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Agenda

= \Welcome and Introductions

= Study Overview and What We’ve Heard

= Route Development and Evaluation Methodology

= |dentification of Routes

= Approach for Development of Route Service

= Development of Capital and Operations and Maintenance Cost Estimates
= Implementation Timeframe Feedback

= Ongoing Long-Distance Collaboration and Planning

= Closing and Next Steps
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Meeting Objectives

= Brief stakeholders on the study progress

= Inform stakeholders on the methodologies for
developing routes, route schedules, and cost estimates

= Review the preferred routes and get feedback

= Receive input from stakeholders on:
O Prioritization concepts for implementation timeframes
0 Ongoing collaboration and planning

FRA

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion LONG-DISTANCE
(.{ Federal Railroad Administration 6 SERVICE STUDY



Long-Distance Service Study Regions: Stakeholder Group Meetings

Kansas City, MO
2/13 Central
2/14 Midwest

Seattle, WA ——@
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B southwest
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B central %22 Central + Southeast : S‘r.

P Midwest 7% Midwest + Northwest

B nNortheast Midwest + Southeast ".\; .
Southeast W% Northwest + Southwest
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Long-Distance Service Study Engagement Schedule

. Meeting 2 > Meeting 3
Summer 2023 Winter 2024
Enhanced Network Route ldentification

Route Development

® 0 © ©

Q Meeting 1 Meeting 4 <
January-February 2023 Spring 2024
Universe of Routes & Recommended
Evaluation Factors Actions
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STUDY
OVERVIEW
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About the FRA Long-Distance Service Study

The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (11JA) of 2021 requires the FRA to

conduct a study to evaluate the restoration of daily intercity rail passenger service
along —

= any Amtrak Long-Distance routes that were discontinued; and
= any Amtrak Long-Distance routes that occur on a nondaily basis.

= FRA may also evaluate potential new Amtrak Long-Distance routes, including
with specific attention provided to routes in service as of April 1971 but not
continued by Amtrak.
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Legislative Considerations for Long-Distance Service Expansion

‘ Link and serve large and small communities as part of a regional rail
network

Advance the economic and social well-being of rural areas of the
United States

‘ Provide enhanced connectivity for the national Long-Distance

passenger rail system

Reflect public engagement and local and regional support of restored
passenger rail service
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FRA Long-Distance Service Study — Report to Congress

Prioritized inventory of capital
projects to restore or enhance
service

Preferred options for restoring or

enhancing Long-Distance service

Estimated costs and public benefits

Federal and non-Federal funding of restoring or enhancing intercity rail

passenger transportation in the region
iImpacted for each relevant Amtrak
route

sources
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FRA Long-Distance Service Study — FRA’s Preliminary Vision

Common long-term vision for Long-

Distance passenger rail service, and Potential institutional

capital projects needed to implement that arrangements, financial

vision, based on existing conditions, future requirements, and planning and

travel demand, and the role of Long-Distance development activities needed to
services in the linking communities across the implement the vision

country.

Strategies for Amtrak and other key
stakeholders for implementation and
coordination in development of Long-

Distance routes, including potential opportunities
and efficiencies in Amtrak’s management and
implementation of Long-Distance services.

FRA
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Overview of Long-Distance Service Study Scope

= Plan and execute agency, stakeholder and public engagement
= Review previous Long-Distance services

= Assess current Long-Distance services and travel market

= Develop study methods and tools

= Develop restoration and expansion concepts

= |dentify preferred options and prioritization

= Develop costs, benefits, and financing information

= |dentify final recommendations and implementation strategies
= |ssue final report
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Long-Distance Service Study Approach

Amtrak Non-Daily
(Cardinal & Sunset
Limited) Routes

» Evaluate existing conditions & requirements to restore to daily service
 Consider & recommend daily service restoration plan

Potential New
Long-Distance
Services
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Focused on Long-Distance Network
Assessment of routes over 750 miles
Focused on Amtrak as service provider

Service frequencies to meet Long-Distance markets

Long-Distance Service Study Expectations

What this Study IS

Utilization of existing rail corridors

Conventional rail/technology

&

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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What this Study IS NOT
A “National Rail Plan”

Assessment of State-Supported routes
Identifying other service providers
High frequency service

Identifying new “greenfield”” alignments

High-speed or other emerging technologies
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Long-Distance Service Study Technical Outputs

= Develop robust market demand and operations and maintenance
(O&M) costs that emphasize the benefits and costs of both the existing
and an expanded long-distance network
0 Includes developing demand, revenue, and O&M cost estimates for specific routes under
consideration
= ldentify passenger-service specific projects
0 Exampiles: stations, rolling stock, track upgrades
0 Projects will be included as part of "prioritized inventory" mandated by the legislation

o0 Decision to focus on identifying these types of projects was based on feedback from host
railroads during initial LDSS outreach
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Long-Distance Service Study in the FRA Project Lifecycle Stages

Systems Project Project

Planning Planning Development Final Design Operation

\ J\
| | | |

Regional & State Rail Corridor ldentification & Fed State Partnership / Other Restoration &
Planning Development Program Federal Funding Programs Enhancement
\ J Program

|
FRA Long-Distance Service Study
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Long-Distance Service Study in the FRA Project Lifecycle Stages

Systems Project
Planning Planning

\ J
|

FRA Long-Distance Service Study

Key Project Planning Tasks

Key Systems and Project Planning Tasks Undertaken Subject to Additional Analysis After This Study

= Examines broad needs, challenges, and opportunities = Route, service, and passenger-specific project

= Considers links with other transportation modes for recommendations are subject to further development
safe, seamless, integrated transportation to carry and refinement under subsequent detailed project
travelers from origin to destination within and planning and project development efforts
between megaregions = ldentify potential capacity related improvements and

» |dent|fy passenger-service Speciﬁc projectS, inc|uding 0perat|0na| issues associated with the prOpOSEd routes
their respective costs and benefits = Develop conceptual engineering concepts

with consideration of environmental factors
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Corridor Identification and Development Program Overview

Build the
foundation for a
long-term rail
program

Bring world-class
passenger rail
service to regions
across the country

Grow a safer, cleaner,
more equitable rail
system

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration

Corridor ID creates a foundational framework for identifying and
developing new or improved intercity passenger rail (IPR)
services. Under the program, FRA will:

Solicit proposal for
implementing new or
improving existing IPR

services

Select corridors for
development

Partner with corridor
sponsor to prepare (or
update) a Service
Development Plan
(SDP)

SDP includes a
“corridor project
inventory”

Corridor project
inventories populate a
prioritized “pipeline” of

projects

Projects in the Corridor
ID Pipeline are eligible
for funding under FRA’s
financial assistance
programs
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LONG-DISTANCE

20 SERVICE STUDY




Corridor Identification and Development Program Overview

= Eligibility includes both short-distance (less than 750 miles) services, along with
Increasing the frequency of long-distance service, and restoring service
over any route formerly operated by Amtrak

= The first selections of the Corridor 1D Program were announced in December
2023. Long-distance service corridors selected into Step 1 of the program
Include:
o Daily Cardinal Service (Amtrak)

o Daily Sunset Limited Service (Amtrak)
0 North Coast Hiawatha (Big Sky Passenger Rail Authority)

= Step 1 of the program requires sponsors to develop a scope, schedule, and cost
estimate for preparing, completing, or documenting its service development plan.
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WHAT WE
HEARD
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Route Development Feedback Recelved at Meeting Series 2

= During interactive sessions, attendees
used a map of the Enhanced Network
to identify potential routes, including
termini and intermediate stations.
Common themes included:
0 Hubs at Kansas City, Denver, Dallas,
Atlanta, St. Louis, Charlotte, Memphis,
Nashville, Tulsa, Seattle, Los Angeles,

Boise, Las Vegas, Salt Lake City, and
Indianapolis

O Support for greater accessibility to
military bases and national parks

0 Consideration for restoration of
segments of discontinued routes

O Support for new segments connecting Conceptual Enhanced Network presented at Meeting Series 2, July 2023. Not an FRA

places in the network, like Rapid City, proposal for service. Segments are conceptual building blocks for consideration in

Roanoke via Knoxville.
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Governance Feedback from Meeting Series 2

= Participants were asked how FRA and Amtrak could coordinate with stakeholders about
current and future long-distance services.
o0 Themes for current and future service input included:

v" Community and Rider Engagement: Increased awareness of services and related benefits;
coordinated marketing with states and communities; local first/last mile connections; rider
surveys; engagement with Tribal Nations, disability community, health care providers, higher
education, and tourism/chambers of commerce

v" Planning: Coordinated planning across states and corridor(s), including regional transportation
plans and potential multimodal connections/hubs; schedules; station amenities

0 Potential models of governance bodies included:

v" Congressionally-created bodies, such as SAIPRC and NECC; Interstate Rail Compacts,
Including SRC and MIPRC

v" Others, including: SPRC, Associations (APTA, AASHTO, CTAA), and MPOs

FRA
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Feedback from the Website from Meeting Series 2

= Received approximately 2,000 Comment Type
comments in the weeks after
meeting series 2

. . _ 9% ® Restore Former

0 Project team reviewed and categorized Service
all comments = Potential New

. .. Service
0 Reviewed comments pertaining to « Modify Current

termini and intermediate stations Service

0 Continued to see comments in support ~ 22% = Other
of the study and long-distance service

8%

m Systemwide

29%
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Route Feedback after Meeting Series 2

- Conceptual Enhanced Network
& Conceptual segments for future
route development consideration

ese Dulth Not an FRA proposal-for service
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Conceptual Enhanced Network presented at Meeting Series 2, July 2023. Not an FRA proposal for service.
Segments are conceptual building blocks for consideration in developing potential new long-distance routes.
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ROUTE
DEVELOPMENT
AND EVALUATION
METHODOLOGY




Route Development and Evaluation Methodology

Develop
Potential New

Long-Distance
Routes

Evaluate The
Range of
Route Options

dentify
Preferred
Routes
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DEVELOP
POTENTIAL NEW
LONG-DISTANCE
ROUTES




Methods Align with the Legislative Considerations

VEnhance
Connectivity

Identify gaps in the passenger rail
network, and reflect regional plans for
passenger rail service

VLarge and Small
Communities
Identify metropolitan area travel flows

not served by the existing passenger
rail network

VFocus on Rural

Identify rural and disadvantaged
communities not served by existing
passenger rail network

VReerct Public
Engagement

Check that Enhanced Network
reflects stakeholder and public inputs

Link and serve large and small
communities as part of a regional
rail network

Advance the economic and social
well-being of rural areas of the
United States

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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Provide enhanced connectivity for
the national long-distance
passenger rail system

Reflect public engagement and local
and regional support for restored
passenger rail service
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Conceptual Enhanced Network

Conceptual segments for future route development consideration
Not an FRA proposal for.service
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Approach to Develop Potential New Long-Distance Routes

Baseline Enhanced Service and | dentify
Network Network Route Development Investment Prioritized
Development Analysis Routes
\ l
|

Develop Potential New Long-Distance Routes

= Followed principles for long-distance service developed for this study
0 Begin and end in major markets
0 String together multiple intermediate markets
0 Avoid circuitous routing
0 Are more than 750 miles but less than 2000 miles in length

= |dentified terminal markets for potential new long-distance routes
= Connected terminal markets with a range of route options

0 Use new segments in the Enhanced Network
0 New segments in the Enhanced Network reflect the legislative considerations
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Approach to Develop Potential New Long-Distance Routes

Enhanced Service and Identify
Network Route Development Investment Prioritized
Development Analysis Routes

\ l
|

Develop Potential New Long-Distance Routes
= Routes and route options developed to address:
0 Metropolitan Area Travel Flows
O Rural Accessibility
0 Geographic Coverage/Network Connectivity
o Additional Considerations: Stakeholder Input and Discontinued Routes

= Evaluated the range of route options to select one route option for each
potential new long-distance route

Baseline

Network
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Approach to Develop Potential New Long-Distance Routes

Example: Two
route options
connecting major
markets A and B

Route Route Options
= Made up of segments in the Enhanced Network = There are multiple ways to connect major markets
= Start and end in major markets USing Segments In the Enhanced Network

= Represents an existing or potential new long-distance Route options are the alternative means to connect the
route same or similar major markets using segments in the

= A long-distance route is over 750 miles in length Enhanced Network

. FRA
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Approach to Develop Potential New Long-Distance Routes

Include each new segment in the
Expand Enhanced Network in at least

Service one route option for evaluation.

Ensure potential new long-
distance routes connect with each
other and the Baseline Network to
create hubs between services.

Minimize duplication of Minimize
potential new long-distance . .
Duplication

routes over the same segments.

Connect Hubs

Reflect
Consider discontinued portions Restore . .
of discontinued routes. Service Stall(ehOtlder Consider stakeholder input.
npu
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Metropolitan Area Travel Flows

Considered travel demand between Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAS)

Based on 2021 Next-Generation (NextGen) National Household Travel
Survey (NHTS) National Passenger Origin-Destination Data T
area travel flows, many routes

= ldentified terminal markets for potential new long-distance routes and route options were
0 MSA pairs with 500,000 annual trips or more across all modes
o Trip lengths of 750 to 2,000 miles
0 MSA pairs not served directly by rail in the Baseline Network

= Connected terminal markets with a range of route options
0 Considered travel demand between intermediate markets
0 MSA pairs with 500,000 annual trips or more across all modes

developed to address needs
related to rural accessibility.

MSA: Urbanized areas with a minimum population of 50,000
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Rural Accessibility

Considered those new segments in the Enhanced Network
that provide rail service to:
o0 Rural Counties

In addition to metropolitan

o Tribal Lands area travel flows and rural
. . . ibility, t
o USDOT Justice 40 Transportation and Health Disadvantaged Areas a;ﬁgsrsc',u't'eyognt,iﬂz\:f;: °
L . ] ] developed to address needs
= |dentified terminal markets for potential new long-distance routes: related to geographic
i coverage and network
0 Population greater than 500,000 connectivity.

0 MSA pairs are 750 to 2000 miles apart
= Connected terminal markets with a range of route options

| _ FRA
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Geographic Coverage/Network Connectivity

Considered those new segments in the Enhanced Network that
provide:

o Rail service to unserved communities Routes and route options

developed to address
metropolitan area travel

o Connectivity with other passenger rail services
= |dentified terminal markets for potential new long-distance routes: |kttt

geographic coverage and
0 MSA pairs are 750 to 2000 miles apart network connectivity.

o0 Served by the Baseline Network or another Preferred Route
= Connected terminal markets with a range of route options
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~
Stakeholder comments were

reviewed in developing

potential new long-distance
routes for metropolitan area
travel flows, rural accessibility,

$

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration

b'JISB

\ Helena

Idaho

Montana

Bilikngs’l Fargu. "
. Y
‘_ ‘ Minneapolis/ Wisconsin Albany
s =

Additional Considerations: Stakeholder Input

Conceptual Enhanced Network: conceptual segments
for future route development consideration
Not an FRA pr @sal for service

North Dakota

Minnesota  Dyluth

St. Paul-

South Dakota

C‘ New Yor x\ °’ BjSlon

and geographic coverage/ et oS - ) o _ Rhode Island
g gk P = 9 Wyoming Sioux Fallc @ —— Buffalo ‘v~. Neibi bl
network connectivity. ) w= ol etrot 2. _ Connecticut
/\ [} lowa 5 " #Cleveland  penpsylvania I” “New York City
ttsburgh
Sacramem S ."'" Nebraska N \P' /—'_"-0— Philadelphia
&=  Reno Salt Lake Ci 7. \@Jh,, venne rask Ot _“ @ Des Moines R i P“ew St
San Franmscoo Nevad . . 7 Delaware
! Merced e 5 / Indlanapnlis @ oumbus @ Washington DC
AW .—-—' Denver “"“"‘ lino &, incinnat Maryland
o\ I \ \——Lorton
Z\\ californ St Louis, I \ ‘—"
‘,’.;\ - Cclgrado . Kansas 'Kg Ashland Roanoke E
ouisville — emee®® /o
?n .Bakarsfeld .IL s Vegas /\___f\rw:r:?/ 'wu;:&wh " Lynchburg firgin
\ Barstow - 0 Trinidad g ) tuicky
§ Flagstaﬁ Tulea 'Nash\:lIIe Charlotte {
Los Angeles’ S Albuquer".-e OhlEhoir 2 Cﬁéﬁanooga )
Arizona G Lt Rocg 'i‘ Memphls Presented at Regional
Yuma e hoenix Amarill Oklahoma \ Mississ \ Aam Working Group
3 I fr South .
\ New Mexico Arkansas Blrrnlngharr-@’ ., : Carolina Meetings July 2023
Jucson Dal'as/ s
Legend .\ Fort Worth . Mendsa . : ® Savannah Segments are conceptual
Baseline Network ‘.E Paso \ St Montgomery e I building blocks for
Amirak Routes . Uouians Alabam - 1 cor?sideration.in
| ong-Distance T l MOb"e. = 8 acksonville developing potential new
s Northeast Corridor 7 caco 1Alahassee \ long-distance routes
@ State-Supported N orle @ Sanford
Baseline Projects ,.L—_-_I-'“"slon pLcliedns Orlando @ =, o
== Brightline Sar; Antonio Tampa @
== Gulf Coast Passenger Rail Comments Submitted
=== Twin Cities-Milwaukee-Chicago / :
=== CAHSR MOS ®|.aredo A
Enhanced Network N _
Segments Atlanta Chicago : : 20 ikl
Segment Options (52 Comments) (139 Comments)

