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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASH~J'jGTON, O.C. 20590 

... 
June. 13, 1995 

. The Honorable Marko. Hatfield . 
Chairman·, Subcommittee on Transportation 
· and Related ~gencies 
committee on-Appropriations 
unfted states·. Senate · · 
was~ington, o.c. 2os1~ 

.. Dear ·Mr ~ .Chairman: . . 
-

.. .' ~he enclosed r eport is. s~b~i.tted i n . response to ·senate Report, . :· . 
· 103-3+0 accompanyinq the· Department. ot. Transportation· ~ncl R~lat.ct · · · 
.. Aqancies ·Apprqpriations -Aci;, · 19-95 •' . Irt that X:ep.ort, ·the C:.Uitt ~. ~· · · 
. requesi;ed ·that· t he.; Sacr.eta.ry report. on the bisto:r:S.c. and · -~-~·, . ; ; · . · ~ 
.on-time. '.pa:rtormanc:e ·ct , Aatrak traina, and ideritify and ·.Qlle11tify · · ... 1 ~ 

.. the ·reaul.ta, ot. h i s ettorts. with th• tr•.ieht. :railroad• to. 4.,-rave . · ... ... , .... ... . . ' . " . ,. . / . ~ . . ·· .. -d\Jlh.ra,.., ... ~on• ..... aa-.pw onanae. . ",.y~· . ;· ·,". -:. . ... •. ·~ · · · .. · ..• 1~ .  . ·...,. · 
f ... ,., r • . · ... : .. < ... l .. :,f:"/· .. -·~. ·,,: . ..:.i'' .. ~~ "' ,:5·; ~ . / .. ,,•!" . .' .•• '.· ... '." . :/~::,) .' ~·: . .• _:.·:fi',./.• ·..:..,. i: ~I 

An identical letter has. J:>een ••nt ·:to Chairman Wolf, ·Senato" ~ .· ,· , . 4 
Lautenber9 and conqra"sman ·Coleman... ·~ · ... ' · .: · .- · : : · .1 .• · ' 

~ . ·.r· ·· ...• . ·:, ... ~_: "l ..... - .~:,.: , • ... • .• ~ .. :.! ,f ·)·· .·~· / ·... ...,; 
' Sine rely·, .  . ·. ( ' J .  . .'· -< • • . • • I • ' . • ,· < ·. 

. ~ .\°'. . ,\. . • ... II • • ·. . ' • ,,: . 

! .•·· 
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·I l.1 ! Iii ~ 

; . .. d ~ : . . . . . . ,..-:-~... . . ·:·· 
• ~ · • f 

'-...:.. ~¢.;.~b ·~ · . 
Federico "l>efia 
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Enclosure·. 
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20590 

June 13, 1995 

The Honorable Frank -R~· Wolf 
Chair.man, Subcommit.tee on 'Tr~nsportation· . 

and Related. Agencies· , 
Committee on:-Appropriatj,ons 
U.S. HQuse of_ Representatives 
Washington, o.c. 20515 -= 

\ 
t " /  - . 

·_Dear Mr~--:_. chairman: · - . · 
..:_: 

-, I . .-' -

_·I ~.~;,a·~~~ 
Federico Pef'ia 
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!"-"')-... · .. 
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, 0 .C. 20590 

June 13, 1995 

The Honorable Frank R . . Lautenberg 
Subcommittee· on Transportation 
. and Related Agenc~es . 
"Committee.on Appropriations. 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 . 

. r; · Dear sen~t·or ~Lautenberg: · · 

The· enclosed report is· submitted ~.ri response t<D S~nat~ Report , _ 
.- 103-310 accompanying the Department of Transportation. ario Related. 
-·Agencies Appropriations· Act,. 1995,_ ·· In -that report', -the Committee . . 
_ reques~ed .that the Secretary report· on the historic_. and current on-:- .. 

· ~ ". · ... "-time performance. of ·A.rptr.ak -trains; ~ _and.-· identify· and quantify. ·the · 

·, 

.. < 

• .·.: .... ·:I results '.of ·,.his .... : .eftorts :·with·:' th~ ·freight' railroads .... to ;~.' improv~ :· 
:-. · , ··Amtrak's· ~>n~ _time · per:foJ111ance ~ · ... : . ;:. ·. · ,: ·.-" · .. .-_ ;. ·. · · _.; i ..... :: ·, :. ~ -- · .- ,. 

~ , , .. : ··.. . •• ' .· . ~ .  .  . , ' ~ '· -~ . ... . ·.', ·-: .; . :: · t ..... : ': .. '", . . . ~ ., ·~. . .. ··· .. :· . ·. ~ .· ~. : .. · ~ _; • .. •. : . .  ' , 

, .. ·· . · .... ::..:An· :identical ~-: l-etter _·-..hu:'- .t>•en·,· sent·: to Ch£?.1rmen Wolf. :ancr. MatlieJ.d :_ · ~ . ,, . 
· · ::"· :.i··and con;reJaman-·co·laan ~'. ... .-. ,: .,, ._ ·, · .-·· · · -· - · .. -= · · · • . .;. · - .. _.., • : 

· . , "-·.;:~ . ._s_ ± ... : · l : ~- · :· ~ ... :,;·: .. :: .. " ~-:~~-. ;: .:>_.:<:_ - ~_r> : .. _..~ :~ -~" .... : :..:' .. '.» ~--< :,_· ·_·._: ·..:_~ , :· -.··;: ·· ._, _<~ ·. 
.. . .  . . . nee re y, .  .  . .  .  . . . , . , · 

·; .. ;:·:·. < :~ _./ .:~~- :·· .. ?.""~ f ~ ... ...:~ · - :." '-.<~~~. · .. --~:,_ . .-.' . -·>5" " _. ;:~_:!::·. ,.,~.; 
.... - ~..4•/JN .... ·~.····,_.. tr r • ' - ~· •• 

I •. f~de.ri-eo .Pe1'a ..... 1> ... '·:.- .. ~,~. '_· .. . , '. _'. '. c" ~ -.. ·:~-: . 
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590 

June 13, 1995 

1 • . 

The Boh6rable Ronald 0. C6leman 
Subco'mmi ttee on Transportation 
·'and Related Agencies .. 
Committee on.Appropriations 
U.S. House of Representa'ti ves 
Washington, -...D.C. :20515 · .. · 

.. , . . 1' .·. .  . 

Dea~ Congre~s~an ' Coleman: . . - ~ .• 

The· enclosed teport··· is submitted· in response'.to Senate Report .... 
. 1'03-310 .accompanying· ·the. Department of Transportation and Related 

. · Agen.cies ·Appropfiations· Act, 1995.· ·In that report, the committee,. 
. · requested that ~he ,Seci:ietary .report on"the .. historic and·current on- :~ 

, · -. .·' . time performance of· Amtrak :trains,·: and -identify .. and. quan;'ify the ... 
4·. ·, · ~ ._ : °' ·results,-·. of·· his .. ·.efforts ~ with· the· frei.ght railroads. to · improve ., ~· 

· .. :-.. Amtrak's .on-ti!fie performance .~ · ·: ... : .·;,. '.· .. · · : · · '· · "·.: : . . · .. · 
·.,· ;,'• • '. ' f, • i -.,:· '"' ,,· ; • ~ ', ·~ : ' /;~i ~ ~J ' ( ,•·,...f, .. j~· ~ • ~ \. '..., • • · . ~ ~ : ·.,,' I " :,. : ~ . · • ' 

"' ... ' . ~ 'fident.ieal r" f etter. 'has· l:>een een·t to Cha:t.nien Wolf and Hatfield and , · . 
''/ '· Senator t • u.tenbercr · ·~· · ·.· :{·., · .::. ...... :· · ··, · : , · . : ... · · · : · 1: · · ·· ;.-' · . ~ .... ·: 

' " • • \ ' •,, ' • !, ~ ; .. : ' •• :·~ . ' • • • • ~· • • ~ • .. ·, • • •' "·~ .- I ) • ' '" ~ • • • • ' 

.. ·.· Si.ncerely, . . ·- :"-~"r .' · :· · · .- .'· .· . _ J . : . \ • 

. " , .., , _' ··,·.'. d·• . ~ ' :.' .. ·· ~ :;'~ ··'<,·\ , > , / , , . L , ,., 
'-.·. , A . A . ,.,.. " .. ·4 '~ • , ' J;~,,,,.-p . .... . ' f. • • • -

... ·"" Federico Pefia · · · ~ .. · ' _,., .: 
' · 
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Enclosurt?. · 
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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 Peiia wrote each of the chief 
executive officers (CEOs) of the fteight railroads over whose tracks Amtrak runs to . 
underscore his commitment to Amtrak and seek their support in improving Amtrak's on-time· 
performance. 

. . . : 

The freight railroads have been responsive. Recent statistics suggest a reversal in declining · 
on-time performance trends •.. In each of the last. three quarters, systemwide 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 freight railroad. By contrast, · 
it appears that delays are increasing in areas where .responsibility is les$ clear. Additiorial ·. 
con~ation 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 quarter of FY 1995 and the fourth quarter of FY 1994, Am~ paid $12.1 million in ", .  . '." 
.. incentives, compared to $8~3 ~on for the same. two quarters a year ago. .  . . . .· . . .  . . . 

, , . Ba.ckiround . . .. \ ._. .  . . . . 
·,. '. ·-:\. .': . ''. ' ' . : .  . .· ' . •, . "· ' ' . . - . -... - . . .. : . '. 

· · .. :·. The report of the Senate .Committee on Appropriations accompanyirig the Department of · _ . ~ 
· · Transportmon and Related Agencies Appropriations Act for.FisCal Year 1995 directs the, -: ~ -

. ... . .  . . . Secretary of .Transl>ortatic>n to submit a report to. th_e Sena~ and House of Representatives · 
·. · ·. Committees on Appropri.ationl detailing the· historic and cumnt" on-time petforinanee.o_ ...t 

~ -·· · Amtrak traiils and the nlults of the Secretary's efforts. with the.freight.milroids U? imp · 
.. Amtrak's on-t;ime perf0rmance~~ .. · · · · · · . · . . · . : . · · · · · . · · ·' ··-,, : : 

. ' '  ' ' .' ' ~ , . 
. , . . . . ' 

Amtrak's financial condition baS deteriorated over the last several years. Between 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 hi the quality of Amtrak's-service: At the fOJ"Cfront·of this 
decline has been the inability of Amtrak's trains to provide· service consistent with their 
schedule--their on-time performance~ · 

Intercity rail passenger Service is and should be an integral part of this N:ation's iritermodal. 
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 a.re debating the future direction of the Federal role toward Amtrak. For that 
reason, this report is particularly well timed. 

Incentives for On-Time Performance 

Section 402(e) of the Rail Passenger Service Act  (49 U.S.C. §24308(c)) provides that 
"Except in an e~ergency, intercity and commuter rail passemger transportation provided by··· 

11 

' ' . 

• 



.. 

or for Amtrak has preference over freight transportation in using a rail line, junction, or 
crossing unless the Secretary orders otherwiSe under this subsecti9n." 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, ~clays under 
·the.control of the freight railro2ds represent ·a 'major.challenge to operating passenger trains 
on schedule. outSide the No~east Corridor (NEC). 

\ 

pn-Time Performance Trends . 

