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.The Honorable Mark O. Hatfield

Chairman, Subcommittee on Transportation
and Related Agencies o

Committee on Appropriations

United States Senate -~

Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman._'-

, The enclonnd raport is submitted in ralponsa to S¢nats Rsport
103-310 accompanying the Department of Transportation and Related

. Agencies - -Appropriations ‘Act, 1995.  In that report, the Committee -
.requested that the Secretary report on the historic and current
on-time performance of Amtrak trains, and identify and gquantify
the results, of his efforts with the truiqht railuaas to. uuprmm M

© o Amtrak’s.on-tine performance. .

" An idantical Iatter has been -cnt to chairman wolt, Sanator
Lautanberg and COngrossman coleman. ) : e

- n =

Sincarely, e e

L ,_‘I ,

Federico “Pefia |
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The Honorable Frank R.. Lautenberg
Subcommittee on Transportation

- and Related Agencies -
‘“Committee.on Appropriations. .
United States Senate _
Washington, D.C. 20510

' Dear Senator Lautenberg

"~ The enclosed report is- submltted in response to Senate Report .7
- 103-310 accompanying the Department of Transportation and Related
"Agencies Appropriations Act,.
. requested .that the Secretary report on the historic and current on-
- time performance of Amtrak trains, and:identify and quantify the
' results of -his. efforts with the freight railroads to: improve';-

e Amtrak's on-time performance.,t G e, L
.iAn identical letter has’ been sent to Chairmen wolf and Hatfield;o”
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- Federico Penaff

Enclosure

&

1995, " In -that report, -the Committee ..



& 2 %
‘% THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
UC} WASHINGTON, D.C. 205%0
“ .

J}’Ar{sdr.‘t& i
_ . . JuneIIS, 1995

. The Hohorable Ronald D. Coleman
Subcommittee on Transportation
~and Related Agencies
Committee on Appropriations
U.S. House of Representatives -
Washington,“D c. 20515
: | _ _
Dear COngressman Coleman. : I A

The enclosed report is aubmltted in response to Senate Report
~ . 103-310 accompanying the. Department of Transportation and Related
- Agencies ‘Appropriations Act, 1995,
. - requested that ;he Secretary report on the historic¢ and current on-
- time performance of Amtrak trains,- and- identify and quantify the =
- results - of his efforts: with the freight railroads to improve__,“

“1 Amtrak's on-time performance,a-

B An‘identical 1etter has hean sant to Chairmen wolt and Hatfield and‘-i
,:Senator Lautenberg.; Randly - B el TR Ll LA

;ﬂSlncerely, .I'”f_;'ﬁ'

' FeQefico Peﬁai

' Enélosﬁ;ﬂ'

- In that report, the Committee . .



=

e AREVIEWOF
AMTRAK’S ON-TIME PERFORMANCE

" TABLE OF CONTENTS

m'monucnon -. L iy
-"_.o mmpmonmczmms _ e
" .:CURRENTEFFORTS '

C ONCLUSIONS

. EXAMPLE OF SECRETARY PENA’S LETTERS

TO FREIGHT RAILROADS WITH AMTRAK OPERATIONS
RESPONSES FROM FREIGHT RAILROADS |

WITH AMTRAK OPERATIONS

18

" APPENDIX A

. APPENDIX B



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

After the second quarter of FY 1994 produced some of the worst on-time performance in
Amtrak’s history, Secretary of Transportation Federico Pefia wrote each of the chief
executive officers (CEOs) of the freight railroads over whose tracks Amtrak runs to
underscore his commitment to Amtrak and seek theu' support in improving Amtrak’s on-txme
performance ' J _ :

- The freight raﬂroads have been responsive. Recent statistics suggest a reversal in declining -

. on-time performance trends. In each of the last three quarters, systemwxde on-time - -
performance has improved over.the previous year. Also encouraging is preliminary data .
showing reductions of delays caused solely by Amtrak or by a fre1ght railroad. By contrast,
it appears that delays are mcrmsmg in areas where responsibility is less clear. Additional
confirmation of the improvement in Amtrak’s performance has been the increase in Amtrak’s

"incentive payments over the last several quarters. During the last two quarters combined, the

- first quartér of FY 1995 and the fourth quarter of FY 1994, Amtrak paid $121mdhonm

) mcennves, compared to $8 3 mﬂhon for the same two' qumers ayear ago..

) ;.. K The report of the Senate Commmee on Appropnanons acoompanymg the Dq:artmm of - _
" Transportation and Related Agencies Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 1995 directs the -

. SecretaryofﬁmspomnmwsubnutareponwmeSmtedeouseofRzpmtanm
* . Committees on Appropriations detailing the historic and current on-time petformance of -
-Ammkmudthemﬂmofmswseﬁmmmmeﬁugmmﬂmwm

Amtrak’s on-time performanoe : o O

Amtrak s financial condition has detenorated over the last several years. Bctwem FY 1991
and FY 1994 Amtrak’s revenues were $600 million below projections. A contributor to.the
decline in revenues, ‘cited by Amtrak and other sources such as the General Accounting

- Office, has been the decline in the quality of Amtrak’s service. At the forefront of this
decline has been the inability of Amtrak’s trains to provide service consxstent with theu'
schedule--their on-time performance

Intercity rall passenger service is and should be an integral part of this Natmn s intermodal .
transportation system. As such, Amtrak must provide cost effective transportation service of
high quality, including consistent on-time performance. Both the Department and.the
Congress are debating the future direction of the Federal role toward Amtrak. For that

reason, this report is particularly well timed.
Incentiv r On-Time Perf: _rm nce

Section 402(e) of the Rail Passenger Service Act (49 U.S.C. §24308(c)) provides that __
"Except in an emergency, intercity and commuter rail passenger transportation provided by -
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or for Amtrak has preference over freight transportation in using a rail line, junction, or
crossing unless the Secretary orders otherwise under this subsection.” In addition, most
contracts between Amtrak and the major freight railroads over which it operates provide
incentive payments for delivering passenger trains on schedule. Nonetheless, delays under
the control of the freight railroads represent a major. challenge to operating passenger trains
on schedule outsrde the Northeast Corndor (NEC) - - .

Amtrak’s primary on-time performance measure uses standards prescribed by the Interstate - -

Commerce Commission (ICC). On this basis, Amtrak’s systemwide on-time performance

has shown a small decline over the last 14 years, although there have been noticeable = - *

* "declines and improvements in specific years. The systemwide performance data, however, .
mask a mgmﬁcant and largely contmual dechne in the on-time perfonnance of Iong-dlstance :

trams. - . , : .

* Since 1981, Amtrak’s sysuemwrde on-time perfonnance reached a hrgh of 82 pereem in 1983
'andalowpomtof‘?l percent in 1988, "Over the last two years, levels have remained just =
: above 72 percent. I.ong-distanoeroutes were also at their highest in 1983 at 82 percent but . -
. plunged to 47 percent in 1993. On-time performance on all short-distance routes, including.
 the NEC, hasﬂuctuawdbetwemahrghofSI 9percent1n 1990andalowof‘?5.5pemmtm.
- 1986, Lo _

.'The causes ef Am!rﬂr u'am delavs are. mmnlex and. dlfﬁcult to measure and to accurately
assign responsibility. Amtrak’s delay monitoring system- allocates delays among 11 major
categories. They include: those controlled by Amtrak, such as equipment failures; those -
controlled by the freight carriers, such as slow orders; those for which responsibility is less
clear, such as commuter train interference; and those clearly beyond the control of either
Amtrak or the freight carners, such as earthquakes or bad weather

Amtrak’s morutormg of passenger tram delays on freight railroads outsxde the NEC suggests
that factors under Amtrak’s control account for 20 to 25 percent of all delays. By contrast,
over 40 percent of delays outside the NEC are caused by events within the control of the

~ freight raﬂroads : .

