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Agenda

" Welcome and Introductions

= Study Overview and What We’ve Heard

= Network Development

" Methods and Tools for Network Assessment

" Preferred Route Analysis

" Prioritization

= On-going Long-Distance Collaboration and Planning

" Closing and Next Steps

FRA
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Meeting Objectives

= Review and discuss the analyses associated with each of the preferred routes:

o Conceptual service schedules
o High-level capital and operating and maintenance cost estimate ranges for certain types of

projects

o Public benefits analysis

= (Create a shared understanding of next steps for the project

FRA
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Long-Distance Service Study Regions: Stakeholder Group Meetings
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Long-Distance Service Study Engagement Schedule

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

Route Development

® ©

.

) Meeting 1 Meeting 4 ¢
January-February 2023 Spring/Summer 2024
Universe of Routes & Recommended
Evaluation Factors Actions
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About the FRA Long-Distance Service Study

The Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) 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 LLong-Distance routes, including
with specific attention provided to routes in service as of April 1971 but not
continued by Amtrak.

FRA
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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

Preferred options for restoring Prioritized inventory of capital

Federal and non-Federal funding

or enhancing LLong-Distance projects to restore or enhance sources

service service

Recommendations for methods
by which Amtrak could work
with local communities and

organizations to develop activities

Estimated costs and public
benefits of restoring or enhancing
intercity rail passenger

and programs to continuously
improve public use of intercity
passenger rail service along each
route.

transportation in the region
impacted for each relevant Amtrak
route

FRA
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Amirak Passenger Rail Service

= Amtrak provides passenger rail service across the nation, serving more than
500 destinations in 46 states.

" The current Amtrak network provides passenger rail service across three
service lines:
o Northeast Corridor (NEC) provides service between Boston, Massachusetts, and

Washington, DC on the Northeast Regional and Acela routes; Amtrak owns most of
the NEC main line, and provides high-speed service on Acela.

o State-Supported provides service on 30 routes of not more than 750 miles through
cost-sharing agreements with state partners.

o Long-Distance provides service on 15 Amtrak routes over 750 miles. The federal
government provides significant financial support to Amtrak for these routes.
= Both state-supported and long-distance routes primarily operate on host
railroad tracks, which are not owned by Amtrak.
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Existing Network
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Frequency and
Service

Amtrak operates 15
LD routes. By
statute, LD routes
are over 750 miles;
they typically operate
once per day in each
direction (except

Cardinal and Sunset
Limited), with end-
to-end travel times
of 12+ houts, and
have coach and
sleeper
accommodations.

Rural
Connections

Less than 10 percent
of LD riders travel
end-to-end; many
different origin-
destination pairs in
each route *
connecting urban
and rural markets.
Approximately 20
percent of LD riders
connect to another
Amtrak service.

Geography

LD routes are the
only passenger rail
service in 22 of the
46 states in the
passenger rail
network; on average,
an LLD route serves
29 stations and 8
states.* LD routes
help form a
“backbone” of the
national passenger
rail network.

What are Amirak Long-Distance (LD) Routes?

Funding

Congress, through
an annual grant to
Amtrak, provides
funds to offset the
adjusted operating
loss for LD routes —
projected to be

approximately
$495M in FY25.**
Amtrak is prohibited
from discontinuing
LD routes in any
year it receives
adequate federal
funding.

Passengers

LD routes carried
over 4 million
passengers in 2023,
who traveled 2
billion passenger
miles — more than a
third of total
passenger miles
traveled in the
Amtrak system.

*Station data excludes the Auto Train; state data includes Washington, DC
* Amtrak General and Legislative Annual Report & Fiscal Year 2025 Grant Request FRA
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Federal Funding Program Overview: Amirak Annual Grant

= The Amtrak Annual Grant is a directed grant program that is unique in scope and
purpose—Amtrak is the only eligible recipient, and funds are broadly eligible for use to
support Amtrak’s activities. FRA administers the grant, and available funding changes
year-to-year based on Congressional appropriations.

= Amtrak’s funds are administered via two grants: one for Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor
Account and one for Amtrak’s National Network Account.
" Annual Grant funds are often used for:
o Capital improvement projects and annual maintenance activities
o Debt service payments
o Operating expenses on the National Network

v" Long-Distance Routes: Funds are typically used to offset operating losses on existing routes

v’ State-Supported Routes: Amtrak has cost-sharing agreements with state partners, but federal
funds are used for certain expenses on these routes

FRA
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Federal Funding Program Overview: BIL Advance Appropriations
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A

FRA Discretionary Grant Programs: BIL Advance Appropriations

Programs

Consolidated Rail Infrastructure
and Safety Improvements
(CRISI)

Railroad Crossing Elimination
(New)

Federal-State Partnership for
Intercity Passenger Rail
(Significantly Changed)

Restoration & Enhancement

Interstate Rail Compacts (New)

Purpose

To fund projects that improve the safety, efficiency, or
reliability of intercity passenger and freight rail.

To promote highway-rail or pathway-rail grade crossing
improvement projects that focus on improving the safety
and mobility of people and goods.

To fund capital projects that reduce the state of good repair
backlog, improve performance, or expand or establish new
intercity passenger rail service, including privately operated

intercity passenger rail service if an eligible applicant is involved.

To provide operating assistance to initiate, restore, or enhance
intercity passenger rail service.

This program will provide funding for interstate rail compacts'
administrative costs and railroad systems planning, promotion
of intercity passenger rail operations, and the preparation of
grant applications.

Advanced Appropriations

$5 billion
($1 bilion annually)

$3 billion
($600 million annually)

$36 billion
($7.2 billion annually)

$250 million
($50 million annually from Amtrak
National Network fund)

$15 million
($3 million annually from Amtrak
National Network fund)

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration




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

= Identify preferred options and prioritization

= Develop costs, benetits, and financing information

" Identity final recommendations and implementation strategies

= Issue final report

U.S. Department of Transportation ECR)ﬁJG-DISTANCE
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Long-Distance Service Study Approach

Amtrak Non-Daily

+ Evaluate existing conditions & requirements to restore to daily service

(G & S + Consider & recommend daily service restoration plan

Limited) Routes

Potential New
Long-Distance —_—
Services

FRA
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Long-Distance Service Study Expectations

What this Study IS What this Study IS NOT

Focused on Long-Distance Network A “National Rail Plan”
Assessment of routes over 750 miles Assessment of State-Supported routes
Focused on Amtrak as service provider Identifying other service providers

Service frequencies to meet Long-Distance markets  High frequency service

Utilization of existing rail corridors Identifying new “greenfield” alignments
Conventional rail/technology High-speed or other emerging technologies
U.S. Department of Transportation FRA
(./ Federal Railroad Administration 2 Lo D TANCE




Long-Distance Service Study Technical Outputs

" Develop 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

o Includes developing demand, revenue, and O&M cost estimates for specific routes under
consideration

= Identify certain types of passenger service-required projects

o Passenger service-required projects identified for this study include track upgrades to track class 4
and supporting signalization and PTC, passenger stations, maintenance facilities, and rolling stock

o Projects will be included as part of “prioritized inventory” required by the legislation

o Decision to focus on identifying these types of projects was based on feedback from host railroads
during initial outreach

o Estimated cost ranges of passenger service-required projects will be identified

o Total capital costs for preferred routes will not be identified

( U.S. Department of Transportation ECR)ﬁJG-DISTANCE
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Capital Cost Estimating for Selected Passenger Service-Required Projects

Costs Estimated for

Selected Passenger Service-Required Projects
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Unknown Costs
To be determined based on
future studies and analysis

Total Estimated

I

Other Capital Projects |
Capital Costs |
I

Including Track Capacity
and Operational
Improvement Projects
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Opportunities and Challenges

Opportunities

Establishes options for potential
future long-distance service, in
response to legislative requirements,

examining broad needs, challenges,
and opportunities.

Identifies regions where potential
new service could provide economic
and social benefits.

Demonstrates support for restoring
long-distance intercity passenger rail
services and exploring the creation
of new long-distance routes.

Satisfies an early step in the FRA
project lifecycle to identify actions

needed to enhance long-distance
service.

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

" Documents high-level analysis.

Substantial additional analysis and
resources are required prior to
implementation.

Identifies only certain passenger
service-required capital projects.
Future identification and analysis of
additional capital projects, including
those related to capacity, requires
additional time and resoutces,
including coordination with host
railroads and other stakeholders.

Requires significant unidentified
tunding for planning, infrastructure
improvements, fleet needs, and
ongoing operating support.

25
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Long-Distance Service Study in the FRA Project Lifecycle Stages

Systems Project Project

. Final Design o ti
Planning Planning Development LA peration

)\
| | | |

Regional & State Rail Corridor Identification & Fed State Partnership / Other Restoration &
Planning Development Program Federal Funding Programs Enhancement
\ Y ) Program

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

Key Systems and Project Planning Tasks Key Project Planning Tasks
Undertaken by the Study Subject to Additional Analysis AFTER the Study
v" Create a foundation for further planning J Route, service, and passenger service-
of potential future long-distance services required project recommendations

are subject to further development and

v" Examine broad needs, challenges, and
refinement under subsequent detailed project

opportunities

v" Consider links with other transportation planning and project development etforts

modes J Tdentify potential capacity related

improvements and operational issues

v" Identify selected passenger service
ty P > associated with the proposed routes

required projects, including their

respective costs and benefits J Develop conceptual engineering concepts

FRA
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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

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

Solicit proposals 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

FRA
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Nexus between the Long-Distance Service Study and Corridor ID Program

= Corridor ID 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.

= Long-distance service corridors selected into Corridor ID include:
o Daily Cardinal Service (Amtrak) — Increase service frequency of a long-distance route
o Daily Sunset Limited Service (Amtrak) — Increase service frequency of a long-distance route

o North Coast Hiawatha (Big Sky Passenger Rail Authority) - Restoration of service over all or
portions of an intercity passenger rail route formerly operated by Amtrak

U.S. Department of Transportation ECR)ﬁJG-DISTANCE
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FY 22 Corridor ID Selections

90+ Corridor ID applications received

0. e i b \\ — : ‘
j | k ’~-- 69 applications were selected
: \-\ ,— ----------- -
] R Sy e
\‘L' \"\v’
{
_ | )/
P 1 & "v"xb~v~f’?;
_ 3
: } z = _‘-"!7%/*"
> K .‘ , - o/
\ Ty
: {
4

CID SELECTIONS
= o= == == e = High-Speed Rail

@ o= wm wn w= w  Conventional Rail (New)

Conventional Rail (Exisiting)

Exisiting Intercity Passenger Rail Network

FRA
LONG-DISTANCE

SERVICE STUDY

U.8. Department of Transportation
@ Federal Railroad Administration




WHAT WE HEARD
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Ideas for Ongoing Long-Distance Planning & Collaboration

" Ongoing Long-Distance Planning
o FRA is considering ideas for a recurring, high-level long-distance planning process, potentially
updated approximately every five years.

o 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 current Amtrak long-distance service, as well

as needs for potential future service.

" Ongoing Long-Distance Collaboration

o FRA is considering ideas for a new Long-Distance Public Committee, which may need to be
established by Congress.
o This committee could focus on ongoing feedback for current Amtrak long-distance service,

including engagement / marketing, customer service, and other policy discussions.
= FFRA heard significant support for these ideas during regional working group meetings
carlier this year and will continue to consider these ideas.
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Over 47,000 Comments Received - Al Methodology

= Public and stakeholder comments were collected from February 6 — March 11
o Submitted via emails, letters, and a webform

o Over 47,000 comments received

= Artificial Intelligence (AI) was used to analyze the comments received and
identify preferred routes and geographies (cities, states) mentioned

= Steps in the Al analysis process included:

O Validating Data: a random sample of comments was reviewed to confirm the Al analysis
matched the human analysis

o Tuning Responses: Al prompts were tested until performance was acceptable

o Reviewing: Al processed all comments and summarized results

U.S. Department of Transportation FRA
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Over 47,000 Comments Received
Pro;ect Website, Email, and Letters — February 6 through March 11
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Over 47,000 Comments Received

Comments by Topic Comments Referencing a Preferred Route
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Stakeholder and Public Comment Takeaways

= 99% ot comments were supportive of long-distance passenger rail in the
United States.

= 23% ot the comments simply offered support for passenger rail.

= Some cities that are not included on a preferred route generated many
comments and support for consideration. These cities will be discussed later in
the presentation.

FRA
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Sandpoint

Conceptual Enhanced Network
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Conceptual segments for future route development consideration
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Seattle
4 ~®

®
Sacramento o Rono

San Francisco @=
=0 Merced

9
Los Angele.s

Legend

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

Preferred Routes
@ Chicago — Miami
@ Dallas/Fort Worth — Miami
@ms Denver — Houston
@ | 0s Angeles — Denver
Phoenix — Minneapolis/St. Paul
Dallas/Fort Worth — New York
Houston — New York
s Seattle — Denver
@s» San Antonio — Minneapolis/St. Paul
= San Francisco — Dallas/Fort Worth
e Detroit — New Orleans
e Denver — Minneapolis/St. Paul
e Seattle — Chicago
@s» Dallas/Fort Worth — Atlanta
= E| Paso - Billings

( U.8. Department of Transportation

Washington

Oregon

California

) Bakersfield
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@
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Methods and Tools for Network Assessment

Conceptudl
Service
Schedules &
Network Analysis

Cost Estimating

Public Benefits

Analysis

FRA
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CONCEPTUAL
SERVICE SCHEDULES &
NETWORK ANALYSIS
METHODOLOGY




Methods and Tools

: Enhanced Identify
Baseline Route : . Investment ..
Network Service Analysis ) Prioritized
Network Development Analysis
Development Routes

|

Conceptual Service Schedules & Network Analysis

= Purpose: Analyze and develop conceptual service schedules with
Substantial addiional approximate departure and arrival times for each preferred route

lanning after . .
Cﬁmpleﬂ(?n oy to suppott investment analysis.

study would be v" Develop conceptual service schedules
needed to determine

actual service plans. v" Analyze the network connections and travel time savings

= Conceptual service schedules are not proposals for service,
and do not consider existing or future traffic conditions
along the routes, or site-specific conditions such as steep
grades.

( U.S. Department of Transportation FRA
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Methodology for Developing Conceptual Service Schedules

= Identified potential station locations for each preferred route

Quantify the number of
new stations where
preferred routes expand
the long-distance network

Used existing long- *Station spacing of

Added new stations
where a preferred route

intfersected an existing

distance station locations approximately every 50 miles*
* City population greater than

5,000 people

* Used station locations of state-
supported routes and
discontinued long-distance
routes and that met this criteria

long-distance route
where there wasn't an
existing station

*Based on the average station spacing of Amtrak long-
distance service for fiscal year 2022: average of 42 miles
east of the Mississippi River, average of 70 miles west
of the Mississippi River.

FRA
( U.S. Department of Transportation

@ Federal Railroad Administration a SERVICE STUDY




Methodology for Developing Conceptual Service Schedules

= Hstimated conceptual run times for each preferred route

Segments with Current Passenger Rail Service Conceptual Run

Times for a
Use the current schedule New Segments 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, or site-

* Average 20 minutes dwell time at stations with specific conditions such
crew base and enroute servicing activities* as steep grades.

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

( U.S. Department of Transportation FRA
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Methodology for Developing Conceptual Service Schedules

= Developed conceptual service schedules for each preferred route

5:00 a.m. —10:59 p.m.

N Daytime

Analyzed all departure times in a 24-hour period -O- Y

! - 5:00 a.m. - 7:59 a.m. early morning
- 8:00 a.m. - 10:59 a.m. late morning
- 11:00 a.m. - 12:59 p.m. midday
- 1:00 p.m. - 3:59 p.m. early afternoon
- 4:00 p.m. - 5:59 p.m. late afternoon
- 6:00 p.m. - 8:59 p.m. early evening

- 9:00 p.m. - 10:59 p.m. late evening

Selected deparfure times from the terminals:

Selected conceptual Minimized nighttime Nighttime
Provided daviime departure times to service for existing long- ) 11:00 p.m. — 4:59 a.m.
4 maximize daytime distance stations with

departures from

; : service for the highest only nighttime service One train a dav in
USluel Sxelitei population market pairs ~ that are served by @ each directio};l
on the preferred route* preferred route

*Based on an analysis of the metropolitan statistical area or micropolitan statistical area census
population and the travel time between each origin-destination station pair on the preferred route.

( U.S. Department of Transportation FRA
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Methodology for Developing Conceptual Service Schedules

= Conceptual service schedules for preferred routes are:
o Conceptual and for analysis purposes only. They are not an FRA proposal for service.
o Consistent with the schedules of the existing long-distance routes
o Consistent with existing long-distance route frequencies: one train a day in each direction
o Based on schedules for existing long-distance routes and do not consider existing or future
traffic conditions or site-specific conditions such as steep grades along the preferred routes
= Conceptual service schedules support analysis of the people and places served by
the preferred routes:
o Catchment area around stations 1dentified for the preferred route
v 30-mile radius where the station is in a Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA)

v" 50-mile radius where the station is in 2 non-MSA area

FRA
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Methodology for Network Analysis

= The baseline network was compared to the conceptual schedules
developed for the preferred network, to highlight potential service
improvements of the preferred network

Results

Number of new
station pairs
accessible by
preferred route

Calculate the

Analyze the Analyze the Calculate the fravel fime for all

baseline network preferred network number of station

station pairs
accessible in both
networks

(stations, routes, (stations, routes, pairs accessible in
schedules) schedules) both networks

Travel time
improvements by
preferred route

Includes up to 2 transfers, with transfer times between 1 and 12 hours

U.8. Department of Transportation EgﬁJG-DISTANCE
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Methodology for Network Analysis

= Potential average travel time improvements for existing station pairs when
using the preferred network compared to the baseline network, based on
conceptual service schedules

Average improved
travel time to
station pairs with
improved travel
times

Total number of
station pairs with
improved travel
time

Average improved
travel time by
preferred route

»

»

FRA
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COST ESTIMATING
METHODOLOGY
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Methods and Tools

: Enhanced : Identify
Baseline Route Service Investment ..
Network : ) Prioritized
Network Development Analysis Analysis
Development

Routes

Cost Estimating
= Purpose: Estimate selected passenger service-required capital project costs and

Selected Passenger operating and maintenance (O&M) costs of each preferred route as an input for
Service-Required Projects: public benefits analysis.
" Passenger Rail Route Public Benefits Analysis
Infrastructure . : . :
IR e — " Purpose: Estimate the public benefits of constructing selected passenger service-
Maintenance Eacilities required capital projects and operating the preferred routes.
= Vehicles (Rolling Stock) V' Safety
v" Rail accessibility
v" Equity

v" Jobs and earnings

U.S. Department of Transportation Egﬁlc;- DISTANCE
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Selected Passenger Service-Required Capital Projects

Provides high-level
cost estimating to

support early planning
activities

U.S. Department of Transportation

Includes 35%
allocated
contingency to
address project risks

Estimates selected
passenger-service
required project costs

e Track upgrades

e Signalization and Positive
Train Control (PTC)

e Stations
* Maintenance facilities
* Vehicles

FRA
LONG-DISTANCE

(v Federal Railroad Administration
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Capital Cost Estimating for Selected Passenger Service-Required Projects

Passenger Rail Route Stations and Maintenance _

Track Upgrades Stations Rolling Stock
» Upgrade to FRA frack class 4 = New stations and terminals =Single level equipment for
= New track connections to = Improvements at existing preferred routes that would
connect the end-to-end route stations to accommodate operate on the NEC
Signalization and PTC preferred routes = Bi-level equipment for other
= Add signaling and PTC to Maintenance facilities preferred routes
support FRA track class 4 = New maintenance facilities
passenger rail operations = Additional yard tracks at
= New connections for the end- existing facilities
to-end route = Enroute servicing
\ J

Professional Services

Programmatic costs based on the costs
of passenger rail route infrastructure and
stations and maintenance facilities

U.8. Department of Transportation EgﬁJG-DISTANCE
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Consist Estimates Used

One Night Route Two Night Route = Consists for the preferred routes

2 locomotives 2 locomotives based on conceptual service
1 baggage 1 baggage schedules
3 Sleepers 3 Sleepers = Repfeseﬂt th€ maleum typlcal

1 diner | diner length for vehicle acquisition costs

= Number of trainsets for each
preferred route calculated from:

o Runtime + layover time divided by
headway of 24 hours

1 lounge (café/sightseer) 1 lounge (café/sightseer)
3 coaches 4 coaches

1 transition/sleeper

Source: Amtrak FY2019 consist data o Layover time 1s assumed to be 8 hours
o Includes spare vehicles (25%)

U.S. Department of Transportation EgﬁJG-DISTANCE
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Consist Estimates Used

Preferred Route Number of Nights | Number of Trainsets
5

= Bi-level equipment

Chicago - Miami 2-night

Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami 1-night 5 consistent with existing long-

Denver - Houston 1-night 4 distance routes

Los Angeles - Denver 1-night 5

Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul 2-night 7 " Preferred routes on the

Dallas/Fort Worth - New York 2-night 7 (single-level equipment) Northeast Corrido r Would

Houston - New York 2-night 7 (single-level equipment) use Compatible single—level

Seattle - Denver 2-night 5 .

San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul 1-night 5 equlpment

San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth 2-night 7 " Cardinal and Sunset Limited

Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul 1-night 4 re qlll re additional trainsets

Seattle - Chicago 2-night 7 . .

Detroit - New Orleans 1-night 4 for daﬂy operations

Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta 1-night 4

El Paso - Billings 1-night 5

Daily Cardinal 1-night 4 (2 additional trainsets)

Daily Sunset Limited 2-night 7 (4 additional trainsets) RA
QY LS amoad Admimanation . LONG-DISTANCE




Capital Cost Estimating for Selected Passenger Service-Required Projects

* Does not include capacity improvements to accommodate existing or
future traffic, structural improvements, grade crossing improvements,
and freight railroad onboard PTC improvements

= Cost estimates reported in 2025-year dollars

= The high-cost estimate includes an additional 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

FRA
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Capital Cost Estimating for Selected Passenger Service-Required Projects

Costs Estimated for

Selected Passenger Service-Required Projects

s~ N

L © © @il

I

A it

I

| |

| |

| Track Class 4, Stations and Vehicles | |
including Maintenance (Rolling Stock) |

I Signalization Facilities

\ and PTC ‘

\ /
~ 7

—

U.S. Department of Transportation
@ Federal Railroad Administration

Unknown Costs
To be determined based on
future studies and analysis

Total Estimated

I

Other Capital Projects |
Capital Costs |
I

Including Track Capacity
and Operational
Improvement Projects

/

~ o

FRA
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Operating & Maintenance Cost Methodology

= Based on Amtrak Performance MARGINAL COSTS

Tracking statistics fOI‘ ﬁscal year Costs vary by the level of service provided

2019

. . e Boardings * Non-Shared Staffed Stations

u EStlmate O&M COStS fOf marglﬂal e L ocomotive Miles e Train Hours

costs of the preferred routes based * Locomotive Trips * Train Miles

1 . h d 1 . e Coach, Food Service, e Locomotive Days
on COHCCth.a SCrviCE scneaulces: Sleeper Car Hours . Pgssenger Car Days
o Run times * Passenger Car Trips

o Frequency
o Number of vehicles

" Fixed costs would remain unchanged

U.8. Department of Transportation EgﬁJG-DISTANCE
@ Federal Railroad Administration 60 SERVICE STUDY




Operating & Maintenance Cost Methodology

= Cost estimates reported in 2025-year dollars

" The low- and high-range of cost estimates reflect the variation in marginal
unit costs by operating statistic of existing long-distance routes

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

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

FRA
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PUBLIC BENEFITS
ANALYSIS
METHODOLOGY
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Public Benefits Analysis

= The Report to Congress must include the estimated public benefits of restoring or enhancing
intercity passenger rail transportation in the region impacted along relevant routes

* What is a public Not formally defined by U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT)
benefits analysis? Public benefits analysis is described in FRA guidance for State Rail Plans
Not a benefit-cost analysis

Identify the beneficial outcomes from the construction, operation, availability,
and use of the preferred routes in an expanded preferred network in terms of:

= Safety benefits = Equity

= Rail accesstbility " Jobs and earnings

Estimate the potential benefits of constructing selected passenger service-
required projects and operating the preferred routes

( U.S. Department of Transportation Egﬁ G-DISTANCE
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Public Benefits Analysis Methodology

Potential

Inputs Analysis Public Benefits

Safety
Rail Accessibility
EqQuity

Conceptual Service Schedules
Network Analysis

Selected Passenger Service-Required
Project Cosfs Jobs and Earnings
O&M Costs

Jobs and eamings from the construction of preferred routes does not include other
potential capital projects not identified by this study, including track capacity and
operational improvement projects.

FRA
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A

Equity

= Identity the potential change in access to long-distance passenger rail service

Analyze the additional
population within the

catchment areas of a
preferred route

30-mile radius where the
station is in a Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA), 50-mile
radius where the station is in a
non-MSA area.

U.8. Department of Transportation

Federal Railroad Administration

Results: Additional people that

could have access by preferred route

* Population served
* Rural population

* Rural population in areas of persistent poverty

* Rural population in transportation disadvantaged communities
* Rural population in health disadvantaged communities

* Population on tribal lands
N—_ A

Transportation Disadvantaged: U.S. DOT Justice40 Initiative: ACS Data (2015-2019 5-year estimates, 2010
Census Tract Shapefiles). Health Disadvantaged: US. DOT Justice40 Initiative: ACS Data (2015-2019 5-year
estimates, 2010 Census Tract Shapefiles). Areas of Persistent Poverty: Census tracts with a poverty rate of at
least 20 percent as measured by the 2014—2018 5-year data series available from the American Community
Survey of the Bureau of the Census. Tribal Lands: American Indian and Alaska Native Land, American Indian
Tribal Subdivisions, Bureau of Indian Affairs Regional Boundaries, Oklahoma Tribal Statistical Areas.