Amtrak's prllIWy on-~e performance measure u5es standards prescribed by the ~tersiate . · 
Commerce C9mmission (ICC). On this basis, Amtrak's systemwide on-time performance 
has shown a small decline over the last 14 years, although there have been noti~ble . :·. · .... 
· declines and improvements in sj>ecific years. The system Wide performance data, however~ · ·: · · : 
mask a significant and Iatgely continual decline in the on-time performance of long-distance· .. 
trains.. .. · . . . · "·. . · .. ·. · . . 

. 1 ' . • 

· ' siii~ 1981~ Amtrak's ~ste~wide on-.time performance·reachCd aJrlgh ·~f .. si ~ 41 ·1~83-'..· 
. · arid a low point·of 71 percent in 1988. ·Over the last two years,. levels have remained jua .:". ~ -.. ; · 
above· 72 percent.. Long-distance routes were also at their highest in 1983 at 12· percent but , .. · -.-· _ 

• .. ,1 • ... plunged to 47 perCent in 1993 • . On·time performance· 0n all short-distance. routes, 'indudiq1• • -• 

·. · · · · -... the NEC, has fluctuated between a high of 81.9 percent in· 1990 and a lbw of 15.S. peteeat in . " 
·:y· 1986. ·.··. ... . "· : .. : .-.·.·.·:·.·. · .... ·. · ....... · " ·. ".··:·::" '_ ~· ... -., , .. --

' : . . -~ 
t ''.s 

, . 
"' "l :'• ,•• l : •I• • 

lbe Causes Of Pgpt Qn-DmC·Pertnance .· 
•. • • I ' • • • • ' • • \ ' 

. .. 
l . 

' ' . ., 
•• • • . j ~ ..... 

.· . . 
i •• , 

· ·. Tlie cau=s of Amfp~ train ddays !<lte .'C.omPJex a.nd -.difficult to measure and to acCUratelj -: " . · 
assign responsibility. Amtrak's delay monitoring system· alloeates delays among ll 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·· interfrrence; and those clearly beyond the control of either 
Amtrak or. the freight carriers, such as earthquakes or bad weather; . · · 

' . ~ 

Amtrak's monitoring of passenger train delays on freight  railroads outside ·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 railroads." 

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:aggre~sively 
marketed their services to receptive shippers, setting new records in the amount of freight 
shipped in each of the last eight years. Between 19"80 and 1993, freight shipped on 
American railroads (as measured in revenue ton-miles hauled) iQcreased by 21 percent while 

111 



the.miles of trac~. owned by the major (Class~) railroads declined by 31 percrent. This has 
made it increasingly difficult for. freight railroads to. accommodate the schedule of Amtrak · . 
· trains~ · · · · 

Current Efforts To Improve On-Time Peiformance 
. ' 

. . 

, Amtrak and the freight railroads have established an expanded framework for enhanced 
cooperation and planning to improve coordination and reduce conflicts an·~ delays. This new 
. partnershjp between Amtrak and the freight railroads has been· characterized by quarterly . 
executive meetings and several pilot prograµis, designed to promote the sharing of. · : _ 
infonnation and"thus contribute .to.problem solving. 'Without i doubt, these efforts have . . 
eontributed to the recent improvements in on-time performance~ This cooperation will ·also· · ~ 
facilitate coordination among the ranroids to address delays for which it is difficult to.  . .. 
" determffi:e wheth~ Amtrak or the host freight railroad is responsible.. . · · " · 

;, . ; . . 

I· 

.· . \ .  . ·.The I)epariment ~iruz.es the chillenges facing Amttak and tire ~t railroads. as. wdi as:' .. 
· · . . · the piogiess that the parties _are_ making-. ·The Department .. will continue tc:> monitor Amtrak's· . .. · 
· on·time perforinanee .and work with both Amtlak and the freight ~ to identify stepS. ~ : - · · 

• . • . . • t • ' 

· ~ · -. . . , . that nught be ~ to bring aboUt. needed hnprov~ments. ·. . · · · . . . · 
. ( . . ... . ' '',. "' . '"· .·. · .. : . . . : . ( . ' , \ . . . ,. . . . ,· ~ : 

',J • '• ~ • . • ··,. " .  ' ' • "' ". • • ' ' ·: . • • '. : I ' • • ; ) • ,'. 

• .. ,· ' .. ,.•• ,J' • • t • • ' • • • ,· • • • ' •• ~ • • \<" ' ' ,.' r. I', o • • • • I j ':;"I' 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

. The Senate Committee on Appropriations, 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 performan~ of Amtrak trains, and identifies and quantifies the results of [the 
Secretary's] efforts with.the.freight railr9ads to improve Amtrak's on-time performance.•. 

This report reviews Amtrak's on-time performance, and specifically: · (1) provides 
backgrol,lild. information on the maruier in which Amtrak's on~time performance is measured;· 
· ·(2) presents the historical perfomiance of different categories of Amtrak routes; (3) evaluates 
the various factors which contribute to perf onnance; and ( 4) discusses a number of steps· : · 

. ·.Amtrak ~d the frclght Carriers are taking to improve future performance. Tl}e report a1so·. -.• 
: 
1 addreSses Amtrak's recent-improvement in on-time performance follo~g the Secretary's ... .; 
. efforts to encourage freight railroads and Amtrak to eooperatively address on-time · · 
performance problems.·· · · ,. · · · · 

·. 

.. :· . , · 
A. •.. · . BACKGROUND" 

. • . . ' 
::. : . -· ·~ ~: . .  . 

- • > 

·.·· .· ,. -"'C -~ \ J • • • 

.. . . . <:· ,·. The ;Natlonai Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) was'c:reated m.1971 by-the Ran , : . _:·: \ 
. , .· . Passenger Service Act (RPSA)~ Prior tc> the creation of Am~ U.S. rail passenger service .. ',.. -~' 

. . Was performed by. the private sector railroads as part of their common ~ obligation. /:' ·. ·. · .... 
1 
: · Both the amount and the qualitY of rail passenger service in the two decades prior· to tu< . . · · v • 

·. ' ~ '. · ·· i. .", : creation of Amtrak had declined_ as this service incurred increasing level$ of financiaJ. JlilN'"° 
. : .. · . ·. . and eontrlbuted tO the generll dedine in th~ financial condition of the rail. indumy ·u a ·. 

I • 

· · ·w.hole. · ' .... 
. ·. 

. RPSA granted Amtrak the right to operate over. the property of the. private freight railroads, . ·~ 
and required· the {reight railtoads to give preference to intercity passenger trains over their 
own freight ope~ons~ More specifically, section 402(e) of the RPSA, recodified as 49 
U.S.C. · §24308(c); provides: · · . · · · · : . .  . · . · 

"&cept in a1:1 emergency, futercity and conimuter rail p&s.sen:ger transportation · 
provided by or for Amtrak has preference over freight transportation in using a 
rail line, junction;· or crossing unless the Secretary orders otberwise under this 
subsection." . · · 

In .1976, as part of the restructuring of the banlaupt railroads 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. 

. , 



r , 

'• . . .. . .. ' 
. , J' I 

... ·).· . 

As a consequen~e 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 smclll volume of freight traffic and where, to a-
very large extent, operations are c0ntrolled 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.1 This accounts for approximately 46 percent or-10 million of 
.. Amtrak~.s _ 2~.8 million passengers. · 

Outside the NEC, Amtrak o~rates over approximately 23,500 .miles of rail line that is 
predominately owned, maintained and c0ntrolled by private sector freight railroad companieS • 
. Amtrak contracts with 14 freight railroads to ·cover the operation o! 160 trains per day along· · 
24 long-distance routes and 36 short-distance routes.2 Approximately 11.8 million · · . 
passengers or 54 percent of Amtrak's total passenger~ moved in the off-corridor market: , · .~. 
··. . . - . 

1

B. ON-TIME· PERFORMANCE .MEASUREMENT 
.. ·,· 

'. ·In its ~ost basic fonn, on.:.time·pertormanee is the measure of Anitrak's ability to .provide 
·· service· consistent with its published schedules~ : There are two standards for mea.$uring ~ .. -.  . 
-.·Amtrak's on-time performance:· (1)° a Unifotm customer based Interst3~ Commerce.:' ' · . . · ; : " 
Commission .(ICC) performance· standard and (2)-~ individual respc)nsibility standard~ . · · 
· ·on freight raUroad incentive contracts • . · . · . · :· , ·.' ... ·· :. · . .': ' · · ·~ ··i. 

'• •/ .  .  '  .  . • .  . : .  .  . • .  . .: .  . . .. ,· . • •. . . • : I 

• \'t. '; I • • • • ' ,,. • • • • !" • .' • • l , • ' • 

1. ICC performanee standard: To provide a unifonn standard for measuring Amt:tak.'a on;. - ' 
time penormance, the ICC on December 27, 1973, i$sued. on.;time petfo~. tokailtes io · 
ice Ex Parte 211 Sub.1, ~titled AdeQlJacY Qf Intercity ••U lpsimm Sam.~-t.c.c. :· .: 
· · p. 809)~ That order es.tablished tolerances f0r actual versus scheduled. arrival tUn¢s re1ar.ed ~- ~ 

-., . trip length, up tO a maximum· of 30 minutes.· . -
1, 

-·The ICC tolerances are: 
Trip Len~tb:· 

0 -250 miles · 
. 251 -350 miles 
351 -450 miles 
451 -550 miles 
· 551 or more miles 

Tolerances: · 

10-minutes 
15 minute's· 
20 minutes 
25 minutes 
30 minutes . 

I 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 incl~de: The Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railway Company; Burlington Northern 
Railroad; Ce.ntral 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. 
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Amtrak monitors on-time performance under the ICC performance standard in two ways, 
'route performance and railroad performance. 

The Route Performance standard is based on ICC tolerances and meas~res the end-to-end 
(not intermeQiate point) performance of a entire route, regardleSs of the number of ... 
participating carriers or the cause of the delay. Under tJµs standard, the amount of time of · 
the·total trip from origin to final·destination less the applfoable'ICC toleran~ (up to 30. 
minutes _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 evaluate 
. the .reliability and quality of Amtrak service. 3 . . , · 

.. 
·. The RajJroad Performance standard is also b~ on· ioleiailces and measures the end-to-end -... 
. perfonnanee of an Anitrak train while 'on a particular railroad but also includes deduction~ . . . , 
· · for late delivery from· connecting rail lines or late departures_ from initial terminals.· Other · · 
. ·. · deductions for delays at specific locations along the railroad's line also are made. Examples.·· ~ 
.. · _ : · include equipment Servicing ~d· ~ handling._ · ' . . . ,., 

• :  J ··7· · . ~:· ' 

.•.. : The on-time i>enotinaneeda~ primarily Wed.in this report are based on the ICC route' : : .... -. 
. . · .. ·pert~ce.s~dar~ •. :_- ."'-.~ . :· ·.·.·:_. ·:: ·. _ . . :.·· _ ~- : ·. _: .... '.· __ .''. · . . ·:.· ·. '_, : · .":. : ~::: :· . _ _.· . 

'. .· . ... / . 2~ Railroad perfonmmce lnCenuve eontradsi Amtrak~ nelotiated" indl~Ual ~uaeu-···.:. ;:· 
. ·• ~, .,, ... · ... With most of the. major freight railroads over which it operates indudin& measutes Of·~ ; . 