Since the Staggers Rail Act of 1980, the freight rail industry has prospered in comparison to
other modes of transportation, The railroads have reduced costs through several measures,
including abandoning large amounts of redundant trackage. They have also-aggressively
marketed their services to receptive shippers, setting new records in the amount of freight
shipped in each of the last eight years, Between 1980 and 1993, freight shipped on
American railroads (as measured in revenue ton-miles hauled) increased by 21 percent while

iii.



the miles of track owned by the major (Class I) railroads declined by 31 percent. This has
made it increasingly difficult for freight raxlroads to accommodate the schedule of Amtrak-

trams o
Amtrak and the frelght rallroads have estabhshed an expanded fmmework for enhanced
cooperation and planning to improve coordination and reduce conflicts and delays. This new

- partnership between Amtrak and the freight railroads has been characterized by quarterly
executive meetings and several pilot programs, designed to promote the sharing of

information and thus contribute to'problem solving. : Without a doubt, these efforts have = .

contributed to the recent improvements i in on-time performance. This coopexauon will also- -

facilitate coordination among the railroads to address delays for which it is difficult to
) determmewhetherAmﬂ'akorﬂlehostfrezghtraﬂroad 1sresp0nsible. e T

' .,"I‘heDepanmentrecognizesﬂlechaumgesfamngAmtxakandtheﬁmghtmlroadsasweJlasi ’

the progress that the parties are making, - The Department will continue to monitor Amtrak’s . .

on-nmepufomanceandwmkmﬂxboﬁAm&akandtheﬁmghtmﬂmadsmldennfymps ;
_‘.I_ﬂmtnughtbetamntobﬂngaboutneedednnpmvemems. e g B Y
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Senatc Comm:ttee on Appropnanons in its report (Senate Report 103-310, 103rd

Congress 2nd session) accompanying the Department of Transportation and Related Agencies

Appropriations Act for FY 1995, requested that the Secretary of Transportation submit a

- report to the House and Senate Appropriations Committees, which "details the historic and
“current on-time performance of Amtrak trains, and identifies and quantifies the results of [the

Secretary’s] efforts with the freight railroads to improve Amtrak’s on-time performance.”

This report reviews Amtrak’s on-time performance, and specifically: (1) provides .
background information on the manner in which Amtrak’s on-time performance is measured;
(2) presents the historical performance of different categories of Amtrak routes; (3) evaluates
the various factors which contribute to performance; and (4) discusses a number of steps - -
" -Amtrak and the freight ¢arriers are taking to improve future performance. The report also -,
"' addresses Amtrak’s recent-improvement in on-time performance following the Secretary’ s..
- efforts to encourage freight railroads and Amtrak to cooperauvely address on-time - -~

3 perfomxanceproblems B e |
A BACKGROUND P CT

',TheNauonﬂRaﬂmadPassengerCo:pomuon(Amuak)wasmtedmlWIbytheRaﬂ _

Passenger Service Act (RPSA). Prior to the creation of Amtrak, U.S. mﬂwm_-
- . was performed by the private sector railroads as part of their common carrier obligation. A
- Both the amount and the quality of rail passenger service in the two decades priorto the . - .

2 - creation of Amtrak had declined as this service incurred increasing levels of financial losses

"'--‘mdmuibuwdwmegmaechnemmeﬁmmlmmofmmﬂmdwau
'whole . - : . - _

; RPSA gmnted Amtrak the nght to Opcrate over the property of the pnvate frmght railroads,
- and required the freight railroads to give preference to intercity passenger trains over their
own freight operations. More specxﬁcally, secuon 402(e) of the RPSA, recodified as 49
U. S C.. §24308(c), provides: |

“Except in an emergency, mtercnty and commuter rail passenger transportanun
provided by or for Amtrak has preference over freight transportation in using a
rail line, junction, or crossing unless the Secretary orders othermse under this
subsection."” .

In 1976, as part of the restructunng of the bankrupt ra11roads in the northeast, Amtrak
acquired the main line of the Northeast Corridor (NEC) between Washington, D.C., and
New Rochelle, New York, and between New Haven, Connecticut, and the Rhode Island--
Massachusetts state line. The remainder of the NEC was acquired by the states in which it is
located for use by Amtrak and commuter railroads.



As a consequence of the public acquisition of the NEC, Amtrak operates in two different
regimes. On the NEC, Amtrak operates 457 miles of rail line that is publicly owned and
maintained, where there is a comparatively small volume of freight traffic and where, to a-
very large extent, operations are controlled by Amtrak. Amtrak operates approximately 90
‘trains per day over the NEC or about 36 percent of the total number of trains scheduled daily
in Amtrak’s entire system.! This accounts for approxlmately 46 percent or- 10 million of

_ Amtrak’s 21.8 million passengers. S :

Outsuie the NEC, Amtralc operates over approxlmately 23, 500 miles of rail line rhat is _
predominately owned, maintained and controlled by private sector freight railroad companies.
- Amtrak contracts with 14 freight railroads to cover the operation of 160 trains per day along -
24 long-distance routes and 36 short-distance routes.” Approximately 11.8 million -
passengers or 54 percent of Amtrak’s total passengers moved in the off-comdor market.

'B;' ON TIMEPERFORMANCEMEASUREI\MT

: 'In its most basw form, on-nme performance is the m&suxe of Amtzak’s abﬂxty to provide '
" service consistent with its published schedules. - There are two standards for measuring -
-~ Amtrak’s on-time performance: (1) a uniform customer based Interstate Commerce.” = .- -
Commission (ICC) performance standard and (2) an mdmdual responsxbﬂlty standard based

on frelght rmlroad incentive contracts. -

1.ICCperfomancestandard.TopmwdeaumfomstandudformwurmgAmﬁak'80n-
: umpm'fonnanee,ﬂwICCoanemba:!? 1973, usuedon-umpuformmtokmnmm‘
ICC Ex Parte 277 Sub.1, entitled Ade: : : ger Service (344 1.C.C.
- p. 809). Thatorderembhshedmluanmforacnmlversusschedm&amvﬂﬁmurﬂawdm._
: -tnplength uptoamammumofﬁ@mmutw " D, 5

' 'The ICC tolerances are: - ' s
0 -250 miles - 10 minutes
251 - 350 miles 15 minutes .
351 - 450 miles 20 minutes
451 - 550 miles . 25 minutes
" '551 or more miles 30 minutes -

' During FY 1994, Amtrak scheduled a total of 89,963 trains over its system. Of that total, 32,720 trains moved
over the NEC, and 57,243 trains moved outside of the NEC, :

2 The 14 railroads include: The Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway Company; Burlington Northern
Railroad; Central Vermont Railway; CN North America; Consolidated Rail Corporation; CSX Transportation,
Delaware & Hudson Railway Company; Grand Trunk Western Railroad; Illinois Central Railroad; Norfolk Southern
Railroad; San Diegan Line; Soo Line Railroad Company; Southern Pacific Lines; and Union Pacific Railroad.

2



Amtrak monitors on-time performance under the ICC performance standard in two ways,
route performance and railroad performance.

Ihs_&wlg_l?g;io_unm ‘standard is based on ICC tolerances and measures the end- to-e.nd
(not intermediate point) performance of a entire route, regardless of the number of
participating carriers or the cause of the delay. Under this standard, the amount of time of
* . the total trip from origin to final destination less the applicable ICC tolerances (up to 30 =~
_mmutes late depending on distance) is compared to the scheduled time to determine whether
the train is on time. This standard is one of the key measures by which passengers evaliate
_therehabmtyandquahtyofAmtmksemce. - S

" mmg_mommstandard is also based on tolerances and measuresthemd—to-end-

- _performance of an Amtrak train while on a particular railroad but also includes deductions
for late delivery from connecting rail lines or late departures from initial terminals. ' Other .

- deductions for delays at spemﬁc locations along the raﬂroad’s ].me also are made. Examples.' .

ST include equipment servicing and mail handling.

: Theon-Mep&rfonnanceda:apnmanlyusedmthurepoﬂambasedonthelCCmte

Railroad performanoe ineentive contrncts. Amtmk has negonawd mdmdual eonm

‘7“mmmostofmemagmﬁQngkmdsmwhmhhopmmmmzmmmofm-m.' )

'~ performance that can be quite different from the ICC standard.* These contracts contain two
_ _bamcomponmts(l)amndardfonnula and(Z)mdmdual spemﬁnllynegouzmd .
Theformxﬂacomponentgenmﬂypemutsamanmumomemuteslatm&foranjrt::am -
under 400 miles in operation, and 10 minutes for trains above 400 miles. Thespeaﬁmlly. _
negotiated tolerance include such factors as Amtrak requested holds, delays relatingto = -

customs and immigration matters and in somie cases passenger related delays or mechamcél
‘and semcmg delays _ ) ‘ B '

* Amtrak computes the on-time performance as the ratio of the total number of trains considered on time to the
total number of trains scheduled on a particular route or several routes combined.

