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.S, House of Representatiues
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure

Jobn L. Mica Waghington, BE 20515 Rik T, Raball, 33
Chairmme Ranking FMember
December 2, 2011
James W. Coon Ik, Chief of Stafl Jaraes H. Zoin, Democrat Chief of Staff’

SUMMARY OF SUBJECT MATTER

Teo: Members of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure

From: Majority Staff on the Subcommittee on Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous
Materials

Subject: Hearing on “The Federal Railroad Administration’s High Speed and

Intercity Passenger Rail Program: Mistakes and Lessons Learned”

L._Purpose of Hearing

On Tuesday, December 6, 2011, at 11:00 a.m. in 2167 Rayburn House Office Building,
the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure will receive testimony regarding the Federal
Railroad Administration’s High-Speed and Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program. While
the HSIPR Program was launched in 2009, Congress has not funded the program in fiscal years
2011 and 2012. This oversight hearing will provide an opportunity to review the HSIPR
program, examine what projects are being developed with the federal funding invested thus far,
and discuss concerns with the program's direction and focus.

IL History of HSIPR Program
Legislative History .

In October 2008, the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 (PRIIA)
established the groundwork for what would become the Federal Railroad Administration’s
(FRA) HSIPR Program. Using that framework, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
(ARRA), passed in January 2009, allocated $8 billion in federal funding, which was used to
Iaunch the FRA’s HSIPR program in June 2009. The President’s stated vision for the HSIPR
program was to provide 80 percent of Americans with access to high-speed rail within 25 years.

The ARRA combined two separate PRIIA grant programs, the State Capital Grants for
Intercity Passenger Rail Service (49 USC 24402), and the High-Speed Rail Corridor
Development Program (49 USC 26106). The two separate programs had different purposes and
criteria. The State Capital Grants were available to expand or improve intercity passenger rail
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transportation, regardless of speed. The High-Speed Rail Corridor program was targeted to
designated high-speed rail corridors, and only for rail services that reach speed of at least 110
miles per hour.

Only two months after the passage of the ARRA, Congress appropriated $90 million in
the fiscal year 2009 Omnibus for State Capital Grants for Intercity Passenger Rail Service. In
Fiscal Year 2010, the two programs were once again combined under HSIPR, and $2 billion in
funding was appropriated. However, in the past two fiscal years (2011 and 2012}, Congress has
not funded the HSIPR Program, and the fiscal year 2011 Omnibus actually rescinded $400
million of unobligated HSIR funds. This pause in funding allows Congress to re-evaluate the
merits of the HSIPR Program and take stock of lessons learned from administration of the
HSIPR Program thus far.

Project Selection and Obligation History

FRA has solicited applications for the $10.1 billion in remaining grant funding and
received applications from over 39 states, the District of Columbia, and Amtrak for over $75
billion. Since January 2010, the FRA has awarded all of the HSIPR Program funding and a
majority of those funds have been obligated. The following chart identifies the HSIPR
obligations and awards by corridor. It is important to note that, for the most part, each corridor
listed consists of a number of different specific projects.

Corridor Number of | Obligated Awarded, Not | Total
Projects Amounts Obligated
California High-Speed Rail 5 $2.968B $929M $3.897B
California-Multiple Corridors 4 $5189M $0 $189M
California-Capitol Corridor 3 $29M $0 $29M
California-Pacifie Surfliner Corridor 15 $115.8M $4.4M $120.2M
Charlotte-Raleigh-Richmond 8 $590M $106M $696M
Chicago-Detroit 9 $366M $229M $595M
Chicago-Milwaukee-Madison-Twin 6 $50.7™M $40M $90.7M
Cities
Chicago-lowa City-Des Moines-Omaha 1 $0 $230M $230M
Chicago-St. Louis 3 $1.156B 3186M $1.342B
Kansas City-St. Louis 10 $35.9M $0 $35.9M
Midwest-Multiple Corridor Equipment 1 $268M $0 $268M
Northeast Corridor 12 $954M $0 $954M
New Haven-Springfield-St. Albans 5 $196M $121M $317M
New York-Albany-Buffalo 12 $167.7M $7IM $244.7M
Philadelphia-Harrisburg 4 $65M $0 $65M
Portland (ME)-Brunswick 2 $59M 30 $59M
Portland (OR)-Seattle-Vancouver (BC) 10 $789.5M $21M $810.5M
Tampa-Orlando i $67M $0 $67M
Others (Planning, State Rail Plans, 42 $67.3M $22.8M $90.1M
Others)

Of the projects that have been obligated funding, only the California High-Speed Rail
project would be true-high speed rail, yet that project has recently seen its estimated costs more
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than double from an original estimate of $43 billion to $98.5 billion, while the estimated
completion date has been extended another 13 years. The Comumittee will hold a separate
hearing regarding this project.

Now that federal funding for the HSIPR Program has been cut-off and a majority of the

funds have been obligated, the Committee will hear from witnesses about their concerns with the
program and identify lessons to be learned from implementation.

1. Concerns with HSIPR Program

Project Selection Issues at the FRA

Numerous concerns have been raised regarding the project selection process at the
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). In March 2011, the Government Accountability Office
(GAO) released a report, completed at House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee
Chairman Mica's request, examining the extent to which the FRA applied its established criteria
to select projects, following recommended practices for awarding discretionary grants, and
communicated outcomes to the public, compared with selected other Recovery Act competitive
grant programs.

The report highlighted concems with transparency and other issues with FRA’s selection
process. Specifically, the report found FRA applied its established criteria during the eligibility
and technical review, but GAO could not verify whether it applied its final selection criteria
because the documented rationales for selecting projects were typically vague. Without a
detailed record of selection decisions, GAO concluded that FRA leaves itself vulnerable to
criticism of the integrity of those decisions.

The GAO concluded that establishing a record that provides insight intc why decisions
were made, rather than merely restating general technical review and selection criteria, including
amounts to be provided, would enhance the credibility of FRA’s awards decisions to the extent
that this record confirms that selected projects alighted with established criteria and goals. By not
establishing this record, FRA has raised significant skepticism about the overall fairness of
decisions.

Reijection of Federal HSIPR Funds by Ohio, Wisconsin, and Florida

The HSIPR Program experienced strong opposition at the state level from the Governors
of Ohio, Wisconsin, and Florida. Respectively, Governors Kasich, Walker, and Scott expressed
concerns over a number of issues, including the potential costs to their states.

In Ohio, the proposed Cleveland to Columbus to Cincinnati (“3C”) passenger train would
have made four runs daily, making six stops including Cleveland, Columbus, Dayton, and
Cincinnati over a 258-mile route. The federal government initially committed $400 million to the
project. During his campaign, Governor Kasich derided the project’s “high speed”™ moniker.
After his election, Governor Kasich appealed to President Obarma, requesting that the high speed
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rail money be used on other infrastructure projects in Ohio, or, in the alternative, be refurned to
the Treasury for debt reduction. Governor Kasich's requests were denied.

Similarly, Wisconsin Governor Scott Walker campaigned against the Madison to
Milwaukee rail line, which would have received $810 million, as a waste of taxpayer money.
Walker claimed he did not want to commit the state to annual operating expenses once the line
was complete, Walker also claimed the Milwaukee to Madison trains initial average speed of less
than 60 mph would not provide an attractive alternative to the modest intercity drive and the rail
line itself would create only a few permanent jobs. Governor Walker, like Governor Kasich, had
also sought to spend the money on other Wisconsin transportation projects such as roads and
bridges. Wisconsin’s request to flex these funds was denied.

On December 10, 2010, U.S. Secretary of Transportation Ray LaHood announced $1.2
billion in grants for Ohio and Wisconsin would be removed and redirected to other states. From
the redirected funds, California received $624 million, Florida $342 million, Washington $161
million, [llinois $42 million, and 10 other states receiving smaller amounts.

On February 16, 2011, Florida Governor Rick Scott formally announced he would also
be rejecting all federal funds to construct a high speed rail project in the state, thereby killing the
Florida High Speed Rail project. Governor Scott determined the project would be too costly to
taxpayers and that the risks outweighed the benefits. In declining more than $2 billion in federal
funds for a proposed Orlando to Tampa line, Governor Scott claimed the federal government’s
ridership and revenue estimates were too optimistic, meaning that Florida taxpayers would have
1o subsidize the line. He also suggested that cost overruns could leave Florida taxpayers having
to foot a $3 billion bill. Those funds were once again redistributed to other states in May 2011.
From the redirected funds, the Northeast Corridor received $795 million, the Midwest corridors
of Chicago to St. Louis and Chicago to Detroit received $404 million, California and the
Midwest received $336 million for equipment, and California received $300 million.

IV. The Northeast Corridor

The NEC is one the most valuable transportation assets in the United States, providing
the only continuous physical link, along with I-95, between the major population centers of
Washington, DC, Baltimore, Philadelphia, New York City, and Boston. The Northeast mega-
region is the most densely populated area in the United States, with 18 percent of the nation’s
population living in just 2 percent of its land area. Taken as a whole, the NEC region would be
the sixth largest economy in the world with a GDP of $2.59 trillion, and a population equal to the
United Kingdom.

Anmtrak, the for-profit, yet government-subsidized, intercity passenger rail provider,
controls nearly the entire NEC. Of the 437 total miles of the NEC, Amtrak owns and controls
363 miles, with states controlling portions of the route north of New York City.

The NEC falls far short of international high-speed standards. The Acela, Amtrak’s high
speed service, averages only 83 miles per hour between DC and New York and only 72 miles per



viii

hour between New York and Boston. Internationally, high-speed trains can average 150 mph
and many nations are upgrading systems to achieve top speeds of 220 mph.

The NEC was finally designated as a federally recognized “High Speed Rail Corridor” in
March 2011. The designation gives Amtrak the ability to apply for federal dollars that support
high-speed rail projects in the NEC. Previously, only states in the Northeast could apply for
stand-alone projects along the Northeast Corridor, but not for a corridor-wide improvement or
upgrade to support high-speed rail.

While states along the NEC received funding for a variety of projects, Amtrak did not
receive an award for the NEC until May 2011, when FRA awarded it $50 million for NEC
power, signal, track, and catenary improvements. Including the grants awarded to states, the
NEC has received only $954 million of the $10.1 billion, or approximately 9.4% of the total
funding.

Without question, the NEC represents the best opportunity for true high-speed rail in the
United States. In general, the highest demand for high speed rail occurs in city pairs that are
located 100 — 500 miles apart with large populations and economies, along with the presence of
regional and local transit networks to provide connectivity for intercity passengers. The NEC
region is home to four of the ten most populous metro regions in the nation — New York,
Philadelphia, Washington, DC, and Boston —and 18 percent of the nation’s population living in
just 2 percent of its land area.

Similarly, some of the competitive advantages of high-speed rail compared to air travel
include the ability to bring passengers directly into a city center and to connect Jocal and regional
transit networks. High-speed rail systems attract greater numbers of riders if they end in central
downtown locations and tie into existing commuter rail and transit systems. The NEC region 1s
hoie to eight commuter rail systems carrying approximately 350 million annual riders and is
home to the two busiest subway systems in the nation (New York and Washington, DC,
respectively). From a potential ridership perspective, coupling these factors with the population
numbers makes the NEC an ideal candidate for the development of true high-speed rail.

Bausiness travel is also critical to sustaining the ridership of high-speed rail systems, and
business travel is highest in places with the most productive economies. Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) per capita is the broadest measure associated with both economic productivity
and personal income. The Northeast Corridor accounts for four of the ten most productive metro
regions in the national and accounts for one-fifth of the nation’s GDP. As noted above, the NEC
region alone would be the world’s sixth largest economy. Developing true high-speed rail in this
region, not only makes sense for business travel, but could help grow the economy of the region.

Furthermore, reducing congestion, both at airports and on highways, is another important
motivating factor for building high-speed rail. In the NEC region, the [-95 Corridor Coalition
estimates that over 60% of the urban road miles of Interstate 95 are heavily congested.
Additionally, the airspace above New York is the most complex and congested in the nation. All
three New York metro airports are among the five airports in the nation with the worst on-time
arrival rate, In total, there are five Northeastern airports in the bottom ten performing airports in
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the nation for on time performance, including Philadelphia and Boston. With highway routes in

a near perpetual state of congestion, and approximately 75% of the nation’s chronically delayed

flights flying through the New York airspace bottleneck, a more effective intercity passenger rail
network, with increased capacity and operating at higher speeds, is needed.

In fiscal year 2010, 10.5 million passengers rode Amtrak Acela and Regional NEC trains,
capturing approximately 60 percent of air-rail market share between Washington, DC, and New
York. Amtrak, the University of Pennsylvania, and other organizations have performed ridership
studies showing that, with the necessary infrastructure improvements, passenger rail ridership on
the NEC could double or triple, significantly reducing air and highway congestion by inducing
passengers to switch from one mode to another.

All the factors that point to a successful high-speed rail system, be it regional population,
regional economy, interconnectivity, or congestion concerns, exist on the NEC. Population
density in the NEC region is higher than anywhere else in the Nation, it is home to extensive
transit and regional rail systems that complement intercity passenger rail traffic, and boasts
productive economies with an extensive existing travel market. Additionally, New York and
Washington, DC, are separated by just over 200 miles with two major cities in between ~
Philadelphia and Baltimore. In summary, the NEC typifies the ideal corridor for high-speed rail.