Existing Route and Station Data provided by Amtrak 2022; Baseline Projects Data provided by FRA 2023

42



Additional Considerations: Discontinued Network

= Examination of Long-Distance routes occurred during the formation of Amtrak in
1970

0 The passenger rail network was evaluated by US DOT and a system recommended to be continued
by Amtrak

o Criteria considered included: national transportation need (available alternative modes), demand,
cost competitiveness, population of endpoint cities, profitability, and required capital investment

= The Amtrak Improvement Act of 1978 required US DOT to evaluate Amtrak’s
network based on financial performance, resulting in removal of several routes

o Two primary metrics for evaluating route performance were ridership density (passenger-mile/train
mile) and loss per passenger-mile

= |n 1996, Amtrak’s Intercity Strategic Business Unit (ISBU) performed another
review of its Long-Distance network, resulting in the removal of additional routes

o Criteria considered included financial performance, costs saved by elimination, route
Interconnectivity, and long-term growth and profit opportunities

FRA
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Additional Considerations: Discontinued Network

Pre-1971 Routes Former Amtrak Routes

City of Miami Chicago, IL and Miami/St. Petersburg, FL 1971  James Whitcomb Riley Chicago, IL and Washington/Newport News 1977
. . . Mountaineer Chicago, IL and Norfolk, VA 1977
George Washington St. Louis, MO and Washington, D.C. 1971 e 5t, Petersburg, FL and New York, NY 1979
Pan American New Orleans, LA and Cincinnati, IN 1971 Floridian Chicago, IL and St. Petersburg/Miami, FL 1979
San Francisco Chief ~ Richmond, CA and Chicago, IL 1971  Hilltopper Catlettsburg, KY and Boston, MA 1979
Lone Star Dallas/Houston, TX and Chicago, IL 1979
National Limited Kansas City, MO and New York/Washington 1979
North Coast Hiawatha Seattle, WA and Chicago, IL 1979
Inter-American Laredo/Houston, TX and Chicago, IL 1981
River Cities New Orleans, LA and Kansas City, MO 1993
Gulf Breeze Mobile, AL, and New York, NY 1995
Texas Eagle - Houston Houston, TX and Chicago, IL 1995
Sunset Limited - West Los Angeles, CA and New Orleans, LA 1996
Desert Wind Los Angeles, CA and Chicago, IL 1997
Pioneer Seattle, WA and Chicago, IL 1997
Silver Palm/Palmetto Miami, FL and New York, NY 2004
Sunset Limited - East New Orleans, LA and Miami, FL 1996
New Orleans, LA and Orlando, FL 2005
Broadway Limited/Three Rivers Chicago, IL and New York, NY 2005
. FRA
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EVALUATE THE
RANGE OF
ROUTE OPTIONS




Route Options Evaluation Methodology

Evaluated the range of route options to select one route option for each potential new
long-distance route

= Compared route options based on evaluation criteria
o Compare and rate quantitative data
o Evaluation criteria organized into four categories that align with the legislative considerations

v Metropolitan Area Travel Flows
v Rural Accessibility
v" Geographic Coverage/Network Connectivity

v" Stakeholder Input
0 Results of the comparison summarized by category
0 Other factors: Considered when selecting a route option where the evaluation criteria alone is inconclusive

v" Professional Judgement: leverage rail planning experience
v" Discontinued Network: Portion of discontinued routes that no longer have service

= Defined catchment areas for the route options to collect data
= Excluded trips for route options serving local MSA pairs

. FRA
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Evaluation Criteria

VLarge and Small
Communities
Metropolitan Area Travel Flows

= Travel Demand: Number of annual
trips per mile for all MSA trips pairs
on the route option (2021 NextGen
NHTS National Passenger Origin-
Destination Data)

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration

VFocus on Rural

Rural Accessibility

= Transportation Disadvantaged
Access: Population per mile (USDOT
Justice 40 Disadvantaged areas)

= Tribal Access: Population per mile
(American Indian, American Indian
Tribal Subdivisions, Bureau of Indian
Affairs, and Oklahoma Tribal
Statistical Areas)

= Higher Education Access: Number
of higher education institutions
(Public and private not-for-profit)

= Medical Center Access: Number of
medical centers (Level I or Il trauma
centers, cancer facilities, veteran
facilities)

= National Park Access: Number
NPS lands (National Park Service
national parks, recreation areas, and
preserves)

VEnhance
Connectivity

Geographic Coverage/Network
Connectivity

= Access for MSAs Unserved by
Existing Passenger Rail: Number
and population of MSAs (Population
of census tracts in MSAS)

= Restored Portions of
Discontinued Routes: Percent of
route miles that include discontinued
long-distance routes

VReerct Public
Engagement
Stakeholder Input

= Feedback from Stakeholders:
Top quartile by volume of
comments received supporting
markets and segments in route
options

FRA
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Places Served by the Route Options

New Segment consistent New Segment where long-
Baseline Network with the Discontinued distance passenger rail
Network service has not operated
» Catchment area around » Catchment area around » Catchment area buffer
existing stations discontinued stations around new segments

Catchment Area: To support network-level analysis, catchment areas are defined
as a 30-mile radius where the station or new segment is in an MSA, or a 50-mile
radius where the station or new segment is in a non-MSA area.

FRA
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Evaluation Criteria

= Analysis of travel demand data excluded major local trips

0 Some routes include local city pairs that may significantly bolster the overall travel flow.
0 Excluded these markets to accurately reflect demand for potential new long-distance routes.
o Trips flows between MSA pairs were excluded if two conditions were met:

v MSA pairs were within 100 miles
v MSA pairs exceeded the 80th percentile of all demand for a given route option

= Examples: Excluded trips for route options serving MSA pairs

San Antonio — Austin, TX Denver — Boulder, CO Dayton — Springfield, OH

e 53 million annual trips e 70 million annual trips 25 million annual trips
« 80 miles e 25 miles e 25 miles

. FRA
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IDENTIFICATION
OF THE PROPOSED
NETWORK OF
PREFERRED ROUTES




Inclusion of Cardinal and Sunset Limited

= This study Is required to
evaluate the restoration of
daily passenger rail service
along any long-distance New York
routes that occur on a
nondaily basis.

= The restoration of

Cardinal: Chicago-

daily Cgrdinal and Sur|1set Sunset Limited: Los
Limited passenger ral

service IS assumed when AngeleS'NeW Orleans
Identifying the proposed

network of preferred routes.

FRA
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Proposed Network of Preferred Routes

= Chicago - Miami |
= Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami Southwest Region

= Denver - Houston e Denver - Houston

" Los Angeles - Denver = Los Angeles - Denver

= Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul = Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= Dallas/Fort Worth - New York - Seattle - Denver

= Houston - New York = San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth
= Seattle - Denver = Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul = El Paso - Billings

= San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth
= Detroit - New Orleans

= Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= Seattle - Chicago

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta

= El Paso - Billings

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion ESQG-DISTANCE
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Proposed Network of Preferred Routes

= Chicago - Miami

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami

= Denver - Houston

= Los Angeles - Denver

= Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= Dallas/Fort Worth - New York

= Houston - New York

= Seattle - Denver

= San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul
= San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth
= Detroit - New Orleans

= Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= Seattle - Chicago

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta

= El Paso - Billings

Chicago - Miami
Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami
Houston - New York
Detroit - New Orleans
Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta

FRA
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Proposed Network of Preferred Routes

= Chicago - Miami Nortwet Rodt
= Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami orthwest Region

* Denver - Houston = Denver - Houston

= Los Angeles - Denver - Los Angeles - Denver

= Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul = Seattle - Denver

= Dallas/Fort Worth - New York - Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul
= Houston - New York = Seattle - Chicago

= Seattle - Denver = El Paso - Billings

= San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul
= San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth
= Detroit - New Orleans

= Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= Seattle - Chicago

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta

= El Paso - Billings

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion ESQG-DISTANCE
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Proposed Network of Preferred Routes

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami

= Denver - Houston = Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami

= Los Angeles - Denver = Denver - Houston

= Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul = Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul
= Dallas/Fort Worth - New York = Dallas/Fort Worth - New York

= Houston - New York
= San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul

: geat’fal\e t D.envel\r/l_ lis/St Paul = San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth
an Antonio - Minneapolis/st. Pau « Detroit - New Orleans

= San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth « Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta
= Detroit - New Orleans

= Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= Seattle - Chicago

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta

= El Paso - Billings

= Houston - New York

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion ESQG-DISTANCE
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Proposed Network of Preferred Routes

= Chicago - Miami _ _
= Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami Midwest Region

= Denver - Houston - Chicago - Miami

* Los Angeles - Denver = Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul = Dallas/Fort Worth - New York

= Dallas/Fort Worth - New York - San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul
= Houston - New York = Detroit - New Orleans

= Seattle - Denver = Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul = Seattle - Chicago

= San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth
= Detroit - New Orleans

= Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= Seattle - Chicago

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta

= El Paso - Billings

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion [gﬁG-DISTANCE
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Proposed Network of Preferred Routes

) Chicago - Miam Northeast Region
= Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami d

= Denver - Houston = Dallas/Fort Worth - New York
= Los Angeles - Denver o Oklahoma City
= Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul 0 f:t |LOUIE
= Dallas/Fort Worth - New York 0 ~OILIMBLS
o Pittsburgh
= Seattle - Denver o Lancaster
= San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul = Houston - New York
= San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth 0 'I:'/Ii"r‘]’tggfnzr;;
= Detroit - Ngw Orlea.ns o AR
= Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul o Chattanooga
= Seattle - Chicago o Roanoke
o Washington DC

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta
= El Paso - Billings

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion ESQG-DISTANCE
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How do the Enhanced and Preferred Network Compare?

Total Long-Distance
Route Miles

Total U.S. Population
Served

Total Rural, Transportation-
Disadvantaged Population
Served

Total Rural Population
Below the Poverty
Threshold Served

Total Population on Tribal
Lands Served

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration

-

21,900

247 million
13 million
18 million

2 million

/

-

n/a

290 million

18 million

27 million

4 million

/

n/a = not applicable

\-

45,100

292 million
19 million
27 million

4 million

J
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Proposed Network of Preferred Routes

91% +45 million

of all US. Higher Additional U.S. Population
Educational Institutions Served
Served

..

15

National Parks, Recreation
Areas, and Preserves
Served

Number of Additional
MSAs Served

\V

*

23,200 43% more

Long-Distance
Route Miles Added

+74% 86%

of Previously Unserved of all U.S. Medical
Population on Tribal Lands Centers Served
Added

Rural, Transportation-
Disadvantaged
Population Served

FRA
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Nevada
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Nevada

Further analysis after completion
of this study would be necessary
to advance the preferred routes
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project development activities
prior to implementation.
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Los Angeles — Denver Wyoming
Selected Proposed Preferred Route and

Segments for Optional Alignment
I Selected Route Option
¥ Terminal Markets
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@’ Federal Railroad Administration

Provides geographic coverage
by restoring the segments
between Las Vegs and
Cheyenne, and expanding

Optlonal A"gnments Considered Ogden Rock Springs access to unserved markets in
P ‘ \Wyoming, Utah, and Nevada. )
Sacramento > i+ ADE Nebraska
L) Reno Salt Lake C|t / ® Cheyenne Omahg
San Francisco @» Nevads /4
«® Merced Utah ’;
v Denver
California 7 Colorado @ Colorado Springs Kansas
V/ 4 Newton
Best addresses the Bakersfield < ®
evaluation criteria for travel «® @®'| as Vegas Trinidad
demand, geographic Barstow ]
coverage, stakeholder input. ‘
/ Flagstaff
) @
N\ -~/
Los Angeles gD Oklahoma City
[
T .Phoenix Oklah
© : :
Legend Arizona New Mexico Further analysis after completion
Baseline Network of this study would be necessary
ol Epsbaialei Tucson to advance the preferred routes
orridor, State-Supported, @ . .
Baseline Projects through project planning and
Potential New Route project development activities
—_— gﬁ%ngﬁ?;s()&;}:;ﬁf by .EI PaSO prior to implementation.

Texas
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&

Access to MSAs
Unserved by
Passenger Rail

Discontinued
Routes

Stakeholder
Input

Legend

Baseline Network
Long-Distance, Northeast
Baseline Projects

Potential New Route
I Selected Route Option
¥ Terminal Markets

Carridor, State-Supported,

Los Angeles — Denver

Selected Proposed Preferred Route
and Evaluation Criteria

Number of MSAs 4

Population of MSAs
(millions)

0.51

0,
% of total _ 85%
route track miles

Top comments

bvada

) Yes
supporting route
.Bakersﬂeld
[
Baistow

Los Angeles
Yuma
©

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
Federal Railroad Administration

Wyoming

Annual trips
per mile
(thousands)

Rural population
per mile
Population

per mile

Travel
Demand

Transportation
Disadvantaged

Population on
Tribal Lands

Higher
Education

Number of
institutions
Number of
medical centers
Number of
parks

Medical
Centers

NPS Lands

Rock Springs

Colorado

Trinidad g

® Cheyenne

o

“Denver

Nebraska Omaha

Kansas
Newton
O

Oklahoma City
2

Oklah

Further analysis after completion
of this study would be necessary
to advance the preferred routes

through project planning and \
project development activities
prior to implementation.

Texas
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Phoenix —
Selected Proposed Preferred Route

Further analysis after completion
of this study would be necessary
to advance the preferred routes
through project planning and
project development activities
prior to implementation.

‘.Bakersﬁeld

Los Angele.s

Legend

Baseline Network
Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects

Potential New Route
Selected Route Option

¥ Terminal Markets

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
Federal Railroad Administration

Minnea

_aa PhOENIX
Iuma ’

Idaho

@
Salt Lake City

Nevada

Utah

Flagstaff
o

Arizona

.Tucson

viontana

polis/St. Paul

Provides geographic coverage
and network connectivity by
expanding access to unserved

markets in South Dakota.

Denver
@

Colorado

Trinidad g

Albuguerque
: ®
New Mexico

.EI Paso

Other routes identified in this

study could provide access

between Phoenix and provide

network connectivity.

PO) .
"‘Amarillo

® Midland

North Dakota Minnesota
[
Fargo
ang?.plggﬁ{ Wisconsin
South Dakota i _yh Michigan
® Sjoux Falls %
Milwaukee ® @ Detroit
i (
e Chicago . O
Nebraska - S
Omaha-—:b Indiana ofi
) i0
Indianapolis
Kansas Illinois .Cincinnati
Kansas iy o
d o ® H
. St Loms.,. Ashland |
Newton
® Kentucky
®\Wichita Missouri
Ch
‘ Tennessee
Oklaho‘na City
Oklahoma Little Rock §Miempns
i Mississippi pe
. Birmingham. Atlanta
Provides geographic coverage by
restoring the segments between Alabama _
Albuquerque and Newton. kson® .M " Georg
eridian
Mobile
Texas ®
Louisiana °
o New Orleans
o Houst
San Antonio ouston E
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regon

Further analysis after completion )
of this study would be necessary G0
to advance the preferred routes
through project planning and
project development activities rced
prior to implementation.

Nevada

California

.Bakersﬁeld
@'
Barstow
@

4
Los Angeles

Legend

Baseline Network
Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects

Potential New Route
Selected Route Option

¥ Terminal Markets

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration

Phoenix — Minnea

Yuma
®

Idaho

Access to MSAs
Unserved by
Passenger Rail

Discontinued
Routes

Stakeholder
Input

Flagstaff
o

ﬁPhoenix
o~ Arizona

.Tucson

viontana

polis/St. Paul

Selected Proposed Preferred Route and Evaluation Criteria

Wyoming

Number of MSAs

Population of MSAs
(millions)

% of total
route track miles

Top comments
supporting route

Trinidad g

Albuguerque
, ®
New Mexico

.EI Paso

North Dakota Minnesota
(]
Fargo
, B ang?pggﬁ{ Nisconsin
South Dakota ' _}#ﬁ Michigan
® Sjoux Falls >
5 Milwaukee ® @ Detroit
i (
e Chicago a O
0.98 braska Omaha¥ S indi
—b ndliana OhiO
33% Indianapolis
Kar!sas Illinois .Cincinnati
Yes Kansas iy : a
dilods .
. St Loms.,. Ashland |
Newton
® Kentucky
o \Wichi
®Wichita Travel Annual trips
Demand per mile 28 Ch:
- City (thousands)
Oklahoma Ci
@ ) ® Transportation Rural population 157
Amarillo  Oklahoma Disadvantaged per mile
Population on Population 64 Inta
Tribal Lands per mile
Dallas/
Fort Worth VB Higher Number of .
® Education institutions L poors
@,
Midland Medical Number of a5
- Centers medical centers
lexas
NPS Lands 'g';:‘;fer of 13
o Houst
San Antonio ouston T
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New

e
Dallas/Fort Worth —New York \ (T
Wisconsin Albany assachusetts
Selecteo_l Pro pos;_ed Preferred R?“E?g[’l,sf* - » et
and Optional Alignments Considered ,, New York N
Buffalo o gee s
Wyoming > \ ‘.— New Haven
Milwaukee ® @ Detroit _ # —— Connecticut
. Cleveland Pennsylvania oG New York City
lowa Chlcago—bs 7 \ Pittsburgh ~ ' ,
Nebraska Omaha Ohio 7 Sk ®— Philadelphia
Indiana / == —
@ Columbus /== New Jersey
Indianapolis =" Delaware
Other routes identified in this ® Dayton ®=¢—— Washington DC
B study could provide access Kansas lllinois & Cincinnati . Vest Maryland
€NVEN  petween Dallas/Fort Worth, City ¥ Haute - Virginia
Colorado Tulsa and Kansas City. 9 StLouiS vq efre nale  ashland i I
o —— —
' ® i
Newtgn,/ // > i Roanoke™  Vignia - \—Petersburg
ini oo [ Springfield.¢=
Trinidad g Wichita® | 2 g/," Viesoui| Best addresses the evaluation
/ | //’ SO criteria for travel demand Charlotte North
Oklahoma /Tulsa |- and rural accessibility. o, Carolina
Albuquerque | B\
e Oklahoma @ | ;
. : ® Memphis
Provides access to City \\ // Little Rocﬁ ;
populations on Tribal / - @ ___ South
New Land in Oklahoma. ‘| 4 Arkansas Blrmlngham. Atlanta Carolina
Dallas/ | // Mississippi
Legend bort Worthd’( Marshall Alabama Georgia ® Savannah@H analysis after completion
Baseline Network "o ® Jacksone .Meridian of this study would be necessary
s e to advance the preferred routes
Corridor, State-Supported, . . .