“ No incentive contract has been negotiated with Conrail,

3



Achievement of specific levels of performance under the contract determines incentive
payments paid by Amtrak. Thus, if the amount of payment for achieving an 80-percent on-
time record remains level, as it has, the trend in the incentive payments for.a specific

- railroad contract can be a good measure of the trend in that railroad’s performance.

; , . . .
‘Amtrak monitors on-time performance under the railroad incentive performance standard by
tracking individual carrier performance under the terms of each contract. These contracts,
while containing more restrictive time tolerances than the ICC standard, genemlly exclude

- causes of delay beyond the carriers’ control. Thus, thg performance results calculated -
- according to this standard may often be higher than those measured under the ICC "
. pcrformanoe standa:d e S . :

. C IDENTIFICATION OF TIIE CAUSES OF DELAY

In addmon to momtomg the a.ctual number of trains or routes that were. oonmdered "late"
- during any given time period, Amtrak also collects data on the number of minutes a train
" was delayed, and the general cause of delay. Amtrak’s delay monitoring system identifies
delays among 11 major categories. - These include: those controlled by Amtrak, such as -

© " equipment failures; those controlled by the freight carriers, such as slow orders; those for

" .fl .~ which responsibility is less clear, such as passenger (commuter) train interference; andthoae |
cleaﬂybeyondmeoonuolofeiﬂmmuakmmeﬁdghtcamu,mhmbadwuﬂm 2 #

“The 11 delaycategonesare _ ‘ _ o
| _'(1)mmmmm—mc1mde1aysmsedbymymﬁﬂmm o)
Amtrakearsorlocomonves, T T . _

) Mmmfﬂaﬂwm—-mcludcs delays caused by any type of slow.
order due to deteriorated track, as well as any restrictions caused by the presence ofa

mmntcnance gang;

:'(3) wm—mcludes delays caused by semcmg (i e., fucl water and
~minor re:paus) to Amtrak cars or locomotives;

(4) Eas_s_mmm_c_mug&-—mcludes delays caused hy commuter or other "

Amtrak trains given priority over and thereby delaying the given Amtrak train; .

(5) Freight Tram Igggrfgrggce-mcludes delays caused by frelght trains given priority
over and thereby delaying the given Amtrak train}

(6) Waiting for Connections--includes delays caused by wamng for ccmnecnng trams,
buses or feeder buses; }



t7) Passenger Related Delays--includes any delays caused by passengers, including
such items as unusually heavy passenger or baggage loading and unloading, .
emergency medlca.l treatment, and smnlar passenger related delays;

@) szna.LQe_axs—mqludes delays caused by restrictive szgnals caused by the presence
of other uafﬁc in the area, as well as faulty sxgnals* _

©) Bunmnz_Tim;e..Ilelaﬂ-thxs seldom used eategory includes delays from the overall
slowing of the freight carrier’s system, so that Amtrak crews would ‘have to report
' msufﬁcrent nmetoget from one pomttothe otheronume, :

(10 M@_m-mclm delays attributable to severe weather
) eondmons, mcludmg ﬁoodmg, eanhquakes and other "Acts of God"' and -

(11) Misgeua;m-mcludes all delays not included in the other categones, such as &
- delays due to accidents at grade crossings, draw bridge malfunctions, vandalism, .and .
unusualcucumstanoessuchasfirehosesorothetobjectsmﬂ;etracks



II. ON-TIME PERFORMANCE TRENDS

~This section presents trends in Amtrak’s on-time performance based on the 1CC route
performance standard. It reviews annual data for short-distance and long-distance trains for
the 14-year period from FY 1981. lhrough FY 1994 and looks at performance for off-corridor
- trains operating over the freight railroads since 1989.° It also examines quarterly data for *
the latest 13 quarters, beginning in the first quarter of FY 1992 through the first quarter of
FY 1995. Finally, thlS section dlscusses the causes of recent dclays -

A. LONG TERM PERFORMANCE

When viewed over the last 14 years, Amtrak s systemmde on-time performance has dechned
slightly, This systemwide data, however, masks the much more dramatic decline in the =~ .
performance of long distance trains., Since 1992, however, Amtrak’s performance both o
systemwide and for the short-distance trains has also declined. This latter downturn has been

- thefocalpomtofmuchpubhcdebatebecauseuoccurred dunngapmod ofﬁnancml D
_'dlfﬁcunyforAmtmk. s _ _ By T T

' 'FxgurelandTablelpmenttheon-umeperformanceofAmnakonasystcmw:debamand

..~ broken down into short-distance and long-distance trains. The long-distance routes -
= expenencedamagordechnebehweenFY 1983 and FY 1990 thhoalyahmitedrmvuym

) Amtrak’s On-'l‘ime Performance. FY 1981 tol"Y 1994 _
S : {PercentOn-‘!’ime) o ae_ fu
. 80 |

80}

60
50 t

40 °
: 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94
| FISCAL YEAR
- System e Long-Distance -=- ShOrt-Dzstance

¥ Amtrak defines long-distance trains as those travelling over 600 miles, and short-dxstance trains as those
tré welhng under 600 m:]es )

’



EY 1991 and FY 1992. This was followed by a dramatm drop in FY 1993 to Amtrak’s all-
time worst performance of 46.5 percent. Short-distance routes, with the NEC included, -

experienced less severe rises and falls, reaching a peak of 81.9 percent on-time in FY 1990
and endmg with 77.5 pcrcent in FY 1994-close to the same level as in FY. 1981 -

~ The relanve stabﬂzty of short-dmtance route on-time perfonhanoe may be attributable to two
factors, One is the shorter distances and trip times. Both tend to reduce the opportunities -

for delay. The shorter the route, the lower the chance for mishap or delays.- Another factor
is the inclusion of the NEC within short-distance routes. Historically, NEC routes have

consistently éxperienced less volanhty as well as lnghqr on-ume pcrformanoes compa.red to -
off-corndor routes., | )

_ S Table 1" <~ ,
Long-Term On-Time Performance - _
Amtrak System and Route Components .
L1981 LT e TR0 e 757?}',_'- . 2% e '_._77.3 s ®
1982 o, - oMY e - -l 808 0 T 2 8T
1983 - S, 8Ls- 81 . - 814
.. 1984 - . 8.1 - . 765 - . -8L1
L1988 . - 808 . 76 . - 81T
1966°- -~ 740 . .~ 685 - 755
1987 74.2 61.8 - TLT .
1988 L TL4 s C 544 - 761
1980 . 751 . 537 - 80.6-:
1990 N 76.1 - 52.7. - - 81.9
1991 - - .70 _ ©. 59.0 . _ 81.5
1992. 774 ' 61.0 - 815
- 1993 er . lded - 46.5 - - 78.6
1994 2 . 489 . TES
" Avg. Annual Rate
of Change: . : S o
(FY81-92) . 0% . - -1.3% 0.4%
- Rate of Change: . : '
(FY92-93) -5.2% i -14.5% -2.9%
Rate of Change: - _ .
(FY93-94) -1% - . 2.4% . ~1.1% -



B. OFF-CORRIDOR PERFORMANCE

- Amtrak’s off-corridor routes consist of all long-distance routes and those short-distance
‘routes which do not operate along the NEC. Figure 2 and Table 2 depict the performance of
- NEC and the off-corridor short- and long-distance routes between FY 1989 and FY. 1994 (the
* years for which such data are available). They show that on-time performance trends of off-
corridor short- and long-distance trains tended to move in the same direction, although . -
performance-on short-distance routes still varied less and fell less sharply than d1d Lo

performance on long-dxstance routes

: On-nme performance ot‘ the NEC routes on the other hand oxhlbztod ].lttle change over the :
five-year period depicted in Table 2, and demonstrated significantly higher performance .
levels. .The NEC routes have traditionally experienced higher on-time performances - - ..
- compared to the off-corridor routes which operate primarily over the freight railroads. 'I‘hm o
~ are many reasons for this, mcludmg less_ frozght trafﬁc oontrol of operations by passenger -~

On-ThnePufomanoeofNECandogf,cmornm T
: FYlssstoFYmm . SRS
RIS (PERCENT) | |
R PR L T
70+
60}
50 r

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994
o FISCALYEAR

= NEC = SHORT-OFF

= LONG-OFF -~ TOTAL-OFF



railroads (primarily Amtrak), and superior mfrastrueture (the NEC has the highest track
quality in thc nauon) B _

' Table2 '
NEC vs. omconnmon ROUTES ON-TIME PERFORMANCE
, | - (PERCENT) | |
MB 'NEC - OFF.CORRIDOR =
1989 . 812 .. 40 53.7j 669 o
1990 - 874 . 761 530 = . 684
1991 .859 . 776 - 590 . 711
1992 .. 89 - - 73 - 6.0 . TR0 -
1993 871 M0 - 465 64.0 -
1994 R 8L 709 489 - 643 - .