FRA
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Rail Accessibility

= Identity the potential change in access to institutions from the long-distance
passenger rail service

Analyze the additional
institutions or services
within the catchment

Results: Potential number of
additional institutions accessible by

preferred route

areas of a preferred
route

* Medical centers

e * Higher education institutions
30-mile radius where the

station is in a Metropolitan * Historically black colleges and universities
Statistical Area (MSA), 50-mile * Military installations
radius where the station is in a *National Park Service (NPS) lands

non-MSA area.
N— -

Medical centers include Level I/Level II Trauma, Cancer centers, Veteran centers. Higher education institutions
public and private not-for-profit higher education institutions. Military installations include all Department of

Defense sites, including installations, ranges, training areas, bases, forts, camps, armories. NPS lands include
national parks, recreation areas, and preserves.
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Jobs and Earnings

= Identity the potential number of jobs and amount of earnings from
constructing and operating each preferred route.

Results: Potential number of
additional jobs and earnings by

Analyze the selected
passenger service-
required capital

preferred route

project costs and
O&M costs of each
preferred route

—
* Potential jobs supported by long-distance passenger rail

construction

* Potential earnings supported by long-distance passenger rail
construction

* Potential annual jobs supported by operations
* Potential annual earnings supported by operations

N— S

RIMS II multipliers from the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis to estimate jobs and earnings (2023)
Includes direct, indirect, and induced impacts.
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Safety

= Identity the potential number of crashes avoided by shifting passengers from

auto and bus to rail.

Analyze the NextGen
travel demand data for

each preferred route

2022 Next-Generation
(NextGen) National
Household Travel Survey
(NHTS) National Passenger
Origin-Destination Data.

( U.8. Department of Transportation

U Federal Railroad Administration

N—

Results: Potential change in Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) and crashes

avoided

—
* Potential change in auto and bus travel to rail (annual VMT)

* Potential change in the number of fatal, non-fatal, and property
damage crashes avoided annually

_—

Bureau of Transportation Statistics data on the crash rate per 100,000,000 miles for highway and the crash rate
for passenger rail (2023)

FRA
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PREFERRED

ROUTE
ANALYSIS
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Inclusion of Cardinal and Sunset Limited

= This study is required to
evaluate the restoration of daily

passenger rail service along any C a rd I Nao | C h I Ccd g O-
long-distance routes that occur N ew Y O rk

on a nondaily basis.

= The restoration of
daily Cardinal and Sunset
Limited passenger rail service 1s
assumed when identifying the
proposed network of preferred
routes.

* Daily Cardinal and Daily Sunset
Limited passenger rail service
were selected into the Corridor
ID Program in 2023 for
advancing project planning
activities, not implementation.

Sunset Limited: Los
Angeles-New Orleans

FRA
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O&M Cost Estimates and Equipment Requirements

(] [
Dqlly qudlnql O&M costs 2025 dollars, $78-110
R . £ (annual) in millions
Increasing Frequency to Daily Service Equipment botential number of , S
Requirements additional trainsets
North Dakota Minnesota O&M cost estimate ranges are not incremental. Costs
and equipment requirements are subject to further \Vermont
() development and refinement by Amtrak as part of the New
Fargo Corridor ID Program efforts. Hampshire
Minneapolis/
St Pgul Massachusetts
outh Dakota " Wisconsin o Albany‘ .B t
P' Michigan o «@®Dosion
Ie.rre  § New York
® —Rhode Island
e Buffalo New H
Sioux Falls : & ‘ % —New Haven
Milwaukee ® ® Detroit .\_ Connecticut
. Pennsylvania
Corridor ID Program effort to include Chlcago..,, ® Cleveland \ New York Clty
potential passenger rail route Q
Nebraska infrastructure improvements to . Ohio ® Pittsburgh ‘_Phlladelphla
increase train speeds and reduce Indiana ——New Jersey
travel times between Indianapolis .’ Indianapolis —Delaware
N and Dyer, Indiana. y Lagyrie \ * 5 Columbus West e ~©—Washington DC
AL lllinois \ Virginia \ ——Maryland
City ‘chcmnatl IR
Kansas Selectedinto the Corridor ID Program in AShIand Lynchburg—O. ‘ @m Petersburg

Legend Navesbanm 2023 for advancing project planning Louisville o Vi e
Baseline Network activities, not implementation. Roanoke 9

Long-Distance, Northeast Ke n t uc ky

ol gﬁz};fs“"pmed' Further analysis and funding after
Prateired Riiitéa comple’rifon 0(1; this s’ruiy }lNo(L:JIdé).e | North

Prafarred Routss necessary to advance daily Cardina :
Existing Route service through project development @ Tennessee CharIOtte.. Carolina
@ Cardinal Route activities, including fleet procurement.

a» Chattanooga
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Chicago X

: H H lowa
Daily . Sunset Limited | X
rar"""'\' VUL eUiNC vll’ NeblaSka -
o Reno ®Des Moines _
J . . () Omaha Indiana
Increasing Frequency to Daily Service Cheyenne ° S
£O@® Nevada Lafayette®" |ndianapo
=0 Merced Utah ® De O&M Cost Estimates and Equipment Requirements - ®
O&M costs 2025 dollars, $107-122 linois v
N\ (annual) in millions St Louis
California Colorado Equipment Potential number of . 0 e 1
Requirements additional trainsets Lol
@ Bakersfield () . O&M cost estimate ranges are not incremental. Costs
Barstow Las Vegas Trlnldad. and equipment requirements are subject to further K
development and refinement by Amtrak as part of the Missouri
Flagstaff Corridor ID Program efforts. ] Tenn
. o Tulsa Nashville =@, """
Los Angele.s" (7 Albuquerque Oklahoma ()
o Oklahoma ‘
., 4@ ) .
\ City Little Rock ~ ®Memphis
Phoenix : ® e
PR R ) Amarillo Mississippi
@, Arizona .
Yuma New Mexico Arkansas Birmingham'g,
‘ )
Dallas/

. 1A @,
Corridor ID Program effort to . Fort Worth—y Marshall Jackson Merldlgn ®
include potential restoration El Paso .‘ ) Mo

of passenger rail service to ) Alab
Phoenix, Arizona. Mobile g
\O
()
Pensacc

Selectedinto the Corridor ID Program in Louisiana N
2023 for advancing project planning “.~'“.ﬂew Orleans

L2gend activities, not implementation.
Baseline Network (4 Houston

Long-Distance, Northeast Further analysis and funding after San Antonio
Corridor, State-Supported; completion of this study would be

Baseline Projects .
necessary to advance daily Sunset
Preferred Routes

Preferred Routes

Limited service through project
development activities, including fleet
@ Sunset Limited procurement.

Existing Route

U.8. Department of Transportation
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Seattle
4 ~®

®
Sacramento o Rono

San Francisco @=
=0 Merced

9
Los Angele.s

Legend

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

Preferred Routes
@ Chicago — Miami
@ Dallas/Fort Worth — Miami
@ms Denver — Houston
@ | 0s Angeles — Denver
Phoenix — Minneapolis/St. Paul
Dallas/Fort Worth — New York
Houston — New York
s Seattle — Denver
@s» San Antonio — Minneapolis/St. Paul
= San Francisco — Dallas/Fort Worth
e Detroit — New Orleans
e Denver — Minneapolis/St. Paul
e Seattle — Chicago
@s» Dallas/Fort Worth — Atlanta
= E| Paso - Billings

( U.8. Department of Transportation

Washington

Oregon

California

) Bakersfield
Barstow
@

Proposed Neitwork of Preferred Routes

Sandp.oint
Spokane_ @
\ . >
oYaka
\. : 1 Maine
— ENNEWiCK Hel:na Montana North Dakota
= REhbaNTe Minnesota
/\Bismaer ) Vermont
Billings o New
g Fargo Hampshire
/ Minneapolis/ Meseachucat
e St. Paul Albany fassachusetts
Idaho South Dakota F.‘ Wisconsin ] «®Boston
¢ pheiuals Michigan (4
Pierre
) @  § New York
Wyoming NCasper /\.. ®p,ffalo & # ngode Island
Yoming "N Sioux Fall : . @7 oW Iven
! lORXEars Mllwaukee.’\ ODetmltCI A . \.\_—Connechcut
. ; ; levelan Pennsylvania i
/\—\ ‘ lowa Chicago ol Pittsburgh \ N e:llYt:.’k City
-—0 ®Des Moines Ohio ¢ hacephia
7) Cheyenne Omaha'g Indiana New Jersey
di i ® Delaware
/A In ‘lanapo is Columbus “S=e—\W\ashington DC
. ‘e Denver Kansas llinois M~ VA .\ Maryland
R City Cincinnati  irginia Lorton
Grand Junction Consas ) St Louis, n '
el il ' e ~ Ashland | ynchburgeas’  @mPetersburg
Louisville Roanoke®! Virginia
®| as Vegas Trinidad o Kentucky

North
Carolina

Flagstaff

Newton
%
ISsouri
. i Nashville S,

v Albuquerque Oklahoma @, Tonnasson
. q. Oklahoma ¢ ‘ \.pChattanooga
; r i i City Little Rock ® Memphis
Phoenix / :
v, ®. / Amarillo o Mississippi
Qi Arizona j i Atlanta South
¥ New Mexico Arkansas Blrmlngham.‘/ Carolina
Tucson I \
()
— i Marshall Meridiar/ <o Georgia @ Savannah
Ml —— .w.——' Montgomery

Charlotte..

.WQ_/. . o Presented at Regional
T Mobile\ flabama o Jacksonvile Working Group Meetings
exas ® ’ = () s
Lotisians / -;0 s Tallahassee February 2024
Baton Rouge® =g e
Further analysis and identification (Y New Orleans
. ) . A Houst Orlando =@
of funding after completion of this San Antonio OUStoN

study would be necessary to Tampae

advance the preferred routes

through project planning and

project development activities
prior to implementation.
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Proposed Network of Preferred Routes

= Chicago - Miami .
= Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami Northeast Region

* Denver - Houston * Dallas/Fort Worth - New York
= Los Angeles - Denver o Oklahoma City
* Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul © ?:T ' :—OU'E
o Columbus
= Dallas/Fort Worth - New York o Piftsburgh
- HOL‘lStOIl - NCW York o HOrristrg
= Seattle - Denver o Lancaster
= San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul * Houston - New York
= San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth o NewOrieans
: o Montgomery
= Detroit - New Otrleans o Aflanta
= Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul o Chattanooga
= Seattle - Chicago o Roanoke
O

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta Washington DC

= El Paso - Billings

FRA
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Proposed Network of Preferred Routes

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

= Denver - Houston e Chicago - Miami

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

= Los Angeles - Denver

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

= Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= Seattle - Chicago

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta

= El Paso - Billings

FRA
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Proposed Network of Preferred Routes

= Chicago - Miami North -
= Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami orfnwesrt kegion

" 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 e El Paso - Billings

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

= Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= Seattle - Chicago

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta

= El Paso - Billings

FRA
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Proposed Network of Preferred Routes

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

" Denver - Houston  Denver - Houston

= Los Angeles - Denver . Los Angeles - Denver

® Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul e Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul

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

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

= San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul * ElPaso - Bilings

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

= Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= Seattle - Chicago

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta

= El Paso - Billings

FRA
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Proposed Network of Preferred Routes

" Chicago - Miami Central Region
= Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami -

= Denver - Houston e Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami

= Los Angeles - Denver * Denver - Houston

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

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

Seattle - ng’nver , .  San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth
= San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul S Bl - New Orleens

= San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth e Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta
= Detroit - New Ofrleans e El Paso - Billings

= Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= Seattle - Chicago

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta

= El Paso - Billings

= Houston - New York

FRA
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Proposed Network of Preferred Routes

= Chicago - Miami
= Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami
= Denver - Houston

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

= 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 Otleans

= Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul

= Seattle - Chicago

= Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta

= El Paso - Billings

FRA
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CHICAGO - MIAMI
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A

Chicago - Miami

Conceptual Service Overview

Not an FRA proposal for service
Route Service Metrics

Scheduled avg. of both approx. 36
run time directions hours
Route length avg. (?f Seli 1,531 miles
directions
Chicago, IL . .
. local time late morning
departure time
Miami, FL . late
. . local time .
arrival time evening
Miami, FL ) early
. local fime
departure time afternoon
Crieage, Ik local time nighttime*2
arrival time
Avergge fravel hours 1
time improvements
Route Stations
Total number count of
. . 37
of stations stations
Stations in count of 5
small communities stations
Existing stations count of
. . . 21
adding new service stations

Average travel time improvements are for existing OD pairs
when using a new route compared to an existing route

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.-

8:59 p.m. eatly evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

U.8. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

ILLINOIS 2 Chicago #

INDIANA J)

)

INDIANA
KENTUCKY

KENTUCKY
TENNESSEE

D)

TENNESSEE 2
GEORGIA )

)
)

GEORGIA J
FLORIDA

e 00 00 0

e 0 00

]

]
<
©
o

Dyer H
Rensselaer
Lafayette ®

Crawfordsville ¥

Indianapolis
Columbus
Louisville

Bowling Green

Nashville

Chattanooga

Atlanta ¥
Macon

Jacksonville ®
Palatka W
Deland ®
Winter Park
Orlando
Kissimmee ®
Winter Haven
Sebring ®
Okeechobee #

West Palm Beach ®

Delray Beach ®

Fort Lauderdale ¥

Hollywood

Miami %

Existing
Stations

Existing
Station

Existing
Stations

Legend
) Some Arrivals at Night
D All Arrivals at Night

Station

C] Terminal

g Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.

These conceptual schedules are not
FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times
to maximize daytime service for
highest population market pairs on a
preferred route.

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

FRA
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A

VUULT anvia ~ WISCONSIN

@ Preferred Route: Chicago — Miami

© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
Chicago - Miami

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

service

ol S

aho I A . o Michigan o =@ Boston
Chicago - Miami: N NewYor
1 Wvon oul oo «Q Buitalo % New Haven
Equity and Accessibility Sioux Falls Miwaukee®” o Detroit | \0:* Connectiut
Additional Populations Served lowa Chicago_ o Cleveland Pennsylvania New York City
! Population served in fhousands 6,640 ® Des Moines ‘ Ohio ° \rPhlladeIphla
of people ha'g Indiana Pittsburgh ~—New Jersey
i . . : Delaware
Rural population foggg;?gds 1,240 Lafayettewcganapdls S Columbus =g \\ashington DC
Kansas N o I —Maryland
Rural population in in thousands 840 City linoie % S Cincinnat \/Y,\g?ﬁ‘ta .\Lorton !
areas of persistent poverty of people St Louis,, Cqumbus‘ Ashland Lvnchbur
Rural population that is in thousands 1028 » ?oiouisville ! .g:./_ #rLetersburg
transportation disadvantaged — of people ’ BoWling Green ’ il Roanoke /> Virginia
entu
Rural population that is in thousands 715 Missouri 70 !
health disadvantaged of people I = ,«6 Tennessee Charlotie, Further analysis and idenfification of
. : i llsa ashville =€ - : ;
Population on fribal lands in thousands 07 ) \ > funding after completion of this study
of people o2 Chattanooga would be necessary to advance the
Additional Institutions Served Little Rock ® Memphis preferred routes through project
e ) :
. count of o Mississippi Atlanta planning and project development
vieclieal eemie centers i A Bimingten XQ activities, including detailed
. : ®
Higher education count of — o o Macon schedule development.
institutions institutions Marshall Jackson Meridian o & s ®Savannah
Historically black colleges count of 0 ° Omus® Montgomery
and universities institutions Mobile 4 Alabama b .
acksonville
Military installations e of 11 > ° 0.
installations ® Tallahassee
e Pensacola
NPS Lands Sr?i?sn:noefo'jirsed 1 Louisiana .N .
o ew Orleans
o o T Orlando a0
g San Antonio R o
Baseline Network P
Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects Not an FRA Florida 223 miles
Preferred Routes proposal for °§ . of discontinued
Preferred Routes Miami

long-distance
routes restored

82




VUL Janvila

ol S

service

@ Preferred Route: Chicago — Miami

© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
Chicago - Miami

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

A

0 ~§ A
ah h M ® 1ISCONSsIn Michigan '. «® Boston
rre
L § New York
Chicago - Miami v LA
Ve New Haven
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Estimate Ranges oo | ,: Connsaficut
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Ranges lowa Chlcago<> @ Cleveland Felei \ New York City
. ‘ .
| vehicle costs AV CRCl, $650-840 @ Des Moines | Ohio é & Philadelphia
in millions Y Indiana Pittsburgh ——De l’\ela:/V;rJeersey
Station and maintenance 2025 dollcrs, $1.140-1,490 Lafayette chanapolls ®Columbus ‘@ ~e—Washington DC
facility costs in millions ' ' Kansas llinois Ny . West .\ ——Maryland
City % % Cincinnati Virsihia Lorto
Track class and PTC 2025 dollars, > ®
Sossan 2028 $950-1,240 St Louis Columbus Ashland
upgrade costs in millions g ’oi . Lynchburg.. ®= Petersburg
2025 dollars, ' Roanoke ™™ Virginia
O&M costs (annual) in milions $78-110 Bowling Greeney  Kentucky
- : /
Cost estimate ranges include Professional Services. Cost Missouri " Ivsi . ffieqti ¢
sta'estimate ranges do not include other capital projects Includmg | Nashville-’JO Tennessee Charlotte.‘ Fur el elnellEs e[gle 'den ITeelreln @
frack copac:%gcrlvduoperohonol improvement projects)klahoma [ funding after completion of this study
® Oklahoma ¢ o2 Chattanooga would be necessary to odvonc;e the
. v City Little Rock ® Memphis \ preferred routes through project
enix Amarillo ° Mississippi Atlanta planning and project development
Arizona A Birminaham Y activities, including detailed
New Mexico e gharle biacon schedule development.
Tucson Dallas/ I eS h
Fort Worth—y Marshall Jackson Meridian o Georgia - >avanna
oF! Paso ° ® o Montgomery
Mobile /' Alabama .
~ PoJacksonville
Texas ® \
P. | Tallahassee
Louisiana ° ensacola
Y o New Orleans Orlando 20
Legend ' Houston
San Antonio 10
Baseline Network P
Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects Not an FRA Florida
Preferred Routes | fi Ong
Preferred Routes proposat for Miami
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ahf\ VUULT JAanvila .. VV[SCOHSW e 'J.

C ho Mo ° Michigan o «=®Boston
rre
- - New York
iIcago - miamek Noutao [ i
. - o %——New Haven
: ‘
Safety, Jobs, and Earnings  Siouxfals Milwaukee ®” e Detroit P Comeco
Estimated Jobs and Earnings lowa Chicago, @ Cleveland SEaels New York City
| Jobs supported count of jobs, 291 -987 ®Des Moines N Ohio ¢ \‘——Philadelphia
by constfruction in thousands ) ’ Indiana Pittsburgh ——FlNew Jersey
.. . . -Delaware
Earnings supported 2025 dollars, $1.513-1,967 '-afayetteoﬂd'a“apd's ®Columbus &g —\Vashington DC
by construction in millions ' ' Kansas llinois > ?’ /. . .. West .\ —Maryland
Jobs supported count of jobs Gty a gginnat L §
’ - ' Columbus ®
by operations (annual)  in thousands 1.4-20 4 St Louisg ST e _':l\:hla”d Lynchburg e ®= Petersburg
{ Louisvi
Earning supported 2025 dollars, $72-102 ] ’ Roanoke™™ Virginia
by operations (annual)  in milions Bowling Greena gl Kentucky
Missouri /
S Rosje TrveI Snenees S InEees . ,.,6 Tennessee Charlotte. Further analysis and identification of
Irovel shifted ‘ el e Nashville =S . funding after completion of this study
rom vehicle fo rail iraveled, in milions 44 o2 Chattanooga would be necessary fo advance the
(annual) Little Rock @ Memphis preferred routes through project
® Total crashes avoided number of crashes 93 o Mississippi . Atlanta planning and project development
(annual) (decrease) Aasas Birmingham -9 activities, including detailed
EERE o (A . Macon schedule development.
Tucson Dallas/ eS h
Fort Worth—y Marshall Jackson Meridian o Georgia - >avanna
oF! Paso ° ° o Montgomery
Mobile J/§ Alabama Sk il
- ~ - |3 acksonville
P. Tallahassee
Louisiana ensacola
®
o New Orleans Orlando 20
Legend o . Houston
g San Antonio TR o
Baseline Network P
Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects Not an FRA Florida
Preferred Routes (¢)
proposal for o
Preferred Routes . Miami
@ Preferred Route: Chicago — Miami soiilles
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
Chicago - Miami
U.S. Department of Transportation
@ Federal Railroad Administration 84




DALLAS/FORT WORTH - MIAMI
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A

Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami

Conceptual Service Overview

Not an FRA proposal for service
Route Service Metrics

Scheduled
run time

Route length

Fort Worth, TX
departure time

Miami, FL
arrival time
Miami, FL
departure time

Fort Worth, TX
arrival time

Average travel
fime improvements

Total number
of stations

Stations in
small communities

Existing stations
adding new service

avg. of both
directions

avg. of both
direcftions

local time

local time

local time

local time

hours

count of
stations

count of
stations

count of
stations

approx. 36
hours

1,507 miles

early
morning

late
afternoon™!

midday

late
evening"'

13

Route Stations

35

17

Average travel time improvements are for existing OD pairs

when using a new route compared to an existing route

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.-
8:59 p.m. eatly evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

U.8. Department of Transportation

Federal Railroad Administration

TEXAS
LOUISIANA

LOUISIANA
MISSISSIPPI

ALABAMA

MISSISSIPPI

Fort Worth &

@ Dallas #
Mineola ®
Longview H
Marshall
Shreveport

Baton Rouge

@ New Orleans #
© Bay St. Louis &
@ Gulfport g

@ Biloxi ®

@ Pascagoula #
© Mobile §

ALABAMA D @

FLORIDA

]
]
]
»)

Pensacola

Tallahassee

@ Jacksonville ®

Daytona Beach

@ West Palm Beach @
@ Delray Beach €@

@ Fort Lauderdale ¥ @
©

Hollywood & @

Miami ¥ @

Existing
Stations

|, Existing
Stations

Existing
Station

Existing
Stations

Legend
D Some Arrivals at Night
) All Arrivals at Night

Station

D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.

These conceptual schedules are not
FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times

to maximize daytime service for

highest population market pairs on a

preferred route.

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

FRA
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naliodo 4 e “‘“’""Q. MotlidlId Lynchburg.. o» Petersburg

[ [ . o .
Dallas/Fort-Worth - Miami Louisville =20an0 @Y Virginia
EqU“_y Clnd AcceS;ib“"y Additional Institutions Served

Population served in thousands 4,220 Medical centers CELI O 10
of people centers
. in thousands Higher education count of
T — Tulsa. Rurel pepulerion of people 820 institutions institutions e
Rural populatfion in in thousands 690 nd Historically black colleges  count of 4
Oklahoma. areas of persistent poverty of people and universities institutions
City Rural population that is in thousands I . count of
Amarillo tfransportation disadvantaged  of people e/ an Military installations installations &
Rural population that is in thousands 509 NPS Lands count of NPS 0
health disadvantaged of people units measured
Dallas/ M hall Population on fribal lands :ffggg;clwgds 137 ® Macon S h
arsha . ®85avanna
S (7
Fort Worth5°v Shreveport Mendlgn ® Georgia
- o Montgomery
\ () Sl Jackson
Longview Mobile/ /" Alabama
L= <>Jacksonwlle
Texas ® Tall ?I~“/
Louisiana allanassee
on. M Pensacola , Daytona Beach
Baton Rouge ““Smmom® & i ort
o ' P Orlando «®
a
S X o Houston New Orleans %, Palm Bay
an Antonio
Tampa @
Legend ’
Baseline Network Further analysis and idenfification of Florida
! funding affer completion of this study Ong)/.
Baseline Projects Not an FRA would be necessary to advance the Miami 618 miles
Prefen:deou:e; t proposal for I|oref.erred rgu’res"rhr)roggh ;:|>rojec’r f of discontinued
{opelleg ortes . service planning and project developmen long-distance
@ Preferred Route: Dallas/Fort Worth — Miami s eps . . .
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: activifies, IﬂC|UdIﬂg detailed routes restored
Dallas/Fort Worth — Miami schedule development.
U.S. Department of Transportation
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nal iodo T e e MAallial v Lynchburg.. ®= Petersburg

Dallas/Fort:Worth'- - Miami 7 Louisville G

Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Ranges

° W ant jky
Selected Passenger Service Required Cost Estimate Ranges Vehicle costs oms dolars,  goe0 1
Missouri in milions
T Nashville «® Tennessee ?fo’(:.?n onc?rl maintenance 202§IIqOIIors, $1.230-1,590
acility costs in millions
Oklahoma 9, Chatt Track class and PTC 2025 dollars, $1.760-2,290
Oklahoma. oM hi e» hatlan upgrade costs in millions ’ ’
C|ty Little Rock empnis 2025 dollars
. T O&M i | o ‘ 72-103
Amarillo ® Mississippi Atlal. costs fannval I Giklions ’
Tt o Cosf estimate ranges /nclude Profess:onol Services. Cost
Arkansas Blfmlngham. estimate ranges do not include other capital projects including
Dall / () [Trockvcopacﬂy and operational improvement projects.
allas
Marshall o . ®Gavannah
Fort Worth%\ Shreveport Me”d|an '. Georg'a
N 0‘“9 \ Jackson " Y
Longview M°b||e Alabama
i Jacksonwlle

Texas N — %~6 \
Louisiana allahassee
o Pensacola %, Daytona Beach

Baton Rouge°~ Gulfport

o 0
rlando «®
e Houston New Orleans %, Palm Bay
San Antonio Tampae
Legend
Baseline Network Further analysis and idenfification of Florida
é%?ﬁdgis'ggﬁzgfélf;é funding after completion of this study O~ _
Baseline Projects Not an FRA would be necessary fo advance the Miami
Prefen:deou:e; t proposal for I|oref.erred rgu’res' ’rhrTOS gh ;:|>rojec’r f
reierred noutes N
S TTTWRIRR e J) oo ens priectcevccpmer
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
Dallas/Fort Worth — Miami schedule development.
U.S. Department of Transportation
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b AN

nallodo

Dallas/Fort:Worth - MICImI

Mollidaliu

Lyncnoburg g,
O87 Virginia

o ®= Petersburg
Louisville -

Estimated Jobs and Earnings
sqfety' JObS' and Eqrnlngs : - reniicky Jobs supported - count of jobs
Missouri by construction in thousands ol = €0
Tulsa Nashville ®@® Tennessee Earnings supported 2025 dollars, $3,113-4,047
Oklahoma ® by construction in milions ’ '
Oklahoma = Chattg Jobs supported count of jobs, 13-18
Clty o Little Rafk ® Memphis by operations (annual) in thousands ’ ’
: ® I Earning supported 2025 dollars, 3
Amarillo MlSSlSSIppI .Ai by operations (annual) in millions o=
Arkansas Birmingham g
9 Travel shifted from vehicle vehicles miles 20
Dallas/ Marshall o to rail (annual) traveled, in millions
Fort Worth?)‘*’ Shreveport Meridian Yo Total crashes avoided number of crashes
, ® 42
N - 01‘19 . Montgomery (annual) (decrease)
. Longview R MOblle Alabama
= Jacksonwlle
Texas Mo~6
Louisiana Tallahassee
o o Pensacola b, Daytona Beach
Baton Rouge \ Gulfport
®
a@®
®"  Houston New Orleans Orlando %, Palm Bay
San Antonio Tampae
Legend
B, Further analysis and identification of Florida
é%?ﬁdglrStgpathst;mﬁé funding after completion of this study 05 _
Baseline Projects Not an FRA would be necessary fo odvcnge the Miami
Prefen:deou:e; t proposal for I|oref.erred rgu’res"rhr)roggh ;:|>rOJec’r f
referred Routes . ; planning and project developmen
-o g{e:.e"ed_ Rg.‘:.'e: Df‘::a:m’" Worth:-NMeaml service activities, including detailed
ations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
Dallas/Fort Worth — Miami schedule development.
U.S. Department of Transportation
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A

DenverE
Denver - Houston !