' l. · .. : : ·. · • performance that can be quite different ·from the ICC standard.~ '. 'These _contracts ·contain two , · ""'. 
' : · ' basic components (lfa standard formula, and (l) individual, ~Y neaotiat.ed · · .  . · . 
. :·,. ·,::- ~.- ': . . · ... ,, . .' · · .. · .· . · · ~ .:. · .. · . ' :_~ ... -... ~._--_- : ·. ·:1·· .. ·.·.:.·..;;' 
I, ,. , ' . , \ • ',.\ I , •", .  : ·•, ~ · 

.. -. . '• ' · ... ,: ... ·The formuia component Pnently pemtlts a ~u~ ~f s .• tes lateness fbr any train 
under 400 mi:les in operation, and 10 minutes for/ trains above 400 miles. The specifically . 

·· · negotiated toleranee include such factors as Amtrak requested hol~~ delays relating ~ . : · ' 
·customs and immigration matters, an4 in "some cases passenger related delays or mechanical 
_and seryicing delays. · · · 

. \ 

' Axntrak computes the on-t_ime performance as the ratio i;>f the ~otal number of trains. conside~ed on time to the 
tot<d number of trains scheduled on a _particular route or several routes combined. 

~ No incentive contr~ct ~~ been negotiated with Conrail. 
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Achievement of specific .levels .of performance under the contract determines incentive 
payments paid by A1mtrak. Th~s, if the amount of payment for aehieving 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. 

. - . 

. t 

./Amtrak monitors on-time performance under ~e railroad incentive performance standard by 
tracking individual carrier performance under the terms ()f each contract. . These contracts, 
while containing more restrictive time tolerances than the ICC standard, generally .exclude 
· causes of delay beyond the carriers' control. Thus, th~ performance results calculated 
· according to this standard may often be higher than those measured under the ICC · 
· perfomiance standard:· · 

. C. " . IDENTIFIC.t\.TION OF THE CAUSES OF DELAY 

In addition to monitoririg the actual number of ·trains or routes that 'Yete-considered •1a.te• ·. r~: 

· during any given time period, Amt.Tak also QC>llects data on the number of minutes a train 
. . · . was delayed, and the· general cause of delay. Amtrak's d~y monitoring system identifies 
_ ·, ·· · . ·delay~ among 11 major categories.· . ·These include: those ·controlled_ by Amtrak, such as · '" · 

· · , ~ :-· equipment failures;· those controlle9 by the freight earners, such· as. slo~ ordm; those for. · · · 
?: . 

1

.··-_ • , • • which responsibility is less dear, such· as passenger (~mmuter) ttain interference; and·tJu>sc, · . 

.. 
' 

·: . ·. · clearly ,beyond the control of either.Amtrak or the freight ear:ria-,'_such u bad Weatb«. ·, _:,' · ,, 
•' ' •• ' \ • • ' • • • ; • I ' • ,,._. 

. :~:·:~:~· ,·: ·'rhe. Ude~y ~go~~;~ , .· ~ · .; .-·> .· .· , .... " ·: ~ .. " ·,::·.· ;-. . _. __ : · ;~ _," 
. • : • • • .  ' • • . ,·. . • : . ; . • •• •• • ~ ~ < •• • 

-.,,_·· ·" . 0) EQ.Uipment· MaJmnctiolls-liiclu~ ~ys caU~ by any.mechatiita! failure to .,_ 
Amtrak cars or locomotives; · · · · ·· , . . . . .  . · -::.-· .. · · ' ,._; 

• ) . • .  .  . • ··1 ~. .  ; : .... 
.  .  .  .  . l . ·. .  . ... .  . : .  . '  - .. 

(2) Maintenance of Way/Slow Orders-includes delays caused by any type of s16w, · · ' .. · 
order due to deteriorated track, as well as any restrictions caused by the presence of a · 
maintenance gang;· 

· · (3) ·servicing in Smtions-4ncludes delays caused by servicing (i.e~, fuel, water, and'_ 
·. tninoi repairs) to Amtrak cars or locomotives; ' 

. . 

(4) Passenger Train Interference--includes delays caused by commuter or other · 
Amtrak trains given priority over and therel:>y delaying the given Amtrak train; . 

(5) Freight Train Interference--includes delays caused by freight  trains given priority 
over and thereby delaying the given Amtrak trajn; · · 

(6) Waiting for Connections--includes delays caused by waiting for connecting trains, 
buses or feeder buses; 
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. . · ... 

i .. 

·' . 

(7) Passen~er Related Delays--includes any delays caused by passengers, including . 
such items as unusually. heavy passenger or baggage loading and unloading, 
em~rgency medical treatment, and similar passenger related delays; . 

. . 
- . 

(8) ·Siena! Delays-inqludes delays caused by restrictive signals caused by the presence 
of other ttaffic in. the area, as well ·as faulty ·signals; 

' . . .  . . . . 
. ,· . • ' 

(9) Rtinnln& Time Pelus-this seldom Used category includes deblys from the oveJ:all 
slowing Qf the freight carrier's system, so that Amtrak crews would.have·to repoJt 
insuffici_eµt time· to. get fro~ one point to the other on time; . , 

... 
. . (10).Weather Related Detay--hlclu~ delays attribu~le to ·~ere weather . 
conditions, including flooding, earthquakes, and other ~Acts of God•; and · 

•· , · •.. : . >. 

(11) MiscellMeou~~includes aµ· delays not inciuded in the ._other categpnes, siicli as"·· · : .. 
delAys. due to accidents ·at grade crossings, draw bridge malfunctions,· vandalism, Jµl~ .. · 

· · : unusual Circumstances such as fire·hoses or other objects on the · tracb.~: . :  . · ... · · .. · 
• : " · 7 ••• • . • "; ••.• : ..... " ' ..... " • :. • ; • -': .. • • ". '·' • - - ~ ._·. <;.", .... ~/;.;::'". 

. . .. .. '\ . . , ~ '·. . . ; . '. .... . . . . . ~ ~ ... : " .. . 
'  ' • ·,, .:-; ." I .~ • ~ ' • ',•' ' : .. , . . 

. :. ". . ·:.r·.. . : .. 
. , . 

. . .... 
.  . ., .. :~.:.··-.:" ·.-.:. ·. . . 

;. 

• • . • I' 

' - . ," .  . ... •. 1·, ;.> . . . ) ·~ 

. ' 

, I 

/ 

I ' . . . 

' ; 
,J 
" 
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t •. _J 
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... .:. 
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. • · 
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II. ON-TWE PERFORMANCE TRENDS 

·. This section presents trends in Amtrak's on-time performance based on the ICC route · · 
performance standard. It' reviews annual data for short-distance and long-distance, trains for 
the 14-year period from PY: 1981.through FY 1994 and looks at performance for off-corridor 
trains operating .over the freight railroads' since 1989.5 It also examines quarterly data for , · 
the latest 13 quarters, beginning m· the first quarter of FY 1992 through the first quarter of 
FY 1995.. Finally, this section ciiscusses the causes of recent delays. · · · 

A. LO.NG TERM PERFORMANCE· .. 

When viewed o~er the last 14 years,· Amtrak's systemwlde on-time perfofmance h2s ·decllned 
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 · 
systemwide and for the short-distance trains has also declined. This la~ downturn bas been 
tbe focal point of much public debate beca-µse it occurred during a period of financial.· · · · · · .' 
· difficulty for Amtrak. ·· · · .  . _ . · . __ . 

. ':'., ·.·.- . . ~ .. ·, :· ~ .. . : ·. . . . :'.·· ~ .. ,·.~ : ~· · ., .. ·~. ~-·.· .. . ~·:·~· ... 

· · Figure 1 and Table 1 present the on-time perforinance of Amtrak on a systemwide basis and. . ... 
. broken down into sbort-diStance ~d long-distance·trains~ . The long-ctistanee routes. · : -~· ~ .  . 

. · .. experienced~ ~ajor .. decline between FY 1983 ~d·F¥ 1990, with only a limited~ Jn:~ . :· 
• ' • • •"I. ' ~ I • • • . , • ;. • • • ! < '/ .• .r ... • .. )1', 

.. ..... 

Figu 1 
.. ··.· '· · . . · . '., 

. . .  .  . re .. . . ;. 
Amtrak's On-11me Performance: FY 1981 to FY 1"4 ·. 

I 

~· .
90 
~~-· _. _:. _, ._'·_: _. _~_erc_.~_•_o_n-_Tmle)_· _ ... _,_.-: ...... ·, ._-:_". _.· : ..... ·_·-1_·· _· · ..... · 

. ~ ,. 

80 

10·· 

·so 

50 

40 .._.._~.____,__.___.~......__.____.~......__.___._~..__~__._~ 

818283 84 85 86 87  88 89 90 919293·94' 
FISCAL YEAR 

.... System ~ Long-Distance -e-Short-Distance 

'. Amtrak defines long-distance trains as those travelling over 600 miles, and short-distance trains as those 

travelling under 600 miles • . 
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· FY 1991 and FY 1992 .. This was followed by a dramatic drop in.FY 1993 to ~mtrak's all~ 
time worst performanee of 46.5 percent. Short-distance .routes, with the NEC included, · 
experienced less severe rises and falls, reaching a~ of 81.9 percent on-time in FY 1990 
and ending with 77.5 percent in FY 1994~lose to the same,Ievel as in FY.1981. · 

. ' ... . . I 

The. relative stability' of. short-dis~ce route on•ti~e perfunbance may be attributable to two I 
· factors. One· is the shorter distances and trip times. Both tend tO reduce the o}>portumtie$ · 
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 r9utes. Historically, NEC routes have 
· consistently experienced less volatility as well a8 high~r on-time performances compared to · 
off:.COrridor routes. · · · 

. . . 
Table f . 

. Long-Term OD-Time Performance . 
: · · . · Amtrak System and Route Components 
, .  . . . (J>ercent) . 

. .-~ . " 

FISCAL YEAR .... SYSTEM: 
•'',I 

. . : 

·LONG-DISTANCE· SHORT-XlISTANCi 
. RO"QTES .. _ .. _': "· 'ROIJTBS· . . . ",. 

, . .... ., 
J • • •• : • # .. ' ••• " • • 1 • ' 1 .• '... • ., , 

.·'. 

... 

.. ~. -
• • . : t • "t • .

··· .. :.·.· .. ~·~-. :_._-~-... ·
1
1
9
9
8
8
2
·1 .. ·.'. · ~-. _. . '._.: .-·.:·'. 77~0·: : .. <. _. .... -~- . . 1S.1 ~'--_ ...... _ .. · ... ::. 77.3 . · -_.-

1 .. 79.1 -.:. : '· so~s · · · ::· ·11.1 .'·" <: 
' · : . . -· -1~83. . 81.S .:. _.: .· 82.1·. · . . · · "· 81.4 . . ; '. . 
. ," :, .. 1984 ·. . ·· .. ~.1 . .° ,~ • .- 16.5 '· · '81.1 ": .  . I • , / • • ', 

-~ .· :-.,·; .. · l'8S;' : : .... :-.. :'. 80~8 i,,," .......... ·' . iJ.f), :::·_: .. :· : .. ~"'· : ._ 81~7 .  . -.  . ,-.; '-.ei~'. 
' .. .,:· . ·. 1986·: , ... · ... '74 .. 0:_, .. · . ~. 68.S: : ·: ... · .. -. 15.5 · . '-.-. . ·-, .... · . 

'  : 1981: • 0 

o 74.2 . .61.~8 ' •, o', 77.7· ':' 0 

• • '• • A 

1988 71~4 .·. ~ ·" 54.4." 76.l · .  . -
. 1989 75.1 53.7' ·, ' .. ' 80.6. 
1990 76.1 52.7 . '81.9 
1991 . 11.0 '· . 59.o . 8~.s 

1992 77.4 . 61.0 81.S 
1993 . 72.2 46.5 . 78.6. 
1994' 72.1 48.9 77.5 

Avg .. Annual Rate 
. •, .. 

of Change: 
(FY81-92) ·0% -1.3% 0.4% . 

