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December 17, 2004

Members, California Legislature
State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Members:

I am pleased to submit to you the California Department of Transportation’s (Department)
California State Rail Plan 2003-04 to 2013-14 (Plan). The Department has prepared the Plan as
an examination of intercity passenger rail and freight rail transportation in California in
accordance with Section 14036 of the Government Code.

The passenger element of the Plan reviews the current operations of the three State-supported
intercity rail passenger routes (Pacific Surfliner, San Joaquin, and Capitol) and outlines ten-year
plans for capital improvements and service expansions. This element also addresses the
Department's vision for intercity rail and its standards for achievement of ten-year goals and
discusses potential new routes including high-speed rail.

The freight element of the Plan is an overview of the State freight rail system, looking at
commodities and volumes of goods moving in and out of the State. This element also looks at
freight issues like capacity concerns, intermodal traffic, passenger and freight trains sharing
right-of-way, short line railroad issues, funding programs, environmental issues, new technology,
and future needs and objectives.

Draft copies of the Plan were reviewed by each regional rail corridor advisory group or authority.
The Plan was presented to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) for advice and
consent in April 2004. At that time, the CTC requested that certain changes be made either to the
Final Plan or to the next update of the Plan. The Department then made all of the text changes
the CTC recommended. The new graphs and charts the CTC recommended will be included in
the next version of the Plan. Enclosed are the CTC’s transmittal letter and advice and consent

resolution.
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April 8, 2004

Honorable Kevin Murray, Chairman
Senate Transportation Committee
State Capitol, Room 2209
Sacramento, CA 95814

Honorable Jenny Oropeza, Chair
Assembly Transportation Committee
1020 N Street, #112

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Senator Murray,
Assemblymember Oropeza:

On behalf of the California Transportation Commission, I am transmitting to the Legislature the
10-year California State Rail Plan for FY 2003-04 through FY 2013-14 by the Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) with the Commission’s resolution (#G-04-03) giving advice and
consent, as required by Section 14036 of the Government Code.

The ten-year plan provides Caltrans’ vision for intercity rail service. Caltrans’10-year plan goals
are to provide intercity rail as an alternative mode of transportation, promote congestion relief,
improve air quality, better fuel efficiency, and improved land use practices. This year’s Plan
includes: standards for meeting those goals; sets priorities for increased revenues, increased
capacity, reduced running times; and cost effectiveness. The plan describes California’s intercity
rail network and connecting bus service. The plan also presenmts Caltrans’ ten-year
recommendations regarding the level of state-supported service on specific routes, as well as the
capital and operational funding required for supporting such service. The report also discusses
rail planning and marketing, programming, funding processes for operations and capital
improvements, freight rail, and potential new service and routes.

In reviewing Caltrans' draft 2004 ten-year report, the Commission at its April 2004 meeting
advised Caltrans, which Caltrans agreed to include in its final ten-year plan, that:

$3.1 billion in projected federal funding represents a critical component of the estimated
$3.7 billion in proposed capital improvements over the next 10 years. The remaining
$600 million needed to fully fund the improvements is expected to come from the State
Transportation Improvement Program.
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Caltrans does not have a dedicated funding source for overhauling its locomotives and
rail cars in the coming years as the equipment ages.

Caltrans also agreed to include in the next update of the State Rail Plan

Charts or graphs that provide a comparison of the Department’s progress in attaining its
stated goals and “standards” relating to providing rail as an altenative mode of
transportation, congestion relief, clean air, fuel efficiency, and improved land use.

A schedule/chart showing the number of vehicles that need to be overhauled, the
projected estimated cost and when the vehicles need to be overhauled.

Charts or graphs that provide a comparison regarding the Department’s progress in
meeting its principal route objectives for the three intercity rail corridors, as well as
reflecting changes made to the objectives.

The Commission adopted its Advice and Consent resolution (attached) at its April 2004 meeting.
(Caltrans is responsible for transmitting the ten-year report, after it has prepared the report for
publication.) The Commission appreciates the opportunity to give advice and consent on
Caltrans’ 2004 10-year California State Rail Plan. The Commission intends its advice to be
constructive in producing a report that identifies current and potential future issues for the
Administration and the Legislature. The Commission intends to continue, in cooperation with
Caltrans and local agencies, to implement and expand intercity rail service in California.

