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SUMMARY OF SUBJF: ATTER
TO: Members of the Committee on Transportation and Infrastrocture
FROM: Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure Majority Staff

SUBJECT: Heating on Rail Competition and Service

PURPOSE OF HEARING

‘The Committee on Transportation and Infrastructute is scheduled to meet on Tuesday,
September 25, 2007, at 10:00 a.m., in 2167 Rayburn House Office Building to receive testimony on
rail competition and service,

BACKGROUND

In the 1970, the tailroad industry was in poor financial health, suffering from rising costs,
losses, and bankruptcies. Congress tesponded by passing the Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory
Reform Act of 1976 and the Staggers Rail Act of 1980 (“Staggers Act™). Together, these pieces of
legislation substantially deregulated the railroad industry. In patticular, the Staggers Act gave the
railroads substantial freedom to set rates, including the freedom to use diffetential (“Ramsey”)
pricing (which allows railroads to charge higher rates to captive shippets than shippets with
competitive options), enter into conttacts, and rationalize their physical infrastructure through the
abandonment and spin-off to short lines of track and yards. At the same tine, the Staggers Act gave
the Interstate Commerce Commission {“ICC”), and later the Sutface Transportation Board (STB or
Board), the authority to establish a process so that shippers could obtain telief from unreasonably
high rates. This process establishes a thresbold for rate relief, allowing a rate to be challenged if it
produces revenue equal to ot greater than 180 percent of the variable cost of transporting a
shipment,
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Since passage of the Staggers Act, the freight railroad industry has become mote
concentrated. In 1976, thete wete 30 independent Class 1 railroad systems, consisting of 63 Class I
railroads operating in the United States. Currently, there are seven Class I railroads in the United
States: BNSF Railway; CSX Transportation; Grand Trunk Corporation, which consists of the U.S.
operations of Canadian Nationa! (CN); Kansas City Southern (KCS); Nozfolk Southern (NS); the
former Soo Line, owned by Canadian Pacific Railway (CP); and Union Pacific (UP). Nearly half of
the reductions since 1976 are attributable to mergers. According to the Association of American
Railroads (AAR), in 2006, the seven Class I railroads controlled 87 percent of all ton-miles for the
562 railroads in the United States (1.776 trillion of 2.04 trillion ton-miles), which accounts for 40
petcent of intercity freight ton-miles across all transportation modes (more than any othet mode of
transportation).

The reduction in the numbet of corporate entities since the Staggers Act has been matched -
by a decrease in the physical infrastructure of the railroads. In 1970, the Class I railroads operated
about 206,000 route-miles of track. Today, abandonment and spin-offs to smaller railroads (which
the Staggers Act authorized) have reduced this figure by 32 percent to about 140,810 miles. The
contraction of the industry has been matched by a revival of its fortuncs, In the 1970s, large
pottions of the rail industry were in financial and physical disrepair. Pethaps the prime example was
in the Northeast, whete the entire rail network (including the Penn Central and several smaller
carriets) was bankrupt.

Today, most observers agree that the Staggers Act has been profoundly beneficial for the
freight rail industry. A 2006 Govetnment Accountability Office (“GAO™) report examining the
health of the freight railroad industry found that its financial health has improved substantally as
railtoads have cut costs by streamlining their workforces, right-sizing their rail networks, and
reducing track miles, equipment, and facilities to more closely match demand. Freight railroads have
also expanded their business into new markets—such as the intermodal matket—and implemented
new technologies, including larger cats. Over the past 10 years, the seven Class I railtoads have
reported progressively greater income, as shown below.

Railroads’ Net Income (in $ millions)

2006 | 2005 2004 | 2003 | 2002} 2001 2000 ; 1999 1998 1997 1996

BNSF | 2139 1,776 | 1,032 1,063 1,042| 1,138 | 13971 1470 14091 1,138 1,061

CsX 1,108 816 531 368 528 456 360 362 609 6941 611

UP | 1819 1279 9291 14221 1,521] 13971 1319 1,306 399 883 | 1,009

NS 1,752 1 1,6081 1,273 899 912 843 586 441 681 858 | 788
KCS 124 67 79 52 57 65 61 57 78 27 66
CN 525 447 309 220 136 67 55 86 -14 51 -22
CP 92 82 11 54 52 55 60 40 49 91 183

Total | 7,559 | 6,075 4,164 | 4,078 | 4,248 | 3,610 3,838 3,762 | 3,211| 3,696 | 3696

Sourve: Association of American Ratlroads, Railroad Facts, 1996-2006

- These gains for the railtoads have come at a price for shippers. According to the GAO, in
its recent report entitled Updated Information on Rates and Other Industry Trends, the railroads are shifting
more costs to the shippers. For example, the GAO repotts that a 20 percent shift has occurred in

" railcar ownership since 1987. In 1987, railcars owned by freight railtoad companies moved 60
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petcent of tons carded. In 2005, they moved 40 percent of tons carried, meaning that the freight
railroads’ railcars no longer carty the majority of tonnage.

The GAO also found that in 2005, the amount of industy revenue reported as
“miscellaneous” neatly tripled over 2004 levels, rising from about $633 million to over §1.7 billion.
This miscellaneous revenue includes some fuel surchatges and othet charges for providing rail
service. In 2004, miscellaneous revenue accounted for 1.5 percent of freight revenue reported, while
in 2005 it had risen to 3.7 percent. Also, in 2005, 20 percent of all tonnage moved in the United
States generated miscellaneous revenue. While the STB in January 2007 adopted a rule stating it was
unteasonable for freight railroads to compute fuel surcharges as a petcentage of a shipper’s base tate
as well as applying a fuel surcharge, known as “double dipping,” the STB has not finalized rules for
railroads to report revenues raised from fuel surcharges. In May 2007, Dust Pro Inc. filed a class
action lawsuit against BNSE, CSX, KCS, NS, and UP alleging that the railroads “moved in uniform
lockstep” to fix prices for the fuel surcharges, which it said had no relationship to actual fuel costs.
The case is pending,

Railroads have also been charging shippets, in particular captive shippets, higher rates,
According to the GAO, while 2005 rates remain lower than 1985, they rose 7 percent over their
2004 levels. 'This represents the largest annual increase in rates during the 20-year period from 1985
through 2005, and outpaced increases in inflation — five percent in 2005.

While the GAO repotts that the amount of captive traffic traveling at rates greater than 180
petcent of the variable cost of transporting a shipment and the revenue generated from that traffic
have both declined since 1985, the tonnage from traffic traveling at rates substantially over the
threshold for tate relief has increased. Total industty tonnage has increased significantly (from 1.37
billion tons in 1985 to 2.14 billion tons in 2004), and the tonnage traveling at rates greater than 300
percent of the vatiable cost of transpotting the shipment has more than doubled—ifrom about 53
million tons in 1985 to over 130 million tons in 2004.

THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

The STB is the economic regulatory agency that Congress charged with the fandamental
missions of resolving railroad rate and setvice disputes and reviewing proposed railtoad mergers.
The STB is decisionally independent, although it is administratively affiliated with the Department
of Transportation, It was created in the Interstate Commerce Commission Termination Act of 1995
and is the successor agency to the Interstate Commerce Commission,

The STB serves as both an adjudicatory and a regulatory body. The agency has jutisdiction
over railroad rate and service issues and rail restructuring transactions (mergers, line sales, line
construction, and line abandonments); certain trucking company, moving van, and non-contiguous
ocean shipping company rate matters; certain intercity passenger bus company structure, financial,
and operational matters; and rates and services of certain pipelines not regulated by the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission.

The Board’s adjudicatory decisions are appealable to the Federal courts. The coutt may
overturn an STB decision (and remand the case to the STB) if the court finds that the Boatd’s
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decision was arbitrary, capricious or an abuse of discretion; was unconstitutional; exceeded the
STB’s statutory authority; failed to observe procedures required by law; ot was unsupported by
substantial evidence. The STB defends its own decisions against challenges in coutt and may appear
in any civil action involving mattets within its juisdiction.

The Board is headed by three commissioners, which are appointed by the President and
confirmed with the advice and consent of the United States Senate for five-year texms, The current
commissioners are Chairtnan Chatles D. “Chip” Nottingham, Vice Chairman W. Douglas Buttrey,
and Commissioner Francis P. Mulvey.

Two important components of the current regulatory structure for the railroad industy are
the concepts of revenue adequacy and demand-based differential pricing, Congtess established the
concept of revenue adequacy as an indicator of the financial health of the industry. The STB
determines the revenue adequacy of a railroad by comparing the railroad’s teturn on investment with
the industry-wide cost of capital. For instance, if a railroad’s return on investment is greater than the
industry-wide cost of capital, the STB determines that railroad to be revenue adequate. Historically,
the ICC and the STB have rarely found railtoads to be revenue adequate, which many obsetvers
question given their sharp increase in revenues. Others, howevet, state that it is due to their cost
structure. Railroads incur latge fixed costs to build and operate networks that jointly serve many
different shippers. Some fixed costs can be attributed to serving patticular shippers, and some costs
vaty with particular movements, but other costs are not attributable to particular shippers or
movements, Nonetheless, a railroad must recover these costs if the railroad is to continue to
provide service over the long run,

Recently, the STB announced a proposed rulemaking to update its cost of capital
methodology by updating how it computes the railroad’s cost of equity. The cost of capital is
integral in the Boatd’s annual evaluations to detetmine the adequacy of the individual railtoads'
revenues each year, as well as in vatious types of regulatory proceedings. Undet the proposed rule,
the Board would use a Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM), rather than the discounted cash flow
(DCF) method that it has applied since 1982, CAPM has become the private sector norm for
measuting cost of equity and is also the measurement utilized by the Board’s counterpart in Canada,
The Board expects that CAPM will significantly reduce the railroad’s reported cost of capital, as
shown below in this comparison chart.

2002 136 73

2003 12.7 6.7

2004 13.2 7.1

2005 152 7.5
Source: STB
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As a result, under the proposed rule, there is a greater likelihood that the majority of Class
railroads will be revenue adequate, which should lower the maximum rate a railtoad may charge a
captive shipper.

Demand-based differential pricing, in theory, permits a railroad to recovet its joint and
common costs—those costs that exist no matter how many shipments are transported, such as the
cost of maintaining track— actoss its entire traffic base by setting higher rates for traffic with fewer
transportation alternatives than fot traffic with more alternatives, Differential pricing recognizes
that some customers may use rail if rates are low, and if they have other options if rail rates are too
high or service is poot. Therefore, rail rates on these shipments generally cover the ditectly
attributable (variable) costs, plus a relatively low contribution to fixed costs.

In contrast, customers with little or no practical alternative to rail—“captive™ shippers—
generally pay a much larget portion of fixed costs. Moteover, even though a railroad might incur
similar incremental costs while providing service to two different shippers that move similar
volumes in similar car types traveling over similar distances, the railroad might charge the shippets
different rates. Futthermore, if the tailtoad is able to offer lower rates to the shipper with more
transportation alternatives, that shipper still pays some of the joint and common costs. By paying
even a small part of total fixed cost, competitive traffic reduces the share of those costs that captive
shippers would have to pay if the competitive traffic switched to truck or some other alternative.
Consequently, while the shipper with fewer alternatives makes a greater contribution toward the
railtoad’s joint and common costs, the contribution is less than if the shipper with more alternatives
did not ship via rail.

The Staggers Act farther tequires that the railroads’ need to obtain adequate revenues to be
balanced with the rights of shippets to be free from, and to seck redress from, unreasonable rates.
Railroads incur variable costs—that is, the costs of moving particular shipments—in providing
service. The Staggers Act stated that any rate found to be below 180 percent of a railroad’s variable
cost for a particular shipment is not unreasonable and authorized the ICC, and later the STB, to
establish a rate relief process for shippers to challenge the reasonableness of a rate. The Board may
consider a rate case only if the carrier has market dominance over the traffic at issue if: (1) the
railroad’s revenue is equal to or above 180 percent of the railroad’s vatiable cost R/VC); (2) the
railroad does not face effective competition from other rail carriets or other modes of
transpottation; and (3) the rate is already in effect.

Whete a tailroad has market dominance over traffic, its rate for that taffic must be
reasonable and the STB must determine the reasonableness of the rate if challenged. A shipper may
seek both reparations and a prescribed rate by the STB of the maximum reasonable rate that the
railroad may charge for future shipments. However, there is a limit to the rate relief that the STB
can award, as it cannot tequite a railroad to lower a rate below the jurisdictional floot (180 percent
of the R/VC ratio) and it cannot award reparations based on a rare below that level.

In assessing whether challenged rates arc reasonable, the STB normally applies the
Constrained Market Pricing (CMP) guidelines developed by the ICC in Coa/ Rate Guidelines,
Nationwide, 1 1CC.2d 520 (1985), aff'd b nom. Consolidated Rail Corp. v. United States, 812 F.2d 1444 (3d
Cir. 1987). Notwithstanding the title of the ICC’s decision, the CMP guidelines are not limited to
coal fates, but apply to rates on all types of repetitive, high-volume traffic.
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CMP imposes four constraints on 4 railroad’s pricing of captive traffic that ate applied by a
shipper in making 4 rate case: (1) a captive shipper should not be required to pay more than is
necessary for the railroad involved to earn adequate revenues (the revenue adequacy constraint); (2)
a captive shipper should not pay more than is necessaty for efficient railroad operation (the
management efficiency constraint); (3) a captive shipper should not bear the costs of any facilities or
setvices from which it derives no benefit (the stand-alone cost constraint); and (4) changes in the
rate should not be so precipitous as to cause severe economic harm (the phasing constraint).

Rail shippers have generally prefetted to use the Stand-Alone Cost (SAC) test in making rate
disputes.” They find it easier and more effective to analyze a selected subset of rail operations than a
large railroad’s entire system, and to design an entirely new and optimally efficient system than to
suggest improvements in conducting existing, potentially dated rail opetations. Given the massive
and detailed nature of the evidence needed in SAC cases, the Board has issued general guidelines for
presenting evidence in SAC cases to standardize the format and focus the evidentiary presentations.

However, a CMP presentation can be expensive and not feasible for a shipper if the amount
of money at issue is not large enough to justify that expense. Therefore, the STB has adopted
simplified guidelines for use in those cases in which it finds that CMP cannot practicably be applied.
The simplified rate puidelines use three average revenue-to-vatiable cost (R/VC) benchmarks, in
combination, as a starting point for 2 more individualized case-by-case rate reasonable analysis.

While the simplified guidelines have been in place since 1997, 4 rate case has not been
decided under the process set out by the guidelines. The STB held public hearings in April 2003 and
July 2004 to examine why shippets have not used the guidelines and to explore ways to improve
them. At these hearings, numerous organizations provided comments to the STB on measures that
could clatify the simplified guidelines, but no action was taken. Shippers are concerned about using
the simplified guidelines because they believe the guidelines will be challenged in court, resulting in
lengthy litigation and fusther delaying rate relief.

In tesponse, in September 2007, the STB issued new simplified rate guidelines. Pursuant to
this process, freight rail customers can obtain an award of up to $5 million in relief within 17
months of filing a complaint. The Board's decision allows freight rail customets to choose which
rate dispute resolution process they would like to use. In an effort to minimize litigation, the Board
will require mediation in all rail rate disputes. However, many shippers believe the new simplified
guidelines are not an improvement over the old puidelines. For example, the 17-month deadline is
one month longer than the STB's rules for large rate (SAC) cases (which call for a 16-month
schedule). Additionally, shippers contend the simplified standards are unnecessarily complicated.
Further, the shippers paint out that the involved shipper participants unifotmly opposed the rules as
unwortkable.

While the STB reports it has taken a number of actions to imptove the rate relief process
and assess competition, the GAO teported in 2006 that further actions are needed to address
competition and captivity concerns. The Staggers Act and the ICC Termination Act encouraged
competition as the preferred method to protect shippers from unreasonable rates and granted the

! The top-down (revenue adequacy) approach has been used in one pipeline case, See CF Jndus., Ing. o Koch Piveline Co.,
STB No. 41685 (May 9, 2000), aff'd sub nom. CF Indus, Ine, o STB, 255 F.34 816 (D.C. Cir. 2007) reh g demied (D.C. Cir. Sept.
25, 2001).



x1i

STB broad legislative authotity to monitot the performance of the railroad industry. However, the
GAO teports that these processes have proven to be largely inaccessible because the standard
process remains expensive, time consumming, and complex, and the simplified process has not been
used.

The GAO also reported that there is widespread agreement that the STB’s standard rate
relief process is inaccessible to most shippets and does not provide for expeditious handling and
tesolution of complaints. The process is expensive, time consuming, and complex, The GAO
found that the process can cost approximately $3 million per litigant and that the dispute must
involve mote than several million dollats to make it worthwhile to spend $3 million on a case that
they ¢ould possibly lose, not including upwards of $178,200 to file a rate case before the Board.
Thus, only large volume shippets, such as coal shippets, with set origins and destinations have the
money to be able to afford the STB rate relief process. Additionally, shippers report that they do
not use the process because it takes so long for STB to reach a decision. Lastly, shippers continue
to state that the process is both time consuming and difficult because it calls for them to develop a
hypothetical competing tailtoad to show what the rate should be and to demonstrate that the
existing rate is unteasonable. Since 2001, 11 CMP cases have been filed with the Board. All but one
is a coal rate dispute. Of the 11, three have been settled and dismissed, one was withdrawn, and one
is still pending. Of the six in which final decisions were issued (all using the SAC constraint), all
were shipper losses. Furthes, the STB reports that the average processing time is 2.8 years, with the
fastest case taking 1.8 years for a decision to be reached and the longest being over four years.

Finally, the STB offers an arbitration process to resolve disputes that has never been used.
Under this approach, an arbitratot would decide the rate, using a “give and take” approach—that is,
the arbitrator would determine the rate without being required to pick one of the two offers. The
STB repotts this option has not been used, in patt, because the cases that go before STB are
contentious, with high monetaty stakes. As a result, there is less willingness from either side to
arbitrate,

COMPETITIVE ACCESS ISSUES

Shipper gtoups, economists, and other expests in the rail industry have suggested remedies
that could provide more competitive options to shippets in areas of inadequate competition or
excessive market powes, These groups view these approaches as more effective than the rate relief
process in ptomoting a greater reliance on competition to protect shippers against unteasonable
fates. Some proposals would requite a teopening of past STB decisions or a legislative change.
These include: :

> Reciprocal swithing: This approach would allow the STB to tequire railroads serving shippets
that are close to another railroad to transpott cars of a competing railroad for a fee if such an
action would serve the public interest. The shippers would then have access to railtoads that
do not reach their facilities. This approach is similar to the mandatory inter-switching in
Canada, which enables a shipper to request a second tailroad’s setvice if that second railroad
is within approximately 18 miles. Some Class I railroads already interchange traffic using
these agreements, ‘This approach could also reduce the number of captive shippers by
providing a competitive option to shippers with access to a proximate but previously
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inaccessible railroad and thereby reduce traffic eligible for the rate telief process. This issue
is addressed in H.R. 2125, the Railroad Competition and Service Improvement Act of 2007,
sponsored by Chairman Oberstar and Ranking Republican Member Baker.

Terminal agreements: This approach would allow one railroad to grant access to its terminal
facilities or tracks to another railroad for a fee. Cutrent regulations require a shipper to
demonstrate anti-competitive conduct by a railroad hefore the STB will grant access to a
terminal by a non-owning railroad unless thete is an emesgency ot when a shippet can
demonstrate poot setvice and a second railroad is willing and able to provide the service
requested. However, shippers assert that proving anti-competitive conduct by a railtoad is
excessively onerous and, to date, no shipper has succeeded in proving that a terminal owning
railroad has engaged in anti-competitive conduct. Granting access to terminal facilities or
tracks for a fee would also make it easier for competing railroads to gain access to the
terminal areas of other railroads and could increase competition between railroads. This
issue is not addressed in H.R. 2125,

‘Botileneck” rates: This approach would require a railtoad to establish a rate, and thereby offer
to provide setvice, for any two points on the railtoad’s system whete traffic originates,
terminates, ot can be interchanged. Some shippers have more than one railtoad that serves
them at their origin and/or destination points, but have at least one portion of a rail
movement for which no alternative rail route is available, This portion is referred to as the
“bottleneck segment.” The STB’s decision that a railroad is not required to quote a rate for
the bottleneck segment has been upheld in Federal court (See Mid-American Energy Co. ».
Sutface Transportation Board, 169 B. 3d 1099 (8th Cir.: Feb.10, 1999) and Unéon Pacific Railroad v.
Swrface Transportation Board, 202 F, 3d 337 (D.C. Cir.: 2000)). The STB reqnites a railroad to
provide service for the bottleneck segment only if the shipper had prior atrangements ot 2
contract for the remaining pottion of the shipment route. The ptoposed altermnative would
give shippers access to a second railroad, even if the single railroad is the only railroad that
served the shipper at its origin and/or destination points, and create mote competition, This
issue is addressed in H.R, 2125.

Paper bariers: ‘This approach would prevent, ot limit, paper barriers, which are contractual
agreements that can occur when a Class I railroad either sells or leases some of its track to
other railroads (typically a short-line railtoad and/or regional railroad). These agreements
stipulate that virtually all traffic that otiginates on that line must interchange with the Class I
railroad that otiginally sold or leased the tracks or pay & penalty. Since the 1980s,
approximately 500 shott lines have been created by Class I rzilroads selling 2 pottion of theit
lines; however, the extent to which paper batriers are a standard practice is unknown
because they are patt of confidential contracts. These agreements prevent smallet railroads
that connect with or ctoss two or more Class I rail systems from providing rail customers
access to competitive setvice and prevent those smaller railroads from expanding setvice and
carning more revenues. This issue is addressed in H.R. 2125,

Trackage rights: This approach would require one railroad to grant access of its tracks to
another railroad, enabling rajlroads to interchange traffic beyond tetminal facilities for a fee.
In the past, the STB has imposed conditions requiring that a metging tailroad must grant
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another railroad trackage rights to preserve competition when a merger would reduce a
shipper’s access to railroads from two to one. This issue is not addressed in H.R. 2125,

The STB has previously required railtoads to adopt the actions listed above as a condition
for approving mergers in order to maintzin adequate competition. For instance, the STB granted
the BNSF and other railtoads trackage tights over about 4,000 miles of track as a condition to
approve the 1996 merger of UP and the Southern Pacific. In the case of the breakup of Contail in
1997, the two acquiring railtoads, NS and CSX, share some of the lines and terminals of the former
railroad.

Today, shippers assert that the improved financial health of the railtoad industry watrants 2
reexamination of the goals of railtoad policy as stated in the Staggers Act. They contend that
existing interpretations of the statute are based on precedents established in an outdated era of
excess rail capacity, With segments of the rail netwotk now expetiencing congestion, captive
shippers argue that, as a matter of public policy, tail shippets should be given greater latitude to
reroute thei traffic to less capacity constrained toutes. In contrast, the railtoads mainmin that the
shippers’ concerns about rail service would be resolved with increased infrastructure investment,
which would expand capacity on the rail network. They also contend that shippers are paying
outdated tates covered in long-term contracts that are now up for renewal and that those rates do
not cover the railroads’ transportation costs and investment needs. The Committee will receive
testimony from both sides of this issue,
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HEARING ON RAIL COMPETITION AND
SERVICE

Tuesday, September 25, 2007

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:10 a.m., in Room
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable James L.
Oberstar [Chairman of the Committee] presiding.

Mr. OBERSTAR. The Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture will come to order, with apologies from the Chair for not being
on railroad time. Unfortunately, I had more meetings this morning
to attend to than I could fit in the requisite time in order to start
this hearing on order.

October 14 marks the anniversary of the passage of the Staggers
Rail Deregulation Act. I remember so well in the days leading up
to that vote and on the day of the vote itself being in some indeci-
sion about whether this was a good policy for the Country or
whether it would, in the end, turn around to be harmful to us.

I could understand we had already passed trucking deregulation,
intercity bus deregulation. We had enacted aviation deregulation.
It made an awful lot of sense that trucks could move and enter
markets and compete with each other. Intercity buses could do the
same. Airlines could compete with one another through different
airports.

But I found it difficult how you would be able to pick up a set
of rail tracks, move them around to different cities and actually
compete. We had 60 Class I railroads. The argument was we would
have an awful lot of competition if we just took the Government
out of deciding market entry and pricing. In the end, I voted for
it.

Well, today, we have seven Class I railroads. The freight rail net-
work in 1980 was 178,000 miles. Today, we have 140,810 route
miles. Abandonments, spinoffs to short lines, all have caused a de-
terioration in the miles and in the market opportunities.

Railroad fortunes also had a dramatic turnaround. Many rail-
roads were on the brink of bankruptcy in those years just prior to
the Staggers Act, and that stands in stark contrast to their finan-
cial today. In the last 10 years alone, the combined income of the
Class I railroads, seven Class I railroads, has increased over 104
percent, $3.7 billion to $7.6 billion.

I think we have a slide on that to put up. It shows how revenues
are going up. It also shows a rather paltry investment in capital
expenditures, and that has antecedents in the marketplace. When

o))
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railroads were not doing as well, the shareholders were insisting on
withholding on capital investments.

You can see a little tilt upward now in 2006, a pretty substantial
investment in that year, but it does not by any means compensate
for the years of low investment, somewhat reflective of what the
Federal Government has done with the rest of our transportation
infrastructure.

On paper, we have seven Class I railroads, but in reality the rail-
road industry has consolidated, has evolved into two regional du-
opolies, essentially east of the Mississippi, CSX and Norfolk South-
ern, and one in the West, Union Pacific and BNSF.

In that market setting, shippers with access to two rail carriers
offer counter rail rates closer to those of a captive shipper. A ship-
per operating in a duopoly market is like a captive ship. A railroad
enjoys greater opportunity to assign costs to a shipper who has lit-
tle to do with the actual cost of service.

A report in 2006 by the GAO found that railroads increasingly
are transferring costs onto shippers, costs that are not reflected in
their rates. Since 1985, rail car ownership has shifted nearly 20
percent to shippers, so that today shippers own a majority of rail
cars in use.

GAO found that shippers are paying other costs such as infra-
structure upgrades, fuel surcharges, congestion fees. Unfortunately,
the Surface Transportation Board does not track these charges, and
that led GAO to conclude that shippers in those markets may be
paying excessive rates for rail service.

The railroads contend that the system works, and they say that
any shortfalls in the system will lead to unacceptable reductions in
their revenue and a decrease in capital investment. They contend
vigorously that despite the benefits of the Staggers Act, they are
struggling to arrive at financial health, reflected by the Surface
Transportation Board’s analysis that the industry as a whole is
revenue-inadequate.

Since the Staggers Act, the rail industry as a whole has never
been found to be revenue-adequate. The Association of Railroads
reports that the Staggers Act and the years since its enactment,
the difference between the industry’s return on investment and
cost of capital has not substantially narrowed. What should follow
from such a record would be significant capital shortages and dis-
investment in the rail sector.

The ICC’s 1981 decision implementing the current Revenue Ade-
quacy Test calls “Any firm that earns less than its cost of capital
will be unable to compete in the market for funds. Its owners will
neither wish nor be able to keep the enterprise’s capital intact.
They will withdraw their capital as quickly and as expeditiously as
they can.”

However, the railroads continue to get capital from Wall Street,
from the marketplace. They earn substantial profits. They invest
billions of dollars in their systems despite the constant shortfall of
meeting the regulatory standard for revenue adequacy.

That discrepancy between the railroad reports of revenue short-
fall and the continued availability of investment capital is under-
standable if you examine the regulatory method used to determine
the railroads’ revenue adequacy. There are many methods to deter-
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mine, but the model implemented in 1981 fell out of favor with
Wall Street some time ago. The marketplace views it as overly pes-
simistic in the railroads’ cost of capital and their financial health.

In 1995 and again 1999, Standard and Poor’s industry surveys
reported that the rail industry “is actually fit as a fiddle”; “explain
that the ICC’s definition of cost of capital is not particularly mean-
ingful, given the many flaws in the design of the financial test.”

When Wall Street measures revenue adequacy of an investment,
it uses a newer and more accurate tool to measure revenue ade-
quacy, the Capital Asset Pricing model. You have to spend a little
time and get close up to this and put your arms around it and
spend a little time reading late at night and early into the morn-
ing. But it is also the system that the Canadian counterpart to the
STB uses.

According to that analysis, the railroads are financially healthier
than reported by the Surface Transportation Board. In fact, the
Board recently announced it is updating its revenue adequacy
methodology to reflect the marketplace.

Any economist will tell you that for the regulatory purposes, it
is better for the railroads’ profits to remain revenue-inadequate.
This gives them a favorable regulatory environment from the Sur-
face Transportation Board. That then allows them to charge higher
rates to their captive customers without coming under the threat
of an adverse rate decision.

While the railroads’ financial health continues to improve and
their pricing power increases, the current regulatory environment
still reflects an industry closer to its position that existed prior to
passage of the Staggers Act, and that works to the detriment of
shippers seeking rate relief.

Now when Congress passed the Staggers Act, it did not wash its
hands of oversight by the Executive Branch or the Legislative
Branch of rail operations. It created the successor entity, the Sur-
face Transportation Board, much more limited authority but still
allowed market pricing and market entry to be determined by the
railroads themselves in the context of the marketplace, but it re-
tained, the Staggers Act retained authority in the Surf Board to
protect captive shippers from unreasonable rates. It granted broad
authority to monitor the performance of the railroad industry.

Shippers tell me, however, over many years now that the Board
is not effectively exercising their responsibility to protect or at least
give voice to the concerns of captive shippers. The GAO report of
2006 reinforces the shippers’ claims. GAO found “There is little ef-
fective relief for captive shippers because the Surface Transpor-
tation Board’s standard rate relief process is largely inaccessible.”

Contesting a case now is so expensive, is so time-consuming, so
loaded with paperwork that only the egregious cases have a chance
to come to the Board’s attention. Since 2001, shippers filed 11 cases
with the Board. All but one of these 11 is a coal rate dispute case.
Of that 11, the Board settled and dismissed 3, 1 was withdrawn
and 1 is still pending. Of the remaining six, the Board issued deci-
sions in favor of the railroads.

The Surface Board reports that these cases, on average, took
nearly three years to decide. Shippers report that they spent up-
wards of $5 million contesting rate cases, only to lose.
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GAO then reports that traffic traveling at rates substantially
over the threshold have not had rate relief. That is why Mr. Baker
of Louisiana and I introduced H.R. 2125, the Rail Competition and
Service Improvement Act.

The railroads claim it to be re-regulation. That is a cute bumper
sticker phrase. It is not.

It is using the existing authority to give shippers the opportunity
of access to the Board under reasonable terms without excessive
cost to file a rate case, without excessive time to pursue it—even
if you won, you have already been out of pocket a huge amount of
money—and to use the residual authority to give shippers a fair
hearing.

The Board is not meeting its responsibilities. This legislation will
ensure that the Board does a better job of carrying out its rate re-
lief responsibility.

Now there is also another historical context that I think we want
to keep in mind as we begin this hearing. The railroads received
enormous grants of land in the 19th Century in the public interest
to develop rail service for the public use, convenience and necessity.
They received some 278,000 square miles of public land. That is
about 8 percent of the total land surface of the United States.

That map shows those land grants. They were given the surface
timber rights, surface mineral rights, subsurface mineral rights,
coal, oil in some cases, gas in others that they could use for them-
selves or to sell off, worth billions of dollars.

I think it is important to keep this public interest in mind and
the claim that the public still has on the railroads to serve the
broad public interest.

Mr. Mica. Well, thank you and good morning and I would like
to welcome all of our Members and witnesses to this hearing this
morning on rail competition.

I have got a couple of comments, some that may agree with some
of the comments of the Chairman and others that disagree, but this
is indeed an important topic.

Thirty years ago, our Nation’s rail system was literally falling
apart. Twenty-five percent of the system had to be operated at re-
duced speeds due to dangerous track conditions and more rail lines
were bankrupt than in any time since the Great Depression of the
1930s. In fact, the Nixon Administration seriously considered at
that time nationalizing both freight and passenger rail service. In
fact, they did nationalize passenger service by creating a company
called Amtrak, and we all know what a success that has been.

Now today, the United States freight rails are one of the least
subsidized and best operated and actually profitable systems in the
world. Most countries still have very high subsidies of their freight
rail systems.

I know none of us would like to revert to an all government or
some type of Soviet style system and total re-regulation. I know
that is not the question before us.

Luckily, however, instead of nationalizing our freights, Congress
decided back then to attack the root of the problem which was, in
fact, excessive government regulation that brought down our rail
service. We passed the Staggers Act which allowed the railroads to
respond to the free market and rebuild the system without big gov-
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ernment subsidies in any of the operations that we see today. In
fact, it is almost zero according to the information that my staff
has compiled.

Our Nation’s rail system is now running well, but our regulatory
system still creeps along like it is in the 1890s. Over the last dec-
ade, STB regulations have denied small shippers an effective forum
to challenge excessive rates, and that is one of the reasons for this
hearing here today. STB proceedings have been so complex that, in
fact, it has cost millions in legal and consulting fees just to bring
a case, and the Chair cited some of the problems that we have in
trying to get some resolution.

The STB, as we know, has recently taken some steps to simplify
their proceedings and also to reduce litigation expenses. We have
also seen a speedup of some of the processes, but there are still dif-
ficulties for some people to access what they consider fair rates. We
do need to have some time to see how the STB new protocols work
and give them the opportunity to succeed.

I am looking forward to learning more about the new STB proce-
dures that we will hear about at this hearing.

While I recognize the difficulty of some captive shippers and
some current flaws in our system and the inability to sometimes
seek the lower costs that some feel are fair, we must be very care-
ful in looking at what options we adopt. Also, I think this will be
a good opportunity to look at reasonable options to improve the sys-
tem that has already seen some improvement with STB’s recent ac-
tion.

As you can tell, I am clearly against re-regulation of our national
railroads. Government rail regulation has proven, without a doubt,
not to work. Unfortunately, too, some government re-regulation can
reverse some of the great successes our rail system has enjoyed.
Actually, I think it can also result in further reducing shippers’
choices and also the long term effect may be increasing rates again
in the longer period of time for everyone including those we are try-
ing to help.

I come from a business background. You look at investment in
any type of industry or business activity, but railroads have one of
the highest capital costs and lowest returns of equity, and that is
not my finding. We have got a little chart here we will pass out:
Capital Intensive, Low Returns. So that does create some difficul-
ties for them.

But if we want a strong efficient, financially viable rail system,
I believe the answers lie in working with the rail industry to create
some additional competition, that Congress adopt a tax policy that
insists that we encourage better planning and that we also support
even more private investment in an industry that is very capital
intensive.

I look forward to a full airing of the issues today, and I thank
you for bringing this important subject before the Committee.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I appreciate the gentleman’s comments and his
perspective and well thought out remarks, and that is why we have
hearings. We have differences of view, but they are matters that
we can resolve in the course of the hearing.

Other Members of the Committee will have opening comments,
but in respect for Senator Dorgan’s schedule, I know he is already
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overdue back in the other body. We welcome you back to this house
where you started your service in Congress. Thank you for coming,
making the long journey across the way from the other body.

Thank you for coming. You are the sponsor of comparable legisla-
tion in the Senate, and we thank you very much, Senator.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I will be
mercifully brief this morning and then depart.

As I was sitting here, I was thinking about the description of a
journalist who couldn’t distinguish between a bicycle accident and
the end of civilization. I was thinking in some ways the politics of
this railroad issue are that. Some would suggest there is just a
minor flaw or two here, and other would suggest that this is a ca-
tastrophe. It is, of course, somewhere in between.

Let me describe to you where that somewhere is for me. Because
I assume there are people in this room, representing the railroads,
let me be quick to say that I like railroads. I like trains, in fact.
I grew up in a town of 300 people. When you grow up in a very
small town, we actually named the train that came through our
town, the Galloping Goose.

Every time the Galloping Goose would come in twice a week, we
would go down where they stopped and pick up the cream cans,
and I just thought it was wonderful to have a train coming through
our town, bringing new people. So I have a long history with trains
including the Galloping Goose.

I understand that railroads are very important to this Country.
This Country runs in a significant way on rails, and we want a
railroad industry that works.

I also believe at the same time that we are off-track in some sig-
nificant ways. This is an industry, I think, that would be better
with competition and is, in some ways, devastating to captive ship-
pers without competition. We have ended up now a couple of dec-
ades past the 4R Act with the worst of all possible worlds: near mo-
nopolies and no regulation.

I know there are people here that have an epileptic seizure when
you mention regulation. Well, the fact is you either have competi-
tion, which is the way the marketplace is supposed to work in a
free market, or you must have some sort of sensible regulatory au-
thority, one or the other.

The fact is, as the Chairman indicated, we have fewer and fewer
Class I railroads. We have now four Class I railroads that handle
90 percent of the freight rail in this Country. Rural areas, espe-
cially, are frequently left with one carrier who decides here is what
I want to charge you. If you don’t like it, tough luck.

Well, that is defined as a lack of competition. It is clogging the
arteries of the free marketplace, and it begs for the Congress to
take a look at it and decide to do something to deal with it.

Now I think the lack of competition not only affects and victim-
izes, in many cases, rural areas. It affects the profitability of other
industries. It also affects the pocketbooks of the consumers in this
Country.

It seems to me that we have created something called the Sur-
face Transportation Board which was I guess the divine interpreta-
tion of what Congress felt should succeed the Interstate Commerce
Commission. Again, without offending anyone I hope, I think the
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Surface Transportation Board has been largely an irrelevant Fed-
eral agency. It consistently does nothing and yet seems unaffected,
perhaps even satisfied, by this paralysis.

I think it is safe to say there are a whole lot of Americans that
are not satisfied by the paralysis of an agency that is supposed to
be looking after the public interest. I have often said the STB is
dead from the neck up, but I probably should stop saying that be-
cause there is clearly life there but precious little effective capa-
bility to intervene on behalf of consumers and on behalf of competi-
tion.

Let me just mention to you quickly the experience of a resident
of Dickinson, North Dakota, a farmer from Dickinson, North Da-
kota. He said to me, you know, I am told by the railroad that I
must truck my grain 200 miles east to put on the railroad in order
to move it west, and they move it right back through my farmyard
and, in fact, with a terminal in the community next to me, but I
have to truck my trail 200 miles east to get the lowest rate from
this carrier.

When he said, I asked the carrier why that was the case, the car-
rier said it is strategic planning. I said, I am from a small town.
I don’t understand strategy or strategic, but I understand what
doesn’t make any sense, and there is simply no common sense in
this.

When you talk to people, it is hard to describe to them why all
of this happens the way it happens.

I will give you one more example, and I don’t know whether
these numbers are accurate. They used to be.

You put a carload of wheat on the railroad in Bismarck, North
Dakota, move it to Minneapolis, and you will pay about $2,300. The
same carload of wheat from Minneapolis to Chicago, about the
same distance, you will pay $1,000.

Why would we be more than double charged for the same dis-
tance? Because on one segment, there is one carrier; on the other
segment, there is competition, huge difference. Where there is no
competition, the consumers are victimized in my judgment.

Let me just mention briefly that I have passed a piece of legisla-
tion in our Appropriations Committee that changes the cost of chal-
lenging the railroads with respect to rates. As I think the Chair-
man mentioned, it is currently now $178,000 for a significant ship-
per to challenge the rates. I have passed an amendment through
the Senate Appropriations Committee, reducing to $350. That is
the cost of filing an action in Federal Court were you able to do
such action.

Finally, the fuel surcharge issue gives, I think, evidence of sub-
stantial concentration in this industry. There is, by most evidence,
about a $6 billion overcharge for fuel on the fuel surcharges. The
regulatory authorities have said stop it, you can’t do it anymore,
but the railroads are allowed to keep the overcharge. I don’t under-
stand that, but that is where we are.

I want a healthy railroad system. I want competition, either com-
petition or regulation, but I want a healthy rail system that serves
this Country, and I also want fairness to this Country’s consumers.
Regrettably, at this point, we don’t have fairness to consumers.
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So my hope is that we will be able to advance legislation that
you have offered here in the House of Representatives, and in the
Senate we have introduced and are moving similar legislation. I
serve on the Commerce Committee. We are going to be holding a
hearing on our legislation and hopefully moving it.

We just passed legislation out of the Judiciary Committee, intro-
duced by Senator Kohl on which I was a co-sponsor, dealing with
the antitrust issues. That bill will allow the review of railroad
mergers and acquisitions to remain with the STB, but it allows the
Department of Justice to enjoin the merger in Federal District
Court if the merger as approved would violate the Nation’s anti-
trust laws.

So I think we are working on a number of issues that I think
are very, very important. Some very significant groups of industries
and businesses representing the shippers have formed to say, look,
all we want is we want fair opportunity. I think they want, as well,
a healthy railroad industry, but they fair rates, and that is a rea-
sonable thing to do.

Finally, I would just say at the end of a long period of time, let
us decide what we are going to do. We are either going to have
some competition or regulation. You can’t have near monopolies
and no regulation. If we change those near monopolies to a com-
petitive environment, this Country would be a whole lot better off.
If not, we should have a series or steps of regulation that affect and
safeguard the consumers in this Country.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing me to come by. You have
a long hearing today, and you have a lot of Members, but I did
want to tell you that we are working on similar issues in the Sen-
ate and wish you well in the House as you address these important
issues.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much for your statement, your
comments. I look forward to meeting you in conference on this leg-
islation.

Your example of the farmer who trucked his grain east to have
it shipped west, I have a similar situation in the southern end of
my Congressional district, the Peterson Mill. Because the railroad
doesn’t serve it any longer, because they wouldn’t meet an ever in-
creasing threshold for quantity to be shipped, now grain is hauled
by truck.

I stood there with Jerry Peterson as the trucker handed the
farmer 86 cents. That was all that was left from his shipload of
grain trucked 100 miles with no back haul. That is not acceptable.
That is not service in the public interest.

You have given us good fodder for the future.

Does anyone have a question of Senator Dorgan?

It looks like you scared them all off.

[Laughter.]

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you.

Now we will go to Members. Mr. Rahall.

Mr. RAHALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman for recognition and for
holding today’s hearing.

This particular gentleman from West Virginia has a long and in-
timate relationship with the Staggers Rail Act of 1980, primarily
over the issue of captive shipper protections. The Staggers Rail Act,



9

of course, being named after the senior Member of Congress from
West Virginia from the House side at that time, Harley Staggers
from West Virginia, then Chairman of the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee.

There are many in this room, pushing this legislation, who were
pushing similar efforts back in those days. I guess they sent their
kids to college on this issue back then, and now it is time to send
their grandkids to college. We are revisiting this issue again.

The publication of Traffic World once described me in my sopho-
more as coming “within a coal lump’s distance of derailing the
Staggers Rail Act.”

Indeed, when the legislation that was to become the Staggers
Rail Act was being considered by the House back in 1980, our
former colleague, Bob Eckhardt, of Texas, and myself teamed up
with a captive shipper amendment. It was so successful—indeed, it
passed the Floor—that the bill’s Floor manager at that time, Jim
Florio from what was then called the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, pulled the bill from further consideration.

Mr. Chairman, I recall returning to my office on that fateful day
and seeing a railroad lobbyist in the front foyer, literally crying like
a baby. I guess those were the days when lobbyists were perhaps
more in touch with their inner selves and allowed to display emo-
tion.

Subsequently, however—and it was not due to the tears of the
railroad lobbyist, I might add—a compromise was reached on the
captive shipper issue in the form of the Staggers-Rahall-Lee-Loef-
fler Amendment which paved the way, as you will recall, Mr.
Chairman, for the House passage and ultimately the enactment of
the Staggers Rail Act.

It was no secret that post-enactment, I became extremely dissat-
isfied with the way the Interstate Commerce Commission was im-
plementing the law. Every railroad, regardless of profitability, was
deemed revenue-inadequate. I recall a time when Norfolk Southern
was the darling of Wall Street, but the ICC described N-S in those
days as being revenue-inadequate.

The means for devising revenue to variable cost was corrupted.
Determining what was market dominance was a joke. According to
the ICC, there was always, always product and geographic competi-
tion. For example, a coal-fired power plant conceivably could con-
vert to oil—yeah, right—and a power plant in Colorado could con-
ceivably ship coal in from West Virginia instead of its neighboring
Wyoming.

During the decade of the eighties and into the nineties, I was the
flagbearer for re-regulating the railroads, offering bill after bill,
amendment after amendment, only to be stonewalled by the now
Energy and Commerce Committee, much to the consternation of
my truly captive shippers of coal.

Let me say one thing, Mr. Chairman. By golly, if the Republicans
did one thing right when they ran this place, it was transferring
the jurisdiction over the railroads from the Energy and Commerce
Committee to this Committee under your leadership, if they did
anything right.

[Laughter.]



10

Mr. RAHALL. As we got well into the 1990s, however, something
happened. My shippers stopped complaining. Appalachian coal pro-
ducers and those in West Virginia stopped being the subject of rail-
road predatory pricing practices, and with that reality I became a
recovering re-regulator.

I will conclude with this note: Cross subsidization in the parlance
of the railroad regulatory scheme known as differential pricing is
part and parcel of maintaining a healthy and viable railroad net-
work which is in the national interest.

I accepted that concept back in the 1980s and throughout my ef-
forts to re-regulate the railroads. I always accepted that concept.
During the course of this hearing, I hope the issues involving the
matter are clarified.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I thank you for having the hearing. I yield
back.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you for those eye-opening remarks. We ap-
preciate your candor.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Shuster.

Mr. SHUSTER. I thank the Chairman.

I would wish that we go in order of seniority, so I would defer
to Mr. Baker to go first before me in the order of seniority.

But, first, I want to just mention that Ranking Member Mica had
to depart to go to a ceremony to honor some American soldiers that
served in Iragq.

With that, if it is all right with the Chairman, go to Mr. Baker
first.

Mr. OBERSTAR. The gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. Baker.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chairman and the Ranking Member for
the courtesy. I certainly want to express appreciation to the Chair-
man for his keen interest in the subject and his sponsorship of the
legislation which addresses many of the concerns which I am sure
will be discussed in the course of the hearing today.

For the purpose of balancing the record and those who have been
critical of the legislation pending, I would quickly establish that I
am not a pro-regulatory kind of guy. I am very much a free market,
believe in competition, let the best guy with the best product sell
it at whatever price he deems appropriate and let consumers make
educated choices.

I am not a proponent of re-regulation the rails. I am for express-
ing the best market operation that will enable more competitors to
provide more consumer choices to those who, under the current
system, have none today.

I do believe that competition, where competition exists in the rail
industry, has in fact brought rates down, but were you to establish
two charts, one of the rates paid by captive shippers over the last
decade and hold it up next to a chart of rates paid by those in the
competitive marketplace, you would find two very divergent trend
lines.

Captive shippers are what the name says. They are captive. They
have no market choice.

Whether one be Republican or Democrat, the consequences of
being a captive shipper in a marketplace which is internationally
competitive has real world consequences. Where you can no longer
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manufacture your product, put it into a rail car and sell it in the
United States, people will vote by moving their plants elsewhere.

It was, at best, a modest inconvenience in years past, but with
fuel charges where they are today, which legitimizes the rate un-
derlying assessment for the rails, it is becoming a factor in making
decisional locations which are of extreme importance to all of us
who want to keep as many people employed in this Country as is
practical.

I don’t know that there will be arguments made that the current
STB methodology is fair in its handling of these difficult decisions,
but regardless of whether one takes that position or not, it is cer-
tainly justifiable to conduct a thorough examination of how it
works and the consequences of the pricing regulatory methodolo-
gies. It is important to note that in the current environment that
the STB is now in a period of receipt of public comment over mak-
ing a significant change in the way they determine cost of capital.

For Members who haven’t spent a lot of time looking at capital
assessment formulas—I know that people were probably doing that
over the weekend, getting ready for this hearing—this is a signifi-
cant component in establishing the rate base.

The capital asset model methodology is now subject to public
comment which will close in mid-October by the STB to move away
from the discounted cash flow methodology. The manner in which
that new structure is constructed will have considerable affect on
rate-making as we go forward.

Having said that, there are many other elements of this problem
that the legislation the Chairman has offered, that are outside sim-
ply the cost of capital, the bottleneck problem. Yes, you have the
right to move freight and to get quotes from competitive rail car-
riers, but if you happen to hit a bottleneck where there is only one
provider of service through that short distance between where you
are located and where your ultimate goal is located, you have a sig-
nificant problem. You can’t even force a rate quote unless you meet
certain contractual obligations to that provider.

We do not have an open market in rail service in the United
States. It is a significant economic concern, but then there is one
other important matter. As consolidation has occurred in the finan-
cial services sector, consolidation has occurred in the rail industry.
Despite that consolidation and the efficiencies that has brought
about, fewer miles to maintain with fewer competitors, the rails are
in fact undervalued in the market, and that is the reason why sig-
nificant hedge fund operators have begun to target acquisition of
stock in rails because of that analyst view that these are assets
that the market has ignored and underpriced.

That has led the rails to reacquire their own stock, which I do
not have a problem with, but it has diverted their investment prac-
tices from putting it into infrastructure and hoping to forestay the
takeover of those in the hedge fund world who see them as under-
valued assets.

All of that is to point out that smart people on Wall Street say
the rails are in extraordinarily good condition. In fact, they are in
such good financial condition, it is the kind of industry those smart
investors are wanting to get a significant piece of.
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The rail industry is sound. We need them to continue to succeed,
but there are significant sectors of our economy who are now sub-
ject to predatory pricing. The remedy is not to re-regulate the in-
dustry but merely to carefully evaluate the process the STB en-
gages in and ensuring, as a regulated utility, that the rates they
charge are in fact representative of a competitive marketplace.

I sincerely appreciate, Mr. Chairman, the courtesies extended
and your leadership in this matter. I yield back.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentleman for his very thoughtful
and well conceived statement and elaboration of the intricacies of
this legislation and of the rail marketplace.

The gentlewoman from California, Mrs. Tauscher.

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I find myself as somebody who spent 14 years on Wall Street as
a very small child looking at the arcane valuations for this industry
and scratching my head and, at the same time, understanding that
in California, where 60 percent of the goods that are shipped into
ports of Oakland and Long Beach and L.A. are moved out of state,
how desperately we need a robust rail network and infrastructure
that is have to have, not a nice to have.

I think that what is very clear to me is that, on the one hand,
we need to assure that private investment has some predictability
in their ability to look forward for their rates of return and to look
at regulatory scheme that isn’t obsessing so much that it prevents
them from getting that rate of return and feeling as if they can do
the kinds of investments that are going to keep their own people
happy. But, at the same time, when you have a squeeze on the
credit capital and capital formation, you find yourself without the
ability to make these investments.

So I think we need to look at lot more at public-private partner-
ships, innovative financing, the kinds of things that are a little out
of the box and different from the traditional kinds of financing that
we have looked at in the past.

In the Bay Area, we tax ourselves. Almost every one of our coun-
ties, we tax ourselves for highway infrastructure.

Many of the companies that are in the Bay Area are companies
that are high tech companies, just in time inventories. They are not
only companies that have short rail but long rail for finished prod-
ucts. They need things delivered on time, so they can put them to-
gether and then ship them out.

A lot of our products, obviously, some of our sourcing comes from
overseas too. So we need things to come out of the ports quickly.

This is a very, very vexing, complicated issue. I think I stand
very similar to Mr. Baker in a place where I want to solve for the
issues of having competitive railroad companies that are good in-
vestments for Americans, not only for their investment portfolios
but for good jobs so that we can have a 21st Century railroad net-
work. At the same time, I want to help the people that are captive
shippers who find themselves unable to be competitive because
they don’t have enough competition to get better pricing to ship.

That is the sweet spot, I think, that we have to find. We have
to find some place in there. I am not for more regulation, but I cer-
tainly am for competition, and I am certainly for helping the people
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that need to ship goods to markets that are not only my constitu-
ents but the consumers of my district too.

So I look forward to this hearing. Once again, I think that it is
always better to amplify these things and have as much as we pos-
sibly can in front of us.

I appreciate all of the folks that are going to be testifying in the
hearing today, and I look forward to working with everybody to
find that place, that tension between too much regulation but the
ability at the same time to help the captive shippers so that we can
have the kind of robust market that we need.

I yield back.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentlewoman for her statement, and
that is the purpose of this legislation, to try to find that proper bal-
ance.

The gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Petri.

Mr. PETRI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for holding this
important hearing.

I also want, if I could, I don’t know if I need unanimous consent
or not but to submit for the record a statement by the Wisconsin
Agri Service Association on the subject of this hearing.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. PETRI. Thank you.

I would also like to make just a point of thanking the chairman
of the Surface Transportation Board who is on the first panel, Mr.
Nottingham, for taking a day and a half of his time to come out
to Wisconsin to meet with and listen to the representatives of a
number of shipping associations in our region and a number of con-
cerned people affected by the things that have happened in the
transportation industry.

I would like to also associate myself with the spirit of the re-
marks of our colleagues, Mrs. Tauscher and Mr. Baker.

No one is really or few are looking for a return to strict top-down
regulation of the rail industry, but everyone is looking for an im-
provement in service in the rail industry so that actually it can be
used more to do higher value added shipments and provide service
to the just in time economy in addition to bulk shipments.

Everyone is looking for fairness in pricing. Of course, fairness is
always in the eye of the beholder, and there are a number of dif-
ferent ways in looking at costs and how this should be assessed.

I appreciate Chairman Nottingham making a number of changes
in the procedures of the Surface Transportation Board so as to en-
able smaller and medium size shippers to not only have theoretical
but to have practical access to the Board’s processes, so that they
can have their situations looked at in a timely and cost-effective
fashion and either get some understanding of the process or some
i%atisfaction and sense that they actually are being dealt with fair-
y.
I would urge that if there is anything that can be done to help
rail management through I don’t know if it is a regulatory process
or what kind of process to improve the quality of service and of in-
formation in the rail industry, so that people are not confronted
with the trains stopping on Friday at 5:00 and not knowing that
the scheduled shipment is not going to come. No one even being
told for two or three days.
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You just can’t operate a modern economy without a lot of unnec-
essary costs if a modern ability to communicate is not shared by
the employees and the railroad industry. This is an area where we
really could get good efficiency or improvement in our whole situa-
tion.

Beyond that, I appreciate your looking at the investment in the
rail industry to make sure that, in fact, everyone involved is trying
to make sure we have first-rate rail industry, and I thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentleman.

Ms. Brown, the Chair of our Rail Subcommittee, the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank you
for your leadership as Chair of this Committee. I think this Com-
mittee has been one of the most productive Committees in Con-
gress, and I am proud to serve as Chair of the Rail.

Today’s hearing is important because we always need to consider
ways to improve competition in every business sector, and there is
room for some improvement in the railroad business. But I am con-
cerned that many of the rail sector fixes being discussed by ship-
pers would be devastating to the industry, and there are lots of
shippers that support the railroads.

In fact, I have over 2,000 letters from shippers who oppose any
new regulations for the rail industry, and I ask unanimous consent
to have them submitted to the record.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Without objection, so ordered.

Ms. BROWN. Our Nation’s railroads were in the red for a very
long time and have only recently started to make a reasonable
profit and should be given time in the black before making major
changes to their business model.

I feel that the loss or railroad earnings that is expected with the
decline in rates will have many negative consequences. Less money
being spent on capacity will slow growth and put many more
trucks on the highways, compounding safety issues and harming
the environment. We will soon have an additional 3,000 trucks a
day leaving the Jacksonville port.

If we can’t find a rail solution, which I am working on, it will
jeopardize our entire community. Decline in profits will also pre-
vent the industry from hiring more employees for good paying jobs
that we know can’t be shipped overseas.

I also believe that the Surface Transportation Board which, for
a long time was not operating to full capacity and in fact had only
member, is starting to address many of the issues that are prior-
ities for shippers. In talking with the members and visiting with
the Board, I know that they are planning to continue to look at
ways to protect shippers from unreasonable rates.

Mr. Chairman, at the proper time, this is the first time they have
had an opportunity to testify before the Congress. The fact that so
many of us have mentioned them, I am hoping that we can give
them additional time when it is time for them to address the Com-
mittee.

A significant increase in capacity would also help eliminate many
of the problems facing customers and the industry, and we all need
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to work together to find ways to provide serious reasons for capac-
ity expansion.

I look forward to hearing from today’s panelists on ways that we
can improve competition in a way that is fair to both shippers and
the railroad and ensures a sound national rail transportation sys-
tem.

As I yield back my time, let me say in visiting with many coun-
tries all over the world, our railroad freight is the envy of many
of those countries, and I want us to keep that in mind.

Thank you and I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Shuster.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for hold-
ing this hearing this morning.

I want to welcome everybody to this hearing on rail competition.
I want to point out to my colleagues, for those that have been deep-
ly immersed in rail issues in the past, this is an extremely com-
plicated issue. I would encourage and I am glad to see many of you
here, asking questions and understanding.