Rate of Change: · . · 
(FY92-93) -5.2% -14.5% -2.9% 

Rate of Change: 
(FY93-94) -.1 % 2.4% . -1.1% . 
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B. OFF-CORRIDORPERFORMANCE 

Amtrak's off-corridor routes consist pf 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 perfo~ance trends of _off .. 
corridor short .. and long-distance trains tended to move in the Sa.me direction, although 
performance·on short-distance routes still varied less and fell less sharply than did . 
performance ~n longidistance routeS. · 
. "-t . . . •.. • - . .  . .  . ; . : ' . . 

. Qn.:time performance of the NEC routes~ on the othe~ hand, exhibited little change ov~ the. ,: 
five-year· period depicted in Table 2, and dem<mstrated significantly higher performance · . . · 
levels. :'The NEC routes have traditionally experienced higher on'.'"time performances· . · . : .. · 
compared to the off-a>rridor routes· which operate primarily over the freight railroads. There __ 
· are many reasons for ~s, including· less freight traffic, control of operations by passeng~ .. · ~ . 

• - o I .. , • " '  ' 1 : • ·, " ,• • } ., ' . · ~ - .- • . t • • • \ 

'~: ...... --" ...... : ·_: ..• · ' .. " . .. ':•. , : .-:· ' .... ,,._-:-.- . ·" -
-,_>-···;··· .-.. _.-·.: -.~'.:,': '. ______ , .··~-···: : ... · : -_ :_·~2 .··.<-. .-· . . · : . ._':·'··· · " .. .- .. 
1 ~ · .'. . . .  . .. --· . · ', _·.· ·.:'on-nme PWlomana· ot Nitc and Oir-COrridor.ltoutes · . .  : ' I._ :.-:! .. < :· 
··, ''' ·.,.-~ . ~:/ _.: _: .... ,.· ._.·: >_.:.-..-/: ~ ' .·:·.·· ··, ~-: ·_ ·. ;: ·. ft,;~.~~ !994-·:.__·:<_:_ . : . : _: ·.-: .> .. --;:/·: /~: ·.·:- ~: - .>'" '·:· 

. ·:. .  .  .  . : .  . . .-_·,. (PERO~ ... _ . -· "~ ·: .t r 
> ', ' ' ' •• • • I ' • ' • • • ..... • ~ ~- i ~ • 

90 ... .  -, -. '.:· .·.-. - . -' ' ! ·' '. .  . . -~ 
i •. ,· .• 

':i. . : ,-" .... ,. \' .... 
;'\• . 

-.·:-. .. . . ' . ". . . -'-.. • 

• • ,  . • . • -., • • '  . • • '  . .  . • •. • '. • • ' • • : £:-. 

. 80 

70. 

60 

50· 

·, . . 

J·.·-: 

\.,. 

)( 

1991 1992 1993 -.1994. 
FISCAL YEAR . 

.... NEC -&-SHORT-OFF 

-e:-LONG-OFF -*-TOTAL-OFF 
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railroads (primanly Amtrak), and· superior infras~ructure (the NEC has the highest track. 
quality in, the nation)~ 6 

.Table 2 . 
-NEC vs. OFF-CORJ,Ul>OR ROUTES ON-TIME PERFORMANCE 

FISCAL YEAR 

1989 
·. 
... 

. 1990 
1991 
1992. 
. 1993• 

' v 1994 
' . 

NEC 
TOTAL 

87.2 
87.4 .. 

: .. · 85.9 
..... 

86.9. 
. .. 81.1 
85.1 · ... 

(PERCENT) . 

OFF-CORRIPOR . 
SHORT . L01jG TOTAL · 

.74.0 
76.1 
77.6 
77.3 
. 72.0 
70.9 

53.7. 
53.0 . 
59.0 
. 61.0 
.. · .46.5 .. 
48.9 

66.9 
.: 68.4 
71.1 
·.12.0 
64.0 
. 64.3 . .... 
. ' ' ...... . ' 

: « · . c.· ·, RECENT PERFORMANCE,· . · · . ;· ; ., 
.. \. 

' 1 l '- I 
.  . •. : . .  . . . .• ! . •. . "' '· .  . .. ·. . . • .  .  . .  ' 

·This section examines Amtrak's most recent. on-time performance in greater 4etall~ . It· . . ·, · · · ·· · 
· · ·reviews .the on~time perf0i'man.¢e over .the past 13 quarters, begjiming with: tho. fidt ~ >,' · · . · 

· · · of FY 1992. and ending ~ die t1fst quarter of FY 1995/·As ·mowidn P.~ $.amt N>lo~ , .: ~ •·· 
. ~; A~'s quarterly on·time pertOrmariee for off-COrridor:mu-·exhibited su~tiit · ... · . .  . 
· vo~ty over the ~od. The ~y· data depicted in :Figure J _11M)w'. tb1'0~ . . /.. · .. 

rr·· . P _:. a·-~~pJwc·~~-~-.~:otPY .19f,2ud'.t_io·.~. . o . ·t. ~ 
_. ·: FY 1m; a 11bdam phase_·· ~hieh ended in 1he third quarter of 'FY· 19'4; and a • · .! .  . ... 

. phase• ·between the. third quarter of FY 1994. and the first, quarter of PY 1995.'· · · · , ·. 
• • • • . , • •• ~ .. '  . • ·' .,' • . • .  '  ' • ' • , • • r~ • . •. • • , • • • ••• •• • ·_ , .i . · ..... 

·A recavery is also apparent when.perlomiance levels of recent qUarter$ ate c0m~ .with 
. those o~ a year ago, ·as shQwn in 'Table 3. The performance of o(f-corridot routes improved 
7.8 percentage points in the fourth quarter, and 4.9 percent in the first q~r of FY 1995.7 . 

6 Along the NEC traiJ;ls ·are able to use a minimum of 2 and as many as·6 reverse signailed, CETC (Centralized · 
Electrification and, Traffic ·Control System) controlled main tracks with high-speed cro5sovers 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, perf~rmance levels there 
remain an_d are expected to continue at very high levels. 
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Figure 3 
Amtrak's On-Time Performance By Quarter 

Fll"St Quarter of FY 1992 to First Quarter of FY 1995 . · 

·. 
., 

. :· 

•. 501----~------------,.._ ___________ --~-i . 
... . MCOV!:AY 

PHASE 
BOTTOM PHASE 

40 '----~-----------------------------' .. 1-92 3.Q2: . .1-93 . 3-93 1·94 ·. ~94 . 1-95 

. · · ·. .QUARTER • FtSCAL YEAR .. · 

I -NEC.+ OFF-CORRiOOR '*SYSTEM I :· 
•' .. ..... 

y • . • .. 

f . ·---

' . . . .  . I . ... ~ . . ..... 
. I 

" . <'· ... . .. \ 
I' •• 

... ! 

- ,. . • ~ . ·-.:··: •... ~ '; ,. : "." .. - "·~/"-~ -~-~·_r. •• --·~, - ' ·._· •. .- .  . ·'' ·. ..... . " _·:_··.· ::·+'.· ~' .... ·. '.·,. , ': 
.. • " • : t~ ~ • \: • I ... - I h ~ ... ~. ·"I . '  .  .  . Table 3. .;. . .  . .  . ,._ ~---. .. . ~ ... ~. ~ -0.. I • l • . ~ "· · -·<. :· > =/. ~ _·. · QuarterIY Pertonna~ or NEC 8ad ocr coi-rldor JloUtes. -.-~ · :. ' , · 

• _i\. • . '.· : ~. . :·... • • .. . . <Percent> .. . ' . . .· ,_.; " 

_; 

)·. 

. . .  . . . . .  . .. "' ' . ' ·. ~ 

.1 • '. ~-: - • ',,. • • ~' : t. .  . r. • . .. . . . : •. • _. ' . ':.ii' 

,· . ..· . , \ : . ; . ,... ... , .. · ... : . . . . .. · ....... : -~ -; 
. :_. EX-JIU :: ?me': .. "·· <<·: ooC!Qiri49r 

• ·~ .,' o •.( • "../ ... • I • • • \ .. . 

.... 1st • . Qti~ · : ,· . 85.8 .. 
2nd.· Qtr~ : · 87 .2. · · . 

1 · · ... ·. _. ; .. 

69'.i"· 
64.9 
63.9 . 3rd. Qtt. • 81.s · · -

4th. Qtr~ 87.9 . 58.3 

. Change from 
FY 1994 . l:mC-_A Year A~o · Off Corridor 

-

, .. -:. 

' .. 
i ·· t. , ..,.J:·A;,· .. . . . .·· sa-: ............ - ~- 1" -. , 

• •:· I 

.. 15.0 
72.8 
. ·72.3 
68.9 

Change From 
A Year Ago S)'stem 

'. 

Change From 
A Year Ago 

1st. Qtr. 88.4 2.6 68.3 . -0.8 75.7 0.7 
2nd, Qtr. 78.1 -9.1 58.9 -6.0 66.0 -6.8 
3rd. Qtr .. 86.7 -0.8 64.1 0.2 72.3 0.0 
4th. Qtr. 87.2 M0.7 66.1 7.8 74.l 5.2 

Change from ·Change From Change From 
FY 1995 NEC  A Year Ago Off Corridor A Year Ago System A Year. Ago --. 

1st. Qtr. 86.8 -1.6 73.2 4.9 78.4 2.7 
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The· quarterly data in Table 3 also reflect several recent events that affected Amtrak's on-
.. time performance. One was the floods· in' the midwest during July of 1993, which required 
the rerouting or cancellation 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 o~ FY 1994.-

D. . CAUS~ OF DELAY 
. . 

The causes of delays and the responsibility for ·those delays are complex an,d difficult to 
measure, and are often in~ted. . For example, Amtrak collects data by trairi. ·While the . · ·. 
· · data ~y account for total system delay, the data may not fully reflect the original cause of a " 
· delay which can cascade through multiple trains_. · .. 

· It is generally. accepted that Amtrak controls three of the 11 causes by whiCh it moliitois · · · · 
.delays:. (1) Equipment Malfunctions, ·(2)._Servicing in Stations, and:(3) ~er Related ·- ~ · . 

;I Delays •. On the other hanp, three Categories are considered·under the control of the freight _ ,-~- - . 
· . ·. '. : railroads: (1) Freight Train Interference, (2).Slow o,derS, and (3) Signal Delays •. Three ,-: .· -·. -.. 

· ·caieiories: (1) ~er Train Interference, (2) Waiting Pot-. Connections, and (3) ~unliag · . · ·. · . 
·. ·.· ,. .. · .·. , Tilne Delays, are currently not regarded as Within the full control of either·Amlrak or .the~ · · . -. 
·. : .: . '. freight railroads but rather are shared· somehow by them. The femairring two categorle$: (1) . .-.· .. 
· .. Weather and (2) Miscellaneous,-which includea delays·due 'to· such thinp as grade crossing.·: ·. · 
· . ,.·-. accidents~· -emerg~ and vandalism, are beyood the control of Amtrak and_ the freight . · ·· . 
. •' ... :railrOads., '. : . .  . • , ' .. '. . ". --. : · .. -.. '  . ;  .  ' . ' . .  . ·: . '. -. : . "· '· . :.·: 

.Table 4 pmts the Majo.r cames ·of dc~ys and Jhe toiat n~bet: of nlinut.eS ddayed by ea ·. : 
.. category for au 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 considered ·. 
within the con~l of.either Amtrak or the.freight railroads. :.· · · · 

. . . . 