Baseline Projects Mobile ® Jacksonvill through project planning and
Potential New Route Texas @ project development activities
Segments Shared by o prior to implementation.

All Route Options Louisiana
=== Segments for Optional Alignment ® .N O 1
Selected Route Option PS Houston ew Urieans Orlando @
¥ Terminal Markets San Antonio e

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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&

Dallas/Fort Worth —New York

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
Federal Railroad Administration

Tampa @

New
Hampshire

S | d P d P f d R Wisconsin Albany Massachusetts
elected Proposed Preferre Q‘u,g;eﬁgns{, oo o Lae
and Evaluation Criteria e . New York
.Buffalo -Rhode Island
Wyoming ihvauk oA . ’ % —— New Haven
ilwaukee @ Detroit S¥'s — Connecticut
Access to MSAs Number of MSAs 8 . Cleveland Pennsy\vama N ’.\_ New York C|ty
Unserved by Population of MSAs Ch'cago_b 5
: P 4.70 N : Pittsburgh , : :
Passenger Rail ) e Ohio ® ®— Philadelphia
- - ndiana Colurbus —— New Jersey
Discontinued % of total e umbu % — Delaware
route track miles ° Ind]gnapolis &% ton ==@——Washington DC
_ AL ot ——Maryland
Stakeholder Top comments _ llinois @ @ Cincinnati \.f\i/;fg?;:a
supporting route St Loi Terre Haute ®
— OUIS g Ashland Lynchburg K
® o
Newtgn pa— Roanoke™  Virginia Petersburg
Trinidad o Springfield i
Missouri Travel g\g?zﬁgrips o5 CNOTh
Oklahoma  Tulsa Demand arolina
Albuguerque ® (thousands)
L Oklahoma @ Transportation Rural population
City Little Rocﬁ Disadvantaged | per mile 1,168
New Mexico , Population on Population —South
S Arkansas RS per mile 1,094 Carolina
et Worthﬁ( Marshall E(;I%rziartion 725 Further analysis after completion
.El Paso " ® Jacks of this study would be necessary
Legend Medical Number of 128 to advance the preferred routes
Baseline Network Centers medical centers through project planning and
IéongéDlstgnce‘ SNonheasé Texas — ” project development activities
orridor, State-Supported, umber o . . .
Baseline Projects Louisiana NPS Lands il 6 prior to implementation.
Potential New Route O
Selected Route Option PS HOﬁSton New Orleans Orlando @
¥ Terminal Markets San Antonio
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Further analysis after completion
of this study would be necessary
to advance the preferred routes
through project planning and
project development activities
prior to implementation.

Albuguerque
@

New Mexico

.El Paso
Legend
Baseline Network

Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects

Potential New Route

Segments Shared by
All Route Options

=== Segments for Optional Alignment
Selected Route Option
¥ Terminal Markets

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration

Houston — New York

Selected Proposed Preferred Route St P
and Optional Alignments Considered

Wisconsin Albany Massachusetts
soutit e Minneapolis/—e Michigan 0 «=® Boston
\. New York
Buffalo 3 —Rhode Island
, » : e New Haven
Milwaukee ® @ Detroit e "' —— Connecticut
- ennsylvania L :
lowa Chicago .—Cle\{eland New York City
ﬁ‘\ Pittsburgh
Nebraska Omaha it “~e— Philadelphia
® Indiana i —— New Jerse
e Oftio —— Delaware :
Indianapolis =@ —Washington DC
Kal Otherroutesidentifiedin this Cincinnati West ——Maryland
study could provide access Y. e ° Virginia
Kansas gier:\é\/iiﬁgt?lrmmgham and ./ Ashland \ Lynchburg s
® Roanok irginia Petersburg
Bowling Greene  Kenlucky 2 e/
Missouri 9 h : >
___—-
_ Knoxville North
Nashville ® ‘ Charlotte @, —
= , /
Oklahoma Ci lennessee | / Includes the stakeholder
@ y _ oMamphi | N Chattanooga preferred segment connecting
: Little Rock SIREBLS | \ Knoxville and Roanoke.
Oklahoma @ | Alabama @
\ — ®Atlanta __South
Arkansas Birmingham g —— A Carolina
Dallas/ Mississippi I\ // _
Fort Worth Marshall Meridian A Georgia @ Savannah
o / }
°® Montgome
LT / / gomery Provides rural accessibility
| !/ 4 by more directly connecting
Texas Mobile 5= rural markets, providing
Lotisiana ' medical center access, and
& national park access.
g Houston
San Antonio Tampae

74




H ou Sto n — N ew Yor k Wisconsin Albany\. Massachusetts

soutit e Minneapolis/—® Michigan y «=® Boston
Selected Proposed Preferred Route St P . New York
; . . .Buffalo —Rhode Island
and Evaluation Criteria % New Haven

) ' @ Detroit ‘€, Connecticut
Annual trips e ' =
per mile 125 @ Cleveland etz *"—New York City

(thousands)

Travel

Demand e, .
S Eitsburgh e Philadelphia

Transportation Rural population Indiana i ———  New Jerse
ansp I ura’ popuiat 1,474 e Ohio —Delaware /
Disadvantaged per mile : : :
Indianapolis ==@——Washington DC

Population on Population 100 ® Cincinnati West ——Maryland
Tribal Lands per mile ® Virginia

Further analysis after completion
of this study would be necessary

@
to advance the preferred routes Higher Number of Ashland Lynchburg =
through project planning and Education institutions 2 W Viccinia
project development activities _ p— Roanoke~ Uit Petersburg
prior to implementation. Medical Number of o entucky
Centers medical centers : )
Knoxwlle. h North
NPS Lands Number of 30 e s Charlotte @, Carolina
Albuguerque parks
® Chattanooga g
Little Rock ® Memphis
Oklahoma o )
Alabama e Atlanta Seuith
New Mexico Birmingham —— ooum
Arkansas Miississiboi g ® Carolina
Dallas/ Mississippi
Fort Wonh. Marshall Meridian Access to MSAs | Number of MSAs 14
[

@
oF! Paso Jacksone » Montgomery [REUECSIEIeRe)Y Population of MSAs
Passenger Rail (millions) 4.03

Legend Texas MObIIe. Discontinued % of total 19%
Baseline Network Louisiana Routes route track miles
Coraor, St Supporid, .N Orléai Stakeholder Top comments Ves
Baseline Projects e _ r‘ ew Urleans Input supporting route
Potential New Route San Antonio Houston
Selected Route Option Tampa @

¥ Terminal Markets

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration 75




Other routes identified in this

Seattleggs.  Washington

Seattle — Denver
Selected Proposed Preferred Route

Missou

study could provide access v o Sandpoint ) ] .
between Kennewick, Yakima /48 Spokane and Optional Alignments Considered
and Seattle. ®
/ eYakima
Portland erg
@ .
- _ Kennewick Helena Montana _
e North Dakota Minnesota
@ -
: _ Butte Billings Farac
Further analysis after completion Oregon ® g
of this study would be necessary
to advance the preferred routes
through project planning and ) . . .
project development activities Provides geographic coverage South Dakota Minneapolis/—®
prior to implementation. by restoring the stakeholder . St. Paul
preferred segment between Gillette @
Ogden and Boise. Otherroutes identified in
\ [ J this study could provide
| ! Wyoming Casper access between sandpoint,
1 Billings, and Denver.
= t @ ® Ogden lowa
acramento :
) Reno Salt Lake City Cheyenne g Nebraska Omahg
San Francisco @= Nevada
Legend «® Merced Utah e B » ¢ Kansas
Baseline Network {J aﬁéﬂon Denver C|ty
'é':f:gd[g*jg{'a‘izgf"g‘;ﬂ;; California Best addresses the evaluation Colaras Kansas ®
Baselne Prajects criteria for travel demand, rural
Potential New Route . accessibility, geographic Newton
s Segments Shared by Bakersfield coverage, and stakeholderinput. o
All Route Options ‘. Trlnldad
Segments for Optional Alignment ®
. plinal Alg Barstow
I Selected Route Option (]
¥ Terminal Markets Flagstaff
o ®
(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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Further analysis after completion
of this study would be necessary
to advance the preferred routes
through project planning and
project development activities
prior to implementation.

Legend

Baseline Network
Long-Distance, Northeast
Baseline Projects

Potential New Route
I Selected Route Option
¥ Terminal Markets

Sacramento H

San Francisco e»

Carridor, State-Supported,

Seattle i
B Washington Sandnei Selected Proposed Preferred Route
! & Spokane and Evaluation Criteria
Portiang Access to MSAs | Number of MSAs 5
'.-[jf e @ Kennewick Unserved by Population of MSAs
e Passenger Rail (millions) 1.28
- Minnesota
Discontinued % of total 46%
\ Routes route track miles ’ Fargo.
Oregon | Stakeholder Top comments Yes
) Input supporting route
‘,,‘Bmse
. lEm South Dakota Minneapolis/—®
B () Travel Annual trips
) Wyoming per mile 59
‘ J y J DIt (thousands)
‘ Transportation Rural population 251
° ®Ogden Disadvantaged | per mile
Reno Salt Lake Cit;ﬁ *™ Population on Population 59
v Tribal Lands per mile
Nevada \ . Higher Number of 126
«® Merced Utah — Education institutions
. Grand Junction Canters medica centers RS
California . S
olorado
. NPS Lands N”Tber of 14
e Bakersfield parks
Trinidad :
Bargtow o] Missou
Flagstaff
o ®
7

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration

Seattle — Denver




AENNEWICK

0N

Selected Proposed Preferred Route
and Optional’Alignments Consideredqu bkt

Minneapolis/

St. Paulf’

Other routes identified in this
study could provide access
between Kansas City, Omaha,
and Minneapolis/St. Paul.

lowa
Further analysis after completion JE[E Cit;
of this study would be necessary
to advance the preferred routes
through project planning and
project development activities
prior to implementation.

Omaha >

Denver
Utah ®

Kansas
Colorado B

San Antonio - Minneapolis/St.. Paul” o i\

Des Moines

Vermon
Hampshire

Wisconsin Massachi

Albany
Michigan ;.

\. New York
Buffalo

=® Boston

— Rhode

% — New Ha
Connecticut

.L New York City

“=¢— Philadelphia
-New Jerse

@ Detroit

o Cleveland
Piﬁiburgh

Milwaukee ®”
Pennsylvania

Chicago—b
~

Indiana
Ohio i
Delaware

==g——\Washington DC
— Maryland

Indianapolis

Cincinnati West
)

Virginia

lllinois

StLOUTS oq Ashland®

Lynchburg—eg —
Roanoke' Virginia

Newton
Bakersfield ®

Trini
Baratow rinidad g

ilagstaﬁ Oklahoma

Petersburg

Best addresses the evaluation
criteria for travel demand and
rural accessibility.

North
Carolina

Charloﬂe..

@ |
(] Tulsa®)
es N

Albugquerque
i 2 Oklah%rpa 5
i
Yuma Arizona Y
e]

New Mexico

.Tucson Dallas/ /¥
Fort Wo /|

.EI Paso

Legend

Baseline Network

Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects

Potential New Route

®
L) Houston
wess Segments Shared by R ;
All Route Options San Antonio
=== Segments for Optional Alignment
I Selected Route Option

¥ Terminal Markets

®| aredo

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
Federal Railroad Administration

&

Little Rock
€]

® Memphis

__ South

o
Allanta Carolina

ATkanens Burmmghan.1

Mississippi

Alabama @ Savannah

Georgia

Jackson® ® Mleridian

Mo.b|le ® Jacksonville
Louisiana

®
New Orleans Orlando @

Tampa @

Florida
s
Miami
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AENNEWICK

reqon

and Evaluation Criteria

. . Wyoming
Further analysis after completion

of this study would be necessary
to advance the preferred routes
through project planning and
project development activities
prior to implementation.

Salt Lake City

Denver
Utah ®

California Colorado

Bakersfield
Barstow
e

Number of MSAs

Population of MSAs
(millions)

Access to MSAs
Unserved by
° Passenger Rail
]
S Discontinued % of total
Routes route track miles
Top comments
supporting route

Stakeholder
Input

.EI Paso

Legend

Baseline Network

Long-Distance, Northeast
Caorridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects

Potential New Route
I Selected Route Option
¥ Terminal Markets

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
Federal Railroad Administration

&

Selected Proposed Preferred Route

San Antonio — Minneapolis/St. Paul”

Vermont
New
Hampshire
M s/ Wisconsin Albany Massachi
Sauth Dakota mng?_pgala ‘, Michigan ;. =@ Boston
L % New York
®Buffalo — Rfiode
’ ¥ . % NewHa
Milwaukee ® @ Detroit o \.C—Connecncgt
lowa Chicago—b '_Clgilat;‘d X Pennsylvania New York City
Nebraska @ Des Moines ~ ' i urg o — Philadelphia
Omaha Indiana
b Ohio o TE— New Jerse
Indianapolis ==¢—Washington DC
Kansas llinois Cincinnati ~ West — Maryiand
’ City ® " Virginia
ansas '® i
StLouS o Ashland Lynchburg. = s
- Newtog Roanoke™  Virginia Petersburg
Missouri Travel Annuz_ill trips 52
1.73 i per mile
Tulsa A\ Demand (thousands)
Ci Ny : .
13% Oklahoma. Y ) Transportation Rural population 544
Oklahoma Little Rock Disadvantaged | per mile
Yes Arkansas Population on Population 498
Dallas/ A Tribal Lands per mile
Fort Worth & :
ot Wity Marshall Higher Number of
® Jacksol : L 238
Education institutions
o Medical Number of 58
Centers medical centers
Louisiana
e NPS Lands NVIA7 o Ol 6
S Houston parks
San Antonio Tampa®
Florida
LY
Miami
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San Francisco — Dallas/Fort Worth Wyoring
Selected Proposed Preferred Route and Optional Alignments Considered

S ® lowa
acramento @ Nebraska
) Reno Salt Lake City Omahg
San Francisco ‘\ Nevada
) Merced
2 Utah ®
Denver Kz(i:rytsas
Californi Other routes identified in this K '.y StL
Further analysis after completion e study could provide access Lolorade e °
] between Phoenix and Flagstaff,
of this study would be necessary Bakersfield between El Paso and g Newton
to advance the preferred routes . o
through project planning and Albuquerque, or to Amarillo. Trinidad ® Missouri
project development activities
prior to implementation. ~ ﬂagstaﬁ
y Al r :
Los Angeles 2L e Amarillo Okiahoma City
@ :
. Little Rock
. . . Phoenix Oklahoma o
Provides a direct connection Yuma @
between Barstow and Phoenix. ® Arizona New Mexico ® Arkans:
_ Wichita Falls franse
" A ®Las Cruces
ucson
‘< Marshall
Aol ® Je
LéHand Be_st addresses the evaluation Clat Dallas/
Baseline Network criteria for travel demand. Midland Fort Worth
Comor, Siat-Supporie, Texas
Baseline Projects
Potential New Route . . Louisiana
Provides a direct
m Segments Shared by
All Route Options connection between El Paso [ ]
Segments for Optional Alignment and Dallas/Fort Worth. @
I Selected Route Option an Antonlo HOUSton

¥ Terminal Markets

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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Further analysis after completion
of this study would be necessary
to advance the preferred routes
through project planning and
project development activities
prior to implementation.

Legend

Baseline Network
Long-Distance, Northeast
Baseline Projects

Potential New Route
I Selected Route Option
¥ Terminal Markets

San Francisco — Dallas/Fort Worth
Selected Proposed Preferred Route and Evaluation Criteria

Sacramento.