You are going to hear terms that were Latin to me before I start-
ed to talk to many of the people in the industry, things like rev-
enue to variable cost, differential pricing, the revenue shortfall allo-
cation method. When you start talking about these things, as I
said, at first they don’t make sense. Quite frankly, I have an MBA
and still to me they are difficult to comprehend and understand in
}:‘his ﬁomplicated system that we have in this Country for railroad
reight.

I believe in free markets. When we look at the rail industry, I
would love to have a rail industry that was based on free markets,
but because of the way it has developed over the years, it is very
difficult for us to have a completely free market system because to
build railroads, new lines in this Country, having two and three
railroads serve different areas, it is just not possible because of the
difficulty in getting the rights to build them, getting through the
government regulatory or our legal system. For us to move to what
would be a completely free market system, as I said, just isn’t in
the realm of possibility.

What we have, we have to work with, and we have to make it
work as best we can. Having competition, having government regu-
lation work efficiently, and hopefully we can decrease that, but
today our railroad system is the most efficient in the world.

As the Chairwoman mentioned in her travels around the Coun-
try, it is the envy of the world. Our shipping rates are lower than
any other developed country. Our freight railroads require virtually
zero Federal Government capital, no taxpayer dollars. Our rail-
roads are so efficient that we can move a ton of freight 423 miles
on a single gallon of fuel.

But it hasn’t always been like this. The Chairman, as he always
does, gave us a very comprehensive history lesson of what has hap-
pened since the Staggers Act. As I said, as always, very com-
prehensive and informative, but I think we need to also focus on
what happened before the Staggers Act.

On June 21st, 1970, one of the largest companies in the world,
the Penn Central Railroad went bankrupt. At the time, it was the
largest bankruptcy in the history of the world. Penn Central which
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was headquartered in my home State of Pennsylvania had thou-
sands of employees. They owned over 4,000 locomotives, 200,000
freight cars and 5,000 passengers car. The Penn Central bank-
ruptcy was, to say the least, a financial disaster.

It also dragged down other companies: The Buckeye Pipeline had
7,000 miles of pipeline; the Arvida Corporation which was devel-
oping 35,000 acres in Florida; the Great Southwest Corporation
which had realty ventures across the Nation and, of course, had
numerous property holdings in New York City.

Congress and the Nixon Administration spent years, thinking
about ways to save the rail system. They drafted legislation to
come up with loan programs, but in the end it didn’t go forward.

Meanwhile, things continued to get worse. In 1972, five Class I
railroads went bankrupt. In 1976, 25 percent of our Nation’s tracks
were under slow orders. In my home State, conditions became so
bad that parked rail cars literally fell off the tracks.

In the 1960s, in Blair County, Pennsylvania, we had 2,500 folks
that worked for Penn Central, later to become Conrail. Today or
after the Penn Central bankruptcy and with Conrail being ab-
sorbed into a few other railroads, we have about 1,000 people em-
ployed there today.

The root cause of the Penn Central bankruptcy and the decline
of the entire rail industry was government regulation. The govern-
ment set the shipping rates. The railroads could not respond to the
free market and could not recover their costs. Every day, the rail-
roads lost more business to trucking companies.

Finally, in 1980, Congress deregulated railroads or I should say
partially deregulated the railroads under the Staggers Act, and
since then the turnaround has been amazing. It has been done
mostly with private capital. I think that is extremely important for
us all to realize. By and large, private capital is what turned this
around, not Federal funds, not a huge injection from our Federal
Government.

Our rail system now earns a profit. It is gaining business, and
I believe it has a very bright future, but government regulation is
still a problem.

We have to admit that over the years the STB has acted like we
were still in the steam engine era. Challenging a rate has cost
shippers millions of dollars and, in fact, because it was so expen-
sive, they didn’t challenge some of the rates. The STB regulations
effectively denied smaller shippers any relief from excess rail rates
or poor service.

Thankfully, the STB has finally taken steps to bring the Agency
into the 21st Century. The new STB small rate case procedures
will shorten and simplify the regulatory process, and we will be
watching very closely as that moves down the road. Also proposed
is a new way of calculating the cost of capital which has promised
to make rates more reasonable. We need to give these procedures
a year or so to see how they work.

I am against re-regulating the railroads because the private sec-
tor always can run things better than the government, and I think
we have seen that since 1980. A great concern of mine is that re-
regulation would return us to the days of low or no profits of our
railroads, and no profits mean no private investment.
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Our railroads are already one of the Nation’s most capital inten-
sive industries. In 2006, they spent $10.6 billion on capital projects
and right of way maintenance.

The Chairman also pointed out that revenues are going up. His
statement was that it is a paltry reinvestment, but as a number,
if you look at other industries, it is probably a smaller number.
What you have to look at is the percentage. I think the percentage
is the real measure.

The rail reinvests 18 percent of every revenue dollar while other
industries such as chemical and auto manufacturers are between
5 and 7 percent. So a significant amount of their revenue is going
back into their system.

If we move towards re-regulation, I am very concerned that these
private investments in railroads will disappear, and then we have
to ask ourselves some really big questions. If that private money
disappears, are we willing to ask the government to replace the
spending with taxpayer dollars?

If we pass re-regulation now, in five or ten years, if we don’t
have the kind of private investment in our railroads, are we going
to be looking to the government for a bailout plan as we did in the
seventies?

These are huge questions, and this hearing is extremely impor-
tant to talk about these issues and understand that what we do
today is going to affect us down the road.

While I am against re-regulation, I want to make it clear that
I am not against fixing a broken STB. If the STB’s new procedures
and guidelines don’t work, we need to revisit this issue and we
need to work to make sure that the system, the STB, works to the
betterment of all our industries in this Country.

I want to thank the Chair for indulging me to go over my time.
Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentleman for his comments. The his-
tory pre-Staggers Act to which I devoted just a few sentences, the
gentleman elaborated on and is quite right. The purpose of this
hearing is to explore all these issues and to fix the Surface Board
so that we don’t have calls for re-regulation.

The Chair will acknowledge the gentleman from Florida, Mr.
Mica, our Ranking Member, for a personal statement.

Mr. MicA. Thank you. First of all, I want to apologize for leaving
right after my opening statement, but I had the opportunity. I
wanted to meet a young man from my district, also from Ms.
Brown’s district. He is from DeLand, Florida.

Every once in a while, you get to meet heroes, and we have got
one of them with us today. He is from our district, Ms. Brown’s and
mine. His name is Jonathan Chad McCoy. He is a Staff Sergeant.

Listen to this. He is one of 12 Outstanding Airmen of the Year.
Staff Sergeant McCoy was named the Air Force Special Operations
Command Non-Commissioned Officer of the Year, awarded the
Bronze Star Medal with valor and a second Bronze Star Medal.

Sergeant McCoy demonstrated courage and leadership during
Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom. The point man
in a high risk compound assault, he fiercely fought hand to hand,
defeating an enemy guard and enabling the capture of a high value
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target. Twice, he deliberately risked his life, braving deadly small
arms fire to treat and evacuate severely injured teammates.

Part of a sniper element, Sergeant McCoy established climbing
routes over a 15 foot compound wall, allowing access of the assault
force. Commanding a 17 man joint combat search and rescue team,
he led a daring complex mission to recover the crew of a downed
helicopter submerged in an Iraqi lake.

These are just a few of his accomplishments.

Sergeant McCoy and his wife are here. I would like him to stand
and be recognized.

[Applause.]

Mr. MicA. I yield back. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I join our Ranking Member and congratulate our
guest for his great service.

The bell has rung, but we have plenty of time before the vote.
There is a motion to suspend rules.

We will go to Mr. Salazar of Colorado.

Mr. SALAZAR. I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I ask unanimous consent to submit my full statement for the
record and a couple of letters that I have from the Colorado De-
partment of Agriculture.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. SALAZAR. I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, once again.

I understand the issue. It is a very difficult issue. I hear from
both sides. I hear from railroad, and I hear from my grain ship-
pers.

The Colorado Governor, last month, issued an executive order in
order to be able to comply with the transportation needs of Eastern
Colorado where we had over 10 million bushels of wheat on the
ground.

In looking at the chart that the Chairman put up on the board,
I see the profitability doesn’t seem to coincide with the added need-
ed infrastructure, I think, that the railroads or the money they are
putting into infrastructure.

I am very pleased to have the Surface Transportation Board
here. The Senator actually made pretty strong remarks against the
STB. I really am looking forward to hearing your comments.

I am a strong proponent of free enterprise. I know it has been
only in the last few years that the rail industry has become profit-
able again, and I would really also like to see those profits put back
into the infrastructure. As the Senator said, rural areas are espe-
cially affected by the lack of rail capacity.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to today’s hearing and
I want to thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentleman.

Members on the Republican side, Mr. Diaz-Balart, welcome.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Again,
thank you for your leadership.

Really, a comment, Mr. Chairman: Obviously, the need for fur-
ther investment in our rail infrastructure has become a front page,
front burner issue in recent months particularly. Part of this dis-
cussion is, obviously, who should make the investment in the rail
infrastructure. Should it be the private sector as it is now or should
it be the taxpayer?
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The rail industry is the one industry in our Country that does
not rely on public investment—Mr. Shuster already talked about
that—but rather builds, operates and maintains its own infrastruc-
ture, very expensive infrastructure, spending as much as 18 per-
cent of its revenues on capital expenditures. That is a serious in-
vestment.

This is an industry that again, until very recently, was not mak-
ing a profit, and yet they are reinvesting up to 18 percent into in-
frastructure. But it is obviously clear that we need more invest-
ment in the rail infrastructure—we talked about that—to meet the
growing needs of our economy.

So I guess this is the question: Where should we look for that
investment?

If we are going to continue to rely primarily on the private sec-
tor, on their investment to increase our Nation’s freight rail capac-
ity, it is obviously essential—this is not rocket science—that we
provide further incentives for businesses to make these huge in-
vestments.

I am assuming that any bill that deals with rail would go
through the Subcommittee that I sit on, chaired by the Honorable
Congresswoman Corrine Brown from Florida, who is extremely
knowledgeable on rail issues.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to working on this very, very im-
portant, and I thank you for your allowing me this time.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you for your comments, your observations.

Before I go to Mr. Kagen, I do want to acknowledge and intro-
duce to the Committee, our newest Member, Laura Richardson of
California, the 37th District. She holds the seat that was once held
by our colleague on the Committee and recently deceased, Juanita
Millender-McDonald, who was a great asset to this Committee and
delightful Member of Congress, a treasured friend.

We welcome Congresswoman Richardson who had the oppor-
tunity at one point to work for Juanita Millender-McDonald, con-
siders her a mentor. She served in the California State assembly
and was appointed Assistant Speaker Pro Tem.

We welcome you to the Committee.

Now, Mr. Kagen.

Mr. KAGEN. Thank you, Chairman Oberstar and Ranking Mem-
ber Mica for holding this critically important hearing today.

I would also like to thank the Members of the panels that will
be appearing here, and I look forward to hearing and reading your
testimonies. It is my sincere hope that the witnesses will enlighten
us, everyone on the Committee, about how important it is to de-
liver rail services at prices everyone can afford to pay.

I have two particular concerns that I will share with you now.
The first concern is the impact that the high rates for delivering
products by freight and the declining standards of service are hav-
ing on doing business in Wisconsin.

I am also very concerned about how the railroads are using what
appears to be their monopoly power to effectively tell customers
what will be shipped, when it will be shipped and what rates with
very little negotiation being offered.

These are not just my concerns. These are concerns of companies
that do business in Wisconsin, companies like Georgia-Pacific,
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Green Bay Area Chamber of Commerce, Green Bay Packaging,
Neenah Foundry, Procter and Gamble, Sadoff Metals, Stora Enso,
the Wisconsin Farm Bureau, Wisconsin Farm Union, Wisconsin
Manufacturers and Commerce, Wisconsin Paper Council and also
the Wolf River Lumber Company which I will address now.

In the State of Wisconsin, we received a grant in our district in
the City of New London, $350,000 to extend a rail line to the City
of New London. In my several conversations and meetings with our
mayor there, Mayor Wayne Toltzman, he indicates that the Wolf
River line is imperiled, that they only were able to ship three car-
loads of their product to Chicago because the excessive cost in the
listlyear. That occurred after Canadian National took ownership of
the line.

Sturm Foods, which is located 12 miles west of New London in
the City of Manawa, is currently finishing a major expansion on
their facility, and they are going to add 200 very important jobs to
our region. A lack of adequate rail service would significantly im-
pede this progress that they are making.

Additionally, the Bemis Corporation has two plants, two manu-
facturing plants in my area. New London is this home. They have
had 250 carloads of plastic resin delivered to them last year, and
the State of Wisconsin granted $200,000 to add a spur to their
plants several years ago. They are interested in enhancing their
transport of their product over the rail service.

As such, I share the concern of Mayor Toltzman and other manu-
facturers in Wisconsin, that the railroad may soon request in the
very near future that this line, this single access line, may be aban-
doned due to continuing losses of revenue on the part of the rail-
road company.

This would be a crippling blow to the economy of my district and
the people living in the region, not just the agriculture industry but
our manufacturing base as well. It would displace another industry
and many, many jobs. Unfortunately, many areas of Wisconsin are
held captive by a single larger railroad that will provide limited
services.

I believe in improving our railroad competition. I believe rail-
roads are necessarily not just for improving the health of our local
economy, the State and our Nation but also to help combat global
warming and reduce traffic by trucking.

To this end, I am very proud to be a co-sponsor of H.R. 1650, the
Railroad Antitrust Enforcement Act which was introduced by my
colleague, Congresswoman Tammy Baldwin, and H.R. 2125, the
Railroad Service and Improvement Act which is sponsored by our
Chairman.

I look forward to working with my colleagues on this Committee
and across party lines to guarantee that these measures are ad-
vanced and succeed, and I look forward to listening and reading
your testimonies.

I yield back my time. Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentleman for his comments.

We have a series of four votes pending on the House Floor. We
will recess until the conclusion of those votes. I suspect that will
take the better part of an hour.

I say to the witnesses, be refreshed, be ready for a long sitting.
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[Recess.]

Mr. OBERSTAR. The Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture will resume its sitting.

There are still some two Members of our first panel who are
missing, but they will arrive in due course, I am quite sure.

Mr. Nottingham, the Chair of the Surface Transportation Board,
thank you for being with us. We look forward to your testimony.
You may present it in full or summarize it as you wish. The entire
statement will be included in the record.

TESTIMONY OF CHARLES D. NOTTINGHAM, CHAIRMAN, SUR-
FACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD; W. DOUGLAS BUTTREY,
VICE CHAIRMAN, SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD;
FRANCIS P. MULVEY, BOARD MEMBER, SURFACE TRANSPOR-
TATION BOARD; KENNETH C. CLAYTON, ASSOCIATE ADMIN-
ISTRATOR, AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SCIENCE, U.S. DE-
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE; JAYETTA Z. HECKER, DIREC-
TOR, PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE ISSUES, GOVERNMENT
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Good afternoon, Chairman Oberstar, Ranking
Member Mica and Members of the Committee. My name is Charles
Nottingham, and I am Chairman of the Surface Transportation
Board. This is my first appearance before this Committee since be-
coming Chairman of the STB in August, 2006, and I appreciate the
opportunity to appear before you today to address the important
issues of rail competition and service, the relationship between rail-
roads and shippers, the state of the railroad industry and the role
of the STB in resolving disputes between railroads and their cus-
tomers.

I will briefly summarize my written testimony.

Ensuring effective competition is one of the central goals of the
Nation’s rail transportation policy. Yet, throughout railroad his-
tory, there have been some rail customers who do not enjoy the full
benefits of a competitive market.

What do we mean when we refer to captive traffic that falls
under the jurisdiction of the STB’s regulation of rates?

Our most recent data indicates over 71 percent of the Nation’s
rail traffic moves at rates deemed by statute to have been a prod-
uct of a competitive market.

Of the remaining 29 percent, some is traffic that is exempted
from regulation because the particular commodities and services
involved, such as intermodal traffic, have competitive transpor-
tation alternatives available, and some is traffic that moves under
private contract and is therefore outside the Board’s jurisdiction.

Less than 10 percent of the Nation’s freight rail traffic is recog-
nized as captive and eligible for STB rate regulation. As we focus
on this important but relatively small portion of rail traffic at the
STB, we strive to assess and anticipate how our regulatory and pol-
icy decisions might impact the broader universe of rail customers
as well as national transportation policies such as the development
of an efficient system of interstate commerce.

As is the case in many markets, some freight rail customers pay
higher rates than others. Under the principle of differential pricing,
railroads with high sunk costs and with fierce competition for most
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traffic are expected to charge more, even substantially more from
their captive traffic than from their competitive traffic if they are
to achieve enough revenues to cover their costs and invest in nec-
essary facilities. Although differential pricing is practiced in many
other industries as well, it is understandable that shippers on the
captive end of this differential pricing scale would not be satisfied
with the status quo.

As policymakers examine alternatives to this longstanding dif-
ferential pricing system, several important questions merit consid-
eration including: If the railroads’ ability to differentially price
their services based on the market forces of supply and demand is
significantly constrained, who will make up the difference?

Who will end up paying more?

How will the railroads in this highly capital intensive industry
maintain their existing infrastructure, not to mention attract addi-
tional private investment needed to expand their capacity to meet
projected dramatic growth and future demand for access to the rail
network?

The Board recently commissioned the economic consulting firm,
Christensen Associates, to conduct an extensive study on the extent
of competition in the railroad industry. The study will also assess
various policy issues including current and near future capacity
constraints in the industry, how competition and regulation impact
capacity investment, how capacity constraints impact competition
and how competition, capacity constraints and other factors affect
the quality of service provided by railroads.

The study team will have the full benefit of all of the STB’s pow-
ers to inquire into and gather information from the freight rail in-
dustry. I look forward to briefing this Committee on the results of
this study next year.

Examples of ways that the STB promotes competition can be
found in our major merger rules in cases where we impose competi-
tion-protecting conditions such as in previous merger cases, in
other cases where the board has prevented larger carriers from
interfering with the ability of smaller carrier to meet their obliga-
tion to provide service, in our management of the Federal Environ-
mental Review Process required for the proposed construction of
new rail lines and in decisions authorizing the construction of those
new rail lines.

With regard to the financial condition of the Nation’s rail system,
I can report that our data reinforce what others will report today.
The rail industry has gradually recovered from its pre-Staggers Act
state of ruin, and the industry is currently in good health.

The Board is currently awaiting final comments on an important
rulemaking that proposes to change a key measure of the financial
health of the railroads, the annual cost of capital determination.
That calculation ties into our entire annual determination of the
railroads’ revenue adequacy and is also a significant factor in rate
cases and other Board proceedings.

I believe that the Board must continue to examine all of our pro-
cedures and to constantly explore improvements, no matter how
controversial the issue may be to stakeholders.

The Board’s procedures for handling rate disputes are particu-
larly important, and I will now turn to that issue.
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Under our statute, the Board must ensure that rates are reason-
able while, at the same time, not preclude railroads from obtaining
adequate revenues, but balancing these potentially conflicting ob-
jectives is not an easy task. Rates that are too high can harm rail-
dependent businesses while rates that are too low will deprive rail-
roads of revenues sufficient to pay for the infrastructure invest-
ments needed.

The Board has recently improved its procedures for handling rate
cases. In the fall of 2006, we made some significant changes in how
we apply the stand-alone cost test and calculate the amount of re-
lief in large rate cases in an effort to reduce litigation costs, create
incentives for private settlement of disputes and shorten the time
to litigate large rate cases.

Also, in the small rate case resolution process, our new rules
allow smaller cases to proceed on one of two tracks. First, freight
rail customers may seek up to $1 million in relief, using a revised
version of the three benchmark test with more predictability built
into it. Under a second approach, customers can seek up to $5 mil-
lion in relief.

Another important issue that the Board is keeping a close eye on
relates to fuel surcharges imposed by railroads. In January of this
year, we issued a decision declaring it an industry-wide unlawful
practice for carriers to use a fuel surcharge to recover more than
the increased fuel cost attributable to the particular movement to
which the surcharge supplied.

Mr. Chairman, I will wrap up. I realize the time is running.

This action ended an industry practice of charging fuel sur-
charges as a percentage of the shipper’s base rate regardless of the
actual fuel cost associated with the transportation of the shipper’s
goods. The Board will aggressively use the authority granted to us
by statute to stop unreasonable practices, thereby protecting ship-
pers and advancing the public interest.

It is worth noting that the Board investigated and acted on the
fuel surcharge problem on our own initiative and without any for-
mal complaint. This Board has not received a single formal com-
plaint about fuel surcharges. We will remain vigilant on this issue
and will expeditiously review any formal complaints related to fuel
surcharges or other unreasonable practices or unreasonable rates.

Moreover, in addition to our process for adjudicating formal dis-
putes, we also have an effective informal dispute resolution process
which we encourage stakeholders to take advantage of.

In sum, the STB is actively engaged in the pursuit of enhanced
competition, the implementation of accessible and affordable dis-
pute resolution procedures and continuous process improvement
aimed at making our Agency a more effective economic regulator
of the freight rail industry.

Our initiation of a major national study of the state of rail com-
petition and related policy alternatives along with our recently im-
proved dispute resolution procedures, our pending rule on how the
railroads’ cost of capital should be measured and the other
proactive steps outlined in my full statement all combine to dem-
onstrate this Board’s strong commitment to providing robust regu-
latory oversight of the freight rail industry.
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I look forward to the opportunity today to discuss our record of
reform in more detail and to returning to this Committee in the fu-
ture to report on our progress.

Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you, Mr. Nottingham. We look forward to
those initiatives and the report on your several reviews that were
enumerated in your testimony. You can rest assured, we will invite
you back.

Vice Chairman of the STB, Mr. Buttrey.

Mr. BUTTREY. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very
much for this opportunity to be here today before the Committee.
I commend you for holding the hearing.

I think to have a conversation about this issue from time to time
is probably very useful to everybody, the Congress and the shippers
and railroads and other people who are interested in the railroad
industry, including investors and potential investors and share-
holders.

I do not have a separate statement. In the interest of time, I will
dispense with any kind of formal statement. I have associated my-
self with the remarks of the Chairman who is the normal spokes-
man for the Agency, and I will be very happy to answer any ques-
tions you might have.

Thank you very much.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you. We will certainly have questions for
you.

Mr. Mulvey, welcome back to the Committee where you once
served and served with great distinction, preceded by a very long
and distinguished career with the General Accounting Office, now
the Government Accountability Office, and the Inspector General’s
Office and our own Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

We welcome you back here. It is good to have you on the other
side of the table now.

Mr. MULVEY. It feels a little different being on the other side of
the table, but thank you very much for having me.

Good afternoon, Chairman Oberstar, Chairwoman Brown, Rank-
ing Member Shuster and other Members of the Committee.

In 1995, the Surface Transportation Board was created to bal-
ance the needs of shippers, who must rely on railroads for reason-
able rates, with the need for the railroads to earn adequate reve-
nues.

The overall questions we face today are: How well has the Board
met its charge to balance those interests and what is the state of
competition in the transportation of those bulk commodities that
are largely captive to the railroads?

I don’t think I am understating it when I say that many people
believe the Board could do more to promote competition, ensure
reasonable rates for captive shippers and improve the reliability
and quality of railroad services.

For a long time following the Stagger’s Act, the ICC and the
Board, after 1995, focused on ensuring that the railroads recovered
their financial health. It has been well documented, the state of the
industry before Staggers in the seventies and eighties.
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In October, 2005, the STB held a hearing on the state of the rail-
road industry, and that testimony revealed there was nearly una-
nimity that the industry had largely recovered from the financial
malaise that plagued it during the sixties and seventies.

As Chairman Nottingham has mentioned, the Board has taken
a number of initiatives at balancing the scales between railroads
and shippers, and there are a few areas where I believe some real
progress has been made.

It was already mentioned, fuel surcharges and that the railroads
were charging the shippers fuel surcharges based upon a percent-
age of their rates. This meant that the captive shippers who al-
ready paid high rates had to pay higher fuel surcharges as well de-
spite the fact that their shipments did not necessarily engender
greater fuel use. The Board found this to be an unfair practice and
directed the railroads to compute surcharges to more closely reflect
actual fuel consumption.

Secondly, with regard to access to rate relief, the cost to bring
a case before the Board and using its stand-alone cost guidelines
can cost a shipper several million dollars. It is not the filing cost.
It is the cost of the lawyers and the cost of all the consultants nec-
essary for the shipper to undertake a stand-alone cost procedure.
Shippers, whose traffic does not warrant the expense of bringing
cases under the stand-alone cost guidelines, believe they have no
access at all to the Board for relief.

For 20 years, the Board and its predecessor, the ICC, studied
how to make the Board’s procedures available to small shippers. Fi-
nally, the Board has now acted to address both the cost and timeli-
ness issues for the large rate cases as well as finally establishing
new procedures for small rate cases.

In October, 2006, the STB issued new large rate case guidelines
that were designed to reduce the cost of bringing a case signifi-
cantly and to speed up the process. Just last month, we issued new
procedures. In fact, earlier this month, we issued for bringing small
rate cases before the Board.

These rules give the shipper the option of selecting how they
want to proceed to challenge their rates but, as the Chairman
pointed out, they do set limits on recovery depending upon which
process is selected.

I am committed, Mr. Chairman, to monitoring the results of
these initiatives to make sure they work as intended and to make
changes if necessary.

Thirdly, the cost of capital, the Board has consistently found that
the Nation’s railroads are revenue-inadequate despite the fact that
Wall Street has found the railroads to be profitable. The reason for
this disparity lies in the way the Board has taken to determine the
cost of capital, especially equity capital.

The discounted cash flow approach that was used has long lost
favor with the financial community. The Board staff reviewed the
academic literature. We held hearings on this issue, and we have
come up with the decision, proposed rulemaking rather, to adopt
the capital assets pricing model. If this change is adopted, it could
reconcile the Board’s estimation of revenue adequacy of the rail-
roads with that which prevails on Wall Street.
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However, there are still a number of areas that still concern me,
first of all, paper barriers. Paper barriers are contract provisions
that arise when a Class I railroad sells or leases some of its light
density track to a short line. Often, the short line must agree to
interchange traffic only with the Class I carrier that leased or sold
them the track. Interchanging with any other railroad would result
in severe penalties. The restrictions generally continue on into per-
petuity.

I have found this practice to be anti-competitive and I have dis-
sented from the majority of the Board in several cases where paper
barriers were contained in sales or lease agreements.

With respect to the status of competition, I believe the GAO
study on railroad competition was a very worthwhile and well done
effort. However, I do feel that it inaccurately claimed that the ex-
tent of captivity was declining. Even if relative captivity—which is
what I think they mean—the percentage of traffic that is captive
has declined, there is no evidence that competitive options have in-
creased for captive shippers.

The GAO also suggested the Board undertake a study of competi-
tion in railroad industry, and the Board has recently, as the Chair-
man pointed out, contracted with a private firm to have such a
study done.

I personally regret that those resources were not committed to a
study that was authorized in the SAFETEA-LU legislation which
would have focused on how well the Board has handled its mission
rather than the larger issue of competition in the industry. How
well has the Board acted on its mission, and that study would have
been undertaken by the Transportation Research Board of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences.

I have a few suggestions for improving rail service and competi-
tion. If we as a Nation are serious about shifting traffic off our
highways and onto rail, we need to devote more resources into im-
proving our rail infrastructure. The railroads favor an investment
tax credit for this purpose, but I personally believe the amounts
that will be needed would be far greater than what a tax credit
could realistically produce.

I believe that a railroad trust fund of the type recommended by
former Representative and T&I Committee Member, Bill Lipinski,
could generate the monies. A railroad trust fund could generate the
monies needed to upgrade and build our Nation’s rail transpor-
tation infrastructure.

Also the Board currently exercises regulatory oversight only over
about a third of the traffic. Much traffic is exempt from our regula-
tions because it is presumed to be competitive with other modes of
transportation. But as times change, so does the competitive land-
scape. I believe we need to examine the class exemptions periodi-
cally to determine whether those premised on the availability of
intermodal competition remain warranted in the 21st Century.

Finally, the Board may begin an investigation of a potential vio-
lation of the rail portions of its statute only on complaint. If the
Congress wants the Board to continue to actively seek out and stop
problems, it might be appropriate to revise this language by strik-
ing the word “only” and adding “on its own initiative.”
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I thank you for the opportunity to testify today. I look forward
to answering any questions you may have.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much, very crisp and thoughtful
set forth testimony. I appreciate that.

From the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Associate Adminis-
trator in the Agricultural Marketing Service, Mr. Kenneth C. Clay-
ton, welcome and thank you very much for being with us.

Mr. CLAYTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Members of the
Committee, thank you too for the opportunity to appear before you
today to share USDA’s views regarding rail competition and serv-
ice.

As Associate Administrator of USDA’s Agricultural Marketing
Service, I oversee a variety of domestic and international mar-
keting programs for American food and fiber including our work on
agricultural transportation issues.

There are many reasons for the productive and competitive
strength that the U.S. agricultural sector has enjoyed over the
year. Three factors, I think, stand out as particularly important.

First, we have been blessed with an extremely productive natural
resource endowment. Second, we have an impressive record of tech-
nological development in the production, harvesting and processing
of agricultural products. Third, we have benefitted from a transpor-
tation system that has facilitated the efficient and effective move-
ment of agricultural products from farms to destinations both at
home and abroad.

Clearly, rail is a critical component of our overall transportation
system. In fact, the agricultural industry in the United States is
highly dependent on a viable rail network, particularly producers
in more remote locations with long distance transportation needs.

USDA shares the view of many that the deregulation of the rail
industry under the Staggers Act and related legislation was of posi-
tive effect in preserving the industry. At the same time, in regain-
ing their economic standing, the railroads have taken steps that
have reduced service levels and shifted costs to the users of their
service.

Consequently, as important as rail rate measures may be for
judging the exercise of market power, changes in rail rate are not
fully reflective of either the costs associated with movement of
products from origin to destination or the impact on the inter-
national competitive position of industries like agriculture.

USDA has heard and continues to hear from many in the agri-
cultural industry regarding their concerns about rail competition
and service. For many grain producers, rail is virtually the only
cost-effective bulk shipping alternative, and agricultural shippers
continue to express concern about decreased rail to rail competi-
tion, increased rail rates, poor rail service, rail capacity constraints
and the fair allocation of rail capacity.

Compounding this concern, of course, is the fact that agricultural
producers have little influence over prices that they receive for
their commodities and typically must absorb cost increases. Thus,
increasing transportation costs translate into lower producer in-
comes which can have important implications for the production of
food and fiber as well as the vitality of rural and regional econo-
mies.
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One of the key assumptions underlining deregulation of the rail
industry in 1980 was that there would be sufficient competition, at
least in most markets, to promote reasonable rates and discourage
the abandonment of branch rail lines vital to agricultural pro-
ducers. However, rail competition has declined over the past quar-
ter century due to rail consolidation.

The implications of this decline are somewhat difficult to assess,
given incomplete and inconsistent data. To provide a clearer per-
spective on the state of competition in the rail industry, USDA
notes and supports the GAO recommendation and subsequent STB
action to take onboard a study of national rail competitiveness.

Let me conclude, Mr. Chairman, by thanking you and the Com-
mittee for holding this hearing today. An efficient and effective
transportation system is clearly important to the U.S. economy,
particularly for our agricultural producers and shippers.

Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much. Your complete statement
will, of course, be included in the record. Your summary was very
well presented.

Mr. CLAYTON. Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Ms. JayEtta Hecker has been in front of our
Committee on many occasions and on many subjects, and we great-
ly appreciate your learned analysis of the transportation issues.
Thank you for being with us again.

Ms. HECKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am very pleased to be
here to speak before you and the other Members of the Committee.

The topic is, of course, as we heard, an extremely important one,
and we are pleased that we can speak on the basis of two very re-
cent and very comprehensive reports. We were most recently asked
to look at 25 year retrospective on the impact of the Staggers Act
and what kind of overall effects there have been. So I am basing
a lot of my comments on that report as well as a more recent up-
date looking at an additional year of rate changes.

The three topics I will cover are, first, the major changes in place
post-Staggers with this very broad perspective; second, I will talk
about the protections, the balance that was always envisioned for
the protection of captive shippers; and then, finally, I will briefly
address the actions that the Board has taken.

I will try to go through those very quickly because I think you
are familiar with our report, and I am sure questions will be more
useful as an exchange.

If you look at page two, I do have a slide. It is unequivocal and
all have recognized that the financial condition of the railroads was
grievous before 1980. It was very important to our overall economy
and our performance, and in many senses Staggers had a remark-
ably positive impact over a long period of time of allowing the in-
dustry to return to financial health through a number of the meas-
ures that are indicated there.

The next slide, and again many people recognize this. One of the
extraordinary things with the nature of the competition, the kind
of measures that the railroads took, rates went down, went down
for over 15 years, almost steadily every year, every commodity. We
developed an index to try to make that a pure basket of goods, so
it didn’t deal with changes in geography or changes in the product,
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but rates consistently went down and went down even more if you
look at it, as this chart does, relative to GDP price index.

It has gone up. There is no doubt, and I am sure you have heard
this from many shippers, that rates have started to turn up slowly
in 2000 and rather significantly, the most significant single year
rise between 2004 and 2005. But in real terms, railroad rates, the
cost to move shipments by rail are still below 1985 levels.

I might say that one of the views maybe that this deregulation
and the competition and the measures the railroads were enabled
to undertake to streamline their operations wasn’t just in their per-
formance, but these increases in the efficiency of the industry have
actually been a macroeconomic factor in overall economic growth.

The improvements in the performance of the logistics sector, sev-
eral Members talked about the fact that we are one of the countries
that is the cheapest in the world to move goods, and that was part
of the benefits, not just the rate issue but the kind of efficiencies
that we saw the railroads undertake and put in place with the
flexibilities they were given.

Slide four, again as you know, while all rates went down, they
went down at different rates for different commodities, and this
slide basically showed that the least decline has been in the grain
area. The next one that started moving up more recently is mis-
cellaneous mixed shipments which is largely containers. The bot-
tom one where the rates were the lowest, coal has ticked up. You
have got a number of increases occurring differentially in different
commodities.

Now some of our analysis is you can’t immediately infer this to
monopoly power or whatever. There are lots of real factors in the
industry. As many of us are well aware, capacity constraints have
really become a reality in railroads, and that obviously turns into
rate increases.

The railroads made new investments, as was discussed. They ex-
panded employment. They changed some of the mix to focus on dif-
ferent traffic, and there was a demand growth that was consist-
ently occurring. So there are lot of reasons, and you can’t nec-
essarily have a nefarious concern when you see the rates ticking
up. It is a difference in a competitive and economic environment.

Now, in looking at the overall picture, we also wanted to try to
look behind the rates because you, Mr. Chairman, noted there had
been a transfer of a number of costs to shippers. One of the areas
we looked at, because we thought it would be useful to understand
a rarely examined factor, is this miscellaneous revenue.

As you see from this chart, slide five, miscellaneous revenue has
skyrocketed. It has gone up 10-fold in just 5 years. Now a big factor
in there is fuel surcharges, but one of the concerns that we had
that related to one of our recommendations is this very inconsistent
reporting by railroads. This isn’t good data, and so we rec-
ommended that the Board take some action to improve the consist-
ency of data and the transparency of this information.

On slide six, I quickly go into some of the information on captive
shippers. You yourself have noted that while slide six uses this
proxy for an indicator of captivity and uses the statutory definition
which just opens access to rate relief. With this global factor, the
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share, whether it is in tonnage in revenue of potentially captive
shippers, has gone down.

But then to try to probe a little further, we looked in a more iso-
lated subset at traffic which was traveling at substantially above
the statutory threshold, and that was a ratio of 300 percent of rev-
enue to variable cost. We found that has been rather significantly
increasing.

And, we looked at it on a geographic basis. You see differences
in where those very high revenue to variable cost ratios occur, and
it is in States like Montana, New Mexico, North Dakota and West
Virginia.

The key question that we had was, I think as several people said,
we really did not believe that effective relief had been provided for
shippers. In the 25 year history, in the balancing that was envi-
sioned and while there was always the concern about the revenue
adequacy, there really was very little effective relief provided.

It is true that the Board very recently has started to take some
actions. You have heard those, and I don’t need to recount them.
I will say that some of them, particularly this change in the cal-
culation of revenue adequacy, could be very substantial. Really, it
%’13 too soon to tell what kind of impact some of these changes would

ave.

What we did do in our report was recognize that in our view
there were a number of alternatives that have been proposed and
that I know you and others are aware of that could promote com-
petition. That is the really the interest in these alternatives. They
are not giving up on the marketplace working. They are trying to
efficiently intervene to promote competition.

Although each of these have been argued as opportunities to do
that, each has real costs and benefits. We did not feel we had the
information to recommend any particular action by the Board. That
combined with our concern with the absence of relief and the con-
tinued presence of some captive shippers led us to recommend that
the Board more comprehensively, using its full authority, evaluate
this situation.

The conclusions then on slide 10, the Staggers Act has had far-
ranging benefits not only to railroads but to our economy and to
consumers and to many shippers. We did conclude that widespread
changes in the relationship between the railroads and their cus-
tomers are not needed.

We did observe and do believe that there are pockets of poten-
tially captive shippers that remain and that more examination is
needed to determine whether some of those rates were really justi-
fied by market conditions or reflected in abuse of market power. As
I said, that led to our recommendation for a more comprehensive
stul(ily by the Board and some specific improvements in data as
well.

That concludes my statement, and I apologize for going over.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Oh, no, not at all. It is an excellent statement.
We expect that thorough review from the GAO. Thank you very
much.

Chairman Nottingham, you referred in your statement that ear-
lier this month the Board issued new guidelines for small and me-
dium size rate disputes. Shippers are saying, well, the new guide-
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lines, they welcome some action. There hasn’t been much over
many years on this issue.

But they do not reflect any of their recommendations. What rec-
ommendations were made that you think were useful and what rec-
ommendations were not?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I will say that
issue stands out.

That rulemaking where we endeavored to, with a lot of effort and
time put into this by the career staff at the STB and hearings and
a period of years of observing a system that really did not work,
endeavored to put together a set of new procedures so that the
Board can be more accessible to smaller and medium size rate
cases, and that is what the recent rulemaking was all about.

I will say that a number of shipper groups have already asked
and we have given them some more time to decide whether they
want to begin the process of appealing that decision. I believe some
of the railroads have already filed some legal paperwork indicating
intent to appeal. Somehow we have managed to attract concerns on
all sides of the issue.

But we think we have, by setting up two new channels to bring
smaller cases, putting the shipper in the driver’s seat—the shipper
can choose which one to take advantage of—and allowing a shipper
to receive up to $5 million in damages under what we call the mid-
level review or up to $1 million under the most simplified, we have
greatly improved a situation that really wasn’t working.

We had no cases resolved under the preexisting special proce-
dures for simplified rates, and that was over a period of many
years. Clearly, that is not because there are no shippers who be-
lieve they have cases. It was because of some problems with the
dispute resolution process that existed.

It will be interesting to see as time goes by whether shippers
take advantage of this opportunity, how it works. We do have one
significant shipper. I believe it is the DuPont Company that has al-
ready filed several complaints, and I know they are before you later
today. I will let them speak for themselves.

Time and experience will tell whether we are on the right track,
but I do believe we have made a big improvement.

Mr. OBERSTAR. It is an ongoing process is what you are saying.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Yes, sir. Until we see a case play out, that is
when we really know whether it works.

Mr. OBERSTAR. You made reference to hedge funds and other
large investors that are in your words, showing extraordinary in-
terest in railroads. I met with the AAR Board earlier this year.
That issue was brought up. Two major railroads, two of the Class
Is have suddenly found themselves the target of investment.

I would have concerns about hedge funds investing significant
amounts at least up to the ability to have control over the railroad
from the experience that I have had with a paper company in my
Congressional district, the one that acquired Boise Cascade.

Then what this hedge funds do with some regularity is spin off
assets, cut down workforce, trim the company, increase its appar-
ent profitability and then sell it off at that higher value. But, in
this case, they sold off the woodlands that have been for 100 years
in company ownership.
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If you are in the pulp and paper business, your asset is wood.
It is trees. You sell your asset off, then you deprive the company
of the ability to counterbalance forces in the marketplace. Those
hedge fund guys didn’t care a hoot about that.

Now I can envision hedge fund operators coming in. Everybody
welcomes increased capital investment, but when that capital in-
vestment comes in and strips the asset, its viability, then you have
a serious situation. In this case, the serious situation is the future
ability of the railroad to serve the public.

Have you at the Board given thought to reviewing the potential
effects of hedge fund investments in the railroads?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. We have, Mr. Chairman. It is an issue and an
area we are looking at closely, and it represents really an example,
probably one of the most glaring examples of how fast changing
this industry and this marketplace really is.

We are living through incredibly dynamic times where after
many years of disinterest by large segments of the financial com-
munity in the rail sector as an attractive place to invest money, we
are seeing huge amounts of resources pouring into the railroads
from large investors.

Some of them go by the general name, hedge fund. Some of them
don’t. Some of them are prominent individuals like Warren Buffett
who have earned a lot of respect generally over the years for being
a wise investor, and others are people like Bill Gates, and people
who just seem to have significant capital and they want to invest
it.

We want to be sure, though, that anyone who does get involved
in the railroad business, and we will ensure that anyone who does
get involved in the business of railroading, has the public interest
at heart and is not interested in just cashing out tomorrow and
leaving shippers stranded.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I think that is a very good perspective, but the
question that I would like the Board to be asking is: Do these in-
vestors bring an increase in capital to the railroad for investment
in its capital needs or are they just playing around with the shares,
taking hold and getting a controlling interest in the railroad to fur-
ther their own pocket, not to advance the cause of the railroad
itself? That is what I would like the Board to be asking.

Mr. Mulvey, your statement, I think, makes a profound observa-
tion. The Staggers Act greatly reduced economic regulation of the
industry. It didn’t take away economic regulation.

Mr. MULVEY. It did not. It greatly reduced by allowing, especially
allowing the railroads to enter into contracts with shippers. His-
torically, before Staggers, all railroad rates were the tariff. With
contracts, the deal was the rich could be more competitive. They
could make agreements, et cetera, and the railroads could become
more competitive.

But you know you always have to be careful what you wish for
because some of those contracts the railroads entered into back in
the days when they were still financially in distress, were very,
very lucrative for the shippers. They went on 10, 15, 20 years and,
over time, these contracts became a real burden on the railroads.
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Now, of course, as these contracts are coming due, the railroads
turning that around and raising rates 50, 60, 100 percent in order
to make up for the years when these contracts were bad.

Staggers also allowed the railroads to abandon lines much more
easily. It sped up the abandonment process. So they were able to
reduce their costs, reduce the size of their infrastructure, continue
to cut back on the labor force until they are a fraction of what they
were 30 years ago.

There is good with that—they are more efficient—but there is
bad with that because today we have a railroad system that is not
well positioned to meet the demands in the future.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you.

The conclusion we could draw from that is attempts for the
Board to exercise its inherent authority, more authority or encour-
age the Board to vigorously use its authority is not re-regulation.
Regulation remains but at a diminished level, right?

Mr. MULVEY. Yes, and there is a new question as to what the
Board’s authority is. We have a general counsel. They have views
of what our authority is. We don’t want to overstep the authority
that Congress has given us, but there have been some cases where
we have been questioned as to whether or not we had the authority
to do what we did.

Fuel surcharges, for example. A lot of people believe the Board
did the right thing in fuel surcharges, that the railroads action was
unreasonable, but some of the railroads’ claim that the Board had
overstepped its authority in the fuel surcharges. We didn’t have au-
thority to do what we did.

I recommend that the Board be able to initiate investigations on
its own. Right now, we don’t have the authority to initiate inves-
tigations on our own. We have to wait until a complaint is filed.
That, again, would strengthen us.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I definitely think that is an initiative we should
take and should be an outcome of this legislation.

Mr. Nottingham, do you disagree with subsequent witnesses who
will come before the Committee, who have already many times
said, filing fees are excessive, cost of proceedings are excessive,
time consumed in proceeding on a rate case is excessive?

Do you disagree with that?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. I sympathize with those concerns because
looking back at the record over the years, in some cases over a
hundred years, in some cases more recently, what I have had to do
as a new chairman, 13 months into my appointment here, I will
say I have been distressed to see that it has gotten to this point.

But I am pleased to say that my colleagues, well before I came
onto the board, initiated a number of very sweeping, important re-
forms that I was pleased to join with, and almost all of our major
actions have been unanimous and bipartisan in those reform areas.
We are changing fast for a regulatory agency, and I just ask the
Committee’s forgiveness to judge us on what this Board, these
three members and the staff, actually accomplish and have accom-
plished.

Mr. OBERSTAR. You are moving in the right direction. I appre-
ciate that.
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I would say that on those issues, even railroads that disagree
with other provisions of my legislation will say those filing fees are
too high, the barriers are unreasonable, the time consumed is un-
reasonable. That ought to be adjusted.

I have one question that I want to ask, and then we will go on
with other Members.

Is there or could there be a rate that is so high a percent of vari-
able cost that it would be appropriate for the Surface Transpor-
tation Board to use its powers to declare the rate unreasonable?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I assume you would like me to
take a first stab at that. Yes, sir, we get that question a lot. It
seems pretty straightforward that if a rate got to a certain level
percentage-wise that common sense would say the Board would de
facto deem it to be unreasonable.

I will say, though, we don’t do that, and I have to be careful how
I speak here because we do expect this kind of issues to come be-
fore us in an active litigation context.

How high is too high is the question we often get. What is the
big magic number? Should it be 300 percent, 189, 450, 6007

Really, it is important that we look at the facts and cir-
cumstances of each case and apply the modeling and the tests that
have withstood Federal Court approval to make sure there is not
a width of randomness or arbitrariness in the way we do that be-
cause these are multimillion dollar disputes and we prefer not to
see them dragged out in appeals unnecessarily.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you.

Mr. Mulvey, do you have a comment on that?

Mr. MULVEY. I would agree that we have a process, and any par-
ticular number would be somewhat arbitrary. So we do have a
process, and we do look at the stand-alone costs. If the rate is high-
er than that which would be necessary for the railroad to continue
operations and reinvest in itself for its investment, then that rate
is too high and we will roll the rate back.

In some of the cases that came before us, some of the large rate
cases, it is true that I don’t think we have ever given a shipper a
complete win, but we have rolled back the rate somewhat in some
of these cases. But I am not sure there is a magic number.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Ms. Hecker, have you had GAO consider that
issue?

Ms. HECKER. No, we haven’t explicitly, but I have to say in our
discussion of the problem with the revenue to variable cost ratio,
we point out and discuss explicitly in the report that the nature of
a ratio can have perverse effects. You can have a rate decrease
where the entire decrease is passed on to individual shippers, but
the ratio will change and the revenue to variable cost ratio will go
up.

So it is very dangerous to not have it be case specific.

If I may, I wanted to add a point, though, about authority which
I think is a very important one and clearly a legislative issue. In
our report, we basically observed and we put a lot of our lawyers
on this issue, that we though the Board’s authority did reach to its
ability to inquire into and report on railroad practices and to study
and to monitor and take action to promote and enhance competi-
tion.
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One of the statutory objectives of Staggers and the formation of
the STB is about ensuring effective competition. While some of the
measures that are being explored are the subject of prior
rulemakings where they decided one thing, there is the potential
where circumstances have changed where we think the Board has
the authority.

In early discussions of our recommendation, there were some
issues about whether the Board could even undertake the study
that we were recommending. At the end of the day, they finally
agreed that they could do that.

We would be happy to have our lawyers talk with you at the
same time with the STB lawyers. We think there is a lot of author-
ity there, and it has been a question of the balance that we really
haven’t seen in the past.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you. That would be very useful. We could
do that.

Ranking Member Shuster.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you.

Chairman Nottingham talked a lot about the new procedures and
processes he just put in place to handle rate cases. It is my under-
standing you attempted the Board attempted to do that in the
1990s and it failed.

What is in these new procedures that is going to assure us that
they will succeed and can you talk about a few of the changes you
have made to those procedures that you think are going to come
out with positive world changes where we will see success as we
move forward?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Yes, sir, I would be happy to. Under our re-
cently adopted rulemaking in the area of creating a simplified proc-
ess for small and medium size rate case dispute resolution, what
is of, I think, most interest to me and should be of high interest
to shippers is that for a $150 filing fee, which is a pretty routine
filing fee you see in a lot of courts, you can bring a $1 million com-
plaint. You can choose to do that or you can choose to pay a higher
fee and bring a $5 million complaint.

Under the three benchmark approach, which is the smaller $1
million and less approach, we basically set up almost a small
claims court type model, that you don’t have to bring in four law
firms and five consulting firms and spend millions of dollars argu-
ing over 99 different assumptions.

We make a lot of the assumptions for you. It is laid out in the
rule. You just bring your case, and within eight months you are
guaranteed an answer.

Now that is assuming that the parties don’t prevail upon the
STB to extend which we hope that we don’t see requests for exten-
sion, but that is the reality that you may want to ask future panels
about today because you will hear a lot about the lengthiness of
procedures. Very often, it is borne out by the repeated requests for
extensions by both shippers and railroads.

Mr. SHUSTER. What is the time frame?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. So it is eight months gets you a decision under
that. Under the slightly more complicated $5 million simplified
stand-alone cost procedure, you get an answer in 17 months, which
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for complex civil litigation with $5 million on the table is a great
improvement. We are going to do our best to stick to that.

Today is probably a good opportunity with the audience we have
through the internet and here for me to say that we will be looking
at extensions very tightly and we will not, if I have anything to do
with it, just be granting them as quickly as we may have in past
years.

Mr. SHUSTER. As the Chairman said, I am sure we will be calling
you back because we will be watching, watching closely. I think it
is extremely important that we do streamline it and get it down
to where small shippers can get in there and get relief if it is nec-
essary.

The fuel surcharge situation, I have seen some advertisements
on the Hill. You commented it on it briefly, and I think Dr. Mulvey,
you had commented on it. Can you explain that again to me?

Did shippers come in and file cases or not? I am not quite sure
I understood that.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. A lot of this transpired before I was on the job,
but I am told by our staff, who searched the records very carefully,
that we have to this date never received, this Board in the last pe-
riod of years when this issue has been playing out, a formal com-
plaint from any shipper about a specific case of fuel surcharge, mis-
conduct or abuse or unreasonableness.

Now the Board, under its own authority—and I would be happy
to let my colleagues address this because they should get the credit
for this—actually heard about this issue because we are constantly
meeting with shippers and stakeholders and others, that this was
a problem. Under our own authority, we actually initiated a sweep-
ing industry-wide investigation and hearings and put an end to the
practice.

It was an outrageous practice, personally, if I might say, where
railroads were actually asking shippers to pay something called a
fuel surcharge that had no relation necessarily to the use of fuel
by those shippers. How it lasted and played out as long as it did
is a mystery to me, but I am pleased to be part of the group that
actually put an end to it. If we ever do see a formal case brought
to us, we will take a good look at it.

Mr. SHUSTER. Dr. Mulvey.

Mr. MULVEY. The advertisement that you saw in Roll Call, 1
guess the other day, didn’t refer to the STB’s finding that the fuel
surcharge was an unreasonable practice which we did find. It com-
plained that we didn’t make it retroactive, that the shippers had
already paid all these fuel surcharges and they did a calculation
which said that the railroads made $6.4 billion above and beyond
what was justified with these fuel surcharges.

Now you will be hearing from the railroads later, and they very
much dispute the calculation. Clearly, to the extent that these fuel
surcharges were unreasonable, while they were in place they were
unjust, but we decided to go forward with the fuel surcharges rath-
er than try to rebate those that were already paid. But that is what
the complaint in that ad was.

Mr. SHUSTER. Dr. Mulvey, I wonder if you could shed some light
on the 180 percent of revenue to variable cost rates. We keep hear-
ing that talked about, and it is my understanding it wasn’t devel-
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oped very scientifically as many things on Capitol Hill aren’t devel-
oped very scientifically. So can you talk a little bit about that?

I think a lot of people and I don’t know about other Members of
the Committee’s understanding of it, but I think it is important as
to where did the 180 percent, what does it mean, is it a scientific
number.

Mr. MULVEY. Well, the actual number itself, 180 percent of vari-
able cost, it is my understanding that it was decided on by one of
the staff people on the Hill many years ago late at night.

Mr. SHUSTER. You are pointing to John.

Mr. MULVEY. It wasn’t John, but it was a staff person appar-
ently, but there was a lot of evidence it had to be somewhere near
that number.

Revenue had to be greater than variable cost obviously because
it has to cover fixed costs. The presumption is how large are those
fixed costs and how much more then the fixed costs must revenues
be to make sure they are covering all the out of pocket or variable
costs as well as making a return on investment and having enough
money to replace capital.

The actual number, people talked about different numbers, and
then finally it was set at 180 percent. It is not based on any kind
of scientific knowledge that I know, but basically it is somebody’s
best guess.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I may ask one more
question. My time has expired.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Sure.

Mr. SHUSTER. Ms. Hecker, you had mentioned that there has
been no effective relief to the shippers. At the same time, you said
the rates are actually below what they are 1985 rates. When I hear
that, I think, well, rates have been reasonable. So is there relief
necessary?

At the same time, my understanding is there have been very few,
especially small shippers, relatively few cases. Can you explain
that to me?

No relief has occurred. Is that because there have been no cases
brought because it is too expensive or is there no relief because the
rates have been relatively low?

Ms. HECKER. I think if you are able to stay for the next panel,
I am sure people will tell you far more eloquently than I can the
specific concerns.

Mr. SHUSTER. I intend to.

Ms. HECKER. Basically, as I mentioned, while we report aggre-
gate data, that when you go deeper into it, there are these pockets
where there appear to be captive shippers, and it is indicative. It
is illustrative. The kind of work that we were able to do, given our
data that we had access to, but there appear to be some captive
shippers who are paying substantially more, so even though overall
on an aggregate basis, rates might be going down

Don’t forget there are these costs transferred. I am sure you will
hear more about that too.

So you have to look at a complete picture. There are these pock-
ets where there could be shippers who are totally captive and while
there is the rationale for differential pricing, there is the process
that is supposed to be there to protect from unreasonable or exces-
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sive prices. Basically, as you have heard, nothing has ever gotten
through the process.

Mr. SHUSTER. That is obviously a big, big concern of ours here.

You mentioned out West, I believe it was, 300 percent of revenue
to variable cost. Does that include large fixed or large capital in-
vestments?

I know out west they have double and triple tracked out there
to try to move coal.

Ms. HECKER. I don’t believe it is just the western areas. I remem-
ber that West Virginia was one of the States, and there are pock-
ets. Those were just States that there were some pockets of it. So
it is not just one area.

Again, that was just an illustrative piece of data, and that is why
we are pleased that the Board is commissioning a far more com-
prehensive and rigorous study.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. The Chair of the Rail Subcommittee, Ms. Brown.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I guess what still stands out most in my mind is that the rail
industry is operating in the black and that is exactly what we
want. I have been reading these 2,000 letters that I received, and
it is surprising that it is comprehensive where I have gotten them
from, particularly the number of letters I have gotten from people
in agriculture, grain, coal.

One of the statements is that this bill is a one size fits all type
of remedy that will not achieve the desired goal. What is the de-
sired goal?

I guess I want to go to the Board and ask, in the instance that
you have enacted some additional relief for the shippers, can you
expand on that? Does that address most of the pricing that the
small shippers have expressed their concern?

Mr. NoTTINGHAM. Madam Chairman, if I could, first of all, your
reference to the thousands of letters that you reference, it is a good
reminder. I know here at the Board, we, of course, spend most of
our time working with folks who are not happy with the current
system of regulation, and that is understandable. People who are
not satisfied are the first ones to come to Washington and petition
for change, and that is the way it should be.

Our system of rail transportation, though, is so big and enormous
and so important to our economy. It is always important to not for-
get that there are thousands, hundred of thousands of other ship-
pers busy moving product by rail in a system that overwhelmingly
works well and is a model in the world for an effective freight rail
system.

Yes, we have got challenges and problems. Yes, this Agency,
STB, has its work cut out for us, and we embarked on an extensive
series of reforms. That gets to your question.

I believe that our new simplified procedures for resolving small
and medium size rate disputes will give shippers a significant new
avienue to come to the Board and actually bring cases and get re-
sults.

I believe that our pending—and we are waiting for comments to
get finalized this week—rule on the cost of capital decision, and we
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are keeping an open mind, of course, as the Administrative Proce-
dures Act requires until we see all the comments and responses.
We will come in during October and by the end of this year we
hope to have something to say in final form on that.

These actions and others will make a real difference for shippers.
Now I am not going to sit here and say that when you have this
hearing in six months or a year or one month, that you are going
to have a room full of 100 percent happy witnesses. Looking at the
history, going back to the 1800s of this Agency and our prede-
cessor, that would probably be unreasonable for me to say that to
you.