'mmmmsmmm-mpﬁmmmmdmﬂ. It

'.-.-__'.'mﬁewsthcm—ﬁmepufomneewamepmmqmbegmningmmﬁmm il _
" of FY 1992 and ending with the first quarter of FY 1995.° Auhowninl’izmaand'rlblg

. 3, Amtrak’s quarterly on-time performance for off-corridor routes exhibited substantial
volatility over the period. The quarterly data depicted in Figure 3 show three distinet = ..

- phases: a "decline phase® bemmemdqmofﬁlmmﬁwmmmmof oy
- FY 1993; a “bottom phase® whichmdedmmethndqwmofﬂlm,Ma rwovuy
* phase" betweentlwthlrdqumerofFYlmandmeﬁmtquartarofFYlm '

o -A recovery is also apparmt when' performance levels of recent quarwrs are compa.red thh
those of a year ago, as shown in Table 3. The performance of off-corridor routes improved
78percentagepomtsmmefounhquarter and49percentmtheﬁrstquarterofFY 19957 _

. Along the NEC trains are able to use a minimum of 2 and as many as 6 reverse signalled, CETC (Centralized '
Electrification and Traffic Control System) controlled main tracks with high-speed crossovers connecting these tracks
every 4 to 8 miles, so that adjacent tracks are easily used to eliminate or minimize delays due to track maintenance
or other trains. Off-corridor trains, on the other hand, typically must operate over single track railroads with
intermittently spaced passing tracks for meeting or passing other trains. '

7 Despite small declines in the on-time performance- of the NEC in recent quarters, performance levels there
remain and are expected to continue at very high levels,



Figure 3
Amtrak’s On-Time Performance By Quarter
First Quarter of FY 1992 to First Quarter of FY 1995

(Percent)
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QnarterlyPetfomame ofNECandOffCorddorRm
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4th.Qr, 879 583 N 68.9
B o Change from | Change From Change Frorn
Ist. Qr.  88.4 2.6 68.3 .08 - 757 07
2nd, Qtr. 78.1 9.1 - 589 -6.0 66.0 -6.8
3rd. Qtr. 86.7 -0.8 64.1 0.2 - 72.3 0.0
4th, Q. - 872 0.7 661 7.8 741 52
Chinge from Change From - Change From

FY 1995 NEC A Year Ago Off Corridor A Year Ago System A Year Ago

Ist. Qtr. 86.8 -1.6 732 4.9 78.4 2.7



The quarterly data in Table 3 also reflect several recent events that affected Amtrak’s an-
_time performance. One was the floods in the midwest during July of 1993, which required
the rerouting or canceliation of numerous Amtrak trains through that area. This had an'
obvious adverse impact on Amtrak’s on-time performance during the fourth quarter of FY
- 1993. A second event was the severe winter weather experienced by most of the Nation in
- 1994, which delayed trains and froze up equipment, and had a serious impact-on Amtrak’s |
performance in the second quarter of FY 1994 ' . . :

D. CAUSESI OF DELAY o |
The causes of delays and the responsibility for those delays are complex arxd difficultto = -
measure, and are often interrelated. For example, Amtrak collects data by train. - While the

' "data may account for total system delay, the data may not fullyreﬂect the ongmal cause of a
‘ dclay which can wscade mmugh multiple trams | _ _ p

' It is generany aooepted that Amtrak conu*ols three ofthe 11 causes by whwh it monitors
delays: (1) Equipment Malfunctions, (2) Servicing in Stations, and (3) Passenger Related -~ -
Delays. On the other hand, three categories are considered- undatheeommlofthefmght

P rivouds (1) Freight Train Interference, (2) Slow Orders, and (3) Signal Delays. Three = =

. categories: (1) Passenger Train Interference, Q)WaiﬁngFor--Connecﬁons,and(S)Rnnmng"_"' |
.. Time Delays, are currently not regarded as within the full control of either Amtrak or the

".fmghtm]roadswmmsharedsomehowbym The remaining two categories: (l)
- Weather and (2) Miscellaneous, whxchmcludesdelay:duetosmhﬂungsasgndecmssms :
o acmdents enmgmwandvandahsm,arebeyondthecontrolofmmkandthcfmght

Tahle 4 presmts the major causes ofdelays and the totai number of rmnum delayed by each -
.category for all of Amtrak’s off-corridor trains for the first quarter of FY 1994 and the first -
‘quarter of FY 1995, The comparison shows that two-thirds of all delays are oonsxdered
- within the control of either Amtrak or the frelght rmlroads. .

Table 4 mdzcates that Amtrak controned delays and fre:ght ra.llroad delays declmed by over
15 percent and over 13 percent, respectively. There were major improvements in key areas.
Delays due to Amtrak equipment related causes were reduced by over one-third. Freight
railroad delays due to freight train interfergnce and to slow orders, the two largest delay
‘categories, each fell by over 20 percent. g o _

Causes of delay which are not considered within the full control of either Amtrak or the
railroads or cannot clearly be attributed to one or the other will also have to be reduced
substantially if performance is to be improved permanently, This is where many of the
cooperative efforts between the freight railroads and Amtrak could be directed. The section
that follows will address this issue.
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Table 4
Delay Comparisons For Off-Corridor Routes By Major Category:
First Quarter of FY 1995 vs. First Quarter of FY 1994
(1000 minutos) ' :

- 1st Qtﬂ_ :. oo 1stQtr.. | | %Change
- Equipment Malfunction  34.0 - 9.1 | 36.8
- Servicing in Station . . 204 . 55 - . 194

' -Pass—relatedl)elays g - : B .
: Total . -89 . 25 . T3 2

U On
W
]
h
—

;
>
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ok
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.:'[" "

‘-Frmght'rmnlnm- '65"6 At 1753].- SRR % BN s N
_.'_"2253 ;

- Slow Orders” - 61.4» 16.5 NAERREY - SRS

E
2
GBRE - 3 3
B

o ‘133

&
. ¥ 3

: Tom;!:- 2 1740 . 46.8 159.7

- Pass/commuter train - . 40.8° 110 52.3 NS - ” SERUCI T SO
AR T 1490 T 39 53 1.6 638 -
_ -RunnmngmeDelays 17 34 - 168, 49

| Total C 612 . 180 744 219 107

Q !.1 B 01 Il'g | ‘l
- Weather 19 05 11 03 . 407
- Miscellaneous - 46 @ 120 @ 417 123 66
Total 165 1274 28 126 779

Total Delays 371.6 . 100.0. 3392 1000 . -87

¥ Includes delays due to mlerclty passenger or commuter train mlerference waiting for other trains or buses,
grade crossing accidents, etc
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III.  FREIGHT CARRIER PERFORMANCE AND PERSPECTIVE

Over 70 percent of Amtrak service (as measured in passenger miles) is provided over the
tracks owned by private freight railroads. These railroads are experiencing substantial
growth in their freight business. This development, in combination with the significant
downsizing of their plant, equipment, and employment which has occurred since 1980,
creates a challenge to the abilities of Amtrak and the frelght carriers to prov1dc first-rate

_passenger service, parhcularly long-dlstanoe passcngcr service.