°
San Francisco ’\
P

Carridor, State-Supported,

Wyoming

4 o
Reno Salt Lake City

Number of MSAs 5

P0|_o_ulat|on of MSAs 0.96
(millions)

% of total

Access to MSAs
Unserved by
Passenger Rail

California

Discontinued

0,

Routes route track miles 11%
Bakersfield

Stakeholder Top comments No

Barstow Input supporting route
Fl ff
e .agsta
Los Angeles Albuquerque
®
Phoenix
. .
Arizona New Mexico
Tucson®
.EI Paso

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration

lowa
Nebraska Omaha
@
Travel Annuz_il trips
Demand per mile 52
(thousands)
Tr_ansportation Rural population 509 Bt Lo
Disadvantaged per mile
Population on Population 20
Tribal Lands per mile A
Higher Number of 189
Education institutions
Medical Number of a1
Centers medical centers
k
NPS Lands Number of 19
parks
Arkansz
¢< Marshall
Aad ® Je
Ot Dallas/
Midland Fort Worth
Texas
Louisiana
e
o Houston
San Antonio
81




ol. Fdul :
(Y New York

Detroit — New Orleans ®Buffalo  Riksaldie
‘ » % New Haven
Selected Proposed Preferred Route  Milwaukee® ¥ Detroi e e~ Connecticut
o Chicago— h ¢ Cleveland ~ "°M"eY/Van@ New York City
Nebraska Omaha “ > Toledo PlttSburgh “we— Philadelphia
o naiena Ohio -~ New Jersey
@ Columbus | e
Indtanapolls Da e ==@®— Washington DC
Further analysis after completion . .—ClnClﬂnatl Virginia
of this study would be necessary Kansas C‘tY. St Loui | d
to advance the preferred routes ot L) .L ”ASh an Lynchburg—eg t
through project planning and Newton ouisville @ s
project development activities @ ) K K Roanoke Jigina PEteerurg
prior to implementation. Bowling Green® entucky
Missouri Provides geographic coverage by
: T restoring access to markets
Nashville® e between Louisville and Mobile.
Oklahoma City
3 Little Rock ® Memphis
Oklahoma ®
(] ___ South
Arkansas Birmingham?¥g Attanta Carolina
Dallas/ Mississippi \ Gaoral
g ® Savannah
Fort Wonh. Marshall .. '®Montgomery
® Jackson @ ® \leridian
: Alabama
eias Mobile ® Jacksonville
Legend @
Baseline Network o
Long-Distance, Northeast LOUISlaﬂa /
gorﬂ?or, gtg}zgsupponed, ° ’N O |
aseline Pr ““New Orleans
Potential New Route ® HOUSton Orlando 4
I Selected Route Option San Antonio Tam pa @
¥ Terminal Markets
(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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ol. Faul

Detroit — New Orleans

lowa

and Evaluation Criteria

Nebraska Omahy
Further analysis after completion >
of this study would be necessary
to advance the preferred routes
through project planning and Kansas
project development activities Kapsas City.

prior to implementation.

Newton

Annual trips
per mile
(thousands)

Rural populanon 1,195
per mile

47
per mile
Number of 195
institutions
Number of

g 44

medical centers

Number of
parks

Travel
Demand

Transportation
Disadvantaged

Population on
Tribal Lands

Higher
Education

Medical
Centers

NPS Lands

Legend

Baseline Network

Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects

®
San Antonio

@
Potential New Route Houston
I Selected Route Option

¥ Terminal Markets

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
Federal Railroad Administration

&

Selected Proposed Preferred Route

(N
.Buﬁalo —Rhode Island
LS
‘ \ . @ New Haven
Milwaukee ®* ’;‘Detrmt | \.\;— Connecticut
Chicago—‘ g\ &—Cleveland Pennsylvania New York City
N Toledo - Pittsburgh “~e— Philadelphia
ndiana Ohio = New Jersey
——Delaware
Indianapofis D;yt%ﬁ'“mbus ==e— Washington DC
lllinois Cincinnat West —Maryland
Cg 'nc""f I Virginia
St Louis e - Ashland Lynchburg -
Louisville " ¥\
Roanoke™  Virginia Petersburg
: Kentucky
o Bowling Green@ Access to MSAs | Number of MSAs 9
Unserved b i
Nashvill Tennessee Charlqsee. F){ail population of M5/ 6.68
ashville® g (millions)
Discontinued % of total 80%
Rock PS Memphis Routes route track miles °
@ Stakeholder Top comments Yes
Arkansas Birmingham ® Atlanta U upportingroute
. alu c
Mississippi Georgia L
. ® Montgomery
Jackson @ ® \leridian
Alabama
MOb"g @ Jacksonville
Louisiana ’/
“New Orleans Orlando @
Tampa e
83
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Denver — Minneapolis/St. Paul
Selected Proposed/Preferred Route North Dakots

Minnesota
[
Fargo
Addresses some stakeholder Minneapo”s/ W
input for a connection isconsin
Further analysis after completion between Rapid City and South Dakota St. Paul ‘
of this study would be necessary Sioux Falls. i i ) -
to advance the preferred routes Ragld Clty Pleﬂ"e Michiga
through project planning and (@)
project development activities
prior to implementation. V\/yoming Oy
Sioux Falls : @
Milwaukee ®
Provides geographic coverage Chicago—b
by expanding access to \
Cheyenne Nebraska unserved markets in Wyoming .
O and South Dakota. Indiana
| Indian
% - -
Kansas lllinois
Denver S City
® St Louis
— Colorado ‘e
Baseline Network N eWtO n
Long-Distance, Northeast @ KE
Corridor, State-Suj d, v
Baceine Plscts Trinidad g
Potential New Route M |SSOU]‘|
I Selected Route Option
¥ Terminal Markets
Tammama.
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Denver — Minneapolis/St. Paul
Selected Proposed'Preferred Route and Evaluation Criteria

(R AINA N R g &Y L Minnesota
(]

Access to MSAs | Number of MSAs Fargo

Unserved by Population of MSAs ) '

Passenger Rail (millions) : aneapollsl

Discontinued % of total South Dakota St. Paul ‘h

Routes route track miles . Y (

Rapid City o -
Stakeholder Top comments ® Pierre
Input supporting route (%)
Wyoming 0.
Sioux Falls

Further analysis after completion
of this study would be necessary lowa

to advance the preferred routes
through project planning and Cheyenne Nebraska
project development activities @
prior to implementation.

Travel
Demand

Transportation

“ Disadvantaged
Population on
Denver Tribal Lands
Kansa Higher
Fesena Colorado Education
Baseline Network Medical
Long-Distance, Northeast Centers
Corridor, State-Supported, o,
Baine Poecs Trinidad g
Potential New Route NPS Lands

I Selected Route Option
¥ Terminal Markets

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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Annual trips
per mile
(thousands)

Rural population
per mile
Population

per mile
Number of
institutions

Number of
medical centers

Number of
parks

Wisconsin
Michiga
- 4
Milwaukee ®
Chicago—b
N
41 Indiana
108 Indian
. D
DIS
36
103 ..
24 KE
3
Tarminmme
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Seattle - Chicago

Seatﬂe Washmgton
oo s Selected Proposed Preferred Route
pokane : i )
and Optional Alignments Considered
Yaklmao b Missoula
Portland g
Kennewmk Hglena Montana North Dakota . {
L Bismarck eSO
Butte Billings 6—F O
Oregon ) argo
Further analysis after completion Wisconein
of this study would be necessary Provides geographic coverage and _ _ Seons
to advance the preferred routes responds to stakeholder input by South Dakota Minneapolis/ Michigan
through project planning and restoring the stakeholder preferred St. Paul
project development activities segment connecting Yakima.
prior to implementation.
Wyoming Milwaukee & ‘
o lowa Chicago
. =
Sacramentog . Salt Lake City Nebraska Omaha |
‘ D Indiana
FLaRcECoRy Nevada Indianapolis
«® Merced Ut PS . ® ;
ah Cinc
Denver K%nnsyas Illinois °
California Colorado Kansas ® St Louis,. A
;eg:”‘; k , Newton
aseline Networ rsfield 27 ® Kentucky
oo e Sumnorto, 3arst Trinidad g Missouri
Baseline Projects arg ow
Potential New Route Flagstaff
w== Segments Shared by (]
Al Route Options Albuguerque Oklahoma Tennessee
Segments for Optional Alignment & )
= Seler‘:ted Route Option Oklahocr?t}a/ ® Little Rock @ Memphls
¥ Terminal Markets ®
aYuma s
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Seattle .. Washi
# ashington Sandpoint
‘\ Spokane"\
Q
Yakima'®, % Missoula
Portland eg o
Kennewick Helena Montana
C
Billings
Oregon ®

Further analysis after completion
of this study would be necessary
to advance the preferred routes
through project planning and
project development activities
prior to implementation.

|daho

Annual trips
per mile 10
(thousands)

Travel
Demand

Sacramento ([ ] Transportation Rural population
b Reno Disadvantaged | per mile e
rancisco @m | Population on opulation
F | Popul Popul 82
+® Merced Tribal Lands per mile
Higher Number of
. N 246
N Education institutions
California
Medical Number of
) . 55
.Bakersﬂeld Centers medical centers
@
Legend Number of
Baseline Network Bargtow NPS Lands parks 11
Long-Distance, Northeast e
Corridpf, Sta!e-Supponed,
Baseline Projects Albuquerque
Potential New Route ()

I Selected Route Option
¥ Terminal Markets

aYuma

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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Seattle - Chicago

Selected Proposed Preferred Route
and Evaluation Criteria

North Dakota

Bismarck Minnesota
e e
Fargo
Wisconsin
South Dakota Minneapolis/ Michi
Michigan
St. Paul :
,  d
Mllwaukee.\
lowa Chicago g

Access to MSAs Number of MSAs 3 Indiana
Unserved by Population of MSAs 0.4 , )
Passenger Rail (millions) 40 Indianapolis

) : llinois Cinc
Discontinued % of total @

. 61%
Routes route track miles :
IS ag A
Stakeholder Top comments Yes
Input supporting route Kentucky
Missouri
Oklahoma Tennessee
Oklahoma ® _ :
City Little Rock @ Memphis
[ ]
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EX lllinois - Cincinnati VWest —— Maryl:
Dallas/ Fort Worth — Atlanta -, S
b ouis Ashland
Seélected Pro posed preferred Route e Lynchburg.ﬂo "\
Vewtgn Roanoke  Virginia Petersburg
- : ‘ Kentucky
Trinidad g Missouri
Providesrural accessibility and North
expands geographic coverage by Charlotte C 0 i
directly connecting rural markets o, =il
‘ in Louisi d Mississippi.
Further analysis after completion Oklahoma Clty notisiana and Vs
of this study would be necessary @ . :
to advance the preferred routes Oklahoma Little Rock g Memphls
through project planning and ®
project development activities Birminaham Aﬂanta _South
prior to implementation. Arkansas g ’ Carolina
Dallas/ Mississippi
Fort Worth Marshall @ Savannah
‘ hrevenort & Alabama Georgia
i l k'J ” R Meridian
Includes the stakeholder dCKSON .
preferreq segment MC%)”G ® Jacksonville
connecting Shreveport,
Jackson, and Meridian. Louisiana
®New Or
¢ H ozston eiicahs Orlando®
n Antoni
Legend Sa to 0 Tampa.
Baseline Network
Long-Distance, Northeast
Carridor, State-Supported, .
Baseline Projects Florida
Potential New Route '
wss= Segments Shared by .. '
All Route Options Mla mi

N Selected Route Option
¥ Terminal Markets
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et Kancas lllinois
Dlerad Sansas Unserved b :
Selected Proposed Pref(?\I gw%cnl Route o Passenger Rail 0.36
and Eval Uathn Crlterla ® Mi . Discontinued % of total 0%
Trinidad g ISSourl Routes route track miles °
Stakeholder Top comments Yes
supporting route
Further analysis after completion Oklahoma City
of this study would be necessary @ . :
to advance the preferred routes Oklahoma Little Rock g Memphls
through project planning and ® :
project development activities Birmingham ' Atlanta South
prior to implementation. Arkansas . .’ . Carolina
Dallas/ Mississippi
Fort Worth Marshall e | ® Savannah
‘\ hreveport ® Georgia
~ o W) eridian .
Jackson Travel Annuz_il trips
Mobile Demand per mile 59
Texas ® (thousands)
Qo Transportation Rural population
® : Houston Tribal Lands per mile
San Antonio Higher Number of 131
Legend Education institutions
Baseline Network
Long-Distance, Northeast Medical Number of o5
Sl ndom i sanig Centers medical centers
Potential New Route
wess Segments Shared by NPS Lands MLlEt @ 6

All Route Options
N Selected Route Option
¥ Terminal Markets

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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&

parks

—— Maryl

sburg
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Portland -

Further analysis after completion
of this study would be necessary
to advance the preferred routes
through project planning and ®
project development activities Reno
prior to implementation.

«® Merced

California

.Bakersﬂeld
@'
Barstow
)

4
Los Angeles

Legend

Baseline Network

Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects

Potential New Route

wess Segments Shared by
All Route Options

Segments for Optional Alignment
N Selected Route Option
¥ Terminal Markets

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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El Paso — BillingSeme

Selected Proposed Preferred Route
and Optional Aligfithents Considered

|daho

Montana

Billings

e

b -

Gillette ®

Wyoming ‘ 5
Casper
| |
Best addresses the ‘| ‘
evaluation criteria for travel ° Cheyenne
demand, rural accessibility, 4 j;'
Nevadq and geographic coverage. £
Utah S Denver
Colorado &
[‘.
Trinidad'e
Flagstaff y
Albuguerque &~
“,"“ _
Phoenix
eYuma : g ,
Arizona New Mexico
@ucson L

|
,& El Paso

North Dakota Minnesota
Fargo.
Wisconsin
South Dakota Minng?pggﬁ,;_. Michioan
Milwaukee ®* 1
Nebraska Omaha D)
[ ] Indiana
Indianapolis
RS linois o JCin
City
Kansas ® St LOU]S.. As
Newtgn
Missouri Kentucky
Tennessee
Oklaho.ma City
Little Rock ® Memphis
Oklahoma ®
Arkansas Birminghan‘
Dallas/ Mississippi
Fort Worth Marshall
® ‘ Shrevepon o Alabama
b Jackson/. Meridian
Texas Mo.bile
Louisiana
90




Portland -

El Paso — BillingSemese e

North Dakota Minnesota
Selected Proposed Preferred Route B%ngs
. sgon - 4 Further analysis after completion
and Evaluation Criteria g S e RS s -
| | to advance the preferred routes Wisconsin
Idaho A | through project planning and Michigan
‘ project development activities
! prior to implementation.
Wyoming *-»,CFaSDET
. Milwaukee ® (
| lowa Chicago
S Number of MSAs 3 Nebraska Omaha Y
Access to MSAs /@ Cheyenne ® Indiana
ey Unserved by Population of MSAs _ )
Passenger Rail (millions) 0.36 o Indianapolis
Discontinued % of total ¢ -Denver Travel Annuz_al trips .Cln
Routes route track miles 2% I Demand [EE0 il 46
Colorado |8 { (thousands) As
Stakeholder Top comments w ; )
: Yes \ Transportation Rural population
Input supporting route i Disadvantaaed S 151 Kentucky
Trinidad'g 9 P :

e Population on Population
]
~ Flagstaff Tribal Lands per mile 44
Y 2 Albuquerque ) Bnnessee
Los Angeles o Higher Number of 65
> Education institutions
Yuma .Phoenlx B ' \Y/[=Te [[or=1] Number of o5
® Arizona & New Mexico Centers medical centers am.

