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SUMMARY OF SUBJECT MATTER

TO: Metnbers of the Subcormmittee on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials
FROM: Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Materials Staff

SUBJECT:  Flearing on HHigh-Speed Rail Grants Awarded under the Recovery Act

PURPOSE OF HEARING

The Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous Matertals is scheduled to meet on
Tuesday, April 20, 2010, at 9:30 a.m., in Chicago, llinots to receive testimony on the high-speed
intercity passenger rail grants awarded under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
(Recovery Acty (P.L. 111-5). "The hearing will take place in Room 503 of the James R. Thompson
Building, located at 100 West Randolph Street, in Chicago, Hlinois.

Ll

LEGISLATION

I Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008

The Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 (PRILA) (P.1. 110-432)
represents the most sweeping Congressional action on intercity passenger rail since those that
creared Amtrak and the Northeast Corridor Improvement Project during the 19705, In addition to
reauthorizing Amtrak, PRIIA established three new competitive grant programs for funding intercity
passenger and high-speed rail capital improvements:

> Tutercity Pascenger Ruif Seratce Corvidor Capital ssistance (section 307). Under this section, the
broadest of the three new grant programs established under PRI, States (including the
District of Columbia), groups of States, interstate compacts, and public intercity passenger
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rail agencies established by one or more States may apply for grants to fund up to 80 percent
of the cost of capital improvements to benefit all types of intercity passenger rail service. To
be eligible for funding under this program, proposed projects must be included in 2 State
Rail Plaa.

> High-Speed Rail Corvidor Development (setion 507). Although similar in structure, criteria,
matching requirements, and conditons as section 301, eligibility for this program is
restricted to projects intended to develop high-speed rail corridors. Such projects must be
located on a Pederally-designated high-speed rail corridor, and be intended to benefit
intercity passenger rail services reasonably expected to reach speeds of at least 110 miles per
hour. Participant eligibility for this program is also broadened from section 301 to include
Amtrak.

> Congestion Grants (sectfon 302). This program authotizes grants to States or to Amtrak {in
cooperation with States) for financing up to 80 percent of the capital costs of facilities,
infrastructure, and equipment for high-priotity rail corridor projects necessary to reduce
congestion or facilitate ridership growth in intercity passenger rail transportation. The
program incorporates the same grant conditions as those applicable under sections 301 and

501.

In addition, PRIIA created a process for the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) to
issue a request for proposals for private interests to finance, design, construct, operate, and maintain
high-speed service in dedicated corridors or the Northeast Cotridor. The Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA) published a Request for Expressions of Interest in the Federa/ Regéster on
December 16, 2008, initiating the process; final submissions were due on September 14, 2009,
According to DOT, eight private interest proposals were submitted, which were then sent to DOT’s
Volpe National Transportation Systems Center (Volpe Center) for review. The Volpe Center
recommended five proposals for consideration, and DOT concurred after an independent review.
The proposals were submitted by the Société Nationale des Chemins de fer francais (SNCF) (French
National Raitways) (four proposals) and the California High Speed Rail Authority {one proposal).
SNCF submitred proposals for the Florida, Midwest, California, and Texas corridors. The
California High Speed Rail Authority is already a reciptent of the grants. However, the Authority
plans o finance over a quarter of the project cost with private funding (§10-12 billion). No
proposals were submitted for private sector development of high-speed rail in the Northeast
Corridor and a few other designated cortridors.

PRIIA states that eligible projects are to be advanced to commissions for review; and that
meritorious projects are to be recommended to the DOT Secretary and subsequently to Congress
for further action. The proposals have not yet been forwarded to the applicable states for
commissions 0 be formed. But according to DOT, the five proposals submitted will be issued to
the States tor consideration/review by the end of this month.

\ Nofice Requesting Exprassions of Unterest in Implementing a High-Speed lntervity Passenger Raid Corridor, 73 Fed. Reg. 242 (Dec. 10,
2009).

