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The Trump Administration’s FY2018 budget proposal calls for eliminating Amtrak’s long distance 
passenger rail service while preserving service for the Northeast Corridor (NEC) and state 
supported routes.1 The justification for the proposal is that Amtrak’s long distance routes aren’t 
“profitable.”

Similar proposals have been 
offered in the past by a few 
public policy organizations such 
as the Heritage Foundation 
and the Cato Institute.  These 
organizations have periodically 
persuaded their allies in 
Congress to call for a vote on 
eliminating Amtrak subsidies.  
Those efforts failed by 
substantial margins.

In 2015, for example, the U.S. 
House of Representatives 
considered an amendment 
by Rep. Tom McClintock 
(R-California) that would 
eliminate all federal funding for 
Amtrak.  The amendment failed 
by a vote of 147 ayes to 272 noes (35% aye - 65% no).2  Also in 2015, Rep. Mo Brooks (R-Alabama) 
offered an amendment to eliminate all operating subsidies for Amtrak.  It failed by a vote of 143 
ayes to 283 noes (34% aye – 66% no).3

Despite Congress’ rejection of deep cuts, the Trump Administration has resurrected the idea of 
dismantling Amtrak’s national network of passenger rail service routes.

This discussion of eliminating “unprofitable” Amtrak routes is occurring while the nation’s 
transportation infrastructure is deteriorating4 and the nation is struggling to reach a consensus 
on how to address a decades-long pattern of underinvestment in our infrastructure.  

The grim state of our national transportation infrastructure requires well-informed leadership, 
both in the Administration and the Congress.

Consequently, the purpose of this report is to explore the rationale behind the Trump 
Administration proposal and provide a factual basis for any discussion of passenger rail service, 
particularly as Congress develops legislative remedy for our ailing transportation infrastructure.

Part 1  Introduct ion

1 Executive Office of the President. “America First; A Budget Blueprint to Make America Great Again.”
2 Clerk of the House. Roll Call 110. March 4, 2015.
3 Clerk of the House. Roll Call 303. June 4, 2015.
4 American Society of Civil Engineers. “2017 Infrastructure Report Card.”
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Part 2  Amtrak ’s  Nat ional  Network:
		      A Br ief  Overview
To fully grasp the impact of the Trump 
Administration’s proposal, it is important to 
understand the two basic components of 
Amtrak’s national network.

Long Distance Routes:   As one might deduce 
from the name, long distance routes traverse 
large swaths of land, connecting the major 
regions of the country.  Each of the 15 long 
distance routes, shown in orange on the map 
below, are anchored at either end by major 
cities but make numerous stops at stations in 
smaller cities and towns along the way.  These 
routes would be eliminated under the Trump 
Administration’s proposal.  

Corridors: Corridors are shorter, high traffic 
paths between two points within a state or 
region of the country.

•	 The Northeast Corridor, shown in 
purple on the map above, covers a densely 
populated, high traffic line stretching from 
Washington, DC to Boston, MA.  It includes 
both the faster and more costly Acela 
Express service and the slower and less 
expensive Northeast Regional service.  

•	 State-supported corridors, shown in 
yellow on the map above, are financially 
supported by state taxpayer dollars 
through cooperative agreements 
between Amtrak and the relevant 
state transportation agencies. Per 
the “Passenger Rail Investment and 
Improvement Act of 2008,” state partners 
provide 85% of the funding and Amtrak 
provides 15%.5 There are 29 state 
supported corridors in 18 states. An 
example of a state-supported corridor is 
the Heartland Flyer, which provides daily

service between Oklahoma City, OK, and 
Fort Worth, TX, with stops at five smaller 
cities and towns along the line.

Although routes and corridors are sometimes 
discussed as if they were separate, distinct 
pieces, they are actually intertwined through 
passenger choice.  It is important to bear in 
mind that passengers often transfer from a 
corridor to a long distance route or vice versa.  