L [
2gand @ ucson | NPS Lands Number of 11
Baseline Network

LA parks Alabama

Long-Distance, Northeast | o
Corridor, State-Supported, ’ El Paso Meridian
o

Baseline Projects

Jackson

Potential New Route T
I Selected Route Option exas
¥ Terminal Markets

Mobile
[

Louisiana
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COMPARISON OF
PREFERRED AND
BASELINE
NETWORKS




Analyze the Preferred Network

Compare the Preferred Network to the Baseline Network

Calculate the Calculate the Quantify how the
evalu[;t?gﬁl?apctors measures of measures of Cgrrrégearrreeghe Preferred
e effectlveness of effectiveness of Network to the Network meets
R —— the Baseline the Preferred Baseline Network the goal_s and
Network Network objectives

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion FRA
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‘.d. Federal Railroad Administration 03 ol




Measures of Effectiveness

= Feedback on the evaluation factors from stakeholders informed the development of goals and
objectives
= Goals and Objectives:
o0 Connectivity
v" Increase Passenger Access to the National Passenger Rail Network
v Improve passenger rail geographic coverage
o0 Link and Serve Large and Small Communities
v" Increase long-distance passenger rail connections to small communities
o0 Economic and Social Well-Being of Rural Areas
v" Enhance access for historically disadvantaged populations
v" Enhance access for tribal areas
v" Enhance rural access to services

= The Project Team developed measures of effectiveness for the goals and objectives to evaluate
the Preferred Network

FRA
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Measures of Effectiveness

Population with access to Rural population with access MSASs served by passenger
passenger rail to passenger rail rail (number and population)

100 most populated Metropolitan  Transportation and health  Discontinued routes

Statistical Areas (MSAS) disadvantaged « New segments
 Rural areas » Below the poverty threshold
* Areas of persistent poverty

Number of services _
connected to passenger rail

 Public/private higher education
institutions

e Medical centers

» National parks, recreation areas, &
preserves

Number of passenger rall Population on tribal lands

stations in small communities with access to passenger ralil

_ FRA
(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion LONG-DISTANCE
@ Federal Railroad Administration % SERVICE STUDY




GOAL: CONNECTIVITY

INCREASE PASSENGER ACCESS TO THE NATIONAL
PASSENGER RAIL NETWORK

IMPROVE PASSENGER RAIL GEOGRAPHIC
COVERAGE

FRA
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Goal: Connectivity

Total Population (2020), All U.S.: 330M

Objective: Increase Passenger Access to the

National Passenger Rail Network . e
_ § 225M
0 Scope: Total U.S. Population <
E 150M
o0 45 million more people 3
_ 75M
could have access to passenger rail
services o
Baseline Network Preferred Network
0L
O an 18 /0 I ncrease Population of census tracts served by the Baseline Network or Preferred Network.
- capturing 54% of the previously unserved population Values exclude Alaska and Hawaii.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2020 Decennial Census (census tracts)

FRA
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Goal: Connectivity

. . 250M
Objective: Increase Passenger Access to the Total Population (2020), 100 Most Populous MSAs: 222M
National Passenger Rail Network 200M +19M
o Scope: Population of the 100 Most = ™™
2
Populous MSAs E oom S
0 19 million more people som
could have access to passenger rail
: oM
SErvices Baseline Network Preferred Network
O a 10% | n Cl’ease Population of census tracts served by the Baseline Network or Preferred Network.
) ) ) Values exclude Alaska and Hawaii.
- capturing 71% of the previously unserved population Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2020 Decennial Census (census tracts and MSASs)

MSA: Metropolitan Statistical Areas — population greater than 50,000

FRA
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A

Goal: Connectivity

Objective: Increase Passenger Access to the
National Passenger Rail Network

0 Scope: U.S Population Outside
Urbanized Areas (i.e., Rural)

Population in Millions

o0 9 million more people

could have access to passenger rail
Services

38M

30M

23M

15M

8M

oM

Total Population (2020), Rural: 38M

o

+9M

Baseline Network Preferred Network

0 a51% Increase

. 0 . . Values exclude Alaska and Hawaii.
- capturing 46% of the previously unserved population Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2020 Decennial Census (census tracts and Urbanized

Area boundaries)

Rural: population outside of urbanized areas, located within neither Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (MSAs) nor Micropolitan Statistical Areas (MMSAS)

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
Federal Railroad Administration

Population of census tracts served by the Baseline Network or Preferred Network.
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Goal: Connectivity

Objective: Improve Passenger Rail Geographic
Coverage

0 2 additional states

—> 48 states, as well the District of
Columbia, could have access to passenger
rail services

0 24 additional congressional

districts

— 431 congressional districts could have
access to passenger rail services

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration

46 +2 =48

States New States will have access
to passenger rail

407 +24 =431

Congressional Additional will have access
Districts Districts to passenger rail
(6%)

Baseline Network §>§> Preferred Network

States boundaries and congressional districts containing a segment in the Preferred or
Baseline Network; values do not include District of Columbia counted separately
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. State and congressional district boundary shapefiles (2022)

FRA
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Goal: Connectivity

Objective: Improve Passenger Rail Geographic
Coverage

0 61 more MSAs

a 21% increase MSAS

0 19 million more people |
an 8% increase Population
o0 23,200 more route miles - Long-
a 106% increase Distance
Route Miles

...could have access to passenger rail service

' U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration

Baseline
Network

284

229
million

21,900

2D

+61 Total

+36 Discontinued
+25 New

+19 million Total
+13 million Discontinued
+6 million New

+23,200 Total
+5,900 Discontinued
+11,100 New Segments
+6,200 Baseline

Preferred
Network

345

248
million

45,100

FRA
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New Segment on the NARN

U.5. Department of Transportation

. ° °
s g Goal: Connectivit
. [ ] Sandpoint ®
Restored Portions of “ea,,  Spokane ’g' - ~
. . . [ '?,
Discontinued Routes daina P, Improve Passenger Rail Geographic Coverage
» Additional 36 MSAs served Portland g g % )
i il i K Montana Maine
b POpu|atI0n: +13 million .""lll"“'olfennewmk KD Hel:ana ontana North Dakota M i
- o minnesota
* Route Miles: +5,900 - gavttung,  Bismarck ‘ Vermont
! . L Billings “.t“ L PP ST L LLLLLLLIT New
New Seaments Oregon ’." Tyt FarMi i Hampshire
nneapolis o i e )
i Add-g- "'.BOise Sith Dakata St. Paul Wisconsin Albany Massachusetts
itional 25 MSAs served %, Idahc SoutiviDaketa v «® Boston
. PP L/
° POpUIatlon: +6 ml”lOﬂ .."M Pocatello Pierre L} New ‘l«'-rk'
« Route Miles: +11,100 e, : G S o Rhods Island
' . AL o Sioux Falls® @, S %o New Haven
E Milwaukee-e \ @ Detroit Cloveland P ‘ Connecticut
= eveland  Pennsylvania ;
L. s“.uulln"“"uu,‘ lowa Chicago—. ® /Pitisbwi New York City
Sacramento.‘ Rano Salt Lake City- -.‘__[ Nebraska omahay, & Dos Maihos B il e ‘.u‘ Philadeipluhia
& : S A2 = : New Jersey
San Francisco@» Nevada S Cheyenne Indianapolis 'EETmeus W:[a);r‘:;;v;tr:n .
o=@ Merced & e Kansas s/ Cincinnati Maryland
- el Illinois sy A | Cincinnati ~ West pryia
“‘Q‘. G df[‘/ Denver _C!ty -\n ‘ ““u“‘ :.—’ 0. \Tgin@ Lorton
California .‘... rand Junci |oi1‘| . Kansas * St LouIS..,"‘ ....’ Ashland Lynchburg—eg
s o Newlon 53 Louisville 0 \iroinia
& Dakersfield .." ® = Roanoke ' Virginia Petersburg
", Barstow % Has¥egas Trinidad g .: S8 Kentucky
"'t‘n""‘ . o Missouri _.':'.' ) Fs
- lennessee “1‘ 0!
. Flagsiaff ““..o = ir—NashviIIa Charlotte.. Caroling
L/ Albuguerque o A
Los Angel querq * =
o8 ANgeies L] g"“ Ll ’ H @”Chattanooga
Ehoert W, o i Litle Rock oMemphis %
Y o, % *eannannnas** Amarillo Okiahoma e Mississippi =
OMCIE %, Arizona e - @ Atlanta South
% O ‘ Arkar Birminghamg, e Carolina
g [Lcson Dallas/ o %,
< | d - ®Savannah
; Fort Worth— Marshall Gk Meridian o S avanna
|l Paso Midiand "\_* ackson- S lontgomery g
N\ Mobile Q{:.‘L\:—:L:-:il\\;:
é‘..".‘.' @Jacksonville
Texas "0““‘.."'..1.‘|'.lllll‘
Louisiana ; Tallahassee
0 Baton Rouge" .\ ESipacel Sanford-=e
*
L d o v J [}
29 E.m O Houston New Orleans Orlando—=&
Baseline Network San Antonio T e
Long-Distance, Northeast P
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects A
Preferred Routes N M
uuse Discontinued Network _ iami
=== Baseline Network 9 20 il
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GOAL: LINK AND SERVE
LARGE AND SMALL
COMMUNITIES

INCREASE LONG-DISTANCE PASSENGER RAIL
CONNECTIONS TO SMALL COMMUNITIES

FRA
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&

Goal: Link and Serve Large and Small Communities

Small

Communities 149 stations +102 stations

Number of Long- (+93%)
Distance Stations

212 stations

Large
Communities 515 gations  +114 stations 329 stations
Number of Long- (+53%)

Distance Stations

Baseline Network »» Preferred Network

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2020 Decennial Census (MSAs)

MSA: Urbanized areas with a minimum population of 50,000

The methodology to identify potential station locations is presented in the section on the
approach for development of route service.

Stations in small communities are stations located in non-MSA areas

Stations in large communities are stations located in MSA areas

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
Federal Railroad Administration

Objective: Increase long-distance passenger rail

connections to small communities

Additional potential station
locations on preferred routes could
Increase the connections to small
communities

102 more stations in small
communities (non-MSA areas)

a 93% Increase

FRA
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GOAL: ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL
WELL-BEING OF RURAL AREAS

ENHANCE ACCESS FOR HISTORICALLY DISADVANTAGED
POPULATIONS

ENHANCE ACCESS FOR TRIBAL AREAS

ENHANCE RURAL ACCESS TO SERVICES

FRA
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Goal: Economic and Social Well-Being of Rural Areas

. . ] . 30M
Objective: Enhance access for historically Total Rural Population (2019)
disadvantaged pOpUIationS 25M Transportation Disadvantaged: 25M
:(=§ 20M
o0 Scope: Population in rural = o
. - 5 15M
Transportation Disadvantaged Areas =
(Justice 40) 5 10M
- S P
o0 6 million more people
. oM
COUId have access to passenger rall Baseline Network Preferred Network
Services
Population of census tracts outside urbanized areas served by the Baseline or
Preferred Network that are defined as Transportation Disadvantaged based on the
0/~ 1 U.S. DOT Justice 40 Initiative: ACS Data (2015-2019 5-year estimates, 2010 Census
O a 43 /O I n C rea‘se Tract Shapefiles). Values exclude Alaska and Hawaii.
—> capturing 49% of the previously unserved population Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2020 Decennial Census, U.S. Census Bureau. 2020

Urbanized Areas boundaries, U.S. Census Bureau. ACS 2015-2019 5-year estimates
(using 2010 census tract boundaries)

FRA

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion LONG-DISTANCE
‘V. Federal Railroad Administration 106 SERVICE STUDY




Goal: Economic and Social Well-Being of Rural Areas

20M

Tt furel Populton (2019 Objective: Enhance access for historically
| disadvantaged populations
2 15M
}zé 0 Scope: Population in rural Health
g ™ M Disadvantaged Areas (Justice 40)
- 5M -
" S5 " o 5 million more people
o could have access to passenger rail

Baseline Network Preferred Network Services

Population of census tracts outside urbanized areas served by the Baseline or Preferred

Network that are defined as Health Disadvantaged based on the U.S. DOT Justice 40 O a 66% IN C re ase
Initiative: ACS Data (2015-2019 5-year estimates, 2010 Census Tract Shapefiles). Values ) ) )
exclude Alaska and Hawaii. —> capturing 44% of the previously unserved population

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2020 Decennial Census, U.S. Census Bureau. 2020
Urbanized Areas boundaries, U.S. Census Bureau. ACS 2015-2019 5-year estimates
(using 2010 census tract boundaries)

FRA
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Goal: Economic and Social Well-Being of Rural Areas

Objective: Enhance access for historically
disadvantaged populations

0 Scope: Rural Population Living
Below the Poverty Threshold
(2020)

Population in Millions

o 1 million more people

6M

5M

4M

3M

2M

1M

oM

Total Rural Population (2020)
Below the Poverty Threshold: 5M

+1M

P

COUId have access to passenger rail Baseline Network Preferred Network
SErVICES Population of census tracts living below the poverty threshold outside of urbanized
areas served by the Baseline Network or Preferred Network. Values exclude Alaska
. and Hawaii.
O a 59% INCcrease Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2020 Decennial Census, U.S. Census Bureau. 2020
Urbanized Areas boundaries, U.S. Census Bureau
—> capturing 45% of the previously unserved population Rural: population outside of urbanized areas

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration
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Goal: Economic and Social Well-Being of Rural Areas

Objective: Enhance access for tribal areas iy Total Population (2020) on Tribal Lands: SM
: : 2 aMm
0 Scope: Population on U.S. Tribal -
Lands 3w oM
“ry- g 2M
o 2 million more people .
could have access to passenger rail H 2\ N 2\
services oM
Baseline Network Preferred Network
O a 112% I n Cre ase Population in census tracts covered by American Indian Tribal area boundaries
served by the Baseline Network or Preferred Network. Values exclude Alaska and

—> capturing 74% of the previously unserved population Hawaii
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2020 Decennial Census (census tracts), U.S. Census
Bureau. American Indian/Native Alaskan/Native Hawaiian Areas boundaries

Tribal lands include American Indian and Alaska Native Land, American Indian Tribal
Subdivisions, Bureau of Indian Affairs Regional Boundaries, Oklahoma Tribal

Statistical Areas

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion [gﬁG-DISTAN CE
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Goal: Economic and Social Well-Being of Rural Areas

Objective: Enhance rural access to services

O

O

82 more Medical Centers

—> 584 medical centers could have access to passenger ralil
services

a 16% increase

600 additional higher education

Institutions

—> 3,300 public and private not-for-profit higher education
Institutions could have access to passenger rail services

a 22% increase

12 more NPS lands

—> 75 National Parks, Recreation Areas, and Preserves
could have access to passenger rail services

a 19% increase

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration

502 +82 =584

Medical Additional will have access

Centers Medical Centers to passenger rail
(16%)

2. 2,700 +600 =3300
B - 2

Public/Private Additional will have access

Higher Education Institutions to passenger rail
(22%)

03 +12 =75

National Parks, Additional will have access

Recreation Areas, Parks to passenger rail

and Preserves (19%)

Baseline Network »» Preferred Network

Values exclude Alaska and Hawaii.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2020 census tract boundaries, U.S. Dept. of Homeland
Security 2023 (Locations), Homeland Infrastructure Foundation-Level Data Geoplatform
(HIFLD), National Parks Service data created by Land Resources Division 2023

FRA
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APPROACH FOR
DEVELOPMENT OF
CONCEPTUAL ROUTE
SERVICE




Approach for Development of Route Service

: Enhanced Identify
Egﬁglr?( Network D eVF;I%Utﬁ] ent Service Analysis "Xrelzm?snt Prioritized
Development P y Routes

\ J

|
Purpose: Analyze and develop conceptual service concepts for

each preferred route to support investment analysis

v" Developed conceptual end-to-end run times for each preferred route
to inform conceptual service schedules

J Future Next Step: Develop conceptual service schedules with
approximate departure and arrival times for each preferred route to
iInform cost estimating, and public benefits analysis

_ FRA
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Approach for Development of Route Service

: Enhanced Identify
ﬁgﬁ(‘)ﬁ( Network D evEI%Utren ent Service Analysis "Xrelzm?snt Prioritized
Development P y Routes
\ J
|

= Develop Conceptual Run Times
o ldentified potential station locations
o0 Calculated average speed and dwell times
o0 Estimated travel times between stations

= Future Next Step: Develop Conceptual Service Schedules
0 Schedule long-distance service (one train a day in each direction)

0 Serve those MSA pairs that have the highest volume of trips during daytime hours
(5am.-11pm.)

O Support connections between existing routes and preferred routes for key markets

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion ESQG-DBTANCE
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ldentification of Potential Station Locations

= This approach provides conceptual run times that will inform conceptual schedules.
= Schedules are not final and are not an FRA proposal for service.

Segments in the
Baseline Network

=Use the current
station locations

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration

New Segments where
long-distance
passenger rail

New Segments
Consistent with the
Discontinued

Initial Station
Locations

Network service has not
operated
Considered the =Station spacing
discontinued station approximately
locations every 50 miles*
=Station spacing «City population
approximately greater than 5,000
every 50 miles* people
«City population
greater than 5,000
people
\. J \. J
*Based on the average station spacing for fiscal year 2022 Amtrak long-
distance service: average of 42 miles east of the Mississippi River,
average of 70 miles west of the Mississippi River. FRA
114 LONG-DISTANCE
SERVICE STUDY




ldentification of Potential Station Locations

Overlapping Multiple Existing Long-Distance Routes
(— ppIng p g g

<Where a preferred route includes multiple overlapping existing long-distance routes, the service
with more stations was adopted.