V. Invited Witnesses

The Honorable Ray LaHood
Secretary
United States Department of Transportation

The Honorable Joan McDonald
Chairman
Northeast Corridor Infrastructure and Operations Advisory Commission

Ken Orski
Editor/Publisher
Innovation News Brief

Richard Geddes
Adjunct Scholar
American Enterprise Institute

Ross Capon
President & CEO
National Association of Railroad Passengers






THE FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION’S
HIGH-SPEED AND INTERCITY PASSENGER
RAIL PROGRAM: MISTAKES AND
LESSONS LEARNED

TUESDAY, DECEMBER 6, 2011

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE,

WASHINGTON, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 11:06 a.m. in Room
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John Mica (Chairman
of the committee) presiding.

Mr. MicA. I would like to call to order the House Transportation
and Infrastructure Committee, and welcome you to our hearing
today. The title and subject of this hearing is “The Federal Rail-
road Administration’s High-Speed and Intercity Rail Program: Mis-
tfi\kes and Lessons Learned.” And we have some distinguished pan-
elists.

We have two panels today. And I think in between we are going
to squeeze in a small Members panel. We have had a couple of re-
quests for Members to speak who are not on the committee, but
their districts are affected by some of these projects. So we are
going to provide some opportunity for a couple of the Members
after we finish with Secretary LaHood. And then we will turn to
our second panel. But we are delighted and pleased this morning
to welcome the Secretary of Transportation, Ray LaHood, and my
former colleague, who will lead off today for the administration.

The order of business will be opening statements first by Mem-
bers, and then we will go to Mr. LaHood. And as I said, we will
have one or two Members not on the committee who have re-
quested to come forward with some brief comments. And then we
will go to our second panel today. So with that, the order of busi-
ness will be, again, Members’ statements.

And I want to open with my statement and, again, thank the
Secretary for his participation, and others.

As some of you may know, I have been a long, strong, committed
advocate to high-speed passenger rail service in the United States.
I was delighted to work in the past to put provisions in PRIIA,
which was signed into law by President Bush. That was the first
rail operations and Amtrak reauthorization in, I believe, 11 years.
And I took great pride in working on trying to set up a blueprint
and some guidelines for beginning the process of instituting high-
speed rail in the United States.

o))
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I was also pleased when President Obama made high-speed rail
one of his top priorities. And, in fact, I think it was his commit-
ment and direction in which we had some $8 billion firmly an-
chored to high-speed rail.

All that being said, I am here today—and actually tried to give
some of these projects as much time and leeway as possible to
move forward and see what develops—but I am here today in this
hearing to say that I am very disappointed in some of the things
that have happened. I have to give some credit where credit is due,
but as far as high-speed rail we have hit an impasse. I am very
concerned about the progress of actually achieving a successful
high-speed rail program.

And the failure to date, particularly on high-speed rail, actually
sets us, I think, further behind. There are many critics to various
forms of public transportation. And unfortunately, it gives them
more ammunition to undermine what should be positive alternative
means of transportation, which is efficient, which helps with our
energy problems, which has a whole host of benefits.

Unfortunately, some of the high-speed rail funds—and we have
not only the $8 billion that was in the Recovery Act and committed
some 2V%2, almost 3 years ago now in January, we had $2.5 billion
in regular appropriations, bringing the total for high-speed rail in
the country and improvements to %10.5 billion. Of that, some $400
million has been rescinded and gone back to deficit reduction.

Unfortunately, three States have returned money for projects
that did not get off the ground, or fell off the track, so to speak:
Ohio, Wisconsin, and my State of Florida. Actually, it is quite star-
tling that more than a third of the funds have been returned,
which is another setback for the program.

More recently, our one hope of actually achieving high-speed
rail—and I have given that project as much leeway as I possibly
can in trying to see what would develop—but again, the one poten-
tial where we had to achieve high-speed rail on an average of at
least 110 miles per hour—that is not reaching 110 miles an hour,
that is not reaching 150 miles an hour at some point in the jour-
ney. I am talking about the average speed, which is the measure
by which, internationally, high-speed rail is evaluated.

But our one hope, California, appears to be in disarray. In fact,
we are devoting an entire hearing to that next week, to see where
that one project is going. We have problems with, first of all, the
route that was chosen. I went out with Mr. Denham and actually
looked at some of it—Fresno to Bakersfield, mostly populated by
agricultural community and interests. We will hear from those
folks next week.

But again, the site that was abandoned, southern California or
the Bay Area, where you have significant populations to be served
and at the present time have incredible congestion, both of those
corridors—again, it is an initial operating segment that was cho-
sen.

The more disturbing news is within the last month now the pro-
jections on the cost may double the original $40-some billion and
reach over $90 billion. Furthermore, it appears that there will be
a 13-year delay. We are now looking at, what, 2033, which would
mean either subsidization of a “dog operation” and give us more
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heartburn, as far as anyone ever seeing a viable high-speed rail op-
eration in the United States.

And finally, I was informed last week that even if they built this
segment—again, trains to—at the short operating segment, not
serve any fixed large population—that the equipment that would
be available at that point would only be contemporary slow train
vehicles, which could not achieve high speed.

So, I am very concerned about the progress of California. We will
hear more about that next week. So we have $3.8 billion, the big-
gest amount going of the $8 billion and a total of $10 billion, going
to California. There is $10.1 billion, as I said, left over after the
return of $400 million.

Then the next issue that I have with the whole process of select-
ing these corridors is—well, of course it is not something I raised,
but also GAO in March 2010 said that the process that FRA had
followed in selecting these lacked transparency and some of the
manner in which these were chosen did not really make a whole
lot of sense.

We have three what I call pseudo-high-speed rail projects, and
maybe you will hear of those touted as a success, most of them cen-
tered in Chicago, two of the three, Chicago to St. Louis. That is
going to run an average of 71 miles an hour. Now that is not incre-
mental high speed, that is not high speed. And it doesn’t hold much
hope for the future. Chicago to Detroit, that route goes at 64 miles
an hour on average, a snail-speed train followed by a Portland to
Vancouver so-called and named high-speed rail project, which is 65
miles an hour.

These are, again, a bait and switch for high-speed rail, and will
continue to give high-speed rail a bad name in the United States
because they will not operate at high speeds, and act as merely a
mirage of high-speed rail.

Finally, Amtrak and some of the projects—and they are—hosted
by them, spread around the country—will get another $3.6 billion.
Of that there is $900 million that was redirected to the Northeast
Corridor. But if you take that $3.6 billion and amortize it over 3
years, you have a current subsidy of $49 a passenger on Amtrak,
and you attribute the cost of that $3.6 billion and amortize it over
3 years, you are looking at a subsidization during these 3 years of
$99, just a $1 under $100 per ticket for every Amtrak passenger,
based on 30 million, which is their current ridership. So that is dis-
turbing.

So, I have to say, sort of in conclusion, we need a success. I be-
lieve that the most logical place to put high-speed rail—have said
it before, I am from Florida—is in the Northeast Corridor. You are
from—members of the panel—are from around the country. But we
can all benefit by a success of high-speed rail in the Northeast Cor-
ridor. Unfortunately, there too we have seen delays. It has taken
now 3 years to finally issue an RFP to do an environmental study.
That environmental study RFP went out in August. To date—and
this is December—there is no award for doing the environmental
study in the Northeast Corridor. So we still lag behind in moving
forward with that project in the Northeast Corridor.

We will all benefit by the Northeast Corridor, one, because it is
the most densely populated area—20 percent of the U.S. population
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resides in that corridor. We own the corridor. It is the only corridor
that we own. Between the Federal Government and the States,
they own almost the entire distance between Washington, DC, and
Boston.

We, of course, operate Amtrak’s other service over freight rails,
22,000 miles of them. We also will benefit as a Nation, because 70
percent of our chronically delayed flights are in this area, whether
it is summer or winter causing the meltdown of air transportation.
And most of it will emanate from the northeast region, so we can
all benefit by, again, having one success in our most densely popu-
lated area on a corridor that we already own. Half of Amtrak’s pas-
sengers of the 30 million are in that corridor. So, again, it just
makes sense.

Finally, let me say I had offered an alternative and suggested
separating out the Northeast Corridor into a separate entity. I did
meet a slight bit of resistance on that. And I announced recently
that I was willing to look at having Amtrak and—if there wasn’t
an Amtrak, we would have an Amtrak; I have supported a nation-
wide service system. But I am willing to work with Secretary
LaHood, Mr. Boardman and others to come up with a plan. And we
don’t have to create a separate entity and transfer the assets out.
But what we do need is to attract private sector capital and move
this project, which Amtrak now has projected would take 30 years,
and would cost $117 billion.

Now, Congress cut off funds to high-speed rail in the coming fis-
cal year. And Congress certainly is not going to give Amtrak %117
billion, based on its current record, lack of plan or progress in the
Northeast Corridor. So we have got to work together and we have
got to find a solution to have a success and put high-speed rail and
transportation projects where they make sense, and move forward
on these important projects.

So, I'm willing to work with the administration, with other Mem-
bers of Congress, and in an effort to, again, end the failure that we
have seen, and hopefully have a pattern for success for high-speed
rail in the future.

So, that is my opening, rather lengthy comment. I will defer to
Mr. Sires.

Mr. SIRES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing
today. I represent some of the most densely populated areas in the
country. And I want to thank you for being here. I always been a
proponent of not only the Northeast Corridor, but especially local
train and also freight, because of the district that I represent.

I am sorry to see some of the problems that we are having with
Amtrak and some of the expanding—or some of the programs. I
wish we could speed it up. But I know that there is progress that
is being made. The Northeast Corridor, I think, is probably the
only place where you have the population to sustain a real high-
speed rail. And that was always my argument with local rail in
some of the areas of the country where they don’t have the popu-
lation to sustain intercity rail. You know, my district, I think it is
something like a quarter of a million people going through New
York City every day.

I just wish that we could speed up some of this—some of the
issues that are holding back some of this—the work. And I want



5

to thank you, Secretary LaHood, for knowing that the Portal
Bridge going into New York City is one of the bridges that is 100
years old, and is getting a whole face lift and a new bridge. It real-
ly means a great deal to my district.

And that is basically what I have to say. Thank you.

Mr. MicA. Thank you so much. We will turn to the chair of the
rail subcommittee, the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Shuster.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, good to
see you again. I am going to abbreviate my typical speech that I
give on this issue. Mr. Szabo is sitting behind there, smiling. I
think he could probably recite it verbatim. But I appreciate having
{,)his hearing, and I agree with the chairman and many other Mem-

ers.

With respect to the President’s vision of high-speed rail in this
country, I just don’t believe it is going to happen because we don’t
have the money. Number two, I don’t really think we have the need
to have 80 percent of the American population have access to high-
speed rail. I do believe there are corridors in this country that need
high-speed rail; we should be focused on them. We should be abso-
lutely focused. And we are not, in this present form that we are
taking. We are spreading money all over the country. It is no sur-
prise that Ohio and Wisconsin have turned down these large sums
of money, because they realize they are going to be strapped with
operating costs that are going to drive them further into debt.

I really believe if we focus on the one true high-speed rail cor-
ridor that we have today that desperately needs it, it is the North-
east Corridor. We own the tracks, so we don’t have to go round and
round with our friends in the freight rails on it. We own the tracks,
we can do separations where we need it. And as my friend from
New Jersey mentioned, there is a bridge up there, and it is a huge
bottleneck. We should focus the money there. Regarding the tunnel
in Baltimore, I know some of the money is coming back to make
those improvements.

But if we are really serious about getting high-speed rail, we
need to find one place to do it in the country to do it right, spend
the money to do it right, learn from it, and then take it to these
other corridors that will emerge in the future.

The California corridor, the money being spent there, the more
I see of it—and you see the numbers; they have gone from $40 bil-
lion to $100 billion to maybe 20 years to who knows—and, Mr. Sec-
retary, you have been in Congress, you have been in Government
long enough to know that if they are saying $100 billion or $90 bil-
lion, you know it is going to be more than that. And I have been
to southern California. And they are telling me that between $1
billion and $1.5 billion you could truly have significant impact on
intercity rail transportation between San Diego and Los Angeles.
That is where we ought to start in California. The northern city of
San Francisco and that corridor and the southern California.

So, again, I urge you to go back and sit down with the President
and Mr. Szabo and really reevaluate what we are doing here, be-
cause I just don’t believe that we are going to be able to have high-
speed rail across this country because we can’t afford it and be-
cause the American people really aren’t clamoring for that. They
are clamoring, though, to have better intercity rail at higher
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speeds. The Keystone Corridor is a great example. It is not high
speed, but the ridership has gone up 40 percent over the last 4 or
5 years, and it continues to grow, Harrisburg to Philadelphia. And
that is not high-speed rail, but it is higher speed, more frequency.
Those are the things that I think will benefit the traveling public
and America, if we focus on those areas.

So, again, appreciate you being here today, look forward to your
testimony, and I yield back.

Mr. MicA. I would like to recognize the ranking member, and the
gentlelady from Florida, Ms. Brown.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I am glad we are
holding this hearing today to focus on progress and pitfalls of im-
glementing high-speed and intercity passenger rail in the United

tates.

All of our international competitors are beating us to the punch.
They have invested billions of dollars in passenger rail systems
that have significantly reduced highway and aviation congestion.
While here, in the United States, we fail to provide adequate fund-
ing for passenger rail, and waste $115 billion a year in fuel and
lost time sitting in traffic.

Let’s step back and look at this committee progress, or lack
thereof. Over the past year we have no surface transportation bill,
no FAA bill, no water resource bill. And to top it off, we are here
today arguing about a High-Speed and Intercity Passenger Rail
Program that has already been defunded by the Republicans.