To better understand this relationship, it 
might be helpful for some readers to compare 
Amtrak’s national network to Washington 
DC’s subway system.  A passenger might 
begin a daily commute on the Red Line from 
a station in an Upper Northwest residential 
neighborhood, transfer to the Blue Line at 
Metro Center, and disembark at the Capital 
South station.  Both the Red Line and the 
Blue Line are critical components of that daily 
trip.  Without one component, the passenger 
is likely to choose a different mode of 
transportation.

5 Amtrak News Release. “Amtrak and State Partners Reach Agreement to Preserve All Corridor Routes.” October 15, 
2013.
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Amtrak’s Long Distance Routes and Corridors
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Part 3  The Assumption of
		      Survivabi l i ty
The Trump Administration’s proposal assumes 
that it will be a simple matter to break up 
Amtrak’s national network into pieces, discard 
the “unprofitable” pieces, and allow service 
to continue on the “profitable” remnants.  It 
would be prudent to challenge the assumption 
that the remnants of the network – the 
Northeast Corridor and the state supported 
corridors – would be able to survive in the 
aftermath.  

As with any network, Amtrak’s corridors 
and long distance routes have a symbiotic 
relationship; both feed passengers, and thus 
revenue, to the other.  Without one, they both 
suffer.

For example, consider a passenger who is 
traveling from Battle Creek, MI to Denver, 
CO. The passenger begins the journey on a 
Michigan-supported state corridor train from 
Battle Creek to Chicago and then transfers 
to a federally supported long distance train 
for the Chicago to Denver leg of the trip.  If 
the federally supported long distance train 
running from Chicago to Denver is eliminated, 
then the passenger has no reason to use the 
state supported train.  Consequently, this 
state-supported corridor would experience a 
revenue loss.

As connecting ridership, and thus revenue, 
drops on the state supported corridor trains, 
the amount of money the states would have to 
pay for their corridor service would rise.  State 
budgets have been under enormous pressure 
for the past decade, making it unlikely that 
most states could sustain a new drain on 
revenues for an extended period of time.  At 
some point, the states may say “enough is 
enough” and make the difficult decision to halt 
funding for their corridors, which would then 
lead to their elimination.

In addition to lost passenger revenues on 
state-supported routes, Amtrak’s relatively 
fixed overhead costs would have to be divided 
up among the fewer and fewer remaining 
corridors, which would drive up the cost of 
providing service on the remnants of the 
network.

The talking points for eliminating Amtrak’s long 
distance routes might present a rosy picture 
of a clean, simple breakup but eliminating 
long distance routes would certainly trigger a 
downward spiral for the remaining corridors.
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The justification for eliminating Amtrak’s long 
distance routes is that only the corridors are 
“profitable” or financially self-supporting.  To 
the casual observer, that might seem like a 
reasonable explanation and a sound strategy 
for frugal use of tax dollars.

The casual observer might also recall that gas 
taxes paid by car drivers are used to construct 
highways and wonder why the Trump 
Administration’s proposal is even remotely 
controversial.

The simple truth of the matter is that no mode 
of transportation pays for itself.  Let’s take a 
look at the numbers.

Roads: The Interstate Highway System is, 
theoretically, financed entirely by user fees.  
Each and every time someone fills the gas 
tank of a car or motorcycle, a fee of 18.4¢ per 
gallon is delivered to the Highway Trust Fund.  
But maintaining our network of roads costs 
more money than is collected by the Highway 
Trust Fund.  So Congress has supplemented 
the Highway Trust Fund with money from the 
general fund.  

Between FY 2008 and FY 2016, Congress 
transferred $143 billion to Highway Trust Fund 
to keep it solvent.6  That is more than three 
times the total amount of taxpayer dollars 
awarded to Amtrak since it was created in 
1971.  

Very simply, our roads are not profitable.  The 
Department of Transportation doesn’t receive 
sufficient funds from the gas tax to properly 
maintain our network of interstate highways 
and relies upon infusions of taxpayers’ dollars 
to keep our roadways functioning.