Table 4 indicates that Amtrak controlled delays and freight railroad delays declined by over 
· 15 ·percent and over 13 percent, respectively. There were major improvements in key areas. 
Delays due to Amtrak eqwpment related causes were reduced by over one-third. Freight 
railroad delays due to freight train interferfAllce and to slow orders, the two largest delay 
·categories, each fell by over 20 percent. 'f.'1 . . . . 

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 w~ere 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: 

Flrst Quarter or FY 1995 vs. Fll"St Quarter or FY 1994 
. · (1000 minutes) 

Delay eateiory: · 
... . . "".. 

. . 
Amtrak -ControllecJ 

. I 

-F-quipment Malfunction. 
-Servicing in Station 
-Pass-related Delays 
· . . : : Total .  . . _. . . . 

Outside Railroad Control 

-Weather . 
-Miscellaneous· 

Total 

Tof;al Delays 

.1st Qtr~ ·. 
fY94 . . 

' 34.0 '  . 

20.4 
~ - · .. 

83.9 .• 

l'o9 
44.6 
46.5. 

371.6 

. ' 
·Percent· 

9.1 ''' 
.· S.5 > 
.L.2 : .. 
22.S .. 

6.5' 
lZ.s.O 
12.72' 

100.0. 

I 

1st Qtr •. 
FY'95 · 

2i.5 
19.4. 
JM' 
71.3 . . 

Ll 
.&.1 
42.8 

339.2 

Percent 

6.3 
5.1 
2Jl ... 
21.0· . ' 

0.3 
Jk.l 
12.6 

100.0 

% Change·· 
Otp~ 

' '-. 
' 736.8' .. 

/ )' -5.1 ..... 
....lJ.· '.' ... · 
-15 o· · .. · .. . . .. 

-40.7 

~ 
.  -7.9 

- 8.7 

• Incluoes delays due to intercity passenger or commuter train interference, waiting for other trains or buses, 
grade crossing accidents, etc. 
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ill. . FREIGHT CARRIER PERFORMANCE AND PERSPECTIVE 

Over 70 percent of Amtrak service (as measured in paSsenger miles) is provided over the 
tracks owned . by priv~He 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 occl;lfI'OO since 1980, 
creates a challenge to the abilities of Amtrak and the freight ·carriers to provide first•rate 
passenger service, particularly long-distance passenger service. · · 

\ . -
In June 1994~ the Secretary of Transportation wrote the chief executives of these rail(oads · .. : ~ · 
seeking their personal commitment to improve the timeliness of Amtrak trains without 
adversely affeeting freight seivice. The responses uniformly reiterated ~e commitment of : .  .  . 
these industry leaders to providing quality service to their custc;>mers, 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; · · 
investtn~nis being made to.improve infrastructure condition and capacity. (See AppendiX A.) -.. _::.. · . 
: . ·. '.. .  , , :  . , .  . .  .  .  .  .  .  . , . , .  . ... ; . : , ,. .  .  .  : . · .  . . . ·' . • . , · r . ·_, ~ . . ~ ·• ~ .  , 

.  , : ·, The -commitment of the host fl'Cight railroads ·to the tunefu1esS O~. Anitrak trains is ·essential..:.·· .-./· : 
· . · · ·Am~ data .on the causes of non-NBC .train delay attribute. some ·40· to SO percent of the : .. · .. ·' .. 
·. · . ·· delay to fac;tors within the control of the freight ~. _. 'Ibis section. further discuSses the · ~ ,-. 
.  . ~ 1:· ... _ ~ft1.·t· -:t-.. ..r- . .  .  '  . .  .  . .  .  . ·.. .·, ~ ---~· • . ,.>'. · · · J:l"'•U.ormance. 0.L IJIC' A,L""'-6" , ,lALU.~o ." • · • · • . ' ". •. , • . ., ' .  ' ·. • • - ; f • 

• • ' • • ••• • J• • ., • • • • 
' ... ·, .. ' ' . . 

" . 

-. .A • . ·. 
: • • • • • • • • ' 1 • 1 

• • • : ' • • 1.. • • ·, · ' • •.• • • '• • • • • , • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • •• •• • , • . .. , t • • ·: 

. Table.~s .. depicts the most recent ~ds in on .. time performances (as based on the 1cc·railtoad ·· > ~- -

: performan~ standard) of the 14 carnets which provide Amtrak service. As shown in the . ' ... 
. table,. all but two· carriers exhibited higher on-time perfonnances 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 
carrie~ that experienced .a decline in their on-time performances over th~ four quart#l'S did 
manage to achieve performance levels above 80 percent in the first q11arter of FY 1995. · 
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Table 5 
On-Time Performances of Railroads with Amtrak Operations: lQ-94 to lQ-95. 

. (percent) · , 

Railroad: 
lQ-94 
0'l:"P(%) 

. 2Q-94 
OTP(%)· 

3Q-94 
OTP(%) 

4Q-94 
OTP(%) 

lQ-95 
OTP(%) 

(%) 
Change, 

Four Quarters 
(lQ-95 v lQ-94 

Santa Fe · 77.8 75.8 67.2 64.2 .81.5 3.7 
. ·. BN . 61.2' 53.7 . 65.8 12.0· . 80.2 19.0 . . . 
Central Vt 84.2 
CNNA 72.0 
Conrail· : 76.8 · 

77.9 86.8. 89.1' 93.9 9.7, 
67.8. 65.0 70.8 76.8 4.8 . 
57.9 66.0 71.6 77A 0.6 

D&H , · 62.S :· 60.6 . 47.8 53.2' 64.7. 2.2-. 
. . ·GTW .. : · -~ 85.9 · . 68.3 73.1 80.8 83.7. -2.2 
IC·. .  . 77.6 · 

~ . · · " : .. . San Diegan · 83.4· : 
78.2 86.2 85.9 

: 
85.1 . 7.~ " 

87.9. 84.1 84.7·. 80.9 
.. .. -2:5 . 

" 
I-. .. ·. :. . SQQ 94.2 " '81.9. 94.0 89~1 ·" 95.0 o.s -

.... ~ ~ .  ; " . CSXT · . .. 74.0 
j . . ... 58.8 69.8 72.2· . . " ... 78.7 ".: ·~ · 4.7;. " " , 

. · · v; · \ ·. SP · ,'. . 66.3 
. · ~~ .. ), · , ·. N. S ·. "' . 15 ·o' 

; . 61.s·· 65 .• 6 66,:., ... ... 72.7'.·: .· .. '6.4 ' . . 
.. · ·11.4.' ' -. .. :.t). ~ ~ . .  .  . , . • " 

. ·;;:~.>. ~. · UP ·· · : · " 65 2 
i " " .  . • . ~ . . . 

83.3 " 78.3 81.5 
.. 

86A'-J .. "." 
J. .. .  . " . .  . ,. 

7i.6 67.8 13.s.·· .. : ... " .. · 75.4·.·. 
.. ·:·10.2 .. . " l 

" I . 
' ' •' .. . . 
,• 

. . \ ·"· , Several freight t8.ilt(>ads also ~ the Federal Railroad Administration with On·~ , . .' , l 
·. · · per1omia.ce data ~ based ()11 the lCC standard,· but baSed-on· faetors soldy - • ·' 1. • -

. ·' ·. · .... cqntrOl pursuan~ to 1heir ~traet _'Mth Amtrak. Not surprisingly, ~ CJata I~ a much ·~ 
._., . higher percentage of trains on-time~·: in· faCt, during FY 1994 the Systein as a: Wbo!e · · ·: '. · 

~ · · · accomplished a 9 .2 percent ·higher performance level under the eontmct perforlnazice · : 
stan~ than under pie ICC railroad ~ormance standard.-For example; Table 6 compares. 
the recent percentages of CSX Transportation (CSXT) under both· the contract mid ICC .  . . 
. railro~ performanee measures. nus table shows that for the last three fiscal years, " . . 
· · approximately 15 to 17 perceht ,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 perfornianee problem. The ICC railioad performance 
standard is clearly the measure of coneern to the customer, but not the best measure of. 
individual carrier performance. Data from other carriers seemed to suppo,rt 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 per~nt and equivalent deductions are made 
for falling below 70 percent. Figure 4, ·shows. that total incentive payments to freight 
railroads have been increasing since the fourth quarter of FY 1993 (i.e. since Sept. 30, 
1993)~ 
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Contract based 
ICC based# 

·I 

FY 1992 

94% 
79% 

Table 6 
CSXT On:-Timc Performance 

(Percent) 

FY 1993 

89% 
72% 

· Figure 4  . 

FY 1994. 

. 86% 
69% 

Amtrak Quarterly Incentive Payments to Major Freight 'Canier5 · 
First Quarter FY 1992 to First Quarter FY 1995 

($ :Millions) · 

' . 
' 

~ . , "' . 

• ;H: 
' . . 
~ .. 

'" 
.• 

\I 

-.. · 

... .. . 

... 
.... ' -

, ' . 
<( • •• 

,., .... 

. . 

Table 7 compares Amtrak incentive payments for the.most recent three calendar quarterS 
with those payments for the same period one year earlier. It shows first the totals .for all 
freight ~ers with incentive contracts followed by the payments to each of the 9 carriers 
which.proyide the greatest.share of Amtrak service under iricenti.ve 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 
F't 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 
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from $410,000 in the first quarter of FY 1994 to $1.2 million in the first quarter of FY 
1995. .  . . 

All Carriers 

Selected Carrier8 · 

. ',fable 7  .  . 
Amtrak Incentive Payments to Freight Railroads 
• ($ Millions). 

3rd 4th 1st .. 
. mlEm~. 

5.66 ' 3.20. 5.07 . 

3rd 4th · 1st· . 

Eil4~~ 

5.72. 5.54 . 6.61 

B. · FREIGHT RAILROAD PERSPECTIVF.S 

.. 

·•' . 

In preparing this report, the Federal Railroad Administration sought further input from the 
· freight railroads for their perspective on this issue, including information on· recent initiatives . 
to improve on-time performance. -All· camers responded an{l their responses were helpful in 
the preparation of this report. · · 

Several carriers expressed concern that. any public information regarding the on-time 
performance of Amtrak trains over a specific Wl.road should clearly reflect the extent of 
delays cau.sed by the.freight railroad versus other causes. ICC data can cause a railroad's 

9 Incentiv1t 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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OQ-time performance to look bad even though much of the delay is due to Amtrak problems 
or reasons beyond the. control of either Amtrak or . the. freight railroad~ 

Most carriers presented information on existing and new programs that have been 
implemented 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 communication · 
enhancements, and employee training to ·improve operations. · 

Some carriers have daily conference cans with Amtrak, others at least weekly, in addition to 
less frequent m~thly and/or Quarterly meetings. One momtoring tool 'is .railroad 
management or Amtrak and freight railroad managemeJit together riding Aintrak: trains. The 
A~hison, Topeka and S~ta Fe Railway (Santa Fe) indicated that under their •Partners for .. 
Performance• concept; they hold periodic meeting! with Amtrak service· and operating·- · · "; ,~ · 
·personnel to enhance the ~~ of -communicatiQns wit!) Amttak. The Santa Fe :credits the. · ·. · 
October 1993 centraliz.ation of dispatching as significantly eMlncing Amtrak c)n.,.time · -
~oniumce .• " .. " '  .  . . . -.  . .. . 
~.&, ~· • . . 