Our country is building huge infrastructure projects in Iraq, giv-
ing tax credits to the company, taking jobs overseas, and building
massive bridges in the United States with Chinese steel. Yet, the
committee leadership here today is trashing a program that would
improve passenger rail throughout the country and put thousands
of people to work.

Since today’s hearing is titled, “Mistakes in FRA High-Speed and
Intercity Passenger Rail Program,” I thought I would make a list
of a few mistakes that I have seen since enacting the Passenger
Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 and Recovery.

First of all, we fail to dedicate any significant funds for pas-
senger rail. Our main competitor, the Chinese, have invested $350
billion in rail. Let me say that again: $350 billion. They see the im-
portance of moving people, goods, and services.

Then we invite private companies that I have had several meet-
ings with over the world, including some of the biggest rail opera-
tors and manufacturing business today to invest time and re-
sources into vying for parts of the U.S. high-speed rail market, only
to slam the doors in their face by canceling projects and cutting
Federal funds.

Look at Wisconsin. Just yesterday, Talgo announced it is going
to shut down its Milwaukee train manufacturing operations in
2012, killing over 4,700 jobs because Wisconsin Governor Scott
Walker rejected Federal funds for the high-speed line between Mil-
waukee and Madison when he took office. It is worth noting that—
talking about mistakes—that the government later reapplied for a
portion of the funds he rejected. That is absurd.

And let me talk about the poster child of mistakes, my home
State of Florida. The mistakes started when Governor Jeb Bush
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shut down the high-speed rail authority in Florida before they were
able to study the most desirable Orlando to Miami route. Our cur-
rent Governor, Rick Scott, was able to come up with one of the big-
gest acts of stupidity—returning $2.4 billion in awarded funds. A
ridership study which was paid for by taxpayers’ dollars indicates
that it would have made money. The study estimates that the rid-
ership, at more than 3 million the first operating year, would in-
crease to 4.7 million in the 10th year. Revenues were estimated at
$4.2 million in the first operating year, rising to $38 million in the
10th year.

And with respect to jobs, something we have all been talking
about and are supposed to be focusing on, 30,000 jobs. You know,
well, what kind of jobs are we talking about? We are talking about
engineering firms, steel, cement factories, and construction jobs.
Those are real jobs. What a loss. What a loss. I want to welcome
Secretary Ray LaHood, and thank him for his efforts in working
out the agreement that averted a possible rail strike during the
holiday season. I really think you are one of the bright spots in
transportation. And I welcome you here today. And I want to thank
you for your leadership.

Mr. MicA. Thank the gentlelady. Mr. Denham, gentleman from
California.

Mr. DENHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding
this hearing, something that is of great concern to us who are rep-
resenting California, especially in the Central Valley. Here not only
to hear about the mistakes and lessons, but what we always con-
tinue to hear about is the investment.

Now, to me, as a small business owner, the investment means
there is a return on investment at some future date. So, really,
what I think what we have to look at here is: What is the public
benefit, and does that outweigh the cost to taxpayers?

The concern that I have in the California project is there is a real
failure to plan. There is not a defined Federal obligation. How
much of our transportation dollars are we going to spend in Cali-
fornia? We have got $3.6 billion right now already obligated. Where
do we come up with the other $95 billion on the new costs that
have been projected? What is the State’s obligation on that? What
is the local obligation? And where are the private investors that we
continue to hear about?

Recently the ridership numbers have—certainly have been great
doubt. They have pretty much fallen apart on the California side
of things. And now we have extended it by another 13 years.

So, certainly as we are defining an investment, and we are going
to ask a private investor or a private company to invest in this
project, we have got to be able to define what the project is. Who
is obligated on each of those various areas? And how much are the
taxpayers obligated to, as well?

We get compared to other countries quite frequently. There are
other countries that are certainly spending billions of dollars on
high-speed rail. And their cost per mile of track is much lower than
what we have here, in California or across the Nation. So as we
start to compare with other countries, we need to look at how they
are doing things not only smarter, but less expensive.
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In California, we have the CEQA environmental law, which is
much greater than NEPA. Why do them both? If the President and
the administration’s commitment is to do high-speed rail in Cali-
fornia, wouldn’t we waive some of the high cost of the environ-
mental process that we have seen the Federal Government waive
in the past for other priority projects? So those are going to be
some things that I will be looking at as we take a look at the in-
vestment of our taxpayer dollar.

And then, finally, we have been hearing about shovel-ready jobs
for quite some time now. The stimulus package was passed in
2008. And yet in 2011 going into 2012, we still do not have one
shovel in the ground. To me, a shovel-ready project means if you
are going to go out and ask taxpayers to spend money on a shovel-
ready project, that means it is ready to put a shovel in the ground.
Three years later, going on 4 years now, still no shovel and no plan
on putting a shovel into the ground. I believe that if the high-speed
rail project in California is not going to get moving quickly, then
that money ought to be diverted to shovel-ready projects that would
be committed quickly: goods movement, people movement, building
highways. But letting a pool of money just sit out there, I think,
is irresponsible.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Mr. MicA. Thank the gentleman. Mr. DeFazio?

Mr. DEFAZIO. I am waiting to hear from the Secretary, sir.

Mr. Mica. OK. Ms. Johnson?

Ms. JOHNSON OF TEXAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I simply
want to welcome our Secretary and ask for unanimous consent to
put my remarks in the record.

Mr. MicA. Without objection, so ordered.

We haven’t yet—we got a little late start.

Mr. RAHALL. I will just ask, Mr. Chairman, my remarks be made
part of the record, as well, so we can go ahead with the Secretary.

Mr. MicA. Without objection.

Other Members seek recognition on the Democrat side first? Ms.
Edwards. Then we will come back

Ms. EDWARDS. And the same, Mr. Chairman. I will simply ask
that my remarks be made part of the record.

Mr. MicA. Without objection, so ordered.

All statements will be included. Any other comments, Members
seeking recognition? Mr. Gibbs, I guess, is next? I am sorry, Ms.
Schmidt, not Mr. Gibbs. Sorry.

Ms. ScuMmIDT. Thank you. First off, I want to thank the Secretary
for coming today.

Mr. Chairman, in your remarks you talked about the subsidies
that we have for Amtrak, $49 per rider over a 3-year period. I
would like to also highlight another subsidy, and that is the food
service. Last year we lost almost $61 million in the food service on
Amtrak. If you buy a hot dog for $4.50 it costs $6.60 to produce
that hot dog for your plate, which means the taxpayers are left
holding the bag of $2.10. I do have a bill that I have given—that
I put in the hopper a few weeks ago to correct that. And I do hope
that this is a simple fix to save the taxpayers almost $61 million.
And I do hope that we can come together and remedy that.
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And by the way, I also want to thank you for the signage issue
for highways. You have made a whole lot of people in the State of
Ohio very, very happy. Thank you for your leadership on that, and
I yield back.

Mr. MicA. Another Member on our side? Mr. Gibbs, you are rec-
ognized.

Mr. GiBBS. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding
this hearing. I think it is appropriate that I make an opening state-
ment because when we talk about mistakes and lessons learned,
Ohio is probably an example of some lessons learned.

I served on the State Senate during—in the Transportation Com-
mittee—during the consideration of our so-called high-speed rail
project that would connect Cleveland, Columbus, and Cincinnati.
After the details of the project came to light, Ohio rejected the Fed-
eral funding, due to the impractical, inefficient, and expensive
problems inherent to the project.

First, the supposed high-speed rail was more like snail rail. The
proposed Ohio passenger rail service would only reach a maximum
speed of 79 miles per hour, with an average speed of 39 miles per
hour. According to the 2009 Amtrak study, the estimated travel
time from Cleveland to Cincinnati would have been 6 hours and 30
minutes, substantially slower than the 4 hours it would take to
drive the car. Combined with the fact that the average round trip
ticket was priced—was projected to be $190, it is hard to believe
that many Ohioans would see any real savings.

Cost to the taxpayer is another serious issue. A 2009 Amtrak
study determined that the project would require $500 million to
$700 million in startup costs, plus millions of dollars in annual op-
erating subsidies. Further studies have suggested that ridership
would average only 1,315 riders per day, resulting in extremely low
rate of return.

Aside from the long travel times and high costs, there are several
other impractical elements to the project. For example, unlike some
larger cities, Ohio lacks the interconnectivity necessary for pas-
senger rail to work. When a rider gets off the train at a Columbus
station, where would they go from there? There is nowhere to go.

Additionally, this proposal would share with freight lines, and
any move to go faster than 79 miles an hour would require a to-
tally new system.

In the Northeast Corridor, true high-speed rail may be feasible.
Earlier this year I visited the Northeast Corridor with Chairman
Mica and members of this committee. And it quickly occurred to me
that if true high-speed passenger rail is going to work, it would
work in the Northeast Corridor. The Northeast Corridor has the
population, the congestion, and the interconnectivity that makes
sense for a project like this, as well as the need for alleviating the
highly congested roads and airports.

While this region of the country looks promising for cost-effective
development, for Ohioans $190 per ticket for a 6%-hour ride from
Cincinnati to Cleveland simply didn’t make economic sense.

Thank you, and I yield back.

Mr. MicaA. Thank the gentleman. Mr. Capuano?

Mr. CapuaNO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, wel-
come. Great to see you again. Welcome back to the committee.
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Very briefly, I just want to be very, very clear. Anybody who
wants to give the money back to you, we will take it in Massachu-
setts. I just want to be on record very clearly. We will take it, we
will use it, we will improve our rail, and we will say thank you to
you and anybody else who wants to give it back. And I look forward
to a couple of hundred million, maybe, any time you are ready.
Thank you.

Mr. MicA. Thank you, Mr. Capuano. And I will be supporting
you, as long as it is dedicated towards the Northeast Corridor.

I had one more Member. Mr. Hanna?

Mr. HANNA. Thank you, Secretary LaHood, for being here.

I want to just take a minute and say thank you and recognize
the DOT commissioner from my State, New York. And in par-
ticular, Joan, I would like to thank you for your responsiveness in
the recent hurricane and disaster in our district. You set an exam-
ple for the whole State with—through Irene, and for the whole
country, through those disasters of Irene and Lee. And you expe-
dited permits, and you did things concurrently, and it was a big
help, and I am grateful. So thank you for being here, ma’am.

Mr. MicA. Other Members seek recognition? Mr. Cravaack?

Mr. CRAVAACK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member
Rahall, for holding this important meeting today. And I would like
to welcome Secretary LaHood, and I look forward to your testi-
mony, sir. I look forward to the fact-based hearing on high-speed
passenger rail that includes a discussion of benefits, and perhaps,
most importantly, all the costs associated with high-speed rail.

Too often, in some parts of the country, the proponents of high-
speed rail exaggerate its collective benefits while downplaying, ob-
scuring, or misrepresenting the actual capital costs and the even-
tual long-term operating costs to the American taxpayer.

Moreover, I am concerned that the bulk of this administration’s
high-speed rail plans will only be viable as a result of this adminis-
tration’s energy and environmental policies that are continuing to
drive up energy costs to the American public.

Thank you again. I will be brief, and I look forward to your testi-
mony. And I yield back.

Mr. MicA. I think we have now heard from all Members who
seek recognition. I appreciate the Secretary, again, being with us
and also having an opportunity to hear from some of the members
of our committee.

And we will now yield to our distinguished Transportation Sec-
retary, Mr. LaHood. Welcome.

TESTIMONY OF THE HON. RAY LAHOOD, SECRETARY OF
TRANSPORTATION, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

Secretary LAHOOD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am delighted to
be back on a committee that I served on for 6 years. And also, to
the Ranking Member, Mr. Rahall, to both of you, thank you for
your leadership on transportation. Over the last 3 years I think we
h}iwe worked well together, and I look forward to continuing to do
that.

The reason I am here is simple. I asked to be here. High-speed
rail is a signature initiative for President Obama and this adminis-
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tration. But most of all, it is an important initiative to the Amer-
ican people, whose representatives have submitted more than 500
applications requesting $75 billion to build high-speed rail projects.
And all that since 2009.

In fact, when Florida’s Governor decided to send back his State’s
$2 billion of high-speed rail money, 24 States and the District of
Columbia and Amtrak submitted requests for $10 billion. Another
powerful testament to America’s enthusiasm for high-speed rail.

So, I am looking forward to our conversation about President
Obama’s vision, President Obama’s plan, and 3 years of successes
achieved and progress to build on.

The fact is, high-speed rail has been a priority for decades at the
local, State, and Federal levels. And among members of both par-
ties. Let me read you something that I just came across. And I
quote: “It is the policy of the United States to promote the con-
struction and commercialization of a high-speed rail transportation
system.” That is a quote from the 1991 transportation bill signed
into law by President Herbert Walker Bush.

Just 1 year later, one of my outstanding predecessors, a Repub-
lican, former Transportation Secretary Andy Card, designated the
first five high-speed rail corridors during a recession. And if you
think this was an historic anomaly, I remind you that the Repub-
lican House and Republican Senate passed another transportation
bill reiterating America’s commitment to high-speed rail in 1998. I
remember, because I was one of 337 Members of this body who
voted for it.

So, what has changed today is that we have a President and a
Vice President who are putting their money where their mouth is.
We are not just asking—we are not just writing reports and filing
them away. We are hiring workers, laying track, and building sta-
tions.

High-speed rail is coming to America. It is here. Three years ago,
President Obama started with a vision. He envisioned an American
in which 80 percent of the people can have access to high-speed
rail. And we know that as this system emerges, jobs, economic de-
velopment, and economic competitiveness will follow.