Aviation: Like our network of roads, the
U.S. aviation system is supplemented by 
infusions from the general treasury fund.  
The price of an airline ticket might make it 
profitable for an airline to carry you from 
Point A to Point B, but the federal excise taxes 
on that ticket don’t cover the full cost of our 
national aviation system.  The annual revenue 
from aviation excise taxes tends to rise and 
fall with the health of our economy and 
demand for air travel, so the extent to which 
supplemental funding is needed varies from 
year to year.  Between FY 2012 and FY 2016, 
the trust fund provided between 71% and 93% 
of the Federal Aviation Administration’s total 
appropriations, with the remainder coming 
from the general fund of the U.S. Treasury.7 In 
FY 2016 alone, some $2 billion of general funds 
were transferred from the general fund.

Like our network of highways, the national 
aviation system is not profitable.  Individual 
carriers might make a profit in a given year, 
but the aviation system that airlines utilize 
loses money almost every year.

Ferry Service:  In geographic areas where 
crossing a large body of water is essential 
to connect people, jobs, and communities, 
ferry service may be offered either by a 
governmental agency or a private company.  
The operator of a particular ferry service may 
be profitable, but the infrastructure needed to 
provide the service is often subsidized by the 
federal government. 

Under the recently-enacted Fixing America’s 
Surface Transportation (FAST) Act, the U.S. 
Department of Transportation is authorized to

Part 4  The Prof i tabi l i ty  Argument

6 Congressional Research Service. “Department of Transportation (DOT): FY2017 Appropriations.”
7 Congressional Research Service. “The Airport and Airway Trust Fund (AATF): An Overview.”
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spend up to $80 million each year for the 
construction of ferry boats and terminal 
facilities.8 In FY 2016, $75.9 million was made 
available for this program.9

Passenger Rail:  The cost of a ticket doesn’t 
cover all of Amtrak’s operating and capital 
expenses.  Between FY 2010 and FY 2014, 
the capital and operating grants awarded to 
Amtrak ranged from $1.3 to $1.5 billion per 
year.10

Clearly, the Trump Administration’s profitability 
argument lacks merit because none of 
our national transportation networks are 
profitable.  

If the profitability argument were to be applied 
uniformly to all modes of transportation, 
then the federal government would cease to 
support any means of transportation.  Under 
that scenario, movement of passengers and 
goods would either be controlled by for-profit 
businesses or entirely reliant upon investment 
by the individual States.

“There is no transportation system 
in the world of any kind that pays 
for itself out of the fare box.”

John Robert Smith
Chairman, Transportation for America

Former Mayor of Meridian, MS
Former Chairman of the Board, Amtrak

8 Congressional Research Service. “Surface Transportation Funding and Programs under the Fixing America’s 
Surface Transportation Act.”
9 U.S. Department of Transportation. “Ferry Boat Program (FBP) FY2016 Full Year Distribution of Funds.” November 
20, 2016.
10 Congressional Research Service. “Issues in the Reauthorization of Amtrak.”
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23 States Would Lose All Access to Intercity Passenger Rail

Transportation debates on Capitol Hill 
frequently delve into the fairness of how 
investment dollars are distributed.  Formulas 
are scrutinized to ensure fairness for all 
States.  Lawmakers from rural areas routinely 
act to ensure that a portion of transportation 
funding is directed exclusively to rural 
areas.  In short, fairness in the distribution 
of public infrastructure dollars is expected 
and demanded from both taxpayers and 
lawmakers alike.

Given that the Trump Administration’s 
proposal would preserve intercity passenger

rail service for some people but eliminate it for 
other people, the question of fairness must be 
raised. On a national scale, the practical impact 
of this proposal is that 144 million American 
taxpayers – that’s 45% of our population – 
living in 220 communities would lose access to 
passenger rail service.  

Twenty-three states would lose all access to 
Amtrak passenger rail service.  Another 12 
states would experience a loss of service to 
some but not all stations.