=Supports conservative approach to identifying station locations

\_ J

- Overlapping Existing State-Supported Routes

<Where a preferred route includes a state-supported route and no overlapping existing long-
distance route, not all stations served by the state-supported route were included

=Consistent with existing long-distance operations that overlap state-supported service

. J

Intersecting Existing Long-Distance Routes

=Where a preferred route intersects an existing route, a station was added to create a connection
between the existing route and the preferred route

Note: New stations locations for the preferred routes were not identified for existing long-distance routes or state-supported
routes unless required to create a connection between the existing route and the new preferred route.
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Estimate Conceptual Run Times

= This approach provides conceptual run times that will inform conceptual schedules
= Schedules are not final and are not an FRA proposal for service

Segments with Current Passenger Rail Service Conceptual Run

Times for a
Use the current schedule NG Preferred Route

Estimate travel time based on:

* Distance between stations Conceptual run times do
* Average speed of 48 miles per hour between not consider existing or

stations* future traffic conditions
* Average 4 minutes of dwell time at stations* along the routes.

e Average 20 minutes dwell time at stations with
crew base and enroute servicing activities*

*Based on the average for fiscal year 2022 Amtrak long-
distance service.
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UL AUl

Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects

Preferred Routes
== Preferred Route: Chicago — Miami
Preferred Routes
Stations in Cities with Populations Over 50k
O Existing
> Discontinued
© New
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Tampa®

Miami

Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound service.

h c I\/I - o Michigan 'b «=® Boston
( : e
— I I l New York
I C\[\Qg O I a‘ I ; "Buﬁaio ! — Rhode Island
o _— . . % New Haven
Proposed Preferred Route and’Select Station Locations @ Detroit s o
lowa Chicago leveland ~ Pennsylvania % New York City
- g g Pittsburgh . ‘ '
ity—’. Nebraska . aha—-h @ Des Moines s Ohio ®-— Philadelphia
Preferred Route Operating Statistics / Y ne k.ma . ? i New Jersey
- Lafayette gy Indianapolis ~=@F | p % ®~—— Washington DC
) Scheduled runtime approx. 36 hours Kansas o o il : A o
Utah At linois B A/ Cincinnati ~ West arylan
Route length 1,529 miles 'y _ Columb ' ° Virginia Lorton
St LOUIS. 0olumbus _ Ashland
- Louisville, KY Y | ouisville RS '{
Restored service ¢ Bowling Green, KY 3 ) ’ Roanoke Virginia Petersburg
« Nashville, TN ) Bowling Green<® Kentucky
F—— Missouri North
staff * Columbus, . W Tennessee Charlotte sl
; New service + Chattanooga, TN ] Tulsa/ Nashville <= % Caroing
. Macon’ GA UNarnuomna, = (3 o’ Chaﬁanooga
i ¥ . City Litle Rock ® Memphis
Arizona Amarillo e Mississippi S Further analysis after completion of
' : New Mexico Arkansas Birmingham g, — C3 this study would be necessary to
L Tucson Dallas/ 4 ©,;Macon advance the preferred routes through
R Marshall Meridian __ ®Savannah project planning and project
Fort Worth—g: Jack o Georgia I :
El Paso -9 Sl | Montgomery development activities, including
® 4 Mobile £/ Atabama detailed schedule development.
. N~ _ ASCUSUEN  This analysis would include extensive
loxes ) Taliah.assee coordination with host and operating
Legend Louisiana Pensacola railroads, funding agencies and other
_ ® key stakeholders.
Baseline Net\flork ® toustor New Orleans Orlando@o
Long-Distance, Northeast San Antonio
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=
Cheyenne

Conceptual run times are o
intended to support network Denver
analysis and do not consider

existing or future traffic
conditions along the route.
Trinidad g

Albuquerque
@

|
Amarillo

.El Paso

Legend

Baseline Network
Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects
Preferred Routes
e Preferred Route: Chicago — Miami
Preferred Routes
Stations in Cities with Populations Over 50k
O Existing
Discontinued
© New
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1 ® )
Chicago — Miami: \
Proposed Preferred Route

and Select Station Locations

Time Savings: approx. 11 hours

%—— New Haven

«® Boston

Existing Route(s)

46 hours, 55 minutes

2 seat ride: Capitol
Limited, Silver Star

’
Sioux Falls® > ®Buffalo
Milwaukee ® @ Detroit \.\— Eonne
Chi Cleveland New York City
Icagob‘ . Pittsburgh ~ _ .
Omaha—y ® Des Moines g : O—Phliadelph@. |
or . S : Nelavara :
—— Lafayette\”‘g'a”ap""s Cori -;&&,_..‘—Washifngton, DC
City 4/ Cincinnati ' Qe
AR N Ashland Lynchburg—=g - W
Newton Louisville ® '\ | |
% Bowling Green RS Pelpurg
Tulsa Nashville Charlotteq
. «» Chattanooga
Oklah%rri}?la ohis &
Preferred Route s-Atlanta F;.
ingham'g \ B ina
<, Macon  ."
F(?ﬂa\l\/lsgﬁt - approx. 36 hours \ Y. f
=9 1 seatride 1

Montgomery

) Jacksonville §
@

®
Tallahassee
cola
\\:: R
Orlando/@© L Y

Tampa®

Houston New Orleans

[
San Antonio

Chicago to Miami
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Dallas/Fort:Worth — Miami

Proposed Preferred Route and Select Station Locations
Missouri

Aol llal iud
Louisville

Kentucky

Tennessee
«8®Nashville

o> Chattanooga

Tulsa
Oklahoma @

Oklahoma-®

City @ Memphis

Mississippi

Birmingham
T

Little Rock
©

Amarillo
@ —Atlanta
Arkansas

Dallas/ .
Fort Worth— Marshall Meridian

\ :
Qe c’Shreveport o '.Montgomery
Nﬂ' Jackson’

Longview Mobile /& Alabama
Louisiana \

Baton Rougeo‘?ﬁ;mfport

New Orleans

(1}

Texas

Pensacola

@
San Antonio Houston
Further analysis after completion of
this study would be necessary to
advance the preferred routes through
project planning and project
development activities, including
detailed schedule development.

Legend

Baseline Network
Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects
Preferred Routes
=== Preferred Route: Dallas/Fort Worth — Miami
Preferred Routes

This analysis would include extensive

coordination with host and operating

railroads, funding agencies and other
key stakeholders.

Stations in Cities with Populations Over 50k
O Existing
© Discontinued
© New
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&

Charlg

Tallahassee

Tampa @

Lynchburg—erg »
Roanoke . Vifgiﬂia\—Petersburg

Preferred Route Operating Statistics

Scheduled runtime  approx. 36 hours

Route length 1,498 miles

Pensacola, FL

Restored service [ —

Shreveport, LA
Baton Rouge, LA

New service Daytona Beach, FL

Palm Bay, FL
Georai ® Savannah
eorgia
Jacksonville
Daytona Beach
Orlando «0 Palm Bay

Florida

Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound service.
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lowa Chicago—b-.
$Y

De nver — Houston Hebraska

Salt Lak _ Omaha— ® Des Moines .
Proposed Preferred Route and Select Statlonyl:ggatlons ) Indiana
Nevada : . Indianapolis
Utah & Denver K%ni:[s.yas. lllinois P ' A/
nia ' Colorado -ﬁCoIorado Springs ~ Kansas . * St Louis..__. ” '-. A
. «C Pueblo Newton 7 | i Louisv
ersfield Preferred Route Operating Statistics P .‘ Kentt
Barstow Trinidad g
o Scheduled run time  approx. 26 hours ] Missouri
; . Tenne
Route length 1,096 miles Tulsa . - “'—N ashvill
. « Bryan, TX Oklahoma
Restored service Amarillo, TX Oklstoriaee® o”
- Wichita Falls, X ity Little Ro '
New service e« Pueblo, CO Further analysis after completion of
« Colorado Springs, CO this study would be necessary to

advance the preferred routes through

New Mexico . : .
project planning and project

‘TUCSOH Marshall development activities, including
\ - detailed schedule development.
'.El Paso '_'1 _ This analysis would include extensive
coordination with host and operating
v railroads, funding agencies and other
Legend
key stakeholders.
Baseline Network ) Bryan
Long-Distance, Nartheast : ’ P I
Cotrider, Stale-5 ted, i a
Baseling Prgi:ursuppor Louisiana _ N ensacola
Preferred Routes r
s Prefered Route: Denver - Houston y (W) = . i New Orleans
L » Preferred Roules ® ' HOUStOﬂ
Stations In Cities with Populations Ovar 50k San Antomo
© Exisling
= Disconlinued
& Mew

] Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound service.
(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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Scheduled run time

Route length

Restored service

New service

approx. 33 hours
1,440 miles

» Las Vegas, NV
 Ogden, UT
» Cheyenne, WY

* Fort Collins, CO

Los Angeles — Denver
Proposed Preferred Route and Select Station [ecations

Preferred Route Operating Statistics

Nevada

Legend

Stations in Cities with Populations Over 50k
O Existing
© Discontinued
© New

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion

Federal Railroad Administration

Boise
ldaho

Ogden};

Salt Lake City42
Provo#

Utah

California
@ Bakersfield ,;7;_\_ v
Barstow £5 QEVES
Flagstaff
(7 ..
Los Angeles
Baseline Network .
L s e L
Baseline Proje;ts ' YU ma 2
Preferred Routes . Arlzona
== Preferred Route: Los Angeles — Denver
Preferred Routes Tucson
o

South Dakota

Pierre
&

Wyoming

Sioux Falls

Nebraska
Omah;

\Ef.;.-.

Fort Collins,ame Cheyenne

Q—Denver

Colorado

Further analysis after completion of
this study would be necessary to
advance the preferred routes through

Trinidad ) project planning and project
development activities, including
detailed schedule development.

This analysis would include extensive [§]

coordination with host and operating
Albuquerque
® railroads, funding agencies and other
‘ key stakeholders.
Amarillo
New Mexico ‘
Dallas/ ™
Fort Worth—g
.EI Paso _

Scheduled rh;time for northbound or eastbound service.
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- . - —e, North Dakota Minnesota
Phoenix — Minneapolis/St. Raul =
Oregon ® ] :
Proposed Preferred Route and Select Station Locations Minneapolis/ _
.BO'Se South Dakotz Sl Paul \ e Viisconsin
210 , . ' O Michigan
Pierre
[ _
Wyoming 3 e _
' ' Sioux Falls ; . :
Preferred Route Operating Statistics Milwaukee ® @Detroit
. OSi ' owa :
Scheduled run time  approx. 48 hours 2Sioux City Jf lowa Chtcago-b.‘ *—
Sacrar - _ Nebrask _ . : ; i
Route length 2,186 miles - INGRIBSHa Omaha-—.--. ®Des Moines . S Ohio
. T Cheyenne ) indiana
San Francisco « Phoenix. AZ : ; =
. L Indianapolis Columt
Restored service « Amarillo, TX . Kansas; @' = °'
« Wichita, KS R Donver \ City 4 linois v 2 . Cincinnati
: . Lawrence . : ®
New service e Sioux City, IA Colorado Kansas Topeka O\O‘.$ St LOUIS'._ | Ashland L
+ SiouxFalls, SD N ? > &
: ewton
o ®Bakersfield ® | as Vegas Trinidad. S Further analysis after completion of
Barstow ® | “Mi this study would be necessary to
' Flagstaff Wichita advance the preferred routes through 8
[ a) : Tulsa £ project planning and project
Los Angeles ' o Albuquerque P Oklahoma @y development activities, including i
Q‘- Oklahoma-#* . detailed schedule development. =
\Phoerix A 40 City’ Little Roc _ _ _ _
Yiifia Amarillo This analysis would include extensive
® Arizona M coordination with host and operating &
Legend New Mexico : @l railroads, funding agencies and other
@ lucson Dallas/ / key stakeholders.
Bassline Network Fort Worth—=. Marshall
Long-Distance, Nartheast ; i _‘ * —\. - r Mont
Cotridar, Stale-Supporied, .E[ Paso : / e | ontgomery
Baseline Projecls . S :
\ Mobile Alabama
Preferred Routes e
= Preferred Route: Phoenix - Minneapdlis/St. Paul e \l ®
Preferred Roules S 7 B Tallahassee
Stations In Cities with Populations Over 50k Louisiana Pensacola
o Exisling / % At
= Disconlinued
" @ New Orleans
& New San Antonio Houston

T

] Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound service.
(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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&

Billings New
Dallas/Fort Worth — New York
O“S |St0nsm . Albany 4M3538Chuse‘lt3
Proposed Preferred Route and Seleét Station Locations - 1A
Michigan o
Pleare % New York
o .Buffalo Rhode Island
yoming Sioux Fallg. ' 2 ‘ 7 .— New Haven
Milwaukee ® @ Detroit Beveiond Pennsylvania 0\_ Connecticut
. .. evelan
Preferred Route Operating Statistics lowa Chicagow.‘ P Pitisburgh o Langaster\ New York City
Scheduled run time  approx. 45 hours )maha«. ® Des Moines Indiana Ohio HJmeU"Q 7 Phlla_delpr\t}:i, Jerse
Route length 1,854 miles Indgﬂgggngld > AR = Delaware J
olumbus % &— Washington DC
+ Terre Haute, IN Kansas linois Terre Haute t'b . ’*—Dayton West \ —Maryle?nd
Restored service : SD:)ir?/r:(g)z,eI(()jHOH City g G—Cmcmnatl Virginia Lorton
. Columbus, OH St Loms.0 Ashland Lynchburg—eg -3
N . « Tulsa, OK o LU Roanoke & Vi Qiﬂia.\—
ewservice N A : Kentucky :
Springfield, MO Sprlngﬁeldo o : Further analysis after completion of
RIS Tennessee # oparl this study would be necessary to
Tulsa =®—Nashville amtte.. advanc:fa the prefgrred routes_through
Albuquerque Oklahoma O _ project planning and project
® Okiahomaa _ o= Chattanooga development activities, including
¥ City Little Rock @ Memphis detailed schedule development.
. X . e clCaIRT, . . . .
Amarillo Mississippi ®—Aflanta This analysis would include extensive
New Mexico Arkansas Birmingham'g, coordination with host and operating
T Dallas/ ) railroads, funding agencies and other
idi key stakeholders.
Baseline Network Fort WOI’th—b Varsnel Jackson Meridian Yo Georgia ® Sava 4
Long-Distance, Northeast . X Montgomery
Corridor, State-Supported, P
Baseline Projects Mobile Alabama
Preferred Routes ~ .JaCksonVi"e
Preferred Route: Dallas/Fort Worth — New York Texas ) @ L4
Preferred Routes P. | Tallahassee
Stations in Cities with Populations Over 50k Louisiana ensacola
O Existing ®
© Discontinued o HOUStOh New Orleans Orlando =@
8 Now San Antonio Tonpze

Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound service.
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DalIas/Fort Worth — NevvJ“SYork

Alban
Proposed Preferred Route and Sele¢t Station Locations % Lo
Pierre Y J
® % b el
®Buffalo -
. P .— New Haven
Milwaukee ® ' errrmrer 2 DA t P ttsb R’ Q\_
Conceptual run times are Existing Route(s) Chlcago - /’ S IS Urg New York Clty
intended to support network "l S U J} S
analysis and do not consider | s Moines CN - Harrlsburg OF — Phl]adelphla
existing or future traffic Ch 17 hours, 55 minutes . . —— [
conditions along the route. eyenne _ |IU1dIUanap0H||S S Columbus L
2 seatride: Bus, 1 Bt Olumbus e Washlngton DC
£ Denver | Capitollimited R O A Cincirnat Loton
] > A .
$ St Lou:s.o .L A hland A L,
Newtgn ouisvilic Roanoke. ‘ Petersburg
Trinidad > Springfield 8 .
Lt 6 Indianapolis to
Tulsa - .
Albuguerque lahom O Preferred Route F_;I ttSSb urg h
< Oklahoma-© : Ime Savings:
v : City Little Rock PR approx. 7 hgu rs
AmaI'I”O ® Missis approxl 11 hours South pp "
Birmingham.‘ 1 seatride |
Legend Dallas/ idi
Baseline Network Fort WOl'tth Marshal Jackson Meridian e ® Savannah
g foteet } > i Ve
Baseline Projects Mobile Jack ll
Preferred Routes ackKsonvile
Preferred Route: Dallas/Fort Worth — New York \ T “ h. ‘.
Preferred Routes ® dallanassee
Stations in Cities with Populations Over 50k PensaCOia
O Existing
Discontinued o HOUStgn New Orleans Orlando =@
@ New San Antonio i

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound service.
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Scheduled runtime approx. 44 hours

Route length 1,840 miles

Restored service + Montgomery, AL

Auburn, AL
Chattanooga, TN
Knoxville, TN
Johnson City, TN

New service

Houston — New;:York
Proposed Preferred Routesand:Select Station Locglions

Preferred Route Operating Statistics

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
Federal Railroad Administration

Albuquerque Oklahoma
% Oklahoma-®
_ City
Amarillo
New Mexico
Dallas/
Fort Worth—g
-.EI Paso
Legend
Baseline Network Texas
Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects
Preferred Routes
Preferred Route: Houston — New York S A.t "
Preferred Routes an Antonio
Stations in Cities with Populations Over 50k
O Existing
© Discontinued
© New

Michigan ;. =® Boston
\' New York
Buffalo : Rhode Island
; e New Haven
@ Detroit M —— Connecticut
chi Cleveland Pennsylvania OLNeW York City
ke 08909, Pittsburgh S |
® Des Moines § Ohio ; G—Philadelphia
Indiana New Jersey
. . ® Delaware
K Qianapolis Columbus ".:'G— Washington DC
ansas linoi incinnati t Maryland
: lllinois 8/ Cincinnati ~ Wes ¥
Ciy o J $Z.Cincinna Virginia Lorton
) St Louis °®
Yo _ Ashland Lynchburg—eg =
LOUISV][Ie ROﬁnOke.\ V”‘gima Petersburg
Kentucky Johnson City
Missouri K i North
noxville Nort
Tulsa Nashville «® " Charlotte®, Carolina
o, o
\ennlek,see o Chattanooga Further analysis after completion of
Little Rock ®Memphis this study would be necessary to
® Mississippi advance the preferred routes through
. G Atlanta project planning and project
Arkansas Birmingham g =) :
. development activities, including
Marshall Meridian y QA : — ® Savanna detailed schedule development.
JaCkSO”‘\. \Mont oL:ngm et This analysis would include extensive
v : g fy coordination with host and operating
Mobile & Alabama et railroads, funding agencies and other
‘:’ ° pPLJ dGRs0IvI key stakeholders.
\ ® Tallahassee
Louisiana ? ) Pensacola
Gulfport
2 OINOING Orlando «®
HOUStonBeaunT;nt T Lafayette New Orleans
Lake Charles Tampa @
Florida
Oy .