Conceptual Service Overview
Not an FRA proposal for service

Route Service Metrics ) © Trinidad ®

@ Colorado Springs

@ Pueblo

Scheduled avg. of both approx. 25 COLORADO
run time directions hours NEWMEDD
f both NEW MEXICO
Route length avg. of bo 1,088 miles TEXAS
directions d
Denver, CO local fime early _
departure time evening @ Amarillo
Houston, TX . early
. . local time S
arrival time evening
Houston, TX . early
. local time .
departure time morning
Denver, CO . early
. . local time .
arrival time morning
Avergge fravel hours 15
time improvements
Route Stations Wichita Falls
Total number count of
. . 21
of stations stations
Stations in count of 9 © Fort Worth ®
small communities stations
Existing stations count of 5 @ Dallas &
adding new service stations
Average fravel time improvements are for existing OD pairs
when using a new route compared to an existing route
Bryan

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.-
8:59 p.m. eatly evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.
U.8. Department of Transportation Holiston g
Federal Railroad Administration

Existing
Station

Existing
Station

Existing
Station
Existing
Station

Existing
Station

Legend
D Some Arrivals at Night
) All Arrivals at Night

Station

D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.

These conceptual schedules are not
FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times
to maximize daytime service for
highest population market pairs on a
preferred route.

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

FRA
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Chicago o

Denver 3, Houston s S | X
— of discontinued ® Des Moines ind
Equﬂy and Accessnblllty Cheyenne long-distance ndiana
Additional Populations Served routes resfored Lafayette Indianapolis
Population served I 119OUEelEs 2,520 Denver Illinois (] |
of people 14
g in thousands .
| Rural population — 430 |colorado «0 Colorado Springs Kansas St LOUIS' Columbus
Rural population in in thousands ' q . P ouisv
areas of persistent poverty of people 150 -;o Pueblo Nethn Furfber analysis and |<;IenT|f|coT|on of
€ Rural lation that i . . }' ) funding after completion of this study [IESH
B . Ll grefpr e el 5 in thousands 249 | Trinidad g would be necessary to advance the
ransportation disadvantaged  of people N oreferred routes through project
Rural populo’rion that is in thousands 108 planning and project development  ¥Ss
health disadvantaged of people Oklah Tulsa. activities, including detailed
. anoma
Population on fribal lands IigelTEelieh 54 fi€ schedule development.
of people & Oklahoma. . %
Additional Institutions Served R City Little Rock ® Memphis
: count of . ® el
Medical centers cenfers 7 Amarillo MlSSISs'Ipp!
Higher education count of New Mexico e i W, Arkansas Blrmlngham.
institutions institutions 22 Wichita Fggﬁas/ )
Historically black colleges count of fyer
and universities institutions ] Fort Worth ot Marshall Jackson Mendlgn Ve
count of Paso 0 \Q ® Montg
Military installations . . 11 ;
installations Mobile Alabam:
NPS Lands co.un’r of NPS 1 \
units measured T
exas (o)
Legend Bryan P. |
Baseline Network Louisiana ensacola
Long-Distance, Northeast .
Corridor, State-Supported, o New Orleans
Baseline Projects Not an FRA ‘ Houst
Prefen::f:::::ie;outes pl’OpOS.Ol = San Antonlo
@ Preferred Route: Denver - Houston service
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
Denver - Houston
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@ Federal Railroad Administration 92




lowa Chicago
Denver 3, Houston o
alt Nebraska @ Des Moines
mah i
Selecied Passenger Service-Required Cost Estimate Ranges OMahde Indiana
Nevada Lafayette Indianapolis
Utah Denver Kansas llinois AR |
City e
fnia Colorado @G Colorado Springs ~ @nsas St Louisg SOy
i «0O Pueblo Newton Further analysis and idenfification of  adedd
ersfield ®| as \egas . J' " funding after completion of this study [EkeSS
Barstow Trinidad (o) would be necessary to advance the
) preferred routes through project
Flagstaff planning and project development — [aaees
Tulsa activities, including detailed
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Ranges Oklahoma o schedule development.
. 2025 dollars, < Oklahoma ® . ()
Vehicle costs i milions $440-570 N City Little Rock © Memph|s
Station and maintenance 2025 dollars, $1.210-1,570 Amarillo > Mississippi
facility costs in millions ’ ! et
: i i Arkansas Birmingham
Track class and PTC 2025 dollars, $350-450 pletce Wichita Falls=2 g A
upgrade costs in millions Dallas/
2025 dollars, Fort Worth—S¢ Marshall Meridian Yo
O&M costs (annual) . $59-83 e " .‘ Jackson‘ ® Montg
Cost estimate ranges include Professional Services. Cost Mobile Alabam:
estimate ranges do not include other capital projects including abam
frack capacity and operationalimprovement projects. \
. Texas O Bryan %
egen
Baseline Network Louisiana PensaC0|a
Long-Distance, Northeast .
garridar, State-Supponed, o@r New Orleans
aseline Projects Not an FRA ‘ Houston
Prefen::af’:::::e;outes pl’OpOS.C“ £ San Antonlo
@ Preferred Route: Denver - Houston B
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
Denver - Houston
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lowa Chicago.

Denver Houston o | S

® Des Moines
o=9 Omaha i
Safety, Jo bs and Earnings Cheyenne ° lisidna
Nevada Lafayette Indianapolis
Utah O -Denver KaCr}tSyaS linois Y
- : ' Columbus
fnia Colorado @O Colorado Springs ~ @nsas StLouis,

. «0O Pueblo Newton Further analysis and identification of  gabead
ersfield ®as Vegas . J' " funding after completion of this study [EFEY
Barstow Trinidad (¢ would be necessary to advance the

Estimated Job d Earni ) preferred routes through project
SIMaec —00s anc =amnings planning and project development  ¥Ss
Jobs supported count of jobs, 152-198 Tulsa activities, including detailed
by construction in thousands ' ' Oklahoma o schedule development.
Earnings supported 2025 dollars, . & Oklahoma. . ()
by construction in milions SRS > City Little Rock ® Memphis
Jobs supported count of jobs, 11-15 Amarillo o Mississippi
by operations (annual) in thousands Ark Birminghar
Earning supported 2025 dollars, $54.77 v Mexico Wichita Falls-2 rkansas g .‘
by operations (annual) in millions Dallas/ \
Route Travel Changes and Impacts Fort Worth B¢ Marshall Jacksor Meridian e
Travel shifted from vehicle  vehicles miles o5 1SO B N\ % ® o Montg
to rail (annual) traveled, in millions Mobile Alabain:
Total crashes avoided number of crashes 53 ~ <
(annual) (decrease) Texas
()

“eoene R Pensacola
Baseline Network Louisiana

Long-Distance, Northeast .

o P T O% pegte

) ot an

Preferred Routes | for ® x HOUSton

Preferred Routes pl’OpOS.CI ° San Antonlo
@ Preferred Route: Denver - Houston Solvles

© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
Denver - Houston
U.8. Department of Transportation
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A

Los Angeles - Denver
Conceptual Service Overview

Not an FRA proposal for service
Route Service Metrics

approx. 33
hours

1,423 miles

midday

late
evening”’

early
morning

early
afternoon™

24.5

24

9

Scheduled avg. of both
run time directions
avg. of both
Rewie gl directions
Los Angeles, CA .
. local time

departure time
Denver, CO .

. . local time
arrival time
Denver, CO .

. local time

departure time
Los Angeles, CA .

. . local time
arrival time
Average fravel
. . hours
time improvements
Route Stations
Total number count of
of stations stations
Stations in count of
small communities stations
Existing stations count of
adding new service stations

Average fravel time improvements are for existing OD pairs
when using a new route compared to an existing route

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.-
8:59 p.m. eatly evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

U.8. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

D Los Angeles g

CALIFORNIA
NEVADA

NEVADA 2
UTAH
d

|
D)

UTAH
WYOMING

WYOMING
COLORADO

©

L]

L]

Fullerton g

Riverside &

San Bernardino g

Victorville 8

Barstow ®

Las Vegas

Provo &
Salt Lake City ®

Ogden

Cheyenne

Fort Collins

Denver =

[ —

I« Existing
Stations

Existing
Stations

— o Existing
Station

Legend
D Some Arrivals at Night
) All Arrivals at Night

Station

D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.

These conceptual schedules are not
FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times
to maximize daytime service for
highest population market pairs on a
preferred route.

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

FRA
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Los Angeles - Denver

.Bmse

South Dakota

ldaho
Equity and Accessibility F’Iegre
Additional Populations Served W .
: in thousands yoming . q
Population served of people 3,230 Sioux Falls
. in thousands
Rural population - — 120 Ogdeno
Rural population in in thousands )
areas of persistent poverty of people 0 Salt Lgke CItY(), Nebraska
Rural population that is in thousands 8 rovo_©™= " Che enne Oma
tfransportation disadvantaged of people Fort Colli y
Nevad (o) ollins ©
Rural population that is in thousands 13 €vada ‘
health disadvantaged ?f people Utah MDenver
Population on tribal lands I H9SUeines 0
of people
. California Colorado Kansas
1,217 miles
of discontinued Newtgn
long-distance @ Bakersfield
routes restored - Barstow 9 Las Vegas Trinidad. S
o
__ Flagstaff
) N g Additional Institutions Served il
O (] : count of na
Los Angeles AlbuquE medical centers centers 3
Higher education count of 16 P
Lz institutions institutions
Baseline Network Further analysis and idenfification of Historically black colleges  count of 0
ok Sl bl funding after completion of this study and universities ISINOTONS
Baseline Projects ' Not an FRA would be necessary to advance the ey rsieetfems count of 8
Preferred Routes proposal for preferred routes through project installations
Preferred Routes : planning and project development count of NPS
service
= Preered Rout: Los Angeles - Denver activities, including detailed NS Lerek Units measured >
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
Lo Arigeles'=Banver schedule development. ® El Paso
U.8. Department of Transportation
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Los Angeles - Denver

.Bmse

South Dakota

ldaho
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Estimate Ranges F’Iegre
|
2025 dollars, Wyommg H ~
Vehicle costs o milions $550-710 Sioux Falls
Station and maintenance 2025 dollars,
facility costs in millions $1.140-1.480 Ogdeno
Salt Lake Cityo®
Track class and PTC 2025 dollars, $550.720 YO Nebraska
upgrade costs in millions Provo_.e,e a=0 Oma
2005 dollars, . WFI Cheyenne
O&M costs (annual) © milions $68-97 Nevada Fort Collins O—
Cost estimate ranges include Professional Services. Cost ‘(
estimate ranges do not include other capital projects including Utah g"D enver
frack capacity and operational improvement projects.
California Colorado Kansas
Newton
i [ )
o Bakersfield OB \ioaas - )
- | Flagstaff D
O. v Oklahoma
Los Angeles Albuquercﬁje Oklshoma
@
| City
Legend A ”
Baseline Network Further analysis and idenfification of marifio
LZ’:rgi‘E‘rs‘a?::N:m;ea;‘ funding after completion of this study :
Bessine Stro}ec?s Lot Not an FRA would be necessary to advance the New Mexico
Preferred Routes proposal for pref_erred rou’res.’rhrou gh project DaIIas/
Preferred Routes service planning and project development
@ Preferred Route: Los Angeles - Denver activities including detailed Fort WOl'th
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: ! 1
Lo Arigeles'=Banver schedule development. ® El Paso
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.BOISe South Dakota

Los Angeles - Denver

ldaho
Safety, Jobs, and Earnings Ple.rre
Estimated Jobs and Earnings W .
Jobs supported count of jobs, 239 -3] ] yoming SiOUX Fa”;'
by constfruction in thousands ’ )
Earnings supported 2025 dollars, _
by constfruction in millions $1.616-2,101 Ogdeno‘
Jobs supported count of jobs, 1917 Salt Lake CItY,g Nebraska
by operations (annual) in thousands Provo-o™= a0 Oma
Earning supported 2025 dollars, $63-89 Fort Collins O'L Cheyenne
by operations (annual) in millions Nevada ‘L
Route TrveI Changes nd Impacts Utah g;Denver
Travel shifted from vehicle vehicles miles 35 :
to rail (annual) traveled, in milions
Total crashes avoided number of crashes 74 Colorado Kansas
(annual) (decrease) Newt
ewion
i [ )
o Bakersfield OB \ioaas - )
i (S Flagstaff T
O 5 Oklahoma
Los Angeles L] Albuquerque
] Oklahoma g
| City
Legend A ”0
Baseline Network Further analysis and idenfification of mari
Lofiieserog, Noesst funding after completion of this study :
gg;r;igre ?ii}‘éci“"””"d‘ Not an FRA would be necessary to advance the New Mexico
Preferred Routes proposal for preferred routes through project Dallas/
Preferred Routes service planning and project development
@ Preferred Route: Los Angeles - Denver activities including detailed Fort WOl'th
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: SChedLIJ|e developmen‘r 1
Los Angeles - Denver o . EI Paso
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Phoenix - Minneapolis/St.

Conceptual Service Overview

Not an FRA proposal for service
Route Service Metrics

Scheduled avg. of both approx. 47
run time directions hours
Route length avg. Qf 5N 2,135 miles
directions
Phoenix, AZ . early
. local time
departure time afternoon
St. Paul, MN . early
. . local time +2
arrival time afternoon
St. Paul, MN . early
. local time .
departure time morning
FROERD, AL local time nighttime ™
arrival time
Avergge travel hours 195
time improvements
Route Stations
Total number count of
. : 32
of stations stations
Stations in count of 14
small communities stations
Existing stations count of
. . : 9
adding new service stations

Average travel time improvements are for existing OD pairs
when using a new route compared to an existing route

g Phoenix

D e

Paul :

Flagstaff
ARIZONA Winslow ®
NEW MEXICO Gallup g
D e
NEW MEXICO
TEXAS
e Amarillo
TEXAS
OKLAHOMA
OKLAHOMA J)
KANSAs J) — Wichita
D  Newton ¥
)  Topeka g
KANSAS Lawrence

MISSOURI g Kansas City #

KANSAS )
NEBRASKA )
»)
D  Omaha &
NEBRASKA 2
IOWA Sioux City
SOUTH DAKOTA @ Sioux Falls

MINNESOTA ©

o
°
Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.- °

8:59 p.m. eatly evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

U.8. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

@ Minneapolis

St. Paul ¥

Legend

Existing D Some Arrivals at Night

Stations ) All Arrivals at Night

Station

D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.

Existing
Stations

These conceptual schedules are not

FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times
to maximize daytime service for

highest population market pairs on a

Existing preferred route.
Station

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

FRA
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A

° 5 - —e, _ North Dakota Minnesota
Phoenix - Minneapolis/ St..Paul —s
. Oregon i (] 9
Equity and Accessibility - Minneapolis/
Additional Populations Served South Dakota _,_,f———QSt' Paul Wisconsin
" ' © Michigan
Population served D imeEelies 4,930 Pierre
of people @
. in thousands Wyoming . l;o
R il of people 60 Sl Milwaukee @ @ Detroit
Rural population in in thousands ©Sioux Ci ;
areas of persistent poverty of people 0 lowa ty Chlcago.‘ o Cl
Rural population that is in thousands 120 -9 Nebraska @®Des Moines Ind Ohio
d fransportation disadvantaged  of people Cheyenne Omaha®. \ ndiana
*| Rural population that is in thousands 114 K Lafayette IndfnapOhS .Columb
health disadvantaged of people ® Denver %r;;s;s Tara v ‘O—C' -
; INcinnatl
Population on fribal lands I fOUEEmEs 29 Lawrence, ", ¢ , Columbus o
of people Colorado Kansas TopekaoS St LOU|S.,. Ashland
Newton > 4 Louisville
726 miles ®Las Vegas . ) Kentucky
of discontinued L) (+) Missouri
long-distance Wichita Ch
routes restored Flagstaff o Tulsa Nashville «® Tennessee
. ARTIITE o . Chattanoogs
%, _ Oklahoma g % 9
. ~ X City ;
oenix q iti ituti
. \oPh . Amarillo Additional Institutions Served
® Arizona . . count of
New Mexico Medical centers centers 14 y
al
elucson Dallas/ Higher education count of 55
Legend Fort Worth—. institutions institutions G
Baseline Network Further analysis and idenfification of Historically black colleges count of 0
wong- Distance, Norihaaet funding after completion of this study and universities institutions
Baseline Proects. Not an FRA would be necessary to advance the Texas Military installations count of 1
Preferred Routes proposal for preferred routes through project Y installations see
Preferred Routes . . service planning and project development count of NPS
Preferred Route: Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul activities, including detailed NPS Lands Units measured 1
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: ® H fon
Phoenix — Minneapolis/St. Paul schedule development. San Antonio ousto
T
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° ° ° o North Dakota Minnesota
Phoenix - Minneapolis/ St..Paul —s
Oregon . R o o ?
Selected Passenger Service-Required Caost Estimate Ranges Minneapolis/
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Ranges South Dakota ’ _,_,/———OQSL e Wisconsin e
. ¥ ichigan
Venhicle costs A% e el $850-1,100 Pierre
in millions ® .
: : Wyomin {
Station and maintenance 2025 dollars yoming Si JO
g - ioux Falls . .
facility costs in millions $1.560-2,020 Mllwaukee.’ @ Detroit
Track class and PTC 2025 dollars, ¢1 5101 570 OSioux City Chicagog oCl
upgrade costs in millions ’ ! Nebraska lowa ®Des Moines 3 ) o
=@ : 0
Ind
O&M costs (annual) 202§IIqulors, $95-135 Cheyenne Omaha® p ndana
b n milions Lafayette®, Indianapolis ~@3
Cost estimate ranges include Professional Services. Cost ® Denver Kansas - 0 o
;esﬁrzofe rongies dg not incr(udequher capital froje_cfsr including ] City llinois v @-Cincinnati
rack capacity and operational improvement projects. awrence .14 _ )
Laliormia Colorado Kansas Topekao St LOUIS.. Columbus Ashland
Newton > 4 Louisville
o) Bakersfield ® | as \legas Trinidad % Kentucky
Barstow \?\Iichita Missouri
Flagstaff : h,
a o 1] Nashvile a®y, enessee ¢
L] Albuquerque S
Los Angeles o | Oklzhoma g _ @~ Chattanoogz
Phoenix r “ City Litle Rock ~ ®Memphis
Yuma O Amarillo o Mississippi Atlanta
® Arizona . L
New Mexico Arkansas Blrmlngham.‘
elucson Dallas/ N o Ma
Legend Fort Worth—g; Ma;shall Jackson. Merldlgn 'm S - G
" . . . . ‘
Baseline Network Further analysis and idenfification of Mobile
Long Distancs, Northeast funding after completion of this study Alabama
orridor, State-Supported, \
Baseline Projects Notf an FRA would be necessary to advance the Texas ®
Preferred Routes proposal for preferred routes through project . Pe.nsacola Tallahassee
Preferred Routes service planning and project development Louisiana ®
Pref.erreg Ro_u_te: Pl_10enix— Minneapolis.'St. Paul activities, including detailed ° New Orleans
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: ® H
Phoenix — Minneapolis/St. Paul schedule development. San Antonio ouston
T
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Phoenix -

aneapolls/ St.BPauI

North Dakota

Minnesota

Far o.
Orega 9
Safefy, Jobs, and Earning )S Minneapolis/
Estimated Jobs and Earnings South Dakota g _,_,/———OQSL e Wisconsin o
Jobs supported count of jobs, 38.5 - 501 Pierre | slei el
by construction in thousands ’ ) ® .
: Wyoming o
Earnings supported 2025 dollars, i y Sioux Falls S
by construction in millions $2,600-3,380 Milwaukee.’ @ Detroit
Jobs supported count of jobs, 1.7-94 OSioux City Chicagog, oCl
by operations (annual) in thousands ’ ) Nebraska lowa ®Des Moines 2 ) o
‘ i
d Earning sup ported ?025 QOIIors, $87-123 -.Cheyenne Omaha®. ) Indiana
J by operations (annual) in millions Lafayette’ Indianapolis .Columb
Route Travel Changes and Impacts ® Denver K%f;?as llinois .5 A
Travel shifted from vehicle vehicles miles 31 Lawrence 3’ &Cmcmngtl
to rail (annual) traveled, in millions Colorado Kansas Topekao X StLoviS wg Columbus Ashlang
Total crashes avoided number of crashes 67 Newton Louisville
(annual) (decrease) . o FeE
Barstow Trinidad (o) . ‘ !
Wichita Missouri
Flagstaff : h,
. g ~ A Tulsa. Nashville @®x rennessee C
Albuquerque
Los Angeles q % Oklahoma ¢ o= Chattanooge
Phoenix 7 “ City Litle Rock ~ ®Memphis
~ 0, Amarillo o Mississippi
eYuma Arizona eAtlanta
New Mexico Arkansas Birmingham.‘
elucson Dallas/ N o Ma
Legend Fort Worth—g; Ma;shall Jackson. Merldlgn 'm S - G
Baseline Network Further analysis and idenfification of * Mobile
E%':gdg'f‘;”af:gj’p'&f:; funding after completion of this study Alabama
Baseline Projects Not an FRA would be necessary to advance the Texas > ®
Preferred Routes proposal for preferred routes through project . Pe.nsacola Tallahassee
Preferred Routes service planning and project development Louisiana ®
Pref.erreg Ro_u_te: Pl_10enix— Minneapolis.'St. Paul oc‘rivi‘ries, including detailed ® New Orleans
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: ® H
Phoenix — Minneapolis/St. Paul schedule development. San Antonio ouston

U.S. Department of Transportation
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DALLAS/FORT WORTH -
NEW YORK
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A

Dallas/Fort Worth - New York

Conceptual Service Overview

Not an FRA proposal for service

Route Service Metrics

Scheduled
run time

Route length

Dallas, TX
departure time

New York, NY
arrival time

New York, NY
departure time

Dallas, TX
arrival time

Average tfravel
fime improvements

Total number
of stations

Stations in
small communities

Existing stations
adding new service

avg. of both
directions

avg. of both
directions

local time

local time

local time

local time

hours

count of
stations

count of
stations

count of
stations

approx. 44
hours

1,907 miles

midday

late
morning*?

late
afternoon

midday™

7

Route Stations

33

17

Average fravel time improvements are for existing OD pairs

when using a new route compared fo an existing route

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.-
8:59 p.m. eatly evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

U.8. Department of Transportation

Federal Railroad Administration

Dallas ¥

TEXAS °
OKLAHOMA

D)

OKLAHOMA 0 ©
MISSOURI )

J
D)
)
9)
MISSOURI

ILLINOIS

INDIANA

INDIANA
OHIO

D)

oHio 2
PENNSYLVANIA )

D)

PENNSYLVANIA @
NEWJERSEY @

Fort Worth #
Ardmore ®
Oklahoma City g

Tulsa

Springfield

St. Louis #

Effingham &
Terre Haute

Indianapolis &
Connersville &
Cincinnati 8
Dayton
Springfield

Columbus

Pittsburgh &
Altoona ¥
Harrisburg &
Lancaster &
Philadelphia
Trenton ®
Newark #

NEW YORK New York =

Existing
Stations

. Existing
Station

o Existing

Station
Existing
Stations
| . Existing
Stations
[

Legend
D Some Arrivals at Night
) All Arrivals at Night

Station

D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.

