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w?unding Bills in Conference

 5:35p from Philadelphia—and to restructure the

TRAVELERS’ ADVISORY

As soon as House-Senate appropriations confer-
ees reached agreement, Amtrak was expected to
give two weeks’ notice for:

* Reducing the “Pioneer” to tri-weekly west of

Denver. Trips would originate in Seattle M/W/Sa, in
Chicago Su/Tu/F.

* Making the “Texas Eagle” tri-weekly below St.

Louis. Trips would start in Houston and San Anto-
nio Sw/Tu/Th and start in Chicago Su/Tu/F. This co-
incides with existing “Sunset Ltd.” connection days
but, as NARP told Amtrak, means Amtrak’s first-
ever abandonment of the popular Friday afternoon
departure from Texas north. (“Sunset” days of op-
eration were changed when “Eagle” went daily and
are not being readjusted now.)

* Replacing the “River Cities” with a St. Louis-
Centralia (IL) bus.

erations, the “hit list” will lengthen.

Amtrak also is seeking public comments (due
Oct. 30 at Amtrak Harrisburg Service, PO Box 2709,
Washington, DC 20013-2709) on its plan to elimi-

__nate three “Section 403(d)” Philadelphia-Harris-

burg trains—5:35a and 6:35a from Harrisburg and

rest of the service Nov. 1. Pennsylvania—now that
its 403(b) trains are in the “basic system”—may
pay Amtrak to keep the 403(d)’s running.

NARP asked Amtrak to post informative notices

so the public could comment intelligently. NARP

_ calculated that, overall, Amtrak proposed to reduce

the number of Philadelphia-Harrisburg round-trips
by only one a week, while increasing New York-Har-

__risburg by 11 a week. NARP expressed the hope

_ that Pennsylvania’s “renewed interest” portended

__aggressive state actions to recover short-distance
_ traffic that has left this line in the past 12 years.

Senate Approves Higher
Amtrak Funding

The full Senate approved HR 2750, the 1994 transporta-
tion appropriations bill, with the numbers included in NARP
Pres. John Martin's Sept. 29 letter to NARP members—
overall, 15% more intercity rail passenger funding than was
enacted for 1993 (18% more counting $28 million for mag-
lev). The Senate approved the bill Oct. 6 on a 90-9 vote.
(Federal Fiscal Year 1994 began Oct. 1, when the Dept. of
Transportation and many other agencies began operating
on a continuing resolution good through Oct. 21.)

The Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Transporta-
tion, chaired by Frank R. Lautenberg (D-NJ), and the full
committee, chaired by Robert B. Byrd (D-WV), approved
HR 2750 on Sept. 29.

Earlier, on Sept. 23, the House passed its version of HR
2750 by a vote of 312-89 without changing committee-ap-

- proved figures reported here before. House intercity rail pas-

senger funding was 22% below the 1993 level.

A conference committee, consisting mainly of members of
the House and Senate transportation appropriations subcom-
mittees, was expected to agree on a single bill by mid-Oct.

LATE FLASH! Conferees Oct. 15 approved $351.7
mill. for operations ($.7 mill. for NC’s new “Pied-
mont”), $195 mill. for capital, $225 mill. for NECIP,
$20 mill. for maglev and $3.5 mill. for high speed rail.

The Senate increases were in capital investment—a
much higher Amtrak capital figure, inclusion of Northeast
Corridor Improvement Project (NECIP) funding for high-
speed train sets and safety-related Manhattan tunnel work,
and funding for the Clinton Administration’s high-speed cor-
ridor improvement program.

The Senate held Amtrak operations at $351 million, the
1993 level. Assuming House-Senate conferees agreed on

continued on page 3



House Votes on Amtrak Cuts

In the table below, e indicates a pro-Amtrak vote, a blank indicates an anti-Amtrak vote, and # indicates “not voting.”
Both votes took place Sept. 23, during debate of HR 2750, the 1994 DOT appropriations bill. Both amendments were of-
fered by Joel Hefley (R—CO).

Column A: Amendment to shut down Amtrak by eliminating its operating grant, which the bill set at $331 million (a
level that would force much bigger cuts than Travelers’ Advisory shows). Amendment defeated 337-84-18.