. ; __ , .:. .. ·~ .. . . . 
F~y, seVeral camers suggested that good ·t;>il-time performaiiCe is .~ good businesS loo,.·.: 
maximizing incenti~ payments from Am~ cart' be ~t with ~'an: ~t 

~ railroad •. Some·eartiers eommmted that they include ~ ineealivcs m . '!-
mlmlat. employee·pel'formance·agreements, bi.sed on performaace levels achieved in the.·. ·.· 
handling of Amtrak trains •. · · · · . , 

. . -. .f 

·. . . . .. . 

\. ·' 
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IV. CURRENT EFFORTS 

·A. THE DEPARTMENT'S INITIATIVE 

. , I . 

The recent decline in Amtrak's on-time performance undoubtedly exacerbated Amtrak's 
fiilancial difficulti,es~ Between FY 1989 and FY 1992, Amtrak had made gradual but steady · . 
improvements in its on-time performance, reacltlng a systemwide seven-year high c>f 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 .. ·0n1y 59 pereent of the non-NEC trains wete on-time •. 
Shortly ~ .that, the Secretary of TransJ)ortatic;m became involved· in this imp<>rtant issue. '. -. : 

. \ :-. ~ . -: .. : . . : : ~ . .· ·, . 

. : . _ .. : ·0n June 16, 1994, Secretary Pena communicated.his concern about the freight ?ailroad's role . · ·. 
' . : · · · · · · . in Amtrak's deteriorating on-time performance to. the chief executives of the participating~~ __ .. '·,, : · . 
1 · · · · : freight railroads, and a$keci each to help improve the quality of ~trak's ~ . .  . --_:;. : '· .. · · · 
• ' : 'y :. • .  . .:  . ·: .  .  . • . . ~ .. . " .  :  : " . ... .  . .. • .  .  . ·~- .. ';· • . : • <" .  . " ...... ·.::; -' .. 1 ... · . • ·~ :4 -~ '. ·:. 

~ .. - . · · ,, .-. The Secretary also placed Amtrak's on-~e performance, on the agenda for .the Dt9Utmt:ni'a .. · · , · 
· .. ."· -" · .-: Rpil Safety Summit held in Washington iri late August 1994~· T1ie .summit pioved a useful 

4 

• • • • 

1 
. 

-· "_ · · · ·. farum for constructive dialogue on this issue~ ·and the participants ·g~erally ~ dlat·die-t -f ·: ... . 
~ . ' I • .  . . • 

· . . solution to .this problem lay in .the collective appro$Ch. . · . ·. . · . . . . : . .  . · : ~ 
,l . ,,. ; ..... ':'. · , • • ,J ..... • •• ~·:· ,:· . · . , • • • I ... :.,·.''••: "1 ·.:'• • ·'}; • :: _..~·. ·.:; _ · I • .. ' .... :· :...... • ,• '.' 

· · · ~ · . :. ~· efforts by the sCcretary to facilitate a rev~. in t1lC recent deteri~ in ~'• ~ ,"'.~ ; . · · 
· ·· on-time performance are having positive results. The 1Secretary's .cqncems have ~tdbumd: · · . 

~... . . .  . 
. to the· growth of new ·par:merships between Amtrak and the. freight railroads that participate ~ 
providing Amtrak passenger service, as described below. These new partnerships seem to be · .' : ·. 
addressing the.basic underlying causes of Amtrak's poor · on~time Performance, rather than 
offering temporary ·s0lutions. · · · · · 
, • . • . • 4 . 

B. JOINT ~-FREIGHT RAILROAD PROGRAMS 

.i A.mtrak relies on the freight carriers to help it offer high quality intercity passenger scrrvice. 
Over the past several months, Amtrak· and the. freight carriers have made a number of · 
changes, particularly in the areas of improved communications. 
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A vital part of the new partnership between Amtrak and the freight carriers consists of 
· developing hew programs and expanding others in order to improve the bottom line on-time 
performance. These programs include: · · 

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

Quarterly Executive Meetings: Amtrak reports that .the establishment of individual 
quarterly meetings between senior management10 of .Attltrak and of freight railroads h2s 
been very effective in a number of areas. These meetings are used to ensur~ Amtrak's on~. 

time perf~ce and Amtrak's concerns over carrier-specific issues affecting this . 
· performance are brought to the attenti:on of the senior management of the freight railroads. 
The freight nP!roads, in turn, use these meetings to .discuss with Amtrak's senior · 
management issues related to Amtrak's performance as well as to identify specific aetions 
tha:t might address ~lems affecting on:-time perforinance. ·· .  . · 

These meetings s~ in the s00uner of 1994 ~ five freiPt rautoads: tl1C Bmlingt0n ..... · . · · . 
Northern, Conrail, CSXT, Union Pacific~ and the Atchison, Topeka,. and Santa Fe.·. TOday. · 
eight carriers ate participating • . The carriers which. recently joint.el the original five .are 01~ · ·. 
. UniOn Pacific, the, Southern Pacific," and ·the Grand 'Irunk·Westeni. · .Two addidonal .. ~. '. -· ... · ~. ·: , 
1 
· · ~. the Illiliois Central. and the Norfolk .Soutbem, are ev811mttng ~. ·~ · · ·.. · ··. , '.· 

. . . . . . . ~ . 

. Jo1-Pilot Propams: CSXT, .Over whose track 35 Amtrak. ·run daily, has -.i1 ' 
,· laUUdlecl ·several initiatives, in coOperation with Anitrak, designed .to ·1*ura ale tanilr w· . · ,. 
historic contract-based on-time performance· levels of 94 percenL · · , . 

A joint o~ti~mi study was' initiated by CSXT in ·~ ~g of 1994. This led «> a :team o( 
. Amtrak·and CSXT passen_get service and, engineering representatives riding 118 trains in July 
· 1994 to earefully ·analyze both·the operations and the data collection. ·The CSXT team found 
the respo11sibility for delays was shared ~ut equally between Am_trak and .csXT. 

· As a result of this jomt analysis, several potential areas of improvement were identified and · 
are being implemented. These include changes in commµnications and opera~g 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 monitoring the extent and 
· cause of delays. "' · 

10 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 ,problems or issues that emerged the previous 24 hours. Amtrak reports that these · · 
CSXT/Amtrak programs have improved performance as well as improved defay reporting. 

· Quarterly Liaison Starr Meeting.§: A third joint program implemented in October 1994, is · 
· the q~rly meetings of the liaison staff members of freight railroa'ds with Amtrak. · These 
meetings are attended by most participating rail carriers and Amtrak representatives. .  . 
Although these meetings ~ not at the highest corporate levels, as are the quarterly executive 
sessions, they offer a number _of useful benefits. Unlike the ~ecutive level meetings, which · · · 
are held separately with  Amtrak on a bilateral basis, .the liaison personnel of all earners · · . ·. 
·attend each meeting. This mult;ilateral format offers a useful forum for the exch3nge of ideas · . . 
and sharing of information among the freight carriers. .  . . .. . , .. 

. . . 
.  A useful· feature of these· meetings has been presentations by individual earners to raise · : 
·important issues, discuss p0ssible solutions, and above all share infonnation with other . ,_ : ·, ~ · · 
freight carriers. For example, at a recent liaison meeting, CS~ persOnnel gave a: . ·.. _· "·, 1 

... ·presentation on CSXT's Self-Analysis Report while, at a previous meeting, .. Union Pacific : .· \ · 
staff ~rted on how a carrier can maximize incentive payments, paid by Amtrak for . · ·:: · 
superior on-time performance • . · . · .' . . , '.: · · ... . -. ·. _·: .. _-_ < -·:: : . · · ._ ·: · - . ' • . 

. .. . : ;. .  . . .  : . . . . f 

C. · . AMTRAK MANAGEMENT ACTIONS . .. · . . ' 

. ···~~~~i~~~ncei ~of~ekey~to~hi ·Am~·s~~~,·" .: _. :·:· · · .. 
· and recent improvement has beat the age, condition, and failure rate of its .equipinenL. · 
Amtrak has put new loco~otives iri service and phasec;t out its oldest cm, equipmeni le1ated 
· causes of delay have fallen drasqcally. Between May and December 1993, Amtrak placed·, .··. ·:. 
44 new AMD-103 locomotives into service to replace part of an aging, high-mileage fleet of . 
F-40 locomotives~ Also, Amtrak is continuing  to place mto service new Superliner cars, 
particularly 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 Superliners ori · 
order were delivered. · _. · · - . 

Aii indieation of how improved· equipment can affect on-time performance occurred in late 
summer of 1993 when Amtrak replaced the 15-year-old high-rtlileage F-40 locomotives on its 
Crescent service between Washington, D.C., and New Orleans with modem 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. Due to a high backlog of equipment requiring overhauls in FY 1994, 
Amtrak implemented a progressive overhaul/maiQtenance program. This program is 
designed to maxiiiii7.e the use of funds available for both overhauls and equipment · 
maintenance, by relying in:ore on annual inspections and targeted comi>onent 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 nwnl>er of locomotive failures declined by close~ 30 
pe~nt below ·the failure.rate in the preceding year.· · · · 
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V. CONCLUSIONS 
. . . 

Outside the Northeast Corridor, Amtrak operates over th~ tracks of private 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 remammg lines, maintaining consistently timely . . 
passenger service Will be a continuing challenge. · · · · · 

1 . r 
. . . , . . ' 

Part of the solution to meeting this challenge. lies with the modernization of Amtrak's .. 
. operating _equipment to eliminate the delays brought on, by the frequent breakdowns of its . 
aging fleet. Since 1992, the Administration has requested significant levels of appropriations .  . · 
for capital investment to help address this need.· .. In addition, the Department ·of · ... , . 

· ·. Transportation, as part of its restructuring of the Department and Federal transportatioi:i . · . : . · · · · 
· . funding programs,' will propose prQviding the states with greater flexibility in the use of : : · 
. · Federal transportation funds so that .. they can assume a greater ·role in supporting the Am~ . -·~ ·. 

. that .  . portant to them .  .  . . ·. .. . • -.  . . 
-~. ..u .un. . · • _·, .... ·.-.. · · .·' · .. · · ..... -.·· _ , . .· ·~· • 

. . ~ . =. .  . .,. . : . . ~. : • ·~ 1' • ~ .: .~ .... ..~ • 
~""' , I • ~ • ' \ ' 1 ~ •, • • • - • '.• • ; ,. o .J'"' 

; · . .  .  . The other part of meeting the challenge of on-time perfor:marice is impioved coopeiatie.Q · -'': 
• •• J • • • •• between Am~ arid the freight railroads over: whieh it operates.. Recent .onths hate ·· ·. ~ ., .. 
( ·. ·: · · :· · renewed efforts ·oil' the pait of these' railroads tO C:oopeta.te in providing ~ rail .· . · ·.· 

· ·: . service. · In the long run, the su.c:.'cess of these efforts Will ·be the major factor in-~ 
1 •.•• . .•• · Amtrak's ability to provide hiih-quality)service 0n time. · · · -· · · .. · · · · 

f I I . . .  . .  , :' : .  .  .  . :. ·. . : .  . .  .  .  . ' .. : ' , .. ·, ; ~ . J - • ' • .) ' : :. : :, 'l· .\ / • : '.. :· ... I . : •. .. '. ' l 
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JUN I 6 199.1. . 

Mr. Dick Davidson .. 