These conceptual schedules are not
FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times
to maximize daytime service for
highest population market pairs on a
preferred route.

Further analysis and identification of
funding after completion of this study
would be necessary to advance the
preferred routes through project
planning and project development
activities, including detailed
schedule development.
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Rillings e . NeW’v
Dallas/Fort Worth - New Y T
q q S/ o o e or 1eapolis/ Massachusetts
A H™H St. Paul
Equity and Accessibility)aot % Wisconsin N Albany_
® Michigan s «®Boston
Additional Populations Served
. . \. New York
Population served mf ousclm s 5,820 Buffalo 3 Rhode Island
O! People _ o’ . e ——New Haven
Rural population in thousands 990 Milwaukee @ Detroit e \.\_ Connecticut
ol oo o i peope lowa Chicago, o Cleveland £ New York City
ural population in in thousands 780 _ “ | \ Philadelphia
areas of persistent poverty of people ®Des Moines Ohio (o) @ o
Rural population that is in thousands 630 ® ® kg b Pittsburgh Delasvv;reersey
transportation disadvantaged  of people Lafayette ® Indianapolis oCqumbus =g \Washington DC
Rural population that is in thousands 378 Kansas linois Terre Haute ? [\ West .\ Maryland
i i O incinnati i Lorton
health disadvantaged of people City O—Clnc1n2atl Virginia 0
. : in thousands i Columbus Ashland
Population on tribal lands oo 1,025 St Louis ary A SUCLTICPYN - i1\or analysis and identification of
"‘UV‘“:“ atlisvilic Roanoke’~ Wi funding after completion of this study
524 miles ) Springfield Kentucky would be necessary to advance the
f i tinued Missouri preferred routes through project
OI ISC(§>.I”1Jr nue . TonnesEss Charlotte planning and project development
onTg- 5 ?nced Tulsa Nashville =® . (N activities, including detailed
routes restore Oklahoma Og schedule development.
Oklahomab _ o= Chattanooga
City Little 5ock ®Memphis
Amarillo Mississippi Ya\t Additional Institutions Served
New Mexico Arkansas Birmingham g, Medical conters count of 3
Dallas/ e centers
{ . . .
Fort Worth—.¢ Marshall Meridian 7 Higher education count of
Legend  El Paen s D JaCkson. ® ?\/Iontgomery institutions institutions 1o
Baseline Network Mobile #4 Alabama Historically black colleges  count of 3
Long-Distance, Nortfieast and universities institutions
Corridor, State-Supported, \ ° t of
Baseline Projects Not an FRA o Q . count o
Preferred Routes proposal for Lotisins Pe.nsacola Tallahgmiliianyinstalictions installations 12
Preferred Routes o 1S
Preferred Route: Dallas/Fort Worth — New York ool ® .NeW Orleans NPS Lands CO.UnT QNS 0
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: @ HOUStOﬂ units measured
Dallas/Fort Worth — New York San Antonio
Tampa @
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A

Ings New
Dallds/Fort Worth - Né w York
el Massachusetts
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost’Estimate Ranges Albany_ Vo
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Ranges TR g i k'
ew Yor
®
Vehicle costs A Clellels $740-960 Buffalo Rhode Island
in milions S ‘—NeW Haven
; . Milwaukee ® @ Detroit - t
Station and maintenance 2025 dollars , . Connecticu
’ - P |
facility costs in millions Blloll 20-1.450 lowa Chicago. e leveland ennsylvania \ .\—New York City
3
frack class and PTC 2025 dollars, 45 710.3,520 ®Des Moines Ohio o ¢ fhiladeiphia
upgrade costs in millions 3 Indiana Pittsburgh New Jersey
2025 dollars, Lafayette ®” [ndi - Delaware
O&M costs (annual) in m,-,,,-oonscrs $98-138 3 Ipdlanapolls Columbus S=e—\Washington DC
Kansas llinois Terre Haute = 5 . West '\ Maryland
Cost.estimate ranges include Professional Services. Cost City O ¢&=Cincinnati Virginia Lorton
estimate ranges do notinclude other capital projects including Columb ®
2ol ) : Qe - olumbus ASHIS
track capacity and'operational improvement projects. St Louis o Shian Lynchburg.. urthar chanysls and dEniiasien o
Nethn Louisville SRPTI MlVil funding after completion of this study
Trinidad g ) Springfield Kentucky would be necessary to odvonc;e the
Missouri preferred routes through project
. T - Charlotte planning and project development
Tulsa ™ Nashville e®y, '€""¢55¢€ (N activities, including detailed
Albuquerque Oklahoma ~_4Og schedule development.
@ Oklahoma~ _ o= Chattanooga
v City Litte Rock ~~ @Memhis
Amarillo Mississippi
Gy e Atlanta South
New Mexico Arkansas Birminghamg, Carolina
)
Dallas/ \ . g Hacen @ Savannah
Fort Worth—~¢ Marshall Jackson Meridian %o Georgia
e () ()
Legend [l Pacn 4 ® Montgomery
Base"rL‘ang?It)vivs:e:tce Northeast MOb"e Alabama .
Corridor, State:Suppoded, NS = ‘.JaCksonV”le
Baseline Projects Not an FRA
o Tallahassee
Preferred Routes proposal for Louisiana Pensacola
Preferred Routes o Al ®
Preferred Route: Dallas/Fort Worth — New York SElnAe s
® New Orleans
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: o HOUStOﬂ Orlando «®
Dallas/Fort Worth — New York .
San Antonio Tampae
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A

Rilli ings New '
Dallds/Fort Worth - Né w York
tpolis/ M h
tts
St Paul Alb assachuse
r 9 i i any
Saety, Jobs, a d Earnings o Wisconsin e o Ve
Estimated Jobs and Earnings . New York
Jobs supported count of jobs, 563-73.1 .Buffalo Rhode Island
by construction in thousands : : S o y c—New Haven
. ilwaukee @ Detroit —Connecticut
Earnings supported 2025 dollars, i Bonnculanis 0\_
by construction in milions SERHEAA lowa Chicago @ Cleveland y New York City
g ()
Jobs supported count of jobs, 1705 ®Des Moines N Ohio 3 \;—Phlladelphla
by operations (annual)  in thousands ’ ) nae Indiana Pittsburgh New Jersey
. > b Delaware
Earning supported 2025 dollars, Lafayette ® |ndianapolis :
; e 90-127 S=e—\Vashington DC
by operations (annual)  in millions $ Kansas llinois Terre Haute > ? . Columbu\fvest .\ Ma?yland
City O o=Cincinnati  v/iginia Lorton
. Columbus o
Kansas hlan
Colorado St LOUIS'O | Ashland Lynchburg.. Further analysis and identification of
Nethn Louisville Roanoke ol funding affer completion of this study
Trinidad ) Springfield Kentucky would be necessary to advance the
) Missouri preferred routes through project
. - Charlotte planning and project development
Tulsa’ Nashville «® [Ennessce o, activities, including detailed
Albuquerque Oklahoma ~_4Og schedule development.
@ Oklahoma~ _ o= Chattanooga
v City Litle Rock ~ ®Memphis
Amarillo > Mississippi oAtlanta South
New Mexico Arkansas Birmingham.‘ ” Carolina
@ Viacon
Dallas/ 1 () . . ®@Savannah
Fort Worth—~¢ Marshall Jacksor Meridian Ve Georgia
Legend [ p re () ° o Montgome
: acn % g ry
Baseh:zntltavivs‘:;ce, oot VQJIPAWNEIENE  Route Travel Changes and Impacts
Corridpr, State-Suppoded, \ Travel shifted . .
Baseline Projects Not an FRA ® R el el o el vehicles mlles. . 70
Preferred Routes proposal for o Pensacola traveled, in millions
Preferred Routes . Louisiana (OﬂﬂUCﬂ)
service (J
g:ergrreq Rg_t:_te: D::a:/Folnt\_North-NSm York ® New Orleans Total crashes avoided number of crashes 149
[+] S In Clties wi opuiations over %
DallatlEort Worth = Neww York San Xntonio Houston (annual) (decrease)
Tampa @
U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration 109
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A

Houston - New York

Conceptual Service Overview
Not an FRA proposal for service

Route Service Metrics

Houston &

TEXAS ) Beaumont &
LOUISIANA ) Lake Charles g
J  Lafayette®
d New Iberia §
d Schriever g

| Existing

Scheduled avg. of both approx. 43
run time directions hours
Route length avg. Qf i 1,841 miles
directions
Houston, TX . early
. local time .
departure time evening
New York, NY . late
. . local time +2
arrival time afternoon
New York, NY . early
. local time
departure time afternoon
Houston, TX . early
. . local fime . 4o
arrival fime morning
Avergge travel hours 13
time improvements
Route Stations
Total number count of
. . 42
of stations stations
Stations in count of 5
small communities stations
Existing stations count of
. . . 26
adding new service stations

. Existing

Average travel time improvements are for existing OD pairs
when using a new route compared to an existing route

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.-
8:59 p.m. eatly evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

U.8. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

LouisiaNA @ New Orleans #
mississippl @ Bay St. Louis #
@ Gulfport &
© Biloxi g
MmississiPPl @ Pascagoula®
ALABAMA @ Mobile g
©
]
]
© Montgomery
ALABAMA Auburn
GEORGIA
© Atlanta B
©
GEORGIA @
TENNESSEE @ Chattanooga
D)l
D) Knoxville
d
TENNESSEE D Johnson City
VIRGINIA )
d
D Roanoke &
Lynchburg g
Charlottesville 8
Culpeper #
Manassas &
VIRGINIA Alexandria ®
DIST. OF COLUMBIA Washington &
MARYLAND Baltimore &
DELAWARE Wilmington &

PENNSYLVANIA @ Philadelphia ®
NEW JERSEY @ Trenton#
@ Newark ¥

NEW YORK New York #

Legend

,D Some Arrivals at Night
Stations

) All Arrivals at Night

Station

D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
Station people are labeled.

These conceptual schedules are not
FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times
to maximize daytime service for
highest population market pairs on a
preferred route.

Further analysis and identification of
funding after completion of this study
would be necessary to advance the
preferred routes through project
planning and project development
|, Existing activities, including detailed
Stations schedule development.

FRA
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A

Additional Populations Served

o0Ulll UakOla

in thousands

Houston - New: York
Equity and Accessibility i rais®

Baseline Network
Long-Distance, Northeast
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects
Preferred Routes
Preferred Routes
Preferred Route: Houston - New York

© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
Houston - New York

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

®
San Antonio

Not an FRA

proposal for
service

Population served 5,490
of people
Rural population in thousands 1,230
of people
Rural population in in thousands
. 840
areas of persistent poverty of people
Rural population that is in thousands
. . 1,074
tfransportation disadvantaged of people
Rural population that is in thousands 899
health disadvantaged of people
Population on tribal lands I H9SUeines 14
of people
Additional Institutions Served
Medical centers seun of 9
centers
Higher education count of
L= NN 65
institutions institutions
Historically black colleges count of 3
and universities institutions
Military installations pount o.f 27
installations
count of NPS
NS Lenek units measured 0
TCAAS
Legend

[ ]
Houstoﬁrz ?

L T

§ Wisconsin
1 Michigan £ «®Boston
\. New York
Buffalo & Rhode Island
: 4 _ @ ——New Haven
Milwaukee ® @ Detroit " l \0\_' Connecticut
. ennsylvania i
lowa Chicagog @ Cleveland y 4 New York City
3 : .
Y Indiana Pittsburgh Dell;lfjvv;éersey
Lafayette ® ' i -l
K 5 {dianapolis ®Columbus te—Washmgton DC
ansas o —Maryland
5 11 vy, . : West y
City e ’ @-Cincinnati  Virginia Lorton
. Columbus o
St Louis eg |-OUisVi”eAshland Lynchbur.g ot ®=Petersburg
Kentucky Roanoke > Virginia
Johnson City
Missouri - (o)
' KnOXVIIIe<> Further analysis and identification of
Nashville «® Charlotte e, funding after completion of this study
Tennessee would be necessary to advance the
, @ Memphis O?Chattanwga preferred routes through project
Little §OCk e p : \ planning and project development
Mississippi \ o-Atlanta activities, including detailed
Arkansas Birmingham g N 2 schedule development.
D @ Macon
Marshall Meridian o™ UAuburn|  Georgia @ Savannah
Jackson ® j
¢ ® // 'Montgomery
MOb"ejz\ Alabama _
J;’ eJacksonville
I O™ ® 2
v \ P. | Tallahassee
Louisiana L (o) ensacola
—— ? Gulfport
TLafaq;ette New Orleans Orlando =@
Beaumont | 1 es Tampa e 356 miles
of discontinued
long-distance
Florida routes restored

Oy
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A

service

Houston - New York

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

OUULl DakOlda . 1 alN| L T
® Wisconsin Michigan K «®Boston
Houston - New:York N Newvor
®
. . - .Buffalo Rhode Island
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost IIEwsltngrggte Ranges b %——New Haven
liwau \ elrol e i
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Ranges - Pennsylvania O\_Ne(‘i:nyr;eril(éjitt
2025 dollars owa Chicagog @ Cleveland y
Vehicle costs o milions ' $740-960 &Des Moines $ 3 e é \¢—Philadelphia
Stati g int Indiana Pittsburgh “—New Jersey
o'lpn and maintenance 2025 QOIIors, $1,520-1,980 o . “—Delaware
facility cost I ' ' Lafayette ® |ndianapolis @ :
aciity costs n mifions P Columbus == —Washington DC
Track class and PTC 2025 dollars, ansas lllinois (7 ). . . West .\ —Maryland
upgrade costs in millions $1.580-2,050 City &-Cincinnati  Virginia Lorton
2025 dollars St Louis « Golumbus Ashiand Lynchburg
O&M costs (annual) A ' $100-141 ® . Oy ®=Petersburg
in millions Louisville Roanok & Virginia
Cost estimate ranges include Professional Services. C osTs Kentucky 1
estimate ronges”d@ not include other capital projects including , ‘ Johnson City
frack capacity and,opergtional improvement projects. o Knoxville 2 Further analysis and idenftification of
- Tulsa Nashville «® O~ Charlotte e, funding after completion of this study
Albuquerque ahoma ® Tennessee would be necessary to advance the
® Oklahoma g o Chattanooga preferred routes through project
L Cit Litle Rock  ®Memphis : _ through proj
: y Ittle .oc Tt planning and project development
Amarillo Mississippi \ opAtianta activities, including detailed
New Mexico Arkansas Birmingham.‘ N y Z schedule development.
@lViacon
Dallas/ . ) _ ®@Savannah
Fort Worth Marshall Meridian So*XAuburn| Georgia
=) Jackson ° '
eEl Paso ¢ ® /" Montgomery
Mobile/* Alabama _
N @Jacksonville
Texas P O™ ® <
s i ® Tallahassee
Louisiana / Pensacola
Baseline Network ; QM
) Gulfport
Long-Distance, Northeast P a A a ? Orlando a®
gorri?or, gtate-fuppoded, [ ) ) Houston ? TLafa?ette New Orleans
aseline Projects San Antonio Beaumont y
Preferred Routes Lake Charles Tampa ®
Preferred Routes Not an FRA
Preferred Route: Houston - New York proposql for
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: Florida

Oy
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Houston - New York

A

service

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

OOUULUT UdROla .' Wisconsin Michi n'”“"’. -9 Boston
ichigan ([
Houston - New: York 7 owYor
. .Buffalo Rhode Island
Safety, Jobs, and Earnings, rais® | > _ %——New Haven
oux ralls M ® 7
. . ilwaukee @ Detroit T — Connecticut
Estimated Jobs and Earnings Pennsylvania o\_ i
Chicago @ Cleveland New York Clty
Jobs supported count of jobs, 501 -645 0‘ \ . .
by consfruction in thousands ‘ ' ®Des Moines s Ohio B e G_F:\T:a'\lNa\(Jieerlsper;la
Earnings su ppor’red 2025 qulors, $3,344-4,312 o . lttsburg “—Delaware
by construction in milions ’ ' Lafayette ® " |ndianapolis ® :
4 Columbus S=c—Washington DC
Jobs supported count of jobs, ) as lllinois (7 W), . West .\ —Maryland
by operations (annual)  in thousands 18~ 23 A .—ClnCInn'atl Virginia Lorton
. olumpus
Earning supported 2025 dollars, $92-131 St LouiS eg Ashland Lynchburg e ®=Petersburg
by operations (annual)  in milions Louisville Roanoke.“ Virginia
Route Travel Changes and Impacts Ke}gﬁ;éon Cit
Travel shifted from vehicles miles 79 Missouri : <y> : : .
vehicle fo rail (annual)  fraveled, in milions ' KnOXVIIIe<> Charlott Further analysis and idenfification of
rotal . ded Nashville «® ariotie @, funding after completion of this study
otal crashes avoide number of crashes 155 I would be necessary to advance the
[Snuel] [eoe R o Chattanooga preferred routes through project
|} . City Little ﬁock OMemphl$ \ planning and project development
Amarillo Mississippi \ opAtlanta activities, including detailed
New Merico Arkansas Birmingham.‘ N v schedule development.
Dallas/ . g acon ®Savannah
Fort Worth—g Marshall Jackson Meridian o RAuburn.  Georgia
° o _ Montgome
oLl Paso v o y gomery
Mobile /= “Alabama _
N @Jacksonville
Texas 7P O™ @ <
S Z\ © Tallahassee
Louisiana (o) Pensacola
Baseline Network ; LoY
) Gulfport
Long-Distance, Northeast P A A a ? Orland
) @
Corridor, State-Supported, ® Houstdn ? TL f? tt New Orleans rfnando &
Baseline Projects San Antonio Beaumont arayetie -
Preferred Routes Lake Charles ampae
Preferred Routes Not an FRA
Preferred Route: Houston - New York I f
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: lefpesiell i Florida

Oy
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A

Seattle - Denver

Conceptual Service Overview

Not an FRA proposal for service
Route Service Metrics

approx. 40
hours

1,647 miles

early
morning

late
evening"'

late evening
midday*?

18

29

16

Scheduled avg. of both
run time directions
avg. of both
e EE]l directions
Seafttle, WA .
. local time

departure time
Denver, CO .

. . local time
arrival time
Denver, CO .

. local time

departure time
Seafttle, WA .

. . local time
arrival time
Average travel
. . hours
time improvements
Route Stations
Total number count of
of stations stations
Stations in count of
small communities stations
Existing stations count of
adding new service stations

Average travel time improvements are for existing OD pairs

when using a new route compared to an existing route

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.-
8:59 p.m. eatly evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

U.8. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

Seattle =

Tacoma ¥
Olympia-Lacey &
Centralia #

Kelso-Longview &

|, Existing
Stations

WASHINGTON Vancouver g
O Portland &
)
D)
»)
OREGON
IDAHO
Boise
D)
D)
iDAHO 2 Pocatello
UTAH
Ogden
Salt Lake City & *—
Provo g
Helper g8
UTAH Green River g
COLORADO ) ' Grand Junction & —* E:;:::(I:\gs
D ' Glenwood Springs &
D Granby g
Fraser g

Denver 2 —

Legend
D Some Arrivals at Night
) All Arrivals at Night

Station

D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.

These conceptual schedules are not
FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times
to maximize daytime service for
highest population market pairs on a
preferred route.

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

FRA
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Seattle - Denver

Seattle.  Washington . Equity and Accessibility
: -0 Sandpoint
\ 0‘
‘ ®Yakima Further analysis and idenfification of
Portlandﬁo ® funding after completion of this study
. N\ , Kennewick Helena Montana would be necessary to odvonc;e the
773 miles N ® preferred routes through project
of discontinued planning and project development
|OﬂT9-di5T?ﬂC% Billings activities, including detailed
routes restore Oregon ‘ ® schedule development.
Additional Populations Served . Boise
_ g SN — © 460 (R Ao South Dakota
opulation serve of people ' Additional Institutions Served
~ P Il
Rural population I ieUEemEs 190 \ 'f;gcate - Medical centers o of 3
of people ' centers
Rural population in in thousands 80 Wyoming Higher education count of 1
areas of persistent poverty of people institutions institutions
Rural population that is in thousands 57 Oaden Historically black colleges  count of 0
transportation disadvantaged  of people g O‘( and universities institutions
Rural population that is in thousands Salt Lake City o Military instaliati count of
health disadvantaged of people 28 PI'OVOO’;‘ T S installations a
. . in thousands \ count of NPS
Population on fribal lands of people 10 a5 NPS Lands onifs measured 2
Legend ‘. Merced Utah Owenver Kansas
Baseline Network N 6 S ‘ Clty
Long-Distance, Northeast G d J - t, -
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baséline pféjicts” i Not an F|RfA rand Juriction Kansas
Preferred Routes proposal for
Preferred Routes service Colorado NeWton
» Preferred Route: Seattle - Denver . .
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: Las Vegas Trlmdad S
Seattle - Denver Barstow ®
a
U.S. Department of Transportation
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Seattle - Denver
Seattle vvashm&electgd Passenger Service-Required Cost Estimate Ranges

. P p0|
| ' .‘
‘ ®Yakima Further analysis and idenfification of
Portlandﬁo ® funding after completion of this study
N T— Kennewick Helena Montana would be necessary to advance the
N () preferred routes through project
planning and project development
BiIIings activities, including detailed
Oregon ‘ ® schedule development.
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Ranges ..Boise
. 2025 doll : A ldaho South Dakota
Vehicle costs ” mi,/iozsors' $650-840 ~ _
_Pocatello Pierre
Station and mainfenance 2025 dollars, 1 090-1.410 (o) ®
facility costs in millions $1.090-1, :
% Wyoming _ ag
Track class and PTC 2025 dollars, Sioux Falls
S $350-450
upgrade costs in millions
Ogden.
O&M costs (annual) .2025. e (el $75-106 g lowa
R Irn‘i!l/ons Salt Lake Clty Nebraska
Cost estimate ranges include Profess:oq_ol ServicesfCSst ' Provoo ’ \ au@ Omaha L
estimate ranges do not include other capital projects including N\ Cheyenne @
track capacity.and/operationalimprovement projects. Nevada \
Legend 'o\Denver Kansas
Baseline Network kiah R 6 = "D C|ty
Long-Distance, Northeast : ——
o, Not an FRA GIANCEITNss Kansas
Preferred Routes proposal for
Preferred Routes service Colorado Nethn
» Preferred Route: Seattle - Denver
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: ’ L4 Las Vegas Trln |dad S
Seattle - Denver Barstow ®
7S
U.S. Department of Transportation
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Seattle - Denver

Seattle  Vashing(on Sandpoint Safety, Jobs, and Earnings
. o I
Olympia-Lacey o’ Spokane. &
| [ )
£ _ S )
‘ ®Yakima Further analysis and idenfification of
Portlandﬁo ® funding after completion of this study
N\ : Kennewick Helena Montana would be necessary to advance the
—_ "\ () preferred routes through project
planning and project development
BiIIings activities, including detailed
Oregon ® schedule development.
..Boise
O,
: ldaho South Dakota
Pierre
Estimated Jobs and Earnings ";?gcate"o ()
Jobs supported count of jobs, . Wyvomin @,
by construction in thousands 235 - 303 : : Sioux Falls‘
Earnings supported 2025 dollars, 3
by construction in millions $1l567:2.063 Ogden.o ’ Route Travel Changes and Impacts
. P )
i)obs SU ppror’red | 'cofznt of Jocllos, 13-1.9 Salt Lake Clty$0, :rrgr\;\e\l/:;:{::(leedfo rail vehicles miles 18 ¢
y operations (annual)  in thousands Provo 0™ \ temne] traveled, in milions
Ecrmng sup ported 202§ glollors, $69-97 \ ol N ;
y operations (annual)  in milions vada Total crashes avoided number of crashes 39
(annual) (decrease)
Legend ‘. Merced Utah "vw-e"ver narnsas
Baseline Network D 6 | C|ty
o St Suppord Grand Junction
0rriaor, State-supporteq,
Baseline Projects i Not an FIRfA Kansas
Preferred Routes proposal for
Preferred Routes service Colorado NeWton
» Preferred Route: Seattle - Denver . .
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: Las Vegas Trlmdad >
Seattle - Denver Barstow o
a
U.S. Department of Transportation
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San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul

Conceptual Service Overview

Not an FRA proposal for service
Route Service Metrics

Scheduled
run time

Route length

San Antonio, TX
departure time

St. Paul, MN
arrival time

St. Paul, MN
departure time

San Antonio, TX
arrival time

Average travel
time improvements

Total number
of stations

Stations in
small communities

Existing stations
adding new service

avg. of both
directions

avg. of both
directions

local time

local time

local time

local time

hours

count of
stations

count of
stations

count of
stations

approx. 32
hours

1,292 miles

late morning

late
afternoon™’

midday

early
evening™'

5

Route Stations

28

11

10

Average travel time improvements are for existing OD pairs

when using a new route compared to an existing route

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.-
8:59 p.m. eatly evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

( U.8. Department of Transportation

Federal Railroad Administration

D San Antonio &
San Marcos =
Austin
Taylor ¥
Temple
McGregor =
Cleburne #

@ Fort Worth 2

TEXAS
OKLAHOMA

OKLAHOMA) @ Tulsa

KANSAS )

J

KANSAS J

MISSOURI g Kansas City #

MISSOURI
IOWA

Des Moines
IOWA
MINNESOTA

St. Paul

|, Existing
Stations

Existing
Station

Existing
Station

Legend
D Some Arrivals at Night
) All Arrivals at Night

Station

D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.