Ms. BROWN. I would like to hear from the other board members.
Also, it is still going to take about eight months. Is there anything
that you can do to cut that time down?

The cost is a factor, but how long it takes these things to be re-
solved is another factor.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. I know. We are sympathetic. Eight months is
a long time. We put the challenge to our staff and tested them over
and over again. Give us the fastest process that, remember, allows
for discovery.

This is still complex civil litigation with discovery back and forth,
and the parties tell us that they do need some time to make their
case, and to bring it. The railroads do get the procedural oppor-
tunity, obviously, to provide information and make their case. And
so, that literally was the shortest feasible time period.

We wish it could have been a lot less, but that was the quickest
amount of time we felt we could have a reasonable process that
would survive, frankly, survive the kind of appeals that we expect
are coming. Anytime you try to change something in Washington,
in a number of ways, we are getting challenged every step of the
way in the courts of appeals from all sides.

It is kind of interesting. Somehow, you are making all sides un-
happy. You are either doing something right perhaps or maybe not,
but we think we are on the right track.

Ms. BROWN. Dr. Mulvey.

Mr. MULVEY. Yes, I agree that we do get a lot of complaints
though not only about rates. On rates, we do hear from the captive
shippers. But other shippers, who aren’t captive or have alter-
natives but rely heavily on rail, also complain about cost of avail-
ability, how long should things take, delays, et cetera.

We don’t have formal procedures for all of these. We do have in-
formal procedures. We have a grain car council that we meet with
a couple of times a year to make sure that the grain cars are going
to be available to meet shipper needs, so they have an under-
standing of what the crops are going to look like and what the
needs are going to be, where they are going to be.

We have a group called the Rail Shipper Transportation Advisory
Council or RSTAC that discusses some of the upcoming shipper
needs and how shippers are viewing the quality of service, and
they meet quarterly.

We just established a new Committee called the Rail Energy
Transportation Advisory Committee which will focus very much on
the availability of rail cars and equipment to meet the energy
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transportation needs, not only coal but also biofuels and other ma-
terials.

We try to work with the railroads and the shippers to resolve
some of those complaints and some of those issues in an informal
manner.

Ms. BROWN. Did you want to respond to that, Ms. Hecker?

Ms. HECKER. No, I have nothing to add.

Ms. BROWN. My last question, the Board is currently dealing
with some competition barriers. What additional issues with com-
petition does the Board plan to do to address these additional
issues?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

We do continue to see competition problems and challenges
across the Country. It is one of the reasons we commissioned this
million dollar study, and we expect our consultants out of Madison,
Wisconsin to go out and spend quality time with many stake-
holders, GAO, others, shippers and railroads to really help us come
up with some more recommendations in those areas.

I don’t have the complete menu of solutions in my mind yet, but
we have our work cut out for us.

Of course, in our work as we see mergers, which in recent years
have mostly been coming out of the short line sector, we do make
sure that shippers are protected.

We have a big merger heading our way. The paperwork hasn’t
been filed yet, but it has been in the press involving the Canadian
Pacific and the Dakota, Minnesota and Eastern railroads. That
could have some important consequences for competition, particu-
larly the possibility of getting a third major railroad into the Pow-
der River Basin.

Our Agency has already done much of the environmental work
which has taken years to develop, and we survived huge lawsuits
from communities and individuals who don’t want to see additional
railroad track put through their towns.

And so, that brings me back full circle to what we really need
to see here which is some serious construction of new railroad track
across our Country. We are so far past the day when our top prob-
lem is too much track in too many communities that needs to be
abandoned. I look forward to the day when we don’t have any
abandonments in our docket, and we have got nothing but applica-
tions for new line construction.

That is what we need both in your port community of Jackson-
ville which you were kind enough to show me the real opportunity
you had there to get some of that traffic off of the trucks and the
highways and really develop the rail system. Unlike some other
systems out there, there is really room for the rail system to grow
in many important places.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, are we going to have another round?

Mr. OBERSTAR. Oh, yes, we will.

Ms. BROWN. All right, thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and
thank you all for you testimony.
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When Ms. Hecker was speaking, I wrote down a couple of things,
and one was I wrote down at one point she said small pockets of
captive shippers and another time, pockets of captive shippers.
That leads me, I think, to my first line of inquiry with you, Chair-
man Nottingham.

She also indicated it is difficult to get around what is a captive
shipper and what isn’t a captive shipper.

But from your perspective, you know there is a number of pieces
of legislation floating around here, one by the Chairman, that at-
tempt to address the issue of captive shippers. When you, as the
Board, look at rail shipments as a whole, what percentage of those
shipments do you consider to be captive?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. When you actually look at everything that is
moving under contract that is outside of our review, everything
that is moving under an exemption because it is intermodal, for ex-
ample, and has the benefit of competitive options, and you peel it
all away as I outlined in my statement, Mr. LaTourette, we are
really talking about less than 10 percent of all the Nation’s rail
traffic that is viewed by us from a technical perspective as captive.

Now are there others who feel captive sometimes? Probably yes.
Are all those captive on every day of the week all year long, feeling
completely mistreated? Probably not.

That is where it might be a pocket to some but, of course, if you
are that captive and it is your family farm or your family business,
you are not in a pocket. You are in a huge hole, and it is under-
standable why those folks feel the way they do.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Then that gets to my next question. When you
used the word, intermodal, some members of this coalition that are
behind Mr. Oberstar’s bill, the C.U.R.E. Coalition, I think they are
called. I know I speak at my peril because Mr. Baker is to my left
as I ask this question.

There was a box company from my district. I said, well, if you
are complaining about the rates that the railroads are charging,
why don’t you put it on a truck?

They said, well, because the truck is more expensive.

My question to you is do you consider someone who defines him-
self in that circumstance, that has an intermodal option to meet
the definition of a captive shipper?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Well, one of the important considerations we
look at, of course, is does the shipper have a meaningful alter-
native. I am not an expert on the box industry, but typically if it
is just boxes and they are not made out of heavy steel or some-
thing, trucking probably could be an option.

We look at each market, though, in each specific case to make
that determination, to see whether a shipper really does have a
meaningful option.

If you are a coal mine, though, in the Powder River Basin of Wy-
oming or Montana, trucking is just not a reasonable option to move
your coal a thousand miles. So we have seen most of the big cases
in recent years have been right there in the Powder River Basin
and dealing with coal and utilities unhappy with the rates they are
paying. You will hear much more about that this afternoon. I know
from having seen some of the statements.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay, thank you.
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Commissioner Mulvey, my question to you is that in light of the
fact that the STB has come up with recent decisions on the cost
of capital and the small shipper rate relief that has been discussed
by Chairman Nottingham in response to other questions, would
you say that most of the issues, at least that I get into my office,
the complaints by the shipper groups, have been addressed by the
actions that the Board has already taken?

Mr. MULVEY. I guess in a word, no. We hope that will be the
case. I mean it was meant to do that. My suspicion, of course, is
that while these will go partway in meeting some of their needs,
I think there will be still be complaints about the Board processes.

Some of the shippers feel that, for example, our relief numbers,
$1 million under the three benchmark approach, $5 million under
simplified guidelines, are too low. That is a five year figure. It is
only $200,000 a year under the first and a million a year for the
second. So I think there will still be complaints. It goes part of the
way, but I would be very, very surprised to see our phones stop
ringing.

With regard to one thing the Chairman said, I want to make it
clear about captive traffic. Some of the traffic that is captive is
under contract, and we do not regulate that. It may still be captive,
but it doesn’t come into our purview until the contract expires and
it comes down to a common carrier rate.

Then there is also traffic that is captive to railroads, that is to
railroads by traffic, but it is not really feasible for that traffic to
move by barge or by truck.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay, thank you for that clarification.

Ms. Hecker, to you, towards the end of your testimony, you indi-
cated that the STB has taken some actions, and I assume that you
are talking about the two improvements that I just asked Mr.
Mulvey about. You also indicated that it may be too soon to pass
judgment on how those changes affect the issues that are under
study by your organization and also the issue that is before this
Committee today.

How long do you think we would need to wait to determine
whether or not those changes are actually working and if Mr.
Mulvey’s answer in a word, no, might be in a word, yes, after it
has had some time to work?

Ms. HECKER. Well, let me preface by saying that we haven’t even
had the opportunity, given our work was completed a number of
months ago, to systematically review the major actions. So I an-
swer with only a broadest brush of what the measures are and
therefore what kind of time frame might be necessary to assess
them.

The main one that we had recommended was the study, and that
is not done for a year. Surely, I think, there could be very meaning-
ful results. I was encouraged that the study group would have the
same authority and access that the Board had. That was one of the
concerns we had in the study being contracted out.

So that time frame is one that I think the Congress would be in
a position to have very high expectations from the Board to not
only forward you a copy of the study but to comment themselves
what their strategy is, what they read in it, what they see, whether



43

there is consensus or whether there is a mix of views about pro-
ceeding. I think that is a very important window.

These measures, I think there are still some legal disputes on
the way. Obviously, one often has to wait to see whether even new
processes are upheld. So I think it is certainly at least a year to
look at the potential impact of new procedures.

The one not yet done, as I mentioned I think could be the most
important of all, and that is changing the way revenue adequacy
is defined.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you.

Mr. Chairman, I am still smarting over the theft of my chief of
staff by the Surface Transportation Board, but I tried to be tried
to be polite to them notwithstanding.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Cross-fertilization is important, though, in this
town.

[Laughter.]

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. DeFazio, since the gentleman was called to
other duties during the opening remarks, if the gentleman wishes
to make an opening statement.

Mr. DEFAz1O. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. At this point, I
would just proceed to questions if I could. I appreciate the offer. I
had to run to the Homeland Security Committee for their minor
portion of the Coast Guard Reauthorization. They are building on
our good work over here.

I just want to further pursue this definition of captive. I am a
bit puzzled to tell the truth.

Rail is much more fuel efficient generally than truck. I don’t
know how it compares. I mean basically if we are looking at lum-
ber, it is two and a half truckloads on one rail car. I think it is
about three times as fuel efficient, as I understand, over a longer
distance. I have a lot of lumber producers in my district.

So the question is if they have access to trucking but trucking,
because of the laws of physics, is going to be much more expensive
than the rail, we still consider because someone could theoretically
put it on a truck, they are not captive. Is that the way it works?

Mr. MULVEY. Well, theoretically, almost anything can be carried
by truck.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Right.

Mr. MULVEY. If you go to the Powder River Basin, for example,
you will see that when the coal comes out of the ground, the first
thing it goes on is a truck with eight foot wheels. Theoretically,
they could go on the highways. The highways wouldn’t last very
long, but theoretically that could happen.

But the reality is there are some commodities for which truck or
other modes of transportation just aren’t feasible. Coal, for exam-
ple, virtually has to travel by rail.

The cost, we have a process called exemptions, class commodity
exemptions. We decided that a number of commodities are modally
competitive and therefore we do not regulate them. Now, we made
those decisions back in the eighties and the nineties. One of the
things I had in my statement was that we need to look at those
commodity exemptions. Over time, circumstances change and with
rising fuel rates, with the shortage of truck drivers, et cetera, it
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may very well be true that some things that we have said histori-
cally are modally competitive may not be.

I think we need to review those exemptions periodically to decide
whether or not things are captive or whether or not they are mod-
ally competitive.

Mr. DEFAzI1O. Right, but if there is a contractual obligation be-
cause it spun off a short line, there is no way to void that contrac-
tual obligation and/or can you regulate in that area if you deter-
mined that they are captive but they are only captive by virtue of
a short line which is under contract to deliver to one Class I?

Can you do anything in that case?

Mr. MULVEY. If they are under a contract to a short line which
is under a contract to a Class I, once they are into contracts, we
cannot do anything until the contracts expire. We did talk about
the short line being under contract, the paper barrier issue. Again,
too, it is one of those things.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Some of those are perpetual.

Mr. MULVEY. Some of those are preventable. As I said, I have
been very critical of paper barriers. I have dissented on several
cases when paper barriers have been involved. Right now, they are
accepted and, no, we can’t do anything about that then.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Mr. DeFazio, the so-called paper barrier or
interline agreement issue is very much with us from a regulatory
perspective. We hope to have something to say publicly soon. Hear-
ings were held last summer in 2006, and it is a very important
issue. We are going to have something to say about that.

Mr. DEFAzZIO. Does that apply only to future agreements or is
there any way? I mean there is contract law and all that. I don’t
know whether there is any way to deal with existing agreements.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. As much as I would like to have a full discus-
sion on this today, I really have to be careful or my lawyers will
worry.

Mr. DEFAZIO. You are in the rulemaking process.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. We are in the rulemaking process, but let me
say something to answer your question.

Hypothetically, a shipper who only has a rail option and that rail
option is tied up, for lack of a better word or phase, in an agree-
ment with a Class I, that could, hypothetically, be a captive sce-
nario, so depending on the facts and everything. We could see a
case like that in the future.

Mr. DEFAZI0. When will we see a rule? When do you think there
will be a rule on the paper barrier issue?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. I think within a month. I always need a sec-
ond vote. I am always careful to point that out. It is a three person
board as you see here. We should have something out very soon.

Mr. DEFAz10. Okay. I am trying to drill down to what is real and
what is theoretical.

We want to become more fuel efficient as a Nation and, in many
cases, being more fuel efficient is also going to be more cost effi-
cient because of the cost of fuel. In many cases for a lot of heavier
products, that means movement by rail, but if there are other im-
pediments to better utilizing the rail system which relate to con-
tractual agreements between Class IIs and Class Is or other things.
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I mean the reality is in my district. I have a lot of people who
are on a contracted short line. Burlington Northern comes to the
north of Eugene, but they can’t get to Burlington Northern. So they
can only go to UP because they are not allowed to get to BN unless
they want to truck to north of Eugene which becomes pretty ineffi-
cient with the unloading.

That is one side.

The other side we have to consider is how do you provide for an
industry that is stable and can generate the revenues it needs to
make investment. But, in a deregulated environment, of course, we
aren’t guaranteed that the profits that might come from captive
shippers or access charges are going to necessarily flow to invest-
ment because you can’t direct them to make investments, right?
That is beyond the role of the STB at this point and time.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Correct.

Mr. DEFAZIO. In the old days, of course, it was a whole different
system.

I guess the question, in listening to Mrs. Tauscher and some of
the other remarks here, is how we can be creative and balance
these interests, both helping the shippers and assuring the Country
that we are going to best utilize this resource which is more fuel
efficient, which is the interest of our businesses and our national
economy.

Yes, I guess that probably gets beyond your rulemaking, but I
would be interested in any ideas you have along those lines outside
of your normal day to day activities.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. We would be happy, sir, to come brief you as
soon as we get this rule out. That should be a little better time pro-
cedurally. We can have a good, full, open discussion about it and
explain to you what is in there.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Sure.

Mr. MULVEY. We also talked about the investment tax credit that
the railroads are looking for, and I also mentioned former Con-
gressman Lipinski’s suggestion for a railroad trust fund, whereby
you would fund it similarly to the way the highways and airplanes
and roadways trust funds are financed and use those monies to in-
vest in the infrastructure to expand the capacity to meet the pro-
jected growth needs.

There are a lot of difficulties in how you would actually do it, but
nonetheless there needs to be more money put in the infrastructure
than the railroads can afford to do out of retained earnings.

Mr. DEFAzIO. Right, that would get to the unique partnerships
that Mrs. Tauscher was referring to.

My State is doing that with something called ConnectOregon
where they are partnering with a freight railroad to build more sid-
ings, to mitigate congestion in the hope of avoiding more trucks on
the highway and other costs that flow through to the rest of society
and also hopefully to more efficiently move the passenger trains
through that same congested area.

Partnerships like that, I think, could be very valuable. I am open
to ideas along those lines. So thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the time.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentleman.
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That is an interesting observation that the gentleman from Or-
egon made. The State is engaged in building sidings and other cap-
ital facilities for railroads. Is that a subsidy to railroads?

Is that a kind of government intervention that the railroads
would not welcome?

Mr. DEFAz10. Well, I think these days, there is a new generation
of management that is more interested in creative partnerships
like that with the State of Oregon or at least in our part of the
Country they are interested in it.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Let us hope that is the case. I thank the gen-
tleman.

The gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. Baker.

Mr. BAKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Hecker, I was recently provided a copy of an executive sum-
mary by the American Chemistry Council of a study engaged by
them with Snavely King, which looked at fuel surcharges over the
period of 2003 through the first quarter of 2007. The simplified
conclusion of this lengthy report was that over the period, it ap-
pears that there was about $6.4 billion in rail overcharges coming
from fuel assessments.

Have you had opportunity to become familiar with it as far as
the GAO look at the fuel surcharge issue previously?

Ms. HECKER. No, I have not looked at that. I think you heard
quite explicitly, though, from the board members about their con-
cern about this, their action, and I think Dr. Mulvey made clear
that one of the issues here whether there is a retroactivity in some
of the actions of the Board.

I think there is a recognition that there was a very inequitable
application of the way the surcharges were levied and that it was
to the serious detriment of the more captive shippers because it
was percent-based on the revenue.

Mr. BAKER. I just really wanted to establish as to whether the
GAO had opportunity to examine it.

If not, Mr. Chairman, at the appropriate time, I am sure you
have this data, but I would provide you with this information and
perhaps request could be made of the GAO to examine this issue
because I think it goes toward the overall governance question
about how matters of this import should be addressed. I will dis-
cuss that with the Chairman at the appropriate time.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I would suggest the gentleman submit the data
to GAO, and we will direct them to respond to the Committee.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the Chairman for that assistance.

Mr. Nottingham, there is some question as to how frequently the
STB has found significantly in a shipper’s favor. For the record, I
note that there has been representations made that the findings
are relatively balanced.

In looking at the record from my perspective, in 2001, in the case
of Wisconsin Power and Light, the STB is generally viewed in that
instance as having made a measurable decision in favor of the
shippers. Since the 2001 decision to date, is there another decision
of similar scope and consequence to Wisconsin Power that you
could make us aware of?

Mr. NoTTINGHAM. Congressman Baker, most of the attention we
see in this area—we have had some comments and I know you will
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hear much more from later panels—does focus on this one type of
major, major case. These are multimillion dollar, sometimes tens of
millions. Sometimes the amount in dispute can be upwards of over
$100 million, and you think about the possibility of the Board being
asked to put a 10 or 20 year rate prescription in place.

In my look at the record, having come to the Board just 13
months ago, there seems to have been a period of years in the nine-
ties where there were a number of shipper wins, so to speak, fol-
lowed by a period of years more recently, since 2001, where there
have been some shipper defeats.

I was told before I came to the Board, don’t fall victim to the ap-
peal of trying to decide one case one way and another the next just
so you can say that there is sort of some kind of 50-50 ratio. We
have to look at these cases, obviously, in a very exhaustive manner.
They are fact-specific.

I will say, though, while those cases get a lot of notoriety because
they are big and because law firms and consultants convince their
clients to part with millions of dollars to pursue the cases in a way,
frankly, we never require or ask anybody to spend millions, but the
process has somehow developed out there to become that which is
a problem that we continue to work on.

Remember, we have about 1,300 cases and proceedings and ac-
tions we do in an average year. I would say hundreds of those are
to the benefit, if not most, of shippers. You may never hear about
them because they might be small from a national perspective.

But if you are a shipper in Defiance, Ohio, and you petition the
Board, which is a case we decided against a major Class I this past
year about a Class I cutting off a short line’s access, hurting ship-
pers potentially. We forced that Class I to put that connection back
in place at a significant cost and immediately. That is just one ex-
ample. I could give you a list of 1,300 cases.

But, yes, in the very large, hard-fought major cases, we have
seen a string of railroad wins in recent years.

Mr. BAKER. That brings to the forefront the question of condi-
tions to file with regard to fees that are necessary. Can you give
the Board’s apparent thinking with regard to the relatively high
rates for filing as contrasted with, say, an action in district court
where it may be protracted litigation?

There may be a series of expert witnesses, but generally the
court does not require filing fees that prepay all future anticipated
administrative costs.

I know you are working toward an imposition of a new system
which has only been recently deployed for small filers, but I am
really asking the question from the big filers’ side. What rate relief
could be given there on facilitating access to the Board in a more
financially painless way?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Thank you for that question because we do see
a lot of misinformation out in the popular media about fees.

Let me be the first to say, we take no pleasure in imposing fees.
Personally, I wish we didn’t have to charge a fee to anybody. It is
aggravating, and it just creates, frankly, some ill will that we pre-
fer not to engender.

We do this because there is a statute that requires Federal agen-
cies that are charged with resolving private sector disputes, such
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as our Agency, the Independent Agencies Act, that requires that we
seek to recover our costs. Because these cases require enormous
STB time and money, we have had a policy consistent with statute
to charge fees.

Sometimes they are as low as a dollar a page for some small pro-
ceedings, $35 fees and now in the small cases for up to a million
dollars, it is $150. Then it goes as high as merger fees for railroads
merging which are very high. In major cases that you probably
have heard most about from your chemical industry constituents
and others, it is a high fee.

I would say we have written to the Congress on this issue, that
if we get some type of statutory relief or some type of appropria-
tions relief that relieves us from that obligation, we would be
happy to get out of the fee business, but until it happens, we feel
like it is our obligation to follow the law.

Mr. BAKER. Well, the bill now pending would reduce that fee to
the common district court filing rate which you would not nec-
essarily find an objectionable modification.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Sir, with one key proviso because I know your
constituents and our stakeholders want prompt action by the STB
and have complained about how long it has taken. Be sure we have
the resources coming through the appropriations process to coun-
terbalance that because if we can’t hire up the staff to pursue and
resolve those cases, you will just be creating another problem.

Mr. BAKER. You raise an extremely good point. I am concerned
about the current three year period to get a decision out typically,
which I think is an unreasonable regulatory constraint on an appli-
cant. Whether the fees are high or not, the time to get a yes or no,
you at least ought to be able to get a friendly no in a few months.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. BAKER. I would be happy to yield.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Just supplementing the question, a very, very ap-
propriate question and a very thoughtful comparison with U.S. Dis-
trict Court filing fees, what relationship is there between these fees
and documented real costs to the Board of processing a case? I
have never seen anything on that.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. We would be happy to follow up in writing on
that, sir, because it is a question we have fielded before.

We did a very extensive and exhaustive hour by hour workload
assessment study. We have updated it recently, and I checked it
out because I was astounded when I first heard about these fees,
to be honest. It is unusual. I can tell you there is solid data and
documentation to back it up. The fees are directly proportionate to
the amount of time required by these cases.

Remember, these are taxpayer hours, your Federal employees at
work, and it is to resolve a private sector dispute often between
Fortune 100 or 500 companies who do have a lot of resources. It
is a policy question. Who should bear the cost of those cases, the
taxpayer completely or litigants through the fee?

We will implement whatever the law tells us to do. Right now,
it tells us to collect a fee.

Mr. BAKER. I thank the gentleman.

I would merely point out that the application of the fee is not ob-
jectionable as long as it is related to services rendered, but it is the
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up-front collection before we have gone through the process. Even
some staged fee assessment would be helpful to people. At least
they know what they are getting into.

It is like sitting down with a lawyer to get advice. You want to
know when his clock starts, and you want to know what it costs
per hour. You may have a 10 minute conversation or it might be
10 days, but at least you know going into it where you are.

In this case, somehow the Board is predicting the overall resolu-
tion cost at the time of filing, which seems a bit out of step with
the likely consequences of all the complications that the Board is
engaged in, in making these judgments.

A bigger question, what is your view, Mr. Chairman, of the STB’s
jurisdictional reach in relation to all operating rails?

Is every rail in the Country subject to your review?

Do you see yourself only as a responsive entity where differing
parties come before you?

How do you define the jurisdictional scope of the STB?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. If I could just real quickly say and commit
that I will look at the staged fee suggestion. Frankly, it is the first
time I have heard that proposal. I think it makes good sense. We
do waivers of fees for local governments and public entities and
other extraordinary cases, and staged fee collection is something
we can take a look at.

Mr. BAKER. You can do it in relation to credit risk. If it is For-
tune 500, you have got a pretty shot you are going to find. They
are not going to want to make you mad.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Obviously, we don’t spend all of our hours in
the first week. So it makes good sense. Thank you.

On your actual question,—I appreciate your patience—I believe
the Board has broad scope to look at especially practices, as Ms.
Hecker mentioned, looking into the records and gathering informa-
tion from the freight rail sector in its entirety to look at practices
in a very sweeping way.

We have broad, broad powers. Of course, we have a hugely im-
portant power which is to review mergers, and that is where we
actually have the ability to put in conditions that really can pro-
vide meaningful reforms in the area of access or shared right of
way and other arrangements that we have seen play out in dif-
ferent merger approvals.

In our more discrete area of rate disputes, there, the Congress
has limited our jurisdiction, and so we are mindful of those limits.
But I am not one to say that the Board can’t address or take on
the big issues of the day because there is some technicality that
says we can’t.

Generally speaking, I am the kind of leader and manager that
wants to take on the challenges, fix the problems and sort of don’t
ask permission. If we have got a responsibility consistent with the
spirit of the law and statute, we will move forward.

Mr. BAKER. A reason for asking that is to make sure I under-
stood the implications in your September 5th STB release talking
about simplification of rail rate dispute mechanisms.

In the fact sheet that accompanies that release, there is a state-
ment that this new mechanism—I am paraphrasing that from the
earlier page—provides access to rate reasonableness process for all
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sizes of rail rate disputes, in particular to the estimated 73 percent
of challengeable rail traffic for which the large rate case process
would be financially impractical.

That struck me that if your jurisdiction is national in scope and
the finding in this release is that 73 percent of rail traffic which
would not be able to normally utilize the large rate resolution proc-
ess, I am trying to create an understanding with the Board.

There is a reason why people feel frustrated and call themselves
captive for whatever reason. If they are physically captive and
there is only one rail in and out or if they are financially captive
and don’t have the resources to come to you with an application for
relief because there is price gouging involved, they are still
trapped.

I think this speaks to the urgency of why, at least I know I am
and I believe Chairman Oberstar is proposing the legislation that
is being remedied, it is more than casual discomfort. There is a
business consequence.

I have four plant managers who were in an internationally com-
petitive market and when assets are depreciated in the current site
because of the cost of rail traffic in for raw material and finished
product out, which is the lifeline of the industry, they are consid-
ering, strongly, relocating outside the United States. Now there are
other contributing factors, of course, but the rail issue is at the top
of the list.

We need to have some way of expanding the scope of reasonable-
ness in examining these rate applications. Certainly, we have to
get past the stand-alone construction idea where you are going to
build your own rail system and prove to the STB that that is more
economical than what your current provider is giving you.

Some of those machinations that we require people to go through
don’t yield logical results because they are not capturing the cur-
rent state of economic factors, and I think that is the frustration,
but that 73 percent figure really jumps.

I know I am out of time. I have one last thing. Well, actually,
I have much more, but I have got one thing I really need to get

to.

In the bill before us today, H.R. 2125, it makes some really sim-
plistic changes. It doesn’t re-regulate anybody. It doesn’t diminish
the STB’s review right or process. It doesn’t even tell you that you
nﬁed to go to a different capital asset model. It doesn’t do any of
that.

What is it in the bill, in your opinion, that creates any problem
for the administration of STB business?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Thank you for the question. If I could quickly
just address the 73 percent issue, if that is okay, because I felt per-
sonally that was important that we put that in our press release.

Mr. BAKER. I was surprised.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. People would often tell me, often Members,
when I was a staff rep in this body, and some of my happiest pro-
fessional memories are from working in this body. People tell me
all the time: Try to simplify what the STB is doing. Make it under-
standable and make it work.

That is what I have been focused on the last 13 months. We
looked at this issue of how to come up with a simpler and stream-
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lined and cheaper procedure to resolve rail rate disputes. Nothing
stood out more to me than the fact that the major rate case dispute
process had gotten so expensive, three to four or more million dol-
lars per side, railroad and shipper.

When you look at the average shipments around the Country,
the amounts that were being disputed in a case, basically 73 per-
cent of all the shipments out there in the Country are lower than
that three or four million dollar threshold, meaning why would
they ever bring a case if they couldn’t get at least some money back
out of it. And so, that underscores to me the importance of this new
forum that we have created, two options and a shipper gets to
choose and one only costs $150 and you get an answer in eight
months.

Now, H.R. 2125, we have not as a Board, as far as I know, been
asked for any formal views on that. We are not on record. I won’t
speak for my colleagues. I know we probably have different views
on it.

I will say just personally as one board member, I do have some
concerns with some of the provisions in the bill. At a time of great
change, when we are moving forward with several critical regu-
latory initiatives, not the least of which is our pending cost of cap-
ital measurement, to see the Congress moving forward, sort of
changing the rules. Now, we will earnestly and in good faith imple-
ment any set of rules the congress puts in place, and so we respect
that completely.

But you asked the question. I need to say, and it is really in the
area of access to private property and how we ask the railroads or
tell the railroads that they have to allow competitors access to pri-
vate property.

Mr. BAKER. Well, I will follow this opportunity up with cor-
respondence to ask in the manner that is best appropriate, whether
the Board chooses to do it as a Board. Whether you as an indi-
vidual choose to give us your personal observations, I would just
like to have the view of the experts about the mechanisms in the
bill that will create in your view any operational problem on either
side of the fence.

What we are trying to accomplish is an appellate process to give
people options and to facilitate lower cost access to regulatory re-
lief. Nothing in the bill, and I have thought about this for some
time, would affect the capital asset model nor any decision the
Board might make about the cost of capital. So I would hope that
we can follow this up with correspondence quickly and that we
could get some indication from you as to how we could work to-
gether on the remedy.

Thank you very much, sir. I yield back.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank you, Mr. Baker, for a very thoughtful line
of questioning. I would observe that if the Congress and the Board
are working on the same issues toward the same objective, then
legislation should not preclude Board action.

Mr. Larsen, you have been very patient.

Mr. LARSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Hecker, first off, between all the questions that have been
asked and the issues currently before the Board that we can’t talk
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about, I have run out of a lot of questions to ask, but I do have
some that haven’t been asked yet.

For Ms. Hecker, you had a statement in your report regarding
a divergence, so I would like you to explain it for me. How do you
explain the divergence of a decrease of potentially captive traffic
while traffic traveling at rates above the threshold for rate relief
have increased?

It seems to me that those are divergent statements. How can
those two exist? Can you explain to me?

Ms. HECKER. Well, first of all, I want to go back to Dr. Mulvey’s
criticism that the information, the data on the amount of traffic
traveling over 180 is an illustrative piece of data, but it is a factual
piece of data. It is the amount of traffic paying a certain rate in
that ratio.

A subset of that is actually paying more. It is that simple. The
universe is actually going, but there 1s a smaller group that is pay-
ing more. So you have captivity potentially going down, but for the
ones who are captive they potentially may be paying far more, sig-
nificant rates over that ratio.

Mr. LARSEN. A smaller subset is paying more while there is an
overall number going down?

Ms. HECKER. Potentially.

Mr. LARSEN. Potentially?

Ms. HECKER. It is an illustrative piece of data. It is a rough
proxy for captivity.

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Mulvey, does that then get at your statement
to say no evidence that competitive options have increased for
these so-called captive shippers?

Mr. MULVEY. I think what JayEtta is referring to is relative cap-
tivity. In other words, the relative amount of traffic that is captive
as to the expansion in traffic for the railroads is recent years has
largely been intermodal traffic. That is where the real growth has
occurred. That is not captive. So, therefore, captivity as a percent
of total traffic would be going down.

But it would be difficult to infer from that that the number of
captive shippers, the absolute number of captive shippers has gone
down. That probably isn’t the case because that would have re-
quired more firms entering the industry or existing firms going into
those other markets, and we haven’t really seen that happening.

So the number of captive shippers has probably stayed the same,
but the relative importance of them compared to the overall market
has gone down. In that sense, we don’t disagree. I was concerned
more about how it could be taken and how it was represented, that
maybe things are getting better for captive shippers when I don’t
think that is the case.

Mr. LARSEN. I appreciate that. It is important for at least me to
understand that as we discuss this concept of captive shippers.

I will also just note that every time I read captive in GAQO’s re-
port, there are quotes around it. So I am assuming that the term,
captive, is term of art. It is not really a legislative or regulatory
term, is that correct?

Mr. MULVEY. That is correct.

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Mulvey, you make an argument for a general
power to investigation. Now are there other models and other inde-
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pendent administrative or legal boards in the Federal Government
that you can point to that would be a model of language for a gen-
eral power to investigate?

Mr. MULVEY. I am not a lawyer, so I would not want to posit an
answer to that. I can come back to you with some examples, but
I am sure there are other agencies that do have investigative pow-
ers.

We had them, but they were taken. The ICC had them, but in
1995, in the ICC Termination Act, we lost those powers. Now if you
look, for example, in our fuel surcharge action, we pretty much be-
haved as if we had that because it was on our own initiative.

Mr. LARSEN. Right.

Mr. MULVEY. But we could have been challenged on that, and we
were not, but it could have been challenged. We think the Congress
should clarify what our investigatory powers are.

Mr. LARSEN. Mr. Nottingham, when does the STB project comple-
tion of this independent analysis that we have been discussing?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. In one year. We launched it a couple weeks
ago, and they have been given a year. I believe the actual might
be 13 months to be specific. I wanted to give them time to get
around the Country, to get their hands around this issue.

It is a daunting enough issue that GAO, with all its skill and
staff and having done an excellent job with their report for many,
many months, even today says they couldn’t actually get their arms
completely around it, and they actually came forward with the idea
to us, the recommendation to do this study.

It does take time, but we look forward to seeing the results.

Mr. LARSEN. Let me get my last question.

Ms. Hecker, with this study, have you examined the parameters
of the study and is the methodology adequate and you believe it
will get to some of these answers about an analysis of competitive
markets that GAO requires to take a look at?

Ms. HECKER. We have not been given an opportunity to review
it, and I have no information other than the press release announc-
ing it, what the scope of the study is and the representations made
by the Chairman today that the group would have the same au-
thority and access to data, which was our concern when we made
the recommendation.

Mr. LARSEN. Is that of concern or importance to you to be able
to look at the parameters of the study as they move forward?

Ms. HECKER. Well, I would imagine it is kind of moot if the con-
tract has been let. It would be what scope it is. I would imagine
that we may be asked after the fact to review.

Mr. LARSEN. It might be moot if you say it is. It may not be moot
if we say it isn’t.

Mﬁ HECKER. I have no information to speak to the scope of the
work.

Mr. LARSEN. Do you want to see the scope of the work?

Ms. HECKER. If you would like us to review it, we would be
happy to review it.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Mr. Larsen, if I could just interject, we have
tasked our consultant team as one of their first orders of priority
to spend some quality time with GAO. They obviously haven’t
called Ms. Hecker yet—they will be—and your staff, so that the
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consultant team can fully understand the report and vice versa to
give an opportunity to brief GAO on anything GAO would like to
know about the report.

Any recommendations or advice we get formally or informally
from GAO, we will take a good look at. My general attitude is if
the GAO gives some good thought to something, makes a rec-
ommendation, we are going to go ahead and implement it.

Mr. LARSEN. We want to be very encouraging in that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you.

Mr. Moran, thank you for your patience.

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

Generally, I know we are talking about captive supply here at
this hearing, and clearly Kansas is not immune from those con-
cerns with coal and grain shipments and chemical shipments, but
let me ask about a broader topic.

It seems to me that rail capacity in this Country is less than it
needs to be. My impression is that is a given, although I assume
the markets ultimately determine what that capacity will be. But
the demand for services exceeds the ability of the railroads to meet
that demand.

Is there any measure that says that we are moving in the right
direction or that demand for services and capacity will intersect in
the near future? I guess this would be for the Chairman.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Thank you, Congressman Moran.

We held a major hearing on this issue in April, looking at traffic
forecasts nationwide, short term and long term, the state of capac-
ity. We actually asked a very diverse group of stakeholders. The
hearing went, I think, 14 hours just as an example of the level of
interest in this issue. It probably could have gone on longer. Just
people got worn out finally.

What we heard from railroad CEOs, and you will have one of
them before you shortly, and also leading shipper groups was com-
plete—this is amazing actually—agreement on at least one issue,
which is that we are not on pace as a Country to meet our rail in-
frastructure needs especially in the mid and the longer term, out
10 and 20 years.

While the railroads are spending, and you will hear more about
this today from the railroad themselves, we are spending more
than we ever have before. You have got to really dig into those
numbers because the need is so much bigger than before. It is not
just enough, in my personal view, to say great, we are on track be-
cause more is being spent than last year.

We have really got to look at these choke points in the system,
the Chicagos, the Houstons, the Port of L.A., Long Beach and oth-
ers, not to mention in agricultural country, to hold the railroads ac-
countable for what they are really delivering in the way of mean-
ingful infrastructure and investments.

But I would say that is the number one top rail policy challenge
before us as a Country—how will we step up and actually build
enough track in this Country to keep our economy moving because
we pretty well know, I know from having labored in the highway
sector for eight plus years at the State and Federal level, the high-
way system and the best planners there are assuming that the rail
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system will continue to carry its share of the load. If that assump-
tion starts to not hold valid, we have just an incredible problem in
this Country.

Mr. MoORAN. Mr. Clayton, one way that Congress attempted to
address infrastructure needs in the rail industry is on the short
line side. This Congress, three years ago, passed a tax credit for
short lines and/or their shippers to utilize in improving the road
bed, the rail line, bridges and try to move the short lines up to the
capacity to carry 286,000 pound cars.

Any evidence at USDA that we are better meeting the needs in
regard to agriculture, utilizing short lines, capacity increasing? Are
things improving or continued problems into the future?

Mr. CraYTON. Thank you, Mr. Moran.

I think the evidence is positive in terms of progress that has
belen made with short lines filling in, and certainly that plays a
role.

I think also the evidence is fairly clear that overall capacity in
our transportation network is really being strained. It doesn’t ap-
parently take much, a good hurricane, for example, where the
barge lines have to shut down and we look to the rail system to
pick up the slack and it is not able to do so. That, to me at least,
suggests that we are running on kind of a razor’s edge here in
terms of margin of error and in terms of the state of capacity that
is out there.

So, certainly, to your question, the short line piece is important.
There has been progress there, but I think one still needs to look
at the larger issue of capacity particularly as it interacts between
the modes of transportation.

Mr. MORAN. That short line tax credit is set to expire in the near
future, and there is legislation that I would encourage my col-
leagues to act on that would renew that tax credit. It is my impres-
sion it has made at least some difference in our ability to invest.

Mr. Mulvey, you are shaking your head. I am looking for an ally.
I am happy to hear you saying something positive.

Mr. MULVEY. When I was working for Mr. Oberstar, I worked
very hard on that bill, and I am very proud of the success we
achieved with it. The short line railroads, for the most part, have
taken advantage of it, and the legislation does need to be reauthor-
ized this year.

Mr. MORAN. The reason I think this is so important is in part
what Mr. Baker said. We often decry the fact that we are losing
jobs to other countries, that we are outsourcing employment. Fac-
tories, plants and facilities are moving abroad, and our infrastruc-
ture is a significant component in the business decision that will
ge made as to whether or not a business remains in the United

tates.

Let me go down one other line of questioning before my time is
totally gone.

I do care a lot about biofuels, and the rail infrastructure is crit-
ical to that industry. In addition to hearing concerns about a cap-
tive shipper, I often hear concerns and complaints about the qual-
ity of service.

So my question is two-prong. What role does the Surface Trans-
portation Board have? Mr. Mulvey mentioned this perhaps more
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than just in passing but the role that you have in addressing lack
of rail cars, the timeliness, the shipment.

I know that in Kansas we produce a lot of flour, wheat flour, and
the timeliness of those shipments and bottleneck is often described
to me as the cars sat outside of Los Angeles waiting for their turn
to be unloaded at the ports. So what role does the Surface Trans-
portation Board play in trying to improve the quality and timeli-
ness of the service?

Secondly, in regard to the biofuels issue, explain to me the role
that this phrase, common carrier, has in requiring or determining
that service must be provided to a new ethanol plant, for example.

Mr. MULVEY. Well, the common carrier obligation for a railroad
goes to any commodities that are regulated. If a commodity is not
regulated as it stands right now, the railroad does not have a com-
mon carrier obligation. Ethanol would be regulated by us and
therefore a common carrier obligation would apply. Anybody who
offered cars for shipment, the railroad would have to serve them.

Now in terms of the quality of the service, that is basically be-
tween the railroad and the shipper. If the service quality declined,
the Board could open an investigation.

The Board also has its group offices. We have group which fo-
cuses on railroad and shipper issues. They would call the railroad
up and try to work with the railroad in order to get the problem
resolved.

The railroads will tell you later on that it is in their interest and
they want to be cooperative with shippers. We try to facilitate that
cooperation through our Office of Compliance and Enforcement.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. I would just like to add, Congressman Moran,
that this is the work that we focus on probably more than anything
else, the day to day, week to week service complaints that we field.
We have an office of Consumer Assistance. Calls come also directly
into commissioners’ offices. We send people out around the Country
on occasion, and each of us gets around and looks at service situa-
tions.

We have a number of tools available to us. I will just give you
a couple of examples. One, you touched on the common carrier obli-
gation. That is the touchstone in freight transportation as to really
what the shipper can expect and should expect, which is reasonable
service upon reasonable request.

Now there are some general words in there, and people can have
pretty serious arguments about what those words all mean in a
specific case. But we take those cases very seriously, so seriously,
in fact, that in an agricultural-oriented situation down in Texas re-
cently, we actually ordered a railroad that was not providing ade-
quate service to get out of the rail business and we forced them to
sell their business. It is now with us. Two interested railroads are
considering buying that railroad now.

That is an example of how far we are willing to go as a board.
We are literally in the process of putting a non-performing railroad
out of the rail business, and we are replacing it with someone who
is willing to serve the shippers.

But we have other means at our disposal too, and these issues
get particularly complex and interesting when you look at mate-
rials and commodities that the railroads, on occasion, would prefer
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not to have to carry like hazardous materials and materials that
sometimes trigger large insurance premiums for the railroads.

Mr. MORAN. Thank you for responding to my questions.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you for your very thoughtful line of ques-
tioning.

The gentleman from Tennessee, Mr. Cohen.

Mr. CoHEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have tried to understand a bit about this issue just reading
some of the statements, including getting ahead of myself and
reading Mr. Spitzer’s statement, and I kind of get the picture of
this being the railroads on one hand and the shippers on the other.

But all politics are local. In my situation, local is Tennessee 9.
Tennessee 9, though, is America’s distribution center which makes
it national. Our distinguished Vice Chairman has knowledge of
Tennessee 9, and I would like to ask the Honorable Mr. Buttrey
what his advice would be for me and the Country on how these dif-
ferent bills. Particularly, 2125 would affect Tennessee 9 and there-
fore the entire Country.

Mr. BUTTREY. Thank you, Congressman, and thank you, Mr.
Chairman. It is an honor to be here and to answer or try to answer
the Congressman’s question, my good friend from Tennessee.

I think I would start by saying that etched in concrete on a
building not too far from here, there are the words—and I am para-
phrasing here—that the right of the citizens to petition their gov-
ernment for redress of their grievances shall not be abridged. One
of my strong points at the Board has been to make sure that people
have access to the regulatory process.

I think we have gone a long way during my short tenure at the
Board, which will come to an end before too long because ap-
pointees don’t stay around forever and that is probably good. We
have tried very hard to create a regulatory process that is acces-
sible to everyone and to keep the fee levels, Congressman Baker,
down to levels that aren’t egregious while trying to understand the
prescriptions that are placed on us by the GAO in determining
what our fees shall be.

We will be getting back to you, Mr. Chairman, on that as we said
earlier.

Your district in Tennessee is a huge crossroads for the railroads
of this Country, and you don’t have to live there to know that. I
mean people who are in this business, people who are shippers
know that if the weather is bad in Memphis for some reason, which
it usually isn’t by the way. It is usually great. That is why another
company is located there that I have some knowledge of.

The infrastructure that is there is very important to the way the
commerce in this Country works, and Chicago and other places are
the same way. Long Beach, California and others are out there.

I think a lot of the complaints that I have heard even before com-
ing to the Board and certainly after arriving at the Board. I think
what we have tried to do in the recent past anyway, certainly since
the three of us have been members of the board, has been to work
very hard and to keep that phrase on that building very uppermost
in our minds and to work very hard to try to come up with im-
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proved access, along with the expert advice of our staff which is
very expert and I take my hat off to them.

They are very hardworking, talented, knowledgeable profes-
sionals, if you will. I think we would all agree. We may disagree
on other things, but I think we certainly agree on that.

Taking their advice and counsel and doing our very best job in
coming up with new rules and procedures that will facilitate rea-
sonable access to this regulatory process.

As Senator Dorgan said this morning, I think his statement was
eloquent. As he said this morning, earlier today, where there is a
lack of competition, there must be regulation.

In the situation that we have today with the railroads the way
they are structured in this Country, which is a product of many,
many years of development and metamorphosis, if you will, evo-
lution—choose your word—we have come to a point now where
competition is not as great as it once was, and so we have to have
a system of regulation that works. We are trying very hard to do
that.

The bill has some ideas about that. I think we have gone a long
way in the very recent past to implement a lot of the things that
t}ll)e Congress is concerned about and that shippers are concerned
about.

Are we going to make everybody happy? No, we are not. We are
not. The way this economy of ours continues to develop and to
evolve and to restructure itself and re-engineer itself, there are
going to be pockets out there where the system is not going to
serve those pockets as well as we would all like for it to happen.

There are going to be organizations, companies, small and large,
that are going to suffer some severe disruptions, if you will, from
time to time in the way they operate their business.

Someone earlier today said i1s a truck a better way to carry card-
board? I don’t know. I am not in the cardboard business. I have
never been in the cardboard business, but I suspect that people
who are in that business keep a pretty close eye on how they oper-
ate their system and how they structure their supply chain.

Today’s supply chain is very rapid, very fast, very time-sensitive.
If one mode of transportation doesn’t meet my objective in terms
of time sensitivity, I am going to find one that does or I am going
to move my business or I am going to do whatever I need to do so
that my supply chain is not disrupted.

The Board, on the other hand, has a responsibility to try to look
into those situations. When someone comes to us with a complaint,
to look into those situations to see if there is not some regulatory
response to what is going on. Sometimes there is and sometimes
there isn’t.

All T can say is, as I said in the recent past, we have tried to
develop rules and procedures that makes the regulatory process ac-
cessible to them so that shippers, not only in Memphis but all
around the entire Country and all around the entire globe as a
matter of fact because our trade is so global now, get the service
that they need.

That is a long way around to try to answer your question, but
those are just some thoughts that I had, and I hope in some way
they may be responsive.
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Mr. COHEN. It is a long way to Capleville.

Mr. BUTTREY. Yes. Nobody knows where that is but us.

Mr. CoHEN. It is where all the rails are.

Chairman Nottingham, Mr. Spitzer says in his testimony that
evidence suggests the STB process is skewed in the railroads’ favor.
He also quotes a report from a coal and energy price report that
says that people realize they can’t win with the current STB, so
they have to take it back Congress.

Do you think Mr. Spitzer’s comments are accurate?

Mr. NoTrTINGHAM. Well, I prefer not to argue with individual wit-
nesses today. He will have his opportunity to speak.

I would just like to say that it does occur to me that too often,
whether it is in some of these advertisements we see floating
around the town, in the press or in some of the advocacy pieces
that come across our desks, this Committee see plenty of them, it
occurs to me that a lot of stakeholders wrote their talking points
a couple years ago probably and haven’t actually spent quality time
looking at the actual work and performance of this three person
Board in the last 13 months and the number of sweeping reforms
and changes we have initiated.

I can understand why they don’t want to do that because if they
actually look at our reforms and our proposals and give them the
credit, I think with all due respect, that they are due, it does call
into question some of the talking points that you have heard al-
ready earlier today and you will hear again about the history of the
Board and what some past Board did or didn’t do.

It is frustrating for those of us who are actually in the arena day
to day, wrestling with real cases and real disputes and moving for-
ward real reforms over the objections, in many cases, of the rail-
roads who are dragging us into the courts as we speak, trying to
appeal many of these, and on occasion some shipper groups who
have concerns.

I just encourage everybody to take a fresh look at what is actu-
ally going on. I know this Committee will. Because I think there
is a real story to be told about meaningful reform and an Agency
that is committed to improving the way we do the people’s busi-
ness.

Mr. CoHEN. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. We certainly will watch very closely what the
Board is doing and follow it. I must say that the Board is moving
in ways that it has not done since its inception.

The gentlewoman from California, Mrs. Napolitano.

Mrs. NApoLITANO. Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thank you for
holding this very important hearing on railroads.

My district has a lot of small business, a lot of manufacturing,
small manufacturing. The companies there in my district rely on
moving their goods for fair rates and adequate service. In the past,
I have had businesses complain about the issue of demurrage. I
haven’t heard that recently for a number of reasons. I guess be-
cause I will pick up a phone and I will call a railroad, very simple.

But given the fact that in my district, the whole Alameda Cor-
ridor East traverses and the increase in traffic and the already
burdened rail traffic going through my district kind of sets back
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some of the small businesses’ needs to move their goods. So how
do we do that?

Another question I would pose to the three gentlemen from the
Board is how do I tell my businesses, here is a number, if you have
an issue that you feel is hurting your business to use to call?

I don’t know that they know. I didn’t know. Some of those things
that are important to my district, to the continuing economy in my
district, that it is not going to be overshadowed by the increase in
traffic of imported goods to the rest of the United States is a big
concern. That is one question.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Thank you. I will take a stab. I know my col-
leagues probably have plenty to say on this and more experience
than I do working on these issues.

Demurrage, you mentioned, is still a very active area of concern.
We hear concerns all the time about demurrage charges or charges
for storing, basically, cars on property. An effective and efficient
rail system depends on empty cars getting put back into commerce
quickly, and we see it on both sides. Sometimes we hear from ship-
pers, saying, hey, I unloaded a car three days ago. I want to get
rid of it, and now I get a demurrage fee sent to me.

We actively work these out. We do have a phone number. We will
make sure we get that to you right away. Board commissioner of-
fices handle calls regularly. We actually have a very active con-
sumer assistance program.

You are right, Congresswoman Napolitano, describing your dis-
trict. You are really in that kind of proverbial ground zero of inter-
national commerce. You know that, and you don’t need me to tell
you that. I know, having been out in that area, the challenges that
that evokes for neighbors, residents, businesses. You have got the
whole world, in some ways, coming through in freight cars and
intermodal containers.

It is so important that we keep that system moving, and at the
same time, that we don’t treat any community as just a crossroads,
but that the community knows it can have access to the system of
interstate commerce as well and get that service provided.

So if you ever get concerns from shippers or complaints about
any of those issues, please put them in touch with us. Call any of
us. Call my office. We will get on it right away.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Thank you.

Anybody else?

Mr. MULVEY. This has become a problem, especially with railroad
capacity and getting more and more constrained. The railroads
have been changing their rules on demurrage and tightening the
rules on demurrage as well as raising charges.

Sometimes you have bunching problems where the shipper needs
five cars a day and all of a sudden gets no cars for four days and
then 25 cars show up at one. He can’t handle them all or they come
at times when they can’t be unloaded because the shipper has
problems with his workers and when they can work. This is an on-
going problem.

As the Chairman said, we do have a number which shippers can
call. We will get that number to you. We often are able to work
with the railroads and work out these problems, but they are ongo-
ing.
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Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Anybody else?

Mr. Chair, we recently did a Congressional delegation visit to
three countries on high speed rail, London and Paris and Spain.
One of the interesting things, and I heard the Chairman address
this in his comments, was that all those high speed rail groups spe-
cifically spoke to the fact that they own the property. The govern-
ment owns the property. So for them, mass transit is a priority for
people to move.

The United States leads in being able to move product, but we
fall desperately short in moving people. And so, how do we come
to a balanced approach?

Not to say back to the railroads, we are going to take our land
back and utilize it for the benefit of the people who pay the taxes
but rather be able to say how do we address without being heavy-
handed and ensuring that we look at not losing the economy that
is created by the transportation of goods.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. I am glad to hear about your trip. I had a
chance in my past job at the Federal Highway Administration to
manage several offices, one which was the International Programs
Office, and I had a chance to occasionally get overseas and see
what other countries are doing in the area of both highways and
transit and rail, including China and riding the Maglev Train with
Secretary Peters and exploring how those projects and systems get
paid for and what the tradeoffs are.

In our Country, you are right, we have put a premium on using
our rail system to move freight, and we have a world-class model
that nobody outperforms in productivity and efficiency of moving
freight rail, large amounts of tonnage across large distances. So we
can take a lot of pride in that as a Country.

As we talked earlier today, it is threatened by capacity con-
straints and some under-investment that needs to be addressed
over the years, but it sets up a real challenge in how we then try
to transpose onto that system, as many people often suggest, a
world-class passenger rail and a high speed passenger rail system
onto the freight system as opposed to building up a separate sys-
tem or a side by side system.

I do think that it is not just a question of our current freight sys-
tem not serving people. The freight, of course, is going to people.
It is going to the shelves of the stores we all shop at, and it is em-
ploying people, creating jobs. More importantly, from a transpor-
tation perspective, it is getting trucks off the highways.

So if we aren’t extremely careful how we encourage the expan-
sion of passenger rail, which I am personally a strong believer in
and live two blocks from an Amtrak station in Fredericksburg, Vir-
ginia. I would love nothing more than to see higher speed, better
passenger rail.

We have to be very careful that we don’t just drop a big un-
funded band-aid or a burden onto the railroads with the result that
they can’t manage their freight business. That traffic then goes
back onto the highways, and then we actually have a worse prob-
lem. We have a less efficient railroad system, we still have a mar-
ginal passenger rail system, and we have an even worse highway
system.
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The issues and the stakes are extraordinarily complex and high,
but it needs to be addressed.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Any suggestions?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. The Board, I just would say we don’t hold our-
selves out as experts in passenger rail and transit. Each of us
brings experience. I will let my colleagues speak to that.

I just would say it gets back to my major point earlier about the
need to build more infrastructure. We are not going to be able to
have a world-class passenger rail system if we don’t build some
new track because if we just ask the freight railroads to make it
happen, we are going to see all kinds of unintended consequences
that will hurt everybody: highway users, consumers, freight rail-
roads, railroad passengers.

We have got to set up some programs and procedures and polices
that actually result in getting some new track built.

Mr. MULVEY. As something of an expert on passenger rail, I did
my Ph.D. thesis on Amtrak when it was first getting started. So
I had been in this business for a while when I worked with Mr.
Oberstar on the high speed rail bills, et cetera.

But I think it is fairly clear that if you are going to have high
speed rail systems like you have in France and Germany and Italy,
you are going to have to have dedicated right of way. It can be in
the same right of way as freights, but it has to be on dedicated
track.

It is going to take an enormous investment. Many of the pro-
posals to expand higher speed services in the Country bring the
speeds up from 40,50 miles an hour to 70, 80 miles an hour. That
is an improvement, but it doesn’t give you the kind of service that
you are seeing over in Europe. To get that, you need an enormous
amount of investment in rail transportation infrastructure.

I would hope that you could make investments in rights of way
that would benefit both the freight and the passenger services si-
multaneously so that the freight railroads see the high speed pas-
senger stuff as something that benefits them as well. By doing
that, you can get the freight railroads and the passenger railroads
to work together and make that investment.

But to try to put high speed passenger trains on today’s freight
railroads would only bring the problems that Chairman Notting-
ham talked about, and you would have no winners.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Thank you.

Mr. Chair, I have a whole bunch of other questions, but I would
like to submit them in writing if I may.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you. We all have a lot more questions than
we have time with which to engage the Board.

Mrs. Capito?

Mrs. Capito defers at the moment.

I just want to pick up on Dr. Mulvey’s observation about pas-
senger rail. While this is not a hearing on that subject, that is al-
ways an issue before this Committee and one to which we will de-
vote time at later hearings in the Rail Subcommittee.

It was the railroads, which in the 19th Century in a period of
roughly 20 years, we see nearly 8 percent of the land surface of the
United States. It held onto that land. It kept that right of way in-
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stead of selling it off. For whatever money they made or wherever
that money went, we have those rail corridor rights of way.

Mr. MULVEY. A lot of it was sold off and a lot of it was developed.
A lot of the monies that went to made the railroad captains of in-
dustry, or the robber barons as they were called, rich but did not
necessarily help the railroads. As you said, a lot of those rights of
way are gone now.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Clayton, we have hardly laid a glove on your
today.

Mr. CraYyTON. That is okay.

[Laughter.]

Mr. OBERSTAR. You made some very pertinent observations in
your testimony. The average freight revenue per carload for major
trains has increased 39 percent while the average freight revenue
for all commodities increased only 24 percent. Now if we had ex-
cluded grain from that number, it would been even less, right?

