will provide the remaining cost of such personnel, equipment and activities.

SEC. 402. Audit of Contracts.—Each agreement or contract entered into under
this Act, involving the use of grants-in-aid paid pursuant to section 401 of this
title, shall provide that the Secretary and the Comptroller General of the United
States, or any of their duty authorized representatives, may, for the purpose of
audit, and examination, have access to any books, documents, papers, and
records of the parties to such agreement or contract which are pertinent to the
operations or activities under such agreement or contract.

SEC. 403. Federal representative on authority and other assistance for Secre-
tairy.—(a) In order to more effectively carry out his functions pursuant to this
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title, the Secretary may appoint a Federal representative to each Authority as
authorized in title II of this Act.
(b) To permit the Secretary to make use of such other expert advice and

services as he may require in carrying out the provisions of this title, he may
use available services and facilities of other departments, agencies, and instru-
mentalities of the Federal Government, with their consent and on a reimbursa-
ble basis where necessary.
(c) Departments, agencies, and instrumentalities of the Federal Government

shall exercise their powers, duties, and functions in such manner as will assist
in carrying out the objectives of this Act.

SEC. 404. Annual report to Congress.—The Secretary shall submit to Congress
on the first day of each regular session an annual report setting forth a state-
ment of his expenditures and other activities pursuant to this Act during the
previous fiscal year.

SEC. 405. Inform,ation fun-wished to congressional committees.—The Secretary
shall, if requested by any appropriate committee of the Senate or House of Rep-
resentatives, furnish such committee with information concerning activities car-
ried out under this Act.

SEC. 406. Authorization of appropriations.—There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be necessary to assist the Authorities in carry-
ing out the purposes of this Act, but not to exceed $ for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1970; $  for the fiscal year ending June 30. 1971;
  for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972; and $  for the

fiscal year ending June 30, 1973.

Senator HARTKE. Thank you, Mr. Bloom.
Senator Cannon?
Senator CANNON. No questions.
Senator HARTKE. Let me ask you, Mr. Bloom, do you have any assur-

ances that if such a regional concept were adopted that any of the rail-
roads would be interested in cooperating with such a program?
Mr. BLOOM. No, sir I can't answer that definitely that they would,

but I think it is something that is worthwhile exploring as to see
whether they would be interested in working out regional authorities
who could be of assistance by cooperation between the States and the
Federal Government. And I think that the interest and help that you
would get at the State level would certainly, in conjunction of course
with the Federal Government, who would be 'Jutting in the 70 percent,
would be very beneficial. The relationship between State and Federal
Government would be of great help to the railroad system.
Senator HARTKE. I am quite in agreement with you that some type

of regional authority certainly ought to be advanced in a number of
fields of transportation. But I just wonder whether we really can en-
vision that this can be done. That would put us off into a couple of
years in advance from this, because you would need implementing legis-
lation from the State legislatures, would you not?
Mr. BLOOM. Yes, I think you would.
Senator HARTKE. And appropriations.
Mr. BLOOM. The same as you do with the compacts, where you have

to have both congressional approval of the compact and the State leg-
islature's approval.

Senator HARTKE. In regard to adequacy of service, do you agree
with the Interstate Commerce Commission that the question of ade-
quacy of service has been beyond the capabilities of the State agencies,
the State public utility regulatory agencies?
Mr. BLOOM. I don't think it is beyond, in Pennsylvania I don't think

it is beyond our ability to regulate the quality of it. Although we don't
attempt to try to do it on interstate trips.
Senator HARTKE. You do not do it on interstate carriers?
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Mr. BLOOM. No, Senator.
Senator HARTKE. Senator Cannon?
Senator CANNoN.You say you don't regulate interstate carriers.

Does this mean there is no regulation at all on interstate carriers as
to standards of service?
Mr. BLOOM. Yes; we do in the State, but only as far as Pennsylvania

is concerned. We have no jurisdiction to go beyond our own State.
Senator CANNON. That I understand. But I thought from the an-

swer you made you were saying you did not regulate it in the State
even.
Mr. BLOOM. No, in the State we do. We had one situation where the

service was so bad that the passengers at Altoona, Pa., got
off the train and sat down in front of the engine and did not get on
and said they were going to sit there until they got ice and got air
conditioning on the train. Of course we were in that—

Senator CANNON. Are they still there?
Mr. BLOOM. That was corrected. But this was a rare instance, it got

a lot of publicity.
Senator CANNON. You say that on appeal the ICC could reverse or

modify the decision of the Joint Board, but determine the Board
failed to apply the proper legal standards. Would the Board be
bound by the findings so that you would not have a new hearing as to
facts? Is that correct?
Mr. Broom. That is right. They would be bound by the findings of

fact, if they were supported by proper evidence. But if it wasn't sup-
ported by evidence, they could reverse, under our concept, reverse the
Joint Board on findings of fact and conclusions of law.
Senator CANNON. In your fourth recommendation there you say

that the hearings under section 13(a) should be made mandatory-
when requested by an aggrieved party. How do you define an ag-
grieved party? Is this the complaint of any passenger, any one in-
dividual, or what is your definition?
Mr. BLOOM. Well, I don't personally think you can have just any

Tom, Dick, and Harry come along and file a complaint and have to
give them a hearing. But if any State commission—we have had situa-
tions where we have filed complaints with the ICC and we were not
given hearings. And we think that a regulatory body or any recognized
municipal group, if they file a protest, a city council, or someone of
that type, certainly they ought to be required to have a hearing and it
ought not to be discretionary.
Senator CANNON. But you have not specifically defined - who you

intend to be covered as an aggrieved party.
Mr. BLOOM. No, I think it needs refinement in this field.
Senator CANNON. I was going to say if you just say any party who

claims to be aggrieved, you will always have somebody objecting.
Mr. BLOOM. I would define it more closely.
Senator CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HARTKE. Thank you for your testimony, Mr. Bloom. I think

your original statement is quite correct, that something has to be done. 
iI am not too sure that there s that type of agreement yet that is needed.

And I do not know whether it can be built on old tracks or not or on old
concepts. We will see.
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Mr. BLOOM. It is a difficult problem. Of course our concern is we
think that you will get better regulation, better results, if you bring
your States in closer to the Federal Government and not to ignore
completely the operation of your State regulatory bodies. That is
what our association is trying to do in this Federal-State relation-
ship, to have a closer working relationship, where those who live with
the problem who live in the region, will have some voice through their
regulatory body.

Senator HARTKE. I quite agree with that basic idea and concept.
The old federalism is good enough for me.
Thank you.
The next witness is Mr. Donald Beattie executive secretary, Railway

Labor Executives' Association, from 'Washington, D.C.

STATEMENT OF DONALD BEATTIE, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, RAIL-
WAY LABOR EXECUTIVES' ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.;
ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM G. MAHONEY, COUNSEL TO THE
ASSOCIATION

Senator HARTKE. Good morning. We are glad to have you with us
this morning. Will you identify the gentleman with you, please.
Mr. BEATTIE. This is William G. Mahoney, counsel for RLE A.
I appear here to testify on behalf of the association consisting of 18

standard national and international railway labor organizations and
the Railway Employees' Department, AFL-CIO, and speaking for
virtually all of the railroad labor with regard to Senate Concurrent
Resollition No. 32; Senate Joint Resolution No. 120; Senate Joint
Resolution No. 129; Senate bill No. 2750; Senate bill No. 2865; Sen-
ate bill No. 2887; and, Senate bill No. 2939. With your permission, at
this time I would like to have inserted into the record as if read, a list
of the RLEA affiliates.
Senator HARTKE. Without objection, that will be done.

American Railway ,Supervisors' Association
American Train Dispatchers' Association
Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Employees
Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen
Brotherhood Railway Carmen of the United States and Canada
Brotherhood of Railway, Airline and Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers,
Express and Station Employees

Hotel and Restaurant Employees and Bartenders' International Union
International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers
International Brotherhood of Boilermakers and Blacksmiths, Iron Ship Builders,
Forgers and Helpers

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
International Brotherhood of Firemen and Oilers
Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters
International Organization Masters, Mates, and Pilots of America
National Marine Engineers' Beneficial Association
Railroad Yardmasters of America
Seafarers' International Union of North America
Sheet Metal Workers' International Association
United Transportation Union

The association has appeared before this committee on several oc-
casions since the enactment of section 13a of the Interstate Commerce
Act in support of amendments to that law. In those appearances, the
chairman of the association, Mr. G. E. Leighty, discussed railroad
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labor's position regarding the effect of section 13a, our experience
under section 13a and our analysis of the effect of the enactment of
that provision of law. We have supported what we believed to be con-
structive amendments to that law—amendments which would have
permitted the railroads to discontinue uneconomic and unneeded pas-
senger trains while, at the same time, protecting the public interest.
The present law was described by one of the first Federal judges

•to pass upon the meaning of its provisions as an "invitation" to the
railroads to discontinue passenger service. The statistics issued by the
'Commision demonstrate beyond question that the railroads accepted
:this invitation.

Between September 1958 and May 29, 1969, the railroads of this
country discontinued 705 interstate trains pursuant to the provision
of section 13a (1) . One hundred and fifty-four of these trains were
discontinued without a hearing. Three hundred and thirty-three intra-
state trains were discontinued during the same period under the pro-
visions of section 13a (2) .
These discontinuances continue at an ever accelerating pace. When

railroads fail in an effort to secure the discontinuance of a train, the
service on that train is downgraded to the point where passengers sim-
ply cannot patronize it. The railroad then returns to the Commission
the following year and again seeks its discontinuance.

Recently, for example, the Seaboard Coast Line Railroad Co. was
ordered to continue in operation a train that ran from Augusta, Ga., to
Florence, S.C., where it connected with the New York-Miami "Cham-
pion." The passengers on this train, for the most part, were sleeping
car passengers bound to or from New York City.
When ordered to continue the operation of this train, the Seaboard

Coast Line did so but without the sleeping car and the dining car. The
Seaboard Coast Line, of course, is now in a position to seek—and se-
cure—the discontinuance of this train as soon as the Commission's
order requiring its continued operation expires.
The Interstate Commerce Commission has taken the position that

section 13a was enacted to permit the railroads to discontinue pas-
senger service. This is borne out by the fact that the Commission has
held that a railroad's violation of section 13a (1) "vitiates" Commission
jurisdiction over that railroad; that in ordering continued operation of
a particular train the Commission cannot order the railroad to provide
the same service on that train that it had provided in the past; and,
that the Commission has no jurisdiction over railroad violations of
that industry's duty under section 1(4) of the Interstate Commerce
Act.
With regard to the latter holding of the Commission which was pub-

lished on September 12, 1969, in connection with its investigation of
the .adequacy of the passenger services of Southern Pacific between
California and Louisiana, the Commission has recommended that it
be given jurisdiction to determine the adequacy of intercity rail pas-
senger service and "to issue such orders as might be appropriate to
rectify the situation." But in doing so it has stated unequivocally that
it would not "seek through the exercise of such jurisdiction new and
radical standards for the quality of service." Rather, the Commission
has in mind requirements "for the restoration of reasonable standards
of service, equipment, and facilities, giving due regard to the carrier's
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resources and the willingness of the public to provide its support and
patronage."
The Commission then goes on to "hope" that "through advanced

technology and far-reaching private and public programs involving
the public policy as to all modes of transportation, the entire rail
passenger system will be modernized to meet the requirements of the
future.'
It seems to us that any jurisdiction granted the Commission over

the quality of passenger train service would be largely ineffective un-
less the legislation granting such jurisdiction-contained rather precise
guidelines and instructions to the Commission.
For example, the Commission would base restoration of reason-

able service upon a carrier's resources and the willingness of the public
to support the service. In carrying out its new authority, it seems fair
to inquire whether the Commission would seek a commitment first
from the carriers or the public.

Obviously, if the Commission is going to wait to determine whether
the public will support decent rail transportation, it will never re-
quire such transportation from a particular carrier because it is only
after that transportation is provided that the public can respond. A
good example of this is to be found in the new Metroliner service
between Washington and New York. In this connection I commend
to your attention the incisive and candid 20-page dissent of immediate
past Commission Chairman Paul Tierney, published only last Mon-
day to this latest disclaimer of jurisdiction by the Commission.
When testifying before this committee in 1960, Chairman Leighty

of this association stated that under section 13a of the Interstate Com-
merce Act we faced total extinction of rail passenger service in this
country. The opponents of the amendments to section 13a which Chair-
man Leighty supported scoffed at this prediction. Indeed, the Com-
mission testified that Federal regulation was unnecessary. I am con-
fident that no one scoffs at that statement today. I believe that every-
one is aware that unless effective legislation is immediately forth-
coming intercity passenger train service will become extinct. In his
recently published dissent, Commissioner Tierney stated (335 I.C.C.
at 438) :
The rapid decline in the quantity of rail passenger service needs no docu-

mentation. Long-distance passenger operations have been pared to the bone. This
country has reached the point where only massive and immediate changes in
governmental and carrier policies can preserve even a minimal nationwide sys-
tem of passenger service.

It is the nature of railroading that under any circumstance the
transportation of freight is more profitable than the transportation
of passengers. Therefore, it is not surprising that the railroads would
wish to withdraw their investment in passenger service and invest it
in freight service.
Again to quote Commissioner Tierney:
It is painfully clear that some trains are being operated so as to force the

public to desert rail travel.

But the railroads are not grocery, stores. They serve the public t,in-
terest. To the extent that they are private corporations they should not
be required to bear too great a financial burden. But to the extent
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that they are invested with a public interest they must be regulated
and required to serve that interest.
If I may, I will now discuss individually the various resolutions

and bills before you.

SENATE CONCURRENT RES0L17TION 32

This resolution introduced by Senator Allott on behalf of himself
and 29 other Members of the Senate, considered together with the
numerous other legislative proposals pending before this committee
is, I believe, a demonstration of the Senate's recognition that effective
and constructive legislation must be forthcoming immediately if the
intercity rail passenger service is to survive.

Concurrent Resolution 32 is a positive move toward the preserva-
tion of necessary interurban railroad passenger service. While I
believe that there has been much too much talk and much too little
action in the area of rail passenger service over the past 10 years,
more talk, more studies, more reports must be submitted before this
Government can embark upon an intelligent program in this field.
We believe that Senator Allott's resolution points in the the proper

direction. We have two serious reservations regarding this resolu-
tion. First, and most important, it is a concurrent resolution without
force of law. Any effective action in this field must have the force of
law. Second, it would provide that the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission "should exercise such authority as it has under law to prevent
any abandonment or sale of rail passenger service" pending the sub-
mission of the report of the Secretary of Transportation. We fear
that the fallacy in section 2 is found in its presumption that the In-
terstate Commerce Commission would exercise its authority to prevent
the abandonment or sale of rail passenger service facilities.
To the contrary, the Commission is loathe to exercise authority

over passenger trains. This is made eminently clear by its recent de-
cision disclaiming jurisdiction over rail passenger service and Com-
missioner Tierney's dissent to that decision.
To allay any doubts as to the authority of the Commission or the

effectiveness of section 2 of Concurrent Resolution No. 32, we would
recommend that the language of section 2 of Joint Resolution No.
120 be substituted for the language found in section 2 of Concurrent
Resolution No. 32.
In addition, we would recommend that the prohibition against the

further discontinuance or change in operation or service of passenger
trains or ferries be continued until legislation is enacted based upon
the study and report of the Secretary of Transportation. If the pro-
hibition against abandonment of passenger facilities expires with
the submission of the report, past experience would indicate that by
the time legislation could be enacted there would be few, if any, pas-
senger trains to which it could be applied.
Most important, of course, would be the conversion of Concurrent

Resolution No. 32 into a joint resolution which, when signed by the
President, would have the force and effect of law.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 120

Senator Moss' resolution No. 120, if adopted, would have the ad-
vantage of the force of law and would be broad enough to include
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all of the items listed for investigation in section 1 of Concurrent
Resolution 32. We beliew that this resolution would provide an ef-
fective means of preserving needed rail passenger transportation. We
would recommend, however, three modifications of this resolution:
First, that the Secretary of Transportation seek and consider the
views of railroad management, railroad labor and State regulatory
authorities; second, that his report include consideration of the items
listed in subsections (a) through (g) listed in section 1 of Concurrent
Resolution 32; and, third, that the prohibitions contained in section 2
be extended to coincide with the enactment of legislation based upon
the Secretary's report rather than a mere 60 days from the submission
of that report to the Senate and House of Representatives. As I men-
tioned above in connection with Concurrent Resolution 32, early ex-
piration of the prohibitions against approval of train discontinuances
would result in a rush to discontinue trains before legislation could
be enacted. Such a rush has occurred each time Congress has con-
sidered amending section 13a.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 129

This resolution, like those I have just discussed, seeks a means of
solving the rail passenger service crisis facing this Nation. Joint
Resolution 129 would establish an Advisory Commission on Federal
Railroad Passenger Service. The membership of this Commission
would be composed of Members of the Senate, Members of the House
and appointees of the President of the United States who would
represent rail management, rail labor and the general public. The
Commission would undertake a study and investigation with the ob-
jective of making recommendations regarding the acquisition of rail
passenger equipment and the best means of operating such equip-
ment to serve the needs of the Nation.
We have no objections to the appointment of a "blue ribbon" com-

mission, as distinguished from the Secretary of Transportation con-
ducting an investigation into the rail passenger service problem.
Indeed, my association would support and assist in every way pos-
sible anyone the Congress determines to charge with the responsibility
of conducting the investigation into these matters and making recom-
mendations based upon that investigation.

Joint Resolution 129, however, contains no safeguards for the
preservation of a rail service pending the submission of recommen-
dations and the enactment of legislation based upon such recom-
mendations. Also, it is restricted to the acquisition and use of rail
property whereas we believe that the broader objectives of Concurrent
Resolution 32 and Joint Resolution 120 would be more effective in
preserving necessary rail passenger transportation.
These resolutions, as well as the Senate bills which I will discuss

in a moment, emphasize the awareness of the Members of Congress
of the gravity of th situation confronting us in rail passenger
transportation. They seek a common objective, the study of the prob-
lem with recommendations for its solution.
Mv association concurs in the objective sought by these resolutions.

We desire only that any resolution which might be reported out by
this committee would have the force of law; would preserve what
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rail passenger service remains pending legislative enactments based
upon the results of its studies and, would investigate all possible
means of solving this grave problem.

S. 2750

S. 2750 consists of a restatement of the existing section 13a of the
Interstate Commerce Act with the addition of a provision that would
provide a subsidy to railroads that are required by the Commission
to continue the operation of trains for which the costs exceed the
revenues. S. 2750 would also provide the railroads with passenger
equipment if such is needed in order to comply with an order of the
Commission issued under section 13a (1).
The objective of this bill is praiseworthy. We support the concept of

subsidy and Government purchase of equipment with proper safe-
guards for the public and the employees. We agree with Commissioner
Chairman Brown, however, that the immediate effect of S. 2750, if
enacted into law, would be the posting of notices by every passenger
service railroad in the United States to discontinue every remaining
passenger train. It seems fair to conclude that a railroad would desire
the Government's treasury, rather than its own treasury, to pay for
the continued operation of its passenger trains. In order to qualify for
the subsidy provided in section 13a (2) , (3) , and (4) of S. 2750, the
railroad would be required to seek discontinuance of its trains. The
Commission would be faced with a mass of discontinuance notices
with which it could not contend with the result that many trains which
should be continued in operation undoubtedly would be permitted to be
discontinued.
We believe that a point in time has been reached where realism dic-

tates participation by the Federal Government in financing the opera-
tion of necessary rail passenger service. We are convinced, however,
any subsidy must be accompanied by meaningful governmental control
over the service being subsidized in order to provide an effective method
of Federal participation.

S. 2865

This bill has been introduced in preceding Congresses and my as-
sociation has supported its enactment on those occasions. It would sim-
ply require a railroad seeking to discontinue an interstate passenger
train to file an application with the Commission and to support that
application with factual evidence supporting the discontinuance of the
particular train involved. This is no different from the requirements
placed upon railroads seeking to discontinue intrastate trains under
section 13a(2) of the present law. S. 2865 would merely require a rail-
road to prove its case before the Commission could issue an order
authorizing discontinuance of the railroad's train. It would prohibit
such authority from the Commission. This is precisely the situation
presently existing under section 13a(2) of the law with regard to the
discontinuance of intrastate passenger trains.
S. 2865 contains one additional provision. It specifically authorizes

the Commission to subject its orders to "such terms and conditions as in
its judgment the public convenience and necessity may require."
The Commission has opposed the passage of bills identical to S. 2865

although its reasons for so doing have never been clear to me. Indeed,
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to my knowledge, no reasonable argument has ever been advanced
against the enactment of this legislation. For some reason, however,
it has never received the support which we believe it deserves.
My association supports the enactment of S. 2865 although we are

convinced that a suspension of the provisions of section 13a pending
enactment of legislation following a thorough and extensive inves-
tigation into rail passenger transportation in this country, is the
only effective long-term solution to the current crisis.
Should the Congress determine that legislation calling for rail sub-

sidies or Federal purchase and lease-back of rail equipment is required
rather than the type of investigation and report contained in the reso-
lutions now pending before you, we would urgently submit that at
the very least S. 2865 be enacted along with any such "assistance"
legislation in order to prevent the discontinuance of needed service.
As I mentioned a moment ago, in the 101/2 years since the enactment
of section 13a the Commission has permitted discontinuance of 705
interstate trains. Of this number, 154 were permitted to be discon-
tinued without investigation or hearing. During the first 8 years of

interstate
trains 

existence of section 13a, the Commission permitted 61 
trains to be discontinued without an investigation. In the past 21/2
years, however, it has permitted 93 such trains to be discontinued
without an investigation.
Uninvestigated discontinuances represented only 13 percent of the

total interstate train discontinuances permitted the first 8 years of
the life of section 13a. In the past 21/2 years such uninvestigated dis-
continuances represent 40 percent of the interstate trains discontinued.
This increasing trend would seem to indicate that the quality of
passenger service has so deteriorated in the past 2 years that railroads
have had no difficulty in convincing the Commission that it should
not bother investigating these discontinuances or, perhaps, the Com-
mission is so inundated by the number of train discontinuance proceed-
ings that it simply cannot handle all of them and, therefore, picks a
number of those which seem most likely to succeed, and permit their
discontinuance without investigation. Whatever the reason, these sta-
tistics show an alarming increase in the rate of noninvestigated train
discontinuances.
S. 2865 would not prevent the railroads from discontinuing trains

that were uneconomical and no longer used by the public. But it would
require the railroad to prove those facts and would permit the Com-
mission to set conditions upon any grant of authority to discontinue
passenger train service. These conditions could range from scheduling
and equipment used to the protection of adversely affected employees.
Under S. 2865 a railroad could no longer violate the provisions of the
train discontinuance laws with impunity as it can now violate section
13a(1) without fear of Commission sanction.
As I mentioned before, that agency has held that violations of sec-

tion 13a(1) "vitiate" Commission jurisdiction to act. And no longer
will the public be deprived of the right of review by the courts as it
has been in each of the instances involving the 154 trains discontinued
without investigation.

Section 13a has become a malignancy in law. It is a malignancy
which can be removed. But it must be removed quickly or it will be
too late. The enactment of S. 2865 would eliminate the malignancy.
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Enactment of a joint resolution such as we support here today could
well restore the patient's health.

S. 2887

This bill was introduced last year on behalf of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission. Basically, it merely extends the time limitations
found in the existing law, and where the train is the last train between
two points, shifts the burden of proof from the. public to the carrier
by requiring the continued operation of the trains unless the carrier
proves that the public convenience and necessity do not require its
continued operation or that the continued operation of the train would
impair he ability of the carrier to meet its common carrier responsibili-
ties. The bill would also permit the Commission to impose conditions
upon the carrier but, for reasons which the Commission has never re-
vealed, it would exclude from such conditions the protection of the
employees adversely affected by its orders.
The bill would also grant the right of appeal by anyone aggrieved

by an order of the Commission. It is doubtful that this provision adds
anything to existing law since an order of the Commission is always
appealable and it is precisely because the courts have held that a Com-
mission notice stating that it would not investigate a train discon-
tinuance is not an order that the pubilc has been deprived of the
right of appeal in those instances in which the Commission has refused
to investigate train discontinuances.

Section 2 of S. 2887 would require the Secretary of Transportation
to undertake a 1 year study of the future potential of intercity rail
passenger service and report back to the Senate.
We respectfully submit that S. 2887 would do absolutely nothing but

permit the continued and undoubtedly accelerated erosion of inter-
city rail passenger service. Indeed, since it would relax the present
restrictions in section 13a (2) upon the discontinuance of intrastate
rail passenger service there would undoubtedly be an increase in the
discontinuance of intrastate passenger trains. According to Commis-
sion statistics, there have been but five intrastate train discontinuances
granted in the last 21/2 years.
My association is opposed to S. 2887 because it makes no real effort

to get to the root of the problem and would permit rail passenger
service to become extinct while studies are conducted to determine
among other things the ability of improved railroad passenger serv-
ice to meet the 1975 anticipated needs.

S. 2939

S. 2939 would provide a means of upgrading passenger equipment.
The association supports the concept contained in S. 2939 but strenu-
ously opposes it in its present form because of the serious adverse
effects which it would have upon many of the employees in the rail-
road industry. Mr. Mahoney, counsel for the Railway Labor Execu-
tives' Association, who has accompanied me here this morning, will
discuss the effects of S. 2939 in its present form upon the employees
in the industry.
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I understand Senator Tydings submitted a statement for the record
in which he pointed out there were certain defects in S. 2939 which he
hoped to find language to correct.
In summation I will say only that for the past 10 years the Railway

Labor Executives' Association has sought modification of section 13a
of the Interstate Commerce Act because it has known from the
outset that this law would mean the death of railroad passenger
service in the United States. It is no satisfaction to my association
that its predictions with regard to the industry's use of this law have
proved correct. Many Senators, both on and off this committee, have
been fully aware of the dangers inherent in section 13a (1) an have
sought constructive legislation to remove those dangers.
Almost everyone is now concerned that rail passenger service will

cease to exist. Unfortunately, it is almost too late. We urge you to
take swift, effective action. It is our recommendation that such action
take the form of a joint resolution providing for a thorough study of
all facets of rail passenger transportation in the United States and a
report to this committee and its counterpart in the House of Repre-
sentatives with recommendations as to legislation. Pending the enact-
ment of such legislation, and in order to preserve what little we have
left of rail passenger service in the United States, the provisions of
section 13a should be suspended. Such a suspension would not prevent
a rail carrier from discontinuing wasteful, unused passenger trains
since it would not affect the jurisdiction of State regulatory agencies
and, even under the worst circumstances, State regulatory agencies
have granted 85 percent of the discontinuance applications submitted
to them.
Should this committee decide to recommend direct assistance legis-

lation, we request that together with such legislation S. 2865 or a
bill substantially similar to S. 2865 also be enacted. If, after all, the
public is going to subsidize, in any manner, rail passenger service, it
should be entitled to have that service continued in operation unless
the railroad can prove that it should be discontinued.
I am grateful for the opportunity to appear before you today on

behalf of the Railway Labor Executives' Association and I, or Mr.
Mahoney, would be happy to answer any questions which you may have
regarding the position of the RLEA or my testimony here today.
Mr. Mahoney would like to comment particularly on S. 2939.
Senator HARTKE. All right. You may proceed, Mr. Mahoney.
Mr. MAHONEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to say at the outset that I testified before this commit-

tee in 1959 on S. 1331 which was a proposed amendment to section
13(a). I testified again in 1960 on S. 3020, another proposed amend-
ment, and on several subsequent proposed amendments. Together with
the attorneys for the various States involved I tried the Adequacy of
Service case on which the Commission recently issued its report citing
its lack of jurisdiction to act.
My reason for being here this morning is to express the concern which

my clients have with regard to S. 2939. While they support the con-
cept of the bill and the objective of the bill, as it is presently written
it is most objectionable to them because it would deprive their mem-
bers of the work which with few exceptions they have always per-
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formed and that is the repair and rebuilding of passenger cars and
locomotives.

Senator Tydings has recognized that adverse effects to employees
would result from this bill and is amenable to language changes to
remove such effects.
Congressman Adams has testified that under this bill it is intended

that railroad employees will continue to perform their traditional
work in the repair and servicing of railroad passenger equipment
and they will continue their work in rebuilding cars and locomotives
insofar as possible.

This is where we have a problem. As the bill is now written the
Secretary of Transportation could subcontract the rebuilding, and
.even the repair work, for all rail passenger cars and locomotives to
anyone whom he feels would perform the work in an economic and
,efficient manner.
We fear that on that basis this work would go to outside industry,

simply because of, if for no other reason, the railroads' bookkeeping
,,on repair work.
I am informed there is a so-called general managers' agreement

throughout the United States as a result of which, the railroads look
at the cost of a piece of repair work, what it would cost in labor,
,and they then add 110 percent to it and that is the cost that they put
,down as the cost to the railroad of performing the work, the 110 per-
(cent being, as I understand it, 75-percent shop overhead, 10-percent
supervision, and 25.02 percent fringe benefits. That is hospital, retire-
ment, and that sort of thing.
That is rather surprising to me since in all of the train discontinu-

ances and railroad mergers and acquisition cases in which I have
been involved the testimony is usually that the railroad pays about
15 percent for fringe benefits for employees. But, according to this
general managers' agreement, it is 25 percent.
What we fear is that faced with that kind of an estimate from a

railroad, the Secretary would go elsewhere to get his rehabilitation
and repair work performed. And we feel that if properly controlled
the railroads would certainly be able to do this work and do it cheaper
than outside industry.

Contracting out of repair work has been a serious problem in the
railroad industry for a long time. In 1964, Emergency Board No. 160
strongly disapproved of this practice as contrary to the public inter-
est, and we would certainly have to oppose any attempt to accom-
plish such a result by legislation.
In 1964, Emergency Board 160, appointed by the President, con-

cluded as follows:
Although it is not possible or feasible to recommend that carriers which have

scrapped their repair facilities should restore or reestablish them, this Board

is of the opinion that the public interest would be served by measures which

would help to arrest the decline in railroad shop facilities. To the extent that

subcontracting has played a part in the steady erosion of shop employment,

it has been contributed to the draining away of a skilled labor pool from the

railroad industry. The current shortage of railroad freight cars highlights

the inability of the industry to meet the Nation's needs for transportation,

the inability which has aggravated some of our domestic and foreign problems.

The national interest would be better served by maintaining the capacity of the

railroad industry to keep its equipment in good working order and to expand

its operations as to the needs require.
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The railroads have the facilities readily available, they have the
skilled workers and the Secretary of Transportation could control the
cost which is most important.
Another thing that is most important is that as each day passes the

railroads sell and close more of these facilities. We feel it would be
much less costly for the railroads to perform this work than it would
be to contract it out of the industry where the Secretary would not
only have to pay the contract price but would have to absorb the cost
of purchase of new tools and machinery necessary to do this job.
If the railroad employees do not perform the rehabilitation or re-

building work envisioned by S. 2939 they will be effectively deprived
of all repair work as well. Often a new car comes with a warranty
which provides the builder will perform necessary repairs for a speci-
fied period. That could easily occur under the rehabilitation provi-
sions of S. 2939 in its present form. The result of this would be that
the continued erosion of railroad skills condemned by Emergency
Board No. 160 would continue. If S. 2939 can be modified to provide
that railroad rehabilitation and repair work will be performed by rail-
road employees the Railway Labor Executive Association will sup-
port the bill. Without such a provision it would visit extensive injury
on these employees and my clients must oppose it.
Thank you.
Senator HARTKE. Thank you.
S. 2951, the bill requested by the Interstate Commerce Commission

concerning adequacy of certain passenger operations was introduced
yesterday by myself and Senator Magnuson at the request of the
Commission. You didn't comment on that. I wonder if you have a
comment on that.
Mr. BEATTIE. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, but I didn't know that

there was another bill until I saw the transcript this morning. I didn't
know there was a bill introduced.
Senator HARTKE. All right. If you care to, you might file for the

record your opinion on that.
Mr. BEATTIE. Yes, we would like to file an additional statement in

connection with that bill.
(The following letter was subsequently received for the record:)

RAILWAY LABOR EXECUTIVES' ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., September 30, 1969.

Hon. VANCE HARTKE,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Surface Transportation,
Committee on Commerce, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR HARTKE: At the time I appeared before your committee OD

September 24, 1969, I requested the opportunity to submit a statement on behalf
of the Railway Labor Executives' Association in connection with S. 2951, the
bill introduced by you at the request of the Interstate Commerce Commission
concerning Commission jurisdiction over the adequacy of passenger service.
I would like to make observations on S. 2951:
1. The bill is limited to trains in being whereas the duty "to provide and

furnish reasonably adequate service" would seem to include, and indeed, should
include, the restoration of passenger service when evidence adduced at hearing
supports such restoration.

2. The Commission should not be required to hold hearings, as required by
S. 2951, when it is convinced certain standards of service must be promulgated
and enforced with regard to a particular train. Since the present law does not
require hearings prior to the total discontinuance of service there would seem
to be no reason for such a requirement every time standards are to be promul-
gated. Indeed, delays in promulgating and enforcing standards caused by corn-
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pulsory hearing requirements could well result in the demise of a train. For
example, the Commission now has a four month time limit on its decisions
under Section 13a (1). Each time •the Commission assigns a "standards of
service" case for hearing under S. 2951, the railroad involved could move to
discontinue it under Section 13a (1). Because different statutory criteria are
involved and if the Commission did not find deliberate downgrading of service,
the train would be discontinued before the "standards of service" hearing was
completed.

3. The example just given points to the need to amend Section 13a at the
time, a bill similar to S. 2951 is passed. Unless such an amendment is concurrently
enacted, S. 2951 could be rendered a nullity.
I know you have recognized for many years the critical nature of the rail

passenger problem confronting us. A somewhat encouraging sign is that most
segments of our society now acknowledge the existence of the problem. For the
first time since the enactment of Section 13a, the Commission acknowledges
something should be done and the railroads have come forward with positive
suggestions. It appears to me that at long last we may have that unity of pur-
pose by all concerned which is so necessary for the development of new concepts
to deal with this complex problem. But, we cannot sit back and wait for further
studies to be completed while the few remaining passenger trains now operating
are discontinued.

It seems to me that in order to utilize to best advantage the possibilities
inherent in the unity of purpose displayed by rail management, labor and gov-
ernment before your committee, a moratorium on passenger train discontinu-
ances should be enacted immediately; a subsidy program be enacted to defer
partially rail passenger losses, taking into account the amount of the loss, the
efficiency of the operation, the general quality of the train involved and the
financial ability of the carrier involved; that a study commission or the Secre-
tary of Transportation be assigned to the task of submitting recommendations
for legislation after consulting with management, labor, state commissions, the
ICC and others; and, that legislation based on such recommendations be enacted.

Respectfully,
DONALD S. BEATTIE.

Executive secretary.

Senator HARTKE. I have one comment to make on this. I fail to see
that type of approach which would apply new concepts to old prob-
lems. It seems to me we are trying to attribute all current problems
to section 13 (a) , but the deterioration of the railroad service had begun
before there was a change in 13(a). I am, however, very sympathetic to
and have been trying to get a change in 13 (a) .
I personally am very apprehensive as to whether or not we are going

to be able to solve this problem, the massive movement of people, unless
somebody comes forward with at least some new approach.

Mr. BEATTIE. I think the important thing is that if we can enact
legislation to preserve what we have now until we can have the benefit
of some studies that will perhaps lead the way into the new concepts.
This would be the long term and proper solution.

Senator HARTKE. Let me say that in the last 101/2 years, as you have
indicated, since 13(a) has been amended, we have had a discontinuance
at the rate of five interstate passenger trains a month. That is about
one every 6 days. That is pretty rapid. I agree with that. But unless
I misjudge the attitude of the committee, unless it has changed sub-
stantially, and maybe it is changing, I am not prejudging how they
would vote, but in the past there has been no great disposition to
change 13 (a) . All I can say, if I go out hunting and I have a dog who
never turns up a quail, I get myself a new dog. That is what I am look-
ing for.
Mr. BEATTIE. Suspension might be the best way to approach it.
Senator HARTKE. I don't know if you suspend that dog whether it.

would do any good or not. You would just be without any.
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All right. I really am hoping that during these hearings we would
not just rehash everything, but I am somewhat inclined to think that is
what we are doing so far.
Mr. MAHONEY. Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to say this,

that I don't think under the circumstances that you are going to get
any heuristic practices, as you termed it yesterday, out of these
hearings, unfortunately.
Senator HARTKE. If we don't, where do we turn? This is what con-

cerns me. We have asked to the Commission charged with the respon-
sibility, the oldest Commission of the Government, and it certainly
cannot plead, like the Department of Transportation, organizational
problems due to lack of time. They may plead for other reasons, but
not for lack of time. Seventy-five years is sufficient time to perfect an
organization.
Now, you represent the labor people. You have seen a sharp reduc-

tion in your own employments, have you not?
Mr. MAHONEY. Yes.
Senator HARTKE. My own State of Indiana is heavily crisscrossed

with railroads and has had in the past a large number of railroad
employees.
Mr. MAHONEY. I think, Mr. Chairman, that all of these years that

13(a) has been in existence, as you know, the Interstate Commerce
Commission has never been interested in changing it, and the railroads
have opposed a change in it. I think now, though, that everybody has
finally decided that something has got to be done. Whether that de-
cision has been reached reluctantly or not, it has been reached. But I
don't think solutions can be developed practically overnight, suddenly,
because everybody has realized that there exists a real crisis. I think the
only chance, probably is to put a moratorium on 13(a) (1) , work out
some sort of subsidy arrangement where the railroads would not be
unfairly treated during that moratorium, then have a study and put
some concentrated mental effort into this.

Senator HARTKE. I watched that approach in the cities and I will
have to say that the experience has been one which has been very dis-
appointing to a lot of cities. Being a former mayor myself and worry-
ing about transportation in cities, trying to pump new life into old
buslines, things of that type, it has not been very successful. The fact
of the matter is if I represented employees, as you do, I would take a
hard look and see what happened to those employees of mass transit
and public transportation because to a great extent they are gone.
Mr. MAHONEY. We have had the same experience.
Senator HARTKE. I know, but you are not completely dead yet.
Well, I just say this to you to try to stimulate some thought. Thank

you.
Mr. BEATTLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HARTKE. Our next witness is Mr. Thomas Goodfellow, pres-

ident, the Association of American Railroads.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS M. GOODFELLOW, PRESIDENT, ASSOCIA-
TION OF AMERICAN RAILROADS; ACCOMPANIED BY wrniem M.
MOLONEY, VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL COUNSEL

Mr. GOODFELLOW. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, it is nice to see
you.

37-793----70-8
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Senator HARTKE. Good morning.
Mr. GOODFELLOW. I have Mr. Maloney with me, our vice president

of law, who is an old hand at passenger hearings.
Senator HARTKE. You may proceed, sir.
Mr. GOODFELLOW. My name is Thomas M. Goodfellow. I am presi-

dent of the Association of American Railroads.
Before coming to Washington I was president of the Long Island

Railroad and prior to that I had worked for the Pennsylvania Rail-
road since my graduation from Cornell in 1929.
I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this committee to

express the railroad industry's views on the various passenger train
proposals you have under consideration. This is an important mat-
ter. We can all agree on that, I think.
I notice that most of the bills and resolutions now being considered

are similar to—or, in some cases, identical with—others you've had
before you in previous sessions. So I'll confine my remarks largely
to those measures that are new.
Early this year, our association unanimously adopted a policy

statement calling for reimbursement by the Government of losses
sustained by the railroads on intercity passenger trains they're re-
quired to keep running as a public convenience.
I'm submitting a copy of our policy statement in full so that it

can become an official part of these proceedings as appendix A of my
testimony.
The proposals spelled out in this statement are embodied in one of

the bills now before you—S. 2750. The railroad industry thanks you,
Mr. Chairman, for introducing it, and endorses the bill and urges its
adoption.
We feel this action is urgent and essential, regardless of any other

action that may be taken concerning studies and the development of
long-range plans.

Believe me, the railroads are willing and anxious to do what they
can—within their means—to help solve the public transportation
problem. We recognize there is one—and that it's changing and
growing.
But where we're forced to operate passenger trains that lose money,

we feel the Government, representing the public interest, has an
obligation to share in the cost.
The railroads have been carrying the full load for years.
There's been much debate from time to time over the extent of our

passenger losses—and whether or not they're even real losses.
But such doubts were laid to rest—permanently, I hope—by the cost

study of railroad passenger operations recently completed by the
Interstate Commerce Commission.
That study was based entirely on avoidable costs—the actual amount

of money certain railroads would have saved in 1968 if no passenger
trains had been operated by them.
The study covered the operations of eight railroads which accounted

for about 40 percent of the total intercity rail passenger-miles for the
year. It showed that the avoidable losses incurred in intercity pas-
senger train operations on these eight railroads came to $118 million.
Projecting the same rate of loss to cover all intercity services, the

total losses for all railroads for 1968 would have been well over $200
million. I trust we agree that such losses are both real and significant.
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Our statisticians tell me that, if the rate of avoidable loss on inter-
city passenger train operations in each of the 22 years since 1946 was
anywhere near that of 1968, then the total amount of such losses
borne by the railroads over that period exceeded $3 billion.
The railroads simply can't afford to carry that kind of a burden

any longer without jeopardizing the industry's entire financial struc-
ture. The rate of return on net investment in our industry last year
was only 2.44 percent. And it hasn't been above 3.95 percent in the
last 13 years. You can get a better return than that on a savings ac-
count at any bank.
Our return on net worth—the ratio of net income to shareowners'

equity—was only 3.3 percent last year, compared to average returns
of 10.5 percent for public utilities and 13.1 percent for manufacturing
corporations.
In contrast to the situation of U.S. corporations as a whole, rail-

roads haven't generated enough cash through depreciation charges
and retained income, in any year since 1962, to cover their expendi-
tures for new cars and locomotives and other capital improvements.

There's been a widening gap between annual cash flow and capital
outlays, amounting to more than $3 billion in the period since 1963.
This has resulted in: (1) an $837 million decline in net working cap-
ital, which is now at an alltime low; (2) an increase in equipment
debt to an alltime high of more than $4 billion; and (3) a forced
reduction in capital spending after 1966.
In seeking relief from passenger losses, the railroads aren't looking

for a profit—merely indemnification for actual losses sustained on
services they are ordered to keep.

That's all S. 2750 calls for. It would amend section 13a(1) of the
Interstate Commerce Act to provide for reimbursement of losses sus-
tained on trains the ICC decides must be kept running for public
convenience—even though revenues fail to meet operating costs.
It defines "costs" in rather general terms, leaving it up to the Com-

mission to develop procedures for determining the costs to be covered.
Under today's regulations, the Commission can order the continua-

tion of a money-losing train for only 1 year.
S. 2750 provides that at the end of this time, the railroad could

ask for reimbursement of any loss incurred in the operation of that
train. The Commission would certify the amount of the loss to the
Secretary of the Treasury who would make the payment out of gen-
eral funds authorized for this purpose by this act.
The railroad then could again ask for discontinuance. The Commis-

sion thus could review the need for the train in light of the financial
result of its operation and decide whether to continue the arrangement
for another year or permit the railroad to drop the service. We think
this is an important provision, so we just don't get a train subsidized
and then keep it on forever.
This bill also would authorize the Secretary of Transportation to

acquire the necessary equipment for any required upgrading of serv-
ice—if suitable equipment were not otherwise available. The new
equipment would be rented by the railroads.
The provisions of S. 2750, I believe, would insure the preservation

of passenger operations considered necessary while solutions to the
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overall problem of moving people—involving all modes—are being
worked out and the proper role of rail service determined.
I can't emphasize that too much, Mr. Chairman, that our bill will

not stop any of the other bills from being put into effect and any of
the solutions being worked out that those bills call for. But this Bill
will at least put a Band-Aid on the wound until you can get around
to really sewing up the cut.
As businessmen, we've certainly taken a hard look at the future

of intercity passenger trains in today's jet and automobile age. Reluc-
tantly, we've had to conclude that the only likely future for such
train service lies in the heavily populated corridors—between Wash-
ington, New York, and Boston, for example.
That is the pattern clearly indicated by railroad operations in major

countries all over the world and in studies that have been made in
this country. Unfortunately, our critics refuse to believe that this
is a true analysis of the situation.

Instead, they accuse us of deserting the traveling public. Many of
these same critics contend that, if our railroads and deluze trains like
those in some other countries, the public would come flocking back to
the rails from the airlines and the highways.

I'd like to set the record straight both on this charge of desertion
and this matter of foreign railroads.

Senator HARTKE. I have been requested to come to the floor of the
Senate.
Senator Cannon will stay here and preside, so you may continue.
Mr. GOODFELLOW. Between 1946 and 1958, the class I railroads of

the United States and the Pullman Co. invested $1,343 million in pas-
senger train equipment. They gave the American public the world's
finest passenger trains. And they spent many millions of dollars
promoting and advertising them.
But, during those same years, the railroads' share of the-hire inter-

city passenger traffic dropped from 72.9 percent to 31.1 percent, while
the airlines' share increased from 2.7 percent to 38 percent.
Even more significantly, the private automobile's share of total in-

tercity passenger traffic increased from 58.8 percent to 90.1 percent—
and it's stayed at about that level to this day.
This loss of business—I repeat—happened during a period when

the railroads were pouring large sums of money into their passenger
operations in an effort to hold their own against airline and automo-
bile competition.
The American railroads gambled heavily on the traveling public—

and lost. And the record is there for everyone to see.
An unemotional look reveals very clearly that the public deserted

the railroads—and for perfectly understandable reasons: bigger and
better highways, the flexibility and convenience of the family auto-
mobile, and the speed of commercial airliners.
All this was confirmed by the Interstate Commerce Commission in a

1959 report that followed a long and thorough investigation of the
then growing deficits in passenger train operations.
That report stated that the railroads had—and I quote—"conscien-

tiously endeavored to improve their standards of service." It also
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pointed out that in the light of their capital investment in passenger
train equipment—and again I quote—"the railroads could hardly be
charged with undue conservatism in modernizing their passenger
facilities." It further stated that the railroads—and this is another
direct quote—"generally have not discontinued trains without making
serious efforts—sometimes prolonged—to make them pay and then
only after sympathetic consideration of public convenience."
Our present-day critics choose to ignore these facts. But, as business-

men, we certainly can't.
Some of the railroads most severely criticized today were among

those making the greatest effort to hold their passenger business in
the years following World War II.

For example, the Southern Pacific Railroad invested $50 million in
new passenger equipment in the 10 years immediately preceding 1959.
It spent $16,500,000 on its famous California-New Orleans train—
the Sunset Limited—alone. And its expenditure for passenger adver-
tising at that time averaged a million dollars a year.
An ICC examiner's report described SP's trains of that time as

"undoubtedly among the finest in the world." That's a direct quote, too.
But while all this money, and all this promotional effort, was being

expended, and those fine trains were being operated, SP's passenger
patronage dropped 50 percent. Pullman passenger revenue decreased
by 75 percent. And passenger losses continued to mount.
In the words of the examiner—in ICC Docket No. 34733—and I

quote:
As 1959 dawned, it seemed fair to conclude that S.P. had had it.

Our critics completely discount such costly experiences as this. But,
gentlemen, the railroads can't.

It's claimed by some that all we have to do to change the picture
is to pour more hundreds of millions of dollars into new passenger
equipment and provide better services. And they point to the popu-
larity of fine trains in other countries.
Canadian National Railways is most often singled out as a shining

example of what can be done in the passenger train business when a
railroad "really tries."
And Canadian National has, indeed, done a fine job.
It tried hard to promote its passenger business and make it pay.

It invested heavily in new equipment. It installed self-service diners.
It instituted special cutrate ticket offers. It computerized reserva-
tions. And it even had honky-tonk piano players in some of its
club cars.

Its high-speed corridor trains are fast, modern, and frequent. And
its deluxe transcontinental trains traverse some of the most spectacu-
lar scenery on the North American Continent.
But for Canadian National—which operates like a private railroad

even though Government-owned—the moment of truth recently ar-
rived. While it did succeed in increasing its passenger traffic, deficits
after years of "hard trying" still were as large as ever—running to
about $50 million a year.
Dr. Robert Bandeen, Canadian National's vice president for cor-

porate planning, was quoted recently as saying his railroad's experi-
ence proves that, under foreseeable circumstances, it can no longer
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make money on any of its intercity runs west of Ontario, or in the
Maritime Provinces.
The assumption is that Canadian National soon will ask the Cana-

dian Transport Commission for permission to drop all of its cross-
country trains and most of its short runs except those in the heavily
populated Quebec-Montreal-Toronto corridor.
Canadian National's experience is virtually a replay of that of

the U.S. railroads in the decade immediately following World
War II.
Japan's New Tokaido Line is another frequently cited example of

modern rail passenger service. And it's certainly a spectacular and
highly successful operation. But it represents only a part of the
Japanese railroad story.
The New Tokaido Line was built from the ground up, as a high-

speed passenger line, only at a cost of $1.2 billion. It was designed
to help solve the transportation problem in the world's most densely
populated corridor—in a country where highway construction has
lagged far behind ours, and where there's only one automobile for
every 35 people.
In 1968, the New Tokaido Line earned a profit of $96 million. But,

in that same year, the 12,800-mile Japanese National Railway Sys-
tem lost $261 million and faced the prospect of abandoning 1,600
miles of lightly patronized lines, even while the New Tokaido Line
is being extended.
Estimates of the cost of duplicating the New Tokaido Line in the

New York-Washington-Boston corridor run as high as $5 billion.
In Japan, as in Europe, economic factors—like the extent of high-

way development, distances between major population centers, den-
sity of population and the ratio of automobiles to population—are
vastly different from those in this country. All these factors—plus
government policy—generally tend to favor rail travel in other coun-
tries while working against it here.
In Europe, Japan, Canada—and the United States—an individual

train may operate profitably here and there. But virtually all the gov-
ernment-owned foreign railroads chalk up huge deficits that cost tax-
payers hundreds of millions of dollars annually.
The average deficit of the nationalized foreign railroads is 20 per-

cent—which means they spend $1.20 for each $1 taken in. And the
policy being followed almost everywhere—in an effort to trim these
deficits—is to abandon heavily losing runs, often substituting bus
service.
So the railroad situation elsewhere is not all peaches and cream,

as our critics would have you believe. There are problems in other coun-
tries as well. And nowhere has the magical answer been found that
halts the inevitable.
In this country, we now have, if we wish to take advantage of it,

the opportunity of preserving a minimum level of intercity service,
through cooperative effort, while easing the financial strain on the rail-
roads without inflicting a heavy burden on the public.
The provisions of S. 2750 give us this opportunity. And I hope you

will not pass it by in favor of other -proposals that would only delay
matters and postpone any really positive action.
It would in no way halt or impede the hopes and plans of those who

feel they might at some time in the future come up with a more de-



sirable, but as yet 'undefined, solution. And it would provide a means
of testing the substance of an alleged public demand by applying the
simple principle of "use it or lose it" if the public cost began to out-
weigh public demand.

• With this understanding of our objective, let me refer to a letter
written by the Chairman of the Interstate Commerce Commission to
Senator Magnuson on July 16, 1969. This letter transmitted the Com-
mission's report on its "Investigation of Intercity Rail Passenger
Service," and I quote:
We cannot overemphasize the need for immediate action if a minimal network

of passenger service is to be preserved, and massive capital outlays for equip-
ment avoided.

Elsewhere the letter says, and I again quote:
Under the present law, the carriers cannot be required to continue the opera-

tion of trains which constitute unreasonable financial burdens. Government sub-
sidies or other forms of substantial federal aid may well be necessary to con-
tinue the operation of intercity passenger trains. Should the public need for such
service warrant retention of these trains that cannot be operated without sig-
nificant losses, we would support a program of federal aid to the carriers.
It seems to me that S. 2750 does exactly what needs to be done now.

And we can't see where anything is to be gained by some of the other
proposals before this committee that would only complicate the or-
derly, logical phasing out of unneeded trains. Delay offers no solu-
tion to the real problems.
So, briefly, I'd like to comment on some of these other measures:
S. 2887, for example, is virtually the same as S. 3861 in the 90th

Congress. That bill was heard by this committee in July of 1968, when
our position was outlined by Mr. William M. Maloney, our vice presi-
dent and general counsel, and myself. To save time, I'm offering an
excerpt from Mr. Maloney's 1968 testimony as appendix B of my
present statement.
S. 2865 is another familiar sounding bill. It was introduced in

almost the same language as S. 1685 in the 90th Congress and in sub-
stance and effect as S. 1331 in 1959. Mr. Maloney stated our position
at hearings on S. 1685 in the 90th Congress, and I respectfully request
that you and members of your staff review this testimony and consider
it as our statement again in opposition to S. 2865.
S. 674 is identical with S. 512 in the 90th Congress, and our posi-

tion on it is the same as that expressed by Mr. Maloney at hearings on
that occasion. I respectfully request that Mr. Maloney's testimony
on S. 512 be considered as our statement on S. 674.

Joint Resolution 120 is identical to Joint Resolution 52 in the 90th
Congress. This was heard in August of 1967. It calls for the Secretary
of Transportation—in cooperation with the Interstate Commerce
Commission—to prepare a master ground transportation plan for the
United States within a year's time. This is actually a revival of a simi-
lar assignment given to the ICC long ago. After some 20 years of
struggle, the Commission found the task impossible. And it's certainly
unrealistic to think that such a plan can now be prepared within a
year.

Section 2 of this resolution obviously is intended to maintain the
status quo while the master ground transportation plan is being de-
vised. But only the railroads would be affected by this provision—
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even though the master plan study would have to embrace all forms
of ground transportation including highway, waterway, and pipe-
lines, as well as rail.

Consolidation, unification, merger, or acquisition of control of rail-
roads would be halted. And no passenger trains could be discontinued.
But similar restrictions would not be imposed on other modes. That
seems to be rather flagrant discrimination.

If a study is going to be made to develop a master transportation 
plan—and if it's important to maintain the status quo while this study
is in progress—then the status quo should be maintained by all modes.

Joint Resolution 129 would create an advisory commission to recom-
mend what railroad property and equipment the Federal Government
would have to acquire in order to operate a national railroad passenger
service—and the best means of acquiring these facilities.
As I pointed out earlier, there is nothing inconsistent with the

passage of S. 2750 and proposals that might represent an effort to
seek a better long-range solution.
The objectives of Senate Concurrent Resolution 32 involve an in-

vestigation by the Secretary of Transportation to determine the feasi-
bility of developing, promoting, and operating interurban transporta-
tion through regional (or intrastate) rail transportation commissions,
a government-industry public corporation, or through direct assistance
to railroad operators.
We doubt that any meaningful result would come from such a study.

But, if it is undertaken, we'd cooperate fully. However, we're opposed
to section 2 of this resolution.
This section would direct the Interstate Commerce Commission to

exercise its authority to prevent the abandonment or sale of any
rail passenger service facilities. We feel the railroads—or any other
private industry—should be free to sell or abandoned any of its facili-
ties that are no longer needed.
Senator Tydings put in a bill, I think yesterday, 2939. We have not

had too much time to study this bill, but we realize it has as its purpose
the furnishing of equipments or the repairing of equipments to help
the passenger train situation. We see no real conflict in this bill from
2750. Perhaps they will work together.
We have not, until this morning, had any chance to see the bill put

in by the Interstate Commerce Commission and we are in no position
to comment on it.
However, in conclusion, gentlemen, there is one other important

point I'd like to make. We of the railroad industry recognize full well
the growing seriousness of the passenger transportation problem fac-
ing our country today. We're naturally concerned. But we consider
this a national problem in which the railroads are involved—not a
railroad problem, per se.
We often hear the argument that the railroads have to keep pas-

senger trains running because the highways and airways are over-
crowded and these services are 'subject to interruptions when the
weather is bad. We can't disagree with the fact that these conditions
exist. But we can—and do—disagree with the implication that a
private industry should pick up the tab for what amounts to rainy
day, standby services.
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If rail passenger service is essential to the solution of our overall
public transportation problem, then the railroads deserve equal con-
sideration with other modes in Government policy dealing with the
matter. They have never had that kind of treatment—and our present
total railroad picture is at least partly the result of a discriminatory
national policy concerning the transportation industry.

Gentlemen, that concludes my comments. I thank you for your time
and consideration.
(The attachments follow:)

POLICY STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN RAILROAD INDUSTRY WITH RESPECT TO
UNECONOMICAL PASSENGER TRAIN SERVICE

Since the end of World War II the use of intercity passenger trains has con-
stantly and drastically declined. The intercity traveler has unmistakably dem-
onstrated his preference for other modes of transportation which have enjoyed
vigorous promotion through large expenditures of public funds. While in the
years following World War II the railroad industry made tremendous expendi-
tures for new equipment and various promotional activities, it was unable to
reverse this trend.

Congress recognized the serious nature of this problem and in the Transpor-
tation Act of 1958 established a procedure by which the railroad industry was
enabled to discontinue many unnecessary passenger trains that were operating at
substantial losses. Despite this Act, the railroad industry is being required today
to operate many passenger trains which fail to earn their cost of operation. These
intolerable passenger train deficits have recently been accentuated by the Post
Office Department's discontinuance of the movement of first class mail by rail.
No part of the private sector of our national economy should be made to bear

the burden of enforced public service without just and adequate compensation for
such service. When a public service is required to be performed by private enter-
prise and the users of such service do not pay the cost thereof, then the public
nature of such service demands public payment therefor.
As applied to a particular- railroad passenger train service, this principle means

that when performance of such service is enforced by the public upon a railroad
and the service does not pay its own way, then responsibility for the cost thereof
should rest upon the body public.
If the railroad industry is to continue to provide intercity passenger train

service, it is essential that legislation be enacted establishing means by which
the industry may be relieved of the large losses which it sustains in providing
this public service.

EXCERPT FROM STATEMENT OF WILLIAM M. MOLONEY, GENERAL COUNSEL,
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN RAILROADS

I will now address my remarks to the more substantive changes in existing
law that will be 'brought about by S. 3861. The present law requires a 30-day
notice period of the proposed discontinuance of an interstate passenger train,
while S. 3861 would increase it to 60 days. This doubling of the notice period will
simply mean further delay in the disposition of a discontinuance case and is
entirely unwarranted. In the previous hearing before this Committee no sound
reasons were submitted for the then proposed 40 days and certainly no sound
reasons have now been presented for a 60-day notice period.
Another provision of 5, 3861, which is identical with that of S. 11n, would

'authorize the Commission, pending investigation, to require continued operation
of the train for a period of seven months, rather than the present four months,
and would provide that the Commission may further require the trains continued
operation for an additional two months. The end result of this would be simply
more delay in the disposition of a train discontinuance case.
In earlier testimony before the subcommittee the then Chairman of the Inter-

state Commerce Commission admitted that present time requirements are en-
tirely adequate for the normal case handled by the Commission. However, he
referred to some possible situation with which the Commission might be con-
fronted at some future time as the justification for these particular amendments.
No real justification was offered for a general extension of time, as would be
provided by S. 3861. The then Chairman did say that the Commission, of course,
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would not necessarily take the entire extended period of time to dispose of the

normal case but the general experience of the railroads has been that the time

available is the time that will be used. In any event, if more time is to be granted

the Commission such grant should be confined entirely to the unusual case en-

visioned by the Commission and the additional time should be available only

upon an express finding by the Commission of necessity and a statement of its

reasons therefor.
Another amendment that would be made by S. 3861 is that there would be

imposed upon the carrier the burden of proof and the findings required to be
made by the Commission would be changed accordingly. Here, it seems to me,

we are back on the old merry-go-round. A similar provision with respect to
the burden of proof was contained in S. 1175 and was the subject matter of
considerable testimony. Former Commissioner Tucker, then Chairman of the

Interstate Commerce Commission, testified that the matter of burden of proof

had presented no real problem in the Commission's administration of Section
13a and that the carriers had offered and made available any and all factual
material which the Commission deemed necessary and which lay within the
possession or control of the carriers. Statements to similar effect are contained
in formal reports of the Interstate Commerce Commission in train discontinuance
cases. Indeed, subsequent to his testimony before the House Subcommittee on
H.R. 7004, then Chairman Tucker addressed a letter to the Chairman of that
Subcommittee advising that the Commission would have no objection to the
deletion of the burden-of-proof and Commission-finding language in that bill.
Nothing has transpired since that time that in any way presents a case for
the renewal of this proposal by the Interstate Commerce Commission.

Imposition of such a burden upon the carrier would represent a radical de-
parture from the regulatory scheme adpoted by the Congress in the present provi-
sions of Section 13a(1) of the Interstate Commerce Act. By the terms of that
section, Congress confirmed the right of management to make initial decision
that a particular passenger train should be discontinued. The equivalent of a
veto power, however, was placed in the hands of the Commission, so that
after investigation and upon proper finding, the Commission can direct manage-
ment to continue to operate the train for a period of one year. After the
expiration of that year the jurisdiction of the State commissions again attaches
to any discontinuance of the train, subject only to preemption by again following
the provisions of Section 13a(1). The present regulatory scheme enacted by the
Congress has worked well and no justification exists for the radical departure
from that scheme that would be made by S. 3861.

S. 3861 contains a special provision that, for two years following its enact-
ment, would apply to the discontinuance of the last passenger train operated
in either direction between certain points.

First, the jurisdiction of State regulatory commissions would be preempted
for two years and the Interstate Commerce Commission would be vested with
exclusive jurisdiction over the discontinuance of such trains.

Second, the Commission would be required to order the continued operation
of the train for one year from the date of its order unless it found that
public convenience and necessity did not require its continuance or that con-
tinuance of the train would impair the ability of the carrier to meet its common
carrier responsibilities, considering the over-all financial condition of the carrier
or carriers in question.

Third, the Commission could attach to its order requiring continued operation
such conditions as it may presume to be just and reasonable to assure the preser-
vation of a reasonable level of service for the train required to be continued.
The end result of these provisions with respect to last train operations would

be to make it more difficult to remove such unneeded and losing train, to autho-
rize the Commission to impose upon the carrier what might prove to be bur-
densome conditions and to require Commission to order the train continued in
operation for one year rather than leaving the duration of operation to the
discretion of the Commission based upon the facts and circumstances of the
case. We do not think that the fact that the train in question is the last train
in any way justifies the imposition of these burdens of law. On the contrary,
where the passenger service cannot be made to pay its own way because of
lack of patronage at reasonable rates, discontinuance seems called for and we
think that such should be the case whether or not the train that cannot be
made to pay its own way because of lack of patronage at reasonable rates is
or is not the last train. If the train cannot be made to pay its own way because
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of lack of patronage at reasonable rates there should be no sanctity in the
last train situation. -

S. 3861, by its amendment of Section 13a (2), would extend the present four-
months provision to seven months. In other words, the State authority would
be granted an additional three months before the carrier could file notice with
the Interstate Commerce Commission. No case has been presented to you for
this provision and it simply represents further delay in the elimination of un-
needed and losing passenger train operations.
Moreover, S. 3861 would provide that, upon the filing with the Interstate

Commerce Commission of a petition under Section 13a (2 ), the discontinuance
of such passenger train would be subject to all of the provisions of Section
13a (1 ). We have extreme difficulty in interpreting this provision of S. 3861,
since a petition filed under Section 13a(2) does not in any way lend itself
to handling under the provisions of 'Section 13a(1). Nor is there any necessity
for the provisions of Paragraph (1) to apply to such proceeding for the reason
that the carrier cannot, under Section 13a (2), discontinue the involved train
until the Commission has disposed of the case. However, if the purpose of this
provision of S. 3861 is to place a time limitation under which the Commission
must act on petitions filed under Section 13a(2), we would have no funda-
mental objection. I should point out that if the Interstate 'Commerce Commis-
sion's jurisdiction over the last train is to be exclusive, as I have stated, there
would be no proceedings before that Commission with respect to such train
under Section 13a(2).

S. 3861 will add a new Section 13a (3), providing that any person adversely
affected or aggrieved by an order of the Commission entered after hearing pur-
suant to subparagraphs (1) or (2) of that Section might bring suit to obtain
judicial review. Under such a provision it can be safely assumed that in every
instance where a train would be discontinued under this section of the Interstate
Commerce Act, and notwithstanding the unneeded and losing nature of the par-
ticular service being performed, the matter will be taken to court and it is most
likely that the train will continue to operate indefinitely while the judicial
processes are exhausted. Such an amendment is not designed, as is the present
statute, to exert pressures upon public authorities to find solutions for the
problem posed by a service allegedly needed by the public but which cannot be
made to pay its way. Indeed, I have the feeling that public authorities, knowing
they could through judicial processes keep the train in operation for an indefinite
period of time, would be much less likely to exert themselves in an effort to find
the needed solution.

S. 3861 would also provide that the notice of a proposed discontinuance by a
particular carrier must be posted in every station, depot or other facility served
by the train, including stations, depots or facilities on the property of other
carriers which share in the operation of said train. While we appreciate the
purpose of this provision in attempting to give more widespread notice of the
proposed discontinuance, it does raise serious problems and difficulties. The
noticing carrier has no control over the property of another carrier even though
the latter carrier does share in the operation of the train. If such posting re-
quirement is to be seriously considered it should not be an absolute requirement
insofar as the noticing carrier is concerned and terms qualifying this posting
requirement should be included.

S. 3861 would make two further amendments to Section 13a. The first would
amend the second so as to cover a train operating to or from a point in a foreign
country. Assuming that the jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce Commission
would apply only to that portion of the operation of the train conducted within
(this country, there would appear no particular objection to applying present
provisions of law to such a situation.
The other and last mentioned amendment would provide that if a carrier,

during the notice period, discontinued the train the Commission would retain
jurisdiction to enter upon an investigation and to require the immediate restora-
tion or the conitnuance of operation until expiration of the notice period. We
believe the Commission has today, under the existing law, the authority that
would be provided by this amendment and we deem the amendment wholly
unnecessary. The present law provides that, upon the filing of a notice and during
the notice period, the Commission shall have jurisdiction to enter upon an investi-
gation and, having done so, to require the continued operation of the train for a
period of four months. It is the duration of the notice period that governs the
jurisdiction of the Commission and not the existence of the train operation.
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Summarizing with respect to S. 3861, we submit that no substantial case has
been made to your Committee justifying the amendments such bill would make

to the present law. The end result of the bill would be to make it more difficult
and costly to eliminate unneeded and losing passenger train service and to cer-
tainly prolong for an indefinite period of time the continuation of such service.
In the meantime, the financial burden upon the railroads would continue and,
in all likelihood, will mount. The railroad industry is strongly opposed to Sec-
tion (1) of S. 3861 and, for the reasons I have stated, we urge this Committee
to take no action on those proposals:

Section (2) of S. 3861 would authorize and direct the Secretary of Trans-
portation, acting in cooperation with the Interstate Commerce Commission and
other interested Federal agencies and departments, to undertake and submit,
within one year after the date of enactment of the bill, a study of the existing and
future potential for intercity railroad passenger service in the United Sates
to the Committee on Commerce of the Senate and to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce of the House of Representatives. The bill enumer-
ates six particular matters that the Secretary shall consider, among other things,
in making such study. We have no particular objection to such a study and note
that it would include all passenger transportaion needs by all modes of passenger
transportation. We think that those conducting the study should not be limited
to Federal agencies and departments but should include all modes engaging in
the intercity transportation of passengers. If such study should be undertaken
it would be our intent and purpose to fully cooperate. However, I must emphasize,
as did Mr. Goodfellow, that the proposal of such a study or even the conducting
of such a study should not be made the occasion or the vehicle for restrictive or
burdensome statutory provisions that would make it more difficult or costly to
eliminate unneeded and losing passenger train services.

Senator CANNON (presiding). Thank you, Mr. Goodfellow.
In your statement you point out that the railroads went to a lot of

expense in trying to upgrade passenger equipment in the 1940's and
1950's, and yet you lost passengers to other modes of transportation.
Do you think that the conditions are the same now as they were in the
period of the 1940's, let's say immediately after the war, up until the
early 1950's?
Mr. GOODFELLOW. I think so, Senator. Our passenger service was

maintained mostly by businessmen and you know most business com-
panies today tell their men to "fly, don't take the time to ride the train."
So I don't believe we could count on any of that business coming back
to us, even if we did improve our trains.
We just can't see how we can gamble any more, any further, with

our money, gamble with our ability to perform a transportation func-
tion such as freight transportation. We just can't take any chances
with our ability to do that by spending our money on passenger service.
But S. 2750 would permit the Government to help us continue some

of these trains if it is determined there is a need.
Senator CANNON. Well, I think that it would seem to me we do need

to review that general situation and find out if there is a need, if this
is affecting the public interest to the extent that the Government must
come up with some sort of subsidy assistance, then that may be what
we may have to do.
Mr. GOODFELLOW. We think so. After all, yesterday the President

said he was going ahead with the SST. Maybe we ought to take a look
at the railroad passenger service in the same vein.
Senator CANNON. Hardly in the same vein. The SST is designed to

operate across oceans, not necessarily across land so much.
Mr. GOODFELLOW. What is good for across the ocean is good for across

the country.
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Senator CANNON. I can't envision you running trains over the Pacific
or the Atlantic either one. Now if an application for discontinuance
is made a prerequisite to obtaining a subsidy under S. 2750, wouldn't
this mean that the carriers would immediately apply to discontinue
all of their passenger trains so they would then be eligible for subsidy?
Mr. GOODFELLOW. Well, I expect they would. There are very few

trains I can think of that may even come close to breaking even. So I
suppose that for all of the trains that are losing money, there would be
a request made on the Interstate Commerce -Commission to discon-
tinue them so that the need could be determined then and there and
the subsidy granted.
Senator CANNON. Don't you think that the Government should

insist or be satisfied that carriers have made a substantial effort to
carry on a profitable operation before they would be eligible for
consideration?
Mr. GOODFELLOW. I think the Interstate Commerce Commission has

always done that, most all of their investigations have looked at that
and have seen whether the railroad has tried. They certainly did in
their report in 1959. They gave us a clean bill of health on trying them.
I think you are a little familiar with some of the decisions they made

in the California Zephyr case, where they said you are doing a good
job trying, but try again.

Senator CANNON. Of course as you know the Interstate Commerce
Commission has just held it has no authority in an adequacy-of-serv-
ice case, which sort of seems to leave the door wide open.
Mr. GOODFELLOW. You know, Senator, there have been many times

when a commission or somebody of this sort has talked to the railroad
and if the railroad and the Commission were convinced that some
change was necessary, as happened on the California Zephyr case a
year ago, the suggestion was tried.
Senator CANNON. I'm not so sure a suggestion would be tried very

frequently in the face of a decision that the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission doesn't have authority in an adequacy-of-service case. Would
you agree with that?
Mr. GOODFELLOW. I guess that's right. The Interstate Commerce

Commission first is supposed to determine whether there is a neces-
sity of public convenience need for the train.
Senator CANNON. Thank you very much.
The hearing will now stand in recess until 2 p.m. this afternoon.
(Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m., the committee was recessed to recon-

vene at 2 p.m. the same day.)

A rrERNOON SESSION

Senator HARTKE. The committee will come to order.
The first witness we will have will be William Johnson, chairman

of the board of the Illinois Central Railroad Co.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM JOHNSON, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD,
ILLINOIS CENTRAL RAILROAD CO., ACCOMPANIED BY HENRY
DAVENPORT AND WILLIAM J. TAYLOR

Mr. Jou N SON. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HARTKE. Good afternoon.
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Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I have with me on your left, Mr. Wil-
liam J. Taylor, vice president of the executive department, and on
your right, Mr. Henry Davenport, vice president of passenger services
of the Illinois Central Railroad.
These gentlemen are here because they know a good bit more about

many aspects of this problem than I do, and I think it will be of some
help.
As the chairman may know, we have submitted a written statement in

my name, and I assume if anybody wants to read it, they can read it
as well as I could.
Senator HARTKE. Fine. The entire statement will appear in the rec-

ord at the end of your oral testimony you may cover any portions that
you deem pertinent.
Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, sir.
I would like to say to the chairman and members of the committee

that. we welcome—the Illinois Central welcomes this investigation,
and this inquiry, and congratulates you for addressing yourself to a
problem which we believe is one of great importance to the railroad
industry, the Illinois Central and I believe to the country.
It has various aspects and, of course, the statement of Mr. Good-

fellow which the committee received this morning represents the view
of the Illinois Central. We are represented on the board. We endorsed
the policy statement which he submitted in support of S. 2750.
We agree with Mr. Goodfellow's comments and his assessment of the

situation. I take it our purpose here representing the Illinois Central
is to comment particularly with respect to our own railroad and per-
haps to some extent to underline a point or two of broader national
importance.
I would like to observe first that the importance of the problem to

us is underlined by the fact that according to the recent Interstate
Commerce Commission's study, the Illinois Central lost last year $7.4
million cash in operating intercity passenger trains. We have 16 trains.
This was just about 50 percent of the total net railroad operating
income of the railroad.
In other words, according to the Commission's conclusions, if we

had not run any intercity passenger trains, our net railroad operating
income would have been about 50 percent more than it actually was.
So you can see how very important the intercity passenger train

problem is to us. We do look upon it as a problem.
We grossed on intercity passenger trains last year about $16 mil-

lion. Our expenses, according to the Commission's conclusions, were
about $23.5 million. We are a substantial carrier, one of those rail-
roads which have hung on and cherished the notion longer than
some others that we should continue to operate passenger trains to
the best of our ability, to try to serve the people in our territory which
is roughly mid-America, as the chairman knows, and we hauled last
year about 3.5 million people on our intercity passenger trains.
We also have a commuter service which, of course is not involved

in the problem now before the committee, except that I think some
reference to it might be appropriate.
In the commuter service we haul about 80,000 people a day to and

from Chicago. Of course, this represents a lot more people than the
intercity passenger trains. We are inevitably being forced out of the
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intercity passenger train business, to the extent that the controls to
which we are now subject will permit us to get out.
We don't like it, but it is inevitable. Why are we being forced out?