Part 5  The Fairness Test

States that would lose all service

States that would not lose all service
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Let’s take a close look at a few of the regions 
that would be impacted, both positively and 
negatively, and compare the results.

The Northeast Corridor is, without question, 
an outstanding market for Amtrak and other 
forms of public transportation.  With 17% of 
the nation’s population living on just 2% of 
the U.S. land area, mobility in the Northeast 
Corridor is utterly dependent upon the smooth 
operation of multiple transportation networks, 
particularly passenger rail. 

There is also no dispute that Northeast 
Corridor is a vital economic engine, producing 
20% of the nation’s Gross Domestic Product.

Yet it cannot be denied that the single largest 
geographic concentration of high income 
earners in the U.S. reside along and near the 
Northeast Corridor.  Half of the wealthiest 
counties in America are located in the 
Northeast Corridor region.  This concentration 
of wealth can be clearly seen in the graphic 
below.

The Northeast Corr idor
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The Acela Express, Amtrak’s premium service, 
is available only in the Northeast Corridor.  The 
service runs from Washington, DC, to Boston, 
MA.

Most of the communities served by Acela 
trains enjoy a Median Household Income that 
is well above the national average.  

Service along this route would be preserved 
and enhanced under the Trump budget 
proposal.

Acela Express Route
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This swath of wealthy communities would 
continue to receive service under the 
Trump proposal.  At the same time, intercity 
passenger rail service – and the associated 
economic opportunities – would be eliminated 
for less affluent and less well-educated 
communities.

Let’s take a look at just a few of the 220 
communities that would lose service while 
some of the most prosperous among us would 
keep their service.

Less Aff luent Communit ies 
Elsewhere
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The “City of New Orleans” route stretches from 
Chicago, IL, to New Orleans, LA.  Although 2 
of the 19 stations served by the “City of New 
Orleans” route enjoy a Median Household 
Income that is just slightly above the national 
average, the entire route serves working 
class cities and towns with relatively modest 
incomes.  Under the Trump proposal, service 
to 11 of the 19 stations would be eliminated.  
All 11 stations serve communities where the 
Median Household Income falls well below the 
national average of $53,889.11

“City  of  New Orleans” 
Route

11 Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.
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The “Crescent” route stretches from New York 
City to New Orleans.  One-half of the stations 
served by the “Crescent” route are part of 
the Northeast Corridor or a state-supported 
corridor and service to these stations would be 
preserved.  

The remaining 17 communities would lose 
service.  In 15 of those 17 communities, the 
Median Household Income falls below the 
national average.  

“Crescent”  Route
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The “Cardinal” route covers a mixture of 
prosperous suburban communities, mid-sized 
cities, and rural small towns.  Together, these 
communities paint a recognizable picture of 
“average” American settings.  Roughly half 
of these stations would continue to receive 
service under the Trump proposal; the other 
half would lose service.  All of the communities 
that would lose access to passenger rail service 
have Median Household Incomes below the 
national average.

“Cardinal ”  Route
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The Trump Administration’s proposal does 
not acknowledge the economic benefits of a 
national passenger rail network, nor does it 
acknowledge the economic pain that would 
occur as a result of the loss of rail service 
in most of the country.  To fully evaluate 
Administration’s proposal, it would be prudent 
to consider:

•	 How communities served by passenger 
rail have and could benefit from this 
transportation option;
•	 How Amtrak’s role as a major employer 
impacts jobs across the country; and
•	 The role of passenger rail service in 
efforts to ensure the safety of the traveling 
public.

Part 6  Economic Benef i ts  of  a 			 
			    Nat ional  Network

Communities served by passenger rail and 
other forms of public transportation realize 
tangible economic benefits.

Job Opportunities: Individuals living in 
smaller communities can connect to job 
opportunities that might only be found in 
nearby metropolitan areas.  Making it possible 
for people to access good jobs in metropolitan 
areas while continuing to live in smaller, 
outlying communities supports the tax base 
that makes it possible for smaller communities 
to thrive.  Conversely, businesses have access 
to a wider labor pool and individuals with hard-
to-find skills.