&
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II. American Recovety and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (P.L, 111-5)

On February 17, 2009, the Recovery Act was signed into law, providing $64.1 billion of
infrastructute investment, of which $8 billion was provided for the cost of projects described under
sections 301, 302, and 501 of PRIJA. In addition, $1.3 billion was provided to Amtrak for capital
and safety/secutity improvements. In keeping with its urgent nature and undetlying purposes, the
Recovery Act waives the non-Federal matching funding requirements for all three programs,
suspends the requirement that proposed projects be included in a State Rail Plan, and requires the
issuance of interim guidance to govern the procedures and conditions for the programs. The
Recovery Act further directs the Secretary of Transportation to give priority to projects that support
the development of intercity high-speed tail service, and requites that the Secretary submit to
Congtess a Strategic Plan describing how the funding will be used to further that objective within 60
days of enactument. Unlike funding for other programs provided through the Recovery Act, the law
allows the $8 billion to remain available for obligation untl September 30, 2012, The $1.3 bitlion
provided to Amtrak will remain available through September 30, 2010.

Following enactment of the Recovery Act, the President released the Administration fiscal
year (FY) 2010 budget outline, which proposed additional funding for each of the next five years for
the advancement and development of high-speed rail throughout the United States.

1. Strategic Plan

On April 16, 2009, the President released a strategic plan for the development of high-speed
rail in the United States, which proposes to help address the Nation’s transportation challeages by
mvesting in an efficient, high-speed passenger rail network of 100-600 mile intercity corridors that
connect communities actoss America.

In the near term, the plan proposes to lay the foundation for that network by investing in
intercity rail infrastrucnure, equipment, and intermodal connections, beginning with an $8 billion
“down payment” provided under the Recovery Act, and continuing with a longer-term high-speed
rail grant program. The near-term investment strategy seeks to: (1) advance new express high-speed
corridor services (operating speeds above 150 miles per hour (mph) on primarily dedicated track) in
select cortidors of 200-600 miles; (2) develop emerging and regional high-speed corridor services
(operating speeds up to 90-110 mph and 110-150 mph respectively, on shared and dedicated track)
in corridors of 100-500 miles; and (3) upgrade reliability and service on conventional intercity rail
services (operating speeds up to 79-90 mph).

According to the proposal, while the $8 billion provided in the Recovery Act is a substantial
Federal commitment to high-speed rail development, an ongoing annual investment program,
coupled with reliable funding of Amtrak’s assets and services, is needed to build a 21% Century
transportation network that includes a central role for high-speed passenger rail in corridors of 100~
600 miles.

Toilowing issuance of the Strategic Plan, the FRA conducted several regional outreach
meetings with the States and other interested parties on the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail
(HISIPR) program.
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2. High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Interim Program Guidance

On June 23, 2009, the FRA published in the Federa/ Register interim guidance and application
forms for the HSIPR, as required under the Recovery Act.” Prior to issuance of the intetim
guidance, the FRA held seven outreach sessions with local elected officials, state departments of
transportation, and private interests to solicit stakeholder and public input into the development of
the FISIPR program guidance.” FRA’s interim guidance was designed to build on President
Obama’s “Vision for High-Speed Rail” by outlining the application tequirements for obtaining
funding for high-speed rail projects made available through the Recovery Act and the DOT
Appropriations Acts of FY 2008 (P.1. 110-161) and FY 2009 (P.1L. 111-8).

To accommodate the expected variety of applicant goals and stages of project development,
the FRA designed four funding tracks under which applications were to be submitted by States {or
Amtrak).

> Track 1 provided for intercity passenger tail projects to improve existing services that are
“ready-to-go” and can be completed within two years of award. * Track 1 projects are
funded by the Recovery Act.