In the first place, we don't have enough patrons. I guess the average
train has a load factor of about 39 percent. We need 80 percent to break
even. Twice as much as we are carrying.
We just don't have the patrons. About 100 people a train. We need

about 200 people a train.
I am averaging, and in trying to make these points I am .perhaps

oversimplifying, but insufficient patronage is perhaps a principal fac-
tor as to why we are being forced into these hopeless deficits that we
seem powerless to do anything about.
The second factor is constantly increasing costs, a spiraling cost

that we are totally unable to control. I might observe quite a bit of
this cost is a result of congressional enactment. We are not suggesting
that the Congress should not have passed the law that added to the
cost of intercity passenger trains; that's a different question.
But I do observe that some of our costs that are uncontrollable on

our part result from congressional action. Others result from agree-
ments with unions that we are unable to do anything about.
The third factor which is forcing us into intolerable deficits which

is sapping the strength of the whole railroad is unequal Government 
itreatment n the financial area. The Government has invested large

sums of money in the modes of transportation that compete with us.
So these three factors have brought us to the point where we don't see
any changes—insufficient patronage, spiraling costs, and unequal Gov-
ernment promotion—and we think it is too rate to recover from these
basic trends.
So the question is what should be done? We are still in a private

enterprise framework, the railroad industry of the United States is.
Until the law is changed, we read the Interstate Commerce Act as
endorsing private enterprise in the railroad system, even though
we are the only country in the world that has a private enterprise
railroad operation.
I think it is manifest that a private enterprise cannot continue in-

definitely in a situation in which the out-of-pocket cash loss
' 

$7.4 mil-
lion, according to the Commission, and on a fully distributed basis,
$17 million, where that loss consumes half of the earnings of all the
rest of our operation.
We and the railroads are only carrying 1 percent of the total inter-

city movement. A private enterprise can't tolerate that situation. It
must try to do something about it.
Since I have been with the Illinois Central we have lost cash in 3

short years of well over $20 million, running our passenger trains. So
we must try to find some answers.
I think it is fortunate that this committee is addressing itself to

this problem. One answer, of course is to go out of business. A lot
of people don't like this idea, and there are of course, sentimental
considerations, considerations perhaps of public interest, and some
people would be adversely affected, certainly their convenience would
be, whether their real needs would be may be debatable in a given case.
gut what is the answer? We believe it is time for the Government

and the railroads to form a partnership, at least on a tentative basis,
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until further studies can be made as proposed by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission and others, and to form it now, without delay, so
we can address ourselves to the question in a more deliberate way of
where does the real public interest lie?
Perhaps the passenger train has reached the point where there is

very little real public need. Perhaps that is true. Things do get obso-
lete. The stage coach was discontinued, and I expect there were some
people that regretted that, and probably they wished that perhaps out
of nostalgia or other reasons that the good old stage coach would have
kept on operating. Probably it would have been a real convenience that
it had.

Senator HARTKE. Do you mean to suggest that railroads are com-
parable to the stage coaches?
Mr. JOHNSON. No; but I suggest there is a possibility when the day

would come that advancing technology would render obsolete the kind
of service we are performing. It might be in the public interest to
virtually wipe out the entire passenger train operation and start again
with a whole new framework of operation.
But that's a difficult question which almost certainly would require

most extended study and careful consideration by the Congress.
Many of the other suggestions which have been made would seem

to require it. The problem we all have today is what are we going to do
now?
So the railroad industry has done a most remarkable thing. First

of all, they agree unanimously on something and that is remarkable.
Secondly, they agreed unanimously to ask the Federal Government

to become a partner in attempting to maintain such service as the
Government itself finds is essential in the public interest, and this is
what S. 2750 seeks to do.
Now, Mr. Chairman, there have been suggestions that the real answer

to the so-called passenger train problem is to tighten the screws on the
railroads, pass new laws, make them run these trains even if they do
lose their shirt. Make them run it on specified schedules. Make them
improve the quality of service in given ways and set up a whole new
framework of control regulations in much more detail than we have
ever had before.
I would suggest, in my own view, that getting cooperation through

a partnership arrangement, subject to governmental control, is a much
better answer than simply tightening the screws any saying to the rail-
roads. "No matter how much money you lose or how much it drains
away financial vitality, we forbid it."
The big hands of new controls will not solve that problem. You

suggested this morning a new approach is needed to this problem, and
iI certainly think that s true. When we identify precisely where the

public interest lies, we suggest S. 2750 is the new approach.
There have been suggestions that this matter be further studied and

I think in the United States a further study would be necessary before
some of the ideas could be ligitimately detailed and framed in a way
to be applied. But there have been studies all over the world of this
same problem.
In fact, one of the first major investigations that I was in when I

was a much younger lawyer and attempting to practice before the
Commission was a passenger train investigation. I think we worked
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on that about 3 years, and we went over all this in depth and asked
all the same questions. The Commission did a most thorough job and
issued a most comprehensive report. If we did it today we would find
in degree there have been changes, but I would suggest that probably
the same basic conclusions would emerge.
Look at the other countries of the world. Canada, Great Britain—

all of them. I would like to emphasize this point—there is no country
in the world that I know of where the Government does not finance
passenger train operations except the United States. Every other coun-
try does it. They all made studies to find out what are the factors that
produce the problem, and they all lost money, every single one of them.
None of them has any answers except nationalize

' 
which is just

b
another form of government assistance, if you want to call it that,
or such as the new Canadian Transport law—they have direct govern-
ment reimbursement.
I don't regard this as a subsidy. I know everybody is going to call

this a subsidy bill. But what we are really saying is if the Government
isays, "Sure, the train is losing a lot of money, but s it really necessary,"

if that is a service required by the public, the public must pay for it.
There are two ways that the public can pay. They can pay as a user,

when they get on the train, or they can pay through their Government,
which is their instrument of representation, in a formal, organized
society.
And that is what we propose to do. Because it won't work to make

the user pay the cost of running the train.
Senator HARTKE. Are any of your trains making money today?
Mr. JOHNSON. Not a single one intercity. These losses are not small.

We have a pair of trains which approaches a million dollar loss each
way and if we are going to be a private enterprise and have a board of
directors and use other people's money, private investing funds and
go into the capital markets and seek to borrow money and buy new
freight cars, and this is where we have great service capacity, there is
no question about our usefulness in the freight business. But there is
no way for me as chief executive to avoid saying at some point the loss
is too big.

Senator HARTKE. What about the proposal contained in S. 2939
which is the passenger car pool proposal. What is your opinion on that?
Mr. JOHNSON. I don't think I am qualified to comment extensively

on that. However, if there is a public need for a passenger train sys-
tem, and I know there is in some specific and fairly limited areas, but
by and large I doubt if there is very much real public need as distin-
guished from convenience—if there is such a need somebody has to
provide some equipment somehow because there is no earthly way to
justify putting any money in the passenger train system execPt in
very limited situations.
Senator HARTKE. What about purchasing of the right of way and

lease back?
Mr. JOHNSON. That suggestion I have heard discussed and I am sure

the railroad industry would fear that selling out its right of way
would threaten nationalization and Government ownership. I never
have been so afraid of these fears. I see the airways are owned by
the Government and the ordinary citizen doesn't know that but they
really exist; the highways are owned by the Government; the water-
ways are financed by Government and I guess they own them.

37-793 0-70--9
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I suppose it would be theoretically possible for the right of ways to
be owned by the Government. It certainly is a totally unequal situ-
ation for us to attempt to compete when we invest the money in our
own right of way and because we have done it we get the privilege
of paying taxes to the individual States and because we are a railroad
we pay discriminatory taxes.
You can't even get a sympathetic ear to outlaw State discrimina-

tion against the railroads.
Senator HARTKE. What about the proposal that the ICC should

have authority to regulate the adequacy of service?
Mr. JOHNSON. I feel this way 'about that: If the public, through

the Government, will tell us what they want us to do and pay for it,
I will do whatever they want to do.
Senator HARTKE. In other words, you are saying if you couple

the adequacy of service arrangement with the requirement that the
deficit which is incurred be met by the Government, you would agree
with that type proposition?
Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, with a qualification or two. One is this: I am

not sure it would really be in the public interest, I am just saying how
I feel about it.
I think there may be a very serious question as to whether we won't

become embroiled in a situation that might run on indefinitely at the
expense of the taxpayer.
As a railroad man I would perform the service if the public would

want it and pay for it.
But the other qualification is this: Railroad people by and large

are, or at least should be, much better at running trains and working
out schedules and deciding day to day what really works and what
is a waste of money than a regulatory agency.
I think the Commission's function is to determine policy primarily.

If the Commission starts trying to run the trains you are going to be
in a lot of trouble.
Senator HARTKE. What if the train schedule said they were going

to leave at 11 o'clock, don't you think they should leave at 11?
Mr. JOHNSON. They should sure try. That is what we do, try.
Senator HARTKE. Well, I know at the hearings on some of the

trains, the indications have been that schedules are treated as though
they are immaterial.
Mr. JOHNSON. Senator, I don't think I have ever met a railroad man

that really wanted to louse up his business and do a bad job.
Senator HARTKE. I can see where there would be a conflict, Mr.

Johnson, in the case where they are moving freight which is paying
the profit and moving passengers which is producing the loss.
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Davenport has responsibility for getting those

passenger trains on time and running them there.
Senator HARTKE. Well, I am not familiar with the details; I just

know in some of these hearings, for example, some of the places where
the evidence has been pretty conclusive that it doesn't make any differ-
ence what kind of train you are running over a certain part of the
track; certain places you have to t'cro 10 miles an hour and you know
you can't very well keep a schedule that requires that you travel faster
than that if you have to travel 10 miles an hour due to the condition
of the track.
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Mr. JOHNSON. There is no problem in passenger service that money
won't cure. If you put enough money in the roadbed and the equipment
and pay enough wages, you can do a right good job.
Now, there are failures from time to time, but you have problems

like this 
Senator HARTKE. I am not talking about the time-to-time failures;

I am talking like the Metroliner. It does leave on time and it arrives
on time. I guess it arrives ordinarily within a minute of its scheduled
arrival.
Mr. JOHNSON. It represents a large investment. My testimony was

wrong where I referred to a $9 million payment by the Government
in connection with the Metroliner and I understand actually it is more
like $2 million, so far.
But if you put enough money in and establish enough Metroliners,

most of whom will lose money, I believe---
Senator HARTKE. Well, they are not going to cost the Government

much more than the SST.
Mr. JOHNSON. I agree with that, Senator. The Government is cur-

rently investing every year about $10 for every person that gets on a
commercial airplane; about $10. Not long ago it was $7. Now it is up
to $10.
Now, it would cost the Government $2.10 to reimburse us for our

actual cash, out of pocket losses per passenger on the Illinois Central.
Senator HARTKE. I think that is a significant statement. I think this

committee should take cognizance of that. I think the difficulty is that
we have looked at these things in a narrow view, about passenger serv-
ice on a train without giving a thought to what happens. Maybe we
ought to go to all-bus travel; maybe that would be better.
Mr. JOHNSON. This is a basic problem of allocation of national

assets on a priority basis that is in the best public good. This is not
just a railroad problem or people problem in one of our States that
we serve.
There is no doubt in my mind, for example, with respect to com-

muter service that the national assets, whether it be our money or the
Government's money, ought to be put in the commuter service, because
this is a real public need; no doubt about that.
A lot of these passenger trains do not represent, in my opinion, a

real public need. It would be so much cheaper to run a fleet of buses
and if the railroad wastes money the Nation wastes money.
If you want a sensible allocation of national assets in dollars it

would be a lot better to run a lot more buses and fewer passenger
trains and people would probably be better off.
I hope there is some thought given to the fact that last year Federal,

State, and local government invested about $20 billion in highways,
airways, airports, waterways, all competing with the railroads.
How much did they invest in railroads? Well, if it is $10 million I

will eat my hat.
Senator HARTKE. Don't plead poverty too hard, though, somebody

might take you up on it someday. You know what happens with
poverty; it either becomes distasteful or profitable. Be careful about
those two terms.
Mr. JOHNSON. The return on investment in the Illinois Central last

year was 2.1 percent. The Illinois Central is diversifying in the interest
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of preserving some financial stability for our stockholders and giving
us access to capital markets.
One of the great problems in the freight service is the heavy drain

of the passenger service. It is not just the problem of the people that
ride the train but it is a problem of the freight shipper.
The act of 1958 was passed after extensive study of this problem.

The purpose was to make it easier to get rid of losers that were drain-
ing away the railroads' vitality.
More recently the Commission, responsive to pressures and sensing

the discontinuance of virtually the whole passenger train system has
made very careful study of all these trains and some trains have been
required to be operated in the public interest in spite of losing large
sums of money.
I say this cannot go on and have a railroad system with financial

health in private enterprise. In particular, the passenger train fleet
of the Illinois Central is 33 years old.
You talk about on-time performance. The power that pulls the

passenger trains, the cars that make up the passenger train, these
things go bad. You spend more and more money repairing and they
do get late and get later and then you have to take cars out. It becomes
pretty unpleasant.
This goes back to the fact that the passenger train fleet in the

United States is old. What happens when it wears out? What hap-
pens is that you have increasing losses with increasing maintenance
and equipment expenditure. You have a poorer reliability factor and
it is getting worse and the safety of the operation could be affected.
In the figures that were given to your committee, there is nothing

really included for replacing passenger equipment. It would cost us
$66 million today to replace our passenger train system. What are
we going to do when it runs out?
If the public interest requires the trains continue to be operated,

the public should provide us with some cars or pay us so we can pro-
vide the cars. Either way suits me. But this is a problem that cannot
be swept under the rug.
As it is now, if you are going to have private enterprise, you have

to permit these trains to be discontinued.
The answer, I think, right now, is to reimburse the railroads for

the losers where the Commission concludes after investigation and
findings that it is in the public interest to run those trains. Somebody
ought to pay us for it.
That is the immediate problem and the immediate answer. Once

you do that, then you can take your time and make studies of purchas-
ing the right of way, maybe, or the problem of access to capital markets
with the passenger train system.
But it is so important that the freight train capability of the rail-

road industry be preserved rather than deteriorate.
I think in summing up you might say this: There are four principal

reasons why we have this problem. One is that there is a great prefer-
ence for the private automobile and the airplane. The airplane is fast
and we can never do anything about it. This is technological advance.
Private automobile is convenient and you can never do anything

about it.
There are great highways; automobile registrations have increased

about four times in the last 11 years.

•
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There is no stopping this kind of invasion into the patronage of
the railroad system. Nobody can do anything about the speed of the
airplane or the convenience of the automobile, particularly when the
Government is spending so much money to make those increasingly
attractive.
The second big point, aside from the preference for other means of

travel which the public has, is the spiraling costs which are just too
great to be met.
Now, we lost the mail, most of it; five-sixths of our load has gone

out of the passenger train system. So what have we now? I think
there may be a public interest in operating for the indefinite future
to the University of Illinois and Southern University. We tried very
hard with a good many imaginative schemes to make this very at-
tractive. Beyond that I really doubt there is any public interest today
in continuing trains on Illinois Central. All of them lose money and
we probably should file right now to discontinue every single one of
them. The equipment is 33 years old.

This presents us with an insoluble problem, but it is a typical pat-
tern that what we are doing now is running a standby service for
Christmas, Easter, during vacation time when the children are home.
The thing that has maintained the passenger train system has been

mail which is virtually gone, express which is virtually gone and the
business traveler and he is gone.
There is no prospect of any of those returning to the passenger train

system.
I mentioned the situation in other countries of the world. They all

studied it; all have identical problems. Every single service in the
world has trains that lose money. They all have come to the same
conclusion: Whatever service is going to continue to be performed
will be financially assisted by their government and that is what
I believe this committee should conclude at this time.

Technological change has had an impact and Government financing
of competitors has had an impact and unless both of those things are
changed, we just can't see any other answer but the one we have
proposed.
Mr. Chairman, I think that that might sum up most of what is

in that long written statement of mine. I would be delighted to answer
any further questions.
Senator HARTKE. Thank you for that pessimistic statement. I don't

have any other questions.
Mr. JOHNSON. On these other bills, as I understand these bills, none

of them is really inconsistent with S. 2750 and none of them will solve
the passenger train problem.
S. 2750 will solve it at least temporarily and with proper safe-

guards for the public funds. We will do a good job if somebody will
pay for it.
(The full statement follows:)

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM B. JOHNSON, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, ILLINOIS
CENTRAL RAILROAD CO.

My name is William B. Johnson. I am Chairman of the Board of the Illinois
Central Railroad Company, one of the major passenger carrying railroads in
the country.
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The Illinois Central does not want to go out of the passenger business. It is,
however, being forced out of that business as a result of insufficient use of the
trains by the public, spiraling costs of operation and unfair governmental
promotional policies. There is little or no reason to believe that any of these
trends will reverse themselves in the future. If railroad intercity service is re-
quired by the public, the public through its government should assume any
deficit incurred in the operation. I will comment on this more at length later
in my statement.
The Illinois Central carries 80,000 to 90,000 pasengers per week day in com-

muter service, and operates 16 trains per day in intermediate and long-distance
intercity service (plus one additional train every other day). These trains are:
The Illini and The Shawnee (operating between Chicago and Carbondale,
Illinois), The Mid-American (operating between Chicago and Memphis, Ten-
nessee), The Panama Limited and The City of New Orleans (operating between
Chicago and New Orleans, Louisiana), connecting Trains Nos. 105 and 106
(operating between St. Louis and Carbondale), The Hawkeye (operating be-
tween Chicago and Sioux City, Iowa), The Governor's Special (operating be-
tween Chicago and Springfield), The City of Miami (operating between Chicago
and Miami, Florida), and The James Whitcomb Riley (operated jointly with
the Penn Central between Chicago and Kankakee). You will have noted many
of these intercity trains include such name-trains as the Panama Limited, City
of Miami and City of New Orleans.

Although my remarks today will primarily be confined to the operation of
intercity trains, I should point out that our desire to continue in the passenger
business is aptly demonstrated by the operation of our commuter service.
This service, which operates between Randolph Street in downtown Chicago

and Richton some 29 miles south of Chicago with two short branch lines serving
the South Shore area of Chicago and Blue Island, Illinois, is designed to provide
a means for the mass movement of the south suburban people between their
homes and places of business. We recognize that in this area there is no sub-
stitute for mass transportation. The highway approaches to the cties have
reached a point of saturation and accordingly there is a definite public need for
it. We have, therefore, been cooperating with the public in an attempt to improve
the service and the facilities. As an example, we recently cooperated with the
Chicago South Suburban Mass Transit District in progressing an application to
the Department of Transportation for new equipment. This method of providing
equipment will enable us to keep the fare structure at a reasonable level. As a
result of the grant obtained we will be able to provide the service on a break
even or nominal profit basis. The same should be true of the operation of our
intercity trains.

Surely the committee members are aware of the results a the 1969 Inter-
state Commerce Commission study of eight railroads, including the Illinois Cen-
tral, and representing 42% of the national intercity revenue passenger miles.
Certain of the findings developed in this study should be emphasized.
The average age of the passenger fleet for the eight railroads studied was 22

years. The average age of the Illinois Central 'passenger fleet was 33 years. For
the year 1968, on a fully allckated ICC basis, excluding commuter, the total loss
for the eight railroads' passenger operations was $214,298,022. The ICC study
reported a total avoidable loss of $118,076,768 for the eight carriers or 55.1
percent of the full allocated basis. My own company reported for the year 1968,
on a fully allocated ICC basis, excluding commuter, a loss of $17,665,333 from
passenger operations. The ICC showed for my company an avoidable loss of
$7,362,577 or 41.7 percent of our reported fully allocated loss, excluding commuter
operations.
The study also showed the Illinois Central Railroad spent $1.45 for every

$1.00 of revenue it earned from passenger operations. The average of the eight
railroads was $1.83 for every $1.00 of revenue. In fact, the Illinois Central Rail-
road rate was the lowest of the eight. The highest was $2.42 for every $1.00
of revenue. IT we could apply the percentage •develolied •by comparing 1968
fully allocated losses to the avoidable loss developed by the IOC study for the
Illinois Central to our reported fully allocated losses for the past five years, one
can see my company has absorbed estimated cumulative avoidable losses of
$36,695,034, as indicated by Exhibit A attached to my statement.
Replacement of our 33 year old passenger fleet, including passenger locomo-

tives, but excluding commuter equipment, would now cost $66,360,000. Unless
the present fleet is replaced between 1970 and 1980, there will be three extremely



131

detrimental results: 1) losses will continue to increase due to the rising cost
of maintaining this over age equipment, 2) the reliability of the service will fur-
ther deteriorate, and 3) safety of operation could be affected.

It is, of course, common knowledge that since World War II the railroad
passenger business has steadily declined. Accordingly, in 1d958 with the nation
facing deteriorated passenger and freight rail service as a result of an annual
passenger deficit of over 600 million, Section 13a of the Interstate Commerce
Act was enacted. This section was designed to provide a simple procedure for
railroads to discontinue deficit service which the public no longer required.
Some of the more recent decisions of the Interstate Commerce Commission have
found that there are occasions when passenger trains should be operated in the
public interest even though continued operation involves enormous losses by the
owner railroads. If there is a public need for such a service that cannot even
produce sufficient funds to cover the cost of operation, then surely in a private
enterprise system the carrier should be made whole for the losses incurred.
Some of the cases to which I refer are: Northern, Pacific Ry. Co. Discontinuance
of Trains, 333 ICC 15 (1968), involving the "Mainstreeter" with an annual loss
of $1,300,000; Southern Pacific Co. Discontinuance of Trains and Western Pa-
cific R. Co. Discontinuance of Trains, 333 ICC 525 (1968), involving the "Cali-
fornia Zephyr" with 1967 loss of $600,000 and the "City of San Francisco" with
1967 loss of $285,000; Norfolk and Western By. Co. Discontinuance of Trains,
334 IOC 506 (1969) involving the "Wabash Cannonball" with 1967 loss of
$460,000 and 1968 loss of $576,000.

Although the Illinois Central has tried hard, with both new and conventional
efforts, to assure retention of this business, the dollars continue to drain away.
Despite all these efforts we are inexorably being forced out of the intercity pas-
senger business as a result of a combination of factors. These factors which are
largely, if not entirely, beyond the control of management are: 1) the over-
whelming preference of the public for other transportation; 2) the inability
to operate passenger trains at a break even point; 3) financial and credit prob-
lems relating to capital requirements; and 4) an unfortunate and distorted
tendency to confuse the vocal occasional user of a train (who actually has ac-
ceptable alternatives) with an actual and demonstrated public need for a train.

1. THE PREFERENCE OF THE PUBLIC FOR OTHER TRANSPORTATION

One of the major factors affecting intercity rail passenger service is the pref-
erence of the traveling public for traveling by private automobile, by air, and
in other cases by public bus. The tremendous increase in registration of private
automobiles has contributed immensely to the decline of rail passenger patron-
age. This ownership has gone from approximately 20 million vehicles in 1947
to almost 82.8 million vehicles in 1968. Our society has progressively acquired
more automobiles until we have reached a point where 80% of our families
own one automobile and 26% of our families own two or more. During this
same period, federal, state and local governments have increased highway capi-
tal expenditures from an annual rate of approximately $2.8 billion to slightly
over $14.5 billion. For all practical purposes modern highways now parallel our
entire railroad. The great expansion of highways, added to the conveniences
of the auto driver's ability to write his own schedule and receiving door-to-door
service, have made the private automobile much more attractive than public
conveyances.

It is particularly notable that in the area of long haul travel, the airplane
with its speed advantage has further cut into the intercity rail passenger market.
A typical example is the Illinois Central's Panama Limited which traverses 921
miles between Chicago and New Orleans in 16 hours and 30 minutes, compared
to jet travel time for the same distance of approximately 2 hours. To a large
degree, business travel, which is the backbone of public intercity travel, has
gravitated to the airplane because of the time saving and there is no way we
can -overcome this tremendous disadvantage. Federal and state investment in
airport and airway improvements increased from an annual expenditure of 336
million dollars in 1955 to an expenditure of 1,128 million dollars in 1966. This
huge investment in airport and airway facilities is directly related to the
Increase in airline passengers from 45.2 million in 1957 to 118.7 million in 1967,
while rail passengers decreased from 162 million in 1957 to 98.1 million in 1967.
In other words, in the decade between 1957 and 1967 the annual governmental

investment in airline passengers rose from $7 to $10 per passenger. This con-
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tinuous annual tax investment of dollars is a definite inducement and advantage
for the movement of passengers by air.
The Illinois Central is merely asking to be made whole. A government invest-

ment to accomplish this would be considerably less than the tax investment in
air travel, inasmuch as railroad facilities are already available. For comparative
purposes the Illinois Central operating deficit as reported to the Interstate Com-
merce Commission would require a government tax investment of $5 per passen-
ger or, on the basis of the Illinois Commerce Commission's 1969 avoidable cost
study, a tax investment of $2.10 per passenger.

2. INABILITY TO OPERATE PASSENGER TRAINS AT A PROFIT.

In the years prior to the development of extensive air services and the Inter-
state Highway system, passenger train revenues were derived from a reliable
volume of mail (both preferential and bulk), from express traffic, and from a
steady flow of passengers traveling for both business and pleasure reasons. In
recent years most of the profitable long-haul mail and express has been lost
and there is very little travel on passenger trains for business reasons. We are
left with short to intermediate distance mail traffic, and with spasmodic pas-
senger travel largely for personal and pleasure reasons.
This former traffic has primarily been diverted to air and highway carriers.

Our former long-distance bulk mail has been diverted to rail freight and to
highway freight carriers. We continue to handle some bulk mail in passenger
service, but not a great deal, and only for distances up to a few hundred
miles. Much of this mail originates from the Chicago catalog mail order houses
and moves to smaller cities, and we are faced with the movement of empty
cars and vans back to Chicago.
At one time, the passenger train was the essential tool of the businessman,

who demanded first-class travel. The businessman travels at all seasons of the
year, regardless of weather and personal conveniences. Today, the consistent
intercity !business traveler uses the airlines and private automobiles. The result
is that our intercity trains now experience sharp peaks and valleys. Generally, our
summer travel is heaviest because children are available for trips. Sharp peak
loads occur over Easter, Memorial Day, Fourth of July, Labor Day, Thanks-
giving, and Christmas, New Year and usually the weekends preceding or follow-
ing these holidays. Our periods of light travel are generally January through
May and mid-September through mid-November. Our Chicago-Florida train
experiences its peak loads during the normal Florida travel seasons.
A good example of what has happened to many of our passenger trains

is summed up in a report of the Interstate Commerce Commission in 1968 in-
volving the discontinuance of our "Seminole" trains, which once operated be-
tween Chicago and Florida.' The Commission found:
"The Seminole has undergone changes in its basic nature. Once a heavy pas-

senger carrier from Chicago to the southeast, it then became essentially a mail
and express carrier as its patronage declined, moving to the alternate services
by rail and other common carriers. Now the mail and express have also found
their way from these trains, but the alternate services remain and have even
grown stronger. This is shown by the profits of recent years turning into deficits
so that the expenses of the three participating railroads exceed revenues by
about a half million dollars annually."
Like many other trains, the "Seminole" was heavily used during a few short

periods of the year, but most of the time was very lightly patronized in most of
its territory.
We experience occasional heavy movements of students at semester and term

breaks, as well as on national holiday periods. This occasional university student
travel often coincides with occasional heavy travel by other members of the
public. For these reasons, at certain times of the year all IC coaches are pressed
into service for very short periods, while most of the year we have to maintain
a large standby fleet. Our railroad receives no over-all benefit from handling
sudden short surges of passenger traffic. In fact, occasionally these surges are
of such magnitude that they catch us without adequate passenger equipment and
give us a black eye with the public. During these periods the general public,
including highway and airway travelers, benefit, rather than the railroad, as our
trains help relieve overcrowded highways and airways.

1 Illinois Central Railroad Co. Change in Service, 333 ICC 85,3, 8713-874 (1968).
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It is inevitable that a railroad such as the Illinois Central incurs large lossesin operating standby services for occasional users a few times a year. Any
attempt to continuously absorb such losses, in the face of publicly financed
competition, and a poverty rate of return on investment, threatens our basic
ability to serve safely and efficiently at at reasonable profit those shippers of
freight and those individuals who do need us for regular passenger service.
Therefore, if our passenger train schedules have to operate on a year-round basis
to meet occasional and peak requirements of society; then it is essential that
society, organized as government, must pay for our operating deficits and
replace our worn-out cars and engines.

3. FINANCIAL PROBLEMS

As I initially indicated, the 1969 ICC study of passenger service economics of
eight railroads showed that each of the eight could avoid large losses by elimi-
nating all passenger services. This situation is not substantially different from
that in other countries of the world with regard to passenger services. I am
advised the Department of Transportation statistics show that, to name only a
few, the Canadian, the United Kingdom, Brazilian, and Indian Railway Systems'
rail passenger operations all operate at large losses. These countries recognize
rail passenger services cannot be supported by revenues, and provide some form
of state assistance. Accordingly, the concept of S. 2750 substantially follows the
approach being utilized in other countries of the world.
In the case of the Illinois Central Railroad the ICC study shows the Illinois

Central has avoidable costs amounting to approximately $7.4 million annually.
This avoidable cost, however, does not cover the cost of replacing our intercity
passenger fleet, including passenger locomotives, which I previously stated would
be approximately $66,360,000. The Interstate Commerce Commission, in its report
of July 16, 1969, advised the fleet must be replaced within ten years if we are to
provide efficient and safe service to the public.

Accordingly, the concept of S. 2750 to lease equipment to the carrier, where
required, is necessary. Since the lease rental cost is not included in the afore-
mentioned avoidable costs, it should also be considered in determining a govern-
mental investment in the service. The Chairman of the Interstate Commerce
Commission, Mrs. Virginia Mae Brown, has advised the Chairman of this Com-
mittee relative to this report, stating "Should the public need for such service
warrant retention of these trains that cannot be operated without significant
losses, we (the ICC) will support a program of federal aid to the carriers."

4. OCCASIONAL CONVENIENCE VERSUS DEMONSTRATED AND SUBSTANTIAL PUBLIC
NEED

Attempts are frequently made to retain the last remaining train between two
points, even though the public use of the train has practically disappeared. These
cases serve as examples of the sentimental relationship that exists between cer-
tain segments of society and rail passenger service. The problem of the deficit
passenger train involves serious economic considerations of priorities in the
allocation of the nation's transportation assets. Sentimentality has no proper
place in the resolution of this problem, however tempting it might be. As George
W. Hilton, Professor of Economics of the University of California at Los Angeles,
indicated in a recent address, "Regulatory Commissions frequently misrepresent
the 'public' by giving undue emphasis to the few vocal individuals who object to
the discontinuance of passenger trains."

Professor Hilton indicates that the voices of these few individuals should not
be taken as representative of the great majority of the public who are actually
uninterested as evidenced by their lack of use of the train. This type of criticism
is constructive and demonstrates that it is extremely important for any given
regulatory agency involved in a train discontinuance case to differentiate be-
tween the slight inconvenience to a few members of the public and the discon-
tinuance as it relates to the genuine requirements of public convenience and
necessity. I am sure the Interstate Commerce Commission attempts to do this to
the best of its ability.
However, huge capital resources must be employed to provide and maintain

trackage systems, roadbeds, signal systems and rolling stock. Accordingly, it is
imperative that the new and replacement investments for our railroad be so
made as to best serve the public, making productive use of the railroad's serv-
ices and to provide a return on those investments. To do otherwise would be to
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act to the detriment of our freight shippers, employees and stockholders. The
end result could be that we would be pushed out of business completely. We on
the Illinois Central are now faced with a decision related to the foregoing
factors. We probably should file immediately to discontinue virtually all of our
remaining intercity trains, as there is no possible way to invest large sums of
money in the railroad passenger business and hope to obtain a return on it.
In ray opinion it is obvious that a railroad should not continue to offer inter-

city passenger train service in a corridor where a bus can provide all the real
transportation needs of the public. A train, with its cars and locomotives, even
assuming we were permitted to operate with a minimum crew of two members,
represents two to four times as much capital and manpower commitent than
is socially or economically necessary. There must be a limit to the amount of
rail passenger service offered in high density areas, even if the deficits were
defrayed by the general public through the taxing power. It has been our ex-
perience on the Illinois Central that a minimum of 200 passengers per trip
throughout the entire distance traveled is required to justify the operation of
an intercity train. I submit this figure should serve as a minimum regulatory
guideline for establishing the need to retain a given subsidized service.
In concluson, I would again remind the Committee that the Congress of the

United States has, for the past 20 years or more, poured vast sums into such
other forms of transportation as airways, highways, and waterways. The latest
annual figures (1966) which have come to my attention are $1.128 billion for
airways, $14.528 billion for highways and $.712 billion for waterways (rivers and
harbors). That adds up to a total subsidy to our competitors of $16,368,000,000.
During this same period only $9 million of public funds, a microscopic fraction
of $16 billion has been invested in intercity passenger service. This was in con-
nection with the Metro Liner demonstration project. Even though this is a
pittance, it is a step in the right direction. Accordingly, I earnestly submit that
if the intercity rail passenger transportation system is to survive S.B. 2750
deserves your support.

If public support such as proposed by S.B. 2750 is not made available, then we
of the railroad industry will continue to seek relief. We must continue to ask
the Interstate Commerce Commission to apply the Transportation Act of 1958
in accordance with the Congressional intent at the time of enactment.

ILLINOIS CENTRAL RAILROAD

Development of cumulative avoidable losses for 5 years period-1964-1968

(Excluding suburban)

See attached sheet for reported Illinois Central—ICC full deficit for year
1968—avoidable expense deficit and percent of avoidable deficit to full deficit.
The years 1964-1967 shown below were developed on same basis as 1968 full

deficit shown in attached sheet from ICC Report of July 16, 1969.

ICC full deficit

Estimated avoid-
able expense
(col. 1X41.7

percent)

1964 $17,762,341 $7, 406, 896
1965 17,073,841 7, 119,792
1966 18,102,539 7, 548, 759
1967 17,402,902 7, 257, 010
1968 17,665,333 7,362, 577

Total 36,695, 034

CHAPTER 5—NE7r AVOIDABLE EXPENSES VERSUS PUBLISHED DATA FOR THE STUDY
CARRIERS

A. ICC FULL DEFICIT

The total net avoidable expenses, for all the study carriers, of $118.1 million is
only 55.1 percent of their total ICC full deficits. For these intercity carriers, the
use of the full deficit results in a major overstatement of the savings which the
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carriers could have made by the complete cessation of their intercity service as
operated in 1968.
The net avoidable expenses of individual carriers as a percent of their full

deficits varied from the Illinois Central, which could save only 41.7 percent, the
Great Northern, which could save 67.2 percent.

TANI 21.-NET AVOIDABLE EXPENSES AGAINST ICC FULL DEFICIT

Carrier

Reported ICC Net avoidable Percent col. 2full deficit expense deficit divided by col. 1
(1) (2) (3)

AT & SF  $43, 119, 536 $26, 673, 758 81.9C. & 0.-B. & 0.1  25, 173, 662 12, 689, 274 50. 4GN  17, 245, 501 11,595, 723 67.2IC I  17, 665, 333 7, 362, 577 41. 7MP  8, 009, 171 3, 536, 076 44.2SCI  36, 567, 451 19, 330, 989 52. 9SOU  26, 630, 334 14, 936, 730 56. 1UP  39, 887, 034 21, 951, 641 55. 0
Total  214, 298, 022 118, 076, 768 55. 1

I Intercity only.

Senator HARTKE. All right, thank you. The last witness we have to-
day is J. R. Getty, vice president of passenger traffic of the Seaboard
Railroad Co.
You may proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF MMES R. GETTY, VICE PRESIDENT, PASSENGER
TRAFFIC OF THE SEABOARD COAST LINE RAILROAD CO., RICH-
MOND, VA.

Mr. Grrry. My name is James R. Getty. I am vice president, Pas-
senger Traffic of the Seaboard Coast Line Railroad Co.

' 
with offices in

Richmond, Va. I have been in the railroad passenger traffic business
for over 30 years. The past 17 years I have been head of the passenger
traffic department of this company and one of its predecessor lines.
I appear before you today to support S. 2750, which would amend

section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act so as to provide for reim-
bursement to a railroad of the cost of its operating uneconomic inter-
state passenger train services performed under order of the Interstate
Commerce Commission. In my judgment, passage of this bill or some-
thing very much like it is absolutely essential to the future of railroad
passenger train service.
The Seaboard Coast Line Railroad, as you know, is the result of the

merger July 1, 1967, of the former Atlantic Coast Line Railroad and
the Seaboard Air Line Railroad. Our lines of railroad extend from
Richmond, Va., on the north, to Tampa, St. Peterburg, Miami, and
other point in Florida, on the south, and as far west as Birmingham
and Montgomery, Ala. We have 9,280 miles of road and serve the six
States of Virginia, North and South Carolina, Alabama, Georgia, and
Florida.
The managements of both of these constituent companies had a very

positive attitude toward passenger business and the operation of their
passenger trains. They energically promoted and did everything they
could to increase their passenger train revenues. This same positive
attitude is the attitude of the merged company, the Seaboard Coast
Line.
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We are fortunate in serving the North-South avenue which has a
good flow of traffic, and our territory offers excellent attractions for
year-round vacation travel.
Included in our passenger train fleet are some of the leading trains

in this country, such as the Silver Meteor, Champion, Silver Star, and
in the winter season the deluxe Florida Special. We operate these
trains jointly with other lines between New York, Washington, the
Southeast, and Florida.
We also operate in conjunction with other lines the streamliners

City of Miami and South Wind between Chicago and Florida, as well
as the Gulf Wind between Jacksonville and New Orleans, plus a
number of trains serving intermediate territory. To provide this
service we have 89 passenger train locomotives, 308 stainless steel
lightweight passengers cars and a large number of heavyweight head-
end cars and coaches which are used as needed in our secondary
trains.
Our streamlners have reserved seat coaches, sleeping cars with a

wide array of accommodations, dining cars, tavern loungers and other
features. In addition to the regular train crews, you will find pas-
senger service agents, registered nurses, and chair car attendants,
which services have been offered continuously since 1939.
During midafternoon we have hospitality hours when orange juice

and coffee are served with the complements of the railroad. The de-
lux winter season Florida Special has hostesses, movies, fashion
shows, games, telephones, candlelight dinners, and champagne on
the house. As a result of the merger, this train is now operated over
the most expeditious route of the combined lines and provides a 24-
hour schedule between New York and Miami.
To promote and sell this service, we have 30 sales offices located in

key cities, offline and online, ranging from. Boston, New York, Phil-
adelphia, Baltimore, Washington, Pittsburgh and Chicago in the
North, to Miami, Fort Lauderdale, West Palm Beach, Sarasota,
Tampa, and St. Petersburg in the South.

Principal functions of these offices include familiarizing the gen-
eral public, travel agents and those connected with travel and pas-
senger transportation with our services. Information and reserva-
tion service is provided by the office staffs, and solicitation includes
all facets of sellings, such as personal contact, telephone, direct mail,
sales blitzes, and special promotions involving sizable groups.
Commissions are paid to recognized travel agents on both rail

and sleeping car business. In order to create new traffic we offer a
wide variety of individual package tours, and we arrange many spe-
cial tours for various groups.
Our sales efforts continue to have the benefit of an advertising

program which includes newspapers, radio, magazines, billboards,
and special promotions. While we have made modest upward ad-
justments in our fares to take care of some of our increasing costs,
at the same time we offer reduced incentive fares in an endeavor
to stimulate new traffic and entice passengers to offpeak periods.
And yet, despite our continual efforts to promote our passenger

service and make it attractive and appealing, the number of pas-
sengers carried has steadily declined.
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From 3,492,000 in 1950, the number went to 2,766,000 in 1955,
2,191,000 in 1960, 2,042,000 in 1965 and 1,457,000 in 1968.
Our passenger revenue has also declined.
In 1950 our passenger revenues were $302547,000, in 1955 they were

$28,846,000, in 1960 they were $28,714,000, in 1965 they were $28,774,-
000, and in 1968 they were $22,194,000.
The average distance traveled per passenger on the Seaboard Coast

Line alone has increased from 359 miles in 1950 to 493 miles in 1968.
This indicates that our long distance, blue ribbon trains continue to
attract substantial patronage and that the decline has occurred pri-
marily on our secondary type and local trains where there is simply not
the potential and where the competition of the private automobile is
most heavily felt.
Many of the passenger trains which we operated during this period,

of course, carried mail and express, and this traffic too has suffered a
serious decline. Our mail revenues last year were about half of what
they were in 1950 and this year will be even less. Moreover, much of
the mail is no longer handled in passenger trains but in freight piggy-
back service. Express revenues in 196,8 were less than a third what
they were in 1950 and what express traffic the railroad does enjoy is
now carried in piggyback service, the rest having been diverted to
other forms of transportation.
In addition to trying to combat these downward trends by promoting

our passenger trains and making the service attractive, efforts have
been made to reduce expenses, and as a last resort we have discontinued
those trains that were the big money losers when it was clear that in
the nature of things they could not be made profitable.
The merger of the ACL and SAL has enabled us to reduce duplicate

passenger train mileage and facilities, not only without adversely
affecting our service but in many instances actually improving it.
Our passenger deficit in 1968, under the Interstate Commerce Com-

mission's fully allocated cost formula, was $36.5 million. In its July 16,
1969, report to Congress, entitled "Investigation of Costs of Intercity
Rail Passenger Service," the Commission found that the passenger
train service we provided in 1968 resulted in an avoidable-expense
loss of almost $19.5 million. Our company's net income for that year
was only $12,232,037.
Notwithstanding the performance of our Florida streamliners, it is

obvious and also an understatement to say that this passenger service
involves a financial burden which this company cannot bear.
In these days of severe competition, our freight traffic cannot, nor

should it be expected to, make up our passenger train losses. These
losses are a substantial drain on funds greatly needed for maintenance
and improvements in property and equipment.

Nevertheless, we want to continue providing passenger service if we
can. There are still many people who want to ride trains, and with
the country's population increasing as it is, we believe there will con-
tinue to be a substantial number of people who desire to use good train
service in the territory we serve, particularly to and from Florida.
'The question is how long it will be possible for use to provide this

service, which our experience demonstrates is a continually losing
proposition. We should not be expected to provide passenger service at
a loss. I therefore support S. 2750, which would reimburse us for the
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loss incurred when the Interstate Commerce Commission requires us
to continue operating a losing passenger service.
Another serious and difficult question relates to our equipment. The

oldest lightweight stainless steel cars in .our passenger fleet were ac-
quired new in 1939 and 1940, the most recent ones in 1956. Their age
thus ranges from 13 to 30 years. Five years ago we bought 40 light-
weight stainless steel cars from other railroads and placed them in
operation in our through trains. The average age of the lightweight
stainless steel cars we operate is about 20 years. The heavyweight
coaches and the head-end cars are much older.
As cars become older they not only lose cuStomer appeal, but become

more difficult and expensive to maintain. Components, such as air
conditioning, heating, plumbing, and wiring, are more prone to mal-
function and the cars are therefore more often out of service for
repairs.
In short, it would be desirable to replace much of our passenger

train fleet with new equipment that will offer innovations and com-
fort for passengers, plus dependability of operation with lower main-
tenance costs for the railroad.
It is not practicable, however, for us to replace this equipment

under today's conditions. The lightweight passenger equipment we
acquired since the end of World War II cost us approximately $30
million

' 
and the 97 diesel electric locomotives we acquired during this

period to pull these passenger trains cost us over $17 million.
The cost of this equipment today would be vastly higher. The cost

of designing, enginering, and starting up a production line for just a
few trains would be so high as to be prohibitive to the SCL.

'S. 2750 would provide that if we need certain passenger train equip-
ment in order to comply with an order of the Commission to con-
tinue operatnig a particular passenger train service the Secretary of
Transportation shall acquire it and lease it to us. While this may not
entirely answer the question of how we replace our passenger train
fleet, it is a step in that direction and I therefore support it.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I also want to say that I appreciate very much the opportunity to

be here.
Senator HARTKE. Is Mr. Rice still president?
Mr. Gurry. Yes.
Senator HARTKE. Do any of your passenger trains make money now.
•Mr. GETTY. We think our through trains between New York, Wash-

ington, and Florida do make a contribution to the operation of our
company.

Senator HARTKE. In other words, you feel that they do make money?
Mr. GErry. Yes, we feel they make a financial contribution.
Senator HARTKE. Mr. Rice said if he was going to write a book,

one of the chapters of the book would be about the passenger service
which he says is making about an 8-percent return. Is that, in your
opinion correct?
Mr. dErry. I am not familiar with that one, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HARTKE. Well, one chapter in Rice's book would have to

do with the Seaboard coastline passenger service. In the last year the
road has succeeded in eliminating about 3,000 of its passenger miles
largely unneeded, formerly handling about 8 percent of its express

p.
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service. It is now making about 8 percent from operating through
streamliners daily between New York and Florida.
Mr. GETTY. Yes, on our New York, Washington, Florida trains we

think they make a contribution to our operation, and we base that on
an out-of-pocket basis. We have had an opportunity to make a study
on the individual trains on an avoidable cost basis.
Senator HARTKE. Do you favor ICC authority to regulate adequacy

of service?
Mr. GETTY. I did not hear you.
Senator HARTKE. The authority over adequacy of service which

ICC says they do not have at the present time, do you favor giving
them such authority?
Mr. GETTy. Mr. Chairman, I think that may have merit, and I see

no objection to it providing we get this relief. Yesterday, as I sat here
in a very interesting hearing, I was interested to hear the comments
about the need and urgency for the continuation of rail passenger
service.
I also heard people mentioning aids to other forms of transporta-

tion; someone mentioned $50 million to one form of transportation,
and $200 million in aids to navigation, and there were comments about
the SST program of almost a billion dollars, most of which will be
paid out of public funds; and I heard people comment about the need
to have rail passenger service on a standby basis; and somebody talked
about, I believe, a master transportation plan and then there was a
proposal for moratoriums. As I recollect, the moratoriums seemed
to only affect the railroads. I would say there might be merit in many
of these things, but we cannot afford to suffer the financial drain from
all these losing trains while these things are going on.
So we cannot object to the study, but if we want to preserve and

continue the passenger business and stop this drain, I think the answer
is to pass this bill S. 2750.
Senator HARTKE. How do you account for the fact that you are able

to make a profit on those through trains?
Mr. GETTY. As I said in here, these trains service north-south routes

where there is a good flow of vacation travel, we service vacation
attractions, both in the north and south, and we have year-around
travel in large numbers on those trains. They are different in character.
They are large trains, maybe 17 or 18 cars, they have sometimes any-
where from 400 or 500 or more people on them. They are quite in
contrast to some of these other trains that people talk about that have
been discontinued.
I think one thing in discussions here is that some of these so-called

passenger trains may even be a misnomer. They are in the passenger
train account but they were really primarily mail and express trains
and had few passengers on them.
When the mail and express came off there was no use for them or

need. So they were counted in all these trains that came off, but really
they were predominantly mail and express trains. They were carried
in the passenger accounts because maybe they had a passenger coach
on them.
Senator HARTKE. Well, I want to thank you for your testimony. I

might say I am still looking for that one great idea to pop out of
somebody's fertile mind.
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Mr. GErry. And, as I think it was said earlier today, this bill S. 2750,
I believe is a refreshing and fertile idea in itself.

Senator HARTKE. It is certainly not new to have the Government
pick up the bill. I am not saying it is bad, but it is not necessarily new.
What we need is a new Newton on the scene.
Mr. Gurry. Thank you very much, it was nice to be here.
Senator HARTKE. All right, these hearings will be recessed until 10

o'clock tomorrow morning.
Correction, 9:30 tomorrow morning. I hope anyone who is scheduled

to appear here at a later hour will appear on time.
(Whereupon, at 2:55 o'clock p.m., the hearing was adjourned.)



PASSENGER TRAIN SERVICE LEGISLATION

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1969

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SUBCOMMITTEE,
W ashington,D.0 D.C.

The subcommittee met at 9:30 a.m., in room 5110, New Senate Moe
Building, the Honorable Vance Hartke presiding.
Present: Senators Hartke, Cannon, and Prouty.
Senator HARTSE. The committee will come to order.
The first witness scheduled this morning is Senator Allott. He has

been delayed and we will take him when he comes later this morning.
We will now hear the Honorable Reginald Whitman, Administra-

tor, Federal Railroad Administration, Department of Transportation.

STATEMENT OF REGINALD N. WHITMAN, ADMINISTRATOR, FED-

ERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY CARL V.

LYON, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR; AND JAMES K. MacANANNY,

DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF POLICY AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS

Mr. WHITMAN. My name is Reginald N. Whitman Federal Rail-
road Administrator. I have with me on my right Carl V. Lyon, Deputy
Administrator, and on my left is James H. MacAnanny, Director,
Office of Policy and Program Analysis, Federal Railroad Adminis-
tration.
On behalf of the Department, I wish to thank the committee for

affording us this opportunity to present our views on the subject of
railroad passenger service and the bills on this subject presently pend-
ing before the committee. Other witnesses have presented considerable
testimony on the passenger train problem and I will try not to cover
the same ground.
The present level of about 500 daily intercity passenger trains is

indeed a much different situation than was the case when Congress
last acted on this issue, with the enactment of section 13a of the Inter-
state Commerce Act in 1958. Eleven years later we again are at a point
where revenues from passenger service have declined at a much faster
rate than the costs of providing the service. The result has been a
sharply rising passenger deficit. The drain on railroad finances is
severe at a time when available capital is very scarce and when de-
ferred maintenance of roadbed, a vital factor in railroad safety, is
building sharply. If anything, the passenger train dilemma is more
perplexing than it was in 1958.

(141)

37-793 0-70-10



142

While the public would apparently like to have modern rail pas-
senger service at its disposal, that desire is not readily translated into
passenger traffic. Levels of patronage and revenues necessary for a
break-even or marginal operation are difficult to achieve. Private
autos and the jet airliner have replaced the passenger train to the
extent that we no longer have a national railroad passenger capabil-
ity, although the basic elements of a national system remain.

There is a general belief that poor quality of rail service and lack
of interest on the part of the railroad industry was the main element
that brought about the dismantling of a once massive rail passenger
network. Such criticism may be justified in certain cases but it is
not the basic reason for the overall decline in intercity rail service.
Where once the businessman, vacationing family, and occasional trav-
eler had to go by train, the choice of rail today runs a poor third.
The public wants the speed of air travel and the economy and flexi-
bility of the private auto. Another factor in the decline of the passen-
ger train is the mounting cost of providing even the level of service
we have today. Many lines are down to one train a day each way.
All remaining costs directly related to passenger services must be
borne by that one pair of trains, rather than perhaps four or six
trains a day that were running a few years ago. This produces an
impossible situation for the railroads, one in which they may lose
money, even if the train runs at capacity every day. A third factor
in this matter is that there has been an almost complete lack of
public assistance to keep passenger trains modern and comfortable.
Thus, I would describe the railroad passenger problem, and the

events which brought the situation to where it is today, in terms of
low use, high costs, and lack of public assistance. These same prob-
lem elements are also critical in any plan to structure a future role
for intercity rail service. The rail passenger service issues involve
large questions of public policy. Solutions may require large sums
of private or public funds. A great industry and its employees are
concerned that something be done. Most important, those who ride
the trains want action.
The Federal Railroad Administration has been examining the prob-

lem since hearings on the passenger train question in the last Con-
gress. While our study is not complete, we have identified alternative
plans which I would like to discuss with you briefly. We are led to
the conclusion that any requirement for continued service lies essen-
tially in a number of short-haul, high-density corridors; plus perhaps
a skeletal long-distance service. We endeavored to examine intercity
markets in which present air and highway congestion suggests the
need for the rail alternative. Also considered were markets that may
not need rail service today but conceivably could as population and
traffic congestion increases. The cost of financing this type of service
is something we have been analyzing with our own staff resources.
One possible program would be to provide passenger service in

those areas where local public agencies are wining to join with the
Federal Government to provide funds to operate the routes. The
Federal commitment would be in the form of capital grants for plan-ning of routes acquisition of equipment, upgrading of track and sta-
tions, and testing and demonstration of equipment. Under this pro-
gram, a public agency willing to participate financially and assume a
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share of the project costs could apply for Federal assistance. Public
agencies would be permitted to join together and to jointly make the
application for Federal aid, such as is done in rapid transit, airports,
and highways programs.
Some favor this program because it provides for the acceptance of

financial responsibility on the part of local agencies which believe
passenger service is needed. This is a built-in protection against poorly
conceived programs. This plan would be responsive to future needs.
Further, it allows maintenance of essential service to local areas and
offers financial relief to railroads which continue the particular pas-
senger service. Criticism of the plan is that it is too restricted because
it saves only those routes having a local financial sponsor.
A second possible program involves a legislative proposal to charter

a private corporation to provide rail passenger service in selected high-
density routes throughout the Nation for at least a 3-year period.
The corporation, which we have called "Railpax" in our discussions,
would have a board of directors composed of stockholder representa-
tives and Presidential appointees. The plan envisions ownership of
stock by railroads and the public.
Railpax would enter into contracts with existing carriers to operate

the passenger service which Railpax desires to preserve or initiate.
Neither fares nor routes would be subject to jurisdiction of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission. Should Railpax find a given service un-
profitable and wish to discontinue it, States or municipalities could
contract with Railpax for partial or full support of the service. The
railroad relieved of the burden of providing a particular deficit pas-
senger service would pay a levy to Railpax, equal to 50 percent of the
annual avoidable cost savings which the railroad claims in its train-off
case before the ICC. The levy would be collected over each of 3 years
following discontinuance, for a total of 150 percent of total savings
claimed. It is estimated that the levy upon the railroads would amount
to about $330 million.
The major advantage of Railpax is that no Federal funds are re-

quired. Other advantages are that only essential service will be main-
tained and that there is no dependence on local initiative, except in
cases where local groups act to prevent discontinuances by Railpax
by advancing full or partial financial support. Disadvantages of the
plan are the imposition of another level of management on top of pres-
ent management; and reduction of Federal control through removal
of rail passenger service from the regulatory process.
A third possible program would provide Federal grants for rolling

stock equipment, and initial roadbed and station improvements. The
only condition required would be the otherwise profitable operation of
the route or the availability of State or local subsidies to cover oper-
ating deficits. On the plus side this plan would afford some financial
relief to railroad passenger service; it would provide an opportunity to
improve service, and would allow State and local participation in the
preservation of essential routes. Further, it would assist in meeting the
critical problem of replacing wornout or obsolete passenger equipment,
and would provide for the initial upgrading of undermaintained right-
of-way and rundown stations now used in passenger operations. A
drawback to the plan is, of course, that Federal funds will be required.
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And the otherwise profitable condition to which I referred wouldseverely limit the selection of lines.
I think it is clear, from this brief review of the areas which the De-partment is exploring, that we are covering the wide range of bills thatare before your committee. Those include proposals directing the De-

partment of Transportation to study the problem of passenger servicerequirements; granting Federal consent to creating regional intercitypassenger service authorities; providing for a moratorium on ICCapproval of rail mergers and passenger train discontinuances ; andproviding Federal funds for capital acquisition-leasing and operatingsubsidy.
We have carefully reviewed the various bills, particularly in regardto the alternative programs we have under discussion. The Depart-

ment would have serious doubts as to the advisability of a moratorium
or the use of Federal funds to subsidize operating deficits. However,these proposals, along with other legislative suggestions, are being
analyzed fully as we explore all possible solutions to the longstandingand complex passenger train problem.
In our analysis, we are attempting to utilize all the informationavailable to us from the high-speed ground program. Most recently

available to us is a survey of rail passenger traffic in the NortheastCorridor for the January to June period of this year. We have copies
of this with us and we would like to submit them for the record. Weare releasing the survey statistics this week. They indicate a substan-tial number of passengers were diverted from auto or air to the Metro-liner service.
Another information source is the Department's Northeast Corridor

transportation study which is developing a data base and system bywhich passenger transportation needs and the means of satisfying suchneeds can be evaluated. The Department must look ahead to new tech-nologies for moving people—technologies that transcend the conven-tional steel wheel on steel rail. In this regard we have been activelyresearching the promising tracked air cushion vehicle. We are also look-ing at the hovercraft, the hydrofoil, and vertical/short takeoff andlanding aircraft as possible means of providing high speed-high dens-ity passenger transportation in the future.
Finally, we will be consulting with the various groups and indi-viduals concerned with this problem to obtain the benefit of theirviews.
In effect, Mr. Chairman, the Federal Railroad Administration andthe Department have been studying the problem of the role of railpassenger service in the total transportation system in much the samemanner as recommended by a number of the pending bills. However,we are about 3 months away from completing our analysis and recom-mending a course of action. We need the additional time to define moreprecisely the question of need in terms of routes, priorities, and costs,and assess the implications for other modes of transportation. Whilewe realize that the committee is anxious to work out a solution, wehope that you can defer action on all pending legislation until we areprepared to offer positive recommendations.
This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. I shall bepleased to answer any questions the committee may have.(The U.S. Department of Transportation Rail Passenger Surveyfollows:)
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INTRODUCTION 

This is the second report of rail passenger traffic in the

Northeast Corridor (Washington-New York and New York-Boston routes)

and covers the January-June 1969 period. The earlier publication

"Rail Passenger Statistics in the Northeast Corridor" was issued

in February 1969 and covered the 1967 and 1968 calendar year periods.

That publication describes the background and methodology of the

data collection programs.

Although the two-year New York-Washington high speed rail

demonstration for which the Government and the Penn Central have con-

tracted has not started, interim service has been introduced as

follows: two round trips per day which began January 16 and Feb-

ruary 10, 1969, respectively and one non-stop round trip on weekdays

which began April 2, 1969.

Turbo service was introduced between Boston and New York with

one round trip daily which began April 8, 1969.
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE DATA

Passenger Volume 

....New York-Washington corridor rail passenger traffic increased by
273,000 to 3,771,000 in the January-June 1969 period over the
same period in 1968. Metroliner traffic of 228,000 passengers
represented most of the increase but higher traffic on conven-
tional trains also contributed to the increase.

(Table I)

....New York-Boston corridor rail passenger traffic decreased sub-
stantially (30%) in the January-June period from 1,149,000
passengers in 1968 to 807,000 in 1969. The decrease reflects
the discontinuance of eleven trains on February 2, 1969. The
Turbo (one round trip per day) was introduced April 8, 1969 and
accounted for 18,000 passengers through June 30.

(Table I)

....The New York-Washington city pair experienced the greatest in-
crease of any city pair in the January-June 1969 period;
passenger volume over the previous year rose by 55% from 232,000
to 360,000. Metroliner trains accounted for 95,000 of the
128,000 increase.

(Table II)

....Traffic declined on all of the 21 city pair combinations of the
New York-Boston corridor. The New York-Boston city pair
passenger decrease was more moderate than for other city pairs,
however; traffic decreased 11,000 (7%) to 157,000--this was
less than the 16,000 decrease from January-June 1967 to January-
June 1968. The New York-Boston city pair accounted for approx-
imately half of the total 18,000 Turbo passenger volume.

(Table III)

....The numbers of passengers on-board by segments (links) during
.January-June 1969 versus the momparable 1968 period increased
on all route segments between New York and Washington and de-
creased on all segments between New York and Boston.

(Tables IV & V)

....Metroliner load factors through June 30, 1969 have averaged about
75%. The only Metroliner run significantly below the average
was the morning non-stop from New York to Washington which
experienced a 41% load factor.

(Table VI)
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....The Turbo load factor through June 30, 1969 averaged about 70%
between New York and New Haven and 54% between New Haven and
Boston.

(Table VII)

Socio-Economic Characteristics of Passengers 

....Metroliner passengers are older than conventional train passen-
gers (60% were over 35 versus 45% on conventional trains) and
have higher incomes (34% versus 19% had incomes of $25,000
and over).

(Table VIII)

....Twice as many Metroliner passengers than conventional resided in
states outside the Corridor (12% versus 6%). Approximately the
same percent of passengers were male on Metroliner and conven-
tional trains (64% and 62% respectively).

(Table VIII)

....Conventional train passengers tended to be younger during
January-June 1969 compared with the same period in 1968 (55%
versus 47% were 35 or under). There were no other notable year
to year differences in the characteristics of passengers on
conventional trains.

(Table VIII)

Travel Characteristics of Passengers 

....Nineteen percent of Metroliner passengers were traveling on first
class tickets compared with 5% of conventional train passengers.
All Metroliner passengers paid full fare since commutation tickets
and other special fares were not available; 32% of conventional
train passengers were traveling on commutation or special fare
tickets.

(Table IX)

....Approximately the same share (47%) of both Metroliner and con-
ventional train travelers were traveling on business.

(Table IX)

....Metroliner passengers were less frequent travelers; 34% had last
made the trip over 6 months ago or never (versus 20% of con-
ventional train passengers) and 62% (versus 43%) made the trip
5 times or less in the past year.

(Table IX)

Past and Expected Travel Mode Usa:te 

....Of the Metroliner passengers, 50% used the train the last time
they made the trip and 23% used the plane. Of the conventional
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train passengers, 71% used the train and only 6% used the plane
on their previous trip.

(Table X)

 A high percent of both conventional and Metroliner passengers
(82% and 84%) report that they expect to use the train the next
time they make the trip.

(Table X)

Passenger Ratings of Train Service Attributes 

 With two exceptions (smoothness and the food), the service
attributes were rated "excellent" or "good" by over 80% of
Metroliner passengers. The Smoothness of the Ride and The Food
were rated "excellent" or "good" by 55% and 64% respectively of
the Metroliner passengers.

(Table XI)
 Only "Courtesy of Conductor" was rated "Excellent" or "Good"

by over 80% of the conventional train passengers. Five attri-
butes were rated "fair" or "poor" by 50% or more of the con-
ventional train passengers: Attractiveness (rated "fair" or
"poor" by 72%), Cleanliness (62%), The Food (62%), Smoothness
(54%) and Quietness (50%).

(Table XI)

 Conventional train passengers rated every service attribute
lower in January-June 1969 than in the same period in 1968.

(Table XII)
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TABLE VIII
SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW YORK-WASHINGTON

CORRIDOR RAIL PASSENGERS

Socio-Economic Characteristics

Jan-June 1969 Jan-June 1968
Metroliner Conventional
Trains Trains

Conventional
Trains

Age
20 and Under 7% 11% 10%
21-35 33 44 37
36-50 35 26 31
51-65 21 16 18
66 and Over 4 3 4

100% 100% 100%

Family Income
Under $5,000 4% 11% 11%
$5,000 to $9,999 12 24 27
$10,000 to $14,999 19 22 22
$15,000 to $24,999 31 24 22
$25,000 and Over 34 19 18

100% 100% 100%

Sex
Male 64% 62% 62%
Female 36 38 38

100% 100% 100%

State of Residence
In CorridA 88% 94% 94%
Out of Corridor 12 6 6

100% 100% 100%

Source: On Train Survey, which includes, with minor exceptions, passengers on
through trains between New York, Philadelphia, and Washington.

37-793 0 - 70 - 11
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TABLE IX

TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW YORK-WASHINGTON CORRIDOR

RAIL PASSENGERS

Travel Characteristics

Jan-June 1969 Jan-June 1968

Metroliner Conventional

Trains Trains

,
Conventional

Trains

Type of Ticket Used

Regular 100% 68% 65%

Commutation 0 13 12

Other 0 19 23

100% 100% 100%

Class of Ticket

Coach 81% 95% 94%

First Class 19 5 6

100% 100% 100%

Trip Purpose
Personal 42% 43% 42%

Business 47 46 45

Some of Both 11 11 13

100% 100% 100%

Frequency of Travel Per Year

None 27% 16% 16%

1-5 35 27 27

6-10 15 14 14

11-20 10 13 13

21-50 9 12 12

Over 50 4 18 18

100% 100% 100%

'Wien Last Trip Was Taken

Within a Week 17% 35% *

Within a Month 23 24 *

Within 3 Months 16 14 *

Within 6 Months 10 7 *

Within a Year 8 6 *

Over a Year Ago 16 8 *

Never 10 6 *

100% 100%

Source: On Train Survey, which includes, with minor exceptions, passengers on

through trains between New York, Philadelphia, and Washington.

*Information not collected in 1968.
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Senator HARTKE. Senator Cannon, do you have any questions?
Senator CANNON. I would just say, Mr. Whitman, that this is a

very fine statement. I am glad to see that you are doing as much as
you are in this area.
We will certainly look forward to seeing your report. You say you

will have a report ready in about 3 months?
Mr. WHITMAN. Yes, sir. We have been working on it. There are

some things that are going to take about 3 months to bring it together.
Senator CANNON. At that time you will give us your recommenda-

tions as to the course of action you believe is the best to follow?
MT. WHITMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator CANNON. Are you exploring any other possibilities? Other

than the three alternatives that you indicate here?
Mr. WHITMAN. Yes, sir. We have other possibilities, some are

variations of the ones that we spoke of. We are also looking into
other modes of rapid ground transportation.
We think anything that we recommend should not only include

the conventional rail systems as we know them today, but also take
care of, hopefully, the future; that is, use of such things as TACV,
the tracked air cushion vehicle.
I might tell you that last week I went to France and took a look

at their tracked air cushion vehicle. They have a vehicle, a full-sized,
80-passenger vehicle, that operates at—the one I was on operated at
165 miles an hour—and with no wheels! They claim, and this we have
to verify, that it has a rather high speed potential, something up
to 300 miles per hour.
They have about 12 miles of the guideway in operation. It has

been in operation only a short time, maybe 2 or 3 months, so it is a
little early to have much data.

Senator CANNON. Is it just a research project at the present time?
Mr. WHITMAN. No, sir; it has gone beyond that. They did have

a research project initially with It half-scale model. The new vehicle
is a full-scale operation.
Senator CANNON. Where does it operate?
Mr. WHITMAN. Between Orleans and Paris.
Senator CANNON. Orleans. I was stationed there during the war.

Does it run that full distance now?
Mr. .WHITMAN. No, sir. They have 12 miles of the guideway in

operation. This guideway is of cement and some 16 feet above the
ground. It allows passage underneath, so if it is constructed through
farmland, for example, they could still farm.
It has no grade crossings, of course. This has a lot of possibilities.

We are going to be extremely interested in what can be done with
this.
We are also doing some in-house experimentation on a TACV in our

Office of High Speed Ground Transportation. But the French seem to
be ahead of us in this field.
We have two men going to Japan this week to talk with the Japa-

nese on their Tokaido line operation. They want a little data from us
and we need some data from them.
Our high-speed ground people also are looking at the so-called

gravity-tube train, which is a subsurface system that holds some pos-
sibilities. It is a rather revolutionary idea. Right now it looks a little
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fantastic, but I don't think, as we get into it, it is going to be quite
as far away as we might believe at this time.
There are some other methods that could be available for trans-

portation. We have looked at some of them, including the aerial tram-
way that is in the dra,wingboard and model stage.
Another system known as the "dash-a-veyor" could be of con-

siderable use for short distances between airports and nearby cities.
While in France, I contacted the Director General of the French

Railroads. They are doing a great deal of experimentation on their
rail line with turbotrains. I think they have come to the conclusion
that the turbotrain is the immediate answer so far as they see it at the
present time.
I also visited their Metro system, which while it is not in my juris-

diction, I was very much surprised at the extent that these people are
building an underground system in Paris. They have one station they
are building near the Arch of Triumph that is all below ground; it has
three distinct levels. The capacity may be explained by the fact that
when it is completed it will have 50 escalators.
This is an enormous thing. It makes one realize that this problem

is a big problem and it is going to take big thinking to solve it.
We hope to give this our very best effort to come up with what we

hope will be the most suitable system for our country.
Senator CANNON. Are you also checking on the overhead monorail

system?
Mr. WHITMAN. Yes, sir. This aerial tramway is a modification of

that. It seems to hold some possibility. It runs on a cable, though.
Senator CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HARTKE. Mr. Whitman, this study you are conducting at

the present time, is that being done with the cooperation of Interstate
Commerce Commission?
Mr. WHITMAN. We are constantly in touch with the Interstate Com-

merce Commission and our people do work with them, yes.
Senator HARTKE. Are you in consultation with the ICC ?
Mr. WHITMAN. Yes, sir. We visit with them. I am not always sure

we have the time or they have the time to put their people with us,
but I visited with them only yesterday. One of the things that we in-
tend to do when we get the various possibilities together is to sit down
with them and see if we can get some help as to which proposal or com-
bination of proposals they feel is the most suitable.
Senator HARTKE. I take it from what you say that your consultation

with them has been rather limited so far? Is that right? In other words,
I don't want to see us get into a situation where we have two agencies
of the Government not cooperating.
Mr. WHITMAN. No.
Senator HARTKE. It is all Uncle Sam; it is one Government, and not

two separate things; there shouldn't be any pride of authorship in-
volved here.
Mr. WHITMAN. We have been working on the possible operating

solution and when we have what we think are the various operating
solutions available, we would like to talk with these people who, in
the regulatory body, can give us a great deal of help.

Senator HARTKE. What bothers me is that the Interstate Commerce
Commission came up with a requested bill which Senator Magnuson
and I introduced, S. 2887. That bill requested a study of railroad pas-
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senger service by the Secretary of Transportation in cooperation withthe Interstate Commerce Commission. I am somewhat surprised thatif your study is as far along as you indicate that the ICC would askthat you make such a study.
Mr. WHITMAN. Senator, we are continually working with the ICC.We helped fund the avoidable cost study and worked with them on

that.
Senator HARTKE. Can you explain why, if you have been working

so closely with them, why they would have asked for a study which
by simple questioning would have indicated it was about to be com-
pleted within 3 months? I would like to know where we are going. I
mean is there any explanation for that?
Mr. WHITMAN. Well, I don't have any good explanation. We have

been trying to compress our study into a short period. I visit with the
ICC; I don't think we are at loggerheads about anything; there are
certainly no secrets between us.
As I say, we are trying to solve what we think right now are the

operating problems. Their responsibility is in the regulatory area
and this is a little different.

Senator HARTKE. I take it that you look at it a little differently in
one respect. I take it from the tone of your statement, and really from
the one part of your statement here, that you have already decided
that passenger service as such in the United States is, for all intents
and purposes, except in these high-density corridors, a thing of the
past.
Is that a correct interpretation?
Mr. WHITMAN. Yes, as an economical means of transportation and

on the basis of use. I see no great future for the long-distance passen-
aer service.
Senator HARTKE. Would you recommend at this time that all other

trains be discontinued at this time?
Mr. WHITMAN. No, sir.
Senator HARTKE. Would you recommend that they not be

discontinued?
Mr. WHITMAN. Sir, I don't believe in moratoriums, if that is what

you are asking.
Senator HARTKE. I am trying to find out where you are. I am trying

to find out what you. are saying to us.
You say you are pretty far along on a study here. Now, this trans-

portation system is still hauling about 300 million people a year. That
is a lot of people.
I know it is nice. I love to deal in expectations too, but we are not

going to build some of these new systems that fast. What I am trying
to find out is, is it your opinion that all of the railroad transportation
now in existence, basically, should be permitted to be discontinued,
except in high-density corridor areas?
Mr. WHITMAN. No, sir.
What I thought I said, or tried to say, was that the future of rail

passenger service, I believe, lies in the high-density corridors.
I believe the present intercity, long-distance intercity passenger

train has some serious limitations. I do not think the public will use
it to the extent that it can be operated on a break-even basis. I think
as I have said before, if we are going to keep these long-distance
trains, I believe the railroads are going to have to have some help.
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Senator HARTKE. I guess what you are saying is that, by January 1,
you will submit to the Congress a program which you feel will solve
the present problem of passenger travel.
Is that correct?
Mr. WHITMAN. I hope it will solve it. It will solve it as near as we

can plan it. This is a big problem, and I don't believe we will be able
to solve it overnight. But, it will be a start.
Senator HARTKE. Can we anticipate that to be here by January 1?
Mr. WHITMAN. Yes sir.
Senator HARTKE. It will be here then?
Mr. WHITMAN. Yes sir.
Senator HARTKE. At least the suggested solutions will be here at

that time.
Mr. WHITMAN. That is correct, with the one that we think or the

combination of programs that we think would best attack the problem.
Senator HARTKE. Under such circumstances, you feel there is no

necessity for additional legislation for a special study, is that correct?
Mr. WHITMAN. I c1011't believe SO.
We have been studying this thing for about 8 months and we are

getting near the end of it. We think we are in pretty fair shape.
Senator HARTKE. Do you then in effect say to the Congress that

within 3 months you are going to submit a plan which will substan-
tially improve the circumstances of movements of people in regard to
ground transportation?
Is that correct?
Mr. WHITMAN. We would hope to recommend a plan to the Con-

gress for their consideration. And certainly, we will try to pick the one
that will attack the problem and result in the most improvement.

