MEETING MINUTES
Surface Transportation Board
Passenger Rail Advisory Committee (PRAC) Meeting No. 4
Date: Thursday, September 18, 2025
9:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m.

Attendance:
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STB Chairman Fuchs
Vice Chairman Schultz
Board Member Hedlund  
Brian O’Boyle, Designated Federal 
     Official (DFO)

Henry Posner, Co-Chairman
Jim Derwinksi, Co-Chairman
Lori Winfree, Secretary
John Robert Smith
D.J. Stadtler
Jim Riley
Carl Warren
Jim Mathews
Robert Padgette
James Blair
Christopher Perry
Jonathan Lamb
Michael McClellan
Liliana Pereira
Joseph Black
Gregg Baxter
Maux Sullivan
Greg Regan (arrived in the afternoon)
Alex Beckman (alternate for Aaron 
    Edelman)
Lucy Shaw (alternate for Greg Regan) 


I. Call to Order by the DFO 
Brian O’Boyle, STB DFO, called the meeting to order at 9:02 a.m.  
II. Remarks by the Board Members 
Chairman Fuchs thanked the PRAC members for their efforts in their respective subcommittees.
Board Member Hedlund remarked that she has learned a lot from the PRAC and that the annual review of PRAC would highlight its value.
III. Organizational Remarks by DFO and Co–Chairmen 
It was noted that Alex Beckman was participating as the alternate for Member Edelman and Lucy Shaw was participating as the alternate for Member Regan.  Members Husein Cumber and Andy Daly were not able to attend.


IV. Subcommittee Reports 
Co-Chairman Derwinski noted that the subcommittee-centric approach was a positive and provided an opportunity to provide the Board with insight into significant issues within the scope of the PRAC’s responsibility.
A. Liability Subcommittee
A report on the Liability Subcommittee activities since the last meeting was led by Subcommittee Chairman Baxter.  (See PRAC website for copy of subcommittee report.)
Co-Chairman Posner opened the discussion by expressing hope for robust interaction among members and emphasized the importance of learning from international models.
Member Stadtler asked for a concise summary of how liability is managed in Germany. In response, Co-Chairman Posner explained that punitive damages do not exist in Germany and catastrophic backstop mechanisms are in place, which allow RDC Deutschland Group to operate more effectively under those conditions.
Board Member Hedlund raised concerns based on her experience in California, noting that Union Pacific has expressed apprehension about hosting high-speed trains on its corridors due to derailment risks and liability exposure.
Member Padgette acknowledged that liability remains a major barrier in the U.S. and questioned how it could be addressed within the current legal framework.
Member Mathews added that Germany’s catastrophic backstop system could serve as a model for the U.S., pointing out that similar mechanisms exist in the nuclear and airline industries.
Member Smith asked whether Deutsche Bahn, as a government or quasi-government entity, enjoys sovereign immunity. Co-Chairman Posner suggested that a study tour to Germany, which he could organize, would be beneficial for committee members to observe how infrastructure ownership and operations are separated and managed transparently.
Co-Chairman Derwinski noted that implementing some recommendations would require Congressional action and questioned whether the committee should prepare a white paper or testimony for Congress.
Subcommittee Chairman Baxter indicated that extending the time to obtain new insurance limits would likely be agreeable, though resetting limits may not fall under STB’s jurisdiction.
Member Blair clarified that the subcommittee’s recommendations were intended as an interim step to focus industry efforts.  Member Padgette stressed the importance of presenting a unified message across stakeholders, warning that without these changes, passenger rail expansion would remain impeded.
Member Smith emphasized prioritizing real risk and safety data, while Member Blair explained that underwriters already use such data to assess risk and questioned why that data could not also be used in determining the level of the liability cap.
Chairman Fuchs referenced past incidents, such as the Chatsworth, Cal. accident and the Philadelphia Amtrak 188 derailment, noting that some members of Congress were concerned that families were unable to recover adequate compensation under the prior caps (which were amended by legislation). He observed that while Positive Train Control (PTC) has improved safety, liability concerns persist.