Attract New Employers: When making 
decisions about where to locate offices, 
facilities, and storefronts, many companies are 
favoring locations near public transportation 
stations.  Many communities with passenger 
rail stations tout this feature when courting 
businesses seeking to locate a site for a new 
facility.

6a.  Communit ies invested in passenger rai l
Revenue from Tourism and Recreation:  
Many communities depend, at least in part, 
on tourism dollars to support local jobs 
and tax revenues.  For these communities, 
it is essential to maintain the multiple 
transportation modes that bring the tourists 
to their communities, including passenger rail.  
A survey of passengers traveling on Amtrak’s 
long distance routes revealed that 29% were 
traveling for vacation or recreation and 
another 61% were traveling to see family and 
friends.12

Attract Millennials:  Millennials are distinctly 
less enthusiastic about car ownership and 
driving than previous generations. A study by 
the University of Michigan’s Transportation 
Research Institute revealed that the number of 
people aged 20-24 who have a driver’s license 
has fallen from 91.8% in 1983 to 76.7% in 
2014.13 Another study found that Millennials 
are attracted to communities that offer 
multiple transportation choices.14

12 Amtrak. “Amtrak’s Economic Distribution.”
13 University of Michigan, Transportation Research Institute. “Recent Decreases in the Proportion of Persons with a 
Driver’s License across All Age Groups.” January 2016.
14 American Public Transportation Association. “Millennials & Mobility: Understanding the Millennial Mindset.” 
October 2013.
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6a.  Communit ies invested in passenger rai l

Attract Private Investment:  Private developers 
are increasingly interested in bringing a 
combination of multifamily housing, office 
space, and retail space to areas surrounding 
public transportation stations.15 For example, 
planning is currently underway to redevelop 
the Amtrak station in Memphis using this 
concept.16

Reduce Traffic Congestion and Improve 
Mobility:  There is an escalating economic 
cost associated with the time and fuel wasted 
while enduring congested roadways and skies.  
The cost of roadway congestion alone has 
been estimated at $1,200 per driver per year.  
Public transportation offers a safe, affordable 
alternative.

Example:  Meridian,  Mississippi

Meridian, a city of 41,000 people, is located along Amtrak’s Crescent route that runs between 
New Orleans and New York City.

In the 1990’s, city officials saw Meridian’s access to Amtrak as an economic development asset 
and capitalized on it by revitalizing their historic but declining train station into a multimodal 
transportation center. Residents and visitors had easy access not only to Amtrak but also local 
bus service and taxi cabs.

The revitalized train station became the most widely used public space in the city.  New, private 
investments were made in the area surrounding the station. Property values and city tax 
receipts rose. Crime rates in the area surrounding the station fell.17
[

15 New York Times. “Transit Hubs: A Growing Lure for Developers.” May 23, 2017.
16 Memphis Business Journal. “Transit-oriented development rolls into Memphis with Central Station project.” May 
2, 2017.
17 Site Selection Magazine. “Look Homeward; The Co-chair of Transportation for America offers a small-town 
perspective on transport hubs as economic development drivers.” November 2014.
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In an era of economic uncertainty and 
frustration over stagnant wages, it is doubly 
important to understand the impact of any 
public policy proposal on American jobs.  As 
the operator of a national passenger rail 
network, Amtrak has a significant workforce 
and supports additional jobs by purchasing 
goods and services.

Payroll:  Amtrak is a large employer.  More 
than 20,000 people in 46 states are employed 
by Amtrak, taking home a total of $1.5 billion 
each year.18 As with any large workforce, 
those salaries support purchases of housing, 
manufactured goods, and services provided by 
other American workers.

Purchase of Goods and Services:  Amtrak 
purchases $1.6 billion in goods and services 
each year.  Those purchases support American 
jobs in a variety of manufacturing and service 
industries.  