Senator HARTKE. Depending on the course of action that the De-
partment of Transportation ultimately decides to submit, would it not
be necessary for the Interstate Commerce Commission still to have
authority to regulate the adequacy of the service which is being pro-
vided?
Mr. WHITMAN. Well, so far, I don't think our plan would envision

changing the Interstate Commerce Commission role.
Senator HARTKE. They don't have that authority, according to their

interpretation, now.
Mr. WurrafAN. Speaking about the present?
Senator HARTKE. Yes.
What I am asking is in view of the decision by the Interstate Com-

merce Commission that that agency does not have at this time the au-
thority to regulate the adequacy of the service, and in view of the fact
that there are now before the Nngress bills to provide for giving the
Interstate Commerce Commission that authority, would it not be nec-
essary to have that authority in the Interstate Commerce Commission,
even though you would submit some type of plan for operation of the
railroad system or surface transportation system?
Mr. WHITMAN. Yes, sir.
I think there are some areas where there should be some Govern-

ment controls. Particularly, if the Government were to provide funds
of any kind, any type of subsidy, certainly it has the right then to
determine the standards, some quality of service.
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But, over and above that, where a railroad has a common carrier
obligation, I feel that they have and we can expect, and if necessary
give controls, to make sure that they furnish clean, comfortable equip-
ment, up to certain reasonable health standards, and reasonable
schedules.
When they get beyond that to what I might consider as operating

standards, such as whether they should have two diners, or three
diners, or sleepers, it seems to me, we are talking about managenal
prerogatives. I have a little problem there.
But certainly the railroads have an obligation. If the Interstate

Commerce Commission doesn't have what they think they need, I see
nothing wrong with giving them that authority.
Senator HARTKE. All right.
Then what you are saying is that, if there is a contribution in any

form from the Federal Government, you think that with that con-
tribution, in whatever form it is, the control of adequacy of the serv-
ice would be a proper role for the Interstate Commerce Commission?
Mr. WHITMAN. It would be a proper role for some agency of the

Federal Government.
Senator HARTKE. For some agency. All right.
You have indicated that the railroads do not receive any assistance.
I think that they receive the general type of assistance which has

been provided by the 7-percent investment credit.
Isn't that true?
Mr. WHITMAN. Yes, sir.
Senator HARTKE. Do you know how much of that 7-percent invest-

ment credit has been utilized in developing passenger cars or passenger
service?
Mr. WHITMAN. NO, sir; I do not.
I will try to obtain that information, if you wish.
Senator HARTKE. Can you supply that for the record?
Mr. WHITMAN. If it is available, yes, sir.
Senator HARTKE. Wouldn't you think that would be available?
Mr. WHITMAN. I don't know. We will try and get it for you.
Senator HARTKE. Wouldn't you think that, if the Government is

providing for this special benefit, that the railroads ought to supply
information to the Department of Transportation on it?
Mr. WHITMAN. Yes, sir. I am sure that if it is available we can ob-

tain it. We are speaking about the 7-percent investment credit that all
industry had and we are speaking now about that portion that the
railroads got and what part of theirs went into this.
Senator HARTKE. Right.
You see, the 7-percent investment credit is applicable to industry

generally. In fact, it is even available to individuals.
The question I am asking is, how much of that investment went

into passenger service, for which the 7-percent investment credit was
claimed?
Mr. WHITMAN. We will find out.
(The following was subsequently received for the record:)
In the 1962-1968 period, the railroad industry purchased and/or leased passen-

ger train cars at a cost of $242,640,000. The industry now purchases all-purpose
type locomotives, that is, locomotives that can be used in either freight and
passenger service. Therefore, figures are not available to show the specific
amount expended solely on locomotives for passenger service usage.
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The above amount includes those railroads which were not in an income
tax paying position. Therefore, it is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to
develop the true benefit of the seven percent investment credit to the rail in-
dustry as it applies to the rail passenger service area.

Senator HARTKE. Now, one of the first 'proposals you have suggested
here is participation by local public agencies.
Do you know of any area in the United States where any local

public agency of any nature whatsoever is in a position to make any
financial contribution?
If I can hear cries of poverty anywhere in the United States, I hear

the State and local communities crying.
The fact of the matter is, I think this administration has endorsed

a proposal which Senator Javits and I made some time ago, tax shar-
ing to help them alleviate that difficulty.
Do you really anticipate there will be any money available from

any local agency?
Mr. WHITMAN. I had hoped, Senator, if the Federal Government

would put up equipment grants, so that we could come up with good
equipment, and help establish good service, such as with the Metro-
liner, that where these local communities feel that they have a need
for this service, that they simply guarantee any operating deficit.
Now, I believe if this is done properly, with enough care, that prob-

ably there will be no deficit. This is what I am hoping. This is why
I say our future is in the corridors, because I believe as these cor-
ridors change, as population shifts, which it will, other corridor op-
portunities will develop.
I believe where they do develop, I think they will be glad to furnish

some assistance, the same as they might do for airports and highways.
They do this now. So, I see no great difference, really.
On the other hand, I see this difference. The railroads have made

a rather substantial contribution in taxes through the years to the
communities, and I think that they still will do so. To the extent that
they can make a profit, they will continue to do so.
Senator HARTKE. Do you see any problem involved here on the

question of jurisdiction because of the involvement of local agencies?
Mr. WHITMAN. I am sure there will be some problems, sir but I think

we can overcome them.
Senator HARTKE. Do you anticipate you are going to have much

success with the Bureau of the Budget in freeing any funds for this
type of operation?
Mr. WHITMAN. I haven't—I simply can't answer that. I would

have to anticipate I am going to have an argument, yes, sir.
Senator HARTKE. I always refer to the Bureau of the Budget as

the fourth arm of government, with more power than the rest of
them combined.
They talk about the Congress having control of the purse strings.

That is not true any more. The Bureau of the Budget has taken over,
haven't they? Much to the dismay of practically every Cabinet offi-
cer. The Cabinet officers find themselves now second-class citizens,
second to the Bureau of the Budget. That is what you get for worship-
ping money.
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Thank you, Mr. Whitman. Here is Senator Scott. Welcome, Senator,
please proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. HUGH SCOTT, U.S. SENATOR FROM
PENNSYLVANIA

Senator SOOTT. Mr. Chairman, I welcome this opportunity to pre-
sent my views on the disturbing decline in railroad passenger train
service. Our Senate Commerce Subcommittee on Surface Transporta-
tion should consider carefully the legislation now before it in order
to alleviate the present critical situation.
One of the measures we are reviewing is Senate Concurrent Resolu-

tion 32, introduced by Senator Gordon Allott. This resolution, which
I cosponsored, urges the Secretary of Transportation to make an in-
vestigation of potential rail transportation in the United States. It
further proposed that this investigation analyze the feasibility of util-
izing regional rail transportatimifacilities, includinff

b 
a determination

of the possible future use of high-speed passenger trains in the vari-
ous corridor cities of the Nation.
The emphasis on high-speed transportation is one which has had

my particular interest for several years. I was a principal sponsor of
the High Speed Ground Transportation Act in 1965, and its subse-
quent extension in 1967. This important piece of legislation brought
about the Metroliner which is now operating in the New York-to-
Washington corridor. The inauguration of this passenger service last
January was a marked and welcome achievement in our Nation's long
effort to coordinate its transportation system. It means that there
might be, for the first time a slight reduction in the already over-
crowded road and air traffic lanes between New York and Washington.
The new service bids well for the populous northeast United States,
and I am encouraged by this subcommittee's continued interest in
additional high-speed rail service.
Mr. Chairman, the decline in railroad passenger train service is of

great concern to all Americans. Considering the historic and monu-
mental contributions which the railroads have made to our economic
growth, it is tragic indeed to learn of their steady decline in passenger
service. Since the Interstate Commerce Commission was permitted to
approve railroad passenger train discontinuances in 1958, 725 inter-
state passenger trains and 355 intrastate passenger trains have ceased
to operate, and the alarming trend continues daily. Surely this situa-
tion must not be allowed to grow worse. The need for remedial action
is clear, and I am hopeful that our subcommittee will make appro-
priate recommendations to the Senate to improve railroad passenger
train service.

Senator HARTKE. Thank you Senator.
Senator Allott you may now proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. GORDON ALLOTT, U.S. SENATOR FROM
COLORADO

Senator Amorr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
first of all I must offer a brief apology. My statement went to the
mimeograph room, it was mimeographed, but they have mislaid
them. But they will be up as soon as they are located and available
for the press as well as members of the committee.
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It is a pleasure to appear before this Committee on Transportation
to testify in support of Senate Concurrent Resolution 32. This reso-
lution, introduced by myself and 30 other Senators, instructs the
Secretary of Transportation to conduct an investigation of the future
potential for good rail passenger service in this country. It is signifi-
cant that my resolution has sponsors from both sides of the aisle. The
decline of rail passenger service to its present sad state is not a partisan
issue. Almost everyone agrees that something must be done, and done
promptly, to stop the erosion of passenger service.
If we do not act, in a very, few years there will simply be no pas-

senger trains still running. Since Senate Con'current Resolution 32
was introduced in June, 17 more major passenger trains have been
proposed for discontinuance. Fortunately, the ICC has let only one of
these trains stop running, and is holding hearings and an investiga-
tion into the proposed discontinuance of the others. But at best this
is a delaying tactic; even if these trains are ordered kept on for a year,
we know the problem will reappear as soon as that year is over. The
passenger public has neither the time nor the resources to resist an
industry which is determined to rid itself of passenger service. In the
meantime, many railroads are following a deliberate policy of down-
grading service in order to drive passengers away and thus add to
the passenger deficit about which rail management weeps so mightily.
This policy of willfully providing poor services was well described by
the Wall Street Journal in a front page article of September 3. Mr.
Chairman, I ask that this article be included in the hearing record
at the conclusion of my testimony. Unfortunately, the ICC has ruled
that it does not have the authority to end this pernicious, "public be
damned" policy. In my view, this is an abdication of that agency's
responsibilities. And I hope that the Congress will promptly correct
this situation, and make it absolutely clear that ICC can and must
set standards of passenger service.
The lengthy agenda and crowded witness list for these hearings

indicate the public demand for passenger trains. The myth that people
will not ride trains has been completely destroyed by the popular suc-
cess of the Metroliner and Turbo Train service. Surveys by the DOT
have shown that many businessmen, who could well afford to fly, use
this train because of its convenience and dependability. At the other
end of the scale, the infamous Sunset Limited, a transcontinental train
which carries no sleeping cars and no diners, still carries more than
160,000 persistent and spartan passengers a year.
One thing I am sure will be made clear at these hearings is that there

is a public need and demand for good intercity passenger service. The
increasingly overcrowded highways and the dangerously overused
airports cannot handle the load of intercity travel by themselves. As
the population increases in size and becomes ever more densely packed
into crowded urban centers, this situation will only worsen, not im-
prove. We will need all our transportation facilities operating at
maximum efficiency if the American of the future is to travel in reason-
able comfort and safety. A recent report of DOT stated the problem
well when it said:

Transportation planning has to be flexible in seeking Solutions to the general
transportation problem. The simple singular expansion of a given mode, blinded
to other alternatives, may well foreclose the possibility of real service for
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travelers. The concentration of public investment resources in highways, for
example, has clearly had deleterious effects upon competing modes, most par-
ticularly the railroads. In adhering to a single mode approach, we have tended
to mismatch needs and facilities and to neglect the development of other sys-
tems which might be attractive to some parts of the public.

It is a most difficult task to seek some solutions to the passenger
transportation problem. We do not have the answers. We .seek them
through this resolution. Even with the crying need so evident, if a
study shows it is economically impossible to operate necessary pas-
senger service, we will have to alter our 'approach to this problem. I
believe, however, before we accept the position of the railroads, we need
the proper answers to our questions. Several of the bills before the
subcommittee are specific in calling for an immediate operating sub-
sidy or a substantial capital subsidy for new and rehabilitated pas-.
senger equipment. It seems to me that, before we embark on either of
these major programs, we must carefully study what must be done to
provide modern passenger service and where this service must be pro-
vided. We need a searching analysis of the marketing and economic
problems that affect passenger service. We need specific data on what
needs to be done and how much it will cost. We need an objective and
cool-headed review of changes in archaic labor work rules, which have
added considerably to the passenger deficit.
The members of the committee may say that this problem has al-

ready been studied to death, that there is general agreement that some-
thing must be done, and that the time to act is now, while there are still
some trains running to save; this is not quite the case. For example,
there is not now in existence anywhere a careful study of our existing
passenger car fleet, or 'any analysis of what it would cost to repair or
to replace that equipment at today's prices. I am told that such a study
is being prepared under the auspices of the Rail Foundation, and I am
sure its findings will be made 'available to the committee. But at pres-
ent we are operating in the dark as to what the price tag for an equip-
ment subsidy might be. Also, we have not fully explored what Ameri-
can industry can provide in the way of modern equipment—not Buck
Rogers gadgets, but good equipment that works.
Most importantly, we need to decide on an objective basis what our

national passenger network should be. At present we do not have a
national system. We have an archaic setup in which every railroad
goes its own way, arranging its own schedules to suit its own con-
venience and probably the passenger's inconvenience without coordi-
nating with the other lines. Under present practice, the ICC only con-
siders one train at a time, and does not review a train discontinuance
in terms of other trains serving the same route or connecting trains.
For example, the California Zephyr is operated by three different rail-
roads. Thus .those fighting to save the train must engage in separate
and expensive battles with the Burlington, the Denver & Rio
Grande Western and the Western Pacific while the ICC wastes its time
conductmg two separate investigations of the same train. Despite
appeals from the public and various States, the ICC has adamantly
refused to review the adequacies of passenger service 'between Chicago
and the west coast. Such a review would allow the ICC to examine
western passenger service as a whole, instead of in a fragmentary series
of discontinuances.
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I think it is time that passenger service was reviewed at a national
level. Senate Concurrent Resolution 32 would instruct the Secretary
of DOT to do just that. Let me briefly explain the type of study en-
visaged by this resolution.
It would direct the Department of Transportation to conduct a 6-

month study of various aspects of the rail transportation question
during which the Interstate Commerce Commission would be asked
to prevent any abandonments or sale of rail passenger service facili-
ties. We are deliberately suggesting a brief study. The time for study-
ing has nearly lapsed. The time for action is at hand. I feel certain
after appropriate consultation that DOT would be able to make
proper recommendations in a period of 6 months.
The investigation as the resolution suggests would have as its pri-

mary objective an analysis of the feasibility of developing, promoting,
and operating long-distance rail passenger transportation through the
establishment of regional or interstate rail transportation commis-
sions, a Government-industry public corporation, or through direct
assistance to railroad operators. In that regard we ask that DOT
make a comprehensive determination of where and how the technology
and service developed in the Northeast Corridor high-speed rail project
can be utilized in other intercity corridors in the United States.
We further ask that, in consultation with the railroads, State utility

commissions, and State or regional transportation authorities, DOT
determine the feasibility of providing Federal assistance for the plan-
ning and development of regional rail passenger services.
This is a most worthwhile concept to explore because if the problems

of the rail passenger service is indeed to be solved, then Sates and
regional bodies will have to be involved. I cannot foresee a time when
the Federal Government will completely absorb the financial burden
of operating unprofitable long-distance trains across the country. I can
foresee a time in the very near future when the Federal Government or
regional transit authorities might help the railroads run such trains.
As auxiliary points to the matter of a passenger equipment pool,

we are asking for DOT to examine the questions of Government assist-
ance for terminal facilities, fare structure experimentation, and out-
right operation of long-distance trains.
A further point to be studied, under our resolution, is whether or

not containerized mail can be coordinated with existing or future
passenger train schedules to insure both fast mail service and a con-
tinuation of needed passenger routes.
Let me emphasize that there is a 6-month time limit on this study.

In other words, if we act promptly, the Congress could have the
results of the DOT study and appropriate recommendations in hand
before this, the 91st Congress, ends. The sponsors of the resolution
assume that although it does not include a rigid moratorium on dis-
continuances, the ICC would be extremely reluctant to let major
trains cease operation while the study is being conducted and before
Congress has acted one way or another. Therefore, we feel on sound
ground in asking for the necessary information on which we can
base a practicable long-range solution to the problems of passenger
service.
We know that the patient is suffering from a lingering illness which

will probably be fatal if not treated. But before we dose the patient
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with massive doses of financial medicine, let us take the time for
a careful diagnosis with which to prescribe a permanent cure.
Mr. Chairman, since I prepared my statement there was an edi-

torial in the Washington Post which is very much in accordance with
the views I have expressed, printed on page A22 under date of Sep-
tember 23, and I will ask unanimous consent it also be placed in the
record.

Senator HARTKE. Without objection, it will be made a part of the
record.
(The articles follow:)

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 3, 1969]

PASSENGER PLIGHT—OFFICIALS, TRAIN RIDERS CLAIM SOME RAILROADS TRY FOR
LOUSY SERVICE—THEY SAY LINES SEEK TO MAKE RUNS UNPROFITABLE, THEN
END THEM; ROADS DENY IT—THE RAT ON THE PENN CENTRAL

(By Albert R. Karr)

For mother, father, four young children and grandmother, aged 74, the 20-
hour journey from Chicago home to New York on the Penn Central's "Admiral"
was a bad trip.
The train was dirty, to begin with, mother later complained. For want of a

receptacle trash was being piled on top of the drinking fountain ( which dis-
pensed warm water only). The ladies' room had a "disgusting odor." There was
no dining car. The snack bar lacked electricity for making breakfast coffee. And
the cooling system wasn't working in the mid-July heat.
When the crew finally did get the air conditioning going, the angry traveler

went on, "this was apparently a terrible shock to the train's electrical system,
as the lights went out for good in the filthy ladies' room."
"If any hotel provided this kind of accommodation, it would soon be closed

as a health hazard. Is this the objective of the Penn Central?" the mother in-
quired in a letter to Washington authorities.

SOME OFFICIALS AGREE

Indeed the Penn Central is seeking permission to abandon the "Admiral."
And though none of the nation's railroads will admit to making passenger service
terrible on purpose, a surprising number of riders' complaints to the Government
contend that the roads must be doing just that.
The passengers' cynical rationale, echoed by many Washington officials:

The more that people are deliberately discouraged from riding the trains, the
easier it is for the railroads to demonstrate that passenger service is unprofit-
able and has to be abandoned in favor of money-making freight.
Even if the railroads are deliberately doing this—and they vehemently deny

that they are—officials question whether the Government can do anything
about it. The answer may come soon, though. The Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion is expected this month to hand down its long-awaited decision on whether
it can compel a road to provide better passenger service.
The ICC, traditionally concerned solely with routes and rates, may conclude

that passenger treatment is not beyond its regulatory reach. If so, it could order
changes. If it decides otherwise, the decision is sure to be challenged in court
and in Congress by state regulatory agencies and such travelers' lobbies as
the Washington-based National Association of Railroad Passengers. Some think
the eventual outcome will be a joint effort by the Government and the rail-
roads that concentrates on improving service along the most-needed routes while
letting some other die.

A STREAMLINED SYSTEM

At the Department of Transportation, for example, one idea for coping with
the passenger problem envisions a Comsat-type private corporation either leas-
ing modern equipment to the railroads or taking over management of the most
important routes outright. The main emphasis would be on a network of high-
speed trains (profitable, it's hoped) in populous and relatively short "cor-
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ridors" such as Chicago-Cleveland and Los Angeles-San Francisco, similar to
the Metroliner now competing with air travel between New York and Wash-
ington.
This streamlined system, it's thought, could be partly financed out of savings

achieved in abandoning the money-losing service in less populous areas. Proposals
for direct Federal subsidies for passenger operations also are under consideration
at the Transportation Department and are embodied in various bills in Congress.
If something isn't done, city-to-city passenger trains might all but disappear

in America. From nearly 1,500 a decade ago, the number of intercity trains was
down 513 on July 1, including a decline of 67 since mid-1968. The railroad ex-
ecutives who want to get out of the passenger business say there's scarcely any
need for long-haul intercity service any more, because most travelers prefer
to go by bus, car or plane.

THE RAT IN THE AISLE

If they do prefer to go by bus, car or plane, it's often because the railroads
have become such miserable ways to travel. That, at least, is the easily arrived
at conclusion after reading letters that unhappy rail travelers have sent to
Washington.
"No sooner did we get aboard" the Penn Central's "Spirit of St. Louis" in

Missouri, says a man from Floral Park, N.Y., "than some women passengers
started screaming because a furry little creature called a rat started running
up and down through the car." The conductor ignored it, according to the New
Yorker, and not until they reached Columbus, Ohio, 400 miles away, was a
fellow passenger able to trap the rat in his handkerchief and throw it out.

Replies a Penn Central spokesman: "We do not have a rat infestation problem.
We maintain standards as well as we possibly can under the circumstances"—
which he thinks are worsened by passengers reluctance to adapt. "People have
enough initiative to write me a complaining letter," says this public relations
man, "but they won't get up and move to another car when the air conditioning
breaks down in their car." The family aboard the "Admiral" from Chicago
would have an answer for that: The train was full.
Would-be riders have told of waiting as long as two months for seats on Chi-

cago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad trains, according to an unhappy Burlington
employe. "Yet we know there was ample room, or that additional cars could
have been added." Moreover, he says, passenger schedules "mean nothing if there
is an opportunity to move a freight train ahead of a passenger train. A Burling-
ton spokesman insists that the road doesn't turn down passenger business if
space is available, that it can't always add more cars, and that it doesn't give
priority to freight.
Chronic lateness, sometimes causing missed connections, is a frequent pas-

senger gripe. At Siena Heights College in Adrian, Mich., many students hitch-
hike home on weekends or don't go at all because the Norfolk & Western Rail-
way's "Wabash Cannonball" is so often behind time, says Sister Ann Joachim,
faculty member and the school's attorney. But some still risk it, so partly
through her efforts the N&W has twice been rebuffed in trying to silence for-
ever the Cannonball's lonesome whistle. To the lateness complaints, the road
replies that, on the average, only one Cannonball in 20 is more than 20 minutes
late over its 600-mile Detroit-St. Louis journey.
The milestone case the ICC promises to decide this month involves the South-

ern Pacific Railroad's daily "Sunset Limited" between Los Angeles and New
Orleans.

Until five states' regulatory agencies petitioned the ICC in 1966 to compel the
road to furnish better "Sunset" service, few complainants had pressed the Gov-
ernment for improvements in passenger trains; whenever the subject did come
up, the ICC pleaded no jurisdiction.
But this time the ICC examiner, John S. Messer, said his agency does have

authority over passenger service, and he declared the ICC should order the
Southern Pacific to improve the "Sunset" by such steps as running the train on
time and providing dining cars. This is the recommendation pending now before
the 10 commissioners (one seat is vacant).

Significantly, after the examiner issued his recommendation in April 1968, the
Southern Pacific applied to abandon the "Sunset Limited" altogether, and the
ICC, in denying this plea, accused the road of deliberately downgrading the
"Sunset" service. Critics of railroads maintain that ever since the "Sunset" case
began the industry has been accelerating its abandonment requests. Get the

37-793 0---70---12
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trains off the tracks before the ICC makes up its mind, this theory goes, because
the Government can't order improvements on trains that no longer run.

Statistics support the contention. Discontinuance applications ranged between
13 and 33 a year in the decade through mid-1967, then soared to 73 in the subse-
quent 12 months. In the year that ended last June 30 they eased off to 50—
"probably because there weren't enough trains left to discontinue," an ICC
spokesman suggests. Others say the ICC has noticeably stiffened its resistance
to abandonments since Examiner Messer's "Sunset" recommendation, otherwise
applications would be even more numerous.
One petition that did win ICC approval (though the courts have since delayed

its effectiveness) was the Penn Central's plea to discontinue the "Spirit of St.
Louis" between that city and New York. And the ICC's July okay came not a
minute too soon. Two nights earlier, at Altoona, Pa., 35 "Spirit" passengers
became so aroused by the lack of lights, water and air conditioning that they
climbed off and lay down in front of the engine for an hour and a half till a
broken generator belt was repaired.
The increase in applications to abandon runs could have something to do with

the deterioration in service. Says an ICC official: "Railroads always deliberately
downgrade passenger service in advance of filing with us for discontinuance."

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 23, 1969]

TFIE FATE OF THE PASSENGER TRAIN

The hearings that begin today on Capitol Hill into railroad passenger service
come at an appropriate time. The long distance passenger train is about to dis-
appear from the country and a recent decision of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission makes it clear that unless Congress acts (or the courts reverse the
decision) there will be no long-haul passenger trains within five years or so.
It may be, as many railroad executives contend, that the passenger train is a

relic of an era that has ended except for its usefulness on commuter runs and
in corridors of extremely heavy population like Washington-New York-Boston.
But the railroads have had such a major role in the transportation of people in
this country and still have so large a role in older countries—England and Japan
come to mind—that they must not be allowed to withdraw from the field by
default. Nevertheless, that is what is happening. The railroads have decided
passenger service is uneconomic and should be abandoned; the states are
unable to stop the degradation of service; and the ICC has ruled that it lacks
authority to act.
The real question and the one one to which the Senate Surface Transportation

Subcommittee should first direct itself, is whether passenger service is worth
saving. The first step that is needed is a serious study, perhaps by the Depart-
ment of Transportation and the ICC, of whatever potential may exist for a
modern system of passenger trains.
A study of that type might show there is no real future for such trains, in

which case Congress would have to decide whether it is in the national interest
to subsidize them and keep them alive. Or it might show that with faster
schedules, more realistic labor practices, cheaper methods of transporting the
automobiles of vacationing families, and other changes a revival of traveling by
train could be engineered. In either event. Congress ought to study 'seriously
feasibility of turning the entire passenger train business over to a Comsat or
TVA type operation. It seems to make little sense for the government to subsi-
dize the existing trains or to underwrite the purchase of new equipment for
them a's the railroads are now asking.

Senator HARTKE. Thank you. Senator Cannon?
Senator CANNON. Thank you, Senator Allott, for a very fine state-

ment. As a cosponsor of your resolution, needless to say I thought it
was presented very well. I was interested this morning to hear the
testimony from Mr. Whitman, the Administrator of the Federal
Railroad Administration, where he pointed out in some detail a
study they are now conducting and that he will have completed—
they have been working on it for 9 months and will have it completed
in a 3-month period. He requested we not act on legislation during
that period. I think a number of items that are covered in Senate



175

Concurrent Resolution 32 will have been covered apparently by Mr.
Whitman and his group. So I look forward to getting the results
of that study within a 3-month period and I am sure that you
would be very interested in reviewing his testimony to see how it
does fit in with Senate Concurrent Resolution 32.
Senator ALLorr. I will be very happy to. I was at another committee

meeting when he was testifying.
Senator CANNON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HARTKE. I want to thank you for your testimony, too, Mr.

Allott. I think that maybe the sponsorship of this resolution has had
a meritorious influence on the Department of Transportation. There
is a possibility, however, we might adopt in substance something along
the lines, say, of shortening the 6 months to 3 months, and thereby
make sure we get the Department of Transportation to comply with
their own time schedule. As Senator Pearson said, he found that
studies had a tendency not to conform to time schedules. Maybe we
ought to pin this one down for certain.

Senator ALLorr. I have done my best to determine whether or not
this time schedule is within the capabilities—I was aware of these
other studies that were going on—of the Department. I think if we
did give them 6 months, that we could complete it and even complete
action in time for significant legislation within this Congress, not this
year of course, but based upon an official study by DOT and I think
it would add a great deal of prestige and impetus to the thing we are
all trying to accomplish which is chiefly the movements of people in
the United States, rather than a movement of vehicles or cars or
aircraft.
Senator CANNON. Mr. Chairman, if it would be appropriate I would

like to suggest that the committee request the Secretary of the DOT
or request Mr. Whitman to indicate what items covered in Senate
Concurrent Resolution 32 will be completely covered in Mr. Whitman's
study that will be available at the end of this 3-month period.
Senator ALLOTT. And those which would not be available.
Senator CANNON. If that is done we could get a better look at the

problem and see what additional items might need to be covered.
Senator HARTKE. I think that would be good. The staff will

be requested to get that information from the Department of
Transportation.
Senator ALLow. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, members

of the committee. I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you.
Senator HARTKE. Do you have any questions, Senator Prouty?
Senator PROUTY. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry I was unable to be here

to listen to Senator Allott's statement but I will look it over very care-
fully. I am a cosponsor of that resolution also. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.
Senator HARTKE. Thank you.
The next witness is Mr. Stuart Saunders, chairman of the board,

Penn Central Co.
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STATEMENT OF STUART T. SAUNDERS, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD,
PENN CENTRAL CO., PHILADELPHIA, PA.

Senator HARTKE. Good morning, sir.
Mr. SAUNDERS. Good morning, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, Senator Cannon, I am Stuart T. Saunders, chair-

man of the board of the Penn Central Co., located at 6 Penn Center
Plaza in Philadelphia.
I appreciate this opportunity to appear before the committee.
I appear here today in support of S. 2750, which as you know was

introduced by the chairman of this subcommittee, Senator Hartke.
Penn Central is vitally interested in this legislation. We provide

approximately one-third of all rail passenger service in the United
States and almost two-thirds of all the service in the Northeast quad-
rant. This imposes a heavy burden on Penn Central which is a serious
drain—and that is an understatement—on our resources and on our
ability to compete for freight traffic against other railroads and other
modes of transportation. It impairs our efficiency in serving the trans-
portation needs of business and industry in the most heavily indus-
trialized area of our country.
As you know, study after study has shown that the operation of

passenger trains is a losing business in a shrinking national market.
Ten years ago the Interstate Commerce Commission concluded, after
a 2-year survey of passenger train operations, that "the financial loss
is real; it is large and appears to be growing; and it endangers the
present and future welfare of the railroad industry."
And that statement has certainly been proved to be true.
And just 2 months ago the Commission, in its "Investigation of

Cost of Intercity Rail Passenger Service," established further proof
that passenger service produces a severe deficit for the railroads at
the expense of their freight service.
In 1968, Penn Central's passenger deficit, computed on the formula

used by the Interstate Commerce Commission, exceeded $101 million.
Including the New Haven, actually it was about $115 million. The
1968 deficit of the New Haven Railroad, now a part of Penn Central,
was $12.5 million. On a pro forma basis, therefore, the passenger
deficit of Penn Central totaled nearly $115 million last year.
On the basis used by the ICC in its most recent study, the Com-

mission found that the avoidable passenger service losses of the car-
riers amounted to 55 percent of the fully allocated deficit formula. Un-
der this approach, Penn Central's passenger service losses in 1968 were
more than $63 million. And I regret to say that our passenger deficit
for the current year is running at a rate higher than last year.
On any basis of calculation, the deficit incurred by Penn Central in

providing intercity passenger service is intolerable. In fact, our finan-
cial results would be improved substantially if we did not have to
subsidize our passengers at the rate of more than $5 million a month.
This constant drain on cash and other resources severely restricts

our ability .to meet the rising demands of the shipping public for im-
proved freight service and expensive specialized freight equipment.
The problem of the passenger deficit is not new. As the Interstate

Commerce Commission itself has noted, it has been with us since
1930 in varying degree, though not of the intensity and size present

k
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today. What we have today is simply the end product of conflicting
policies of the Federal Government. On the one hand, the regulatory
agencies pursued a policy which required continuation of uneconomic
passenger services while, on the other, the Federal and State Govern-
ments poured billions of dollars of tax money into the building of
extensive highway and airway systems, with the result of diverting
almost all intercity travel away from the railroads.
Yet there are those who still insist that the major fault lies with the

railroads and that better service and better equipment would reverse
he trend. This has not been the experience of Penn Central, with the
sole exception of recent developments in Washington-New York
service.
The former New York Central, a predecessor railroad of Penn Cen-

tral, was built primarily as a passenger road, serving the major north-
eastern cities from Chicago through both Detroit and Toledo to Boston
and New York. Such famous trains as the Twentieth Century Limited
and the Commodore Vanderbilt to New York, the New England States
to Boston and the Twilight Limited to Detroit, were familiar words
to travelers. But all these trains have gone, victims of the jet airplane
and the automobile.
At the end of World War II, the railroads were in dire need of

rebuilding, both in terms of road and equipment, and the industry
spent enormous sums to try to hold the passenger traffic it enjoyed
during the war years. The New York Central spent over $168 million
to renovate its service, and to promote and advertise it. The Twentieth
Century and the Empire State Express were completely reequipped
with the most modern cars available. More than $28 million was spent
for new passenger diesel power. By 1957, however, Central's passenger
deficit had grown to $52 million annually; wages and prices were in-
creasing, and Government subsidies to highway and airway programs
were spiralling. The Central was forced to reduce its passenger service,
and by 1966 its passenger deficit was down to $16 million.
The story was much the same on the former Pennsylvania Railroad.

Between 1947 and 1957, the passenger deficit averaged $51 million per
year. During the same period, the Pennsylvania expended $121 million
in modernizing the Broadway Limited and other celebrated trains and
in renovating other passenger facilities. Yet the deficit was not re-
duced. In fact it continued to increase.
Over the decade preceding the Penn Central merger, the Pennsyl-

vania's passenger deficit increased year by year. Our volume of pas-
sengers—particularly intercity passengers—dwindled while our op-
erating costs increased.
• On the New Haven, unmanageable passenger deficits were a major
factor in driving that railroad into bankruptcy, and it is well known
that opening of the Connecticut Turnpike and other expressways
in New England dealt a fatal blow to any hope for profitable passenger
operations.
In 1947, as the World War II boom in rail passenger traffic subsided,

the combined Pennsylvania, New York Central, and New Haven Rail-
roads carried more than 247 million passengers. Over the next 10 years
this decreased to 143.7 million, down 42 percent. During the next decade
the combined figure dropped another 37 percent, down to approxi-
mately 90 million passangers. In other words, over the past 20 years
railroad passenger volume in Penn Central's present operating tern-
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tory has decreased 64 percent, despite a slight rise in commutation
and Northeast Corridor passenger traffic last year.

Clearly, the renovation of equipment, improvement of schedules,
discount fares, promotion, and advertising did not halt the decline.
The $47 billion Interstate Highway System, together with the New

York Thruway, literally parallels the routes of Penn Central's prin-
cipal intercity passenger trains. The federally sponsored 90-10 for-
mula-90 percent Federal money—for financing the Interstate System
made its appeal irresistible to States and localities who were—and still
are—hard pressed for such funds. This overemphasis on highways has
produced much of the traffic congestion in metropolitan areas today.
It is really choking our cities to death.
The strangulation of automobile traffic and the dangerous satura-

tion of air traffic in our urbanized Nation has prompted a renewal of
interest in rail systems. Our planners and experts are rediscovering
what a bargain in terms of tax dollars the railroads can be for safe,
efficient mass transportation. A tax dollar invested in improvements in
railroad passenger service in crowded areas will buy 20 times as much
transportation as it would if it were spent for more expressways. It is
a great bargain for the taxpayer. And this does not take into account
other important factors such as safety, air pollution, preservation of
land for industrial and commercial use, loss of taxable real estate,
and marring the beauty of the countryside.
Elaborate interstate highway systems, in many instances, have be-

come funnels for crowding more automobile traffic into our metropoli-
tan areas. Obviously, the need for short and intermediate distance in-
tercity railroad passenger service is going to increase, especially in
areas where large cities are somewhat close together. Unless relatively
modest support is given by the Federal Government to railroad pas-
senger service, such as is provided in S. 2750, our national traffic jam
will reach chaotic proportions.
Today, the Federal Government is spending more than $5 billion

in the development of the C-5 cargo plane. By way of contrast, it has
appropriated less than $20 million—four-tenths of 1 percent as much—
for improving intercity railroad passenger travel.
The railroads cannot continue to be isolated from Federal support if

they are to be a healthy and vigorous part of the national transporta-
tion system. The obsolescence of present railroad passenger service is
a byproduct of a lopsided and haphazard transportation system which
has paid little attention to a balanced utilization of all modes of
transport.
On the Penn Central railroad system, we are approaching the pas-

senger service problem with what we regard as a basically sound
policy. Simply stated, it comes down to a twofold program; namely—

(1) To strengthen and improve passenger service which is es-
sential to people in our operating territory, and
(2) To discontinue trains which the public no longer needs.

In the first category are our intercity main-line service in the North-
east Corridor between Boston and Washington and our commuter-
suburban service in the New York, Philadelphia, and Boston metro-
politan areas. Within our limited resources, we are making progress
in keeping these services viable for the current and future needs of the
public, but we still have a long way to go. And the service is far from
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approaching anything we would like it to be. It is really second class
now or worse.
Public assistance is fundamental to this policy. These operations

are a public service which is entitled to public support. Over the past
10 years, we have worked closely with governmental officials on Fed-
eral, State, and local levels in promoting this concept. So far, we have
developed cooperative programs with public authorities primarily for
commuter transportation, but the need is urgent for increased Federal
participation. And on a substantial scale, but relatively small as con-
trasted with what you are putting into highways and airways.
Penn Central, as you know, is now engaged in two projects with the

U.S. Department of Transportation for testing and developing the
market for high-speed rail transportation in the Northeast Corridor.
On our Washington to New York line we have been operating Metro-
liner trains since January of this year and the results are most en-
couraging. Penn Central has put more than $50 million into this
project, almost five times as much as the Federal Government. As a
matter of fact, it is a lot more than that. We have spent actually $50
million and we have received a little over $2 million so far from the
Federal Government. When they pay us the full amount that we are
entitled to, it will run about $11 million, as against the over $50 million
we have put into this project.
We plan to increase Metroliner service from three to six round

trips a day on October 26, next month, and we expect to step this up
to nine round trips a day before the end of the year. This will mark
the formal beginning of our 2-year demonstration project with the
Department of Transportation, and during this period we will com-
pile data and gather experience which will be most helpful to
transportation planning for the future.
At the same time, we will continue to operate under contract with

the Department of Transportation the turbine-powered trains between
Boston and New York which were put into service last April.
The Northeast Corridor is an appropriate area for far more Federal

assistance than is involved in the Metroliner and Turbotrain projects.
It includes a quarter of the Nation's population and a spreading mega-
lopolis which is plagued by mounting transportation problems. Un-
doubtedly, other such crowded corridors will develop in several sec-
tions of this country.
In nonurban areas, however, and over long distances, the economic

justification for most railroad passenger service no longer exists. Under
the dictates of the marketplace, such unprofitable passenger service
should be discontinued and should be done so promptly.

If, however, the regulatory agencies will not permit this, it is only
fair that the railroads be reimbursed for losses incurred in performing
such service as the public interest requires but cannot pay its way.

Senator Hartke's bill, S. 2750 is, we think, a step in the right direc-
tion and should be enacted promptly to prevent further deterioration
of railroad passenger service. A major portion of the passenger equip-
ment operating today is rapidly wearing out—a lot of it is already
worn out and cannot be maintained in anything like first-rate con-
dition. It must be replaced by more modern, more comfortable equip-
ment. Time is of the essence, since it takes from 18 months to 2 years—
actually it takes about 2 years now—to get delivery on new cars from
the manufacturers.
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S. 2750 provides a method by which Congress can respond as the
public interest actually requires to the public demand for continuation
of essential intercity rail passenger service. It also establishes a means
for the railroads to acquire passenger equipment which would be at-
tractive to travelers.

This bill should be regarded not as a subsidy to the railroads, but to
the citizens who, through necessity or choice, ride the passenger trains.
The Federal funds required to implement the programs authorized by
this bill will be a small price to pay for the development of a type of
railroad passenger service suitable to the needs of the traveling public.
Senator HARTKE. Senator Cannon, do you have any questions of Mr.

Saunders?
Senator CANNON. Yes.
Mr. Saunders, are you familiar with the study being undertaken now

by Mr. Whitman?
Mr. SATJNDERS. Only generally.
Senator CANNON. You heard the testimony this morning?
Mr. SAUNDERS. Yes, I heard his testimony. Our people have had

some conversations with Mr. Whitman, but other than in a general
way, I do not know much more than what he said here today.
Senator CANNON. Having listened to his testimony, would you feel

that the study that he is covering would be of help in trying to get at
some of the root problems of this issue? I hope that some of your rec-
ommendations, generally, cover some of the areas that appear to be
covered in the study.
Mr. SAUNDERS. Well, I think the study will be helpful, but let me

say this: In the first place, as Senator Allott said, this matter has been
studied to death. We have had numerous conversations and meetings
with the prior Secretary of Transportation, Mr. Allan Boyd, and they
were going to prepare a study. The Interstate Commerce Commission
of course has prepared many studies, starting back in 1958, and there
have been numerous recommendations made by the Commission since
that time.
I don't think that—I say this respectfully—that there is an appre-

ciation of the sense of urgency involved in this thing. I think you have
to look at it from a short-range standpoint and a long-range stand-
point. The study will be fine from a long-range standpoint. But I
think that what this committee, if I may say so respectfully, and what
the Department of Transportation must realize is that this house is
on fire now, and it has been on fire for some time. You can sit around
here and talk about studies but regardless of whether they do it in 3
months of 6 months or when, no plan can be implemented in less than
4 or 5 years, even at the highest expedition with which you may
proceed.
The Department of Transportation is talking about a long-range

solution to this problem. We will only compound this problem by
continually delaying facing up to it now. You have got a problem in
this country which is absolutely chaotic as far as passenger rail trans-
portation is concerned. If you had to deal with the problems I have
to deal with every day. We transport some 250,000 people a day and
you can't believe the number of complaints we get and rightfully so,
in many cases on this service. The reason is that we are trying to op-
erate equipment that is 40 and 50 and 60 years old. And there is no

iway n God's world you can provide anything approaching first-
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class transportation with equipment of that sort. You can patch it
up and run it for a day or two, but it will break down.
We are throwing away an enormous amount of money—and this

has been going on in this country for years. If I may say so, respect-
fully, Congress has been ignoring this problem and the Government
has been ignoring it and now we are talking about more time. My
judgment is that you have got to do something now, and Senator
Hartke's bill is the first step. The second step is a study, for develop-
ment of a long-range plan. If Congress acted today it would be 2
years before we could get equipment to put on these trains and provide
anything approaching first-class service. You can make some cor-
rections, yes, in housekeeping, things of that sort. I don't pretend
that we have done the job we ought to have done. But we are not
going to get any significant improvement in passenger service in this
country until the Federal Government makes up its mind it is going
to do something about it. They ought to do it now on a short-range
basis. It is not at all inconsistent with what Senator Allott or the De-
partment of Transportation is suggesting.
But I am saying to you, sir, that this thing can't wait until 3 months

from now, and when the Department of Transportation comes for-
ward, if their program is realistic, they have got to recommend some
short-term relief.
We can talk about air-cushion trains being developed in France,

or what they have done in Japan, but it took years, it took 7 years to
get the Tokaido line in operation.
We will only compound this problem by refusing to face up to the

urgency of it now.
I am 100 percent in favor of Senator Hartke's bill, and I am also in

favor of a long-range study. But I think the two are absolutely con-
sistent.

Senator CANNON. Well, you make a very persuasive case. I may say
that you indicate the house is burning down.
Mr. SAUNDERS. It is afire.
Senator CANNON. It is almost burned down in my area.
Mr. SAUNDERS. That is right. It has been burning far too long.
Senator CANNON. I am going to attend some hearings in my State

next month, train discontinuance cases, that are even last-train cases
in some instances.
Mr. SAUNDERS. Let me ask in that connection, Senator, what is the

point to be gained, from a public standpoint, in insisting upon con-
tinuing second-class service or third-class service? What Congress
ought to be interested in is not continuance of sorry service, but pro-
viding first-class service. You don't get it by just continuing trains.
What has to be done for this patient is to give him an infusion of capi-
tal now. And further infusions in a long-range program.

Senator CANNON. You don't get the infusion by killing the patient
though. This is what is being suggested when you suggest a discon-
tinuance right now. Certainly a continuation of second-class service is
better than discontinuance of all service.
Mr. SAUNDERS. I am not SO sure of that.
Senator CANNON. If we have to do that and give the patient infusion

as we go along, let's do it.
Mr. SAUNDERS. But if Congress would take some positive action, it

would give the commuters and the travelers of this country hope that
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something is going to be done immediately, not 5 years from now or 10
years from now. We have got to be realistic, you have to approach this
problem now.
Senator CANNON. Well 
Mr. SAUNDERS. Keep the trains that are necessary, but give the rail-

roads something to improve them with. Let me say this to you, that I
don't think there is sufficient appreciation of the dire situation in the
railroad industry. I am not talking about passenger trains alone, I am
talking about the railroads generally. The railroad industry of this
country is sick. And it is sick because it can't make enough money to
live on.
The railroads of this country last year had a rate of return of 2.4

percent, about half of what a Government bond pays. Now A.T. & T
is making over 7, around 8 percent now, rate of return. And they are
presenting a case to the Federal Communications Commission saying
they have to have 81/2 to 9 percent after taxes in order to live and
modernize. The trucking industry, our chief competitors, have a rate
of return approaching 20 percent. There is no industry in this coun-
try that can live, let alone modernize, on a 21/2-percent return. The
railroads of this country have never earned as much as 4 percent on
their investment since World War IL This passenger situation is just
one of the industry's ailments. The whole situation is deteriorating.
We don't have the financial resources to do the job we ought to in any
area. The passenger situation is only one segment of it.
On the Penn Central Railroad, if we didn't have our $100 million

loss on passenger service, we would probably be in the black. But as it
is, we are losing over a hundred million dollars a year on carrying pas-
sengers and losses of this proportion have been going on for years.
The railroad industry cannot continue to grow or serve the needs of
this country as long as we have to live on the meager rations that we
have had to live on for the last 15 years.
Senator CANNON. You know there are some who say that your rail-

road, as well as others, are trying to discourage passenger service.
Mr. SAUNDERS. That is not true.
Senator CANNON. Certainly that will not answer the problem, by

discouraging passenger service.
Mr. SAUNDER. These statements are made by people who don't know

what they are talking about. Let me say this, sir: there may be in-
stances of that sort, but it is not true as far as we are concerned. We
have put over $50 million just within the last 2 years in the Metroliner
service compared to a piddling amount of money, only $2.4 million so
far, from the Federal Government. If this were a highway project, it
would be a 90-to-10 ratio of Federal money or maybe all. If we were
like the airlines, the Government would carry on research like it is.
doing on the C-5 cargo plane.
Senator CANNON. But that service is going to pay off now.
Mr. SAUNDER. I don't know whether it is or not.
Senator 'CANNON. It looks like it.
•Mr. SAUNDERS. It is too early to say, I think. I hope it will. But I

will say this to you, you would never raise a dollar in Wall Street or
from any banker as an investment, if we get a 2- or 3-percent return,
you wouldn't put your money in it. Nobody else would, when he could
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put it over here and get 20 percent return in a trucking industry
or in an industrial company.

Private enterprise will not invest in passenger service. It is just not
there. You will never get a penny back. We may get a few dollars
back out of the Metroliner service, but it will never be a bonanza.

Senator CANNON. Well, it will certainly be a service to the public
if you provide good service and take care of some of the passengers.
Mr. SAUNDERS. I know, but if you are going to keep the rail-

road industry in the private enterprise system in this country, you
have got to let it live and to make money to live. It ought to make
at least 6 percent. And unless it does, who is going to invest in railroad
securities?
Senator CANNON. There is no question but what you are entitled

to make a profit.
Mr. SAUNDERS. You will never get private enterprise to put money

in passenger service. It is just not there.
Senator HARTKE. Senator Prouty?
Senator PROUTY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Saunders, I am sorry I wasn't here when you made your pre-

pared statement, but I was unable to be present.
I believe Mr. Whitman this morning suggested a possible proposal

to charter a private corporation to provide rail passenger service in
selected high-density routes over a 3-year period.
What is your reaction to that?
Mr. SAUNDERS. I think it is unrealistic, if I may say so, respectfully.
As I said to Senator Cannon you wouldn't get a penny of private

money put into this thing. Comsat is a wholly different thing. There
is a growing market with great potential. But, there is .no potential
in passenger service, even in short-range service.
It may, in congested areas, make a 2- or 3-percent return. But, who

will put money into an undertaking of that sort? You won't find a
penny of private money to go into this.
To talk about a private Government operation such as Comsat for

passenger service in this country is wholly unrealistic.
Senator PROUTY. What about purchase by the Federal Govern-

ment of railroad rights-of-way?
Mr. SAUNDERS. I think that would be a fine thing. I think it should

be done, and it is long overdue. One of the great inequities that we
have to face in the railroad industry today concerns our right-of-
way; in the first place we have to maintain it, pay taxes on it and
maintain our signal system. Yet the Government builds the airports
and runways for the airlines and provides all of their air traffic control
systems—which are equivalent to our signaling.
The railroads have to spend hundreds of millions of dollars each

year in maintenance of our signaling equipment. Congress provides
this for the airlines. I don't say it is free. They do pay something,
of course, but they don't have the capital investment to carry, that
we have, and they don't pay anything like, in my judgment, the full
cost.
There is just no way that the railroads can compete, in an environ-

ment of this sort, in passenger travel.
Senator PROUTY. I realize over the last 25 or 30 years passenger

traffic has declined, people haven't wanted to use railroads.
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But, I think there has been a vast change in recent years. I hear
many people say, "I would travel by train if I could, if the facilities
were there, if the service were available."
I had a member of my staff not long ago, who tried to get a reserva-

tion, not on Penn Central, but on a western railroad. He wanted it on
the 1st of the month, and word came back they could give him a reser-
vation on the 2d, but they couldn't on the 1st. He had to go on the
1st. So finally, through some contacts, he was able to get a reservation
on the first and found the car he was in was only one-third full.
Now, I think you will have to agree there is some evidence that sug-

ge,sts that the railroads are definitely discouraging people from
traveling on the railroads in many instances.
Mr. SAUNDERS. Well, I think that is—I don't say we are simon pure

or anything of that sort. But I think that statement is overstated. I
think that is a cliche that has been used a great deal, which is not con-
sistent with the facts.
For instance, we had the Broadway Limited, which was a great

train. The Broadway Limited was a solid pullman train between New
York and Chicago. We operated it as such until about a year ago. We
finally combined it with the General. We gave passengers wine with
dinner. At one time we had barbers on the train. We offered every con-
venience passengers could possibly want. And in the last 2 years of
operation, our average number of people using that train was 60. The
crew alone was over 70. We didn't have as many passengers as we had
men working on the train. •
You couldn't find a finer train than the Broadway Limited at that

time. There may be people like you say, that, for nostalgic reasons or
something, prefer the train but there are a handful of those. There is
no market which will sustain passenger operation under anything ap-
proaching a break-even point.
Senator PROUTY. I have been told by officials of the Seaboard Coast

Line Railroad that their trains between New York and Florida def-
initely show a profit. They are glad to have them in service.
Mr. SAUNDERS. They may show a profit. I won't argue with that.
But I will say this, when you say a profit, what do you mean? You

mean a 1-percent return, or 2 percent? You have got to talk in terms
of what kind of profit.
And there is no railroad in this country that makes enough money

on the passenger service to pay. I don't think they make a 1-percent
return on their investment.

Senator PROUTY. How about the Canadian railroads?
Mr. SAUNDERS. As a matter of fact, the American railroads lost $486

million last year. We lost $101 million and on an avoidable loss basis
$63 million.

Senator PROUTY. Are you talking about passenger business now?
Mr. SAUNDERS. Yes, sir, passenger business.
Senator PROUTY. But you do have other investments to cushion that

somewhat?
Mr. SAUNDERS. But how long can you cushion, how long would you

be in business if you lost $100 million a year?
Senator PROUTY. I am sympathetic to your problem.
As one who loves to travel by train himself, I want to see—
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Mr. SAUNDERS. I want the passenger service just like you do but I
want it first class. But you can't get blood out of a turnip. We haven't
got the money to provide the type of service you want, the type of
service I want, without Government support.

Senator PROUTY. What capacity or occupancy of a train, say running
300 miles, do you feel you have to have normally to break even?
Mr. SAUNDERS. Well, I don't know 
Senator PROUTY. In terms of percentages?
Mr. SAUNDERS. I can't give you an exact figure.
I would say somewhere around 66 percent, something of that sort.
Senator PROUTY. If you had a train with 100, if you had 66 people

on it, that would be a break-even point If you could only carry 100
people
Mr. SAUNDERS. I don't think you can break it down into numbers

of people, necessarily.
Senator PROUTY. Percentagewise, 66 percent.
Mr. SAUNDERS. I would say you would have to have a 66 percent load

factor at least, to break even.
Senator PROUTY. In my judgment it would be possible to better

that if we had the service.
Mr. SAUNDERS. Pardon me?
Senator PROUTY. I said, in my judgment, it would be possible to

maintain a much higher average than that, if we had good service
and equipment.
Mr. SAUNDERS. I just pointed out to you what our experience was

on the Broadway Limited, and that is typical-60 people on the train
with a crew of 70.
Senator PROUTY. How long ago did you cease operating that?
Mr. SAUNDERS. We haven't ceased it, we combined it with the General.

And it is still a good train, but not as good as it was before. It is still
a first-class train, but it is losing money hand over fist.
Senator PROUTY. Well, I think perhaps you have got to have assist-

ance from the Government.
Mr. SAUNDERS. Not only have we got to have it, sir, but we have got

to have it now.
I think that, if I may suggest, sir, that it is vital that Senator

Hartke's bill be enacted promptly, and these long-range studies go
forward.
I am in favor of exploring any modern device like air cushion, all of

that, if that is what the answer is.
But you are not going to find that answer in 2 or 3 years. It will

take 5 to 10 years, in my opinion, to get the real solution to this
problem. And we can't wait that long.
Senator PROUTY. How about the Canadian Pacific and Canadian

National?
The Canadian National is Government owned and operated.
Mr. SAUNDERS. Yes.
Senator PROUTY. But the Canadian Pacific seems able to compete

with them.
Mr. SAUNDERS. Well, the information I have is that both the

Canadian railroads have problems. As a matter of fact, the Canadian
National a year and a half ago was talking about this grandiose plan,
what they were going to do to build up passenger business and so forth.
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They are pulling back from it now. They find they can't do it. It is
just impossible, even though they are subsidized by the Government.
They are asking for cutbacks in their service. They are going to cut

it back substantially everywhere except in the corridor between
Montreal and Toronto.
Senator PROUTY. I hear people can't get reservations on those trips

because they are so full.
Mr. SAUNDERS. That is only in one unique situation, Toronto to

Montreal.
We have the same situation with the Metroliner. But we are going

to add—you didn't hear the testimony—we are going to put on three
additional trains on October 26 and three more before the end of the
year.
I don't think, however, that you can look at the passenger transporta-

tion pro'biem in light of the Metroliner. The Washington-New York
corridor is unique; it is really a commuter operation, in a sense. There
may be corridors in certain limited areas of the country, where this may
be applicable. But the problem to which I gather you are addressing
yourself primarily is the long-range travel in the country, over 300
or 400 miles. The Metroliner service has no applicability in that, in my
judgment. Even in the Metroliner area, it is no bonanza.
Senator PROUTY. I hope ways and means will be found 
Mr. SAUNDERS. As a matter of fact we can't even improve Metroliner

or the Boston-New York service without Government support. We
just have to have it.
This is the only country in the world where we undertake to operate

passenger service with private enterprise. That is one of the reasons
you have the problem you have today.
Senator PROUTY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Senator HARTKE. Mr. Saunders, you take one departure from what

has been the railroad position heretofore, I think, and that is you think
there is a definite need for this type of service. In other words, you do
not believe that passenger service is something which should expire?
Mr. SAUNDERS. That is partially my position. I think that there is

a lot of passenger service in this country today that is not needed.
And there is no basis for it whatever except perhaps nostalgia.
I think that ought to be gotten rid of. In certain high-density area-s,

yes, there is a definite need, I think, for passenger service, long-haul
service. For distances of 500 miles or more, I see no future for it at
all.
If the Government, or if the Commission, and I think the Commis-

sion is the proper agency, finds there is a public need, and it will not
pay its way, then I think it should be subsidized.
Senator HARTKE. Let's come to the parts of it you didn't talk about.

What about adequacy of service? Do you think such a bill should
be coupled with some type of Government subsidy?
Mr. SAUNDERS. I think that is probably reasonable if the regula-

tion is realistic. We have a lot of experience with this so-called
adequacy-of-service concept. We had contracts with the city of Phila-
delphia and the regional agency called SEPTA in southeastern
Pennsylvania for 7 or 8 years.
In recent years we also have had them in the State of New Jersey—

provision for penalties for inadequate service. These things do become

•
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a matter of great controversy. I recognize that there ought to be
some realistic standards of service. I don't suggest that the railroads
ought to have a blank check.
Senator HARTKE. All right. So we have established three proposi-

tions so far. I want to come to the fourth, and that is the question of
a moratorium.

First we have established the facts that you are in favor of some
type of Government subsidy, you are in favor of a long-range study.
In other words, you look at it from two viewpoints, one a short range,
one long range.
You say for the short range, you need some type of subsidy, and

you are willing to agree there needs to be some type of agreement
for adequacy of service, and a long-range study.
Now as I understand the problem in Canada, and I am not certain,

but as I understand the problem there it involves the necessity of re-
questing a discontinuance on the basis of lack of sufficient revenue
before the railroad becomes eligible for a subsidy.
Why couldn't there be some type of interimship whereby the study

would be made, not on the basis of requiring in the first instance that
there be a request for discontinuance, but that there be an overall
study by the ICC or DOT, without regard to discontinuance peti-
tions. In this way could not the ICC perhaps make a decision as to
whether or not in their own mind this is the type of service which
should be continued?
Mr. SAUNDERS. I think that is all right, provided that there is a

subsidy in the meantime.
Senator HARTKE. All right. Why couldn't we have, then, if this

type of situation could be worked out, a moratorium in the interim?
If something can be done fast, why couldn't we have a moratorium
in the interim?
Mr. SAUNDERS. I have no objection to a moratorium if we get

subsidy in the meantime. I think we have got to have it, though, be-
cause we just can't continue. When you talk about moratorium, that
is just nothing but delay.
Senator HARTKE. That is right. I think that is fair. I think that is

a fair interpretation, it is a delay. Moratorium means delay. It means
no action until such time as further decision is made.
Mr. SAUNDERS. That is right, and it does nothing but compound the

problem by irritating the public with poor service.
Senator HARTKE. I do think this, you will have to agree, Mr.

Saunders, the railroads have themselves in a position with the public
generally in which they really come forward with the appearance
of not wanting to give service.
Mr. SAUNDERS. I think the public thinks that, but I think there is a

lot of misunderstanding, and a lack of appreciation of the problem
the railroads have in trying to provide any service.

Senator HARTKE. If that is true, let's come to the Metroliner for a
moment. Do you know what the avoidable cost was on that Washing-
ton-New York line before? Do you have that information?
Mr. SAUNDERS. No, I don't. I will be glad to furnish it, if it is

available.
Senator HARTKE. I am sure that either you or the IOC must have

that.
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Mr. SAUNDERS. I don't think the Commission has it.
Senator HARTKE. All right. If you can supply that, if that informa-

tion is available.
Mr. SAUNDERS. Yes.
Senator HARTKE. Is that run profitable now?
Mr. SAUNDERS. Which run?
Senator HARTKE. The Metroliner run?
Mr. SAUNDERS. Well, I think it is, but to be frank I don't know for

this reason: it actually hasn't started yet, Senator. We are operating
three round trips a day now and the demonstration project doesn't
start until we get six round trips a day in effect.
We have had unbelievable startup costs, so to speak, in terms of

bugs in these cars. They are highly sophisticated. There is no rail-
road equipment in the world as sophisticated as the Metroliner car.
Forinstance, there is some 10 miles of electric wiring in every coach
and each car is a locomotive in itself. Each car costs about a half
million dollars.
There are all sorts of computers, transistors, things of that sort.

And there have been a tremendous number of bugs and expensive de-
bugging has been done. I don't think you can say on the basis of the
experience thus far what normal costs will be.
So, I can't answer your question now. I don't think I will be able to

answer it for maybe a year from now.
Senator HARTKE. Maybe in a light vein; maybe in a serious vein;

you can figure out which, which I won't declare. Getting a new presi-
dent, aren't you?
Mr. SAUNDERS. That is right.
Senator HARTKE. I read about a little controversy about that.
Mr. SAUNDERS. No controversy I know of.
Senator HARTKE. No. I heard that statement. You talk about the

computers, transistors, and the wiring.
Mr. SAUNDERS. Yes.
Senator HARTKE. But you know it is pretty hard for those of us

looking at this to see how you could have avoided seeing the difficulty
that you had in reservations and other situations such as getting a
telephone to answer. I mean you know just putting somebody on the
other end and saying hello, instead of waiting for it to ring for 4 or 5
minutes, as I have done personally and I think it is quite common.
Mr. SAUNDERS. Maybe if we were as smart as you are, we would have

thought of that. But seriously, Senator 
Senator HARTKE. That was a real bug.
Mr. SAUNDERS. I know • I admit that. But the response to the Metro-

liner far exceeded any of our expectations. We had, I would say, a
minimum of 20 times as many telephone calls as we expected. We had
as many as 2,000 calls a day, and they are running over a thousand
now.
In the New York area, for instance, we could handle 60 calls at one

time. We have now stepped it up to 200; 200 calls at one time. We are
doing relatively the same thing in Washington.
Senator HARTKE. But quite honestly, the difficulties on answering

that telephone existed prior to the time the Metroliner went into effect.
Mr. SAUNDERS. It may have existed, but-
Senator HARTKE. Even the airlines have copied some of your delay

tactics, I am sorry to say.

•
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Mr. SAUNDERS. I am glad somebody recognizes that.
Senator HARTKE. You get that recorded voice talking to you; you

can't even give it the devil, you know; you can't say anything to it;
all you can do is hallo. on.
Mr. SAUNDERS. We have a ticket-selling device now that is working

well. It has been in effect since the middle of August, and it is really
splendid. It takes you no time at all to get your ticket.
And I think the telephone service is going to be improved. It is

still not what we would like. As a matter of fact, you know the tele-
phone company in New York is having some problems of its own,
and they, of course, pass them on to us.
Senator HARTKE. New York has all kinds of problems which we

don't want to inherit.
Mr. SAUNDERS. I am perfectly frank to say to you our telephone

service is not what it ought to be. We are working on it constantly.
Senator HARTKE. Now, in the statement you say there is the pos-

sibility that other corridors may develop. Do you think there are
other corridors now which exist, which possibly have that same type
of latent prospect that occurred in the corridor from Washington
to New York ?
Mr. SAUNDERS. To be perfectly frank with you, I don't know.
Senator HARTKE. I wish you would think about this.
Mr. SAUNDERS. The reason I say that is this: There are a number

of factors you have to consider. First, you have got to have people.
There are areas developing where you probably have the density of
population or will have in a given period of time. But the second
thin.). you have to take into consideration, which is absolutely vital,
is the alinement of the track. How much speed can you make on it.
For instance, between Boston and New York, we have enough people
there for a Metroliner service, but we have such a crooked railroad,
we can't make time.
Senator HARTKE. Do you want to correct that statement?
Mr. SAUNDERS. The alinement of the track? I thought you under-

stood me.
Senator HARTKE. I understood you. I just wondered how it looks

in print.
Mr. SAUNDERS. Strike that then. The alinement of the track is such,

Providence to Boston, you can't make a speed of 90 miles an hour.
It would cost hundreds of millions of dollars to straighten that out.
Senator HARTKE. You might be able to do it from Detroit to Toledo

and Chicago.
Mr. SAUNDERS. There again I think you have to take into considera-

tion the question of how much speed you can make.
Senator HARTKE. That is beautiful country through there. It is flat

and there's straight track and everything; all we have to do is get
rid of some of the old driftwood ties.
Mr. SAUNDERS. I think you will find this: If the Federal Government

will provide the appropriate amount of money for development of this
sort, the railroads will cooperate. I am confident of that. But private
enterprise cannot do it alone, because it is too speculative.
Senator HARTKE. Do you think we could get the same type of co-

operation financially that we have in the Metroliner in the New York-
Washington area?

37-793-70-13



190

Mr. SAUNDERS. No, sir; I don't. As a matter of fact WO wouldn't
make that deal again because there must be heavier Federal partici-
pation.
Senator HARTKE. How much heavier?
Mr. SAUNDERS. As a minimum, either treat us like the airlines, where

you pay it all, or treat us like the highways, 90-10. There is no reason
why we should be treated differently, if this is in the public interest.
Senator HARTKE. Are you talking about the track now?
Mr. SAUNDERS. I am talking about everything.
Senator HARTKE. Ninety-ten, they don't give 90-10 on the highways

to the buses.
Mr. SAUNDERS. I am speaking generally. I am not trying to go into

specifics. But I think it ought to be on some much more substantial
basis than anything that has been discussed up to this point.
Senator HARTKE. You answered Senator Prouty a moment ago that

you were in favor of purchase of right-of-way by the Federal Gov-
ernment?
Mr. SAUNDERS. Yes.
Senator HARTKE. That is purchase and maintenance of the present

right-of-way?
Mr. SAUNDERS. Sure.
Senator HARTKE. A 90-10 basis for maintenance.
Mr. SAUNDERS. I don't know that I would go that far, but certainly

we would accept that. But I mean you have got to find some basis for
assistance to the railroads of this country. If maintaining a service is
in the public interest, and it cannot pay its way, then the Government
has to participate on a substantial basis.
Going back to Senator Prouty's comment about right-of-way, the

railroads have been discriminated against in this regard for years. We
get no tax benefits at all, no depreciation on the roadbed. We get no
reduction in our taxes until we retire the property. Very little of
course is retired. There are billions of dollars tied up in this way, for
which we get no tax benefit whatever.
Senator HARTKE. I have been out on these roadbeds myself and I

am not an expert in engineering, but it doesn't take an expert to know
they are in bad shape.
Mr. SAUNDERS. They are not in the condition that they ought to be.

The railroads of this country are being starved to death, we haven't
got the money to put into the property we ought to.

Senator HARTKE. Let's assume you did have some type of compensa-
tion, as outlined in the bill I introduced. What assurance would there
be that there would really be an improvement in service and an in-
vestment in equipment?
Mr. SAUNDERS. I think you could give to whatever agency admin-

isters the funds
' 

either ICC or DOT, the authority to cut it off. It is
not a perpetual grant. Cut it off if the railroads are not using the
money properly.
Senator HARTKE. Don't you think maybe we could keep the James

Whitcomb Reilly for awhile until we get through this little fiasco?
Mr. SAUNDERS. I hope not Senator, if you were losing a million and

a quarter dollars a year on some project, you wouldn't keep it a half
day, I don't believe.

•
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Senator HARTKE. One conductor has testified that there is back
trackage, train delays, and undermanned crews. He says the rail-
roads won't clean up the cars.
Mr. SAUNDERS. I read that conductor's testimony. I don't agree

with him at all.
Senator HARTKE. Would you ride that train?
Mr. SAUNDERS. I have ridden it several times.
Senator HARTKE. Would you now?
Mr. SAUNDERS. Certainly I would ride it. But to me that isn't the

point involved. This is the reason I am so much in favor of your bill.
If there is a public need for this train, then keep it, but somebody
ought to pay whatever our losses are.

Senator HARTKE. Why don't you hold that little discontinuance in
abeyance for awhile?
Mr. SAUNDERS. I wish I could. If I were in a position of General

Motors, or A.T. & T., making 9, 12, 15 percent, certainly I would do it.
But when you have a business, and I am talking about an overall
business, that is losing money, you can't sit around and lose a million
dollars a year, we haven't got it.
Senator HARTKE. One of the problems in this country in regard to

transportation is that we still do not have a national transportation
policy. You know that, do you not?
Mr. SAUNDERS. I agree with you 100 percent.
Senator HARTKE. I have said this repeatedly in the hearings on theAviation Subcommittee, and there isn't any question about it, we areoperating a Nation without a national transportation policy. TheDepartment of Transportation was set up for that. But we are stillwithout a national transportation policy. And I don't see us approach-ing one.
Mr. SAUNDERS. I wish we were closer to it. I am 100 percent infavor of it. We ought to try to develop one, but I also say we can'twait for that.
Senator HARTKE. As I understand it, you are in favor of a subsidywith an adquacy of service provision, with maybe some type of mora-torium in the meantime, and a long-range study, if all of those thingswent into the package?
Mr. SAUNDERS. That is correct. A realistic adequacy of service

standard.
Senator HARTKE. All right. Any further questions?
Senator PROUTY. If Senator Hartke's proposal became law, wouldthe railroads then be in a position to improve their roadbeds andthings of that nature?
Mr. SAUNDER. Yes, I think so, certainly. It depends upon the amountof the Federal subsidy. But everything helps. We are spending everypenny we can on our roadbed. But there is a limit to our resources. Andthis is true throughout the country. This was not the whole answer,by no means. We have got to get the rate of return of the rail-roads up overall. But this is a vital step in that picture, improvingthe financial health of the railroad industry.
Senator PROUTY. If your present losses from passenger operationswere eliminated as a result of a subsidy, then you would have thoseresources available.
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Mr. SAUNDERS. That is right. We would have a lot more money to
spend on roadbed, yes, sir.

Senator PROUTY. Thank you.
Senator HARTKE. Thank you, Mr. Saunders.
Senator HARTKE. The next witness will be Mr. Anthony Haswell,

chairman, National Association of Railroad Passengers.

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY HASWELL, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF RAILROAD PASSENGERS

Mr. HAswELL. My name is Anthony Haswell. I am chairman of the
National Association of Railroad Passengers, with offices at 41 Ivy
Street SE., Washington, D.C. I appear on behalf of this association
with regard to the legislation on rail passenger service now being con-
sidered by this committee.
The National Association of Railroad Passengers is an Illinois not-

for-profit corporation. Membership is open to users of all kinds of
railroad service—commuter, high speed, and long distance—and to
anyone else who believes that rail passenger service is a valuable na-
tional asset which should be preserved and improved. Since our be-
ginning in July 1967 we have enrolled over 3,500 members from all
parts of the country. Our specific objectives are to obtain-

1. Stronger legal controls over discontinuance of passenger
trains, and greater consideration of the overall public interest
in continued passenger service in individual cases; and

2. Positive Government action to aid, encourage, and promote
rail passenger service, including equal treatment for railroads
by Government in relation to other forms of transportation.

Our activities in furtherance of these objectives include working
for the passage of constructive legislation opposing selected proposals
for train discontinuances before regulatory authorities and the courts
when, in our judgment, the overall public interest justifies such op-
position and conducting a continuing educational program to ac-
quaint the public with the advantages and benefits of good passenger
service, and the underlying economic and political issues of the
problem.
A discussion of rail passenger service must of necessity be divided

into two parts: the need and place for relatively conventional passen-
ger trains as we know them today, and the need for high-speed service
of advanced technological design. While of course it would be desirable
to have high-speed service on all routes between major points, the
cost of providing it is sufficiently high that the expenditure cannot
be justified unless there is the prospect of a substantial volume of
traffic.
When I use the term "conventional" train service, I emphatically

do not mean the downgraded standard of service that is all too preva-
lent today. On far too many runs, adequate standards of maintenance
and cleanliness, and reliable on-time performance are but pleasant
memories. Furthermore, even assuming a top speed of 80 miles an
hour, many trains could be operated on faster schedules than are now
in effect. So in discussing the need and place for conventional train
service, I am talking about trains that will be moderately speeded up,
run on time, and kept clean and properly maintained.
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Generally speaking, we believe that trains have the following ad-
vantages over one or more of the other modes, which justify their
retention and improvement on many runs throughout the country
even if the others are physically capable of handling the entire pas-
senger load.

COMMON CARRIER

Trains are available to anyone who pays tile price of a ticket. The
automobile can never be a complete substitute, as not all persons are
able to drive, or are able to afford to own a car or otherwise gain
access to one.

SAFETY

Trains have the best safety record of any mode of transportation,
as calculated on the basis of fatalities per hundred million passenger-
miles. Over the past 10 years, buses have been 50 percent more dan-
gerous, airplanes 21/2 times as dangerous, and automobiles 20 times
as dangerous. The hazards of highway travel are multiplied during
winter weather conditions.

DEPENDABILITY

Airline performance is vulnerable to weather conditions, especially
in winter. The same is true to a lesser extent of highway travel. Fur-
ther, airplanes are increasingly running late because of air traffic
delays.

ECONOMY

For short- to medium-distance trips, the train is more economical
than the airplane. The same is true as against one person driving an
automobile. Railroads are the most efficient of any mode for handling
special groups, excursions, seasonal and holiday travel peaks: and war
and national emergency needs. Special trains are an appealing alter-
native to fighting the crowds on the highway that inevitably appear
whenever there is a big sporting event or other affair attracting large
numbers to one location. The capability of economical movement
of trainloads of people is perhaps the most important reason why
we should retain passenger service. When the need for transportation
is most crucial, the train is at its best.

SPEED

Between many points the train is, or can be, faster than the bus
or auto.

COMFORT

Trains are smoother, roomier, and more comfortable than buses,
and have such amenities as food and beverage service.

RELAXATION

For many people, highway travel is tense and fatiguing. One must
be alert to the road ahead at every moment. Train travelers are free
to work, read, look out the window, or sleep. While this is also true
in theory for air travel, some pf ople are psychologically averse to
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flying, and even regular air travelers undergo some degree of tension
during their trip.

SIGHTSEEING

The picture windows and domes of a modern train are ideal for seeing
the passing countryside. The air traveler will see a relief map of the
country if he is lucky: otherwise he will see the clouds. The moment
the motorist takes his eyes off the road to view the scenery, he becomes
a deadly menace to himself and others on the highway.
The need for high-speed corridor train service between major

megalapolitan areas stems from the inability of the highways and
airways to handle the ever-increasing volume of travel. While of
course it is possible to expand these facilities, sufficient capacity for
future needs cannot be provided without doing unacceptable damage
to the environment in urban areas.

LAND USAGE

Urban expressways and airports are voracious consumers of real
estate. If they are built in an existing residential area, thousands of
people are forced to find a new home. In many instances, they are
among the least able to afford the expense of relocation. If park land.
is used, the cost to the community is equally obvious. Even if un-
developed space is utilized, land is thus withdrawn from future use
for housing and recreation. And of course, since highways and airports
are publicly owned, land appropriated for these uses is permanently
removed from the tax rolls. Opposition to expressway construction
on these grounds has brought the highway program to a dead stop 

iin San Francisco and is threatening to do so n Washington, D.C.
Chicago's mayor has made clear that he will oppose the construction
of any more expressways into the heart of the city.
In contrast, one line of railroad can handle as many people in the

same timespan as 10 to 20 lanes of highway. In Chicago, the C. & N.W.
rail terminal handles as many people each day as does the vast expanse
of O'Hare Field. The four airports of the New York metropolitan
area occupy as much land area as the Penn Central main line all the
way from New York to Buffalo.