These conceptual schedules are not
FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times

to maximize daytime service for

highest population market pairs on a

preferred route.

Further analysis and identification of
funding after completion of this study
would be necessary to advance the
preferred routes through project
planning and project development
activities, including detailed
schedule development.
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Maine

Kenn vick Heler ontana
sota

San Antonio - ‘Minneapolis/St. Paul .

E d A b I .I. b““ngs Fargo™ Haﬁfﬁé‘{we
quity and Accessibility A o
Additional Populations Served South Dakota O,St- Bl e Albany_ /ot

i i i Michigan & -
Population served foggg;?:ds 2,660 Ple.rre ~ New York
® —Rhode |
. Buffalo
- in thousands : ‘e New Haver
=
Rural population - — 810 Sioux Falls Milwaukee" ottt i . ‘\— Pl
Rural population in in thousands 290 lowa Chicagoy e Cleveland SHSENAIR New York City
areas of persistent poverty of people Nebraska © Des Moines S ohio § \rPhlladeIphla
Rural population that is in thousands Cheyenne Omaha'e Indiana Pittsburgh —New Jersey
. . 316 Lafavette ®® i : -Delaware
transportation disadvantaged of people aiayette Indianapohs alble =g’ \Washington DC
. . Kansas
1 Rural population that is in thousands Cit Illinois (7] Wy, . . West .\L Maryland
: 365 ) @-Cincinnati  Virginia orton
health disadvantaged of people ‘ Collimbia °
Pooulati tibal land in thousands | 444 fansas StLouis eg Ashland  Lynchburg e/ @mpetersburg
opulafion on fribal lands of people 0 Newton Louisville
Additional Institutions Served S (GUIEH  Furiner analysis and identification of
Missouri funding after completion of this study
Medical centers count of 5 b Nashville a® Tennessee would be necessary to advance the
‘ | centers ouahomaTu'saf “ dariiie preferred routes through project
'H|g'her_educo’r|on count of 50 Oklahoma g . RA¥Elc  planning and project development
institutions institutions City Little Rock ~ @Memphis activities, including detailed
Historically black colleges count of . Amarillo 2 Mississippi oA schedule development.
and universities institutions Arkansas Birmingham g arome
Military installations SRuIT Of 6 Dallas/ | /7 ; qHecon ®Savannah
ry installations Fort Worth— ' Marshall Jacksort Meridian 0 Georgia
count of NPS S - 7 Montgomery
NFS Lemels units measured 0 ‘: Mobile /" Alabama , 0 miles
— \l Seyacksonville . _
lexas  Templeao ® of discontinued
Legend P. | Tallahassee | dist
Baseline Network a0 : Louisiana ensacola ong-distance
Long-Distance, Northeast fustin . .N R Odoane routes restored
Corridor, State-Supported, o Orlando =@
Baseline Projects Not FRA San Antonio Houston
Preferred Routes S el Tampao
Preferred Routes propos‘al for
@ Preferred Route: San Antonio ~ Minneapolis/St. Paul service Flor
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: lorida
San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul .§ .
Miami

122




Kenn vick Heler ontana

Billings

Vehicle costs .2025. qOIIors, $550-710
in millions

Sfo’flpn and maintenance 202§ QOIIors, $1,160-1,510
facility costs in millions
Track class and PTC 2025 qOIIors, $700-910
upgrade costs in millions
O&M costs (annual) .2025. qollors, $64-91

( in millions

San Antonio - ‘Minneapolis/St. Paul-

Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Esfimate Ranges

Cost estimate ranges include Professional Services: Cost
estimate ranges do not include other capital projects including
track capacity and operational improvement projects.

o Bakersfield ®| as \Vegas ini
Ba‘rstow Trinidad g
\ Flagstaff
)
o e.s (7 Albuquercﬁle
_ |
Phoenix
eYuma Arizona
New Mexico
elucson
oFEl Paso
Legend

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

Not an FRA

Preferred Routes
Preferred Routes
@ Preferred Route: San Antonio — Minneapolis/St. Paul

© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul

proposal for
service

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

A

Maine

Vermont
New
Hampshire
Massacht
St. Paul
South Dakot /) Ni Albany /
Sou . ota IS Wisconsin Michigan '. «®Boston
Pierre (N New York
e ® o —Rhode
«g Gl New Haver
Sioux Falls Mllwaukee" ® Detroit - ] \\— Connecticut
lowa Chicagog, ®Cleveland Snsyivanis ¥4 New York City
| - S Y . .
Nebraska ©.Des Moines . Ohio ¢ ¢ Philadelphia
Byenne Omaha'g Indiana Pittsburgh ——New Jersey
Lafayette®” ndianapolis _.~® Delaware
K P Columbus “S=@—\Vashington DC
Br e/ linois o~ West i Maryland
City @-Cincinnati  Virginia Lorton
. Columbus @
Kansas St Louis eg Ashland Lynchburg.. = Petersburg
Newton Louisville
% [Caeom Further analysis and identification of
Missouri funding after completion of this study
i ; Tennessee would be necessary to advance the
| J .
OklahomaTUIsaf . hestuile sy preferred routes through project
Oklahoma g . P IiEle  planning and project development
_ City Little Rock ~ @Memphis activities, including detailed
Amarillo o Mississippi oA schedule development.
Arkansas Birmingham g arene
D) ®Macon
Dallas/ \J /8 i ~ @Savannah
Fort Worth—¢ Marshall Jackson Meridian 02 Georgia
] Y o Montgomery
j Mobile /4 Alabama Sacksonl
acksonville
Texas  Templeao e ® *®
@ Tallahassee
: Louisiana Pensacola
=0 Austin )
() New Orleans Orlandoa®
oF Houston
San Antonio Tampae
Florida
Ony
Miami
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Maine

Kenn vick Heler ontana
sota
San Antonio - ‘Minneapolis/St. Paul
Billings Fargo~ " Nev.’f
ampshire
Safety, Jobs, and Earnings® T
Massacht
Estimated Jobs and Earnings South Dakota OISt' Faul Wisconsin Albany. / -
, ichia: =®Boston
Jobs supported count of jobs, 309 - 40.2 Pierre Michigh ‘ 4'
by construction in thousands : : ® ‘.Buﬁalo s e L obade
: ; e New Haver
=
Earnings su ppor’red 2025 ;Iollors, $2,069-2,689 Sioux Falls Milwaukee" ottt o
by construction in millions | Chicago e Ceveland Pennsylvania .\—New York City
owa evelan
Jobs supported count of jobs, lohras Y
by operations (annual)  in thousands 1.1-1.6 Hebipsia © Des Moines _ Ohio ° \rPhlladeIphla
he Omahag Indiana Pittsburgh ——New Jersey
: Lafavette ®® | : 'D.elaware
) Eorgmg SL;.p pered I 202§IIQOllors, $59-84 K Yere™Indianapolis .Columbus “a=@—\\Vashington DC
y operations (annual)  in millions %q?as e e o West '\ Maryland
| $ . . . 2 ol
Route Travel Changes and Impacts §/ A y-cincinnati  Virginia e
Travel shifted from vehicles miles s ansas Stiouise | Astland Lynchburge,/” = patersburg
vehicle to rail (annual)  traveled, in milions Newtgn Louisville } } s
i ) Kentucky Further analysis and idenfification of
TOTO' CrCISheS GVO'ded number Of crashes 33 Missouri fun d|ng O‘H’er Complehon Of Th|5 Sfudy
(annual) (decrease) b , Tepmmsers would be necessary to advance the
] ® Tulsa L Nashville «® :
@ s Albuquerque Oklahoma =~ 0% preferred routes through project
ngeles ® Oklahoma g . RA®Elc planning and project development
Phoenik v \ City Litle Rock ~ ®Memphis activities, including detailed
oYUma \vizona Amarillo o Mississippi oA schedule development.
: New Mexico Arkansas Birmingham'q S
‘ ‘
elucson Dallas/ \J & Shiacon
| . ) ® Savannah
Fort Worth—¢ Marshall Jacksort Meridian Yo Georgia
o El Paso J ® e Montgomery
j Mobile £ £ Alabama sl
acksonville
Texas  Templeao e ® *®
Legend P. | Tallahassee
Baseline Network a0 Austin Louisiana . ensacola
Long-Distance, Northeast
c%r:rgidofggct:-sfppo?;d, o H oust:n New Orleans Orlando =@
Baseline Projects Not FRA San Antonio
Preferred Routes SLClL Tampao
Preferred Routes propos‘al for
@ Preferred Route: San Antonio ~ Minneapolis/St. Paul service Flor
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: orida
San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul I\%a‘m i

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration
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SAN FRANCISCO -
DALLAS/FORT WORTH




A

[
San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth
Martinez ®
Conceptual Service Overview Stockton &
Not an FRA proposal for service Merced &
Route Service Metrics Fresno R
Schgduled avg. of both approx. 42 Hanford &
run time directions hours
Bakersfield #
Route length avg. (?f Sl 1,906 miles
directions
. @ Barstow H
Emeryvile, (;A locdl time Midday CALIFORNIA  ©
departure time ARIZONA )
DO.”GS’ .TX local time equy +2 ©
arrival time morning
@ Phoenix
Dallas, TX . early
. local fime .
departure time morning
. D Tucson H
SERMIS, €A local time late evning™
arrival time Arizona D . Benson R
Avergge fravel hours 14 NEW MEXICO ) | ordsburg
time improvements _
Route Stations NEwMexico  Deming E
TEXAS
Total number count of W EP=a R
. . 29
of stations stations
Stations in count of 5
small communities stations 3 & Oisss
EX|s’r|‘ng stations ‘ coup’r of 16 D Midland
adding new service stations
Average travel time improvements are for existing OD pairs 2
when using a new route compared to an existing route D))
D Abilene

[:] Emeryville &

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.-
8:59 p.m. early evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

U.8. Department of Transportation

Federal Railroad Administration

@ Fort Worth ¥

Dallas #

=
Legend
L D Some Arrivals at Night
|, Existing
Stations D All Arrivals at Night
Station
J D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak

Rail Service
Existing
Station Q Connecting Preferred Route
Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.
All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.
Existing
Stations These conceptual schedules are not

FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times
to maximize daytime service for
highest population market pairs on a
preferred route.

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

Existing
Stations FRA
LONG-DISTANCE
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San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth v _Nag

Equity and Accessibility

: in thousands : count of
B mento s Population served - 3,720 Medical centers centers 6
.‘ Reno Rural population in thousands 210 me 'ng‘her.educc’rlon count of 00 loines
Stock of people institutions institutions
San Francisco Omlrp tockton N Rural population in in thousands 120 Historically black colleges  count of 0
O Merced areas of persistent poverty of people Ne and universities institutions
‘ Rural population that is in thousands . . . count of
‘gFresno transportation disadvantaged  of people I tlieny Tnsieleniens installations ¢
=0 Hanford Rural population that is in thousands 108 NPS Lands count of NPS : St Lo
California health disadvantaged of people Nev\y[réi;]s measured
P Bakersfield | Population on tribal lands N iTOEEEs 16 A
Barstow of people ey
‘v‘, Missour
) Flagstaff
¢ ’ G e
( ] 0
Los Angeles Albuquerque
o‘ Oklahoma g
" Phoenix , City Litle Rock
Vi , Amarillo
@ Arizona
207 miles New Mexico Arkansz
of discontinued o Jucson Dallas/
long-distance Midland Fort Worth—*bab Marshall J
routes restored **oEl Paso (0 (9) r'a ®
/ Abilene
Legend (¢)
Baseline Network Further analysis and idenfification of Odessa Toras
éong_éDiS‘gpctﬁsNoﬂhe:Sé funding after completion of this study
B;’;’e',iﬁg Pr?,;;ts“p” o would be necessary to advance the Louisiana
Preferred Routes Not an FRA preferred routes through project
Preferred Routes propos.ql for planning and project development ° o
@ Preferred Route: San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul service activities, including detailed S A t . HOUSton
i R schedule development an Antonio
U.S. Department of Transportation
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San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth ori

San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul

U.8. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

schedule development.

. o
() 2
° ° e Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Ranges
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Estimate Ranges p—
o Vehicle costs o millio?’]SOrS, $850-1,100
Sacramento R Salt Lake City @ : : :
.‘ eno am({ Station and maintenance 2025 dollars, $1.300-1,700 Nex
. facility costs in millions ’ !
San Francisco osmrgtockton Nevada
Track class and PTC 2025 dollars, $630-820
‘O‘Merced Utah ® D| upgrade costs in milions
‘aFresno O&M costs (annual) %Ofrﬁﬂgjc:qllsors, $92-130
‘O Hanford Colorado - oTToTT - ; orLol
California Co;f estimate ranges mc_:ludefrofess:onol _Serwce_s. Cqsf .
estimate ranges do not includeZothen capital projects including
o.Bakersfield ® o frack capacity and operationalimprovement projects.
“ Barstow ~avedas Trinidad g ) 4
‘a Missour
- Flagstaff
] o G e
(] 0
Los Angeles Albuquerque
0‘ Oklahoma g
« Phoenix ! . ] Litle Rgek
Vi , Amarillo
@ Arizona
New Mexico Arkansz
o Tucson Dallas/
Midlang___Fort Worth=,; Marshall J
xoE! Paso (0 (9) TA ¢
/ Abilene
Legend ()
Baseline Network Further analysis and idenfification of Odessa Toras
Long-Distance, Northeast funding after completion of this study
Comdpr, State-Supponed, s
Baseline Projects would be necessary to advance the Louisiana
Preferred Routes Not an FRA preferred routes through project
Preferred Routes propos.ql for pbnnmg e]gle projec’r developmen’r . HOUSt:n
@ Preferred Route: San Antonio ~ Minneapolis/St. Paul service it H : H .
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: CISIDVILSS, mC|Ud|ng el San Antonlo
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San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth  vri B Mo

Estimated Jobs and Earnings

Safety, Jobs, and Earnings ,
Jobs supported count of jobs, 284 -369
® ; by construction in thousands ’ )
Sacramento R Salt Lake City @ : :
.‘ eno & Earnings supported 2025 dollars, $1.927-2,505 e
. by construction in millions ’ ’
San Francisco ommygStockton Mevad ,
evada Jobs supported count of jobs, 16-23
‘O‘Merced Utah @ by operations (annual)  in thousands D
‘a Fresno Earning sup ported 2025 qOIIors, $85-120
«=0 Hanford Colorail by operations (annual)  in milions
California Route Travel Changes and Impacts
: Travel shiffed from vehicles miles
oBakersfield o o . . e 39
Py B rstow Las Vegas Trlnldad. vehicle fo rail (Cm.nuol) traveled, in milions
- Total crashes avoided number of crashes 83 ur
> Flagstaﬁ (annual) (decrease)
] o Okiahoma
( ] 0
Los Angeles Albuquerque
0‘ Oklahoma g
« Phoenix ! : City Litle Rgek
Vi (¢ , Amarillo
@ Arizona
New Mexico Arkansz
o Tucson Dallas/
: Fort Worth—_. Marshall
Midland =) |
*~°EI Paso 0—9’,* g J
/ Abilene
Legend (¢)
Baseline Network Further analysis and idenfification of Odessa Toras
Long-Distance, Northeast funding after completion of this study
Corridor, State-Supported, s
Baseline Projects would be necessary to advance the Louisiana
Preferred Routes Not an FRA preferred routes through project
Preferred Routes propos.ql for planning and project development o
@ Preferred Route: San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul service activities, including detailed S z t . HOUSton
schedule development. an Anonio
U.8. Department of Transportation
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A

Deftroit - New Orleans
Conceptual Service Overview

Not an FRA proposal for service
Route Service Metrics

Scheduled
run time

Route length

Defroit, Ml
departure time

New Orleans, LA
arrival time

New Orleans, LA
departure time

Detroit, Ml
arrival time

Average travel
time improvements

Total number
of stations

Stations in
small communities

Existing stations
adding new service

avg. of both
directions

avg. of both
directions

local time

local time

local time

local time

hours

count of
stations

count of
stations

count of
stations

approx. 29
hours

1,244 miles

early
morning

late
morning*’

early
morning

midday™!

15.5

Route Stations

30

10

Average fravel time improvements are for existing OD pairs
when using a new route compared to an existing route

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.-
8:59 p.m. early evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

U.8. Department of Transportation

Federal Railroad Administration

MICHIGAN

OHIO

OHIO

KENTUCKY 2

9)
9)
9)

KENTUCKY »)
TENNESSEE

ALABAMA

& 6 &6 6 G

ALABAMA
MISSISSIPPI

MISSISSIPPI

LOLIISVIANA

[:] Detroit ¥ Existing

Toledo & Stations

Columbus
Springfield
Dayton

Existing

Cincinnati # — Gtation

' 0 o o

Louisville

Bowling Green

O 0 60 0 o o

Nashville

TENNESSEE

Decatur

o Eirmingham & Station
@ Montgomery

©

©

©

© Mobile # =

© Pascagoula ®

© Biloxi ¥ |, Existing
@ Gulfport & il
@ Bay St. Louis ®

New Orleans = .=

Legend
D Some Arrivals at Night
) All Arrivals at Night

Station

D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.

These conceptual schedules are not
FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times

to maximize daytime service for

highest population market pairs on a

preferred route.

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

FRA
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© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
Detroit - New Orleans

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

A

o T W ® T Michigan ',. «® Boston

D II. 1. - N O I ( } New York

etroit - New Orleans Z L
L] L] oge .

Equity and Accessibility __ siouxFaist Milwaukee®” oDetroit cO';lfgztES;/ o
Additional Populations Served - Pennsylvania .\—New York City
Population served 9,560 % \ ; ;

of people ®Des Moi : b ¢ Philadelphia
. in thousands hha Sl Indiana Ohio 9] ——New Jersey
Rural population of people 1,550 9@ Sprlngfleld Pittsburgh Delaware
Lafayette ®” :
Rural population in in thousands 780 y Ind'anapOHS Columbus S=e@—\Vashington DC
areas of persistent poverty of people Kansas Illinois 0’ Dayton West .\ Maryland
- - , City Cmcmnatl Virginia Lorton
Rural population that is in thousands 1 959 Columbus
transportation disadvantaged  of people ' St Louis ag o Ashland Lynchburg. = Patersburg
Rural populo‘non that is in thousands 812 Louisville Roarih [ X Virginia
health disadvantaged of people )
. Bowling Greenagy  Kentucky
Population on tribal lands I H9SUeines 72 : :
of people Missouri . . P
Charlotte Further analysis and idenfification of
Isa Nashville 04 Tennessee (R funding after completion of this study
. count of would be necessary to advance the
Medical centers centers v . o= Chattanooga preferred routes through project
Higher education count of 7 Little Rock ®Memphis SDecatur planning and project development
instituti instituti 2] R ieainn activities, including detailed
institutions institutions Mississippi o/ Atlanta , g
Historically black colleges count of 12 ek schedule development.
and universities institutions renses Birminghamg‘ ®Macon
. . . count of
Military installations e et 37 Marshall Jackson Meridian Geonia ® Savannah
NPS Lands count of NPS 1 .‘ [ ) L Montgomery
units measured Mobile F¥ A2bama
Jacksonville
Legend \ O.
@
Baseline Network Texas r\9 P. | Tallahassee
-Distance, North -
ot e oo Loisiana ~ul MEI0= PanSa002
Baseline Projects u po o
Preferred Routes Not an FRA o, N orl Orlando =@ 985 ml.les
Prefotrod Routes proposal for . Houston ew Orleans of discontinued
@ Preferred Route: Detroit — New Orleans service tonio Tampa‘ long-distance

routes restored
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© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
Detroit - New Orleans
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Federal Railroad Administration

A

D t .i N I yviouulioni Mlchlgan "'. -.BOSton
etroit - New Orleans . New York
: . y .Buffalo —Rhode I
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Eshrrv\ncv;atu?eelganges Aot o—C New Haven
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Ranges Pennsvlvania .\_ onnecﬂcgt
; y New York City
2025 d lowa Chicago e Cleveland
. ollars, [ )
vehicle costs in milions $440-570 . . N\ Philadelphia
. . \Y ®Des Moines Indiana Ohio ° Y T
fg:ff; and mainfenance 2025 dolars, g} 290.1,680 PAOSY dSprlngflleld Pittsburgh T
Track cl d PTC 2025 doll K { lanapo ¥ DC0|UmbUS o Ve
rack class an ollars, ansas . avton .\ Marviand
£ 1,450-1,890 . y W arylan
upgrade costs in millions $ C|ty llinois o’Cmcmnaﬂ Vlrgelﬁfa Lorton
2025 dollars, - Columbus \
O&M costs (annual) T $62-88 St LOUIS.. o Ashland Lynchburg. = Petershurg
Cost estimate ranges include Professional Services. Cos'?!ewgn ) ’ Louisville Roanoke St Virginia
estimate ranges. do‘QoT include other capital projects including Bowllng Green «Q¢ Kentucky
frack copoc:fy ond operationalimprovement projects. Mi ;
issouri . . .
T Charlotte Further analysis and idenfification of
Tulsa Nashville 04 RflEssGe (R funding after completion of this study
Albuquerque Oklahoma @ would be necessary to advance the
] Oklahoma. . o= Chattanooga preferred routes through project
| City Little Rock ®Memphis SBbcatur planning and project development
Amarillo [ Mississiopi activities, including detailed
PP o tlanta schedule development.
New Mexico AL Birmingham® «
O @ Macon
Dallas/ e @ Savannah
Fort Worth—g Marshall Jackson Meridian Georgia
® o Montgome
o El Paso . ® _ ontgomery
Mobile ¥ 1 2hama o
acksonvilie
Legend ()
Baseline Network Texas \') bt 1
: r @ Tallahassee
Sl Louisiana | (@ o rtPensacola
Baseline Projects u 0
Preferred Routes Not an FRA o, N orl 5 Orlando =@
Preferred Routes pro pOSOl (o] § ; HOUStOn ew Urleans
@ Preferred Route: Detroit — New Orleans service tonio Tampa [

133




© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
Detroit - New Orleans
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A

yvvioLulioll

- Michigan V4 «®Boston
Detroit - New Orleans & Newvo
- ®Buffalo —Rhode I
i , % —NewH
Safety, Jobs, and Earnings sioux Fals | o : ew Haven
_ . Milwaukee ODetroit Connecticut
Estimated Jobs and Earnings I Chicago ©Cleveland Pennsylvania .\—New York City
. owa evelan
Jobs su pponied ;ount of jobs, 301 -417 0‘ \ Philadelohi
by construction in thousands ®Dc: Mores Indiana Ohio ¢ ¢ —Philadelphia
Earnings supported 2025 dollars, $2.163-2,812 Sprlngfleld Pittsburgh Degewvgréersey
by construction in millions Lafayette ®” Indlanapolls C B lumbus e’ Washington DC
Jobs supported count of jobs, Kansas s Da ton .\ Maryland
) . 1.1-1.6 : y West arylan
by operations (annual)  in thousands C|ty e o’Cmclnnatl V”’geé(a Lorton
Earning supported 2025 dollars, : : CO|UmbUS § Ashland
by operations (annual)  in millions HE78 St LOUIS" O LynChburQO ®m Petersburg
Route Travel Changes and Impacts slling & ’ Louisville Roanoke St Virginia
Travel shifted from vehicles miles 13 ‘ . oping rechsc Galt
vehicle torail (annual)  traveled, in milions Missouri . . fieqti ¢
: R hreasde Charlotte Fur’rher analysis and @enh |cojr|on o}
Total crashes avoided number of crashes 29 Nashville 04 S ( R funding after completion of this study
(annual) (decrease) would be necessary to advance the
- @ Oklahoma. o= Chattanooga preferred routes through project
‘ . = it ook SHemBNE - Gpeca A 2 e o
A Mississipp .Aﬂanta schedLlJIe develgpmen’r
New Mexico Arkansas Birmingham S L
- Dallas/ - _ ®Savannah
ort Worth Marshall Meridian Georgia
e ® Jackson ®
o El Paso 4 ® Ll Montgomery
oblle ¥ Alabama
Jacksonville
Legend \ ®
Baseline Network Texas 9 o 1
Long-Distance, Northeast o rf\ Pe.nsacola Ta“ahassee
Corridor, State-Supported, Louisiana - OG If t
Baseline Projects u po
Preferred Routes Not an FRA o, N orl Orlando =@
Preferred Routes pro pOSOl (o] § HOUSton ew Urleans
@ Preferred Route: Detroit — New Orleans service Tampa o
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A

Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul
Conceptual Service Overview

Not an FRA proposal for service
Route Service Metrics

Scheduled avg. of both approx. 26
run time directions hours
Route length avg. (?f i 1,143 miles
directions
DEE, CO. local time midday
departure time
St. Paul, MN . early
. . local time +1
arrival time afternoon
St. Paul, MN . early
. local time .
departure time evening
Denver, CO . early
. . local time .
arrival time evening
Avergge tfravel hours 45
time improvements
Route Stations
Total number count of
. . 20
of stations stations
Stations in count of 1
small communities stations
Existing stations count of
. . . 2
adding new service stations

Average fravel time improvements are for existing OD pairs

when using a new route compared to an existing route

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.-
8:59 p.m. early evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

U.8. Department of Transportation

Federal Railroad Administration

Denver

%

@ Fort Collins
COLORADO

WYOMING
@ Cheyenne

WYOMING

NEBRASKA

NEBRASKA

SOUTH DAKOTA
Rapid City

D), Pierre

D @ Sioux Falls
SOUTH DAKOTA

MINNESOTA

°

°

@ Minneapolis

st. Paul ®

Existing
Station

 —

Legend
D Some Arrivals at Night
) All Arrivals at Night

Station

D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.