Alternate Beckman asked whether the committee had considered the terrorism risk insurance pool established after 9/11.  Member Mathews confirmed that this was an example of a clear policy need and warned that rising insurance costs could force commuter rail operators to cease operations within a few years.
Board Member Hedlund asked if there could be a carve-out for terrorism coverage, but Co-Chairman Derwinski stated that no such carve-out currently exists.
The discussion then turned to sovereign immunity. Member Baxter explained that California enjoys sovereign immunity, but if the state were to take over services, it would still need to provide insurance and could not relieve freight railroads of liability without legislative changes. Board Member Hedlund added that some states have taken the position that they cannot purchase insurance due to sovereign immunity, creating further complications.
Member Stadtler clarified that Virginia law prohibits the state from operating railroads directly, leaving such responsibilities to local agencies like VRE. Members agreed that sovereign immunity varies by state, adding complexity to liability arrangements.
Co-Chairman Posner questioned whether patchwork state regulations could be affected by federal preemption.
Member Padgette highlighted that commuter rail services often rely on joint powers authorities rather than state-run models due to political and financial constraints.
FRA Representative Nissenbaum pointed out that under Section 209 policy, insurance costs in general are no longer charged to states when Amtrak provides service, creating competitive disadvantages to other operators.  Member Padgette noted that this was done because the states have no control over obtaining insurance.
Member Perry explained that Amtrak benefits from economies of scale, which mitigate underwriter risk, but emphasized that STB’s authority over Amtrak is limited to access rights and performance issues.
The committee also discussed the feasibility of creating a national insurance program or backstop pool to spread risk more broadly. Member Blair noted that such a program could help satisfy market requirements, particularly in high-cost states like California.
FRA Representative Nissenbaum provided his view on the scope of recommendations that should be offered by the PRAC.
Co-Chairman Posner reiterated that the committee should prioritize issues within STB’s mandate while acknowledging the need for broader federal solutions.
B. Joint Operations Subcommittee
A report on the Joint Operations Subcommittee activities since the last meeting was led by Subcommittee Chairman Padgette.  (See PRAC website for copy of subcommittee report.)
Subcommittee Chairman Padgette noted that the subcommittee held two meetings to identify common threads in successful operations, citing examples such as the Union Pacific–Capital Corridor and North Carolina services. He explained that performance metrics are tracked collaboratively by states, Amtrak, and freight railroads, and that maintenance dollars are allocated above access fees and capital contributions by state agencies.  Subcommittee Chairman Padgette also described how performance incentives work, highlighting that payments to Union Pacific are reinvested in the Capital Corridor service area, fostering dispatcher engagement.
Board Member Hedland asked why on-time performance is generally better for commuter service than intercity passenger service, and if it had to do with incentive provisions for the hosts.
In response, Member McClellan emphasized that Virginia and North Carolina successfully launched 20 new trains per day by designing for success from the outset with proper infrastructure. He stressed that their performance regime is non-punitive, following an “I win/you win” philosophy. Key factors include getting infrastructure right from the beginning, setting shared goals, and avoiding public shaming.
Chairman Fuchs observed that with recent cases settled, the group could speak more freely about lessons learned from the Sunset Limited and Gulf Coast disputes. He emphasized that Rail Traffic Controller (RTC) modeling and scheduling were critical in both cases.
[bookmark: _Hlk219739851]Subcommittee Chairman Padgette pointed out that over-the-shoulder RTC monitoring is lacking, making the process more opaque.  He noted that rigid certification processes for schedules made it challenging to reach consensus with Union Pacific and did not align well with operational realities.  Board Vice Chairman Schultz asked about the timing and process for schedule certification.
Member Smith responded that RTC modeling is effective if the right data inputs are used, stressing the importance of agreement on those inputs.