4,

AIR POLLUTION

Automobiles are a primary source of air pollution in our major
cities. Jet aircraft are making their contribution to the problem on a
smaller scale. A diesel train creates far less pollution per passenger
carried than either plane or car, and an electric train is pollution-free.

NOISE

Residents of areas near major airports have already forced major
alterations in landing and takeoff patterns because of intolerable noise
levels. It has been said that even if the controversial SST airliner is
eventually built, it will not be used on any domestic routes because of
the sonic boom. A heavily traveled rail line is quiet by comparison, and
an electrified line is virtually silent.
Furthermore, we must not overlook some basic economics. New

expressways cost a minimum of $1 million per route mile even if built
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through open countryside. In built-up urban areas the cost is $10 mil-
lion per mile on up. By contrast, rail tracks and rights-of-way can be
economically upgraded for high-speed service. For example, in 1963
the New York Central completely rebuilt 50 miles of track between
Youngstown and Ashtabula, Ohio, at a cost of $1 million, including
the replacement of thousands of crossties, addition of tons of new bal-
last, and installation of new signaling. While the reconstruction of
track for smooth, safe high-speed operation would be somewhat more
expensive it would still be a bargain compared to a new highway. The
recent rash of freight derailments is a reminder that the railroads
will have to spend more money on track maintenance whether they
run passenger trains or not.
The economics of future airport construction are equally bleak. As

new airports will have to be built farther and farther away from the
center of the metropolitan areas they are designed to serve, substantial
sums must be spent on providing high-speed access to and from the
airport. And as more and more aircraft cOnverge on any given area,
the cost of the necessary airway control systems will skyrocket. The
new Dallas-Fort Worth airport will cost, exclusive of access roads,
$250 million. The estimated cost of a new jetport for New York City
is $400 million at a minimum. The cost of a new airport in Chicago will
be immense no matter where it is put. The choices have been narrowed
to a site out in Lake Michigan, which has been attacked as a probable
source of pollution or a site about 40 to 50 miles out of town, which will
require an expensive high-speed ground link between airport and
downtown.
In order to justify the substantial capital investment that will be

required, the new trains must be capable of attracting large numbers
of air and highway travelers. The essential requisite in this regard
is a running time of 3 hours or less, offering an alternative to air serv-
ice which is virtually as fast if one considers the time necessary to
get to and from the airports. The new Metroliner service between New
York and Washington now offers three daily round trips

' 
one of 21/2

hours and two of 3 hours. Train travel between New York and Wash-
ington has increased 72 percent over a comparable period a year ago.
We believe that several of the bills now before the committee would

be most helpful in bringing about the modern rail passenger service
that is so badly needed.
NARP strongly endorses S. 2939; legislation clarifying the ICC

authority to set standards of passenger service; and Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 32.
NARP agrees with the basic objectives of the amendments to sec-

tion 13a recommended by the ICC and introduced by Senator Hartke
as S. 2887. The purpose is to give those members of the general pub-
lic who oppose a specific discontinuance, more time to prepare their
case and a stronger legal foundation. However, we feel that to truly
accomplish this purpose, and to effectively protect the consumer
passenger service, additional language should be. included. We have
recommended specific language and I respectfully ask that the sub-
committee give careful consideration to these proposed amendments.
NARP strongly supports legislation on standards of service. How-

ever, we believe that the amendment to section 13 proposed by ICC is
too weak to do the job. It would not give the FCC the authority to
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restructure service so that a truly national network of passenger serv-
ice could be created. Further, by specifically listing the housekeeping
items over which the ICC would have jurisdiction, the bill is limited
in its scope.

Senator HARTKE. In other words
' 

you would prefer general overall
authority for the ICC concerning adequacy of service and leave it up
to them to make a determination as to what constituted that adequacy
of service, without specific mention in the legislation.
Mr. HASWELL. Yes. I believe so, Senator. It is the body with exper-

tise which has been created by Congress to determine these questions.
I do call your attention to a bill introduced by Congressman Adams

in the House, with 70 cosponsors, H.R. 13832 
Senator HARTKE. He has testified here on behalf of that proposition.
Mr. HASWELL. Fine.
Now with regard to Senate Concurrent Resolution 32, the Allott

resolution, we strongly favor the enactment of this resolution and the
investigation and study which it calls for. The specific guidelines
enumerated in the resolution are self-explanatory, and are a concise
summary of the problem areas to be dealt with if we are to have truly
modern rail passenger service for all parts of America. The 6-month
time limit on completion of the investigation and study will allow
for recommendations which flow therefrom to be acted upon by this
Congress if the resolution is promptly enacted.

S. 2750

We are in favor of Government financial assistance for rail pas-
senger service. Indeed, in view of the rapidly deteriorating situation
of this service in the face of continuing massive Government expend-
itures for the benefit of other modes, a well-conceived program of
Federal aid is imperative. In 1968 alone the airlines received approxi-
mately $670 million in Federal money from the general fund for air-
way facilities, airports, and direct subsidies, which was not recovered
by user charges. While highway expenditures are harder to pinpoint,
there is serious question whether highway users are in fact paying the
full cost to the Government for facilities provided them. In any event,
both of these modes enjoy important additional benefits as compared
to railroads stemming from the fact that by far the largest part of
their fixed facilities are publicly owned. State and local property taxes
are avoided almost entirely. User charges paid by air and highway
carriers are deductible in full for Federal income tax purposes in the
year in which paid, even though the bulk of such money is spent for
capital improvements. Railroads must capitalize such investments and
are permitted to depreciate them only over a longer period of time.
I would like to interject here that I thought Chairman Saunders

of the Penn Central made a very forceful statement along these lines
that we could hardly improve on. I would like to identify our asso-
ciation with that statement.
Senator HARTKE. Isn't it unusual for you to identify yourself with

any railroad man in management?
Mr. HASWELL. We have to be impartial, Senator.
Senator HARTKE. I think it is a departure at least.
Mr. HASWELL. Nevertheless, we believe that operating subsidies

should be viewed with considerable caution. They are not a funda-
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mental solution to the economic problems of rail passenger service,
which are. primarily traceable to an obsolete physical plant which is
inefficiently operated. An inherent danger of operating subsidies is
that they would pay for such inefficiencies on a continuing basis. Rail-
roads receiving subsidies would have little or no incentive to reduce
expenses or to increase revenues on their own initiative. The Federal
Government would be in the position of paying for admittedly poor
service provided at excessive cost. In short ,operating subsidies have
the risk of becoming permanent drains on Government revenues with-
out commensurate public benefits.
We are convinced that if an appropriate program of capital assist-

ance were enacted to enable modernization of rail passenger equip-
ment and facilities; if the present pattern of service were restructured
in accordance with present and future needs; if revenues were in-
creased through the provision of better service aggressively promoted;
if labor work rules were modernized; if adequate user charges were
imposed on other modes for publicly financed facilities and if appro-
priate State, local, and Federal tax relief were 'extended, operating
subsidies would not be necessary to insure the survival of passenger
service. Avoidable losses on passenger service would either disappear
entirely or be sufficiently small to be rightfully absorbed by the rail-
roads as part of their obligation as public utilities.

Nevertheless, we recognize that all of the 'above remedial steps can-
not be accomplished overnight, and it may 'be that the Congress will
conclude that at least an interim operating subsidy 'program is neces-
sary. Accordingly, we will comment on the specific provisions of the
bill.

First, we strongly oppose the concept of reimbursement in full for
losses on any particular train. The incentive to improve results by
increasing revenues and/or reducing expenses would be completely
eliminated. A similar statute has been enacted in Canada which limits
reimbursement to 80 percent. Nevertheless, press reports indicate that
railroad managers in that country may become more preoccupied with
proving the largest 'possible loss rather than attempting to improve
the picture through positive 'action. We urge that subsidies be limited
to 67 percent—two-thirds—of the provable loss.

Second, we object to the provision of the bill which calls for inclu-
sion of "an appropriate allocation of common expenses and over-
heads." This language would inevitably be interpreted by the Com-
mission and the courts as requiring payment to the railroads on the
basis of the so-called ICC "fully distributed" or "fully 'allocated" cost
basis of the so-called ICC fully distributed or fully allocated cost
formula. This formula was severely criticized by the Commission itself
in its recent "Investigation of Costs of Intercity Rail Passenger Serv-
ice as substantially overstating the amount o f money thaat the rail-
roads would save if they were to discontinue passenger service. 'The
fully allocated deficit for all railroads is running- close to $500 million
annually, while the amount that could be saved were service discon-
tinued is only half that amount at most. Since it can safely be assumed
that there isn't a passenger train in the country that isn't losing money
on a fully distributed basis enactment of the bill in its present form
would enable the railroads to bill the Government for $500 million per
year for poor passenger service, of which $250 million would be not a
subsidy but a windfall.
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Senator HARTKE. In that regard, do you recommend that the two-
thirds limitation apply to the so-called avoidable loss, or the $250
million amount?
Mr. HASWELL. Yes, the avoidable loss.
Senator HARTKE. In other words, you would still think it should

apply on a two-thirds basis of avoidable loss.
Mr. HASWELL. Yes.
Third, we must oppose the linkage of a subsidy program with the

passenger train discontinuance mechanism of section 13a. Under the
bill as now drafted, no subsidy could be granted unless a railroad
filed a discontinuance notice with the ICC. Accordingly, we can
assume that if the bill were enacted, the vast majority of trains still
operating would become the subject of discontinuance proceedings.
The resulting publicity would put a psychological chill on the service.
The negative aspects would be emphasized and the positive benefits
of improved passenger service would be ignored. The public would
very likely conclude that trains were obsolete 'and not worth riding
on or supporting with public funds. Experience in Canada is a case
in point. The new law granting an 80-percent subsidy requires the
filing of a discontinuance application •as a prerequisite. This past
summer the Canadian railroads announced their intention to avail
themselves of the law by filing for discontinuance of almost all trains.
The story was widely reported in the American press as evidence that
the Canadian passenger revitalization program had failed and that
massive discontinuances were in fact imminent.
If we are to subsidize passenger service, it should be done in a

positive atmosphere, so 'as to encourage public support for the pro-
gram in the expectation of substantial improvement for the benefit
Of a wide spectrum of travelers. As this bill is presently drawn,
the public will be invited to a funeral and then given an opportunity
to keep the corpse barely alive by making an exorbitant financial
contribution. The probable reaction would be such that Congress would
have to repeal the law, or else refuse to appropriate necessary funds
to implement it. Hence we regard the bill as a carefully planned
scheme to stir up the public against passenger service, rather than a
well-conceived program of necessary public 'assistance.
We favor a capital assistance program for modernization of pas-

senger equipment as is provided for in this bill. However, here again
we oppose any link between such a program and the train discon-
tinuance procedures. Also, we believe that appropriate legislation
for this purpose should spell out the responsibilities of the Secretary
of Transportation and of the railroads in considerably more detail
than is set forth in the bill.

Finally, we would like to offer an alternative suggestion for an
operating subsidy than the approach taken in this bill of making up
deficits of specific trains. There is broad agreement that the cost of
operating large passenger terminals, including supporting facilities,
is an important part of the total cost burden of passenger service. For
a variety of reasons, terminal costs, especially those at jointly operated
terminals, are not susceptible to significant reduction or even to close
control. Elimination of this category of expense is an important objec-
tive of the increasing number of railroads that are striving for total
elimination of passenger service. If government assistance were spe-
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cifically earmarked for the operation of terminals, a big incentive for
railroads to get out of the passenger business would be eliminated.
Such a program would be consistent with long-standing policy toward
air transportation, in that a heavy portion of the aid given to airlines
has been in the form of 'airport facilities and takeoff and landing
guidance systems.

S. 2939

This bill would provide $195 million over a 4-year period to mod-
ernize railroad passenger equipment. The Secretary of Transporta-
tion would be authorized to purchase existing equipment and arrange
for its rehabilitation, and to purchase new equipment including high-
speed trains. He could then lease the equipment to railroad or region-
al transportation authorities. He would be responsible for the servic-
ing, maintenance, and repair of such equipment, and also could
provide modern rehabilitation and repair facilities to whomever he
contracted with to perform this work.
We enthusiastically support this legislation. The expenditure of

Federal funds it calls for would result in solid, tangible benefits for
both the public and the railroads.
Much of our existing intercity passenger fleet is literally falling

apart. Unless a major program for its rehabilitation and replace-
ment is undertaken soon, there will be no more passenger service be-
cause there will be no passenger cars left which can be operated to
provide even the most minimum standards of safety and reliability.
The number of passenger cars have been declining by about 1,000 each
year since 1958 ;.by the end of 1968, it was down to 8,500. It is clear that
the railroads either cannot or will not spend the necessary funds to
revitalize their car fleets. In view of the upromising economics of
present passenger operations and the need for capital investment in the
freight business it is probably unreasonable to expect them to do so.

Modern equipment would do far more for the railroads than
merely allowing passenger service to be physically continued. The
most obvious benefit is providing more attractive service. New and
rehabilitated cars would ride more smoothly and be more comfort-
able. They would be less vulnerable to mechanical and electrical mal-
functions. It is imperative that trains be made attractive enough to
lure passengers back to the rails from other modes. Yesterday's
hardware will simply not do the job.
Perhaps of equal importance in the contribution that modern

equipment can make toward reduction of operating expense. Tes-
timony in last year's California Zephyr case before the ICC indi-
cated that were new equipment purchased or the existing equipment
given major rehabilitation, it would be very attractive investment if
it is assumed that the train is to be kept in operation. We are told
that maintenance and repair expense of new commuter cars operated
by Penn Central in cooperation with the Southeast Pennsylvania
Transportation Authority is a small fraction of that the older cars
replaced. Spiraling equipment maintenance and repair costs are a
powerful force behind the railroads' drive to cut back passenger
service, and is exemplified by the California Zephyr, effort behind
to economize by skimping on this work result in substantial service
deficiencies which in turn drivepeople off the trains.
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Finally, enactment of this bill would provide a solution to the
economic problems of providing an adequate supply of equipment for
seasonal and holiday peaks, special events and excursions of all kinds,
and war and national emergency needs. Railroads are the most effi-
cient and economical mode of transportation for handling large
groups of people up to distances of 1,000 miles. Furthermore, a reserve
rail passenger capacity for this purpose would provide relief on the
highways and in the airways when it is most needed—during peak
periods and whenever there is a big sporting event or other affair
attracting large numbers of people to one location.
The capability of economical movement of trainloads of people is

perhaps the most important reason why we should retain passenger
service. Yet the railroads have no desire to spend any money for equip-
ment which would be used only on selected occasions. In the last few
years, literally dozens of traditional special movements have been
turned away by the railroads because no serviceable equipment was
available. Hence, it is imperative that the Government underwrite a
reserve, ready-to-roll passenger capability. By authorizing the Secre-
tary to acquire and rehabilitate existing equipment and leasing it to
the railroads on a mileage basis for individual trips, this bill solves
the problem. The railroads would be paying for the equipment only
when it is in service generating revenues for them. We are confident
that once such an equipment pool came into existence, the railroads
would soon find all kinds of special groups and excursions at all times
of the year who would want to utilize it.

S. 2887

This bill would strengthen the power of the Interstate Commerce
Commission over proposed train discontinuances in a number of
respects. First it would make clear that a "train" means the whole
train over its entire route, regardless of how many individual carriers
participated in its joint operation. Thus, if only one railroad out of
three chose to file notice of discontinuance as to its segment of a train
jointly operated with two other lines, the filing carrier would have
to serve and post notice at all points served, including points on the
participating carriers. Thus all localities, organizations, and persons
whose interests would be affected by discontinuance, would be af-
forded adequate notice so they could appear at the hearings and pro-
tect their interests.
While we favor this portion of the bill we believe that it is not a

change in present law but merely a desirable clarification of existing
law. In our opinion, the present statute already requires what the
proposal before you seeks to make more explicit. We ask that this com-
mittee and the Congress make this point clear in the course of further
consideration of this legislation.
However, we believe that a substantive change in present law is

necessary if there is to be effective control over piecemeal discontinu-
ance tactics by operators of jointly operated trains. As the laws stands,
one participating carrier to a joint operation involving three railroads
can file and post a discontinuance notice independent of the others.
Opponents must nonetheless prepare their case for continuance of the
train in its entirety. No sooner are the hearings over in that case than
the second carrier can file its own notice. So 3 to 4 months later the
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public must retry its case all over again. And as soon as this second
set of hearings are concluded, or even before, the third carrier can file
its notice, again forcing a retrial of the entire train. By the time the
4-month suspension is up and assuming the Commission has ruled in
each of the first three cases that the train must continue in operation
for I year, the railroad which filed notice in the first instance is free to
start all over again since the 1-year period will have expired.
Recent efforts by the three railroads operating the California

Zephyr between Chicago and San Francisco make clear that the above
recitation is far more than hypothetical. This May, the Denver & Rio
Grande Western Railroad filed its notice of discontinuance and hear-
ings were held in August. At about that time, the Western Pacific filed
a notice, and hearings will be held next month. Now rumor has it that
the Burlington is about to file for discontinuance of its segment be-
tween Chicago and Denver, which will force hearings in December or
January.
At each set of hearings, the basic issue is the same—the need for the

service over its entire route between Chicago and San Francisco. Yet
the public is being subjected to a war of attrition in which it is at a,
severe disadvantage in view of the substantial financial resources avail-
able to the railroad corporations for preparing and trying these cases.
Furthermore, this situation is a perversion of the intent of Congress to
forbid a retrial of the same train _discontinuance case sooner than 1
year subsequent to a ruling by the Commission that the train must be
continued in operation. Accordingly, we suggest the following lan-
guage be added after the first sentence of this bill:
Upon the filing of such a notice pertaining to a train jointly operated by two

or more carriers, no carrier or carriers not party to the notice which share in the
operation of said train may file a notice under this section of any proposed dis-
continuance or change in whole or in part relating to said train until after the
segment of the train that is the subject of the original notice ha-s been discon-
tinued in accordance with the terms of the notice or by order of the Commission
following investigation of the proposal contained in the notice, or until after the
expiration of whatever period of time the Commission has required continued
operation of said segment.

Second, the bill would allow the Commission considerably more
time to decide individual cases—up to 11 months from the date of
filing of discontinuance notice as compared to the 5 months now pro-
vided for in present section 13a (1) . Recent experience makes clear
that the present period is too short, especially, in cases involving trans-
continental trains. At present, the railroad can determine that it
wants to discontinue a train, take as long as it wants to prepare an
elaborate case in support of its position, and then a file a discontinu-
ance notice. The Commission will typically take 2 to 3 weeks to
decide whether to suspend the effective date of the discontinuance and
hold hearings if and when it does, the public has barely 2 months in
which to prepare its case.
Third, the bill places the burden of proof squarely on the railroads.

While we believe that the railroads under the present law have the
duty of providing all relevant information and data in their posses-
sion and control we nevertheless support the burden of proof lan-
guage in S. 2887 as a desirable clarification.
Fourth, the -bill requires that the Commission enter a specific order

upon the conclusion of an investigation in those instances where it
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finds that the railroad should be permitted to discontinue the train
in whole or in part. We favor this provision, for if the Commission
must issue a specific order, it clearly may attach reasonable terms and
conditions to that order. Thus it would be able to require service im-
provements and changes on trains that would remain in service and
provide for protection of affected employees.

Fifth, the bill states that for a 2-year period, a more stringent set
of provisions will apply to proposals for discontinuance of the last
remaining passenger trains between two given points. No such train
could be discontinued unless the Commission made an affirmative find-

ing that it was not required by public convenience and necessity, or

that its continued operation will impair the ability of the railroad

to fulfill its obligations toward other customers. The Commission

would have power to impose standards of service on any such train

ordered to be continued, and its jurisdiction would be exclusive and

plenary, the railroad being prohibited from discontinuing the train

by authority of a State or States.
We generally favor these provisions in principle, but do suggest

the following amendments. Instead of making them apply- to last

trains between any two points, they should apply to last trains oper-

ated over any given line of railroad. For example, the Penn Central

operates trains between New York and Chicago over very different

routes serving entirely different communities. As the bills now stand,

the last train provisions would not apply if the company proposed

to take off all trains over only one of these routes. The same situation

applies to the Chicago & North Western trains between Chicago and

Green Bay, Wis.—some operate via Manitowoc and Sheboygan, while
others run via Fond du Lac, Oshkosh, Neenah-Menasha, and Appleton.

We believe that instead of having these provisions run for 2 years
from the enactment of the bills, they should remain in force until
January 1, 1973. While we believe that Congress should act now to
provide positive assistance for railroad passenger service, it may wish
to await the results of the studies provided for in the bill, and in others
before the committee today. If so, it seems unlikely that this Con-
gress would be able to act on recommendations of such studies before
the end of the second session and such responsibility would fall to the
Congress elected in 1970. Accordingly, we believe that strong con-

trols should be in force for the life of that body, to insure that its
deliberations on passenger train problems are not rendered largely
theoretical by action of the railroads.
While we emphatically favor adequate controls over standards of

service, and do not oppose their inclusion in this bill, we would pre-
fer to see this power vested in the Commission over all passenger
trains now operating in interstate commerce, such power to be in a
section of the Interstate Commerce Act separate and distinct from the
discontinuance provisions. Here again, we believe that the Commis-
sion already possesses this power, but that clarifying language would
be desirable.

Sixth, the bill provides specifically for the right of judicial review
iof Commission orders. We believe that this provision s unnecessary,

as the Commission and several district courts have ruled that this
right presently exists. If this portion is enacted, we do believe that the
benefits should not be limited to States, State agencies, or persons, but
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should be available to any aggrieved party. As the bill now reads,
there is some question whether cities, other municipal corporations,
consumer groups, and labor organizations would qualify.

Finally, the bill provides for a study of existing and future poten-
tial for intercity rail passenger service, to be conducted by the Depart-
ment of Transportation and completed within 1 year after date of
enactment of the act. The suggested guidelines appear quite broad,
covering all modes of transportation up through 1975. While we sup-
port the conduct of this type of study, we seriously doubt if it can
be completed within 1 year, and in any event must not be made a sub-
stitute for positive action.
In conclusion Mr. Chairman

' 
let me make one point. If some posi-

tive action is not taken by this Congress, 2 or 3 years from now there
will simply be no passenger trains left, other than commuter service
and service in one or two corridors. The railroad industry is deter-
mined to get out of the passenger business. It is up to the Congress to
make it clear that public policy forbids this and that the Nation re-
quires modern passenger service to be provided by its rail common
carriers.
Thank you.
Senator HARTKE. Can you give me any estimate of what you think

your package would cost?
Mr. HASWELL. The Tydings bill calls for $195 million over a 4-year

period.
Senator Allott alluded to a study now being undertaken by the Rail

Foundation to determine fairly specifically what kind of amounts of
new and rehabilitated equipment that dollar figure would buy. While
it won't modernize the entire passenger fleet, it will do an awful lot
in the most critical areas. And of course the program should be evalu-
ated in terms of the need for new and rehabilitated cars for a restruc-
tured passenger system, certainly not on the basis of providing new
cars for every train that is running today.
I think that if passenger service were properly reorganized and

restructured, the utilization of equipment would be vastly more effi-
cient and we wouldn't need nearly as much equipment as is currently
shuttling back and forth on a disorganized basis today.
Senator HARTKE. What do you think of the suggestion of having

some type of subsidy, a moratorium, an adequacy of service provision
and a study? Is that in line with your general viewpoint?
Mr. HASWELL. Are you talking about a bill which would encompass

all of these?
Senator HARTKE. That is right.
Mr. HASWELL. Certainly. That is an excellent way to handle it. I

definitely believe that all of these things have to be considered to-
gether; that they work together, and that it would be shortsighted
just to appropriate a lot of money without any controls.
On the other hand, certainly over the longer term, mere coercion is

not going to get us the passenger service we need.
Senator HARTKE. Thank you.
Senator HARTKE. If we have any witness here who can finish by 12

o'clock, we will be glad to take him. But I will recess sharply at 12.
Mr. Louis W. Menk, president of the Northern Pacific Railway.
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STATEMENT OF LOUIS W. MENK, PRESIDENT, NORTHERN PACIFIC

RAILWAY, ST. PAUL, MINN.

Mr. MENK. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement which I

would appreciate your permitting to be put into the record.

Senator HARTKE. The entire statement will appear in the record.

Mr. MENK. In view of the lateness of the hour, I will just briefly

say that what I have said in my statement alludes primarily to the

situation on the Northern Pacific, which has reached catastrophic pro-

portions as it has in my opinion over the entire country. We just are

completing today hearings on one train whose losses out of pocket will

exceed $3.5 million this year. Our total 1968 passenger losses were

$16,869,000; on a solely related to passenger train operation in 1908,

$10,225,000.
Much has been said about equipment. We have acquired new equip-

ment as late as 1965, 10 cars. Our entire fleet or most of our fleet was

built or purchased in the area from 1946 on. The replacement cost of

the 132 cars in our service today would be estimated at $37,250,000.

Obviously we can't afford this type of expenditure. We operate high-

type service; we have recently done a great number of things to up-

grade the service and the schedules which are outlined on page 7 of

my testimony. We also have maintained a substantial advertising pro-

grail. In 1966 we spent $1,717,000, of which $203,000 was spent on

advertising. In 1967, $1,085,000, of which amount $207,000-plus was

allocated to advertising for less than 5' percent of our rail revenue.

It is my belief that there is no need, that the need does not exist for

long haul service. By long haul, I mean distances of over 300 miles. I

think in our hearings we have conclusively proven this. The facts are,

as Mr. Saunders said, the house is on fire.. Mr. Haswell talked about

having a funeral with a corpse. We better get our black suits on for

the whole railroad industry if we continue to have deficits exceeding;

$500 million in the passenger field. It is a serious problem, we are being

harassed on every side. I don't believe, as far as my personal views are

concerned, that this fine industry that is so needed by this country can

exist if we continue to have these high deficit operations and are oper-

ating them against, or in competition with subsidized forms of travel.

I support your bill, Senator. I think, as Mr Saunders stated, we

need it now, we have got to have it now. We can study the matter,

it has been studied, there are plenty of studies about the passenger
train problem. But if we don't get some relief and get it now, there
are a number of railroads, in fact I would say the majority of the
railroads in this Nation that will go• down the drain. I think it is as
serious as this.
With respect to a proposal by the President to authorize a billion

dollars for the SST program, I think this is all right, I think we
ought to keep looking at advancing technology. But I think it is just
as important that we look at technology that has become antiquated
and inadequate and permit us to keep up with the times.
I had the honor of being the president of the, Frisco Railroad for

several years. We applied to the Commission to take off all of the
passenger trains we operated, 12 in number. We got authority to take
eight off, keep two on for 1 year; one was discontinued the following
year and one the year after that. I don't believe any of the cities along
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the Frisco line have dried up, blown away or decayed as a result of
getting rid of these losing passenger operations. There is plenty of
alternate service in all of the areas we operate in. We simply have
reached a point in time where the people are not riding our trains.
The people in our area, the passengers we carry, are about 7.5 per
passenger mile. So, obviously, in our opinion, the need doesn't exist.
I could go on and on, but in view of the lateness of the hour, I want
to say the rate of return, as Mr. Saunders pointed out, of this industry
was 2.44 percent in 1968; for the Northern Pacific it was only 1.71
percent. We have a very serious deterioration in our cash flow, and
we think that unless we get the relief that is offered in our bill, that
we are going to be in very serious circumstances indeed.
(The complete statement follows:)

STATEMENT OF LOUIS W. MENK, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER,
NORTHERN PACIFIC RAILWAY CO.

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

I strongly support S. 2750, which authorizes reimbursement to railroads for
passenger train deficits, because I believe such legislation is essential in the
national interest if passenger trains are to be preserved and the railroad industry
permitted to utilize its limited resources to modernize its plant and improve
its services to the public. The Northern Pacific has discontinued 62 losing
passenger trains since 1950. We are presently attempting to discontinue our
transcontinental "Mainstreeter" passenger train which operates between St.
Paul, Minnesota and Seattle, Washington. Last year, the Interstate Commerce
Commission directed that we continue to operate this train for one more year.
This year, the operations of this train will result in an out-of-pocket loss of
$3.5 million. The passenger train losses for the Northern Pacific in 1968 on the
Interstate Commerce Commission full deficit basis were $16,869,000, and $10,220,-
000 on a solely related basis.

All of our passenger equipment was built after World War II, some of which as
late as 1965. Our equipment is maintained at the highest standards. We have
advertised and made vigorous efforts to promote our passenger service. However,
the loss of mail, express and the continuing decline in passenger patronage has
resulted in overwhelming deficits for the Company.
The Northern Pacific simply cannot endure losses of this magnitude. It is

essential that our limited resources be concentrated in upgrading and improving
our freight service so that we can serve the growing West rather than employed
in sustaining these huge passenger losses. S. 2750 is essential, in my opinion, in
order to meet this grave and growing national problem.

TESTIMONY

My name is Louis W. Menk. I am President and Chief Executive Officer of
Northern Pacific Railway Company with headquarters in St. Paul, Minnesota.
My railroad career began with the Union Pactic Railroad in 1936 as a messenger
and telegrapher. In 1940 I went to the St. Louis-San Francisco Railroad Com-
pany as a Telegrapher-Dispatcher and, successively, held a number of positions
in the Operating Department, including Vice President of Operations. In 1964
I became President and Chairman of that Company. In 1965 I became President
of the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad Company and on October 1, 1966,
I came to St. Paul as President of Northern Pacific Railway Company.

welcome the opportunity to testify here today in support of Senate Bill
2750 which authorizes reimbursement to railroads for passenger train deficits.
Mr. Goodfellow ha.s adequately covered the national rail passenger train prob-
lems. Accordingly, I will confine my remarks to solely the operations of Northern
Pacific Railway Company.
Today, Northern Pacific operates six passenger trains, Nos. 1 and 2, the "Main-

streeter," and Nos. 25 and 26, the "North Coast Limited," operate daily between
St. Paul, Minnesota and ,Seattle, Washington. In addition, we operate Trains
407 and 408 daily between Seattle, Washington and Portland, Oregon.

37-793-70 14
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This was not always so. Because increased costs and declining passenger
revenues have resulted in substantial passenger train deficit, Northern Pacific
has been forced to embark on a policy of discontinuing losing passenger train
operations. In 1950 Northern Pacific operated 68 passenger trains; in 1960 we
operated 48 passenger trains; and in 1968 we operated 10 passenger trains.
The passenger trains which have been discontinued have been of relatively

short runs operating between points within a state or between cities in adja-
cent states. For example, in 1950 we operated 5.4 million passenger train miles;
in 1960 we operated 4.5 million passenger train miles; and in 1968 we operated
3.3 million passenger train miles, or about 60 percent of the total operated in
1950. We continue to operate our long-haul trains between St. Paul, Minnesota
and Seattle, Washington. However, rising losses on our Mainstreeter trans-
continental trains, which in the year 1967 amounted to an out-of-pocket loss of
$1.5 million, forced us to petition at the end of that year for discontinuance of
these trains between Fargo, North Dakota and 'Seattle-Tacoma, Washington.
The Interstate Commerce Commission in Northern Pacific Railway Company
Discontinuance of Trains Nos. 1 and 2 Between Fargo, N. Dak., and Seattle-
Tacoma, Wash. (Finance Docket No. 24855), 333 15, issued its order on
May 6, 1968, requiring Northern Pacific Railway 'Company to continue the opera-
tion of these trains for a period of one year from that date on the grounds that
its continued operation was required by the public convenience and necessity, and
that it does not unduly burden interstate or foreign commerce Our out-of-pocket
losses on these trains for the year 1968 amounted to $2.6 million.
In May of 1969, Northern Pacific again filed an application with the Interstate

Commerce Commission to discontinue these trains. Hearings on this application at
18 locations began on August 18, 1969 at St. Paul, and will end on September 25,
1969, in Washington, D.C. We estimate that the out-of-pocket loss or deficit of
the Mainstreeter this year will exceed $3.5 million. Further, the operation of
our other transcontinental trains Nos. 25 and 26, the "North Coast Limited,"
results in a substantial loss not appreciably less than the loss sustained by the
Mainstreeter and this loss is increasing. Our 1968 passenger losses on the Inter-
state Commerce Commission full deficit basis were $16,869,000. Our losses on a
solely related to passenger train operation basis in 1968 were $10,220,000.
Northern Pacific simply cannot continue to endure such heavy and unwarranted
losses.
Today, we have 132 lightweight streamlined passenger cars in active service.

All of these cars are air conditioned, and many are equipped with vista domes.
They are also equipped with disk type brakes which allow smoother operation
and more economical maintenance. Thirty-four of these cars were built in 1946
and the remainder were built since that date. Our most recent acquisition was
ten cars built in 1965. The normal life expectancy for passenger cars is estimated
at forty years and accordingly we are not operating an aged fleet of cars.
Our estimated replacement cost for these 132 cars is $37,250,000 or an average

cost of $282,000 per car. This estimate is based on adjusting original cost to date
on the basis of cost trends as issued by the Association of American Railroads.
This estimate is thus based on original cost figures during a period when a
large number of passenger cars were manufactured. In recent years relatively
few passenger cars have been manufactured because of a surplus of cars result-
ing from train discontinuances, and manufacturing facilities have been dis-
mantled. Thus, the above estimate does not include substantial expenditures for
retooling and new facilities necessary to manufacture these cars. Accordingly,
this estimate is extremely conservative. Furthermore, Northern Pacific pur-
chased much of its equipment during a seven year period. Thus, we can anticipate
expending extraordinarily large sums over a short period of time for replace-
ment. Financing of these expenditures will be extremely difficult unless con-
ditions change dramatically.
This expensive equipment requires high maintenance standards. Every four

years each passenger car is given a complete overhaul and refurbishing. This
program includes complete refinishing of the car, including renewal of all up-
holstery and floor covering and repainting inside and out as well as a thorough
overhaul of all mechanical and electrical parts. These maintenance costs range
from $25,000 to $45,000 per car and are handled at a special passenger car repair
shop in St. Paul. 172 cars received such maintenance in the five-year period 1964to 1968. We also maintain modern coach yards at Seattle, Washington, St. Paul,
Minnesota, and Chicago, Illinois to do the maintenance and cleaning of the cars
before they depart in trains. There are also repair forces available at nine inter-
mediate points on our line to take care of emergency work that is found necessary
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plus washing windows and supplying cars with water and other maintenance
needs.
In addition to relatively new equipment and high maintenance standards we

have made many improvements in service to attract passengers for train travel
and reduce operating costs. We have established economy-buffet food service
where good family meals are available at a reasonable cost and expenses are
held to minimum because of the small staff. Following the Post Office Depart-
ment's decision to remove volume mail from passenger trains we removed cer-
tain baggage cars from our Mainstreeter train and were able to reduce the run-
ning time between St. Paul, Minnesota and Seattle, Washington by about eight
hours. We rebuilt five dome-type sleeping cars to provide "lounge in the sky"
refreshment service for sleeping car passengers. This permitted discontinuance
of a separate and highly expensive club car on our North Coast Limited. We pro-
vide stewardesses on our North Coast Limited to assist our passengers. We have
added slumber coaches to our transcontinental trains. Slumber coaches provide
sleeping accommodations for forty persons as compared to only about twenty
persons in standard sleeping cars. Coach tickets are accepted for slumber coach
travel and room charges are reasonable.
We have also established and maintained rates designed to attract groups of

passengers. For example, family plan fares at a level below regular rates for
parents and their children under 22 years of age were established. We maintain
reduced-rate special coach fares between selected cities of relatively large popu-
lation where good daytime train service is available, such as Seattle to Portland,
Seattle to Yakima Valley points and Spokane to Butte-Helena, Montana.
We established and maintain party-coach fares for group travel on bases as
low as 114th the one-way fares for round trip travel. This is to permit competi-
tion with charter rates of buses and airlines.
We have also maintained a substantial advertising and promotion program.

Northern Pacific has regularly placed ads in newspapers and magazines to so-
licit passenger business. We have also used spot radio in many areas on our line
to stimulate passenger business for our railroad. Each year we publish
thousands of various travel folders relating to points of interest on our
line. These are distributed to travel agencies, placed in travel folder racks
in 'hotels and depots, placed on 'our trains and sent out in mailings from our
ticket offices. We also print thousands of flyers each year offering attractive
package rates which include rail travel, hotel accommodations, transportation
and admissions to major league sports in the Twin Cities area, such as base-
ball, football and hockey. We also publicize in newspapers and through flyers
other special trips, among them, special snowmobile trips in Yellowstone, spe-
cial holdiay occasions such as Christmas, New Years and other holiday trips to
Yellowstone Park. These special flyers are distributed through the mails and
through our ticket offices.
In 1966 Northern Pacific spent $1,717,354 for advertising. Of this $813,883

was spent on freight, industrial development and institutional advertising.
Expenditures for passenger advertising were $203,471. In 1967 our advertising
expenditure was $1,085,328. Of this amount $207,066 was 'allocated to passenger
advertising. Our advertising expenditure in 1968 was $1,231,292 and $246,494
was spent on passenger advertising. Our expenditures for 1969 will closely approx-
imate those of 1968. We are allocating about 20% of our total advertising budget
on passenger service, and passenger service accounts for less than 5 percent of our
rail revenue.

Notwithstanding these efforts to provide an attractive and economical pas-
senger service our total passenger revenues have consistently declined. In the
year 1960 the Northern Pacific system passenger revenue was $6,244,000. In 1968
this revenue was $5,495,000, and in 1969 an estimated $4,900,000. Long-haul
passengers carried from the Twin Cities to Spokane, Washington have decreased
steadily from a high of 95,296 in 1962, the year of the Seattle World's Fair, to
43.952 in the year 1968. The daily average in 1968 was only 30 passengers per
train per day. The Northern Pacific passenger train deficit on an I.C.C. account-
ing basis was in excess of $16 million for the year 1960 as well as the year 1968
in spite of the discontinuance of 38 passenger trains.
The cause for the decine in the numbers of passengers and in passenger rev-

enues for Northern Pacific passenger train operations is plain. The traveling
public simply prefers other modes of travel. Our transcontinental passenger
train operations is plain. The traveling public simply prefers other modes of
travel. Our transcontinental passenger trains operate on a schedule of approxi-
mately 42 hours between the Twin Cities and Seattle. Air travel involves ap-
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proximately three hours. The area served by our railroad is spanned with a
network of modern highways to allow for shorter trips by automobile or bus.
Superhighways have reduced the highway mileage between St. Paul, Minnesota
and Seattle, Washington to 1,641 miles. This compares to 1,891 miles on the
Northern Pacific main line. The running time of through buses between Min-
neapolis and Seattle now equals that of our Mainstreeter train and is only five
hours longer than the time of our North Coast Limited. Passenger travel on
Northern Pacific is predominantly by elderly persons who have not yet accepted
air as their primary means of travel or who are retired and have unlimited
time at their disposal.
The impact of the substantial passenger train operation deficits on Northern

Pacific has been severe.
Northern Pacific, in common with practically all employers, is faced with

frequently recurring increases in wages. Wages for almost two-thirds of our
employees were increased by two percent on January 1, 1969, and another three
percent on July 1, 1969. In the case of almost one-third of our employees, the
increases have not yet been agreed upon, but it is reasonable to anticipate that
they too will ultimately receive increases of at least two percent retroactive to
January 1, 1969, and another three percent retroactive to July 1, 1969. Negotia-
tions will begin this fall on new contracts, effective January 1, 1970, which will
undoubtedly provide for further wage increases. The impact of these increases
upon Northern Pacific is most severe. The increases affect not only the costs
of all of our operations, but also the ability of Northern Pacific to absorb the
continuing and increasing passenger deficits.
I have been quite explicit about our recent and impending increases in wages.

I believe that it is unnecessary for me to detail our increasing costs for materials
and supplies of all kinds, including locomotive fuel, lubricants, replacement
rail, repairs, and everything else required to operate a railroad.
In recent years we have been confronted not only with rapidly rising costs of

labor and material but also with the necessity of ploughing back into our rail-
road properties vast sums in order to extend and improve our services. During
the five-year period 1964 through 1968, we invested a total of $197.6 million in
equipment and roadway and structures, or $93.4 million than the total of our
depreciation and retirement charges during this same period. $129.4 million
was invested in new equipment which included 71 locomotives and 4,840 cars.
The balance of $68.2 million was expended on roadway and structures which
included the relaying of 480 miles of mainline track.
This year we have budgeted $2.8 million for locomotives and $13 million for

cars, out of a total of $16.5 million for new. equipment. In addition, our budget
includes $7.8 million for mainline rail and crushed rock ballast. However, due
to a shortage of capital funds, it has been necessary to defer $1.6 million of our
approved budget for roadway and structures or the relaying of 22.6 miles of our
main line.
As of the end of 1968, we had 886 miles of 112-pound mainline rail which was

laid during the late '30s and early '40s. Sound maintenance practices require
that we replace this rail during the next several years. In 'addition, 320 miles
of our main line does not have crushed rock ballast. This situation must be
remedied. During the past five years, due to lack of necessary funds, we found
it necessary to postpone the expenditure of $4.5 million for additional freight cars.
We have installed systemwide computers to trace and handle cars with greater

efficiency and to more effectively untilize information. On March 1, 1969, at a
cost of $8.5 million, we completed installation of our systemwide microwave
facility between St. Paul and Seattle. We have committed $2.2 million to improve
our facilities at Seattle for the handling of TOPC traffic and $1 million at Seattle
to enable us to handle shipments to Alaska via hydro-train. Our new Wahluke
Slope Branch from Mesa to Matta wa in the State of Washington, a distance of
55 miles, scheduled for completion in the third quarter of 1970, will cost $6.7
million. The recently completed Missoula retarder yard cost $3.5 million, and
modernization of the Pasco retarder yard is costing another $3.5 million. In
my opinion, all of these expenditures are essential if Northern Pacific is to main-
tain its competitive position and adequately serve its shippers.
The rate of return of the railroad industry as a whole is grossly inadequate

by any standard. The rate of return for all Class I Railroads in 1967 was only
2.46 percent. In 1968, it was 2.44 percent. The rate of return for railroads in
the Western District was 2.75 and 3.00 percent in the same years. For Northern
Pacific it was even lower—only 1.71 percent in 1967 and 1.81 percent in 1968.
Obviously, this rate of return will not support a continuation of the kind of ex-
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penditures which we have made in the past in order to improve the Northern
Pacific, nor will it permit us to borrow or to otherwise obtain investment capital.

It should be pointed out that Northern Pacific is not concerned with un-
profitable passenger train services alone. All unprofitable operations, such as
agency service, custodial service, less-than-carload service and marginal branch
line operations have been brought before the various regulatory agencies to dis-
continue or reduce the losses from these services. In our Operating Depart-
ment alone we have initiated programs wherein savings of approximately $3.5
million annually have been realized since 1966.
With rising costs for wages and materials, the necessary improvements and

replacements, and even with the results of our cost-cutting programs, a very
serious depletion of Northern Pacific's working capital has resulted. Working
capital has declined from approximately $67.5 millfon at the beginning of 1967
to approximately $25 million at the end of 1968. Figures as of July 31 for the
last six years show a decline in working capital of from $63.47 million in 1964
to the critically low level of $2.99 million as of July 31, 1969.
Northern Pacific must be relieved of these passenger train deficits. A con-

tinuation of this burden will impair its viability as a transportation company,
and reduce its ability to serve its shippers. It would be improper, and compet-
itively we are in no position to pass these losses on to our shippers in the form
of higher freight rates. If passenger train service is necessary, then in my
opinion there is no alternative except to have the burden of providing such
service borne by the general public. Historically, essential public services that
cannot be provided except at a loss have always been provided at public not at
private expense. If S. 2750 is not enacted into law, then either the Nation's pas-
senger trains will disappear, or the railroad industry will be pushed to the
verge of financial disaster and unable to provide essential freight service.

CONCLUSION

Since the end of World War II, Northern Pacific has gone to great lengths to
promote and improve its passenger train service. The Company has made sub-
stantial expenditures for the latest equipment and has maintained the same to
the highest possible standards. We have expended substantial sums for advertis-
ing and promotion, both on and off line, in an effort to attract more passengers. In
addition, we have increased our speed, reduced our schedules, added stewardesses
on our North Coast Limited, adopted various reduced fare plans, added lounge
cars, and reduced the price of meals. Despite all of these innovations, improve-
ments and vigorous promotional efforts, passenger revenues have continued to
decline. At the same time our operating expenses have arisen at an alarming
rate, resulting in an unconscionable financial burden upon the Company. North-
ern Pacific cannot and should not be required to provide a public service at
private expense. If passenger service must be provided by the Northern Pacific,
or any other road, then such service should be provided at public expense.

Senator HARTKE. Senator Mansfield has talked about the Main-
streeter which has many quite concerned. You say you have lost about
$16,869,000 for 1968, which according to the avoidable loss concept
would be about $8,800,000. How many people rode these trains in 1968?
Can you tell us that?
Mr. MENK. About 170,000, I believe, for the whole 365-day period.

I think this is right. I testified to that.
Senator HARTKE. Do you have any comparison of how many rode

the Mainstreeter, compared to the North Coast Limited?
Mr. MENK. Yes; we have those figures. I don't know whether they

are readily at hand. More people probably rode the Mainstreeter than
the North Coast, because the North Coast is a through train, the Main-
streeter is a local train. I would certainly 
Senator HARTKE. What makes one train more successful than the

other?
Mr. MENK. They are both losing money. The North Coast is losing

about as much as the Mainstreeter. But I have committed the Northern
Pacific to keep that train on for at least 2 years. The North Coast is a
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train that is used by vacationers. In the summer months it has prob-
ably 60 or 65 percent occupancy; in the winter months it goes down to
20 to 30 percent. It is a good train. We have fine service on our trains.
They are clean, we have vistadomes, dining cars, buffet lounge cars for
people who want cheaper meals, and so forth.
Senator HARTKE. Thank you.
These hearings will be recessed until 2 o'clock this afternoon.
(Thereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee was recessed, to recon-

vene at 2 p.m. this same date.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

Senator CANNON (presiding). The committee will come to order.
The next witness is Mr. M. M. Christy, president, Western Pacific

Railroad.

STATEMENT OF MYRON M. CHRISTY, PRESIDENT, WESTERN
PACIFIC RAILROAD

Mr. CHRISTY. My name is Myron M. Christy. I am president and a
director of the Western Pacific Railroad Co., 526 Mission Street, San
Francisco, Calif.
I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you to discuss the

very serious railroad passenger train situation as it applies to my
company in its operation of the California Zephyrs. This is a matter
which I am intimately familiar, since I have been closely associated
with the California Zephyrs in one way or another during my entire
career with Western Pacific. In my position as president a search for
a way out of our California Zephyr loss dilemma has been an over-
riding concern, shared as well by my management associates and the
company's board of directors. No other segment of our operation is
even remotely as crucial to Western Pacific's survival as a financially
sound company.
To enable you to view the situation with some historical perspec-

tive, I would like to briefly review the history and present status of
Western Pacific's passenger service.
We began transcontinental passenger service on our newly con-

structed route in 1910, 40 years after other transcontinental trains had
begun steaming daily between California and Chicago on the Central
Pacific-Union Pacific route, commonly known as the overland route.
Our route via Western Pacific-Denver and Rio Grande-Chicago Bur-
lington and Quincy was at the time some 400 miles longer than the
overland route and still has a distance handicap of about 250 miles.
The transcontinental trains operated on this route over the years

until .initiation of California Zephyr service were generally undis-
tinguished and had a spotty record both as to service and patronage.
Following World War II, the managements of Western Pacific and the
connecting D. & R.G.W. and C.B. & Q. initiated planning for a com-
pletely new service incorporating ultramodern, lightweight, stream-
lined diesel powered daily train service between San Francisco and
Chicago. It was their conviction that such ultramodern trains which
provided excellent food, accommodations and service in every respect,
plus equipment and schedules designed for scenic viewing would be
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used by the traveling public and could be operated profitably, con-
trary to the sad experiences on the same route in earlier years. Western
Pacific invested over $6 million of its funds in the purchase of new
locomotives and cars to support that faith and that conviction. Similar
investments were made by the D. & R.G.W. and C.B. & Q. and the
fine new vista dome California Zephyrs began service on March 20,
1949.
During the early years of their operation the California Zephyrs

were profitable to Western Pacific. Aggressive promotion of the
trains and high quality service which they offered attracted excellent
patronage and operating costs had not yet shown substantial increases.
However, we continuously monitored the profitability of their opera-
tions, and as early as the mid-1950s there were indications in our
various management reports that their profitability was becoming
marginal. In the more recent years it became clear to us that costs
had risen to a point where they were exceeding relatively stable
revenue levels and that we were losing money on the Zephyrs.
During this entire period we were aggressively promoting use of

the trains and constantly seeking ways to reduce costs which would
not adversely affect the high standards of service and maintenance for
which the trains were noted. Until recent years we were successful
in maintaining patronage at a high level, and were moderately suc-
cessful in our cost reduction efforts, but cost savings achieved fell far
short of offsetting gross increases in operating costs.
The fact that we were losing increasingly large amounts of money

on these fine trains of which we were so proud and for which we had
had such great hopes was an emotionally difficult thing to accept.
Our decision to seek discontinuance of the service was made reluc-
tantly only after we were convinced that there was no way within our
control to put them on any basis even approaching profitability, and
that, on the contrary, every indication pointed to increasing losses.
Thus it was that on August 3, 1966, we found it necessary to file

for discontinuance of these trains. The Interstate Commerce Com-
mission suspended our application to do so, and ordered public hear-
ings which resulted in a February 13, 1967, order that the trains be
continued for a statutory 1-year period.
In its report and order in that case, the Commission acknowledged

that "no carrier . . . has been more diligent than Western Pacific
in fulfilling the obligations of a passenger-carrying railroad" and
that "operation of the California Zephyr imposes a substantial eco-
nomic burden on Western Pacific." It went on to say, however, that
"we do not believe that a material improvement in Western Pacific's
loss experience is hopeless," and that "continued operation of the trains
for one more year would not constitute an undue burden on interstate
commerce."
The Commission then sugested that there were four possible de-

velopments which might reduce or eliminate the loss burden of the
California Zephyr. The first of these was an investigation, on the
Commission's own motion, of the reasonableness of the divisions of
joint passenger fares and charges between the Western Pacific and its
connecting lines. After considering the relevant evidence submitted
by the three roads, the Commission in September 1967, ordered that
the previous order instituting the investigation be vacated and set
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aside. This in effect dismissed revised revenue divisions as a possible
solution to the Western Pacific's zephyr loss problem.
The second possible development advanced by the Commission was

the prospect of the Post Office Department providing sufficient mail
business to reduce substantially the losses incurred in Zephyr opera-
tions. This suggestion by the Commission was indirectly addressed to
the Post Office Department as well as to Western Pacific.
Western Pacific previously had attempted to secure mail on the Cali-

fornia Zephyrs, but the Post Office Department declined on the
basis, in substance, that no improvement in mail service or cost would
result and it would not be appropriate to divert mail traffic from the
Southern Pacific and Union Pacific who had been providing excel-
lent service for over 60 years.
Our last attempt to secure mail traffic prior to our first Zephyr dis-

continuance efforts was in June 1966 when we endeavored to sell the
Post Office Department on using the Zephyrs to handle containerized
mail, which they declined to do.
It should be understood that our efforts to secure mail have been

hampered by the fact that the Zephyr schedules are designed for the
enjoyment of passengers, not the handling of mail. While the Zephyr
schedules make it possible for passengers to enjoy the beauties of the
Feather River Canyon and the Colorado Rockies its departures and
arrivals are incompatible with the flow of the mail, and the schedules
are a full day slower in terms of delivery as compared to the schedules
via the Union Pacific-Southern Pacific route.
In a good faith attempt to pursue the Commission's suggestion, we

again approached the Post Office Department March 6, 1967. On that
day I wrote the Postmaster General citing my earlier testimony and
the Commission's report, and asked if any action was contemplated
in regard to arrangements for handling mail on the California
Zephyrs.
On March 23, 1967, I received a reply from the Assistant Post-

master General which enclosed a copy of a letter he had written to
Chairman Tucker of the Interstate Commerce Commission. In essence
that letter reiterated their previous position; namely, that use of the
Zephyrs would result in a lesser quality of mail service as compared
to the present routings and cited the fact that the Zephyr schedules
were not compatible with the mail schedules.
Despite this, we followed the matter up in a series of conferences

with our connecting lines and the Post Office Department but were
unable to work the matter out. Thus, the California Zephyrs on West-
ern Pacific continue to operate without benefit of mail business.
The third possible development suggested by the Commission clearly

invited the attention of the various public agencies and officials who
had opposed the discontinuance of the Zephyrs to the financially dis-
tressed position of that service. The Commission stated:
* * * in view of the intense interest manifested by public agencies and officials

in the outcome of this proceeding, public authorities should be accorded a year
in which to implement any programs of assistance which may be adopted to
preserve the distinctive service of the California Zephyr. Although the possibility
of substantial public assistance now seems remote, a realization that the service
will soon be discontinued, baring some material change of circumstances, may
result in the formulation of some constructive program.
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Although this suggestion was directed to public authorities we again
took the initiative in a good faith attempt to assist in implementing
the Commission's views. I personally wrote letters to 26 public offi-
cials at the Federal, State, county, and city level who had participated
in the hearings in opposition to the Zephyr discontinuance. These
letters expressed Western Pacific's willingness and readiness to co-
operate with public authorities in the development of any constructive
public programs which held promise of helping to solve the Zephyrloss problem.
Of the 26 public officials addressed by letter, only seven bothered to

reply. The remaining 19 officials did not even acknowledge my letter.
Of the seven that did reply, none offered concrete suggestions for plans
of public assistance which might help alleviate the Zephyr loss prob-
lem. As a matter of fact, no such proposals have been put forth up tothe present time.
The fourth and last suggestion offered by the Commission was that

Western Pacific should exhaust all possibilities of "self-help," citing
in particular, negotiations between management and labor in regardto more efficient use of Zephyr personnel. We had previously explored
possibilities of this type and moved promptly to initiate further
such negotiations with the appropriate labor organizations, seekingto obtain agreement on procedures for accomplishing better personnel
utilization. These negotiations were unsuccessful.
With no help forthcoming from any of these quarters, rapidlymounting losses necessitated our again filing discontinuance noticesin February 1968, following expiration of the 1-year period duringwhich we were required to continue operation. Somewhat to our sur-prise, the Commission again suspended our application, and to our

complete consternation and frustration again ordered the trains con-
tinued another year after having held further public hearings. This
decision was unbelievable to those of us at WP. This time, the very
same Commission concluded that "with serious effort, the WP could
eliminate much, if not all, of the losses on the Zephyr, but that the
carrier has not tried to do this"! They "found" that WP had inade-
quately promoted the trains; has not experimented sufficiently with
fare increases; and had neglected to pursue all available means of ex-
pense reduction. We believe these findings were not supported by the
record. Nevertheless, we again vigorously pursued the Commission's
suggestions. Fares were increased—causing patronage and revenue
declines so that the increases were subsequently cut back. The trains
were heavily promoted. Our advertising was an award-winning effort.
On the other hand, a travel agency sales promotion contest which we
sponsored yielded dismally disappointing participation and negligible
additional patronage. The net effect of these efforts was that traffic
and revenues continued to fall—at an increasing rate.
Further contacts with State and Federal agencies in the hope of

developing some type of meaningful assistance has gotten us only
sympathy. The fact is that no public programs of support exist in any
form at any level of government at this time.
With our losses now running at an annual rate of over $2,500,000,

there was clearly no alternative to again seeking relief. We filed dis-
continuance notices for the third time last July. Having learned by
now that the California Zephyrs have become a celebrated cause, we
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anticipated another suspension and further hearings. This is precisely
what occurred and on October 6 in San Francisco we begin the third
round of this inquisition.
The forced continuance of these trains has now precipitated a fi-

nancial crisis for WP. The issue to us is no longer whether these trains
constitute an undue burden on Western Pacific or whether they impair
our ability to provide other necessary services to the public. Rather,
the issue has become one of how long WP can continue to exist as a
solvent company if saddled with this albatross. The persistent de-
terioration of our position from the merely serious to the acutely
critical could have been foreseen, and is precisely what we predicted..
Our out-of-pocket net deficits on an avoidable cost basis have bal-

looned to staggering amounts in terms of both total dollars and in
relation to WP's overall size and earning power. The figures below
vividly portray these trends since 1966:

[Dollar amounts in thousands]

1966 1967 1968

12 months
ended July

1969

First 7
months

1969

Zephyr revenues $3,045 $2,614 $2,290 $2,114 $1159
Out-of-pocket loss $545 $1, 481 $1, 674 $2, 555 $1, 656
Loss as percent of revenues 18 57 73 121 143
Net railway operating income BFIT  $10, 685 $2, 634 $7, 427 $3, 661 $438
Percent NROI was reduced due to passenger train

loss 4.9 36.0 18.4 41.1 79.1

Through the first 7 months of this year, we have lost $1.43 for every
$1.00 of passenger revenue received. Narrowing profit margins on
freight traffic—largely inflation caused—can't possibly absorb losses
of this magnitude. And there is no reason, under any circumstances,
why they should be expected to.
I feel I should point out that the costs and losses claimed by WP

are actual and not so-called "bookkeeping losses." They have in all im-
portant respects been accepted by the Commission and other regula-
tory agencies. There is no argument about these. These are the costs
which can be documented. Many indirect costs are not included. For
example, the dilution of management's efforts in other vital business
matters caused by the preoccupation with this one has been significant,
even if not measurable.
Faced with this extreme drain on our earnings, it became obvious

by late 1968 that our net from operations was no longer adequate to
generate the funds needed to sustain reinvestment in our property to
provide the car equipment needed by our shippers and the moderniza-
tion of facilities essential to both offset cost inflation and provide im-
proved customer service. Vital portions of our budgets necessarily
are being cut back. We will be unable to go ahead with longer range
reinvestment plans necessary for our competitive survival by insuring
an adequate car supply and good service to our industrial customers if
we do not get relief from our zephyr losses. This comes at a time when
cost inflation is the highest in history and the railroad industry is
being criticized for freight car shortages and service 'deficiencies. Our
customers are letting us know most vigorously about both of the latter.

Current budget cutbacks which conserve funds in the shortrun mean
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greater costs in the longrun, but if we are required to continue opera-
tion of the Zephyrs, there well may be no longrun for Western Pacific.
The financial curse of the Zephyrs is real, not imagined. Western

Pacific has done all it possibly can to solve the problem. We have
sought and applied every cost cutting action we could conceive. All
of the palliatives suggested by the Commission and others have been
assiduously investigated and implemented. We have maintained high
standards of service in an effort to maintain and improve patronage.
We continue to promote the patronage. The Zephyrs are not down-
graded dirty trains. They are now old, but they are clean and courte-
ously operated with full sleeper, dining car, buffet, beverage, and
observation car services, including vista domes of which there are
five regularly on the train. We also have repeatedly studied alternate
methods of operation such as summer service only, tri-weekly or alter-
nate day service, and joint operations with the Southern Pacific. Ig-
noring for the moment the many labor and other practical difficulties
involved, these possibilities would admittedly reduce our losses below
those now being incurred. But not materialbi. Within approximately
2 years we would be back in about the same loss position we now find
ourselves with equipment that is 2 years older. This is obviously no
permanent solution. To WP it is not even an acceptable stopgap
solution. Nor would it result in preservation of the distinctive Cali-
fornia Zephyr service which is the genesis of most arguments made
for its continuation.
The crux of the long distance passenger train problem is declining

patronage in the face of sharply increased costs. The cost increase is
the moro imortant of the two. If the Zephyrs could be operated with
capacity loads the year around, which is unrealistic, they would still
lose heavily. In testimony before the ICC last year we showed that
such loss would be approximately $600,000 based on 1967 cost levels.
At current costs it would be substantially greater.
The hourly cost of railroad labor has more than doubled since 1950,

the first full year of Zephyr operation. Fringe benefit costs have grown
even faster. In 1950, monthly fringe benefits costs were $20 per em-
ployee; currently the cost is $106 per month, a more than five-fold in-
crease. In the same period, material prices climbed about 50 percent.
Both wages and material prices continue to rise at sharply increased
rates. Our ability to absorb or offset these increases has been very
limited because essentially the same labor input and equipment is in-
volved as in 1950.
In contrast, our average revenue per passenger mile of 2.45 cents in

1968 was only 23 percent above the 1950 level. And even this reflects
fare increases made in late 1968 following suggestions of various regu-
latory agencies—increases which since have been cut back to curtail
resulting patronage declines. Well intentioned regulators seem to for-
get that trains do compete with the private automobile and bus and
air travel. Few passengers today will pay a premium rate for the
nostalgic experience of a long distance train ride when they can buy
equal or more convenience or much faster transportation for the same
or less money. This is the root cause of the long-distance passenger
train patronage problem—not service. Despite maintenance of high
service standards, Zephyr patronage has declined sharply in the last
31/2 years:
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Year Passengers Percent decline

1966 137,000
1967 119,000 13
1968 106,000 11
6 months 1968 52, 000
6 months 1969 36, 000 3

Another important factor in the long distance passenger train
problem is that most equipment now operating is reaching or has
passed its reasonable service life. This is particularly true with the
California Zephyrs. The equipment in which we invested $6 million is
now more than 20 years old and has operated well over 6 million miles.
It is no longer reliable. Electrical, air conditioning, heating, and other
failures are causing operating delays and passenger inconvenience.
Ride quality is deteriorating. Maintenance costs are increasing and
approaching a prohibitive level. This is adversely affecting our ability
to maintain the high service standards for which the Zephyrs have
always been noted. But we have neither the ability or the intention
of replacing the equipment for the privilege of losing millions more.
Replacements costs for Western Pacific alone would exceed $10 million
and roughly three times that amount for the full complement of equip-
ment used by the three connecting lines in the Zephyrs' California-
Chicagoservice.
I submit that this history of our experience with the California

Zephyrs and the financial crisis which the forcing of their continued
operation has created for Western Pacific is eloquent testimony in
support of Senate bill S. 2750. We believe that we are entitled to imme-
diate relief from our zephyr loss dilemma in order to avoid complete
destruction of our financial ability to serve the public well and of our
very existence as a solvent railroad. Indeed, in the interests of equity
and the overall public interest we cannot conceive of a Commission
decision in the third round proceedings now in progress before them
which will not permit discontinuance of the California Zephyrs on
Western Pacific. However, if inconceivably that result does not come
about, speedy passage of S. 2750 would offer alternate relief as it
would to other railroads laboring under the burden of losing train
operations which have been or might be ordered by the Commission
to be continued in the public interest.
In the interests of time and the avoidance of cumulative testimony,

I will not try fully to express my views concerning the other proposed
legislation before you. I would like to state, however, that increasing
the suspension period during which operation of a passenger train
could be required, suspension of discontinuances of all passenger
trains, studies of overall surface transportation needs or similar mat-
ters will not solve the current passenger train loss problem and in
particular our Zephyr loss dilemma. The Zephyr problem is about to
be studied by the Commission for the third time and the period during
which its discontinuance has been suspended already has been 3 years
and 4 months. If suspended again it would be 4 years and 4 months.
Mr. Goodfellow has already pointed out in testimony before your

committee that S. 2750 is in no way inconsistent with additional studies
of the passenger train problem and that it does exactly what needs
to be done while long range solutions are being sought. I agree with
his views and urge that this committee favorably report S. 2750.
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In summary, in 1966 when we first sought relief from the Interstate
Commerce Commission our California Zephyr losses were $545,000
and our system net income was $8,710,000. During the subsequent pe-
riod of our enforced continuance of the Zephyrs, inflationary wage rate
and material price increases have eroded our freight traffic margins
and such figures have become:

PCZ losses \et 
system

ril 

1967 $1,481,000 $4,876,000
1968 1,674,000 6,102,000
6 months,1969 1,508,000 632,000

These figures, I believe, eloquently demonstrate that any further
suspension of discontinuance of the California Zephyrs will not solve
our problem. Unless the Commission this time permits the discon-
tinuance of these trains, the relief provided by S. 2750 is essential if
Western Pacific is to continue as a viable railroad.
Senator CANNON. Mr. Christy, how do you account for such a jump

in the Zephyr losses from the 1966 figure to 1967? It was almost three
times.
Mr. CHRISTY. The primary reason for the jump, there were two: No.

1, we had a decline in patronage of 13 percent, at the same time we
had an increase in costs of approximately 6 percent.
Senator HA.RTKE. You wouldn't think those two factors would make

a difference of 300-percent increase in loss.
Mr. CHRISTY. They did, sir. Because when your revenues fall and

your expenses go up, the increase is disproportionate. If you notice
the revenues dropped over $400,000 and our expenses went up roughly
$900,000.

Senator CANNON. When was it you put your fare increase into
effect?
Mr. CHRISTY. We have experimented with fare increases over the

years, contrary to what the Commission said. We put the fare in-
creases in after the last hearing the first of the year, 1969. There was—
no, excuse me.
Senator CANNON. You put the fare increase into effect and then

you later cut it back.
Mr. CHRISTY. Yes we put two things into effect that the Com-

mission suggested: lire put a special California Zephyr charge into
effect, which went into effect late in 1968, I can't recall the exact date.
Then we increased fares 10 percent early in 1969. We later cut those
back, we cut the fare increases back by one-half, from 10 percent to 5
percent. We cut the California Zephyr charge back 25 percent on first
class and 50 percent on coach. We did that in May of this year.
Senator CANNON. Was that because of passenger resistance?
Mr. CHRisTy. Yes, sir because our patronage was dropping off

faster—in other words, the patronage was dropping off steeply
and our revenues were dropping off from where they had been de-
spite the revenue increase. On a regression line analysis the indica-
tions were the increases were causing patronage declines. The demand
for passenger travel is elastic. It is not inelastic.

Senator CANNON. You point out that one of the factors is the com-
petitiveness of the travel price.
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Mr. CHRISTY. Yes; sir.
Senator CANNON. I am wondering now in view of the fact that the

airlines have secured one rate increase and are proceeding on the sec-
ond one now, is this apt to drive more people back from the airlines?
Is it that close a margin? The price factor?
Mr. CHRISTY. The price factor is only one of the factors, sir. I do

not anticipate that the rate increase put in by the airlines will have any
effect in reversing the trend of the patronage of the Zephyr. But all
of this overlooks the fact it doesn't make much difference whether the
Zephyrs were full year around or not. If they were, we would still lose
very heavily, close to $1 million according to the latest figures.
Senator CANNON. That was a shocking figure. You say if you run at

full capacity, you would still have a loss on the Zephyr?
Mr. CHRISTY. Yes, that is what the passenger problem is all about.
Mr. CANNON. Aren't there modernization features or economizin

features that could be taken to get away from that sort of situation.
Mr. CHRISTY. Yes, sir; we could destroy the high service standards

of the Zephyr and save money and drive passengers off. This is the
dilemma. If you try to cut costs on a passenger train, you are criticized
for downgrading service. If you keep the service up, the costs remain
up, but the patronage does not. The patronage is dropping off, but
even if it were full, it still wouldn't do it. It is very simple: Rates up
20 percent or 25 percent, I don't care, make it 30 or 35 percent, in com-
parison with costs that have gone up more than double in the same
period of time. The technology is the same. If you try—passenger
carrying railroads have approached the loss problem two ways. We
choose to keep the service high, with the thought that if we did our
patronage would remain high and we would be in a good position.
That is what we have done. Other railroads have chosen to do it by the
cost-cutting method, trying to cut costs to match patronage. When they
have done so, they have inevitably been criticized for downgrading the
service. Stated the other way around, if they would only keep the
service up they would have patronage and be on easy street. You are
not on easy street then, you are still losing money.

Senator CANNON. Thank you very much, Mr. Christy.
Charles Webb, President, National Association of Motor Bus

Owners.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES WEBB, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIA-
TION OF MOTOR BUS OWNERS, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. WEBB. Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee: I am
Charles A. Webb, I am the president of the National Association of
Motor Bus Owners, often referred to as NAMBO. NAMBO is the
national trade association for the intercity motor bus industry. Its
members include Greyhound Lines, all companies affiliated with the
National Trailways Bus System, and more than 400 carriers not
affiliated with either system. Collectively, these carriers provide over
90 percent of the intercity motor bus transportation in the United
States.
In the main, the pending bills relate to intercity rail passenger

service as distinguished from commuter or suburban service. They
should be considered in the context of intercity travel trends and
transportation resources and facilities.
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About 90 percent of all intercity travel is by private automobile
and the remainder by air, rail, and motor common carriers. During
the past 10 years, as shown in appendix A to my statement, intercity
passenger miles by air increased from 29.8 to 92.1 billion; intercity
rail passenger miles declined from 17.5 to 8.7 billion; and intercity
bus passenger miles showed a modest increase from 15 billion in 1959
to 19.6 billion in 1968. More than twice as many intercity passengers
were transported by bus than by rail.
I think these figures are important, Mr. Chairman, because they

suggest that any program of massive Federal assistance might not
be effective to preserve intercity rail passenger service, but could
cause irreparable injury to an industry that transports twice the num-
ber of passengers. Unlike the railroads, we have no source of revenue
with which to absorb passenger losses. Now, during the past 10 years
the speed and quality of air travel have markedly improved; improve-
ments have been made in buses and bus passenger terminals; but
much of the remaining intercity rail passenger service, under the
pressure of economic necessity, has deteriorated in quality. Air

' 
rail,

and motor carriers compete in the passenger market but rail pas-
senger operations are highly unprofitable for that industry. Despite
the growing popularity of air transportation, the only public trans-
portation available in some 20,000 communities is that provided by
the bus industry. No legislation to -subsidize or to promote rail pas-
senger service should be enacted without carefully weighing the im-
pact of such action on bus transportation.

S. 2570

S. 2750 would provide for Federal reimbursement of deficits in-
curred in the operation of interstate passenger train service required
under a section 13a (1) order of the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion. Since reimbursement would be provided, section 13a(1) of the
act would be further amended to eliminate undue burden on inter-
state commerce as a factor to be considered in passenger train dis-
continuance cases.
NAMBO recognizes that reimbursement of passenger train service

losses by the Federal Government would be equitable. No private trans-
portation enterprise should be required by law to render a public serv-
ice over a long period of time and at a substantial loss without receiving;
just compensation. But bus operators have also been compelled to pro-
vide unprofitable passenger service. To date, however, the orders of
State regulatory bodies have not been so onerous as to impel the bus
industry to seek legislative relief comparable to that provided for rail
carriers in section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act. If it is in the
public interest to continue the operations of passenger trains which
result in huge deficits, the subsidies provided by S. 2750 would be
eminently- just.
It is difficult to make even a rough estimate of the cost of the pro-

posed legislation. On July 16, 1969, the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission transmitted to this commitee a report on "investigation of costs
of intercity rail passenger service." After a thorough study of eight
rail passenger systems (Santa Fe, C. S.: 0.—B. & 0., Great Northern,
Illinois Central, Missouri Pacific, Seaboard Coast Line, Southern, and
Union Pacific) which account for about 43 percent of all revenue pas-



220

senger miles (other than commutation) , the Commission found, on the
basis of 1968 operations, that the carriers involved could have realized
savings of $118 million in 1968 if they had performed no passenger
train service. For all class I railroads in 1968 the solely related railway
passenger deficit for both interstate and intrastate operations amounted
to $198 million. The 1967 deficit, computed on the basis of fully allo-
cated costs, amounted to $485 million. S. 2750 provides for reimburse-
ment, not merely on the basis of avoidable or solely related costs, but
with "an appropriate allocation of common expenses and overheads."
It is impossible to determine how many trains would be discontinued

following the enactment of S. 2750. Obviously, the railroads would
have little economic incentive to prove that the continued operation of
a particular train was not required by public convenience and neces-
sity. They would have little or no incentive to reduce costs or to adjust
fares in response to rising expenses. Also, it is hardly conceivable that
the Federal Government would spend millions of dollars to subsidize
rail passenger service without requiring the quality of such service to
be upgraded. In fact, section 4 of the bill assumes that the Interstate
Commerce Commission either has or will be granted authority to
impose standards of service, including standards requiring the acqui-
sition of passenger train equipment.
In the light of these cost factors, our best guess is that the Federal

(subsidy payments under the proposed legislation would be at least $200
million a year. No payments would be made to underwrite losses
incurred in the operation of intrastate commuter and suburban trains,
even though such trains carry large numbers of passengers and many
of them are highly essential. Losses incurred in the operation of inter-
state passenger trains in densely populated corridors represent only a
small part of the total railway passenger service deficit.
The basic question posed by S. 2750 is whether $200 million, more or

less, should be paid for the continued operation of trains which, on a
daily average, provide service for one, two, or three busloads of people.
For the eight major intercity rail passenger systems recently studied
by the Commission, the number of passengers per train mile 1 and
avoidable expenses per dollar of passenger revenue for the year 1968
were as follows:

Carrier
Passengers per

train mile

Avoidable ex-
penses per dollar

of revenue

Southern 52 $2.42C. & 0.—B. & 0 47 1.82Missouri Pacific 60 1.82Great Northern 87 1.83Union Pacific 89 2.08Seaboard Coast Line 97 1.68Santa Fe 114 1.80Illinois Central 160 1.45

Attached as appendix B to my statement is a table summarizing
the Commission's reports in most of the cases arising under section
13a(1) of the act. The only cases that we omitted, about 20 in number,

1 Figures for passengers per train mile were derived from app. A of the Commission'sJuly 16, 1969, report on "investigation of costs of intercity rail passenger service" bydividing the number of passenger train miles (line 4) into revenue passenger miles otherthan commutation and multiple ride.
Figures for avoidable expenses per dollar of passenger revenue are set forth on p. 92 ofthe Commission's report (lire 3).
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were those that involved applications for the discontinuance of a large
number of trains and which could not be conveniently summarized in
the table. But as you will note from appendix B, most of the trains
involved in those proceedings were transporting the equivalent of
only one or two busloads and the losses sustained by rail carriers, even
in the absence of "an appropriate allocation of common expenses and
overheads," were substantial.
A conventional intercity bus seats from 43 to 46 passengers. Reve-

nues of most intercity bus operators exceed all the costs involved in
providing service, although their average load factor is less than 50
percent. Bus operators are willing and able to handle any additional
traffic generated by the discontinuance of rail passenger train service
and can do so at a profit. Although present rail passengers may prefer
train service, but transportation in most instances would be a reason-
ably adequate substitute.
I think the case recently decided by the Commission, involving the

N. & W.'s cannonball, which is reported at 344 ICC 506, is probably
fairly typical of most of the remaining intercity passenger trains. The
Commission report shows that the average daily number of riders
of the cannonball, the trains operating between Detroit and St. Louis,
was only 80. The cost of rail transportation was $3.50 per train mile.
The cost of bus transportation as found in that case was only $0.65 per
bus mile. The per passenger mile cost was $0.93 for rail, only $0.29 for
bus. Now under the circumstances to pay the Southern Railroad, for
example, more than $1.42 for each dollar of revenue received by the
Southern from passengers who, at almost any given time, could not
fill two buses, is certainly not a sensible allocation of transportation
resources.
To relieve the railroads of their intolerable interstate passenger serv-

ice deficit, we suggest that the fifth sentence of section 13a(1) be
amended to read as follows:

If, after hearing in such investigation, whether concluded before or after such
discontinuance or change has become effective, the Commission finds that the
operation or service of such train or ferry is required by public convenience
and necessity and will not unduly burden interstate or foreign commerce, and
if the Commission finds that revenues from such operation or service have
exceeded the net avoidable expense of such operation or service for any two con-
secutive years subsequent to January 1, 1970, the Commission may by order
require the continuance or restoration of operation or service of such train or
ferry, in whole or in part, for a period not to exceed one year from the date of
such order. [New language in italics.]