Sincerely,

GoA ﬂM

BOB BALGENORTH
Chair

Attachment

Carolp/winy/chung/adviceandconsent(4
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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Commission Consent to the Department’s
Ten-Year California State Rail Plan
Resolution G-04-03

1.1 WHEREAS the California Transportation Commission (Commission) is required by Government Code

Section 14036 to give its advice and consent on the Department of Transportation (Department) 10-year
State Rail Plan; and

1.2 WHEREAS the Department has prepared the 2004 California State Rail Plan for FY 2003-04 through FY
2013-14 in order to provide a comprehensive 10-year plan; and

.3 WHEREAS the Commission has reviewed the California State Rail Plan at its April 2004 meeting; and

1.4 WHEREAS the Commission provided advice on the State Rail Plan and requested that the final ten-vear
plan:

o highlight the fact that federal funding from re-authorization is a critical funding component for the
Department to deliver its $3.7 billion 10-year plan, otherwise the rail program would be limited to the
estimated $600 million that is reasonably expected to be available from the State Transportation
Improvement Program.

* highlight the fact the Department does not have a dedicated funding source for overhauling its
locomotives and rail cars in the coming years as the equipment ages.

1.5 WHEREAS the Commission also requested that the next update of the State Rail Plan includes:

» charts or graphs that provide a comparison of the Department’s progress in attaining its stated goals and
“standards” relating to providing rail as an alternative mode of transportation, congestion relief, clean
air, fuel efficiency, and improved land use. _

» a schedule/chart showing the number of vehicles that need to be overhauled, the projected estimated cost
and when the vehicles need to be overhauled.

¢ charts or graphs that provide a comparison regarding the Department’s progress in meeting its principal
route objectives for the three intercity rail corridors, as well as reflecting changes made to the objectives.

1.6 WHEREAS the Department has agreed to incorporate the Commission’s advice into its final ten-year report
or will incorporate the Commission’s advice into the next update of the ten-year report.

2.1 NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission does hereby consent to the information
contained in the California State Rail Plan and directs the Department to transmit to the Legislature, the
Govemnor, and the Public Utilities Commission in connection with the 10-year State Rail Plan for FY
2003-04 through FY 2013-14.

carolp/win6/chung Castaterailpland04resolutionfinal. doc
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Chapter I - Introduction

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Government Code Section 14036 requires the California Department of
Transportation (the Department) to complete a 10-year State Rail Plan with both
passenger rail and freight rail elements. The law also provides that the State Rail
Plan be updated every two years.

The passenger rail element of the California State Rail Plan 2003-04 to
2013-14 (the State Rail Plan) examines intercity passenger rail transportation in
California and reviews the current operations of State-supported intercity rail
passenger service. It also outlines 10-year plans for capital improvements and
service expansions in this period. The passenger rail element is covered in Part 1,
Chapters I through VIII of the State Rail Plan; the freight rail element is covered
in Part 11, Chapters IX through XV.

This chapter provides an overview of the Department’s Division of Rail vision and
the strategic planning efforts of Amtrak and the Department.

THE DEPARTMENT’S VISION FOR INTERCITY RAIL

The Department’s Intercity Rail Program Vision summarizes and guides the
program’s efforts. To achieve the vision for intercity rail in California, service
must be frequent and reliable, and available for trips to major intercity destinations
with travel times competitive with the auto. Capital projects to increase capacity
allow frequencies to be added; projects to improve on-time performance and
increase reliability; and projects to reduce running time attract riders and provide
an effective service.

Provide Relief to Highway and Airway Congestion — In many intercity
corridors highway demand is near or has already exceeded capacity, and it is not
financially or environmentally feasible to add capacity. Intercity rail currently
provides congestion relief in corridors where capacity has already been exceeded,
and rail service can be expanded to provide additional congestion relief.
Intercity rail thus provides an alternative to building new highway capacity.
Current investment in rail facilities and infrastructure will protect rail capacity so
it is available in the future to provide critical relief to highway and airway
systems.