In June 1994 the Secretary of Transportanon wrote the chlef executwes of these raﬂroads ;

seeking their personal commitment to improve the timeliness of Amtrak trains without '
adversely affecting freight service. The responses uniformly reiterated the commitment of -
these industry leaders to providing quality service to their customers, including Amtrak. - _
Several outlined their intense level of monitoring and rapid response to specific problems, . .
- cited already close working relationships with Amtrak, and/or committed to a renewed effort' -
to work with Amtrak to deliver Amtrak trains on time.. Others outlined the major capital, -

mvestmmts bemg made to nnprove mfrastrucmre oondmon and capamty (See Appmdlx A )_— ;=

'- w1 'Ihe oomrmtment of the host frmght raﬂroads to the nmehness of Amtrak tra;ns is essenual
" "Amtrak data on the causes of non-NEC train delay attribute some 40 to 50 percent of the

ddaymfactorsmﬂuntheoontrolofthefmghtrailroads 'Imssecnonfnrﬂmdmumme

perfomanceoftheﬁaghtmﬂmads AT m e R

oA mmcmcmmmmnmm

- TahleS dep:cts the mostrecent trends in m—hmepufm (asbased on tthCC railroad
~ performance standard) of the 14 carriers wmchpmvxdeAmtraksemce As shown in the -
~ - table, all but two carriers exhibited higher on-time performances in the first quarter of FY"
1995 compared to the same quarter a year ago, and thereby underscoring the improvement.
by most freight carriers in their on-time performances over recent quarters. Even the two
- carriers that experienced a decline in their on-time performances over the four quarters did
manage to achieve performance levels above 80 percent in the first quarter of FY 1995.
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Table 5
On-Time Performances of Railroads with Amtrak Operanons. 1Q-94 to 1Q-95

(percent)
_ . (%)
o A . : : -+ Change

T 1Q-94 2094 - 3Q-9%4 - 4Q-94 1Q-95 - Four Quarters
Railroad: OTP(%) . OTP(%) . OTP(%) OTP(%) OTP(%) (1Q-95 v 1Q-94
SantaFe - 77.8 = 75.8 - 672 . 64.2 o _815 3.7 -

- BN 612 53.7 65.8 720 . . 80.2 190
Central Vt  84.2 - 7.9 86.8 8.1 939 . - . 97
CNNA = 72,0 - 67.8. . 65.0 70.8 " 76.8 - 4.8
Conrail - 76.8- . 57.9 660. ~ 7.6 . T4 - 0.6

" D&H. -~ - 625 606 = 478 . - 532 . 64T _ 23
. 'GTW . .859 683 -~ 731 8.8 . .. 8.7 - 22
e IC-. 776 72 - 8.2 - 89 . 8.1 - . 15~
= San Diegan ' 83.4 87.9. - .84.1 8.7 . . 8.9 . 25
SO0 . %42 879 - 9%.0 - 8.1 950 -. - .08 .
. CSXT ', 740 588 - 69.8 . - 722 - 78T - . 47 -
.. S8P . 663 . 615 .. 656 - 66.7 TR 64
v+ . NS .. 75.0. -. 8.3 .. - 783 . 815 . 864 . ' 114
UP _'_”-652 "‘,','_716,': : _6‘78'- B 735'.-,‘ _'-"‘754-_.- -".10,2_

Sevemlfmghtmtlmads alsoprovidedtheFedu'alRaxkoadAdminmnonwﬂhon-m
~ performance data not based on the ICC standard, but based on factors solely within their
.~ control pursuant to their contract with Amtrak, Not surprisingly, mmdmindicamamuch
higher percentage of trains on-time.: In fact, dmmgFYl994thesystemasawhole
accomplished a 9.2 percent higher performance level under the contract performance
standard than under the ICC railroad performance standard. For example, Table 6 compares
the recent percentages of CSX Transportation (CSXT) under both the contract and ICC . -
 railroad performance measures. This table shows that for the last three fiscal years,
. approximately 15 to 17 percent more Amtrak trains on the CSXT system were considered on
- time under this approach than using the ICC railroad performance standard. Clearly the,
freight railroads can argue, based on this data, that they should not be held out as the
primary cause of Amtrak’s on-time performance problem. The ICC railroad perfonnance
standard is clearly the measure of concern to the customer, but not the best measure of
individual carrier performance. Data from other carriers seemed to support this point. -

Another measure of carrier performance is the level of incentive payments earned by the
freight railroads for minimizing delays within their control. Incentives are earned for
contract-based on-time performance exceeding 80 percent and equivalent deductions are made
- for falling below 70 percent Figure 4, shows that total incentive pajkments to freight

- railroads have been increasing since the fourth quarter of FY 1993 (i.e. since Scpt 30,

1993).
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Table 6
CSXT On-Time Performance

(Percent)
FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994
Contract based 4% 89% O 86%
ICC based,  79% n% - 69%
- Figure 4

Amtrak Quarter!y Incentive Payments to Major Frelght Carriers -
~ First Quarter FY 1992 to First Quarter FY 1995 -
($ Millions)

10

1-82 2-92 3-92 4-92 1:93 -2.93 3-93 4-93 1.94 2-94 3.84 4-94 1-85
. QUARTER FISCALYEAR

Table 7 compares Amtrak incentive payments for the most recent three calendar qnarters
with those payments for the same period one year earlier. It shows first the totals for all
freight carriers with incentive contracts followed by the payments to each of the 9 carriers
which provide the greatest share of Amtrak service under incentive contracts. For the latest
period, the first quarter of FY 1995, the total incentive payments to all freight railroads,
amounting to $6.6 million, increased by $1.54 million or 30 percent over the first quarter of -
FY 1994 payments of $5.1 million. This increase occurred despite no significant changes in
the incentive payment rates over the period, as well as in the total number of trains
scheduled -

It also can be seen that for most of the 9 major carriers the level of incentive payments has
improved in recent periods. ‘For example, the incentive payments to the BN increased from
$200,000 in the fourth quarter of FY 1993 to $900,000 in the fourth quarter of FY 1994 and



from $410,000 in the first quarter of FY 1994 to $1. 2 nnlhon in the ﬁrst quarter of FY
1995. _ _

Table 7
Amtrak Incentive Payments to Frelght Rallroads
(8 Miliowy)
3d 4th  Ist 3 4t Ist -
CAll Carriers . 5.66 3.20. 5.07 572 554 661 -
" Selected Camers- | - | _
| -SantaFe 066 031 L17 159 155 122
BN 109020 041 . 046 090 120 -
© D&H . 001 006 008~ 004 012
Ie T 011024 = o 014 014008 .
7800 ;7 014-014 024  .026 008 0110
CUCSXT .0 176 161 159 ., 173 159 188
SP. o 045052 059 080 022 0.8
o N8 i 0,18 037 046 ~ 048 031,046

SR LI 005 038 o 01 034080
'Theconcluuon tlmtcanbedmwnfmmthmdatamthatfmghtwmaperfommcem |
dehvmng Amtrak trains on-mne is genera]ly improvmg. oL ' :
' B_. : FREIGHT RAILROAD PERSPEC'I‘IVES

In prepanng this rwort thc Federal Raﬂroad Admuustrauon sought further input from the
fre1ght railroads for their perspective on this issue, including information on recent initiatives
to improve on-time performance. - All carners responded and their responses were helpful in
. the preparanon of this report

Several carriers expressed conoern that a:iy public information regarding the on-time
performance of Amtrak trains over a specific railroad should clearly reflect the extent of
delays caused by the freight railroad versus other causes. ICC data can cause a railroad’s

* Incentive payments are paid by Amtrak for on-time performance levels exceeding 80 percent. However,
equivalent deductions also are made, usually from future incentive payments, for on-time performance levels that fall
below 70 percent, shown as negative payments in the table. -
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on-time performance to look bad even though much of the delay is due to Amtrak problems
- or reasons beyond the control of elther Amtrak or the frexght raﬂroad _

Most carriers presented mformat:on on existing and new programs t.har have been
implementcd on their railroad to provide high-quality service for Amtrak trains, including:
investments in infrastructure to improve condition and capacity. Common themes included
~ close monitoring of Amtrak operations, various Amtrak/railroad commumcatxon ;

enhancements and employee training to xmprove operations. -

Some carriers have daily confcremoe calls with Amtrak, others at least weekly, in addmon to

less frequent monthly and/or quarterly meetings. One monitoring tool is railroad ,' _
management or Amtrak and freight railroad management together riding Amtrak trains. The
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway (Santa Fe) indicated that under their "Partners for
Performance™ concept, they hold periodic meetings with Amtrak service and operating - - “ :
-personnel to enhance the lines of communications with Amtrak. The Santa Fe credlts the "~
October 1993 cenu'ahmuon of dlspatchmg as sxgmﬁcanﬂy enhancmg Amtrak on-time .