» Track 2 was for projects aimed at the development of “new High-Speed Rail corridors and
Intercity Passenger Rail services.” In addition, Track 2 was available for substantal upgrades
to existing corridor services for projects eligible under PRITA section 501 (High-Speed Rail
Corridor Development) and section 301 (Intercity Passenger Rail Cortidor Capital
Assistance).” They are longer-term projects that must be completed by September 17, 2017,
Track 2 projects are funded by the Recovery Act.

> Track 3 was reserved for planning activities for the development of future high-speed rail
projects.® Track 3 projects are funded through the DOT Appropriation Acts of FY 2008
and FY 2009, which requite a 50 percent non-Federal match. The planning activities must
be completed within two years of obligation.

> Track 4 was designed for high-specd rail projects that are eligible for Track 1 funding, but
where the applicants are providing a 50 percent non-Federal match of financing.” The
projects must be completed within five years of obligation. Track 4 projects are funded by
the DOT Appropriations Act of FY 2009,

3. Applications

Pre-applications for high-speed rail projects for all tracks were due to the FRA on July 10,
2009. The FRA held 11 outreach sessions with state departments of transportation on the pre-

2 High-Speed Interoity Pasvenger Ratl {“HSIPR") Program, 74 Bed. Reg. 29,900 {June 23, 2009).

¥ Charlotte, NC; Orlando, FL; Seattle, WA: Sacramento, CA; Houston, TX; Chicago, IL; and Philadelphia, PA.
el ar 29,904,
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applications to provide states with guidance.® The FRA received 278 pre-applications for $103
hillion in projects. Final applications for Tracks 1, 3, and 4 projects were due on August 24, 2009.
Final applications for Track 2 projects were due on October 2, 2009

FRA received 259 final applications from 37 States plus the District of Columbia totaling
$57 billion in requests for funding. Of those, 184 applications totaling $7 billion were submitted for
final design and construction projects; 45 applications totaling $30 billion were submitted for
cotridor development; 27 applications totaling $37 million were submitted for planning activities;
and three applications totaling $18 million were submitted for FY 2009 appropriations-funded
projects.”

On October 6, 2009, the FRA announced that awards would be made in the winter of
2009/2010 and “selections will be merit-based and will reflect President Obama’s vision to remake
America’s transportation landscape.”

4. Selection Process

To review the 259 final applications, the FRA created metit review panels that included
career staff from the FRA, Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and the Volpe Center. In
addition, the FRA established a review panel to ensure consistency of its evaluations. These teams
used evaluation criteria established in PRIAA that included the following factors: transportation
benefits, economic recovery benefits, other public beaefits (Le., public return on investment);
project management approach, sustainability benefits (project success factors), and timeliness of
project completion.

After review of the applications, the merit review panels submitted evaluations and
recommendations to the FRA and DOT senior leadership who in turn applied selection criteria to
make the final selection of awards. The selection eriteria included region/location, innovation,
partnerships, and tracks and timing,

Duting the entire review process, DOT held eight regional meetings with State departments
of ransportation and other stakeholders and conducted bi-weekly conference calls with the State
departments of transportation. Those conference calls continue to occur. As a result of FRA’s
work, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO) Board
of Directors’ adopted a resolution'’ on October 26, 2009 “extending its gratitude to the FRA for its
outreach efforts to provide guidance eritical national leadership to implernent the President’s Vision
for High Speed Rail in America in a short period of time; so that projects eligible for funding
through the HSIPR program of the Recovery Act, could be approved and people in the rail industry
could get to work.” FRA will testify at the hearing about its outreach efforts.