Member McClellan added that RTC is only as good as its inputs and that reliability and infrastructure readiness are essential before service begins. He noted that state involvement correlates with success and that providers that focus more on reliability than shaving a few minutes off schedules are more successful.
Chairman Fuchs raised concerns about disagreements over capital needs for service expansion and suggested that focused mediation with STB involvement could help.
Member Smith agreed that RTC is a valuable tool when properly calibrated but warned that the industry could face challenges if key developers retire.
FRA Representative Nissenbaum acknowledged that RTC modeling can be time-consuming and costly, and noted that the Corridor ID program aims to prioritize projects and reduce reliance on litigation.
Member Perry emphasized that the Board should engage early to resolve access, compensation, and infrastructure issues informally.
Subcommittee Chair Padgette stressed that agencies need confidence in accurate modeling to secure funding and that lack of transparency into freight railroad traffic prospects and assumptions is a major obstacle.  He noted that STB-led mediation could be helpful.  
Member McClellan noted that having three agencies with some jurisdiction over on-time performance (STB, FRA, DOJ) makes it difficult to adjudicate disputes.  He suggested that STB could work with DOJ and FRA to address venue shopping and streamline dispute resolution.  
Board Vice Chairman Schultz noted that RTC outcomes depend heavily on inputs and asked how certified schedules could be achieved.
Subcommittee Chairman Padgette proposed that certified schedules should be a focus for the subcommittee.
Chairman Fuchs recommended creating checklists for schedule certification and expansion planning based on past successes to facilitate informal resolution and clarify agency roles.
Member Smith pointed out that disputes over inputs often make outcomes unreasonable and that earlier STB involvement could have helped.
FRA Representative Nissenbaum agreed, noting that the Corridor ID is positioned to promote collaboration while protecting proprietary data.
Board Member Hedlund remarked that the Board’s solution in a recent case would have been unpopular, underscoring the value of private resolution.
Member Blair stressed that railroads need a forum to negotiate conditions rather than receiving outright denials, advocating for transparency, flexibility, and compromise.
FRA Representative Nissenbaum highlighted the need for common metrics and definitions, such as what constitutes “unreasonable delay,” to avoid adversarial litigation.
Member McClellan noted that precedent concerns complicated negotiations in the Gulf Coast case.
Board Vice Chairman Schultz suggested developing a white paper on RTC modeling standards and evidentiary value, and questioned whether a third-party model could add value.
Chairman Fuchs concluded by emphasizing collaboration and transparency as keys to success and reiterated that certification of schedules was a central issue in the Sunset Limited case.
[bookmark: _Hlk219740002]FRA Representative Nissenbaum and Subcommittee Chairman Padgette agreed that the subcommittee should focus on certified, uncertified, and disputed schedules, and explore alternative dispute resolution mechanisms.
C. Expansion of Service Subcommittee 
A report on the Expansion of Service Subcommittee activities since the last meeting was led by Alternate Beckman, filling in for Subcommittee Chairman Edelman.
Alternate Beckman reported that FRA provided an overview of the Corridor ID program, noting that there were over 60 applicants for grant participation. He outlined three steps in the committee report and emphasized the need for more engagement with host railroads upfront to streamline timelines within the Corridor ID process.
Co-Chairman Derwinski suggested another way to view expansion other than adding capacity—by increasing the existing service level. He explained that in commuter rail service, where certified schedules are not required, agreements alone generated about half a billion dollars annually before COVID.
Alternate Beckman asked whether expanding service on an existing corridor requires going through the Corridor ID program. It was clarified that it does not necessarily.
Member Mathews expressed interest in seeing more detail on a fast-track process, noting that many believe Corridor ID takes too much time.
Member Black asked whether a formalized process for commuter service scheduling could be established.
Co-Chairman Derwinski agreed that a formalized scheduling process could benefit commuter railroads, as there are currently few guidelines on how to set this up.
Chairman Fuchs raised the issue of equipment, asking about the inventory of existing equipment and what happens to retired equipment. He questioned whether retrofitting and rehabilitation would be easier.  Board Member Hedland specifically inquired about old Acela equipment.