In the short term, we are creating manufacturing construction
jobs. These are American jobs building the next generation of
America’s infrastructure. Once track is laid and stations are built,
we are spurring economic development, quality jobs, and American-
owned small businesses all along the United States rail corridors.
What is more, our investment in train tracks, in train sets, don’t
just give travelers more option, they improve existing rail lines for
freight cars.

We have invested in the last 3 years a half-a-billion dollars in
our Class I freight rail system in America. Now we have done that
selfishly, because that helps us get into high-speed rail. But that
is the first time that anybody can remember that kind of invest-
ment was ever made in what is the best rail—freight rail—system
in the world: ours. A half-a-billion dollars.

President Obama’s administration is working every day to elimi-
nate bottlenecks and choke points in America’s freight rail. I have
been to tower 55 in Texas. I have been to the CREATE program
in Chicago. All over America we are making investments in freight
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rail. One-third of our competitive TIGER grants went to projects
that speed delivery of products from factories, farms, and busi-
nesses to customers across the United States and around the
world. And in the long term, high-speed rail will bolster America’s
economic competitiveness.

You know we are being out-competed right now, today, all over
the world, but in particular in Asia, on countries that are building
roads, building airports, building bridges, and building high-speed
rail. We used to be the leader. If we don’t catch up here pretty
quick, we are going to be in second place.

We know our Nation will be home to 100 million additional peo-
ple by the year 2050. That is the equivalent of another California,
Texas, New York, and Florida, combined. Our highways and air-
ports simply can’t handle the growth. We need to do something, or
we will be crushed under the weight of our own expansion.

So, how are we bringing President Obama’s vision to life? What
is the plan? Well, we have designated an integrated network with
trains moving at different high-end speeds, based on the needs of
the market, just like in rail systems overseas. Not all the trains
overseas go the same speed. Where it makes sense, we are building
staze-of—the-art high-speed lines on a par with anything in Europe
or Asia.

Feeding into this true high-speed core will be regional service.
We know that everybody is not going to drive a car to a train sta-
tion. There will be regional service. There already is, faster than
most trains we have today.

Finally, we are building out our energy corridors. This is hap-
pening already. These are local lines along which entrepreneurs
are opening shops. These rail lines will become economic corridors
for jobs, just like the interstate highway was. This integrated ap-
proach is exactly what rail operators have done in countries around
the globe. Some trains are fast, other trains are faster.

So, how far have we come during these last 3 years? We have
put American workers on rail job sites in 32 States and the District
of Columbia. Projects in Illinois, Maine, Minnesota, North Carolina,
Oregon, Vermont are coming in ahead of schedule and under budg-
et. The same time, we are supporting jobs at manufacturing plants
in industrial States like Indiana, and at suppliers in States like Ar-
izona and Arkansas. And everything from tracks to ties to train
sets to construction material for new stations is being built by
American workers, American workers building America’s infra-
structure.

From here, the future is bright. During the next 6 months, more
than $1.1 billion of new job-creating construction projects will com-
mence. We have invested in increasing the Acela speed from 130
miles per hour to 186 miles per hour. We have invested in bringing
110-mile-per-hour service to the Midwest. We will soon break
ground on a new line between Portland and Seattle. We continue
planning for a southwest network from—that connects Dallas to
Houston and Oklahoma City. And we are committed to helping the
people of California achieve their vision for high-speed rail.

This is not Ray LaHood’s vision; this is California’s vision. This
is the people’s vision, people that have worked on high-speed rail
in California for 15 years. It is not a cheap project, but it is an es-



13

sential one. Its costs are in line with those of similar projects that
have been successful around the world. And we are in it for the
long haul. We will not be dissuaded by the naysayers, by the crit-
ics, some of whom you are going to hear from later on today. We
are not.

High-speed rail is in America, coming to America, and expanding
in America. There is no going back. The dollars to support all of
this were included and paid for in every budget that President
Obama has submitted to Congress. All of this was included in the
President’s outline for a long-term transportation bill which
charted a course in proposed funding for the next 6 years. All of
this was included in our push for high-speed rail projects as a part
ﬁf the American Jobs Act. And all of this is anchored in our shared

istory.

We have always met tough challenges by doing big things. We
have always done big things.

And transportation has always been bipartisan, always. When 1
was here, sitting where you are sitting, I was voting for two trans-
portation bills. Both of those bills passed with over 400 votes in the
House. There are no Republican or Democratic bridges. There are
no Republican or Democratic railroads. We have had a rich history
in this country of bipartisanship when it comes to transportation,
because transportation puts people to work. It puts friends and
neighbors to work. That is why it has been bipartisan.

Our blueprint for building high-speed rail is the same as Amer-
ica’s blue print for building the interstate system. We are right at
the point where America was at when we started the interstate
system. We didn’t know where all the lines were at. Do you think
they knew where all the lines were at when President Eisenhower
signed the interstate bill? Of course not. Do you think they knew
where all the money was coming from? Of course not. Fifty years
later, we have the best interstate system in the world because peo-
ple had a vision.

When the United States first started going from planning to pav-
ing, we didn’t know where all the routes were going to be. We
didn’t know where every penny was coming from. But President Ei-
senhower set a goal. He had a vision. Through 10 administrations
and 28 sessions of Congress—that is when I say, “High-speed rail
is coming to America,” because through 10 administrations, 10
Presidents, and 28 sessions of Congress, we got it done. That is
what America has always been about.

We didn’t invest when times were good. We have a proud history
investing when times were tough, because transportation puts peo-
ple to work. Through boom years and bust years, through eight re-
cessions, we built the best roadway system in the world. And we
should do no less for high-speed rail.

Members of this committee, our parents and grandparents
dreamed big, planned big, built big so we might have the chance
to lead. What the previous generation did for us is left us an inter-
state system. State of the art. We should do no less for the next
generation. I am not going to benefit from high-speed rail, but I
have four grown children and nine grandchildren. They will. We
should do what generations did for us. Think big, build big, and
leave the next generation of transportation high-speed rail.
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I am happy to answer your questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Mica. Well, thank you, Mr. Secretary. And again, we appre-
ciate your commitment to transportation, and particularly to a suc-
cessful high-speed rail program.

I outlined some of the problems that we have had, and hope-
fully—the title of this hearing, again, is lessons learned from some
of the mistakes that we have made. And one of the things that you
just cited is that—in fact, we built the interstate back in the 1950s,
with President Eisenhower. On Tuesday, we heard the President
say, “We've lost our ambition, our imagination, and our willingness
to do the things that built the Golden Gate Bridge and Hoover
Dam and unleashed all the potential in this country.”

I went back to look and see how long it took in the planning
process and approval process and then the construction process.
And then I look at the Northeast Corridor.

For example, it has taken 3 years to get out an RFP on an envi-
ronmental study, and that hasn’t yet been awarded. Can you tell
us the status of the award of doing the environmental study for the
Northeast Corridor, which is essential to move that——

Secretary LAHooD. What I will tell you, Mr. Chairman, is we
have taken our cues from what you have told us. We are investing
in the Northeast Corridor.

Mr. MicA. Yes, and you

Secretary LAHOOD. We just announced an investment of almost
$1 billion. I will get you the specific date when I believe the envi-
ronmental will be done.

Mr. MicA. Again, if you can’t give it to me now——

Secretary LAHooOD. I will give it to you.

Mr. MicA [continuing]. Been helpful. After many, many years we
finally got, in March of 2010, the designation of the Northeast Cor-
ridor, and I thank you. But we cannot move forward until that is
awarded. And I guess back in August, the proposals had come in.
We just need an award. So I think that is very important to moving
forward.

And then, wisely spending the money. I supported the money for
the Northeast Corridor. We heard Mr. Sires, who was here, talk
about additional funds and others—Mr. Capuano wants some for
Boston. But what we don’t want to do is spend that money in a
half-baked process without a good plan to build the whole corridor.
And T don’t think $117 billion over 30 years is the way to go, and
in dribbles and drabbles.

Mr. Boardman testified, sat in the same chair and said he be-
lieved that we also had to attract private capital into that process.
But the whole process is contingent on going forward with just a
regular order of environmental study, and that is delayed.

You said not all trains in Europe are high-speed. But every high-
speed rail train goes between 110 and 150 miles an hour, on aver-
age. We don’t have a single proposal to reach that speed with any
project that is under consideration. And we have had a setback
now in California.

4 Dg you see any way to achieve high-speed rail in an expe-
ite

Secretary LAHOOD. The line between Chicago and St. Louis will
go 110 miles an hour, Mr. Chairman. When——
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Mr. MicA. That is the high speed.

Secretary LAHOOD. Let me just finish. In California it will be
hi}%hdspeed—it will go 200 miles an hour when that project is fin-
ished.

We are also—the investments we are making in the Northeast
Corridor will get to higher speeds, which is what I said in my testi-
mony.

So the investments we are making—the figures that you used
are the current figures. With our investments, trains will go higher
speeds. Are they all going to go the same speed? No. California, 200
miles an hour. Illinois, 110 miles an hour. The Northeast Corridor,
higher than they are doing now. That is why we are making the
investment.

Mr. MicA. Again, the speeds that I have, average speed, Chicago/
St. Louis, 71 miles an hour, on average——

Secretary LAHoOOD. That is the current speed, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MicA. Chicago to Detroit——

Secretary LAHOOD. Before we made the investment.

Mr. MicA [continuing]. Sixty-four miles an hour. Now, these
are——

Secretary LAHOOD. Before the investments.

Mr. MicA. Yes. Again, I am just telling you what we are told,
that after they make the investments these will be the average
speeds. And this is information provided by your department on
the project——

Secretary LAHOOD. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MicA. Yes?

Secretary LAHOOD. After the investments, Illinois, 110 miles an
hour. After—when California is complete, 200 miles an hour. On
the Northeast Corridor, higher speeds than now once we invest the
$1 billion that we just announced.

Mr. MicA. There is a public article about some of the stress and
problems by Mr. Phillips and appeared recently in Trains maga-
zine. It talks about the turmoil at Amtrak. One of my concerns is
I recently learned that Al Engle, who was the vice president for the
high-speed rail under Amtrak was either fired or dismissed, we are
not sure. I believe he has been replaced. But the reports are that
there is turmoil right now in Amtrak, not only on high-speed rail,
but overall.

Secretary LAHOOD. I don’t run high speed—I don’t run Amtrak,
Mr. Chairman. I have plenty of things on my agenda. I am not in
charge of Amtrak. Mr. Boardman is. I can’t answer for him. I don’t
have any idea who you are even talking about there.

Mr. Mica. Well, again, we just gave $900 million to Amtrak, and
I think that we should conduct some oversight. I mean that is—
I can account for about $1 billion going into Amtrak. And when we
have reports of the person in charge either being fired or dismissed
on that project, it does raise concerns.

Finally, I invite you to again look at some successful models. I
would like to see Amtrak more successful. You did help Ms. Brown
and I on an Auto Train facility in Florida. We finally made the con-
nection at Lorton. Years ago they put a facility in. People deserve
more than a tented, hot—a facility that was a replacement for a
storm—we appreciate that. But my concern is that we have a great
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project like Auto Train, but we don’t have people that can manage
and expand that service. We should be running a larger number
there, and also in the Northeast Corridor of passenger service in
other quarters.

Mr. Shuster and I put a provision in the PRIIA law that allowed
for the private sector to pick up some of these routes and show
what they can do on money-losing routes or successful routes, and
make them more successful and less costly to the taxpayers. That
process has been slow during the past 3 years. Not much has been
done. And I understand a rule is about to be issued.

Is that forthcoming? Can you tell the committee the status?

Secretary LAHOOD. It is about—we are getting close.

Mr. MicA. OK. And if you could give us a—maybe in writing to
the committee, the—some specifics on when you plan to make that
decision, we would be grateful.

Secretary LAHOOD. Absolutely.

Mr. Mica. All right. With that, I will yield to Mr. Rahall.

Mr. RAHALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, I cer-
tainly commend you for your testimony today and your—the fact
that you asked to be before us.

You are right in your nonpartisan remarks. There are no Amer-
ican bridges, American railroads, or—I mean no Democratic rail-
roads or bridges or Republican bridges or railroads, they are all
American bridges. And we all want to be nonpartisan when it
comes to transportation. But I still think you are the best Repub-
lican in this administration.

Let me——

Secretary LAHOOD. I think I am the only one.

[Laughter.]

Secretary LAHOOD. The bar isn’t very high.

Mr. RAHALL. You know, I understand a lot of my colleagues
wanting to put everything in the Northeast Corridor. You know,
that is not the only part of this country that is experiencing
growth. I think we have to look at rural America, we have to look
at the West and Midwest. The passenger rail system in this coun-
try should truly be a national program. You have compared it to
our interstate program, and how it took 60-some years to get our
interstate systems to where they are today. And that could be very
much the case with passenger rail service, as well.

But there is growth in other parts of our country. There are peo-
ple aching to be relieved of congestion that exists in rural America.
Congestion is just not a big city problem any more. And passenger
rail service is a way to alleviate that, along with improved infra-
structure. So, I commend you for that national vision that you
have, and the vigor with which you have expressed it here this
morning.

And, I know your application process, the DOT application proc-
ess, has come under some severe criticism. But I commend you for
that, too. I think you have been very transparent in that process,
as confirmed by a GAO report released in May of this year that
called the accusations against that program into question, and
said—and I quote—that “the FRA selection process was an example
of good grantmaking.” So, I commend you for that. You have in-
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volved all the stakeholders. It has been a transparent process. And
bravo to you.

Let me ask you a question about the Buy American provisions.
You touched upon that in your testimony, as well, and a lot of us
on my side of the aisle have introduced a stronger Buy American
bill in the last week or two.