: Fmaﬂy,severdmmersmggemdthatgmdou-umperfommualwgwdbumessand L
mmmmngmom&wmymmﬁﬁomAm&akmbemmmtmﬂ:manefﬁm :

_ freight railroad. Some carriers commented that they include compensation incentives in . - -
rdmmemphyupufmnoeagrms,buedonpafmmcemmedinﬂw
handhngofAmh'aktrams - . K o

-
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IV. CURRENT EFFORTS

-A.' THE DEPARMNT’S INITIATIVE

The recent decline in Amtrak’s on-time performance undoubtedly exacerbated Amtrak’s
financial difficulties. Between FY 1989 and FY 1992, Amtrak had made gradual but steady

- improvements in its on-time performance, reaching a systemwide seven-year high of 77.4
percent for its system by the end of FY 1992. In fact, the 83.5 percent systemwide level -
reached in the second quarter of FY 1992 marked the highest quarterly on-time performance
level in recent times. . But by the end of the second quarter of FY 1994 (end of March -
1994), Amtrak’s systemwide on-time performance had fallen to 66 percent, the lowest
quarterly level in recent times. ‘Only 59 percent of the non-NEC trains were on-time. -

Shortly after that the Secretary of Transportatlon became mvolved in thls lmportant lssue

'f 'OanmeIG 1994 SecretaryPeﬁacommummethsconcemaboutthefrmghtzaﬂmdsmle
_ in Amtrak’s deteriorating on-time performance to the chief executives ofthepammpaung
Ifrelghtrmlroads andaskedeachtohelpmprovethequahtyofAmtmkssm =

,\. ,-.meSeeremryﬂmphcedAmhak'sm-nmeperfomanceonmeagmdaforﬂ:eDepamm e
- Rail Safety Summit held in Washington in late August 1994. The summit proved a useful

", forumforconstrueuvedmlogueonthmwsue,andthepamc:pantsgenuauyagreedﬂxauhe s

- _‘_solunonto tlusproblem hymthecollmaveappmch

' ‘I‘heseeffons bytheSecretarytofacﬂxtaﬁeareversalin&emmthomnonmAmmk’s
on-time performance are having positive results. The Secretary’s concerns have contributed-
to the growth of new partnersh1ps between Amtrak and the freight railroads that participate in
providing Amtrak passenger service, as described below. These new partnerships seem to be '
addressing the basic underlying causes of Amtrak’ s poor on-time perfonnanoe, rar.her than '
offmng temporary solutxons _ _ .

B.  JOINT AMTRAK-FREIGHT RAILROAD PROGRAMS
Amtrak relies on the freight carriers to help it offer high quality intercity passenger service

Over the past several months, Amtrak and the freight carriers have made a number of
changes particularly in the areas of 1mproved communications, :
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A vital part of the new partnership between Amtrak and the freight carriers consists of
“developing new progranis and expanding others in order to 1mprove the bottom line on-t1me

performance These programs include:

(1) Quarterly Executive Meetings,
(2) Joint Pilot Programs, and -
(3) - Quarterly Staff Meetings.

Quarterly Executwe Meetmgs. Amtrak reports that the estabhshment of mdmdual
. quarterly meetings between senior management!® of Amtrak and of freight railroads has _
_ been very effective in a number of areas. These meetings are used to ensure Amtrak’s on-.
time performance and Amtrak’s concerns over carrier-specific issues affecting this =
- performance are brought to the attention of the senior management of the freight railroads.
The freight railroads, in turn, use these meetings to discuss with Amtrak’s senior - T .
management issues related to Amtrak’s performance as well as to Ldennfy spemﬁc acuons
ﬂmtnughtaddressproblemsaffecnngon-nmeperformance S I

! Thcsemeehngssm:tedmthesummmofl%mthﬁveﬁmghtmﬂmads theBurhnzton :
- Northern, Conrail, CSXT, Union Pacific, and the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe.- Today _
~ eight carriers are participating. 'I'hzcamerswhmhreomﬂy;mnedthemmmlﬁwmthe
- Union Pacific, the Southem Pacific, and the Grand Trunk Western. Twonddihoml

8, ‘railroads ﬂwﬂhnostmﬂalandtheNorfolkSwﬂmn,mwﬂmﬂnsparﬂmpaﬂm

'- Jointl’ilotl’rograms: CSXT, ovuwhosetmckSSAmtrakm.smndaﬂy,hasrwmﬂy
- launched several initiatives, incoopaanonmthAmtmk,dmgnedtoretumthemﬂuto
hlstoncomtract-based on-umepufomancelevelsof%pucmt. B ',

AjomtoperatlonalstudywasnnnatedbyCSXTmthespnngof1994 ‘I'hxsledtoateamof
. Amtrak-and CSXT passenger service and engineering representatives riding 118 trains in July

- 1994 to carefully analyze both the operations and the data collection. - The CSXT team found -
the responsibility for delays was shared about equally between Amtrak and CSXT. . 4 om

" As a result of this joint analysis, several potential areas of improvement were identified and
are being implemented. These include changes in communications and operating procedures
and some specific capital investments. After analyzing delay reporting, the team concluded
that the conductor’s delay report is the best vehicle for accurately momtonng the extent and

- cause of delays. ‘ ~

'” The Executive Vice President--Chief Operating Officer levels of management.
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CSXT also implemented a self-analysis reporting system characterized by daily morning
conference calls between senior management at CSXT's Operations Center in Jacksonville,
Florida, and those at Amtrak headquarters. These calls take place 7 days a week, and focus
on probléms or issues that emerged the previous 24 hours. Amtrak reports that these -~
CSXT/Amtrak programs have improved performance as well as improved delay reporting.

‘Quarterly Liaison Staff Meetings: A third joint program implemented in October 1994, is -
‘the quarterly meetings of the liaison staff members of freight railroads with Amtrak. These
meetings are attended by most participating rail carriers and Amtrak representatives.
AIthough these meetings are not at the highest corporate levels, as are the quarterly execunve
sessions, they offer a number of useful benefits. Unlike the executive level meenngs, whmh
~ are held separately with Amtrak on a bilateral basis, the liaison personnel of all carriers - .
attend each meeting. This multilateral format offers a useful fomm for the exchange of 1dm

and shanng of information among the frelght carriers.

" A useful feature of these rneetmgs has bean presentanons by mdzndual carriers to raise -
-important issues, discuss possible solutions, and above all share information with other .

.- freight carriers. For example, at a recent liaison meeting, CSXI‘pmonnelgavea o
. presentation on CSXT’s Self-Analyms Report while, at a previous meeting, Union Pacific
-+ staff reported on how a carrier can maximize mcenuve payments pmd by Amtrak for

supmoron-umepetfonnance. ' v . .-

C,— ‘ AM’I’RAK MANAGWT ACTIONS ol
--Eqnipmmtm'formame. OneofﬂxekeyfactonmAmkak’sonoumeperfo:mmcdechmlf o

andmmtunpmvemeathasbmmeage, condition, mdfmlurem;ofmegﬁpm As

 Amtrak has put new locomotives in service and phased out its oldest cars, equipment related
" causes of delay have fallen drastically. Between May and December 1993, Amtrak placed =

' 44 new AMD-103 locomotives into service to replace part of an agmg, lugh -mileage fleet of | .. o

F-40 locomotives. Also, Amtrak is continuing to place into service new Superliner cars,
parucularly sleepers, to replace 40- to 50-year old equipment that it inherited from the freight-

railroads in 1971. Between August 1993 and February 1995, 87 of the 195 Superhners o .-

order were dehvercd

An indication of how improved equipment can affect on-time performance occurred in late .
summer of 1993 when Amtrak replaced the 15-year-old high-mileage F-40 locomotives on its
Crescent service between Washington, D.C., and New Orleans with modern AMD-103
locomotives. On-time performance on this train immediately improved from below 50
percent in FY 1993 to over 70 percent in FY 1994, _
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Amtrak has also improved its overhaul program to reduce failure rates of existing equipment.
Equipment that is not overhauled or provided servicing on a regular basis has a higher
incidence of failure. Dueto a !ugh backlog of equipment requiring overhauls in FY 1994,
Amtrak implemented a progressive overhaul/maintenance program. This program is -

- designed to maximize the use of funds available for both overhauls and equipment
maintenance, by relying more on annual inspections and targeted component replacements.
During FY 1994, failure rates of the F-40 locomotives declined by 22 percent, and for the
first quarter of FY 1995, the total number of locomotive failures dcchned by close to 30

percentbelowthzfaﬂureratcmtheprecedmgyear
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V. CONCLUSIONS

Outside the Northeast Corridor, Amtrak operates over the tracks of pnvatc freight railroads
“whose primary business and interest is moving freight, Given the increasing success of the
freight railroads in both attracting traffic and shedding redundant facilities, and thereby
concentrating more freight traffic on remaining lines, mamtaunng oonmstently tuncly
passenger service wﬂl bea oonnnumg challenge ] L

Parr of the solution to meetmg this challenge lies wnh the modermzanon of Amtrak’

; 0peratmg equipment to eliminate the delays brought on by the frequent breakdowns of its L
aging fleet. Since 1992, the Administration has requested significant levels of appropriations

for capital investment to help address this need. In addition, the Departmentof =~ ..