# Vancouver, WA; New Haven, CT; California; Witmington, DE; Charlotte, NC: New Orleans, LA; Chicago, IL;
Texas; Boston, MA; Atlanta, GA; and Milwaukee, WL

“FRA, Statement of Federal Railroad Administration Administeator Joseph Szabe (Octobet 6, 2009).

i [”1

H NASHTOS Board of Directors, Administrative Resolution AR-3-09 (October 26, 2009).

w
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5. Awards

On January 28, 2010, President Obama announced the awards for the $8 billion provided
under the Recovery Act for FISIPR projects across the United States. DOTs complete list of the
project awards is attached as Appendix A

The awards covered 13 large-scale high-speed rail corridors across the country. The major
corridors are part of a total of 31 States receiving investments, including smaller projects and
planning work that will help lay the groundwork for furure HISIPR service. In the West, seven
projects received a total of $2.94 billion based on 22 applications. In the Midwest, nine projects
received a total of $2.62 billion based on 24 applications. In the Northeast, eight projects received a
total of $485 million based oa 22 applications. In the Southeast, five projects recetved 2 total of
$1.88 hillion based on 11 applications.

&3 High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program ‘@ ?ggﬁiﬁ

Nationak Sumeasry o ed Poujects

Happearions | SETH
Aoy

MIDWEST.
e ¥ony | $2812 M NORTHEAST
: - Loniie
: S N

=

Sarce: DOT

States and Amitrak are the only entities eligible fot receiving funding under the HSIPR
program, as required under PRITA. Only two States requested funding for high-speed rail express
ice or emerging high-speed rail; both proj were funded. Florida was awarded $1.25 billion
for a new high-speed rail corridor between Tampa and Orando with trains running up to 168 miles
per hour, California was awarded $2.25 billion for its planned project to connect Los Angeles to San
Feanelsco and points in between with trains running up to 220 miles per hour.

6
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Approximately $3 billion was dedicated to upgrades/extensions for emerging high-speed rail
services (79-110 mph) including routes between Raleigh-Charlotte, Chicago-St. Louis, Madison-
Mitwaukee, and Seatde-Pordand. Upgrades o existing intercity passenger rall services received $1.4
biltion in funding. Approximately $9.5 million was dedicated to planuing studies to establish a
pipeline for future high-speed rail projects.

111, The Midwest Corridor

Sonrce:. FRA High-Speed Rail Corridor Descriptions available an
hetp:/ /www.fra.dot.gov/Pages/648.shtml

Since December 18, 1991, 11 high-speed rail cotridors™ have been authorized. Five
corridors were authorized under the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991(P.L.
102-240) and six were aunthorized under the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (P.L.
105-178). To date, the DOT has designated 10 of these corridors and numerous corridor
extensions. Some of the designations were specifically mandated by the U.S. Congress. The
Midwest Cortidor or the Chicago Hub Network™ was the first high-speed rail corridor to be
designated on Qcrober 15, 1992 by DOT Secretary Andrew Card.

The Midwest Corridor connects nine States in the Midwest including Hinots, Indiana, Towa,
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohijo, and Wisconsin. These States, in consultation with
Arntrak and the FRA, have worked 1o develop a vision since the 19905 for a system predicared on
three key approaches: 110 mile-per-hour serviee; signiﬁ cantly increased frequencies; and next
generation trains that will bring a faster, more reliable, more service-focused mobility option to

travelers. The major clements of the nine State initiative include:™

R PL 110-432 defines high speed rail corridors as being able 1o achieve 110 miles per hour.

B FRA, High-Speed Rail Cortidor Descriptions, amilable af hup:/ fwww fradotgov/Pages/ 648 shoml.

M Letter to Secretary Ray LaMood from the States of Tinois, Indiana, lowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Missoard, Ohio,
Wisconsin, and the City of Chicago {Apsil 10, 2009).

~1
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3,000 miles of existing rights of way to connect rural, small urban, and major metropolitan
areas. The States have been working with the freight railroads to assess where capacity is
needed to provide reliable 110 mile-per-hour service.

Operation of a hub-and-spoke passenger rail system that provides service to and through
Chicago to locations across the Midwest. All corridors provide service to city-to-city pairs
within 500 miles of each other.

Modern train equipment that operates initially at 110 miles per hour, The plan calls for 63
trainsets for the entire system to provide faster speeds with better acceleration and
deceleration, increased comfort and amenities for tiders, and travelers with mote options
than air or auto modes.