Member Blair responded that equipment availability is very tight and older equipment is difficult to maintain at a comfortable service level due to structural and electronic limitations. He noted that Amtrak is seeking next-generation equipment, supported by FRA funding, but money and timing remain uncertain.
Board Member Hedlund asked about the fate of original Metroliners.  Member Blair explained that they are technologically obsolete and that tilt technology was considered but no suitable route or economic model was identified.
Member Black suggested creating an equipment pool and asked whether a bottom-up rebuild of Amtrak’s fleet would be more efficient.
Co-Chairman Posner mentioned ROSCOs (Rolling Stock Companies) as an example of a successful business model and proposed that private companies could assist Amtrak.  He added that private-sector initiatives could support state-sponsored railroads with equipment over time.
Member Padgette raised concerns about funding major capital investments and equipment allocation across the country, noting that Amtrak makes decisions while states pay for them. He questioned whether new equipment would be federally purchased and whether states would have ownership shares if Amtrak owns the equipment.
Co-Chairman Derwinski highlighted capacity issues and Buy America requirements, which impact replacement efforts. He explained that Amtrak plans to rebuild equipment but must comply with Tier 4 emissions standards, even though full cars reduce emissions overall. He added that METRA often has to manufacture its own parts when they are no longer available on the market, and that there are private companies acquiring equipment on speculation.
Member Mathews discussed reauthorization proposals aimed at creating an equipment pool that complies with Buy America requirements, noting industrial base shortfalls and the need for a clear demand signal for intercity and commuter rail.
Member Baxter asked how access to equipment could be ensured for non-Amtrak entities, citing Member Sullivan’s situation (for Colorado Department of Transportation) as an example of a company ready to start service but lacking equipment.
Member Riley mentioned that the Railway Supply Institute is working on creating a catalog of parts and equipment.
Board Member Hedlund asked whether hydrogen power could be used through tunnels.  Member Blair responded that this question was outside his area of expertise. Member Black noted that there are engineering considerations and mitigation strategies for such issues.
Co-Chairman Derwinski added that hydrogen-powered trains would likely be limited to 100 miles per hour.
Alternate Subcommittee Chairman Beckman raised labor equity issues, referencing Alstom and Brightline West, and mentioned relevant labor protections under RRB, RLA, and Section 22905.
Chairman Fuchs concluded by referencing Section 24308, which addresses access rights, preference, and additional trains that “unreasonably impair” service. He suggested bringing stakeholders together in advance to define these issues rather than addressing them case by case.
D. Current State Subcommittee 
A report on the Current State Subcommittee activities since the last meeting was led by Subcommittee Chairman Regan.
He noted that the subcommittee had not yet been able to meet since the last meeting but that he intended to schedule a meeting shortly.  He began by discussing the national network through the Amtrak hub, emphasizing sustainable funding and on-time performance (OTP). He noted priorities such as growth opportunities, equipment needs, long-distance fleet requirements, and domestic manufacturing capacity. He highlighted that these goals remain consistent across administrations, referencing both Biden and Trump, and pointed to strategies like tax incentives, enforcement of Buy America policies, and tariff considerations.
The group explored where the private sector might play a role in future rail operations. Member Regan raised the question of how upcoming services such as Brightline West could be integrated into existing systems and infrastructure, stressing the importance of interconnectivity and compatibility for mutual benefit. He mentioned that the subcommittee would meet again within two weeks and provide a summary paper.
Member Black emphasized network planning and noted that North Carolina secured seven Corridor ID grants. He stressed the need to improve connectivity and make transfers easier, including fare media compatibility.
Subcommittee Chairman Regan reiterated that passenger and operator safety is a major concern, stating that transportation systems must be safe and that lessons can be learned from aviation, maritime, and other established networks. He also raised questions about OTP tools, measures, incentives, and penalties, and how these could be improved for future performance. He added that numerous legal filings could be reviewed to understand current legal effects and inform follow-on conversations.