These conceptual schedules are not
FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times
to maximize daytime service for
highest population market pairs on a
preferred route.

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

Existing FRA
Station LONG-DISTANCE
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[ ] °
De nver = Mlnnea pOI|S/s'|'. PqUI Further analysis and identification of
L P i A Y, funding after completion of this study
EqU“'y and Ac eSS|b|I|tyjr]Lana , would be necessary to advance the
North Dakota Minnesota preferred routes through project

in thousands planning and project development
Population served I J— 1,740 ® activities, including detailed
—. m Fargo schedule development.
Rural population n fhousanas 410
of people . .
Rural population in in thousands 40 Mlnneap0||3/
areas of persistent poverty of people South Dakot v St Pau| . '
Rural population that is in thousands 07 ou aKota o' Wisconsin
transportation disadvantaged  of people Rap|d C|ty i =
Rural population that is in thousands 3 O\Plerre
health disadvantaged of people ()
Population on tribal lands I 1inOUEeTiEs 10 @
S Sioux Falls?
Milwaukee ®
lowa Chicago.
- .
Salt Lake City @ Nebraska Des Mo
— ®Des Moines
TN Cheyenne Ongha'e
Fort CO"lnS 70 Additional Institutions Served te .’ |
) Medical centers Seu of 5
Utah féDenver | centers
d Higher education count of o4
Legend institutions institutions
Baseline Network Kansas Historically black colleges  count of 0 COlUﬂ
ESRepymacs, Norest Not an FRA and universities institutions
orridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects i prz:rovsiglefor 100 miles Military installations count of 9
Preferred Routes of discontinued installations
Preferred Routes .
, . Ges long-distance count of NPS
@ Preferred Route: Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul NPS Lands . 2
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: Trlnldad . routes restored units measured
Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul M | SSO uri
U.8. Department of Transportation
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De nver = Mi n nea pOIiS/SII'. Pq U I Further analysis and identification of

) U=[l=zs MAetang o o funding after completion of this study
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Estimate Ranges T el 56 MEEETEY 16 GENERES fe
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Ranges North Dakota Innesota lpreferred rgu’res.’rhrtoggh |<|3r01ec’r ‘r
planning and project developmen
Vehicle costs A Clellels $440-570 o activities, including detailed
in milions Fargo schedule development.
Station and maintenance 2025 dollars, $1,290-1,680
facility costs in millions MinneapO"S/
Track class and PTC 2025 dollars
2025 dollars, ¢4 490 5,830 ».St. Paul
{ upgrade costs in milions South Dakota 3 Wisconsin
O&M costs (annual) 2V Clollerts $56-80 Rapld Clty . "
o Pierre

in millions
Cost estimate ranges include Professional Services. Cost \.

estimate ranges do not include other c‘qp‘ifol projects including
track capacity and operational improven;epf‘ pro[sacfs. @,

Sioux Falls| Milwaukee.’

lowa Chicago.

_ N
Salt Lake City, @ Nebraska @ Des Moines

_— Omaha'e

Fort Collins ed Cheyenne

/

Utah f’éDenver Kansas llinois
- City

Baseline Network Kansas ‘ St LOUlS'. COlUﬂ

Long-Distance, Northeast Not an FRA
Corridor, State-Supported, proposa | for

Baseline Projects > N eWtO n
Preferred Routes service .

Preferred Routes ‘

@ Preferred Route: Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul Tr| n | d ad .
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:

Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul M |SSO u rl

Lafayette ® |

U.8. Department of Transportation
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De nver = Mi n neq pOIiS/SII'. Pq U I Further analysis and identification of

= L1 Y. funding after completion of this stud
ANa g p y
Safefy, JObS, Clnd ECIrnIngS , would be necessary to advance the
Estimated Jobs and Earnings North Dakota Minnesota I|oref.erred rgu’res.’rhrfoggh |:|)rojec’r :
) planning and project developmen
Jobs supporfed count of jobs, 91.1-118.4 ® activities, including detailed
by construction in thousands Fargo schedule development.
Earnings supported 2025 dollars,
) o $6,047-7,861 . u
bybcons’rruc’rflog in millions MlnneapOI|SI
Jobs supporte .
- count of jobs, © St PaUI
{ ?gnzﬁthons in thousands 10=1% South Dakota \(ﬁ)' Wisconsin
L - H
Earning supported Rapld Clty i
by operations AV CRCIE, $52-74 O\Plerre
in millions ()
(annual)
Gy
Travel shifted from vehicles miles Sioux Falls"’ i
vehicle torail (annual)  traveled, in millions UL MllwaUkee.
Total crashes avoided number of crashes i
(annual) (decrease) 2 lowa Ch|Cago.
Salt Lake City @ Nebraska ®Des Moines \
-f.oChe enne Ongas'e
Fort Collins 70 y Lafayetteo’ |
Utah f'éDenver K%ﬂfas llinois
Ity
Legend
. : Colur
Baseline Network
Long-Distance, Northeast Not an FRA Kansas ‘ St LOUIS'.
Corridor, State-Supported,
aseline Projects proposal for
Prefer:aed R'outt':sJ t service Nethn
Preferred Routes .. )
@ Preferred Route: Denver — Minneapolis/St. Paul Tr|n|dad .
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: : 5
Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul M | SSO uri
U.8. Department of Transportation
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A

Seatile - Chicago

Conceptual Service Overview
Not an FRA proposal for service

X X IDAHO )
Route Service Metrics MONTANA )
Scheduled avg. of both approx. 50
run time directions hours
Route length avg. (?f S 2,314 miles
directions
Seattle, WA . early
. local time
departure time afternoon >
Ch.ICO go = local time late +2 2
arrival time afternoon MONTANA J)
Chicago, IL ) early NORTH DAKOTA J)
. local time .
departure time morning 9)
9)
SEENl2p WA local time nighttime*? D)
arrival tfime
Average travel s n NORTH DAKOTA 2
time improvements MR
Route Stations
Total number count of
. . 34
of stations stations
Stations in count of 1
small communities stations  MiNnEsoTA
Existing stations count of 19 WISCONSIN
adding new service stations
Average fravel time improvements are for existing OD pairs
when using a new route compared to an existing route
WISCONSIN

9)

9)
9)

9)

WAHSINGTON y)

—_—

Seattle &

Yakima

Pasco #

Spokane H :|—
Sandpoint #

Missoula

Helena

Bozeman

@ Billings

Bismarck

Fargo ® —
: Detroit Lakes ¥
Staples #
St. Cloud ®
© St.Paul ®
Red Wing ®
Winona #
 laCrosse 8
Tomah &
Wisconsin Dells ®
Portage ®
Columbus #

Existing
Station

Existing
Stations

Existing
Stations

Legend
D Some Arrivals at Night
) All Arrivals at Night

Station

D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.

These conceptual schedules are not
FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times
to maximize daytime service for
highest population market pairs on a
preferred route.

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

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.- ILLINOIS
8:59 p.m. early evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

U.8. Department of Transportation

Federal Railroad Administration

Milwaukee #

Chicago # —

Glenview &
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et o Seattle - Chicago
ea Qasmgloﬂ Sandpoint EqU"'y Clnd ACCeSSibiIiiy

Spokane %
= °.¢‘\
°Yak"y % Missoula

Portland erg \o

Kennewick Helena  Montana North Dakota :
0\ Bismarck Minnesota
Billings O E—
1,285 miles Oregon Bozeman°~,° = Minneapolis/
of discqnﬂnu ed - St. C|°L'd“°‘3tl. PauIp IW- -
long-distance e Loise South Dakota \/) Isconsin

routes restored Idaho O\La Crosse Michigan

Pierre
e [/
Additional Populations Served Wyoming

Sioux Falls? »
i loux Falls .
Population served I 9OUEEInEs 1,090 Milwaukee ©
of people Chi
i lowa 1Icago
Rural population I ieUEemEs 210 ke Citv® ) (94
of people ake City o Nebraska ®Des Moines .
Rural population in in thousands 0 Cheyenne Omaha'e Indiana
areas of persistent poverty of people Lafayette ®” Indianapolis
Rural popu!o’rlorj that is in thousands 38 Utah ® Denver Kansas llinois N 2
transportation disadvantaged  of people City &
Rural population that is in thousands Colorado €l Additional Institutions Served
health disadvantaged of people 49 @
in thousands vizelecl eaniers EZLer?eTrgf 2 =
Population on tribal lands ¢ | 42 Trinidad . . Ken
of people fnidad g Higher education count of o4
Legend institutions institutions .
S enness
Baseline Network .n Further analysis and idenftification of Hlsfoncglly t_)I_ock colleges .cogn’r.of 0 [
I(.;r:rgk-ijolr‘stggz,_Sr\l:F;t;e:;; ]eleS fundilr:jgboﬁer Comple:ioné)f this ST;J}?Y Ok and universities institutions ~
Baseline Projects Not an FRA wou € necessary 1o d von;e e Mili’rory installations FOUHT qf 4
Preferred Routes roposal for preferred routes through project T aril installations
Preferred Routes propos il planning and project development R0 count of NPS
@ Preferred Route: Seattle - Chicago service activities, including detailed NPS Lands i d 2
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: ! g WIS ISORUIE
Seattle - Chicago schedule development. Dallas/
Enrt \Narth_= Marchall —9 Maridian [ %
U.8. Department of Transportation
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A

Seattle - Chicago

sandpoi§ elected Passenger Service-Required Cost Estimate Ranges

\ Spokane_ &
(X \
oYakiry % Missoula

Seattleo Washington

Portland eg \o .
Kennewick He‘ena Montana North Dakota ;
\ BiSlgaer Minnesota
B||||ngs ) (e
Oregon Bozeman°~,° sy Mi lis/
inneapolis,
Boise >t CIOUd.e‘St' Paul  \yisconsin
() South Dakota N/
Idaho © La Crosse ichi
) Michigan
Pierre O
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Ranges ® ,
Wyoming {{
. 2025 dollars, . ( ]
Vehicle costs 2025 dol $850-1,100 Sioux Falls Milwaukee 0%
Station and maintenance 2025 dollars, $1,340-1,740 lowa Chicagoo
facility costs in millions ’ ’ ke City ® Nebraska . s Y
-—o ®Des Moines _
Track class and PTC 2025 dollars, $720-930 Cheyenne Omaha'e Indiana
upgrade costs in millions Lafayette ®” Indianapolis
O&M costs (annual) Zzs eelers, $96-136 Utah ® Denver Kansas llinois i \
in millions City &
Cost estimate ranges include Professional Services. Cost Colorado Kansas St Louis«, Columbus
estimate ranges do nof include other capital projects including ® .L .
frack capacity and operational improvement projects. Nethn OUIS
o bakersfield ®| as Vegas Trinidad A Ken
Legend Ba‘rStOW 7 Missouri
. Tenness
Baseline Network . Further analysis and idenftification of Oklahoria TUlSG. Nashville =®
é%?gdoolrsgtf;zi:s’\‘:;)?:;é jeles funding after completion of this study SEa @’
Baseline Projects Not an FRA would be necessary to advance the Cit (J p @ Memphis
Preferred Routes roposal for preferred routes through project T aril y Little §°Ck R
1efoqred Boues _ P prvi i) planning and project development Haio M'SS‘SS"DD"
@ Prefored Rote; Seattls —Chicagn, service activities, including detailed Arkansas Birmingham g,
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: )
Seattle - Chicago schedule development. Dallas/
Enrt \Narth = Marchall Maridian [ S
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Seattle - Chicago

Sandpoint Safety, Jobs, and Earnings

Spokane %
\ .P o‘"\
°Yak"y % Missoula

Portland erg \o

Seattleo Washington

Kennewick He‘ena Montana North Dakota \
\ Bisrgarck Minnesota
Billings O
Oregon Bozeman°~,° sy Mi lis/
inneapolis,
Boise >t CIOUd.e‘St' Paul  \yisconsin
- . h South Dakota N/
Estimated Jobs and Earnings 0 o\éa Crosse Michigan
. Pierre
Jobs su pporfed count of jobs, 36.6 - 47 6 ® J
by construction in thousands W
yoming i «g
Earnings supported 2025 dollars, $2,459-3,196 Sioux Falls Milwaukeeo’
by construction in millions ' ’ -
. lowa Chicago
Jobs supported count of jobs, 17-24 @ , o
by operations (annual)  in thousands Lo ity -—r Nebraska ®Des Moines _
carn ol 2025 dol Cheyenne Omaha'e Indiana
arning supporte 5 dollars, 3 e . ;
by operations (annual)  in milions $e7 124 Lafayette® |ndianapolis
Route Travel Changes and Impacts Utah spenver Ka({;tsyas lllinois ] ‘.
Travel shifted from vehicles miles . Columbus
vehicle fo rail (annual)  traveled, in milions & Colorado Kansas St Louis eg CH
OoulS
Total crashes avoided number of crashes 64 Newtgn
(annual) (decrease) Trinidad. \3 Ken
L Missouri
Legend ‘ . . } ) . o Tenness
Baseline Network . Further analysis and idenftification of Oklahoria TUlSG. Nashville &
é‘;’:ﬁdoo'f‘ggﬁzs’fgf::; jeles funding after completion of this study OKiah :
Baseline Projects Not FRA would be necessary to advance the a gTa. . @ Memphis e
Preferred Routes przp?):ql for preferred routes through project il L Little §°Ck Missiselopi
Frefared Rotes _ . il planning and project development AISSISSIPPI
S Ereforred Route: Seattls - Chisage service activities, including detailed i Arkansas Birmingham'g
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: )
Seattle - Chicago schedule development. Dallas/
Enrt \Narth_= Marchall —9 Maridian [ %
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A

Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta

Conceptual Service Overview

Not an FRA proposal for service
Route Service Metrics

Scheduled avg. of both approx. 22
run time directions hours
Route length EME, EF (2 855 miles
directions
Fort Worth, TX . early
. local fime .
departure time morning
Aflanta, GA . early
. . local fime . n
arrival fime morning
Aflanta, GA . early
. local fime .
departure time evening
Fort Worth, TX . early
. . local time +1
arrival fime affernoon
Avergge travel hours 18
fime improvements
Route Stations
Total number count of
. . 15
of stations stations
Stations in count of 9
small communities stations
Existing stations count of
. . . 11
adding new service stations

Average fravel time improvements are for existing OD pairs
when using a new route compared fo an existing route

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.-

8:59 p.m. early evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

U.8. Department of Transportation

Federal Railroad Administration

TEXAS

LOUISIANA

LOUISIANA
MISSISSIPPI

MISSISSIPPI
ALABAMA

ALABAMA
GEORGIA

Fort Worth =

@ Dallas #

@ Mineola H

@ Longview H
@ Marshall #

@ Shreveport

Jackson ®
Meridian &

Tuscaloosa ®

) @ Birmingham &

Anniston #

Atlanta

Existing
Stations

Existing
Stations

Legend
D Some Arrivals at Night
) All Arrivals at Night

Station

D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.

These conceptual schedules are not
FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times

to maximize daytime service for

highest population market pairs on a

preferred route.

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

FRA
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n ‘ - wUIUNTIVUO 4 vvaclllllyl
@ Den SaS T Maryl
lllinois (7 "y . . West .\ ary
Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlantd Cincimatl Vi Lotton
. 1 : Columbus
Equity and Accessibilitysas d St Louis e, Ashiand Lynchburg o/  e=patershurg
Additional Populations Served Additional Institutions Served sville
- in thousands count of Roanoke . V|rglma
Population served I J— 810 Medical centers centers 2 ntucky
. in thousands Higher education count of
LG ReR e of people 210 institutions institutions 1 Charlotte Nort,h
. . pSEC o Carolina
Rural population in in thousands 210 Historically black colleges  count of 5 ®
| areas of persistent poverty of people and universities institutions Chatt
Rural population that is in thousands - . . count of y® LNallanooga
tfransportation disadvantaged of people 153 il nsreleens installations 2
Rural population that is in thousands count of NPS
health disadvantaged of people 144 NPS Lands units measured ° ""OQAtIanta South
Population on fribal lands I e USIRES 0 Arkansas B"mmghamo‘ Carolina
of p?fﬂfast Tuscaloosay % ®Macon
F Marshall - _ ®@Savannah
‘ - Montgome
El Paso <>4...,,“ Jacksonp gomery
Longview Mobile /& Alabama .
Jacksonville
Texas > ® ®
o Tallahassee
Louisiana Pensacola
()
S X {oFi Houston
Legend an n Onlo Tampa.
Baseline Network Further analysis and identfification of
é‘;’:ﬁdoo‘f‘ggzs’“fp'g;f:é funding after completion of this study
Baseline Projects ' would be necessary to advance the 0 miles i
Not an FRA Florida
Preferred Routes L preferred routes through project of discontinued @
Preferred Routes proposafior planning and project development long-distance S
@ Preferred Route: Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta service acftivities. includina detailed 9 Mlaml
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: ! 9 routes restored
Dallas/Fort Worth — Atlanta schedule development.
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- nQ o ' . ‘ - wUIUNTIVUO 4 vvaonlllyu
DCI" /For'I' Wor'llh A"q 'l' | linos '/o ‘O—Cincinnati v\,/;/gﬁa \Lorton VEH

. Cnh vrnbus
Selected Passenger Service- Reqmred Cost Estimate Ranges ™ | Ashiand Lynchburg. ®=Petershurg
Louisvill ey
Vehicle costs A Clellels $440-570 Kentucky
in millions
. . Missouri
Station and maintenance 2025 dollars,
facility costs in milions WAL 220 . B, Tennessee Charlotte Cg%ﬁg 3
Nashville e ®,
Track class and PTC 2025 dollars,
de costs in millions $100-130
el o= Chattanooga
O&M costs (annual) ;Oifi”;joor:lsors, $55-78 Little Rock ®Memphis
Cost estimate ranges include Professional Services. Cost Mississippi ) QAtIanta South
eshmofe ranges do not include other capital projects including A F V. e :
Trock 5dbac1fy and operational improvement projects. Arkansas Blrmmgham A d Carolina
Tuscaloosae ¢#% @ Macon
Dallas/ Marshall O\ @ Savannah
Fort Worthﬂe‘\ ‘ hreveport Merldlag / e Georgia
El Paso 0“'~..._7" Montgomery
Jackson Mobil
Longview oDl FF Alabama _
\l oJacksonville
Texas ® <
P. | Tallahassee
Louisiana N Ehsacoia
S X {oFi Houston
Legend an n Onlo Tampa.
Baseline Network Further analysis and identfification of
! funding after completion of this study
Baseline Projects Not an FRA would be necessary to deonge the Florida
Preferred Routes preferred routes through project ®
Preferred Routes jpzipenial G planning and project development -
@ Preferred Route: Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta service . . . . Mlaml
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: qctivities, mcludlng detailed
Dallas/Fort Worth — Atlanta schedule development.
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™~ n ‘ - wUIUNTIVUO 4 VVClDIIIIIyI.\
an s3s T Marvi
lllinois (] "y . . West \ ary
DCI" /For'I' Wor'llh A"q 'l' O—Clncmnatl Virginia Lorton
Safety, Jobs, and o | Eg el Ashland
afety, Jobs, and Earnings St Louis shian Lynchburg o @=Patersburg
Estimated Jobs and Earnings Route Travel Changes and Impacts Roanoke . \/|rg|n|a
Jobs supported count of jobs, 127-165 Travel shifted from vehicles miles 29
by construction in thousands ’ ’ vehicle torail (annual)  fraveled, in milions
Earnings supported 2025 dollars, Total crashes avoided number of crashes
by construction in millions sl 127 (annual) (decrease) 62 Charlotte. ngr%rﬁ?]a
TNTOTTVITTG ¢ )
Jobs supported count of jobs, 10-14 )
by operations (annual)  in thousands s
y o= Chattanooga
Earning supported 2025 dollars, i : ®Memphis
by operations (annual)  in millions $52-73 Little §OCK g p .
ATTTIArTu ISSISSIPPI ;
. pp. ,,VOQAtIanta South
New Mexico Arkansas Birmingham, Carolina
Ti I V)
Dallas/ ] uscaloosae @#% @ Macon S
Fort Worthﬂe‘\ ‘ hreveport Merldlag / e Georgia
El Paso o_,_.u OE— Montgomery
Jackson Mobil
Longview oDl FF Alabama _
@Jacksonville
N, |
Texas ®
o Tallahassee
Louisiana Pensacola
()
® New Orleans Orlando =@
S X {oFi Houston
Legend an n Onlo Tampa.
Baseline Network Further analysis and identfification of
é%’:rgldoo‘f‘ggzs’“fp'ggﬁ:é funding after completion of this study
Baseline Projects Not an FRA would be necessary to advance the Florida
Preferred Routes preferred routes through project ®
Preferred Routes proposal for planning and project development -
@ Preferred Route: Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta service A . . . M|am|
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: activities, mcludlng detailed
Dallas/Fort Worth — Atlanta schedule development.
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A

El Paso - Billings

Conceptual Service Overview

Not an FRA proposal for service

Route Service Metrics

Scheduled
run time

Route length

El Paso, TX
departure time
Billings, MT
arrival time

Billings, MT
departure time

El Paso, TX
arrival time

Average travel
tfime improvements

Total number
of stations

Stations in
small communities

Existing stations
adding new service

avg. of both
directions

avg. of both
directions

local time

local time

local time

local time

hours

count of
stations

count of
stations

count of
stations

approx. 31
hours

1,390 miles

late
afternoon

late
. +1]
evening

early
morning

midday*’

23.5

Route Stations

23

7

Average travel time improvements are for existing OD pairs

when using a new route compared to an existing route

Daytime = 5:00 am.-10:59 p.m. (5 a.m.-7:59 a.m. early morning; 8 a.m.-10:59 a.m. late morning; 11
a.m.-12:59 p.m. midday; 1 p.m.-3:59 p.m. eatly afternoon; 4 p.m.-5:59 p.m. late afternoon; 6 p.m.-
8:59 p.m. early evening; 9 p.m.-10:59 p.m. late evening). Nighttime = 11 p.m.-4:59 a.m.

U.8. Department of Transportation

Federal Railroad Administration

El Paso ¥
TEXAS 7

NEW MEXICO

»)

J

NEW MEXICO J

COLORADO

COLORADO
WYOMING

WYOMING
MONTANA

Albuquerque ®
Lamy H
Las Vegas &

Raton H

@ Trinidad

Pueblo

Colorado Springs

Denver ®

@ Fort Collins

@ Cheyenne

Billings

Existing

Station
i

Existing

Stations
-

Existing

Station

Legend
D Some Arrivals at Night
) All Arrivals at Night

Station

D Terminal

Q Connecting Existing Amtrak
Rail Service

Q Connecting Preferred Route

Some arrivals at night
depends on direcftion.

All existing stafions and new
stations in cities with over 50K
people are labeled.

These conceptual schedules are not
FRA proposals for service. This study
selected conceptual departure times

to maximize daytime service for

highest population market pairs on a

preferred route.

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

FRA
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Portland

(] [
El Paso - Billingseme
Equity and Accessibility
Additional Populations Served
Population served D imeEelies 2,030
of people
in thousands -
Rural population 150
of people
Rural population in in thousands 60
areas of persistent poverty of people
Rural population that is in thousands 33
tfransportation disadvantaged of people
Rural population that is in thousands 13 ty @
health disadvantaged of people
Population on tribal lands In lineUgenes 29
of people
Additional Institutions Served Utah
Medical centers seun of 4
centers
Higher education count of
L= N 22
institutions institutions
Historically black colleges count of 0
and universities institutions taff
. . . count of
Military installations installations 11
count of NPS )
HIFS Letel units measured 2 hix
: eYUuma Arizona
egend
Baseline Network
Long-Distance, Northeast .TUCSO”

Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects

Not an FRA

Preferred Routes
Preferred Routes
Preferred Route: El Paso - Billings

© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K:
El Paso - Billings

proposal for
service

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

Helena
®

Montana
North Dakota
Billings ®
, OF Fargo
South Dakota
Pierre
®
Wyoming Casper . L
O, Sioux Falls.
5 Nebraska
By Omaha
. JEFCheyenne &)
Fort Colhns(—o’ y
iﬁo enver
Colorado  =OColorado Springs ~ Kansas
a0 Pueblo Newton
%
Trinidad 0~
ulsa
Albuquerque Oklahoma 05
§O Oklahoma g
Y~ City
Amarillo
New Mexico
O/Las Cruces Dallas/
Fort Worthﬂ.
\'oFEl Paso
Texas

Minnesota

Minneapolis/

St. Paul ,
Y Wisconsin o
Michigan

Milwaukee" [

lowa

Further analysis and identification of
funding after completion of this study
would be necessary to advance the

preferred routes through project
planning and project development
activities, including detailed
schedule development.