Rates on corn, sorghum, soybeans, wheat have gone up 41, 38,
53, 31 percent, respectively, you say. Grain shippers bear a greater
responsibility for car supply and other functions that railroads for-
merly provided. Senator Dorgan made an observation of those.

Is it appropriate for a company like, say, Cargill to have to be
the owner of 19,600 rail cars and store them on its property?

Mr. CLAYTON. I am not sure exactly how I want to answer that
question. I do think, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Well, our job is to make you uncomfortable.

Mr. CLAYTON. You will get me there. I am sure.

I will make a couple of observations, though, if I could. One, I
think there may be good business reasons why a grain company,
in fact, might want to invest in cars.

Mr. OBERSTAR. None of them willing, though.

Mr. CLAYTON. Well, there may good business decisions along
with that.

The more important point, I think, that I tried to raise earlier
on in the hearing is that from agriculture’s point of view, what is
important is the total cost of moving the commodity. In part, rail
rates play a role in that, but to the extent that certain functions
have been rolled off to others to incur the costs, those don’t get re-
flected in rail rates. Those are additional costs.

Ultimately, in terms of the competitive position of agriculture in
this Country, it is the total cost of moving a product that matters.

I would just hope as we look at some of these issues that, while
I can appreciate the interest, the need to focus first specifically on
a given mode of transportation as you are doing, from the stand-
point of the transportation user community, it is the total cost of
moving a product that ultimately matters and the components mat-
ter as well, but one needs to be holistic, I think, in looking at that
kind of a question.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes, that is true.

But you go on to say rail emphasis on unit trains causes shippers
to make more significant capital investments in sidings, grain in-
ventory, storage capacity, and loading facilities—shippers to make
those investments—and that USDA is concerned about the percent-
age of grain tonnage and revenues moving at rates exceeding rev-
enue to variable cost.
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Now we know that grain, in some cases, moves in international
markets on as little as an eighth a cent a bushel, right?

Probably the world’s most significant grain export facility is New
Orleans.

Mr. CLAYTON. Yes, sir.

Mr. OBERSTAR. If you look at a map of the two hemispheres,
North and South America, and you look at Recife, Brazil, the point
of Brazil that sticks out into the South Atlantic Ocean, it is 2,500
miles closer to markets than New Orleans. That is a five-day sail-
ing advantage at least.

Now if rail rates in the United States are so high as to impose
costs on grain shippers, they are that much less competitive in
those markets that Brazil serves competitively with U.S. shippers.

Soybeans, for example, in that delta region of Brazil, the Bra-
zilian Government and the States of Brazil accelerated their exploi-
tation of the soil and of the development of soybeans, a major com-
petitor for the United States. If soybean rates have gone up 53 per-
cent, according to your testimony, we have been that much less
competitive in the international marketplace with East Africa,
West Africa and the Pacific Rim, if shippers from Brazil have that
kind of a shipping advantage.

That has got to be a concern to the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture. It has got to be a concern to the Board. It is certainly not
a concern to the railroads. They are shoving the rates up ever high-
er as they can.

For the record, it will be noted that Mr. Clayton is nodding.

Mr. CLAYTON. I was searching for the question, Mr. Chairman,
but I did agree with what you said.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I expected you to draw your own conclusion.

Dr. Mulvey and Mr. Nottingham, one of the requirements in a
rate case for an appellant is to create a virtual railroad. In the
days when they were losing lots of money, I wonder why in God’s
name you would ask them to do that and ask them to lose that
amount of money in creating a virtual railroad.

But in the days that they are making a lot of money, how do you
expect a shipper, a chemical company, a power company, an REA
to create a virtual railroad in order to pursue their case?

Isn’t that an unreasonably high, steep hill to climb to make your
case or do you think this is a justifiable responsibility of an appel-
lant in a rate case?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Let me take a stab, Mr. Chairman, at an an-
swer, and then I will also ask Commissioner Mulvey to help. He
has more years experience on the Board and expertise on this.

It is. It is a tall order. It is a high mountain to climb, I must
say, and there are reasons for that. Some of these major disputes
get up into the tens and I mentioned even eclipse a hundred plus
million dollars when you look at the Board’s power to prescribe a
rate for 10 or 20 years in support of shippers in the past, unfortu-
nately for them not real recently.

Most days, I think it would be a lot easier to come up here and
say we have an exact 50 percent ratio. On any day of the week we
have 50 percent shipper wins, 50 percent railroad wins, but it is
never that simple with complex cases that get brought forward.
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We have to have a test. We have to be basically the opposite of
arbitrary and capricious. We have to show, before we are forcing
a private sector business, a railroad, to actually change their rates
and pay millions of dollars to a customer, that we have actually
done an extremely quantitative economically-based analysis. That
is how this so-called stand-alone cost model has developed, and it
has been endorsed by the courts under appeal a number of times.

I would welcome suggestions for a better model if people want to
come forward. It has got to meet that test, though, of not being ar-
bitrary and capricious. It is the model that I walked in and inher-
ited. It seems to be very economically sound, but we are always
open to new ideas as well just as we are with the very major and
controversial issue of our measurement of cost of capital.

Dr. Mulvey, anything?

Mr. MULVEY. The reality, of course, is whether or not somebody
could come into the industry, have a railroad, operate a railroad for
less and charge the shipper less than the railroad is asking to
charge.

What you are asking the shipper in building this virtual railroad
is say: Look, if you put together a railroad with certain kinds of
traffic and certain kinds of routes that carry traffic, other traffic as
well as your own traffic, and if you meet all the expenses that the
railroad needs to make to pay its crews, to pay for the materials,
to keep the railroad operating and to replenish capital, if you took
all of those costs, what rate would you charge yourself in order to
cover your costs and is the rate the railroad asking for on those
bases, unreasonable?

That results in rates that are many times or a couple of times
higher than 180, the 100 percent revenue to variable cost ratio be-
cause we say that railroads are allowed to differentially price and
to take captive traffic and extract from them a premium to cover
in those markets where the ratio is less than 180.

Is it a good model? It is the model that the courts pretty much
approved. It is not necessarily what the Board wanted to do, but
it 1s what the court in the McCarty Farms case said is a model that
comports with current economic bearing.

I agree with Chairman Nottingham. We would if there was a
simpler less costly model that would pass muster with the courts.
Our hope is that our simplified standards and our three benchmark
approach will be one the courts will accept and not say that that
is arbitrary and that the new approaches do comport with economic
bearing.

Mr. OBERSTAR. There is a great deal of work for the Board to do
yet on this subject matter. At least in the last year, the Board has
begun to address this issue and to think it through and reassess,
but the 180 percent factor seems to me needs to be adjusted.

Mr. MULVEY. As I said before, it is not something that we can
ever find out where it came from or what the science was. I think
you can best call it the best guess at the time. But I think that
you are right, that it is something we ought to look at and see
whether or not that is the correct standard.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Maybe it should be removed from law.

Mr. MULVEY. That is certainly an option.
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Mr. OBERSTAR. In the Civil Aeronautics Board cases, where air-
lines were competing for market entry and rates and where rates
were challenged, I don’t think the CAB required the challenger to
go through such hoops. My recollection is that was not the case.

Mr. MULVEY. No, it was not. They didn’t have the same kind of
standard as we do. It was different. Of course, David Heymsfeld on
your staff would be very expert on that issue.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Shuster, no further questions?

Mr. Baker?

Mr. BAKER. I will be real brief.

Mr. Chairman, just by way of an authority question, does the
STB have any control over ownership issues or an ability to affect
ownership issues, for example, the hedge fund acquisition of con-
trolling interest of rail stock?

The reason for bringing the question is that we do have Federal
prohibitions on ownership control with the airlines for evident rea-
sons. I worry about the same consequences to much less consumer
Vol%tility but from the standpoint of delivery of vital services and
goods.

What could you do if an Iranian investment group wanted to buy
out five of the big railroads?

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. The best way to answer that is to say we have
broad authority in cases not like the one you are proposing, in
cases where a railroad seeks to merge or buy another railroad. We
have extremely broad powers there to approve, disapprove, approve
with conditions, force line-sharing arrangements in certain areas
for certain reasons, just very broad power.

The discussions we are seeing out in the business press and else-
where talk about hypothetical cases that we have not yet seen yet,
but we have seen the real development of something exciting from
a level of investment perspective, that major firms with access to
private capital, not taxpayer dollars, are actually putting those
monies into the freight railroads to help pay expenses and expand
the system, we hope.

Now if some of those entities were to then actually decide they
want to get actively involved in the railroad business and start
managing a railroad, seek control of a board of directors, for exam-
ple, making a play as they call it in the industry at control of a
railroad, we would not have, if they are non-railroad, we don’t have
much to say about that.

Mr. BAKER. There is a concerted effort because the rails have a
relatively low debt to asset basis compared to traditional leverage
in the marketplace. They are significantly under-leveraged, and
that is why Buffett and others are aggressively seeking rail owner-
ship, to try to leverage themselves up, spin up the value of those
shares and reap the profit and leave them to deal with it later. We
can see that repetitively through other areas.

So it is a two-pronged concern: Structurally as a board, being
logically constrained by due process, whether 1t is advisable for us
to consider granting authority paralleling that granted to the air-
lines regulatory process to specifically prohibit foreign ownership,
given these terrorism concerns.

Then, secondly, as a business matter, to worry about the long
term as the Board properly does, is it advisable to allow an invest-
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ment takeover group to come in and drive the debt ratios up and
then leave town?

I worry about that from a generational perspective of safe and
sound operations. If you don’t have the authority for prudent finan-
cial governance or if there is a question, that is something I think
we should seriously investigate.

With that, I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, could I just try to respond
briefly to that?

Mr. OBERSTAR. Briefly.

Mr. NOTTINGHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just want to clarify because this is a very important area and
an emerging area. As soon as a non-railroad actually enters the
business, though, and takes control under your hypothetical, then
of course that railroad will be completely under the existing regu-
latory oversight of the STB. You don’t get some kind of carte
blanche because you came in as an outsider.

But you are right. You touched on an interesting gap in the stat-
ute. It is an apparent gap that basically we don’t have broad ap-
proval of a transaction. It could happen overnight before we would
necessarily even know about it.

I would just urge the Committee to proceed with great caution
on doing anything that would discourage non-U.S. funds from com-
ing into our infrastructure, our rail infrastructure. The Canadians,
for example, are heavily involved currently in moving freight and
running railroads in the U.S.

From the perspective of looking at a situation that needs invest-
ment, if we say that non-U.S. investment is not welcome here, I
think we want to be very careful and understand how it is going
to impact our ability to meet the challenge of building out our sys-
tem.

Mr. BAKER. No. I don’t deny that. We love people’s money. We
just don’t necessarily want voting control. In the same form and
fashion that we considered the airlines constraint, it may be war-
ranted in light of the essential necessity of the rail service to the
economic function.

It is just a question for review and, if appropriate, comment at
a later time. Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentleman for raising those issues, as
usual, in a thoughtful questing manner.

The matter of rail is an under-leveraged sector attractive to
hedge funds, as you pointed out, something I raised earlier, we saw
the devastating consequences in aviation when Northwest Airlines
was the subject of a takeover. At the time, the two investors put
together with $25 million a piece. For $50 million, they acquired
an airline.

I was asked about this, and I said, well, why would you spend
$150 million for a 747 when you could buy a whole fleet of them
for $50 million?

That is what these two investors did, Checchi and Wilson. They
took an airline that had two billion dollars in equity and a billion
dollars in debt and turned it into one that had two and a half to
three billion dollars in debt and less than a billion dollars in eq-
uity, and it went precipitously downhill from there.
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You wouldn’t want to see that happen to the rail sector. There
are comparisons. One aircraft engine is equal in cost to at least
that of a locomotive in the railroad sector.

Let me return, Dr. Mulvey, to the question I posed earlier. Public
utility commissions in all of our States regulate the power entities,
and they set reasonable rates, and they do so without forcing rate
payers to establish what it would cost. If a new utility were to
come into this area and build a facility to compete with the existing
one, does that model apply here?

Mr. MULVEY. It is traditional utility regulation, and it differs
from what we do. It is basically cost-based. What is the cost of pro-
viding the service. There is a markup to give a return to investors,
and that is what the rate is. It is much simpler. It is more straight-
forward, but that is not what the law.

Nobody presumes at all that there is any competition in the util-
ity industry. Pretty much, for the most part, it is a monopoly where
as the argument is that much of railroading is not a monopoly and
only part of it was monopolistic areas. So we are trying to regulate
industry that is a part of an industry rather than regulating the
entire industry as you do with utilities.

You don’t have the same kind of cross subsidization issues with
utilities as you do with the railroads also. In some ways, the rail-
roads are more complex and more difficult to deal with. Yes, the
utility form of regulation is one in which you could put back on the
railroads, but that indeed would be re-regulation.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you.

That is just the start of the vote, and I have one question for Ms.
Hecker.

Are you aware of other Federal Government agencies that self-
initiate cases similar to those of the Board rate cases?

Ms. HECKER. I am also responsible for conducting studies of Fed-
eral communications regulations, and just last year we completed
a review that, interesting, had very parallel findings to what we
observed in the review of rail rates and the STB role.

Basically, we had concern that there had been such a commit-
ment to deregulate local markets, that there was no focus on the
effect on competition. We demonstrated that there was a severe
lack of competition. We then talked about the commission’s obliga-
tion that in our view the commission had an obligation, in fact, to
be affirmatively examining competition and couldn’t write itself out
of the picture by having a rulemaking that basically declared mar-
kets competitive that weren’t.

So it is interesting because it is another network industry. It is
like STB in some senses, largely deregulated but some remnant
regulation and it is that careful balancing. But like our observation
about the STB, we felt the Congress had built a structure that left
a remnant responsibility to monitor the state of competition and,
in fact, much as has happened here, we have actually the commis-
sion focusing on these issues. These are local competition rates or
rates for very large businesses.

If or you staff is interested, we could share it. Because I also do
airlines and telecom and railroads, it is very interesting to look at
some of the differences of the remnant regulatory structures that
were established, the different authorities. But the presumption
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that this competition in our view, in summary, is one that merits
continuing oversight whether there really is.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I think there is a strong appeal for self-initiation
authority with the Board. GAO has that authority. You don’t have
to wait for Congress or a Committee or a Member of Congress to
ask you to inquire into something. You have authority to look over
the entire scope of Government agency activities and see whether
they are living up to their mandate under the law.

Ms. HECKER. That is quite right. While we don’t use it lightly,
I think the Controller General has used it in a very strategic sense
to raise major issues about the fiscal condition of the Country, and
it is one that no single Committee was raising those issues for us.

Mr. OBERSTAR. There could be a question then in extending the
authority of the Board that we might have runaway Board or they
might exceed their authority. Perhaps it would be useful if you
meditated on that matter and gave us some thoughts about limits
to such authority.

Ms. HECKER. We would be glad to reflect because open-ending
that somehow there is a new regulator and that there is regulation
potential would have a chilling effect on the performance of the in-
dustry. So it can’t be done lightly, but we think the statute already
has an investigatory initiating authority that is in place.

Mr. OBERSTAR. I concur with that, but I think we need to ap-
proach it with further thought.

With that, I will call the second panel and thank our first panel
for very long endurance at the witness table and for your very con-
structive responses to Members’ questions and hold you excused.

Our next panel consists of Glenn English from the NRECA; Ron
Harper for Basin Electric Power; Gary Spitzer for Chemical Solu-
tions Enterprise, DuPont; Terry Huval for Lafayette Utility Serv-
ice; Susan Diehl for Holcim; Wayne Hurst for the Association of
Wheat Growers.

We will stand in recess for a period of time. It could well be an
hour. I will say to all we will pursue the hearing until whatever
time it takes in the day to conclude hearing from all the witnesses.
Whatever refreshment you need right now, take care of it.

[Recess.]

Mr. OBERSTAR. The Committee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture will resume its sitting.

The Chair has already called the panel, panel two, but the Chair
at this time will recognize the gentleman from Louisiana, Dr.
Boustany, to introduce a constituent.

Mr. Boustany. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It is my privilege to introduce a constituent of mine, Mr. Terry
Huval, who is a panelist today. Mr. Huval is the Director of the La-
fayette Utility System in Lafayette, Louisiana, which is also my
hometown. LUS, Lafayette Utility System, is the largest public
power provider in Louisiana, serving 60,000 electric, water and
wastewater customers.

He also serves as this year’s Chair of the American Public Power
Association, the industry trade organization representing the Na-
tion’s 2,000 plus publicly-owned electric utility systems.

Since the beginning of his service to LUS as Director in 1994,
LUS has propelled itself to be recognized as one of the leading elec-
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tric utility companies in the Country, setting benchmarks for cus-
tomer responsiveness and competitively priced services. He was
awarded the APPA James Donovan Award in 2007 for his innova-
tive leadership on Lafayette’s Fiber to the Home Initiative.

Terry has previously testified on rail issues affecting our commu-
nity in Lafayette, Louisiana, in the Senate Commerce Committee,
the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee as re-
cently as 2004. He has served as a member of the Executive Com-
mittee of Consumers United for Rail Equity in 2005 and 2006.

I would like to formally welcome Mr. Terry Huval to the Com-
mittee. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Huval, with that splendid introduction, big
things will be expected of you.

[Laughter.]

Mr. OBERSTAR. We will begin with our former colleague, Mr.
English, my classmate of 1974 and the 94th Congress. It is good
to see you back here in the halls of the House. Although we didn’t
serve on the same Committee together, we certainly served to-
gether with great affection and friendship and great admiration for
the gentleman from Oklahoma.

Please proceed.

TESTIMONY OF GLENN ENGLISH, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER,
NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION;
RONALD R. HARPER, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER AND GEN-
ERAL MANAGER, BASIN ELECTRIC POWER COOPERATIVE;
GARY SPITZER, VICE PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER,
CHEMICAL SOLUTIONS ENTERPRISE, DUPONT; TERRY
HUVAL, DIRECTOR, LAFAYETTE UTILITIES SERVICE; SUSAN
M. DIEHL, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, LOGISTICS AND SUP-
PLY CHAIN MANAGEMENT, HOLCIM, INC.; WAYNE HURST,
VICE PRESIDENT, IDAHO GRAIN PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION,
ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WHEAT
GROWERS

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate
that, and it is certainly a pleasure to be here and to see that you
have ascended to such a powerful position here within the House
of Representatives, a classmate of mine.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Well, elevation, yes.

Mr. ENGLISH. It is always good to see classmates.

Mr. OBERSTAR. You just wait around long enough, good things
can happen.

Mr. ENGLISH. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman, and I appreciate
the opportunity to testify before the Committee.

I think most Members of the Committee know that I am the
Chief Executive Officer of the National Rural Electric Cooperative
Association. I also have the honor of being the Chairman of the
Consumers United for Rail Equity. I am wearing two hats today,
Mr. Chairman.

Some of that, though, I think it is worthwhile to think back just
a little bit about 1980. We were both here. Most of the Members
of the House were here, but there is something to be said, I think,
for understanding what the intent was of the law and what was
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promised, and that is really where I think so much of this should
come from.

I noticed the time that I was in Congress, one of the things I be-
came very frustrated about and anybody who has been very active,
I think, in the legislative process understands the frustration I am
talking about. When you see a piece of legislation pass, it goes over
to the Administration or some regulatory body and you see a group
of people interpreting it differently than what you intended when-
ever you passed it. That is a very frustrating thing to take place.

If you recall back in the late 1970s, when we had a little effort
on a legislative veto, you remember that, in which you would have
one house veto and you would have these rules and regulations
come back and you could bring them to the Floor of the House. If,
in fact, the Congress found they were not in keeping with the in-
tent of the law, what the Members passed, they could veto it.

Unfortunately, the Supreme Court said that was unconstitu-
tional, but that does not, I think, set aside the importance of Mem-
bers of Congress being able to see their legislation carried out in
the manner intended. I would suggest to you that is the real issue
that we have before us today.

Now everyone has talked about the Staggers Rail Act and the
success it had in bringing back vitality to the rail industry. I think
there is a lot of truth to that. I really do.

But there is that little piece, that little provision with regard to
captive shippers, and that one little piece has not been in keeping
with what Harley Staggers intended, and I don’t think anyone can
disagree with that. I don’t care what side you are on. I don’t think
anyone can say that this thing has been carried out in the manner
in which it was intended.

If you remember back at that time, we had the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, and they were a very active and powerful com-
mission at that time. They were really aggressively enforcing what
they saw as the requirements of the law as it was passed.

Now the Interstate Commerce Commission is gone. We have got
the Surface Transportation Board, and in all honesty I don’t think
it has the same kind of attention that we saw with the Interstate
Commerce Commission, nor do I think they have been as active,
nor do I think they have been as aggressive.

That brings us back to the problem that we are facing and the
reason that your legislation, Mr. Chairman, is so important, and
that is the fact that we deserve, those people who are subjected to
this law, those who are captive shippers, we deserve to have the
Staggers Rail Act carried out as intended by the author.

That means that we deserve to have those protections that Har-
ley Staggers wrote into this legislation. We deserve to have that
enforced, and that is not taking place today and that is what the
problem is. That is the bottom line.

Now if you recall at that time, we had, as you pointed out earlier
today, Mr. Chairman, about 60 railroads. We were going to bring
competition in, and we were going to see all these improvements
take place. Well, 60 railroads competing, now that is real competi-
tion. I think we would all agree that is a lot of competition. You
have got 60 Class I railroads competing.
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But over the years, we have seen this thing shrink down. Now,
we don’t have 60 Class I railroads. We don’t have 40. We don’t
have 20. We don’t have 10. We don’t even have five. We have got
four that have about 90 percent of the business in this Country.
That is what this thing has come down to, only about four are left.

Anybody that is not served on a rail line on which you have got
two of those railroads operating, there is no competition, and that
is what is known as monopoly. You have got monopoly power in
those areas. Whenever you have got a monopoly power, then you
have opportunities for abuse and whenever you have a regulator
that refuses to regulate.

Mr. Chairman, I would like on page three to amend my state-
ment. I think there is an error in there. It says the rail industry
continues to be protected by the Surface Transportation Board that
is either unable or unwilling to provide adequate oversight.

I think we ought to strike that unable. I think they are just un-
willing. I think that is where we are right now. That has been the
history of the Surface Transportation Board for 20 years. They
have been unwilling.

Now, as I understand it, the reason that they say they have been
unwilling is because of the fact, well, we have got to take care of
the rail industry. The rail industry will go broke. The rail industry
is vital to the economy of the Country.

That has been the case all along. We suffered this for about 20
years.

Now, all of a sudden, the rail industry is not going broke. They
are in the black. They are the darlings of Wall Street. Everybody
wants to buy into them, take advantage of them. So, obviously,
they have done very well financially.

We have waited 20 years, Mr. Chairman, 20 years to see the Sur-
face Transportation Board—it started out as the ICC, but the Sur-
face Transportation Board—carry out promises that were made in
the Staggers legislation. That is what we deserve to see happen
today.

Now the GAO concluded that the rate relief process under the
Surface Transportation Board is largely inaccessible and rarely
used. Rarely used, now why would it be rarely used? Well, I would
suggest the reason it is rarely used is because those who are
stranded shippers see little hope in the Surface Transportation
Board taking care of the needs of the stranded shippers.

Mr. Chairman, we have got record profits, record share prices,
and we have got enough revenue in the rail industry to buy back
billions of dollars worth of their stock, and we are seeing that hap-
pen today. That is where we are today.

We have a situation in which the bulk of that money is coming
from stranded shippers. It didn’t come from those shippers where
you have got competition.

You saw the GAO’s graph up here where it showed in real money
how the rates were going down. You see the railroads will produce
a chart similar to that showing the rates are going down.

What we should see is a chart that shows the difference between
those shippers where there is competition and those where there
is no competition. The rates are going down steeply for those where
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there is competition. Where there is no competition, what we see
is the rates are going up.

That chart shows four different industries. That is just the first
quarter of this year. Look at the difference in those rates. Now tell
me that is what Harley Staggers intended. Just tell me if that is
what Harley Staggers intended.

I would suggest to you there is no way that this is meeting the
intent of the law. There is no way that the promise that was made
27 years ago is being carried out here, and that is what I think this
Committee needs to address.

We have got a little issue here, Mr. Chairman, of the integrity
of the Congress—the integrity of the Congress. The question that
we have here is: Is the Congress simply going to allow any group,
I don’t care who they are or what part of this government, to ignore
what Congress writes into the law, to interpret it in their own way
and to go merrily down the road? Is Congress going to turn their
back on that?

Now I would suggest to you if you disagree with that provision
in the Staggers Rail Act, the honest thing to do is to offer an
amendment to the Staggers Rail Act to repeal that provision. Ei-
ther Congress insists on its will being carried out, the law that it
passed being carried out, or repeal it, get rid of it. But don’t get
into the sham that we have been in for 20 years to pretend like
there is some kind of protection for stranded shippers, some little
fig leaf out there.

We keep hearing the promise, next year, next year, next year.
We even heard it again today, Mr. Chairman. We heard people
promise, oh, we are going to change. Oh, we have got a new ap-
proach. Oh, we have got a study underway.

Well, it is 20 years. My goodness, how many years do we have
to go before the Congress says enough is enough?

I would also suggest to you, Mr. Chairman, what we need to
have done here is look for results. What is the bottom line?

You heard members of the Surface Transportation Board say, oh,
we got some wins for the shippers and we got some wins for the
railroads, and I don’t know when. It has been 2001 since we had
a win for the shippers. Before that, well, we had some wins for the
railroads—all this kind of stuff.

What it really comes down to, bottom line, the bottom line it
comes down to is what kind of relief has been provided to those
shippers? How much?

What they classify as being a win, most people classify as being
a loss. If you shave off 5 percent of a proposed rate that is going
to be increasing by 50 percent, I wouldn’t call that a win, but the
Suiface Transportation Board does, and that is not right. It is not
right.

The 180 percent of variable cost is an issue that was raised
today. Where did that 180 percent come from? Well, what we heard
was it was pulled out of thin air or some staff thought it up during
the conference.

Mr. Chairman, I will tell you this. I will tell you this. Anytime
we go through the legislative process, what we are looking for is
fairness. We are trying to do the right thing, and I would suggest
to you that is where the 180 percent came from.



74

Now you think about it in terms of where Harley Staggers was
and what the legislation. Remember when you put that together.
You were on this Committee when they were talking about coming
up with this.

What they were trying to find was a place in which we knew that
it was abusive. You were getting up in the range that it was just
hard to see why it wasn’t abusive and somebody needed to take a
look at it. One hundred and eighty percent sounds pretty darn abu-
sive to me, if you are looking at 180 percent of variable cost.

I would suggest to you that Harley Staggers, Members of Con-
gress back in those days would look at that and say, well, that 180
percent, somebody ought to take a look at it if it is in excess of 180
percent. They were, in effect, saying well, we will give you 180 per-
cent. Anything above 180 percent ought to be looked at by some-
body because the chances are pretty good that that is abusive.

What we are finding today is that this whole concept has been
turned on its head, Mr. Chairman. The Surface Transportation
Board comes back and says, you can’t charge less than 180 percent.

Anybody ever heard the Surface Transportation Board come back
and saying, golly gee, you have got too much? No. In fact, now the
question is: Is it too little? That is contrary to what Harley Stag-
gers had in mind.

The question is Congressional intent. The question is: Is Harley
Staggers’ provision going to be carried out as it was intended?

The real question that we come down to is not re-regulation. The
question is are you going to enforce the darn law as you wrote it?

If you are not going to enforce it, then repeal it. Repeal it, Mr.
Chairman.

I have heard a lot of discussion, a lot of talking take place here
today. I am against regulation. Oh, I am against regulation. I am
for a free market.

I haven’t heard anyone profess that they are opposed to monopo-
lies. I haven’t heard anyone who has professed I am opposed to
abusing consumers.

I represent a consumer-owned organization. We have got 40 mil-
lion consumers that own electric cooperatives. We are being abused
by each and every day by the actions of the railroads, and the Sur-
face Transportation Board could care less. That is a fact.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend you for your legislation. I
hope that you will continue to press forward. We want to work with
you and do everything that we can. We want to make sure that the
intent of the law as passed under the Staggers Rail Act is fully car-
ried out, every provision, and the Surface Transportation Board be
made to follow that intent.

Thank you very much.

Mr. OBERSTAR. If this were a tent revival, we would all be saved.

[Laughter.]

Mr. OBERSTAR. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. ENGLISH. You can be saved, Mr. Chairman, and I will be
happy to lay hands on if it does any good. I have got some folks
over here will be happy to lay hands on.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much for that compelling presen-
tation.

Mr. Harper.
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Mr. HARPER. Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

To start with, I am the CEO and General Manager of Basin Elec-
tric Power Cooperative. I stand before you today, representing the
Missouri Basin Power Project which otherwise is known as the Lar-
amie River Station in Wheatland, Wyoming.

I want to put a couple stakes in the ground. When we got into
this process, and I will go through that here in a minute, we took
a position that we all recognize that we must have a financially
viable and strong rail system in this Country. That is not the issue.
We have been consistent in that message.

The second thing is I would like to applaud the STB for recog-
nizing that they need to be doing something to change the proc-
esses. Unfortunately, some of their changes prejudiced our case,
and I will talk a little bit more about that in a minute.

A little information about the Laramie River Station, it is ap-
proximately 175 miles south of the Powder River Basin in Wyo-
ming. We are exclusively captive to the Burlington Northern-Santa
Fe Railroad.

We had a 20 year contract that was due to expire in October of
2004. Our negotiation process, if you will, started at a reception
that I was in attendance at in November, 2003, when then an exec-
utive from Burlington Northern walked up to me and said, Ron, I
just want to let you know that you have enjoyed a below market
20 year contract. Now it is our turn to get it all back.

I found it interesting that you would start negotiations for rail
service under those terms. So needless to say, through the process
of close to a year, we were unsuccessful in negotiating and that is
why we then filed a complaint before the STB on October the 19th,
2004.

Since that time, it has been quite an adventure to say the least.
We learned things about the rate-making process that continues to
make me scratch my head. I have spent 22 years in Wyoming
under rate regulation, and I understand how to make cost-based
rates and so on, but to create a fictitious and mysterious rail sys-
tem to justify rates, I find quite amusing.

But having said that, I would like to recognize that we went
through this process. It started again on October 19th, 2004, and
lasted until February of this year. February 26th, I believe it was.
We spent $5.1 million on this case.

At that time, the February date, is when the STB decided to sus-
pend our case along with three others and propose to go through
rulemaking. The outcome of that rulemaking cost us another
$870,000, and again our case was prejudiced because of that, be-
cause they changed the rules in the process. So, again, we are quite
concerned about that outcome and what it did to our case.

We, obviously, on September the 10th did get a ruling, and it
was not good in our favor. It was ruled that we were unable to
prove that Burlington Northern’s rates were unreasonable and ac-
tually even questioned why we filed the case, that the rates were
very attractive and we should have basically accepted those. So,
again, it was bothersome from that standpoint.

We have been involved in this process. It has been grueling. It
has been frustrating, and it has been expensive, again right at $6
million that we have had to go through.



76

Now, I don’t know whether you consider this a small or medium
or large case. I am trying to define that in all the discussion that
took place earlier, but I consider it a large case because I rep-
resent, along with the other five owners on the Missouri Basin
Power Project, the people at the end of the line, and $6 million to
file a rate case in their minds is pretty excessive.

Here is one volume of the opening remarks. Over there is just
a sampling of the documents that we had to produce in this case
because once they went through the rulemaking we had to go back
and redo our case and refile it because, again, the rulemaking proc-
ess. That was that $870,000.

Now where we are at today is that the ruling that they gave us,
we have 30 days in which to decide whether or not we want to
refile because they recognize in their ruling that we were preju-
diced as a result of their rulemaking. So they are giving us this 30
days to decide whether or not we want to spend another half a mil-
lion to a million dollars in this process. Hopefully, through that we
could get a positive outcome.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would submit to you that something needs
to be done for the fairness because I understand in talking with
Mr. English here for quite some time that the purpose of the STB
is to find a balance between the rail industry and the shippers. I
would hope through this process that you are going through—and
I very much applaud your efforts along with all the other Mem-
bers—that we can reach that positive outcome.

Mr. Chairman, I would close by simply thanking you on behalf
of the Missouri Basin Power Project, the consumers that exist in
}:‘he nine States that we represent and thank you again for your ef-
orts.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much, Mr. Harper. That file of
documents is very compelling, silent but powerful testimony to the
concerns the shippers have.

Mr. HARPER. Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Spitzer.

Mr. SPITZER. Chairman Oberstar and distinguished Members of
the Committee and the panels, I am Gary Spitzer, Vice President
and General Manager for a global segment of the DuPont Com-
pany. A competitive and efficient rail distribution system is vital to
DuPont’s business and future. I want to thank you for allowing me
to discuss our railroad experiences and the reforms that we believe
are necessary.

DuPont is a global corporation founded in 1802 with revenues of
over $27 billion and operations in 70 countries. In the U.S., we em-
ploy 36,000 people in 33 States. We market over 70,000 products
and services for many markets including agriculture, energy, na-
tional defense, housing and transportation.

When Congress passed the Staggers Act in 1980, there were over
40 Class I railroads. Today, the four largest account for over 90
percent of U.S. freight rail revenues. Competition between them
has essentially been eliminated, resulting in issues with pricing
and service.

At 80 percent of our U.S. ship points, DuPont is captive, served
by just one railroad. In many cases due to volume, distance trav-
eled or material characteristics, alternative transportation modes
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are not viable. Our recent experience as a captive shipper shows
that these railroads are fully determined to exercise their monopoly
pricing power even if it means driving us and our customers out
of certain businesses.

In an effort to combat excessive and unreasonable rate increases,
some exceeding 176 percent, DuPont has filed three small rate
cases with the STB.

Costs go beyond simple rail rates. A recent study commissioned
by the American Chemistry Council found that between 2005 and
the first quarter of 2007, the five major U.S. railroads overcharged
on fuel surcharges by $6.5 billion.

On service, we cannot reliably predict product transit times or
arrival times. Some of our plants have come dangerously close to
shutdown because of late deliveries. As a result, we have added rail
cars, raised inventory, all further increasing our costs.

When Staggers was passed in 1980, Congress could not have en-
visioned that 50 mergers and consolidations would lead to the cur-
rent lack of competition or that the STB would fail to restrain rail-
road monopoly power. One such example is the bottleneck issue.
The STB has ruled that carriers are not required to facilitate com-
petition to or from captive locations by offering a reasonable rate
to the nearest interchange with another carrier.

We suffer the effects of this at our Niagara Falls plant in New
York. In a competitive scenario, CSX, the only carrier serving our
plant would be required to provide a reasonable rate for the 26
miles from our plant to the Norfolk Southern interchange in Buf-
falo, New York. Instead, we are forced to use CSX, all the way from
our plant to Chicago at much higher rates. In effect, the anti-com-
petitive decision of the STB has helped DuPont remain a captive
shipper.

DuPont believes the time has come for reform which must begin
with a broken and ineffective STB. Passage of H.R. 2125, the Rail-
road Competition and Service Improvement Act, would remove
many barriers to competition between railroads and require the
STB to fulfill its Congressional intent, promote effective competi-
tion, prevent excessive and unreasonable rates, and ensure efficient
and reliable service.

DuPont also supports passage of House Bill 1650, the Railroad
Antitrust Enforcement Act. The Justice Department and the FTC
should be permitted to review railroad mergers under antitrust law
as they can in other industries. Railroads should be subject to the
same antitrust laws and consequences as other industries. Unnec-
essary protections for the railroads must end before their monopoly
power harms U.S. competitiveness and our economy.

In closing, Chairman Oberstar, I want to thank you and Mem-
bers of the Committee for allowing me to share DuPont’s views on
this important issue. It is time for the railroad industry to join
with Congress and its customers to achieve a balanced, market-
based system serving the common interests of carriers, shippers
and our Nation. DuPont has participated in such efforts before and
stands ready to participate again.

Thank you.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you, Mr. Spitzer, for your testimony.

Mr. Huval.
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Mr. HuvAL. [Phrase in foreign language]—and thank you to Con-
gressman Baker for his help and support through the years.

I am Terry Huval from the heart of Cajun Country in Lafayette,
Louisiana, and I am representing today the American Public Power
Association for which I serve as Chair at this particular time and
LUS, the Lafayette Utility System, which is a municipal-owned
utility system in Lafayette, Louisiana.

I want to take the issue to talk about our customers. I want to
talk about my senior class high school English teacher, Mrs. Moss,
84 years old, lives in Lafayette. She is a widow. She called me the
other night to thank me for what I am trying to do to make life
better in Lafayette, but she doesn’t know that $300 of her annual
utility bill goes to pay for the cost of rail captivity as it affects the
delivery of coal to Lafayette’s Rodemacher power plant.

Then to my friend, Matt Stellar, who is an entrepreneur and de-
cided to build his own jewelry manufacturing business which is
amongst one of the largest in the world and has multiple locations.
He hired 1,700 people in Lafayette. Matt doesn’t realize that last
year he paid an extra $120,000 more in his electric bill because of
the cost of rail captivity.

Then our education system in Lafayette, the university, the
schools, the elementary schools, the high schools paid 1.3 million
more last year because of the cost of rail captivity.

Cost alone is not the only issue that affects our customers and
affects the customers of other entities that are served by coal
power. Seventy percent of our power in Lafayette comes from our
coal plant. The reliability of service has suffered so much in the
last several years, that we have had to take extraordinary meas-
ures in order to ensure that that plant was capable of operating to
serve our customers.

We had barge-delivered Venezuelan coal that we had to bring to
Louisiana to help us. We had to truck-deliver Northwest Louisiana
lignite. Now we have to make the decision to move forward with
spending 19 million on aluminum rail cars so that each rail ship-
ment that we have of coal can bring us more coal in the event that
there is a disruption in rail traffic that it doesn’t impede our ability
to operate our plant.

We are one of those entities, like Mr. Spitzer, that is suffering
from the bottleneck. We have a 1,500 mile trek from Wyoming to
our power plant of which 20 miles is the only section that is cap-
tive. But because of the rules that the STB has in place, all 1,500
miles are subject to a captive rate. We don’t think that is fair.

We can’t get competing offers from the other rail provider be-
cause there is no need to do that. They don’t poach each other’s
rates.

The STB rules, in my opinion, don’t make sense. As a regulated
utility, we have rules that we have to follow that require our rates
to be approved ahead of time. In the case with STB, that is not how
it works. The customer has all the burden of having to test out
what the rates are. We believe that is senseless.

Public service commissions in this Country regulate captive ar-
rangements, captive monopolies in a different way, and we believe
the same thing should happen here.
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What has happened also as we have seen it evolve, I have been
testifying on this and this is my third time. Five years ago I testi-
fied before the Senate Commerce Committee. At that time, captive
customers were dealt with differently, completely differently than
competitive customers.

Now we have what I call the small town, two gas station analogy
where the two gas stations owners collude with each other as to
what the price of the gasoline is going to be at their station. As
soon as one puts his price up a little bit higher, the guy across the
street does the same thing. What is happening is almost all the
coal providers and many others, all coal shippers who have power
ﬁlaﬁts are now in a position that they are paying substantially

igher.

When I hear some of the testimony raised earlier today about
that it takes these captive customers to help to cover the cost of
expansion. It makes me wonder if anyone really realizes that it is
people like Mrs. Moss and Stellar Settings and our school systems
that are paying the tab for that. They are paying an involuntary
tax to be able to support the costs of the railroads’ daily operations.

We don’t understand why the rates go up. It just turns out that
way. We wonder where is the money really going. Is it going to
help out competitive routes and at the same time all we are going
to do is end up paying the bill for increased costs of running the
railroad companies?

We don’t know, but we do believe that it is up to the Surface
Transportation Board to do their job, to be able to look at non-com-
petitive markets in a way that ensures that the customers at the
tail end are properly served, both from a reliability perspective and
a pricing perspective.

I thank you for your attention. This is a major issue for our com-
munity and for many utility companies around this Country. I look
forward to your further comments. [Phrase in foreign language.]

Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you very much, Mr. Huval.

[Phrase in foreign language.]

Mr. HUVAL. [Phrase in foreign language.]

Mr. OBERSTAR. [Phrase in foreign language.]

Mr. HuvAL. [Phrase in foreign language.]

Mr. OBERSTAR. [Phrase in foreign language.]

Ms. Diehl.

Ms. DieHL. All the French speaking, I don’t know. I need to go
take French now, I think.

Good afternoon, Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member Shuster
and Members of the Committee.

My name is Susan Diehl, and I am the Senior Vice President of
Logistics and Supply Chain at Holcim, U.S. Inc. I am here to speak
to the Committee about Holcim’s experience as a captive shipper of
a strategic building material, mainly cement.

Cement is the critical component of concrete, an environmentally
responsible building product used to build and repair our Country’s
vital infrastructure. Concrete is the second most consumed product
in the world after water.

Although it is not the subject of today’s hearing, Mr. Chairman,
we pledge to work with you and your Committee as you take on
the very serious challenge of rebuilding our Nation’s infrastructure.
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Holcim is one of the largest producers of cement in the United
States with operations across the Country. Reliable and cost-effec-
tive transportation options are critical to our industry. Truck trans-
portation increases our carbon footprint, clogs our already crowded
highways and is not economical much beyond 150 miles. Simply
put, we are reliant on railroads to deliver our products.

Today, as a captive shipper at over 95 percent of our origin des-
tination carriers, we are forced to deal with near monopolistic rail-
roads that impose arbitrary and excessive fees. We daily face un-
certainty in rail service reliability, and the prospect of new en-
trants to create competition is grim.

To remain competitive, we consistently make significant capital
investments in our company and our own infrastructure to meet
the demands of our customers. In the last decade, Holcim has in-
vested over $1 billion to upgrade its capacity and better service
customers while improving its environmental performance.

Holcim is investing $1 billion additionally in Sainte Genevieve,
Missouri, on what will be the largest cement plant in the United
States. A major reason for this investment in the location that it
is, is on the Mississippi River which will allow us to ensure cost-
effective, environmentally-friendly and reliable transport of our in-
bound raw materials and finished cement by barge.

Because we must locate at or near our primary raw material
source, we count on and pick sites with rural rail service. True to
our experience, we will be captive to one railroad at Sainte Gene-
vieve.

Like its customers, we believe that the railroads must also rein-
vest to serve customer needs in the years to come. However, that
investment cannot be conditioned on a continuation of current mo-
nopolistic practices.

Throughout the rail competition debate, we have long sought to
be part of the solution and have taken action. In 2003, we created
HolRail for the purpose of constructing and operating a 2.3 mile
common carrier rail line to establish competition at our cement fa-
cility in Holly Hill, South Carolina, which was captive to a single
rail line with CSX.

Interestingly, our two cement competitors, operating with in five
miles of our facility, are both dual served. This captivity has al-
lowed CSX to provide poor and unresponsive service while charging
unreasonably high rates to Holcim. Holcim determined that it
could obtain competitive rail service at Holly Hill by constructing
its own railroad over that distance to connect with Norfolk South-
ern railroads.

As we petitioned the STB to build that railroad, CSX has at-
tempted to stop our railroad by blocking the only environmentally
acceptable route. The STB has done little to protect shippers or re-
strain the increasingly consolidated rail industry. Given the track
record of the STB, serving as a virtual rubber stamp for the Class
I railroads, it was not surprising that after well more than two
years and hundreds of thousands of dollars of legal and consulting
fees, our petition was denied.

We cannot always pick sites with dual rail service. True to our
experience, we will be captive to one railroad at Saint Genevieve.
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Like its customers, we believe that the railroads must also rein-
vest to serve customer needs in the years to come. However, that
investment cannot be conditioned on a continuation of current mo-
nopolistic type practices.

Throughout the rail competition debate, we have long sought to
be part of the solution and have taken action. In 2003, we created
Whole Rail for the purpose of constructing and operating a 2.3 mile
common carrier rail line to establish competition at our cement fa-
cility in Holly Hill, South Carolina, which is captive to a single rail-
road, the CSX. Interestingly, our two cement competitors, operating
within five miles of our facility, are both dual served. This captivity
has allowed CSX to provide poor and unresponsive service while
charging unreasonably high rates to Holcim.

Holcim determined that it could obtain competitive rail service at
Holly Hill by constructing its own railroad over that distance to
connect with the Norfolk Southern Railroad. We petitioned the STB
to build that rail line. CSX has attempted to stop our railroad by
blocking the most environmentally acceptable route.

The STB has done little to protect shippers or restrain the in-
creasingly consolidated rail industry. Given the track record of the
STB serving as a virtual rubber stamp for the Class I railroads, it
was not surprising that, after well more than two years and hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars of legal and consulting fees, our peti-
tion was denied.

While our company has the resources to take on this challenge,
many companies do not. It should not fall to shippers to engage in
litigation to become modern day trust-busters. If competition is to
be restored, we believe the Congress must change the system to
create a more level playing field.

What is currently being proposed in H.R. 2125, under your lead-
ership, Mr. Chairman, and that of your Committee, has many key
proposals that help strike the balance between rail growth and
oversight. The re-regulation argument made by the rail industry
presents a false choice. Indeed, we would not advocate for reform
that would deter growth of our critical rail infrastructure. We be-
lieve that Congress must especially consider provisions that pro-
mote rate competition and expand the STB’s authority over service-
related issues.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Shuster, and Mem-
bers of the Committee. We deeply appreciate this opportunity to
speak about issues that are not only vital to our industry, but to
our national infrastructure and future growth as well.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Thank you very much for your testimony.
I observe that the Latin origin of the word cement, camentum,
means to link together. And the product into which it is made, con-
crete, ceconcraetum in the Latin, is to connect together. Let us
hope that you can connect some things together here with your tes-
timony. Thank you.

Mr. HURST. Mr. Chairman and Members of this Committee, my
name is Wayne Hurst. I farm in southern Idaho and produce
wheat, sugar beets, potatoes, feed barley, alfalfa, silage corn, and
dry edible beans. I am the past president of the Idaho Grain Pro-
ducers Association and a member of the National Association of
Wheat Growers Budget Committee.
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I am honored and pleased to be here today on behalf of the Alli-
ance for Rail Competition and the agricultural community. The
members of the Alliance for Rail Competition include utility, chem-
ical, manufacturing, and agricultural companies, and agricultural
organizations all working together. Producers of the commodities
as wide ranging as soybeans, dry beans, lentils, rice, barley, peas,
and sugar beets all have expressed concerns similar to those I will
share with you today. Together these organizations represent grow-
ers of farm products in more than 30 States.

I have submitted for the record a full statement and I would like
to summarize that statement for you in the five minutes allotted
to me. I would ask that the statement be accepted into the record.
Also, recently a letter was sent to the Committee in support of H.R.
2125, and I would ask that the letter be accepted into the record
as well. The letter was written by the Alliance for Rail Competi-
tion, American Soybean Association, American Sugar Beet growers
Association, the National Association of Wheat Growers, the Na-
tional Barley Growers Association, the National Farmers Union,
United States Beet Sugar Association, USA Dry Pea and Lentil
Council, U.S. Dry Bean Council, and the USA Rice Federation.

First, the importance of rail to agricultural producers. Wheat
growers know that an effective railroad system is necessary for the
success of the wheat industry. As captivity levels have risen, a
larger and larger share of the cost of transportation has been shift-
ed to rail customers and State and local governments. Here is the
bottom line. We have between us and our markets a railroad with
the economic power to take away our profits any time it wants. We
captive shippers are tired of subsidizing commodity movements
that have rail-to-rail competition and an STB that rules in favor
of railroads and against captive rail shippers.

Second, effects of growing rail captivity. Since the passage of the
Staggers Rail Act of 1980, the degree of captivity in many wheat
growing regions has increased dramatically and today whole
States, whole regions, and whole industries have become com-
pletely captive to single railroads as a result of many railroad
mergers. What is clear is that the areas of the country served by
single railroads are experiencing drastic increases in rate levels
that are not found in areas that have some rail-to-rail competition.
The farm producer bears the cost of transportation and cannot pass
it along to anyone else. So when we say agriculture is captive, we
are truly captive.

Third, the transportation cost shift. We have reports of railroads
raising their rates just to drive off unwanted rail traffic, thereby
abandoning common carriage. We also have reports of the railroads
refusing to service locations that the railroads deem operationally
unacceptable. The result appears to be that railroad market power
is being exerted to create haves and have-nots in the shipping com-
munity. Every one of the crops I produce is having trouble with the
level of rail rates and service. Let us look at just the crops I raise
on my farm and some of the transportation issues associated with
each crop, because what we find is a pattern that exists in all fac-
ets.

Wheat. Following the wheat harvest in July of this year, there
were more than 10 million bushels of Colorado wheat stored on the
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ground, primarily in areas where there was a lack of adequate rail
service—captive branch line areas. Such wheat lying on the
ground, exposed to the elements sustains an economical loss or
poses a food safety risk and threatens its marketability. The eleva-
tor I sell to has told me that delays in service are threatening its
existence because railroad delays cause cash flow problems. This
company is one of the pioneers in identity preserved wheat mar-
keting, which matches wheat varieties and characteristics to indi-
vidual customer-specific needs. Shipments in smaller lots like iden-
tity preserved wheat are not what the railroads demand in their
business model. Yet the identity preserved business practice holds
one of the future keys for American agriculture to maintain market
position in the world.

Sugar. I am a member of a grower-owned co-op, the Snake River
Sugar Company which supplies about 10 percent of our nation’s
sugar. When the railroad decided it did not want to haul sugar
beets about 10 years ago, it just quit hauling. Now, with one excep-
tion, all the beets in Idaho have been forced to truck.

Potatoes. In the potato industry, we supplied potatoes to the G.R.
Simplot plant in Heyburn, Idaho for many years until the plant
was shut down several years ago and moved to Canada, resulting
in the loss of hundreds of local jobs. Mr. Simplot told us the reason
was high freight costs. And indeed, most of the shipment of frozen
and fresh potatoes in my area today has been forced to trucks.

Barley. Idaho feed barley used to easily capture 50 to 60 percent
of the California dairy feed and grain market, amounting to be-
tween 60 and 70 million bushels annually, but today amounts to
less than 200,000 bushels. What happened? The railroad serving
Idaho chose not to allow barley movements into the traditional
market over moving corn. It is no secret today that the monopoly
railroads have no desire to move barley and will price these move-
ments as high as needed to eliminate what would otherwise be
competitive barley markets.

Loss of malting barley markets. Rail rates and service failures
have also closed off access to traditional U.S. malting markets to
U.S. barley producers. They have been replaced by Canadian sup-
plies with lower freight rates. This has resulted in a 20 to 30 per-
cent cut in contracted acreage in 2006. Why? The U.S. market
dominate railroads focused their resources on shuttle trains and
were not willing to participate in shipments that did not conform
to the shuttle configurations.

In conclusion, agricultural growers together with members of the
Alliance for Rail Competition truly believe that a healthy and com-
petitive railroad industry is essential for their continued viability.
However, increased captivity levels with poor service, a lack of
available cars, increased rail rates, and a regulatory agency that
does not meet the needs of shippers has made it increasingly dif-
ficult for agricultural producers to remain competitive in a world
marketplace. We believe that the Government needs to be the
facilitator and the catalyst for increasing competition in this his-
torically strong industry. We believe the railroad industry can sur-
vive and prosper in a competitive environment. Indeed, we know
from history, that competition breeds innovation and efficiency.
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Wheat growers and other producers along with the members of
ARC believe that both railroads and shippers would be better off
with more competition in the marketplace. They support provisions
in H.R. 2125, a bill that calls for increasing competition without in-
creasing regulation. We fervently believe that the final offer arbi-
tration, as outlined in H.R. 2125, will produce a host of benefits
where competition cannot physically be created.

Providing for final offer arbitration and the removal of paper bar-
riers will restore balance to the commercial relationship between
the railroads and their customers. Both of these remove the STB
from the process, an organization that seems only interested in the
welfare of the railroads and not the shippers, and, furthermore,
provides a commercial solution between the railroad and the ship-
pers. We in agriculture and the members of ARC believe this legis-
lation will improve rail transportation by providing fairness and
openness to the negotiations between railroads and their customers
over rates and service. Thank you.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Thank you very much for a very com-
prehensive statement and very detailed. Your full statement of
course will appear in the record. Thank all the members of the
panel for their presentations.

Mr. English, are there members of the NRECA who own their
own rail cars to haul coal?

Mr. ENGLISH. Indeed. Mr. Harper here is a member of NRECA
and certainly Basin Electric has to own their own cars. Many of
our members do. Obviously, we have seen a substantial reduction
in the amount of rail equipment, talking about percentage-wise, of
rail cars that are available through the railroad. If I recall cor-
rectly, about a 20 percent reduction. Back in 1980, if I remember
correctly, Mr. Chairman, we had about 60 percent of the rail cars
owned by the railroads. Today, it is about 40 percent. Certainly
that has been the case for a lot of our members.

Chairman OBERSTAR. That is a cost shifted to a consumer, on the
one hand, and to a shipper, on another. When you went out to ac-
quire your cars, Mr. Harper, did the railroads offer you a reduction
in rates?

Mr. HARPER. Actually, the 20-year contract that I spoke of earlier
did have incentives in there for us to make investments in the as-
sets, of which we did with cars and our rates got lower. Today, they
require us to purchase the cars with no incentives, no lowering of
rates. In fact, we just spent a little over $10 million for a fourth
train sent to the Laramie River Station in order to get our coal
supply out.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Over $10 million to acquire cars?

Mr. HARPER. Yes, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman OBERSTAR. But no compensation on the other side in
the form of a rate reduction?

Mr. HARPER. No, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman OBERSTAR. That is cost-shifting.

Mr. HARPER. Pretty much.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Mr. English, you discussed the high cost of
bringing a rate case to the board. What recommendations do you
have on lowering these costs and improving the fairness of the rate
proceeding at the board?
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Mr. ENGLISH. Obviously, Senator Dorgan spoke to that this
morning and he is addressing this issue. I think there is no ques-
tion that this is exorbitant. There is no reason for cost of this mag-
nitude. Now we got into some discussion here about, well, they
have to pick up the cost of the Surface Transportation Board. If I
recall correctly, that is an entity of the Federal Government that
is here to provide a service. And if you go back again to the original
intent of the legislation, they are supposed to be here to hear these
kind of disputes and to deal with the injustices in accordance with
the intent of the law. I think it has to raise questions, Mr. Chair-
man, given the exorbitant amount, if this is here not to pick up the
costs of the proceedings but instead to discourage people from
bringing proceedings.

Again, this goes back to the issue, what is the Surface Transpor-
tation Board here for? If they are not here to address these issues
and to hear from those who have grievances and, in effect, find the
proper solution in accordance with the law, then I do not know why
they are here. This again raises the issue and goes to the heart of
your legislation. I want to commend you and Mr. Baker both for
working on this. You had some very nice questions, Congressman
Baker. Great job. Thank you.

Chairman OBERSTAR. As Dr. Mulvey said in his testimony, the
Staggers Act greatly reduced the economic regulation of the indus-
try. It did not eliminate it. It did not totally take the Government
out, but provided a safety valve for the shippers and consumers.
Just a further question. You own the cars. Who maintains them?

Mr. HARPER. We do. We have to pay for the full maintenance,
whether it is the wheels, the cars themselves, or whatever. The
cost for maintaining those train sets is the responsibility of the
owner.

Chairman OBERSTAR. That is a sweet deal.

Mr. HARPER. Depends on which side you are on.

Chairman OBERSTAR. For the railroads, a sweet deal.

Mr. Spitzer, you described a number of situations that were pain-
ful for your industry and for your company. But I recall that period
of time when the Union Pacific acquired the Southern Pacific,
whose rail infrastructure was in very bad shape; the roadbed was
in bad condition, the rolling stock had deteriorated. As one person
at a meeting I presided over in Beaumont, Texas said, one of the
customers, it was held together with chewing gum and baling wire
and then it all fell apart when the UP acquired it because the SP
management somehow knew how to keep it going even though they
were losing money and it was not a very profitable operation. And
then when the UP acquired it, the average transit time on coal
shipments was seven miles an hour. There was a meltdown on
chemical shipments from the West Coast to the Gulf. Chemicals
were being off-loaded from large vessels onto smaller vessels and
shipped through the Panama Canal and up the Gulf of Mexico and
into the Gulf Coast. Were you affected by that period of time?

Mr. SpPITZER. I do not have the specific details on that, Mr. Chair-
man. I would be happy to get back to you in writing with how that
specifically impacted us. If I may say, while over time there have
been benefits of the Staggers Act and perhaps improvements in in-
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frastructure in some cases, today we are seeing a number of service
issues.