Multi-modal connections that will improve the entire transportation system network. The
system will connect riders to their communitics, airports, bus stations, and highways.

Creation of more than 6,000 new U.S. jobs.

Focus on reliability and on-time performance. For example, the current trip from Chicago
to Detroit takes five hours, 36 minutes. The Midwest plan would reduce trip time by one
hour and 50 minutes. The trip time from Chicago to Cincinnati will be reduced by four

hours, eight minutes. Following is a list of improved trip times under the Midwest plan.

MIDWEST PLAN FOR TRAIN TRIP TIME IMPROVEMENTS

City Pairs MWRRS"” Current Service Time Reduction
Chicago-Detroit 3 hr 46 min 5 hr 36 min 1 he 50 min
Chicago-Cleveland 4 hr 22 min 6 hr 24 min 2 he 02 min
Chicago-Cincinnat 4 hr 08 min 8 hr 10 min 4 hr 02 min
Chicago-Carbondale 4 hr 22 min 5 hr 30 min 1 hr 08 min
Chicago-St. Louis 3 hr 49 min 5 br 20 min 1 hr 31 min
St. Lous, Kansas City 4 hr 14 min 5 hr 40 min 1 hr 26 min
Chicago-Omaha 7 hr 02 min 8 hr 37 min 1 hr 35 min
Chicago-St. Paul 5 hr 31 min 8 hr 05 min 2 hr 34 min
Chicago-Milwaukee 1 hr 04 min 1 hr 29 min 25 min

Sonrce: Michwest Regional Rail System: A Transportation Network for the 21" Century, Eixecutive Report,
Seprember 2004

On April 10, 2009, the Governors of eight Midwest States and the Mayor of Chicago® sent a

letter to DOT Secretary LaHood requesting Recovery Act funds to help implement Midwest
corridor segments with the highest potential tidership per dollar invested. These “Phase I
corridors are Chicago-Mitwaukee-Madison; Chicago-St. Louis; and Chicago-Detroit-Pontiac, which

B MWRRS stands for the Midwest Regional Rail System.
1 Letter to Secretary Ray Latood from the States of Tinois, Tadiana, Towa, Michigan, Minnesotz, Missouri, Ohis,
Wisconsin, and the City of Chicago (April 10, 2009).
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are projected to cost about $3.4 billion for track and operating equipment pending final design and
equipment specifications. Additional funds were requested for “Phase IT” planning, environmental,

and design work.
> Chicago-Milwaukee-Madison-Minneapolis/St. Paul: Wisconsin has completed preliminary

>

>

engineering and an environmental assessment for 110 mile-per-hour operations in the
Milwaukee to Madison corridor and has received a “finding of no significant impact from
the FRA.” Funding was sought for track, signal, and other infrastructute upgrades, as well as
new train equipment. DOT awarded $823 million under the Recovery Act for work on
about 441 miles of track, including 144 miles of track upgtades, 32 miles of new track, and
275 miles of planned track. " The grants will establish intercity passenger rail service wilt be
established between Milwaukee and Madison by 2013; currently, there is no passenger rail
service berween these cities. In addition, the grants will fund improvements on the corridor
between Chicago and Milwaukee to increase speeds from 79 mph to 110 mph and reduce
travel ime more than 30 percent. This project will also allow for planning and
environmental work to begin on the Madison and Minneapolis/St. Paul leg.

Chicago-St. Louis-Kansas City: Ilinois has completed an environmental impact statement
for the Chicago-St. Louis corridor and has received a “record of decisions” for the portion
of the corridor from Dwight to St. Louis. In addition, the State has already invested $143
million in the cotridor. Punding was sought for track, signal, and other upgrades in the
segment, as well as new equipment for the Chicago-St. Louis trains. DOT awarded $1.133
billion under the Recovery Act for upgrading about 570 miles of track. The long-term vision
for this corridor is to reach speeds of 110 miles per hour from Chicago to St. Louis and
Kansas City and to increase daily roundtrips between Chicago and St. Louis from five to
eight. The grants will be used for improvements to track, signal systems, and existing
stations and to fund the implementation of positive train control technology.