Kansas
City

() et
Louisuvill
Kentuc

Missouri

Nashville a®x, €Nnessee

o™ C

® Memphis
Mississippi
Birmingham'g,
)

Little Rock
@

Arkansas

Marshall J ‘
ackson .
® 24 miles
of discontinued
long-distance

routes restored

Louisiana
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Portland

El Paso

A

U.S. Department of Transportation

Federal Railroad Administration

B |I I| 1] g S ‘ennewick Helena Montana
North Dakota Minnesota
Selected Passenger Service- Reqmred Cogt,,,ﬁgghmaie Ranges =
Selected Passenger Service-Required Cost Ranges Minneapolis/
. 2025 dollars, St. Paul
Vehicle costs s $550-710 \ South Dakota Y Wisconsin Michigan
i i Pierre
Sto‘r_pn and maintenance 2025 qOIIors, $1,110-1,440 e.
facility costs in millions ‘
Track cl d PTC 2025 doll Wyoming gasper Sioux Falls® 2
rack classan ollars, ) loux Falls :
upgrade costs in milions $400-520 Milwaukee ® [
2025 dollars, lowa Further analysis and idenfification of
O&M costs (annual] in millions $63-89 () Nebraska funding after completion of this study
Cost estimate ranges include Professional Services. Cost -lCheyenne Omaha'e would be necessary fo ad vance the
estimatelrangesido not include other capital projects including Fort CoIIms =0 prefgrred ro ufes_ through project
frack capacity and ope‘r'c‘t\;llg‘rz' alimprovement projects. | ' planning and project development
Utah “O\Denver Kansas activities, including detailed
City schedule development.
California Colbratio -<I>Colorado Springs  Kansas S
_ «OPueblo Newtgn Louisvill
s Bakersfield ®as \legas Trinldad . Kentuc
Barstow N Missouri
Flagstaff .
2 g o Tilea Nashville «® Tennessee
© Oklahoma g _ %
: N City Litle Rock ~ ®Memphis
Phoenix Amarill ® S
Yuma o ‘ mariiio Mississippi
® Arizona New Mexico -
Legend Arkansas Birmingham'g,
Baseline Network )
Long-Distance, Northeast .TUCSO” 1 LaS Cruces Da"aS/ .
Corridor, State-Supported, (7
Cordr, St Spire N Fort Worth—g Ma:shall Jackson. Merldlgn m el
Preferred Routes oL el 2\ o&El Paso v . g
Preferred Routes proposal for MObIIe Alabama
Preferred Route: El Paso - Billings service \
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: Texas
El Paso - Billings () T:
Louisiana Pensacola
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Portland

(] [
El Paso - Billingsemei Helona  Hortana
; ® North Dakota Minnesota
Safety, Jobs, and Earnings Billings =
Estimated Jobs and Earnings 7OF _ _
Jobs supported count of jobs, 23.4-305 Mlg?egggllm/
by construction in thousands ’ ’ South Dakota d : Wisconsin .
Earnings supported 2025 dollars, i Kikgan
by cor? s’rrucp’r%n in milliociwsc1rs $116580-2,054 Plegre
Jobs supported ) Wyoming Casper _ <o
: count of jobs, O, Sioux Falls ! o”
by operations i thousands 1.1-1.6 Milwaukee [
annual) | Furth lysi d identificat f
. owa urther analysis and identification o
Eciilag] su‘p poried 2025 dollars, Nebraska funding after completion of this study
by operations S $58-82 -0
(annual) n mions 7k Cheyenne Omahag would be necessary to advance the
Fort Collins e=o preferred routes through project
Route Travel Changes and Impacts | planning and project development
Travel shifted el oo 0 “O\Denver Kacr]tsas activities, including detailed
from vehicle to rail D 7 Ity schedule development
traveled, in millions )
(annual) Colorado  =OColorado Springs ~ Kansas <o ®
Total crashes avoided ~ number of crashes 14 «0Pueblo Newton Louisvill
(annual) (decrease) )
Coovoyuo Trinidad'® J Kentuc
Barstow N Missouri
: Flagstaff e Nashville #® Tennessee
Los Angeles y Albuquerque Olihoma _s%
© Oklahoma g _ B Y
: N City Litle Rock ~ ®Memphis
Phoenix : ® S
N & ‘ Amarillo Mississippi
Legend = frizona New Mexico Arkansas Birmingham'g,
Baseline Network )
Long-Distance, Northeast .TUCSO” 1 LaS Cruces Da"aS/ .
g:;zﬂgg gi}z_ciljppom’ Mot o Fort Worthﬁ. MaLSha” Jackson. Merldlgn Qmont s
Preferred Routes oL el 2\ o&El Paso v . g
Preferred Routes proposal for Mobile Alabama
Preferred Route: El Paso - Billings service \
© Stations in Cities with Populations over 50K: Texas
El Paso - Billings Pgnsacola T
Louisiana
U.S. Department of Transportation
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New and Existing Hubs

= The preferred network could improve the connectivity and geographic
coverage of existing markets and could creates new passenger rail hubs.

= Existing Hubs " Direct Connections:
o  Existing stations that provide over 100 unique o  One-seat ride
direct connections o  No transfers required to connect the station pairs
" New Hubs = Indirect Connections
o Existing stations that are served by at most one o Two- or three-seat ride, connecting to another
daily long-distance route Amtrak passenger rail service
o  Would be served by at least three additional o  Transfer times between 1 and 12 houts

referred r : .
preferred routes Supports an analysis of both connections between

Conceptual service schedules for the preferred routes

do not consider existing or future traffic conditions or
site-specific conditions such as steep grades.

_ FRA
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Seattle Nashing
Sandpoint
Spokane ’g
.Yak|m
Portland e,

KenneW|ck Helena
o,

Large markets where the

connectivity and service would Oregon

be further enhanced with the .
.Bmse

addition of the preferred routes. !<
Increase in Direct Connections: el

+ Los Angeles: +14%
+ Chicago: +19%

+ New York: +22%
/ aeno Salt Lake City

San Francisco @
=0 Merced

Nevada

California

) Bakersfield
Barstow
@,

7/

®| as Vegas

Flagstaff
o

Los Angeles®

AL/

Connections .Phoemx

Angeles |Served | pirect Indirect
126 381
+18 + 181
STl =6 =144 =562

*Includes the Texas Eagle, which operates with the
Sunset Limited between San Antonio and Los Angeles

Arizona

@ ucson
Existing 5*

+ Preferred JE|

Legend

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

e Preferred Routes

U.8. Department of Transportation
@ Federal Railroad Administration

Montana North Dakota

- B|sr2arck Direct Indirect
Billings Fargo™
® it 241 261

®
Grand Junction

Albuquerque

Preferred Network Improvements at Existing Hubs
Existing Hubs With Potential Enhanced Connectivity and Service

Connections

Minnesota

Existing
Minneapolis/

Massachusetts

South Dakota St. Paul e L + Preferred +46 + 156
;’ =@ Boston
Plerre =%/ = 4] 7 New York
Casper Buffalo Rhode Island
® SIOUX Falls® ; / % ——— New Haven
Milwaukee ® @ Detroit P evaland i "onnectm it
Chlcag oo s JEP NewaYork
Nolra Pltts[iV—\ /’
e \ebraska Omaha ®Des Moines el .—Phl|ade|§fe]‘l‘3 ey
Cheyenne Delaware
Ind|anapo||s (Columbu e Washington DC
Kansas, Illinois West Maryland
Denver Clly iny Cincinnati sl Ptk

\/ Ashiand”

(ansa St Louis .
Colorado e Je o7 isvil Lynchburga. Connections
Newtgn ouisville Roarake 00 i ginia ' '
Trinidad g Kentucky Direct Indirect
Missouri e ot Existing
ashville arlotte,
| (J ', (
Oklahom a-rj. Tennessee \ 4 N + Preferred
® ) @2 Chattanooga _
1 Oklahoma® Little Rock @ Memphis \
i L Mississip|
haic ”h““‘”_ Wi @, Atlanta South
New Mexico Arkansas Birmingham'g, Carolina
X)
Midiand Marshall T Meridian/x. Georgia @ Savannah
o ! Paso A ] - o Montgomery
\_/ Alabama .
T s _\ Jacksonwlle
exas A
Le na Tallahassee
° Pensacol
Baton Rouge \.\
o, 7
® Houstor New Orleans Orlando =@
San Antonio
Tampa @
N

0 250 500 Miles
L | | | |

Existing route and station data provided by Amtrak 2024; Baseline Projects Data provided by FRA 2024.
Assessment of existing routes served is based on existinglong-distance, state-supported, and NEC services. Assessment of
preferred routes includes existing long-distance, state-supported, NEC services, and preferred routes identified in this study.
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Preferred Network Development of New Hubs

Sandpomt

\.Yak,s"“a"e - Potential New Hubs in the Proposed Network of Preferred Routes
Portland e KenneW|ck . — Routes D(,Ton:mec;t(i:nsf . Maine

The preferred routes expand the = & P
passenger rail network and Oregon Exsting Fargo
would create new passenger rail i WUCEEE +4  +85 +172 M'”“““"é'l'slljl " Massachusetls
hubs. ‘\ =6 | =130 =457 e » «®Boston
. . . Il Pierre f‘ N Vo
Increase in Direct Connections: Eoctello ) ® % ICRGIOIK

Buffalo Rhode Island

Denver: +145% SIOUX FaIIs 2. ’ % New Haven
Dallas: +257% Milwaukee® \ @ Detroit Cloveland - ”onnectxc it
' Connections lowa ChICdg 4 Rennsylvenia / New:York

St. Paul: +189% ] Denver

Nebraska

Pitts[iV—\/
Atlanta: +222% /leno Direct Indirect -QCheyenne Omaha © Des Moines ellaa Or/ O—Phlladelﬁgi&ersey
Existing 1 34 392 / ,ndlana olis 3@ Delaware
=6 Merced T P (Columbu "0——V\{ashllnggon DC
S, Jest farylan:
G EICE]l +5 +93 +173 | /wDenver Clly \ Cincinnati V' : P
California =Toftal = = s ansas Stloulg b0 L/ A:hland Lynchburgﬂ'. .'\
Newton ouisville i
ADakerleld ®| as Vegas K Kentucky Roanokegs Vi PeiggiE
Barstow g Trinidad g ’ (entucky
/ F agstaff . Tusa IT\lashwlle_. Charlotteq a
Oklahoma ennessee .
Los. AngeIeSm Albuquerque Okla;oma:/ WA ’ \.—Chaﬂanooga Connections
phoemx Little Rock © Memphis \ : :
Amarlllo () Mississippi Aﬂ 1_ Direct Indirect
~ Birmingh ~lanid o 32 370
. Arkansas Irmingnam
Routes| Connections N e ghae.
: , \ Marshall Jookeon. Ve / }. +71 +122
‘Jso_n\.___\. Montgomery =103 =492

Existing
Jacksonville
+ Preferred N -~ /—\ o,

Le na Tallahassee
= Total ° Pensacol
Baton Rouge \.\
o, ==y

New Orleans Orlando =@
Tampa @

Ledend Houston

San Antonio

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

N

e Preferred Routes (l) | 2?0 I S(IJO Miles

Existing route and station data provided by Amtrak 2024; Baseline Projects Data provided by FRA 2024.
. Assessment of existing routes served is based on existinglong-distance, state-supported, and NEC services. Assessment of
( US Dep(]fi'meni Of Trc nSpOﬁQhOﬂ preferred routes includes existing long-distance, state-supported, NEC services, and preferred routes identified in this study.
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Washington

. Sandpoint
Routes| Connections Spokane_ _$,
Seattle : (X g
Served | Direct Indirect OY\ak'my
Exsting 78 370 .Kennewick Montana

Helena
o,

+ Preferred + 37

=115

+ 156
=526

B|smarck
B"hngs/\
> Fargo
M'nnmr)ollsl I

Preferred Network Improvements

Other Markets with Potential Enhanced Connectivity and Service

North Dakota
Minnesota

U.8. Department of Transportation

(./ Federal Railroad Administration

Oregon
Boise Massachusetts
() daho South Dakota » @ Boston
. N W nigan ' -
\ \Docatello glerre (% New York
Several other markets in the ® ®Buffalo Nsv'}?ﬁiv'i’ﬁ”d
existing long-distance network ood Fa"s Mllwaukee.’\ o Detroit "onnectm ;
would be enhanced with the Chicago. w;if::&?nd Fenpaina / New:York:
oxe . - 4
addition of the preferred routes. Reio . Nebraska .\ &Dos Moines ‘ ‘ ﬁﬁ— \./_ph,|ade|ph,a
) ' ) ndiana New Jersey
Increase in Direct Connections: Nevads {/ Chieyenne ,nd,anapo"s o /4 S
. Seattle: +47% erced , ‘ D Kansas L gmmﬁ;’{," ”,, ‘. Merjerd
* New Orleans: +93% it Grand J.unction enver ¢ C'ly St Loui \/ e S
. Miami: +124% / California o Kansas OUIS.. L A:hland Lynchburg—eg K
’\oBakersﬂeld @] a5\ Newtgn omslw ? Roanokess? Virginia Petersburg
as \legas Kentucky
Ba‘rstow ¢ e Missouri
J Flagstaff Tusa Nashville g, Charlotteq Carging
(] Oklah ( Tennessee
LQSJ An geIeSn\ AIbuquerque Okla;oma—l: mA : @ Chattanooga
Phoenix Little Rock ® Memphis \\
®. Mississippi Atl 1-
OYuma Arizona i ¥ anta South
Arkansas Blrmlngham.‘/ % Carolina
T s
@ 'ucson arshall W Meridian / ¥. / Georga @ Savannah
a0 sonx' ® Montgomery
Mobile 4 Alabama
s Jacksonville
?en’sacola Tallahgssee Connections
. Baton Rouge. ; ;
Connections Direct Indirect
] ®
Legend : : SanANonio Houston \'NNeW:? O_rle_CI ns fndop 42 383
Direct Indirect Tampa @
Long-Distance, Northeast - +52 +163
Corridor, State-Supported, Exiting N
Baseline Projects + Preferred A Florida =94 =546
N L]
e Preferred Routes (l) | 2&[’:0 I S(IJO Miles MICI mi

Existing route and station data provided by Amtrak 2024; Baseline Projects Data provided by FRA 2024.
Assessment of existing routes served is based on existinglong-distance, state-supported, and NEC services. Assessment of
preferred routes includes existing long-distance, state-supported, NEC services, and preferred routes identified in this study.
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WHAT WE HEARD -
ADDING MARKETS TO
THE PREFERRED ROUTES




Opportunities and Challenges Adding Markets to the Preferred Routes

= Some cities or markets that are not included on a preferred route generated many
comments and support for consideration.

= Top markets by volume of comments received in each region reviewed and described here.

Reviewed e
stakeholder and Selected the top oplggmfrlﬁr(ijeihc?n J

public comments on markets by volume challenges for

including the
markets in a
preferred route

adding markets to of comments
the proposed received in each
network of preferred region
routes

FRA
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Boston, MA

Northeast Region

Opportunities & Challenges Adding Markets to Preferred Routes

Smkeholdér = Additional service connecting Chicago, New Maine
and Public .
York, and Maine
Comments
Served by Lake Shore Limited, state-suppotted Vermont
Conditions roptes, and the.NEC , New |
= Direct connections to preferred routes in Ham pShlre
Chicago, Toledo, New York
ivalu;te Extending preferred routes through A bany Massachusetts
ew Yor
Future ® Evaluate revising Dallas/Fort Worth - New  [15in o b
Opportunities  York or Detroit - New Orleans to connect Mich Igan & «® BOSIIIO n
golmbus, Cleveland, and Buffalo, Albany, N New York
oston ®pffalo —Rhode Island
Extending preferred route through New York L X New Haven
adds approx. 4.5 hours travel time, and O&M .’ : ¢ .
e pe @ Detroit | \.\_ Connecticut
Challenges ® Trade-offs changing Columbus-Toledo-Detroit, |, Cleveland Pennsylvanla New York C|ty
or Columbus-Pittsburgh-New York |C890 i
g ) ittsourg
Primarily adds frequency to markets already @ \ Phlladelphla
served by frequent passenger rail : Ohio Gl
Indiana New Jersey
——Delaware
. . . )
Legens Indianapolis Columbus ®==@—\\ashington DC
Baseline Network . . A
Long-Distance, Northeast |||IHOIS . ‘ . . . We St \ Maryland
gorg?or. FSjla@e-?upponed, .—C|nC| n nat| V| r.g | ma LOFtOﬂ
aseline rrojects
rererre outes I .
— D;IaRs/F:thWorth—NewYork St LOUISQ. Ashland Lynchburg & (1Y Peteerurg
Houston — New York
Preferred Routes Outside of Region LOUISV'”G Roanoke.~ V[ rg | nla
U.S. Department of Transportation
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Northeast Region
Opportunities & Challenges Adding Markets to Preferred Routes

Buffalo, NY

Stakeholder ® Additional service connecting Cleveland, Maine
and Public  Boston, and New Yotk
Comments ® Provide daytime setvice Cleveland-Buffalo

= Served by Lake Shore Limited and state- Vermont
supported routes New

Direct connections to preferred routes in Ham pS hire
Chicago, Toledo, New York

* Evaluate revising Dallas/ Fort Worth - New Massachusetts
York or Detroit - New Otleans to connect Albany
Future  Columbus, Cleveland, and Buffalo, Albany, sin _
Opportunities ~ Boston Mich Igan &
= Consider Corridor ID for enhanced state- New York

supported service .BUffC"O —Rhode Island
= Trade-offs of serving Columbus-Toledo- “7New Haven
DétroiF, or Columbus-Pittsburgh-New York  { e .’ ® Detroit C
Primarily adds frequency to markets already : Q_ onnecticut
served by passenger rail Cleveland Pennsylvanla New York C|ty

oy pa oicago o Pittsburgh

Conditions .

0 Boston

Challenges _

N\ 4—Philadelphia

®Des Moines Ohio
iha'g Indiana ——New Jersey
: : ® ——Delaware
Legens Incﬁanapohs Columbus S8 Washington DC
Baseline Network . .
ong-Distance, Northeas |||IHOIS ‘ . . . VVeSt \ Maryland
e "\ jCincmati vigns s f
rererre outes I .
e St LOUISqg s Ashland | ynchburge, ®= Petersburg
ouston — New Yorl
Preferred Routes Outside of Region LOUlSVl ”e Roanoke.ﬁ V[ rg | n | 3
U.S. Department of Transportation
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Cleveland, OH

Stakeholder C Addlgonal setvice CO@ectmg Chicago
and Public & Provide daytime service
= Connect with Detroit and Columbus

Comments . .
®* Include in Detroit - New Otrleans

= Served by Lake Shore Limited and Capitol

. Limited long-distance routes
Conditions . . .
= Direct connections to preferred routes in

Chicago, Toledo, Pittsburgh

U.8. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

A

Midwest Region

Opportunities & Challenges Adding Markets to Preferred Routes

North Dakota Minnesota

\Blsmarck ¥

Fargo

Minneapolis/

St Paul
South Dakota

Wisconsin o
* Evaluate revising Dallas/ Fort Worth - New . . Michigan
York or Detroit - New Orleans to connect \PIG‘TG [
Future Columbus and Cleveland ® Buffalo
Opportuniti = Re-evaluate a route option connecting Sioux F a”g. &,
ppo es Columbus-Cleveland-Pittsburgh for Dallas/ Fort Milwaukee @ eiret
Worth - New York , Clevela nd:s
Consider Corridor ID for state-supported service lowa Chlcago ® PIttSbUth
Trade-offs of serving Columbus-Toledo-Detroit, Nebraska ®
or Columbus-Pittsburgh-New York Omaha ° 9 Des Moines Indiana Ohio
Columbus-Cleveland-Pittsburgh adds approx. 1€
250 miles, 5 hours of travel time, and O&M costs Indlanapol .COIUmbUS
YD
@' uenver Kansas .
: lllinois | West
R dJ.. : City \ Cmcmnatl Virginia
<-~~d Junction i
Legend Kansas »‘ St |—0U|S.‘ Ashland Lynchburges
Baseline Network :
D ado o

e o e Newton LOU'SV'”e Roanoke®& Virgini

Baseline Projects . .‘ KentUCk
Preferred Routes I’Inldad . y
@ Chi — Miami i i

Ph:)C:rig- M::::apolis/St. Paul M ISSOUN

Dallas/Fort Worth — New York 1
— gan Antorlzlio —(IJ\AiInneapolis/Sl. Paul TUISa NaShV”Ie‘. Cha rI Otte..
@ Detroit - New Orleans
e Denver — Minneapolis/St. Paul Oklahoma () Tennessee \
= if;:lrfe_d(::z?eg:omside of Region ? Oklahoma @ PS M h .’ Chattanooga

City Little Rock emphis
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Helena Montana

Fort Wayne, IN

Stakeholder
and Public

Comments

Conditions No Amtrak service

Future

. Corridor ID Program
Opportunities

Challenges

preferred routes

* Provide passenger rail access
* Connect in Chicago, Indianapolis, Columbus
* Advance project planning activities as per

* Consider Amtrak Thruway Bus

® Circuitous to include Fort Wayne in the

[
n . 1
Legena~d Junction

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

Preferred Routes
@ Chicago — Miami
Phoenix — Minneapolis/St. Paul
Dallas/Fort Worth — New York
e San Antonio — Minneapolis/St. Paul
@ Detroit - New Orleans
@ Denver — Minneapolis/St. Paul
e Seattle — Chicago

Preferred Routes Outside of Region

U.8. Department of Transportation
@ Federal Railroad Administration

Nebraska
Cheyenne

@' Denver

Midwest Region

Opportunities & Challenges Adding Markets to Preferred Routes
North Dakota
Blsmarck

Minnesota

Fargo
M

inneapolis/
St Paul

South Dakota . .
. Wisconsin Michigan
re
‘O
Buffalo

Sioux Falls§ Milwaukee" @ Detroit
Cleveland Pennsy
lowa Chicago g Plttsburgh
oMLY ®Des Moines \ /m Ohio
) Fort Wayne Indlanapolls.(‘ColumbuS
ansas
City ks '\ $%Cincinnati V,rgﬁﬁfa
Kansas 3 St Lows.‘ Ashland Lynchburge,
Newton '—OU'SV'”e Roanoke ! Virgini
() Kentucky
Missouri
Tulsa Nashville g, Charlotte
Oklahoma () Tennessee
Okiahoma g ) | .,Chattanooga
City Little Rock ® Memphis
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Stakeholder
and Public
Comments

Conditions

Future
Opportunities

Challenges

Seattle
e

Butte, MT

Restore long-distance service to Butte
Include in Seattle - Chicago

Include in a new route connecting Helena and
Pocatello

n

No Amtrak service

Re-evaluate a route option restoring service to
Butte for Seattle - Chicago.