[Subsequent to the hearing, Mr. Spitzer added the following: Du-
Pont experienced major rail service disruptions and delays from the
Union Pacific-Southern Pacific merger. It took years to recover
from the merger and some geographic areas continue to have lin-
gering service issues.]

As with Mr. Harper on the panel here, we too have seen a shift
in costs to us for rail cars, a large fleet that we own and maintain
in our company as well, and a number of service issues, as I de-
tailed in my testimony, into and out of our sites.

Chairman OBERSTAR. You recently filed three rate cases with the
board. What has been the outcome and your experience in that?

Mr. SpITZER. I think our experience before, as has been discussed
today, is the large and medium rate cases have largely been pro-
hibitive. Way too long and too expensive. Since this is ongoing liti-
gation there is not a lot I can say. The rate cases are on the STB
website. I heard a lot of discussion earlier about 180 revenue to
variable cost. In these cases we have 300, 400 percent revenue to
variable cost. And on an overall basis, both with CSX and what we
have recently experienced, we have seen increases from on average
30 percent up to 176 percent.

Chairman OBERSTAR. The American Chemistry Council issued a
report which I have claiming that fuel surcharge by the five Class
I carriers overcharge shippers by more than $6.5 billion dollars.
The Association of American Railroads takes issue with the study,
with the premise on which it was founded. What is your response
to that issue?

Mr. SPITZER. In addition to that report by the American Chem-
istry Council, it has been discussed here today that the GAO also
took a look at it and validated a significant increase in miscella-
neous charges. We are now paying fuel surcharges. In the past in
some agreements it was imputed as part of the overall underlying
rate. Now, as contracts expire, we are seeing the fuel surcharges
come in. And they are just part of a number of miscellaneous
charges that are coming up. If I may, Mr. Chairman, add one more
point. One of the reasons for concern and I believe the timeliness
of action is that many contracts are expiring. When you read some
of the Wall Street analysts talk about legacy contracts and the
great profit opportunities for the railroads due to triple digit in-
creases, that is currently what we are experiencing today, those tri-
ple digit increases.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Thank you. Ms. Diehl, do you have any
data that would reflect percentage of the cost of a ton of cement
represented by the transportation cost of that cement?

Ms. DiEHL. Yes, Chairman Oberstar. Before I proceed with my
answer, I just want to correct something on the record. I inadvert-
ently said that we have invested over a million dollars. It has been
over a billion dollars in the last decade. So my colleagues have in-
formed me that there is a big difference between the two and I just
want to make sure it is right on the record.

Chairman OBERSTAR. As Ev Dirksen was fond of saying.

Ms. DIEHL. In terms of our overall transportation costs, not just
rail, they used to be one-quarter of our overall costs. We are look-
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ing at rates that are almost double that as a component of our
overall cost of cement. So it is something that is of great concern
to our company. What we are looking for is really to level the play-
ing field so we have opportunities. And we have tried to be part
of the solution. We tried to create our own competition using our
own investment dollars and we were denied that opportunity.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Thank you. I will withhold further ques-
tions.

I now recognize the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Shuster.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you very much. And all of you can feel very
comfortable I will not ask any questions in French. I do not speak
French.

[Laughter.]

Mr. SHUSTER. I certainly do believe that we need to make some
changes at the STB and I think they have started down that road,
at least this board that we had in front of us today has put some
things in place. Also, as I said in my opening comments and I think
all of us have to be cognizant of, if we pass something we may get
some unintended consequences and one of those may be going back
to the way the rail system was before 1980. I do not think anybody
sitting on this panel or anybody in this room or this country wants
to see us go back there. So with that being said, a couple of specific
questions and then a general question that I want to ask you, be-
cause I am trying to figure out how we move forward without po-
tentially going back to 1980 or before the Staggers Act was put in
that, from my standpoint, saved the railroad industry in this coun-
try.

The first thing is on the fuel surcharges. Again, I think I know
the answer but I am not quite sure because I get conflicting infor-
mation when I read things. It is $6.5 billion in surcharges. Nobody
filed, from my understanding, with the STB to get a remedy there.
The question I guess is, is that accurate? And why did not anybody
file? Was it the cost was too much and you did not think it was
worth it. Anybody can take a stab at it or everybody can take a
stab at it if you wish. Yes, Mr. English?

Mr. ENGLISH. I think it is an indication of the lack of confidence
that people have in the Surface Transportation Board. That is the
whole point. And I think we have seen that throughout the history
of the board. We have waited for 20 years and you have not fin-
ished implementing the legislation that was passed in 1980. That
is what this is all about. The Surface Transportation Board is not
cutting it. There is no other way around it. So the question is
whether the Congress is going to fix, whether in fact you are going
to complete the 1980 legislation and make certain that it does the
job, or whether in fact you just scrap the whole thing and forget
it, because I do not think it is going to make a whole lot of dif-
ference.

Mr. SHUSTER. Did not the STB come forward and say the rail-
roads did not account for it properly and thus everybody is getting
some remedy?

Mr. ENGLISH. That is correct. Now what would you expect out of
that? I would think you would expect

Mr. SHUSTER. Well, $6.5 billion is a lot of money.
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Mr. ENGLISH. That is correct. Would you not also expect that if
any body, respected body in this town who has this kind of respon-
sibility and obligation made such finding, would you not expect
that they would insist that money be turned back to the shippers?
But they took no such action. The second thing, would you not also
expect that they would suspend that kind of abuse immediately?
They did not suspend it immediately.

So the question is—that is correct, they found it—but the ques-
tion is, what did they do about it? How did they deal with it?

Mr. SHUSTER. From what I understand from the testimony today,
you got some of that money back and some they said they just
moved forward. Which is not a very good answer for your industry.

Mr. ENGLISH. I am not aware that they put any back. They said
they were going to stop it going forward. But that is $6.5 billion.
That is a lot of money.

Mr. SHUSTER. Anybody else want a crack at that?

Mr. HuvaL. What I heard of the testimony today is that actually
some shippers approached the STB to let them know this was tak-
ing place. I think it is good that the STB did take a look at it them-
selves. But they did not come up with it on their own. There were
some shippers that pointed out that this was becoming an issue be-
cause these prices continued to go up. So I commend them for look-
ing at it. But I think it is the sort of thing the STB should have
been doing all along. And, again, it does raise a lot of questions
when an industry is allowed $6.5 billion, or whatever the number
is, anything over-collected is over-collected and it is improperly
done, it should be refunded back to the shippers that were harmed
by that.

Mr. SHUSTER. Absolutely. I agree with that. Again, my question,
I would have thought somebody would have said hey, let us file a
case, let us all band together and do something to get this stopped.
So that is really the question I had. Because I agree with you that
if something was done improperly it should have been addressed.
It was. It was not maybe going through the proper channels, but
something was addressed.

The second thing on car ownership. When did the shift occur on
car ownership? I am not quite sure I know that some industries
today are buying more, some I think in the past have. Your indus-
tries, have you always owned your own cars, have you recently, are
you buying more, are you buying less?

Mr. HUVAL. In our particular case, we always owned our own
cars. We had some steel cars in place that still probably had an-
other 10 years of useful life left to them, but because of the reli-
ability of getting coal, the reduced reliability, we felt that we need-
ed to move forward to replace those cars with aluminum cars so
that every shipment brings us in more coal. And that is just be-
cause of lack of maintenance of the rail lines. But we always took
the position of wanting to own our own cars. We are just now in
the position of having to prematurely replace those cars with alu-
minum cars.

Mr. SHUSTER. Right. What about DuPont, have you always
owned your own cars?
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Mr. SPITZER. For us it began in the mid-1980s. At this point, we
feel it is necessary to have them to ensure availability and timeli-
ness.

Mr. SHUSTER. What about liability?

Mr. SPITZER. Reliability?

Mr. SHUSTER. The concern that you wanted cars, you wanted to
make sure that they were your cars, and that if something hap-
pened you knew and were responsible. I am talking about legal re-
sponsibility. Liability.

Mr. SPITZER. I would say the Department of Transportation, the
FRA have clear regulations and guidelines relative to car design
that we think industry on an overall basis is held accountable to
meeting. In our case, it has grown since the mid-1980s to approxi-
mately 5,000 today.

Mr. SHUSTER. Yes, sir?

Mr. HARPER. Yes. I believe our ownership can track back to the
mid-1980s as well. As I said a minute ago, there was recognition
of incentives in the contract that we had at the Laramie River Sta-
tion. But since that time, we have also had to buy, because we own
the Dakota gasification synthetic fuels plant in North Dakota, we
have had to buy ammonia cars, so on and so forth, we have had
to buy many cars. So we have a lot of ownership in cars that we
do not really want to be in, but we are there.

Mr. SHUSTER. Portland Cement industry, has that industry al-
ways owned its own cars?

Ms. DieHL. I know that we have owned our own cars for at least
the last decade. We currently own about 2,000 cars. And there have
been some times in the past where we have not been able to use
those cars. Certainly our concern is, as we divert our own invest-
ment dollars towards rail cars, we are not investing in our own ca-
pacity and infrastructure, and that if the capacity turns, and now
the railroads have extra rail cars, we may be stuck because they
are utilizing their capacity and we are not utilizing ours.

Mr. SHUSTER. Right. Mr. Hurst?

Mr. HURST. Well, I do know that some agriculture companies do
own their own cars and service is tough to get. Just last week I
was unloading a load of beans at a local warehouse and they said,
you know, from the time we order cars, it is often 21 days to some-
times 30 days before we get the cars, and often we have to fix them
when they show up, and then it is 3 days from the time we have
them loaded until that order arrives at our customer. So, 60 days
usually.

Mr. SHUSTER. I guess the last question I have, it is a pretty
broad question and it is why we are here today. And I understand
each of you is here representing your own companies, your own in-
dustries. I was in business before and I certainly wanted the best
deal. But we are looking at a system which is a national system.
A couple of people I think mentioned today about the days when
there were 60 railroads out there. I do not know that any of them
really provided national service that we can get today. And I do not
know if anyone really wants to go back, as I mentioned early, back
to pre-1980. We do have seven Class I railroads in this country. It
has been reduced, consolidations have occurred, and now we have
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a profitable industry that is spending 18 percent of its revenues to
build the infrastructure, reinvest.

If we are going to start the change—and differential pricing is
something that I am trying to get my head around. I understand
how the airline industry does it. That is what is happening in the
rail industry and some people feel they are paying unfairly. But we
have a railroad system that is the envy of the world. It is the most
efficient system in the world. Overall, the prices that you pay are
lower than in the rest of the world. And as the Chairman men-
tioned earlier, it is to serve broad public interest. And in my view,
the taxpayers are not paying money to support the system. So how
do we move forward without disrupting that and go back to 1980?
Mr. English? And Mr. English, please be brief because the Chair-
man is going to start to whack the gavel on me and I want to make
sure I get your response.

Mr. ENGLISH. I will put in a good word for you.

Mr. SHUSTER. I know, it is a tough, big question.

Mr. ENGLISH. Very quickly, the point is just this. The problem is
with the Surface Transportation Board. The problem is with the at-
titude. And certainly I think what you can do is this Congress can
send a very strong message that you expect that the Surface Trans-
portation Board carry out their responsibilities. Now you go strictly
to the issue of fairness. Why is it that 20 percent, and I am using
that 20 percent figure that Professor Grimm from the University
of Maryland testified here in 2004 and said it was 20 percent, un-
like the 10 percent you heard here today, probably more today, but
why should that 20 percent pay for everything? That is who this
thing is resting on. We are already at 180 percent of the value that
was laid out earlier under the Staggers Act. That is the threshold
before the Surface Transportation Board even gets involved. Now
why should it be 300 percent, 400 percent, 500 percent, 700 per-
cent? Why is there no limit?

Mr. SHUSTER. I think the answer to that question is, somebody
said earlier who is much smarter than I am, you have to look case
to case, what were the capital investments. And I understand that.

Mr. ENGLISH. But only the captive shippers get stuck.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. English, if I did not know it, I would think you
were a former Member of Congress.

[Laughter.]

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much.

Mr. SHUSTER. And if you were a Member of the House, you would
be in a filibuster now.

Mr. ENGLISH. And your father was a great man.

Mr. SHUSTER. I appreciate that greatly. Could everyone just take
a quick crack at that.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Very briefly, because we are going to have
votes in just a few minutes and I want to get to other Members.

Mr. HARPER. Mr. Shuster, as I said a while ago, I think what the
STB has to do is find that balance. I do not think there is any one
of us sitting here who is not willing to pay for good service. We all
recognize that, period.

Mr. SHUSTER. Okay. Thank you.

Mr. SPITZER. I come back, Congressman, to what Chairman
Oberstar said, that if the railroads are there to serve in our na-
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tional interest, it is hard for our industries and businesses to be
globally competitive when there is a monopoly power in the middle
of our supply chains. It is remarkable to me that with the bottle-
neck issue, competitive switching, and paper barriers, the STB has
over many years made decision after decision that has served to re-
duce competition. I believe it needs to be addressed if we are going
to turn it around. In the chemical industry alone, there has been
a $30 billion change in imports and exports in the trade balance.
It still remains a very vital industry in this country.

Mr. HuvAL. As Senator Russell Long would say, “Don’t tax me,
tax the man behind the tree.” Well, the man behind the tree in our
industry is the customer. The customers are paying the cost, a sub-
stantial cost for these investments that railroad companies are get-
ting. That is an important thing we cannot forget. It is not just
coming from just free market operations. The customers are forced
to pay for that because they are only being served by one utility.
So we need to make sure we consider all of that in the big scheme
of this.

Mr. SHUSTER. Ms. Diehl?

Ms. DIEHL. From our perspective, we certainly believe that we
need the railroad going forward and it is a key decision point when
we decide whether or not we are going to continue to reinvest in
capacity. The STB, as ineffective as it stands today, and given our
recent experience which has happened in the last 13 months, we
do feel like we are not getting the attention of the STB to create
competition when they opportunity has been provided to them. And
so from that perspective, all we want is to level the playing field.
We have monopolistic railroads who are not regulated and, as I
heard this morning, we cannot have the worst of both worlds,
which is monopoly and no regulation. And that is all we are looking
for is just to level the playing field so that the railroads are playing
under the same sets of rules and whatever oversight body is strik-
ing that balance to make sure that we can promote the growth but
also to make sure that things stay fair.

Mr. HURST. From agriculture’s perspective, we need and have to
have a strong railroad. The Staggers Act basically had two things.
One was to improve the financial state of the railroad, and they
have done that very well through the STB. Secondly, it was to pro-
tect captive shippers that would come from deregulation. That has
failed to happen in the last 27 years.

From our perspective, the answer to the STB problem is to give
us final offer arbitration. That is a mechanism whereas we have
the tool to solve our own problems with the railroad outside of reg-
ulation, outside of Washington even. We can take care of it on a
commercial level. And so that is why we feel so strongly about final
offer arbitration.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you all very much. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Ms. Brown.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Spitzer, I have got
a couple of quick questions for you. DuPont recently announced it
would have a buy back of $1.1 billion in stock. Since you are doing
it, what is wrong with share buy backs by freight railroad if Du-
Pont is doing the same thing?
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Mr. SpITZER. We do not have an objection to that. On the other
hand, we are not out there, as some railroad companies are, talking
about difficulties in investing in capital and in infrastructure while
at the same time doing multibillion dollar buy backs. There seems
to be somewhat of an incongruity in those two statements.

Ms. BROWN. I do not know. The hedge funds are moving in and
they are buying up some railroads. One of the things they want to
do is for them to raise the price of the shippers, which is just the
opposite of what you are saying here today.

Mr. SPITZER. We are currently

Ms. BROWN. I mean the market is part of our discussion here.

Mr. SPITZER. Yes. I would just say, Madam Chairwoman, that we
are, both in the rate cases that we brought—I mean, I will just say
that in the negotiations that took place with CSX, as an example,
I just want to share what it is like dealing with being a captive
shipper. We shared the impact that these rate increases would
have on our customers, on our business, and they were ignored.

Ms. BROWN. What percentage of your pricing is established by a
third party? Arbitration, what percentage?

Mr. SPITZER. To my knowledge, and I will get back to you with
anything different, I am not aware of prices that have been estab-
lished through arbitration in our particular case.

[Subsequent to the hearing, Mr Spitzer added the following:
Prices within DuPont are generally set by competitive market con-
ditions or through negotiations with our more significant cus-
tomers. Alternative Dispute methodology, including arbitration, is
generally used to resolve disputes. The rail industry that we face
is distinguished from our market-based rate setting in that no com-
petition exists that would otherwise curtail or limit monopoly-based
pricing practices. In the absence of true competition, mediation,
under the supervision of a government sponsored agency, is one
method by which reasonable pricing that satisfies the needs of both
parties and the public good might be achieved.]

Ms. BROWN. In your particular case. Anyone else on that issue?
Okay, the other question. Good or bad, lower rates are not going
to deal with the significant capacity problem that we have in the
Unit‘:?ed States. What suggestion do you have for funding rail expan-
sion?

Mr. SPITZER. I would say in one word, it is competition. I believe
that we need the infrastructure

Ms. BROWN. Do you think competition is going to help expand
the system?

Mr. SPITZER. Yes, I do.

Ms. BROWN. It surely did not do it with the telephone industry.

Mr. SPITZER. I would just say that in the——

Ms. BROWN. A lot of people made money and you do not know
who to call.

Mr. SpitzER. Well, yes, there are those rare exceptions. But I
would say that my experience in the industry that I am in and
dealing with customers that span everything from electronics to
food to a whole variety of industries, our Nation is based upon com-
petition. We would see, I believe, innovation, we would see new
technology, we would see competition between railroads. If I may
also add, the whole idea of having infrastructure and expanded ca-
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pacity, we also want to be sure that we have U.S. produced goods
to put on those expanded railroads that have occurred.

Ms. BROWN. Absolutely, and jobs. And this is something that we
cannot send overseas. Thank goodness. But, for example, you talk
about what you ship. You have the capacity to use trucks, which
I am not encouraging it, as an alternative to rail. Let us say as
with plastic, for example. Certain goods, like coal, coal needs to go
rail. But you have the capacity with, as you just said, your diver-
sity to use other kinds of alternatives.

Mr. SPITZER. Well, yes, we do use a variety of means of transpor-
tation. However, (1) rail is one of the safest means to transport ma-
terial; and (2) based upon the long distances that may be involved
or the volume, in many cases truck is simply not a viable option
for many of the products that we move. And I believe that is why
when we are in these negotiations it is very clear to the carrier
that we do not have a viable alternative and therein comes the
take it or leave it offers or the triple digit types of price increases.

Ms. BROWN. Mr. Hurst, you mentioned beans and corn. I am no
expert on any of that. But my question is why would it matter to
the railroads what you are shipping? I am just curious. You said
that they did not want you to ship barley, they wanted you to ship
corn. Why would they care?

Mr. HURST. Because I understand they load, say, Nebraska corn
in large shuttle trains and they deal in 100 car shuttle trains in-
stead of dealing with 25 cars at a time with barley. They prefer
corn. They are set up for corn and that fits their model, so they
just basically said to Idaho barley, forget it, we do not want to
mess with you.

Ms. BROWN. I thought you said you have your own cars.

Mr. HURST. Some companies do. But producers, we do not own
our own cars. We sell to an elevator or a grain buyer and some of
them do.

Ms. BROWN. Would someone else like to address the expansion
capacity? You know, we do have a problem. I want to see more pas-
senger rail. We have an explosion, which is exciting, but we do
have an explosion as far as products, goods and services. We need
to be competitive with China and other places. But no matter who
I talk to, whether it is the Russians or the Europeans, they think
we have the number one rail in the world. But I am listening and
I hear you saying that there are some problems. But this industry
has just started operating in the black. I see a couple of hands and
I guess I have got a couple of minutes. So, yes, sir.

Mr. HARPER. Very quickly. I think what we want are fair and
reasonable rates and have and understand that there is someplace
to go to air our concerns. I am in the electric utility business. I am
not in the rail business. I want to have a supplier that has my best
interest at heart. And if he has that, then he is out there building
the infrastructure that is necessary to get our products to market
and get coal to my power plants. That is my biggest concern.

Ms. BROWN. He is investing 18 percent of his product back into
the industry. DuPont is not doing that. Nobody is putting that
amount back into the industry.
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Mr. HARPER. Well, if I may. Right now, we have a workplan of
$5.2 billion in front of us over the next 10 years. Yes, ma’am, I do
think we are investing in our system, with all due respect.

Ms. BROWN. Mr. English?

Mr. ENGLISH. Thank you very much, Chairwoman Brown. I think
there are a couple of issues here. One, you should not just have a
small segment of the population in this country or a small segment
of the shippers who pay the entire freight. If we are going to take
this on as a national policy, everyone should be involved in paying
gor it. It is too big for one thing, and the second thing is it is not
air.

The second issue, I have heard that 18 percent, and I hope you
will challenge that a little bit and found out if that includes the
maintenance and upkeep as well. If that is maintenance and up-
keep, that is not what I think you are alluding to as far as invest-
ment in infrastructure. Thank you.

Chairman OBERSTAR. The Chairwoman’s time has expired.

Ms. BROWN. Yes, sir.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Mr. LaTourette. We have seven minutes
remaining on a vote but only a handful have voted so far. So we
have plenty of time.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank the Chairman and I will try to be
brief. I learned from my very brief tenure as the Chairman of the
Rail Subcommittee not to mess with Congressman English, so I
will not be asking you any questions today, sir.

[Laughter.]

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Spitzer, following up on where the
gentlelady from Florida led off. One of the arguments that is made
by the advocates of re-regulation, and you sort of I thought in your
testimony took a whack at the railroads for buying back stock and
I was prepared to talk to you about DuPont’s stock buy backs. But
in answer to Ms. Brown’s question, I think she asked the right
question. And Congressman English, I will challenge it. I do not
think it is 18 percent. I think it is 17 percent that railroads invest
in capital expenditures, and that comes from the Surface Transpor-
tation Board. But you did in response to Ms. Brown’s question, Mr.
Spitzer, indicate that you do not have any problem with stock buy
backs as long as they make investments. Do you know how much
DuPont makes in capital expenditures based upon a function of
revenue per year?

Mr. SpiTZER. Well, I mean, this year it will be over 5 to 6 per-
cent, in that range. But it is a different type of industry and I am
concerned that perhaps we are getting a little bit off of the point.
I am not an expert in national policy or how to go ahead and deal
with the railroad funding issue. I am here saying that as a captive
shipper I think there are some very serious imbalances, a very un-
even playing field, and unreasonable and excessive rates. And to
add on to Mr. English, the whole idea that the captive shipper
ought to be the place through differential pricing where you fund
railroad capital I do not agree with.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Let me be clear. I want to agree with Mr.
Harper’s observation. I think that people that feel aggrieved,
whether it is the railroads or the people that ship on the railroads,
should have a place to go where they get treated fairly. And if that
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is what you are all here telling us, I could not agree with any of
you more. And of the Surface Transportation Board, I was im-
pressed by Chairman Nottingham. I think some of the changes
they have made in small shipper and cost of capital are steps for-
ward. But like anything else, you should be able to have a forum
where you are treated fairly. So if that is what you are telling me,
that is fine. I will tell you I cannot agree always on how you are
getting there.

That brings me back to you, Mr. Spitzer. One of the observations
the railroads make, and it goes to the Chairman’s opening state-
ment when he set up and talked about that big map of all the land
that was given to the railroad and everything else, is that they
have some kind of national responsibility. I agree with that too.
But they have a common carrier responsibility and they come to
me on a pretty regular basis and say you know what, if we do not
have to carry your chlorine, we are not going to have the exorbitant
insurance, we are not going to do this. And so I do not think that
your company or any other chemical company in this country would
say you would trade a beefed up STB and lower rates if they were
relieved of their common carrier obligation. Right? That is part of
this mix that we are in, which is why people need to be treated
fairly.

And the last question, because the vote is pending. When the
World Bank took a look at this in 1998, and it has actually be up-
dated, their observation at the World Bank, from a guy named Lou
Thompson, is “Because of the market-based approach involving
minimal government intervention, today’s U.S. freight railroads
add up to a network that comparing the total cost to shippers and
taxpayers give the world’s most cost-effective freight rail system.
Unsubsidized U.S. frail rates are not only the lowest of any market
economy, they have been falling every year since 1980 even though
U.S. labor costs are high.” And I would refer you to Figure 2 in Ms.
Hecker’s presentation from the GAO earlier today. Figure 2 shows
that really the only sector that has seen an increase in rates since
1985 is the guy at the end, the guy in the ag business. Everybody
else has been seeing rates go down.

So I think that maybe I am going to leave this hearing with the
view that rates are going down except for the ag guy who is having
a problem with some of his stuff. But maybe the coming together
thing here is having an organization like the STB that when you
leave there you feel you have been treated fairly. Mr. Spitzer, do
you want to say something about that?

Mr. SPITZER. If I can, Mr. Congressman. I would not want you
to leave with let us say a misimpression. We have not had our
rates going down over the past 20 years. Our rates have been going
up and that does not even account for all of the other so-called ac-
cessorial charges, rail cars that add on to it.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I do not want to beat up on you, but my view
is fairness. My steelworkers come to me and say that DuPont has
cornered the market on something that is called neoprene, which
I do not even know what neoprene is, but they need it to make rub-
ber and that your company stands in the way of bringing in neo-
prene from Canada, Japan, and other places.
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So again, I leave this hearing, Mr. Chairman, with the belief that
re-regulation of the railroads is wrong. However, if we can develop
a system at the Surface Transportation Board or someplace else so
that these folks feel that their grievances are at least being fairly
dealt with, then that is something I can get behind. I thank you
and yield back the balance of my time.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Thank the gentleman. We do have two
minutes remaining. I would say that if the purpose of this legisla-
tion were to impose rates, that would be re-regulation. But as Mr.
Mulvey said, the Staggers Act reduced, and greatly reduced, eco-
nomic regulation. What we are working on here is a process by
which we can determine fairness in rate setting.

Mr. Baker?

Mr. BAKER. I shall be brief and just make a statement, Mr.
Chairman. There will be adequate time for our witnesses to re-
spond in writing if they so choose.

I just wish to observe that the bill that we have under consider-
ation does address bottleneck reciprocal switching and the paper
barriers, which have been mentioned by the various witnesses as
important elements. If we are to assume that we may move for-
ward with at least those essential elements, there is apparently
one open door which the STB has provided us with the comment
period on the capital asset pricing model. That being integral to
rate decisions and a lot of other assessments the STB must make.

They have held out earlier today that if you do not like the CAP
M approach, what are the alternatives. There are some alter-
natives, arbitrage trading practice, for example, and there may be
others. And Mr. Spitzer or any of the representatives at the table
who have access to financial guidance could advise the Committee
or, more importantly, the STB. Now their comment period closed
September 13 but it does not foreclose or forestall what this Com-
mittee might do in moving forward.

If there is a better way to bring about responsible pricing which
blends the ability to make a profit with a regulated utility in this
case, that is what we are looking for. Because from what I under-
stand, the pricing models used to date was discounted cash flow,
and for years past while the rest of the world moved on. They have
said give us a better way to do this and we will consider it. Well,
I do not want to let that opportunity pass by. We have never had
this opportunity since Staggers passed. We may not get it for an-
other 25 years. So among all the people who are the rail concerned
stakeholders, this is a window for this Committee to act and for us
to deliver to the STB a product that might make a great deal more
market sense. With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Thank you very much, Mr. Baker. Well
said and thoughtfully said.

We will excuse this panel and call the final panel for the day,
panel III. We have three votes which could take as much as a half
an hour. So we will resume sitting as soon as votes are concluded.

[Recess.]

[After 6:00 P.M.]

Chairman OBERSTAR. The Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure will come to order and resume its sitting.
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We welcome our final panel, Panel III, including Mr. Jim Young,
chairman, president, and chief executive officer of Union Pacific;
Charlie Marshall, vice president of development, Farm Rail Sys-
tem; and William Rennicke, director, Oliver Wyman, Inc. The piece
de resistance, as they say in French.

Mr. SHUSTER. What does it mean?

Chairman OBERSTAR. It means the main course.

[Laughter.]

Chairman OBERSTAR. That has many implications. Mr. Young,
welcome. You have waited a long time today, you have been very
patient, sat through all the previous testimony, and now is your
turn.

TESTIMONY OF JIM YOUNG, CHAIRMAN, PRESIDENT, CHIEF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, UNION PACIFIC; CHARLIE MARSHALL,
VICE PRESIDENT OF DEVELOPMENT, FARM RAIL SYSTEM,
INC.; AND WILLIAM RENNICKE, DIRECTOR, OLIVER WYMAN,
INC.

Mr. YOUNG. I feel like I have been working on the railroad today.
Chairman Oberstar, Ranking Member Shuster, Members of the
Committee, my name is Jim Young and as of January of this year
I became chairman of Union Pacific Corporation. I appreciate the
opportunity to testify today on behalf of the rail industry. I have
attached the testimony of Wick Moorman, the CEO of Norfolk-
Southern, to my written remarks. He had submitted testimony on
behalf of the entire freight rail industry.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, our Nation is facing an infrastruc-
ture crisis. Every mode is being stretched beyond its limits. You
and your Committee are at the very heart of this debate and will
play a critical role in solving this great challenge. My message
today is a simple one. The results of your deliberations will deter-
mine how much investment is made in the private rail system and
how much traffic gets shifted to the over-burdened highway sys-
tem. Let me explain why.

As the only transportation mode that pays for its own infrastruc-
ture, the rail industry must generate enough revenue to build new
capacity while replacing existing infrastructure as it approaches
the end of its useful life. Union Pacific is investing for growth. Our
capital budget for this year is $3.2 billion, the largest amount in
history. We are making substantial investments in growth capital
because we believe our financial returns will continue to improve
to justify these high levels of investment.

If we are going to continue to prudently invest in the capacity
that our customers want and our Nation needs, we need some as-
surance that we can earn revenues sufficient to justify making
those investments. Unfortunately, the current legislative and regu-
latory climate threatens those returns and makes future invest-
ment in additional capacity uncertain.

Some of our customers will tell you they are paying too much for
rail service and their prices should be lowered. They are advocating
proposals that would in essence cap the rates we charge and shift
railroads to a cost-plus rate regime that ignores the market, im-
pairs service, and penalizes efficiency. There is an interesting di-
chotomy between what we are hearing in Washington and what I
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hear when I meet with the CEOs of many of those shippers, as I
do regularly. I can tell you that for the vast majority of the CEOs
their primary concern is whether we are investing to handle their
future growth. What I tell them is that as our financial returns im-
prove they will see the benefits in the forms of better service and
more capacity.

We are concerned about the Surface Transportation Board’s re-
cent proposal on the calculation of the industry’s cost of capital.
And while we have always supported the STB finding a way to
streamline rate cases for small shippers, we are concerned about
the board’s new regime for bringing those rate cases. The board’s
new rate case regime will undoubtedly lead to lower rates for some
customers and will adversely affect our revenues. This will be com-
pounded by the board’s new calculation of the cost of capital. The
new calculation establishes a cost of equity level below similar cal-
culations by economic experts in other agencies for network indus-
tries such as electric utilities. This also increases the amount of
traffic subject to rate regulation and will force a reduction in our
rates as calculated under the board’s rate review processes.

We have concerns with the approaches that the board is taking
in these two cases and will continue to participate in the process.
At the end of the day, it is clear the regulatory landscape has shift-
ed and that our revenues will be effected.

As a publicly owned company, we have a fiduciary duty to our
owners to operate the company in a profitable manner and make
prudent decisions regarding capital investment. The shareholders
of Union Pacific will not allow management to invest capital in
projects that have an unreasonably low rate of return. Since the in-
ception of the rail industry, many of the challenges we have faced
have changed. But one constant remains the same. We can only
build and maintain the size rail network that our customers are
willing to pay for. The decisions you and the STB make about our
regulatory structure will control how much investment we will be
allowed to make. If you believe, as we do, that there is a transpor-
tation infrastructure crisis, then we should be doing everything we
can to accelerate investment.

Our company and this industry have demonstrated that we will
invest when the market demands it and when the returns justify
it. Our country’s freight railroads are finally approaching a point
where the financial returns justify new investment. It would be
tragic indeed if Government policy changes would step in now to
stop the growth potential for a significant component of our coun-
try’s vital infrastructure.

That concludes my testimony. Thank you again for giving me the
opportunity to represent the railroad industry. I would be happy to
take any questions.

Chairman OBERSTAR. If there is anything else you wish to add,
all witnesses are cautioned to keep their remarks to five minutes,
but you are certainly welcome to extend.

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you. I am sure I will have the opportunity
with the questions. Thank you, sir.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Mr. Marshall.

Mr. MARSHALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Charlie
Marshall. I am senior vice president of Farm Rail. Farm Rail is a
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350-mile railroad in western Oklahoma. But I am here today rep-
resenting the American Short Line and Regional Railroad Associa-
tion, which is composed of about 500 small railroads all across the
country. The short lines together operate about 50,000 miles of
track, we have 23,000 employees, and we blanket the Nation.

I would like you to think about two characteristics of small rail-
roads. One is that we do not go from A to B. We got to A and then
we count on the big railroads to handle the freight the rest of the
way to B. So we are intimately tied to the fortunes of the large rail-
roads. The second characteristic is that a large part of the freight
we carry is merchandise, things like lumber, and paper, and waste,
and food products, and things that can, and do, regularly travel by
truck. Indeed, we handle some 42 percent of U.S. merchandise car-
loads for at least some part of the haul, according to a study that
a fellow from MIT made earlier this year.

Now as you look at this merchandise business that we handle,
one of the things that worries us is that it is one of the less profit-
able pieces of business that the big railroads handle. And when the
big railroads run into a capacity crunch, as they have several times
in the past several years, what they do is favor the most profitable
business, like any rational operator would do, and they squeeze out
the lesser profitable business. Well, we are the less profitable busi-
ness. We are the merchandise. And if that happens, when that hap-
pens, the traffic that we handle will not move by us, it will move
by truck.

And that is our point here today. We urge this panel to think
very carefully before adopting measures that would take revenue
that could supply capacity away from the large railroads and there-
by as an unintended consequence divert the small railroad traffic
onto our crowded highways. Thank you very much.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Thank you, Mr. Marshall. Mr. Rennicke.

Mr. RENNICKE. Thank you, Chairman Oberstar and Ranking
Member Shuster. I am William Rennicke, the director at Oliver
Wyman. Since I started my transportation career over 40 years ago
as a brakeman on the bankrupt New Haven Railroad, I have been
an active participant in both carrier operations and management
as well as an advisor to the transportation industry, government,
financial institutions, and users of transportation worldwide.

In the late 1970s I was fortunate to be an active participant in
the public and legislative process that led to the Staggers Act. I be-
lieve that Congress, shippers, the carriers, labor, and all other in-
dustry participants should be quite proud of the results of the Stag-
gers Act and the subsequent restructuring of the U.S. rail industry.
From the late 1960s to the mid-1970s, over half of the U.S. rail sys-
tem was in bankruptcy or in financial distress. The Staggers Act
turned the rail industry into a self-sustaining freight network and
the U.S. regulatory and carrier model is now seen as a standard
and benchmark for the freight systems worldwide.

In the last 20 years, Oliver Wyman and our North American con-
sulting competitors have actually made an industry out of export-
ing this success story to most foreign countries. In every country
where we have worked, the objectives of restructuring have been
to create a self-sustaining railway network that supports the do-
mestic economy, facilitates international trade, and is funded as
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much as possible by the private sector. However, despite decades
of efforts in other parts of the world, with the exception of the
United States, Canada, and to some extent Mexico, no rail system
anywhere in the world survives without direct or indirect support
from the government and taxpayer. The billions spent by the U.S.
Government to correct Conrail’s situation was the last significant
investment in the U.S. railroads.

I believe proposed provisions of H.R. 2125 raise the issue of
whether the United States wants a freight rail system to continue
to be funded and developed by the private sector or will there be
a need to shift some part of the funding responsibility to tax-based
subsidies. The principles and policies of differential pricing are gen-
erally recognized as the most effective path to railroad pricing.
There are, however, some unavoidable realities that are embedded
in the characteristics of any large transportation network that is
both complex and where market-based pricing is used to maximize
contribution and avoid the need for taxpayer support.

First, on pricing. For any mode or sector where pricing policy
permits differential pricing there will always be some users who
pay more and some users who pay less. Human and economic na-
ture being what it is, no one in the United States or any other
economy likes to be in the differential pricing bucket that is at the
highest or higher than others. No one celebrates paying higher
prices. No traffic manager or shipping executive receives a bonus
or is compensated for being the highest revenue to variable cost
ratio.

It is to be expected that there will be a continuous and natural
tendency of those parties paying the higher ratios to try and modify
the pricing structure to restrict the workings of differential pricing.
It has been my experience over the last 25 years however that the
differential pricing does not work when regulation cuts off one end
of the range and tries to move as much as possible artificially to
the lower levels.

Service. Overall service in the U.S. freight rail system is the
envy of the world and many U.S. network planning and business
practices have become global benchmarks. For example, in the
United States there are over 2 million origin-destination combina-
tions, and in 2006, 1.31 million rail cars moved 32.1 million car-
loads carrying almost 2 trillion tons. Even in a situation where
some are unhappy about being on the high end of the rate curve
or have experienced the frustration of even one service failure, it
is important to recognize that the U.S. freight rail system is still
the best in the world and I believe has the opportunity to be even
better.

Here are several facts.

As T think it has been pointed out a couple of times here this
morning, by a wide measure, if you measure just the freight rates,
the U.S. freight rates are the lowest in the world, and to some ex-
tent Canadian freight rates. No taxpayer contribution is required
for either of the freight service infrastructure.

The graphic I have up on the board shows the variable costs or
the out of pocket costs the governments must pay in the countries
that are listed on that chart for infrastructure. And as you can see,
in some case, on the lower end of that chart, the users are paying
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only 10 to 15 to 20 percent of the cost of the infrastructure. There
is no mention of capital on that because 100 percent of the capital
cost in those countries is funded by the government. So as you
looked at the prior chart I had where the freight rates are the low-
est, not only are the freight rates the lowest in the United States,
but when you compare them against foreign countries, that meas-
ures the freight rates that the customer is paying but then also the
taxpayer, as I presented in this chart, is paying primarily for the
infrastructure and some other kinds of subsidies.

The U.S. system is the most productive in the world. The U.S.
railroads reinvest more capital in infrastructure and equipment
than almost any other sector in the economy. And I think the
graphic on the left shows, whether you think it is 17 percent or 18
percent, that is a phenomenal amount of the individual dollar rev-
enue that comes into a railroad to be put back into the property.

The chart on the right is even more interesting. It shows the re-
turn on equity or the returns the different industries in the United
States earn. And while the railroads are putting the largest per-
centage of their revenue into investment, they basically have the
lowest return of the large industries.

The other important point to take from this chart, and this gets
into the realm of maybe unintended consequences, is that every
one of the shipper groups, with the possible exception of agri-
culture, who spoke to you today are in an industry that has a far
larger or far greater return on equity than the railroads. In the fi-
nancial markets, when the railroads go to attract funds, they are
not just competing against other railroads, they compete against all
industries. So every effort that is made, for example, to move
freight rates is basically going to take any of those bars in chemical
or petroleum or utilities or automotive and push it farther to the
right and it will take that small bar on the left and push it to the
left. So, in essence, the legislation also may have the possibility of
being a redistribution of where returns are. Thank you.

Chairman OBERSTAR. All right. Thank you for those very inter-
esting and instructive charts and for your testimony.

Mr. Marshall, you set the record for testimony today for brevity
and to the point, and made your point most effectively.

Mr. Young, on behalf of the industry, do you agree with or dis-
agree with Dr. Mulvey’s observation that the Staggers Act greatly
reduced economic regulation of the industry?

Mr. YOUNG. I agree it reduced economic regulation of our indus-
try. If you look at it in total, I also agree it was a tremendous suc-
cess. It saved this industry. There is no question in terms of where
we were heading in the 1980s and where we are today.

Chairman OBERSTAR. I certainly concur. And I say that, in fur-
therance of my opening remarks, as a Member of the House at the
time, rubbing worry beads about was this the right vote to make.
It was a good vote to make. It was an era of deregulation that the
Congress engaged in at that time.

The railroad sector has such an evocative force with the Amer-
ican public. Hardly a county in my district, and there are hun-
dreds, maybe thousands of towns across the Nation, hardly a town
that does not have a railroad and thousands that do have a mem-
ory of the railroad era, either a caboose, or a locomotive, or a
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freight car, or in the iron ore mining country iron ore carrying cars.
And time and again when the economy flounders, people will say
well isn’t it time that we make a big investment in railroads and
have the Government put some money in and build more rail track
and create thousands of jobs. And I explain to them that we do not
do it that way. But I say that because there is such a powerful ap-
peal. There was a very effective ad that the Association of Amer-
ican Railroads ran in the 1970s and into the 1980s of a former as-
tronaut whose concluding statement was, “America’s railroads, who
needs them. We all do.” And we do.

But in the deregulation language, we reduced but did not elimi-
nate Government oversight of rail rates and service. In 1930, the
freight rail network counted 249,000-plus miles. By 1957 that di-
minished to 220,000. By 1970, it was 202,000. By the Staggers Act,
it was 176,000 miles. Today it is just slightly less than the mileage
of the National Highway System, which is 156,000 miles, and
140,000 miles of rail network including short line and regional rail-
roads. Clearly, in this era of resurgence, it is not enough. We need
more miles of track. We need more double and triple tracking, as
many of your association members and Union Pacific have been
doing. But in this process there are concerns, as you heard voiced
all throughout the day, of service and of rate increases to captive
shippers, and a very cumbersome, complex process by which the
Surface Transportation Board, remnant of the ICC, remnant of the
regulatory era, with very limited, focused authority can deal with.

And so I ask the question of you that I asked of the STB panel.
Can you envision a rate that is so high a percentage of variable
cost that the board should use its power to declare the rate unrea-
sonable?

Mr. YOUNG. I cannot envision a rate that high. Although one of
the things that we need to think about is what rate should I charge
for chlorine moving on the railroad. And I will give you an exam-
ple. In terms of the small shipper process that they have in play
today, they are going to treat a load of lumber the same as they
will treat a load of chlorine. And we know the risk profile on chlo-
rine. At Union Pacific we handle 36,000 carloads of toxic inhalants
a year. That is chlorine and anhydrous ammonia. And again the
question there is I am not certain you could set any rate that
would justify hauling that business.

Chairman OBERSTAR. When setting rates, and you make a very
good comparison of a toxic substance and one that, logs, for exam-
ple, that would not be toxic. It would be damaging if it fell on peo-
ple but not toxic. And rate setting there is a challenge for your in-
dustry. And the purpose of this hearing is not to inquire how you
do that. But when you do, you do not have to have approval of the
Surface Transportation Board, do you, to set a rate.

Mr. YOUNG. We have to work within the regulations that we op-
erate under.

Chairman OBERSTAR. But the setting of a rate by a railroad does
not require approval by the Surface Transportation Board.

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct. Yes.

Chairman OBERSTAR. That rate comes into question only if a
shipper or consumer contests it; is that correct?

Mr. YoUNG. That is correct.
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Chairman OBERSTAR. So if there is a process in place for chal-
lenge of rates, then should not that process be equitable both for
the railroad and for the challenger?

Mr. YOUNG. I think the changes that are proposed by the STB
will help address some of the concerns you have heard from small
shippers.

Chairman OBERSTAR. But we have discussed today, and you have
heard the discussion, of the filing fee just to get in the door to file
a complaint. Do you find the filing fee system that is currently in
place equitable? Burdensome?

Mr. YOUNG. I think the changes that the STB made, including
when they looked at their filing fees here—again, the discussion
was one on the costs at the STB. I do not think they are unreason-
able. We talk about small shippers. I find that DuPont has three
rate cases at the Board. I quite honestly do not see them as small
shippers and they certainly have the capability to cover the costs
of that fee.

Chairman OBERSTAR. And the timeframe for pursuing a case,
many of these go three years, some at least four years. Do you
think that is a reasonable period of time in which to resolve a case?

Mr. YOUNG. No, I do not. I think whatever you can do to accel-
erate the resolution is fine. It would be a positive.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Good for the railroad, good for the shipper,
good for the consumer. And in your judgement or in your review
of the world and economic sector in which you operate, should
there at all be a rate reasonableness appeal process?

Mr. YOUNG. Well, the question becomes one on what are the op-
tions for a customer. When we look at Union Pacific, I take our
pricing very seriously. We try to understand what does it mean to
the customer, what does it mean in terms of their competitive posi-
tion, what are the alternatives. It does us no good in our industry
to make a customer non-competitive. I need to have growth long
term. The question becomes what is reasonable overall in terms of
what will the market bear. And many of my customers, I heard
today off in discussions that there is no competition. I have lost
hundreds of millions of dollars in revenue in the last year alone to
other railroads, to the highway truckers, to business moving
through Mexico, business coming over Canada, container business
moving all water around the Canal to the East Coast and to the
rivers. There is a substantial amount of competition when you look
at the industry today.

Chairman OBERSTAR. My question goes to the fundamental issue
of whether there should be in the view of the railroads, your broth-
ers and sisters in the rail business, or should there be a process
as exists in aviation where airlines just charge a fee and enter a
market without any review by the Department of Transportation?

Mr. YOUNG. I am not quite certain what your question is.

Chairman OBERSTAR. I am asking whether you disagree with the
fundamentals of the existing system or whether you are prepared
to continue to live within it.

Mr. YOUNG. Well, we will live within it. The question within the
system at the end of day here is what type of investment, how
much investment do we want in the railroad. If you look at the sys-
tem as we are defined today, and it is not clear to me if you are
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talking about what you are proposing in the new bill, the funda-
mental question will be what return will be set and how much in-
vestment we want in the business.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Where in the introduced legislation does
the proposed bill set rates for the railroad?

Mr. YoUuNG. Well, if you look at I believe it is

Chairman OBERSTAR. Where does it set rates?

Mr. YOoUNG. Page 15, Section 302, it talks about improvement of
rate reasonableness standard.

Chairman OBERSTAR. It does not set rates. It deals with the proc-
ess.

Mr. YouNG. What it has is a formula that is a cost-based formula
that considers variable and fixed cost and an adequate return.
Maybe the term rates is not the appropriate term. It is fixing the
investment, the margin, the profitability of the business. But either
way it may not necessarily reflect the market.

Chairman OBERSTAR. It does not fix. It deals with the process.
That is the difference that we have over the way your association
reads the legislation and the way the legislation reads. In your re-
port to your workforce, you say a Federal bureaucracy would deter-
mine who could use which tracks regardless of who owns them, and
it would also set the rates that the owner of the track could charge.
We are dealing with a process, not setting rates in this legislation.

Mr. YouNG. Mr. Chairman, the way I look at what is potentially
out there is expanded, let us not call it re-regulation, expanded per-
spective or process on the rates that can be charged in a particular
area. It will be a cost-plus formula. We have within the bill a pro-
posal that the Government will determine areas that lack competi-
tion. That brings into account reciprocal switching, trackage rights,
which the Government again will determine how are those rates
set when you look at it. Let us forget we are talking about setting
rates. What we are talking here about is setting the returns on the
business.

Chairman OBERSTAR. The bill does not deal with trackage rights.

Mr. YOUNG. I think in the area where you talk about the areas
of inadequate competition it talks about terminal trackage rights
or some type of access in terms of the network.

Chairman OBERSTAR. But does not set them.

Mr. YOUNG. Well, somebody will determine the

Chairman OBERSTAR. But there is a process in which railroads
will have a voice, in which shippers will have a voice, and con-
sumers will have a voice.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I think the question becomes one of
are we confident of the process—again, ultimately the challenge
you and your Committee have is to decide how much investment
do we want in the rail network. And the question becomes one of
how will we peg whatever that return is, how will we peg the mar-
gins in the business, how do you incent productivity and invest-
ment will flow. There is no question in my mind today. My first
year as president of Union Pacific I went into my board three times
and asked for an increase in capital. My board supported me 100
percent. They supported me under the perspective that we were
starting to see the financial returns in this business move up. We
had a debate about should we do it now or should we wait. We said
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we need to do it now under the context that we can continue to im-
prove these returns. My concern again is simply we are introducing
a lot of uncertainty. I am making decisions on the Sunset corridor,
you know that corridor, it runs from L.A. to El Paso, an old South-
ern Pacific railroad, it should have been double tracked years ago.
We are making a $1.5 billion bet that the future financial returns
can support that investment.

Chairman OBERSTAR. One factual question. In your statement of
capital investment for the railroad and generally for your associa-
tion, how much of that figure is maintenance and how much is new
track and new locomotive and new rail car? What percentage?

Mr. YOUNG. The 18 percent, 17-18 percent, UP is actually invest-
ing 20 percent this year but we will use those numbers, it is all
either brand new expansion or replacement of assets. If you want
to put maintenance in, it is 40 percent of the revenue dollar.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Thank you. Mr. Shuster.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First I wanted to make
a comment reflecting back on your decision in 1980. As we have
moved through this process, I have got my worry beads out and I
hope that we are going to do the right thing and do not do some-
thing that has unintended consequences. Because as I look back
and study what has happened over the 27 years, I think it has
been a great success.

So I am very concerned about how we move forward and making
sure that we do not overstep and cause great harm to an industry
that, as Mr. Young said, is just now beginning to have the returns
to make these bets. And they are bets, because you have uncer-
tainty everyday in the economy; is the economy going to continue
to grow, is it going to go into recession, what is going to happen.
But now you also have to deal with a regulatory process that is un-
certain at best and certainly can use some improvement.

But I turn to Mr. Rennicke. If you would, I see your company
Oliver Wyman deals with shippers, it deals with the transportation
companies. You yourself, and we have had a discussion, you have
dealt with shippers and rail companies. Can you talk about some
of the shippers that you have dealt with. Is half of your business
shippers? Is 10 percent of your business shippers? I am trying to
establish your credentials here before the Committee.

Mr. RENNICKE. If you look at our overall firm, transportation is
about 10 percent and the other 90 percent basically works for auto
companies, chemical companies, utilities, et cetera. So, in general,
the company is oriented that way. I spend most of my time now
working primarily for financial institutions that are looking to
learn more about how the railroad industry works. I would say that
is about 70 percent of my time. Probably 20 percent of the time is
working for some shippers who are interested in is there a different
way that we can approach, other than through litigation or regula-
tion, our position in the industry. Most of that has been in coal and
utilities and food products, consumer products. The other 10 per-
cent is time where I actually work for carriers, both trucking com-
panies and railroads.

Mr. SHUSTER. You deal across the gamut. Are you familiar with
Mr. Spitzer’s testimony? On page 9 there is a table dealing with
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captive shippers, page 9 I believe it is, and how they define captive.
Are you familiar with that?

Mr. RENNICKE. I have looked at that a number of times because
it has actually been on a number of websites. As best I can deter-
mine from that, how they define captive I believe is the average of
rates above 180, and non-captive are the rates below 180. So what
this is to some extent is a little bit of a self-fulfilling prophecy. Are
farm products captive? That is basically an average rate, median
or something that is above. We actually talked to the company that
did this several years ago when they first came out to see did they
do a survey, did they actually try to go customer to customer and
find out if they were really captive or not captive. And as best we
could determine from what they said, it is a pure mathematical ex-
ercise using the spread of rates that are in the

Mr. SHUSTER. Right. In your experience, are there customers
that only have one railroad serving them that are paying less?

Mr. RENNICKE. Absolutely. I think the comments today, there is
a whole series of competition that people do not think of—product,
source competition, moving into Mexico, Mr. Young mentioned all
water. They are starting to build 12,000 TEU ships. And part of
the reason why the liner companies are doing that is maybe to
avoid land movement of containers. So you may find many shippers
who basically are paying rates that are far lower, have competitive
options in that regard that are not rail.

Mr. SHUSTER. Right. In your view, H.R. 2125, the bill in question
here, do you believe that it will in the end reduce the rate to re-
turns and the costs that can be recouped, the prices that are going
to be charged over the railroads?

Mr. RENNICKE. I think the biggest concern that I have, in all due
respect with the process that you are going through in legislation,
is that when you have an undefined process the financial commu-
nity looks at that as being risk because they cannot get their arms
around it.

As T said, in the last couple of years we have worked extensively
for many of these. You know, 24 months ago an equity investment
in the railroads may not have been an interesting thing. Now pen-
sion funds, not all just hedge funds, that name was mentioned a
lot today, but these are pension funds, teachers’ pension funds, re-
tirement funds, as well as hedge funds and private equity firms,
they are asking us to look at the carriers. Their first question when
this bill came out earlier was what does all this mean. Do we have
to start dealing now discounting for uncertainty? Because there is
a whole bunch of undefined things here. There is trackage rights,
there is haulage, there is the definition of what is really in the non-
competitive area versus what is in the competitive area. All of
those things create risk and the grand daddy of them all is final
offer arbitration, which is Monte Carlo, almost baseball arbitration.
It is almost a roll of the dice to figure out how those kinds of deci-
sions are made.

So all of that creates risk and I believe will reduce their interest
or it will increase the cost of capital because they will risk adjust
the funds that they are lending to the railroads.

Mr. SHUSTER. All right. I see my time is up. I am going to ask
one question if Mr. Young if that is okay.
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Chairman OBERSTAR. Okay. Go ahead.

Mr. SHUSTER. Okay. Thank you. Mr. Young, I continue to hear
people saying the railroads are buying back stock. I have some idea
of that, but I wonder if you might be able to explain this. And you
need to use the KISS principle here—keep it simple. Why are you
buying back stock? And I think today somebody was saying that
railroads are buying back stock and that is somehow a bad thing.
I do not believe it is. But if you could explain it so I understand
it better and we can get it on the record.

Mr. YouNG. Well, buying back stock is very common. In fact, in
the S&P 500, last year 300 companies bought back stock. In fact,
of the 23 members of the American Chemistry Council that are in
the S&P 500, 21 bought back stock. In fact, I think the total I read
was almost $17 billion. In fact, one of the customers represented
up here accelerated their program. It is a very common measure
to provide improved returns to shareholders.

Union Pacific this year announced our share purchase program,
the first time we have had one in many, many years, and it was
based on this kind of logic here. The first thing we looked at is in-
vestment in the business. Where are those returns. And $3.2 billion
was the test. What do we need to do with customers, how to think
long term. The next thing we did is start to think about how do
we accelerate returns for Union Pacific shareholders. And that
comes from a combination of share repurchase. What it does, it
takes shares out of the market, increases average earnings per
share, stock prices go up, shareholders see a return. It is actually
pretty simple logic that is out here.

I will tell you, Congressman, no matter how you cut the returns
in the railroad industry, they are still below the mean in the S&P
500. Dividend yields, return on assets, the dividend payout ratios
that they have, return on equity. The ACC today, when you look
at it, the average return in equity of those companies was around
20, 22 percent. UP this year was 11 percent.

Mr. SHUSTER. So in essence, what I understand, when you are
buying back stock it makes it more attractive for people to invest
in your company, which gives you more capital to do the things you
need to do.

Mr. YouNG. What it does is it boosts earnings per share.

Mr. SHUSTER. Final question. The cost of capital, the STB has
come up with a new way to view that. My understanding is that
they are taking their lead from Wall Street and Wall Street cal-
culates the cost of capital differently from the railroad industry.
Can you give me a little bit of background on that and your view.
Or is that not accurate and you view cost of capital the same as
folks on Wall Street, the analysts.

Mr. YOUNG. Well, there is not a Wall Street analyst out there
that says I am earning my cost of capital. What they look at in the
industry, there are a lot of different methods, discounted cash flow
is one, the CAP M model. In theory the CAP M model and the dis-
counted cash flow model should move the same. But there are a lot
of assumptions that can be made in that CAP M model that can
really cause a pretty major fluctuation in the results. Any model
that takes the cost of equity and literally cuts it in half I have a
concern with in terms of long term. I internally look at the cost of
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capital for the Union Pacific long term as 10-plus percent. We have
a long ways to go.

Mr. SHUSTER. And so again, what Wall Street is doing, they are
using a different formula. You mentioned they are cutting, I do not
quite understand, they are cutting it in half?

Mr. YOUNG. No, no. The new methodology. Again, CAP M and
discounted cash flow should move together at some point. The vari-
ables are the assumptions that go into the equation, like the risk
premium on equity. My point is when the STB results came out
and you looked at the cost of equity compared to the discounted
cash flow and CAP M, you cut the costs almost in half. That is a
significant change that concerns me. Because ultimately what will
happen is you are going to set the returns that you want for the
industry. That will drive investment. The math is very straight in
terms of as returns go up or go down, capital investment follows.

Mr. SHUSTER. Okay. Thank you very much.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Ms. Napolitano.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Thank you, Mr. Chair. That is a little con-
fusing because I do not understand a lot of the terminology in the
dialogue that was just going on. But I would refer to the recent
comments that you made to STB where you state the board’s new
calculation of cost of capital is mistaken both technically and from
a public policy perspective. Of course the STB announced that it in-
tends to adopt the cost of capital calculation method closer to what
is used in Wall Street. Why do you feel this is not fair or that the
board should not do this?