Concerning the air transportation network, it is also environmentally and
financially difficult to build additional airport capacity. Intercity rail provides an
effective alternative to short haul air travel, such as from the Central Valley to the
Bay Area and Southern California, helping to relieve congestion at airports by
eliminating the need for some short distance flights.
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Provide a Rail Transportation Alternative to Other Travel Modes - Rail
service provides a safe, efficient and cost-effective alternative to auto, bus and air
travel. There has never been a passenger fatality on State-supported Amtrak
service in California. For trips between certain cities, rail provides the only
alternative travel mode to the auto. Rail travel often provides the only viable
mode of travel for disabled, senior and low-income travelers. Business and leisure
travelers may choose rail for cost efficiency, and ease of travel. Rail can provide a
cost-effective alternative to all travelers in some short haul air markets
characterized by high fares, such as for air travel within the San Joaquin Valley.

Improve Air Quality, Conserve Fuel, and Contribute to Efficient and
Environmentally Superior Land Use — Rail service contributes to improved air
quality by reducing vehicle miles traveled and vehicle emissions; by reducing fuel
consumption, and by helping to limit dependence on foreign petroleum. It also
helps to reduce the need for highway construction, which often causes the loss of
economically, environmentally, and historically valuable land, and can contribute
to inefficient land use patterns.

STANDARDS FOR ACHIEVEMENT OF TEN-YEAR GOALS

This section of the State Rail Plan establishes standards for the achievement of the
Department’s 10-year goals in terms of congestion relief, travel mode alternative,
air quality, energy efficiency and improved land use. Progress in meeting these
goals will be measured in future plans.

CONGESTION RELIEF

Because congestion relief is difficult to quantify, a calculation of the rail share of
total intercity corridor travel is used here to estimate the impact of increased rail
service on congestion in each corridor. Measuring increases in mode share for rail
travel is an appropriate way to estimate congestion relief because an increase in
the rail mode share represents trips that would have otherwise been made on
another mode, primarily by auto. Measuring changes in mode share versus simply
measuring increases in ridership also has the advantage of eliminating the effect of
increases in population and economic activity on rail ridership. This method
shows the true effectiveness of the service in attracting riders from other modes,
rather than just showing ridership resulting from an overall increase in travel
across all modes.

In 2001, the Department and the National Railroad Passenger Corporation
(Amtrak) conducted a comprehensive Pacific Coast Market Study. This study was
a broad based random telephone survey designed to produce a profile of intercity
travel behavior in the Pacific Coast Market and specifically in California. One of
the key segments of the survey was the development of mode share calculations
based on actual trips taken and modes used.
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Based on the data from the study, the 2001 mode share for intercity rail along the
Surfliner Route was 3.9 percent, slightly higher than the 3.5 percent for the
Capitol Corridor and San Joaquin Route. (By comparison, air travel had a mode
share of 13.9 percent along the Surfliner Route and 13.7 percent for the combined
Capitol Corridor and San Joaquin Routes.) For this analysis, the corridors served
by the Capitol Corridor and San Joaquins were combined because many of their
population areas overlap. The analysis also excluded points served by
San Joaquin Route buses south of Los Angeles. The Department and Amtrak will
replicate this comprehensive market study in 2005 and 2010 and provide updates
on changes in the rail mode share in future State Rail Plans.

Another Department planning tool provides an indication of the mode share
change that can be expected from implementation of the 10-year program in the
State Rail Plan. The Rail Ridership/Revenue Forecasting Model was used to
generate the forecasts of ridership and ticket revenues that can be expected as a
result of improvements proposed in the State Rail Plan (its methodology is
summarized in the last section of Chapter IV). The forecasting model shows that
implementing the improvements in the 10-year program of the State Rail Plan
would attract enough riders to increase the rail mode share by 2%: to 3 times
compared to 2001.

The Department’s first goal in meeting its vision of providing relief to
highway and air congestion is to increase the intercity rail mode share by
2'4 to 3 times by 2014, by implementing the improvements proposed in the
State Rail Plan for the three existing State-supported routes.