Our society rightfully expects and insists 
upon a safe transportation system.  Indeed, 
one of the core functions of federal and 
state transportation agencies is to protect 
the traveling public from harm by preventing 
collisions and other accidents.  To do so, 
transportation agencies establish rules and 
regulations governing the different modes of 
transportation, require licenses to operate 
transportation vehicles, require safety 
inspections of vehicles and other forms of 
carriage, and monitor trends in the use and 
safety of our transportation network so that 
innovative improvements can be made.

6b.  Jobs across the nat ion

6c.  Safety is  an economic benef i t

Large purchases, such as new rail cars for the 
Northeast Corridor, are often reported in the 
business section of the newspaper but smaller 
contracts are routinely awarded to companies 
across the U.S.  For example, in March of this 
year Amtrak awarded a $250,000 contract to a 
company in Jacksonville, FL, for security-related 
video monitoring system.  A 2015 report on 
passenger rail manufacturing in the U.S. noted 
that at least 750 American companies in 39 
states are manufacturing components for 
passenger rail and transit rail providers.19

Construction: A rail network, like every other 
infrastructure investment, requires repairs 
and new construction.  In 2014, Amtrak 
spent more than $800 million on station 
construction and infrastructure improvements 
across its network.  Each $1 million spent on 
construction supported 23 American jobs.

Statistics compiled by federal and state 
transportation agencies reveal differences 
in the safety records of the different modes 
of transportation and offer insights for 
transportation planners and policymakers for 
improving the safety of our transportation 
network.

Safer than the Highway. There is a consensus 
among transportation experts that traveling 
by rail is safer than traveling by car20 and 
transportation fatality statistics show this to be 
the case.

18 Amtrak. “Amtrak’s Economic Contribution.”
19 Blue Green Alliance. “Passenger Rail & Transit Rail Manufacturing in the U.S.” January 2015.
20 USA Today. “Trains safer than cars, buses for passengers, experts say.” April 4, 2016.
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productivity, and other factors, the 
Department pegged the total economic cost 
of motor vehicle accidents at $242 billion in 
2010 or 1.2% of the nation’s Gross Domestic 
Product.24

To put this figure into perspective, the 
economic cost of auto accidents is substantially 
larger than the total annual cost of providing 
medical treatment for all cancer patients in 
the United States.25 It’s larger than the total 
amount spent by all 50 states, combined, on 
transportation improvements in FY 2015,26 
and it’s nearly 40% of the total annual cost of 
providing elementary and secondary education 
in America.27  By any reasonable standard, 
motor vehicle crashes represent a significant 
cost to the American economy.

Economic Benefit of Transferring to Rail.  The 
heartbreaking number of traffic fatalities 
and the significant economic costs of motor 
vehicle accidents demand that we consider 
transportation policies that would encourage 
people to opt to use passenger rail, rather than 
a car, more often than is the case today.

What would happen if even a small percentage 
of people used passenger rail rather than a car 
for a portion of their travel?  That question was 
considered in a recent transportation safety 
study.  

One of the conclusions of that study was 
that “if just one percent of the nation’s 
approximately three trillion annual vehicle 
miles traveled by motor vehicle could be 
shifted to intercity passenger or commuter rail, 
approximately 200 lives would be saved each 
year.”28

•	 35,092 people were killed in motor 
vehicle accidents in 2015.21 On average, 
more than 96 people died every day as a 
result of a motor vehicle accident.

•	 In contrast, a total of 247 people lost 
their lives in passenger rail accidents in 
2015.22 Of those 247 deaths, almost 93% 
of were the result of trains colliding with 
automobiles or pedestrians at highway rail 
grade crossings (78 fatalities) or striking 
people who were trespassing on railroad 
tracks (151 fatalities).