There are loopholes—gaping loopholes, I would call—in the cur-
rent Buy American provisions that allow companies to subdivide,
et cetera, and escape Buy American provisions of current law. Do
you think they need to be strengthened? Can we close those loop-
holes, legislatively?

Yet, at the same time, as my legislation does, it allows you the
waiver authority if there is a national interest issue involved. If we
are incapable of making the product up to sufficient standards in
this country, or we would drive up the cost above a 25-percent in-
crease, it would grant you that waiver authority.

Secretary LAHooD. Well, Mr. Rahall, I would say this. I think we
have a very, very strong commitment at DOT to Buy American.
And we have been complimented numerously for the idea that Buy
American is very important. We want to make sure that every one
of these dollars goes to American companies and American work-
ers. That is our number one goal. And if you want to strengthen
that, go for it. We will take any encouragement we can. We are
committed to Buy American, more than anything else. These are
American tax dollars, and they should go to American workers and
American companies. And that is why we have just been very dis-
ciplined about making sure that these dollars do go to American
companies and American workers.

Anything you can do to help us on that we will appreciate.

Mr. RIBBLE. [presiding.] Thank you. And the chair recognizes the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Shuster.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you very much. Again, Mr. Secretary, it is
great to have you here today. And I would point out to the com-
mittee there is another Republican in the administration who came
from the Armed Services Committee, Mr. McHugh, who is Sec-
retary of the Army. So it is fitting that the Secretary of Transpor-
tation is a Republican and former members of two committees that
have been bipartisan. And we hope to continue to be bipartisan.

Part of the problem, though, with bipartisanship these days is
that we don’t have the money. We just don’t have the money. And
that is when I come back to—as I said, with this—with the way
some of this money has been spent on stimulus, you put it out on
projects, some of them may get speeds up to 110, others they are
not going to get up there. And again, as we pointed out, Wisconsin
and Ohio rejecting them because it is just—it is a tremendous
drain on their treasury.

So I come back to you talking about the vision. There was a vi-
sion Abraham Lincoln had for connecting this country with rail-
roads, an important vision to the entire Nation. And Eisenhower
with the highway system, something we had to do to connect this
vast, vast country together. Aviation, vast spaces we have to travel.
And when you come to passenger rail today the need is not the
same as it was in the past. But it is present in some of these cor-
ridors, and that is what I come back to: Focus on these corridors.
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To send out the money in dribs and drabs as we have I don’t think
is going to accomplish the President’s vision, which I believe is
wrong, to think we are going to have high-speed rail available to
80 percent of the country.

So, I get now to my question of the Northeast Corridor. You
know, why isn’t there a focus? I mean what are you—why are you
opposed to saying with all this money—taking the money from
maybe even California and focusing it on the Northeast Corridor,
when we own the tracks, when the numbers, the number of people
who live in the Northeast Corridor, 18, 19 percent of our population
on 2 or 3 percent of our landmass, it is absolutely ripe for high-
speed rail. So why wouldn’t we focus on that like a laser to get it
done there, a place that I believe will be highly successful and we
can learn tremendous lessons to take it to these other emerging
corridors, especially in these times of very, very short, very small
budgets that we have to work with?

Secretary LAHoOD. Well, we do believe in the Northeast Cor-
ridor. But we also believe in America. We believe there are people
in other places in America that would like to have a train to ride.
We have just invested $1 billion in the Northeast Corridor. We just
had the Northeast Corridor designated for rail. We are paying at-
tention to it.

Look it. When we started this 3 years ago, there were different
Governors in different States. I don’t have to tell all of you that.
You know that. There is a new Governor in New York. He wants
high-speed rail. That didn’t exist when we started 3 years ago.
There is a new Governor in Connecticut. And I have met with
these Governors. These Governors are our partners. We need part-
ners.

Amtrak has been a good partner. For all the criticism and how
people love to decry Amtrak, Amtrak is making money, ridership
is up. I was on a train to New York City this weekend, from Wash-
ington to New York, completely full. From New York to Wash-
ington on Sunday, completely full. Ridership is up on Amtrak. We
are making investments in Amtrak. They are as good a partner as
any State that has stepped up and wants to get into the passenger
rail business.

We are not going to just invest every dollar in one part of the
country. That is not fair. It is not fair to people who get elected to
this House who have people in their States that want to get into
the passenger rail business. That is simply not fair.

Mr. SHUSTER. You make my case for me. You were on a train
from Washington to New York. It was full. Absolutely. That is why
we need to focus there.

Secretary LAHOOD. And it was on time. And they made money.

Mr. SHUSTER. The train that exists in California between San
Francisco and Los Angeles isn’t full. I don’t believe there is enough
money in California to ever complete that project. You have got a
State that is as close——

Secretary LAHooD. Well, I——

Mr. SHUSTER [continuing]. Close to being bankrupt as you can,
and so why don’t we—look. I am for passenger rail in this country.
I am just not for spending this money on high-speed rail lines that
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£Q‘Lren’t going to be built, that the American people aren’t clamoring
or.

My good friend from West Virginia said there are people in this
country that are aching for relief. You know where they are aching
for relief to have passenger rail, where we should be spending some
of this money? Los Angeles to San Diego. For half of what we are
investing in the central corridor they could have significant im-
provements to move people around.

And anybody—Mr. Secretary, I know you have been to southern
California. All you have to do is walk out the front door of your
hotel and you see massive congestion. So, why aren’t we really fo-
cusing on these places that really have tremendous needs? As far
as I can tell from San Francisco to Los Angeles, the roads are not
backed up. They are not sitting in tremendous traffic jams. That
is occurring in southern California and northern California.

So, I encourage you—again, I am in favor of high-speed rail
where it makes sense. I am in favor of improving passenger rail
systems. As I say, I use it all the time as an example. I hope you
do. I know Mr. Szabo and I have spoken about it. The Keystone
Corridor. That is an example of passenger rail, it is not high-speed
rail, and people are getting on it.

I am the poster child for railroad passenger rail service. Twenty
years ago, as you know, my father sat on this committee and I told
him, “I will never get out of my car and ride in a train, because
I want the freedom, as most Americans do.” But today, if I am
going to Philadelphia from Washington or from my district, I go to
Harrisburg and get on the train, because I don’t want to deal with
the traffic.

And I think American people—when you have frequency and reli-
ability you don’t have to go 150 miles, 180 miles an hour. And it
is a lot less expensive to upgrade those, as we are seeing in some
of these corridors in the Midwest. I think that is really where our
focus should be.

And I see my time has expired. One other thing I just want to
bring up, not to get a response from you, but there is a procure-
ment issue that is coming up. Mr. Szabo and I have talked about
it. This is not the right venue, but I hope to stay engaged with you
on a procurement issue—Mr. Szabo is shaking his head back
there—that is important to the United States when it comes to
purchasing locomotives for some of these different routes around
the country.

So, again, thank you for being here, and I would urge you to go
back and reevaluate the Northeast Corridor and some of these
other corridors that have a desperate need today, and we can be
successful. And with that I yield back.

Mr. MicAa. Thank the gentleman. Yield to the subcommittee
Ranking Member, Ms. Brown.

Secretary LAHoOD. Mr. Chairman, if you wouldn’t mind, he
just——

Mr. MicA. Did you want to respond? I saw you——

Secretary LAHooOD. I do.

S Mg" MicA [continuing]. Nod your head affirmatively, and Mr.
zabo——

Secretary LAHOOD. I was not agreeing with him.
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Mr. MicA. Oh, OK.

[Laughter.]

Mr. MicA. Oh, I am sorry.

Secretary LAHOOD. Which I will

Mr. Mica. I apologize. Mr. LaHood

Secretary LAHOOD. Which I will be very clear about.

Mr. MicA [continuing]. I apologize, go right ahead.

Mr. SHUSTER. I am glad you cleared that up, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary LAHOOD. Mr. Shuster, we don’t make this stuff up. The
ideas for this map that was included in my testimony today, these
corridors, Ray LaHood didn’t make this up. These corridors came
from people who live in these States who want passenger rail.

So, if you don’t like the idea where a rail line is going in Cali-
fornia, then you need to talk to the people in California who have
been working on high-speed rail for 15 years, including some Mem-
bers of Congress who have personally come to me and told me
where they think there would be a good investment of money, just
like the people in the northwest, just like the people in the North-
east Corridor, just like the people in the Midwest, and all—this is
a reflection of what people in America are asking for. It is not a
reflection of President Obama sitting down at a map and drawing
a line, or Ray LaHood.

This came from the people, and the people want this, irregardless
of whether you think they do or not. The people in California want
this, people that have been working on it for 15 years. People in
Mr. DeFazio’s area in the northwest want this corridor. We didn’t
make it up. And we are making investments where we think they
are good investments where over time, over a period of time—it
took 50 years to build the interstate. We are not going to build
high-speed rail overnight. It is going to take some time. We are
doing what the people want.

Mr. SHUSTER. Well

Secretary LAHOOD. And also elected representatives of the peo-
ple, by the way.

Mr. SHUSTER. With all due respect, Mr. Secretary, my daughter
wants a brand new Jeep Grand Cherokee luxury SUV. She can’t
afford it, nor can I afford it.

Secretary LAHoOD. Well

Mr. SHUSTER. And that is part of the problem in this situation.

Secretary LAHOOD [continuing]. I am glad you didn’t think that
when you came to me about the Keystone line, because you thought
it was a good idea and we thought it was a good idea, and we found
the money to make the investments. And that is what we are doing
for other representatives in Congress.

Mr. SHUSTER. You are absolutely right. Where it makes sense. I
am not coming to you asking you to invest in high-speed rail from
Harrisburg to Pittsburgh. That goes right through my district, and
I haven’t done that. Where it makes sense I support it. Where it
doesn’t make sense, again, I think we are wasting our money. And
we should be focused on areas where we can see tremendous suc-
cess stories that are out there—that we will be able to see that.

Mr. MicA. I thank the gentleman, I thank the Secretary. And
now we will go back to Ms. Brown.
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Ms. BROWN. Thank you, thank you, thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Thank you so much for being here. You are just such a bright spot.
I have to tell you.

In 1980, Senator Graham—then Governor Graham—appointed
me to a committee to bring high-speed rail to Florida. In other
words, in Florida we have been working on it for over 30 years. It
has been on the ballot, the people passed it, the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate and the Governor at the time signed
the bill supporting it.

What I want to know is how can we protect the taxpayers, the
Federal taxpayers’ dollars, when you have the kind of investments
that Florida have made over the years? And how can we—and I am
looking at it—how can we recoup? We can’t have one Governor
coming up and saying, “Well, I don’t want it,” and all of the invest-
ment that we made over the years—how can we get the Federal
taxpayers’ dollars back? Because regardless of what my colleagues
who don’t understand say—some of them clearly don’t under-
stand—we applied for the funds. No one asked us to apply. And it
was extensive—we did environmental work, and studies, and part-
nerships.

I mean someone thanked you a few minutes ago for a project in
Florida—by the way, it was stimulus—you know, we hate the word
stimulus, but it was stimulus dollars that put people to work.
Thank you, thank you. Florida, that was Florida.

So, can you tell us how can we deal with these States that are
causing overall problems, as far as taxpayers’ dollars are con-
cerned? I want my money back.

[Laughter.]

Secretary LAHoOD. Well, look it. There was only one person in
Florida who didn’t want high-speed rail, Congresswoman.

Ms. BROWN. I understand that.

Secretary LAHOOD. Thank you for your leadership, thank you to
Mr. Mica for his leadership. I am not going to go into political
science 101 about how you get your money back. I think you know
more about that than probably anybody on the committee here. So,
good luck.

Ms. BROWN. Would you like to talk about—you know, there has
been a lot of discussion about where these projects should go, and
basically that, you know, it should go to the Northeast Corridor. I
support that. This area is already developed. And when you go to
Europe, I mean, there are different forms of speed, as you men-
tioned. And then there are some areas in this country that we can
develop that will be true high speed.

But how can we educate people who have, clearly, no under-
standing of the process? They come here, their vision is one route
from one area to the other. They don’t understand the importance
of getting people out of that little car and getting them into other
modes of transportation. I mean that is the future of our country.
We are the caboose——

Secretary LAHooD. Well—

Ms. BROWN [continuing]. And we started the train system.

Secretary LAHOOD [continuing]. We have to continue to make
progress. As we make progress, we will show success and we will
prove that the vision that we all have about passenger rail is a
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good vision, and it is one that the people want. It will take some
time to do that. We will continue to invest in those places in the
country that are ready, willing, and able to move ahead with it.
And as we have success, I think that will tell the story.

Ms. BROWN. And all the hearings that we have had here, when
people come from other countries, they have indicated once you
have some success then the other part of the country will demand
it.

Some people that live in some areas have not even gone to the
outskirts of their town. So, they have no idea of the freedom—for
example, being able to get on a train in Orlando and go from Or-
lando to Tampa, or from Orlando to Miami, 200 miles, 1 hour and
15 minutes.

I mean that is the future of our country. It is going to happen.
And it is going to happen for Floridians. One person will not stop
us. It is going to happen.

I mean the amount of people that could be working now. I saw
a “60 Minutes” piece where a person was unemployed, living home-
less, a construction worker. How many jobs would that project have
generated in Florida, construction jobs?

Secretary LAHOOD. Thousands of jobs for the people that were
going to build the rail lines, thousands of jobs for people that were
going to build the cars. And all along the corridor, all of the small
businesses that would have benefitted from that, that would have
hired people. Thousands and thousands and thousands of jobs.

Ms. BROWN. You know, I have heard people say, “Well, those are
temporary jobs.” What are they talking about?