A deferred effective date for the new criterion would provide ample
time for a comprehensive study of intercity rail passenger service to
determine what part of it is essential and should be preserved, what
portion might be made economically viable, the cost of preserving and
improving a minimal network of rail passenger service, and what
form of Federal assistance is most likely to preserve incentives for
prudent and efficient management.
With your permission, I will not read the remainder of my state-

ment which comments briefly on other bills which are before the
committee, but merely summarize them. They fall generally into two
classes. First, there are the bills to amend section 13a of the act. We
would have no objection to giving the commission a few moments
more time to decide its cases. We question the advisability of author-

37-793 0-70-15
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izing the Commission to impose standards of service. We see no
reason why last trains should be treated differently than any other
trains. We do not believe that the railroads should be burdened by
making the discontinuance procedure much more restrictive than it
is under the present law.
If these bills were enacted there would be no serious adverse effect

on the bus industry, but we simply do not think it is fair that the
railroads should suffer any further burden caused by the performance
of deficit rail passenger service. In the discussion of the bills before
you, I think one point may have been overlooked.
In my opinion section 13a was one of the most enlightened pieces of

transportation legislation enacted by the Congress. If it had not been
enacted, I am quite confident that we would at this time be faced with
a monumental transportation crisis. And I think the Commission's
interpretation has been enlightened.
The statutory standards for discontinuance are not entirely clear.

The Commission has not followed a strictly economic test for dis-
continuance because I think it has sensed that the Congress did not
want the trains to be discontinued precipitously.
The next group of bills propose various studies of the rail passenger

service problem. The intercity bus industry has no objection to these
bills, but we would hope that if they do not contemplate a study of the
capabilities of the bus industry that they be amended accordingly.
We would not favor any moratorium on discontinuance of passenger

train service while these studies are being made.
We do not think that any great amount of time would be required

to complete the studies which are necessary.
The whole subject has been studied thoroughly. The Commission has

studied the problem, the investigation authorized by this committee
and which culminated in the Doyle report was a thorough study. About
the only thing which really needs to be studied is whether there are
densely populated corridors other than the northeast corridor where
passenger train service for distances of 200 to 300 miles might have
some economic future. That matter might well be studied and the
intercity bus industry and our association would be happy to partici-
pate in any such studies that might be undertaken.
That concludes my oral statement, Mr. Chairman, and I would

like to include my prepared statement in the record. I appreciate the
opportunity to present the views of the intercity bus industry and I
would be happy to answer any questions.
(The statement and appendixes follow.)

STATEMENT OF CHARLES WEBB, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MOTOR Bus
OWNERS

S. 2887

This bill, recommended by the Interstate Commerce Commission, would au-
thorize a study by the Secretary of Transportation of the existing and future
potential of intercity railroad passenger service. Guidelines for the proposed
study are broad enough to permit consideration of the capabilities of the inter-
city bus system in meeting the nation's surface transportation needs.
NAMBO has no objection to the extension of deadlines proposed in S. 2887.

However, we do not favor provisions of the bill relating to the discontinuance
of the last remaining trains.
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S. Con. Res. 32

This resolution, introduced by Senator Allott and co-sponsored by 30 other
Senators, urges the Secretary of Transportation to investigate the potential
of rail passenger transportation. NAMBO would not object to the resolution
if it is understood that intercity bus service and technology would also be
studied and that the relative advantages of rail and bus passenger transporta-
tion would be compared.

S.J. RES. 120

This joint resolution introduced by Senator Moss would direct the Secretary
of Transportation, in cooperation with the Interstate Commerce Commission, to
submit to the Senate and House Commerce Committees a master ground trans-
portation plan for the United 'States. No meaningful plan could be submitted in
one year, or even five years, unless it were limited to passenger transportation.
Even if the scope of the resolution were narrowed, we would not favor a mora-
torium on rail unifications under section 5 of the Act or on passenger train
discontinuances under section 13a.

S.J. RES. 129

S.J. Res. 129, introduced by Senator Hatfield, would establish an advisory
commission to make recommendations with respect to the operation of railroad
passenger service by the Federal Government. NAMBO would oppose nationaliza-
tion of railroad passenger service because, in all probability, it would result in
governmental operation of intercity bus service as well.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we urge the subcommittee to amend section
13a (1) of the Act so that the railroad industry can eliminate promptly the huge
deficits incurred in intercity rail passenger service.
That service is now subsidized indirectly by the shipping public and to the

disadvantage of the railroads in competing for freight traffic. In lieu of shifting
the cost of subsidies to the Federal government, we urge the adoption of a purely
economic test for passenger train discontinuances, with the new criterion to
become effective after the completion of studies to determine what portion of the
remaining service is truly essential and what steps should be taken to preserve
and improve it.
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Passenger Miles and Passengers
Domestic Intercity Travel in United States

(Including Charter Service for Bus and Air but
Excluding Rail Commutation Travel and Local

and Suburban Bus Travel)

Appendix A 

Passenger Miles Passengers
t

Bus Rail Air Bus Rail Air

Billions Billions Billions Millions Millions Millions

1959 15.0 17.5 29.8 202 130 51

1960 15.0 17.1 31.1 197 123 53

1961 15.7 16.2 31.6 198 118 53

1962 17.2 15.9 34.3 195 117 57

1963 17.6 14.4 39.0 197 115 64

1964 18.7 14.0 45.1 205 115 74

1965 18.8 13.3 53.2 208 106 85

1966 19.9 12.9 63.1 221 105 99

1967 20.0 10.9 79.5 223 98 120

1968 19.6P 8.7 92.1 218P 92 136

p - Preliminary figures.
Note: Total passenger miles and passengers for Class I bus companies are based on

reports to the Interstate Commerce Commission with estimates by NAMBO to
fill certain gaps.
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Senator CANNON. Thank you very much, Mr. Webb. This is a
very fine statement, we are glad to have it.
The hearings will be recessed subject to the call of the Chair.
(Thereupon, at 3:05 p.m., the committee was recessed.)



ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS, LETTERS, AND ARTICLES

STATEMENT BY HON. MARS 0. HATFir,LD, U.S. SENATOR FROM OREGON

The Federal Railroad Administration recently stated that "present rail pas-

senger service is operated at a substantial deficit." I believe that we. must start

from the premise that rail travel does not have the demand that it once had.

Significant segments of our intercity rail passenger system appear headed into

a final downward spiral. This contention is borne out by the fact that less than

490 trains, excluding commuter runs, remain today where there were more

than 1,499 passenger trains as recently as 1958. Moreover, total passenger inter-
city revenues, exclusive of mail and express, have dropped from $552 million
in 1958 to $291 million in 1968, a 46 percent decline.
Whether or not passenger trains are used, there is a widespread and thoroughly

ingrained belief that they are needed—not only in the sense of providing trans-
portation for indivduals, but also as a public asset needed for the development
and growth of territories and communities served. At the same time, railroads
face increasing competitive pressures in their freight business from other modes
of transportation, which makes the rail industry's task even more difficult in
absorbing the passenger deficit. The government now has limited control over
the continuance of a passenger service and must allow a railroad to reduce its
service and/or discontinue service due to the high cost of operation.

Rail service has its advantage for those who fear flying; it is less subject
to cancellation due to weather conditions • holiday and vacation travel demands
can be eased by rail service. But, it is felt that the present network of daily
rail passenger service between major cities, regardless of the lack of quality
in the service, cannot be maintained intact over the next few years without a
change in federal policy.

It has been speculated that the proposals or means to rejuvenate rail pas-
se,nger service appear to have failed because the need for the service was not
considered significant enough to require greater contributions from either the
carriers, the government or the public. The development of a rail passenger
system adequate for future needs of the nation cannot be attained simply by
preserving those trains which operate daily. The service must be exten,ively
modernized. Railroads must respond competitively to the already changed mar-
ket conditions. Therefore, many have recommended that a comprehensive study
on the need for a National Rail Passenger System be initiated, a study which
would include recommendations of methods for developing a modern rail net-
work, if such a system is desirable. However, emphasis must be given to the
fact that such consideration can only be made in the context of all transportation
modes and how the various transportation systems can complement each other.
I must submit that the absence of po.itive policy and actual involvement at

the Federal level cannot help but reinforce the present downward trend. Many
bills have been introduced to study the problem and discontinue service but the
Congress has not responded adequately. The ICC has ordered railroads not
to discontinue but the ICC argues that this is only a delaying tactic and the floor
will inevitably give way. Therefore a system should be adopted which will
utilize each mode of transportation to its maximum capacity, consistent with the
public need and convenience. The latest proposal is a request by the industry
for a governmental subsidy which seems to be a reasonable alternative, but it
too is not likely to be granted.
Hence, it is my firm belief that at this time there is at least one positive way in

which the federal government can change its policy toward rail passenger
service. That is to establish an advisory commission to make recommendations
with respect to the acquisition of necessary property and equipment for, and the
operation of, railroad passenger service by the federal government. For this is
one means by which the Congress may be certain that in due time railroad pas-
senger trains can once again play the role intended for them when the final
spike was driven at Promontory, Utah, better than a century ago.
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TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA,
Washington, D.C., September 25, 1969.

Hon. VANCE HARTKE,
Chairman, Surface Transportation Subcommittee, Senate Commerce Committee,

U.S. Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR CHAIRMAN HARTKE : On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Trans-

portation Association of America, I should like to submit to your Subcommittee
the attached statement on bills subject to current hearings that relate to the
discontinuance of unprofitable passenger trains. It is requested that this state-
ment be made a part of the official transcript and record of these hearings.
In brief, TAA continues to oppose any substantive changes in Section 13a of

the Interstate Commerce Act that will, in effect, prevent the railroads from
obtaining relief from the heavy financial burden of unprofitable passenger trains.
Such a situation could result from passage of a number of these bills that con-
tain provisions designed to block, unduly delay, or make far more difficult the
discontinuance of such trains.
As most members of the Senate Commerce Committee well know, TAA sup-

ported enactment of Section 13a and has opposed repeated efforts throughout
the last 10 years to repeal or substantially weaken it. Such action has b-en taken
with specific TAA Board approval at periodic intervals. We believe that Section
13a has proved to be, and still is, constructive legislation that has provided rail-
roads considerable financial relief by permitting them to discontinue many un-
profitable passenger train's. Its use has reduced pressures for highrr rail freight
rates, and has stimulated Federal, state, and local action on remedial measures
in this serious transport problem area.
We, therefore, urge your Subcommittee to reject any proposals that will result

in the railroads' being forced to continue to absorb losses from passenger-train
services that can be shown to be an undue burden on interstate commerce. The
TAA Cooperative Project is now considering a. specific proposal on the railroad
industry's request for Federal financial assistance to cover losses from pas-
senger-train services determined essential to the public by the ICC. If we develop
a policy position, we shall advise your Subcommittee accordingly.

Sincerely,
HAROLD HAMMOND.

STATEMENT OF HAROLD P. HAMMOND, PRESIDENT, TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION
OF AMERICA, ON S. 674, S. 2750, 2865, S. 2887, S. CON. RES. 32, S. J. RES. 120
AND S. J. RES. 129

My name is Harold F. Hammond. I am President of the Transportation Asso-
ciation of America, a national transportation policy organization with head-
quarters in Washington, D.C. I am presenting this statement on behalf of the
Board of Directors of TAA to express the Association's specific and, in some in-
stances, general views on the following bills: S. 674, S. 2750, S. 2865, S. 2887,
S. Con. Res. n, S. J. Res. 120, and S. J. Res. 129. All of these bills would either
amend Section 13a of the Interstate Commerce Act or directly affect it.
For the record, TAA is a national organization made up of users, investors,

and carriers of all modes who work together to develop national policy positions
designed to maintain the strongest possible transport system in this country
under private enterprise principles. TAA policy positions are developed through
eight permanent advisory Panels made up of representatives from transport
users, investors, and air, freight forwarder, highway, pipeline, railroad, and
water carriers respectively. After receiving views of these Panels, the TAA
Board adpots formal policy positions.
Based on TAA Board action, the Association supported the enactment of legis-

lation that added Section 13a to the Interstate Commerce Act. The need for such
legislation was clearly substantiated at that time, alhough repeated attempts
have been made following its passage into law to either repeal it or nullify its
effect. With specific TAA Board endorsement, the Association has expressed op-
position to these attempts on numerous instances.
In favoring both the enactment and retention of Section 13a, TAA has cited

such reasons as the following:
Railroads should not be forced to continue operating services that are so

uprofitable as to impose an undue burden on interstate commerce.
Users of rail freight services should not have to subsidize rail passenger

services, nor should railroad investors be asked to do so.
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Sharp growth in competition from the private automobile and the com-
mercial airlines is the underlying reason for the decline in rail passenger
service—not apathy on the part of the railroads.

Procedures under which the railroads can seek relief at the state level,
without the appeal feature of Section 13a, are too slow.

We believe that Section 13a has proved to be, and still is, very constructive
and in the over-all public interest. It has undoubtedly caused hardships for some
of the interests directly affected by the resulting passenger-train discontinu-
ances. but we believe these disadvantages have been far offset by the benefits
to shippers, investors, carriers, and the general public.
While the present railroad financial picture is far from bright, it would be

dismal without the relief that many carriers have obtained through use of Sec-
tion 13a in obtaining IOC approval to discontinue unprofitable passenger trains.
Yet, the financial burden today is still a substantial one, as clearly brought out
by the recent cost study by the ICC. This analysis shows that passenger service
losses of eight major railroads handling about 40 percent of the .noncommutation
rail passenger traffic amounted to $118 million in 1968, based on an avoidable
cost basis—as compared to a loss of $214 million based on the often challenged
full-cost formula. If all railroads were covered, the actual losses would undoubt-
edly be in excess of $200 million a year.
One result of Section 13a has been its stimulation of local and state action

to assist in maintaining rail commuter services in certain high-density areas.
In fact, traffic volume in this segment of rail passenger service has been gradu-
ally rising over the past six years. Section 13a likewise has been a factor in
encouraging Federal action such as the present high-speed ground transport pro-
gram in the Department of Transportation, particularly the Northeast Corridor
passenger-train demonstrations. Finally, it has helped, by reducing over-all rail
operating expenses, ease pressures on the railroads to increase freight rates.
Because of reasons such as those cited above, TAA continues to support Sec-

tion 13a and to oppose any substantive changes in it that will, in effect prevent
the railroads from obtaining relief from the heavy financial burden of unprofit-
able passenger trains. Such a situation could result from passage of a number
of the bills noted below that contain provisions designed to block, unduly delay,
or make far more difficult the discontinuance of such trains.

S. 674

This bill would add another statutory standard for the ICC to consider in
passenger-train discontinuance proceedings. It would require the Commission to
give "full consideration" to any financial assistance that might be available to
the carrier under the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 or any other law
and to "the efforts" of the carrier to obtain such assistance.
While we agree that this is a factor that should be taken into consideration

by the Commission in a discontinuance proceeding, we believe this is now being
done. Therefore, we see no need to highlight it in such a way.

S. 2750

This bill would provide for reimbursement to carriers of the cost, in excess
of revenues, of furnishing specific railroad passenger-train services that are
determined by the ICC to be required in the public interest. It would also au-
thorize the Department of Transportation to purchase or lease passenger train
equipment that may be required to comply with an IOC order but which is not
then owned by, or reasonably available to the carrier or carriers. This equip-
ment would be rented to the carriers and be included as part of the cost of the
required service.
While TAA does not at this time have a specific policy position on this bill,

it is now actively considering a proposal directly relating to it. We can, however,
point out that our strong support of Section 13a clearly puts us on record as
being in favor of relieving the railroads from financial losses resulting from
the operation of unprofitable passenger trains. We likewise have stressed the

• point that the railroads' shippers and investors should not be required to absorb
these heavy losses—as has been the case for so many years.
If it is determined that a particular unprofitable passenger-train service is

required in the general public interest, with proper consideration of the avail-
ability of adequate substitute public passenger services, then simple justice calls
for public support of the needed service. What specific form this should take we
are not in a position to say at this time.
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S. 2865

This bill would amend Section 13a (1) to require the ICC, in instances where
it decides to hold a hearing, to follow more formal procedures in interstate
passenger-train discontinuance's without any time limit. It would also give the
Commission broad authority to apply "such terms and conditions as in its judg-
ment the public convenience and necessity may require" as a condition to an
interstate passenger-train discontinuance or change. This bill would also amend
Section 13a (2) by giving states seven months, rather than four months, to act
on petitions to discontinue unprofitable intrastate passenger trains, and give
the IOC similar authority to apply "terms and conditions" to its order authorizing
any discontinuance or change.
The proposed change that would require what amounts to train abandonment

procedures in passenger-train discontinuance hearings would eliminate all time
limits on such proceedings and thus result in an undue delay in their handling.
Because of the heavy financial burden on carriers that operate unprofitable pas-
senger trains, we cannot see the logic of giving the .ICC an open invitation to
hold off taking final action.
We also see the possibility of considerable harm in giving the IOC broad

authority to apply "terms and conditions" to discontinuances, whether in whole
or in part. For example, the Commission could require very costly labor pro-
tective provisions as a condition to complete discontinuance which may offset
the gains to the carrier, or the Commission may require a costly change in the
portion of services that may have to be continued.
The seven-month time period for states to act on intrastate passenger-train

discontinuances is, in our opinion, unwarranted. TAA believes, and has specifi-
cally stated in a policy position that 120 days is ample time for a state commis-
sion to take action. We should point out further that Section 13a (2) does not
have a time limit for the ICC to act, which means that the states now have full
opportunity to present their views on cases that they have rejected or on which
they failed to act.

S. 2887

This bill, proposed by the ICC, would amend Section 13a to give the Commission
more time to consider interstate passenger-train discontinuance cases (seven vs.
four months), to require 60 rather than 30 days' advance notice of a proposed
discontinuance, to place the burden of proof clearly upon the railroad, to prevent
a discontinuance without proper authority before the posted date, and to estab-
lish special rules for the last remaining interstate passenger services of a carrier.
It would also provide for a detailed DOT study of the potential of rail passenger
service.
While TAA cannot take exception with the general intent of the Commission

to give fair and complete consideration to all views in passenger-train discontin-
uance proceedings, we believe the over-all impact of its proposal would unneces-
sarily delay further discontinuances and, in effect, block some despite their
justification. For example, the bill would extend the statutory time limits from
date of notice to the final date for an ICC order from five to eight months, plus
an additional two months at the discretion of the Commission. We believe that
in actual practice the ten months period will prove to be the standard, far too
long for such proceedings, when consideration is given to the expertise and ex-
perience of Commission personnel handling such cases.
The last-train amendment would make it very difficult to discontinue such

trains because of the more restrictive standards, and it would certainly dis-
courage a carrier from seeking such authority because it would face the likely
prospect of being required to continue the train under operating conditions set
by the Commission. In other words, the ICC could require changes in service
that may prove far more costly to the carrier than prior to its petition for
authority to discontinue it.

This bill would extend from four to seven months the time for states to act in
cases involving unprofitable intrastate passenger trains. For the same reasons
as given for a similar provision in S. 2865, TAA believes the present four-month
period is quite adequate.
As to the proposed study of existing and future potential for intercity rail

passenger service in the U.S., we have no objection. As indicated in our comments

on S. Con. Res. 32, the TAA Transportation Policy Research Committee has listed

such a study among its list of the "Ten Most Wanted Transport Policy Research

Projects". We doubt, however, whether •such a comprehensive study can be
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completed within the one-year period called for in the bill, unless sizeable fund-

ing of it is 'authorized.
In brief, we would have no objection to a reasonable extension of time for the

IOC to consider interstate passenger-train discontinuance petitions, nor to the

proposed DOT study, but we cannot see the merit of the last-train amendments

because they would amount, in our opinion, to a freeze in discontinuances at

this point. Therefore, TAA opposes passage of S. 2887 in its present form.

S. CON. RES. 32

This resolution would direct the Department of Transportation to investigate

the potential of rail passenger and mail transport in the U.S. and to study the

feasibility of developing and operating interurban rail passenger transportation

service through regional commissions, a Government-industry corporation, or

through direct aid to railroads. The proposed investigation would cover new

technology and its potential, U.S. assistance to furnish a pool of passenger equip-

ment and facilities, changes in work rules, etc.
The bill calls for completion of the study within six months and pending its

completion directs the ICC to "exercise such authority as it has under law to pre-

vent any abandonment or sale of rail passenger service facilities".

As stated previously, TAA has no objection to such a study. While we have no

official TAA policy covering such a study, we should point out that the TAA

Transportation Policy Research Committee—which is an advisory and not a

policy making group within TAA—consider such a study as being of such

significance that it has listed it among the Committee's list of "Ten Most Wanted

Transport Policy Research Projects".
Since it many respects the study proposed in this resolution is even more

comprehensive than the one-year study proposed in S. 2887, we very seriously

question whether it can be completed within the six-month period specified.

What we do object to is the proposed Congressional mandate to the ICC to do

everything possible to prevent any further passenger-train discontinuance or

sale of rail passenger equipment no longer being used by the carriers. Since in

all probability any such study would require an extension of time, this mandate

would undoubtedly be extended at the same time.
If your Subcommittee feels inclined to approve the proposed study, we urge

deletion of the last clause, which sets forth this mandate to the ICC.

S.J. RES. 120

This resolution would likewise direct the Department of Transportation, with

cooperation from the ICC, to develop within one year a master ground transpor-

tation plan fo rthe U.S. and prevent action by the ICC on both railroad mergers

and passenger train discontinuance cases throughout that period plus an addi

tional two months.
TAA has no objection to the development of such a master plan, but, as indi-

cated above, doubts if it can be made in the time specified. We very strongly

oppose, however, any freeze on pending or planned railroad merger and pas-

senger-train discontinuance petitions to the ICC. While we do not take action

on specific railroad mergers, TAA has long favored such mergers as a means of

strengthening carriers and improving rail services. We cannot see any logic in

a moratorium, since present rail merger procedures are exhaustive and very time
consuming, with full opportunity for all parties to be heard and more than ade-
quate protection provided to labor and other interests that may be adversely

affected.
A moratorium on rail passenger-train discontinuances for 14 months would

mean that railroads must lose another $200 million or more before they can even
seek further relief from the ICC. In all probability, an effort would be made
to extend the moratorium pending consideration by the Congress of any legislative
proposals resulting from the study. For these reasons, we urge the deletion of
Section 2 of S.J. Res. 120 if your Subcommittee decides to take action on it.

S.J. RES. 129

This resolution would establish a 15-man Advisory Commission on Federal
Railroad Passenger Service to study the equipment needs of a national railroad
passenger service and the "best means" of operating such a service.
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TAA has no objection to the establishment of such a Commission for the pur-
poses stated, although we would not like to see too much emphasis placed on
Federal operation of such a service. In other words, it should be made clear that
the stated duty in the resolution of the Commission to determine the "best
means" of operating such a service is intended to consider a wide range of
alternatives.

CONCLUSION

Based on the comments made on the seven bills under consideration by your
Subcommittee, TAA is opposed to any substantive change in Section 13a that will,
in effect, unduly delay or block justified passenger-train discontinuances. We
likewise do not believe the railroads and their shippers and investors should be

-4 forced to bear the burden of heavy losses that may result from an ICC order
requiring the former to continue unprofitable passenger-trains.

STATEMENT OF NILS A. LENNARTSON, PRESIDENT OF THE RAILWAY PROGRESS
INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D.C.

I am Nils A. Lennartson, President of the Railway Progress Institute, the
national trade association of the railway supply industry.
The Railway Progress Institute, also known as RPI, is made up of some 200

railway supply companies of all sizes, located throughout the United States. Our
members provide railroads with rolling stock, locomotives, components, and other
equipment and services of all kinds.
We in RPI fully support the position of the nation's railroads regarding

various passenger train legislative proposals now before the Surface Tran.porta-
tion Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Commerce, and especially in
support of S. 2750.
As the representative of suppliers to the railroads—makers of locomotives,

freight cars, components, tracks, signals, and many other kinds of equipment
and services—we favor enactment of legislation providing for federal govern-
ment reimbursement of railroads for losses incurred on passenger train runs
required by the Interstate Commerce Commission.

If the Government considers it necessary that passenger service be maintained
in areas or on train runs where it cannot produce enough revenue to meet oper-
ating costs, then it is the obligation of the government to help pay for this
service to the consumer.
The railroads through the years since World War II have done what they

could—within their means—to improve service and enhance the prospect of rail
travel to the passenger trade. Many millions of dollars have been spent by
certain roads on equipment, promotion and advertising.
But it seems difficult—indeed impossible—to stop the trend of the times. Look-

ing at it realistically, it is apparent that people prefer flying in time-saving
jet planes for long distance trips and driving their own automobiles, with the
convenience of setting their own hours, for shorter trips.
Perhaps it is repetitious, but nevertheless necessary, to point out that the

airlines are subsidized by government funds and highways for auto travel are
built with tax moneys. This is an advantage which the railroads, in attempting
to compete with airlines and the auto for passenger traffic, sadly lack. From a
logical point of view and from the standpoint of just fair play, no other conclu-
sion can be reached but that the railroads similarly must be given aid if they
are to stay in money-losing passenger business.

Legislation before this committee would not yield any government-subsidized
profit to the railroads. It would merely reimburse them for losses on services
they are ordered by the government to maintain despite the fact that these
services do not pay for themselves. The bill also would authorize the Secretary
of Transportation to acquire equipment regarded as necessary for any upgrad-
ing of service, if suitable equipment is not otherwise available. This equipment
then would be rented by the railroads.

Studies have shown that the only likely future for increased passenger service
lies in heavily populated corridors—like the Boston to New York to Philadelphia
to Washington strip. Otherwise the public is deserting the passenger trains.
This is fact, not opinion. There is next to no hope in attempts to halt this trend.
The constant drain of passenger service, provided at a loss in operating reve-

nues, imposes a severe burden on the other functions of the railroad industry—
the movement of freight.

37-793 0-70-17
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Leading railroad industry executives of this nation have presented testimony

to your committee averting that as a result of limited patronage, spiraling costs

and governmental policies which favor competing modes of traffic movement,

the railroad industry because of its passenger business losses, plunged into a

financial crisis. There are but two ways to cure this illness—either eliminate

unprofitable passenger train service, or sustain it with governmental reimburse-

ment for operating losses. This is the position of America's railroads. It is the
position of railroad industry's supliers, represented by the Railway Progress

Institute.

ELISABETH W. CRAWFORD,
Alexandria, Va., September 23, 1969

Hon. VANCE HARTKE,
U.S. Senator,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR HARTKE : Please include the following testimony in your hear-
ings for the Subcommittee on Surface Transportation:
The need for long-distance railroad passenger service in this country has not

diminished. Rather, there is more need now than ever before to get travel-
ers out of the overcongested airways and highways and onto the rails where
large numbers of people can be carried safely.
Last summer I decided to take my wife and two small children from the

East Coast to the West Coast and back. Automobile and bus travel were, of
course, out of the question. The cheapest round-trip family plan offered by the
airlines would have cost $600. The round-trip rail fare, by slumbercoach, cost
about $400 plus an additional $100 for food and tips. The savings of $100 over
the air fare was important to us, as it would be to most young families.
Had we gone by air we also would have missed the scenery.

It would be an outrage if decent rail travel were denied to the people of this
country at a time when it is needed more than ever before. Historians will puzzle
over the present decline of passenger service and call it one of the great ir-
rationalities of the age. It is up to the public sector to do whatever is necessary
to arrest the decline in this most needed of public services.

Yours truly,
JOHN D. CRAWFORD.

[Prom the Washington Post, Sept. 22, 1969]

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

TO SAVE TRAIN TRAVEL

Now that the Interstate Commerce Commission has decided that it is legally
helpless to arrest the further deterioration of passenger train service, Congress
should move speedily to do something definitive and meaningful to rectify this
frustrating situation.

Since it is apparent that the railroad companies simply will not lift a linger to
solicit passenger business, the time has come for Congress to begin a program
of subsidization in order that Metroliner-type equipment and suitable road-
beds can become a reality. Once this is done, an intense advertising campaign
to sell the public on rail travel (using all communication media) would pay
off. If matters did not then improve, a Passenger Train Authority should be
set up under the Department of Transportation to operate the trains, even at
a loss if necessary.
In view of the increasingly dangerous overcrowding not only at the larger

air terminals but also in the airlanes themselves, and the automobiles proliferat-
ing faster than rabbits, the traveling citizen is entitled to not fewer travel
options and facilities but more. Congress can do something about this and it is
high time it did.

LAWRENCE C. ROUSH.
WILSON, N.C.
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'From the National Observer, Aug. 25, 1969]

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

AIR TRAFFIC: AN ANSWER

Editor, The National Observer:
The only sensible solution to the overcrowed airports and the overworked

air controllers [Aug. 181 is for the Federal Government to start doing some-
thing definitive and meaningful to restore life to passenger-train service in this
country. Since it is apparent that the railroads refuse to lift a finger to solicit
passenger business, the time has come for the Congress to begin subsidizing
passenger service in order that the equipment and roadbeds can be modernized.
After this is done I think that an intensive advertising campaign to sell the
public on rail travel would pay off. If matters did not then improve, then the
Government should simply operate all passenger trains in the nation under a
Passenger Train Authority in the Department of Transportation.

LAWRENCE C. ROUSH.
WILSON, N.C.

APPENDIX A 1-

TABLE 1.-SUMMARY OF GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES FOR DOMESTIC TRANSPORTATION

Expenditures for years Federal State and local 2 Total 2

Prior to 1947 $13, 732,604,489 $48, 742,721,615 $62,475,326,104
1947 534,102,370 2, 994,000,000 3,528,102,370
1948 678,790,053 3,497,000,000 4,175,790,053
1949 861,384,324 3,873,000,000 4,734,384,324
1950 896,368,978 4,208,000,000 5,104,368,978
1951 896,308,768 4,644, 000 5,540,308,768
1952 963,935,839 5, 046,000,000 6,009,935,839
1953 1, 080,333,685 5, 591,000,000 6,671,333,685
1954 942,875,734 6, 593,000,000 7,535,875,734
1955 1, 055,817,154 6, 839,000,000 7,894,817,154
1956 1, 221,574,828 7, 821,000,000 9,042,574,828
1957 1,944,045,184 8,332,000,000 10,276,045,184
1958 3, 109,201,771 8, 355,000,000 11,464,201,771
1959 4, 014,003,304 8, 197,000,000 12,211,003,304
1960 3, 652,699,876 8, 588,000,000 12,240,699,876
1961 3, 952,160,676 9, 266,000,000 13,218,160,676
1962 4, 192,840,321 9, 782,000,000 13,974,840,321
1963 4, 875,913,543 9,967,000,000 14,842,913,543
1964 5,446,175,981 10, 109,000,000 15,555,175,981
1965 5,320,125, 993 10, 865,000,000 16,185,125,993
1966 5,899,120,000 11, 830,000,000 17,729,120,000
1967 5, 784,574,000 12, 873,000,000 18,657,574,000
1968 6, 111,152,000 13, 338,000,000 19,449,152,000
1969 (estimated) 6, 159,417,000 14, 312,000,000 20, 471,417, 000

Total  83,325,525,871 235,662,721,615 318,988,247,486

I This table summarizes expenditures for all types of facilities as shown in tables 2 through 6 with notes and sources of
information. Data are for fiscal years, except highway expenditures (table 5) which are on a calendar year basis. Not
included are merchant marine and Coast Guard expenditures, shown separately in tables 8 and 9.2 Does not include State and local expenditures for waterways prior to 1947 as they are not available.

1 The tables contained in this appendix were made available to this committee by the
Department of Transportation.
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TABLE 2.-Al RWAYS 1

Expenditures for years- Federal State and local 2 Total

1925 to 1947 $334,806,569  $334,806,569

1947 88,201,605  88,201,605

1948 88,730,833  88,730,83 3

1949 106,841,866  106,841,866

1959 121,311,131  121,311,131

1951 120,204,879  120,204,879

1952 119,218,553  119,218,553

1953 119,002,193  119,002,193

1954 112,202,520  112,202,52 0

1955 112,099,345  112,099,345

1956 122,053,358  122,053,358

1957 208,586,318  208,586,318

1958 318,858,835  318,858,835

1959 385,029,244  385,029,244

1960 461,727,000  461,727,000

1961 557,741,000  557,741,000

1962 573,506,000  573,506,000

1963 634,258,000  634,258,000

1964 669,800,000  669,800,000

1965 634,688,000  634,688,000

1966 721,714,000  721,714,000

1967 869,554,000  869,554,000

1968 787,651,000  787,651,000

1969 (estimatEd) 

Total 

1, 043,083 000  1, 043,083,000

9, 310,869,249  9, 310,869,249

1 Obligations for establishment, administration, maintenance and operations of the Federal airways system, including

flight and medical standards programs, years 1925 to date. Does not include costs of military facilities and funds trans -

ferred to the Civil Aeronautics Administration, the amounts of which could not be ascertained. Obligations of the Federal

Aviation Agency for an accelerated research and development program for improving the national system of aviation

faciliti-s including administrative expenditures for the program are included for years 1958 through 1969. Research ex -

penditures for "civil supersonic aircraft development" are included for years 1962 through 1969.
2 None.

Source: Annual budgets of the U.S. Government; years 1925 and 1926 from annual reports of the Postmaster General.
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TABLE 3.-AIRPORTS

Federal

Expenditures for years Grants-in-aid 1
Administration
and research State and local 2 Total

Prior to 1947 $1,758, 019, 920 (9 $1,546,721,615 $3,304,741,535
1947 3, 041, 906 $258, 859 80,000,000 83,300,765
1948 25, 490, 758 268, 462 80,000,000 105,759,220
1949 49, 908, 900 633, 558 80,000,000 130,542,458
1950 44, 049, 461 808, 386 90,000,000 134,857,847
1951 39, 703, 042 778, 847 90,000,000 130,481,889
1952 19, 538,631 778,055 90,000,000 110,316,286
1953 11, 007, 077 645,415 100,000,000 111,652,492
1954 (855, 556) 2, 233,770 113,000,000 114,378,614
1955 19, 698, 475 6, 132, 334 114,000,000 135,830,809
1956 17, 794, 280 6, 680, 190 171,000,000 191,474,470
1957 45, 141,616 2, 330, 650 265,000,000 273,471,866
1958 70, 365, 745 4, 012, 191 254,000,000 328,337,936
1959 72, 956, 360 4, 506, 700 308,000,000 385,463,060
1960 82, 202, 876 5, 842, 000 342,000,000 430,044,876
1961 73, 783, 676 7, 638, 000 422,000,000 503,421,676
1962 46, 381, 361 10, 743, 000 371,000,000 428,164,321
1963 75, 279, 543 9, 957, 000 361,000,000 446,236,543
1964 71, 596, 981 10, 792, 000 359,000,000 441,388,981
1965 59, 587, 993 11, 034, 000 415,000,000 485,621,993
1966 74, 919, 000 10, 569, 000 424,000,000 509,488,000
1967 61, 389, 000 11, 346, 000 468,000,000 540,735,000
1968 85, 824, 000 11, 933, 000 480,000,000 577,757,000
1969 estimated 75, 000, 000 12, 964, 000 480,000,000 567,964,000

Total 2,881, 784, 205 125, 885, 417 7,463,761,615 50,471,391,237

1 Federal expenditures for civil airports prior to 1947 include military contributiohs of $1,000,000,000 estimated by
Under Secretary of Commerce Rothschild, April 1958, and other Federal expenditures for civil airports prior to the Federal
Airport Act of 1946. Grant agreements are shown for the years 1947-68, except 1954 when none was made and some were
canceled; appropriations are shown for 1969. Expenditures for development of Washington National ($48,000,000) and
Dulles International (ultimately $175,000,000) airports, revenue-producing Federal facilities, not included.

2 The President's Airport Commission in 1952 estimattd the acquisition cost of all U.S. civil airports to be in the vicinity
of $4,000,000,000. Deducting from this $4,000,000,000 total the Federal, State, and local expenditures of $695,258,465
shown for the 1947-52 period leaves $3,304,741,535 spent prior to 1947. State and local expenditures prior to 1954 and
since 1967 not available but are here estimated. Amount of revenues not available.
3 Not available.

Sources: "The National Airport Program," S. Doc. 95, 83d Cong., 2d sess., p.34; hearings on bills to amend the Federal
Airport Act, U.S. Senate, Apr. 14-57, 1958, p. 6; "Continuing Federal Airport Program," Report No. 6164, U.S. House of
Representatives, 89th Cong., 2d sess., p. 5; hearings on Department of Transportation appropriations for 1968, House of
Representatives, 90th Cong., 1st sess., p. 266; budgets of the U.S. Government; and "The Airport and Its Neighbors,"
President's Airport Commission, May 16, 1952, p. 95. State and local expenditures 1954-67 are from "Governmental
Finances," Bureau of the Census.
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TABLE 4.-CASH SUBSIDY TO DOMESTIC AIRLINES

Expenditures for years Federal State and local 2 Total

1939-47 $118, 678, 000  $118, 678,000
1947 16, 500, 000  16, 500,000
1948 29,600, 000  29, 600,000

1949 33, 500, 000  33, 500,000
1950 36, 800, 000  36, 800,000
1951 34, 922, 000  34, 922,000
1952 25, 401, 000  25, 401,000
1953 25, 379, 000  25, 379,000
1954 30, 695, 000  30,695,000
1955 27, 787, 000  27, 787,000
1956 28, 647, 000  28,647,000
1957 33, 787, 000  33, 787,000
1958 39, 405, 000  39,405,000
1959 42, 511, 000  42, 511,000
1960 56, 428, 000  56, 428,000
1961 71, 598, 000  71, 598,000
1962 79, 910, 000  79, 910,000
1963 82, 819, 000  82, 819,000
1964 82, 587, 000  82, 587,000
1965 78, 316, 000  78, 316,000
1966 72, 018, 000  72, 018,000
1967 64, 085, 000  64, 085,000
1968 55, 244, 000  55, 244,000
1969 (estimated) 

Total 

48, 470, 000  48, 470,000

1,215, 087, 000  1,215, 087,000

I Includes domestic trunk, local service, and helicopter airlines. Subsidy payments to domestic airlines as distinguished
from compensation for carrying mail not available separately for years prior to 1951, and are here estimated by applying
the subsidy ratio (59 percent), as determined by CAB for entire 1939-50 period, to the total mail payments for each year
from 1947 through 1950. Subsidy payments for years 1961 to date include Alaskan and Hawaiian operations.

2 None.

Sot. rces: 1939-50, Civil Aeronautics Board, Administrative Separation of Subsidy From Total Mail Payments to Domes-
tic Air Carriers, September 1951, p. 5; 1951-53. CAB, Service Mail Pay and Subsidy for U.S. Certificated Air Carriers,
February 1961, table 2; 1954-69 CAB, Subsidy for U.S. Certificated Air Carriers, November 1968, app. No. 1.

Expenditures for years- Federal State and local Total

1921 'to 1947 $8, 951,000,000 $47, 196, 000, 000 $56, 147, 000, 000
1947 337,000,000 2, 789, 000, 000 3, 126, 000, 000
1948 419,000,000 3,292, 000, 000 3, 711, 000, 000
1949 510,000,000 3, 668, 000, 000 4, 178, 000, 000
1950 503 000 000 3,968,000,000 4,471,000,000
1951 496,000,000 4,404, 000, 000 4, 900, 000, 000
1952 584,000,000 4,806, 000, 000 5, 390, 000, 000
1953 653,000,000 5, 316, 000, 000 5, 969, 000, 000
1954 701,000,000 6,285, 000, 000 6, 986, 000, 000
1955 784,000,000 6, 571, 000, 000 7, 355, 000, 000
1956 904,000,000 7, 450, 000, 000 8, 354, 000, 000
1957 1,455,000,000 7, 878, 000, 000 9, 333, 000, 000
1958 2, 454,000,000 7,882, 000, 000 10, 336, 000, 000
1959 3, 238,000,000 7, 648, 000, 000 10, 886, 000, 000
1960 2,753,000,000 8, 009, 000, 000 10, 762, 000, 000
1961 2, 941,000,000 8, 551, 000, 000 11, 492, 000, 000
1962 3, 173,000,000 9, 129, 000, 000 12, 302, 000, 000
1963 3, 759,000,000 9,293, 000, 000 13, 052, 000, 000
1964 4, 278,000,000 9,459, 000, 000 13, 737, 000, 000
1965 4, 137,000,000 10, 174, 000, 000 14, 311, 000, 000
1966 4, 610,000,000 11, 088, 000, 000 15, 698, 000, 000
1967 4,391,000,000 12, 075, 000, 000 16,466, 000, 000
1968 4,779,000,000 12, 513, 000, 000 17, 296, 000, 000
1969 (estimated) 4,583,000,000 13,487, 000, 000 18, 070, 000, 000

Total  2 61, 393,000,000 5 222, 931, 000, 000 284, 324, 000, 000

I Records not available prior to 1961.
Of this total, $44,044,000,000 was covered by receipts of the Federal highway trirst fund from user charges in the period

1956-69. This includes substantial amounts of formerly general fund revenues which, beginning in 1956, were dedicated
to the highway trust fund.
3 Of this total $131,818,000,000 was covered by State and local highway user imposts and toll receipts in the period

1961-69.

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads, "Highway Finance, Summary to 1965", tab'e HF-201
for years through 1964, and Bureau of Public Roads releases of Nov. 29, 1967, and Nov. 17, 1968, table HF-1, for years
1965-69.
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TABLE 6.-WATERWAYS

Expenditures for years- Federal I State and local 2 Total

Prior to 1947 $2,570,100, 000 (3) $2,570,100,000
1947 89,100, 000 $125,000,000 214,100,000
1948 115,700, 000 125,000,000 240,700,000
1949 160,500, 000 125,000,000 285,500,000
1950 190,400, 000 150,000,000 340,400,000
1951 204,700, 000 150,000,000 354,700,000
1952 215,000, 000 150,000,000 365,000,000
1953 271,300, 000 175,000,000 446,300,000
1954 97,600, 000 195,000,000 292,600,000
1955 110,100, 000 154,000,000 264,100,000
1956 146,400, 000 200,000,000 346,400,000
1957 198,200, 000 229,000,000 427,200,000
1958 222,600, 000 219,000,000 441,600,000
1959 271,000,000 241,000,000 512,000,000
1960 293,500, 000 237,000,000 530,500,000
1961 300,400, 000 293,000,000 593,400,000
1962 309,300, 000 282,000,000 591,300,000
1963 314,600, 000 313,000,000 627,600,000
1964 333,400, 000 291,000,000 624,400,000
1965 399,500, 000 276,000,000 675,500,000
1966 409,900, 000 318,000,000 727,900,000
1967 387,200, 000 330,000,000 717,200,000
1968 391,500, 000 345,000,000 736,500,000
1969 (estimated) 396,900, 000 345,000,000 741,900,000

Total 8,398,900, 000 5, 268,000,000 13,666,900,000

I Includes inland waterways, intracoastal wat9rways, Great Lakes and coastal harbors-obligations for construction,
operation and maintenance of channels and harbors, locks and dams, alteration of bridges over navigable rivers, ad -
vanced engineering and design, and other minor costs related to navigation. Expenditures by the Corps of Engineers
exclude the navigation portion of multiple-purpose projects. The table does not include construction and operating ex-
penditures for navigation on the Tennessee River as reported by the Tennessee Valley Authority ($333,000,000 through
fiscal 1969) and the U.S. portion of construction costs for the St. Lawrence Seaway ($132,000,000 through fiscal year 1969).
Thus far at least, toll revenues on the seaway have failed by a wide margin to cover total annual costs as contemplated
by law.

2 state and local expenditures for years 1954-67 are for water transport and terminal facilities. Expenditures not available
prior to 1954 and since 1967 but are here estimated.
3 Not available.

Sources: Fedcral expenditures from annual reports of the Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army, and budgets of the U.S. Gov-
ernment. State and local expenditures for years 1954-67 are from Government Finances, published annually by the Bureau
of the Census.

TABLE 7.-INLAND AND INTRACOASTAL WATERWAYS

Expenditures for years- Federal 1 State and local 2 Total

Prior to 1947 $1,375,000, 000  
1947 47,600,000  
1948 61,900, 000  
1949 85,900, 000  
1950 101,900, 000  
1951 109,500, 000  
1952 115,000, 000  
1953 145,100, 000  
1954 54,000, 000  
1955 57,200, 000  
1956 78,300, 000  
1957 106,100, 000  
1958 119,100, 000  
1959 145,000, 000  
1960 157,000, 000  
1961 160,700, 000  
1962 165,500, 000  
1963 168,300, 000  
1964 178,300, 000  
1965 213,800, 000  
1966 219,300, 000  
1967 207,100, 000  
1968 209,500, 000  
1969 (estimated) 

Total

212,300, 000  

4,493,400, 000

1 Does not include Great Lakes and coastal harbors. Expenditures for inland and intracoastal waterways prior to 1955
were estimated by the Corps of Engineers at 53.5 percent of the total waterway expenditures. Data shown for subsequent
years assumes the same proportion of the total expenditures were for inland and intracoastal waterways.
2 Not available separately for inland and intracoastal facilities. See table 6.
3 Not available.

Sources: Annual reports of the Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army, and budgets of the U.S. Government.
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TABLE 8.-MERCHANT MARINE

Expenditures for years Federal I State and local 2 Total

1916 to 1947 $16,843,000,000  $16,843,000,000

1947 2(281,000,000) 2(281,000,000)

1948 183,000,000  183,000,000

1949 124,000,000  124,000,000
1950 100,000,000  100,000,000
1951 101,000,000  101,000,000
1952 230,000,000  230,000,000

1953 235,000,000  235,000,000
1954 153,000,000  153,000,000

1955 163,000,000  163,000,000

1956 220,000,000  220,000,000

1957 181,000,000  181,000,000

1958 174,000,000  174,000,000

1959 202,000,000  202,000,000

1960 270,000,000  270,000,000

1961 282,000,000  282,000,000

1962 358,000,000  358,000,000

1963 365,000,000  365,000,000

1964 307,000,000  307,000,000

1965 337,000,000  337,000,000

1966 303,000,000  303,000,000

1967 284,000,000  284,000,000

1968 314 000,000  314,000,000

1969 (estimated) 309,000,000  309,000,000

Total 21,757,000,000  21, 757,000,000

I Expenditures for years 1916-26 are those of the U.S. Shipping Board and U.S. Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corpo-

ration. Expenditures for years 1927-32 are those of U.S. Shipping Board and Merchant Fleet Corporation which functions

were transferred to the Department of Commerce in June 1933. Expenditures for years 1933-38 are those of the U.S.

Shipping Board Bureau and the U.S. Maritime Commission (established in 1936). Expenditures for years 1939-54 are de-

scribed as "Promotion of Merchant Marine" (functional code 451) by the Bureau of the Budget, which exclude accounts

charged to national defense. Expenditures for years 1955 to date also exclude defense functions and are described as

"Promotion of Water Transportation-Maritime Activities" (functional code 511 through 1958, 510 through 1960, and

502 to date).
2 None.
Excess of repayments and collections over expenditures.

Sources: Budgets of the U.S. Government for years 1928, 1935, 1941, 1948, and 1956 to date.

TABLE 9 -COAST GUARD

Expenditures for years- Federal 1 State and local 2 Total

to 1947 $2,443,000,000  $2,443,000,0001921
1947 142,000,000  142,000,000
1948 106,000,000  106,000,000
1949 132,000,000  132,000,000
1950 149,000,000  149,000,000
1951 162,000,000  162,000,000
1952 205,000,000  205,000,000
1953 230,000,000  230,000,000
1954 222,000,000  222,000,000
1955 190,000,000  190,000,000
1956 189,000,000  189,000,000
1957 114,000,000  194,000,000
1958 219,000,000  219,000,000
1959 229,000,000  229,000,000
1960 238,000,000  238,000,000
1961 276,000,000  276,000,000
1962 284,000,000  284,000,000
1963 297,000,000  297,000,000
1964 350,000,000  350,000,000
1965 386,000,000  386,000,000
1966 405,000,000  405,000,000
1967 497,000,000  497,000,000
1968 545,000,000  545,000,000
1969(estimated) 574,000,000  574,000,000

Total 8,664,000,000  8,664,000,000

I Expenditures by the U.S. Treasury and U.S. Navy for the Coast Guard, described as "Provision of Navigation Aids and
Facilities-Coast Guard" or "Promotion of Water Transportation-Coast Guard," which exclude those accounts charged
to national defense by the Bureau of the Budget.

2 None.

Sources: Budgets of the U.S. Government for years 1935, 1941, 1943, and 1948 to date.
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TABLE 10.-PRIVATE EXPENDITURES FOR CONSTRUCTION, MAINTENANCE, AND TAXES ON ROADWAY FACILITIES-

CLASS I LINE-HAUL RAILROADS IN THE UNITED STATES

Calendar year- Maintenance 1 Construction 2 Taxes 3 Total

1921 to 1947  $16,573,389,000 $5,966,706, 000 $3,077,400, 000 $25, 617,495, 000
1947 997,650,000 235,016, 000 128,100, 000 1,360,766, 000
1948 1,116,459,000 288,084, 000 139,500, 000 1, 544,043, 000
1949 1,059,227,000 262,076, 000 143,600, 000 1, 464,903, 000
1950 1,059,910,000 235,591, 000 148,100,000 1, 443,601, 000
1951 1,222,516,000 296,108, 000 156,600, 000 1, 675,224, 000
1952 1,257,946,000 359,325, 000 160,500,000 1, 777,771, 000
1953 1,313,369,000 321,811, 000 164,000, 000 1,799,180,000
1954 1,107,113,000 286,541, 000 163,800, 000 1, 557,454, 000
1955 1,136,614,000 291,544, 000 171,000, 000 1, 599,158, 000
1956 1,151,504,000 362,876, 000 177,500, 000 1, 691,880, 000
1957 1,178,560,000 342,792, 000 182,700, 000 1, 704,052, 000
1958 985,040,000 231,798, 000 180,100. 000 1, 396,938, 000
1959 997,615,000 217,267, 000 183,100, 000 1, 397,982, 000
1960 956,322,000 252,636, 000 181,400, 000 1, 390,358, 000
1961 883,308,000 194,250, 000 174,300, 000 1, 251,858, 000
1962 915,593,000 181,106, 000 166,600, 000 1, 263,299, 000
1963 935,430,000 167,590, 000 157,700, 000 1, 260,720, 000
1964 985,728,000 224,860, 000 157,500, 000 1, 368,088, 000
1965 994,342,000 255,042, 000 161,500, 000 1, 410,884, 000
1966 1,052,777,000 296,114,000 155,300, 000 1, 504,191, 000
1967 1,048,610,000 320,920, 000 166,300, 000 1, 535,830, 000
1968 (estimate) 1,158,216,000 314,000, 000 166,700, 000 1, 638,916, 000

Total 40,087,238,000 11,904,053, 000 6,663,300, 000 58, 654,591, 000

1 Expenditures for maintenance of way and structures other than stations, office buildings, shops, and enginehouses.
Depreciation, amortization, and retirements excluded.

2 Gross capital expenditures for roadway and structures, excluding stations, office buildings, shops, and enginehouses
except 1921 through 1928 for which years expenditures on stations and office buildings are not separately available and in
1921 for which year expenditures on shops and enginehouses are not separately available.

3 Estimated taxes chargeable to roadway and track properties only. Estimates are computed on basis of ratio (45.8
percent) of such taxes to total State and local taxes in 1957 as reported by the railroads to the A.A.R.

Sources: Interstate Commerce Commission reports except construction for years prior to 1950 and taxes, which are based
on reports by railroads to the Economics and Finance Department, A.A.R.

TABLE 11.-COSTS AND TAXES FOR RIGHT-OF-WAY, RAILROADS VERSUS MOTOR CARRIERS, CALENDAR YEAR 1965 1

Class I intercity motor
Class I railroads carriers of property

Item
Amount

(in thousands)

Ratio to
revenues Amount
(percent) (in thousands)

Ratio to
revenues
(percent)

1. Total operating revenues $10, 207, 850 100.0 $7, 130,734 100. 0
2. Right-of-way costs and taxes:

(a) Annual carrying charge on investment in way 2_ _ _ 589, 974 5.8
(b) Maintenance expenses-way 3 1, 144, 306 11.2
(c) Crossing protection and drawbridge operation 4_ _ _ 22, 005 .2
(d) Payroll taxes (applicable to items 2b and 2c) 46, 148 5
(e) Property taxes-way 5 161, 500 1.6

3. User taxes:
(a) Gasoline, other fuel, and oil taxes (9 (9 7 157,610 2.2
(b) License, registration fees, mileage tax, etc 5 137,810 1.9
(c) Tolls (bridge, tunnel, highway, ferry) 9 51 700 . 7
(d) Other Federal excise taxes iv 29,426 .4

4. Total costs and taxes for right-of-way 1, 963, 993 19.2 376,546 5. 3

1 Latest available data for motor carriers.
2 Calculated at 4 percenton depreciated investment in roadway and tracks (exclusive of stations, office buildings, etc.).
3 Maintenance expenses, way, exclude maintenace of stations, shops, office buildings, and other facilities not forming

part of roadway tracks, yard track and appurtenances. Depreciation and retirements included.
4 Operations only, exclusive of maintenance and carrying charges included in items 2a and 2b above.
Represents ad valorem or equivalent taxes on roadway and track properties estimated at 45.8 percent to total State

and local taxes.
Not available.

7 Includes $59,087,783 of Federal motor fuel and oil taxes.
Includes $17,895,488 of Federal tax on trucks exceeding 26,000 lbs. gross weight.

9 Toll expense derived from toll receipts paid by all vehicles as reported in Bureau of Public Roads' release dated Nov. 17,
1967, Table HF-1, on basis of estimated portion paid by class I motor carriers of property.

10 Estimated at 49.8 percent of Federal motor fuel and oil taxes, based on such ratio shown for typical 4-axle tractor semi-
trailers in "Supplementary Report of the Highway Cost Allocation Study," H.Doc. 124, 89th Cong., 1st sess., table 82, p. 315.

Source: For class I railroads, data from Interstate Commerce Commission, Transport Statistics in the United States
pt. 1-railroads, calendar years 1964 and 1965. For class I intercity motor carriers of property, data from same publication ,
pt. 7-motor carriers, calendar year 1965, and other data indicated in footnotes.
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APPENDIX B

RELATIONSHIP OF RAIL TON-MILES TO TOTAL INTERCITY TON-MILES AND RAILROAD

RATE OF RETURN 1947-67

Year
Ex parte

proceeding

Total
intercity Rail

ton-miles ton-miles Rail percent
(billions) (billions) of total

Rate of
return

1947 148, 162 1,019 665 65.3 3.44

1948 166, 166-A, 1,045 647 61.9 4.24
166-B, 166-C

1949 168, 168-A 917 535 58. 3 2.86

1950 1,063 597 56.2 4.23

1951 175, 175-A 1,177 655 55.6 3.69

1952 175-B 1,145 623 54.4 4.16

1953 1,203 614 51.0 4.19

1954 1,123 557 49.6 3.28

1955 175-C 1,274 631 49.5 4.22

1956 196-A, 206 1,356 656 48.4 3.95

1957 206-A 1,336 626 46.9 3.36

1958 212 1,216 559 46.0 2.76

1959 1,286 582 45.3 2.72

1960 223 1,314 579 44.1 2.13

1961 1,310 570 43.5 1.97

1962 1,371 600 43.8 2.74

1963 1,453 629 43.3 3.12

1964 1,543 666 43.2 3.16

1965 1,638 709 43.3 3.69

1966 1,748 751 43.0 3.90

1 967 1 256 1,749 731 41.8 2 2.45

1 Preliminary.
2 Estimate.

Source: Transportation Facts St Trends, 5th Edition, April 1968, Transportation Association of America. Yearbook

of Railroad Facts, Association of American Railroads, 1968 Edition. Yearbook of Railroad Information, Eastern Railroad

Presidents Conference, 1953 Edition.

SELECTED STATISTICS OF CLASS I LINE-HAUL RAILROADS IN THE UNITED STATES, YEARS 1960-68

Ratio of net
railway operat-
ing income to

Net railway Investment in investment in
Carloads 'operating property used property used

of '. income in transporta- in transporta-
revenue Revenue before Net railway tion operations tion operations
freight ton Freight Federal Federal operating less deprecia- less deprecia-

originated miles revenue income tax income tax income tion and tion and
(thou- (mil- (mil- (thou- (thou- (thou- amortization 1 amortization

Year sands) lions) lions) sands) sands) sands) (thousands) (percent)

1968 2 27, 623 744, 479 $9, 750 $743, 701 $66, 078 $677, 623 $26, 903, 000 2.52
1967 27, 516 719, 397 9, 130 742, 751 , 66, 317 676, 434 27, 241, 987 2.48
1966 28, 912 738, 252 9,281 1,232, 188 186, 325 1, 045, 863 26, 699, 511 3.92
1965 4 28, 344 697, 736 8,836 1, 125, 172 163, 656 961, 516 25, 793, 676 3.73
1964 28,303 659,327 8,455 956,132 137,919 818,213 25, 394, 471 3.22
1963 27, 489 621, 659 8,146 969, 767 164, 109 805, 658 26, 266, 191 3.07
1962 27, 110 592, 862 7,991 882, 465 156, 786 725, 679 26, 185, 903 2.77
1961_ 26, 504 563,361 7,739 780,227 242,456 537,771 26, 372, 540 2.04
1960  27,887 572,309 8,02S 786,919 202,903 584,016 26, 396, 665 2.21

1 Includes allowance for working capital. Figures for 1964 and prior years include present value of land; figures for 1965
and subsequent years include original cost of land.
2 Preliminary.
3 Excludes income taxes on extraordinary and prior period items.
4 This effective Jan. 1, 1965, the revenue qualification of a class I railroad was increased from average annual operating

revenues of $3,000,000 or more to $5,000,000 01 more.
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SELECTED STATISTICS FOR PENN CEN MAL CO., YEARS 1960-68 1

Ratio of net
railway operat-
ing income to

Net railway Investment in investment in
Carloads operating property used property used

of income in transporta- in transp3rta-
revenue Revenue before Net railway tion operations tion operations
freight ton Freight Federal Federal operating less deprecia- less deprecia-

originated miles revenue income tax income tax income 2 tion and tion and
(thou- (mil- (thou- (thou- (thou- (thou- amortization ' amortization

Year sands) lions) sands) sands) sands) sands) (thousands) (percent)

1968 3, 248 86, 561 $1, 251, 816 -$45, 359 -$18, 366 -$26, 993 $4, 059, 017  
1967 3,385 89, 630 1, 214, 693 9,893 -7,632 17, 525 4, 029.179 .43
1966 3,654 92, 060 1,248, 544 99, 032 -14,626 113, 658 4, 101, 664 2. 77
1965 3,731 89, 127 1,221, 557 88, 197 -7,654 95, 851 3, 991, 399 2.40
1964 3,717 83, 600 1, 171, 256 70, 374 -2,982 73, 356 3, 859, 375 1.90
1963 3,557 78,806 1, 117, 371 47,431 -2,502 49,933 4, 119, 263 1.21
1962 3,500 76, 698 1, 122, 771 30, 312 -213 30, 525 4, 164, 032 .73
1961 3,298 72, 722 1, 072, 590 16, 024 -1,316 17, 340 4, 249, 311 . 41
1960 3,552 75, 104 1, 143, 781 19, 418 -977 20, 395 4, 292, 865 .48

1 Data shown for years 1960 through 1967 obtained by combining Pennsylvania RR. Co. and New York Central
RR. Co. for thosa years.
2 Federal income tax results in a credit, or an increase in net railway operating income for certain years (as indicated

by minus symbol). rh is is due primarily to benefits resulting from use of accelerated depreciation for income tax purposes
and different bases used for book depreciation.

Includes allowance for working capital. Figures for 1964 and prior years include present value of land; figures for 1965
and subsequent years include original cost of land.

Note: Excludes New York, New Haven & Hartford RR. Co. which reported separately for 1966. See attached table for
New Haven.

SELECTED STATISTICS FOR THE NEW YORK, NEW HAVEN AND HARTFORD RAILROAD CO. YEARS 1960-68

Year

Ratio of net
railway operat-
ing income to

Net railway Investment in investment in
Carloads operating property used property used

of income in transporta- in transporta-
revenue Revenue before Net railway tion operations tion operations
freight ton Freight Federal Federal operating less deprecia- less deprecia-

originated miles revenue income tax 1 income tax income 1 tion and tion and
(thou- (mil- (thou- (thou- (thou- (thou- amortization 2 amortization
sands) lions) sands) sands) sands) sands) (thousands) (percent)

1968 135 2,913 $63,821 $24,396 $181 -$24,215 (3)  
1967 130 2,928 62,105 20,369 190 -20,179 306,633  
1966 148 3,140 66, 281 13,377 333 -13,044 315,419  
1965 145 2,986 64,176 16, 667 659 -16,008 328, 723  
1964 149 2,961 63, 784 17,168 112 -17,056 361, 090  
1963 149 2,812 63,541 -10,220 -130 -10,090 386,729  
1962 159 2,850 67,304 11,720 206 -11,514 394,127  
1961 159 2,765 67, 254 19, 614 37 -19,577 430, 376  
1960 170 2,809 71,006 16,779 154 -16,625 437,207  

1 Federal income tax results in a credit, or an increase in net railway operating income for certain years (as indicated by
minus symbol). This is due primarily to benefits resulting from use of accelerated depreciation for income tax purposes
and different bases used for book depreciation.

2 Includes allowance for working capital. Figures for 1964 and prior years include present value of land; figures for 1965
and subsequent years include original cost of land.

a Data not reported.
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SELECTED STATISTICS FOR WESTERN PACIFIC RAILROAD, YEARS 1960-68

Ratio of net
railway operat-
ing.income to

Net railway Investment in investment in
Carloads operating property used property used

of income in transpdrta- in transporta-
revenue Revenue before Net railway tion operations tion operations
freight ton Freight Federal Federal operating less deprecia- less deprecia-

originated miles revenue income tax I income tax income tins and tion and
(thou- (mil- (thou- (thou- (thou- (thou- amortization 2 amortization

Year sands) lions) sands) sands) sands) sands) (thousands) (percent)

1968 74 4,898 $64, 253 $5, 680 -$554 $6, 234 $181, 008 3.44
1967 66 4,400 55, 561 1, 133 , -2,666 3,999 181, 107 2.21
1966 72 4,647 60, 042 9,297 953 8,344 179, 471 4.65
1965 69 4,495 55, 922 9,025 1, 168 7,857 174, 231 4. 51
1964 67 4,176 49, 472 4,733 -645 5,378 167, 648 3.21
1963 70 4,122 51,854 8,537 1,330 7,207 177,615 4.06
1962 68 3,901 50,711 8,486 884 7,602 176,121 4.32
1961 67 3,858 50, 268 8,978 3,061 5,917 175, 663 3.37
1960 65 3,636 48, 580 5,568 137 5,431 175, 634 3.09

1 Federal income tax results in a credit, or an increase in net railway operating income for certain years (as indicated
by minus symbol. This is due primarily to benefits resulting from use of accelerated depreciation for income tax purposes
and different bases used for book depreciation.
2 Includes allowance for working capital. Figures for 1964 and prior years include present value of land; figures for

1965 and subsequent years include original cost of land.
2 Excludes income taxes on extraordinary and prior period items.

SELECTED STATISTICS FOR NORTHERN PACIFIC RAILWAY COMPANY, YEARS 1960-68

Ratio of net
railway operat-
ing income to

Net railway Investment in investment in
Carloads operating property used property used

of income in transporta- in tra nsporta-
revenue Revenue before Net railway tion operations tion operations
freight ton Freight Federal Federal operating less deprecia- less deprecia-

originated miles revenue income taxi income tax income 1 tion and tion and
(thou- (mil- (thou- (thou- (thou- (thou- amortization 2 amortization

Year sands) lions) sands) sands) sands) sands) (thousands) (percent)

1968 429 14,511 $195,926 $16,175 $1,684 $14,491 $773,641 1.87
1967 427 13,629 179,507 10,251 -3,075 13,326 752,424 1.77
1966 439 14,313 189,783 25,031 3,990 21,041 727,045 2.89
1965 425 13, 783 178, 006 21, 333 3,180 18, 153 699, 573 2. 59
1964 438 12, 955 164, 168 14, 279 1,400 12, 879 670, 442 1.92
1963 413 12,147 160,837 14,480 326 14,154 682,621 2.07
1962 391 11,400 153,638 12,598 -1,222 13,820 684,028 2.02
1961 388 10,485 145,452 9,257 671 8,586 681,752 1.26
1960 396 11,360 155,557 13,120 3,004 10,116 680,544 1.49

1 Federal income tax results,in a credit, or an increase in net railway operating income for certain years (as indicated
by minus symbol). This is due primarily to benefits resulting from use of accelerated depreciation for income tax purposes
and different bases used for book depreciation.
2 Includes allowance forjworking capital. Figures for 1964 and prior years include present value of land; figures for 1965

and subsequent years include original cost of land.
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SELECTED STATISTICS FOR SEABOARD COAST LINE RAILROAD CO., YEARS 1960-68 I

Ratio of net
railway operat-
ing income to

Net railway Investment in investment in
Carloads operating property used property used

of income in transporta- in transporta-
revenue Revenue before Net railway tion operations tion operations
freight ton Freight , Federal Federal operating less deprecia- less deprecia-

originated miles revenue income tax 2 income tax income 2 tion and tion and
(thou- (mil- (mil- (thou- (thou- (thou- amortization ' amortization

Year sands) lions) lions) sands) sands) sands) (thousands) (percent)

1968 1,548 30,047 $389,460 $21,722 4 -$2,465 $24,187 $999,636 2.42
1967 1,619 30, 180 368, 195 30, 573 632 29, 941 1, 029, 078 2.91
1966 1,552 28,779 345, 841 42, 936 2,651 40, 285 1, 026, 778 3.92
1965 1,542 26, 852 324, 576 42, 695 5,050 37, 645 956, 123 3.94
1964 1,445 24, 881 304, 508 38, 388 4,840 34, 548 890, 467 3.88
1963 1,421 23, 675 293, 241 39, 942 5,687 34, 255 900, 993 3.80
1962 1,365 21, 635 281, 971 40, 138 5,908 34, 230 889, 340 3.85
1961 ___ 1,319 20, 013 265, 695 37, 810 12, 415 25, 395 881, 079 2.88
1960 1,362 19, 874 264, 766 31,131 5,792 25, 339 902, 633 2.81

1 Data shown for the years 1960 through 1966 obtained by combining Atlantic Coast Line RR. and Seaboard Air Line RR.
data for those years.
2 Federal income tax results in a credit, or an increase in net railway operating income for certain years (as indicated by

minus symbol). This is due primarily to benefits resulting from use of accelerated depreciation for income tax purposes and
different bases used for book depreciation.

Includes allowance for working capital. Figures for 1964 and prior years include present value of land; figures for 1965
and subsequent years include original cost of land.

4 Excludes income taxes on extraordinary and prior period items.

SELECTED STATISTICS FOR I LLI NO'S CENTRAL RAILROAD CO., YEARS 1960-68

Ratio of net
railway operat-
ing income to

Net railway Investment in investment in
Carloads operating property used property used

of income in transporta- in transporta-
revenue Revenue before Net railway tion operations tion operations
freight ton Freight Federal Federal operating less deprecia- less deprecia-

originated miles revenue income taxi income tax income 1 tion and tion and
(thou- (mil- (mil- (thou- (thou- (thou- amortization 2 amortization

Year sands) lions) lions) sands) sands) sands) (thousands) (percent)

1968 1,097 22,901 $264,144 $17,582 $1,651 $15,931 $761,574 2.09
1967 1,108 21,655 256,144 25,394 2 4,048 21,346 728,830 2.93
1966 1,091 22, 061 251, 903 27, 460 2,396 25, 064 695, 306 3.60
1965 1,075 21,187 238, 774 25, 061 2,707 22, 354 671, 813 3.33
1964 1,087 19,863 231,402 17,343 -667 18,010 658,475 2.74
1963 1,114 19, 582 223, 363 26, 574 2,469 24, 105 721, 364 3.34
1962 1,057 19,028 216,109 25,252 2,523 22,729 711,000 3.20
1961 1,022 16, 954 203, 177 21, 776 4,896 16, 880 710, 135 2.38
1960 1,065 17, 171 209, 462 15, 948 2, 176 13, 772 707, 643 1.95

1 Federal income tax results in a credit, or an increase in net railway operating income for certain years (as indicated
by minus symbol). This is due primarily to benefits resulting from use of accelerated deprectiaion for income tax purposes
and different bases used for book depreciation.
2 Includes allowance for working capital. Figures for 1964 and prior years include present value of land; figures for 1965

and subsequent years include original cost of land.
Excludes income taxes on extraordinary and prior period items.
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APPENDIX C

PROCEEDINGS UNDER SEC. 13a OF THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT

As of Sept. 15, 1969 As of June 30, 1969

Proceedings
Trains

involved Proceedings
Trains

involved

1. Interstate trains:
(a) Notices:

Pending 0 0 7 14
Becoming effective without investigation_ 1 69 156 1 67 152
Dismissed without investigation 7 100 7 100
Investigations instituted 264 1,247 247 1,207 •

Total 340 1,503 328 1,473

(b) Investigations:
Discontinuance permitted 143 581 139 573
Continuance required 57 459 56 457
Proceedings involving both continuance
and discontinuance 222  222  

Dismissed 9 129 8 127
Withdrawn 8 22 8 22
Pending 25 56 14 28

Total 264 1,247 247 1,207

2. Intrastate trains:
Pending petitions 3 8 3 8
Petitions granted 26 335 26 335
Petitions denied 46 5 46
Petitions granted in part, denied in part 34  34  
Withdrawn 2 16 2 16
Dismissed 15 69 15 69

Total 55 474 55 474

1 Includes a ferry discontinuance proceeding in which no train was involved.
2 Trains involved in these proceedings are counted under the designations "discontinuance permitted" or "continuance

required."
3 These trains are counted under the designations "petitions granted" or "petitions denied."
Source: Prepared by Interstate Commerce Commission.

,*

•



•

S
T
A
T
U
S
 O
F
 P
R
O
C
E
E
D
I
N
G
S
 U
N
D
E
R
 S
EC
TI
ON
 
13

a(
2)

F.
D.

 N
u
m
b
e
r

Ra
il
ro
ad
 a
nd
 p
oi
nt
s 
se

rv
ed

 
Fi
le
d

He
ar
in
g

Ex
am
in
er
's
 r
ep

or
t

De
ci
si
on

Ac
ti
on

Nu
mb
er

of
 t
ra
in
s

20
41
6 

No
rt

he
rn

 
Pa

ci
fi

c 
Co

.,
 V

al
le
y 

Ci
ty
-M
cH
en
ry
 
N.
 
No

v.
 2
4,
 1
95
8 

Ma
r.
 2
6,

 1
95
9 

Ju
ly
 1
3,
 1
95
9 

Oc
t.

 2
8,

 1
96

0 
Di
sm
is
se
d,
 3
12
 I
.C
.C
. 
31
1 

2
Da
k.

20
41

7 
No

rt
he

rn
 P
ac

if
ic

 C
o.
, J

am
es
to
wn

-W
il

to
n,

 N
. 
Da

k 
do
 

Ma
r.
 2
0,

 1
95
9 

Ju
ne
 2
4,

 1
95
9 

Oc
t.
 2
1,

 1
96

0 
Di
sm
is
se
d,
 3
12
 I
.C
.C
. 3

09
 

2
20

41
8 

No
rt

he
rn

 P
ac
if
ic
, 
Fa
rg
o-
St
re
et
er
, 
N.
 D
ak

 
do

 
Ma
r.
 2
4,

 1
95
9 

Ju
ly

 1
3,
 1
95
9 

Au
g.
 2
9,

 1
96

0 
Gr
an
te
d 

2
20
41
9 

No
rt

he
rn

 P
ac

if
ic

 C
o.
, J

am
es
to
wn

-O
ak
es
, 
N.
 D
ak

 
do
 

Ma
r.
 2
3,

 1
95
9 

Ju
ly
 6
, 
19
59
 

Ma
y 

10
, 
19
61
 

De
ni
ed
, 
31
2 
I.
C.
C.
 5
59

 
2

20
42
0 

No
rt

he
rn
 P
ac

if
ic

 C
o.