Co-Chairman Posner asked whether any form of preemption for passenger service could promote connectivity.
Chairman Fuchs responded by citing recent cases where the STB determined the scope of its jurisdiction.  The discussion focused on connectivity and commercial relationships. 
Co-Chairman Posner asked whether travel websites that build connectivity through single-ticket options could qualify as STB jurisdiction, citing examples like Lyon–Paris–London.
Chairman Fuchs replied that jurisdiction is fact-specific but acknowledged that such arrangements have been presented in past cases.
Co-Chairman Posner suggested this might address questions raised by AFLCIO.
V. Recap: Independent Passenger Rail Site Visits
Presenters: Co-Chairmen Jim Derwinski and Henry Posner III
Co-Chairmen reported that the recent site visits, outside of the auspices of PRAC, provided an excellent opportunity to observe operations firsthand and engage with rail operators. The trip included travel on METRA and Iowa Interstate Railroad and facility visits, offering perspectives from commuter operations to bus connections and Iowa Interstate’s operations in dark territory.
Co-Chairman Posner thanked those who participated and noted that the photos and materials captured during the trip told a compelling story. 
VI. Additional Discussion: Mardi Gras Service Update
The DFO introduced a topic not originally on the agenda, inviting Member Smith to provide an update on the new Amtrak Mardi Gras service; Member Smith shared a video of the Mardi Gras’ inaugural run on August 18,2025.
Member Smith explained that freight rail infrastructure had been severely damaged but was restored in time for the Mardi Gras inaugural run. He reported that ridership since launch has been three times higher than projections. The service benefited from a CRISI grant and focused on selling the experience of the Gulf Coast. On-time performance has improved to 85%, and food and beverage sales average $800 per day. Member Smith also noted that volunteers greet the train at every station, creating strong community engagement. He added that seniority was used to assign crew members to this train.
Board Member Hedlund remarked that naming the train “Mardi Gras” was fitting, as Mardi Gras originated in Mobile, Alabama.
Member Smith described the service as a signature moment demonstrating recovery from Hurricane Katrina.
Member Mathews reflected on his experience in the industry since October 2014, emphasizing that passenger rail is about more than mechanics—it is about serving people and fostering prosperity. He cited examples of businesses opening along the route, illustrating how passenger rail can improve quality of life for residents and workers.
Member Smith concluded by noting that the Mardi Gras service connects three states with diverse political affiliations, underscoring that passenger rail is a bipartisan issue. He stressed that expanding passenger rail is a shared goal and that PRAC must continue addressing the difficult challenges ahead.
VII. PRAC Self–Evaluation and Future Direction 
A. Review of the PRAC’s Mission 
[bookmark: _Hlk219126728]Co-Chairman Posner stated that the committee is charged with making recommendations based on collective wisdom, as close as possible to the STB jurisdiction, but not restricted by it. He asked the DFO to read the mission statement.
Member McClellan asked what the Board thinks about the committee’s role.
Chairman Fuchs responded by asking what members are gaining from PRAC for their agencies and for the country as a whole. He praised the morning’s discussion and asked how the PRAC can make the exercise of the STB’s authority more effective. Chairman Fuchs suggested ideas such as creating a checklist or playbook for schedule resolution (including mediation or investigation) and defining parameters for expansion based on lessons learned from successful cases. He emphasized the goal of preventing cases from reaching the Board or improving those that do, to deliver better results for rail.
Board Member Hedlund raised the issue of liability, insurance, and indemnity, noting that preemption over state laws that create a patchwork of insurance requirements is a major challenge. She suggested that the solution might involve a recommendation to Congress that it expand Board authority to include this issue.  She argued that the PRAC should not be hamstrung by existing jurisdiction. Instead, it should propose recommendations based on Board experience and staff resources, even if legislative changes are needed.
Co-Chairman Posner asked whether the recommendation report from the Liability Subcommittee provides a framework for the Board to propose any type of expansion of its mandate.