Secretary LAHOOD. Every job in America is important. And the
idea that people that were going to build the rail line was a tem-
porary job—it was an important job, and it was a job that would
have paid a good salary and given people the opportunity to get ex-
perience and then—you know what the plan was. Once the Orlando
to Tampa, then Orlando to Miami. That would have been the next
leg, and would have provided more jobs, with experienced workers
who built the Orlando to Tampa.

Ms. BROWN. Well, tell me about the study that was done that we
paid for, the Federal Government paid for. Can you just briefly—
we had it up on the

Secretary LAHOOD. The ridership study?

Ms. BROWN. Yes, sir. Yes, sir.

Secretary LAHOOD. Yes, the ridership study showed that the rid-
ership would be there for the rail plan from Orlando to Tampa.
And everybody, including the newly elected Governor, knew that.
He knew the ridership would be there. On the day that the Gov-
ernor made the announcement in Florida there were nine compa-
nies

Ms. BROWN. Yes.

Secretary LAHOOD [continuing]. From foreign countries who were
ready to invest in Florida high-speed rail. As soon as the agree-
ment was signed they were ready to invest in American jobs, and
Built-in-America in Florida. And that all went away.

Ms. BROWN. Yes, sir. In closing, I understand the day that he
made the announcement members of the Chinese Government were
in Tampa with CSX, and they wanted to know what was the prob-
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lem, when money was not the issue. If money is not the issue, what
is the problem? Why it is that we turned back $2.4 billion? It is
a disservice to this country.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MicA. I thank the gentlelady. Mr. Denham.

Mr. DENHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Happy birthday, Mr.
Secretary.

Secretary LAHoOD. Thank you, thank you.

Mr. DENHAM. I don’t think anybody has said that to you yet
today. Thank you for sharing your birthday with us today.

Secretary LAHOOD. Thank you. My birthday present will be
when I win you over, Mr. Denham.

[Laughter.]

Mr. DENHAM. I hope the facts can win me over. That is my big-
gest concern right now.

And, you know, I agree with you, that you know, these projects,
these roads, these high-speed rail, they are not Republican or Dem-
ocrat. But the question is, are they good investment or bad invest-
ment? And that is where I have been trying to get the proof on.

California, you know, you continue to talk about that being a
good investment, although the numbers have ballooned to $98.5
?illio‘;l. So my question to you is, sir, where does that money come
rom?

Secretary LAHOOD. There is not enough money here in Wash-
ington to do what the people in California want to do. And so we
have encouraged companies that were going to invest in Florida
and other places to go to California. I have had a couple of meet-
ings with Governor Brown about this. I have arranged meetings
with Governor Brown and investors from China and Japan that
could possibly—discussions are still going on—come to California,
establish opportunities for jobs to build the infrastructure, to build
the train sets so that these Californians can go to work. They are
doing them.

It 1s going to take private investment, there is no question about
it. And there are companies that are in discussions with California
officials to make investments.

Mr. DENHAM. But you do agree with the $98.5 billion number,
that at least that—we are dealing—we are starting with a factual
baseline of that was going to be the true cost.

Secretary LAHOOD. It 1s going to be expensive to build the high-
speed rail. If that is the figure today, that is the figure today. It
will be different tomorrow. Look it. The longer:

Mr. DENHAM. Well——

Secretary LAHOOD. These—there is an inflation factor here.
Whhen this project started it wasn’t $95 billion, it was less than
that.

Mr. DENHAM. No, it was $33 billion.

Secretary LAHOOD. And when

Mr. DENHAM. Now it has over tripled.

Secretary LAHOOD. When we are here 3 years from now, it is
going to be higher than that. So the answer is you got the right
figure today.

This is an expensive project. But all of the money is going to
American workers to build American infrastructure. It is not as if




24

the money—it is going to our people. It is going to your friends and
neighbors. It is going to your constituents to pay their salaries, to
build the train sets, to build the infrastructure. That is where the
money is going to.

Mr. DENHAM. At what——

S?ecretary LAHoOOD. And if we can get private investors—pardon
me?

Mr. DENHAM. At what cost? So I am with you. I want to create
American jobs, too. The shovel-ready projects that we talk about,
I would love for the shovel to actually be in the ground creating
these jobs. But at what cost?

I mean if it is a $98.5 billion project, are we saying $1 million
a job is a good job, $2 million a job is a good job? At what price
do we throw money at a project that you can’t define numbers on?

Secretary LAHOOD. This money is going to small businesses,
going to big businesses, going to contractors, and going to American
workers.

Mr. DENHAM. Yes, sir.

Secretary LAHOOD. That is where the money is going.

Mr. DENHAM. I understand that. And my time is limited. My

uestion is the American public wants to know at what cost. Is it
%98.5 billion? And if that is really the cost, where does that money
come from? Because right now, California voters that approved a
$9.95 billion bond, 10 percent of the overall cost, they want their
money back. Today’s Sacramento Bee shows that 64 percent of the
people are now opposed to it. People that went to the ballot box
and voted for the $9.95 billion bond are now opposed to it, and
want that pulled back.

So, if the Federal Government’s commitment is $3.6 billion,
which they have already allocated as stimulus dollars that haven’t
put a shovel into the ground, where does the other $95 billion come
from? If there is a private investor out there that wants to spend
$95 billion, bring them on. Give me their names, I would love to
see the plan that they have. I would love to see them not only in-
vest, but I would like to see them get a return on their investment.
But we continue to talk about investing with no plan on what the
return to the taxpayer is.

So, you know, every transportation project we look at, we have
a plan. We know what it is going to cost in the environmental
phase, the planning phase, construction phase. We know how many
jobs we are going to create. But yet, this big picture of high-speed
rail, which sounds warm and fuzzy, isn’t sounding warm and fuzzy
any more, because we don’t have any concrete numbers.

So I would assume that, if you are going to throw more stimulus
dollars, if you are going to throw more of the taxpayers’ dollars at
this project, that you have to have some kind of plan, other than
maybe there is a private investor out there that might want to put
some money into this.

Secretary LAHoOoOD. California has a plan. I will be happy to
share it with you. I would suggest you talk to Jim Costa about it.
He has worked on it when he was a State assembly person, he has
worked on it since he has been a congressman. Governor Brown
has a new team of people in place. California has a plan. That is
why we are funding it.
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Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Secretary, do you have a plan?

Secretary LAHOOD. Absolutely. Here it is in pictures. And I can
give it to you in writing, too, if you like.

Mr. DENHAM. I would—I am here to not debate you, but to un-
derstand what the Federal Government’s obligation is. Right now
you have obligated $3.6 billion of stimulus dollars to a project that
is not shovel-ready. If California has a plan, they must be relying
on the Federal Government somewhat for an additional lump sum
of money above the $3.6 billion. What is that number?

I think not only as a member of this committee I should have
that number, but my taxpayers in the district that have committed
$9.95 billion should understand what that number is.

Secretary LAHoOOD. We will share it with you.

Mr. DENHAM. I look forward to seeing it.

Mr. SHUSTER. [presiding.] The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. DeFazio.

Mr. DEFAzIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, Mr. Secretary, I
would like to congratulate you. You mentioned Buy American. But
I would point out that the Federal Transit Administration, under
the leadership of the former Secretary and President Bush, was ac-
tually using Federal taxpayer dollars with routine waivers to build
prototype transit vehicles overseas. That came to an end with this
administration. We are not funding research and development for
manufacturers in other countries. That was crazy.

I appreciate the tightening up the Buy American, and we have
some of the tightest rules here in rail, and we need to tighten up
elsewhere. Like what happened in California, I hope the gentleman
shares the same sense of outrage about the so-called segmentation
of the Oakland Bay Bridge and the Chinese getting a new factory
paid for by U.S. taxpayers. And we will offer him an opportunity
to cosponsor a bill that will fix that loophole in the future.

I just want to talk, and I don’t have many questions. I have been
quiet, which is unusual for me. But, look, these things take a long
time. I remember talking to former Senator Hatfield, a good friend,
about him riding an electric train in Oregon over to the main elec-
tric line and being able to go to Portland or down to Eugene when
he was a kid in times that rivaled today’s interstate highway, with-
out an accident or an interruption.

We lost that. We are trying to get it back. We have been a little
slow coming up with the funding in Oregon, but we have now
bought two Talgo train sets with help from the Federal Govern-
ment. Washington State has two. We have a plan partnering with
Washington State—and we have been working in partnership with
the mainline rail roads to build sidings and things so we can move
our trains more quickly. And the biggest problem is at-grade cross-
ings, and it takes a long time and a lot of money to deal with at-
grade crossings. But we have a plan that is feasible, with a little
Federal help, to get to 79 miles an hour going to Portland.

Now, that doesn’t sound like any big deal, but guess what? If we
can do that, I won’t be driving my car to Portland any more be-
cause about every other time now there is an accident, there is a
delay, it is so congested. That will be faster than I could make it
on an optimal day. That is a viable plan. But it is going to take
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continued partnership with the Federal Government, and more
planning.

This is where we are looking for some Federal help. We are look-
ing at using that old electric rail line, our heritage, which is now
a Class II railroad and not very frequently used, and upgrading
that to have true high-speed rail. So we have a short-term plan
with the power, with the plan to do the at-grade crossings, with the
plan to partner with the main line to improve the speeds.

And we have had growing ridership, despite the pathetic speeds
we get now. I rode the train up to Portland last year. It took 22
hours. If we get to 79 miles per hour, we are going to do it in an
hour and 30 minutes or less. So, you know, we cannot break faith.

I got this corridor designation working with a guy named Al
Swift who used to be in Congress. We were one of the first of five
high-speed rail corridors proposed in the country, back when no-
body wanted one. Well, guess what? Everybody wants one now. It
is kind of funny that this is such a bad idea, yet everybody in
America wants one of these things. My State has finally gotten on
board with some investment, in partnership with the Federal Gov-
ernment. Washington State has done a much better job. And it
isn’t just the Portland to Vancouver, to correct one thing; it is the
Eugene to Vancouver, B.C., vision that we put in place back then.

But it is going to take a little patience, and a little more time.
We spent 70 years ignoring and destroying the rail system in this
country. And we are only in the second year of trying to rebuild
it. Now, I don’t want to just throw money willy nilly, but for people
who have good plans in a region that isn’t only the Northeast
United States—which, by the way, last time I checked has rel-
atively declining population compared to States in the West; I
think they are losing representatives all through that region, so I
think that means we are growing faster.

Yes, it is congested, and yes, I want to help them. But we got
to help the rest of the country, too, especially the parts that are
growing faster, where the problems aren’t as expensive to deal with
before we become that congested.

So, Mr. Secretary, if you have any response to any of that, I
would be happy to hear it.

Secretary LAHooD. Well, Mr. DeFazio, on the Buy American, we
certainly thank you for your support and your leadership on high-
speed rail. On a number of other transportation issues you have
been an outstanding leader, and we appreciate your support.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you, Mr. DeFazio. And again, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey piped up down there and said, “Conges-
tion, density, population density, that is where high-speed rail
needs to focus on.” And I have no—if you have a good plan, as I
said to the Secretary, and as the Secretary pointed out, the Key-
stone Corridor makes sense. I went to the Secretary because I sup-
port that and said, “Let’s spend money where it makes sense.” So
it is about where—making sense. And I don’t hear people all over
the country clamoring for high-speed rail. In some parts they do,
but it is not something that is a phenomenon happening all around
the country.
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And with that, who is next in the lineup? The gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. CRAVAACK. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you, Mr. LaHood.
I appreciate your passion today.

A big thing I have got a question on. I agree with you 100 per-
cent. This is not a Republican issue, it is not a Democrat issue, it
is an American issue. Because it is the American taxpayer that has
to foot the bill, and that is one of the big things. To pay for these
jobs and projects, to pay for these, the money has got to either be
taxed, or it has got to be borrowed to pay for these projects.

The high-speed rail makes sense where it is, you know, high-den-
sity areas. It doesn’t make sense in other areas. The high-speed
rail is what the people want. I have heard you say this again. But
we have to discern wants versus needs. It is imperative that we do
that.

How do you set your priorities? Especially when we have decay-
ing roads, we have decaying bridges—in Minnesota we are a little
sensitive to that—and we are trying to get NextGen off the ground,
as well. How do you set your priorities of where we are going to
spend the precious taxpayers’ dollar, and to which project?

Secretary LAHOOD. Well, we set our priorities with our partners,
and that includes the Congress, people that sit on this committee,
people that sit on committees in the Senate, and our partners in
the States, Governors and transportation officials. That is how we
set our priorities.

And, look it, we know there is not an unlimited amount of
money. But in a country where you have a $3 trillion budget, over
$3 trillion, you have to have priorities. And the purpose of the
Transportation Committee is to set those. And we follow the guid-
ance of Congress in—when you write a transportation bill, when
you hopefully some day pass an FAA bill we can get to NextGen,
which is a priority for us. That is our number one priority, when
it comes to the FAA. We need a bill.

So, I would encourage all of you, before the next deadline, pass
a 5-year bill. We haven’t had a long-term plan for 5% years. We
set our priorities with you. That is where we get our priorities.

Mr. CRAVAACK. You said a $3.5 trillion budget; $1.6 trillion of
that money is borrowed. Forty-seven percent of our debt is foreign-
owned. Thirty percent of it just ticked up recently to the Chinese.
You say you are concerned about the next generation, but you seem
to have no problem about putting the burden of the expense of
these projects on the back of the next generation. That is what I
am very concerned—that is why I came to Congress. I am con-
cerned about how much money that we are placing on the next
generation.