Mr. YOUNG. Well, again, Congresswoman, the assumptions you
make in these methodologies, and they can be fairly complicated,
can have a wide range of results.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Based on?

Mr. YOUNG. Based on assumptions on what the risk premium is
for equity, what is an investor willing to accept by investing in rail-
road equities. My point with all of this is if you look at ultimately
what the two methodologies show on cost of capital for the indus-
try, there is a huge difference. If you look at what was being used
before by the STB and the CAP M model today, it is almost 200
to 300 basis points, that is percentage points difference. That is a
20, 25 percent difference, and it is lower. Ultimately, if the cost of
capital is where this industry moves or where regulation moves, it
will control how much investment is made in the business.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Anybody have a comment on that?

Mr. MARSHALL. May I add something on that. I have a sort of
layman’s view of revenue adequacy and cost of capital. That is if
you see people buying railroads and then see them taking money
out of railroads, that says that the railroads are not earning
enough money. If you see Warren Buffet buying Burlington North-
ern and then Burlington Northern says next year we are going to
build more track because we are going to earn money on the track,
that is saying that they are earning their cost of capital and are
revenue adequate.

If you have some money and you are trying to decide whether to
give it to Jim Young to put in his railroad or give it to one of the
other industries that was up there on the chart that earns more
on its investment, you might want to do a little further analysis,
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but presumptively you would go with the big numbers rather than
with Jim. And when we get our business up so that we are earning
as much money as other people do, then you would be more likely
to send money our way. So that is sort of the gut check that I
would use on whether what is going on at the STB is the right
thing to do.

Mr. RENNICKE. Thank you. Just to echo what Mr. Marshall said.
And I think that chart had a good deal of meaning, which is why
I put it up there. I think the railroads are lagging the other indus-
tries right now. So in a competitive marketplace where, again with
the dealings I had with those funds, this week they are interested
in railroads, the last 20 or 24 months they have been interested in
railroads. But the fact that they came in, they could also leave very
quickly if they have a sense that basically the risk profile and the
returns are going to get out of whack.

They represent billions of dollars of pension money, a lot of it is
pension money, and they have an obligation they see. They make
their money on making money for the people who have invested in
pensions. And if you show them a high risk situation or if there
is a lot of uncertainty in a particular path, they are going to walk
away from it and they are going to put it into those other indus-
tries that traditionally have had rates of return that are much
higher. Look at petroleum on there, it was three times the rate of
return of the railroads. So they would be much safer putting it in
petroleum or petrochemical companies or chemical companies than
they would in putting it in the railroads.

b Mrs. NAPOLITANO. I would beg to differ with you on a personal
asis.

Mr. Young, the recent GAO report found that railroads were
transferring many costs traditionally born by the railroads onto the
customers. Maybe that is one of the reasons why you had banner
years. But let me tell you, I have heard from some of your cus-
tomers. Can you discuss some of these costs and why UP has de-
cided to shift them onto the customers.

Mr. YouNG. Well, let us take freight car ownership. That is one
that has been talked about quite a bit today. First of all, there is
a different rate for a customer that owns their own cars versus the
railroad. There is a lower rate if you own your own cars.

ers?. NAPOLITANO. Roughly, sir, what percentage are we talking
about?

Mr. YouNG. It will compensate them for the cars in terms of
their capital investment. In fact, in many cases, some of the cus-
tomers, their credit rating was higher. They could actually borrow
at a little bit lower rate to finance those cars. But that was not the
reason why what has happened here. If you look at the capital
needs in the industry, and the issue is replacing assets, in terms
of what we are faced with, the first priority where we put capital
is in the ground—building our own highways, maintaining those
highways; the second place is locomotives; and the third would be
freight cars. In fact, if you get that order wrong, your railroad is
not as efficient, it is slower, and you end up needing more cars. So
the first place is in the infrastructure. It is a simple prioritization.

The capital requests that we look at every year in the railroad
far exceed what we spend. And in a priority order, we said we have
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got to get it in the highway first, locomotive second, and in many
cases our customers are willing to work and assume some of that
investment risk as long as I reduce their rates. A great example
of that risk right now. I have 20,000 freight cars sitting idle. I
heard some discussion today about grain sitting on the ground. It
has nothing to do with the railroads. It has everything to do with
the markets. But that is the kind of risk that some of our cus-
tomers were willing to invest in.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. And I got into rail cars because my concern
is that most of them, I do not know if it has changed, are not built
in the United States. We have lost that manufacturing capability.
The other question that comes to mind has to do with the demarge.
Like I said, I had two customers in my area, your customers, that
had complained. In fact, they were in litigation if I remember cor-
rectly. Do you feel that shippers unfairly incur those demarge
charges on rail cars that are left in the railroad yards due to delays
or early deliveries or are just left sitting on their private property
because the railroad cannot pick them up and then the shippers
end up paying for that demarge.

Mr. YouNG. Congresswoman, I would agree with you demarge
was the number one complaint that I had from customers if you go
back two, three years ago. We worked hard to simplify it to take
a lot of the complexities out. But the fact is the railroads were the
lowest cost of warehousing for many customers for years. When you
had excess capacity, having a freight car loaded with lumber that
sat on a track for four days was a pretty low cost for many cus-
tomers. With capacity now being very tight, the whole logistics
chain must get more efficient. I will give you an example. If I show
up on a Friday afternoon with one customer, they have chosen not
to unload on the weekend, so those cars will sit until Monday. I
have other customers that invested in turning those assets.
Demarge is a piece of that that says I am willing at the end of the
day to be a temporary warehouse but there is a cost for that. And
it really should be reflected in terms of the logistics chain.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Back in the 1980s when I was on local council,
I can remember having to call the railroad because they were stor-
ing those cars behind people’s homes for many days at a time. That
was back then and I have not heard that complaint here, so I am
assuming that has been one of the things that you have addressed
in dealing with some of the issues that you have faced.

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. The other area is, I am assuming part of your
cost is new technology for communications in order to be able to
move your cars more efficiently.

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct. We invest in—really, a lot of this is
about safety in terms of wayside detectors. You have the tradi-
tional hot box detectors that would read a wheel if you had a prob-
lem. We are looking at acoustic detectors today, very advanced in
terms of reducing accidents. It is a technology investment but,
quite honestly, it more than pays for itself in terms of improved
safety.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Is there new technology being utilized to be
able to determine whether or not you have any problems, say faced
with some kind of a terrorist attempt?
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Mr. YOUNG. Well, the closest we could look at would be maybe
GPS in terms of some of the tankers. But I will tell you, when you
operate a 33,000 mile factory out in the open, it is pretty tough in
terms of ensuring complete security for the product moves. We
have cameras in key locations, we are doing much more visual in-
spections, advanced notice in terms of cars moving. But I haul, as
you know, a significant amount of toxic inhalants in our system
and we are doing everything we can to keep them as secure as we
can.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Certainly. I would like to submit other ques-
tions for the record, Mr. Chair. And with that, I thank you very
much and it is good to see you again Mr. Young.

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you.

Chairman OBERSTAR. The gentlewoman’s questions will be re-
ceived and submitted to witnesses for a response to the Committee.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. LaTourette.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank the Chairman very much. And I want
to thank you, Chairman Oberstar, for having this hearing. It has
been a great opportunity for me to reacquaint myself with a num-
ber of the railroad issues. As the Chairman knows, because of my
work with the Chairman on Amtrak and with the railroad industry
in the last Congress, I have been promoted to the Coast Guard
Subcommittee now and so I do not get the chance now to involve
myself in these issues. But one of the things that I enjoy very much
about the Chairman is not only is he bilingual, but he has a great
sense of history, institutional history but also history, and he also
asks great questions.

Mr. Young, I want to go back to a question that the Chairman
asked just to make sure that I am clear in your answer. When
former Congressman English was here—and I said last year when
he appeared before the Subcommittee that if I was running an as-
sociation in Washington I would hire him because he is like a fire-
cracker in representing his members—but he intimated that we
should make sure we inquired of you on that 17 percent figure, I
think Ms. Brown used 18 percent, you mentioned 20 percent,
whether somehow, he did not say you padded it, but somehow that
it not only included new build-outs, but it also somehow had a
maintenance figure. And just to be clear, if you put maintenance
together with your capital investment in infrastructure, what is
your railroad spending?

Mr. YOUNG. At UP, $3.2 billion this year for capital. Of that $3.2
billion, $2.2 billion would be replacing assets that have worn out.
The other billion would fall into the category of absolute new, going
from single track to double track, double track to triple track, or
locomotives. The percent that we had talked about, unfortunately,
in a lot of cases the term is maintenance capital, but that includes
taking a 30 year old piece of railroad or a 35 year old tie and re-
placing it. That is not maintenance. We have to make a decision
to put those in. Now if you talk about another piece which is ordi-
nary maintenance in terms of ensuring that the are bolts tight, it
is like changing oil in your car, those numbers add up to about 40
percent of every revenue dollar that we spend. It covers both re-
placing existing assets, expanding new assets, and maintenance.
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Mr. LATOURETTE. Okay. I thought that is what you said. And I
want to talk a little bit about, I got into it with the DuPont fellow,
but this common carrier obligation. I think the Chairman is right,
that given the history of the railroad industry in this country, there
is sort of a public responsibility. Which is why I think we still have
this common carrier obligation on behalf of the rails. Is carrying
toxic inhalants a money-maker for your railroad?

Mr. YOUNG. You cannot make enough money. It is such a high
risk. And you know the safety record in the railroad industry is
very good. It is what is called six sigma, or greater. But the prob-
lem is one accident in the wrong location, and forget about the fi-
nancial consequence, you talk about the lives that would be lost.
You cannot charge enough.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Let me, when we had hearings on this we
talked about positive train control, which is where a lot of the rail-
roads, I think BNSF calls it something else just because they are
difficult in that regard. But have you done an evaluation as to
what it would cost to install positive train control on your railroad?

Mr. YOUNG. The latest numbers we are looking at, it could be
close to $800 to $1 billion.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And one of the purposes, it is not the only pur-
pose, but one of the purposes is to make sure that we do not have
disasters or accidents like Granitville and Minot, North Dakota,
dealing with toxic inhalants. When the last panel was here, and I
have not heard anybody dispute it, Ms. Hecker was here on behalf
of GAO and she took a look and she has as Figure 2 what has hap-
pened to railroad rates in this country since 1985. And except for
the lentil guy, and I suggest maybe you ought to get together with
the lentil guy and the ag guys, everybody has gone down. Rates on
our Nation’s railroads for motor vehicles, miscellaneous mixed ship-
ments, and coal have all decreased.

And so that I think brings me to the question, the crux of this
hearing. And we had a hearing in the Coast Guard Subcommittee
and I am very sensitive to this issue. The merchant mariners in
this country were making the allegation that because they were
losing a lot of cases they felt that the administrative law judge sys-
tem within the Coast Guard was rigged in their favor. And to me
the crux of this hearing, and it is not the Chairman’s intent, but
the complaint that some shippers are making is because there are
only seven Class I railroads in this country, that somehow those
seven Class I railroads are taking advantage of people that have
no rail opportunity, no rail option. And we had testimony about
intermodal water, trucks, things like that. But I am sensitive to
the guy that is in North Dakota someplace that cannot ship stuff
by truck reasonably to Ohio. But that somehow your industry is
taking advantage of those people that have no other choice. And
really on behalf of the industry, I would invite all three of you, but
start with Mr. Young first, is that what you are doing?

Mr. YOUNG. Absolutely not, Congressman. I said earlier I take
our pricing very seriously in terms of understanding what does it
mean ultimately to the customer. Unfortunately, if you look at the
past 20 years, the pricing that we saw, 95 percent of it went back
to the customer in terms of productivity. As you saw the one chart
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earlier, you have a 100 percent increase in volume with little cap-
ital investment is not sustainable going forward.

The discussion about taking advantage of a customer, we have
had some 100 percent price increases. I know every one of them
that we have at that kind of level. If you look at it, I will tell you
the example usually of what you see. You have got a long term con-
tract, no price escalator, fuel was 70 cents a gallon. In many cases
we try to work with our customers to help them understand that
that is not what is out there today. Yesterday we paid $2.40 a gal-
lon for fuel.

So what you have is a contract that really had no pricing over
a long time and now it comes up, it is due. At a minimum, fuel re-
covery in many cases can be a 40, 50, 60 percent price increase.
And no customer, I have not had a customer thank me for a price
increase. And for many of my customers, what they want is to
know where I am putting investment and what we are doing for
the service. Again, I cannot sit here and explain to you why a 100
percent price increase makes sense. But if you step back and look
at the reality in terms of where we have been and where we are
going, it is very, very real.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And before I turn to the other gentlemen on
that question, with the Chairman’s indulgence because I am a cou-
ple minutes over. I recently saw an ad in one of the political news-
papers here on Capitol Hill, Mr. Young, and the quote was that the
railroads walked off with over $6 billion in customer fuels charge
money. Can you tell me what your perspective is from your indus-
try since you are representing your industry on that question.

Mr. YOUNG. Well, thank you for asking that question, Congress-
man. When I read that ad, I have to tell you, I really had to con-
tain myself. I take it personally. That was a personal attack on
53,000 hard working men and women of Union Pacific. If I prac-
ticed that kind of creative accounting in my sector, somebody would
go to jail. I am probably the only one in this room that was in-
volved with fuel surcharges back to day one. Back in 2003 when
fuels started to move away from $25 a barrel, we sat down with
our customers and we said we have to have some mechanism to re-
cover fuel. Our customers told us keep it simple. They actually
liked the truck sector which had had fuel surcharges for years
which was a percent of revenue. And again, no one wanted to pay
higher rates. But what they wanted was assurance that when fuel
goes back down they get a rate reduction. That is what a fuels sur-
charge does.

No one at that time predicted $80 a barrel fuel when we put fuel
surcharges in place. No question about it. What the STB did, and
there is no perfect methodology, the STB came back in and said in-
stead of using a percent of freight, a more accurate model would
be a mileage basis. I will tell you that when we made that change
I did a customer survey; half of them liked it, half of them did not.
The key though is when fuel goes back down the customers will see
the benefit of that immediately in terms of lower costs.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, with your indul-
gence, I did invite the other witnesses to talk about whether or not
it is a good business model for the railroad industry to take advan-
tage of people who have no choice.
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Chairman OBERSTAR. Please continue.

Mr. LATOURETTE. Thank you. If you have an observation, great.
If you do not have an observation, then I can be done. Mr. Mar-
shall, do you have an observation?

Mr. MARSHALL. That is a difficult question until you step back
and look at the alternatives. I think, if I understand your question,
what you are asking and what I heard here today from the ship-
pers is I have a one railroad power plant and I pay a lot, and he
has got a two railroad power plant and he pays less. In other
words, competition lowers rates. And that leads one to say well,
what we need to do is artificially create a two railroad situation at
all points. Unfortunately, we have tried that.

In 1975 there were seven railroads in the Northeast. Virtually
every town of any consequence offered shippers a choice of one or
more railroads, Altoona being a notable exception.

Mr. LATOURETTE. That is because the Shusters represent it.

[Laughter.]

Mr. MARSHALL. In fact, there were five ways to get from New
York to Chicago. All seven railroads went bankrupt. What that les-
son is is that the level of competitive rates, the two railroad rate
level does not provide enough money to keep the railroads going.
It may pay the engineer and buy the gas for the train but it is not
going to keep the track fixed. And so sooner or later the railroads
will collapse, as they did. And the result was Conrail which pro-
vided one railroad service to everyone.

In the Staggers Act, the compromise that we made, we being ev-
eryone here, being everyone who lived in the Northeast, was that
some places could have the benefit of competitive pricing, and
North America is the only place in the world where anybody gets
the benefit of competitive pricing, and others would have regulated
pricing. And the regulation, unfortunately, is complicated. It has
gotten more complicated than any of us had imagined. But this sys-
tem of differential pricing, taking advantage of competition where
it exists but making sure that others do not pay more than the
total cost of the railroad that serves them, is something that I
think has served everyone very well since 1980. But it is not an
easy issue to explain, unfortunately.

Mr. LATOURETTE. And with the Chairman’s indulgence, Mr.
Rennicke, do you have something to add?

Mr. RENNICKE. I think just one comment to add, and this goes
back to some earlier comments that were made by Mr. English. I
think there is a sense that it is only people that are over 180 that
are carrying the load. Differential pricing, if you go down to 100,
the very first shipper that is just to bed of 100, let us say they pay
1.00.01. Every one of those dollar amounts above 100, as the whole
spectrum of rates work up, they are all making a contribution into
the fixed cost of the railroad. That is what differential pricing is
about. You want to capture as many of those contributions as pos-
sible. Two-thirds of the rates are less than 180. All of those cus-
tomers are in various parts of the competitive spectrum but almost
all of them are making a contribution to the process. Certainly,
some at 181, 200, 250, 300, 350 are making a bigger contribution
but they are not carrying the load for the whole system. You are
maximizing the contribution across the whole spectrum of rates. So
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I do not think that it is good policy to just tag one group. But I
do not think that is what is happening.

Mr. LATOURETTE. I thank you for your answers. And I thank
you, Chairman Oberstar, for your courtesy.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Thank the gentleman for sharing with us
his wisdom, his years of experience as Chair of the Rail Sub-
committee and his great work on behalf of Amtrak. We all owe you
a debt of gratitude.

I want to come back to the question that I propounded to Mr.
Young at the outset. Do you, does your association accept the sta-
tus quo; that is, the existence of the Surface Transportation Board
and the authorities that it has?

Mr. YOUNG. Yes.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Then within that context, you can accept
some adjustments or adaptations, or at least we can discuss some.

Mr. YOUNG. As I said earlier, I think some of the proposals that
they made will address some of the issues that have been raised.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Mr. Marshall, when Class I over time has
spun off certain segments of its operations in a way that they can
continue to operate they negotiate a deal with the surviving entity.
That typically is a contractual agreement that prevents short line
or regional rail from providing customers access to competitive
service on one or more of the other competing systems. Correct?

Mr. MARSHALL. That is often the case, Mr. Chairman. It is not
universally the case.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Not universally, but it is generally the
case. Those agreements typically require a short line to deliver all
or most of its traffic to the major carrier that originally owned that
short line. What is inappropriate or wrong or objectionable to a
finding by the STSB that this would be inconsistent with the public
interest, that it would interfere with competition?

Mr. MARSHALL. I think there would be two objections. The first
one may be a parochial interest that I have in seeing a growing
short line business because I think short lines serve their cus-
tomers well, often better than the Class Is, and the customers ben-
efit from that. The instant that the STB declares paper barriers,
as they are often called, to be against public policy, there will be
no more short lines formed. I am convinced.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Why?

Mr. MARSHALL. Because it will, one the one hand, cause big rail-
roads to fear that they will lose traffic at lower rates to their com-
petitors. Now I will come back to that in a moment.

Chairman OBERSTAR. They do not like competition, do they.

Mr. MARSHALL. Well, they do not like to reduce a flow of revenue
at a time when they need. On the other hand, they might be will-
ing to sell the short lines on terms that would compensate them
for the loss of revenue. But that would increase the cost to the
buyer to the point that I think there would be very few lines pur-
chased. There have been some in the past. They have tended to be
ones near the point of abandonment anyway.

I think the other reason that I would be concerned, apart from
the no new short lines fear, is that it would by giving multiple rail-
roads access to points that previously had access to only one rail-
road, it would pull down the rates. I know that is what everyone
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who ships wants. When I go to a restaurant I want to pay less for
the meal than I am billed. Everybody wants to pay less. But taking
fevenue flow away from Class I railroads is not good for short
ines.

Chairman OBERSTAR. There is another side to that coin. The
other side of that coin is the shipper or the consumer. Now let us
pose another situation, not necessarily hypothetical, although it
could be hypothetical, but it is a real situation in a part of my dis-
trict where the Class I discontinued service and a successor short
line railroad is there. They are capable of providing a service. But
they are not going to interconnect with another rail. They just
want to use a switch. They want to cross a line. They want to use
maybe a mile of track. And the Class I said no. If we do not carry
it, you do not carry it either.

}ll\/Ir. MARSHALL. That sounds unfair to me. But let me tell you
what——

Chairman OBERSTAR. It is unfair. It is unfair to the farmers, it
is unfair to the grain elevators, it is unfair to the consumers. I
mean from a Class I standpoint, they want to protect their turf,
protect their rates. And I understand that. That is the competitive
marketplace.

Mr. MARSHALL. The short lines and the large railroads have got-
ten together and formed a process to negotiate just those cir-
cumstances so that service to shippers is not ended. If big railroad
number one does not want it, big railroad number two can get a
crack at it. And that process seems to be working. I am told there
are over 100 cases where

Chairman OBERSTAR. That is interesting to hear. And I do not
take the part of those who say, well, as a short line we want to
cross Class I track in order to provide service to a competing Class
I railroad. The Class I owning that track has a legitimate argu-
ment against doing that. But not where the short line wants to
serve the customer who has been literally cut off because the line
was discontinued by the Class I and turned over to a short line.
There is the public interest to be served here. And there has to be
a process by which that public interest can be served.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, can I provide some perspective?

Chairman OBERSTAR. Yes, of course.

Mr. YouNG. Remember the advent of short lines was really a
function that said they were not economically viable under the
Class I railroad labor requirements, flexibility. It was either aban-
don or do a short line. The short lines in many cases could operate
more efficiently. They did not have the same kind of labor condi-
tions that were employed. The requirement in terms of the busi-
ness is a function of efficiency.

I will just give you an example. Railroads are efficient as they
handle more volume. You drive unit costs down. You are obviously
more efficient running a 100 car train than a 50 car train. In many
cases what you looked at or you look at today is if you want to say
all right, let us split the business up, let another railroad take half
of it, what you are going to do is end up with higher costs overall.
Because what will happen, as we make the interchange we will
have less traffic. That drives unit costs up. It is less efficient long
term.
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So I think we need to be real careful in terms of ultimately the
discussion about allowing the short line to go ahead and send its
business to another connecting railroad because it will disrupt effi-
ciency in that process. Also, in many cases the Class Is have pro-
vided the short lines with no rental in terms of locomotive, no car
hire in terms of equipment. We have kept that in our account. So
again, to me it is going back to the fundamental driver between
why short lines really evolved.

Chairman OBERSTAR. I said a moment ago, in fact postulated
that I think you have a legitimate argument in the case where a
short line railroad would take business, use Union Pacific line in
order to deliver that commodity to a competitor Class I railroad.
You have got a legitimate argument about access in that case. But
where the short line is going to serve that customer but needs to
use a mile of track but can do so only at an outrageous sum or is
prohibited from doing it at all, I think the public interest has to
be served there.

Well, there are other matters but I think we have covered these
largely.

Mr. SHUSTER. One question, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman OBERSTAR. Of course.

Mr. SHUSTER. When we are talking about competition, there is
barges, trucks, other railroads. One of the questions I have is how
much does this come into play as companies decide to build new
facilities. A coal mine, coal is where the coal is so they have to
mine it there and they have to deal with what they have to deal
with transportation-wise. How many companies do you see today
that are looking to locate where they can be served by two rail-
roads or two different forms of transportation. I would guess if I
were a railroad, I would be trying to convince customers to locate
on the main line, I want to service you. Because that has got to
be in the competitive mix where you are looking to keep people on
your line and they are looking to find two railroads or other trans-
portation modes.

Mr. YOUNG. Congressman, in all six of my business groups—agri-
cultural, the industrial products, chemicals—we have seen cus-
tomers pick UP only to build new facilities. Twenty-three ethanol
plants were built last year on UP only lines. Chemical industry has
expanded and built new facilities where they had a choice to go on
a dual serve line. They picked UP. Rock customers in Texas have
several announcements, new mines that are single served UP.
What they see is the value. They do see some protection in terms
of the maximum rates. But what they see is value in the propo-
sition. So I have seen that really across all the business groups.

Mr. SHUSTER. That makes a pretty large statement if they are
picking you only.

Mr. Marshall, what have you seen in your experience?

Mr. MARSHALL. Well, one of the things we sell is on short lines
that do connect with more than one Class I, we try to get people
to locate there. But I think what Mr. Young is saying is true, that
there are plants that sometimes choose a single railroad. That is
not probably in a majority of the cases, but it does happen.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Rennicke?
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Mr. RENNICKE. I think a lot of it depends on several factors. It
depends on what the company’s perspective is in their dealing with
the railroads. We did a big project for a very large utility to help
them figure out where to site plants. I was absolutely amazed.
They had a number of places where they could site at a junction
where they could get two railroads. That particular utility said we
want the service here, that is a main line, carrier X is investing
in that main line, and I am more worried about whether the main
line is up or down than whether I have two carriers there.

So that is one group. You get other groups where first thing in
the door they say I do not care where you look but there better be
two railroads or locate me on a terminal company. So it is a mix.
But there are a large number of companies including power plants
that are willing to cut a long term agreement with the railroad and
locate at a single service point.

Mr. SHUSTER. Thank you very much. And I would point out to
you, Mr. Rennicke, there is a number of places in my district that
I can locate companies that are served by two railroads. So in the
future if you need to talk to me, we can talk. Thanks.

Chairman OBERSTAR. I thank the panel for participating, for
waiting so late in the day, interrupted by votes and by extensive
questioning of the earlier panels. I invite the Association of Rail-
roads through you, Mr. Young, to submit your specifically written
observations about provisions of our bill.

Mr. YOUNG. We plan to do that, sir.

Chairman OBERSTAR. We will welcome those comments.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 7:18 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]
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Opening Statement
Congressman Richard H. Baker

Full Transportation and Infrastructure Committee —
Hearing on Rail Competition and Service

Thank you Chairman Oberstar and Ranking Member Mica for holding this hearing on rail
competition and service. This hearing represents the first step in restoring competition to
our nation’s freight rail marketplace.

Restoration Not Re-regulation

When Congress passed the Staggers Act in 1980 there were over 40 Class I railroads
competing for business. Today, after over 50 mergers and consolidations there are only 7
Class I railroads in North America and four of them control over 95 percent of the
railroad business. This kind of unprecedented consolidation has led to whole states,
regions and entire industries becoming captive to a single railroad. This level of
concentration and the lack of competition it has brought were never envisioned by
Congress in the 1980 Act.

Over this same period the agency that administers rail law, the Surface Transportation
Board (STB), has produced rulings which have skewed the freight rail market place to the
point that it is now a federally protected monopoly. Railroads are operating within the
law, but that law is outdated given the current number of railroads and market conditions
of the new century. It is our national policy that is broken and needs attention from this
21% century Congress; restoration of the STB is imperative to provide the cost effective
rail competition that our nation needs in an increasingly competitive global economy.

At least 30 percent of the traffic of our nation’s railroads is “captive” (where the rail
customer is served by a single railroad). These captive rail customers, including coal
shippers, utilities, chemical companies and agricultural producers, are at the mercy of that
rail carrier with regard to both the level of their rates and their service. The captive rail
customers in my state have made a very strong case to me that the STB has interpreted
current law to allow their rail carriers to block their access to existing railroad
competition. That [ why T joined Chairman Oberstar in introducing H.R. 2125, the
“Railroad Competition and Service Improvement Act of 2007.”

H.R.2}25

H.R. 2125 is the answer to restoring competition to our nation’s freight rail marketplace.
This legislation fortifies healthy market competition by removing artificial protections
maintained by an outdated policy which allows freight railroads to operate in an
atmosphere which no other business in the country enjoys. Among other things, H.R.
2125 would:
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Direct the STB to (1) ensure effective competition among rail carriers; (2) ensure
reasonable rates for rail customers in the absence of competition; and (3) ensure
consistent and efficient rail transportation, including the timely provision of rail
cars as requested by customers;

Eliminate “paper barriers”, contractual agreements that prevent short-line
railroads that cross two or more major rail systems from providing rail customers
access to competitive service on one of these systems;

Reduce fees for filing rail rate cases. Shippers are now required to pay a $140,600
fee for filing a rate case. Under this legislation, filing a rate case would cost the
same as filing before a federal district court, about $500;

Prohibits the STB from using their current practice of requiring shippers
challenging rail rates to submit estimates of the costs of constructing and
operating a new, hypothetical railroad that carries only the commodity that the
shipper transports.

In short, H.R. 2125 aims to make the Surface Transportation Board (STB) a fair

moderator in disputes between railroads, customers and the public, to preserve existing

rail-to-rail competition in areas of the country where competition is working, and to
reduce impediments to competition that adversely affect rail customers.
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Statement of Honorable Corrine Brown
¥ull Committee Hearing on Rail Competition and Service
Tuesday, September

I want to thank Chairman Oberstar for his
leadership of the Committee. We’ve been
the most productive Committee in Congress

and I’m proud to serve as a Chairman.

Today’s hearing is important because we
always need to consider ways to improve
competition in every business sector, and
there is room for some improvement in the
railroad business. But I’'m concerned that
many of the rail sector fixes being discussed
by shippers would be devastating to the
industry. And there are a lot of shippers
that support the railroads. In fact, [ have
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over 2000 letters from Shippers who oppose
new regulations for the rail industry, and 1

ask that they be submitted for the record.

Our nations railroads were in the red for a
long time and have only recently started to
make a reasonable profit and should be
given time in the black before making major

changes to their business model.

| fear that the loss of railroad earnings that is
expected with a decline n rates will have
many negative consequences. Less money
being spend on capacity will slow growth

and put more trucks on the highways,
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compounding safety issues and harming the
environment. We will soon have an
additional 3000 trucks a day leaving the
Jacksonville Port, and if we can’t find a rail
solution, we will be jeopardizing an entire

community.

Declining profits will also prevent the
industry from hiring more employees for
good paying jobs that we know can’t be

shipped over seas.

I also believe that the Surface
Transportation Board (STB), which for a

long time was hobbled by having only one
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member, 1s starting to address many of the
issues that are a priority for shippers. And
in talking with the members of the board, |
know that they plan to continue to look at
ways to protect shippers from unreasonable

rates.

A significant increase in capacity would also
help eliminate many of the problems facing
customers and the industry, and we all need
to work together to find ways to provide

serious resources for capacity expansion.

I look forward to hearing from today’s

panelists on ways that we can improve
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competition in a way that is fair to both
shippers and the railroads and ensures a

sound national rail transportation system.

I yield back the balance of my time.
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GONRAD YELVINGTON

DISTRIBUTORS, INC.

July 18, 2007

RE: House Bill - H.R. 2125 and Senate Bill - S. 953
Attn:  Transportation & Infrastructure Committee Member
Senate Commerce Committee Member

Our company, Conrad Yelvington Distributors, Inc. is a major shipper on several US railroads. We understand
that federal legislation has been proposed that would reverse substantial improvements and progress made by
the railroad industry since railroads were deregulated. We strongly oppose any move to re-regulate the
railroads.

The raifroads are more viable and profitable and have experienced substantial improvements in every
measurable category since passage of the Staggers Act in 1980. We have personally seen great gains in service
and safety and reliability along with pronounced improvements in the condition of rail infrastructure. We
believe that these pains are a direct result of the carriers” ability and willingness to invest and re-invest billions
of dollars in rail infrastructure, technology, and locomotive and rail car fleets.

The rail industry is cssential to the economy of the United States. It is also one of the most capital-intensive
industries, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs without major public subsidization.
To do this, railroads must eam enough revenue to maintain their systems and expand them as our economy
BIOWS.

S. 953 and H.R. 2125, legisiation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and Congressman Oberstar,
would substantially reduce railroad revenues by mandating price "competition.” Any time the government
dictates prices, the results are generally disastrous. In this case, revenues to the railroads could decrease to
levels so low that re-investment of profits would cease and they would not be able to attract new capital to
expand the rail system. Our country’s frec market system can be trusted to create and maintain the most
competitive and sustainable rail freight system in the world. We believe that interference by a new, unneeded
governmental agency would hamper the railroads’ ability to grow and to respond to national and global market
neceds. We are sure that no govemnmental agency or legislation, no matter how well intended, can accomplish
that.

The nation's roads and highways arc severely congested and the highway infrastructure needs billions of’
dollars in repairs and upgrades. Increased shipping on freight railroads can reduce the highway congestion
problem, and can also decrease and/or delay costly repairs ~ at taxpayer expense — to the highway system. It
does not make sense to enact legislation that would cripple the railroads and at the same time would resuit in
aggravating existing highway damage and congestion and thereby accelerate spending on highway repairs.

The ultimate effect of S. 953 and H.R. 2125 would be to prevent the raiiroads from improving rail
infrastructure and even maintaining current service levels. The few shippers which S. 953 and H.R. 2125
purport to help would eventually be hurt by this very legislation. We believe that this legislation is unfair and
unnecessary, and we strongly oppose it. We ask you to vote “NO” on this legislation and any other attempt to
re-regulate the railroad industry.

Sincerely,

Gary Yelvington
President

Post Office Box 11637 » Daytona Beach, FL 32120-1637 « (800) GRAVELS (472-8357) « www.cydicom
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NEWELL RECYCLING, LLC

“Coaserving Natural Resonrces Since 19357

To the Honorable Saxby Chambliss July 13,2007
416 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Chambliss:

1 am writing to express our companys opposition to S. 953 and H.R. 2125, the Railroad
Competition and Service Improvement Act of 2007, introduced by Senator Rockefeller
and Congressman Oberstar.

Newell Recycling, LLC is headquartered in East Point, Georgia, and operates from ten
yards within the state, five of which are served by the Norfolk Southern Raiircad. We
ship more than 6,000 railcar loads of scrap annually to destinations throughout the eastern
United States.

Since the Staggers Act of 1980 dercgulated the railroad industry, we have maintained &
good working relationship, although at times a very challenging one, with the Norfotk
Southem. As our company has grewn from shipping a ittle less than 600 mailears of scrap
metal in 1980 to more than ten times that amount in 2007, we have worked hard with the
NS, and they with us, to achieve this high rate of output. Additionally, we bave invested
millions of dollars in our own fleet of rail cars and track improvernents, as have the NS,
in order to better serve us. The rail industry is a very capital-intensive one. Our concern
is S. 953 and HL.R. 2125 will reduce their revenues, making it difficult for the rail industry
1o maintain and expand infrastructure. We believe it is in all of our intexest to have a
very healthy rail transportation system now and in the future.

We are very concerned that re-regulating the railroad industry will have a negative result
and we urge you to support the current rail regulatory environment and to vote against
these Bilis. Thank you in advance for your consideration regarding this critical issue.

Sincerely Yours,

DAY ng

Frank Goulding
Vice President, Marketing
Newell Recycling, LLC

1359 Central Avenue » East Point, Grorgia 30344
{404) 766-1621 « Fax (404) 766-1123 A

Printed on Reeyeled Maper "’

wk TOTAL PAGE.B2 %
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0.K. INDUSTRIES, INC.

4801 NORTH 6TH STREET + R.O. BOX 1119 » FOAT SMITH, ARKANSAS 72802-1119
470-763-4186

July 10, 2007

The Honorable Marion Berry
1113 Longworth House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Berry;

1'am writing to you in regards to H.R. 2125, a Bill (Railroad Competition and Service
Improvement Act of 2007) to amend title 49, USC, to ensure competition in the rail
industry, enable rail customers to obtain reliable rail service and provide those customers
with a reasonable process for challenging rate and service disputes. This Bill by any
other name is a clandestine attempt to reverse the substantial progress made since
Congress passed the Staggers Act in 1980, which effectively ended many forms of
govemment intervention and regulation placed upon the railroading industry. The
proponents of this legistation stems from a small group who call themselves C.U.R.E.
(Consumers United for Rail Equity) This Bill was introduced by Representative Rick
Boucher (D-VA) to purportedly reform various provisions of the Staggers Act so as to
give freight-rate relief to certain “captive shippers”—mainly coal companies from
Appalachia that are served by only one railroad.

Thesc users, in addition to electric utilities, chemical companies, and a few agriculture
interests, advocate a regulatory system similar to that which existed prior to 1980 in
hopes that their rates would go down in spite of the fact that rates have declined by
almost half since the 1980's. It is not that long ago in memory that the US Government
controlled almost alf aspects of the railroads operations under regulations that controlled
pricing, stifled innovation, and mandated unprofitable services. Of course by 1980 the
ratlroad industry was bankrupt, inefficient, under-capitalized, hazardous, and spiraling
out of control. As one analyst surmised railroad service prior to 1980 was an oxymoron.

Since the Staggers Act reform the railroads have invested over $370 billion to maintain
and improve infrastructure and equipment since then. This capital comes from outside
markets where the major carriers have to be competitive with other borrowing institutions
on rates of return in order to secure such capital. When you Jook at rates of return under
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the current operating performance the rail industry certainly does not lead the way by
aggregate class in returns. A further dilution in eamings would substantially move
needed capital to maintain and grow our rail infrastructure into other more profitable
venues for investment companies. In essence, in order o expand infrastructure and
service, railroads must - like every other business in a free market economy - obtain from
their customers the resources they need to support the growth their customners want and
need.

There are many shippers who oppose these efforts to reregulate the industry. We know
that this reregulation will force railroads, through what amounts to price controls, to
lower their rates to favored shippers at the expense of other shippers and the public at
large. O.K. Industries spent over $14 million last year in rail freight where we paid the
freight, and through delivered purchases on grain indirectly paid over another $14 million
in freight. The current system of rail regulation works. It allows shippers to pay the
lowest possible rate consistent with a privately-owned rail system.

Railroads have to have the discretionary ability to price differentially. It goes back to the
adage of supply and demand in a free market economy. On the cost side the railroads
have huge capital infrastructure commitments that must be covered regardless of traffic
level. On the demand side customers differ wildly on their willingness to pay for rail
service. Unlike a power company that has to provide the capacity for full demand at any
given point in time, upon which they are afforded the opportunity to bill for all of that
capacity, whether it is needed at this precise point. in time today, but could be needed
tomormrow. In essence we pay for that privilege of flipping a switch and expecting power.
This is tolerable to the consumer because there are no other options to provide that power
also defined as an “obligation to serve”. Within the railroad industry the consumer of
their services has many options, truck, barge, or ship, and that consumer will take
advantage of any price anomalies within the market place and move that freight to the
cheapest alternative. In essence there is price competition in the rail industry, from other
carriers that traverse similar corridors as well as from other modes of transportation.
Given this demand structure railroads price differentjally, thosc with the highest reliance
on rail on the basis of demand are paying the higher costs. Differential pricing is
practiced by businesses throughout the economy. It benefits all shippers because lower
rates to some shippers generate revenue (covering fixed costs) that otherwise would not
be realized resulting in higher rates (fewer units over fixed costs) for the carriers that
require utilization of rail for the movements of their goods. In essence, they would be
footing the bill for the whole system, similar to the state of the industry prior to the
Staggers Act enactment.

Another huge component in the rail industry versus other modes of transportation is that
their infrastructure is entirely supported by the carrier. The cost for rail, maintenance,
right-of-way, etc. are all funded through internal capitalization. Unlike trucks that pay a
tax for use of public right of ways, namely our interstate system. These dollars must be
accounted for in the rates that we shippers pay. It is the opinion of many opponents to
this legislation that eamings that are artificially restrained will not be enough to cover
their cost of capital and thus the spiral to pre 1980 levels begins. It is interesting to note

wo
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that no proponent of reregulation has convincingly explained how the resulting revenue
shortfall should be or could be recouped. Under these new pricing and competition
restraints, over time a railroad would have to reduce its operating costs to sustain itsel{.
This comes from foregoing maintenance, reducing frequency of service, or reducing
quality of service, deferring capacity commitments, or not investing in technology.

The fact that freight railroads are far more capital intensive than most other industries
makes reregulation and the limits on railroad investments it entails even more unsound.
From 1996 to 2005, the average manufacturer spent 3.4 percent of revenue on capital
spending. The comparable figure for freight railroads was 17.2 percent.

Besides the discretionary rate issue with the proposed legislation, the other following
points nead to be made regarding major policy flaws within this seemingly benign
legislation.

Bottleneck cases result from one carrier serving an origination to a point where another
“linc haul” carrier could interchange and haul to the same destination. The issue
becomes whether a carrier should be forced to short haul itself. Court decisions and
regulatory precedent going back nearly a century have firmly established that railroads
can determine for themselves the form of their rates and the jocations (if any) of their
interchanges, as long as efficient routes are not foreclosed and railroads cooperate to
interchange traffic if necessary to deliver it to its final destination. In December of 1996
the STB generally reaffirmed these principles in its decisions and was subsequently
upheld in February 1999 by the US Court of Appeals.

$.953 and H.R. 2125 propose the establishment of “areas of inadequate rail competition”
The criteria used to define these areas are so broad and vague that most or all of the
country would qualify. In addition, these two measures also try to reregulate in terms of
“obligation to serve”. This extends far beyond the common carrier obligations railroads
already have, the bills mandate that railroads provide “reliable and efficient” service to
shippers, and subject the railroads to potential damages if they don’t do so. 1am sure that
the carriers could develop pricing strategies to meet all of these additional requirements
and still create adequate retained earnings to fund capital investment but the rates
necessary would be extremely inflationary to consumers and probably cost prohibitive to
custotners.

In addition to these challenges, the measures try to address - through renewed restrictions
- reciprocal switching and interchange agreements. These, in summary with the
mandatory “final-offer arbitration”, make this proposed legislation extremely damaging
to the current greatest rail system on earth.

Probably the best way to sum up this proposed legislation is this:

Railroads provide significant public benefits. Because a single train can take up to 500
trucks off of our highways, railroads reduce congestion. Since our economy relies so
heavily on imported products, most of which once they hit the ports are converted to rail
for dissemination into the interior US, the importance of a healthy, well maintained, well

4
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capitalized rail system is vital to our economy. Couple this with the fue} consumption
optimization that rail service provides, roughly one ton of freight for 423 mites on one
gallon of fuel, and movements by rail suddenly reduce greenhouse gasses by two thirds
compared to comparable movements by trucks.

In conclusion, I urge you to vote NO on any changes to our current rail structure and its
regulation. We cannot afford to revert back to the pre Staggers-Act rail structure. Of
course, if you elect to support this measure then your next supporting vote needs to be for
a §1 trillion budget expenditure to build a highway system capable of moving all the
necessary freight to keep America moving.

O.K. Transportation, Inc.
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MCGEorGE CONTRACTING Co., Inc.
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B O, Box 7008 nhu 1008
July 26, 2007

U.S. Representative John Boozman
1519 Longworth, House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Rep. Boozman;

Every year McGeorge Contracting Co., Inc., through its Granite Mountain Quatries Division,
and the Union Pacific Railroad cooperate on the loading, switching, and delivering to our
customers of close to 18,000 cars of crushed stone materials. That is a lot of railroading for an
Arkansas operation. These deliveries are normally in Texas and Louisiana,

Just a few years ago, recovering from mergers and floods, the railroad representatives
admitted in private that they were not performing well as our carrier and were not prepared to
handle our business expansions. Also, their earning reports indicated they might not be profitable
enough to improve services noticeably without some real attention to purchasing power, cars,
and in maintenance of their right of way, None of us, McGeorge Contracting Co., Inc., our
carriet, or our customers was very happy the way it was. They had too much business and we
could not make good on our obligations to our customers.

Then, the U.P. made some hard decisions that have affected the way all of us do business.
First, in an effort to be evenhanded, they raised and published freight rates for producers who
rely on the rail delivery of our products. Then they reconfigured for longer trains, and required
that we learn to load and unfoad their trains faster. They also told us that we needed to build and
ship to yards that could handle longer trains and more tonnage.

At first we did not believe they could even make these changes themselves. The railroad has
been sfow, almost inertial at efforts to improve in the past. But they did. Consequently, these
changes forced us and our customers to become more efficient as well. The result is that we now
do a better job of delivering our products to customers that have also accepted the changes within
a system that is enormously expensive to upgrade.

Now, the Union Pacific is operating ntore efficiently than ever. They also appear to be
earning enough to consider the enormous amounts of money necessary to really expand their
capacity. Fortunately for us, our worries about losing business have not materialized up to now.
And, our service is a ot better than in the past.

Our concerns now are centered around how to invest for the long term with our carrier when
we cannot get rate or delivery commitments for over a year. This is a key to our future. But
considering the other improvements in service that have been made over the last two or three
years, we at Granite Mountain are happy with dcvelopments so far.
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If what we hear is accurate, we are now worried that our carrier, the Union Pacific Railroad,
may be forced to roll back some of its efforts, to provide better service to us, by government
intrusion at this critical point in their overall improvement. It seems like a few big users are
complaining about service and rates, like we did a few years ago.

Our advice is to give the railroads some more time to continue to improve their service.
Perhaps, it would be beiter for the government to monitor these improvements themselves for a
reasonable Jength of time before confronting railroads with controls and rules that themselves
might be injurious to their overall performance.

Govemment doesn’t always know best. Please listen to our advice in this matter and give them
a couple of years to show all their customers the fruits of their latest efforts. In order to do this, [
encourage you to oppose any efforts to re-regulate the railroad and to specifically oppose S. 953
and H. R, 2125.

Sincerely Yours
Haskell L. Dickinson, 11
President
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SASUNROCK'

SUNROCK GROUP HOLDINGS CORPORATION

Bryan M. Pioh!
Chaitman
PO Bk 25 Bubner, NG 27509
July 6, 2007
Representative Jason Altmire

1419 Longwarth Hoyss Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Re: Opposition te 8. 953 and H.R. 2125
Dear Rapresentative Attire,

| am writing fo express my concem and epposiion {6 the Raiimad Compalition and Service Impravement Act of 2007, S. 853
and H.R, 2125, introduced by Senator Rockefeller and Cangressman Oberstar. | am very concemed that some want 1o re-
regulate the raflroad industry. | am also concemed that this Tegisiation appears b only benefit a few spesific industries ot the
expense of the larger group of rall shippers, We at Canofina Sunreck ship 2 significant amount of goods each year en rail and
our business pian calls for that volume to increase substantially over the next severs! yaars. This tegisiation would have 2
grave effect gn our business and the consumers of our products.

Since the Staggers Act of 1980 de-regulated the railroad industry, we have enjoyed continued improvemen in rall serviee at &
cost that has not kept up with inflafon. We hava actually seen some rates for shipping our gonds detling since the pre-
Stapgers era. The rail industry is a very capiiabintensive industry. Without revenues to mainiain and expand infrstnicture we
may gee 2 very unhoatthy rail transpontation system in the near future,

As members of the construction aggregates industry we see rall iransportation of sur products increassing aver ime as axisting
quarries become depleted and mining permits become hardar to obtain. The transpartation of our products via rail will become
increasingly impartant to the continued growth and development of major metragolitan areas. Growth requires aggregates. S.
953 and H.R. 2125 wil] take us back to the place we wete before Staggers, where bankruptey and disipvostment in the system
were commonglace, This will fikely have a direct impact not only our business & a company who benefits by extending our
market area by shipping on rail, but also on the maintenance of existing infrastructure and expected growth throughout the
tountry in as facking natural reserves o support the demand for aggregates that exists there,

| urge you to suppoit the current mil regulatory envimnment and fo vote to maintein our growing and customer friendly il
netwock.  Thank you in advance for your consideration regarding this critical issue, which wauld have a grave effect on
businesses such as mine.

Al e
Chairmen Phone: 515,575 4502
PR ehstioinl
Fac 9195756713
oo Norfolk Southern Corparation "
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! Representative Jason Altmire
1419 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Brian Baird
2443 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Johin Boozman
1519 Longworth House Office Building
Washingten, DC 20516

Representative Bruce Braley
1408 Longworth House Offce Building
Washington, DG 20515

Representative Shelley Capio
1431 Longworth House Cffice Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Russ Camahan
1710 Longworth House Office Buliding
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Julia Carson
2455 Raybum House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Stephen Cohen
1004 Longworth House Office Butiding
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Effjah Cummings
2235 Raybum House Office Building
Washington, OC 20515

Representative Charles Dent
116 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, OC 20515
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Representative Michael Arcuri
327 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Timothy Bishop
225 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Represertative Leonard Boswelt
1427 Longworth House Office Building
Washinglon, BC 20515

Representative Vern Buchanan
1516 Longworth Hause Office Building
Washington, DG 20515

Representative Michael Capuanc
1530 Longworth House Office Buiiding
Washington. DC 20815

Representative Christopher Camey
416 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, OC 20515

Representative Howard Coble
2488 Raybumn House Cffice Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Jerry Costello
2408 Raybom House Office Building
Washinglon, DC 20515

Representative Peter DeFazio
2134 Rayburn House Office Building
Washingtan, DC 20515

Representative Thelma Drake
1208 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

P.25-88
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Representatve Mary Fallin
1432 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative James Gerlach
308 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative John Hall
1217 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Brian Higgins
431 Cannan House Office Buiiding
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Steve Kagen
1232 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Nick Lampson
436 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Daniel Lipinski
1717 Longwerth House Office Buiiding
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Connie Mack
115 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Jery McNemey
312 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, 5C 20515

Representative Candice Miller
228 Cannon Hoyse Office Building
Washington, DC 20515
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Representative Bob Filner
2428 Raybum House Office Building
Washingtan, DC 20515

Representative Wayne Gilchrest
2245 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representafive Robin Hayes
130 Cannon House Office Building
Washinglon, DC 20515

Representative Timothy Johnson
1207 Longwerth House Office Bullding
Washington, DC 20515

Represantative John Kuhi
1505 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Rick Larsen
107 Canrnon House Office Building
Washingtor, OC 20515

Representative Frank LoBionda
2427 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Doris Matsy!
222 Canpon House Office Building
Washingtor, DC 20515

Representative Michael Michaud
1724 Longworth House Gffice Building
Washington. OC 20515

Representative Hary Mitchell
2434 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, 3C 20515
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Representative Jerry Moran
2202 Raybum House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Grace Nabni"tano
1610 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20516

Reprasentative Thomas Petri
2462 Raybum House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representafive Ted Poe .
1605 Longworth House Office Building
Washingion, DC 20515

Representative David Reichert

1223 Longworth House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515

Representative Jean Schmid!
238 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Zachary Space
2315 Gannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Gene Taylor
2269 Raybum House'Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

TUL Q9 2ge7? 11:52
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Representative Jerrold Nadlar
2334 Raybum House Office Buiiding
Washingtan, DG 20515

Representative Eleanor Norton
2136 Rayburn House Office Building
Washingfon, DG 20515

Representative Todd Platts
1032 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC. 20515

Representative Nick Rahait
2307 Raybum House Office Building
Washington, GC 20515

Representative John Salazar
1531 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Heath Shuler
512 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DG 20515

Representative Effen Tauscher
2459 Raybum House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Representative Donald Young
2111 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515
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Lindley Mills Inc. July 2, 2007
7763 Lindley Mill Rd.
Graham NC 27253

Dear Representative Coble,

I am writing to express my concern and opposition to the Railroad Competition and
Service Improvement Act of 2007, S. 953 and H.R. 2125, introduced by Senator
Rockefelier and Congressman Oberstar. [ am very concerned that some want to re-
regulate the railroad industry. Tam also concerned that this legislation appears to only
benefit a few specific industries at the expense of the larger group of rail shippers. We at
Lindley Mills ship approximately five million dollars of goods each year. This
legislation would have a grave effect on our business and the consumers of our products.

Since the Staggers Act of 1980 de-regulated the railroad industry, we have enjoyed
continued improvement in rail service at a cost that has not kept up with inflation. We
have actually seen some rates for shipping our goods decline since the pre-Staggers era.
The rail industry is a very capital-intensive industry. Without revenues to maintain and
expand infrastructure we may see a very unhealthy rail transportation system in the near
future. S. 953 and H.R. 2125 will take us back to the place we were before Staggers,
where bankruptcy and disinvestment in the system were commonplace.

T urge you to support the current rail regulatory environment and to vote to maintain our
growing and customer friendly rail network. Thank you in advance for your
consideration regarding this critical issue, which would have a grave effect on businesses
such as mine.

Sincerely,

Joe Lindley
President Lindiey Mills Inc.
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Lary Miller
Alliance Coal Corporation
153 West Main Strect
Abingdon, VA 24210

teennanua

Alliance Coal Corporation

Tuly 31, 2007

Congressman Jim Oberstar
2365 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Transmitted Via Fax: 202-2250699
Dear Congressman Oberstar:

{ am writing to express my concern regarding your consideration of S. 953 and HR. 2125, the
Railroad Competition and Service Imy Act of 2007, introduced by Senator Rockefeller and
Congressman Oberstar. Our company, Alliance Coal Corporation, with operations in Fastern
Kentucky and Western Virginia, ships mughly nme million tons of coal anmually to utility customers
in the eastern United States and to N Our busi (and therefore our

ibution to the b of our employees and the states in whlch we operate) has grown quite
considerably since the Staggers Act.

Tt is my understanding that the rationale belind S. 953 and HR. 2125 is to create greater
competition, wider access and better service in the rail industry. Certainly we are supportive of those
goals; and we feel that considerable progress has been made in that direction since the deregulation of
the Railroads in 1980. We have entered negoual:d agreements with both the CSX and the NS since

the Act, which have greatly facilitated our busi jon. Those ty benefi
arrangements wonld not have becn possible under the regulated system that existed before the current
legislation,

It is with these understandings and concems that we ask you 10 be careful in deliberating S.
953 and HR_ 2125, as we would not want to loose the ability to make further such agrecments for the
good of all involved. There is no question the rail industry is better now for producers, customers
and the general citizenry than it was in the Pre-Stagpers time period. Any legislation that would
unpede in more k ives, quality railcars, and expanded rail infrastructare would

1y be counter productive, as was the case pre-Staggess. Under the regulated system, it just

was not economically feastble for the Railroads 10 make the major investments necessary 16 build and
maintain an efficient Railroad network.

I-llstoryhaspmvenﬂmtmany 1more times !hannut, governmental regulation in the private
sector, while well i i has been di to industry and to the economy —
and therefore to our country and its people. I request that you oppose S. 953 and HR_ 2125 and any
tamislati Pis to late our Rai X

D I T I N S S S T I S
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Auto Poit .

203 Pigaon Foint Road

New Castle, DE 19720

Phone, (302) 658-5100
Fax: (302) 658-2372

July 25, 2007

Senator Joseph R. Biden Ir.
201 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Biden,

I write to express concern over S. 953 and HR, 2125, the Railroad Competition and
Service Improvement Act of 2007, introduced by Senator Rockefeller and Congressman
Oberster.

Our Company, AutoPort, Inc. in New Castle, Delaware (adjacent to the Port of
Wilmington) handled in excess of 120,000 vehicles via inbound/outbound rail through
our facility in calendar year 2006. In calendar year 2007, we expect this volume to
exceed 135,000 units,

We are cunrently working in partnership with Norfolk Southemn on rail infrastructure
improvements in Wilmington to position our organizations for added growth through our
mutual operations and through the Port of Wilmington. The objective is to position
AutoPort, Inc., Norfolk Southern and the Port of Wilmingtor for continued growth in the
automotive sector vis-i-vis additional inbound/outbound vehicle volumes through our
Rail Terminal Operations,

The rail industry is essential to our business. It is also one of the most capital-intensive
industries in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs
without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must earn enough revenue to
maintain their systems and expand them as our business grows. S. 953 and H.R. 2125
legislation recently introduced by Semator Rockefoller end Congressman Oberstar would
significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon them governmentally mandated
price *“competition” which the free market would not otherwise sustain. As a result, the
railroads revenne may well fall below the level of capital needed to maintain their system
and services into and out of Wilmington, Delaware.

Our organization has experienced tremendous growth since the departure of Ford Motor
Company beginning calendar year 2003. As you know, Ford departed our organization
and the Port of Wilmington beginning January 1, 2003 and relocated their Middle East
Export Operations to Baltimore, MD. Since Ford’s departure, we have devoted numerous
resources towards re-growth through diversification, with a heavy emphasis on
developing new business with the Norfolk Southern Railroad Corporation. As you are
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aware, NS is a single source supplier to the Port and surrounding private sector
businesses.

In calendar year 2003 (post Ford departure) we handied just over 57,000 units through
our Rail Terminal. As ] stated previously, in calendar year 2007 we will exceed 135,000
vehicles through our Rail Tenninal, a growth rate of 137% in just five (5} years, a result
of the combined effort between AutoPort, Inc. and NS Corporation.

It is my understanding that the rational behind 8. 953 and HR. 2125 is to create greater
competition, access and service in the rail industry. AutoPort is now, more than eéver, eble
to compete in the automotive sector with cost effective freight transportation rates, on
time service and damage free delivery. This has been accomplished by working closely
with Norfolk Southern Corporation and includes infrastructure improvements glready
made to our Auto Terminal and the planned infrastructure improvement in parmership
with NS to further expand our operations in an effort to attract new business,

In conclusion, I request that you oppose 8. 953 and H.R. 2125 and any legistation that

attempts o re-regulate our railroads. Thank you in edvance for your consideration
regarding this critical issue.