- Transportation, as part of its restructuring of the Department and Federal transportation

- . funding programs, will propose providing the states with greater flexibility in the use of
.-Fedemmmmmﬁndsmmamymmeammhmmgmemm o

o _ se:vwethatmlmpomnttothem

_ -Theoﬂmrpaﬁofmeeﬂngﬂ:echaﬂmgeofon-nmeperfonnanoemmmwedmpam

+ - between Amtrak and the freight railroads over which it operates. Recent months have seen
-‘-mewweﬁommmemnof&mmﬂmdsmwommpmvﬁmgnmdymﬂw
. _service. Inﬂaelongmn,mesuecessofmeseeffortsmnbememmorfacnnmdmmmnz
Amtrak’sabmtytopravxdethh-quahtymoemnme. P {

1
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APPENDIX A

THE SECRETARY OF THANSPORTAUON
' - WASHINGTON, D.C. 20560

JN 161994

Hr. Dick Davidson
Chairman and Chief Executive Of.ﬁ.cer

- Union Pacific Railrocad
1416 Dodge Street
Onaha, NE 68179

Dear Mr. Davidsonz
. President Clinton supparts Mtrax as a vital pan: of our Nation's
transportation system. That is reflected in my own strategic - -
plan for the Department of Transportation which sets an cbjective
to move Aatrak toward financial stability and world-class -
_ passenger service. Timeliness is clearly noouury :or hetb o
" B f.inanciaz sm.t:.:l.ty and- vor.ld-cms service.
Iwihwto:dupmmtmmmmmwﬂu
T on time on your railrcad. As you can sse on the snclosed Amtrak
d )mm-mmm, mmmm y
./ meeting their schediles often enough. I believe that, with -
commitment from leaders liks you, all of the railrvads
- . Amtrak- -mtumm;mm"m-dmww
munm-tmpmmmxmummm

As you knovw, I serve on Amtrak's Board .of nimtou In sy dual
role, I fesel & special responsibility to Amtrak's more than ’-39

million customers to see that Amtrak provides good service.
that end, I respectfully ask you to intervens perscnally to see

that your railrocad does all that it can to help Mtrlk p:'widl
timely service over your lines. _
I view ocur Nation's trampomt:l.on system for both passengers and

rrc.tqnt.u an integrated national system in which udu of

transportation play complementary roles. Clearly, the
partnerships many railroads are building with truckers and the

increasing emphasis many railroads are placing on intermedal
traffic reflect something of the same view. Rail passengers ars
alsc amcong the many customers our railroad network acccamodates.
On=time service to them is good business. In addition to the -

incentive paymants Amtrak makes for timely service, many
potential shippers may see the timeliness of passenger trains as

indicative of the timeliness of railroad service generally.



2

- I am confident that you'can help improve the timeliness of Amtrak
service on your railroad without adversely affecting your freight
Please extend your vision to include world-class _

service.
dintercity passenger service over your railroad and to halp hring
reliable zcrvice to th¢'Am¢rican paople.l_l . _

'51n=¢:oly, ;

. Pederico Pnﬁn ._Tr

 znc1osuru¢

)
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SANTA FE F’ACJFIC

ACTION

o ansigned 10

: CONTHOL NO

. 940705-046

S-10

SIMS

. The Honorable Federico Pefia
Secretary of Transportation
U.S. Department of - Transportation

- 400 Seventh Street, S.W.
. Wuhinqton, D.C.. 20590
'Dear Secretary Pefiai . ) |
© %, I received your June 16, 1994 letter rnqard.tnq
helping Amtrak provide timely service on the Santa Pe. .
"'I can assure you that all of us at Santa Fe understand '
the necsssity to do just that, and we ars dedicated to -

‘seeing that Aatrak trains are not delayed due to

within cur contrel. We are well aware of
makss for timely service,

- and that

. the Mnmm
is an additional reasen vhy ve qiw utrar.

'_'niority over our freight trainms.

’ lto have. ronnnd our efforts to’ !u].p Antrak meet its
customers’ expectations, and, in fact, I just received a
letter from Tom Downs congratulating us for the S0% on-
- time performance of trains 3 and 4 across our railroad. ,

sincer‘cly},.‘
. .




CONRAIL

[ 3 S AQUQN_

. JAMES A. HAGEN _ - B B
CONTRHOL KO

CHAIAMAN,. PRESIDENT . .
. . AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE . - _ -
-0, OFFKcER ' o : - 940628-025

June 24, 1994 o | | SIMS S-10

- The Honorable Federico Pena
- Secretary of Transportation
- .. 400 7th Strae’t, S.W. -
© Suite 10200 T
v Washington, DC 20590

) Dear Semvaena

RS This!slnmomtoywhmrof.lum 22 1994 rugardingtha
kY ) .~ on-time performance of Amtrak trains opersting over Conrail facilities.. _,
-_'HmbMmemmmwm&nmmot
" causes of delays to Amtrak trains on our lines and that we are
TR commmdtomovmwmofwmuﬂmmpwnhmwk
toward that ofatruecustomr o _

o Thank.you for your_ intarest _m this mattsr.

Smcerely, :

Frrss

LR

cc:  Mr. Thomas M. Downs
President.
j AMTRAK

A VglgY 4T M mEaa AT T W
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) UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY
DICK DAVIOSTN . ' L4NE SOSEE EREEe

e lP X VAR '\ rs-a; A £y

T LrAtHLIAR AN ;
. )cmii EAEZUTwE OFF JLA i i

June 29, 1994 - ACTION
. ) -_ |-5 assiyned 10
CONTROL NO
N 940706=004
The Honorable Federico Pefia r S0
- U.S. Department of Transportation

400 7th Street, SW

-\ Wnshington DC 20590

" Dear Socrawy Pefia:

. o lm:omunyouma:mwldodmcmtohebnmrakprovmth'ndy"_ |
service over our ines. . In your letter to me of June 16th, you highlighted several issues .
"uﬁlmmﬂmmmdmmmmmmmnmm_

clapetch of Amirek..

~ performance is monitored on a daly
mmhmmmhmmmmmommw
happuwdandwhatmnudtodotopmmwum :

- Wehawhm.dapromwmubymmundmckoyopem
- personnel from our Harriman Dispatching Center to problem soive with Amtrak personnel -
.at Washington, D.C. and Phiadeiphia. These sessions have proved to be beneficial to
" both parties in our efforts to incresss on-time performance through improved

~ communications and by better understanding each company’s operational issues.

As you know, the raliroad industry has capacity issues on certain routes. -
We are working hard on ours. In 1983, we spent over $400 million to maintain track and
signals across the system. Our fines in Wyoming, Nebraska, Kansas and in the Pacific
Northwest across the Blue Mountain range are getting special attention with the -
construction of many new sidings, and In some cases, additional main tracks. We will
spend approximately $75 mition in 1994 for such capital mprovements. 1 might add all
this is done with Union Pacific funds. As you know, we receive no federal or state funds

for any of this work.

)



..

) | Future investments we are making include redesign of our computer-aided.