, J
am

es
to

wn
-L
ee
ds
, 
N.
 D
ak

 
do
 

Ma
r.
 1
9,
 1
95
9 

Ju
ne
 2
4,

 1
95
9 

Au
g.
 2
9,

 1
96

0 
Gr

an
te

d 
2

20
42
1 

No
rt

he
rn

 
Pa

ci
fi

c 
Co
.,
 C

ar
ri
ng
to
n-
Tu
rt
le
 
La
ke
, 
 

do
 

Ma
r.
 1
7,
 1
95
9 

Ju
ne
 1
0,
 1
95
9 

Au
g.
 1
, 
19

60
 

Di
sm
is
se
d,
 3
12
 I
.C
.C
. 
15

0 
Es
mo
nd

-O
be
ro
n,
 N
. 

Da
k.

, 
Ob

er
on

-L
ee
ds
, 
N.

Da
k.

, 
Ja

me
st

ow
n-

Ob
er
on
, 
N.
 D
ak

.
20
42
2 

No
rt

he
rn

 P
ac

if
ic

 C
o.
, 
Fa
rg
o-
Ma
ri
on
, 
N.
 D
ak

 
do
 

Ma
r.
 2
5,

 1
95
9 

Ju
ly

 3
1,
 1
95
9 

Oc
t.
 2
5,

 1
96

0 
Di
sm
is
se
d 

(
2
)

20
50
3 

So
ut

he
rn

 
Pa

ci
fi

c 
Co
.,
 

Oa
kl
an
d-

Sa
cr
am
en
to
, 

Ja
n.

 1
9,
 1
95
9 

M
a
y
 1
8,
 1
95
9 

De
c.

 1
8,
 1
95
9 

Ju
ly
 2
1,

 1
96

0 
Gr
an
te
d 
31
2 
I.
C.
C.
 6
31
 3
20

3 
6

Ca
li

f.
, 

Lo
s 

An
ge
le
s -
Sa
cr
am
en
to
, 
Sa

n 
Fr

an
-

ci
sc
o-
Sa

n 
Jo

se
.

I.
C.
C.
 5
9.

20
52
4 

N
e
w
 
Yo
rk
 

Ce
nt
ra
l,
 

Ut
ic
a-
Og

de
ns

bu
rg

, 
N.
Y.
 
Ja

n.
 3
0,
 1
95
9 

Ap
r.
 1
3,
 1
95

9_
Au
g.
 5
, 
19
59
 

Ma
r.
 2
8,

 1
96

0 
De

ni
ed

, 
31
2 

I.
C.
C.
 4
 

8
Sy
ra
cu
se
-M
as
se
na
, 
N.
Y.

20
55
3 

Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
 R

ai
lr
oa
d 

Co
.,
 C
am

de
n-

Pe
mb
er
to
n,
 
Fe

b.
 2
5,
 1
95
9 

Ap
r.
 2
7,

 1
95
9 

Au
g.
 2
4,

 1
95
9 
 

Ju
ne
 6
, 
19

60
 

Gr
an

te
d 

2
N.
J.

20
59

2 
Mi
ss
ou
ri
 P
ac

if
ic

 C
o.
, 
At

ch
is

on
-D
ow
ns
, 
Ka
ns
 

 
Ma
r.
 2
4,
 1
95
9 
 

Ju
ne
 1
1,
 1
95
9 

Se
pt

. 
10
, 
19
59
 

M
a
y
 2
5,

 1
96

0 
Gr
an
te
d 
31
2 
I.
C.
C.
 1
05
 

2
20

60
6 

Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
 
Ra
il
ro
ad
 
Co
.,
 T
re
nt
on
-R
ed
 
Ba
nk
, 

Ap
r.
 1
5,
 1
95
9 

Ju
ly
 3
0,
 3
1,
 1
95

9_
De

c.
 4
, 
19
59
 

De
c.

 2
8,
 1
96
1 

Gr
an

te
d 
31
7 

I.
C.
C.
 5
 

2
N.

J.
20
73
1 

Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
 R
ai

lr
oa

d 
Co
.,
 C
a
m
d
e
n-

Tr
en
to
n,
 N
.
L
 J

ul
y 
24

, 
19
59
 

No
v.

 3
0,
 1
95
9 

Ap
r.

 8
, 
19

60
 

Au
g.
 8
, 
19

60
 

Gr
an
te
d,
 3
12
 I
.C
.C
. 
16
7 

2
20
79
2 

Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
 R
ai
lr
oa
d 
Co

.,
 H
ar
ri
sb
ur
g-
Wi

ll
ia

ms
- 

Au
g.
 2
5,
 1
95
9 

po
rt
, 
Pa

.
De

c.
 7
, 
19
59
 

Ma
y 

10
, 
19

60
 

Au
g.
 4
, 
19

60
 

Gr
an

te
d 

2

20
82
4 

Le
hi

gh
 
Va
ll
ey
 
Ra
il
ro
ad
 
Co
.,
 
Le
hi
gh
-H
az
el
to
n,
 
Se

pt
. 
14
, 
19
59
 

De
c.

 3
, 
19
59
 

Ap
r.

 2
7,
 1
96

0 
Ja

n.
 3
1,
 1
96
1 

Gr
an
te
d,
 3
12
 I
.C
.C
. 
41
1 

4
Pa

.
20
86
3 

Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
 

Ra
il
ro
ad
 

Co
.,
 
Tr

en
to

n-
Ph
il
li
ps
- 

Oc
t.
 1
6,
 1
95
9 

bu
rg

, 
N.
J.

Ma
r.
 2
8,

 1
96

0 
Ma
y 

18
, 
19

60
 

Se
p.
 1
5,
 1
96

0 
Gr

an
te

d 
2

20
92
0 

N
e
w
 Y
or
k,
 S
us

qu
ik

a 
&
 W
es
te
rn
 

 
De

c.
 3
, 
19
59
 

Wi
th

dr
aw

n 
Ja

n.
 1
4,
 1
96

0 
10

21
03

0 
So

ut
he

rn
 P

ac
if

ic
 C

o.
, 
Oa
kl
an
d-

Sa
n 

Jo
se

, 
Ca

li
f.

, 
Fe

b.
 2
4,

 1
96

0 
Wi
th
dr
aw
n,
 M
ay
 3
, 
19

60
 

6
Sa
n 

Fr
an

ci
sc

o-
Sa

n 
Jo

se
.

21
03
9 

Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
-R
ea
di
ng
 
Se
as
ho
re
 
Li

ne
s,

 
H
a
m
-
 

Ma
r.
 3
, 
19

60
 

mo
nt

on
-C

am
de

n,
 N

J.
, 
Ha
mm
on
to
n-
Cl
em
on
-

to
n,
 N
.J
.

Ju
ne
 2
0,

 1
96

0 
Oc

t.
 2
8,
 1
96

0 
Fe

b.
 2
4,
 1
96
1 

Gr
an
te
d 

4

21
06
3 

Gr
ea

t 
No
rt
he
rn
 

Ra
il
wa
y 

Gr
ea

t 
Fa

ll
s-
Bu
tt
e,
 
Ma
r.
 2
8,
 1
96

0 
Au
g.
 1
, 
19

60
 

De
c.

 1
3,
 1
96

0 
Ju
ne
 2
8,
 1
96
1 

Gr
an
te
d,
 3
12
 I
.C
.C
. 
58
0 

2
Mo
nt
.

21
27
5 

Re
ad
in
g 

Co
.,
 P
hi
la
de
lp
hi
a-
Be
th
le
he
m,
 P
a 

 S
ep

t.
 1
9,
 1
96

0 
No
v.
 2
8,
 1
96

0 
Fe

b.
 1
7,
 1
96

1 
M
a
y
 1
7,
 1
96
1 

Gr
an

te
d 

3
21
55
3 

So
ut
he
rn
 
Ra

il
wa

y 
Co
.,
 
Gr
ee
ns
bo
ro
-G
ol
ds
bo
ro
, 

Ap
r.

 6
, 
19
61
 

Ju
ly

 1
1,
 1
96
1 

Oc
t.
 2
7,

 1
96

1 
Au
g.
 6
, 
19
62
 

Gr
an
te
d,
 3
17

 I
.C
.C
. 
25

5 
2

N.
C.

21
58

9 
Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
 
Ra
il
ro
ad
 
Co

.,
 a

ll
 t

ra
in
s 

at
 P

it
ts
- 

Ma
y 

5,
 1
96
1 

bu
rg

h 
st
at
io
ns
.

Ju
ly

 1
0-

13
, 
Au
g.

22
-2
4,
 1
96
1.

Ap
r.
 1
9,
 1
96

2 
Ma
y 
21

, 
19
62
 

Gr
an

te
d 
9,
 d
en
ie
d 
21
 

30

21
60

7 
Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
-R
ea
di
ng
, 
Se
as
ho
re
 L
in
es
 

 
M
a
y
 1
9,
 1
96
1 

Au
g.
 7
, 
19
61
 

(4
) 

Ap
r.
 4
, 
19
62
 

Di
sm
is
se
d,
 3
17

 I
.C
.C
. 

II
I 

30



21
77

0 

21
84

0 

21
97

2 

22
32
5 

22
74
2 

22
94

8 

23
06
9 

23
11
7 

22
88
9 

23
17
0 

Bo
st
on
 
&
 M

ai
ne
 R

ai
lr
oa
d,
 C
on
wa
y 

an
d 

Be
rl
in
 
Se

pt
. 
25
, 
19
61
 

Br
an

ch
es

.
Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia
 
Ra
il
ro
ad
 
Co
.,
 H

ar
ri

sb
ur

g-
 
Ph
il
a-
 

No
v.

 1
3,
 1
96
1 

de
lp

hi
a,

 P
hi
la
de
lp
hi
a -

Pi
tt
sb
ur
gh
.

De
nv

er
 &
 
Ri
o 

Gr
an

de
, 
We
st
er
n 

Ra
il
ro
ad
 
Co
.,
 
Fe

b.
 1
9,
 1
96
2 

De
nv
er

-C
ra
ig
, 
Co

lo
.

N
e
w
 Y
or

k 
Ce
nt
ra
l,
 B
os

to
n-

Sp
ri
ng
fi
el
d,
 M
as
s 

Oc
t.
 2
4,
 1
96
2 

N
e
w
 Y
or

k 
Ce
nt
ra
l,
 S
yr
ac
us
e-
Ma
ss
en
a,
 N
.Y

 
 
Au
g.
 2
0,
 1
96
3 

N
e
w
 Y
or
k 
Ce
nt
ra
l,
 S
pr
in
gf
ie
ld
-B
os
to
n,
 M
as
s 

Ja
n.

 2
4,
 1
96
4 

Gr
an
d 
Tr

un
k 
We
st
er
n 

De
tr

oi
t-
Du
ra
nd
, 
Mi
ch
 

Ap
r.
 7
, 
19
64
 

So
ut
he
rn
 P

ac
if

ic
 C
o.

, 
Sa
n 

Jo
se
-M
on
te
re
y,
 C
al
if
 

Ma
y 

11
, 
19
64
 

N
e
w
 Y
or

k 
Ce

nt
ra

l 
Ra
il
ro
ad
 C

o.
 H
ud

so
n-

Al
ba
ny
, 

De
ce
mb
er
 6
, 
19

63
_

Bo
st
on
 
&
 
Ma

in
e 

Co
rp
.,
 
Bo
st
on

-a
ll

 
po

in
ts

 
in

 
Ju
ne
 1
7,
 1
96
4 

Ma
ss
ac
hu
se
tt
s.
 

19
64
, 
Oc

to
be

r 
5
 t
o

Ap
r.
 2
6,

 1
96

2 

Ma
y 
28
, 
31
, 
19
62
 

Fe
b.

 2
1 
to
 2
5,

 1
96
3

Oc
t.
 7
, 
19

63
 

Ap
r.
 1
3,
 1
96
4 

Ma
y 
28

, 
29

, 
19
64

Au
g.
 6
, 
11
, 
19
64
 

Ap
ri
l 
14
, 
19
64
 

Se
pt

em
be

r 
21
 t
o 
25

, 
 Ju

ne
 2
4,

 1
96
3 

De
c.

 2
7,
 1
96

3 
Ju
ne
 4
, 
19
64
 

Ju
ly
 2
0,

 1
96
4 

No
v.
 5
, 
19
64
 

Fe
br

ua
ry

 2
5,

 1
96

5_

Oc
t.
 9
, 
19
61
 

Ju
ne
 1
0,
 1
96

3 

Ma
r.

 2
2,
 1
96

3 

Au
g.
 1
3,
 1
96

3 

Ja
n.

 2
7,
 1
96
4 

Ju
ly
 6
, 
19
64
 

Au
g.
 9
, 
19
65
 

Se
pt

. 
22

, 
19
65
 

Ap
ri
l 
2,

 1
96
5 

Ja
nu
ar
y 
15
, 
19
65

Di
sm
is
se
d 

Di
sm
is
se
d,
 3
17

 I
.C
.C
. 
73

7,
 3
20

I.
C.
C.
 3
19

. 
.

De
ni

ed
, 
31
7 

I.
C.
C.
 7
22

 

Pa
rt
ia
l 
gr

an
t,

 W
or

ce
st

er
-

Sp
ri
ng
fi
el
d.

Gr
an
te
d 

Pa
rt
ia
l 
gr
an
t 
Sp
ri
ng
fi
el
d-

Wo
rc

es
te

r.
Ap
pl
ic
at
io
n,
 d
is

mi
ss

ed
 M
ay
 3
,

19
67

, 
32
4 

I.
C.
C.
 4
98

.
De
ni
ed
, 
32
4 

I.
C.
C.
 5
77

 
Gr
an
te
d 

Gr
an
te
d 
32

4 
I.
C.
C.
 7
05
 

7 3 2 1 2 2 2 2
22
9

7,
 2
6 
to
 3
0,
 1
96
4.

23
19
5 

N
e
w
 
Yo

rk
, 
N
e
w
 
Ha
ve
n 
&
 
Ha

rt
fo

rd
 
Ra
il
ro
ad
, 

Ju
ly
 6
, 
19
64
 

Bo
st

on
-N

ee
dh

am
 

He
ig
ht
s,
 
We
st
 
Me
dw
ay
,

Bl
ac
ks
to
ne
 a
nd
 D
ed

ha
m,

 M
as
s.

Oc
to

be
r 

11
 
to
 
16
, 

(
4
)
 

19
64

, 
Fe

br
ua

ry
 2
4,

19
65
.

No
ve
mb
er
 3
, 
19
65

Gr
an
te
d,
 3
27

 I
.C
.C
. 
77
 

37

23
32
1 

At
ch
is
on
, 
To
pe
ka
 &
 S
an
ta
 F
e 

Ra
il
ro
ad
, 
Ne
wt
on
- 

Oc
to

be
r 
5,
 1
96
4 

Ja
nu
ar
y 
14
, 
19
65

Ap
ri
l 
22
, 
19
65
 

Ma
y 
24
, 
19
65
 

Gr
an
te
d 

2
23

39
5 

Ki
ns
le
y,
 K
an
s.

Er
ie
-L
ac
ka
wa
nn
a 

Ra
il
ro
ad
 C

o.
, 
Bu

ff
al

o-
Ho
rn
el
l,
 
No
ve
mb
er
 2
0,

 1
96
4

N.
Y.

Ja
nu

ar
y 
21
, 
22

, 
19
65

Ap
ri
l 
14
, 
19
65
 

Oc
to

be
r 
27
, 
19
65
_

Gr
an

te
d 
33
0 
I.
C.
C.
 4
00
 

2
1\
D

C
"
0
0

23
46
4 

So
ut

he
rn

 
Pa

ci
fi

c 
Co
.,
 
Lo
s 

An
ge

le
s-
Oa
kl
an
d,
 
Ja
nu
ar
y 
18
, 
19
65

Ma
rc

h 
29
, 
19
65
 

Ma
y 

10
, 
19
65
 

Di
sm

is
se

d 
2

Ca
li
f.

23
54

2 
Ca
na
di
an
 

Pa
ci

fi
c 

Ry
. 

Co
.,

 
We
ll
s 

Ri
ve

r,
 
Vt
.-
 

Ma
rc

h 
8,

 1
96
5 

Ju
ly

 3
0,
 1
96
5 

do
 

Ca
na
di
an
 b
or

de
r.

23
57
3 

At
ch

is
on

, 
To

pe
ka

 &
 S
an
ta
 F

e 
Lo
s 
An
ge
le
s-
Sa

n 
Ma
r.
 2
9,
 1
96
5 

Oc
t.
 1
2,
 1
96

6 
Di
sm
is
se
d 

Di
eg

o,
 C
al
if
.

23
70

7 
So

o 
Li

ne
 R
ai
lr
oa
d 
Co

.,
 St

. 
Pa
ul
-N
oy
es
, 
Mi
nn
 

 
Ju
ne
 2
2,

 1
96
5 

Oc
t.
 1
8,
 2
0,
 2
2,

 1
96
5

Ju
ly

 5
, 
19
66
 

Ja
n.

 2
6,
 1
96
7 

Gr
an
te
d,
 3
28
 I
.C
.C
. 6

10
 

2
23
92
4 

Ch
es

ap
ea

ke
 &
 O
hi
o 
Ry
. 
Gr
an
d 

Ra
pi

ds
-T
ra
ve
rs
e 

De
c.

 1
4,
 1
96
5 

Fe
b.

 2
3,
 1
96

6 
Ma
y 

12
, 
19
66
 

Oc
t.
 1
2,
 1
96
6 

Gr
an

te
d 

2
Ci
ty
, 
Mi
ch
.

24
00

7 
At

la
nt

ic
 
Co
as
t 

Li
ne

 
Ra

il
ro

ad
 
Co
.-
Ja
ck
so
nv
il
le
 

Fe
b.

 7
, 
19

66
 

an
d 

St
. 
Pe

te
rs

bu
rg

, 
Fl
a.

Ap
r.
 2
5,
 2
8,

 1
96
6

Ja
n.

 1
6,
 1
96
7 

Ap
r.
 3
, 
19
67
 

do
 

2
24

15
6 

No
rt

he
rn

 
Pa

ci
fi

c 
Ry
. 
Co
. 
Ma

nd
an

 a
nd
 
Mo

tt
, 
N.
 
Ma
y 

13
, 
19

66
 

Ju
ne
 2
8,
 1
96

6 
Di

sm
is

se
d 

2
Da
k.

24
28
9 

Th
e 

Ba
lt
im
or
e 
&
 O
hi
o 
RR
 C
o.
 P
ar
ke
rs
bu
rg
 a
nd
 

Au
g.
 9
, 
19
66
 

a 
Ja

n.
 1
6,
 1
96
7 
 

Ja
n.

 1
6,
 1
96
7 

do
 

2
Hu

nt
in

gt
on

, 
W.

Va
.

24
63
3 

At
la
nt
ic
 
Co
as
t 

Li
ne

 
Ra
il
ro
ad
 
Co
.,
 W

il
mi
ng
to
n 

Ju
ne

 1
6,
 1
96
7 

an
d 
Ro
ck

y 
Mo
un
ta
in
, 
N.
C.

Se
pt
. 
18
, 
19
67
 

Ja
n.
 2
5,

 1
96
8 

Fe
b.

 2
6,
 1
96
8 

Gr
an

te
d 

2
24
72
4 

No
rt

he
rn
 P

ac
if

ic
 R

y.
 C
o.
 N
os

. 
11
 &
 1
2 
be
tw
ee
n 

Au
g.
 3
1,
 1
96
7 

De
c.

 1
1 
to
 1
4,
 1
96

7_
Ju
ne
 1
4,
 1
96
8 

Ju
ly
 1
5,
 1
96
8 

Gr
an
te
d,
 R
R
O
 E

ff
 

2
Li
tt
le
 
Fa
ll
s,
 
Mi
nn
. 

an
d 

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l 

Fa
ll
s,

Mi
nn
.



C
o -a C
o

F.
D.
 N
u
m
b
e
r

I 2
47
26

co

24
80
4

24
92
6

25
04

0

25
13
4

25
28
2

25
54
7

25
55

8

Ra
il

ro
ad

 a
nd
 p
oi
nt
s 
se
rv
ed

Fi
le
d

He
ar
in
g

Ex
am
in
er
's
 r
ep
or
t

De
ci
si
on

Ac
ti
on

Nu
mb
er

of
 t
ra
in
s

 
 
Ch

ic
ag

o 
&
 
Ea
st
er
n 

II
I.
 
RR
 
Co
.,
 C

hi
ca

go
 
an
d

Au
g.
 3
1,
 1
96

7,
 S
ep

t.
Oc

to
be

r 
30
 t
o

Fe
b.

 1
3,
 1
96

8 
Au
g.
 1
4,
 1
96
8,
 P
et
i-

De
ni

ed
, 
33
3 

I.
C.
C.
 6
26
 

2
Da

nv
il

le
, 

II
I.

3,
 1
96
8.

No
ve
mb
er
 1
96
7.

ti
ns
 d
en
ie
d,
 D
ec

.
23

, 
19
68
.

  
N
e
w
 Y

or
k 

Ce
nt

ra
l 
RR
 C

o.
, 
No

s.
 4
07
, 
40

9,
 4
20

,
43
1,
 4
32

, 
44

2,
 4
43

, 
45

1,
 a
nd
 4

90
, 
be
tw
ee
n

Wo
rc

ss
te

r 
an
d 
Fr

am
in

gh
am

 a
nd
 F
ra

mi
ng

ha
m

an
d 

Bo
st

on
, 
Ma
ss
.

Oc
t.
 3
1,
 1
96
7,
 D
ec

.
16
 t
o 
18
, 
19

68
Ja

n.
 1
5 
to
 1
8,
 1
96

8
Ap

r.
 4
, 
19

68
 

No
v.
 1
2,
 1
96
8 

De
ni
ed
, 6
 t
ra

in
s,

 G
ra
nt
ed
, 
3

tr
ai
ns
, 
33
3 

I.
C.
C.
 8
82
. 
Fe

b.
 7
,

19
69
 p
et

 f
or
 r
ec
on
s 
de

ni
ed

.

9

  
So

ut
he

rn
 
Pa
ci
fi
c 

Co
.,
 
No

s.
 7
5 

an
d 
76

 (
La
rk
),
 
Ja

r.
 1
9,
 1
96

8 
be
ta
 e
en
 
Sa

n 
Fr
an
ci
sc
o 

an
d 

Lo
s 

An
ge
le
s,

Ma
y 
14
, 
19

68
 

Di
sm
is
se
d 

2

Ca
li
f.

  
At

ch
is

on
, 
To

pe
ka

 &
 S
an

ta
 F

e 
Ry
. 
Co
.,
 N
os
. 
42

an
d 

47
, 
be
tw
ee
n 
Ph
oe
ni
x 
an
d 

Wi
ll

ia
ms

 J
un

c-
ti

on
, 
Ar

iz
.

Ma
r.
 2
9,
 1
96
8 

Ju
ne
 5
 t
o 
7,
 1
96
8

Oc
t.
 2
3,

 1
96
8 

Ma
r.

 2
0,

 1
96
9 

Gr
an
te
d,
 3
34
 I

.C
.C
. 
30
1 

2

 
 
At
ch
:s
on
, 
To

pe
ka

 &
 S
an

ta
 F

e 
Ry
. 
Co

.,
 N
os
. 
15

an
d 

14
, 
be
tw
ee
n 

Wi
ll

ia
ms

 J
un
ct
io
n 
an
d 
Gr
an
d

Ju
ne
 3
, 
19
68
 

Di
sm
is
se
d,
 O
ct
. 
18
, 
19
68
 

2

Ca
ny
on
, 
Ar
iz
.

 
 
Mi
ss
ou
ri
 P

ac
if
ic
 R
R.
 C
o.

, 
No

s.
 1
7 
an
d 

14
, 
an
d

Se
pt
. 
3,
 1
96

8 
No

v.
 1
8 
to
 2
5,
 1
96

8
Ap

r.
 1
1,
 1
96

9-
G 

4
15
 a
nd
 
16
, 
be
tw
ee
n 

St
. 

Lo
ui
s 

an
d 

Ka
ns
as

Ci
t,
, 
Mo
.

 
 
At
ch
is
on

, 
To
pe
ka
 &
 S
an

ta
 F

e 
Ry
. 
Co
, 
No

s.
 1
91
-

Fe
b.

 1
9,
 1
96
9 

Ju
ne
 9
 t
o 
13
, 
19
69
 

2
19
0 

an
d 

20
1-
20
0,
 b
et

we
en

 
De

nv
er

 
an
d 

La
Ju

nt
a,

 C
ol

o.
 
 
Pe

nr
 C
en

tr
al

 C
o.
, 
No
s.
 2
4 
an
d 
33

, 
be
tw
ee
n 

Pi
tt

s-
bu

rg
h 
an
d 

Ph
il
ad
el
ph
ia
, 
Pa

.
Fe

b.
 2
4,
 1
96
9 

Ma
y 
12
, 
to
 1
6,
 1
96
9

2

I 
Di

sc
on

ti
nu

an
ce

, 
of

 4
 m
ix

ed
 t
ra
in
s 
an
d 

re
du
ct
io
n 
of

 4
 f
re
ig
ht
 t
ra
in
s 
to
 t
ri

we
ek

ly
 s
er

vi
ce

.
2
 m
ix
ed
 t
ra
in
s 
to
 d
is
co
nt
in
ue
 p
as
se
ng
er
 s
er
vi
ce
 a
nd
 r
ed
uc
e 
fr
ei
gh
t 
se

rv
ic
e 
to
 t
ri
we
ek
ly
.

3 
Re

op
en

ed
 f
or
 r
ec
on
si
de
ra
ti
on
 o
n 

pr
es
en
t 
re
co
rd
 o
n 
2
 a
dd
it
io
na
l 
tr

ai
ns

, 
No

v.
 2
1,
 1
96
0.

4 
Wa

iv
ed

.
a 
Ca
nc
el
ed
.

Pe
ti

ti
on

 f
or
 r
ec
on
si
de
ra
ti
on
.



S
t
a
t
u
s
 
o
f
 P
r
o
c
e
e
d
i
n
g
s
 
U
n
d
e
r
 S
e
c
t
i
o
n
 1
3
a
(
1
)
 (
I
n
t
e
r
s
t
a
t
e
 T
r
a
i
n
s
)

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
&
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
0
2
9
1
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 R
.
 

8
/
1
3
/
5
8
 9
/
1
3
/
5
8
 

9
/
2
/
5
8
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

W
e
e
h
a
w
k
e
n
 F
e
r
r
y
 

1
/
1
3
/
6
0

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
1
4

2
0
2
9
5
 

E
r
i
e
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
&
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 

8
/
1
4
/
5
8
 9
/
1
4
/
5
8
 

N
o

S
u
s
q
u
e
h
a
n
n
a
 &
 W
e
s
t
e
r
n

H
u
d
s
o
n
 R
i
v
e
r
 F
e
r
r
y

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

8
/
26
/
5
8

2
0
3
4
8
 

G
r
e
a
t
 
N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 R
y
,

W
i
l
l
i
s
t
o
n
,
 N
.
 D
.
-

,
 

S
i
d
n
e
y
,
 M
o
n
t
.

W
a
t
e
r
f
o
r
d
,
 N
.
 D
.
 -

R
i
c
h
e
y
,
 M
o
n
t
.

9
/
1
9
/
5
8
 
1
0
/
2
0
/
5
8
 

1
0
/
7
/
5
8
 

2
/
2
0
/
5
9
 

1
1
/
1
7
-
1
9
/
5
8
 

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

2
/ 6
/
5 9

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
9
,
7
4

2
0
3
5
4
 

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

9
/
2
5
/
5
8
 1
0
/
2
6
/
5
8
 

N
o
 

2
 

S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
a
t

L
o
s
 
A
n
g
e
l
e
s
,
 C
a
l
i
f
.
-
 

c
e
r
t
a
i
n
 
s
t
a
t
i
o
n
s

T
u
c
u
m
c
a
r
i
,
 N
.
 M
.
 

(
4
5
)
 d
i
s
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d

1
0
/
24
/
5
8

2
0
3
7
7
 

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
 &
 S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
 

1
0
/
14
/
5
8
 1
1
/
2
2
/
5
8
 

1
1
/
5
/
5
8
 

3
/
2
2
/
5
9
 

1
2
/
1
0
-
11
/
5
8
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
 -
 

3
/
16
/
5
9

D
e
s
 
M
o
i
n
e
s
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
9

2
0
4
0
0
 

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 &
 

1
1
/
3
/
5
8
 1
2
/
8
/
5
8
 

1
1
/
24
/
58
 

4
/
8
/
5
9
 

1
/
26
/
59
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

S
a
u
l
t
 
S
t
e
.
 M
a
r
i
e
 

4
/
2
/
5
9

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
 -
E
h
d
e
r
l
i
n
,
 N
.
D
.
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
2
5

2
0
4
0
7
 

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 &
 

1
1
/
3
/
5
8
 1
2
/
2
9
/
5
8
 

1
2
/
5
/
5
8
 

4/
2
9
/
5
9
 

1
/
2
1
/
5
9

S
a
u
l
t
 
S
t
e
.
 M
a
r
i
e

T
h
i
e
f
 
R
i
v
e
r
 F
a
l
l
s
 -

D
u
l
u
t
h
,
 M
i
n
n
.
 &
 S
u
p
e
r
i
o
r
,
 W
i
s
,

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

4/
1
3
/
5
9

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
0
5



P
a
g
e
 2

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 &
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 M
o
,
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
0
4
1
4
 

N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c

S
t
a
p
l
e
s
,
 M
i
n
n
.-

O
a
k
e
s
,
 N
.
 D
.

1
1
/
2
4
/
5
8
 1
2
/
2
7
/
5
8
 

1
2
/
1
5
/
5
8
 

4
/
2
7
/
5
9
 

1
/
2
9
/
5
9
 

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

4
/
1
3
/
5
9

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
0
5

2
0
4
1
5
 

N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

1
1
/
2
4
/
5
8
 1
2
/
2
8
/
5
8
 

1
2
/
1
5
/
5
8
 

4
/
2
8
/
5
9
 

2
/
2
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

M
a
n
d
a
n
,
 N
.
 D
.
 -
 

4
/
1
4
/
5
9

G
l
e
n
d
i
v
e
,
 M
o
n
t
.
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
0
5

2
0
4
3
0
 

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 &
 N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
 

1
2
/
1
/
5
8
 
1
/
2
/
5
9
 

1
2
/
1
8
/
5
8
 

5
/
2
/
5
9
 

1
/
2
0
/
5
9
 

2
 

P
a
r
t
i
a
l
 
c
o
n
t
i
n
.

O
c
e
a
n
 
S
p
r
i
n
g
s
,
 M
i
s
s
.
 -
 

u
a
n
c
e
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 f
o
3

N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 L
a
.
 

o
n
e
 
y
e
a
r
 
4
/
2
2
/
5
9

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
7
3
 

l\
.

-
4

2
0
4
3
5
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l

P
i
t
t
s
f
i
e
l
d
,
 M
a
s
s
.
 -

A
l
b
a
n
y
,
 N
.
 Y
.

12
/4

/5
8 

1/
5/
59
 

12
/1
9/
58
 

5/
5/
59
 

1
/
2
9
/
5
9
 

2
P
a
r
t
i
a
l
 c
o
n
t
i
n
-

u
a
n
c
e
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d

4
/
1
3
/
5
9

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
6
7

2
0
4
4
3
 

L
e
h
i
g
h
 
V
a
l
l
e
y

A
l
l
 
p
a
s
s
e
n
g
e
r

o
p
e
r
a
t
i
o
n
s

12
/9
/5
8 

1/
12

/5
9 

1
2
/
2
3
/
5
8
 

5
/
1
2
/
5
9
 

2
/
2
,
5
,
1
0
/
5
9
 
1
0

6
 g
r
a
n
t
e
d
 4
 d
e
n
i
e

(
S
e
e
 F
.
D
.
 2
1
2
6
0
)

5
/1
/
5
9

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2
3
9
)
2
5
7

20
44

4 
S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

1
2
/
9
/
5
8
 
1
/
1
5
/
5
9
 

1
/
4
/
5
9
 

5
/
1
5
/
5
9
 

2
/
1
0
/
5
9
 

2
 

P
a
r
t
i
a
l
l
y
 g
r
a
n
t
e
d

S
a
n
 F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.
-
 

(
S
e
a
s
o
n
a
l
)

P
o
r
t
l
a
n
d
,
 O
r
e
g
.
 

5
/6
/
5
9

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2
0
9

2
0
4
6
1
 

T
e
x
a
s
 &
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

1
2
/
1
9
/
5
8
 1
/
2
0
/
5
9
 

1
/
8
/
5
9
 

5
/
2
0
/
5
9
 
2
/
2
4
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d
.

T
e
x
a
r
k
a
n
a
,
 A
r
k
.
 -
 

5
/
1
2
/
5
9

L
o
n
g
v
i
e
w
,
 T
e
x
.
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2
5
9



P
a
g
e
 
3

1
3
a
(
1
)
 

F
.
 D
.
 1
7o
. 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d-
 

2
r
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
0
4
8
5
 

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

1
/
5
/
5
9
 
2
/
5
/
5
9
 

1
/
2
0
/
5
9
 

6
/
5
/
5
9
 

2
/
1
6
/
5
9
 

2
 

C
h
a
n
g
e
 
i
n
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e

E
l
 
P
a
s
o
,
 T
e
x
.
 -
 

p
e
r
m
i
t
t
e
d

T
u
s
c
o
n
,
 
A
r
i
z
.
 

5
/
2
6
/
5
9

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
0
7
 

2
0
4
8
7
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 

1
/
1
2
/
5
9
 2
/
1
2
/
5
9
 

1
/
3
0
/
5
9
 

6
/
1
2
/
5
9
 

4
/
6
/
5
9
 

5
 

W
i
t
h
d
r
a
w
n

W
e
e
h
a
w
k
e
n
,
 N
.
 J
.
 -
 

4
/
2
/
5
9

H
a
v
e
r
s
t
r
a
w
,
 N
.
 Y
.

2
0
4
8
8
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
&
 N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 

1
/
1
2
/
5
9
 2
/
1
5
/
5
9
 

2
/ 4
/
5
9
 

6
/
1
5
/
5
9
 

4
/
7
-
1
0
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
 -
 

6
/
1
/
5
9

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 
M
i
n
n
.
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2
7
1

-
4

IN
2
0
5
2
9
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
,
 N
e
w
 
H
a
v
e
n
 &

H
a
r
t
f
o
r
d

B
o
s
t
o
n-
P
r
o
v
i
d
e
n
c
e
,
 
R
.
 I
.

2/
3/
59
 3
/6
/
59

2/
19
/5
9 

7
/6
/
59
 

4/
13
/5
9 

6
 d
a
i
l
y
 

1
8
 g
r
a
n
t
e
d
 
2
 d
e
n
i
e
d

8
 S
a
t
.
 

(
S
a
t
u
r
d
a
y
 t
r
a
i
n
s
)

6
 S
u
n
.
 

7
/1
/
59

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5

60
8.
 
8
1
5
 

2
0
5
3
7
 

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 &
 
N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
 

2
/
1
2
/
5
9
 3
/
1
7
/
5
9
 

2
/
2
0
/
5
9
 

7
/
1
7
/
5
9
 

4
/
1
3
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
i
n
c
i
n
n
a
t
i
,
 
O
h
i
o
 -
 

6
/
2
9
/
5
9

A
t
l
a
n
t
a
,
 
G
a
,
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
0
8

2
0
5
9
0
 

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

3
/
2
5
/
5
9
 4
/
2
7
/
5
9
 

4
/
1
3
/
5
9
 

8
/
2
7
/
5
9
 

5
/
26
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

L
i
t
t
l
e
 
R
o
c
k
,
 
A
r
k
.
 -
 

8/
2
0
/
5
9

A
l
e
x
a
n
d
r
i
a
,
 L
a
.
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
0
9

2
0
5
9
5
 

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 &
 N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
 

3
/
3
0
/
5
9
 
5
/4
/
5
9
 

4
/
1
6
/
5
9
 

9
/
4
/
5
9
 

6
/
1
5
/
5
9
 

2
 

C
o
n
t
i
n
u
a
n
c
e
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d

B
o
w
l
i
n
g
 
G
r
e
e
n
,
 K
y
.
 -
 

f
o
r
 o
n
e
 
y
e
a
r

M
e
m
p
h
i
s
,
 T
e
n
n
,
 

9
/
2
/
5
9

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
9
2



P
a
g
e
 4

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
&
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 M
o
.
 

T
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
0
5
9
6
 

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

4
/
1
/
5
9
 

5
/4
/
5
9
 

4
/
1
6
/
5
9
 

9
/
4
/
5
9
 

6/
9
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 M
o
r
 O
m
a
h
a
,
 

8
/
2
6
/
5
9

N
e
b
r
a
s
k
a
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
0
9

2
0
6
0
7
 

W
a
b
a
s
h
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
C
o
.
 

4
/
1
5
/
5
9
 

6
/
1
/
5
9
 

5
/
4
/
5
9
 

1
0
/
1
/
5
9
 

6
/
2
2
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

M
o
b
e
r
l
y
,
 M
o
.
 -
 

9
/
1
8
/
5
9

D
e
s
 
M
o
i
n
e
s
,
 I
o
w
a
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
5
2

2
0
6
0
9
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
&
 N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 

4
/
1
7
/
5
9
 

5
/
1
7
/
5
9
 

4
/
2
9
/
5
9
 

9
/
1
7
/
5
9
 

6
/
1
7
/
5
9
 

6
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

W
a
u
k
e
g
a
n
,
 I
l
l
.
 -
 
M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 W
i
s
,
 

9
/
1
0
/
5
9

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
 -
 
M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
1
0

2
0
6
3
8
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 &
 N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 

5
/
1
1
/
5
9
 

6
/
1
1
/
5
9
 

5
/
2
1
/
5
9
 

1
0
/
1
1
/
5
9
 

6
/
2
5
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 
M
i
n
n
.
 -
 

1
0
/
6
/
5
9

C
o
u
n
c
i
l
 B
l
u
f
f
s
,
 I
o
w
a
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
6
3

2
0
6
3
9
 

T
e
x
a
s
 &
 N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s
 

5
/
1
1
/
5
9
 

6
/
1
1
/
5
9
 

5
/
2
0
/
5
9
 

1
0
/
1
1
/
5
9
 

7
/6
/
5
9
 

2
 

D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

H
o
u
s
t
o
n
,
 T
e
x
.
 -
 

8
/
6
/
5
9
 

-
N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 L
a
.

2
0
6
5
8
 

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
 
S
o
u
t
h
w
e
s
t
e
r
n
 R
y
.
 6
/
1
/
5
9
 

7
/
1
/
5
9
 

6/
1
1/
5
9
 

1
1
/
1
/
5
9
 

8
/
5
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 M
c
,
 7
 

1
0
/
1
4
/
5
9

P
i
n
e
 
B
l
u
f
f
,
 A
r
k
.
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
3
9

2
0
6
7
1
 

N
e
w
 
J
e
r
s
e
y
 &
 N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 

6
/
1
2
/
5
9
 
7
/
1
3
/
5
9
 

6
/
2
9
/
5
9
 

1
1
/
1
3
/
5
9
 

8
/
24
/
5
9
 

1
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

H
o
b
o
k
e
n
,
 N
.
 J
.
 -
 

1
1
/
1
0
/
5
9

S
p
r
i
n
g
 
V
a
l
l
e
y
,
 N
.
Y
.
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
3
2



P
a
g
e
 5

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
 D
.
 N
o
.
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
&
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
n
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
0
6
8
1
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
&
 
N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n

C
h
i
c
a
g
o-
D
u
l
u
t
h
,
 
M
i
n
n
.

C
h
i
c
a
g
o-
M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s

E
l
r
o
y
,
 
W
i
s
.
 -
 
M
a
n
k
a
t
o
,
 
M
i
n
n
.

M
a
n
k
a
t
o
 -
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o

6/
2
2
/
5
9
 
7/
22
/5
9

7/
6/

59
 

1
1
/
2
1
/
5
9
 
8/
10
,1
2,
13
/5
9 

4
 

1
 
g
r
a
n
t
e
d
 (
C
h
i
c
a
g
o-

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
)
 3
 d
e
n
i
e
d

1
1
/
1
9
/
5
9

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
8
5

20
68
4 

D
e
l
a
w
a
r
e
,
 L
a
c
k
a
w
a
n
n
a
 &
 

6
/
26
/
5
9
 

7
/
2
7
/
5
9
 

7
/
1
4
/
5
9
 

1
1
/
26
/
5
9
 8
/
2
6
,
2
8
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 

1
1
/
2
4
/
5
9

H
o
b
o
k
e
n
,
 
N
.
 J
.
 -
 
S
c
r
a
n
t
o
n
,
 P
a
.
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
2
7

2
0
7
1
0
 
W
a
b
a
s
h
 
R
.
 
C
o
.

F
t
.
 W
a
y
n
e
,
 I
n
d
.
 -

T
o
l
e
d
o
,
 O
h
i
o

7/
2/

59
 

8
/
1
0
/
5
9
 

7/
28
/5
9 

1
2
/
9
/
5
9
 

1
0
/
5
/
5
9

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
1
/
3
0
/
5
9

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
1
1

2
0
7
1
1
 

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 
&
 
N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e

M
o
n
t
g
o
m
e
r
y
,
 
A
l
a
.
 -

N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 L
a
.

7
/6
/
5
9
 

8
/
8
/
5
9
 

N
o

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

7
/
2
4
/
5
9

2
0
7
1
2
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l

W
e
e
h
a
w
k
e
n
,
 N
.
 J
.
 -

W
e
s
t
 
H
a
v
e
r
s
t
r
a
w
,
 
N
.
 Y
.

7/
9/

59
 

8/
10
/
5
9
 

7/
29
/5
9 

12
/9
/5
9 

9
/
14
/
59

2
2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
2
/
7
/
5
9

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
1
1

2
0
7
1
6
 

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s-
S
a
n
 
F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 

7
/
1
3
/
5
9
 
8
/
1
5
/
5
9
 

8
/
3
/
5
9
 

1
2
/
1
4
/
5
9
 
9
/
1
4
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

T
u
l
s
a
,
 
O
k
l
a
.
 -
 
D
a
l
l
a
s
,
 T
e
x
.
 

1
2
/
1
0
/
5
9

3
0
7
 

4
7
7

2
0
7
2
7
 

D
e
l
a
w
a
r
e
,
 L
a
c
k
a
w
a
n
n
a
 &
 

7
/
1
7
/
5
9
 
8
/
24
/
5
9
 

N
o
.

W
e
s
t
e
r
n

S
c
r
a
n
t
o
n
,
 P
a
.
 -

B
i
n
g
h
a
m
t
o
n
,
 
N
.
 Y
.

1
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

8
/
7
/
5
9

t\
L

•f=
-



P
a
g
e
 6

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 
F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
0
7
3
0
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 
7
/
2
2
/
5
9
 
8
/
2
4
/
5
9
 

8
/
7
/
5
9
 

1
2
/
2
4
/
5
9
 
9
/
2
8
,
3
0
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

&
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

1
2
/
2
1
/
5
9

M
a
d
i
s
o
n
,
 W
i
s
.
-
C
a
n
t
o
n
,
 S
.
D
.
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
6
5

2
0
74
3
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 R
o
c
k
 
I
s
l
a
n
d
 &
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 7
/
3
0
/
5
9
 
9
/
1
/
5
9
 

8
/
1
8
/
5
9
 

1
2
/
3
1
/
5
9
 
9
/
2
8
,
3
0
/
5
9
 

2
 

C
o
n
t
i
n
u
a
n
c
e
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 M
o
.
 -
 

f
o
r
 o
n
e
 
y
e
a
r
 1
2
/
2
9
/
5
9

F
o
r
t
 
W
o
r
t
h
,
 T
e
x
,
 

A
f
f
i
r
m
e
d
 
1
1
/
2
8
/
6
0

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
5
5
 a
n
d

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
2
4

2
0
7
7
9
 

T
e
x
a
s
 &
 N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s

H
o
u
s
t
o
n
,
 T
e
x
.
 -

N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 L
a
.

8
/
2
7
/
5
9
 
1
0
/
1
/
5
9
 
9
/
1
5
/
5
9
 

1/
3
1
/
6
0
 

1
1
/4
/
5
9
 

2
 

C
o
n
t
i
n
u
a
n
c
e
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d

f
o
r
 o
n
e
 
y
e
a
r
 2
/
4
/
6
0

3
0
7
 

7
2
5

2
0
7
8
0
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 S
t
.
P
a
u
l
 
8
/
2
1
/
5
9
 

9
/
2
3
/
5
9
 
9
/8
/
5
9
 

1
/
2
2
/
6
0
 

1
0
/
1
4
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d
 
1
/
2
1
/
6
0

&
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
6
8

M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 W
i
s
.
 -

C
h
a
r
m
i
n
g
,
 
M
i
c
h
.

2
0
7
9
9
 

S
p
o
k
a
n
e
,
 P
o
r
t
l
a
n
d
 
&
 S
e
a
t
t
l
e
 
8
/
2
7
/
5
9
 

1
0
/
1
/
5
9
 

N
o
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

P
o
r
t
l
a
n
d
,
 O
r
e
.
 -
 

9
/
1
5
/
5
9

P
a
s
c
o
,
 W
a
s
h
.

2
0
8
1
1
 

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 &
 

9
/
1
/
5
9
 

1
0
/
2
/
5
9
 
9
/
1
7
/
5
9
 

2
/
1
/
6
0
 

1
1
/
2
,
4
,6
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

S
a
u
l
t
 
S
t
e
.
 M
a
r
i
e
 

1
/
2
7
/
6
0

S
a
u
l
t
 
S
t
e
.
 M
a
r
i
e
,
 M
i
c
h
.
 -
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
7
7

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 M
i
n
n
.

2
0
8
6
0
 

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

1
0
/
1
4
/
5
9
 
1
1
/
1
5
/
5
9
 
1
0
/
3
0
/
5
9
 

3
/
1
4
/
6
0
 1
2
/
1
4
,
1
6
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

P
l
e
a
s
a
n
t
 H
i
l
l
,
 M
o
.
 -
 

3
/
9
/
6
0

N
e
w
p
o
r
t
,
 A
r
k
.
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
8
7

t
•
D

C.
71



P
a
g
e
 
7

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 
N
o
.
 o
r
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
0
8
6
1
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 &
 N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 

1
0
/
1
5
/
5
9
 

1
1
/
1
5
/
5
9
 
1
0
/
3
0
/
5
9
 

3
/
1
4
/
6
0
 

1
2/
2
1
/
5
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
o
u
n
c
i
l
 B
l
u
f
f
s
,
 I
o
w
a
 -
 

3
/
8
/
6
0

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
,
 

3
0
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
7
5

2
0
8
7
4
 

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

1
0
/
2
1
/
5
9
 
1
1
/
2
2
/
5
9
 

1
1
/6
/
5
9
 

3
/
2
1
/
6
0
 
1
/
5
,
8
/
6
0
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 M
o
.
 -
 

3
/
1
8
/
6
0

L
i
t
t
l
e
 
R
o
c
k
,
 A
r
k
.
 

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
1

2
0
8
8
1
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 
1
0
/
2
8
/
5
9
 
1
1
/
3
0
/
5
9
 

1
1
/
1
8
/
5
9
 

3
/
3
0
/
6
0
 

1
/
1
2
/
6
0
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

&
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

3
/
2
8
/
6
0

L
a
C
r
o
s
s
e
 
W
i
s
.
 -
 

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
4

A
u
s
t
i
n
,
 M
i
n
n
.

-
4

2
0
9
2
5
 

A
t
c
h
i
s
o
n
,
 T
o
p
e
k
a
 &
 S
a
n
t
a
 F
e
 

1
2
/
7
/
5
9
 

1
/
7
/
6
0
 

1
2
/
2
3
/
5
9
 

5
/
6
/
6
0
 

2
/
8
,
1
1
/
6
0
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

a
n
d
 
G
u
l
f
,
 
C
o
l
o
.
 &
 S
.
F
.
 

4/
2
7
/
6
0

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 M
o
.
 -
 

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
9

H
o
u
s
t
o
n
,
 T
e
x
,

2
0
9
3
4
 

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s-
S
a
n
 F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 

1
2
/
1
5
/
5
9
 

1
/
1
6
/
6
0
 

1
2
/
3
1
/
5
9
 

5
/
1
5
/
6
0
 

2
/
1
5
,
1
8
/
6
0
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

T
u
l
s
a
,
 O
k
l
a
.
 -
 

5
/
6
/
6
0

F
t
.
 S
c
o
t
t
,
 K
a
n
e
.

2
1
0
1
5
 

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
 &
 S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
 

2
/
1
5
/
6
0
 

3
/
2
1
/
6
0
 

3
/
8
/
6
0
 

7
/
2
0
/
6
0
 

4/
2 6
/
6
0
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s-
W
a
t
e
r
t
o
w
n
,
 S
.
 D
.
 

6/
30
/6
0

2
1
0
6
2
 

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s-
S
a
n
 F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 

3
/
2
5
/
6
0
 

4
/
3
0
/
6
0
 

4
/
1
5
/
6
0
 

8
/
2
9
/
6
0
 

6
/
1
5
,
1
8
/
6
0
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 M
O
.
 -
 

8
/
2
4
/
6
0

M
e
m
p
h
i
s
,
 T
e
n
n
.
 

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
1
3

•



P
a
g
e
 8

1
3
a
(
1
)

•
.
"

F
.
D
.
N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
1
1
0
5
 

W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

4
/
2
5
/
6
0
 
6/
1
/
6
0
 

5
/
1
7
/
6
0
 

9
/
3
0
/
6
0
 

7
/
2
5
,
2
6
/
6
0
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

S
a
l
t
 
L
a
k
e
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
U
t
a
h
 -
 

9
/
2
1
/
6
0

O
a
k
l
a
n
d
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.

2
1
1
3
7
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
&
 N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 

5
/
2
5
/
6
0
 
6/
2
5
/
6
0
 

6
/
1
3
/
6
0
 

1
0
/
2
4
/
6
0
 
7
/
2
7
,
2
9
/
6
0
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

M
a
n
k
a
t
o
,
 M
i
n
n
.
-
 

1
0
/
1
4
/
6
0

R
a
p
i
d
 
C
i
t
y
,
 S
.
 D
.
 

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
1
3

2
1
2
5
5
 

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

8
/
2
5
/
6
0
 
9
/
2
5
/
6
0
 

9
/
1
3
/
6
0
 

1/
2
4
/
6
1
 

1
1
/
7
,
1
1
/
6
0
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

C
o
n
s
o
l
i
d
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 t
r
a
i
n
s
 

3
/
2
7
/
6
1
 

t\
D

2
7
-
2
8
 w
i
t
h
 
1
0
1
 
a
n
d
 
1
0
2
 

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
3
7
 

-
4

..
.4

2
1
2
5
0
 

L
e
h
i
g
h
 V
a
l
l
e
y
 

8
/
3
0
/
6
0
 
1
0
/
1
/
6
0
 

9
/
1
9
/
6
0
 

1
/
3
1
/
6
1
 

1
1
/
1
-
3
,
7
/
6
0
 

4
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
,
 N
.
 Y
.
 -
 

1
/
3
1
/
6
1

S
u
s
p
e
n
s
i
o
n
 B
r
i
d
g
e
,
 N
.
Y
.
 

(
S
e
e
 
F
.
D
.
 2
0
4
4
3
)

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
,
 N
.
Y
.
-
L
e
h
i
g
h
t
o
n
,
 P
a
.
 

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
99

2
1
2
9
8
 

N
e
w
 
J
e
r
s
e
y
 a
n
d
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 

9
/
2
9
/
6
0
 
1
0
/
2
9
/
6
0
 

N
o

H
o
b
o
k
e
n
,
 N
.
J
.
 -

'
S
p
r
i
n
g
 
V
a
l
l
e
y
,
 N
.
Y
.

4
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
0
/
1
2
/
6
0

2
1
3
5
3
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
&
 E
a
s
t
e
r
n
 I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 

1
1
/
1
4
/
6
0
 
1
2
/
1
4
/
6
0
 

1
1
/
2
9
/
6
0
 

4
/
1
4
/
6
1
 

1
/
2
3
/
6
1
 

2
 

W
i
t
h
d
r
a
w
n

E
v
a
n
s
v
i
l
l
e
,
 I
n
d
.
-
 

1
/
2
3
/
6
0

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.

2
1
3
6
6
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
&
 
N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 

1
1/
1
7
/
6
0
 

1
/
4
/
6
1
 

1
2
/
2
0
/
6
0
 

5
/
4
/
6
1
 

2
/
6
/
6
1
 

4
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
h
i
c
a
g
o-
D
u
l
u
t
h
,
 
M
i
n
n
.
 

4
/
2
5
/
6
1

E
l
r
o
y
,
 W
i
s
.
-
M
a
n
k
a
t
o
,
 
M
i
n
n
.
 

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
1
7



P
a
g
e
 
9

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
1
3
9
1
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 S
t
.
 
P
a
u
l
 

1
2
/
6
/
6
0
 
1
/
8
/
6
1
 

1
2
/
2
3
/
6
0
 

5
/
8
/
6
1
 

2
/
1
3
-
1
5
,
 

2
 

P
a
r
t
i
a
l
 
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
a
n
c
(

&
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

1
7
,
2
0
,
 
2
1
,
 

r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 
f
o
r
 
o
n
e
 
y
e
a
r

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s-
T
a
c
o
m
a
,
 
W
a
s
h
.
 

2
4
/
6
1
 

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s -
B
u
t
t
e

5
/
1
7
/
6
1

3
1
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
9
1

2
1
3
9
4
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
&
 
N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 

1
2
/
1
4
/
6
0
 1
/
1
3
/
6
1
 

1
/
1
2
/
6
1
 

5
/
1
2
/
6
1
 

2
/
1
3
-
1
6
/
6
1
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

G
r
e
e
n
 B
a
y
,
 
W
i
s
.
-
 

7
/
2
0
/
6
1

I
s
h
p
e
m
i
n
g
,
 
M
i
c
h
.
 

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
2
1

2
1
4
1
2
 

S
o
o
 
L
i
n
e
 
R
.
 

1
/
1
7
/
6
1
 
2
/
2
2
/
6
1
 

2 /
9
/
6
1
 

5
/
3
1
/
6
1
 

3
/
2
1
,
2
3
/
6
1
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

S
t
.
 
P
a
u
l
,
 
M
i
n
n
.
 -
 

6/
7
/
6
1
 

--
-1

S
u
p
e
r
i
o
r
 
W
i
s
.
 -
 
D
u
l
u
t
h
;
 
M
i
n
n
.
 

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
7
1
 

O
c

2
1
4
1
7
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
,
 S
u
s
q
u
e
h
a
n
n
a
 &

W
e
s
t
e
r
n

B
u
t
l
e
r
,
 
N
.
J
.
-
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
i
t
y

1
2
/
3
0
/
6
0
 1
/
3
0
/
6
1

N
o
 

6
 

D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

1/
1
8
/
6
1

2
1
5
9
5
 

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
.
 -

O
m
a
h
a
,
 
N
e
b
r
.

5
/
1
5
/
6
1
 
6
/
1
9
/
6
1
 

6
/
5
/
6
1
 

1
0
/
1
8
/
6
1
 8
/
1
,
3
,
2
9
/
6
1
 
2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

1
0
/
1
6
/
6
1

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
6
5

2
1
6
0
6
 

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
S
e
a
s
h
o
r
e
 
5
/
1
9
/
6
1
 
7
/
6
/
6
1
 

6/
2
1
/
6
1
 

1
1
/
5
/
6
1
 
8
/
7
-
1
1
/
6
1
 

1
8
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

L
i
n
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
R
.
 
C
o
.
 

4
/
4
/
6
2

A
t
l
a
n
t
i
c
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
N
.
 J
.
 -
 

3
1
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
1
1

P
h
i
l
a
d
e
l
p
h
i
a
,
 P
a
,

2
1
6
1
1
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
&
 
N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n

C
h
i
c
a
g
o-
G
r
e
e
n
 B
a
y
,
 
W
i
s
.

5
/
2
4
/
6
1
 
7
/
6
/
6
1
 

N
o

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

6
/
2
1
/
6
1



o

P
a
g
e
 1
0

1
3
8
(
1
)
 

F
.
D
.
N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
1
6
1
3
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 S
o
u
t
h
 
S
h
o
r
e
 &
 

5
/
2
5
/
6
1
 
6
/
2
9
/
6
1
 

6
/
1
9
/
6
1
 

1
0
/
2
5
/
6
1
 

7/
31

/6
1 

9
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

S
o
u
t
h
 B
e
n
d
 

1
0
/
5
/
6
1

C
h
i
c
a
g
o-
S
o
u
t
h
 B
e
n
d
,
 I
n
d
.
 

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
5
5

2
1
6
2
0
 

S
o
o
 
L
i
n
e
 
R
.
 

6
/
1
/
6
1
 

7
/
2
/
6
1
 

6
/
2
0
/
6
1
 

1
1
/
1
/
6
1
 

8
/
7
,
9
/
6
1
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
,
 M
i
n
n
.
 -
 

1
0
/
3
1
/
6
1

P
o
r
t
a
l
,
 N
.
 D
.
 

3
1
2
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
2
9

2
1
6
9
5
 

T
e
x
a
s
 &
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c

F
t
.
 W
o
r
t
h-
M
a
r
s
h
a
l
l
,
 T
e
x
.

7
/
2
0
/
6
1
 
8
/
2
2
/
6
1
 

N
o

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

8/
4/

61

2
1
7
3
3
 

L
o
u
i
s
i
a
n
a
 &
 A
r
k
a
n
s
a
s
 

8
/
2
5
/
6
1
 
9
/
3
D
/
6
1
 

9
/
14
/
6
1
 

1/
2
9
/
6
2
 

1
0
/
3
0
/
6
1
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

H
o
p
e
,
 A
r
k
.
,-
S
h
r
e
v
e
p
o
r
t
,
 L
a
.
 

s
1
/
2
4
/
6
2

3
1
7
 i
.c
.c
, 
15
5

2
1
7
8
6
 

B
o
s
t
o
n
 &
 M
a
i
n
e
 

1
0
/
9
/
6
1
 
1
1
/
1
2
/
6
1
 
1
0
/
3
0
/
6
1
 

3
/
1
1
/
6
2
 

1
2
/
1
1
,
1
3
/
6
1
 

6
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

S
p
r
i
n
g
f
i
e
l
d
,
 M
a
s
s
.
-
 

3
/
9
/
6
2

W
i
n
d
s
o
r
,
 V
t
.
-
B
r
a
t
t
l
e
b
o
r
o
,
 V
t
.
 

3
1
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
6
5

2
1
7
9
5
 

B
o
s
t
o
n
 &
 M
a
i
n
e
 

1
0
/
1
8
/
6
1
 
1
1
/
2
0
/
6
1
 

N
o

L
o
w
e
l
l
,
 M
a
s
s
.
 -

W
h
i
t
e
 
R
i
v
e
r
 J
u
n
c
t
i
O
n
,
 V
t
.

6
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
1
/
7
/
6
1

2
1
8
1
4
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 &
 N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 

1
0
/
3
1
/
6
1
 
1
2
/
1
/
6
1
 

1
1
/
1
5
/
6
1
 2
/
2
5
/
6
2
 

1
/
8
,
1
0
,
1
2
,
 

4
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

C
h
i
c
a
g
o -
M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 M
i
n
n
.
 

1
5
/
6
2
 

3
/
2
3
/
6
2

C
h
i
c
a
g
o -
M
a
n
k
a
t
o
,
 M
i
n
n
.
 

3
1
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2
1

2
1
8
1
7
 

B
o
s
t
o
n
 &
 M
a
i
n
e
 

1
1
/
1
/
6
1
 

1
2
/
3
/
6
1
 

N
o
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

R
i
v
e
r-
B
e
r
l
i
n
,
 N
 

1
1
/
2
0
/
6
1



,
1
3
a
(
1
)

P
a
g
e
 
1
1

LN
.D

0
0
C
D

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

d
a
t
e

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 M
o
,
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

N
o
.
 o
f

t
r
a
i
n
s

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
1
8
1
8

B
o
s
t
o
n
 &
 
M
a
i
n
e

C
o
n
w
a
y-
D
o
v
e
r
,
 N
.
 H
.

1
1
/
1
/
6
1
 
1
2
/
3
/
6
1

N
o

5
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
1
/
2
0
/
6
1

2
1
8
4
4

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
G
r
e
a
t
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
c
.
 -

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 M
i
n
n
.

1
1
/
1
5
/
6
1
 1
2
/
1
6
/
6
1

1
2
/
5
/
6
1

4/
1
5
/
6
2

2
/
1
,
5
,
7
,
/
6
2

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

4
/
3
/
6
2

3
1
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 9
9

2
1
9
3
6

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
R
.

H
a
r
r
i
s
b
u
r
g
,
 P
a
.
 -

H
a
g
e
r
s
t
o
w
n
,
 
M
d
.

1
/
2
4
/
6
2
 
2/
2
5
/
6
2

N
o

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

2
/
8
/
6
2

2
1
9
4
6

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
C
o
.

O
g
d
e
n
,
 
U
t
a
h
 -

O
a
k
l
a
n
d
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.

2/
5
/
6
2
 

3
/8
/
6
2

2
/
1
1
/
6
2

7
/
7
/
6
2

4 /
1
6
,
1
9
,

2
0
/
6
2

2
C
o
n
t
i
n
u
a
n
c
e
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d

J
u
n
e
 1
4 -
L
a
b
o
r
 D
a
y
 &

D
e
c
e
m
b
e
r
 2
2
-
J
a
n
u
a
r
y
2

f
o
r
 1
 
y
e
a
r
 
7
/6
/
6
2

3
1
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
1
9
 

.

2
1
9
5
8

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
 &
 O
h
i
o

W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n
,
 
D
.
 
C
.
 -

C
l
e
v
e
l
a
n
d
,
 
O
h
i
o

2
/
8
/
6
2
 

3
/
1
0
/
6
2

2
/
2
6
/
6
2

7
/
9
/
6
2

4/
1
2
,
1
6
,
1 8
/
6
2

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
0
/
3
1
/
6
2

3
1
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
7
1
,
5
0
9

2
1
9
8
6

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
R
.

B
u
f
f
a
l
o
,
 N
.
 Y
.
 -

H
a
r
r
i
s
b
u
r
g
,
 P
a
.

3
/
6
/
6
2
 

4/
1
5
/
6
2

4
/
4
/
6
2

8/
1
4 /
6
2

5
/
1
5
,
1
8
,
2
1
/
6
2

D
e
n
i
e
d

7
/
2
7
/
6
2

2
2
0
1
1

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
 &
 
O
h
i
o

W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n
,
 D
.
 C
.
 -

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
,
 M
d
.

3
/
2
1
/
6
2
 
4/
2
1
/
6
2

N
o

1
2

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

4
/
9
/
6
2



•

P
a
g
e
 
1
2

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
2
0
9
4
 

C
h
e
s
a
p
e
a
k
e
 &
 O
h
i
o
 

5
/
1
6
/
6
2
 

6
/
1
6
/
6
2
 

6
/
5
/
6
2
 

1
0
/
1
5
/
6
2
 
7
/
1
6
,
1
8
,
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n
,
 D
.
 C
.
 -
 

1
9
,
2
0
/
6
2
 

1
0
/
1
1
/
6
2

H
u
n
t
i
n
g
t
o
n
,
 W
.
 V
a
,

2
2
1
2
6
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 R
o
c
k
 
I
s
l
a
n
d
 
&
 

6
/
1
1
/
6
2
 

7
/
1
5
/
6
2
 

7
/
3
/
6
2
 

1
1
/
1
4
/
6
2
 
8
/
1
3
,
1
5
,
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

1
6
/
6
2
 

1
1
/
2
7
/
6
2

W
i
c
h
i
t
a
,
 K
a
n
s
.
 -
 

3
1
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
0
1

F
t
.
 W
o
r
t
h
,
 T
e
x
.

2
2
1
5
2
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 

6
/
2
8
/
6
2
 

7
/
2
8
/
6
2
 

N
o

A
l
b
a
n
y
,
 N
.
 Y
.
 -

B
o
s
t
o
n
,
 
M
a
s
s
.

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

7
/
1
7
/
6
2

2
2
1
7
1
 

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
a
n
d
 

7
/
1
2
/
6
2
 

8
/
1
5
/
6
2
 

8
/
3
/
6
2
 

1
2
/
1
4
/
6
2
 

9
/
1
7
,
2
0
/
6
2
 

4
 

W
i
t
h
d
r
a
w
n

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 

8
/
2
4
/
6
2
 

..
.,

H
o
u
s
t
o
n
,
 T
e
x
.-

N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 L
a
.

2
2
2
0
1
 

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
 &
 
O
h
i
o

W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n
,
 B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e

&
 P
i
t
t
s
b
u
r
g
h

(
1
5
2
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
s
)

7
/
2
7
/
6
2
 

8
/
2
9
/
6
2
 

8
/
1
7
/
6
2
 

1
2
/
2
8
/
6
2
 

1
0
/
1
,
4
,
5
/
6
2
 

3
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
/
1
4
/
6
3
.
-

3
1
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
7
3

2
2
2
6
8
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 

9
/
2
6
/
6
2
 

1
0
/
2
8
/
6
2
 

N
o

E
l
k
h
a
r
t
,
 I
n
d
.
 -
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o

1
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

'
 1
0
/
1
6
/
6
2

22
?,

41
 

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

1
1
/
8
/
6
2
 

1
/
7
/
6
3
 

1
2
/
1
9
/
6
2
 

5
/
6
/
6
3
 

1
/
3
0
,
2
/
1
/
6
3

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 M
o
.
 -
 

4

O
m
a
h
a
,
 
N
e
b
r
.

D
e
n
i
e
d

4
/
2
6
/
6
3

3
2
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1



P
a
g
e
 1
3

1
3
a
(
1
)

t\
D

C
o

t•
D

F
.
D
.
N
o
.

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

d
a
t
e

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-

g
a
t
i
o
n

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

F
o
u
r
 M
o
.

d
a
t
e

H
e
a
r
i
n
g

d
a
t
e

N
o
.
 o
f

t
r
a
i
n
s

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
2
3
6
6

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
,
 C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 &
 S
t
.
 

1
2
/
3
/
6
2

L
o
u
i
s
 
R
.

B
u
f
f
a
l
o-
C
h
i
c
a
g
o

1
/
7
/
6
3

1
2
/
1
9
/
6
2

- 5
/
6
/
G
3

1/
2
4
/
6
3

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

5
/
1
5
/
6
3

3
1
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
7
5

2
2
4
1
8

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 R
.
 

1
/
8
/
6
3

P
i
t
t
s
b
u
r
g-
C
l
e
v
e
l
a
n
d

2
/
1
0
/
6
3

1
/
2
8
/
6
3

6/
9
/
6
3

2
/
2
7
,

3
/
4
/
6
3

2
D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

6
/
5
/
6
3

3
1
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
3
7

2
2
4
2
5

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 &
 N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 

1
/
1
6
/
6
3

C
h
i
c
a
g
o-
M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s

C
h
i
c
a
g
o-
M
a
n
k
a
t
o
,
 M
i
n
n
.

3
/
2
4
/
6
3

2
/
2
0
/
6
3

7
/
2
3
/
6
3

4
/
2
,
4
,
5
,

8
,
1
0
,
1
2
/
6
3
4

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

7
/
1
8
/
6
3

3
2
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
5

2
2
4
2
8

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
M
.
,
 S
t
.
 P

. 
&
 P
.
 

1
/
1
8
/
6
3

A
b
e
r
d
e
e
n
,
 S
.
 D
a
k
.
 -

D
e
e
r
 L
o
d
g
e
,
 M
o
n
t
.

2
/
2
2
/
6
3

2
/
8
/
6
3

6
/
2
1
/
6
3
3
/
1
8
,
2
1
,

2
5
/
6
3

2
D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

6/
1
8
/
6
3

3
1
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
6
1

2
2
5
1
1

S
o
o
 
L
i
n
e
 

.
3
/
1
4
/
6
3

S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
,
 M
i
n
n
.
 -

P
o
r
t
a
l
,
 N
.
 D
.

4
/
1
5
/
6
3

3
/
2
7
/
6
3

8
/
1
4
/
6
3

5
/
2
0
,
2
2
,

2
3
/
6
3

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
1
/
2
7
/
6
3

3
2
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
3
7

2
2
5
5
1

E
r
i
e-
L
a
c
k
a
w
a
n
n
a
 R
.
 

4
/
5
/
6
3

E
l
m
i
r
a
,
 N
.
Y
.
-
H
o
b
o
k
e
n
,
 N
.
 J
.

D
a
n
v
i
l
l
e
,
 N
.
 J
.-
S
c
r
a
n
t
o
n
,
 P
a
.

S
c
r
a
n
t
o
n-
E
l
m
i
r
a

5
/
8
/
6
3

4
/
2
4
/
6
3

9
/
6
/
6
3

6
/
3
,
5
,
6
,

1
0
,
1
1
/
6
3

3
1
 G
r
a
n
t
e
d
 
2

p
a
r
t
i
a
l
 
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
a
n
c
e

8
/
2
7
/
6
3

3
2
4
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
9
5

2
2
5
5
2

E
r
i
e-
L
a
c
k
a
w
a
n
n
a
 R
.
 

4
/
5
/
6
3

P
o
r
t
 
J
e
r
v
i
s
,
 N
.
Y
.
-

S
u
s
q
u
e
h
a
n
n
a
,
 P
a
.

B
i
n
g
h
a
m
t
o
n
,
 N
.
 Y
.-
H
o
b
o
k
e
n

5
/
8
/
6
3

4
/
2
4
/
6
3

9
/
6
/
6
3

6
/
3
,
5
,
6
,

1
0
,
1
1
/
6
3

1
 g
r
a
n
t
e
d
 
1

p
a
r
t
i
a
l
 
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
a
n
c
e

8
/
2
7
/
6
3

3
2
4
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
9
5



Pa
ge

 1
4

l
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.

Ra
il
ro
ad
 
an

d 
po
in
ts
 s
er

ve
d

Fi
le

d
E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

da
te

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-

g
a
t
i
o
n

or
de

re
d

F
o
u
r
 M
o
.

da
te

He
ar
in
g

da
te

N
o
.
 o
f

tr
ai
ns

Ac
ti
on

2
2
5
6
7

So
ut

he
rn

 P
ac
if
ic

H
o
u
s
t
o
n-
N
e
w
 
Or
le
an
s

4
/
1
5
/
6
3

5
/
1
5
/
6
3

4/
29
/
6
3

9
/
1
4
/
6
3

9/
17
,1
9-

2
1
/
6
3

2
Gr
an
te
d

9
/
1
2
/
6
3

3
2
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
0
2

2
2
6
5
6

U
n
i
o
n
 P
ac
if
ic
 R
.
 C
o
.

L
o
s
 
An
ge
le
s -
O
g
d
e
n
,
 U
ta
h

6
/
1
2
/
6
3

7
/
1
5
/
6
3

6
/
2
0
/
6
3

1
1
/
1
4
/
6
3

4
W
i
t
h
d
r
a
w
n

7
/
2
2
/
6
3

2
2
7
2
2

Mi
ss
ou
ri
 P
ac
if
ic
 R
.
 C
o
.

L
a
k
e
 
Ch

ar
le

s 
-

Al
ex
an
dr
ia
, 
L
a
.

7
/
2
9
/
6
3

9
/
9
/
6
3

8
/
26
/
6
3

1
/
8
/
6
4

1
0
/
2
4
,
2
8
/
6
3

2
Gr
an
te
d

1
/
6
/
6
4

3
2
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
8
3

2
2
7
2
8

Ne
w 
Y
o
r
k
 C
en
tr
al

A
l
b
a
n
y
,
 N
.
 Y
.
 -
 

•
B
o
s
t
o
n
,
 M
a
s
s
.

7
/
3
1
/
6
3

8
/
3
1
/
6
3

8
/
1
4
/
6
3

1
2
/
3
0
/
6
3

1
0
/
1
,
3
/
6
3

2
De

ni
ed

1
2
/
2
4
/
6
3

3
2
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
6
4

IN
,

C
O

CA
.D

2
2
7
5
7

Ch
ic

ag
o,

 S
o
u
t
h
 S
ho

re
&
 S
ou

th
 B
e
n
d

Ch
ic
ag
o -
S
o
u
t
h
 B
e
n
d
,
 I
n
d
.

Ch
ic
ag
o-
M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n
 C
i
t
y
,
 I
n
d
.

Ch
ic

ag
o-
T
r
e
m
o
n
t
,
 I
n
d
,

Ch
ic
ag
o-
G
a
r
y
,
 I
n
d
.

8
/
2
9
/
6
3

1
0
/
1
/
6
3

9
/
1
8
/
6
3

1
/
3
1
/
6
4

1
0
/
2
8
/
6
3

4
7

Gr
an
te
d

1
/
3
0
/
6
4

3
2
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
4
0

2
2
7
5
8

• 
Ch
ic
ag
o,
 M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 S
t
.