AR

Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound service.
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(]
. . Buffalo
Proposed Preferred Route and Select Station Localions |
Milwaukee @ Detroit
. Cleveland
Chicago o Pittsburgh
— Omahasy ® Des Moines
Conceptual run times are Cligpenpe Indi li ®
ndlanapolis
intended to support network Kansas ! g Qolumbus
analysis and do not consider p¥eaE] City : ’ % Cincinnati
existing or future traffic St Loui ®
conditions along the route. t U g | ASWand Lynchburg—er
Newtgn Louisville Roanoke®y |
TriniﬁAtIanta to S Johnson City
Knoxville
H ou Sto N Nashville «® ©"  Charlotte®,
Albuguert
: - . »-Chattanooga
Time Savmgs. ‘ Existing Route(s) ® Memphis % -
approx. 13 hours -V e
b " C-
34 hours, 10 minutes Birmingham‘—f’;?’/ Atlanta
Dallas/ 2 seat ride: Crescent, . ..rff,:;'y
Fort Worth-7g Sunset Limited Meridior 4 ot ® Savannah
oF! Paso v D 4 Montgogy
¥ Mobile
Legend . ‘_“‘: \
Base“rljzr:?;g;:ce Northeast 5 Y \ 7 e Preferred Route
Corridor, Slate‘-Supponed. nset Limite ) [a) sacola
Baseline Projects — e | Gl
Preferred Routes 53 n ? AppI'OX 21 hours.
o oo sanArocHouston, . T Tiaajere
Lake Charles New Orleans 1 seat ride

Stations in Cities with Populations Over 50k
O Existing
Discontinued
© New

» _
Houston — New;sYork S

;‘ «® Boston

. nRNoae 1siand
@ New Haven
\% ;onnecticut
New York City
N4 Phiadelphic
T — Washington DC

Lorton

s
Petersburg
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Seattle — Denver

Sea_ttLGO LR dlooirIf;roposed Preferred Route and Select Station Locations
/' e Y
[ eYakima
Portland <o, ® _
s Kennewick Helena  Montana
B, ® North Dakota Minnesota
Preferred Route Operating Statistics Billings | Fargo.
Scheduled run time  approx. 40 hours on | o ' _
Route length 1,671 miles Boes ang?pggﬁ{
_ . Boi South Dakota '
Restored service Boise, ID RN Idaho
 Ogden, UT
New Service + n/a Pocatello Further analysis after completion of
W ; this study would be necessary to
: yoming advance the preferred routes through
I ; project planning and project
| development activities, including
Ogden}i;s detailed schedule development.
Sacramento ® : 9 This analysis would include extensive
.‘ Reno Salt Lail_s_,eroc\:lg!p =g coordination with host and operating
S ; O :\=4lsls] railroads, funding agencies and other
Legend San Francisen @m Nevada y key stakeholders.
Baseline Network '.Merced ¢ ‘
Lcu'tg‘-Dustam:ei Northeast g Utah h 2 A 3 q—
i e g Denver
Preferred Routes e R
s Preferred Route: Seattle — Denver California Grand Junction
Preferred Routes
Stations in Cities with Populations Over 50k COl Orado
@ Dlstusd sobakersiield ¢ g vegas Trinid k)
i Baistow rinidad g

Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound servige._
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Seattle Sandpoi Proposed Preferred Route and Select Station Locations
N Olympia-Lacey, Spokane_ @
1 ‘ N . v
b ®
i . @
::: !. o™ ,
Conceptual run times are || Portland «0 . . Preferred Route
intended to support network | | KeniTSgck
analysis and do not consider | |
existing or future traffic "n\‘ \ approx. 40 hours
conditions along the route WA F @
S| - 1 seat ride argo
.‘ ‘\“ Existing Route(s) MinneapO”S/
Boise St. Paul—
\‘g; ‘\'._ 55 hours, 48 minutes A Seattl e to
2seat ride: Coast Pocate\h Denver
o Starlight, California . Ti S
! /=‘| Zephyr ‘\ ime aVI ngs
\ S approx. 16 hotirg* Falls®
N | P / L :‘*_\ ‘\1:
\ Iy Ogden— \
Sacramento_© 9 V. O
Reno Sa[t Lallge Cltyip/ . | Ouaha ¢
rovo Ch ®
Legend Qan Francisrn @m y AL
Baseline Network ® Merced
Loms-?ﬁ@;c:_ Nfr!l:)eaesl ‘ 'z\:_- Ka nsas
ggée‘ljmé g:o;ec?s Pparic - < O. q— Denver C|ty
Preferred Routes | =
Preferre; Route: Seattle — Denver Grand \JunCtlon . ‘
Preferred Routes B - .
Stations in Cities with Populations Over 50k ) ™ ) . : _:»,, ”_ ,"/ NGWtOﬂ
el so5aersteld g 5 vegas Trinidad 3
© New Barstow ®
&
(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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Kennmr\nck Helena nntana

San ARtonio = ‘Minneapolis/St. Paul

DHHII S Fargo _'llfl |
Proposed Preferred Route |’ Miregols | .
Dhice . i o St Paul Wisconsin Albany ; VidsSSati
and Select Station Locations South Dakola 58 o > <o Boshn
Pie;re . New York
Wisrai _ ®Buffalo . Né\; 'Hav
: Sl
| Sioux Falls® Milwaukee" @ Defroit Bligind Ferreviian \.\_ Connectiout
Preferred Route Operating Statistics Chicagoy S RNERnG: Fennsyivaria New York City
® — LS _ Pittsburgh '~
Reno { Scheduledruntime approx.32 hours i Omaha-.. ©,Des Moines N Ihio ¢ G——Ph||acle|ph|a |
diana =~ lew Jerse
. . ] £ I"n | Wware
Nevada Route Iength 1,572 miles ] \ [ndianapoljs () ol
@ Merced _ Kansa . @ (. _Colur_nbusm._._l LY _W?IShIT‘EJEOF pa
Restored service e+ n/a C|ty Mincis o’ NS oinoinnall | Wesl lortor
California ° Kansas S i f ®
e New service LEh(0 1S | tLounéq. o Ashiand Lynchburg—eg >
* Des Moines, |IA Newton 7 Louisville o, .
@ Bakersfield - ® Roanoke Iraina - M—Petersburg
’. BACESIO ®|as Vegas Trinidad = " [entucky P
. Barstow L) st .
® Flagstaff Nashville;.'. Further analysis after completion of
o 4 P Ty— - i ] ; this study would be necessary to
geles d ci _ Oklaﬁorﬁa—o ezl advance the preferred routes through
Phoent L P Ny City Little Rock ®Memphis | _ project planning and project
Juma @ bl . - Amarillo ° Mississippi AN developmentactivities, including
! ANZONa Nias Mesel : Arkansas B"-n-"ngham. - ; detalled SCheduIe development
,Tucson Fr?r?!lulf‘?%h Marshall Meridian A This ar_1a|y_3|s W9U|d include extens_lve
=) : Jackson » L coordination with host and operating
El Paso X  p -7 Montgomery : _ :
’ - : railroads, funding agencies and other
Legend Mobile /4" Ajabama key stakeholders.
Bassline Network Texas T | ‘l - L
Long-Distance, Northeast ' SMplosO 4 Tallah?assee
Corridor, Stale-Supported, E 2 r Pensacola
Baseline Projects a0 Aystin Lolfsfana '-
Praferred Routes 4 ® - = 4 a®
s Preferred Route: San Antonio — Minneapalis/St. Paul San Aﬁlﬂn io Houston New Orleans Or[ando_-_
Preferred Roules Tampa @
Stations in Cities with Populations Ovar 50k
o Exisling
= Disconlinued Flonda 1)
o New Oy

Miami

] Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound service.
(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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Conceptual run times are
intended to support network

existing or future traffic
conditions along the route.

>° Bakersfield
Barstow

@Yuma

Legend

Baseline Network

Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects

Preferred Routes

Preferred Roules

O Existing
Discontinued
© New

KenrM vick

San Antonio —Minneapolis/St. Paul

Proposed Preferred Route *
and Select Station Locations

analysis and do not consider [P Clty—’

® | as \egas

Preferred Route: San Antonio — Minneapolis/St. Pau

Stations in Cities with Populations Over 50k

Helen“

Kansas City to

Minneapolis/St. Paul
Time Savings: approx.12 hours, g.on

oillings Fargo

Mirneapolis/St. Paul e~

,;: / - % New Hay

Sy
y . New York City
e £ philadeiphia

Preferred Route Falls® Viaskete®

Chlcagov.
©,Des Momes e

4
4

approx. 11 hours

1 seatride

P . *a&—\Washington DC
o5 1 ,,r" Chief, Thruway Bus L} .
Denver ‘ v Lorton
H [ ]
_ Kansas City ¢ ¢ ,_.1 "~ StiLouis |/ asiend” b < ©
San Antonlo to Newton o ‘!{“ <) Louisville Roandhe Pol e
‘ b, -’ i I\
d = £
Kansas City L Crarote
i i Tulsa ‘ =9 %
Time Savings: A o
' e Chattanooga
e, APPTOX. 11 hours _ Ok'ah%"?;* Little Rock ~ AY @ Memphis
Amarillo o
@ Tucson Dallas/ 4 :‘J,v" Existing Route(s)
Fort Worth—y vy ;,‘/ Jackson ® Savannah
-l /4

Preferred Route

30 hours, 50 minutes )
PO Jacksonville

2 seat ride: Texas
Eagle, Missouri River

approx. 20 hours
Runner

Orlando =®

4 ®
1seatride San AP Houston

Tampa @

San Antonio

Miami
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Wyoming

San Francisco — Dallas/Fort Worth

Proposed Preferred Route and Select Station Locations
@

Sioux Fal'igf

I owa
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&

Sacramen’m% Reno Salt Lake City—-’ - | Nebraska 2 Noc Moine:
: tockton . ' N - Cheyenne Further analysis after completion of
=0 Merced Utah Preferred Route Operating Statistics advance the preferred routes through
Jid - - q
‘F Scheduled run time  approx. 43 hours project planning and project
‘a resno . development activities, including
«=0,Hanford Route length 1,911 miles detailed schedule development. 0
‘f'f-.-_"-llii:;m'[a Restored service ¢ Phoenix, AZ This analysis would include extensive
o.Bakersfield 4 . coordination with host and operating
- Barstow ®| as Vegas VNI I(\)/IS:IT;S}% T;(X railroads, funding agencies and other
. : . Abilene ’TX key stakeholders. U
Flagstaff —
s 4 < Tulsa .+
Los Angeles | ¥ Albuquerque Oklahoma ) 9,
- s _ Oklahoma-® ,
.Phoenix ' AR City | Little Rocﬁ
b : marnilo
ofUma Arizona
New Mexico Arkansz
o 1ucson Dallas/ % || /
_ Fort Worth—a. / Marshall
Midland : : Ja
Legend OEl PaSO Q-O _': -
Bassline Network / Abllene
Long_-Dlslance Nartheast 0
Canter S e Odessa 7oy
Preferred Routes
s Preterred Route: San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Warth | ouisiana
' Preferred Roules
Stations In Cities with Populations Ovar 50k ° H t.
o Exisling . ouston
= Discontinued San Antonio
& Mew

Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound service.
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San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth  wer Sowt FalS?
Proposed Preferred Route and Select Station Locations Bakersfield to

Conceptual run times are ‘9“-Merced -‘—D Kansas
: enver :
intended to support network __Q‘Fresno Clty
analysis and do not consider S Hanford ‘ St Lo
existing or future traffic e B o
G ITHEET RGNS Bakersfield | - r breferred Route Newtgn
P Q- ® | as \egas S
W, Barstow
: i | Flagstaff approx. 36 hours -
U S ) 1 seat ride ne = Sa‘
Los Angeles 4y W Albuquerque mé
g N W ° Oklahomaze e
) 4 g Phoenix Amaril City tti %
. N .Yuma o (=) mariio
kt ~ Y Dallas/
Y OTUC?LOE ) _ Foirt Worth Marshall
s N Midland__ ety o Jai
Legend \q \"" - OEl Paso -+ 40 SN O o )
Baseline Network .. - i e e , Ab|len"
Long-Distance, Northeast EXIStIng ROUte(S) o 0 )
Corndor, State-Supported, — (QOdessa
Baseline Projects
Preferred Routes 45 hours, 15 minutes N
s Preferred Route: San Francisco — Dallas/Fort Worth o {
Preferred Routes 2 seat ride: Bus, Texas e -
Stations in Cities with Populations Over 50k Eagle/Su nset Limited i > o
o Existing — o 0 HOUStOn
Discontinued . Sal[n Anton [||0
© New
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D i N o J Michigan &. «® Boston
- I L} New York
etroit - New Orleans Z »
O - g . e
Proposed Preferred Route and Select Station Locations . o~ hewFlaw
VillWaukee © O Detroit _ Mg — Connecticut
e Cleveland Pennsylvania .\-—New York City
Nebrask o |cagoﬂ.‘ e\Toledo Pittsburgh -, : -
u ebraska Omaha«. @ Des Moines ndiana A G——Phlladelpf\rjua J
Cheyenne _Springﬁ_eld\ A — L
Indmnapohsa; Columbus % ®— Washington DC
Preferred Route Operating Statistics Illinois 7 Dayton st \ ———Maryland
_ Cincinnati  virginia Lorton
Scheduled run time approx. 29 hours St Louis Ashlar:j
: b ( Lynchburg—eg »
G Route length 1,246 miles T ovisvill Y g. o
_ Quisvile Roanoke # Vircinia - \—Petersburg
. I'\D/'O”t%lom:[y, AL Bowling Greens®  Kentucky
» Decatur, ) y
- Nashville, TN Missouri I T North
. i ; ~ ariote =
Restored service | Eg:l'\i’;'\/n“?eGés(en’ KY Nashville =% ( R
Albuaueraudl ' - o Further analysis after completion of
q Cl. - Dayton, OH Ienn?ss\,e e Chattanooga this study would be necessary to
| | * Springfield, OH e Rock ® Memphis advance the preferred routes through
« Columbus, OH o = Decatur - et 2 [
Mississippi project planning and project
Newservice « n/a o ®:Atlanta development activities, including
— Arkansas Birmingham S detailed schedule development.
Dallas/ Meridi This analysis would include extensive
eridian _ Y
Fort Worth— Marshall Jackson 'S Georgia coordination with host and operating
T El Paso + -9 Montgomery railroads, funding agencies and other
e Mobile Alabama key stakeholders.
Long-Distance, Northeast \ ®
Corridor, State-Supported, Texas \ (w) 2 @ €™
Baseline Projects \ Ta| | ahaSSee
Preferr:d?ou;e; N Louisiana n) Pensacola
" Freferred koute: Detroit — New Urleans |
Preferred Routes ( ) GU'prft Orlando a®
Stations in Cities with Populations Over 50k L Houston New Orleans
o Existing San Antonio T -
© Discontinued ampa
© New

Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound service.
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Denver = Mrnneapolrs/St Paul
Proposed Preferred Routé dnd Select Station Locations

North Dakota Minnesota
- Brllrngs Fargo
| Minnea olrs/
0 SR NN isconsi
® oise South Dakota '

Scheduled runtime  approx. 26 hours

Route length 1,136 miles Rapid Clty :
A Pierre

Restored service e« Cheyenne, WY )
+ Fort Collins, CO «n
New service e+ Rapid City, SD SiOUX Fa”SO
+ SiouxFalls, SD |
j Further analysis after completion of
lowa ' this study would be necessary to
o advance the preferred routes through
: ’ ) Nebraska : project planning and project
Salt Lake C]ty A A Omaha= development activities, including
) ' Cheyenne _b detailed schedule development.
Fort CO"IHS-O This analysis would include extensive
_ Il _ coordination with host and operating
pfopmy y ' Kansas j railroads, funding agencies and other
Feasn Utah 'q'.—Denver PO key stakeholders.
Basaline Natwork : C|ty _
Long-Distance, Nartheast ) d
Cotrider, Stale-5 ted, . WL i
Coar ot oo | Keieas 0 St Louis_
Preferred Routes . - COIOFE?CJO ! ( ; ..
s Preferred Route: Denver - Minneapdis/St. Paul N ewton
» Preferred Roules
Stations In Cities with Populations Ovar 50k L. .‘ .
(=] Exiﬁlillg 4
= Disconlinued Trlnldad . ‘ .
& New - [ o Missouri

] Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound service.
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Seattle - Chicago

SpokangaT"“t Proposed Preferred Route and Select Station Locations
i

SYakima % Missoula
Portland erg, /
. - ennewick Helena  Moniana North Dakot
: ‘ Blsmarck
\ Billin w
Oregon Bozeman Farg