THE SECRE7ARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

·WASHINGTON, 0 .0. 20590 

Chairman and Chiet Executive Officer 
Union Pacitic Railroad 
. 1416 Oodqa ·street 
omaha, NE 68179 

Dear Mr. oavid~onf 

APPENDIX A 

President Clinton aupports'Amtrak aa a vital part ot our Hation•e 
tranaportation system. 'l'hat ia ratl•c:ted. in my own •tra'*J1• · · 
plan ~or th• oep•rtaent of Tr.aMJ)ortation. Vh.ioh ••t• an Ol:ljenive 
to JIOVe Ailtrak ~ard financial •~ilitY and vorld-cl••• . 
· paa••ft9•r Hrvice. . 'l'iMliw• i• c:lear.l.y nMH•U'Y tor MU · . 

/ 

" \ 

· · · t'iJYnci•l acuilit7 anc1 · vorld-olua MWi•·. · 
• • • • '· • • • • • # • -

' ' ·'. · % vri~ out ot de., ~ ~t: ·Allt:nk t:r.ina ea· noi ....,.._, : ·' 
· ·) on tiM on your n~lftNMI. Aa y.u - - oa ..._ ..i .... ...a· .· .  . ...... nl••• ~ ........ .anioe, ---....... - .. 
: '-· . ~-1:Mir •nlledtal• olUn w • ·· I ·~!-. -..,. v&• : . . · · 

cu1 itMnt troa l•lden· liJra >'ODi &11 ·ot -. ~ ---.· 
. AllU'alc· Mll'Yi• ·aan Ml• AllUU ~ • ••••• on t•lr ~· 
t:M Mn on•t:iM paduMNSI• rdl....... ia tae Je•• rel•••• 
A8. you Jcnow, I aez:ye on ~Jt • • Board .ot Diftoton·. In llY dual 
role, I t .. 1 a apecial ruponaiJ)ility to'Allt.nk'• Mn t:ban $0 
aillion cwat:oaers.t:o ... tbat Aaa'alt prcwidM 9aocl -.rvioe• t'O 
t:hat and, I reapeotrullY ••Jc you to ini:.erYene penonally u ·· ... 
that your railroad doe• all tli&t i t can to help AatraJt prcwicle · 
ti .. ly ••rvic• over ~our linea. · · 

. ' 

· I view our Nation•• tranaportation •Y•teli tor~ ~ra·and 
.i tr•i9ht: , •• an · intetratec:t national 91'•~ .in Vbicll ..._. ot 
tranapoi'tation ·Pl•Y OOllPl...m:&ry Z"OlU. Cl-.z"lY, ·tlae . . . 
·partn~iP• aariy railroaa an »uilclift9 vith tnaJcen and t:b• 
incraaainq UIPba•i• uny nilroada arta placinf on ~ . 
trattic ratlect •OIMlthinq ot th• - viav. l'ail s-•••llPZ'll are 
•l•o aaon~ th• aany cuat098r• our railroad network .ac2 a~atea. 

on-ta.. ••rvic • to th-ia qood bwsin..a. In addition to tlMI 
1noentive .P•:Yaant• Aatrak aaua tor ti.lle!y aarvioa, -.ny 
potential •hipper• aay ... th• tiJMline.a• ot PA•H1'9er tra.1.n9 •• 
indie&tive ct th• timelin••• ot railro.d ••rvic• qanar ally. 
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I am confident that you can help· improve th• timeliness ot Amtrak 
•ervice on your railroad without adversely attectinq your freight 
servic•. Please extend· your vi•ion to include world-cl••• .  . 
intercity·pa•••nqer aarvic• over your railro~d and .to help br~ng . 
relial:>le ••rvice to.th••Alnerican people~ 

·Sincerely; . ~ 

~~-
. ~ 

. l"ederic:o Hfta 
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r . 
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SANTA FE PACIFIC 
'  . C::ORPQR'A.'TION ' · 

June 221 1994 

The Hono~ahle.Federico Pefta 
secretary· of 'l'ransportation , · . 

. . t1. s. Department .. of ·Transportation 
400 seventh Stre•t, s.w. 
· Waahintton, o.c.. 20590 

. #. · ' · 

. Dul:: _ ~·~~ .P~J .. . 

·; . ~ ·, ? .. raceiWd y~ June 1s,. 1994· latter' r99ardi119 
· · · halpbf· Mt:nJc proride tiuly Mni• on the Santa Pa • . 

• ·' ·,·I ~ -wun yo11 ·~t all of u. ·at .. eaata "Pa under•tand 
· ) t.M n••••i~ w do jut. i:Mt., and va are d.Ucatad to. · · .. · · •••I.," -.t " ~ tz:aiu .. an not . . delayed du• to 

· . . · OkcH•_,..• .ritlaia our. oommo1.. •• U9 nll .aware of 
. · · " " . .;. :-. au. l...eiw .. ...,._.. Mt&-d MlrM fer. tiMly MrVioe, . 
· · ud _taaat· 18. an a6Uti.,.l ~ Vlay ·we qift AatraJt 

) 

· · · · prioriqr . ...-oar ft'eitlrt -.189. . . . . : -
'· .· . . .. ha•.r.n-... our •ffOru to."help Alttrak, .. et it• 

~tclll•n" expactat.iona, and, in tact:, I just received a 
letter troa Toa Down8 conqratulating \18 !<or the 90t on-
tiae. parforaance of train• 3 and 4 aero•• our railroad., 

Sincerely~ . ·,al/. 
/ . , 
/ I ,. 

. ,,. Ir-. 
\ ,, LJ . 

'· 

.. .. 

... 



CONRAlr 

· . JAMES A. HAGEN 
CHAIRMAN,. PRESIDENT . . 
ANO CHIEF EXECUTIVE . 

. OFFICER . 

June 24, 1994. · 
... 

' 
· The Honorable Federico Pena 
Secretary of Transportation · ·, · . 
. 400. 7th StrJ8t, S. W •. · 

,, .. 

. • 

. .. ,. . 

') .. 
"f · •I . •: 

Suite :10200. · · . 
., · ... Washington, cc:· 20590 -· . .· 

" / . : . L" . ,. . , .. . ~ . . .· 
I . t. · ~ o..r sec:reia;y Peril~ - , · -. -~ -. _·_ ~- . .. '. , . , 

. ; r'. .. · . • • ·. ·:,~.,.::-" ;°i:_·-.~~;;,··.-.( • .. >·:: ,:·:····i ···" , :, ;'·;"<~". .. , .. " . • .. · .· . ._ • .. ·,_:-, ~,·· . 
.-···: . .-·· '·· .. ·. · Thi• Is· in relPOnM to your •au-. .of . ..Ju• 22, 1994, _regarding the .. · , . : ~ _ 1 . . · 

· .:.·_··). :·.· · . _of'.'-tl~~~-.~' -~~~~ngowrCorirafffac~itiea •.. : / · 
' ·· :·: .. ,_ . .-. -Pit be....,Nt.W9 .. :9ilM*Wfl't·~to~U,.root- . ,· .... . ·» _: ... · .. ·cauHl .. otdiJl.,8.io~-. .• .-·-,_,.llritM'aricfthatwe.,. · . 
··". · · : commttt8d to~J.oYlnl ell 'aPecis of CU' filattonshlp with Amtrak.· 

· · · toward that of ·a true Cu.tomer .. ·· . · · · · · » , · · 

j 

J ·.- -: ••• . . . . . . ~· . 
, . 

Thank.you for your interest in this matter. 

Sincerely, ·, 

. . 

.4;fkc;-

Mr. Thomas M. Downs 
President. 

AMTRAK 

,. . 

'.) 

. . . 



~ · 

.. .1 

UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY 
. . ....... :; .... ~.[ ~·;lf[! 

8t/A,•.\ ':..f,M•S,.A. ca 1~ 9 

\. 

The Honorable Federico Petla 
. Secr8tary 
· U.S. Department of TransportatJon 
400 7th Sreet, .SN 

· · Weshington OC 20590 

-Dear Secretary Pena: . 

June 29, 1994 

I . 

. .. 1.wint fo assure. you thA1 wed do II W. can to help Amtrak. provld9 t1me1y·· 
1r.t:e over our aw.·. -k1 ~ lllt8I' to me of June 111h, you hlghlghted ..,.,._, lilll• . 

. • . . ·. , Md 1. Wint to ~ you 111 CMMN ot the 1tep1 w .,. tllm1; to ensure the timtlY 
~ . . dllPeach of Amlrlk. .  .  . ·. .  . : .  .  . .  .  . : .  . .  ' 

_) · . : . " . . Fht. llt me . ._. you 1hlt ltnulh ... .-.of ~n ~·1 co~­
·- llded ctlls*tma-o-. Amtllk ti•• .. llCOfdld"pdolly one i>r pr.ren.d '. 

routing. Thlf• a .. 1t1p. wa ~ IPICfl: roe••• to ld1nlly problems. Our Amtrak 
p.t>l'l'Mnce II monlored on. a dlly ~1111 D1taye to trmn. .are nMlwed by key 
OpeliD lg penlOftnll In the llld n h the Harrtmll1 ~cNng,C.er to dttenniie what 
Mppened and whit we ~ to do to J)l'M'lnt IWOCCU~ 

. We haw lnlllted a · proc•• whor8by we .,. · 1ending ~ey ope1ati1g 
perft)nnef troni our Han1mm'I ·~1ng Center -to ptOblem ION9 wfth Amtrak per90nnel · . 
. . at Wahi1;ton, o.c. and Phl9Mlphl&; ThW 1111iQnS have proved to be beneficial to . 
· both paittes· in our efforts to inc,_ orHlme perfonnance through improved . 
. communications and by better underltlnQi1g each company• operational issues • 
. . . 

Aa YoU know, the l'llroad induttry hat capacly ..._ on certain rout-. 
We.are woikiig hard on ours. In 1993. we~ OYW '400 mllon to maint!Jn track and 
signals .crosa th• syst.-n. Our ln9s in Wyomi1g, Nebraka. Kansas and in the P.oilc 
Northwest across the Blue Mountain range are getti1g special attention with the · · 
construction of many new sidings. and In ~me c1111, addJtJonaJ main tracks. We wDI 
spend approximatety $75 mlfton fn 1994 for such capftal fmprovements. ~ might add an 
thts ts done with Union Pacific funds. As you know. we receive no federal or state funds 
) . for any .of this w.ork. · · 

. ' 
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;~ . ·. : 

• ·2 .- . 

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 Pacific 
Northwest. While the primary ,purpose of PT'S should tie safer operations, there is aJso 
a po$SfbDlty th~ we will see an increase In our through put capacity.; ·. · : .. 

·:· ~ : .. · .... :· J hope o~r commlbn~ · and ~· dorts. thave-.outDned to -meet that ·. · 
· commitment are tesponsive to your eoncams.. We wil cOnti1ul to cloaaly monlor our : 
Amtrak performance.: I appreciate the f*IOnal i1ter8lt you hlYI taken i'l lhll lia&.at and·: 
the many other JsaU• of vtaJ i'nportance to Am.tea'• ralroa · · 
. • · . I . , . 

. . • I ' 

' • ... 

. . . ' . . 
; ' .. - ,._, . 

,,. ·. : .·. ,: . 
. ' : .· ,· . . . . . . . . . .  . 

< • • . .. 
··. . .,··.... · . . 

youra. . 

__ · .~~~k .. 
. • . .  , r . " 

• • • • • • • : > . . . . . . 

'"""1 . 

-<;-: ... •. ... .  . 