In 2025 Medicare, Medicaid, Social Security, and the interest
that we pay on the debt is going to take 100 percent of the revenue
incurred by the United States. So my question is, do we want to
increase—are you saying to pay for these projects we should in-
crease taxes to pay for it? Should we borrow more from foreign en-
tities that really don’t like us that much? Or should we be able to
analyze what is a need and what is a want in this great United
States, and make sure we take care of our roads, make sure we
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take care of our bridges, and make sure that we don’t have air-
planes flying into one another and congested airports.

Now, I understand the difference between a want and a need.
And right now, what I don’t see is a dramatic need to create a
high-speed rail system throughout the United States at this point
in time in some rural areas, where they just don’t need it.

For example, in between Duluth and Minnesota, if you want to—
Minneapolis. If you want to put a high-speed rail that goes in be-
tween there, you better leave another car for a boat, because every
third car that is on that 35 Highway that is going up and down
between Duluth and Minnesota has a boat behind it, because peo-
ple go up there for tourism. They are not going to take the train
between Minneapolis and Duluth for that.

Now, I understand it is a sensitive issue. My—again, sir, as a
leader, as the Secretary of Transportation of this great country of
ours, I ask you to put that in part of your purview in making a
package of what we, as the American people, need to spend our
money on, and what we are willing to “indebt” future generations
of this great country to pay for, because that is exactly what we
are doing. A newborn baby born today this very second, their part
of the bill is 50 grand. Since I started campaigning about 2% years
ago, that has gone up $5,000.

So, that is just my message to you, sir. I look forward to any re-
sponse you may have.

Secretary LAHOOD. You have—you all decide what the priorities
are, pass the transportation bill, figure out where the money is
coming from, and we will follow your guidance on this.

Mr. CRAVAACK. Thank you very much, sir. And I will yield back.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank the gentleman. And Ms. Johnson from
Texas.

Ms. JOHNSON OF TExAS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman,
and thank you, Mr. Secretary, for being here.

I have listened with interest and understand full well these are
very, very austere times. But I am also trying to find a project that
yields response before investment. In my judgment, you have to
make the investments first, but there has to be some project that
}:_his—especially the Republicans—think we can do without revenue
rst.

Can you give me an example of how we can enhance revenue and
create jobs without first making an investment?

Secretary LAHoOOD. Well, if we continue to make investments
with transportation dollars, we know that that creates jobs. It
doesn’t just create projects, and it doesn’t just solve transportation.
It does create jobs. The one thing we know creates jobs would be
a transportation bill, an FAA bill, either one of those. And we hope
you all will pass both of those, soon, so we can get America back
to work. We know what we do puts America to work.

Ms. JOHNSON OF TEXAS. Thank you. I believe that very sincerely.
But it appears to me that many of the people on this committee
think that we can get all that done without first making an invest-
ment.

Secretary LAHOOD. You have to make the investment.

Ms. JOHNSON OF TEXAS. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.
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Mr. SHUSTER. Mr.—oh, excuse me.

Ms. BROWN. Do you yield the rest of your time?

Ms. JOHNSON OF TEXAS. I would like to yield the remainder of
my time to Congresswoman Brown.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you. Mr. Secretary, yesterday I mentioned in
my presentation that Talgo announced that they were closing down
the Wisconsin manufacturing plant because of what has happened
in Milwaukee. Is there anything that we can do to encourage them
to relocate in areas where we are making some investments?

Secretary LAHoOD. Well, I know there are a lot of Governors
that are trying to encourage them to come to their States. So we
will see where they end up.

Ms. BROWN. But, do you think at this point they are just going
to shut down?

Secretary LAHoOOD. I didn’t see that news account, Congress-
woman, so I don’t know much more than what you have just told
me. But I know there are Governors that have talked to Talgo
about relocating.

Ms. BROWN. Yes. I mean the point is when you have these com-
panies that want to invest, invest in the United States, they want
to partner—I mean we talk the talk, but the point is, when we are
shutting down and cutting programs, it is just not worth the in-
vestment. That is what they are telling me—particularly what has
happened in Florida—over and over again, where it costs money to
even apply to be partners.

And, you know, it is a long-term investment. And when we cut
it off, it is a problem for them. They can’t trust the Federal Govern-
ment as real partners—or necessarily the Federal Government; it
is the State, you know——

Secretary LAHoOOD. I think that these companies that I have
talked to from China or Japan or other places in Europe, they
think we are pretty good partners at the Federal level.

Ms. BROWN. Yes, sir.

Secretary LAHOOD. And I think, as these Governors approach
them from different States, they will have to make a judgment
about whether it is in their best interests to do that.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you. OK, I yield back.

Mr. SHUSTER. The gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. Sires.

Mr. SIRES. Mr. Secretary, first of all, let me just say I never had
the pleasure of serving with you here. But now that you are here,
and your passion and determination and your commitment to
transportation, it is commendable.

Secretary LAHoOD. Thank you.

Mr. SirRES. I wish I had served with you.

Secretary LAHooD. Thank you.

Mr. SIRES. And I have to say that, as someone who has been a
local official and worked on a local issue of transportation, I hope
the—this focus on speed rail does not take us away from passenger
rail. It seems to be a big focus. Because in my district, passenger
rail has been a godsend.

I remember being a local official in what they call the Hudson
Bergen Light Rail. And all the comments that were made about
where we were going to get this money, how long is it going to be,
I have to tell you it has been the best thing that has happened in
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my district. Because growth along all the stations is immense. Jer-
sey City has just—it is the gold coast. And it is all because the
light rail—Hoboken, New Jersey, there was just one part was de-
veloped, now the west part of it, because of the light rail, that
moves people around and takes you into the city.

I know we had a little incident with the tunnel going into New
York recently—I hope you don’t hold that against us when we do
the next tunnel, because the driving engine in my region is New
York City, in terms of creating jobs. People come as far back as
Pennsylvania into New York City.

And one of the things—you know, people talk about debt. I have
to tell you. I was sick when I first got here, voting on—there was
a vote for the war in Iraq, where we were placing $100 billion for
5 years, infrastructure construction in Iraq. And my district, it
needs all the infrastructure money it can get. And we are spending
$100 billion when they are going to blow it up 3 months later, and
not paying for it.

I mean those are the kind of things that just make me sick, you
know, when we talk about this debt that we incurred. I just feel
that, you know, the creation of jobs, transportation, areas that real-
ly need it certainly are a worthwhile investment. And, obviously,
what is $50 billion today is going to be 60 tomorrow. But if it cre-
ates jobs, it brings business to the area, where the business hire
people, I think it is an investment that America cannot miss.

So, I don’t really have a question. And I love the fact that we are
buying stuff made in America. I think that really tops it off. So let’s
invest not only in passenger rail, but also freight. You know, the
Lincoln Tunnel in New Jersey now is $12 to get through. And they
had a big billboard—and I think I told this to the chairlady—just
before going into the tunnel, and it had President Lincoln on it.
And you know what the billboard said? It said, “President Lincoln.
A great President. Lousy tunnel.” And now it is $12. So you can
imagine how important this was to have light rail, passenger rail
bringing people into the city.

So, I commend you for your determination. I commend you for
your—you know, I can see why the President picked you. Thank
you very much.

Secretary LAHOOD. Look it. New York and New Jersey are the
transportation Meccas in terms of airports, in terms of rail, in
terms of highways, and also in terms of light rail. We are going to
continue to make investments.

One of the things that I told Governor Christie, when he and I
finally agreed on how we were going to resolve the ARC project,
is—because he said something that—similar to what you just said.
We have big transportation needs, what he said, and he said, “I
hope you don’t—this issue with the ARC and our disagreement
doesn’t disadvantage us.”

And my statement back to him was, “Absolutely not. Where we
have Governors and mayors and congressmen and Senators that
want to get something done on transportation, we will be a part-
ner.” And we are going to continue to be partners in New Jersey,
because New York and New Jersey has huge, huge transportation
issues. And where we have leadership, like we have now in the
New York Governor’s office, and in the New York mayor’s office,
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and in offices all over New dJersey, including Members of Congress,
and in the Senate and in the House, you will have good partners
with us.

Mr. SIRES. Thank you very much.

Mr. SHUSTER. Just—you talk about New Jersey and New York
and some of the problems they face there. Seventy percent of the
chronically delayed flights come out of that air space across the
country. So high-speed rail in the Northeast Corridor, getting some
of these flights out of the air from Washington to Boston, Wash-
ington to New York, would be a great help to the air space.

Secretary LAHoOD. Mr. Chairman, you just made the case for
passing an FAA bill.

[Laughter.]

Secretary LAHooOD. If we want to get to NextGen, we don’t need
any more extensions.

Mr. SHUSTER. I am all

Secretary LAHOOD. We have had 22 extensions. We have gone
5% years beyond the time of the last bill. We need an FAA bill.
I hope you will pass it.

Mr. SHUSTER. We did pass it in the House. I think a couple of
times we have tried to do that. But we are all committed to passing
that, because I agree with you 100 percent.

And with that, I yield to Mr. Denham 5 minutes.

Mr. DENHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, again,
thank you. I am looking forward to getting the plan on how this
money is going to be invested. I would ask that you submit that
to us before next week’s hearing, which is specifically on California
high-speed rail.

On the overall picture of transportation funding, you had said
something I found interesting. I am a freshman here. This is my
first year, my first transportation bill. I do believe that Congress
should have a set of priorities. And certainly Congress should have
a pool of money for transportation projects. I do believe that im-
proving our infrastructure can create American jobs.

But you had mentioned Congress presenting that, coming up
with the presentation. I would assume, just like in California,
when I served in the State Senate, the Governor comes up with his
proposal on priorities, that the administration would come up with
a list of priorities on what you think the transportation projects
should be across the Nation, and how money should be best spent,
as well as where the revenue for that would come from. Do you
have a plan on the overall transportation project?

Secretary LAHOOD. Yes, sir. I will be happy to share it with you.
It is a $550 billion plan that the President has put forth. It is a
comprehensive transportation program, and we will be happy to
share it with you.

Mr. DENHAM. Thank you. And the pay-for on that?

Secretary LAHOOD. The pay-fors will be included.

Mr. DENHAM. So there is a revenue stream for

Secretary LAHOOD. Absolutely.

Mr. DENHAM. And do you——

Secretary LAHOOD. You want—do you want to get into great de-
tail? I think it would be better if I just—I will share it with you,
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and then if you want me to come and visit with you about it, I will
be happy to do it.

Mr. DENHAM. I would love to see it. I would love to—I would wel-
come the meeting. Can you give me just an example of the broader
aspects? Are we—I don’t need to go line by line on the revenue, but
I would like to at least get a good understanding of whether or
not—

Secretary LAHoOD. Use of the highway trust fund, which has
been diminished over the years, but is set aside for the use of
transportation. It is the way we have always paid for it. And then
there are some other provisions in there. And I don’t have them at
my fingertips, but I will be happy to share them with you.

Mr. DENHAM. How much is in the trust fund, currently?

Secretary LAHOOD. How much is the trust fund? Well, look it. It
fluctuates. I mean I don’t have the figure today. I will get it. I will
put it on the record for you. I am sure one of those smart staff peo-
ple up there knows exactly what the figure is.

Mr. DENHAM. He says 220. So, ballpark, where does the other
330 come from?

Ms. BROWN. Excuse me——

Secretary LAHoOOD. Congressman, I will be happy to share the
revenue part of it with you, as well as the plan. Look it, if I say
something here on the record and it is not quite accurate, some-
body is going to point that out. I will share it with you, so I can
get it accurate.

Mr. DENHAM. OK. But are we looking at—I mean that is a big
number. Are we looking at bonding? Tax increases

Secretary LAHOOD. If—you asked me if the President has a plan.
The answer is yes. Does he have the revenue to pay for it? The an-
swer is yes, and I will be happy to share it with you.

Mr. DENHAM. Thank you.

Secretary LAHOOD. Actually, the committee has it. I mean we
have submitted it.

Mr. SHUSTER. I appreciate the gentleman’s questions. And again,
we are going to have a hearing on California next week.

And so, we certainly would look forward to making sure we have
it. I don’t know for sure, but we would like to have it in our hands
before next Thursday’s hearing.

And with that, Mr. Capuano?

Mr. CapuANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, again,
thank you for coming and doing this today.

I want to be real clear. I am a big supporter of high-speed rail.
I particularly like the national long-term vision. I think it is the
right vision, and I think it is the right goal to have. At the same
time, it is also a goal, like anything else, that you and I both know
can’t be achieved quickly. It is going to take some time, as the
interstate highway system was done. It was done over a long pe-
riod of time. And we are now into the next round of repairing some
of the things we have. And for me, that is where the Northeast
Corridor comes in.

I understand fully well and support the concept of bringing rail
all across this country, including intercity and everything else. But
when it comes to the Northeast Corridor, the only way—and I
guess here has been my concern—the problems that I have found
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on the Northeast Corridor are like anything else. It is already in
a—the most heavily congested area in the country, it is difficult to
deal with some of these issues.

Right now you are dealing with one of the most important ones,
it is that junction in New York City. We talked about how New
York impacts air traffic, but it also impacts rail traffic to a great
degree. I will tell you. I ride the rail from Boston to New York, and
as often as I go I don’t do it from Boston to DC because of the hold-
up in that New York area. It just makes the ride too long and too
unpredictable.

Some of the things you are doing are fine. Some of the things,
however, will need national leadership from the FRA and others,
which is not the natural bent. And I will give you an example.

I mean if there is a stretch of rail in Connecticut that needs to
be addressed, some people in DC want to see it as a Connecticut
problem, when the fact is it is not. It is national problem, because
it prevents Amtrak and others, the high-speed rail, from actually
being a high-speed rail.