Chicago-Detroit-Pontiac: Illinois, Indiana, and Michigan were awarded $244 million to
upgrade about 300 miles of track in the corridor." The grants will be used to reduce trip
times between Detroit and Chicago and relieve raflroad congestion at a sedes of major
chokepoints. In addition, the long-term vision for this corridor includes doubling the
number of daily round trips between Chicago and Detroit and increasing speeds to 110 mph.
In Itlinois, the grants will go toward improvements inclading station renovations, and the
construction of three new tracks will be supported by the construction of a flyover,
approach bridges, embankments, and retaining walls. In Indiana, one project to increase
reliability of service, reduce delay, and increase speeds will involve the relocation,
reconfiguration, and addition of high-speed crossovers and related signal system
improvements, rail line additions at two locations, and the creation of new passing tracks.

"White House Press Release, High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program, Minneapolis/St. Paul-Madison-Mitwaukee -
Chicago (January 28, 2010), wailable at hutp:/ /owrwe.whitehouse.gov/ the-press-office/ fact-sheet-high-speed-intercity-
passenger-rail-programe-minneapolisst-paul-madison-m.

¥ White House Press Release, High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program, Pontiac-Detroit-Chicago (January 28,
2010), avarlably ar betp:/ [wwwwhitehouse gov/the-press-office/ fact-sheer-bigh-speed-intercity-passenger-rail-program-
pontiac-detroit.



xvi

Additionally, the region requested funding for various “Phase II” projects. Ohio is among
these “Phase II” projects; it is developing its passenger rail service for its 260-mile Cleveland-
Columbus-Dayton-Cincinnati “3C” Corridor, which will reach 6.8 million people, or 60 percent of
Ohio’s populadon, and is the most populated Chicago hub network corridor without rail service.
Chio is currendy working on this project in partnership with freight railroads and Amteak.
Currently, the only rail service in Ohio is on Amtrak’s Lakeshore Limited, which arrives in Cleveland
once a day at 3 a.m. and then heads to Toledo. There is no other passenger rail service in Ohio. As
a result, DOT awarded Ohio $400 miltion to help develop 250 new miles of track to connect these
four major cities. Funding will go toward track upgrades, grade crossings, new stations, and
maintenance facilities as well as some planning for future service improvements.” Later phases of
the project are expected to improve service through increased speeds, reduced trip times, and
increased frequency of round trip service,

Beyond these “Phase I projects, the region plans to develop the remaining projects in the
system plan, including Chicago to Grand Rapids/Holland, Port Huron, Carbondale, Quincy, and
Quad Cities-Towa City-Des Moines-Omuaha and Green Bay.

Iv. FY 2010 DOT Appropriations

On March 31, 2010, the FRA began accepting applications for $115 million in planning and
construction grants for HSIPR.™  These funds are available through the FY 2010 DOT
Appropriations Act (850 million in planning project funds) and the FY 2009 DOT Appropriations
{865 million in residual construction project funds). Applicadons and proposals for these funds are
due to the FRA by May 19, 2010. FRA andcipates sclections to be made during summer 2010,

An additional $2.5 billion was provided to DOT in FY 2010 appropriations for the HSIPR
program. A Notice of Funding Availability is expected to be published in the Federal Register in the
near futare.