.t, ;_ • 

...: . '." 
• • ._ .... . ·• ~ •• · • • • .  . · ~ • -· -"l • - • • :.: ·: ,; 

-----.·}.~.· ... ·.".' · .. _·:-:-... ·_-.... : 9· ·: .. .-. ~ · -·._-·-. :-.. · .. ·· ·,·_· . ·-.. ~. · ..... ·... · .•. ·. -·.· .···._ · ... -. . . .. ··. ·_ .-_· . ":.... '·,~) ' 
.  .  - ·. . ~ . . ':' :· .. ·' • ·. :_: ·.·.,·~ _ .. _·;.·. -... ~ .. _·~.~ ·•··.·• ,. ,·· :~~ . . :.: . '...·'-:,"f· •.. 

• .'I·, ' ~· • ~ : ' • • • , • . : : .  . • ... • ' • ,. , • ., ._, , • • ·• ., l _.x. 
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The Honorable Federico Pena 
Secretaey 
Department of Tran~portation 
400 7th Street, s.w. 
Room 10200 · 

· was~inqton, cc· 20590 

Dear secretary Pena: 

June JO, 1994 

:..JO w-:.•er Sr·P.e1 
..: ~ ~ •sonv11!e Fl J:~~2 

C9C41J5c;.7~;9 

'" 
I : . : 

. Th&nk. you to~ your letter ot June 16 concerning CSX · 
Tranaportation'• service to Aatralc. Pl-. ilet ae·aa•ur• you 
that there i• ·abllolutely no.·Jliper priority .at CSX Transportation 
than prov14inCJ •ate,_· reliable MrVic:e to al~. cutoaera, incll.iding' 
Alltrak. In tact, MZ'Yioe i• .thi•· railrMCI'• .PZ'iury teems;· &;nd ' 

-). ·.we are continually unclertaJd.ft9 ... jor .initiative• to isprove· our 
pertorunc:e. 

,. 

'· ··~ . .. . · . can Maaureta 1:b9: 0n-~iM· laerfonaDca .ot a11 ·traiM 
· oper•tin9· on our.,..~ on a daily i..ia. sacb JIOnday aornin9 at 
ay •enior aana9-.t ...ung, · MrYice reliability i• .• at the core 
ot the a9ancla • . AatraJc pert~ ~ often reqeive• special 
·scrutiny at that ..etin9 and alvaya receive. •igniticant 
· attention throughout the ~oraal course ot l'lwline••· 

The depth ot our cOllaitaent to, servic• ~eliability is 
· evident· in the way ,,. work with Aatrak. currently, CSXT and 
A::t,ralt employa .. ho.ld d&ily .. co~erence call• and quarterly 
aeetinqs to di•cu.• pertoriaance concerna and develop the means to 
address tha. 'l'o ay Jcnowledqa,· we are tbe only Aatrak service 
provider •Cbedulinq·daily calla. We bave c0,nducted extensive 
training tor the supervisor•,. diapatchar•, and all other personnel 
in the CSXT operationa canter to enhance comaunication and · 
coordination with Aatrak and to.reinforce policies.to improve on-
tia• ·p.,..enqer aervice. In July, 12 repre.antativea fro• our 
passenger services and engineering departaent• will .join six . 
Amtrak representatives on a 30-day blitz, actually riding trains 
t o identif y problem area• and corrective actions . · Thia is in 
addition·to our routine AJatrak train ridiriq. and monitoring 
activities. surely the number or CSXT par~icipants in this 
special  project says a great deal about this company's emphasis 
on world-c lass service. 
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The Honorable Federico Pena 
June Jo, 199.4 
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 unprecede.nted 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 
entir~ quarter when air travel in the ~ortheast and Midwest was 

·.often shut down or severely affected.-. 

There has always ·been a spirit of mutual cooperation 
between.Amtrak and the freight railroads and we look forward to 
·continuing _that long tradition. As CSXT and Amtrak continue to 
worlc toqether to improve service reliability, + believe it .  . 
•••ential that you have an.accurate picture.of the raaaona for· 
the delays thia past vintu. Amtr~'• April pr••• r•l•a••,. whic:l1'·· 
you.enclosed in your latter, implies real concern a))o~ the level~ 

.• 

of tr.U.qht railroad perforJl&nCe. Unfortunately, the r•l•• .. 4oea · ; 
not· coaunicate an entirely_ clear picture ·of the relationahip · ; · 
ba~een Aatrak and CSX'l'. and th• other. roads. · . ·· · ... -· .·· .... · -.. ,,.,_-. 

. · •)_.' · . · · · Por example,· while th•. Aatrak pres• ralea-...;i-f'ia8~ , · 

. ·' .. ~t ~reiqht carrier• are ~nly _. ruponai))le f~ 36 percent of .. . ' . 
-~ · : ~ak delay•; ·it al.o Mk .. t:he uaution that C8X'l'. pzio¥i4elll cm•· 

·' 

. _.. time service only. 51. a percent of the tiM. · 1'ba tact 1-tbat ·• · · , . 
lUV• portion of th• aervioe failv .. -c:ounted .ift that ... ~. 
have .to do with variablu •ucb u weather conditiona,·traina tllat 
.. Y ):)a .held at atationa i,y Aatrak, dalaya ca~ 1'y ~era, ... 
and Aatrak.aquip•ant. and potter ·failure• - ·tactora over·vhich .we 
have no control. our own ..... ur-•nta, duign41d to track ·•ervice 
failures which are clearly within our control, indicate that . 
CSX'l''• on-time record during th• smaa ti .. period waa cloaar to 

) 

ao percent. our parfo;"ll&nce has iJlproved aa the.weather lla• 
returned to nor.nal and year to date ia in excea• of the 85 .  . 
percent level. Thi• iJaprov-ent i• particularly noteworthy given 
the fact that CSX'l' operates aora Aatrak paaaenger train ailu 
than .any railroad in th• country, Which aak•• operatinq·our 
•Y•t .. particularly challenging. While I aa pleaaed with our 
efforts, we·will continue to 9trive to reach 100 parcent·aarvice 
on-tille reliability. · · 

~: 

As part of its overall service reliability initiative, ... 
CSXT will· continue to work to improve our· services to Amtrak and 
to foster the atmosphere of partnership and cooperation that.will 
be key to that effo~t. 

Sincerely, 



' . 

I . 

BURLINGTON NORTHERN INC~ . 

GEnAi..D GAINS7EIN 
Chairman and 
Chief Executive Officer 

. . 

July I, l 994 

The Honorable Federico Pena 
Secretary 
Department of Transportation· 
400 Seventh Street . 
Washington, D.c; 20590 

D~ Secretary Pena: 

· 3Bbo Cont•nental Plaza 
777 Main Street 
Ft. Worth; Texas 76102·5384 
(817) 333·2272 

While I aj,precwe your thQUghts about my personal intervention to assu~ o~·time 
Amttak service, the root cause of delays to passenger trains defies a wave of the . 
· hand and edicis ~ed at ·our j,eop1e in the fi~d. · 

· LOoJdns b&Ck over the Jui 30 days' perroniwice, three problems seem to give riSe 
. to snost .. delays~: slow" tracZ. fhtiaht • · interference IQld Amtrak equipment 
. failutts-The equipment failutes are something over which BN has no control. 
With relpect to slow tnCk. one. can expect such this time of year as hot weather 
slow orders are put out from time to time and u oilr maintenance of way forces 
replace rai~ ties and ballast in order to mtintain a safe and comfortable ride for the 
people who travel by passengez: train over our Amtrak routes. · 

• . 

H.owev~r, in light of ever increasing volumes of freight traffic, track maintenance 
work or an equipment failure can .translate into additional delays_ due to freight 
train movements. Such ctpacity-related delays are being addressed on our two 
long dist4',ce Amtrak r~utcs tr .. ""Ough B~.,s invniment of mi!lions of dollars in 
signal,  switch, siding track and yard improvements. Furthermore, the state of 
\Vashington is helping finance passenger-rel,ated improvements to the Portland to 
Vancouver, B.C., corrido·r. Unfortunately, while some capacity improvements will 
come on iine late this year, most won't. be completed before next year. 

In the mean time, w_e are examirung each Amtrak schedule to determine the besr 
way to remove slow orders and improve reliability. Our findings wili be shared 
with Amtrak toward the end of the month. To the extent ~·ou or ~;our staff want to 
gain a better understandir:ig of what we're plilnning. please :et r.1c kr.ow. A pri\;ate 
bricfi:i= can surely be ;irrangcd. 

., 



C:1'1 •. 
\ NORTHAM~ 

! . 

Mr. Frederico Pena 
Secretary of Transportation 
Department of Transportation 
Washingto~~ oc 20590 

July 7, 1994 

O•-lrun& We-
C.ntrlll v.,.,...,,. 
OvMI\, w~. 6M l'.clfle 

Robert A. W.iket 
Ilk• ,,._,w.nt. eo~.it 
CN Norih Arrwrtc;1 . 
1333 Orwwtf'f l'..t .Blvd. 
r>.trott". Ml '8207•2Cltt 
Ytlophone: 13131 31&-8601 -
flQf,....; ,,, J ,)J .)10.00ll 

1 . · Dear Secretary Pefia: 

. . \ 

l •. I am responding to your Jetter to Mr. Tellier, Chairman and President, ·· ·. 
. . Grand Trunk Western and CN North America, in which you ·outlined your .  .  .  . _ 
·.·concern that Amtrak trains are not operating on time. on our raliroad, ind provide· -'. :._ 

• ~ informaUon that the railroad industry. on-time performance ii not up to the. .  . 
r - ~- • ata~rda th8t meet.the Department's expectations.· As you know, Granc:t-Ttunk. '. . . . 
. · ~· J.. w ... m Rallroa~ and the Central Vermont Railroad bo~ prOvtqe ncklp and .: · ·;_:~ .:.-: · 
· · aervlcn fOr Amtrak In Michigan end New England.· The management of bOth · · . 
· ' ·companies maintain ·a high priority on all Amtrak services to ensure that .  . · · . 

· ~ · · achedule expec;ta~na are met et the highest level possible.· · · ·. · · · : " · · ... -· : ~:.:£16~ .... ~ 
. -. . . ··: ~-.. · · · ~:-:·::: ··: . . . ..... 

. · We at-Grand Trunk and the Central Vermont work vefy closely.with · :_:;.·: --~ · 
. Amtrak t o .-nsure that delays are kept to a  minimum, and to ensure that the . ·· 
delays caused by extensive track work that ca.n only be p.e~orined during th• · ·~ .. ~-.-~.' -. . 
· summer months cause the minimum delays possible to Amtra.k trains. Curing ···-.... ::.~··; ·-:"'::: ·:· 
1 993, Grand Trunk Western Railroad and Central Vermont both ranked third and~~·~~--::::· .· 

. ··. fourth. in on-time perforrrnsnce, of the fifteen railroads that Amtrak operatR·on;.;.;_~:±:!: .·· .~, . .-:~ -· 
· ·· Our performance i~ the first part of i 994 is comparable, but unfortunately, will~- - · 

~~.:;._ . :.be affected by the requirement of summer track work in ss>eCl~- ----- -:~.'-~-- -
~ ·. .. .,. 
...__ ..... -· ·- • -··J-.. , .· .···.··r::• 

. :..::c.~~.· . I eppreclate. your bringing these concerns to ·our att.ettt&_~nct;~--WIB=_-· 
co.ntinua to work toward ensuring the timeliness of Amtrak tralna.:.. ~~= 

_..._ ._ . . .. . . _ ......... =:::::===-

) cc: Paut M. Tellier 

........ -.... 