Minneapolis/ OSt Cloud

Seattle Washington
(=}

Minnesota

-.Boise ot A St Paul Wisconsin
: P o o0 akota )
4 S0 . i £ - La Crosse Michigan
Preferred Route Operating Statistics s Piegre ,0 '
Scheduled run time approx. 50 hours Wyoming _ ..
; ' Sioux Fallg; - - o™
Route length 2,096 miles , , Milwaukee
« Yakima, WA s : ' lowa Chicago—b
« Missoula, MT Salt | ake City—’. | Nebraska . : '
_ , y Q A ® Des Moines
Restored service + Bozeman, MT R, -QCh Omaha—k % indiana
» Billings, MT f i . gyeqe Indianapolis
» Bismarck, ND o Kans e .
Utah - Wy d T\
_ “~Denver
. =1 , _ : @
New service _ Ht?lena, MT i _ Further analysis after completion of
Calliornia Colorado 8 Kansas this study would be necessary to
| Newton gy advance the preferred routes through [
Legend "o:Bakersfield @) s Vogas - o, | project planning and project h
Basaline Network w Barstow L . deve_lopment activities, including
Long-Distance, Northeas! (@) Flagstaff - detailed schedule development.
Cotridar, Stale-Supparted, Y 4 ;
Baseline Projects o N - ' | ~ Oklahon qTU1sa._ ' This analysis would include extensive i
Flgiordodtes \ngeles - Albuquerque | bl coordination with host and operating  |§
_Ersz;" E‘J“te' S > .‘ ) Oklahoma® railroads, funding agencies and other g
e » Phoenix ' . . City key stakeholders.
Stations In Cities with Populations Ovar 50k .Yuma @ Ao J Amarillo ’
o Exislin AlZona : P \
- Dlsconﬂnued & New Mexico Arkansas Blrmmgham.‘
& New "TUCSOH D ” f _ 2%
@ allas ! y
- Frrt Warth B Marshall . Meridian QO

] Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound service.
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ng‘\qas ‘ . 6 . AU T "" I'ICIC’IOIllll
lllinois 7 l . Cincinnati ~ West ary
Dallas/Fort Worth — Atlanta Nirginia .\—Lorton
Proposed Preferred Route'and Select Station‘lg¢ations ___-...Lomsgﬁgland Lynchburg—e .:_
| Newtgrj | - | ¢ Roanoke 4 Virginia Petersburg
Trinidad S y J Kentucky
& : # Missouri _
| W/ Charlot
Nashville 2o _ anotts Carolina
ue Scheduled run time  approx. 22 hours Tennessee ' . ®
> Route length 870 miles . ._v_Chattanooga
v Restored service + n/a Little Rock ® Memphis
' ® Mississippi .
New service e+ Shreveport, LA i G—Atlanta ___ South
New Mexico _ Arkansas B|rm|nghamb/'f . Carolina

_ O
Dallas/ Tuscaloosa ’o’

Marshall idi - . : :
Fort Wor’[h 4~ Meridian X, ! Further analysis after completion of
El Paso =D oﬂrShreve ort ’i .Montgomery this study would be necessary to

advance the preferred routes through

o

Longwew Jackson Mobile ¥ Alabama project planning and project
- . \ - development activities, including
lexas SO, _ @ detailed schedule development.
Louis : ) Pgnsacola Tallahassee This ar_1a|y_sis W9U|d include extens_ive
ouisiana ~ coordination with host and operating
'-. - railroads, funding agencies and other
Legend o Houston New Orleans key stakeholders.
Baseline Network San AntonIO
Long-Distance, Northeast Tampa &
Corridor, Stale-Supported,
Baselina Projecls
Preferred Routes
s Preferred Route: DallasiFart Worth - Alanta :
Preferred Routes HOI Ida
Stations In Cities with Populations Over 50k .‘
o Exisling M|ami
= Discontinued
& Mew

Scheduled run time for northbound or eastbound service.
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Portland e

'KénneWiUk b HeI.ena Montana EI PaSO — B I I I i n gS
' : North Dakota Ainneso
Proposed Preferred Route argl_g Select Station Locations

Uregon

Wisconsin

o Minneapolis/
Boise \ - St. Paul
L s L South Dakota - : \ ‘P
dane | | : : T Michigan
Preferred Route Operating Statistics ( Plg.r'{e_ ¢ ' _

Scheduled run time  approx. 31 hours Wyoming ,_ggsper e "q. S
Y ioux Falls ;
Route length 1,393 miles Milwaukee® A
: _ lowa Chicago—~.
Restored service glrlyeyenl\r/};a, oy e : - — g 'b‘
illings, ke City—% N INEIBENA Omahas, @ Des Moines :
. . \ . - —-Che enne : ) Indiana
. ;iség{g ng M N Fort Colins @mo "> Indianapolis
New service ¢ Colorado Springs, CO Utah 0\, Kansas fots > ;
| : Utah A Denver s lllinois (7 W (
« Fort Collins, CO o 3\ City 4
. Casper, WY fiLl . P EPS  Further analysis after completion of
Colorado _g;oColorado Springs  Hansas ¢ this study v?//ould be neceisary to i
* Bakersfield y =SPueblo Newtgn advance the preferred routes through
> st ® | as Vegas N . project planning and project c
% Barstow Tr'”'dad_=!--_ : : development activities, including
‘ Flagstaff y N detailed schedule development.
® Tulsa ' : . g .
laen ele.s .. Albuguerque . Oklahoma 9 This ar_1a|y_5|s W9U|d include extens_lve _
g OV o Oklah = coordination with host and operating (@
. ' . o\ | - L) AAoey railroads, funding agencies and other
Legan "o hoenix y : o City key stakeholders
Basaline Network Yuma : ) Amarillo .
Long-Distance, Northeast o Arizona New Mexico Arkansas Birmingham!
Cotridar, Stale-Supparted, i) Arkansas irming am.‘.
Baseline Projects Tucson ©llas Cruces _
Preferred Routes ® i. _ vl Marshall Meridian o
= Preferred Route: B Paso - Bilings A Fort WOI‘th—‘b : . Jackson 7. @
Preferred Routes b El Paso . A= F\ MOI'Ith
Stations In Cities with Populations Ovar 50k Ny Mobile Alabama
o Exisling : : ;
= Disconliniied [exas Wo
& Mew i

X
lodisianes Pensacola
Llisialld

] Scheduled run time for northb'ound or eastbound service.
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Development of Route Service: Next Steps

= Develop conceptual service schedules
0 Schedule long-distance service (one train a day in each direction)

0 Serve those MSA pairs that have the highest volume of trips during daytime hours
(5am.-11pm.)
O Support connections between existing routes and preferred routes for key markets

= Conceptual service schedules will inform:

0 Cost estimating (capital and operating & maintenance costs)

o0 Elements of the public benefits analysis (number of new origin-destination pairs,
travel time savings on the network, jobs and earnings supported
by operations/construction)

o0 Travel demand estimating

. FRA
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DEVELOPMENT OF

CAPITAL AND
OPERATING & MAINTENANCE

COST ESTIMATES




CAPITAL COST
ESTIMATING

FRA
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Capital Cost Estimating for Passenger Specific Projects

Provides high-level
cost estimating to

support early planning
activities

(‘ U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
@’ Federal Railroad Administration

Includes 35%
allocated
contingency to
address project risks

Estimates Passenger-
service specific
project costs

= Track upgrades
e Stations
e Maintenance facilities

= Signalization and Positive
Train Control (PTC)

= Rolling stock

FRA
" LONG-DISTANCE
SERVICE STUDY



Capital Cost Methodology

* FRA Budgeting Tool: Standard Cost Categories (SCC)

_ _ : SCC 30: Support SCC 50:
StruScct:li elsOéLrg(T:rkack ScC ZT%r%?rsgolrs]S and Facilities: Yards, Communications SCC 70: Vehicles
Shops, Admin. Bldgs. and Signaling
eUpgrade track <New stations <New yard leads to =Signals & PTC for eDiesel locomotives
class1,2, or3to -New platforms access storage new track -Baggage cars
track class 4 tracks connections =Sleeper cars
<New track <New maintenance (crossovers and eDiner cars
connections facilities turnouts) eLounge cars
eNew enroute -Signals & PTC for (cafég/sightseer)
servicing facilities upgraded track

=Single- and bi-level
passenger cars

SCC 80: Professional Services

=Service Planning eConstruction Administration,
=Project Environmental/Survey <Engineering Inspection

eConceptual & Preliminary Engineering eStartup, Certification, Commissioning
=Final Design =Contract Administration

=<Project Management e|nsurance

FRA
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Passenger Rall Route Infrastructure

= Track Considerations Passenger rail maximum speed
o ldentify new track connections where necessary to connect the . Track Class 1: 15 miles per hour
end-to-end route « Track Class 2: 30 miles per hour

o0 Improve existing rail infrastructure to FRA Track Class 4 ek Gl 2 60 riles per ey

v" ldentify existing track speed based on track classification and Tk Slkes A G0 miles [mer e

available data
v" Upgrade track classification 1, 2, or 3 to track class 4

= Signalization and PTC Considerations

0 Add signaling and PTC where missing to support FRA Track
Class 4 passenger rail operations

o0 Add PTC where existing signalization is sufficient to support
passenger rail operations as required

FRA
LONG-DISTANCE
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Stations and Terminals

Amtrak Station Types = Costs included for new

Large Station | | stations not currently served
Large station building, transit Nz Fige ielirinel o b il

g : aing. Located at route endpoints Yy passenger rai
connections, offices, restrooms
Medium Station « Staffed stations with ticket office
Station building, offices,  Includes crew base and enroute & Station types may be adjusted to
restrooms servicing _

. o reflect the needs within the

Caretaker Station « Unstaffed station with ticketing :
Station building, restrooms machine station area

e Supports variability in long-
distance train operations

Shelter Station  Not considered for preferred
Sheltered waiting room routes
« Supports a conservative
approach to cost estimating

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion FRA
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Support Facilities

= Costs included for new terminal facilities, additional yard track, and enroute servicing

New maintenance facilities
at terminals of preferred Additional yard tracks at
routes where there is not an existing facilities
existing terminal facility

Enroute servicing costs

Food vender refill

Full maintenance facility at

terminals of preferred routes Daily inspection (engine and car)

Based on the number of routes

that could be served Potable water refill

Waste water servicing

Size based on the number of
preferred routes served

Garbage pick up

FRA
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Capital Cost Estimate Outputs

= Capital Cost estimates will be reported as a range

by FRA SCC for each of the preferred routes SO AR MELER SUEITES (3 UL

= The high-cost estimate includes an additional SCC 20: Stations and Terminais
30% unallocated contingency over and above the
low-cost estimate to account for unforeseen
circumstances that impact project delivery.

= The values will represent high-level cost estimates
to support early planning.

= Substantial additional planning and analysis
would be required for further refinement and
accuracy.

SCC 30: Support Facilities: Yards, Shops, Admin. Bldgs.
SCC 50: Communications & Signhaling

SCC 70: Vehicles

SCC 80: Professional Services

Total

FRA
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OPERATING AND
MAINTENANCE
COST ESTIMATING




Operating and Maintenance Cost Estimating

= Provides high-level cost estimating to support early project planning
= Operating and maintenance (O&M) costs for marginal and fixed costs

Fixed costs

Costs that are static regardless of
the level of service provided

Marginal Costs

Costs vary by the level of service provided

<Boardings eTrain Hours eGeneral & Administrative
-Locomotive Miles =Train Miles (Except Sales & Marketing)
eLocomotive Trips eLocomotive Days =Non-Operating

eCoach, Food Service, ePassenger Car Days
Sleeper Car Hours

<Passenger Car Trips

<Non-Shared Staffed
Stations

| _ FRA
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Operating and Maintenance Cost Methodology

= Based on Amtrak Performance Tracking statistics for fiscal year 2019

= |dentified 135 operating statistics addressing marginal and fixed O&M cost
categories

= |dentified marginal O&M unit costs for existing long-distance routes by
operating statistic

= Weighted average unit costs for existing long-distance routes applied to
preferred routes with the same number of nights and days operated/week
0 Not including existing non-daily Cardinal or Sunset Limited routes, or Auto Train

= Existing fixed costs would remain unchanged

FRA
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O&M Cost Estimate Outputs

= O&M cost estimates will be reported as a range for each

of the preferred routes. Marginal Cost

= The low- and high-range of cost estimates reflect the hEe Con
variation in marginal unit costs by operating statistic of LE17Y OF] (e
existing long-distance routes.

= The values will represent high-level cost estimates to
support early planning.

= Substantial additional planning and analysis would be
required for further refinement and accuracy.

FRA
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Prioritization Considerations

Public and Rider Benefits Access to new markets
Passenger rail travel time savings
Jobs and earnings supported by operations/construction
Expanding geographic coverage of the long-distance network
Increasing number of passenger rail connections

Capital Cost Estimates Total capital costs

Capital costs per mile
O&M Cost Estimates Operating cost by route mile

Operating cost by population served
Complexity in Development and Implementation Number of host and operating railroads
Consistency with Intercity Passenger Rail Projects Corridor ID selections for long-distance routes

Benefit to state supported services

(‘ U.S. Departmenl of Transportalion EgﬁJG-DISTANCE
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Interactive Session — Prioritization Feedback

What parameters are the most important to consider for
prioritization?

= Place the sticky dot on each “Category” that should be prioritized as we
develop an implementation phasing plan. Please limit to 3 sticky dots.

= Provide input on sticky notes for any other examples you think should be
considered.
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A

Development and
Implementation Timeline for
a Preferred Route

15 Year Timeline

= Year 0-4. Project Planning
= Year 4-8: Project Development

e Year 8-14: Final Design and
Construction

e Year 15: Start of Operations

U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
Federal Railroad Administration

Timeframes of Implementation of Operations

Conceptual Timeframes for
Implementation
= Near-term: 2040 to 2050

= Mid-term: 2050 to 2060
= Long-term: 2060 +

FRA
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ONGOING
LONG-DISTANCE
COLLABORATION
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Governance Feedback from Meeting Series 2

= Participants were asked how FRA and Amtrak could coordinate with stakeholders
about current and future long-distance services.
0 Themes for current and future service input included:

v" Community and Rider Engagement: Increased awareness of services and related benefits;
coordinated marketing with states and communities; local first/last mile connections; rider
surveys; engagement with Tribal Nations, disability community, health care providers, higher
education, and tourism/chambers of commerce

v" Planning: Coordinated planning across states and corridor(s), including regional
transportation plans and potential multimodal connections/hubs; schedules; station amenities

0 Potential models of governance bodies included:

v" Congressionally-created bodies, such as SAIPRC and NECC; Interstate Rail Compacts,
Including SRC and MIPRC

v" Others, including: SPRC, Associations (APTA, AASHTO, CTAA), and MPOs

FRA
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Ideas for Ongoing Long-Distance Collaboration

= FRA is considering ideas for a new Long-Distance Public Committee, which
would likely need to be established by Congress

= This committee could focus on ongoing feedback for current Amtrak long-
distance service.

= This Long-Distance Public Committee could serve several functions, including:

o Coordinating with Amtrak on policies for engagement / marketing with station communities
and states

0 Developing annual customer service reports or passenger surveys

o0 Serving as a forum for long-distance service policy discussions related to current service

= Committee membership could potentially include states with long-distance
service, Amtrak, FRA, and other long-distance-focused associations or groups.
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Ideas for Ongoing Long-Distance Planning

= FRA is considering ideas for a recurring, high-level long-distance planning
process, potentially updated approximately every five years, documenting:
o Existing long-distance service, trends and forecasts, as well as needs and opportunities

0 Proposed long-distance passenger rail programs and investments, as well as the status of
previously proposed long-distance passenger rail plans, projects, or other programs

= This process, led by FRA, could be similar to State Rail Plans or other
comparable transportation investment plans, focusing on the status and needs
of future Amtrak long-distance service, as well as needs for current service.

= Any new planning process would involve significant stakeholder
engagement

FRA
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NEXT STEPS
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Next Steps for Stakeholders

= Encourage your communities and constituencies to review the meeting

materials on the website

o All presentations and summaries will be posted online after the completion of the
meeting series

= Submit any feedback on the topics and materials from this meeting via the
project website by March 8 for inclusion in our analysis and report

0 Due to the breadth of the study, it may not be possible to respond to all feedback, but all
feedback will be reviewed by the team and captured in our report

FRA
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Study Next Steps

= Based on feedback received from this meeting and the other regions:

o ldentify preferred routes for near, mid and long-term implementation

= For stakeholder meeting 4

0 Show costs and public benefits of the preferred routes
o ldentify implementation schedules for the preferred routes
0 Present long-distance study recommended actions and discuss next steps

= Post all meeting materials on the project website

' U.5. Departmenl of Transportalion
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Long-Distance Service Study Engagement Schedule

. Meeting 2 > Meeting 3
Summer 2023 Winter 2024
Enhanced Network Route Identification

Route Development

® 0 © ©

Q Meeting 1 Meeting 4 <
January-February 2023 Spring 2024
Universe of Routes & Recommended
Evaluation Factors Actions
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Stay Informed

FRA Long-Distance Service Study
Website: wwwi.fralongdistancerailstudy.org
Email: contactus@fralongdistancerailstudy.org
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http://www.fralongdistancerailstudy.org/
mailto:contactus@fralongdistancerailstudy.org