P
a
u
l
 &
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c

A
b
e
r
d
e
e
n
,
 S
.
 D
.
 -

D
e
e
r
 L
o
d
g
e
,
 M
o
n
t
.

8
/
3
0
/
6
3

1
0
/
1
/
6
3

9
/
1
7
/
6
3

1
/
3
1
/
6
4

1
0
/
2
8
,
3
1
,

1
1
/
4
/
6
3

2
Gr
an
te
d

1
/
3
0
/
6
4

3
2
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
6

2
2
7
8
1

Ne
w 
Y
o
r
k
,
 N
ew

 H
a
v
e
n
 &

Ha
rt
fo
rd

Ne
w 
L
o
n
d
o
n
,
 C
o
n
n
.
 -

Wo
rc

es
te

r,
 M
a
s
s
,

9
/
1
7
/
6
3

1
0
/
2
1
/
6
3
1
0
/
4
/
6
3

2
/
2
0
/
6
4

1
1
/
1
8
,
1
9
/
6
3

5
De
ni
ed

2
/
1
9
/
6
4
 

.
6
 n
o
.
 c
on

ti
nu

an
ce

3
2
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
6
6



P
a
g
q
 
1
5

. .
13

a(
.1

1

F
.
D
.
N
o
.

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

d
a
t
e

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

N
o
.
 o
f

t
r
a
i
n
s

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
2
7
8
2

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
,
 N
e
w
 
H
a
v
e
n
 &
 

9
/
1
7
/
6
3

H
a
r
t
f
o
r
d

N
e
w
 
L
o
n
d
o
n
,
 
C
o
n
n
.
 -

P
r
o
v
i
d
e
n
c
e
,
 R
.
 I
.

1
1
/
5
/
6
3

1
0
/
1
8
/
6
3

4/
2/
6
4
 

1/
13

-1
7/

64
e
x
t
e
n
d
e
d

i
n
 
r
e
c
o
r
d

3
G
r
a
n
t
e
d
 
i
n
 
p
a
r
t
,

d
e
n
i
e
d
 
i
n
 
p
a
r
t

3
/
3
1
/
6
4

3
2
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
1
4

2
2
7
8
3

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
,
 
N
e
w
 
H
a
v
e
n
 &
 

9
/
1
7
/
6
3

H
a
r
t
f
o
r
d

D
a
n
b
u
r
y
,
 
C
o
n
n
,
 -

P
i
t
t
s
f
i
e
l
d
,
 M
a
s
s
.

1
1
/
5
/
6
3

1
0
/
2
1
/
6
3

3/
4/
64

12
/3
-6
/
6
3

6
G
r
a
n
t
e
d
 
i
n
 
p
a
r
t
,

d
e
n
i
e
d
 
i
n
 
p
a
r
t

3
2
0 3
2 .
0
.
 5
4
4

2
2
8
2
8

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 

1
0
/
2
4
/
6
3

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 -

E
l
k
h
a
r
t
,
 I
n
d
,

1
1
/
2
5
/
6
3

1
1
/
8
/
6
3

3
/
2
4
/
6
4

1/
7-
10
/6
4

3
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

3
/
1
9
/
6
4

3
2
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
2
6

IN
D

0
0 141
,

2
2
8
4
3

U
n
i
o
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
.
 C
o
.
 

1
1
/
1
/
6
3

L
o
s
 
A
n
g
e
l
e
s
 -

O
g
d
e
n
,
 U
t
a
h

1
2
/
2
/
6
3

1
1
/
1
9
/
6
3

4/
1/
64

1/
6-
10
,1
3/
64

4
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

3
/
2
7
/
6
4

3
2
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
9
3

2
2
8
8
0

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 &
 N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
 

1
2
/
2
/
6
3

P
a
s
s
 
C
h
r
i
s
t
i
a
n
,
 
M
i
s
s
.
 -

N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s

1
/
7
/
6
4

1
2
/
2
3
/
6
3

5/
6/

64
2/

5-
7/

64
2

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

4
/
2
9
/
6
4

3
2
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
6
9

2
2
8
9
6

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 R
o
c
k
 
I
s
l
a
n
d
 &
 

1
2
/
1
1
/
6
3

P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
a
n
d
 
S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
-
T
u
c
u
m
c
a
r
i
,
 
N
.
 M
e
x
.

1
/
1
1
/
6
4

1
2
/
2
7
/
6
3

5
/
1
0
/
6
)
4

4
D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

2
/
5
/
6
4

2
2
9
0
5

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

12
/1
9/
63

O
a
k
l
a
n
d
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.
 -

P
o
r
t
l
a
n
d
,
 O
r
e
g
.

1/
20
/6
4

1/
6/

64
5/

19
/6

4
2/

25
-2

8,
3
/
2
-
5
,
1
0
-
1
2
/
6
4

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

5/
14

/6
4

3
2
0
 I
.c
.c
. 
7
4
0

4
 

.a
r

•



61 - OL - 0 16L-LC 

P
a
g
e
 
1
6

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 
o
f

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
2
9
3
9
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
&
 
N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 

1/
16

/6
4 

2
/
1
8
/
6
4
 

2
/
3
/
6
4
 

6
/
1
7
/
6
4
 
3/
18
,1
9,
23
/6
4 

5
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
-
A
s
h-
l
a
n
d
,
 
W
i
s
.

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
-
L
a
n
d
 
O
 

3
2
0
 

I.C.C.'Lakes, 
W
i
s
.
 

6
/
1
1
/
6
4 6
4
8

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
—
G
r
e
e
n
 B
a
y
,
 
W
i
s
.

2
2
9
5
9
 

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
 
&
 
O
h
i
o
 

1
/
2
9
/
6
4
 
3
/
3
/
6
4
 

2
/
1
8
/
6
4
 
7
/
2
/
6
4
 
4
/
7
-
9
,
1
3
/
6
4
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
i
n
c
i
n
n
a
t
i
,
 
O
h
i
o
 
-

C
u
m
b
e
r
l
a
n
d
,
 
M
d
.
 

3
2
4
6
/
2
6
/
6
4

I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
4
8

2
3
0
1
5
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
R
o
c
k
 
I
s
l
a
n
d
 
&
 

3
/
2
/
6
4
 

4
/
5
/
6
4
 

3
/
2
4
/
6
4
 

8
/
4
/
6
4
 5
/
6
,
7
,
1
1
/
6
4
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

(
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

7
/
2
7
/
6
4

M
e
m
p
h
i
s
,
 T
e
n
n
.
 -
 

3
2
4
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
2
9

A
m
a
r
i
l
l
o
,
 T
e
x
.

,
 

0
0

2
3
0
4
5
 

E
r
i
e
-
L
a
c
k
a
w
a
n
n
a
 

3
/
2
5
/
6
4
 

4/
27
/
6
4
 

N
o
 

1
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

S
c
r
a
n
t
o
n
,
 
P
a
.
 -
 

4
/
1
4
/
6
4

H
o
b
o
k
e
n
,
 
N
.
 J
.

2
3
0
9
5
 

A
t
l
a
n
t
i
c
 
C
o
a
s
t
 
L
i
n
e
 

4
/
2
1
/
6
4
 

6
/
1
/
6
4
 

N
o
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

.
S
a
v
a
n
n
a
h
,
 
G
a
.
 -
 

5
/
1
9
/
6
4

F
l
o
r
e
n
c
e
,
 S
.
 
C
.

2
3
1
4
2
 

S
o
o
 
L
i
n
e
 

5
/
2
2
/
6
4
 

6
/
2
2
/
6
4
 

6
/
9
/
6
4
 

1
/
1
1
/
6
5
*
 
7
/
2
0
-
2
4
/
6
4
 

4
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
h
i
c
a
g
o-
S
u
p
e
r
i
o
r
,
 W
i
s
.
 

1
/
4
/
6
5

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
-
S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
,
 
M
i
n
n
.
 

3
2
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
0

2
3
1
7
5
 

B
o
s
t
o
n
 &
 M
a
i
n
e

B
o
s
t
o
n
-
C
o
n
c
o
r
d
,
 
N
.
 H
.

M
e
r
e
d
i
t
h
,
 
N
.
H
.

W
h
i
t
e
 
R
i
v
e
r
 
J
c
t
.
,
 
V
t
.

6
/
2
4
/
6
4
 

8
/
8
/
6
4
 

7
/
1
7
/
6
4
 

12
/3

1/
64

**
 9
/
2
1
,
 1
0
/
5
-
7
/
6
4
 
1
4

1
1
 
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

3
 D
e
n
i
e
d

3
2
4
 
I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
1
8

1
2
/
3
1
/
6
4

*
 A
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
 
r
e
a
c
h
e
d
 
a
t
 
h
e
a
r
i
n
g

•x
* 
A
p
p
l
i
c
r
:
t
,
, 
v
o
l
u
n
t
a
r
y
 
e
x
t
,-i
n



P
a
g
e
 
1
7

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
 
N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
3
1
7
6
 

B
o
s
t
o
n
 &
 
M
a
i
n
e

B
o
s
t
o
n-
D
o
v
e
r
,
 N
.
 H
.

P
o
r
t
l
a
n
d
,
 
M
a
i
n
e

6
/
2
4
/
6
4
 
8
/
8
/
6
4
 

7
/
1
7
/
6
4
 

12
/3
1/
64
* 
9
/
2
1
,
1
o
/
5
-
 

1
6
 

1
4
 G
r
a
n
t
e
d
,

7
/
6
4
 

2
 D
e
n
i
e
d

1
2
/
3
1
/
6
4

3
2
4
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
1
8

2
3
1
7
7
 
.
B
o
s
t
o
n
 &
 
M
a
i
n
e
 

6
/
2
4
/
6
4
 
8
/
8
/
6
4
 

7
/
1
7
/
6
4
 

1
2
/
3
1
/
6
4
*
 9
/
2
1
,
1
0
/
5
-
 

l
o
 

8
 G
r
a
n
t
e
d

B
o
s
t
o
n-
P
o
r
t
s
m
o
u
t
h
,
 N
.
 H
.
 

7
/
6
4
 

2
 D
e
n
i
e
d

1
2
/
3
1
/
6
4

3
2
4
 
I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
1
8

2
3
2
7
2
 

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

9
/
1
/
6
4
 

1
0
/
2
/
6
4
 

9
/
1
7
/
6
4
 

2
/
1
/
6
5
 

1
0
/
2
6
-
2
9
/
6
4
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

L
o
s
 
A
n
g
e
l
e
s
-
P
h
o
e
n
i
x
,
 
A
r
i
z
.
 

1
/
2
6
/
6
5

 
_
3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
4

2
3
2
7
7
 

R
e
a
d
i
n
g
 
C
o
.
 

. 
9
/
2
/
6
4
 

1
0
/
2
/
6
4
 

9
/
1
8
/
6
4
 

2
/
1
/
6
5
 

1
0
/
2
6
,
2
9
/
6
4
 

8
 

D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

P
h
i
l
a
d
e
l
p
h
i
a
,
 
P
a
.
 -
 

(
c
a
n
c
e
l
e
d
)
 

1
0
/
2
9
/
6
4

B
o
u
n
d
 
B
r
o
o
k
,
.
 
E
t
,
,
 N
.
J
.

2
3
2
7
8
 

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
a
n
d
 

9
/
4
/
6
4
 

1
0
/
4
/
6
4
 

9
/
1
8
/
6
4
 

2
/
3
/
6
5
 

11
/
9
,
1
1
,
1
3
,

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 

1
6
/
6
4

H
o
u
s
t
o
n
,
 T
e
x
.-
N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
/
2
8
/
6
5

3
2
8
 
I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
3
1

2
3
3
1
3
 

B
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
R
.

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 
M
o
,
 7

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
i
t
y
,

9
/
2
5
/
6
4
 
1
0
/
2
5
/
6
4
 

1
0
/
1
2
/
6
4
 
2
/
2
4
/
6
5
 

1
1
/
1
6
,
 1
9
,

2
3
,
 2
4
/
6
4

2
D
e
n
i
e
d

2
/
1
5
/
6
5

3
2
8
 
I
.
C
.
C
.
 9
2
1

2
3
3
8
3
 

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
c
o
.
 

1
1
/
9
/
6
4
 

1
2
/
1
0
/
6
4
 

1
1/
25
/
6
4
 
4
/
9
/
6
5
 

1
/
1
8
,
2
2
,

P
o
r
t
l
a
n
d
,
 
O
r
e
g
.
 -
 

2
6
/
6
5

O
a
k
l
a
n
d
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

3
/
2
6
/
6
5

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 9
4
7

2
3
4
8
7
 

E
r
i
e-
L
a
c
k
a
w
a
n
n
a
 
R
.

H
o
b
o
k
e
n
,
 
N
.
 J
.
 -

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.

2
/
1
/
6
5
 

3
/
3
/
6
5
 

2
/
1
7
/
6
5
 

7
/
2
/
6
5
 
4
/
5
,
7
,
9
/
6
5
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

6
/
2
8
/
6
5

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2
3
4

*
 A
p
p
l
i
c
a
n
t
'
s
 
v
o
l
u
n
t
a
r
y
 
e
x
t
e
n
s
i
o
n



P
a
g
e
 
1
8

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
,
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
3
5
1
4
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
,
 
N
e
w
 
H
a
v
e
n
 &
 H
a
r
t
f
o
r
d
2
/
1
8
/
6
5
 
3
/
2
9
/
6
5
 

3
/
1
0
/
6
5
 

7
/
2
8
/
6
5
 

4
/
1
2
-
1
6
,
 

1
0
5
 

D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

R
.
 
C
o
.
 
C
e
r
t
a
i
n
 
t
r
a
i
n
s
 
t
o
 

1
9
-
2
3
,
 

7
/
7
/
6
5

a
n
d
 
f
r
o
m
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
i
t
y
 

2
6
-
3
0
/
6
5

2
3
5
4
7
 

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s-
S
a
n
 
F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 
R
y
.
 
3
/
1
5
/
6
5
 

4
/
1
9
/
6
5
 

3
/
3
0
/
6
5
 

8
/
1
8
/
6
5
 

5/
3-
7,
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 
M
o
.
 -
 

1
0
-
1
4
,
 

8
/
9
/
6
5

O
k
l
a
h
o
m
a
 
C
i
t
y
,
 O
k
l
a
.
 

1
7
-
1
9
/
6
5
 

(
t
r
a
i
n
s
 
r
e-
n
u
m
b
e
r
e
d

&
 
r
e
s
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
d
)

3
2
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
3
3

23
54
8 

St
. 
L
o
u
i
s-
S
a
n
 F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 
R
y
.
 
3
/
1
5
/
6
5
 
4
/
1
9
/
6
5
 

3
/
3
0
/
6
5
 

8/
18
/6
5 

5/
3-
7

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 
M
o
.
 -
 

1
0
-
1
4
,

O
k
l
a
h
o
m
a
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
O
k
l
a
.
 

1
7
,
1
9
/
6
5

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

8
/
9
/
6
5

3
2
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
3
3

2
3
5
4
9
 

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s-
S
a
n
 F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 
R
y
.
 
3
/
1
5
/
6
5
 
4/
1
9
/
6
5
 

3
/
3
0
/
6
5
 

8
/
1
8
/
6
5
 

5/
3-
7,
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
.
 -
 

1
0
-
1
4
,
 

8 /
9 /
6
5

B
i
r
m
i
n
g
h
a
m
,
 
A
l
a
.
 

1
7
-
1
9
/
6
5
 

3
2
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
3
3

2
3
5
5
0
 

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s-
S
a
n
 F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 
R
y
.
 
3
/
1
5
/
6
5
 
4 /
1
9
/
6
5
 
3
/
3
0
/
6
5
 

8/
1
8
/
6
5
 

5
/
3
-
7
,

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
.
 -
 

1
0
-
1
4
,

B
i
r
m
i
n
g
h
a
m
,
 
A
l
a
,
 

1
7
-
1
9
/
6
5

2
D
e
n
i
e
d

8/
9
/
6
5

(
t
r
a
i
n
s
 
r
e
n
u
m
b
e
r
e
d

&
 
r
e
s
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
d
)

3
2
7
 i
.c
.q
, 
43
3

23
55
1 

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s-
S
a
n
 
F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 
R
y
,
 
3
/
1
5
/
6
5
 
4/
1
9
/
6
5
 

3
/
3
0
/
6
5
 

8
/
1
8
/
6
5
 

5/
3-
7,

M
o
n
e
t
t
e
,
 
M
o
.
 -
 
F
t
.
 S
m
i
t
h
,
 
A
r
k
.
 

1
0
-
1
4
,

1
7
-
1
9
/
6
5

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

8
/
9
/
6
5

3
2
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
3
3
'

2
3
5
5
2
 

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s-
S
a
n
 F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 
R
y
.
 3
/
1
5
/
6
5
 
4
/
1
9
/
6
5
 

3
/
3
0
/
6
5
 

8
/
1
8
/
6
5
 

5/
3-
7,

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 
M
o
.
 -
 
M
e
m
p
h
i
s
,
 T
e
n
n
.
 

1
0
-
1
4
,

1
7
-
1
9
/
6
5

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

8
/
9
/
6
5

3
2
7
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
3
3



P
a
g
e
 
1
9

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
3
5
5
4
 

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
R
.
 
C
o
.
 

3
/
1
5
/
6
5
 
4/
1
8
/
6
5
 

4/
5
/
6
5
 

8
/
1
7
/
6
5
 

2
 

D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

P
h
i
l
a
d
e
l
p
h
i
a
,
 P
a
.
 -
 

5
/
1
3
/
6
5

D
e
l
m
a
r
,
 D
e
l
.

2
3
5
7
2
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 

3
/
2
6
/
6
5
 
4
/
2
5
/
6
5
 

4
/
1
3
/
6
5
 

8
/
2
4
/
6
5
 
6
/
7
,
 1
0
,
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

A
l
b
a
n
y
,
 
N
.
 Y
.
 -
 

1
1
/
6
5
 

8
/
1
7
/
6
5

B
o
s
t
o
n
,
 
M
a
s
s
,
 

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
9
5

9
/
2
/
6
6

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
9

2
3
5
7
4
 

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
.
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
.
 C
o
.
 

3
/
2
9
/
6
5
 
5
/
2
/
6
5
 

4
/
2
0
/
6
5
 

9
/
1
/
6
5
 

6
/
7
,
1
0
/
6
5
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

O
m
a
h
a
,
 
N
e
b
r
.
 -
 

8
/
2
6
/
6
5

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
,
 

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2
7
6

.
 
0
0

2
3
5
8
1
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
G
r
e
a
t
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
K
y
.
 

3
/
3
1
/
6
5
 
4
/
3
0
/
6
5
 

4
/
1
5
/
6
5
 

8
/
3
0
/
6
5
 
6
/
1
4
,
1
7
/
6
5
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d
 

0
0

O
m
a
h
a
,
 
N
e
b
r
.
 -

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 
M
i
n
n
.
 

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.

E
/

5
3
1
9

6
6
4

2
3
5
8
4
 

N
o
r
f
o
l
k
 
a
n
d
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
R
y4
„,

 
4
/
2
/
6
5
 

5
/
9
/
6
5
 

4
/
2
7
/
6
5
 

9
/
8
/
6
5
 

6
/
7
,
1
0
/
6
5
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

B
u
f
f
a
l
o
,
 
N
.
 Y
.
 -
 

8
/
3
0
/
6
5

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
,
 

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
9
5

2
3
5
9
7
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 
4
/
1
6
/
6
5
 
5
/
1
7
/
6
5

5
/
4
/
6
5
 

9
/
1
6
/
6
5
 
0
/
7
,
 9
/
6
5
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

&
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
.
 
C
o
.
 

9
/
1
0
/
6
5

M
a
n
i
l
l
a
,
 I
o
w
a
-
S
i
o
u
x
 
F
a
l
l
s
,
 
S
.
 D
a
k
.

2
3
6
2
5
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
R
o
c
k
 
I
s
l
a
n
d
 
&
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
4
/
2
9
/
6
5
 6
/
6
/
6
5
 

5
/
1
2
/
6
5
 

1
0
/
5
/
6
5
 

6
/
1
4
-
1
6
,
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
d

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
,
 

1
8
,
2
1
/
6
5

9
/

T
u
c
u
m
c
a
r
i
,
 
N
.
 M
e
x
.
 

3
2
8
1
2.
7/
.6
C
5.
 8
9
4

2
3
6
4
6
 

o
 
M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 

5
/
1
4
/
6
5
 6
/
1
5
/
6
5
 
6
/
3
/
6
5

g
h
W
f
f
i
c
 
R
.
 
C
o
.

M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 
W
i
s
.
 -
 
S
a
v
a
n
n
a
,
 I
l
l
.

1
0
/
1
4
/
6
5
 
7
/
2
2
/
6
5
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

9
/
2
7
/
6
5

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
8
6



P
a
g
e
 2
0

13
a 
1)

T
-

"
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
r
l
E
a-

p
3
T
n
f
l
 s
e
r
a

-T
a
n
-
El

le
It

i-I
Te

ri
i\

ZI
T

-
'

-'
1
i
n
o
.
e
a
r
t
i
c
i
i
i

--
--

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
3
6
5
7

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i-
K
a
n
s
a
s-
T
e
x
a
s
 
R
.

5
/
2
4
/
6
5

7
/
1
/
6
5

6
/
3
0
/
6
5
*

1
0
/
2
9
/
6
5

8
/
2
,
4
,

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

K
a
n
s
a
s
 C
i
t
y
,
M
o
.
-
D
a
l
l
a
s
,

T
e
x
.

5
/
6
5

1
1
/
1
8
/
6
5

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
8
4

2
3
6
5
8

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i-
K
a
n
s
a
s-
T
e
x
a
s
 
R
.

5
/
2
4
/
6
5

7
/
1
/
6
5

6
/
3
0
/
6
5
*

1
0
/
2
9
/
6
5

8
/
2
,
4
,

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
M
o
:
-
D
a
l
l
a
s
,

T
e
x
.

5
/
6
5

1
1
/
1
8
/
6
5

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
8
4

2
3
6
8
4

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 6

, 
N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
 
R
,

6
/
11
/6
5

7
/
1
5
/
6
5

7
/
1
/
6
5

1
1
/
1
2
/
6
5

8
/
9
,

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

M
e
m
p
h
i
s
,
T
e
n
n
.
-
B
o
w
l
i
n
g

1
2
/
6
5

1
1
/
5
/
6
5

G
r
e
e
n
,
 K
y
.

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 9
0
8

2
3
7
2
0

E
r
i
e-
L
a
c
k
a
w
a
n
n
a
 
R
.
 
C
o
.

H
o
b
o
k
e
n
,
 N
.
J
.
-
S
c
r
a
n
t
o
n

P
a
.

7
/
6
/
6
5

8
/
6
/
6
5

7
/
2
1
/
6
5

1
2
/
3
/
6
5

9
/
1
-
3
/
6
5

3
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
1
/
2
6
/
6
5

3
3
0
 I
-
C
.
C
.
 5
U

t\
D

0
0 CZ
)

2
3
7
5
6

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
C
o
.

7
/
3
0
/
6
5

9
/
1
/
6
5

8
/
1
8
/
6
5

1
2
/
3
1
/
6
5

1
0
/
1
8
,
2
2
,
2

D
e
n
i
e
d

P
o
r
t
l
a
n
d
,
 O
r
e
g
.
-

2
5
/
6
5

5
/
2
4
/
6
6

S
a
n
 
F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 
C
a
l
i
f
,

2
3
7
6
6

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 &
 N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
R
y
.

8
/
5
/
6
5

9
/
6
 a
n
d

N
o
.

3
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
I
1
1
.
-
M
a
d
i
s
o
n

9
/
1
1
/
6
5

8
/
26
/6
5
(
5
0
7
-
1
0
)

W
i
s
,

8
/
3
0
/
6
5
 (
5
0
8
)

P
e
t
.
D
 
9
/
1
0
/
6
5

2
3
7
7
0

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 &
 E
a
s
t
e
r
n
 
I
l
l
.
R
.

8
/
2
3
/
6
5

9
/
2
2
/
6
5

9
/
9
/
6
5

1
/
2
1
/
6
6

1
0
/
2
5
,
2
9
,
2

G
r
a
n
t
e
d
 
1
/1
4
/
6
6

D
a
n
v
i
l
l
e
,
I
1
1
.
-
E
v
a
n
s
v
i
l
l
e
,

I
n
d
.

1
1
/
1
/
6
5

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
2
7

2
3
7
7
3

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 &
 E
a
s
t
e
r
n
 
T1

1.
11

,
8
/
2
3
/
6
5

9
/
2
2
/
6
5

9
/
9
/
6
5

1
/
2
1
/
6
6

1
0
/
2
5
,
2
9
,
2

G
r
a
n
t
e
d
 
1
/
1
4
/
6
6

D
a
n
v
i
l
l
e
,
I
1
1
.
-
E
v
a
n
s
v
i
l
l
e
,

I
n
d
,

1
1
/
1
/
6
5

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
2
7

2
3
7
8
1

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 &
 N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
 
R
.

8
/
1
8
/
6
5

9
/
2
1
/
6
5

9
/
9
/
6
5

1
/
20
/
6
6

1
0
/
2
5
,
2
9
,
2

G
r
a
n
t
e
d
 
1
/
1
4
/
6
6

E
v
a
n
s
v
i
/
l
e
,
I
n
d
.
-
A
t
l
a
n
t
a
,

G
a
.

1
1
/
1
/
6
5

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
2
7

,, 
O
r
e
i-
W
-
W
T
E
e
r
 
e
x
p
i
r
a
t
i
o
n
 o
f
 f
T
m
e
 T
o
r
 
r
e
g
a
r
i
n
g
 
co
nt
ri
lu
an
ce
-
6
T-

t
r
a
i
n
s
 
p
e
n
d
i
n
g
 
h
e
a
r
i
n
g
 
a
n
d

d
e
e
r
i
r
o
n
.



P
a
g
e
 
2
1

1
3
8
(
1
)

1
.
V
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
U-
-
-
-F
I
I
e
a
 

E
r
f
e
a
r
v
e
 
i
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 
F
o
u
r
 
m
o
,
 
H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 
N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
p
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
3
7
8
7
 

A
t
l
a
n
t
i
c
 
C
o
a
s
t
 L
i
n
e
 
R
.

W
a
y
c
r
o
s
s
,
G
a
.
-
M
o
n
t
g
o
m
e
r
y
,

A
l
a
.

8
/
2
4
/
6
5
 

1
0
/
1
/
6
5
 

9
/
1
6
/
6
5
 

1
/
3
1
/
6
6
 
1
1
/
1
,
3
,
5
,
 

2
8
/6
6

2
3
7
9
0

A
t
l
a
n
t
i
c
 
C
o
a
s
t
 L
i
n
e
 R
.

W
i
l
m
i
n
g
t
o
n
,
N
.
C
.
-

F
l
o
r
e
n
c
e
,
 
S
.
C
.

D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

1
1
/
1
9
/
6
5

8
/
2
7
/
6
5
 

1
0
/
1
/
6
5
 

9
/
1
6
/
6
.5
 

1
/
3
1
/
6
6
 
1
1
/
9
/
6
5

2
3
8
0
0

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 C
o
.

T
u
c
u
m
c
a
r
i
,
N
.
M
e
x
.
-

P
h
o
e
n
i
x
,
 A
r
i
z
,

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
/
1
1
/
6
6

3
3
0
 

3
1
7

9
/
2
/
6
5
 

1
0
/
6
/
6
5
 

9
/
2
3
/
6
5
 

2
/
5
/
6
6
 

1
1
/
3
-
5
/
6
5
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

1
/
2
4
/
6
6

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
6
0

2
3
8
0
8
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
R
o
c
k
 I
s
l
a
n
d
 &
 

9
/
1
5
/
6
5

P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
.
R
.
C
o
.

K
a
n
s
a
s
 C
i
t
y
,
M
o
.
-
F
o
r
t
 W
o
r
t
h
,

T
e
x
.

1
0
/
1
7
/
6
5
 
1
0
/
4
/
6
5
 

2
/
1
6
/
6
6
 
1
1
/
8
,
1
0
/
6
5
 
2

3
2
8
 I
.
C
,
C
.
 2
7
8
,
 3
7
8

D
e
n
i
e
d
 
2
/
8
/
6
6

O
n
 
r
e
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
a
-

t
i
o
n
 
g
r
a
n
t
e
d

9
/
9
/
6
6

2
3
8
1
0
 

A
t
c
h
i
s
o
n
,
 T
o
p
e
k
a
 
&
 S
a
n
t
a
 F
e

K
a
n
s
a
s
 C
i
t
y
,
M
o
.
-
T
u
l
s
a
  
O
k
l
a
.
 

2
3
8
2
0

N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
y
.
C
o
.

S
p
o
k
a
n
e 

W
a
s
h
.
-
L
e
w
i
s
t
o
n
„
I
d
a
h
o
 

9
/
1
6
/
6
5
 
1
0
/
2
0
/
6
5
 

9
/
3
0
/
6
5
 

2
/
1
9
/
6
6
 
1
1
/
1
7
,
1
9
,
 
2

2
2
/
6
5

23
82
1.
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 
&
 Q
u
i
n
c
y

R
.
 A
l
l
i
a
n
c
e
,
N
e
b
r
.
-
C
a
s
p
e
r
,

W
y
o
.
 

2
3
8
3
1

N
e
w
 
H
a
v
e
n
 
R
.
R
.

9
/
2
7
/
6
5
 
1
0
/
3
1
/
6
5
 
1
0
/
1
9
/
6
5
 

2
/
2
8
/
6
6
 
1
2
/
1
3
/
6
5
 

2

9
/
2
8
/
6
5
 
1
0
/
3
1
/
6
5
 
1
0
/
1
9
/
6
5
 

2
/
2
7
/
6
6
 
1
2
/
7
/
6
5
 &
 
2

1
2
/
1
0
/
6
5

1
0
/
11
/6
5
 
3
/
1
/
6
6
 

1
0
/
1
4
/
6
5
 

6
/
30
/
6
6
 
1
2
/
1
/
6
5
 

2
7
4

D
e
n
i
e
d

2
/
1
0
/
6
6
 3
.3
0 
I
C
C
 3
7
0

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

2
/
1
8
/
6
6
3
30
 
I
C
C
 4
88

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

2
/
2
3
/
6
6

3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2

cf
l 

4
/
5
/
6
6
 3
2
7
 I
C
C
 1
5
1

2
3
4
 c
o
n
t
'
d
.

4
0
 d
i
s
c
o
n
t
'
d
.

2
3
8
5
3

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
.
 
C
o
.

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
M
o
.
-
P
u
e
b
l
o
,

C
o
l
o
.

1
0
/
2
5
/
6
5
 
1
1
/
2
9
/
6
5
 
1
1
/
1
5
/
6
5
 

3
/
2
8
/
6
7
 
1
/
4
,
7
,
1
0
,

1
2
,
1
4
,
1
7
,

1
9
/
6
6
 

•

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

a
/
2
2
/
6
6

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
0
9



P
a
g
e
 
2
2

l
a
a
(
1
)
 

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 
F
o
u
r
 M
o
.
 
H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 
N
o
.
 o
f

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

23
95

9 
B
o
s
t
o
n
 &
 M
a
i
n
e
 
C
o
r
p
.
 

1
/
3
/
6
6
 
2
/
7
/
6
6
 

1/
2 5
/
6
6
 

6 /
3/
6
6
 
3/
7/
66
 

3
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d
 

•
B
o
s
t
o
n
,
 M
a
s
s
.
 -
 

6/
2/
6
6

C
o
n
c
o
r
d
,
 N
.
 H
.
 

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
2
5

2
3
9
6
0
 

B
o
s
t
o
n
 &
 M
a
i
n
e
 
C
o
r
p
.
 

1
/
3
/
6
6
 
2/

7/
66

 
1/
25
/
6
6
 

. 
6/
3 /
6
6
 
3/

7/
66

 
2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

B
o
s
t
o
n
,
 M
a
s
s
.
 -
 

6
/
2
/
6
6

D
o
v
e
r
,
 N
.
 H
.
 

- 
3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
0
 4
2
5

2
3
9
6
1
 

B
o
s
t
o
n
 &
 M
a
i
n
e
 
C
o
r
p
.
 

1
/
3
/
6
6
 
2
/
7
/
6
6
 

1/
2 5
/
6
6
 

6/
3 /
6
6
 3
/7
/6
6 

4
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

B
o
s
t
o
n
 a
n
d
 
N
e
w
b
u
r
y
p
o
r
t
,
 M
a
s
s
.
 

6/
2/

66
3
3
0
 I
.C
.C
. 
4
2
5

2
3
9
8
9
 

N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

1
/
2
4
/
6
6
 2
/
2
8
/
6
6
 

N
o
 

2
 

2
/
1
6
/
6
6
 

N
D

R
a
i
l
w
a
y
 
C
o
m
p
a
n
y

J
a
m
e
s
t
o
w
n
 
a
n
d
 
M
a
n
d
a
n
,
 N
.
 D
a
k
.

2
4
0
0
0
 

B
o
s
t
o
n
 &
 M
a
i
n
e
 
C
o
r
p
.
 

,
 2
/
1
/
6
6
 

3
/
7
/
6
6
 

2
/
2
1
/
6
6
 

7/
6/
66
 
3/
7/
66
 

4
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

S
p
r
i
n
g
f
i
e
l
d
,
 M
a
s
s
.
 -
 

7
/
6
/
6
6

W
h
i
t
e
 
R
i
v
e
r
 J
u
n
c
t
i
o
n
,
 V
t
.
 

,'
 3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 g
24

. 
U
p
h
e
l
d
 
5
/
1
1
/
6
7

'
 
3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
9
4
 

2
4
0
6
1
 

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 

3/
14
/6
6 

4/
15
/6
6 

4
/
4
/
6
6
 

8/
14

/6
6*

 6
/
2 0
/
6
6
 

4
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 R
R
 
C
o
.
 

1
1
/
1
5
/
6
6

H
o
u
s
t
o
n
,
 T
e
n
n
.
 -
 

7'
83
0 
I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
5
4

N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 L
a
.

2
4
0
7
4
 

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
R
H
 C
o
.
 

3
/
2
1
/
6
6
 
4/
2
4
/
6
6
 

4 /
1
1
/
6
6
 

8/
2
3
/
6
6
 
5
/
3
1
/
6
6
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d
 
'

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 M
o
.
 -
 

8
/
1
6
/
6
6

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
N
.
Y
.
 

,
 3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
5
8
 

.
2
4
0
7
8
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 R
.
 C
o
;
 

3
/
2
4
/
6
6
 
4/
2
4
/
6
6
 

N
o
 

-
 

1
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

E
l
k
h
a
r
t
,
 I
n
d
.
 -
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
 

4
/
1
2
/
6
6

*
 R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
g
r
e
e
d
 
t
o
 
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
 

p
e
r
n
t
i
n
g
 
t
r
a
i
n
s
 
p
e
n
d
i
n
g
 
d
e
c
i
s
i
o
n

•



P
a
g
e
 
2
3

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 
N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
4
1
5
5
 

A
t
l
a
n
t
a
 
a
n
d
 
W
e
s
t
 
P
o
i
n
t
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 5
/
1
3
/
6
6
 6
/
19
/
6
6
 

6
/
6
/
6
6
 

1
0
/
1
7
/
6
6
 

7
/
1
8
/
6
6
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

T
h
e
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
R
a
i
l
w
a
y
 
o
f
 
A
l
a
.

1
0
/
1
4
/
6
6

A
t
l
a
n
t
a
,
 
G
a
.
 -
 
M
o
n
t
g
o
m
e
r
y
,
 
A
l
a
.

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
3
3

2
4
1
5
8
 

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 &
 
N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
 
R
R
 

5
/
1
3
/
6
6
 6
/
18
/
6
6
 

6
/
6
/
6
6
 

1
0
/
1
7
/
6
6
 
7
/
1
8
/
6
6
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

M
o
n
t
g
o
m
e
r
y
,
 
A
l
a
.
 -
 

1
0
/
1
4
/
6
6

N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 L
a
.
 

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
3
3

2
4
1
5
9
 

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 
&
 N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
 
R
R
 

5
/
1
3
/
6
6
 6
/
1
8
/
6
6
 

6
/
6
/
6
6
 

1
0
/
1
7
/
6
6
 
7
/
1
8
/
6
6

F
l
o
m
a
t
o
n
,
 
A
l
a
.
 -

C
h
a
t
t
a
h
o
o
t
c
h
e
e
,
 F
l
a
.

"
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
0
/
1
4
/
6
6

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
3
3

2
4
1
6
0
 

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 &
 
N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
 
R
R

F
l
o
m
a
t
o
n
,
 
A
l
a
.
 -

C
h
a
t
t
a
h
o
o
t
c
h
e
e
,
 F
l
a
,

5
/
1
3
/
6
6
 6
/
1
9
/
6
6
 

6
/
6
/
6
6
 

1
0
/
1
7
/
6
6
 
7
/
1
8
/
6
6

1
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
0
/
1
4
/
6
6

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
3
3

2
4
1
6
1
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
R
o
c
k
 
I
s
l
a
n
d
 
&
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
5
/
16
/
66
 6
/
16
/
6
6
 
6
/
2
/
6
6
 

1
0
/
1
5
/
6
6
 
7
/
1
8
/
6
6
 

2
O
m
a
h
a
,
 
N
e
b
r
.-
 -
 
D
e
n
v
e
r
 -

C
o
l
o
r
a
d
o
 
S
p
r
i
n
g
s
,
 
C
o
l
o
.

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
0
/
6
/
6
6

2
4
1
7
5
 

S
e
a
b
o
a
r
d
 
A
i
r
 L
i
n
e
 
R
y
.
 

5
/
2
7
/
6
6
 
7
/
1
/
6
6
 

6
/
1
7
/
6
6
 

1
0
/
3
1
/
6
6
 
8/
1 /
6
6
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

P
o
r
t
s
m
o
u
t
h
,
 V
a
.
 -
 
R
a
l
e
i
g
h
,
 
N
.
C
.
 

1
0
/
1
1
/
6
6

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
7
1

2
4
2
0
5
 

E
r
i
e
-
L
a
c
k
a
w
a
n
n
a
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

6
/
1
5
/
6
6
 
7
/
1
5
/
6
6
 
6/
3 0
/
6
6
 

1
1
/
1
4
/
6
6
 
8
/
9
/
6
6
 

4
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
h
i
c
a
g
o-
H
o
b
o
k
e
n
-
B
i
n
g
h
a
m
t
o
n
 

1
1
/4
/
6
6

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
0
8

2
4
2
1
8
 

S
o
o
 
L
i
n
e
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
,
 
P
o
r
t
a
l
,
 

6/
2
7
/
6
6
 
7
/
3
1
/
6
6
 

N
o
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

N
.
 D
a
k
.
,
 
G
l
e
n
w
o
o
d
,
 
M
i
n
n
,
 
E
n
d
e
r
l
i
n
,
 
N
.
D
a
k
.
 

7
/
1
9
/
6
6

2
4
2
4
4
 

C
o
l
o
r
a
d
o
 
&
 S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

7
/
1
4
/
6
6
 
8
/
1
5
/
6
6
 
8
/
2
/
6
6
 

1
2
/
1
4
/
6
6
 9
/
7
/
6
6

&
 
F
o
r
t
h
 
W
o
r
t
h
 
&
 D
e
n
v
e
r
 
R
y
 
C
o
.

D
a
l
l
a
s
,
 T
e
x
.
,
 &
 
D
e
n
v
e
r
,
 
C
o
l
o
,

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
1/
2
9
/
6
6

3
3
0
 I
.
U
.
C
.
 4
4
8

2
4
2
5
2
 

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 
&
 
N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
 
R
R
 

7
/
2
1
/
6
6
 
8
/
2
8
/
6
6
 
8
/
1
6
/
6
6
 

1
2
/
2
7
/
6
6
 9
/
2
6
/
6
6
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
i
n
c
i
n
n
a
t
i
,
 
O
h
i
o
 -
 
M
o
n
t
g
o
m
e
r
y
,
 
A
L
,
 

1
1
/
2
9
/
6
6

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
5
1



4

P
a
g
e
 
2
L

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
 
N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
I
n
v
e
s
t
-1
7:
- 

F
o
u
r
 
W
m
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 —
 

N
o
.
 
o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
4
2
7
7
 

T
h
e
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

8
/
3
/
6
6
 

9
/
1
5
/
6
6
 

8
/
2
9
/
6
6
 

1
/
1
4
/
6
7
 

1
0
/
1
0
/
6
6
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

S
a
n
 
F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.
 
a
n
d
 

2
/
1
3
/
6
7

S
a
l
t
 
L
a
k
e
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
U
t
a
h

2
4
2
9
3
 

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
a
i
l
w
a
y
 
C
o
.
 

8
/
1
6
/
6
6
 

9
/
1
5
/
6
6
 

N
o

A
t
l
a
n
t
a
,
 
G
a
.
 
&
 B
i
r
m
i
n
g
h
a
m
,
 
A
l
a
.
 

2
4
3
3
7
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
R
o
c
k
 
I
s
l
a
n
d
 
&
 

9
/
2
9
/
6
6
 

1
0
/
3
1
/
6
6
 

1
0
/
1
8
/
6
6
 

2
/
28
/
6
6
 

. 
1
1
/
0
/
6
6

P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
-
K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,

M
o
.
 
a
n
d
 
T
u
c
u
m
c
a
r
i
,
 
N
.
 
M
e
x
.

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

9
/
1
/
6
6

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

2
/

1
5
/
6
7

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
4
8

2
4
3
4
8
 

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

1
0
/
1
1
/
6
6
 
1
1
/
1
0
/
6
6
 

1
0
/
2
6
/
6
6
 

3
/
9
/
6
7
 

1
2
/
1
2
/
6
6
 

5
 

• 
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
a
r
b
o
n
d
a
l
e
,
 I
l
l
.
 
&
 
M
e
m
p
h
i
s
,
 
T
e
n
n
.
 

3
/
1
/
6
7

M
e
m
r
h
i
s
 

N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 
L
a
.
 

3
2
8
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 /
6
3

2
4
3
5
4
 

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
a
i
l
w
a
y
 
C
o
.
-
B
r
i
s
t
o
l
 
1
0
/
1
9
/
6
6
 
1
1
/
1
9
/
6
6
 

N
o

V
a
.
 
&
 
C
h
a
t
t
a
n
o
o
g
a
,
 
T
e
n
n
,

2
4
3
7
0
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
R
o
c
k
 
I
s
l
a
n
d
 
&
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
1
1
/
4
/
6
6
 

1
2
/8
/
66
 

1
1
/
2
2
/
6
6
 

4/
7/
6
6
 

1
/
9
/
6
7
 

6
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

R
R
 
C
o
.
 
&
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 

3
/
2
0
/
6
7

&
 
Q
u
i
n
c
y
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
-
M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 

3
2
8
 I
.
Q
C
.
 7
9
6

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
1
/
7
/
6
6
 

M
i
n
n
.
 
a
n
d
 
S
t
.
 
L
o
u
i
s
,
 
M
o
.

2
4
3
8
3
 

S
t
.
 
L
o
u
i
s
-
S
a
n
 
F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 
R
y
.
C
o
.
1
1
/
2
3
/
6
6
 
1
2
/
3
1
/
6
6
 

1
2
/
1
9
/
6
6
 

4
/
3
0
/
6
6
 

1
/
2
3
/
6
7

S
t
.
 
L
o
u
i
s
,
 
M
o
.
 
&
 
O
k
l
a
h
o
m
a
 
C
i
t
y
,

O
k
l
a
.

2
G
r
a
m
t
e
d

4
/
2 4
/
6
7

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
1,
 

2
4
3
8
4
 

S
t
.
 
L
o
u
i
s
-
S
a
n
 
F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 
R
y
.
 C
o
.
1
1
/
2
3
/
6
6
 
1
2
/
3
1
/
6
6
 

N
o
 

2
 

W
i
t
h
d
r
a
w
n

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
.
 
&
 B
i
r
m
i
n
g
h
a
m
,
 
A
l
a
.
 

D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

1
2
/
1
9
/
6
6
 

2
4
3
9
5
 

N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
y
.
 
C
o
.
 

1
2
/
2
/
6
6
 

1
/
5
/
6
7
 

N
o
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
 
&
 
D
u
l
u
t
h
,
 
M
i
n
n
.
 

1
2
/
2
1
/
6
6

(
v
i
a
 
S
u
p
e
r
i
o
r
,
 
W
i
s
.
)
 

2
4
3
9
8
 

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
-
B
u
f
f
a
l
o
,
 
1
2
/
7
/
6
6
 

1/
1
5
/
6
7

N
.
Y
.
 
a
n
d
 
B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
,
 
M
d
.

1
/
3
/
6
7

5
/
1 4
/
6
7
 

3
/
1
5
/
6
7

2
P
a
r
t
i
a
l
'
c
o
n
-

t
i
n
u
a
n
c
e

r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d

5
/
5
/
6
7

•



P
a
g
e
 
2
5

l
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
N
o
.
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 
N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
4
3
9
9
 
S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
y
.
 
C
o
,
 

1
2
/
9
/
6
6
 
1
/
9
/
6
7
 

N
o

B
i
r
m
i
n
g
h
a
m
,
 
A
l
a
.
 -

B
r
u
n
s
w
i
c
k
,
 
G
a
.
 

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
2
/
2
3
/
6
6

2
4
4
0
4
 
D
e
n
v
e
r
 &
 R
i
o
 
G
r
a
n
d
e
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
1
2
/
1
5
/
6
6
 1
/
2
9
/
6
7
 

1
/
1
7
/
6
7
 

5
/
2
8
/
6
7
 

3
/
1
/
6
7
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

R
R
 
C
o
.
 
D
e
n
v
e
r
,
 
C
o
l
o
 -
 

5
/
1
5
/
6
7

S
a
l
t
 
L
a
k
e
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
U
t
a
h
 

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
0
8

2
4
4
2
4
 
S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
a
i
l
w
a
y
 
C
o
m
p
a
n
y
 

1
2
/
3
0
/
6
6
 1
/
3
0
/
6
7
 

N
o

C
h
a
t
t
a
n
o
o
g
a
 
a
n
d
 
M
e
m
p
h
i
s
,
 T
e
n
n
,

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
/
1
7
/
6
7

2
4
4
3
5
 

C
h
e
s
a
p
e
a
k
e
 
&
 O
h
i
o
 
R
y
,
 C
o
.
 

1
/
1
0
/
6
7
 
2
/
1
0
/
6
7
 

1
/
2
6
/
6
7
 

6
/
9
/
6
7
 

2
/
2
7
/
6
7
 

6
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n
,
 D
.
 C
.
 -
 

6
/
5
/
6
7

C
i
n
c
i
n
n
a
t
i
,
 
O
h
i
o
 

 
3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2
1
1

2
4
4
6
2
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 B
d
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 &
 Q
u
i
n
c
y
 2
/
6
/
6
7
 

3
/
1
5
/
6
7
 

3
/
2
/
6
7
 

7
/
1
4
/
6
7
 

4
/
3
/
6
7
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

R
R
 
C
o
.
 
A
l
l
i
a
n
c
e
,
 
N
.
 a
n
d
 

6
/
2
0
/
6
7

B
r
u
s
h
,
 
C
o
l
o
.
 

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
1
1
 

2
4
4
9
9
 
I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 R
R
 
C
o
.
 

3
/
3
/
6
7
 

4
/
5
/
6
7
 

3
/
2
2
/
6
7
 

8
/
4
/
6
7
 

4
/
2
4
/
6
7
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
I
l
l
.
,
 -

7
/G

W
a
t
e
r
l
o
o
,
 I
o
w
a
 

3
3
0
 
I.
C.
C.
I.
C.
C d

5
9
8
 

2
4
5
2
9
 
S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
C
o
m
p
a
n
y
 

3
/
1
9
/
6
7
 
4
/
2
1
/
6
7
 

4
/
7
/
6
7
 

8
/
2
0
/
6
7
 

5
/
2
5
/
6
7
 

2
.
T
u
c
u
m
c
a
r
i
,
 
N
.
 M
e
x
.
 
-
 

8
/
1
1
/
e
r
 ,

L
o
s
 
A
n
g
e
l
e
s
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.
 

3
3
0
 
I
.
C
.
C
.
 
6
8
5
 

2
4
5
4
2
 
M
o
n
o
n
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 

3
/
2
7
/
6
7
 
5
/
8
/
6
7
 

4
/
2
5
/
6
7
 

9/
7/
67
 

6/
1
2
/
6
7
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
 -
 

8
/
3
0
/
6
7

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
8
2

L
b
U
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
,
 I
cy

, 

2
4
5
4
5
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 &
 Q
u
i
n
c
y
 
3
/
3
0
/
6
7
 
5
/
1
/
6
7
 

4
/
1
9
/
6
7
 

8
/
3
1
/
6
7
 

6
/
5
/
6
7
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

B
i
l
l
i
n
g
s
,
 
M
o
n
t
.
 -
 

8
/
2
4
/
6
7

A
l
l
i
a
n
c
e
,
 
N
e
b
r
,
 

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
4
2

2
4
5
4
6
 
C
o
l
o
r
a
d
o
 &
 
S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
M
y
 
C
o
.
 

3
/
3
0
/
6
7
 
5
/
1
/
6
7
 

4
/
1
9
/
6
7
 

8
/
3
1
/
6
7
 

6
/
5
/
6
7
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 &
 
Q
u
i
n
c
y
 
R
R
 

8
/
2
4
/
6
7

D
e
n
v
e
r
,
 
C
o
l
o
.
,
 
a
n
d
 
B
i
l
l
i
n
g
s
,
 
M
o
n
t
.
 

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
14
2



P
a
g
e
 
2
6

1,
3
L
?
)

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

d
a
t
e

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-

g
a
t
i
o
n

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.

d
a
t
e

H
e
a
r
i
n
g

d
a
t
e

N
o
.
 o
f

t
r
a
i
n
s

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
4
5
5
8

N
o
r
f
o
l
k
 
a
n
d
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
R
y
.
C
o
.
 
4
/
7
/
6
7

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 
M
o
.
,
 a
n
d

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
I
I
I
.
;

S
t
.
 L
ou
is
 &
 D
e
t
r
o
i
t

5
/
1
0
/
6
7

4
/
2
6
/
6
7

9
/
9
/
6
7

6
/
1
9
/
6
7

4
2
 
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

2
 D
e
n
i
e
d

9/
5/
67

3
3
1
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
1
5

2
4
5
6
2

C
o
l
o
r
a
d
o
 
&
 S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
y
 
C
o
.
 
4
/
1
0
/
6
7

F
o
r
t
 
W
o
r
t
h
 
a
n
d
 
D
e
n
v
e
r
 R
y
,
 C
o
.

D
a
l
l
a
s
,
 T
e
x
.
,
 -
 
D
e
n
v
e
r
,
 
C
o
l
o
,

5
/
1
0
/
6
7

4
/
2
5
/
6
7

9
/
9
/
6
7

6/
1
2
/
6
7

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

8
/
3
1
/
6
7

3
3
0
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
9
6

2
4
5
7
1

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
a
i
l
w
a
y
 
C
o
.
 

4
/
2
6
/
6
7

W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n
,
 D
.
 
C
.
 -

S
a
l
i
s
b
u
r
y
,
 N
.
 
C
.

5
/
2
7
/
6
7

5
/
1
2
/
6
7

9
/
2
6
/
6
7

6
/
1
4
/
6
7

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

9
/
1
9
/
6
7

3
3
1
 I
.
G
.
C
.
 9

t\
D

2
4
5
8
9

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 
5
/
1
2
/
6
7

&
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
 -
 
O
m
a
h
a
,
 N
e
b
r
,

6/
1
2
/
6
7

5
/
3
1
/
6
7

1
0
/
1
1
/
6
7

7
/
1
0
/
6
7

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

9
/
2
1
/
6
7

3
3
1
 I
.
C
.
O
.
 4
8

cs
D

C.
)"

2
4
5
9
5

N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
C
o
m
p
a
n
y
 
'
 5
/
1
2
/
6
7

S
t
,
 P
a
u
l
,
 
M
i
n
n
.
 -

J
a
m
e
s
t
o
w
n
,
 
N
.
 D
a
k
.

6
/
1
8
/
6
7

6
/
6
/
6
7

1
0
/
1
7
/
6
7

7
/
1
7
/
6
7

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

9
/
2
7
/
6
7

3
3
1
 

7
7

2
4
6
1
5

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 &
 

5
/
2
9
/
6
7

Q
u
i
n
c
y
 R
R
 
C
o
.

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
,
 -
 
O
m
a
h
a
,
 N
e
b
r
,

7
/
1
/
6
7

N
o

1
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

6
/
1
9
/
6
7

2
4
6
1
6

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 R
o
c
k
 
I
s
l
a
n
d
 
&
 

5
/
2
9
/
6
7

P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 

co
i.

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 M

in
n'

.
K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
,

6/
3
0
/
6
7

6
/
1
6
/
6
7

1
0
/
2
9
/
6
7

8
/
7
/
6
7

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
0
/
6
/
6
7

3
3
1
 

1
2
5

2
4
6
2
5

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
C
o
.
 6
/
9
/
6
7

L
i
t
t
l
e
 
R
o
c
k
,
 A
r
k
.
 -

A
l
e
x
a
n
d
r
i
a
,
 L
a
,

7
/
1
7
/
6
7
7
/
5
/
6
7

1
1
/
1
6
/
6
7

8
/
1
4
/
6
7

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
1
/
7
/
6
7

3
3
1
 

1
3
7



P
a
g
e
 
2
7

1
3
a
i
l
)
 

F
.
D
.
N
o
.
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
4
6
2
8
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
,
 
N
e
w
 
H
a
v
e
n
 
a
n
d

H
a
r
t
f
o
r
d
 
R
.
 R
.
 C
o
.

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
a
n
d
 
N
e
w
 
H
a
v
e
n

B
o
s
t
o
n
 
a
n
d
 
S
p
r
i
n
g
f
i
e
l
d

6
/
1
3
/
6
7
 
7
/
1
6
/
6
7

8
4

D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

6
/
3
0
/
6
7

2
4
6
4
5
 

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 

6
/
2
7
/
6
7
 
8
/
1
/
6
7
 

7
/
1
8
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
3
0
/
6
7
 

9/
6
/
6
7
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

C
o
m
p
a
n
y
 

1
1
/
2
8
/
6
7

M
e
m
p
h
i
s
,
 
T
e
n
n
.
 
a
n
d

N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 
L
a
.
 

3
3
1
 
I
.
C
.
C
;
 4
7
8

-
\
2
4
6
4
6
 

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 
&
 
N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
C
o
m
p
a
n
y

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 
M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 
a
n
d

N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
,
 
T
e
n
n
.

6
/
2
8
/
6
7
 
7
/
3
1
/
6
7
 

7
/
1
8
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
3
0
/
6
7
 

8
/
2
1
/
6
7
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d
 
(
P
a
r
t
)

1
1
/
2
2/
6
7

P
e
t
.
 D
e
n
i
e
d

5
/
2
4
/
6
8

3
3
1
 I
.
C
.
0
 :
 2
0
3

!4
,7
23
 

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
C
o
.

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
I
l
l
.
 a
n
d

V
a
l
p
a
r
i
s
o
,
 
I
n
d
.

8
/
3
0
/
6
7
 
1
0
/
2/
6
7
 

9
/
1
8
/
6
7
 

2/
1/
6
8
 

1
0
/
3
0
/
6
7
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

1
/
2
6
/
6
8

3
3
1
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
6
4

2
4
7
2
5
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
&
 
E
a
s
t
e
r
n
 
I
n
.
 R
R

C
o
.
 C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
I
l
l
.
 &

E
v
a
n
s
v
i
l
l
e
,
 
I
n
d
.

8
/
3
1
/
6
7
 
1
0
/
1
/
6
7
 

9
/
1
8
/
6
7
 

1
/
3
1
/
6
8
 

1
0
/
3
0
/
6
7
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
/
2
5/
6
8

P
e
t
.
 D
e
n
i
e
d
 
5
/
8
/
6
8

2
4
7
2
8
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 
&
 Q
u
i
n
c
y
 
9
/
1
/
6
7
 

1
0
/
1
/
6
7
 

N
o
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

c
h
a
n
g
e
 
i
n
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
N
o
s
.
 8
 

9
/
1
9
/
6
7

&
 
3
0
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
I
l
l
.
 O
m
a
h
a
,

N
e
b
r
.

2
4
7
3
9
 

G
r
e
a
t
 
N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
y
 
C
o
.
 

9
/
1
2 /
6
7
 
1
0
/
1
5/
6
7
 

1
0
/
3
/
6
7
 

2/
1
4/
6
8
 

1
1
/
2
7
/
6
7
 

3
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

F
a
r
g
o
,
 
N
.
 D
.
 
a
n
d
 
S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 

2/
9
/
6
8

M
i
n
n
.
 2
 
d
i
s
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
 
a
n
d

3
3
1
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
9
7

1
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 
o
f
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e

2
4
7
4
6
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
R
o
c
k
 
I
s
l
a
n
d
 •
& 

9
/
1
8
/
6
7
 
1
0
/
2
0
/
6
7
 

1
0
/
5
/
6
7
 

2/
1
9
/
6
8
 

1
1
/
2
7
/
6
7
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

P
a
c
 
R
R
 
&
 S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 

2
/
1
5
/
6
8

C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 3
 &
 
4
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

3
3
1
 
I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
6
8
 
,

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
&
 E
l
 
P
a
s
o
,
 
T
e
x
.



P
a
g
e
 
2
8

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n
 
.

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
4
7
5
9
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 
&
 Q
u
i
n
c
y
 

9
/
2
7
/
6
7
 

1
0
/
2
9
/
6
7
 

N
o
 

1
/
8
/
6
8
 

2
 

2
/
2
6
/
6
8

R
R
 
C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 2
2
 &
 
2
3
 
c
h
a
n
g
e
 

1
0
/
2
7
/
6
7
 

1
 G
r
a
n
t
e
d

o
f
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
b
e
t
.
 C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
&
 

o
n
 
r
e
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
a
-
 

1
 
d
e
n
i
e
d

S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 

t
i
o
n
 

3
3
1
 
I
.
C
:
C
.
 8
4
1

2
4
7
6
0
 
-
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 

9
/
2
9
/
6
7
 

1
0
/
3
1
/
6
7
 

1
0
/
1
9
/
6
7
 

2/
2
9
/
6
8
 

1
2
/
4/
6
7
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

&
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 #
5
5
 
&
 
5
8
 

2
/
2
6
/
6
8

b
e
t
.
 C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
a
n
d
 
M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s

3
3
1
 
I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
0
4

2
4
7
6
6
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 

1
0
/
6
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
8
/
6
7
 

1
0
/
2
5
/
6
7
 

3
/
7
/
6
8
 

1
2/
1
1
/
6
7
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

a
n
d
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 a
n
d
 
S
o
o
 

3/
1/
6
8

L
i
n
e
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 b
e
t
.
 M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,

W
i
s
.
 a
n
d
 
C
a
l
u
m
e
t
,
 
M
i
c
h
.
 N
o
s
.
 

3
3
3
 I
.C
.C
. 
3
2
0

9
-
1
0
 
a
n
d
 
4
9
-
4
8

2
4
7
7
1
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
/ 
R
.
I
.
 
a
n
d
 
P
a
c
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

1
0
/
9
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
1
0
/
6
7
 

N
o
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

N
o
s
.
 2
1
 
a
n
d
 
2
2
 
b
e
t
.
 

1
0
/
2
6
/
6
7

M
e
m
p
h
i
s
,
 
T
e
n
n
.
 a
n
d
 
T
u
c
u
m
c
a
r
i
,

N
.
 M
e
x
.

2
4
7
7
2
 
T
h
e
 
A
t
c
h
i
s
o
n
,
 
T
o
p
e
k
a
 
a
n
d
 
S
a
n
t
a
 
1
0
/
9
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
1
0
/
6
7
 

N
o
 

2
 

1
0
/
1
9
/
6
7

F
e
 
R
y
 C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 3
 
&
 4
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 

D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d
 

N.
.

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
.
 &
 
G
a
l
l
u
p
,
 

N
o
t
i
c
e
 

1
0
/
3
0
/
6
7

N
.
 M
e
x
.

2
4
7
7
3 

T
h
e
 
A
t
c
h
i
s
o
n
,
 
T
o
p
e
k
a
 
&
 S
a
n
t
a
 

1
0
/
9
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
1
0
/
6
7
 

1
0
/
2
7
/
6
7
 

3
/
9
/
6
8
 

1
/
8
/
6
8
 

4
 

2
 
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

F
e
 
R
y
 C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 4
7
 
&
 
4
8
 
a
n
d
 

2
 
D
e
n
i
e
d

2
1
1
 
&
 
2
1
2
 
b
e
t
.
 K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 

3
/
1
/
6
8

M
o
.
 &
 
T
u
l
s
a
,
 O
k
l
a
.
 

3
3
3
 I
.C
.C
. 
25

6

2
4
7
7
4
 
T
h
e
 
A
t
c
h
i
s
o
n
,
 
T
o
p
e
k
a
 
&
 S
a
n
t
a
 

1
0
/
9
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
1
0
/
6
7
 

N
o
 

2
 

1
0
/
1
9
/
6
7

F
e
 
R
y
 
C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 7
 
&
 8
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
I
l
l
.
 a
n
d
 
L
o
s
 
A
n
g
e
l
e
s
 

D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

a
n
d
 
B
a
k
e
r
s
f
i
e
l
d
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.
 

N
o
t
i
c
e
 

1
0
/
3
0
/
6
7

t\
D

c..
C)



F
.
D
.
N
o
.
 R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

d
a
t
e

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

P
a
g
e
 
2
9

1
3
a
(
1
)
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

t
r
a
i
n
s

2
4
7
7
9
 

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
C
o
.

N
o
s
.
 2
1
 
a
n
d
 
2
2
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

O
g
d
e
n
,
 
U
t
a
h
 
a
n
d
 
O
a
k
l
a
n
d
,

C
a
l
i
f
.

1
0
/
1
6
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
1
6
/
6
7
 

N
o
.

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
1
/
1
/
6
7

2
4
7
8
0
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
R
 
C
o
.

N
o
s
.
 3
1
2
 &
 
3
4
1

b
e
t
.
 S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 
M
o
.
 &

I
n
d
i
a
n
a
-
O
h
i
o
 S
t
a
t
e
 
L
i
n
e

1
0
/
1
6
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
1
9
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
7
/
6
7
 

3
/
1
8
/
6
8
 

1
/
1
5/
6
8

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

3 /
1
4
/
6
8

3
3
1
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
1
6

2
4
7
8
1
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
C
o
.
 

1
0
/
1
6
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
1
9
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
7
/
6
7
 

3/
1
8
/
6
8
 

1
/
2
2/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 5
7
 
&
 9
6
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o

a
n
d
 
I
n
d
i
a
n
a
-
O
h
i
o
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
L
i
n
e

2
4
8
0
9
 

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
-
S
a
n
 
F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
 
R
y
.
 

1
1
/
3/
6
7
 

1
2/
8/
6
7
 

N
o

C
o
.
 1
0
1
 
&
 1
0
2
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
.
 a
n
d

B
i
r
m
i
n
g
h
a
m
,
 A
l
a
.

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

3
/
1
4
/
6
8

3
3
1
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
2
7

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
1
/
24
/
6
7

P
e
t
,
 f
o
r
 
r
e
c
o
n
.

d
e
n
i
e
d
 
1
2/
7/
6
7

2
4
8
1
2
 

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
y
.
 C
o
.
 d
i
s
c
o
n
t
i
n
-
 

1
1
/
3/
6
7
 

1
2
/4
/
6
7

u
a
n
c
e
 
o
f
 
t
r
a
i
n
 
N
o
.
 3
6
 &

c
o
n
s
o
l
i
d
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
N
o
.
 4
7
 w
i
t
h

3
7
 
b
e
t
.
 W
a
s
h
.
 D
.
 C
.
 a
n
d

A
t
l
a
n
t
 

G
2
4
8
1
8
 

A
t
c
h
i
s
o
n
,
 
T
o
p
e
k
a
 
&
 S
a
n
t
a
 
F
e

R
y
 
C
o
.
 T
r
a
i
n
s
 
N
o
s
.
 1
3
 
a
n
d
 
1
4

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
E
l
 
P
a
s
o
,
 T
e
x
.
 a
n
d

A
l
b
u
q
u
e
r
q
u
e
,
 
N
.
 M
e
x
.

N
o

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
1
/
2
1
/
6
7

1
1
/
8
/
6
7
 

1
2/
1
0
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
2
8
/
6
7
 
4/
9/
6
8
 

1
/
2
2/
6
8

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

3
/
2
8
/
6
8
 '

3
3
1
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
0
1

2
-4
8
1
9
 

A
t
c
h
i
s
o
n
,
 T
o
p
e
k
a
 
&
 S
a
n
t
a
 
F
e
 

1
1
/
9
/
6
7
 

1
2/
1
8
/
6
7
 

1
2
/4
/
6
7
 

4/
1
6
/
6
8
 

2/
5/
6
8

R
y
 -
C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 9
,
 1
1
 
&
 1
2

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
I
l
l
.
 K
a
n
s
a
s

C
i
t
y
,
 M
o
.
 a
n
d
 
F
t
.
 W
o
r
t
h
-
D
a
l
l
a
s
,

T
e
x
.

3
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

4
/
1
1
/
6
8

3
3
3
 I
.
C.
C:
 4
9
7

2
4
8
2
1
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 
&
 Q
u
i
n
c
y
 

1
1
/
9
/
6
7

R
R
 
C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 3
5
 
a
n
d
 
3
6
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
 a
n
d
 
K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 M
o
.

1
2/
1
0
/
6
7
 

1
1
/
2
7
/
6
7
 
4/
9/
6
8
 

1
/
2
9
7
3
0
-
3
1

2/
1
-
2
-
6
-
7

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

4
/
2
/
6
8

3
3
1
 

8
1
3

a
so

.



•
•

P
a
g
e
 
3
0

1.
3A

LC
1)

F
.
D
.
N
o
.
 R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
&
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 
F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d
 

2
4
8
2
7
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 
&
 Q
u
i
n
c
y
 

1
1
/
1
7
/
6
7
 

1
2
/
1
7
/
6
7
 

N
o
 

2
 

1
2/
5/
6
7

R
R
 
C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 7
 
&
 8
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 

P
e
t
,
 f
o
r
 
r
e
c
o
n
.

O
m
a
h
a
,
 N
e
b
r
.
 &
 D
e
n
v
e
r
,
 
C
o
l
o
.
 

d
e
n
i
e
d
 
1
2/
1
5
/
6
7

2
4
8
3
6
 

S
e
a
b
o
a
r
d
 
C
o
a
s
t
 L
i
n
e
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

1
1
/
2
7
/
6
7
 

1
2
/
3
1
/
6
7
 

N
o

N
o
s
.
 7
7
 
&
 
7
8
 
b
e
t
.
 R
i
c
h
m
o
n
d
,

V
a
.
,
 &
 
F
l
o
r
e
n
c
e
,
 S
.
 C
.

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
2/
1
9
/
6
7

2
4
8
5
3
 

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
 S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
y
.
 C
o
.
 

1
2/
4/
6
7
 

1
/
4
/
6
8
 

1
2/
1
9
/
6
7
 
5
/
3
/
6
8
 

2
/
5
-
2
4
/
6
8
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

L
o
u
i
s
i
a
n
a
 
&
 A
r
k
a
n
s
a
s
 
R
y
.
 C
o
.
 

5
/
1
0
/
6
8
*
 

5
/
7
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 1
 
&
 
2
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
K
a
n
s
a
s
 

3
3
3
 I
.
C.
C.
 5
1

C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
.
 &
 
N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 L
a
.

2
4
8
5
4
 

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
 S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
y
 C
o
.
 

1
2
/
4
/
6
7
 

1
/
4
/
6
8
 

1
2/
1
9
/
6
7
 
5
/
3
/
6
8
 

2
/
5
/
6
8
 

6
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

L
o
u
i
s
i
a
n
a
 
&
 A
r
k
a
n
s
a
s
 
R
y
 C
o
.
 

5
/
1
0
/
6
8
*
 

5
/
6
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 1
5
-
9
 1
0
-
1
6
 
b
e
t
.
 K
a
n
s
.

C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
.
 &
 
N
.
 O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 L
a
.
 

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.C
: 
5
1

&
 P
o
r
t
 
A
r
t
h
u
r
,
 
T
e
x
.

2
4
8
5
5
 

N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
y
 
C
o
.
 

1
2/
4/
6
7
 

1
/
1
0
/
6
8
 

1
2/
1
8
/
6
7
 
5
/
9
/
6
8
 

2/
1
3
/
6
8
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

N
o
s
.
 1
 &
 
2
 
b
e
t
.
 F
a
r
g
o
,
 

5
/
6
/
6
8

N
o
.
 D
a
k
.
 &
 
T
a
c
o
m
a
-
S
e
a
t
t
l
d
,
W
a
s
h
.
 

3
3
3
 I
.C
.C
. 
1
5
-

2
4
8
5
7
 

C
h
e
s
a
p
e
a
k
e
 
&
 O
h
i
o
 
R
y
 
C
o
.
 

1
2/
5/
6
7
 

1
/
5
/
6
8
 

1
2
/
2
1
/
6
7
 
5
/
4
/
6
8
 

2/
5/
6
8
 

6
 

4
 
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

N
o
s
.
 4
3
 &
 
4
6
 
b
e
t
.
 P
o
r
t
s
m
o
u
t
h
 

5
/
1
2/
6
8
*
 

2
 D
e
n
i
e
d

&
 
C
h
a
r
l
o
t
t
e
s
v
i
l
l
e
 
N
o
s
.
 3
 &
4
 

5
/
7
/
6
8

b
e
t
.
 W
a
s
h
.
 D
.
 C
.
 &
 C
i
n
c
i
n
n
a
t
i
,
 

P
e
t
.
 D
.
 1
0
/
2
3 /
6
8

O
h
i
o
 
N
o
s
.
 4
7
 
&
 
4
6
 
b
e
t
.
 A
s
h
l
a
n
d
,
 
6
/
2
5
/
6
8

K
y
.
 &
 D
e
t
r
o
i
t
,
 
M
i
c
h
.
 

P
e
t
,
 f
o
r
 
r
e
c
o
n
.
 

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 9
5

2
4
8
6
1
 

U
n
i
o
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
R
 
C
o
.

N
o
s
.
 5
 
&
 6
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
O
m
a
h
a

N
e
b
r
.
 &
 L
o
s
 
A
n
g
e
l
e
s
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.

1
2/
6 /
6
7
 

1
/
8
/
6
8
 

1
2
/
2
8
/
6
7
 
5
/
7
/
6
8

2
 

W
i
t
h
d
r
a
w
n

1
/
1
2/
6
8

2
4
8
6
9
 

A
t
c
h
i
s
o
n
,
 
T
o
p
e
k
a
 
&
 S
a
n
t
a
 
F
e
 

1
2
/
1
3
/
6
7
 

1
/
1
4
/
6
8
 

1
2/
2
9
/
6
7
 
5
/
1
3
/
6
8
 

2
/
1
3/
6
8
 

4.
 

2
 
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

R
a
i
l
w
a
y
 
C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 1
9
 &
 
2
0
 

2
 
D
e
n
i
e
d

2
3
 &
 2
4
 
h
p
t
.
 r
h
i
c
-
p
g
o
 
&
 L
o
s
 A
n
s
t
p
l
e
s
 

V
R
/
6
1
4
 

*
T
m
e
 
v
o
l
u
n
t
a
r
i
l
y
 e
x
t
e
n
d
e
d
 
1Y

, 
r
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
.
 

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 5
6
9

4



P
a
g
e
 
3
1

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
:
N
o
.
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
&
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

d
a
t
e

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-

g
a
t
i
o
n

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

F
o
u
r
 M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e

N
o
.
 o
f

t
r
a
i
n
s

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
4
8
7
3
 

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
C
o
.
 
1
2
/
2
0
/
6
7
 1
/
2
1
/
6
8

- 
N
o
s
.
 3
 (
P
e
n
n
 T
e
x
a
s
)

N
o
,
 3
0
 (
S
p
i
r
i
t
 o
f
 S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
)
 b
e
t
.

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 M
o
.
,
 &
 

.
N
M

N
o

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
.
 i
n
s
t

o
n
 
r
e
c
o
n

1
/
1
8
/
6
8

2
1
/
9
/
6
8

D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

1
/
3
1
"
/
6
8

2
4
8
7
9
 

U
n
i
o
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

1
2
/
2
0
/
6
7
 1
/
2
2
/
6
8
 

1
/
9
/
6
8
 

5
/
2
1
/
6
8
 

3
/
4
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 3
5
 &
 3
6
 
b
e
t
.

S
a
l
t
 
L
a
k
e
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
U
t
a
h
 &
 B
u
t
t
e
,
 
M
o
n
t
.

2
D
e
n
i
e
d

5
/
1
6
/
6
8

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
O
.
 1
8
2

2
4
8
8
4
 

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 R
R
 
C
o
.
 

1
2
/
2
0
/
6
7
 1
/
2
0
/
6
8
 

1
/
5
/
6
8
 

5
/
1
9
/
6
8
 
2
/
1
9
-
2
3
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 2
1
 &
 2
2
 b
e
t
 
S
p
r
i
n
g
f
i
e
l
d
,

I
1
1
.
 &
 S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 M
o
,
 N
o
s
 1
5
,

1
6
,
 1
0
1
,
 1
0
2
,
 1
0
5
 &
 1
5
2
 b
e
t

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 
M
o
.
 &
 
C
a
r
b
o
n
d
a
l
e
,
 I
l
l
,

8
6
 G
r
a
n
t
e
d

2
 D
e
n
i
e
d

5
/
1
4
/
6
8

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
4
9

2
4
8
8
6
 

E
r
i
e-
L
a
c
k
a
w
a
n
n
a
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 N
o
,
 1
0
 1
2
/
2
1
/
6
7
 1
/
2
1
/
6
8
 
1 /
9
/
6
8
 

5
/
2
0
/
6
8
 
2
/
2
0
/
6
8

(
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
M
a
i
l
)
 &
 N
o
.
 1
5
 

5
/
3
1
/
6
8
*

(
T
h
e
 
O
w
l
)
 b
e
t
.
 B
u
f
f
a
l
o
,
 N
.
Y
.