Chairman Fuchs asked FRA if there is room for its role on the PRAC to change.
FRA Representative Nissenbaum replied that no one is currently looking holistically at how roles are assigned among agencies except Congress. He noted that PRAC perspectives are valuable and that rationalizing roles could be helpful. 
Co-Chairman Posner suggested considering how these issues could be addressed under the PRAC’s existing mandate.
Member Perry expressed uncertainty about the intent of the language in the Liability Subcommittee’s recommendations.
Chairman Fuchs acknowledged that the liability issues raised are extraordinarily important but admitted difficulty in determining what the Board can do, given that these matters are not clearly and directly covered by its statutory authorities. He clarified that the STB does not manage programs or grants but agreed the issues are critical for rail network success.
Member Perry added that the Board can hear about any topic it finds useful, but consideration must be given to its authority.
Co-Chairman Posner said he tried to keep the Liability Subcommittee recommendations broad but may need to narrow their scope.
Chairman Fuchs asked how the committee should handle issues outside the Board’s authority and whether there should be an “exit ramp” to redirect them to other avenues.
Board Member Hedlund cited the CREATE program as a precedent where the Board had no authority to compel construction but served as a convenor and consensus-builder.  She explained that Linda Morgan brought railroads together based on expertise rather than decision-making power.  Board Member Hedlund stressed that the common carrier obligation was not compromised.
Chairman Fuchs clarified that common carrier obligations do not apply to Amtrak and reiterated that the Board acted as a facilitator in CREATE.
FRA Representative Nissenbaum asked whether the PRAC’s mandate applies to advice and recommendations to DOT.
Chairman Fuchs confirmed that DOT plays a significant role and that PRAC, as an STB advisory committee, should consider DOT’s involvement in future planning.
Member Mathews observed that the discussion highlights a gap between economics (STB) and safety (FRA) and that PRAC has used this opportunity to bring attention to issues that currently lack a venue for resolution.
Board Member Hedlund noted that insurance is left to the states, which underscores the gap. 
Member Baxter identified insurance and equipment as the biggest impediments to passenger rail expansion.
FRA Representative Nissenbaum clarified that FRA is the safety regulator, STB is the economic regulator, and FRA administers grant programs.
Chairman Fuchs questioned whether another agency should regulate insurance over the equipment it funds and cautioned against forcing STB to address insurance simply because PRAC is an STB committee.
FRA Representative Nissenbaum noted that FRA has a nexus because it calculates inflationary increases for the rail passenger transportation liability cap.
Co-Chairman Derwinski proposed convening a liability summit with stakeholders to jointly sign recommendations, emphasizing that price is the core issue.
Board Member Hedlund mentioned dealing with similar issues with shippers.
Member Mathews warned that there is little capacity in the market for increased insurance costs for railroads.
Board Member Hedlund added that freight railroads and short lines have challenges in meeting their common carrier obligations for the movement of hazmat due to the need to obtain liability insurance, citing testimony from growth hearings.
Chairman Fuchs noted that these disputes often create conflicts between railroads and their customers.
Member Stadtler asked what steps should follow from the issues identified.
Chairman Fuchs responded that as issues come into focus, the committee must determine policy recommendations or regulatory actions and close them out at some point.
Board Member Hedlund suggested convening a public hearing, sponsored or co-sponsored, to bring liability issues before stakeholders, including insurance brokers, and attract public and congressional attention. She proposed that FRA could take the lead.
FRA Representative Nissenbaum agreed that these issues are important and acknowledged that as no independent group currently exists to evaluate or address them, perhaps the STB and FRA could collaborate.
Co-Chairman Posner asked whether FRA could take on that role.
Alternate Beckman suggested adopting a process similar to the Railroad Safety Advisory Committee (RSAC) (under FRA), which has a formal way to close out issues.