Column B: Amendment to reduce the Amtrak operating grant by 10% ($33.1 million) to $279.9 million. Amendment

defeated 271-153-15.
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$351 mill., Amtrak expected to make up a $30 mill. budget
shortfall with $11 mill. in service cuts (see Travelers’ Advisory)
and $19 mill. in “cost-cutting measures” including “closing light-
ly used stations in various parts of the country” and unwel-
come further reductions in non-safety maintenance.

NARP asked Amtrak to consider keeping St. Louis-Dallas
daily, protecting mail revenue, but Amtrak hopes to save the
mail by trucking it to the train at Memphis on days “Eagle”
skips.

The House voted on two anti-Amtrak amendments (see
chart). Reps. Carr (D-MI), Wolf (R-VA), Traficant (D—OH),
Castle (R-DE), and Lowey (D-NY) spoke for Amtrak; only
two spoke for deeper Amtrak cuts, claiming they would help
“privatize” Amtrak: Hefley (R—CQO) and Cox (R—CA).

The full Senate approved a Trent Lott (R—MS) amend-
ment clarifying that Amtrak must begin a new 403(b) train in
1994 wherever a state or other party covers all of the oper-
ating loss including depreciation on rolling stock, and where
rolling stock is available (as it is between New Orleans and
Mobile, which would be served either by extending part of
the “City of New Orleans” or the “Gulf Breeze”). |

NEW GROUP FOR NEBRASKA

A charter meeting for the Nebraska Assn. of Railroad
Passengers was held at Lincoln on Sept. 11 (there had
been one for a period of time several years ago). By mid-
September the group had about 45 members and planned
to incorporate. Its goals include Omaha-Kansas City train
service, renaming the state Dept. of Roads (Nebraska is
one of the few remaining states without a “DOT”) and
raising the visibility of passenger trains in the state gov-
ernment and legislature. Interested parties may contact
Mr. Dan Lutz, 3915 Apple St., Lincoln, NE 68503-2133.

QUOTE OF THE MONTH

“I suppose | ought to drive from now on. | could park
at [Baltimore’s] Inner Harbor and take a cab the rest of
the way to Johns Hopkins.”

—Overheard Sept. 10 on Amtrak’s northbound “Merchants
Ltd.,” after the locomotive failed and passengers were stuck
for two hours without lights or air-conditioning somewhere
east of Baltimore. The speaker was a 75-year-old grandmother
from Wilmington, DE who travels to Baltimore regularly for
medical tests—just the sort of passenger who depends on a
reliable alternative to driving.




“One of my first nights here, | was working trash and Herb
showed up and started working too. | figured it must be a

pretty good place if the top guy was out throwing trash.”
—Mike Fand, Southwest Airlines’ manager
of ramp and operations at Love Field, Dallas,
referring to Southwest Chairman Herbert D. Kelleher

“This is one of the things we've got to look at to be com-

petitive. All airlines have to deal with it.”
—John F. Peterpaul, General VP—Transportation of the International
Assn. of Machinists and Aerospace Workers, a major United Airlines—
and Amtrak—union, on union efforts to develop a low-cost structure for
shorter flights as part of union efforts to buy a controlling interest in United
(both quotes The Washington Post, Sept. 12, 1993)

Amtrak’s economic improvement from FY '81 to FY '91 is
due as much to rail labor’s cooperation in negotiating for-
ward-looking contracts as to capital investment. Every Am-
trak explanation of its progress should credit labor in the
same breath with capital investment.

When train and engine crew takeovers were completed in
1987, for example, Amtrak estimated annual cost savings at
$50 million. Allowing for inflation, this means agreements
with just two of Amtrak’s 14 unions—United Transportation
Union and Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers—lowered
FY '91 costs by over $70 mill. This really meant more service
and jobs, since the federal grant likely would not have been
that much bigger absent those agreements.

Amtrak should praise labor more often partly because
Amtrak needs still more from labor—as anyone knows who
rides the trains and watches the state of the economy, the
widening impact of Southwest Airlines and the federal bud-
get process in general.

Once it seemed Amtrak’s revenues suffered from the
competitive impact of “airlines killing each other” with low
fares. Southwest, however, has low fares and is profitable—
only partly because of federal aviation subsidies discussed
here before (including our Dec. '85 lead story) and the extra
federal subsidies enjoyed by low-fare airlines.