Even as we have now, I will tell you—I guess they have stopped
doing it, but I laughed the first time that I rode the high-speed
rail, when they announced for a matter of 30 seconds that the train
had hit a speed of 100 and whatever miles an hour, and then we
slowed right down. And then we sat outside of Penn Station for an
hour. Now, this is several years ago and, again, that is being ad-
dressed.

But what I guess I want to say is as you are doing the long-term
vision—and I also want to say one other thing before I forget it.
As far as the amount of money that goes, you are never going to
have enough money to do it. You know it and I know it. The de-
mands we have for transportation are significant, we will never
meet them. So I am not worried about how much. We will debate
the how much in the greater scheme of things. But to me, the ques-
tions to you are most properly addressed in whatever it is you get,
if it is $1, $1 billion, or $10 billion, what will you do with it? Prior-
ities, that is the issue.

Some of them you do need to come to us for, and I appreciate
that and I agree with it. Some of them you don’t. And for me, the
question is—and it is not really a question but a comment—when
you do these things, I would strongly encourage you to talk to your
people to let them know that sometimes a Federal vision, a na-
tional vision, requires national muscle to tell local and State people
that these are the priorities you are going to have.

If you have to go to a given State or a given region and say,
“This is what we are doing, because this is a problem”—again, this
junction that you are doing in New York, I can’t remember the
name of it, is a classic example. It may not be seen as a problem
by the very people in that State—in this case it would be New
York—who say, “Well, it is not a problem for us, it is your prob-
lem.” It is the same thing—and I think that is the problem all
along the Northeast Corridor, is that it was built not as a national
rail. It has kind of become one over the years.

But the only way to get through some of these things, and to
make this money worth spending, is for the Federal Government
to get in there and say, “Here is what we are doing. Here is what
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we are doing now. This is the tunnel we are going to fix. This is
the intersection we are going to fix. This is the holdup we are going
to fix,” to actually take what we already have and make it into
what it could be, which is a true—maybe not true, but as close as
we can get to a true speed rail. And I know you are doing it, but
I really just wanted to take my time to encourage you to do it
more.

And as far as the other projects go—and I am not even kidding—
it is going to take many, many Members of Congress from my seat,
and many, many Members—and many Secretaries of Transpor-
tation to get this done. In the meantime, as you are fighting, trying
to get the California and the northwest and all the other projects
done, as they get held up, as you have debates in California—the
truth is, I don’t know how I feel about the California rail. I know
there is issues, I have heard some of them. But rather than sitting
and just pushing it, which you should do, in the meantime don’t
let the others go south.

And a classic example is the northeast rail. We had to wait, real-
ly, to get the scraps from other States to get much done. And ‘there
is still money that is not obligated, and there are projects on the
Northeast Corridor that need to be done. And all I am saying is
while you are fighting the—which I agree with—don’t let the exist-
ing structure go unimproved when we know what to do, and we
know how much it is going to cost.

And with that, Mr. Secretary, it is not really a question, more
of an encouragement.

And also a thank you. You have done it, I just want you to do
it even more.

Secretary LAHooD. Thank you.

Mr. SHUSTER. I know the Secretary had a hard stop about an
hour ago, he got twice what he bargained for. But I just want to
encourage them——

Secretary LAHOOD. Donna has been here from the beginning.

Mr. SHUSTER. I know she has. And I just want them to know the
Secretary has been here an hour longer than he—than we nego-
tiated. So if you would ask your questions, we want you to have
that time. But if you can put anything in writing to shorten it, I
am sure he would appreciate it.

Secretary LAHoOD. Take your time.

Mr. SHUSTER. Go ahead.

Secretary LAHOOD. Take whatever time you want.

Mr. SHUSTER. Ms. Edwards, one of the great players of the con-
gressional football team.

[Laughter.]

Ms. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SHUSTER. She played football, too.

Ms. EDWARDS. Thank you. And—middle linebacker, thank you
very much.

[Laughter.]

Ms. EDWARDS. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, and I appreciate your
time and your passion, and I really do share it.

I was looking at, you know, some of the numbers, and appreciate
also that Maryland was a re01p1ent of about $90 million for bridge
work and tunnel work, as part of the Northeast Corridor. And
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while I share the view and the passion of so many of our colleagues
on this committee for the Northeast Corridor, I also understand the
importance of creating a national vision. And we wouldn’t want to
take away from that.

I looked at the numbers for the initial grantmaking. First of all,
about—you had $57 billion in requests for $8 billion that was avail-
able. I happen to have believed, at the time when we created this,
that we needed to have more of an investment, because I knew
that the demand was there. And I think that, from your testimony
as well, speaks to the demand.

I also note that of the $8 billion, the overwhelming majority of
it actually did go to the Northeast Corridor, if I am correct in look-
ing at those numbers. And so I am a little bit unclear—and I will
just go right to the question—when the interstate highway system
was developed, and the vision had to spread out across the Nation,
I remember looking at a documentary several years ago about a
small—the story of a small town that had fought tooth and nail not
to be part of that highway system. And this documentary told the
story of that town and how it died over time, because it wasn’t in-
cluded in the vision.

And so, I wonder if you could talk about the vision for a national
rail system, with that in mind, and understanding that it is going
to take us some time to get there, even though there are some prof-
itable corridors in which to invest.

And then, secondly, I would like you to address, if you would,
why it is you think that the Northeast Corridor didn’t receive an
application for private investment. I find that curious because,
frankly, I have always thought that, really, if you want infrastruc-
ture as a Nation, that the citizens of Montana and Maryland ought
to invest in our infrastructure as a Nation, and not necessarily be
dependent on private investment. And so I am curious as to why
the most profitable and dense corridor of our rail system didn’t re-
ceive applications for private investment.

Secretary LAHOOD. I think that during the last 3 years there has
been new leadership at Amtrak, and they have put a team of peo-
ple together. And I think during that process maybe they were
busy trying to straighten a few other things out. But now they
have straightened things out. Ridership is way up, profits are up.
They are making money. And I think that they understand that
they need to find some other partners that can be helpful to them.

But—and the other part of it is that the Federal Government has
basically been the only partner that Amtrak has really had. And—
but I think Amtrak now understands that they need to look around
and see what other opportunities are there.

I can—Congresswoman, I can cite you examples of light rail, bus
service, streetcars, high-speed rail. If you build it, they will come.
The ridership will be there.

And all along these corridors, what happens is what happened
along the interstate system. Lots of small businesses that hire 4,
5, 6, 12 people. And these really become the opportunities for peo-
ple all along these communities. These corridors, whether they be
rail or streetcar or light rail or bus or high-speed rail become eco-
nomic corridors, once they are there, because of all the people that
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are using the services and the small businesses that pop up along
train stations or next to train stations.

And the classic example here in Washington, DC, is Dulles Air-
port. I am sure people thought whoever had an idea to build an air-
port out there, they thought that person was crazy. Why would you
do that 50 miles from Washington, when you have an airport right
in downtown Washington? And look what happened? Look at the
corridor that exists there now.

The Silver Line will be complete. But the Silver Line will be used
mostly by working people who can’t afford a car or a gallon of gaso-
line, but are going to the airport to work, or going to one of those
businesses that are along the corridor there. That corridor is a cor-
ridor of economic development, and those exist all over America,
where people had good visions for what happens when you build
a road, build a bus line, build a light rail, build a streetcar line,
or whatever.

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Secretary, thanks for your leadership.

Secretary LAHooD. Thank you.

Mr. SHUSTER. Ms. Richardson.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And, Mr. Sec-
retz}llry, let me start off by saying you looked quite dashing last
night.

Secretary LAHooD. Thank you.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Three quick questions for you, and one com-
ment to my colleagues.

First of all, I just want to remind everyone that all roads to glory
always lead west. So we appreciate your efforts. And I thank Ms.
Edwards for at least allowing California to stay on the map.

Mr. SHUSTER. Will the gentlelady yield? Did you mean western
Pennsylvania when you said that?

[Laughter.]

Ms. RICHARDSON. No, sir. I meant the real west, where the gold
was found, and——

Mr. SHUSTER. Just want to check.

Ms. RICHARDSON [continuing]. And you know, the shores of Cali-
fornia.

But my three questions are very brief. First of all, sir, my ques-
tion is I know Mr. Denham—I had an opportunity to participate in
a hearing with transportation with Mr. Mica. And initially in our
proposal in California it started off that the segment would be in
the Central Valley. There has obviously been multiple discussions.
And it is my understanding that any future proposals has to in-
clude the Central Valley.

Are you still, you know, committed that it has to be the Central
Valley? Or is there openness to other potential routes?

Secretary LAHOOD. It is the Central Valley. And again, this is
not stuff we make up. We go to the stakeholders that have been
irﬁvolved in these projects for 15 years, and we take our cues from
them.

But we also have made investments in—we made a $450 million
investment in Transbay. That is not in the Central Valley, by the
way. It is at the other end. It is at the start.

So the idea that we are just—this is kind of a dead-end thing in
California is not accurate. We made a half-a-billion-dollar invest-
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ment in Transbay, which is in San Francisco, in downtown San
Francisco, which is one of the demarcation points for the high-
speed rail. Everything is not in the Central Valley, but we are in
the Central Valley. We have made a commitment there. That is
where people want us to be. And so until somebody tells us dif-
ferently, or they have a different plan, that is where we are going
to be.

Ms. RICHARDSON. OK. I just wanted to clarify. My other two
questions were not related, but I think very important, timely.

If we have a CR, one of the things I found with the airports is
that some jobs are not considered essential positions. And I went
to a particular room where people, if there is an accident or a
major issue—one lady was retiring and I was told that they weren’t
able to backfill her position.

Have you had an opportunity to reevaluate if there is any posi-
tions that are currently not listed as essential that could be in-
cluded if—in the event our budget success is not as we hoped?

Secretary LAHOOD. We need for Congress to pass an FAA bill.
We do not need any more extensions. We simply do not. We need
Congress to pass a transportation bill. We have gone 2%z years be-
yond the last bill. There is nothing that we can do creative right
now in transportation, because we are operating on a bill that ex-
pired 2% years ago.

There are certain provisions that OPM uses to define essential
employees, and that is what we go by.

Ms. RICHARDSON. OK. And then my final question is regarding
TIGER funding. I know we are in our second round here, and it
is very positive, and State and local governments are excited about
the opportunities.

I just wanted to point out to you in my particular region it is my
understanding that—like, let’s say if the Port of Los Angeles re-
ceives TIGER funding, then the Port of Long Beach, because it is
within the same region, even though on its own merits they are the
two largest ports in the country, Port of Long Beach would be
somewhat in a disadvantage, because of some of the wording. Are
you familiar with that concern?

Secretary LAHoOD. Well, a port would not be disadvantaged if
another port got a TIGER grant.

Ms. RICHARDSON. OK. It is my understanding in the funding——

Secretary LAHOOD. You know, I would just say this. We are right
in the middle of our deliberations. I don’t know if these ports have
submitted TIGER grants or not. But I really shouldn’t be talking
about specific projects, but I will say this. A project will not be dis-
advantaged because of its proximity to another project.

Ms. RICHARDSON. OK. That was not what was communicated
to

Secretary LAHooD. Well, if I have it wrong, I will correct the
record and I will get back to you this afternoon. I will check it out.

Ms. RICHARDSON. Thank you sir, and thank you for your serv-
ice——

Secretary LAHooD. Thank you.

Mr. SHUSTER. And if—the gentlelady from Florida has one ques-
tion I believe she wanted to——
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Ms. BROWN. Thank you. Thank you again, Mr. Secretary, for
coming, being so gracious with your time, particularly on your
birthday. I want to say happy birthday.

Secretary LAHooD. Thank you.

Ms. BROWN. And I do want to mention—I didn’t mention it ear-
lier, because I didn’t think it was appropriate, but you did look
very nice last night.

Secretary LAHoOD. Oh, thank you, Ms. Brown.

[Laughter.]

Ms. BROWN. Goodness. But the last question. The GAO report
mentioned that the good grantsmaking process was very trans-
parent, and you all did a good job. They did make some rec-
ommendations. Many of my colleagues want to tell you where to
put different, you know, funds and how to do the grants, and we
don’t like the way you’ve done it, then we have some problems with
it.

Do you want to say anything to that? Because I think you all did
a yeoman’s job. And I mean you have been just such a bright spot,
I have to tell you——

Secretary LAHOOD. We have tried to make these decisions based
on the merits of the projects. And—but look it. As a former Mem-
ber of Congress, I know these projects are important. And I am not
offended at all when a Member of Congress calls me to put in a
plug for their project. And—Dbut they all get fair consideration.

And I am very proud of the fact that the $48 billion that we got
under economic recovery has all been spent. And there hasn’t been
one bad story about this money. There were no boondoggles, no
earmarks, no sweetheart deals. We created 65,000 jobs with 15,000
projects. I am proud of that.

It goes to my point: Transportation creates jobs. You pass a
transportation bill, a lot of friends and neighbors will go to work.
We proved it with $48 billion, all spent correctly, all spent by the
way Congress told us to spend it.

Ms. BROWN. I think one of the problems is for the first time ever
in the history of the United States you have people that really
don’t want America to succeed, really don’t want to put people to
work, because we know that if we invest in transportation for every
billion dollars we spend, we generate 44,000 jobs. And for the first
time ever, we have a committee that is just not committed to put-
ting people to work.

And my position is let’s get to work. Like you say, let’s pass the
FAA bill. Let’s pass the transportation bill. Let’s put American peo-
ple to work. Thank you 