Member Pereira discussed the Board's evolving regulatory function on the future of passenger rail.  She noted future of passenger rail likely includes the separation between infrastructure, operations, and equipment provisioning; increased private-sector involvement; and the standardization of rolling stock specifications.  Member Pereira also noted the PRAC’s potential role in studying and recommending approaches to the Board, as the understanding of customers now encompasses passengers and service users.
Chairman Fuchs observed that the Board does not typically address individual passenger concerns, which are outside its traditional scope.
Board Member Hedlund asked whether there is a venue for passenger complaints similar to the FAA for airline passengers.
FRA Representative Nissenbaum confirmed that no such venue exists.
Member Perry asked whether PRAC is similar to other committees.
Chairman Fuchs explained that RSTAC uses working groups to produce white papers, which often lead to action or discussion, while RETAC provides presentations twice a year.
Member Mathews supported creating a venue for aggrieved rail passengers, similar to what exists for airline passengers.
Chairman Fuchs noted that passenger damages in Board cases have not been addressed yet.
B. Evaluation of Subcommittees and Future Structure
The DFO suggested consolidating subcommittees due to overlapping topics and elevating speakers to full PRAC and Board sessions.
Chairman Fuchs praised the committee’s work and proposed moving from standing subcommittees to issue-based task forces focused on producing tangible work products such as checklists and best practices.
Co-Chairman Posner agreed, noting that subcommittees should eventually conclude their work in the interest of creating capacity to take on new topics.
Member McClellan supported focusing on launching and expanding passenger service.
Chairman Fuchs recommended creating checklists for expansion and scheduling practices and conducting data reviews to inform decisions.
Member Black endorsed a task-force-based structure.
Co-Chairman Derwinski reiterated that the subcommittees were never intended to be permanent but supported the task force approach as consistent with having a limited time horizon.
Chairman Fuchs suggested summarizing state approaches to sovereign immunity and bringing in industry experts as speakers.
C. Focus for 2026
Member Padgette agreed with inviting external expertise to PRAC.
Chairman Fuchs concluded by outlining priorities for 2026: converting subcommittees to task forces, defining deliverables, and concentrating on identified issues.
Member Mathews noted that RSAC still has open tasks after many years.
Co-Chairman Derwinski proposed a meeting of committee chairmen to assign task ownership, with DFO and Member/Secretary Winfree participating to ensure documentation and compliance.
VIII. Meeting Scheduling & Membership 
CO-Chairman Posner stated that the committee should plan for at least three meetings in 2026, in addition to a field trip.
Members asked about the status of members whose two-year terms will expire in March and whether the intention is to extend or reappoint them.
The DFO explained that some members have two-year terms ending in March 2026. For those members the Chairman wishes to reappoint, his office will send letters offering them the option to serve another term. Members who wish to continue will need to provide a written response agreeing to serve for the second term. If reappointed, the new term would be for three years.
Co-Chairman Derwinski recommended scheduling the next meeting in February.
The committee also noted that InnoTrans, the world's largest rail industry trade fair, which occurs every two years, will take place in Berlin during the week of September 21, 2026.
IX. Closing Remarks 
Chairman Fuchs expressed appreciation for the day’s discussion, noting that it was excellent both substantively and in terms of planning the committee’s future direction. He thanked members for their commitment and emphasized that their efforts benefit both the STB and the public.
Board Member Hedlund commended the insight and dedication shown throughout the meeting, describing the liability discussion as outstanding. She said she looks forward to advancing that issue in a broader context.
Co-Chairman Derwinski echoed the gratitude for members’ time and effort, acknowledging the significance of coming together in Washington, D.C. He remarked that the conversation has been historic and highly productive.
Co-Chairman Posner supported Co-Chairman Derwinski’s comments, stating that the time spent at the committee level was worthwhile and that indicating that progress seems possible. He humorously referenced the book “The Men Who Love Trains” and suggested that a second book could be titled “The People Who Love Passenger Trains”.  He concluded by emphasizing the importance of collaboration, saying that if members can figure out how to work together, the rest will follow.
X. Adjournment
Meeting adjourned by the DFO at 2:37 p.m.