LOWER AIR FARES = HIGHER AIR SUBSIDIES

Because federal airline taxes are collected as a
percentage of ticket price, low-fare airlines in effect
pay less for the same services than do airlines with
higher fares. This would not be true if airlines paid
on the basis of passenger-miles or boardings or a
combination of the two.

Southwest pays good wages (especially counting profit-
sharing) and is 84% unionized, “perhaps the highest degree
of unionization of any U.S. airline” (The Washington Post,
Sept. 12). What sets Southwest apart are the absence of
work-rules that unnecessarily hurt productivity, and Chairman
Kelleher’s ability to promote company loyalty among his em-
ployees (Amtrak presidential search committee, take note!).

Progress in work rule reform in the past year has been lim-
ited—and some earlier progress came slowly—because man-
agement, labor, many on Capitol Hill and the Administration
have not had a shared vision of Amtrak’s needs.

Some employees, legislators and reporters misinterpreted
Amtrak’s talk about its improving economics to mean Amtrak
had become profitable. Work rule reform also is hampered
by the number of rail unions—Amtrak has contracts with 14.

Management’s style has hurt too. Pres. W. Graham Clay-
tor Jr. sent “messages” to workers on Sept. 30 and Nov. 30,

L‘?5,55‘1*andAmtrak’s'FUtU’ €

1992. To the first, he attached a summary of an employee
relations study the firm Towers Perrin did for Amtrak which
included this: “The leadership style at Amtrak is most often
described by managers and non-managers as autocratic,
militaristic, intimidating and focused on micro-management
and crisis management.” The second letter was Claytor’'s ex-
planation of actions taken in response to the report.

Some legislators appeared to encourage employees to
think work rule changes unnecessary. Legislators under-
standably focused on the fact that employees had gone with-
out raises since 1988, although this resulted largely from the
combined impact of the Railway Labor Act (which neither
labor nor management seems eager to change), the reluc-
tance of some unions to settle with Amtrak before settling with
freight railroads (unions feared an Amtrak settlement would
lead to otherwise avoidable concessions to freight railroads)
and, later, the resistance of other unions to work rule reform.

A 1991 Congressional hearing held just after some freight
railroad agreements were reached (and thus when Amtrak
work rule progress might have been expected) probably set
back the cause of work rule reform. Last year, during nation-
wide rail talks where Amtrak had much at stake, 81 members
of Congress wrote letters to Amtrak widely perceived as urg-
ing management to cave. Reps. John D. Dingell (D-MI) and
Al Swift (D-WA) then wrote a letter urging members of Con-
gress to stay out of the bargaining process.

Finally, Presidential Emergency Board #222 last year is-
sued an Amtrak decision that failed to distinguish between
the needs of Amtrak and profitable freight railroads. Amtrak
workers got the raises Amtrak offered but there was, by Am-
trak’s estimate, only $5 mill. worth of savings from work rule
revisions—$15 mill. less than Amtrak had assumed in draw-
ing up its FY ’93 budget.

Sounds almost as bad as1960s labor negotiations at
New York Central—and probably a few other railroads. The
railroad got freight work-rule progress in return for backward
passenger moves. The latter helped lay the groundwork for
killing more passenger trains as big money-losers.

Prospects for quick changes are uncertain. Amtrak can
serve “Section 6” (change-of-agreement) notices on the Unit-
ed Transportation Union (conductors and trainmen) for crew
sizes, but most other agreements are good through January
1, 1995. So, with “business-as-usual,” it would be at least FY
‘96 before the benefits of new work rules (other than UTU
crew size) could be realized, and this could hurt efforts to
avoid more significant service cuts in the meantime.

Hopefully, the Clinton Administration will commit the creative
energy needed to push ahead—a task that may initially involve
taking flak from some in rail labor, but a task which many labor
people support because it would help Amtrak survive and grow,
even in today’s tough competitive environment.

Let’s be clear on one thing. We're talking about improving
Amtrak’s productivity with an eye towards more service and
more jobs. We're not talking about repealing “labor protec-
tion,” an action which would make it easier to eliminate Am-
trak services.

The Administration should:

* pick a new Amtrak president with good team-building
skills;

* send whenever necessary the same message Dingell
and Swift sent last year; and

* make clear to everyone—including federal mediators if
it comes to that—that passenger-specific work-rule issues
are important. il