While the raw numbers of transportation 
fatalities are eye-opening, it is prudent to 
consider the rate of fatalities for roughly 
equivalent distances.  One recent study did just 
that and found that “riding intercity passenger 
rail or commuter rail is, on average, more 
than 10 times safer than riding in a passenger 
car.”23

Economic Cost of Transportation Accidents.  
Without diminishing the tragedy of lives cut 
short by transportation accidents and the grief 
experienced by surviving family members 
and friends, it is appropriate to consider the 
economic costs of transportation accidents so 
that transportation policies can be evaluated 
and modified in order to reduce the economic 
damage resulting from transportation 
accidents.

The U.S. Department of Transportation 
examined the tangible, traceable costs of  
motor vehicle accidents on the economy. 
Taking into account expenses such as property 
damage, medical bills, the cost of emergency 
service personnel, the loss of workplace 

21 Bureau of Transportation Statistics. “Transportation Fatalities by Mode.”
22 Ibid.
23 OneRail. “Rail Safety in the United States.”
24 U.S. Department of Transportation, National Highway Traffic Safety Administration. “The Economic and Societal 
Impact of Motor Vehicle Crashes, 2010.”
25 National Institute if Health. “Cancer costs projected to reach at least $158 billion in 2020.” January 12, 2011.
26 National Association of State Budget Officers. “State Expenditure Report: Examining Fiscal 2014-2016 State 
Spending.”
27 National Center for Education Statistics. “Fast Facts.”
28 OneRail. “Rail Safety in the United States.”
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Beyond the simple fact that 200 people would 
be spared an early death and their families 
saved from grief and loss, our economy suffers 
when productive lives are cut short.  

For the purpose of conducting cost-
benefit analyses of transportation safety 
improvement projects, the U.S. Department of 
Transportation has assigned a figure of $9.4 
million to the value of a statistical human life.29 

Using that figure, we can calculate that the 
economic value of saving 200 lives per year is 
$1.88 billion per year.

Put in simple terms, $1.88 billion of 
economic activity is lost each year because 
transportation policies fail to encourage even a 
modest transfer of passengers to a safer mode 
of transportation.

The infrastructure exists to spare our nation 
from that loss of life and the associated 
drain on the economy.  Ironically, the Trump 
Administration’s proposal would dismantle 
the infrastructure that could provide a safer 
alternative to traveling by car, which would 
prevent some of the horrific car crash fatalities 
and the corresponding loss of economic 
productivity.

29 U.S. Department of Transportation. “Guidance on Treatment of the Economic Value of a Statistical Life (VSL) in 
U.S. Department of Transportation Analyses - 2015 Adjustment.” June 17, 2015.
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Congress acted appropriately when it 
overwhelmingly rejected proposals to 
make deep, fatal cuts in Amtrak’s annual 
appropriation because the underlying 
assumptions are deeply flawed.  

•	 The assumption that the surviving 
remnants of the network would be able 
to continue to offer service ignores 
the economic reality of interconnected 
transportation routes as well as the fixed 
costs associated with a network.
•	 The assumption that passenger rail 
is “unprofitable” while other modes 
of transportation and other modes of 
transportation are self-supporting is 
grossly inaccurate.  Not one single mode of 
passenger transportation is “profitable.”
•	 The cessation of intercity passenger 
rail service to large swaths of the country 
where less affluent citizens live, while 
preserving that service

for the most prosperous and best 
educated – the elite – of our citizenry, is a 
distinctly unequal distribution of publicly 
financed infrastructure.

In addition to the faulty assumptions 
underlying the Administration’s proposal, 
it is important to recognize the economic 
contributions of passenger rail.  Without 
that acknowledgement and awareness, any 
proposal involving the Amtrak’s passenger rail 
network cannot be properly evaluated.

The talking points associated with any budget 
proposal almost always stress the positive 
elements and pointedly ignore any negative 
consequences.  The Trump Administration’s 
proposal to eliminate long distance passenger 
rail service was poorly conceived and if it 
were to be implemented, would inflict untold 
economic pain on hundreds of communities 
across the nation.

Part 7  Conclusion
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Appendix
What Would Happen to Amtrak Service at My 

Local  Train Station?
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IS THE