Advance project planning activities as per
Corridor ID Program

Consider Amtrak Thruway Bus

Track condition through Butte and associated
construction costs
Trade-offs of serving Helena and /or Butte

.‘ Reno

San Francisco @=

Legend

«=®Merced

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

California
Preferred Routes
@ Denver — Houston
@ | 0s Angeles — Denver

= Seattle — Denver
@ Denver — Minneapolis/St. Paul
e Seattle — Chicago

» El Paso - Billings

Preferred Routes Outside of Region

e 4

Washington

\o@imy

e K ENNEWICK

>® Bakersfield
Barstow

Northwest Region

Opportunities & Challenges Adding

Sandpoint
Markets to Preferred Routes

@
Spokane.‘ P

Helena Montana
()

North Dakota

Bismarck
/. Bi”ings/\.-__—Fargo.
\ .
\Butte

*_Boise
% daho

Minnesota

Minneapolis/
St. Paul

South Dakota .Q\

Wy \ Egcate”o | Pie.rre
Wyoming \GCasper , .
JRIHAS Oy Sioux Falls.

lowa

‘ Nebraska
ax@

/ Cheyenne
@ Denver
N, A )

Grand Junction

Omaha%, ®Des Moines

Kansas |
City
St Lot

Kansas

Newton
%

Colorado

A Trinidad g

N

Missour

Flagstaff
a

Tulsa

U.8. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration
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@ | 0s Angeles — Denver
Phoenix — Minneapolis/St. Paul
= Seattle — Denver
@ San Francisco — Dallas/Fort Worth
@ Denver — Minneapolis/St. Paul
» El Paso - Billings

San Diego

Preferred Routes Outside of Region

U.8. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

A

Additional service connecting Los
Angeles, San Francisco
Connect with Phoenix, Tucson

Served by Pacific Surfliner state-
supported route

Direct connections to preferred routes

in Los Angeles

Evaluate extending preferred routes
through Los Angeles

Consider Cozridor ID for enhanced
state-supported service

Routes pass through Los Angeles
Primarily adds frequency to markets
already served by passenger rail
Any potential San Diego-Phoenix

direct connection is circuitous between

San Diego-Yuma and crosses the
border with Mexico

\ San Diego, CA

lowa

iha'g

Kansas
City

: . Boise
Southwest Region % |iano —
Opportunities & Challenges Adding “_Pocatello and Public
Markets to Preferred Routes = wyoring. N
i Conditions
/- | N
Sacramentog Reno Salt Lake City,2.
® - Future
San Francisco e» Nevada Opportunities
o Utah  NGwa
Califormia Grand Junction Chlenges
Col
> Bakersfield ® | as Vegas
w‘rﬁy
Flagstaff
o )
Los Angeles J Albuquerq.ue
Legend . ‘
Baseline Network ‘ Y Phoenlx
orior Gite Suppored, o Uma Arizona
Baseline Projects NeW MeXiCO
e i 0851 o TuCcson

\

.EIF’aSOv‘

Oklahoma
Oklahoma g

Tulsa
®

Mars
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@ Dallas/Fort Worth — Miami
@ Denver — Houston
Phoenix — Minneapolis/St. Paul
Dallas/Fort Worth — New York
Houston — New York
@ San Antonio — Minneapolis/St. Paul
e San Francisco — Dallas/Fort Worth
@ Detroit - New Orleans
@ Dallas/Fort Worth — Atlanta
» El Paso - Billings

Preferred Routes Outside of Region

Indianapolis

: " = Colu
Little Rock, AR Denver o
v , O Kansas linois AV A
Stakeholder ® Connect with Memphis and Nashville ‘ Clty .—ClﬂClnnatl
and Public ® Additional service connecting with Dallas/Fort . @
Comments  Worth Kansas St LOUlS'. Ashland
= Served by Texas Eagle long-distance route P Newton LOUISVI”G
Conditions ® Direct connections to preferred routes in Marshall, Kentiick
Dallas/Fort Worth, San Antonio, St. Louis dad ® SLLY
* Evaluate a new route connecting Dallas/Fort [y Missouri
Wortth, Little Rock, Memphis Nashvi"e |
o ortlljzgil::z * Evaluate revising Dallas/ Fort Worth - New York Oklah TuIsa.
PP to connect Little Rock, Memphis, Nashville anoma \ Tennessee Chattano
= Consider Cortidor ID Program Oklahoma g Li-“-l e ROC k ® Memphis 3
* Extending Dallas/Fort Wotth-Little Rock- . Clty b it ® N
Memphis-Nashville beyond Nashville primarily adds Amarillo Mississippi e-Atlan
frequency to markets already served by passenger . Birminaham /
Challenges rail or included in other preferred routes EXICS ALEIE S 9 [
= Trade offs of serving Oklahoma City-Indianapolis Dallas/ /
with Dallas/ Forth Worth - New York
\ Midland Fort Worth arshall Jackson Merldlan Mont P
eFE! Paso QU m— L]
\./ Mobiee fenama
Legend Texas .“ ﬁ
Baseline Network ”ahass
Long-Distance, Northeast LOU lSlana PensaCOIa
Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects Baton ROUQe
Preferred Routes NeW Or|eanS

San Antonlo ouston

Central Region
Opportunities & Challenges Adding Markets to Preferred Routes

U.8. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration
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) SRS~ . .
Ohio ¢ g —Philadelphia

Baseline Projects

Preferred Routes
@ Chicago — Miami

®Des Moines :
Southeast Regronha- ndiana New Jersey
T Delaware
Opportunities & Challenges Addrng Markets to Preferred Routesumbus TO—WasmggtgngC
Illinois West y
City Q!Cmcmnatl Virginia Lorton
St Louis
Stakeholder Additional . Je AShIand Lynchburge, ®= Petersburg
and Public 1t10rr Ser.wce .. ewton LOUISW”e Roanoke.\ Virginia
Include in Chicago - Miami o
Comments ) Kentucky
Served by the Silver Star long-distance Missouri North
Conditions _ T . Tulsa Nashville g@ Charlotteq, Caroling
Direct connections to preferred routes | .. ® e
between Jacksonville and Miami h » Chattanooga
g : ®
Evaluate revising Chicago - Miami to [y Little Rock ® Memphis
Future  include Tampa o Mississippi e.Atlanta & outh
Opportunities Planned expansion of Brightline service Arkansas Birmingham CgIL’J(t)Hna
to Tampa provide intra-Florida trips “\
Circuitous to include Tampa in e / < ' ® Savannah
Chicago - Miami h—.o\~M§rshall B con Mend|gn ® Georgia
g \_0*———._-— Montgomery
Adds approx. 1.5 hours travel time and v
Challenges  associated costs M0b||e Alabama & sonville
Adds frequency to market already ‘ @ s & o®,
served by long-distance passenger rail Louisiana Ta||ahassee
(focus is on expanding connections) () Pensacola
Baton Rouge \.N o
() ew Urleans
{
Legend o A%tomo Houston Oﬂando-
Baseline Network
g s et Tampae

Florida

e Dallas/Fort Worth — Miami
Houston — New York .~ |
@ Detroit — New Orleans M lami

@ Dallas/Fort Worth — Atlanta

Preferred Routes Outside of Region

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration
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Stakeholder
and Public ®
Comments

Connect with Little Rock and Nashville

® Served by the City of New Orleans long-distance
%9 route
Conditi
ORAHONS 4 Direct connections to preferred routes in Chicago,

Jackson, New Otleans

* Evaluate a new long-distance route connecting
Dallas/Fott Worth, Little Rock, Memphis, Nashville
Evaluate revising Dallas/ Fort Worth - New York
or Detroit - New Orleans to connect Memphis

* Consider Corridor ID for connecting Little Rock-
Memphis-Nashville

Future =
Opportunities

= A long-distance route connecting Little Rock-
Memphis-Nashville primarily adds frequency to
markets already served by passenger rail or included
in other preferred routes

Trade offs of serving Nashville-Birmingham or
Oklahoma City-St. Louis

Challenges

Southeast Region~
Oppeortunities & Challenges Adding Markets to Preferred Routesumbus

Q!Cmcmnatl

Legend

o
San Antonio

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

Preferred Routes

@ Chicago — Miami

@ Dallas/Fort Worth — Miami
Houston — New York

@ Detroit — New Orleans

@ Dallas/Fort Worth — Atlanta

Preferred Routes Outside of Region

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration
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®Des Moines .
Indiana

Indian-

lllinois

City

Y,

St Louis.‘

Lounswlle

g —Philadelphia
New Jersey
Delaware
S=~&—Washington DC
.\ Maryland
Lorton

~ &

Ohio

West
Virginia

Ashland Lynchburg e,

®= Petersburg
Roanoke‘\ Virginia

Kentucky

Missouri
Nashville Sg,
Tennessee

oMemphis

Mississippi \
Birmingham
“s—

\

Marshall Jackson o

Little Rock
®

Arkansas

MObI|e Alabama

Louisiana
Baton Rouge

Pensacola

New Orleans

Houston

TaIIahassee

North

Charlotte‘. Carolins

\..e= Chattanooga

e;Atlanta South

Carolina

G @ Savannah
eorgia

Montgomery

¥ acksonville
O

Orlando =@

Tampa @

Florida



Corridor, State-Supported,
Baseline Projects
Preferred Routes
@ Chicago — Miami
@ Dallas/Fort Worth — Miami
Houston — New York
@ Detroit — New Orleans
@ Dallas/Fort Worth — Atlanta

Preferred Routes Outside of Region

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration
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| " 3 |\ . .
®Des Moines | Ohio ¢ g —Philadelphia
Southeast Regronha- ndian New Jersey
Delaware
Indian- .
Opportunities & Challenges Adding Markets to Preferred Routesiumbus T‘—Wasmggytggdm
Il West
City inoiS Q!Cmcmnatl Virginia Lorton
St Louis Ashland
Stakeholder ® Additional service along the Crescent Newt Je Lourswlle LynChbur.g ® - ®= Petersburg
and Public ~ long-distance route el gn Roanoke ¥ Virginia
Comments ® Connect with Nashville and Memphis 3 Kentucky
: Missouri
= Served by the Crescent long-distance North
Conditions  TOUtS and state-supportted routes Tulsa Nashville . C h a rloﬂ'e‘ Carolina
= Direct connections to preferred routes |ahoma () Tennessee
in Atlanta, Lynchburg ma .. Chattanooga
A . . i
* Evaluate revising Houston - New ity Little ROCK Memphls
Future  York to connect Charlotte Mississippi ._Aﬂanta South
Opportunities = Consider Cortidor ID for enhanced Arkansas Birmingham‘ Carolina
state-supported service
* Primarily adds frequency to markets rth—.Nrshall Jackson / Gacia ® Savannah
already served by the Crescent long- \ Montgomery
distance route . Mobil Alabama
Challenges ® Trade offs of serving Chattanooga- (0]0] e .Jacksonwlle
Roanoke ) P ————
= Circuitous connections west from Louisiana / Pensacola TaIIahassee
Chatlotte toward Nashville Baton Roug e
® New Orleans | S
e San Aﬁtonio Housion W
Baselltgnr‘::lt)v'lls?:r(rce, Northeast Tampa 4

Florida



PRIORITIZATION
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Prioritization Methodology - Evaluation Categories

Category Metrics
—_—
LEVEL OF COMPLEXITY *  Number of Host Rz%ﬂroads and Users

* Passenger Rail Readiness

* Improved Long-Distance Access

* Improved Access to Communities Weighting of the

LEVEL OF BENEFITS * Implementability Benefit —— categories based on
* Network Effect stakeholder mnput
* Connectivity
LEVEL OF COST * Operating and Maintenance Costs
—/
( u.s. Depclrtmt_ani ofTrcnspo_rtc_lﬁon . E(I:Q))RIG-DISTANCE
U Federal Railroad Administration 173 SERVICE STUDY




Prioritization Methodology

Category Metrics

= Number of Host Railroads and Users

o Evaluate the complexity of working with multiple railroads

LEVEL OF COMPLEXITY

o Identify the number of host railroads and passenger rail service
operators within the preferred route

= Passenger Rail Readiness

o Evaluate the improvements required to enable any passenger rail
operations

o Identify the percent of route miles requiring upgrades to track
class 4, including signalization, communications, and PTC

FRA
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(./ Federal Railroad Administration 174 SERVICE STUDY




Prioritization Methodology

Category Metrics

Evaluate the potential beneficial outcomes from the construction,
LEVEL OF BENEFITS operation, availability, and use of the preferred routes

= Improved Long-Distance Access: Number of stations with
new access to long-distance passenger rail service

= Improved Access to Communities:
v" Additional people on tribal lands or 1n rural areas
v" Additional services accessible

* Implementability Benefit: Selected passenger service-
required cost savings from shared improvements

= Network Effect: Number of shared stations and segments
= Connectivity: Estimated demand for intra-route trips

U.S. Department of Transportation EgﬁJG-DISTANCE
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Prioritization Methodology

Category Metrics

= Operating and Maintenance Costs

LEVEL OF COST

o Evaluate the operating and maintenance costs by preferred route

o ldentity the annual operating and maintenance costs per route mile

FRA
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A

Approach to Rating

Rated the Metrics 1-5 (Worst to Best)

compLEXTY [t 1.0.0°0 ¢ ¢

= Level of Complexity: most to least complex

LEVEL OF

= Jevel of Benefits: least to most benefits

LEVEL OF BENEFIT ngh (50%) = Jevel of Costs: most to least costs

= Combined the metrics to form a composite score
for each category

= Weighting categories based on stakeholder input

LEVEL OF COST [RESYYARIeA

FRA
LONG-DISTANCE
SERVICE STUDY
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Initial Rating by Preferred Route

_ = Assessment of the complexity, benefits, and cost metrics
. h d L]
Preferred Route (Weichto) evaluated for this study

Houston - New York 14

Ot W 11 " Weighted results may provide guidance on future priorities
Dallas/Fort Worth - New York 10 regarding the next phase of project planning; these ratings
Detroit - New Otleans 10 do not reflect prioritization for implementation funding
E};EZI:;;%M;ZXPOI;S;P%I 190 = Weighted results provide for a rating between 3 and 15

Denver - Houston 9 = Rating informs the prioritization

San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth 9 o 3 = lowest priority for implementation

el ot Woia - i i é o 15 = highest priotity for implementation

fg:zgefinggji/& = : = Corridor ID Program provides funding for project development
o Aionto - Mimnesselis/S. Pl 3 activities and next steps towards project implementation:

Seattle - Denver 7 o  Seattle - Chicago (North Coast Hiawatha)

El Paso - Billings 6 o Daily Cardinal

Seattle - Chicago (North Coast Hiawatha)* not applicable o Daily Sunset Limited

Daily Cardinal* not applicable

Revision Note: Ratings for the following preferred routes were revised on
Daily Sunset T imited* not applicable 7/2/2024 based on a review of the level of benefits priotitization category for
the Improved Long-Distance Access metric: Dallas/Fort Worth - New York
changed from 11 to 10; Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Pa;ul changed from 9 to 10; ERA
. Detroit - New Orleans changed from 9 to 10; Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami
( ::J'SdDerpcI]rlt?m?lr:i Ofér?g?‘?ir:‘c;hﬁn tion changed from 7 to 9; Los Ar%geles - Denver changed from 9 to 8; Dallas/Fort LONG-DISTANCE
‘ QoI saliron SIANo Worth - Atlanta changed from 9 to 8; El Paso - Billings changed from 5 to 6. 178 SERVICE STUDY
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Inclusion of Cardinal and Sunset Limited

= Selected into the Corridor ID Program in 2023 for
advancing project planning activities, not implementation

= Daily Cardinal

o  Ewvaluate passenger rail route infrastructure improvements to

increase train speeds and reduce travel times between Sunset Limited: Los
Indianapolis and Dyer, Indiana Ang eles-New Orleans

o Improve service in Indiana, Ohio, West Virginia

Cardinal: Chicago-
New York

Better connectivity to the passenger rail network in Chicago
and along the Northeast Corridor

= Daily Sunset Limited
o  Ewvaluate restoring passenger rail service to Phoenix, Arizona
o Improve service Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, Louisiana

O  Better connectivity to the passenger rail network in Los
Angeles, San Antonio, New Orleans

U.8. Department of Transportation EgﬁJG-DISTANCE
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Preferred Routes

Corridor ID Program
Initial Program Selections to Support
Project Development Activities

Additional Preferred Routes
Next steps: Initiate Project Planning

" Seattle - Chicago l, * Houston - New York = San Francisco - Dallas/Fort Worth )
(North Coast Hiawatha) ;o Chicago - Miami = Dallas/Fort Worth - Atlanta |

" Daily Cardinal : =  Dallas/Fort Worth - New York = Denver - Minneapolis/St. Paul :
" Daily Sunset Limited | = Detroit - New Otleans = TLos Angeles - Denver :
. = Phoenix - Minneapolis/St. Paul =  San Antonio - Minneapolis/St. Paul :

| = Dallas/Fort Worth - Miami = Seattle - Denver :

| = Denver - Houston = El Paso - Billings :

\ /

There is currently no sustained funding or program to advance the
development of preferred routes identified by this study

FRA
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FRA Project Lifecycle and Program Framework

Systems Project Project

. Final Design o ti
Planning Planning Development : I8 peration

J\

! | | |
Regional & State Rail Corridor Identification & Fed State Partnership / Other Restoration &
Planning Development Program Federal Funding Programs Enhancement
Program
U.S. Department of Transportation FRA
(y Federal Railroad Administration 181 ggy\ﬁétélg%%g




Implementation Considerations

Project Planning

Key Considerations For = Service Final Design &
Implementation

" Funding and preparation of a
service development plan ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Industry capacity to plan and

implement a new long-distance

Development Plan Construction

route _ Project | Operations
Coordinating and agreement ; Development ' . Ongoing
with the host railroads and - PE/NEPA operating funds

passenger rail service operators

; . = Fleet Procurement
Funding and acquisition of fleet $3% |
Funding for construction o

. . . £
Sustained funding for operations T $3

e
$ | ) |
Potential 15+ Year Timeline For New Routes
( U.8. Department of Transportation EgﬁJG-DISTANCE




Key Project Planning Tasks AFTER the Study

= Prepare a Service Development Plan
o Coordinate with host railroads and other key stakeholders

o Refine route, service, and passenger service-required projects identified under this study
o Identify other capital projects including potential track capacity and operational improvement

projects associated with the preferred routes
o Develop conceptual engineering and investment concepts

Costs Estimated for
Selected Passenger Service-Required Projects

A N\ /

+

[ |
| |
| 1
| 1
I I
| |

Track Class 4, Stations and Vehicles
including Maintenance (Rolling Stock)
Signalization Facilities
and PTC
N o e N~

U.8. Department of Transportation
@ Federal Railroad Administration

Other Capital Projects
Including Track Capacity

Unknown Costs
To be determined based on

future studies and analysis

and Operational
Improvement Projects

183

Total Estimated

Capital Costs
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Ongoing Long-Distance Collaboration

= Currently, no permanent forum for stakeholders to discuss or engage with
long-distance service.

= Based on what we heard during the regional working group meetings and
receiving over 47K comments after the last round of meetings, there’s a strong
desire for more opportunities for feedback and discussion.

= Common themes include support for:

o Regionally-based opportunities for engagement
o Strong federal role in coordination

o Independent, transparent process
O

A forum for interested parties — including state DOTs, local and regional government
representatives, Tribes, non-profits, interstate compacts, and other entities - to provide
feedback / guidance on proposed plans and policies.

FRA
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Ideas for Ongoing Long-Distance Planning & Collaboration

* Ongoing Long-Distance Collaboration
o FRA is considering ideas for a new Long-Distance Public Committee, which may need to be
established by Congress.

o This committee could focus on ongoing feedback for current Amtrak long-distance service,
including engagement / marketing, customer service, and other policy discussions.

" Ongoing Long-Distance Planning

o FRA is considering ideas for a recurring, high-level long-distance planning process, potentially
updated approximately every five years.

o 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 current Amtrak long-distance service, as well

as needs for potential future service.

= FFRA heard significant support for these ideas during regional working group meetings
carlier this year and will continue to consider these ideas.

U.S. Department of Transportation ECR)}Q‘\JG-DISTANCE
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A

Long-Distance Public Committee: Potential Models for Consideration

Transit Agency Rider
Advisory
Committees

Regional and
Federal Committees
Providing Guidance

on Transit and/or

Passenger Raill

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

Passenger Raill
Advocacy Groups

Committees
Providing Guidance

to States with State-
Sponsored Amitrak
Service

FRA
LONG-DISTANCE
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Preliminary Findings

" Authorization & Purpose

O Models often required state authorizing legislation to create a regional entity

o Federal group could be created by Congress — like SAIPRC, or the Northeast Corridor Commission

— or via formal process for developing an Advisory Commuttee, with coordination across several
federal entities

o Some groups are charged with specific tasks in authorizing legislation (developing policies,
commenting on budgets, etc.), although scope can grow (formally and informally) over time
* Membership & Structure

o Need clear guidelines on appointment process, including appointing entities, and requirements for
member representation and terms; could be detailed in a charter or authorizing legislation

o Could be one group, or regional groups that coordinate on specific tasks, such as policy
recommendations

* Funding

o Funding options are varied — group could be funded as part of an agency budget, pass-through
grant, via shared funding agreements across multiple funding partners, or other means

( U.S. Department of Transportation FRA
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Ongoing Long-Distance Planning

= FRA 1s considering ideas for a recurring, high-level long-distance planning process,
potentially updated approximately every five years, documenting:

v’ Existing long-distance network needs to maintain reliable service; estimated
costs; and status of ongoing projects and planning efforts.

v Recommended long-distance passenger rail programs and investments for
future service development plans, which could be used to populate a long-
distance project pipeline.

= '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 current service, as well as potential network enhancement opportunities.

= Any new planning process would involve significant stakeholder
engagement.

Federal Railroad Administration 186 LONG-DISTANCE
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Ongoing Long-Distance Planning: State Rail Plan Example

Figure 8: Passenger Corridor Priorities to implement the Governor’s 25-Year Vision

Prioritization Criteria to Washington, DC
-Population within 10 and 30 miles of corridor it e Hork, NY
-2030 population within 30 miles of corridor
-(urrent and 2040 volumes on parallel highways
-(urrent and 2040 congestion on parallel highways
-(onnections to major activity centers

-Passenqer trains volumes in comidor

-Inclusion along federally-designated Southeast Corridor

Rich VA
-

to Washington, DC
ard New York, NY "C Hampton Roads, VA
-

-

Q Lynchburg, VA
1
1
(]

§ to Washington, DC
d - and New York, NY
p — -

o Wilkesboro Winston-

— .

I - ;@.@s@“ﬁi& @‘é o /,-"

..-"'/ @' *‘ =t T o
o<l

= h'.-‘.(

b — to Atlanta, GA “, .=~ :
fo) L
oo Spartanburg, SC b oo o

- Greenville, SC

to Florlda
e Existing Passenger Train Service

——— Existing Amtrak Thru-Way and Connecting Bus Service

Federally-Designated Southeast Corridor

m— Potential Southeastern NC and Western NC
Passenger Train Service

) Columbia, SC

mmmm Potential Passenger Rail Study Corridors
= Potential Thruway Bus Service Expansion
Potential New Station/Station Upgrade

Image source: N.C. Department of Transportation Comprehensive State Rail Plan (2015)

U.S. Department of Transportation

U Federal Railroad Administration

Table 7: Passenger Rail Projects

B
Cost Diiscowr
Program (2014 dodlors) | Funding Source(s) | Timeframe at ™
Southeast Corridor - Service Improvements
'Wi-Fi on Piedmont - Add Wi-Fi to 20 cars $630K | State Rail Program 2015-2016 2
Positive Train Control (FTC) - installed on 8 52.125M | State Rail Program 2016
locomotives, 5 cab control units [CCUs), and 4 spares,
plus infrastructure to support PTC
Omngoing maintenance for PTC State Rail Program 2016-future
Hillshorough Station, track - Construct station 58.4M STI/State Rail 2018
and platform Program, Local
Fourth and Fifth frequencies - New equipment $35.4M | Federal, CMAQ, 2017-2018 ¢
(locomotive, communieations control unit, lounge cars, State Rail Program | [#th frequency) 5.
and coach cars) to add a 5th frequency and expand 2019
Capital Tard Mechanical Facility, including extending (5th frequency) ;
north and south lead tracks 6.
Ongoing maintenance ($th > 2017; 5th > 2015) State Rail Program | 2017-future
New equipment to replace existing Carolinion trainsets $76.6M | Federal [Amtrak), 2020-2035
that are nearing the end of their service life State (through
payments for state
supported services)
New Stations at Lexington and Harrisburg and $237.4M Federal, 5T1/ 2020-2035
associated track improvements Local Funds
Charlotte Gateway Station - new /relocated staton and $210M FTA grant, 2020-2035
associated track improvements STl /Local funds

Ongoing maintenance and operations State Rail Program 2020-future

Southeast Corridor — Full Implementation

Full Southeast Corridor Implementation 33.8E Federal, State 2035
[(Raleigh-Richmond)

Ongoing maintenance and operations
Western North Carolina Services

Western NC Thruway Bus Service - Partner with N/A Amrrak 2016
Amitrak to implement Thruway bus service between
the Piedmont area of NC and Asheville

‘Western NC Passenger Service* - Add new connecting $405.3M Federal, State 2020-2035
rail service between Salisbury and Asheville

Andrews to Murphy $16.4M Federal, State 2020-2024
State Rail Program | 2035-future

State Rail Program 2035-future

Ongoing maintenance and operations

Eastern/Southeastern North Carolina Service

Cratinn irmmrrmramants Fmettowills Wilran Calmal L v i=t ] Fadaral Crats AMTAINIE

FRA
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Other new IPR Engagement: STB Passenger Rail Advisory Committee

" The Surface Transportation Board (STB) recently established a Passenger Rail
Advisory Committee (PRAC) to provide advice and guidance to STB on
passenger rail issues. This is a new committee. It has not yet had a meeting.

= STB is an independent federal agency charged with the economic regulation of
various modes of surface transportation, primarily freight rail; it also has jurisdiction
over certain passenger rail matters.

= STB is separate from, and independent of, FRA, as well as Amtrak.

" PRAC — which has members from across the rail industry, including passenger and
freight rail, as well as rail funding entities and advocacy organizations — has a wide
scope that includes providing recommendations to STB on issues like improving
efficiency on passenger rail routes; reducing disputes between passenger rail carriers
and freight rail hosts; and improving regulatory processes related to intercity
passenger rail.

FRA
LONG-DISTANCE
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CLOSING AND
NEXT STEPS
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Final Report Elements

= Elements of the final report:

O

O O O O O O O

ITJA Study Requirements

Opportunities, Challenges, and Study Limitations

Study Approach

Summary of Public and Stakeholder Engagement

Preferred Route Options for Restoring or Enhancing Long-Distance Service
Inventory of Selected Capital Projects

Estimated Costs and Public Benefits; potential federal and non-federal funding sources

Recommendations for methods by which Amtrak could work with communities and
organizations to iImprove public use of intercity passenger rail service along each route

= Final report to Congress later in 2024

FRA
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A

Opportunities and Challenges

Opportunities

Establishes options for potential
future long-distance service, in
response to legislative requirements,

examining broad needs, challenges,
and opportunities.

Identifies regions where potential
new service could provide economic
and social benefits.

Demonstrates support for restoring
long-distance intercity passenger rail
services and exploring the creation
of new long-distance routes.

Satisfies an early step in the FRA
project lifecycle to identify actions

needed to enhance long-distance
service

U.S. Department of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration

" Documents high-level analysis.

Substantial additional analysis and
resources are required prior to
implementation.

Identifies only certain passenger
service-required capital projects.
Future identification and analysis of
additional capital projects, including
those related to capacity, requires
additional time and resoutces,
including coordination with host
railroads and other stakeholders.

Requires significant unidentified
tunding for planning, infrastructure
improvements, fleet needs, and
ongoing operating support.

saduaj|leyd
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Moving Forward

Report to ‘H

Congress

eComplete laterin 2024

 Establish options for
restoring and
expanding long-
distance service

*Include ideas for
ongoing collaboration
and planning

* Acknowledge the
need for additional
analysis, coordination,
funding

U.8. Department of Transportation
@ Federal Railroad Administration

Corridor ID

e Provides sustained
support for new or
improved passenger
corridors through
planning and project
development stages

*Includes some long-
distance routes

Daily Cardinal
Daily Sunset
Limited

North Coast
Hiawatha

Comments
Received

* Maintain a database
of comments for
reference in future
planning processes

FRA
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Thank You!

= After the final report is submitted to =y S B . .
Congress, it will be published on the R, “\. ~~ ','5
study and FRA websites. | ' o

= www.fralongdistancerailstudy.org

( U.S. Department of Transportation

FRA
LONG-DISTANCE
@ Federal Railroad Administration 196

SERVICE STUDY



http://www.fralongdistancerailstudy.org/

THANK YOU

FRA
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