V. Surface Transportation Authorization Act

The Surface Transportation Authorizadon Act (STAA) (HR. __), a bill that will
reauthorize the Federal highway, transit, and highway safety programs for the next six years,
provides $50 billion to develop the 11 anthorized high-speed rail corridors linking major
metropolitan regions throughout the United States. STAA will create 2 long-term investment
program for developing high-speed rail nationwide, which will advance the President’s agenda and
vision. Greater consideration will be given to projects that encourage intermodal connectivity;
create new jobs; promote energy efficiency, environmental, and other public benefits; and leverage
contributions from State and private sources. In addition, FRA will conduct an evaluation of the
proposals” impact on the preservation or expansion of domestic manufacturing capabilities as well as
new or expanded business opportunities in the United States.

STAA also makes high-speed rail development projects eligible for financing through the
National Infrastructure Bank, and creates a research, development, and demonstration program for

W
* DOT Press Release, Federal Railroad Administration Seeks Applications for $115 Million in Planning and
Construction Grants for High-Speed Rail (March 31, 2010).
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high-speed rail technologies. This new program generates an opportunity to create jobs through the
establishment of high-speed rail locomotive and car manufacturing facilities in the United States.
Finally, the STAA provides funding for high-speed rail corridor planning activities, including
environmental work,
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FIELD HEARING ON HIGH-SPEED RAIL
GRANTS AWARDED UNDER THE RECOVERY
ACT

Tuesday, April 20, 2010

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
SUBCOMMITTEE ON RAILROADS, PIPELINES, AND
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:30 a.m., in Room
503 of the James R. Thompson Center, 100 West Randolph Street,
Chicago, Illinois, Hon. Corrine Brown [Chairwoman of the Sub-
committee] presiding.

Ms. BROWN. Good morning.

AUDIENCE. Good morning.

Ms. BROWN. Welcome, Mr. Lipinski.

Will the Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines and Hazardous
Materials come to order?

The Subcommittee is meeting today to hear testimony on high
speed rail grants awarded under the Recovery Act.

I started my trip to this hearing with a whistle stop tour of up-
state New York. Members rode the train, got briefed by Amtrak of-
ficials and held listening sessions with local elected officials and
transportation stakeholders.

In Albany, we were joined by the Commissioner of New York’s
Department of Transportation. In Utica, we held an hour long
question and answer session on high speed rail with local resi-
dents.

All along the way we saw stimulus dollars at work improving the
rail network and creating jobs for the local workforce, and it’s right
in the region of New York and here in Chicago where we can lever-
age the stimulus dollars and establish a domestic manufacturing
base for high speed and intercity passenger rail and put some peo-
ple back to work.

Everywhere we went there was a strong support for both Amtrak
services and high speed rail. The only complaints I heard were
there was not enough money for passenger rail, and it wasn’t com-
ing fast enough. I can repeat that.

[Laughter]

Ms. BROWN. It was not enough money and it was not coming fast
enough.

And I want to add we need a dedicated source of revenue. I as-
sure everyone that the eight billion in the Recovery Act was just
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a down payment, and there is more planned in construction dollars
that are coming.

We need to get serious in the United States about funding high
speed and intercity passenger rail. The one billion dollar budget for
grants to states for fiscal 2011 is not enough when you consider the
billions that other nations are investing.

Over the past 50 years, the federal government has invested
nearly 1.3 trillion dollars in our nation’s highways and more than
484 billion dollars in aviation, and only since 1970 when Congress
created Amtrak did we begin to invest in passenger rail. Since that
time, we have invested just $67 billion in passenger rail.

For passenger rail, that represents only two percent of the pie.
In order to develop a good high speed and intercity passenger rail
network, we need to invest and we need to show the states, the
manufacturers and the U.S. work force that we are serious about
that investment so that they can start getting serious about plan-
ning and developing for the future.

We cannot do this without a steady stream of funding. I sent
that message to the President last week. I spearheaded a letter
with over 100 Members of Congress, including Chairman Oberstar
to the President, urging him to call for a dedicated revenue source
for high speed rail and for the administration to include that in its
priorities for the next surface transportation authorization bill, and
I am asking in that bill that we have a dedicated source of revenue
for high speed rail.

Just last June, the Committee proposed $50 billion for high
speed rail 