Sincezely,

Roy A. Kirchner
President

CC: Wilmington Office
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Martin Marietta Materials M

P. O. Box 30013
Raieigh, North Carolina 27622-0013
Telephone {919} 783-4545

C. Howard Nye
President and Chief Operating Officer

August 7, 2007

The Honorable Shelley Capito
1431 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congresswoman Capito:

I represent Martin Marietta Materials Inc., with headquarters based in Raleigh, North Carolina.
Martin Marietta is one of the largest producers of construction aggregates in the United States.
Much of these aggregates are delivered by rail, particularly in the high-growth areas of the
Southeast and Southwestern United States.

Strong economic growth generally and in our industry in particular, together with limitations of
the existing rail transportation system, has in recent years on occasion constrained Martin
Marietta’s ability to ship its products to its customers and disrupted our business. However, the
railroads have responded to this challenge with significant investments and improvements in
their rail systems. The current de-regulated market system encourages such investments by the
railroads and, as a shipper, Martin Marietta benefits from such improvements.

At the present time we believe Martin Marietta and the general public is best served by the
existing de-regulated market approach, rather than by an effort to in effect “re-regulate” railroads
through legislation such as that proposed in S. 953 and H.R.2125, The Railroad Competition and
Service Improvement Act of 2007.

I thank you in advance for considering our company’s views on this important matter.

Sincerely,

C. Howard Nye G
President & COO
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July 13, 2007

Representative Peter J. Visclosky
2256 Raybum House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Visclosky,

1 am writing to express my opposition to the Railroad Competition and Service
Improvement Act of 2007, S. 953 and H.R. 2125, introduced by Senator Rockefeller and
Congressman Oberstar.

Bulkmatic Transport Company works with all the major railroads to transioad 30,000
railroad cars of bulk products per year. This translates into 120,000 ong haul truckioads
being taken off the highways. Our rail service today is much better than it was in the
“70’s. Why would you want to reregulate an industry that is showing as much
improvement as the rail industry has in the last 20 years? Our rail service is continuing to
improve.

Basically, Bulkmatic is a bulk trucker. I am old enough to remember the 1970’s when
trucking and the rails were more regulated. While the regulations were well intended,
both trucking and the railroads evolved into high cost, non-competitive businesses.
Today’s global economy requires that we all create value or get run over. Please don't get
in the way of the railroad’s value creation.

Finally, it has been our experience that when shippers are asking for reregulation, they
are really looking for a competitive advantage. Right now the railroads are creating an
efficient, level playing field for all of their customers. Please do not interfere with the
process of supply and demand.

Yours truly,

A.Y. Bingham, Jr.
President
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Senators

Burr, Richard - NC

08-27-2007

33

Casey,-Robert~FA

Clinton, Hillary Rodham - NY
Dole, Elizabeth - NG
Lautenberg, Frank - NJ
Meanendez, Robert - NJ
Schumer, Charles - NY
Specter, Arlen - PA

Representatives

Brady, Robert - PA
Carney, Christopher - PA
Dent, Charlie - PA
Higgins, Brian - NY
Murphy, Tim - PA
Myrick, Sue - NC

Platts, Todd Russell - PA
Sires, Albio - NJ

Watt, Mei - NC
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July 19, 2007

The Honorabie Eflen Tauschey
2459 Rayhum House Office Building
Washingion, D.C. 20515

Dear Congresswonman Tauscher:

T understand that policymakers in Washington are cansidering legislatinn that would rc-
regulate the railroad industry end undo the progress muade since the Staggers Act in 1980.
Matson Integrated Logistics is a railroad customer shipping approximately $190 million
worth of container and trailer business within the U.S. I arn writing to express our strong
oppaosition t S. 953 and I1L.R. 2125, the Railroad Competition and Service Improvement
Act of 2007, introduced by Senator Rockefelior und Congressman Oberstar.,

As you undoubtedly know, the Listory of iransportation regulation in the U.S. iy that it
obstructed rail innovatlon for decades causing eustorners w overpay fot inferior service.
Regulstion provented rail carriers from operating their networks efficicntly and from
providing service that was competitive with bighway carriers. As a result, many railroads
faced bankruptey,

Since the Staggers Act was passed in {980, Amcricans have bencfited from Luproved
carrier efficiency and innovation as well as from remarkablc improvements in the averall
health of the milroad industry, Despite the fact that it is one of the most capital-intensive
industries in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other cupital needs
without major public subsidization, il trnsportation prices are siill jower than they
were in 1980. Railroads are now viable investment opportunitics and their demund for
new emplayeey continues 10 nise.

"T'o continuc to serve our growing economy, railroads muat earn enough revenue to
maintain and expand their networks. Class 1 il cnrtiers have invested an incredible
$375 billion since dervgulation. The resulting efficiencies and service innovations huve
enabled the industry to divert rniltions of shi oif our highways and into contsiners
and mmers moved via rail. Re-regulatmn pmuuscs only to ru.lucc cilicicncy, revenues,
service, t, and ul Imagine trying to move hundreds of
thousands more sh:pmenrs per year on a]ready wngeﬂed highways with the

ying higher fuel paon and degnuded gir quatity.

p

As you know, our cconomy depends on an coonomically sound rait freight network, ltis
eritical to our company's lonp term growth and to the customcrs that we serve. I these
Rills were 1o become law, they would have a devastating impact on the rail industry and

+d 8L1B-EEE-BD2-1 Je73a17 surery d2g:10 wa e
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would bring capital investrnent in cupacity 1o a standstill. The subsequent negative
ixapact ap Matson Intagrated Logistics and other rail customers through increasced costs
and reduced service wonld be enormous and contrary to our collective interests,

575

We smongly urge you to opposc S. 953 and FLR. 2125.

Sincerely,

Jos¢ph A. Robledo
AVP - Carricr Relations and Yicld Managcment
Matson Integratcd Logistics

ce: R C. Pepworth

bd 9LTY-EEE-BO2-1T 4318317 autwqy
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ConAgra Foads, I
ConAgra g oo 116
F ds. 16271 Scxcer, NW
00O Wasbingon, DC 20006 1 {2
) TEL: 202-223-§115 < (3
FAX; 202-223-5118 D
July 24, 2007
The Honorable Todd Platts

U.S. House of Representatives
1032 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515-3819

Dear Congressman Platts:

On behalf of ConAgra Foods, Inc. we urge you to oppose S. 953 and H.R. 2125, the
Railroad Competition and Service Improvement Act of 2007, ConAgra Foods has rail-
served facilities across the country and in your districi(state) and relies on the services the
industry provides.

It is important for ConAgra’s business that the railroad industry remain vital and healthy
without new and costly regulatory requirements. ConAgra Foods has benefited from
railroad derepulation, as the rail network is much safex, more reliable and more efficient
today than it was prior to passage of the Staggers Rail Act of 1980.

Rather than impose a new regulatory siructure on railroads, we suggest that
improvements be made to the STB oversight process, making it less focused on railroad
revenue adequacy and more user friendly for shippers.

Thank your for your consideration of our views.

Sincerely,

Bunf Be .

Brent Baglien
VP Govemment Affairs
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Reéreg letter Page2of 3

1t to the following:
Senators:
Mark Pryor
Bill Nelson
Barbara Boxer
Kay Hutchinson

Claire McCaskill

Congressmen:
John Boozman
Bruce Braley

ry Costello
Stephen Cohen
Christopher Carney
Zachary Space

Todd Platts

Gerald McNemey

Charles Dent

From: Oldaker, Drex [maifto:dboldake@nscorp.com]
Sent: Monday, August 13, 2007 8:29 AM

To: Gustafson, Bryan (Trade Group)

Subject: RE: Rereg letter

Bryan:

uld you know to whom this letter was sent? What congress person?

9/17/07
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September 6, 2007

§ CTs Cement Manufoctuing Corporaion
N 11065 Knoft Avenus, Suita A, Cypress, CA 0630

Construction Cement Phane 80-929-3030, Fax 714-379-8270
wiww.olscernen.com

Via FAX: 202-225-0699

The Honorable James Oberstar

Chairman ~ Commiftee on Transportation and infrastructure
United States House of Reprasentatives

2365 Rayburn House Office Building

Washington, DC 20516

Dear Mr. Chairman;

There are three critical risks to CTS C Manuf: ing’s busi if
anything close to S. 853 and H.R. 2125 is passed.

CTS Cement Manufacturing Corp. is headquartered in Cypress, California. CTS
Cement ships about 900 rail carloads per year throughout the United States using all of
the maijor railroads. CT$ spends about $2,700,000 annually for rail freight shipments.
CTS Cement is growing about 20% per year producing specialty cements not available
from larger corporations. Much of this cement is used as a superior way to repair
damaged highways.

Critical risk 1. The basic pts behind this p
and were a colossal failure.

P d legislation were tried

We need to stimuiate investment in additional raitway infrastructure. However, prior
to the Staggers Act, federal regulation was causing the exact opposite. Rail
infrastructure fell apart as investment funds were not available and service declined
accordingly. Restricting pricing freedom and flexibility, primarily for a privileged few with
political pull, will further add costs without genuine offsetting benefits. From what we
understand, this legislation is proposing to add burdens that are not needed to what
should be private business transactions. History has demonstrated that this will be very
costly to railway customers and ultimately to the American public with little to show in
the way of positive benefits. History also indicates funding for plant and equipment
investment will be reduced, ieading to similar deterioration that is now showing in the
federal highway system that at times produces {ragic results.

Critical risk 2. The cost of shipping for CTS Cement will increase.

Our reading of S. 953 and H.R. 2125 suggests the U.S. raiiway system could lose $2
billion in annual revenue just to cater to well-healed companies that have
disproportionate political pull. Therefore, CTS would likely bear disproportionate
shipping charge increases, because we cannot afford the lawyers and consuitants to

argue our case every time shipping rate increases are argued.
Protessional Cement Products

Ropid Sef® Cement « CTS hperK + Sysiem-K™ « Esermal™ + Concrete Phamacy” - Cement AI™ « Onofass” + Wandafis” « UoFiow"™
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Critical risk 3. CTS Cement would lose markets.

CTS Cement serves all areas of the country. it would be impossible to do so without
rail service and the ability to work out deals with the carriers to establish our various
traffic lanes. Putting faceless bureaucrats in the position of final arbitrator for deais we
now do with the railroads would add a chilling effect that our investors would be
reluctant to accept. To make invesiments that could be undermined by politicai whims
that could change with policies that have nothing to do with mutua! business decisions
between CTS and the railroads will clearly be bad for a smaller business such as CTS.

In summary, various govemment inspired programs to bring "fairness,” “fevel the
playing field” and other nice sounding terms actually caused the opposite. Giving into a
relatively few, financially successful companies that have the resouces to buy legislation
that, at least in the short term, is perceived to benefit them is a great way to reverse the
beller service, lower shipping rates and vastly improved physical infrastructure that has
been the general trend of the rail industry since the early 1980’s. There is great vaiue
from having a strong raif industry, and producing that value will also require paying for it.

If Congress reaily wants to help the railroads’ customers, it should get behind the
infrastructure tax credit or some similar effort that would encourage even more funding
for facility and right of way improvements. Implementing policies proposed in S. 953
and H.R. 2125 would reverse the commercial progress of the last quarter century and is
not in CTS Cement's best interest and, in the iong term, no other rail user either. We
should learn from history, not repeat it.

Thank you for your attention to CTS Cement's perspective on this matter.
Sincerely yours,

wB iy =

William R. McCormick
President, CTS Cement Manufacturing Corporation
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= NUMMI

New United Motor Manufacturing, Inc.

45500 Fremont Boulevard Framont, CA 94538 UUSA (510} 498-5500

August 21, 2007

The Honorable Dorig Matsui
U.8. House of Representatives
Canon Building #222
Washington, D.C. 20515

Re: Concern about Railroad Re-regulation
(S. 953 and HR. 2]25)

Dear Representative Matsui:

As you know, NUMMI is the Toyota/GM venture in Fremont, California that employs
about 5500 team members and produces approximately 400,000 vehicles per year. We have also
attracted 23 companies to locations throughout Califomia to support our operations. As you can
imagine, NUMMI and its suppliers ship and receive hundreds of freight cars of goods each
month. For this reason, we are concerned about the possible effects of legislation such as 8. 953
and H.R. 2125 that would re-regulate the rail industry.

These pieces of legislation are a mix of measures, the final impact of which we cannot be
sure. We see why remote localities would like to have improved service and understand why the
idea of regulating rail pricing might seem atttactive. However, the provisions of S. 953 and H.R.
2125 as a whole would appear to have a significant detrimental impact on revenues of the
railroads. We are worried that this might impinge on the railroad’s ability to continuc to make the
nvestments necessary to serve long haul industrial customers like NUMML

Our particular concemn is that, due to severe restriction on their income, railroads might
delay or cancel plans to improve infrastructure or improve energy efficiency. Were that to occur,
both customers and the environment could lose out in the long run.

For the above reasons, we ask that you carefully analyze the potential effects of any move
to re-regulate the railroads. We respectfuily request that you reject any proposal that could lead
the railroads to postpone capital improvements to their lines or equipment.

Thank you for considering our concerns,

Sincerely,

ottty Pilop

K. Kelley McKenzie
General Counsel]
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August 6, 2007

Rep. James L. Oberstar (Minn.)
2165 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Rep. Oberstar,

1 am writing to express my concern and opposition to the Railroad Competition and
Service Improvement Act of 2007, S. 593 and H.R. 2125, introduced by Senator
Rockefelier and Congr Ot . [am very concemed that some want to regulate
the railroad industry. ] am also concerned thar this legislation appeats to only benefit a
few gpecific industries at the expenses of the larger group of rail shippers. We at CTT
Services, LLC reoeive from our supplicrs thousands of dollass in goods each ycar, This
legisintion would have a grave effect on our small business by the increase to il cost
from our consumer produtcts.

Since the Staggers Act of 1980 de-regulated the railroad industry, we have enjoyed
continued improvement in rail service at a cost that has not kept up with inflation. My
suppliers have actually seen some rates for shipping our goods decline since the pre-
Staggers era, The rail industry is a very capital-intensive industry. Without revenues to
maintain and expand infrastructure we may see a very unhealithy rail transportation
gystem in the near future. S.953 and H.R. 2125 will take us back to the place we were
beforc Staggers, where bankruptey and disinvestments in the system were coramonplace.

T urge you to support the current rail regulatory environment and to vote to maintain our

cugtomer friendly rail network. Thank you in advance for your consideration regarding
this critical issue, which would have a grave effect on small businesses such as mine.

e

Dovald McKoy

(281) 442-04D2 146262 Morales Road Houston, Toxas 77032 (201) 442-8111 fax
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NORFOLK Chemical Marketing
2 SOIHHERN 616 FM 1960 West, Suite 500
) Houston, TX 77090
Fax: (281) 880-3127

DATE: 8‘(01'0'7
0: JEEF USHER, ARR Fax: 202 (392439

FROM: B\ 1, \ams

{Phone Number: _J8\- 2803104 )

The following document contains g pages, including this cover sheet.

ADDITIONAL le;gRMATION: LeNevs Semt te! Seapdors, Hutchonson,
R’

,Tnouu'Q r UbersteR,

if you require assistance with this fax, call Dianne Youngbiood at {281) 880-3148.

CC ChaRU & Brenwe,r  (2a-2849
CARoL ORNDORE 435-6337
Rrewdn Pof - AR5~ 6710 b

THIS MESSAGE 1S INTENDED FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT 1S ADDRESSED.
AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT IS PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM DISCLOSURE
UNDER APPLICABLE LAW, IF THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, OR THE
EMPLOYEE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING THE MESSAGE TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU
ARE HEREBY NOT!FIED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF THIS INFORMATION IS
STRICTLY PROMIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US
IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE AND RETURN THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS VIA
U.S. MAIL. THANK YOL.
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= CONSOL ENERGY CONSOL Energy Inc. oy
1800 Washington Road
Pittsburgh, Pa 15241-1421 - £
ré
July 20, 2007
Rep. James L. Oberstar (Minn.) Senator Daniel Inouye {(Hawaif)
2165 Rayburn House Office Building 722 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20515 Washington, DC 20510-1102
Phone: (202) 225-4472 Phone: 202-224-3934
Fax: {202) 226-1270 Fax: 202-224-6747

Subject: H.R.2125 and S. 953

Dear Sirs:

CONSOL Energy is the largest coa!l producer east of the Mississippi River, and one of the largest
shippers on both the Norfolk Southern and the CSX railroads. Almost 75% of our total annual production
moves to customers by rail. Clearly, our company has a keen interest in efficient, reliable and reasonably
priced rail service. As a consequence, we will carefully review any legislative or regulatory proposals that
would impact the raitroad industry.

In the past several years, the NS and the CSX have invested substantial capital to upgrade lines, roliing
stock and focomotives, as well as making significant strides in improving the daily working relationship
between themselves and shippers like CONSOL Energy. Because of these efforts, both short- and long-
term planning have been improved, resuiting in an overail improvement in service in our opinion. We
have not reported adverse operating or financial impact because of rail service problems since CONSOL
Energy became a public company in 1999.

Retiable, efficient rail service is vital to America's energy producers and to America’s energy security. Like
energy producers, railroads are capital-intensive enterprises that require the reinvestment of substantial
capital to maintain their systems. Any change in statute that would impact the railroads’ ability to
generate revenue and to reinvest in their systems would have far reaching and adverse impacts on our
economy.

We recognize that perhaps not all shippers have had the same experience as we have had.
Nevertheless, fegislative changes to the Staggers Act of 1980 should be considered only with the greatest
of caution. Our experience to-date suggests that the Staggers Act, on the whole, has benefited the rail
industry and the customers they serve.

Sincerely,
James Grech

CONSOL Energy Sales Company
Senior Vice President - Marketing
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NORCAL WASTE SYSTEMS, INC.

August 3, 2007

The Honorable Nancy Pelosi

Speaker of the House of Representatives
235 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Madam Speaker:

T am writing to express my deepest concern for S, 953 and H.R. 2125, the Railroad
Competition and Service [mprovement Act of 2007, introduced by Senator James L.
Rockefeller, IV (WV) and Representative James L. Oberstar (MN-8).

My company, Norcal Waste Systems, Inc,, located in San Francisco, California, is in the
solid waste industry. We are constantly exploring sustainable transportation methods that
will minimize our greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). We have been working with rail
transportation companies to deliver residual waste to our disposal site, thereby reducing
freeway congestion und excessive GHG emissions.

The rail industry is a critical partner of our business as we move toward shipping our
municipal solid waste via rail. As Norcal continues to grow and expand, it is imperative
that the rail industry remains healthy and efficient in order to meet the increasing
demands placed on our company and on the solid waste industry. If passed into law, S.
953 and H.R. 2125 will undermine the rail industry’s incentive to provide requisite
infrastructure and growth, thus leading to increased costs passed on to shippers and a
decline in service alternatives.

I encourage your vigorous opposition to S, 953 and H.R. 2125 and any other legislation
that attempts to re-regulate our nation’s railroads. History has shown that excessive
governmental railroad regulation is ineffective and has proven detrimental (o our
economy.

Sincerely,

mw,

Michael 1. Sakgiacondo
President and Chief Executive Officer

160 PACIFIC AVENUE. SUHTE 200 « SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 « TELEPHONE (415} 875-1000

Prowit to be Emplover Ohoned
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August 30, 2007

The Honorable Chuek Hagel
United States Senate

248 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington. D.C. 20510-2705

Re: 8955
Dear Senator Hagel:

the Scoular Company is century-old agriculture firm engaged in marketing commaodities
globally. Our annual rail transportation budget exceeds $200 million, with an additional
5100 million spent on other modes of transportation. While we understand that selected
railroad practices have led 1o increasing frustration among shippers, we are very
concerned about the approach taken in 8. 953 and believe it may well damage the ability
of rail-dependent businesses to compete successfully.

We believe it is imperative for the railroads to be exposed to the forces of supply and
demand just as their shippers are. In the last decade or more, we have scen rail cartiers
respond in a variety of ways to rapidly changing market conditions. They have done so
with both infrastructure improvements and rate relationships. This is a dynamic process
in which isolated instances of apparent inequality are inevitable, Yet, the efforts of
covernment o repair this through a regulated rate-setting process is likely to cause
imbalance and distortion throughout the entire system and 1o spread the disadvantage
from a fow 1o most.

We arge you to oppose 5.953 and any other legislation designed 10 re-regulate the U.S.
rail industry.

Sineerely,

Todd 1. MeQueen
Senjor Vice President

TN



162

07/25/2807 10:16 2818803127 NORFOLK SOUTHERN PAGE 93/06

Stolt-Nielsen Transportation Group Ine. F:i

Stolt Rall Services Divislon Tel: {281) 457-0303
15635 Jacintoport Boulavard Fax: (281) 860-6921
Houaten, TX 77015-6534

USA

A subsidiary of
Stolt-Nlefsen S.A.

July 17, 2007

The Hanorable fames L. Oberstar

Committee on Transportatian and infrastructure
2165 Rayburn House Offlce Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Oberstar:

 am wrillng this as a current and long time ralf shipper and In reference to the pending S. 853 and
H.R.21250n re-rsgulatlon of the U. S, Raliroad Industry. Assumed, the intent of this is to have a
broad, P ive, afl P 1g bilt that add! all issues b rall shippars and
ralf carrier; the restity i vs that this will likely ba an enormous, unwieldy, inefficient, and complicated
bill that wil nelther sefve, nor facilltate; it will not ba in the best Interests of the shipper or the rait
carrler. The addifional increase in direct nfrastructura costs to private companles to administer,
and an increase in the cost for additional Government Bureaucracy to oversee and administer
would fikely present an offset to the Intended cost savings, and add addltional Indirect costs.
Lagisiation would not manage, and this dynamic and mulli- variable market system requires a
dynam/ic ‘managemant’ system, both objective and subjective, which the free market -place
provides and nurtures.

Acknowladging the obvious, the very ‘normal’ issues In any customer/supplier relationship for all
{ndustries/Markets, most of these issues should be loft for resolution and management in the
normal course of the dynamic free markat’ place. This frea market’ relationship has been proven
1o ba robust and healthy for businesses, consumers and the market place.

Regulation will kit! entrepreneurial epirit, Incentive and inftiative to congistently excel and exceed
at one’s personal and business performance levels - stagnant and then deteriorating levels. The
Railroads must have sufficlent retums to rell 1 for growth, fi p ) and
improvements to meet future demands — the shipper's needs. | will not be conduch

for this; instead, it will bandicap the Intended purpose and will likely curtall infrastructure and
capilal repair and renewsl, and new expansion ~ which will be detrimental to the Shipper, Rall
Industry, US Govemnmertt and the generat Public. Rall infrastructure will again begin to

deten'ora'te and servica levels will deciine. These consequential sympiums will be chronic and wiit
ddenly b acute realizing & tremendous negative

metastasize throughout the system and
effect and cost. Our economy, growth and securlly is Mghly dependent on an efficient means of
a transportation system that remains dy ic and g the new and

opportunities — initlative, drive and uompeﬂ!lveness {Fres Mad(el) Is the basis for the ‘means’.
it is believed that regulation wili be delrimental to the health of the Rall industry and the Industries
that are dependent on all modes of transportation. The need and desire fo excel and progress

wilt be moot.
Please consider carefully, this ‘cure' is likely to be more damaging and harmful than the

‘sympton’; once implemented, difficult to hait or reverse.
THis letter Is against Bills S. 953 and H.R. 2125 re-requisting the Rail Industry,

Sincerely,

Judson L. Brown
Manager, Stolt Nielsen Rail Services
Stolt Nlelsen Transportation Group
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Taly 6, 2007

The Honorable Jo Banner

United States House of Repregentatives
315 Cannon Building

Washingtan, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Bonner:

1 am a Norfolk Southern customer and I bave railcars either coming in or going out an a weekly
basis,

Service bas been great aince the bepinuing. However, I was 2 little surprised when I received a
telephone call from the Atlanta Operations Center on Tuesday, July 3 asking if I needed service on
Wednesday July 4% That's right, they called me-“the customer™-10 find out if T needed rail sesvice
on a holiday.

Never inmy wildest dreams wourld I ever expect a “service” regulated or controlled by the
government to call me. Unless, of course, I neglected to file my quarterly taxes!

I believe Norfolk Southern is doing such a gaod job for me because that is what it takes to get and
keep customers. This is the driving force behind the free enterprise system.

It has come to my attention that Senator Rockefeller and Congressman Oberstat have introduced
legislation to regulate the railroad companies, T have desp coneerns about $.953 and H.R. 2125
because the railroads are working better than ever. The system isn’t broke, Please don’ ix it,

In conclusion, jn case there is any doubt, ¥ request that you oppose S5.953 and HR 2125 and any
other legislatian that atternpts to control our milroad.

Respedtfully Submitted

Roger Bss

Presi

;'j;-_ 7 AN e e /Jw Yoo BE  Poise
L4

Strada Materialy, LL.C, 308 Woadward Court, Birmingham, AL 35242

1

JUL 16 2087 11:83 InRES1 AT Brnt ac
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Tul 49 2007 9:180M TransLoad America 904-940-3008

RANSLOAD M
MERICA.. 4P A

July 19, 2007

I'am writing to express my concern and opposition to the Railroad Competition and
Service Improvement Act of 2007, S.953 and H.R. 2125, introduced by Senator
Rockefeller and Congressman Oberstar, [ am very concerned that some want to te-
regulate the railroad industry. 1am also concerned that this legislation appears to only
benefit a few specific industries at the expense of the larger group of rail shippers, We at
Transload America ship over $6,500,000.00 dollars of goods each year. This legislation
would have a grave effect on our business and the consumers that benefit from our
services.

Since the Staggers Act of 1980 de-regulated the railroad industry, we have enjoyed
continued improvement in rail service at a cost that has not kept up with inflation. We
have seen many benefits derived from pricing that is driven by markets. Market driven
pricing allows the railroad industry the ability 1o earn a fair cost of capital. Without
revenues to maintain and expand the infrastructure we may see a very unhealthy rail
transportation system in the near future. S. 953 and H.R. 2125 wili take us back to the
place we were before Staggers, where bankruptcy and disinvestment in the system were
commonplace.

[ urge you ta support the current rail regulatory environment and vote to maintain our
growing and customer friendly rail network. Thank you in advance for your
consideration regarding this critical issue, which would have a grave effect on business
such as mine.

Respectfully;

Jim Newell

President TLA Rail Logistics
10407 Centurion Parkway North
Jacksonville, Florida 32256
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Tuly 12. 2007

The Honorable James Oberstar
United State House of Representatives
2365 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Fax: (202) 225-0699

Dear Congressman Oberstar:

As a representative of Worthington Industries transportation interests we are strongly
opposed to S. 953 and H.R. 2125, the Railroad Competition and Service Improvement
Act 02007, introduced by you and Senator Rockefeller.

Worthington Industries processes steel for use in the construction, automotive, hardware,
lawn and garden, office furniture and many other industries and spends over $18,000,000
annually on rail transportation. Due to the nature of our product line, rail has been and
will continue to be a vitally needed mode for moving our product, particularly for
intermediate and long haul.

We believe that this bill will neither improve competition (i. e., lower price) nor improve
service (i. e., provide greater rail car availability and lower transit time). Simply put, the
control of prices and other marketplace limitations have not worked well in the past (pre-
Staggers) and will not work any better in the future.

The US needs a strong viable ever-improving and capacity-increasing raif system. We
recognize that no system is perfect and that there are times when the railroads have not
acted in the best interests of a particular shipper, even Worthington Industries. However,
we believe that the marketplace, not the government, should prevail and that the specifics
as articulated in this bill would be counter-productive and would ultimately lead to higher
prices and deteriorating services.

Please vote NO on S953/HR2125.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Director Logistics & Freight
Worthington Industries
200 West Old Wilson Bridge Road
Columbus, OH 43085
Fax: (614) 840-4112

s

BN
2 (=
)
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RoBeRTs & DYBDAHL INC.

July 13, 2007

The Honorable Congressman Bruce Braley

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
1408 Longworth Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Braley:

My name is Donald B. Strater, and | am Executive Vice President of Roberts & Dybdah! Inc.
Roberts & Dybdahl Inc. is headquartered in West Des Moines, lowa and operates nine
distribution centers throughout the Midwest, including one in Waterloo, lowa. Roberts &
Dybdah! Inc. brokers and distributes lumber and building materials and manufactures engineered
wood products. In a typical year, Roberts & Dybdahl Inc. ships several hundred million dotlars
of jumber and related products by rail from virtually all fumber producing regions in North
America to its facilities and its customers’ facilities located primarily in the Midwest. I bhave set
forth below Roberts & Dybdahl Inc.’s views concerning S. 953 and H.R. 2125. (the “Railroad
Competition and Service Improvement Act of 2007")

The Railroad Competition and Service Improvement Act of 2007 is nothing more than an
attempt by certain shippers to have the government reregulate the rail industry so as to give them
cheaper rail rates. We all want 10 reduce our costs of transporiation, but this is a potentially
disastrous way to go about it. If certain large shippers are able to get their rates reduced via
regulatory mechanisms instead of through free market forces, we are allowing politics rather than
economics to control the transportation industry. This political manipulation will have the effect
of diminishing the property and contractual rights of noncomplaining shippers while
detrimentally impacting the railroads’ ability to maintain and attract the capital nceded for
improvement and expansion. It is hard to reach a conclusion other than that the proposed
legislation will amount 1o a subsidy to certain large shippers at the expense of the shipping
public.

History has shown that railroads operate better and more efficiently when the transportation
industry is controlled by market forces rather than governmental regulation. Reregulation of
raifroads is a costly and burdensome step backwards.

ROBERTS & DYBDAHL INC.

Fd
) 2 2 ‘.
Yt B CE
Donald B. Strater
Executive Vice President

DBS/A

P.C. Box 1908 * Des MOINES, fowa 50306-1908 « {515} 283-7100 « www.robertsdybdahl.com



167

ROSEBURG

S
FOREST PRODUCTS

Tuly 26, 2007

The Honorable Peter DeFazio
U. 5. House of Represcntatives
Washington DC 20515

Dear Congresstnan DeFazio:

I am writing to you to express Roseburg Forest Products’ deep concern over S. 953 and
H.R. 2125, the Railroad Competition and Service Improvement Act of 2007, introduced
by Scnator Rockfeller and Congressman Oberstar.

My name is Andrew E. Jeffers, I am Traffic Manager — Rail for Roseburg Forest
Products Company. In my current position, I am in charge of all rail shipments. Iam
responsible for all cutbaund and inbound rail shipments averaging 18,000 railcars per
year. Roseburg Forest Products is a manufacturer of lumber, plywood, particleboard, and
engineered wood products, We have mills at Riddle, OR; Dillard, OR; Coguille, OR;
Vienna, GA; Eupora, MS; Oxford, MS; Taylorsyille, MS Louisville, MS; Missoula, MT;
Weed, CA; Holly Hill, SC; and Russeliville, SC;. We employ over 4000 in these
operations.

The rail industry is very critical in helping get our product to market as competitively as
possible. In some of our operations, rail is responsible for about 60% of our outbound
volume.

Qur annual shipments equate out to approximately 60 carloads per day and in order to get
to market, we depend on competitive freight rates, a good car supply and quick transit
times, Obviously we require a good strong rail transportation network in order to support
this volume.

Rail Transportation was deregulated over 25 years ago because our Nation’s
transportation infrastructure was deteriofating rapidly and regulation was not helping.
Derepulation has not been an gasy path to follow but the transportation industty has
turned around ag a resulf. Railroads are now investing in equipment and working to
expand capacity,

We do have issues with the railroads but we strongly feel that government sponsored
regulation is not the answer to the problems we face, We feal this sort of intervention is

RO.BOX 1088 « AOSEBURG, DREGON 97470 » (541) 678-3311 » FAX NO. (541} 879-2540
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unnecessary and in the end will only put the raliroads back in the same situation they
were facing in the 1970%s.

In conclusion, we request that you oppose $. 952 and H.R. 2125 and any legislation that
attempis to re-regulate our nation’s railroads.

Sincerely,
W £ %

Andrew E, Jeffers
Traffic Manager — Rail
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July 17, 2007

The Honorable Barbara Lee
U.S. House of Representatives
1724 Longworth HOB
Waghington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congresswoman Lee:

T am writing this letter on behalf of Pacific Coast Container (PCC) Logistics. Headquartered in
Qakland, CA as a part of our Nation’s rail network, PCC ships and receives 1,140 carloads each
month at locations in Los Angeles, CA, Oakland, CA, Tacorma, WA and Seattle, WA. I
understand that policymakers in Washington are considering legislation such as S, 953 and HR,
2125 that would re-tegulate the rail industry.

The railroads’ ability to continue to make the investments is necessary for customers like us to
grow our business. Our growth gnd success is now being threatened by this proposed re-
regulation legislation. These Bills could very easily cost the rail industry and its customers
billions of doliars in lost opportunities. The residuat effect would prevent the camiers from
improving infrastructure and roaintaining current service levels. This inefficiency would filier
down to shippers and eventually consumers, in the form of increased costs, reduced service
levels and inadequate transportation options.

We strongly oppose any move to re-regulate the rajlroads and ask that you oppose S. 953 and
HR 2125 and any legislation that secks to re-regulate our nation’s railroads. The continued
success of our company depends on it,

Sincerely,

4

Michael McDonnell
President, PCC Logistics
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PAVERS SUPPLY COMPANY P
“Quality Road Building Materials Since 1978" u
P.0. BOX 2671 2
CONROE, TEXAS 77305 //" g
PHONE (936) 756-6960 ’
F’AV?RS SUPPLY CO. FAX (936) 756-6903

Piant Locations:
1 Conroe {936) 756-2722  Huntsvlile (938) 291-6169
Montgomery (936} 5976669  Cleveland (281) 432-2722

July 26, 2007

Representative Nick Lampson
436 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Deéar Representative Lampson:

| have heard Washington policy makers, led by Senator Rockefeller and Congressman Oberstar, plan to re-
regulate the railroad industry in the United States. This legislation under S. 853 or H.R.2125, the Railroad
Competition and Service tmprovement Act of 2007 could potentially return the railroads to the regulatory
environment which existed prior to the Staggers Act of 1980. itis for this reason we believe this bill should be

defeated.

Prior to 1980, we experienced the effects of an overly regulated railroad industry. Poor sernvice, inadequate
equipment and unrealistic rates were common. Since 1980, the unregulated railroads which serve us have
lowered rates, increased the tons of material delfivered and done soin shorter delivery cycles. The current free
market controf in the raiiroad industry is providing the needed goods and service without unnecessary and costly
government reguiation.

The superior highway system In the United States provides our nation a competitive advantage in the global
marketplace. The railroad system Is no less essential to our ecanomy. The monetary investment required to
buifd and maintain a quality rail transportation network is on scale simifar to the highway system. The difference
is railroads are privately funded. Keeping an efficient railroad system demands a high level of investment on an
ongoing basis. Howsver, the ability to make this required investment is threatened by the legistation proposed
in S. 953 and H.R. 2125. .

For 33 years we have relied on railroads for transportation of aggregates used in road construction. Asaresul,
we have shipped over 8.2 miifion tons of material by raif over the past ten years. Rallroads will continue to be
the most efficient means to deliver the products we need. We strongly urge you to keep our railroad system
financially self sufficient and independent of unnecessary government regulation by voting your opposition o S.
953 and H.R. 2125.

ene E. Smith
Pavers Supply Company
Secretary-Treasurer

GS/gs

Cc: Senator Kay Bally Hutchinson
Rep. Ted Poe
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July 10, 2007

Senator Mike Crapo

United States Senate

239 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Crapo:

1 represent Fiesla Farms, Inc., located in Nyssa, Oregon shipping 4 carloads of onions per month,
(7 months only) with an annual rail transportation budget in excess of $160,000.00. I understand
that policymakers in Washington are considering legislation such as S. 953 and LR, 2125 that
would re-regulate the rail industry.

The railroad’s ability to cantinue to make the investments necessary for customers like me to
grow is now being threatened by this re-regulation legistation currently being proposed. These
bills could very easily cost the rail industry billions of dollars. The residual effect would prevent
the carriers from improving infrastructure and maintaining current service levels which would
eventually filter down to the shippers in the form of increased costs and reduced service levels.

We strongly oppose any move to re-regulate the railroads and ask that you oppose S. 953 and
H.R. 2125 and any legislation that seeks to re-regulate our nation’s railroads.

Sincerely,

R

Fiesta Farms, Inc,
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Tuly 12,2007

Congressman J. am«:s‘ Oberstar
2365 Rayburm Howuse Office Building
‘Washington, D. C. 20515

Congressman Obegstar,

I represent Associated Terminals in New Orleans, Louisiana. We load approximately
250 cars per month. I understand that policymakets in Washington are considering -
legislation that would re-regulate the industry and undo the progress made since the
Staggers Act de-regulated them in 1980 minimizing returns on capital and making it
difficult to invest in the infrastructure improvements, maintain railroad assets and
institute ‘cutting edge’ safety programs.

Since the Staggers Act was passed in 1980, we have seen remarkable improvements
in the overall health of the railroad industry. Freight rates have declined while
service and the overall condition of rail infrastructure have dramatically improved.
Increased efficiency and improved service stemming from their investments has
enabled the rail industry to divert significant amounts of business from our highways
to the intermodal eption. Qur nation's highways are severely congested and an
increased reliance:on freight railroads can sigrificantly reduce the congestion
problem. Through increased fuel efficiency and réduced emissions, railroads provide
an environmentally sound alternative to shipping goods via highways.

However, none oftthis would have been possible without the billions of dollars that
the railroads have invested in new technology to improve locomotive and car flects.
To maintain thesethigh standards, railroads will need to continue that level of
investment in the infrastructure. Their ability to do so is now being threatened by the
re-regulation legislation currently being proposed. 8. 953 and H.R. 2125 would cost
the rail industry more than $2 billion per year in lost revenues. The residual effect
would prevent the:carriers from improving infrastructure and maintaining current
service levels which would eventually filter down to the shippers.

We strongly oppose any move to re-regulate the railroads,

77
yd
Vice President of Sdles

Associated Terminmals, L.L.C. W 1342 Highway 44 F Reserve, Loyisiana 70084

[@oo1

Tetephane: {985) 336-4520 W Facsimile: {9B5} 5346-4521 M www.associatedterminals,com
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SSJB.HUNT

J.B. HUNT TRANSPORT, INC.

July 3, 2007

The Honorable John Boozman
United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Boozman:

In 2007, J.B. Hunt will ship nearly 700,000 intermodal loads, with rail transportation costs
approximating $850 million. Tunderstand that policymakers in Washington are considering
legislation that would re-regulate the industry and undo the progress made since the Staggers Act
de-regulated them in 1980.

Since the Staggers Act was passed in 1980, we have seen remarkable improvements in the overall
health of the railroad industry. Freight rates have declined while service and the overall condition
of rail infrastructure have dramatically improved. Increased efficiency and improved service
stemming from their investments has enabled the rail industry to divert significant amounts of
business from our highways to the intermodal option. Our nation's highways are severely
congested and an increased reliance on freight railroads can significantly reduce the congestion
problem. Through increased fuel efficiency and reduced emissions, railroads provide an
environmentally sound alternative to shipping goods via highways.

However, none of this would have been possible without the billions of dollars that the railroads
have invested in new technology to improve locomotive and car fleets. To maintain these high
standards, railroads will need to continue that level of investment in the infrastructure. Their
ability to do so is now being threatened by the re-regulation legislation currently being proposed.
S. 953 and H.R. 2125 would cost the rail industry more than $2 billion per year in lost revenues.
The residual effect would prevent the carriers from improving infrastructure and maintaining
current service levels which would eventually filter down to the shippers.

We strongly oppose any move to re-regulate the railroads.

Sincerely,

A 7 “j}/
[
T V,%ﬂ {

Paul Bergant,
President, J.B. Hunt Intermodal

P.O.BOX 695 + LOWELL, ARKANSAS 72745 « 501-820-0000
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J Levand Steel & Supply Corporation i san:

12062 W. Washinglon Bivd, (310} A23-4453 Easlem Diviglon:
Lus Angsfes. CA 000ES {800} 442-1089 1849 Cresivood Blvd. {205) 9661111
Maning Adcress Fnx: (310} 823-35R% krancigle, AL 35210-2049 Fax: {205} 956-2256

P.O. Box 24846
Los Angeles, CA 024

July 13,2007

The Honorable Doris Matsui
222 Cannon Houso Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Honorable Doris Matsui

I represent Levand Sisel & Supply in Los Angeles, CA. Levand Steel & Supply ships 30
carloads per month with an annual rail transportation budget in excess of $1,000,000, I
upderstand that policymakers in Washington are considering legislation such as 3,953
and H.R. 2125 that would re-regulate the rait industry.

‘The rallroad’s sbility to continue to make the investments necessary for customers like
Levand Steel & Supply to grow is now being threatened by this re-regulation Jegislation
cuttently being proposed. These Bills would very easily cost the rail industry billions of
doltars. The residual effect would prevent the carriers from improving Infrasttucturc and
maintaiping current service levels which would eventually filter down to the shippers in
the form of increased costs and reduced serviee levels.

We strongly oppose any move to re-fegulate the railroads and ask that youn oppose 8953
and H.R. 2125 and any legislation that seeks to re-regulate our nation’s reilroads.

Sincerely,

J§h Cordner

President
Levand Steel & Supply

MRMBER

)

—
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KZYWELL

LLC.

July 6, 2007

The Honorable James Qberstar
2365 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Honorable James Oberstar:

I represent Keywel] L.L.C. in Chicago, IL. Keywell, L.L.C. ships 3000 carloads per yesr,
with annual rail transportation costs in excess of $30 million, I understand that
polivyakers in' Washington are considering legislation that would re-ragulate the
industry and undo the progress made since the Staggers Act de-regulated them in 1980,

Since the Staggers Act was passed in 1980, we bave seen remarkable improvements in
the overall health of the railroad industry. Freight rates have declined while service in the
overall candition of rall infrastructure has dramatically improved. Increased efficiency
and improved service stemming from their investments has enabled the rail industry to
divert significant amounts of business from our highways to the intermodal option, Our
nation’s highways are severely congested and an increased reliance on freight railroads
can significantly reduce the congestion problem. Through increased fuel efficiency and
reduced ernissions, railroads provide an environmentally sound altemative to shipping
goods via the highways.

However, none of this would have been possible without the hillions of dollars that the
railroads have invested in new technology to improve locomotive and car fleets, To
maintain these high standards, railroads will need to continue that level of investment in
the infrastructure. Their ability to do so is now being threatened by the re-reguilations
legistation currently being proposed 8. 953 and H.R. 2125 would cost the rail industry
more than $2 billion per year in lost revenues. The residual effect would prevent the
carriers from itnproving infrastructure and maintaining current service levels which
would eventually filter down to the shippers.

‘We strongly oppose to any move to re-regulate the raitroads.

Sincerely,

e

E.G. Ellicott, Jr.
Keywell, L.L.C.
Senior VP Transportation

C qp tnstune KEYWELLLL.C.
p waun;ip 11900 Sourn Ccnaqc: ‘G:oveawnug

Raquolox 'bcv': "9 p m‘
kvl Industries, inc. FAX 8 333 228:&&
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“ The Independent Stack Train Service”
11800 S. 75th @ Suite 2N @ Faios Heights, IL 60463 @ {800) 935-0851 @ Fax {800} 935-5385

June 29, 2007

Mr. Timothy Johnson

U.8, House of Representatives

1207 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Johnson,

1 represent Interdoin Partners in Palos Heights, ilinois. interdom Partners ships 8,000 shipments
per month, with annual rail transportation costs in excess of $50,000,000.00. 1understand that
policymakers in Washington are considering legislation that would re-regulate the industry and
undo the progress made since the Staggers Act de-regulated them in 1580.

Since the Staggers Act was passed in 1980, we have seen remarkablc improvement in the overall
health of the railroad industry. Freight rates have declined while service and the overall condition
of the rail infrastructure have dramatically improved. Increased efficiency and improved service
stemming from their investments has enabled the rail industry to divert significant amounts of
business from our highways to the intcrmodal option. Our nation’s highways are severely
congested and an increased reliance on freight railroads can significantly reduce the congestion
problem. Through increased fuel efficiency and reduced emissions, railroads provide an
environmentally sound alternative to shipping goods via highways.

However, none of this would have been possibie without the billions of doliars that the raitroads
have invested in new technology to improve locomotive and car fleets. To maintain these high
standards, raitroads will need to continue that level of investment in the infrastructure. Their
ability to do so is now being threatened by the re-regulation legislation currently being proposed.
5.953 and H.R. 2125 would cost the rail industry more than $2 biltion per year in lost revenues.
The residual effect would prevent the carriers from improving infrastructure and maintaining
current serviee levels which would eventually filter down to the shippers.

We strongly oppose any move {o re-reguiate the railroads.

ly, 2

Richard K. Rudie
President
Interdom Partners

Si

&ooa
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Massey Energy Company Massey Energy

Post Office Box 26765

Richmend. Virginia 23261
4 North Fourth Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219

July 20, 2007

Congressman Jim Oberstar
2365 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Oberstar;

i represent Massey Energy Company in Richmond, VA. Massey Energy ships approximately
400,000 carloads of coal per year. Our product goes primarily to the electric utility and steel
industry. It is my understanding that policy makers in Washington will soon consider legislation
that would re-regulate our nations raiiroads. Should legistation of this type become law, the
progress made in the post Staggers era wouid certainly be reversed.

Since the Staggers Rail Act became law in 1980, we have seen remarkable improvements in the
overall health of the railroad industry. Freight rates have declined while service and the condition
of infrastructure improved. Increased efficiency and improved service stemming from the carriers
investment back into their systems has enabled the rail industry to divert significant amounts of
business from our highways where public funding is required to the rails where private investment
pays the bills. Increased reliance on freight railroads will significantly reduce congestion on our
nations highways. Increased fuel efficiency and reduced emissions provide an environmentaily
sound alternative to shipping goods via pubic roads.

None of this wouid be possible without the billions of dollars invested by raifroads in new
technology to improve locomotives and car fleets. Railroads will need to continue that leve! of
investment to maintain the gains achieved in the post Staggers era. Their ability to do so will be
threatened should re-re-regulation become a reality. Senate Bill 953 and H.R. bill 2125 wouid
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Congressman Oberstar
July 20, 2007
Page 2

cost the nation’s railroads in excess of $2 billion annually in lost revenues. The residuat effect
would prevent the carriers from reinvesting in infrastructure and maintaining acceptable service
levels. The fallout would eventually filter down to shippers and consumers.

We strongly oppose any move to re-reguiate the nation’s railroads.

Sincerely,

s Kl
Thomas J. Kielty

Vice President
Transportation & Distribution
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CG‘ Main Offices 503-224-8624
1300 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2929 Fax: 503-241-0296

Portland, OR 97201 USA COLUMBIA GRAIN wwivcolupbiagraincom

August 21, 2007

The Honorable Earl Blumenauer

U.S. House of Representatives

1406 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Blumenauer:

1 represent Columbia Grain Inc. We are headquartered in Portland. Columbia Grain loads
and/or unloads approximately 4200 carloads of grain per month. We spend approximately
$100 miilion per year for rail transportation. | understand that policymakers in
Washington are considering legislation such as 8. 953 and H.R. 2125 that would re-
regulate the rail industry.

The railroad’s ability to continue to make the investments necessary for customers like
Columbin Grain to grow and prosper is being threalened by the re-regulation legislation
currently being proposed. These Bills could very easily cost the rail industry billions of
dollars. The residual effect would prevent the carriers from improving infrastructure and
maintaining curent service levels, which would eventually filter down to the shippers in
the form of increased costs and reduced service levels.

We strongly oppose any move to re-regulate the railroads and ask that you oppose S. 953
and HLR. 2125 and any legislation that seeks to re-regulate our nation's railroads.

If you or someone on your staff has any qucstions please do not hesitate to give me a call.

Yours truly

T
Thomas J. Hammond
President and CEOQ
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SPECIALTY LAMINATES USA, INC,

1740 WEST 5T EuGeng, OR 97402
(541) 343-5383  FaX: (54])) 343-5717

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
U.S, House of Representatives
Washington, D.C.. 20515

Dear Congressman DoFazio:

I represent Specialty Laminates USA, Inc in Eugene, OR. Specialty Laminates ships 8
~10 rail cars per month, with a annual rail transportation budget in excess of $500,000.
1 understand (hat policymakers in Washington are congidering legislation such as S,
953 and H.R. 2125 that would re-regulate the rail industry.

The railroad’s ability to continue to make the investments necessary for customers like
Specialty Laminates to grow is now being threatened by this re-regulation legislation
currently being proposed. These Bills could very easily cost the rail industry billions of
dollars. The residual effect would prevent the carriers from improving infrastructure
and maintaining current service levels which would eventually filter down to the
shippers in the form of increased costs and reduced service levels.

We strongly oppose any move to re-regulate the railroads and ask that you oppose S.
953 and H.R. 2125 and any legislation that seeks to re-regulate our nation’s railroads.
Sincerely,

Randy Kintzley
Production Managoer

%««g G
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RAIL SERVICES v l/
A Caterpillar Company

August 11, 2007

The Honorable James Oberstar
2365 Rayburn HOB
Washington, DC 20515-2308

Dear Mr. Oberstar,

I represent Progress Rail Services Corporation (Progress Rail) in Fairmont, Minnesota, a
company that is a major supplier of products and services to the railroads. I am writing to
express my strong opposition to the Railroad Competition and Service Improvement Act of
2007, S. 953 and H.R. 2125, currently being considered by policymakers in Washington, D.C.
This legistation would have a harmful impact on our business and on me personally as a citizen
and employee.

Progress Rail has benefited greatly from the deregulation and competition among the railroads.
Since the Staggers Act was passed, we have seen remarkable improvements in the overalif
heaith of the raiiroad industry. Freight rates are very competitive, and service and overall
condition of rail infrastructure have improved. Productivity has increased 167 percent, train
accident rates have dropped 70 percent and rail traffic has grown by 95 percent. As competition
and efficiency among railroads have grown, companies such as Progress Rail have benefited
from greater opportunities to provide parts and services to the railroads, helping them keep up
with increasing demands.

The freight railroad industry in the United States has served as a beacon for other countries
around the world. T want to see this industry continue to thrive and set the standard for rail
shipping everywhere, I fear that, if passed, this legisiation will cause alf the advances made in
the rail industry to grind to a halt. We must continue to move forward, and continued
deregulation is vital to the future of railroads.

I urge you to consider the negative impact this legislation would have on our nation’s economy
and to vote against it. Thank you for your consideration of this critical issue.

Sincerely,

Randy Chubaty
National Sales Manager
Progress Rail Services
1720 Knollwood Dr.
Fairmont, MN 56031



Q0AIE6567 7

NEW BUISNESS

183

02.2229pm 0% 142007

September 5, 2007

The Honarable Janes L. Offerstar

Mimmesota, Chairman
U.S. Cotigress

2165 Raytmrn House Office Building

Washingtan, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Oberstdr:
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PIGGYBACK PLUS

THE COOK BUILDING 503-643-2300  LOCAL

1070 NW MURRAY RD., STE. G w3444y uS
PORTLAND, OR 87229 senico@plgaycom  E-MARL u { )

Bl

Tuly 20, 2007

The Hounorable Peter DeFazio,

Commiitee on Transportation and Inftastructure
U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressiman DeFazio:

1 represent Piggyback Plus ln Portland, OR. Piggyback Plus ships 1000 per month, with
a gntmal rail transportation budget in excess of 15,000,000, I understand that
policymakers in Washington are conisidering legisiation such as S, 953 and HLR, 2125
that would re-regulate the rail industry.

The railroad’s abifity to continue to make the jovestments neée.ssary for custotners fike
Piggyback Plus to prow is now being tt d by this re-regulation legistation currently
being proposed. These Bills could very eastly cost the rail industry billions of doflars.

The residual effect would prevent the catrlers from improving infrastructure and
maintaining current service Jevels which would eventuatly filter down to the shippers in
the form of increased costa and reduced service levels.

We strongly oppose any move to re-regulate the raifroads and ask that you oppose S, 953
and ¥LR. 2125 and any legistation that seeks to re-regulate our nation’s railronds,

Sincerely,

’1//-‘4% AL
Erik Maki
President
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GRAND PRAIRIE COOP, INC.

Box E
Tolono, L 61880
Phane: (217) 485-6630
Fax; {217) 485-5143

gregsman Jamas Oberstar
S Rayburn House Offize Building
hington, DC 20515

O¢ar Congressman Oberstar,

A5 a major user of our nation's railrocads, Grand Prairie Coop, Inc. has
great interest in Seeing that cur nation's rail system remains healthy
and viable. 1 understand that policy makers in Washington are
considering legislation that would re-regulate the industry ana undo
the progress made since the Staggers Act deregulated them in 19RO,

The rail industry is essential to ou¥ esonomy. LTt is alsoc one of the
most capital-intensive industries in the country, and provides for its
own infrastyucture and other capital needs without major public
subsidization. To do this, raiiroads must earn enough revenue to
maintain their systems and expend them as our economy grows.

3. 953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently introduced by Senator
Reckaieiler and Congressman Oberstar, would significantly reduce
railroad revenues by forcing upon them governmentally mandated price
Ycompetition® which the free markef weuld not otherwise sustain. As a
result the railroads' revenue may well fall below the level of capital
needed to maintain their system and servicas.

Grand Prairie Coop, Inc. has benefited greatly from railroad
deregulation, as the rail network iz in much better cendition today
than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to the influence of the
de-reguliated marketplace rail service is safer, more reliable, far move
efficient, and less costly., Tha situation has been good, not oniy for
the industry icself, but also for customers like Grand Frairie Coop,
Inc., who use rall service extensively.

We urge you to continue ycur support of the currant rail regulatory
structure, I believe thisg is the best way our company <an guarantee
continued access to a healthy railroad network, a network which is
eritical to our company's competitive success in the domestic and
global markestplace.

Respectfully,

Vi . 1Ml

Roger Miller
General Manager
1 Scuth Calhoun
Tolono, IL 6188C
W 217-4B5%-6€30
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July 27%, 2007 |- -

The Honorable Peter De Fazio

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman De Fazio:

1 represent Independent Dispatch, Inc. in Portland, OR. Independent Dispatch, Inc. ships
1700 containers by rail per month, with a annual rail transportation budget in excess of
$27 million. 1 understand that policymakers in Washington are considering legisiation
such as 8. 953 and H.R. 2125 that would re-regulate the rail industry.

The railroad’s ability to continue {o make the investments necessary for customers like
Independent Dispatch, Inc. to grow is now being threatened by this re-regulation
legislation currently being proposed. These Bills could very easily cost the rail industry
billions of dollars. The residual effect would prevent the carriers from improving
infrastructure and maintaining current service levels which would eventually filter down
to the shippers in the form of increased costs and reduced service levels.

We strongly oppose any move to re-regulate the railroads and ask that you oppose S. 953
and H.R, 2125 and any legislation that seeks to re-regulate our nation’s railroads.
Sincerely,

Independent Dispatch, Inc.

WM.W

Gregory M. Gilbert
President
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HUNTSVILLE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT ® INTERNATIONAL INTERMODAL CENTER  JETPLEX INDUSTRIAL PARK

July 3, 2007
The Honoreble Gene Taylor
Huusc of Representatives
2269 Rayburn House Office Buikding
‘Waghington, DC 20515
BOARD OF DMIECTORS
Dear Congressman Taylar:
Charman
Joif Sikes

As an inland port of entry, served by a Class 1 raﬂma.d, the Port of Huntsville has great

e Oharmears interest in secing that our nauon‘s rail system remams ‘healthy and viable. I understend that
€ Bwighe benmings policy makers in Washi ideting legialation that would re-regulate the industry
and undo the progress mademme Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

Secretary / Tredsurer
BeyD.HAdS  The reil industry is cssential 1o our ecopomy. ¥ is also anc of the most capital-intensive
P indugtries in the country, and provides for it3 own infrastructure 2od other capital necds
WHlia H, johnision, . without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads pmst eam enough revenue o
maintain their systems and expand them as our economy grows.
Mark McDanjel
S. 953 and HR. 2125, legislstion recently introduced by Senater Rockefeller and
XECUTIVESTASE Congressrman Oberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon them
governmentally mandated price “competition” which the free market would pot otherwise
Erecution Diocior sustain. As a result the railroads' revenue may well £11 below the leve! of capital needed to
Richardd Tocker majntain theif system and services.