&
 H
o
b
o
k
e
n
,
 
N
 
.
 

P
e
t
,
 6
/
1
9
/
6
8
 
R
e
o
p
e
n
e
d
 8
/
2
1
/
6
8

2
4
9
1
2

2
4
9
1
6

2
4
9
1
7

1
0
/
1
5
/
6
8

N
o
r
f
o
l
k
 &
 W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
M
y
 
C
o
,
 

1
/
8
/
6
8

2
/
1
0
/
6
8

1
/
2
6
/
6
8

6/
9
/
6
8

3
/
1
8
-
2
6
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 3
0
2
 &
 3
0
3
 b
e
t
.
 S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 
M
o
.

&
 D
e
t
r
o
i
t
,
 
M
i
c
h
,

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
C
o
.
 N
o
s
,
 

1
/
1
5
/
6
8
2
/
1
5
/
6
8

1
/
3
1
/
6
8

7
/
2
0
/
6
8
3
/
2
5
- 4
/
1
2
/
6
8

1
0
1
 &
 1
0
2
 b
e
t
 
O
g
d
e
n
,
 
U
t
a
h

&
 
O
a
k
l
a
n
d
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.

(
C
i
t
y
 o
f
 
S
a
n
 F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
)
 
P
e
t
,
 8
/
2
6
/
6
8

U
n
i
o
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
C
o
.
 
1/
1
5
/
6
8

2
/
1
9
/
6
8

2/
7
/
6
8

6/
1
8
/
6
8

3
/
2
5
-
4/
1
0
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 1
7
 &
 1
8
 (
P
o
r
t
l
a
n
d
 
R
o
s
e
)

b
e
t
.
 K
a
n
s
a
s
 
c
i
t
y
,
 m
o
.

P
o
r
t
l
a
n
d
,
 O
r
e
g
.
 

P
e
t
.
 7
/
1
7
/
6
8

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

5
/
2
3
/
6
8

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2
0
8

G
r
a
n
t
e
d
 
o
n
 

.
r
e
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
a
t
i
o
n

5
/
2
0
/
6
9
4
0
3
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

5
/
2
9
/
6
8

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2
8
4

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

• 
7
/
1
7
/
6
0

3
3
3
 

5
2
5

P
e
t
.
 D
e
n
i
e
d
 
9
/
2
7
/
6
8

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

6/
1
3
/
6
8

3
3
3
 

P
e
t
.
 

3
4
8

D
.
 9
/
2
7
/
6
6

*
 T
i
m
e
 
v
o
l
u
n
t
a
r
i
l
y
 e
x
t
e
n
d
e
d
 
b
y
 r
a
i
l
r
o
a
d



, , .
i

P
a
g
e
 3
2

1
3
a
(
1
)

W 0 I
—,

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.

Ra
il
ro
ad
 
an
d 

po
in
ts
 s

er
ve
d 

Fi
le
d 

Ef
fe
ct
iv
e

da
te

In
ve
st
ig
a-

t
i
o
n

or
de

re
d

F
o
u
r
 M
o
,

da
te

H
e
a
r
i
n
g

da
te

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

t
r
a
i
n
s

2
4
9
1
8

We
st
er
n 
Pa
ci
fi
c 
R
R
 
G
o
,
 

1
/
1
7
/
6
8
 
2
/
2
0
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 1
7
 &
 1
8
 (
C
a
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
a

Z
e
p
h
y
r
)
 b
e
t
.
 S
a
n
 F
ra

nc
is

co
 &

Sa
lt

 L
a
k
e
 
Ci
ty
, 
U
t
a
h
 

P
e
t
 8
/
2
2
/
6
8

2
/
7
/
6
8

7
/
2
0
/
6
8
3/

25
-

4
/
1
2
/
6
8

2
De

ni
ed

7
/
1
7
/
6
8

3
3
3
 

5
2
5

P
e
t
 D
.
 1
0
/
2
9
/
6
8

2
4
9
2
3

Se
ab

oa
rd

 
Co
as
t 
L
i
n
e
 R
R
 C

o
..
 

1
/
1
9
/
6
8
 
2
/
1
9
/
6
8

N
o
s
,
 1
7
 &
 1
8
 (
T
i
d
e
w
a
t
e
r
)

b
e
t
.
 P
o
r
t
s
m
o
u
t
h
,
 V
a
.
,
 &

R
a
l
e
i
g
h
,
 N
.
C
.

No
2

Gr
an
te
d

2
/
7
/
6
8

2
4
9
2
5

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 R
y
.
 C
o
.
 a
nd

 T
h
e
 

1
/
1
9
/
6
8
 
2
/
1
9
/
6
8
 

2
/
7
/
6
8

Ci
nc

in
na

ti
, 
Ne

w 
Or
le
an
s 

an
d

T
e
x
a
s
 P
ac
if
ic
 R
y
.
 C
o
.
 N
o
s
,
 1
-
2
8

&
 2
7
-
2
 b
e
t
 
Ci
nc
in
na
ti
, 
Oh

io
 
an
d 

.
At
la
nt
a,
 G
a
.
 -
 
Co

lu
mb

ia
; 
S
.
 C
.
 
P
e
t
 f
o
r
 r
e
c
o
n
.
 7
/
1
5
/
6
8

6
/
1
8
/
6
8
4
/
1
-
1
0
/
6
8

6
4
 G
ra
nt
ed

2
 D
en

ie
d

6
/
1
0
/
6
8

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2
9
7

9
/
6
/
6
8
 t
i
m
e

re
du

ce
d 
t
o
 5
m
o
s
.

2
4
9
2
9

Ne
w 

Yo
rk

 
Ce
nt
ra
l 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

1
/
2
3
/
6
8
 
2
/
2
3
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 4
0
4
 &
 4
0
5
 b
e
t
.
 A
l
b
a
n
y
,

N
.
Y..
,
 a
nd

 B
o
s
t
o
n
,
 M
a
s
s
,

2
/
9
/
6
8

6
/
2
2
/
6
8
4/
1-
4
/
6
8
.

2
De
ni
ed

6
/
1
7
/
6
8

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
7
5

2
4
9
3
1

Lo
ui
sv
il
le
 &
 N
as

hv
il

le
 R
R
 C
o
.
 1
/
2
3
/
6
8
 
2
/
2
8
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 1
4
 &
 1
9
 b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 B
o
w
l
i
n
g

G
r
e
e
n
,
 K
y
.
,
 a
nd
 
Me

mp
hi

s,
 T
e
n
n
.

N
o

2
Gr
an
te
d

2
/
1
5
/
6
8

2
4
9
3
2

Ch
ic
ag
o,
 B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 &
 Q
u
i
n
c
y
 
1
/
2
3
/
6
8
 
2
/
2
3
/
6
8

R
R
 N
o
s
.
 2
2
 &
 2
3
 b
e
t
w
e
e
n

O
m
a
h
a
,
 N
e
b
r
.
,
 &
 K
an

sa
s 

Ci
ty
, 
M
o
,

P
e
t
.
 7
/
2
5
/
6
8

2
/
8
/
6
8

6
/
2
2
/
6
8
4
/
1
-
4
/
6
8

2
Gr
an
te
d

6/
1 7
/
6
8

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 3
9
5

P
e
t
.
 D
.
 1
0
/
4
/
6
8

2
4
9
3
3

Ch
ic
ag
o,
 B
ur

li
ng

to
n 
&
 Q
u
i
n
c
y
 1
/
2
3
/
6
8
 

2
/
2
3
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 2
6
 &
 2
7
 b
et

we
en

 O
m
a
h
a
,

N
e
b
r
.
,
 &
 K
an

sa
s 

Ci
ty
, 
M
o
,
 
P
e
t
,
 7
/
2
2
/
6
8

2
/
8
/
6
8

6/
2
2
/
6
8

4
/
1
-
4
/
6
8

2
De

ni
ed

6/
1
7
/
6
8

3
3
3
 I
.C
.C
. 
3
9
5

P
e
t
.
 D
.
 1
0
/
4
/
6
8



P
a
g
e
 3
3

.1
3a

(1
)

F.
D.

. 
N
o
.
 

Ra
il
ro
ad
 
an
d 

po
in
ts
 s
er
ve
d 

Fi
le

d 
Ef
fe
ct
iv
e 

In
ve
st
i-
 

F
o
u
r
 M
o
,
 

He
ar
in
g 

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

da
te
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

da
te
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

or
de

re
d

2
4
9
3
5
 

U
n
i
o
n
 P
ac
if
ic
 R
R
 C
o
.
 

1
/
2
4
/
6
8
 
2/
26
/
68
 

2
/
1
3
/
6
8
 

6/
25
/
6
8
 
4
/
1
5
-
2
4
/
6
8
 

2
 

De
ni

ed
N
o
s
.
 5
 &
 6
 b
et
 O
m
a
h
a
;
 

6
/
2
0
/
6
8

•
N
e
b
r
.
,
 &
 L
os

 A
ng
el
es
, 
C
a
l
,
 

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
1
3

P
e
t
,
 7
/
2
2
/
6
8
 

1
0
/
4
/
6
8
 t
im
e

re
du

ce
d 
t
o
 6
 m
o
s
.

2
4
9
4
2
 

Lo
ui

sv
il

le
 &
 N
as

hv
il

le
 R
R
 

1
/
3
0
/
6
8
 
3
/
7
/
6
8
 

No
G
o
,
 N
o
s
.
 1
7
 &
 1
8
 b
e
t
.

Ci
nc
in
na
ti
, 
Oh

io
 &
 A
tl
an
ta
, 
G
a
,

2
Gr
an
te
d

2
/
2
1
/
6
8

2
4
9
5
2
 

Lo
ui

sv
il

le
 &
 N
as

hv
il

le
 
R
R
 

2
/
6
/
6
8
 

3
/
1
4
/
6
8

C
o
.
 T
ra

in
s 
N
o
s
.
 1
 &
 2
 b
et

N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
,
 T
e
n
n
.
,
 &
 A
t
l
a
n
t
a
,
 G
a
.

No
2

Gr
an
te
d

2
/
2
9
/
6
8

• 
2
4
9
5
6
 

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 P
a
c
,
 R
R
 C
o
.
 &
 T
e
x
a
s
 2
/
7
/
6
8
 

3
/
1
0
/
6
8
 

2
/
2
7
/
6
8
 

7
/
9
/
6
8
 
4 /
2
2
-
5
/
3
/
6
8
 

6
 

Gr
an
te
d

Pa
co
 
R
y
.
 C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 7
 &
 8
 b
e
t
 

7
/
2
/
6
8

S
t
,
 L
ou
is
 &
 T
e
x
a
r
k
a
n
a
,
 2
7
 &
 2
8
 

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
1
9

b
e
t
 T
e
x
a
r
k
a
n
a
 &
 F
t
.
 W
or
th

2
3
 &
 2
4
 b
e
t
.
 N
e
w
 O
rl
ea
ns
 &
 M
a
r
s
h
a
l
l
,
 T
e
x
,

2
4
9
7
0
 

U
n
i
o
n
 P
ac
if
ic
 R
ai

lr
oa

d 
C
o
.
 
2
/
1
5
/
6
8
 
3
/
1
8
/
6
8
 

N
o

. 
N
o
s
.
 6
9
 &
 7
0
 b
et

 K
a
n
s
a
s

Ci
ty
, 
M
o
.
,
 a
nd

 S
a
l
i
n
a
,
 K
a
n
s
,

2
Gr
an
te
d

3
/
6
/
6
8

2
4
9
7
2
 

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 N
ew

 
Yo

rk
 
Ce
nt
ra
l 
2
/
1
9
/
6
8
 3
/
2
4
/
6
8
 

No
ti

ce
 r
ej

ec
te

d
Tr

an
sp

or
ta

ti
on

 C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 9
4
 &
 9
5
 

Di
sm
is
se
d

(
T
h
e
 K
e
n
t
u
c
k
i
a
n
)
 b
e
t
.
 L
o
g
a
n
s
p
o
r
t
,
 

3
/
1
2
/
6
8

I
n
d
.
 &
 L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
,
 K
y
.

2
4
9
7
6
 

Se
ab

oa
rd

 
Co
as
t 
Li

ne
 R
ai

lr
oa

d 
2/
21
/
6
8
 
3
/
2
3
/
6
8
 

N
o
.

G
o
,
 N
o
s
.
 5
3
 a
nd
 5
4
 b
et

we
en

F
l
o
r
e
n
c
e
,
 S
.
 C
.
 &
 A
ug
us
ta
, 
G
a
.

2
Gr
an
te
d

3
/
1
1
/
6
8

CA:
.)

1\"
.)



P
a
g
e
 3
4

1
3
a
(
1
) 
 

F
.
D
.
N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
4
9
7
7
 

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
 &
 
O
h
i
o
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

2
/
2
3
/
6
8
 
3
/
2
5
/
6
8
 

N
o

c
o
n
s
o
l
i
d
a
t
i
o
n
 o
f
 N
o
s
.
 3
7
 &
 4
0
 

3
/
2
2
/
6
8
 o
n

w
i
t
h
 
5
1
 &
 5
2
 b
e
t
.
 W
a
s
h
.
 D
.
C
.
,
 

r
e
c
o
n
s
.

a
n
d
 
C
u
m
b
e
r
l
a
n
d
,
 M
d
.

S
e
e
 F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 2
5
2
8
8
 w
h
e
r
e
 
t
r
a
i
n
s
 
w
e
r
e
 
c
o
n
s
o
l
i
d
a
t
e
d

5
/
1
3
-
2
5
/
6
8

4
 

3
/
1
2
/
6
8

D
e
n
i
e
d
 
i
n

e
f
f
e
c
t

1
2
/
1
8
/
6
8

3
3
4
 I
.
C
.
C
.
1
9
0

2
4
9
8
0
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 

2
/
2
6
/
6
8
 
3
/
2
9
/
6
8
 

3
/
1
5
/
6
8
 

7
/
2
8
/
6
8
 
4
/
2
9
-
3
0
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

&
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 1
1
7
 &
 

5
/
2
,
3
/
6
8
 

7
/
1
2
/
6
8

1
1
8
 (
T
h
e
 V
a
r
s
i
t
y
)
 b
e
t
.
 C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 4
6
6

I
l
l
.
,
 &
 M
a
d
i
s
o
n
,
 
W
i
s
,
 

l
i
m
i
t
e
d
 
c
o
n
t
i
n
-

u
a
n
c
e
 
r
e
q
u
i
r
e
d
 

2
4
9
8
4
 

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 R
R
 
G
o
.
 

2
/
2
8
/
6
8
 
3
/
3
0
/
6
8
 

N
o
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

N
o
s
.
 2
0
5
 &
 2
0
8
 b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 

3
/
1
8
/
6
8

V
i
c
k
s
b
u
r
g
,
 M
i
s
s
.
,
 &

S
h
r
e
v
e
p
o
r
t
,
 L
a
.

2
4
9
8
6
 

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 R
a
i
l
w
a
y
 
C
o
.
 

2
/
2
9
/
6
8
 
3
/
3
1
/
6
8
 

N
o

N
o
s
.
 4
5
 &
 4
6
 (
T
e
n
n
e
s
s
e
a
n
)

b
e
t
.
 C
h
a
t
t
a
n
o
o
g
a
,
 T
e
n
n
.
.
 &

M
e
m
p
h
i
s
,
 T
e
n
n
.

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

3
/
1
9
/
6
8

2
5
0
2
6
 

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 

3
/
1
8
/
6
8
 
4/
2
1
/
6
8
 

4
/
9
/
6
8
 

8
/
2
0
/
6
8
 
5
/
2
0
-
6
/
6
/
6
8
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

T
r
a
n
s
p
o
r
t
a
t
i
o
n
 
C
o
 
N
o
.
 5
0
 

8
/
1
5
/
6
8

(
T
h
e
 
A
d
m
i
r
a
l
)
 b
e
t
.
 C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
a
n
d
 
N
.
Y
.
 

(
9
 m
o
s
.
)

N
o
.
 5
3
 (
T
h
e
 
F
o
r
t
 
P
i
t
t
)
 b
e
t
 

D
.
 1
1
/
1
8
/
6
8

P
i
t
t
s
b
u
r
g
h
 
a
n
d
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 

P
e
t
,
 9
/
1
8
/
6
8
 

P
e
t
3.
3
D

,

2
5
0
2
8
 

P
e
n
n
s
y
l
v
a
n
i
a
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 

3
/
2
0
/
6
8
 4
/
2
1
/
6
8
 

N
o

T
r
a
n
s
p
.
 C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 9
4
 a
n
d
 
9
5

(
T
h
e
 
K
e
n
t
u
c
k
i
a
n
)
 b
e
t
 
L
o
g
a
n
s
p
o
r
t

.,
I
n
d
.
 &
 L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
,
 K
Y
.

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

4
/
8
/
6
8



P
a
g
e
 3
5

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 

Ra
il

ro
ad

 
an
d 

po
in
ts
 s
er
ve
d 

Fi
le
d 

Ef
fe
ct
iv
e 

In
ve

st
i-

 
F
o
u
r
 M
o
.
 

He
ar
in
g 

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

da
te
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

da
te
 

da
te
 

tr
ai

ns
or

de
re

d
2
5
0
4
1
 

Se
ab
oa
rd
 
Co

as
t 
L
i
n
e
 R
R
 
C
o
.
 

3
/
2
9
/
6
8
 
4
/
3
0
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 3
 &
 4
 b
et

we
en

 R
i
c
h
m
o
n
d
,

V
a
.
,
 &
 A
tl

an
ta

, 
G
a
.

N
o

2
Gr
an
te
d

4
/
1
7
/
6
8

2
5
0
4
7
 

Lo
ui

sv
il

le
 &
 N
as

hv
il

le
 
A
R
 C
o
.
 
4
/
3
/
6
8
 
5
/
8
/
6
8
 

4
/
2
4
/
6
8
 

9
/
7
/
6
8
 

6
/
1
7
-
2
6
/
6
8
 

2
 

Gr
an
te
d

N
o
s
.
 6
 &
 7
 b
e
t
.
 N
ew

 O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 

9
/
3
/
6
8

L
a
.
 &
 C
in
ci
nn
at
i,
 O
hi
o 

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
2
0

(
H
u
m
m
i
n
g
b
i
r
d
)
 

P
e
t
.
 
1
0
/
7
/
6
8

- 
P
e
t
.
 D
.
 1
0
/
3
1
/
6
8

0

2
5
0
5
2
 

Pe
nn

sy
lv

an
ia

 N
.
Y
.
 C
en
tr
al
 

4
/
1
1
/
6
8
 
5
/
1
2
/
6
8
 

4
/
2
9
/
6
8
 

9
/
1
1
/
6
8
 

6/
2 4
-
2
8
/
6
8
 

2
 

De
ni
ed

T
r
a
n
s
p
.
 C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 7
0
 &
 7
1
 

9
/
9
/
6
8

(
6
6
 &
 6
5
)
 b
e
t
.
 C
hi
ca
go
, 
I
l
l
.
 

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 6
7
4

&
 C

in
ci
nn
at
i,
 O
hi

o 
P
e
t
.
 1
0
/
1
1
/
6
8
 

2
/
1
8
/
6
8
 t
i
m
e
 r
ed

uc
ed

P
e
t
,
 f
o
r
 r
e
c
o
n
 o
f
 

t
o
 6
 m
o
s
,

o
r
d
e
r
 o
f
 2
/
1
8
/
6
9
 

6
/
4
/
6
9
 o
r
d
e
r-
o
f
 2
/
1
8

Pi
le

d 
3
/
6
/
6
9
 

va
ca
te
d

2
5
0
7
4
 

Pe
nn

sy
lv

an
ia

 N
.Y

.,.
 C
en
tr
al
 

4
/
2
6
/
6
8
 

5
/
2
9
/
6
8
 

5
/
1
6
/
6
8
 

9
/
2
8
/
6
8
 
7
/
8
-
2
5
/
6
8

T
r
a
n
s
p
.
 C
o
.
 N
o
.
 3
 (
P
e
n
n
 T
e
x
a
s
)

N
o
.
 3
0
 (
S
p
i
r
i
t
 o
f
 S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
)
 b
e
t

.
N
e
w
 Y
o
r
k
,
 N
.
Y
.
,
 a
nd

 S
t
.
 L
o
u
l
s
,
M
o
.

P
e
t
,
 1
0
/
2
8
/
6
8

2
 

De
ni
ed

9
/
2
4
/
6
8

3
3
3
 I
.
C
S
.
 7
3
6

P
e
t
.
 D
en
ie
d

3
/
3
/
6
9

2
5
0
7
5
 

Se
ab

oa
rd

 
Co
as
t 
L
i
n
e
 R
R
 
C
o
.
 
4
/
3
0
/
6
8
 
5
/
3
1
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 9
 &
 1
0
 (
P
a
l
m
l
a
n
d
)

b
e
t
.
 C
ol
um
bi
a,
 S
.
 C
.,
 &

M
i
a
m
i
,
 F
l
a
,

No
2

Gr
an
te
d

5
/
1
7
/
6
8

2
5
0
9
7
 

A
t
c
h
i
s
o
n
,
 T
o
p
e
k
a
 &
 S
F
 R
y
 C
o
.
 5
/
1
3
/
6
8
 
6
/
1
5
/
6
8
 

No
 

4
 

Gr
an
te
d

ch
an

ge
 i
n
,
s
e
r
v
.
 N
o
s
.
 1
 &
 2
 b
e
t
 

6
/
3
/
6
8

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
 &
 S
a
n
 F
ra

nc
fs

co
 a
nd

N
o
s
.
 1
5
 &
 1
6
 b
et

 
Ch
ic
ag
o 
an
d 
H
o
u
s
t
o
n

14=
.-



P
a
g
e
 
3
6

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 P
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

d
a
t
e

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
g
a
-

t
i
o
n

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 
H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

o
.
o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

2
5
1
0
7

P
e
n
n
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 C
o
m
p
a
n
y

(
T
w
i
l
i
g
h
t
 
L
t
d
.
)
 N
o
.
 
3
5
7

f
r
o
m
 
D
e
t
r
o
i
t
,
M
i
c
h
.
 
t
o

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.

5
/
1
7
/
6
8
 

6
/
1
8
/
6
8

P
e
t
.
 f
o
r
 
R
e
c
o
n
s
.
 
1
1
/
1
5
/
6
8

6
/
6
/
6
8
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

i
n
 
p
a
r
t

1
0
/
1
5
/
6
8

G
-
f
r
.
A
n
n
 
A
r
b
o
r-
C
h
i-
D
 
f
r
.
D
e
t
r
o
i
t
-
A
n
n
 
A
r
b
o
r
 P
e
t
.
 D

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
6
8
 

1/
24
/6
9

2
5
1
1
8
 

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
C
o
m
p
a
n
y

N
o
s
.
 1
 &
 2
 b
e
t
.
 
L
o
s
 A
n
g
e
l
e
s
,

C
a
l
i
f
.
 &
 N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 L
a
.

(
S
u
n
s
e
t
)

2
5
1
2
0
 

S
e
a
b
o
a
r
d
 
C
o
a
s
t
 L
i
n
e
 
R
R
 C
o
.

N
o
s
.
 1
5
 &
 1
6
 
b
e
t
 
H
a
m
l
e
t
,
N
.
C
.

&
 B
i
r
m
i
n
g
h
a
m
,
 A
l
a
.

5
/
2
4
/
6
8
 

6
/
2
4
/
6
8

5
/
2
7
/
6
8
 

6
/
2
8
/
6
8

6
/
4
/
6
8
 

1
0
/
2
3
/
6
8
 
7
/
1
5
-
8
/
1
5
/
6
8
 
2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

1
0
/
1
7
/
6
8

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 7
8
3

N
o

2
 

R
e
j
e
c
t
e
d

6
/
1
7
/
6
8

2
5
1
2
9
 

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
C
o
.
 

5
/
29
/
6
8
 

6
/
3
0
/
6
8
 

6
/
1
8
/
6
8
 

1
0
/
2
9
/
6
8

c
h
a
n
g
e
 
i
n
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
N
o
s
.
 3
 &
 4
 

r
e
 
s
t
o
p
 
a
t

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 &
 M
e
m
p
h
i
s
 

s
t
o
p
 
a
t
 G
i
l
m
a
n
,

I
1
1
.
.

I
n
v
o
l
v
e
d
 t
h
e
 
e
l
i
m
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
 o
f
 7
 o
f
 2
5
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
a
n
d
 
r
e
s
c
h
e
d
u
l
i
n
o
n
l
y

g

8
/
5
/
6
8
 

2
 

1
0
/
2
5
/
6
8

3
3
3
 I
.C

.C
.8

06
#
3
 D
.

#
4
 G
.

2
5
1
3
0
 

C
h
e
s
a
p
e
a
k
e
 &
 O
h
i
o
 
R
R
 C
o
.

R
e
s
c
h
e
d
u
l
i
n
g
 
t
r
a
i
n
 
N
o
.
 4
6

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
D
e
t
r
o
i
t
,
 M
i
c
h
.
,
 &

A
s
h
l
a
n
d
,
 K
y
.

5
/
3
1
/
6
8
 

6
/
30
/
6
8

P
e
t
.
 f
o
r
 
R
e
c
o
n
s
.
 6
/
2
5
/
6
8

N
o

1
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

6
/
1
7
/
6
8

P
e
t
.
 D
.
 6
/
2
7
/
6
8

2
5
1
3
6
 

M
i
s
s
o
u
r
i
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
R
 C
o
.

&
 T
e
x
a
s
 &
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 R
y
 C
o
.

N
o
s
.
 3
 &
 4
 b
e
t
 
S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,

M
o
.
 &
 F
o
r
t
 W
o
r
t
h
,
 T
e
x
.

6
/
5
/
6
8
 

7
/
1
0
/
6
8

6
/
2
7
/
6
8
 
1
1
/
9
/
6
8
 
8
/
5
-
1
2
/
6
8
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
0
/
3
1
/
6
8

3
3
3
 I
.
C
C
.
8
2
0

1
0
/
1
7
/
6
8
 
7
/
2
9
-
8
/
6
/
6
8
 

1



7
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 P
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d

P
a
g
e
 
3
7

1
3
a.

..(
1
)
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
i
n
v
e
s
t
r
a
=-
-
F
o
u
r
 M
o
.
 -
-T
r
a
i
T
F
F -
-T
S
O
.
o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
5
1
4
3
 

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 R
R
 C
o
.
 _

 
6
/
1
3
/
6
8
 

7
/
1
5
/
6
8
 

7
/
2
/
6
8
 

1
1
/
1
4
/
6
8
 
8
/
1
2
-
2
7
/
6
8
 

2
 

1
1
/
1
2
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 9
 &
 1
0
 d
i
s
c
.
 
b
e
t
.
 

G
C
a
r
b
o
n
d
a
l
e
,
 I
l
l
.
,
 &
 

t
r
a
i
n
 
1
0
 s
t
o
p

B
i
r
m
i
n
g
h
a
m
,
 A
l
a
.
 C
h
a
n
g
e
 
i
n
 

a
t
 G
i
l
m
a
n
 D

S
e
r
v
i
c
e
 
b
e
t
.
 C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 &
 

3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 8
5
3

• 
C
a
r
b
o
n
d
a
l
e
 (
S
e
m
i
n
o
l
e
)
 

P
e
t
.
 f
o
r
 
R
e
c
o
n
s
.
 1
2
/
1
6
/
6
8
 

P
e
t
.
 D
.
 2
/3

/6
9

2
5
1
4
5

2
5
1
5
0

2
5
1
5
1

2
5
1
5
8

• 
2
5
1
6
2

2
5
2
0
9

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
 
&
 O
h
i
o
 E
R
 C
o
.
 

6
/
1
4
/
6
8

C
h
a
n
g
e
 
i
n
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
 N
o
s
.
 9

&
 1
0
 b
e
t
 C
u
m
b
e
r
l
a
n
d
,
 M
d
.

&
 W
a
s
h
.
,
D
.
C
.
,
 d
i
s
c
.
 b
e
t
.

C
u
m
b
e
r
l
a
n
d
 
&
 P
i
t
t
s
b
u
r
g
h
a
n
d

c
h
a
n
g
e
 
i
n
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e
 N
o
s
.
 5
,
6
,
7
,

&
 8
 b
e
t
.
 
C
u
m
b
e
r
l
a
n
d
 &
 P
i
t
t
s
b
u
r
g
h

7
/
1
5
/
6
8
 

N
o

S
e
a
b
o
a
r
d
 
C
o
a
s
t
 
L
i
n
e
 
R
R
 C
o
.

N
o
s
.
 1
7
 &
 1
8
 (
S
e
m
i
n
o
l
e
)
 b
e
t

J
a
c
k
s
o
n
v
i
l
l
e
,
 F
l
a
.
 &
 A
l
b
a
n
y
,
G
a
.6
/
1
4
/
6
8

P
e
t
.

7
/
1
6
/
6
8
 

7
/
2
/
6
8

f
o
r
 
R
e
c
o
n
s
.
1
2
/
16
/
6
8

1
1
/
1
5
/
6
8

8
/
1
2
-
2
7
/
6
8

C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
o
f
 G
e
o
r
g
i
a
 
k
a
i
l
w
a
y
 C
o
.

N
o
s
.
 
1
0
-
9
 &
 1
0
-
9
 (
S
e
m
i
n
o
l
e
)
 b
e
t

B
i
r
m
i
n
g
h
a
m
,
 A
l
a
.
 &
 A
l
b
a
n
y
,
 G
a
.

6
/
14
/
6
8

P
e
t
.

7
/
1
5
/
6
8
 

7
/
2
/
6
8

f
o
r
 
R
e
c
o
n
s
.
1
2
/
1
6
/
6
8

1
1
/
1
4
/
6
8

8
/
1
2
-
2
7
/
6
8

S
e
a
b
o
a
r
d
 
C
o
a
s
t
 
L
i
n
e
 
R
R
 C
o
.

N
o
s
.
 
1
5
 &
 1
6
 B
e
t
w
e
e
n
 H
a
m
l
e
t
,

N
.
C
.
,
 &
 B
i
r
m
i
n
g
h
a
m
,
 A
l
a
b
a
m
a
.

6
/
2
1
/
6
8

7
/
2
1
/
6
8
 

N
o

N
o
r
f
o
l
k
 &
 W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
R
y
.
 
C
o
.

d
i
s
c
.
 o
f
 N
o
s
.
 1
2
1
 &
 1
2
4
 
b
e
t
.

S
t
.
 
L
o
u
i
s
,
M
o
.
 &
 C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.

6
/
2
6
/
6
8

7
/
2
6
/
6
8
 

7
/
1
2
/
6
8

1
1
/
2
5
/
6
8

9
/
9
-
1
2
/
6
8

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 P
a
c
.
 C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 1
1
 &

1
2
 (
C
a
s
c
a
d
e
)
 b
e
t
.
 P
o
r
t
l
a
n
d
,

O
r
e
g
.
 
&
 O
a
k
l
a
n
d
,
 C
a
l
i
f
.

7
/
2
2
/
6
8

8
/
2
2
/
6
8
 

8
/
8
/
6
8

1
2
/
2
0
/
6
8

9
/
1
6
-
1
0
/
4
/
6
8

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

7
/
2
/
6
8

C
Z

C
D

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

,C7

3
3
3
 I

L=
6,5

3
P
e
t
 
D
 
2
/
3
2
1
9

2
7M

72
8

8,
3
3
3
 I
.
C
.
C
.
5
3

P
e
t
 
D
.
 2
/3

/6
9

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

7
/
1
0
/
6
8

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

1
1
/
2
0
/
6
8

3
3
4
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1

/
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

1
2
/
1
6
/
6
8

3
3
4
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 1
5
9



P
a
g
e
 
3
8

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
 
r
o
s
.
 a
n
.
 P
o
 
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
.
 

e
 

e
c
t
 
y
e
 

n
v
e
s
 
g
a
-

,
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
i
o
n

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

o
u
r

d
a
t
e

2
5
2
2
1
 

C
h
r
c
a
g
o
,
 B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 
&
Q
u
i
n
c
y
 
8
/
1
/
6
8
 

8
/
3
1
/
6
8
 

8
/
1
9
/
1
8
 

1
2
/
3
0
/
6
8

R
R
 C
o
.
 C
h
a
n
g
e
 
i
n
 
s
e
r
v
i
c
e

N
o
.
 
2
3
 b
e
t
.
 C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
I
1
1
.
,
 &

S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
,
 M
i
n
n
.

e
a
r
 
n
g
 
'
o
.
o

d
a
t
e
 

T
r
a
i
n
s

c
c
 
o
n

1
 

W
i
t
h
d
r
a
w
n

9
/
1
9
/
6
8

2
5
2
3
0
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 
&
 Q
u
i
n
c
y
 
8
/
6
/
6
8
 

9
/
7
/
6
8

R
R
 
C
o
.
d
i
s
c
.
N
o
s
.
 4
2
 a
n
d
 4
3
 b
e
t
.

O
m
a
h
a
,
 N
e
b
r
.
,
 a
n
d
 
B
i
l
l
i
n
g
s
,

P
e
t
.
 f
o
r
 r
e
(
o
n
.
 (
J
u
r
i
s
d
i
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
)
 d
e
n
i
e
d
 
4
/
2
/
6
 9

/
8
/
2
3
/
6
8
 

1
/
6
/
6
9
 
1
0
/
7
-
1
8
/
6
8
*
 

2
 

G
r
A
n
t
e
d

1
/
3
(
0
9

*
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
g
r
e
e
d
 
t
o
 
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
 
t
r
a
i
n
s

M
o
n
t
.
 

t
o
 
1
/
1
3
/
6
9
 

3
3
4
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2
1
0

2
5
2
3
4
 

S
e
a
b
o
a
r
d
 
C
o
a
s
t
 L
i
n
e
 
R
R
 C
o
.
 

8
/
7/
6
8
 

9
/
9
/
6
8

(
S
u
n
l
a
n
d
)
 N
o
.
 
7
 f
r
o
m
 
H
a
m
l
e
t
,

N
.
C
.
 
t
o
 
J
a
c
k
s
o
n
v
i
l
l
e
,
F
l
a
.

a
n
d
 
N
o
.
 8
 f
r
o
m
 
J
a
c
k
s
o
n
v
i
l
l
e

t
o
 
R
i
c
h
m
o
n
d
,
 V
a
.
 

.

N
o

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

8
/
2
8
/
6
8

2
5
2
3
5
 

S
e
a
b
o
a
r
d
 
C
o
a
s
t
 
L
i
n
e
 
R
R
 C
o
.
 

8
/
7
/
6
8
 

9
/
9
/
6
8

(
D
i
x
i
e
 F
l
y
e
r
)
 N
o
s
.
 9
5
 a
n
d
 
9
6

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
J
a
c
k
s
o
n
v
i
l
l
e
,
 F
l
a
.
,

&
 A
t
l
a
n
t
a
,
 G
a
.

8
/
2
8
/
6
8

1
/
8
/
6
9
 
1
0
/
2
1
-
2
5
/
6
8
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
/
3
/
6
9

3
3
4
 I
.
C
.
C
:
 1
9
5

2
5
2
3
6
 

R
i
c
h
m
o
n
d
,
 F
r
e
d
e
r
i
c
k
s
b
u
r
g
 
a
n
d
 
8
/
7
/
6
8
 

9
/
9
/
6
8

P
o
t
o
m
a
c
 
R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
C
o
m
p
a
n
y
 N
o
.
 8

f
r
o
m
 
R
i
c
h
m
o
n
d
,
 V
a
.
 
t
o
 W
a
s
h
.
,
D
.
C
.

N
o

I
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

8
/
2
8
/
6
8

2
5
2
4
4
 

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
 &
 O
h
i
o
 R
R
 C
o
.
 

8
r
1
2
5-8

- 
9
/
1
2
/
6-8

-
N
o
s
.
 1
1
 a
n
d
 
1
2
 (
M
e
t
r
o
p
o
l
i
t
a
n
)

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
C
i
n
c
i
n
n
a
t
i
,
 O
h
i
o
,

&
 S
t
.
 
L
o
u
i
s
,
 M
o
.

P
e
t
.
 f
o
r
 
R
e
c
o
n
s
.

N
o

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

8
/
2
9
/
6
8

R
e
c
o
n
.
 D
.
 9
/
1
1
/
6
8

2
5
2
6
4
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 &
 Q
u
i
n
c
y
 
8
/
2
1
/
6
8
 

9
/
2
1
[
6
8

R
R
 C
o
.
 
D
i
s
c
.
N
o
s
.
 
1
1
 a
n
d
 
1
2

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
G
a
l
e
s
b
u
r
g
,
 I
l
l
.
,
 a
n
d

L
i
n
c
o
l
n
,
 N
e
b
r
.
 

P
e
t
.
 2
/
1
2
/
6
9
 f
o
r
 r
e
c
o
n
.

9
/
9
/- 6
7
2
0
/
6
9
 1
0
/
2
1
-
2
5
/
6
8
 
2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d
 
b
e
t
.

O
m
a
h
a
 &
 L
i
n
c
o
l
n
,
 D
e
n
i
e
d

b
e
t
.
 Q
a
l
e
s
b
u
r
g
-
O
m
a
h
a

1/
13
/.
69
 
3
3
4
 I
.
C
.
C
.
 2
4
8

P
e
t
.
 D
.
 4
/
1
4
/
6
9
 
-
-
-
-
-
-
-



P
a
g
e
 
3
9

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
P
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 
I
n
v
e
s
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
 
F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 
N
o
.
o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

o
r
d
e
r
e
d
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

2
5
2
8
8
 

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
 &
 O
h
i
o
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 d
i
s
c
.
 
9
/
6
/
6
8
 

1
0
/
7
/
6
8
 

9
/
2
5
/
6
8
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

o
f
 
c
o
n
s
o
l
.
 
t
r
a
i
n
s
 
3
7
-
5
1
 a
n
d
 

1
2
/
1
8
/
6
8

5
2
-
4
0
 b
e
t
.
C
u
m
b
e
r
l
a
n
d
,
 M
d
.
 
&
 

3
3
4
 I
„
C
:
C
;
 1
9
0

W
a
s
h
.
,
 D
.
C
.

2
5
3
0
8
 

P
e
n
n
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
c
o
m
p
a
n
y
 

-7
7
7
7
6
8
 

1
0
/
2
0
/
6
8
 

N
o
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

d
i
s
c
,
 
o
f
 
t
r
a
i
n
s
 
N
o
s
.
 
5
7
0
 &
 

1
0
/
8
/
6
8

5
7
1
 
b
e
t
.
 H
a
r
r
i
s
b
u
r
g
,
 P
a
.
 
a
n
d

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
,
 M
d
.
 

P
e
t
.
 
f
o
r
 
R
e
c
o
n
s
.
 
1
0
/
1
0
/
6
8
 

P
e
t
.
 
d
e
n
i
e
d
 
1
0
/
1
6
/
6
8

2
5
3
1
4
 

R
i
c
h
m
o
n
d
,
 F
r
e
d
e
r
i
c
k
s
b
u
r
g
 &
 

9
/
2
4
/
6
8
 

1
0
/
2
6
/
6
8

P
o
t
o
m
a
c
 
R
R
 
C
o
,
 
N
o
.
 /
5
 f
r
o
m

W
a
s
h
.
 
D
.
C
.
,
 
t
o
 
R
i
e
h
m
o
n
d
,
V
a
.

N
o

1
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
0
/
1
5
/
6
8

2
5
3
1
5
 

S
e
a
b
o
a
r
d
 
C
o
a
s
t
 
L
i
n
e
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

9
/
2
5
/
6
8
 

10
/2

6/
68

N
o
.
 
1
5
 
f
r
o
m
 
R
i
c
h
m
o
n
d
,
 V
a
.

t
o
 
H
a
m
l
e
t
,
 N
.
0

N
o

2
5
3
4
6
 

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
 
S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
y
.
C
o
.
 

1
0
/
1
4
/
6
8
 

1
1
/
1
5
/
6
8
 

1
1
/
1
/
6
8
 

3
/
1
4
/
6
9

&
 L
o
u
i
s
i
a
n
a
 
&
 A
r
k
a
n
s
a
s
 
R
y
.
 
C
o
.

N
o
s
.
 
1
 &
 2
 -
 
S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
B
e
l
l
e

b
e
t
.
 
K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
M
o
.
 &
 N
e
w

O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 L
a
.

1
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
0
/
1
5
/
6
8

w
i
t
h
d
r
a
w
n

1
/
3
/
6
9

2
5
3
7
1
 

C
h
e
s
a
p
e
a
k
e
 &
 O
h
i
o
 
R
y
.
 C
o
.
 

1
1
/
1
/
6
8
 

1
2
/
2
/
6
8
 

N
o
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

N
o
s
.
 
7
 &
 1
0
 
b
e
t
.
 G
r
a
n
d
 
R
a
p
i
d
s
,
 

1
1
/
2
0
/
6
8

M
i
c
h
.
,
 a
n
d
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.



P
a
g
e
 
4
0

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
P
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

d
a
t
e

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
g
a
t
i
o
n
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 
N
o
.
o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

o
r
d
e
r
e
d
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

2
5
3
7
3
 

P
e
n
n
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 C
o
m
p
a
n
y

N
o
s
.
 5
7
4
 &
 5
7
5
 
b
e
t
.
 
B
u
f
f
a
l
o
,

N
.
Y
.
 a
n
d
 
H
a
r
r
i
s
b
u
r
g
,
 P
a
.

1
1
/
4
/
6
8
 

1
2
/
8
/
6
8
 

1
1
/
2
6
/
6
8

2
5
3
7
4

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
 
&
 O
h
i
o
 
R
R
 C
o
.

N
o
s
.
 1
0
7
 &
 1
1
2
 
b
e
t
.

W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n
,
 D
.
C
.
 A
n
d
 .

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
,
 M
d
.

2
5
3
7
7

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
a
i
l
w
a
y
 
C
o
.

N
o
s
.
 2
8
 a
n
d
 
2
7
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

O
a
k
d
a
l
e
,
 T
e
n
n
.
 a
n
d

C
o
l
u
m
b
i
a
,
 S
o
u
t
h
 
C
a
r
o
l
i
n
a

1
1
/
4
1
6
8
 

1
2
/
4
/
6
8

4
/
7
/
6
9
 
1
/
1
4
-
1
7
/
6
9
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

3
/
2
0
/
6
9

A
l
t
e
r
n
a
t
e
 
d
a
y
s

3
3
4
 I
.
C
:
C
.
 3
1
2

1
1
/
5
/
6
8
 

1
2
/
6
/-6
8

N
o

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
1
/
2
1
/
6
8

N
o

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
1
/
2
2
/
6
8

2
5
3
8
4
 

S
e
a
b
o
a
r
d
 
C
o
a
s
t
 
L
i
n
e
 
R
R
 C
o
.
 

1
1
/
8
/
6
8
 

1
2
/
9
/
6
8
 

1
1
/
2
7
/
6
8

N
o
s
.
 5
1
 a
n
d
 
5
2
 b
e
t
.
 F
l
o
r
e
n
c
e
,

S
.
C
.
 a
n
d
 
A
u
g
u
s
t
a
,
 G
a
.
(
C
h
a
m
p
i
o
n
)

4
/
8
/
6
9
 

1
/
2
0
-
2
4
/
6
9
 

2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

4
/
4
/
6
9

33
4 
I.

C.
C.
 3
3
7

2
5
3
9
5
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 

1
1
/
1
5
/
6
8
 
1
2
/
1
6
/
6
8
 

1
2
/
4
/
6
8

&
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
R
 C
o
.
 
N
o
s
.
 
1
5
 a
n
d
 
1
6

b
e
t
.
 M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 M
i
n
n
.
 &

A
b
e
r
d
e
e
n
,
 S
.
D
a
k
.

4/
1 5
/
6
9
1
/
2
0
-
2
5
/
6
9

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

4
/
1
0
/
6
9

3
3
4
 I
.
C
.
C
:
 3
5
4

2
5
4
1
4
 

P
e
n
n
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 C
o
m
p
a
n
y
 
N
o
s
.
 6
7
 

1
2
/
4
/
6
8
 

1
/
5
/
6
9
 

1
2
/
2
3
/
6
8
 

5
/
4
/
6
9

• 
a
n
d
 
6
8
 b
e
t
.
 C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
 a
n
d
 

(
J
u
r
i
s
d
i
c
t
i
o
n
a
l
)

C
i
n
c
i
n
n
a
t
i
,
 O
h
i
o

• 
P
e
t
.
 2
/
2
7
/
6
9

2
5
4
1
5
 

N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
,
 N
e
w
 H
a
v
e
n
 
a
n
d
 
H
a
r
t
f
o
r
d
 
1
2
/
5
/
6
8
 
1
/
6
/
6
9
 

1
2
/
2
3
/
6
8

R
R
 C
o
.
 d
i
s
c
,
 o
f
 p
a
s
s
e
n
g
e
r
,
 s
e
r
v
i
c
e

b
e
t
.
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
,
 N
.
Y
.
 &
 N
e
w
 
H
a
v
e
n
,

C
o
n
n
.
,
 B
o
s
t
o
n
,
 M
a
s
s
.
,
 a
n
d

S
p
r
i
n
g
f
i
e
l
d
,
 M
a
s
s
.
 

P
e
t
.
 1
2
/
3
0
/
6
8

5
/
5
/
6
9

2
 
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

2
/
1
4
/
6
9

3
3
4
 I
.
C
.
C
:
 3
5
4

P
e
t
,
 D
.
 3
/
5
/
6
9
 

9
1
 
h
r
g
s
.
p
o
r
t
i
o
n

o
f
 o
r
d
e
r
 
v
a
c
a
t
e
d
,
 i
nv
es
ti
-

g
a
t
i
o
n
 
c
o
n
t
i
n
u
e
d
.
 G
r
a
n
t

4
6
 t
r
a
i
n
s
 
r
e
t
a
i
n
e
d
 
a
f
t
e
r

r
e
s
t
r
u
c
t
u
r
i
n
g
 
a
s
 
o
f

2
/
2
/
6
9
 



V

•
,
 

P
a
g
e
 4
1

 
• 
1
3
a
t
l
)

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
Mc
),
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
,
 o
f

d
a
t
e
 

• 
g
a
t
i
o
n
 

• 
d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

A
c
t
i
o
n

'
 
2
5
4
1
9
 

P
e
n
n
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
C
o
.
 a
n
d
 
I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
12
/9
/6
8 

1/
10
/6
9 

N
o

C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 R
R
 
C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 3
9
2
 &

3
0
5
 b
e
t
.
 C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
,
 a
n
d

I
n
d
i
a
n
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 I
n
d
.

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

1
2/
2
6
/
6
8

2
5
4
2
0
 

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
 &
 O
h
i
o
 R
R
 
C
o
,
 

1
2
/
9
/
6
8
 
1
/
9
/
6
9
 

No
 

3
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

N
o
s
.
 1
3
2
 a
n
d
 
13

3-
13

5 
b
e
t
.
 

1
2
/
26
/
6
8

• 
B
a
l
t
i
m
d
r
e
;
 
M
d
„
 
a
n
d

W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n
,
 D
.
 C
.

2
5
4
2
1
 

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
 
a
n
d
 
O
h
i
o
 R
R
 
C
o
.
 

'..
 1
2
/
9
/
6
8
 
1
/
1
1
/
6
9
 

N
o
 

1
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

.
N
o
,
 1
3
1
 f
r
o
m
 B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
 

1
2
/
3
0
/
6
8

M
d
.
 t
o
 
W
a
s
h
i
n
g
t
o
n
;
 D
.
 C
.
 '

..
,

2
5
4
3
5
 

S
e
a
b
o
a
r
d
 
C
o
a
s
t
 
L
i
n
e
 R
E
 
C
o
.
 

1
2
/
1
7
/
6
8
 1
/
1
8
/
6
9
 

N
o
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

N
o
s
.
 3
3
 a
n
d
 
3
4
 b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 

1
/
6
/
6
9

B
i
r
m
i
n
g
h
a
m
;
A
l
a
.
;
 a
n
d

A
t
l
a
n
t
a
;
 G
a
.

! 
2
5
5
1
7
 

N
o
r
f
o
l
k
 &
 W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
R
y
,
 C
o
.
 

1
/
3
1
/
6
9
 
3
/
3
/
6
9
 

2
/
1
9
/
6
9
 

7
/
2
/
6
9
 

3
/
2
3
-
4
r
7
/
6
9
 
2
 

D
e
n
i
e
d

'
 
N
o
s
.
 3
0
1
 a
n
d
 
3
0
2
 (
W
a
b
a
s
h
 

6/
26
/
6
9

C
a
n
n
o
n
 B
a
l
l
)
-
b
e
t
.
 S
t
,
 L
o
u
i
s
,

M
o
.
,
 &
 D
e
t
r
o
i
t
,
 M
i
c
h
.

2
5
5
4
3
 

P
e
n
n
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
C
o
.
 N
o
s
 
3
 

2/
18
/6
9 

3/
20

/6
9 

• 
3
/6
/
69
 

7
/
1
9
/
6
9
 
4/

15
-5

/2
/6

9 
2

(
P
e
n
n
 T
e
x
a
s
)
 a
n
d
 
3
0
 (
S
p
i
r
i
t

or
 S
t.
 L
o
u
i
s
)
 b
e
t
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k

&
 S
t
,
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 M
o
.
.
 

P
e
t
 f
o
r
 r
e
c
o
n
.
 o
f
 
o
r
d
e
r
 o
f
 3
/
6
 d
e
n
i
e
d
 
4
/
4
/
6
9

4 
P
e
t
.
,
 f
o
r
 
r
e
c
o
n
.
 f
i
l
e
d
 
8
/
1
8
/
6
9
 

'

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

7
/
1
1
/
6
9

2
5
5
5
0
 

B
&
O
-
C
&
O
 
N
o
a
.
 1
9
-
4
5
 a
n
d
 

2/
24
/6
9 

3/
27

/6
9 

N
o
 

4
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

4
8
-
2
0
 b
e
t
.
 W
i
l
l
a
r
d
,
 O
h
i
o
,
 

• 
3
/
1
3
/6
9

a
n
d
 
D
e
t
r
o
i
t
,
 M
i
c
h
.

P
e
t
 f
o
r
 r

ec
oi
l 
0
.,
k1

ed
 
3
/
2
5
/
6
9



4.

P
a
g
e
 4
2

1
3
a
(
1
)
 

F
.
D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
g
 

2
5
5
6
7
 

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 &
 
N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
 

3
/
3
/
6
9
 

4
/
6
/
6
9

N
o
s
.
 1
1
 &
 1
2
 b
e
t
w
e
e
n

•
F
l
o
m
a
t
o
n
,
 A
l
a
.
 a
n
d

C
h
a
t
t
a
h
o
o
c
h
e
e
,
 F
l
a
.

3/
25
/6
9 

8
/
4
/
6
9
 
5
/
1
9
-
2
3
/
6
9
 

2

A
c
t
i
o
n

D
e
n
i
e
d

7
/
2
9
/
6
9

2
5
5
8
0
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
M
i
l
w
a
u
k
e
e
,
 S

t'
. 

3/
7/
69
 

4/
7/
69

p4
u1
 &
 P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
R
 
Co
'.

N
o
s
.
 5
5
 a
n
d
 
5
8
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
 a
n
d

M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 M
i
n
n
.

3
/
2
6
/
6
9
 

8
/
6
/
6
9
 5
/
1
9
-
2
6
/
6
9
 

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

7
/
3
1
/
6
9

2
5
5
8
5
 

P
e
n
n
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
C
o
m
p
a
n
y
 

. 
3
/
1
4
/
6
9
 
4
/
1
3
/
6
9

N
o
s
.
 4
0
4
 a
n
d
 
4
0
5
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

A
l
b
a
n
y
,
 N
.
 Y
.
 a
n
d

B
o
s
t
o
n
,
 
M
a
s
s
,

4
/
1
/
6
9
 

8
/
1
2
/
6
9
 5
/
2
1
-
2
3
/
6
9

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

8
/
7
/
6
9
 

C
C

2
5
5
9
6
 

B
a
l
t
i
m
o
r
e
 &
 
O
h
i
o
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

3
/
2
4
/
6
9
 
4
/
2
4
/
6
9
 

4
/
1
0
/
6
9
 
8
/
2
3
/
6
9
 6
/
9
-
1
3
/
6
9
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

N
o
s
.
 3
1
 
a
n
d
 
3
2
 b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 

8
/
1
5
/
6
9

C
u
m
b
e
r
l
a
n
d
,
 
M
d
.
,
 a
n
d

. 
P
a
r
k
e
r
s
b
u
r
g
,
 W
.
 V
a
,

2
5
6
2
0
 

R
i
c
h
m
o
n
d
,
 F
r
e
d
e
r
i
c
k
s
b
u
r
g
 

4
/
7
/
6
9
 

5
/
8
/
6
9

&
 P
o
t
o
m
a
c
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 
..
No
s.
 3
3

&
 3
4
 b
e
t
.
 W
a
s
h
.
 D
.
 C
.
 &

R
i
c
h
m
o
n
d
,
 V
a
,

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

4
/
2
4
/
6
9

2
5
6
3
5
 

N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
.
 R
y
.
 C
o
.
 

4/
1
6
/
6
9
 
5
/
2
5
/
6
9
 

N
o

N
o
s
.
 1
2
4
-
1
3
 &
 1
4
-
1
2
3
 b
e
t

F
a
r
g
o
,
 N
.
 D
a
k
.
 &
 P
e
m
b
i
n
a
,

N
.
 D
a
k
.
 
v
i
a
 
M
a
n
i
t
o
b
a
 
J
c
t
,
 M
i
n
n
.

14
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

5
/
1
3
/
6
9

2
5
6
3
6
 

N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
,
 B
y
,
 C
o
.
 

4
/
1
6
/
6
9
 

5
/
2
5
/
6
9
 

N
o

N
o
s
.
 5
7
 &
 5
3
 b
e
t
.
 D
u
l
u
t
h

a
n
d
 
S
t
a
p
l
e
s
,
 7

11
.1
1n
. 
v
i
a

S
u
p
e
r
i
o
r
,
 
W
l
s
,

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

5
/
1
3
/
6
9



P
a
g
e
 4
3

 
—
*
—
*
-
- 
l
a
(
3)
 

F
.
 D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 N
o
,
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
5
6
4
5
 

N
o
r
f
o
l
k
 &
 W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 R
y
.
 C
o
,
 

4
/
2
2
/
6
9
 

5
/
2
3
/
6
9
 

N
o

N
o
s
.
 1
5
-
2
5
 a
n
d
 
1
6
-
2
6
 b
e
t
.
 

5
/
2
1
/
6
9

N
o
r
f
o
l
k
,
 V
a
.
,
 a
n
d
 

o
n
 
r
e
c
o
n
s
.

C
i
n
c
i
n
n
a
t
i
,
 O
h
i
o
 

•
.
 
.

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

5
/
8
/
6
9

2
5
6
4
9
 

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 R
R
 
Co
'.
 

4
/
2
4
/
6
9
 

5
/
2
7
/
6
9
 

5
/
1
5
/
6
9
 

9
/
2
6
/
6
9
 

6
/
1
6
-
2
4
/
6
9
 

.
N
o
s
.
 1
1
 &
 1
2
 c
h
a
n
g
e
 i
n

s
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
 
b
e
t
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 &
 D
u
b
u
q
u
e
,

I
o
w
a
,
 d
i
s
c
.
 b
e
t
 
D
u
b
u
q
u
e
 
a
n
d

S
i
o
u
x
 
C
i
t
y
,
 I
o
w
a
.
 

P
e
t
,
 f
o
r
 r
e
c
a
n
,
 5
/
1
9
/
6
9

2
5
6
7
2
 

A
l
a
b
a
m
a
 
G
r
.
 S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 R
R
 
'
 

5
/
1
2
/
6
9
 
6
/
1
2
/
6
9
 

N
o
 

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

N
o
s
,
.
 4
1
 &
 4
2
 (
P
e
l
i
c
a
n
)
:
 

5
/
2
9
/
6
9

b
e
t
.
 C
h
a
t
t
a
n
o
o
g
a
,
 T
e
n
n
.
 

P
e
t
,
 f
o
r
 r
e
c
o
n
.

a
n
d
 
Y
o
r
k
,
 A
l
a
.
 '
 

d
e
n
i
e
d
 
6/
1
0
/
6
9

2
5
6
7
6
 

S
e
a
b
o
a
r
d
 
C
o
a
s
t
 
L
i
n
e
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

• 
5
/
1
4
/
6
9
 
6
/
1
5
/
6
9

N
o
s
.
 3
3
 a
n
d
 
3
4
 b
e
t
.

R
i
c
h
m
o
n
d
,
 V
a
.
 a
n
d
 
A
t
l
a
n
t
a
,
 G
a
.

.
 
(
S
i
l
v
e
r
 
C
o
m
a
t
)

6/
2/

69
 

10
/1
4/
69
 

7
/
2
8
-
8
/
6
/
6
9
 
2

2
5
6
7
9
 

A
t
c
h
i
s
o
n
,
 T
o
p
e
k
a
 &
 S
a
n
t
a
 
F
e
 

5
/
1
5
/
6
9
 
6 /
1
5/

59
 

6/
2/

69
 

10
/1
4/
69
 

7
/
2
8
-
8
/
6
/
6
9
 
2

R
y
.
 C
o
.
 N
o
s
.
 2
1
1
 a
n
d
 
2
1
2
 b
e
t
.

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 M

.o
.,
 
a
n
d

T
u
l
s
a
,
 O
k
l
a
.
 
(
T
u
l
s
a
n
)

2
56
/
5
 

D
e
n
v
e
r
 &
 R
i
o
 
G
r
a
n
d
e
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 

5
/
1
2
/
6
9
:
 
6/
16
/6
9 

5/
23

/6
9 

1
0
/
1
5
/
6
9
 
7
/
1
4
-
3
1
/
6
9
 

2
R
R
 
C
o
.
 
N
o
s
.
 1
7
 a
n
d
 
1
8

(
C
a
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
a
 Z
e
p
h
y
r
)
 L
e
t
.

D
e
n
v
e
r
,
 
C
o
l
o
,
 &
 S
a
l
t
 
L
a
k
e
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
U
t
a
h
.

CA
D

t\
D

"
1



P
a
g
e
 4
4

1
3
a
(
1
)

F
.
 D
.
 N
o
.

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

d
a
t
e

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
,
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

• 
d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
5
7
0
4

U
n
i
o
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

5
/
2
7
/
6
9

N
o
s
.
 5
 a
n
d
 6
 b
e
t
w
e
e
n

O
m
a
h
a
,
 N
e
b
r
.
,
 a
n
d

L
o
s
 
A
n
g
e
l
e
s
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.

6/
30
/6
9

6/
1 8
/
6
9

1
0
/
2
9
/
6
9
 8
/
5
-
2
2
/
6
9

2

2
5
7
0
5

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
C
o
.
 

5
/
2
7
/
6
9

N
o
s
.
 1
0
1
 &
 1
0
2
 (
C
i
t
y
 o
f

S
a
n
 
F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
)
 b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 

'
O
g
d
e
n
,
 U
t
a
h
 
a
n
d
 
O
a
k
l
a
n
d
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.

7
/
1
8
/
6
9

7
/
2
/
6
9

2
N
o
t
i
c
e
 
D
i
s
m
i
s
s
e
d

a
n
d
 
o
r
d
e
r
 
o
f
 
7
/
2

v
a
c
a
t
e
d
 
7
/
2
3
/
6
9

2
5
7
1
1

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

5
/
2
8
/
6
9

N
o
s
.
 1
0
5
 &
 1
0
6
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
-

S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 M
o
.
,
 a
n
d
 

•
C
a
r
b
o
n
d
a
l
e
,
 I
l
l
.

7
/
1
/
6
9

6/
1
9
/
6
9

1
0
/
3
1
/
6
9
 8
/
1
1
-
1
4
/
6
9

2

2
5
7
1
6

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
 S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
y
.
 C
o
.
 
6/
2
/
6
9

a
n
d
 
L
o
u
i
s
i
a
n
a
 &
 A
r
k
a
n
s
a
s
 
R
y
,

C
o
.
 
N
o
s
.
 1
 a
n
d
 
2
 b
e
t
w
e
e
n

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
.
 a
n
d
 
N
e
w

O
r
l
e
a
n
s
,
 L
a
.

7
/
3
/
6
9

6/
1
7
/
6
9

1
1
/
2
/
6
9
 8
/
1
1
-
2
7
/
6
9

2

2
5
7
1
8 •

N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
y
,
 C
o
.
 

6/
4/
69

N
o
s
.
 1
 a
n
d
 
2
 (
M
a
i
n
s
t
r
e
e
t
e
r
)

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
,
 M
i
n
n
.
,
 &

S
e
a
t
t
l
e-
T
a
c
o
m
a
,
 W
a
s
h
.

7/
13

/6
9

7
/
1
/
6
9

1
1
/
1
2
/
6
9

2

2
5
7
3
1

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 B
u
r
l
i
n
g
t
o
n
 &
 Q
u
i
n
c
y
 
6/
1
3
/
6
9

R
R
 
C
o
.
 
N
o
s
.
 3
 a
n
d
 
4
 (
A
k
-
S
a
r
-
B
e
n

Z
e
p
h
y
r
)
 b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
,

7
/
1
3
/
6
9

6
/
3
0
/
6
9

1
1
/
1
2
/
6
9
 

8
/
1
8
-
2
5
/
6
9
2

a
n
d
 
L
i
n
c
o
l
n
,
 N
e
b
r
.



P
a
g
e
 
4
5

F
.
 D
,
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
c
!
 a
n
d
 
P
a
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
3
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
o
 

I
n
v
e
s
t
t
-
 

F
o
u
r
 
M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g
 

N
o
.
 o
f
 

A
c
t
i
o
n

d
a
t
e
 

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e
 

t
r
a
i
n
s

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

2
5
7
3
2
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
a
n
d
 
N
o
r
t
h
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 f

ly
. 
6/
1
3
/
6
9
 
7
/
1
6
/
6
9

C
o
.
 
N
O
3
.
 
2
0
9
 a
n
d
 
2
1
4,
 (
P
e
n
i
n
s
u
l
a

4
0
0
)
 b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
G
r
e
e
n
 B
a
y
,
 W
i
s
c
.

a
n
d
 
I
s
h
p
e
m
i
n
g
,
 M
i
c
h
.

N
o

2
G
r
a
n
t
e
d

7
/
2
/
6
9
'

25
73

5 
E
r
i
e
 
L
a
c
k
a
w
a
n
n
a
 
R
y
 
C
o
.
 

6
/
1
6
/
6
9
 
7
/
1
8
/
6
9
 

7
3
/
6
9
 
1
2
/
3
0
/
6
9

N
o
s
.
 5
 a
n
d
 
6
 .
(T

he
 
L
a
k
e
 
C
i
t
i
e
s
)
 

•
b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
H
o
b
o
k
e
n
,
 N
.
 J
.
 a
n
d

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.

2

2
5
7
4
4
 

P
e
n
n
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
a
n
d
 
i
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
a
n
a
l
 6
/
1
8
/
6
9
 
7
/
2
0
/
6
9
 

7
/
8
/
6
9
 
1
1/
1
9
/
6
9

R
R
 
C
o
.
 
N
o
s
.
 3
0
3
 a
n
d
 
30

J 
b
e
t
.
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
,
 a
n
d
 
C
i
n
c
i
n
n
a
t
i
,

O
h
i
o
 (
J
a
m
e
s
 
W
h
i
t
c
o
m
b
 
R
i
l
e
y
)

2
5
7
5
1
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 R
o
c
k
 
I
s
l
a
n
d
 
&
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 6
/
2
3
/
6
9
 7
/
2
5
/
6
9

R
R
 
C
o
.
 
N
o
s
.
 1
7
 a
n
d
 
1
8
 (
P
l
a
i
n
s
m
a
n
)

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 
M
i
n
n
.
 a
n
d

K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
.
 

P
e
t
.
 f
o
r
 
R
e
c
o
n
.
 
7
/
2
2
/
6
9

2
 

G
r
a
n
t
e
d

7
/
1
1
/
6
9

P
e
t
.
 
d
e
n
i
e
d
 
8
/
1
/
6
9

25
75

5 
P
e
n
n
 
C
e
n
t
r
a
l
 
C
o
.
 N
o
.
 5
0
 

..
6/
3
0
/
6
9
 
7
/
3
1
/
6
9
 

2
(
A
d
m
i
r
a
l
)
 a
n
d
 
N
o
.
 5
3
 (
 Fo
r
t
 P
i
t
t
)
 

7
/
1
7
/
6
9
 
1
1
/
3
0
/
6
9

f
r
o
m
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 
t
o
 
N
e
w
 
Y
o
r
k
 
a
n
d

f
r
o
m
 P
i
t
t
s
b
u
r
g
,
 P
a
.
 t
o
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o

_
 

—
 

2
5
7
6
5
 

L
o
u
i
s
v
i
l
l
e
 
&
 
N
a
s
h
v
i
l
l
e
 

7
/
9
/
6
9
.
8
/
1
3
/
6
9

N
o
s
'
.
 
3
 &
 )

4 
b
e
t
.
 
A
t
l
a
n
t
a
,
 
G
a
.
 &

E
v
a
n
s
v
i
l
l
e
,
 
I
n
d
.
 
a
n
d
 
N
o
s
.
 
5
 &
 1
0

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 
E
v
a
n
s
v
i
l
l
e
 
a
n
d
 
S
t
.
 L
o
u
i
s
,
 
M
o
.

7
/
3
0
/
6
9
 
1
2
/
1
2
/
6
9

t1=
-•

-
1
4



•
4.

F
.
 D
.
 N
o
.
 

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d
 

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e

d
a
t
e

2
5
7
6
7
 

T
e
x
a
s
 
&
 
P
a
c
i
f
i
c
 
R
y
.
 
C
o
.
 

7
/
1
1
/
6
9
 
8
/
1
8
/
6
9

N
o
s
.
 
2
1
 
a
n
d
 
2
2
 (
T
e
x
a
s
 
E
a
g
l
e
)

b
e
t
 
N
e
w
 
O
r
l
e
a
n
s
 
a
n
d

M
a
r
s
h
a
l
l
,
 
T
e
x
.

2
5
7
7
7
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
M
i
l
.
 
S
t
.
 P
.
 &
 P
a
c
.
7
/
1
8
/
6
9
 8
/
1
8
/
6
9

R
R
 
C
o
.
 
N
o
s
.
 
1
1
7
 &
 
1
1
8
 
b
e
t
.

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 I
l
l
.
,
 &
 
M
a
d
i
s
o
n
,

W
i
s
.

2
5
7
8
4
 

W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
.
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

7
/
2
3
/
6
9
 9
/
5
/
6
9

N
o
s
.
 
1
7
 &
 1
8
 (
C
a
l
i
f
.
 Z
e
p
h
y
r
)

b
e
t
.
 
S
a
n
 
F
r
a
n
c
i
s
c
o
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.
,

&
 
S
a
l
t
 L
a
k
e
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
U
t
a
h
 
'

2
5
7
9
3
 

S
o
u
t
h
e
r
n
 
P
a
c
.
 
C
o
.
 

7
/
2
9
/
6
9
 9
/
1
/
6
9

p
a
r
t
i
a
l
 
d
i
s
c
.
 
o
f
 
N
o
s
.
 
1
0
1
 '
a
n
d

1
0
2
 (
C
i
t
y
 
o
f
 
a
n
 
F
r
a
n
)
 
b
e
t
w
e
e
n

O
g
d
e
n
,
 
U
t
a
h
,
 
a
n
d
 
O
a
k
l
a
n
d
,
 
C
a
l
i
f
.

•

2
5
8
0
2
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 B
u
r
l
.
 &
 
Q
u
i
n
c
y
 
R
R
 8
/
4
/
6
9
 
9
/
4
/
6
9

N
o
s
.
 
3
5
 &
 3
6
 B
e
t
.
 
O
m
a
h
a
,
 
N
e
b
r
.
,

a
n
d
 
K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
.

2
5
8
0
3
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
B
u
r
l
.
 &
 
Q
u
i
n
c
y
'
 R
R
 8
/
4
/
6
9
 
9
/
4
/
6
9

N
o
s
.
 
1
5
 
a
n
d
 
1
6
 
b
e
t
.
 
O
m
a
h
a
,

N
e
b
r
.
,
 
a
n
d
 
K
a
n
s
a
s
 
C
i
t
y
,
 
M
o
.

P
a
g
e
 4
6
'

1
3
a
(
1
)

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-
 

F
o
u
r
 M
o
.
 

H
e
a
r
i
n
g

g
a
t
i
o
n
 

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

N
o
.
 o
f

t
r
a
i
n
s

A
c
t
i
o
n

8
/
6
/
6
9

1
2
/
1
7
/
6
9

2

8
/
6
/
6
9

1
2
/
1
7
/
6
9

2

8
/
2
0
/
6
9

1
/
4
/
7
0

2
CA

D

CT
(

8/
2 0
/
6
9
1
2
/
3
1
/
6
9

2

8
/
2
0
/
6
9

1/
3
/
Y0

'
2

8
/
2
0
/
6
9

1
/
3
/
7
0

2



F
,
)
.
 N
o
.

2
5
8
0
7

2
5
8
1
0

2
5
8
1
3

P
a
g
e
 4
7

1
3
a
(
1
)

R
a
i
l
r
o
a
d
 
a
n
d
 
p
o
i
n
t
s
 
s
e
r
v
e
d
 

F
i
l
e
d

E
f
f
e
c
t
i
v
e
.

d
a
t
e

I
n
v
e
s
t
i
-

g
a
t
i
o
n

o
r
d
e
r
e
d

F
o
u
r
 M
o
.
 

J
H
e
a
r
i
n
g

d
a
t
e
 

d
a
t
e

N
o
.
 o
f

t
r
a
i
n
s

A
t
l
a
n
t
a
 
&
 
W
e
s
t
 
P
o
i
n
t
 
R
R
 

8
/
5
/
6
9

a
n
d
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
R
y
.
 
o
f
 
A
l
a
b
a
m
a

N
o
s
.
 '
vr
 
a
n
d
 
3
8
 
b
e
t
.
 
A
t
l
a
n
t
a
,

G
a
.
 &
 
M
o
n
t
g
o
m
e
r
y
,
 
A
l
a
.
 

. 
.

(
C
r
e
c
e
n
t
 
L
i
m
i
t
e
d
)

9
/
6
/
6
9

8
/
2
2
/
6
9

1
/
5
/
7
0

2

N
o
r
f
o
l
k
 
&
 
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
R
y
 
C
o
.
 

8
/
8
/
6
9

N
o
s
.
 
1
2
1
 
a
n
d
 
1
2
4
 
b
e
t
.
 

.
S
t
.
 
L
o
u
i
s
,
 
M
o
.
,
 
a
n
d
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
 ,

I
l
l
.
 
(
B
l
u
e
 
B
i
r
d
)

9
/
8
/
6
9

8
/
2
7
/
6
9

1
/
7
/
7
0
.

2

B
a
l
t
.
 &
 
O
h
i
o
 
R
R
 
C
o
.
 

8
/
1
1
/
6
9

r
e
s
c
h
e
d
u
l
e
 
p
o
r
t
i
o
n
s
 
N
o
s
.
 7
 &

1
0
 
b
e
t
.
 
W
a
s
h
.
 
D
.
 
C
.
,
 
a
n
d
 
A
k
r
o
n
,

O
h
i
o
;
 
D
i
s
c
.
 
b
e
t
 
A
k
r
o
n
 &
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o

9
/
1
1
/
6
9

8
/
2
7
/
6
9

1
/
1
0
/
7
0

2

A
c
t
i
o
n

2
5
8
1
6
 

G
r
.
 
N
o
r
t
h
e
r
n
 
R
y
.
 
C
o
.
 
d
i
s
c
'
 8
/
1
3
/
6
9
 9
/
1
5
/
6
9
 

9
/
3
/
6
9

N
o
s
.
 3
 &
 4
 (
D
a
k
o
t
a
n
)
 b
e
t
 
S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 
a
n
d

F
a
r
g
o
,
N
.
D
.
;
 
7
&
8
 (
W
i
n
n
i
p
e
g
 
L
t
d
)
 b
e
t
 
S
t
.

P
a
u
l
 
a
n
d
 
G
r
a
n
d
"
 F
o
r
k
s
,
 
N
.
D
.
;
 
r
e
r
o
u
t
e
 
2
7
 &

2
8
 (
W
e
s
t
e
r
n
 
S
t
a
r
)
 b
e
t
 
S
t
.
 
P
a
u
l
 
a
n
d
 
F
a
r
g
o

2
5
8
2
7.
 

C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
M
i
l
.
 
S
t
.
 P
a
u
l
 &
 
P
a
c
 -
8 /
2
2
/
6
9
 9
/
2
2
/
6
9
 
9
/
1
0
/
6
9

R
R
 
C
o
.
 
N
o
s
.
 2
 a
n
d
 
3
 (
H
i
a
w
a
t
h
a
)
.

b
e
t
.
 

b
e
t
.
 
C
h
i
c
a
g
o
,
 
I
l
l
 &
 
M
i
n
n
e
a
p
o
l
i
s
,
 
M
i
n
n
.

2


		Superintendent of Documents
	2024-03-21T22:31:29-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