- dispatching systems to better dispatch all of our trains. And, as you know, we are
beginning an investigation of Positive Train Separation systems with the BN in the Paclfic

Northwest. While the primary purpose of PTS should be safer operations, there is aiso_
aposslbnnytha:wewiusoeanlncreasahourmroughputcapacny ;. S

-~ 7. ... I hope our commnment and the efforts | have outlined to -meet that
commltmem are responsive to your concems. We will continue to ciosely monitor our

- Amtrak performancs. lappm&emspmndummmmhmmand:

mommyomwissuosofvwinponmtomm:m : e

4



: 200 Wester Streer

TRANSPORTATION .
i _ Szgksonvile FL 22202
(903 3567459

_ )Awin R. "Pete” Carpenter
President and Chief Executive Oficer

ACTION

CONTROL NO

The Honorable Federico Pena
Secretary

Department of Transportation
400 7th Street, s W. : .
Roeom 10200

'Washington, joJo i 20590

Dcar Secretary Pona'

" Thank you for your letter of June 16 concerning csx
Transportation'l service to Amtrak. Please let me assure you
that there is absolutely no higher priority at CSX Transportation
than providing safe, reliable service to all customers, including

In fact, service is this railroad’s priairy focus; and

Amtrak.

- .we are continually uadortaking-nnjor initintivos inprovo our

:), porforlnnoo -

v " CSXT measures the oa-tino portornanoa ot all trains
'oporating on our system on a daily basis. Each Monday morning at
my senior management meeting, service reliability is at the core

of the agenda. Astrak performance very often receives special

“scrutiny at that meeting and always receives significant
attention throuqhout th. nornnl course of business.

. The depth of our commitment to service reliability is

" evident in the way we work with Amtrak. Currently, CSXT and '

. Amtrak employees hold dally conference calls and quarterly
meetings to discuss performance concerns and develop the means to
address thea. To my knowledge, we are the only Amtrak service
provider scheduling daily calls. We have conducted extensive _
training for the supervisors, dispatchers and all other personnel
in the CSXT cperations center to enhance communication and '
coordination with Amtrak and to reinforce policies to improve on-
time passenger service. In July, 12 representatives from our .
passenger services and engineering departments will join six
Amtrak representatives on a 30-day blitz, actually rldzng trains
to identify problem areas and corrective actions. This is in
addition to our routine Amtrak train riding and nonitoring
activities. Surely the number of CSXT participants in this
special project says -a great deal about this company’s empha51s

on world=-class service.



The Honorable Federico Pena

June 30, 1994
Page Two

: Though we are working continually to improve it, we
stand behind our Amtrak service record. In 1992 and 1993, our
' on-time performance average was in the 90 percent range. Service-
levels suffered during winter weather of unprecedented harshness,
but even the most biased observer must admit that the American
public was well-served by a rail transportation system that
continued to function despite emergency conditions during an
entire quarter when air travel in the Northeast and H;dwest wvas

- often shut down or severely affected.

. , . There has always been a spirit of mutual cooperation
between Amtrak and the freight railrocads and we look forward to
"econtinuing that long tradition. As CSXT and Amtrak continue to
work together to improve service reliability, I believe it :
. essential that you have an accurate picture .of the reasons for .
the delays this past winter. Antrak’s April press release, which'
, you enclosed in your letter, implies real concern about the level.
of freight railroad performance. Unfortunately, the release does
not communicate an entirely clear picture of thc rclatianlhtp -

. bctw.cn Antrak and CSXT and the othcr roadn.-

. Por cxanplc, whilc the Amtrak prtla rcloasa lpoeifios
,that freight carriers are only responsible for 36 percent of -
- Amtrak delays, it also makes the assertion that CSXT provided eu-‘
- time service only. 58.8 percent of the time. The fact is that a
large portion of the service failures counted in that measurement
have to do with variables such as weather conditions, trains that
may be held at stations by Amtrak, delays caused by passengers, .
and Amtrak equipment and power failures =-- factors over vhich we
have no control. Our own measurements, designed to track service
failures which are clearly within our contrel, indicate that
CSXT’s on-time record during the same time period was closer to
80 percent. Our performance has improved as the weather has

returned to ncrmal and year to date is in excess of the 85
percent level. This improvement is particularly noteworthy given
the fact that CSXT operates mcre Amtrak passenger train miles . _

than any railroad in the country, wvhich makes operating our

" system particularly challenging. While I am pleased with our
efforts, we will continue to strive to reach 100 percent sorvice
on~-time reliability.

- As part of its overall service raliability‘initiatiVl,,_

CSXT will continue to work to improve our services to Amtrak and
to foster the atmosphere of partnershlp and cooperation that will

be key to that effort.

Sincerely,
,L;;/,ﬁ m
A

7



BURLINGTON NORTHERN INC.
3830 Continental Plaza

GERALD GRINSTEIN - .

Chairman and - - 777 Main Street

Chief Executve QOthcer ' Ft. Worth, Texas 76102-5384
' o ; {817) 333-2272 .

...Jul}"l,l9§'4 | | I L, me ACION

15 assigned 1o

g‘hc Honorable Federico Pena N St

~ Secretary _ : ——

Department of Transportation B 940711-023 _—
400 Seventh Street o . _SIMS

Washington, D.C. 20590

Dear Secretary Pena: -

While I Wﬂ your thoushts aﬁout my ;'m'sona.l intervention to assure on-time

X Amvakmce.ﬁwmmeofddayswwmsdeﬁesamoﬂhe ,
'hmdanded:md:maeduowpeoplemmeﬁdd. g . o

-Loolungbackomthchs:mdm petfomanoe,t}meproblemsseemtogmme
to most delays: slow track, freight train: interference and Amtrak equipment

" failures. The equipment failures are something over which BN has no control,

With respect to slow track, one can expect such this time of year as hot weather
slow orders are put out from time to time and as our maintenance of way forces
replace rail, ties and ballast in order to maintain a safe and comfortable ride for the

| . people who travel by passmger train over our Amtrak routes.

Howe\'er. in light of ever increasing volumes of frczght trafﬁc, track maintenance
work or an equipment failure can translate into additional delays due to freight
© train movements. Such capacity-related delays. are being addressed on our two
- long distance Amirak routes through BN's investment of millions of dollars in
- signal, switch, siding track and yard improvements. Furthermore, the state of
Washington is helping finance passenger-related improvements to the Portiand to
Vancouver, B.C., corridor. Unfortunately, while some capacity improvements will
come on line late thzs year, most won't be complcted before next year.

p——

In the mean time, we are examining each Amtrak schedule to determine the best’
way to remove slow orders and improve reliability. Our findings will be shared
with Amtrak toward the end of the month. To the extent vou or vour s:taff want to
gain a better understanding of what we're pTannmﬂ nlease ‘et me know., A private

briefinz can surely be arranged.

Sincerely,

.—4—"‘/‘\7
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Rapre santrg

Qrand Trunk Wastem
Cantral Verrmom

Dukah, Winnupeg, and Pacifie

Corparate

Robert A. Walker
Vice Presidant, Corporate

NORTH AM

CN North Americe .

1333 Brewery Park Bid,
Netro, Mi 48207.2600
‘alophone: (313) J06-8666 -
Fecersle: (313) 296-8089

July 7, 1994

Mr, Frederico Pefia

- Secretary of Transportation

delays caused by extensive track work that can only be performed during the
* summer months cause the minimum delays possible to Amtrak trains. During —.-.--, =~

- Department of Transportation

Washingt'on. DC 20580

Dear Secretary Pefia:

-~ lam rasponding  {) vour letter to Mr. Te!iier, Chairman and Pmsident,
Grand Trunk Western and CN North America, in which you outlined your

" ‘concern that Amtrak trains are not operating on time on our raiiroad, and provido

information that the rallroad industry on-time performance is not up to the -
standards that meet the Department’s expectations. As you know, Grand Trunk: Wy

. 'Western Railroad and the Central Vermont Railroad both provide trackage and
_ ‘services for Amtrak in Michigan and New England. The mansgement of both
. 7~ companies maintain a high priority on all Amtrak services to ensure that E O
: schodule expectations are mot at the highest leve! po:s:blo. SO -

o WQ at—Grand Trunk and the Central Vermont work very closely Wl’ﬂ'l
Amtrak to ensure that delays are kept to 2 minimum, and to ensure that the

1993, Grand Trunk Western Rallroad and Central Vermont both ranked third and =55
fourth in on-time performance, of the fifteen railroads that Amtrak operates on:=-= e
Our performance in the first part of 1984 is comparable, but unforrunltaly. wﬂl: -

_.be affectad by the requirement of summer track work in spaciﬁc doct

- ——p

o | appreciata your bringlng these concerns to our anenﬁon md we-will—
continue to work toward ensuring the timeliness of Amtrak train:.- i - =

Si ncer‘-"‘!’y R —————
: e
g i 2

ert }« Wa'ker

) eG: Pau!-M. Tellier