Dezuty Direass

Ut Robens AALE, A The Port of Hustsville and the companies we serve have benefited greatly from railroad

deregulation, asthnmﬂnctworkmmmu:hbeﬂerwmbummdaymmnwasbefme
Oirecir -1C deregulation. In fsct, dut to the = of the & Iated ketplace, rail service is
Mirch Scatftey safer, nmemlmble,ﬁrmcﬁicmmdlcmcmﬂy Themmauunhacbemgood,nnt
only for the industry itself, but 2lso for aur customers who use rail service extensively.

Direioe + fetpiex ingrstried Pack

Srocks Keacke We urge you o contivue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. 1 believe tiis
Oirectoy - Mrketing tsthcbenwayour mpany can mwahukhymhmdnetwwk
Barbic Prck a network which is critical to our s mn the d ic and

global marketpiace. N
Direciot - Capisel Improresrents

$tan Hogan Si
Direco: > Operasin -
Kevin Vandeberg, AAE, r_-.AL/V o 2

Drector - Finance & Admin. Richard Tucker
Pay' 5. Bl I, Executive Digector
/fach

HUNTSVIUEMAINSON COUNTY ARPORT AUTHORITY
7000 Glenn Heam Bivel.  Box 20008 Huntville, AL 35824 Tel; 256.772.9395 Fax: 256.772.0005 Wb wwwSsvaiportony
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July 9, 2007

Congressman Tazon Altmire
1419 Longwonb 1touse Otfice Building
‘Washtagton, DC 20515

Denr Congressman Alere:

As a major user of our nation’s railroads, Hub Group, Tne. has preat materest in seeing Wut vur nation's sl
system renmins healthy and viable. ¥ understand that policy mabicrs in Washington wre considenng,
Irgistation that would re-regulate the indusuy and undo e pmpress made since Y Staggers Act
deregulated them in 1980, Hub Group ubiiizes ruil intcrmodal to mansport products throughput the Untted
Srates fn 2006 Hub Group's revenve exceeded $1.7 billion. Hub Ciraup, its custoness wud nur 2500
cmployees narionwide are apon the rails cnntimemy their inio their undelying
infrastructure

The sail industry is esscatial t our ceonumy. 113 akio anc of the most capital intensive industricy in ibe
country, snd provides for ity owm infrstructwre aod ather capital needs without najis publin subsidizacon.
Tu dn thia, miltoads must cam enoogh revenve to mainiaig their systcmns and cxpand tham as sor ccomomy
raws.

8 923 and H.R. 2125, legislation rceently introdneed by Senator Rockefaller anid Congrravman Oberstar,
wensld vignificantly reduce railroad revennies by forcing upon thwin guventowntally mandated price
"enmpetition” which the free market wonld not otherwise sustoin. As a result the ruilioads’ revemse may
well fail helow Uhe feve! af capital nceded to maintain their systoim and secvices

Hub Group, inc. bus beoelited grntly rom milrmad dereguiation, ag the rail network is 1 much betivr
condition ey tan it was hefore dercgulation. In fact, due 1o the 1ntluence of the de-regulated
muckeiplece vail service is safcr, marc rolishle, far more citicient, and less costly. The sitnathon hux been
good, wot only for the industry iself, but also for customers Iike [company namc], whis ise vail service
extensively,

We rgs you to continue youx suppor? of the cwrent rail regulilory structure. L belicve this is tie best way
our company can guarantee continucd access ta a healthy railraad network, a network witch is critival to
Quf COmpLnY's Hive success in the and glohal markerplace.

I

David P. Yeager
Vice Chairman
Chiet Executive Officer

ce: Feff Elahes {via fan 202-639-2439)

To Keuowsitmbyss {bivens | ragivties Compony
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Hub Gl’OUP, inc. 3050 Hightand Parkway
Suite 100 g
Downers Grove, {L. 60515
Telephone 630-271-3600 » Fax 630-364-§475 5& ’e
www.hubgroup.com /g, S
Tuly 9, 2007

Senator Barack Obarna
713 Hart Senate Office Building
‘Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Obama:

As a major user of our nation’s railroads, Hub Group, Inc. has great interest in seeing that our nation's rail
systern remains healthy and viable. I understand that policy makers in Washington are considering
Iegislation that would re-regulate the industry and undo the progress made since the Staggers Act
deregulated them in 1980, Hub Group utilizes rail intermodal to transport products throughput the United
States. In 2006 Hub Group’s revenue exceeded $1.7 billion. Hub Group, its customers and our 2500
employees nationwide are dependent upon the rails continuing their investment into their undetlying
infrastructure.

The rail industyy is essential to our economy. It is also one of the most capital-intensive industries in the
country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs without major public subsidization.
To do this, railroads must earn enough revenue to maintain their systems and expand them as our economy
ZTOWS.

S. 953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and Congressman Oberstar,
would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon them governmentally mandated price
"competition" which the free market would not otherwise sustain. As a result the railroads' revenue may
well fall below the level of capital needed to maintain their systern and services.

Hub Group, Inc. has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as the rail nctwork is in much better
condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to the influence of the de-regulated
marketplace rail service is safer, more reliable, far more efficient, and less costly. The situation bas been
good, not only for the industry itself, but also for customers like [company name], who use rail service
extensively.

‘We urge you to continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. I believe this is the best way

our company can gharantee continued access to a healthy railroad network, a network which is criticai fo
our company's competitive success in the domestic and global marketplace.

S'ﬁay’/
David P, YeZV—'
Vice Chairman

Chief Executive Officer

cc: Jeff Usher (via fax 202-639-2439)

The Knowledge-Driven Logistics Company
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(D HANJIN SHIFPING COMPANY, £k

e

20 EAST ROV tk 2, SIHTF 290, PARAMUG, NJ OTBES DS65 * 1L (AN1)2A1-4860 - FmMm

July 2, 2007

The IHonorable Howaid Coble
United States Repregentative

Ilousc Uffice Building

2463 Rayburn Heuse Office Building
Washington D.C. 20515

Lear Representative Cohlc:

At a major wser of vur vation's raiboads, Hesjin Shipping has great int
our mattjvrs rail system semeins healthy gad visble. Tunderstand that po
Washiugtan sre cansidering legistation that would reregulate the industrysy

progress made since the Staggars Act deregulated thern in 1980, :

The rail industry-is casential to our econclw It is also onc of the most ¢
industries in the couglry, and provides for fis uwn infrastracturc and other:
without msjor public subsidization. To dg s, railroads must cam enoug
maiqtain their systems and expand thean a5 oo cconomy gTOWs.

8. 953 snd H.R. 21285, legislali Iy 3mirod by Senswot Rocke
Congressman Oberstar, would ssgmﬁoanﬂv reduce railroad revenues by
them governmeunuy manduted pice "competiion” which the free o)
otherwise sustin. As a xesult th railroads’ revenue may well fall below g
capital needed tn muintain their system and services.

Hanjin Shipping has benefited greatly fem rilroad deregulation, as the Fgnelizork i in

ol the. de-ropulated marketplace 13 servica is safer, more reliahic, far mogs kg and
tess costly. The situation hns been good, sovonly for the industry itself, b
customers like Hanjin Shipping, who useraf] seyvice extensively.

We urge you to continue your support oftfhe cirrent rail regulatory s

this is the best way our company can puirentec cantinued a0cess toa
network, 2 network which is erilical o quir company's compeditive s

domestic and glabaI marketplace.

Sm«ﬂy//‘7

William T R,ooncy
Managing Director
Ilanjin Shipping

JUL @2 2887 11:45

2312918399
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ANDERSON COLUMBIA CO., INC.

P.O. Box 1829 « Lake City, FL. 32056-1829 N 5
(386) 752-7585 » (386) 755-5430 FAX f& g[i
>
o

August 14, 2007
Re: S.953 and HR. 2125,
Dear

As a major user of our nation's railroads, Anderson Columbia has great interest in seeing
that our nation's rail system remains healthy and viable. I understand that policy makers
in Washington are considering legislation that would re-regulate the industry and undo
the progress made since the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our economy. It is also one of the most capital-intensive
industries in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs
without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must earn enough revenue to
maintain their systems and expand them as our economy grows.

S. 953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and
Congressman Oberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon
them governmentally mandated price "competition" which the free market would not
otherwise sustain. As a result the railroads’ revenue may well fall below the level of
capital needed to maintain their system and services.

Anderson Columbia has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as the rail network
is in much better condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to the
influence of the de-regulated marketplace rail service is safer, more reliable, far more
efficient, and less costly. The situation has been good, not only for the industry itself, bu
also for customers Jike [company name), who use rail service extensively.

We urge you to continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. 1 believe
this is the best way our company can guarantee continued access to a healthy railroad
network, a network which is critical to our company's competitive success in the
domestic and global marketplace.

Sincerely,
Anderson Columbia Co., Inc.

p o
,() A /?/S?(< g,(/
Brian P. Schreiber
Vice President
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1819 Cla\‘kson Road. Suite 100 « Chosterfieid, Missour 63017
{636) 537-2600 » www.bullmoosetube.com

July 27, 2007

Congressman James Oberstor
2365 Raybum House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Oberstor:

As a major user of our nation's railroads, Bull Moose Tube Company has great interest in
seeing that our nation's rail system remains healthy and viable. | understand that policy makers
in Washington are considering legistation that would re-reguiate the industry and undo the
progress made since the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980,

The rail industry is essential to our economy. it is also one of the most capital-intensive
industrias in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs without
major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must earmn enough revenue to maintain their
systems and expand them as our economy grows.

S. 953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and Congreassman
Oberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon them govemmentally
mandated price "competition” which the free market wouid not otherwise sustain. As a result the
railroads’ revenue may weli fall below the level of capital needed to maintain their systern and
services.

Bull Moose Tube Company has benefited greatly from railroad deregutation, as the rail network
is in much better condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to the influence of
the de-reguiated marketplace rail sefvice is safer, more reliable, far more efficient, and less
costly. The situation has been good, not only for the industry itself, but also for customers like
Bull Moose Tube, who use rail service extensively.

We urge you to continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. 1 believe this is the

best way our company can guarantee cantinued access to a healthy railroad network, a network
which is critical to our company’s competitive success in the domestic and globat marketplace.

Sincerely, W
Kathy m;h Canby Z

Cormporate Transportation Manager
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(AROLINA STALITE COMPANY

MANUFACTURERS OF LIGHTWEIGHT AGGREGATE “STAUTE"
PHONE 704-837-1515  FAX T04-642-1572

DRAWER 1037  SALISBURY, N.C. 281451037

July 13,2007

Jason Almire
1419 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Faw: (202) 226-2278
Desr Represenanive Alonire:

AS 3 major user of aur natien's reliroads, Carolina Staiite Company has great ineren in seeing chat our ration's rail
System remains healthy and viable. 1 understrmd that policy makers in Washington are cansidering Jegislation that
wayld re-reguiate the industry and wndo the progress made since the Staggers Act deregulared them in 1580,

The rail industry i essential 10 our econoray. It is aleo one of the mast capitsiintensive industries in the counmy,
and provides for its own infrastructore and ather capital needs without major public subsidization, To do this,
railroads must eam enough revemie to maintain their systems and expand them as our economy grows.

5. 953 and H.R. 2125, legistation recemtly introduced by Senator Rnckeﬁ:ller and Congvmmn Qberstar, would
significantly reduce milroad revegues by foreing upom them g dated price ition” which
the frze market would not otherwise sustain. As a result the raflroads' rcvenuc may well fatl b:low the fevel of
capit] needed to maintain their sysiem and services,

Cazrolina Sualie Company hag benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as be reil network i is m much bewer
condition todsy than it was before degegulation. In fact, due to e infl of the d ' rail
service is safer, more reliable, far more efficient, and Jess costly. The situstion has beea good et only ryr the

industry jtself, but also Tor customers like Carolira Stalite Company, wha use rail service extensivety.

Wearge you o continue YOUT suppost of the qurrent rail regulstory squcrure, ] believe this is the best wity sur

y ean g \cv::! 10 2 healthy raflroad netwark, a nerwark which is critice! te our compaay's
compeuth suceess in the d and globa) marketpl
Sineerely,
Carolina Stalitc Company

S

Faul Hoben
Trunsportatiod Mangger

JUL 13 2807 16:@3 7346421572 PARGE. 82
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wie uar cuut L0-41 LENIRHL RTRIES ENTERPRISES INC » 13178419223 ND. 994

July S, 2007

} pege. via fax to 200-225-0095

The Honorable James Oberstar
United States House of Representatives
Washingtor, DC 20515

Dear Representative Oberstar;

As a major user of our nation’s railroads, Central States Enterprises, Ine. has ioterest in
seging that cur nation’s rail system remains healthy, viable and competitjve. [ understand
thet policy makers in Washingron are considering legislation that would re-regulate the
industry end undo the progress made since the Stagpers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to-our economy. Itis also one of the most capital-mtensive
industries in the country, and provides far its own infrastructuce and other capital needs
without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads muer remain profitable to
maintain their systems and expand them as our economy grows.

$.953 and HR. 2125 (legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and
Congressman Oberstar) would reduce tailroad revenues by forcing upen them
governmentally mandated price “competition” which the free market would not otherwise
sustain. As & result the railrords’ revenue may potentially fall below the level of capital
needed to maintain their system and services,

Cernral States Enterprises, Inc. hag benefited from raiiroad derepulation, as the rail
network i3 in much better condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, dueto
the influencs of the de-regulated marketplace, rail service is safer, more reliable, far more
efficient, and less costly.

Central States Enterprises, Inc. believes that while some issues may need to be addressed
in regard to the current environment; 8.953 and HR. 2125 are not the aaswer.

‘We urge you 1o continue your support of the current rail regulatory stracture.
Respectfully,

L Ch

Ken R. Cupples

Executive Vice President

Central States Enterprise, Inc,

Jdmc

CENTRAL STATES ENTERPRIGES, INC

300 intenations! Parkway, Sulte 15C « Heathrow, FL 32748 « 407-333-3502 « Fax 407-333-2022

JuL @5 2807 15:@2 PAGE. 26
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The Cline Group
3801 PGA Boulevard, Suite 903
Palm Beach Gardens, FL 33410
Telephone: 561-626-4999
Fax: 561-626-4938

July 3, 2007

Daniel Inouye, Senator
722 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Inouye:

As a major user of our nation's railroads, The Cline Group has great inferest in seeing that our
nation's raif system remains healthy and viable. 1 understand that policy makers in Washington
are considering legislation that would re-regulate the industry and unda the progress made since
the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our economy. It is also one of the most capital-intensive industries
in the country, and provides for-its own infrastructure and other capital needs without major
public subsidization. To do this, railreads must earn enough revenue to maintain their sysitems
and expand them as our economy grows,

S. 953 and H.R. 2123, legisiation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and Congressman
Oberstar, would sigoificantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon them povernmentally
mandated price "competition” which the free market would not otherwise sustain. As a result the
ratlroads’ revenue may well fall below the level of capital needed to maintain their system and
services.

The Cline Group has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as the rail network is in much
better candition today than it was. before deregulation. In fact, due to the influence. of the de-
regulated marketplace rail service is safer, more reliable, far more efficient, and less costly. The
situation has been goad, not only for the industry itsclf, but alse for customers like The Cline
Group, who use rail service exteénsively.

We rge you fo continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. [ believe this is the
best way our company can guaraniee continued access to a healthy railroad network, a network
which is critical to our company's competitive success in the domestic and global marketplace,

Sincerely,

The Cline Groyp |
Lt il
Donald R. Holcomb
Chief Financial Officer
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(830) 427-3007 » FAX. {630) 730-1817

Watter D. Whitt wwhitt@clippengroup.com
Presidont and Chisf Exacutive Officer

July 2, 2007

M. Jerry Costello
2408 Raybum House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Costello:

As a major user of our nation's reilroads, Clipper Exxpress Company has great interest in
secing that our nation’s rail system remains healthy and viable. I understand that policy
makers in Washington are considering legislation that would re-regulate the industry and
undo the progress made since the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is esseatial to our economy. It is also one of the most capital-inteusive
industties in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs
without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must earn enough revenue to
maintain their systems and expand them as our economy grows.

S. 953 and HR. 2125, legislation recently imtroduced by Senator Rockefeller and
Congressman Qberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revemucs by forcing upon
them governmentally mandated price "competition” which the free market would not
otherwise sustain. As a result the railrosds' revenve may well fall below the level of
capital needed to maintain their system and services,

Clipper Exxpress Company has benefited greatly from mailroed deregulation, as the rail
network is in much better condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to
the influence of the de-regulated marketplace rail service is safer, more reliable, far more
efficient, and less costly. The situation has been good, not only for the industry itself, but
also for customers like Unilever, whe use rail service extensively.

We urge you to continue your support of the curmrent reil regulatory structure. I believe
this 1s the best way our company cen guarantee continued access 10 a healthy railroad
network, A network which is critical to our compeny's competitive success in the
domestic and global marketplace.

Sincerely,

KT

Walt Whitt
President

Wwidh

EVERYTHING YOU NEEO TO GO THE DISTANCE

JUL 82 28a7 15:45
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MOUNTAIN 6813 W. Frier Drive
& ‘“ 2 STATES Glendale, Arizona 85303
9/ < (623) 842-0743 Fax (623) 842-0944
[1 CONTRACTING 800.827.0743
July 26, 2007
The Honorable Crin Hatch

104 Hart Senate Office Bullding
Washington, D.C. 20510-4403

Dear Senator Hatch,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to 8. 953 and H.R. 2125, the Railroad
Competition and Service Improvement Act of 2007, introduced by Senator
Rockefeller and Congressman Qberstar.

Mountain States Confracting operates in the Southwestern U.S., primarily in the
States of Arizona, California, New Mexico, Utah, and Nevada. In the last 5 years,
Mountain States Contracting has designed and built approximately 62 MILES of new
railroad track, for over 400 hundred individual customers. These are all new sidings,
spurs, and indusfry tracks built to handle fiterally thousands of carioads of railroad
commodities. In addition, we have rehabilitated over 75 MILES of existing rail
infrastructure. From our unique position, we have developed an intimate knowledge
of the railroad industry, both from the perspective of the rallroads, and from the
perspective of their shippers, for whom we built and repaired track.

If 8. 953 and H.R. 2125 are allowed to pass, we know what a devastating impact
they would have on the rall industry, They would bring the current wave of capital
investment in capacity to a standstill. The negative impact on Mountain States
Contracfing, and it's customers, through increased costs and reduced service would
be huge.

An economically sound freight rail network is crucial fo our company's survival, and
to the customers we serve. | strongly urge you to oppose S. 953 and H. R. 2125.
Sincerely,

"Terry R. Vanderplas

Vice Ffesident, Railroad Services
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MORAN INDUSTRIES, INC.

Warehouse & Distribution Services 202 East Saventh Street
Wementown, PA 17777

" - Phona; {570} 538-5558
Maiting / Bifling FAX: {570) 535-1432
P.0. Box 295
Watsoniown, PA 17777-0295

Olympia Snawe
154 Russell Senate Office Building
Washiggton, DC 20515

As a major user of our nation's railroads, Maran Industries, Inc., hag great interest in
seeing that our nation's rail system remains healthy and viable. ] understand that policy
muakers in Washington are considering legistation that would re-regulate the industry and
undo the progress made since the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our econemy. It is ulso one of the mest capital-intensive
industries in the country, and provides for jts own fnfrastructure and other capital needs
without major public substdization. To da this, railroads must earn enough revenue to
nitaintein their systems and expand them as our economy grows.

8. 953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and
Congressman Oberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon
them governmentally mandated price "compétition” which the free market would not
otherwise sustain. As a result the railroads' revenne may well fall below the level of
capital needed to maintain their system and services.

Moran Industries, Inc. has benetited greatly from raifroad deregulation, as the Tail
network is in much better condition today tha it was before deregulation. In fact, due to
the influence of the de-regulated marketplace rail service is safer, more reliable, far more
efficient, and legs costly. The situation has been goad, not only for the industry itself, but
also for customers like Moran Industries, In¢., who use rail service extensively.

Weurge you to cantinue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. I believe
.. this is the best way our company can guarantee continued access to a healthy railroad

network, a netwark which is critical to our company's competitive success in the
domestic and global marketplace.

Siacerely,

%b.%p

John D. Moran Jr.
President

Serving Cemral & N.E. Pannsylvania with over 2 million squsre feel

JUL 26 2887 12:37 4128337288 PAGE. B4
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Mulch Manufacturing, inc.

6747 Taylor Road SW.
Reynoldsburg, Ohio 43068-9849
(614) 864-4004

June 25, 2007

The Honorable Bill Nelson
United States Senate

716 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510-3502

Dear Senator,

_As a major user of our nation’s railroads, Mulch Manufacturing has a great interest
‘in seeing that our nation’s rail system remains healthy and viable. Our largest single
plant facility is in Jacksonville, Florida and we our a major user of rail from this
location. We understand that policy makers in Washington are considering
legisiation that would re-regulate the industry and undo the progress made since the
Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our company and the economy. It is also one of the
most capital-intensive industries in the country, and provides for its own
infrastructure and other capital needs without major public subsidization. To do
this, railroads must earn enough revenue to maintain their systems and expand
them as our economy grows.

S. 953 and H. R. 2125, legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefelter and
Congressman Oberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing
upon them governmentally mandated price “competition” which the free market
would not otherwise sustain. As a result, the railroads’ revenue may well fall below
the level of capital that is needed to maintain their system and services.

Muich Manufacturing has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as the rail
network is in much better condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact,
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due to the influence of the de-regulated marketplace, rail service is safer, more
reliable, far more efficient, and less costly. The situation has been good, not only for
the industry itself, but also customers like Mulch Manufacturing, whe use rail
service extensively.

We urge you to continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. I
believe this is the best way that our company can guarantee continued access to a
healthy railroad network. This network is ctitical to our company’s success in both
the domestic and the global marketplace.

Sincerely,

AN

Charles R. Callahan -
Vice President of Transportation
Mulch Manufacturing Inc.

6747 Taylor Road S.W.
Reynoldsburg, Ohio 43068

614 864 4004
ccallahan@mulchmfg.com
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COUNTRY SPRING

FARMERS CQ-0P

2025 W. State Strest + PO. Box 870 » Fremiont, OH 43420-0870
Phone 419.332-6468 ~ Toli Fres 1-800-321-5468 « Fax 419-332.7741
www.cslco-op.com

As amajor user of our nation's raitroads, Couniry Spring Farmerg (Co-op has great
interest in seeing that our nation's rail system remains healthy ﬂn;! Viabje. I understand
that policy makers in Washington are considering legislation that would re-regulate the
industry and undo the progress made since the Staggers Act deréguluted them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our economy. It is also one of the most capital-intensive
industries in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs
without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must eamn enough revenue to
maintain their systers and expand them as our economy grows.

5. 953 and H.R. 2123, legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and
Congressman Oberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon
them governmentally mandated price "competition™ which the free market would not
otherwise sustain. As a result the railroads’ revenue may well fall below the leve! of
capital needed to maintain their system and services.

Country Spring Farmers Co-op has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as the
rai} network is in much better condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due
to the influence of the de-regulated marketplace rail service is safer, more reliablc, far
more efficient, and less costly. The situation has been good, not only for the industry
itself, but alsa for customers like Country Spring Farmers Co-op, who use rail service
extensively.

‘We urge you to continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. 1 believe
this is the best way our company can guarantee continued access to a healthy raijroad
network, a network which is critical to our company's competitive success in the
domestic and global markeiplace.

Sincerely,

A 0

George D. Sccor
President/CEO

JUN 27 2887 10:38 419 2 "R onrs A
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DIVERSIFIED ENERGY, INC.

“Coal Marketing and Contract Consuiting”

8874 KINGSTON PIKE * SUITE 200 * KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 37923 * TELEPHCNE (B865) 630-8967
FAX {B65) 6514276

Suly 17,2007

Congressman John Duncan
2458 Rayburn House Dtfice Building
Washington, DC 20313

Dear Congressman Duncan:

A3 a major user of our naticn’s raifroads. Diversified Energy has great interest in seving that our
nution’s rall system remains healthy and viabie. | understand that policy makers in Washington
are considering Jegislation that would re-regulate the industry and undo the progress made sinve
the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980,

The rail industry is essential to our sconomy. ¥ is also one of the most capital-intensive
industries in the country and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs without
major public subsidizaticn. To do this, railroads must eam enough revenue to maintain their
systems and expand them as our economy grows.

S.953 and HR. 2125, legislation recently introdueed by Seaator Rockefeller and Congressman
Oberstar, would significantly reduce raiiroad revenues by forcing upen them governmentally
mandated price “competition™ which the free market would not otherwise sustain, As a result,
the rilroads” revenue may well fall below the level of capital needed to maintain their system
and servicss.

Diversified Energy, Inc. has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as the rail network is
in much beiter condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to the influence of
the de-regulated mackerplace, rail service is safer, more reliable, far more efficient, and less
costly. The situation has been good, not anly for the industry itself, but also for customers ke
Diversified Energy, who use rail service exteasively.

We urge you to continue your support of the current rail reguiatory structure. { believe this is
the best way our company can guaranice continued access o a healthy railroad actwork, a
network which is crirical to our company’s competitive success in the domestic and giobal
marketplace.

We strongly oppose any move ta re-regulate the railroads.

Congressman, | appreciate you and your Chief of Staff, Bob Griffits, for listening to my
concerns of government regulating the raifroads again.

Sincerely,
DIVERSIFIED ENERGY, INC.

Randy é?Edgem'
President
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FRIDREW ALDE
Shenam go IIREGT DIAL 5 5

INCORPORATED [—
COKE QVENS
HEVRALE 1SLAND PA

200 REVILLE ROAD
PITTSBURGH, PA 15225.1690
4321 771-4400

www shencoke com

July 23, 2007

Congressman Jason Altmire
1419 Longworth House Office Buiiding
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Altmire,

As a user of our nation's railroads, Shenango Incorporated has great interest in seeing that our
nation's rail system remains healthy and viable. I understand that policy makers in Washington
are considering legisiation that would re-regulate the industry and undo the progress made since
the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our economy. It is also one of the most capital-intensive
industries in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs without
major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must earn enough revenue to maintain their
systems and expand them as our economy grows.

S.953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and Congressman
Oberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon them governmentally
mandated price "competition" which the free market would not otherwise sustain. As a result, the
railroads’ revenue may well fall below the level of capital needed to maintain their system and
services.

Shenango has benefited from railroad deregulation, as the rail network is in much better
condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to the influence of the de-regulated
marketplace, rail service is safer, more reliable, far more efficient, and less costly. The situation
has been good, not only for the industry itself, but also for customers like Shenango, who use rail
service extensively.

We urge you to continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. | believe this is the
best way our company can guarantee continued access to a healthy railroad network, a network
which is critical to our company's competitive success in the domestic and global marketplace.
Sincerely,

OM-AM»:‘MG"K

Andrew Aloe
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer

COKE + COAL CHEMIGALS
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PBS COALS, INC. Ng

A Mincorp Company
TEL 514/4434668 w . 1576 Stoystown Road 1
FAX 814/445-2809 ) P.O. Box 260 ;
Friedens, PA 15541 4

Tuty 19, 2007

Congressman James L. Oberstar

Eighth Congressional District of Minnesota
Room 231

Deluth Federal Building

Detuth, MN 55802

Dear Congressman Oberstar:

As a major user of our nation's railroads, PBS Coals, Inc. has great interest iny secing that our nation's rail
system remains healthy and viable. I understand that policy makers in Washington are considering legislation
that would re-regulate the industry and undo the progress made since the Staggers Act deregulated them in
1980.

The rail industry is essential to our economy. It is also one of the most capital-intensive industries in the
country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs without major public subsidization. To
do this, railroads must eamn enough revenue to maintain their systems and expand them as our economy
JTOWS.

S. 953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and Congressman Oberstar,
would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon them governmentally mandated price
"competition" which the free market would not otherwise sustain. As a result the railroads’ revenue may well
fall below the level of capital needed to maintain their system and services.

PBS Coals has benefited greatly from raitroad dercgulation, as the rail network is in much better condition
today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to the influence of the de-regulated marketplace rail service
15 safer, more reliable, far more efficient, and less costly. The situation has been good, not only for the
industry itself, but also for PBS and the entire coal industry, who use rail service extensively.

We urge you to continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. 1 believe this is the best way our
company can guarantee continued access to a healthy railroad network, a network which is critical to our
company's competitive success in the domestic and global marketplace.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

HAG O

Mark A. Amyot (j
Vice President - Marketing
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July 19, 2007
V1A FACSIMILE

Hon. Nick Rahali

United States House of Representatives
2307 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Fax: (202)-225-9061

Re:  Proposed 8. 953/H. 2125 Legislation
Dear Representative Rahall:

As a major user of our nation's railroads, Pounding Mill Quarry Corp. has great interest in
seeing that our nation's rail system remains healthy and viable. I understand that policy makers in
Washington are considering legislation that would re-regulate the industry and undo the progress
made since the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our economy. It is also one of the most capital-intensive
industries in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs without
major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must earn enough revenue to maintain their
systems and expand them as our economy grows.

S.953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and Congressman
Oberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon them governmentally
mandated price "competition" which the free market would not otherwise sustain. As a result the
railroads’ revenue may well fall below the level of capital needed to maintain their system and
services.

Pounding Mill Quarry Corp. has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as the rail network
is in much better condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to the influence of
the de-regulated marketplace rail service is safer, more reliable, far more efficient, and less
costly. The situation has been good, not only for the industry itself, but also for customers like
Pounding Mill Quarry Corp., who use rail service extensively.

We urge you to continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. I believe this is the
best way our company can guarantee continued access to a healthy railroad network, a network
which is critical to our company's competitive success in the domestic and global marketplace.

Sincerely,

Y

Alexander 1. Saunders
Vice President and General Counsel
Pounding Mill Quarry Corp.
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PRECISION STRIP, INC.

80 5. Ohio Stragt » £.0. Box 104 « Minster, Ohio 45865-0104
' 419-628-2343, 419-6528-3833 Fax 419-628-3367

August 3, 2007

Zachary Space
315 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

As a major user of our nation's railroads, Precision Strip, Inc. has great interest in seeing
that our nation's rail system remains healthy and viable. I understand that policy makers
in Washington are considering legislation that would re-regulate the industry and undo
the progress made since the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our economy. It is also one of the most capital-intensive
industries in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs
without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must earn encugh revenue to
maintain their systems and expand them as our economy grows.

S. 953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and
Congressman Oberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon
them governmentally mandated price “"competition” which the free market would not
otherwise sustain. As a result the railroads' revenue may well fall below the level of
capital needed to maintain their system and services.

Precision Strip, Inc. has benefited greatly from railroad dercgulation, as the rail network
is in much better condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to the
influence of the de-regulated marketplace rail service is safer, more reliable, far more
efficient, and less costly. The situation has been good, not only for the industry itself, but
also for customers like [company name}, who use rail service extensively.

We urge you to continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. I believe
this is the best way our company can guarantee continued access to a healthy railroad
network, a network which is critical to our company's competitive success in the
domestic and global marketplace.

FO & Vice President
Precision Strip, Inc.
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James E. Finket HI Toyota Logistics Services, Inc.
Corporate Manager Vehicte Logistics 19011 South Western Avenne
Torrance, CA 90509-2991
310 168-5029

September 18, 2007

The Honorable Jerry McNemey

U. S. House of Representatives
312 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Re: Concern about Railroad Re-regulation
(S. 953 and H.R. 2125)

Dear Representative McNemey:

As a major user of our nation’s railroads, Toyota Motor Sales has great interest in
seeing that our nation’'s rail system remains healthy and viable. In 2007 afone,
Toyota will spend $400 million to move nearly 2 million vehicles to its customers.
It is our understanding that policy makers in Washington are considering legislation
that would change the regulations govemning the industry and undo the progress
made since the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our economy. It is also one of the most capital-

intensive industries in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other
. capital needs without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must earn

enough revenue to maintain their systems and expand them as our economy grows.

S. 953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and
Congressman Oberstar, appears to have the potential to significantly reduce railroad
revenues by introducing government mandated pricing. History shows that
government price controls rarely work well.  As a result the railroads’ revenue may
well fall below the level of capital needed to maintain their system and services.

This legislation contains humerous measures, the final impact of which is not clear.
Shippers which are captive to a particular railroad would certainly like to have some
options. Perhaps this could be addressed by legislation that provides provisions for
dual access. As an example, the Canada Transportation Act provides dual access to
shippers under many situations which allows for competition. Our new plant in
Woodstock, Ontario Canada will be served by both major Canadian railroads.
During our discussions with these railroads regarding the Woodstock plant, both
commented that the CTA generally works well, and the CTA does not appear

to have undermined Canadian National’s and Canadian Pacific Railroad’s ability to
operate profitably.

A SUBSIDIARY OF TOYOTA MOTOR SALES, U5 A, INC.
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More importantly, we feel that adequate and effective competition will help create a
“self-correcting” rail system, one in which railroads quickly address service issues,
and actual market and operating conditions determine rates, lessening the need for
governmental involvement. The current situation, with railroads controlling access
to shippers located on their lines, insulates railroads from market forces when
dealing with their “captive” shippers.

The two aforementioned bills as they are written do not address all the major issues
while potentially reducing revenues needed for capital investments and we are not
supportive of their passage. We urge you to continue your support of a market-
driven rail industry. We believe this is the best way our company can guarantee
continued access to a healthy railroad network, a network which is critical to our
company’s competitive success in the domestic and global marketplace.

%V,/ e

Sincerely,
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BOX 5007 / TONAWANDA, N.Y. 14151-5007 / (716! 876-68222

July 6, 2007

The Honorable Charles E. Schumer
313 Hart Senate Office Building
United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Senator:

As a major user of cur natfon's raflroads, Tonawanda Coke Corporation has great interest
in seeing that our nation’s rail system remains healthy and viable. [ understand that
policy makers in Washington are considering legislation that would re-regulate the
industry and undo the progress made since the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980,

The rail industry is essential to our economy, It is also one of the most eapital-intensive
industries in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs
without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must earn enough revenue to
maintain their systems and expand them as our economy grows.

3.953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and
Congressman Oberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon
them governmentally mandated price “cornpetition” which the free market would not
otherwise sustain. As a result the railroads’ revenue may well fail below the level of
cupital needed to maintain their system and services.

Tonawanda Coke Corporation has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as the rail
network is in much better condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to
the influence of the de-regulated marketplace, rail service is safer, more reliable, far more
efficient and less costly. The situation has been good, not only for the industry jtself, but
also for many of our customers and suppliers who use rait service extensively.

We urge you 1o continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. I believe
this is the best way our company can guarantee continued access to a healthy railroad
network, a network which is eritical to our companys competitive success in the
domestic and global marketplace.

Sineerely,

Lo

Robert A. Bloom
President
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Conies of the attached letter were sent today, July 9% to the following:

For Tonawanda Coke:
£ Louise M. Slaughter
A Thomas M. Reynolds
< HMillary Rodham Clinton
£ Rrign Higgine

For Erie Coke:
£ Phil English
S Robert-P. Casey
< Arlen Specter
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TRI MOR ’

* ROAD * BUILDERS -

June 27, 2007

We are in gpposition of re-regulation! As a major user of our nation’s railroads, Tri Mor Corporation has
great interest in seeing that bur nation’s rail system remains healthy and viable. T understand that policy makers
in Washington are considering legislation that would re-regulate the industry and undo the progress made since
the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our economy. 1t is also one of the most capitzl-intensive industries in the
country. Railroads spend billions each vear and provide for its own imfrastructure, research and
development, and other capital needs without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must earn
enough revenue to maintain their systems and expand them as our economy grows. Sdafefy end innovation
must remain our top priority for our nation’s rajjroad.

S. 953 and H.R, 2125 legisiations recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and Congressman Oberstar, would
significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon them governmentally mandated price “competition”
which the free market would not otherwise sustain. As a result, the railroads’ revenues may well fall below the
level of capital needed to maintain their system and services.

Tri Mor Corporation has henefited greatly from railroad deregulstion, as the raif network is in much better
condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due 10 the influence of the deregulated marketplace,
rail service is safer, morve reliable, far more efficient, and less costly. The situation has been good, not only for
the industry itself, but also for customers like Tri Mor Corporation, who Use rail service extensively.

We urge you to continue your support of the current rail regulstory structure. I believe this is the best way our
cOmPpaiy can guarantee continued access to a healthy railroad network, s network which is critical to our
coempony’s competitive success in the domestic marketplace.

Very truly yours,

TRIMOR CORPORATION

Martin E. Schiessel
President

MES/jag

8530 North Boyle Parkway « Twinshurg, Ohio 44087
(330) 963-3101 « Fax (330} 963-3097

“An Egual Qpportunity Emplover”
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TRINITY CHEMICAL

I N D U S T R 1 E S I N <
GLOBAL TRANSPORTATION, STORAGE & DHsSiRIBuTION LOCISTICS

July 12, 2007

Rep. James L. Oberstar
2165 Raybum House Office Building
‘Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Oberstar

As a major user of our nation's railroads, Trinity Chemical Industries, Inc. has great interest
in seeing that our nation's rail system remains healthy and viable. T understand that policy
makers in Washington are considering legislation that would re-regulate the industry and
undo the progress made since the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our economy. [t is also one of the most capital-intensive
industries in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs
without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must eam enough revenue to
maintain their systems and expand them as our economy grows.

S. 953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently iniroduced by Senator Rockefeller and
Congressman Oberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon them
govemmentally mandated price "competition” which the free market would not otherwise
sustain. As a result the railroads’ revenue may well fall below the level of capital needed to
maintain their system and services.

Trinity Chemical Industries, Inc. has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as the rai!
network is in much better condition today than it was before dereguiation. In fact, due to the
influence of the de-regulated marketplace rail service is safer, more reliable, far more
efficicnt, and less costly. The situation has been good, not only for the industry itself, but also
for customers like Trinity Chemical Industries, Inc., who use rail service extensively.

We urge you to continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. 1 believe this is
the best way our company can guarantee continued access to a healthy railroad network, a
network which is critical to our company’s competitive success in the domestic and global
marketplace.

Best Regards,
VNS

Daniel K. Kittinger

Chief Financial Officer

‘[rinity Chemical Industries, Inc.

Ph. 918-495-3500

Fx. 918-495-3561

-

FO. Box 701436 = Tusa, OK 74170 « {318} 495.3500 » Fax {918) 4985-3361
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GRAIN CO-OPERATIVE
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ATWOOD * BEMENT * CISCO ~ EMERY * LAPLACE * MAROA * MILMINE * MONTICELLO * PIERSON * SEYMOUR
June 29, 2007

Congressiman James Oberstar
2365 Raybun House Office Building
Washington. DC 20515

Dear Mr. Oberstar,

As a major user of our nation’s railroads, Topflight Grain has great interest in sceing thut our nation’s rail
system remvgins healthy and viable, T understand that policy miakers in Washington are considering legislation
that would re-royuiate the industry and undo the progress made since the Staggers Act deregulated them in
1080.

3 The rail industry is essential to our economy. It is aiso onc of the most capital-infensive indusiries in the
conntry, and provides for its pwn infrastruclure and other capital needs without major public subsidization,
To do this, raiireads must cam enougl: reveaue to meintain their systems andt expand them as our economy
gYﬂWS.

S. 953 and LLR. 2125, leyistation recently intcoduced by Senator Rockefcller and Conpressman Oberstar,
would sigaificantly reduce railroad revenves by forcing upon them governmentally mandated price
“competition™ which the free market would not otherwise sustain. As 3 result the railroads’ revenue may well
{3t below the Jevel of capital noeded 1o maintaln their system and servizes.

Topnight Grain has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as the rail network s ia much bettor
coudition foday than it was before deregulation. in fact, dae to the influence of the de-regulated marketplace
rail scrvice is safer, more yeliable, far more efficient, and less costly. The situation has been good, not only
for the industry itsclf but also for customors like Topflight Grain, who wse rail serviee oxtensively.

We urge you to continuc yaur sunport of the cunent rail reguiatory structure. } beliove this is the best way
aur company ean garacice continued access 1o 2 healthy railroad network, » network which is critical to our
company’s campetitive success in the domestic and glodal marketplace.

Respeet{uily,

/J&n’»i £y W
Scott Dacherty

General Manager

400 C Bedman
Bement, 11 61812

W 2{7-678-2261

PHONE: 217-678-2261 FAX: 217678-8113

JUN 23 2907 17116 s
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June 29, 2007

Congressman James Overstar
2365 Rayburn House Ofice Building
Washington. DC 20515

Dcar Mr. Oberstar,

As a major user of aur nation’s rathroads, Topflight Grain has great interest in sceing thal our nation’s rail
system remains healthy and viable. T understand that policy niakers in Washington are considering legislation
that woulkd re-reguiate the industry and undo the prograss made since the Staggers Act deregalated them in
1980.

: The rail industry is essential to our econonyy. It is also onc of the most capital-intensive industries in the
conntry, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capitai needs without major public subsidization.
To do this, raiiroads must cam enough revenue to maintain their systems and expand them as our economy
Erows.

$. 953 and H.R. 2125, jeuislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefcller and Congrossman Oherstar,
would significantly reduce railroad revepues by farcing wpon them governmentally mandated price
“eompetition” which the frec market would not otherwise sustain. As a result the railroads’ revenuc may welt
fall below the Jevel of capital needed to ynaintain their system and sepvices.

TopNight Grain has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as the rail network is in much better
condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to the influence of the de-regulated markctplace
rajl scrvice is saler, mote reliable, far more efficient, and Jess costiy. The situation has been goed, not oaly
foy the industry itsell but also for customers like Tapflight Grain, who use rail service extensively,

We urge you fo continue your support of the cunont raif regulatory structure. } belicve this is the best way
Qur company can gmasanice coniinued access 10 2 healthy railroad network, a network which is critical to nur
company’s compotilive suecess in the domestic and global maretplace.

Respect{ully,

R T ks
Scott Docheriy

General Managee

400 £ Bodman
Bement, 1L 61812

W 217-678-2261

PHONE: 217-678-2261 FAX: 2176788113

JUN 23 2087 17116 1717 678 3113 PAGE. 22
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W WARNER
A FERTILIZER
COMPANY 2075 N, Hwy, 27, P.O. Box 796, Somersst, KY 4280¢

July 16, 2007

Congressman Jim Oberstar
2365 Rayburm House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Qberstar:

A3 a major user of gur nation's railroads, Warner Fertilizer Company hus great interest in
seemgthar. aur nation's rm! sysﬁem mmuns healthy end viable. I understand that poliey
maakers in Washii ing legis) that would re lake the Industry md
undo the progress made smce the Sraggus Act derggulared them in 1980.

The raill industry is essential to our egonomy. It is also one of the mast capital-imtensive
industries in the country, and provides For its own infrestructure and other capital needs
-withowt major public subgidization. To do this, railroads gaust eam cnough revenne to
maintain their systems and expand thern as our economy grows and 2lso 16 be able to
continue providing servics nunmatehed by other eovntries.

S. 953 and KR 2125, legislation recently fntroduced by Senator Rockefeller and

Oberstar, would significandy reduce railroad revemues by forcing upon
them governmentally maedated price "sornpetition” which the free market wowld net
atherwise sustain, As a result the railroads' revenue wity well f2ll below the: level of
capftal needed to maintain their system and serviees.

Warmer Fertilizer Company has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, ¢ the madl
netwuﬂminmuchbummummdaymmxzwasbefmdmgulsnon.lnﬁd,dmw
the inf] of the d 1 il service Is safer, more relisble, far more
efficient, and iess costly. The sitoation has been good, not only for the mdustty itself, but
also for customers like bs, who use mil sesvice extensively and have since 1965.

Turge you te continue your support of the current rail regulatory structuse. I believe this
is the best way our company can guarantes comtinued access to @ healthy milroad
network, a petwork which is critical 1o our company's eempetitive success in the

domestic and global marketpl
Respectiully,

y 72
C. Richard Wamer
President

(506) 675-8484 « FAX (505) 679-6583

Ze/1e  3ovd 007 HAY3HINOS XI0A0N Tz ETET lopEZ/eT/LB
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July 11, 2007

VIA Fax: 202-639-2439

Jeff Usher
AAR

As a major user of our nation's railroads, Solo Cup Company has great intercst in seeing
that our nation’s rail system remains healthy and viable, I understand that policy makers
in Washington are considering legislation that would re-repulate the industry and undo
the progress made since the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our economy. It is also one of the most capital-intensive
industries in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital needs
without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must earn enough revenue to
maintain their systems and expand them as our economy grows.

S. 953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently introdueed by Senator Rockefeller and
Congressman Oberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon
them governmentally mandated price "competition” which the free market would not
otherwise sustain. As a resuit the railroads' revenue may well fall below the level of
capital needed to maintain their system and services.

Solo Cup Company has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as the rajl network
is in much better condition today than it was before deregulation, In fact, due to the
influence of the de-regulated marketplace rail service is safer, more reliable, far more
efficient, and less costly. The sitnation has been good, not only for the industry itself, but
also for customers like Solo Cup Company, who use rail service extensively.

We urge you to continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. [ believe
this is the best way our company can guarantee continued access to a healthy railroad
network, a network which is critical to our company’s competitive success in the
domestic and global marketplace.

"Tom Pasqualini
EVP Global Supply Chain

1700 OLD DEERFELD ROAD. HIGHLAND PARK, i 60035-3782 : {847) 8314800 ([ www, Solocup zam
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Ompi Rail Intermodal of Ohio, Inc.

Multi Intermodai Solutions

X j 269 Bamberg Drive
£ ecksvifle Rd, .
S:%ti.s !g; chsvile R Blufton, South Carolina 29910
ccksvi io 84141 (643) 757-2605
5’:5; ::g»c{a(s)gw Tuly 9, 2007 Fax (843) 757-2606

Fax: (440) 740-3451

Daniel Lipinski, D-IL-03

House of Representatives

1717 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

As an Intermodal contractor of our nation’s railroads doing business in Chicago, Hlinois,
Omni Rail Intermodal of Ohio, Inc. has great interest in sccing that our nation’s rail
system remains healthy and viable. I understand that policy makers in Washington are
considering legislation that would re-regulate the industry and undo the progress made
since the Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our economy. It is also one of the most capital-intensive
industries in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital necds
without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must eamn enough revenue to
maintain their systers and expand them as our economy grows.

S. 953 and H.R. 2125, legislation recently introduced by Senator Rockefeller and
Congressman Oberstar, would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon
them governmentally mandated price “competition” which the free market would not
otherwise sustain. As a result the railroads’ revenue may well fali below the level of
capital needed to maintain their system and services.

Omni Rail Intermodal of Ohio, Inc. has benefited from raiiroad deregulation, as the rail
network is in much better condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to
the influence of the de-regulated marketplace rail service is safer, more reliable, far more
cfficient, and less costly.

Wc urge you to continue your support of the current rail regulatory structure. 1 befieve
this is the best way our company can guarantce continued access to a healthy railroad
network, a petwork which is criticai to our company’s competitive success in the

domestic and global marketplace.
Sincerely,

William A. Esplardiu
Omm Raii Intermodal of Ohio, Inc.
Chairman/CEO
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August 17, 2007

To: Peter DeFazio
US Congressmau Representing the 4™ Congressional District of Oregon
Fax: (202) 225-0032

To: David Wu

US Congressman Representing the 1" Congressional District of Oregon
Fax: (202) 225-9497

cc! James Oberstar
Chairman - Cornmittee on Transportation and Infrastructure
Fax: (202) 225-0699

Congressman;

I am writing 10 express my strong opposition to S. 953 and H.R. 2125, the Railroad
Competition and Service Iraprovement Act of 2007, introduced by Senator Rockefeller
and Congressman Oberstar.

McCall Qil operates in Portland, OR and we receive hundreds of carloads anunally via
the U.S, railroads from destinations throughout the United States.

Bills S. 953 and HLR. 2125 have been introduced in response to the concerns expressed
by a small number of shippers. These bills are a "one size fits all" type of remedy that
will not achieve the desired goal. Legislation that would add additiona! burdensote
regulation of the freight rail industry will threaten tho viability of many industries' most
cost effective means of transporting goods. Tt will not only impose economic hardship on
the railroad industry and its customers, but on the consumers of these goods as well.

Dependence on an economically sound freight rail network is vital to our company and to
the customers that we serve, I urge you not to support S. 953 and H.R. 2125. Thank you
in advance for your consideration rogarding this critical issue.

Jim Charriere
President/CEO

5480 N.W. Front Ave.. Portland. OR 97210 + Tel {503} 221-6400 Fax {503} 221-6414

TaTAL F.@2
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Andersen, Nichole M.

From: Michasl.Mihalovich@HDRInc.com
Sent:  Thursday, August 23, 2007 8:07 PM
Ce: Pugh, Jennlfer

Suhject: ce:

Sent via fax to: Senator Reid

I am writing to express my strong opposition to 8. 933/H.R. 2125, the Railroad Competition and Service
Improvement Act of 2007.

S. 953/H.R. 2125 has been introduced in response to the concerns expressed by a small number of shippers.
These bills are a “one size fits all" type of remedy that will not achieve the desired goal. Re-regulation of the
freight rail industry will threaten the viability of many industries’ most cost effective means of transporting
goods, It will not only impose economic hardship on the railroad industry and their customers, but on the
consumers of these goods as well.

HDR Engineering is a leading design and planning firm serving the railroad industry nationwide. Dependence
on an economically sound freight rail network is vital to our nation as well as our company. I urge you not {o
support S. 953/H.R. 2125. Thank you in advance for your consideration regarding this critical issue.

Mr. Michael Mihalovich

Sr. Rail Engineer

HDR Engineering Inc.

4363 Alderbrook Ct.

Las vegas NV 89103

Email: Michael.Mihalovich@ HDRInc.com

8/29/2007
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Au by (912)964-3874 Toll Free: 800-342-8042 Fax: {912) 966-3615
t nty &-mait. dmarchand @gaports com

Doug 1. Marchand

Execuive Director

June 28, 2007

Rep. James L. Oberstar
2165 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Oberstar:

Georgia’s deepwater ports are one of our state’s largest economic engines - creating
more than 286,000 jobs throughout the state and billions in federal, state and local
revenues. Our unprecedented growth is driving Georgia’s economy and creating new
opportunities for the state and her people everyday.

Dependence upon an economically sound freight rail network is vital to the Georgia
Ports Authority’s continued success. | understand that your committee is considering
legisiation that would re-regulate this industry and undo the progress made since the
Staggers Act deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our economy. It is also one of the most capital-intensive
industries in the country, and provides for its own infrastructure and other capital
needs without major public subsidization. To do this, railroads must earn enough
revenue to maintain their systems and expand them as our economy grows.

HR 2125 would significantly reduce railroad revenues by forcing upon them
governmentally mandated price "competition” which the free market would not
otherwise sustain. As a result, the railroads’ revenue may well fall below the level of
capital needed to maintain their system and services.

Georgia has benefited greatly from railroad deregulation, as the rail network is in much
better condition today than it was before deregulation. In fact, due to the influence of
the deregulated marketplace rail service is safer, more reliable, far more efficient, and
less costly. The situation has been good, not only for the industry itself, but also for our
customers and their consumers.

Deepwater Terminals / Savanash, Brunswick

Barge Terminals / Batnbridge, Columbuy

Trade Development Offices 7 Savansah, Hrunswick, Adanta

New Jersey, USA: Tokyo, Japan; Bucnos Aires, Argensina; Osto, Norway
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INTERMONT TERMINALS, INC.
PO, BOX 1468
SRSTOL, VIRGING 24508 Phane (276} 456 2275
Fax (276} 46
Plant {704 565 1568

haly 1, 2006

James L. Oberstar (MN)
2165 Raybum House Otffice Hide.
Washingron, DC 20513

Dear Congressian Oberstar:

I am writing (o express my strong opposition to 8. 953 and H.R. 2125, the Railroad
Competition and Service Improvement Act of 2007, introduced by Senator Rockefeller
and Congressman Oberstar.

intermont Holdings and its affiliaies operate in Bristol, VA; Charlotte, NC and
Gainesville, GA. We depend very heavily on the U.S. railroads 1o ship and receive
product in a timely manner throughout the Southeast.

Bills §. 953 and H.R. 2125 have been introduced m responsé to the concems expressad
by a small number of shippers. These bills arc a "onc size fits all" type of remedy that
will not achieve the desired goal. Re-regulation of the freight rail industry will threaten
the viability of many industries’ most cost effective means of ranspartation goods. H will
vot only impose econoraic hardship on the railroad industry and their customets, but on
the cansumers of these goods as well.

Dependence on an economically sound freight rail network is vital to our company and 1o
the customers that we serve. [ urge you not 1o support 8. 933 and H.R. 2125, Thank you
in advance for your consideration regarding this critical issue.

ouls Stevan Rainera, Jr
intermont Terminals, Inc

QEQZYNeSLE S33INPULd ILEYASE [0S .g egeiiy L0 9y oAne

o
o
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Alberta Tubular v pg/
Products Ltd. r

TO: James Oberster
Chairman - Committee on Transporiation and Infrastrecrure
Fax (202) 225-0699

Mr. Oberstar:

1am writing to express my strong opposition 1o S. 953 and H.R. 2125, the Railroad Competition and
Service Improvement Act of 2007, introduced by Senator Rockefeller and Congressinan Oberstar.

Bills S. 953 and H.R. 2125 have been introduced in response to the concems expressed by a small number
of shippers. These bills ars a “ene size fits all” type of remedy that will not achieve the desired goal.
Legislation that would add additional burdensome regulation of the freight rail industry will threaten the
viability of many industries’ most cost effective means of wansporting goods. It will not only impose
economic hardship on the ratiroad industry and its customers, but on the consuiners of these goods as well,

Dependence on an economicatly sound freight rail netwaork is vital to our company and 1o the customers
that we serve. 1 urge you not to support . 953 and HR. 2125, Thank you ir advance for your
consideration regarding this critical issue.

John Gilchrist.
Inventory and logistics Manager,;

435 10% Avenuc SE, Calgary, AB T3G 0W3 Phonc: 403-264-2136 Fax: 403-264-2137
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July 24, 2007

James L. Oberstar, Minnesota, Chairman
2165 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Oberstar;

I am writing to express my strong opposition to S. 953 and H.R. 2125, the Railroad Competition
and Service Improvement Act of 2007, introduced by Senator Rockefeller and Congressman
Oberstar.

AluChem, Inc. operates plants in Reading and Jackson, OH. We ship 4600 carloads annually via
the U.S. railroads to destinations throughout the United States.

Bills S. 953 and H.R. 2125 have been introduced in response to the concerns expressed by a
small number of shippers. These bills are a "one size fits all" type of remedy that will not
achieve the desired goal. Re-regulation of the freight rail industry will threaten the viability of
many industries' most cost effective means of transportation goods. It will not only impose
economic hardship on the railroad industry and their customers, but on the consumers of these
goods as well.

Dependence on an economically sound freight rail network is vital to our company and to the
customers that we serve. [ urge you not to support S. 953 and FLR. 2125. Thanks you in

advance for your consideration regarding this critical issue.

Sincerely,

Mpyra Glenkler-Daugherty, C.P.M.
Purchasing & CS Mgr

AluChem Inc. / One Landy Lane / Reading, OH 45215 « Tel. §13-733-8519 » Fax 513-733-3123 « hilp://www.aluchem.com/
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THE ALPERT GROUP

ALPERT & ALPERT IRON & METAL, INC.
1815 South Soto Street s P.O. Box 23961 « Los Angeles, CA 00234268
Telephone: {323) 2654040 » Telefaxes: (323) 264-9839 {323} 266-1788 « e-mail: scrap@alpertandalpert.com

Tuly 16, 2007

The Honorable Batbara Boxer,
United States Senator - California
Washington DC Office

112 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Baxer,

I am writing to express my strong opposition to S. 953 and HR. 2125, the Railroad Competition and
Service Improvement Act of 2007, introduced by Senator Rockefeller and Congressman Oberstar.

Alpert & Alpert Iron and Metals operates facilities at Los Angeles and Long Beach, CA. We ship
containers and railcars via the U.S. railroads. If these Bills were allowed to pass they would have a
devastating impact on the rail industry and would bring capital investment in capacity to a standstill. The
subsequent negative impact on Alpert & Alpert and other rail customers through increased costs and
reduced service would be astronomical and contrary to our best interests.

Dependence on an cconomically sound freight rail network is critical to our company’s long term
growth and to the customers that we serve. I strongly vrge you to oppose S. 953 and H.R. 2125.

Sincerely,
Tatl—~
Greg Tellier,
Director — Business Development
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August 23, 2007

To: James Oberstar
Chairman-Committae on Transportation and Infrastructure
Fax: 202/225-0699

As a major user of our nation’s railroads Gemini Forest Products,
Inc has great interest in seeing our nation‘s rail system remains
healthy and viable. I understand that policy makers in Washington are
considering legislation that would add additional burdensome regulation
to the industry and undo the progress made since the Staggers Act
partially deregulated them in 1980.

The rail industry is essential to our 