In addition to calculating mode share change, the impact of intercity rail on
congestion was measured by calculating the vehicle miles saved as a result of
intercity rail passenger services. The first step in the calculation was estimating
the vehicle (automobile) miles that would be saved by passengers using State-
supported intercity rail service in 2003 and the expanded service proposed in the
State Rail Plan for 2014. To determine vehicle miles saved, first the number of
State-supported intercity train passenger miles for each year was estimated. Then
an average vehicle occupancy rate of 1.43 passengers per automobile was applied
to the passenger miles to derive vehicle miles saved in each of the two years
(2003 and 2014).

The vehicle miles saved as a result of State-supported intercity rail service were
265 million miles in 2003 and 443 million miles in 2014,

The Department’s second goal in meeting its vision of providing relief to
highway and air congestion is to cut annual vehicle miles traveled in the State
by 443 million miles by 2014 (a reduction of 178 million annual vehicle miles
traveled compared with 2003).
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Please note that the studies and forecasts outlined above relate solely to intercity
passenger rail service and do not include any data for commuter rail traffic or
service.

TRAVEL MODE ALTERNATIVE

Already 98 percent of the State's population lives in counties served by the State-
supported intercity rail and connecting bus network. The challenge is to increase
the share of this population that will ride the trains and buses. As already
demonstrated in California and elsewhere, people will ride intercity trains and
connecting buses if they are frequent, reliable, and provide competitive travel
times. In terms of train frequency, the State-supported intercity rail service will
become a significantly more competitive travel mode when the 40 daily statewide
round-trips proposed as 10-year goals in the State Rail Plan (14 on the
Pacific Surfliner Route, 18 on the Capitol Corridor, 8 on the San Joaquin) are
implemented.

As described above, these frequency increases, together with the other
improvements proposed for the ten-year period through 2014, would raise the
intercity rail mode share for the State-supported routes by 2% to 3 times.
The Pacific Surfliner Route would have a mode share of 10 to 12 percent, while
the Capitol Corridor and San Joaquin Route would have a mode share of 9 to
10.5 percent. This 10 percent threshold approaches the 13 percent mode share for
air travel in these corridors. Achieving such a mode share would demonstrate that
intercity rail is providing a true alternative mode for travelers.

The Department’s goal of increasing the intercity rail mode share by
22 to 3 times by 2014 supports the vision of providing a true alternative to
other travel modes.

AIR QUALITY

Four pollutants were examined in addressing air quality: hydrocarbons, carbon
monoxide, nitrogen oxides (NOx), and particulate matter less than 10 microns
(PMio). These were measured in grams of pollutants for each case. The pollution
saved by the reductions in vehicle miles from 2003 to 2014, were compared to the
increases in train pollution resulting from the increases in train miles for the same
period.

The first step in the comparison is converting the vehicle (automobile) miles saved
as a result of State-supported intercity rail service in 2003 and 2014 (described
above under Congestion Relief) to automobile emissions. To do this, the vehicle
miles saved were multiplied by the average pollutants per vehicle mile for the
typical automobile in California. Next, the train miles estimated to be operated by
the three State-supported services in 2003 and 2014 were calculated. The total
amount of automobile pollution saved due to the new train services were then
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compared directly to the additional pollutants generated by the increased train
miles generated by the added train services.

The analysis showed a net annual decrease in pollution from hydrocarbons and
carbon monoxide.

The Department’s first goal in meeting its vision of improving air quality is to
achieve a net annual decrease in pollution from hydrocarbons and carbon
monoxide in the State through 2014.

The analysis also showed a net annual increase in pollution from NOx and PMio,
resulting from increased use of intercity rail in 2014 compared to 2003.
The increase in pollution from NOx and PMio is due to the fact that the diesel fuel
used by the intercity rail trains produces substantially more NOx and PMio, on a
per gallon basis, than gasoline. The net reduction in gasoline consumption from
increased use of intercity rail does not offset the difference between diesel fuel and
gasoline relative to NOx and PMio.

If the increase in intercity rail ridership by 2014 exceeds current projections, then
the net decrease in hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide would be even greater,
while there would be less of a net increase in NOx and PMio emissions. This is
because, as explained above, the estimate of the reduction in vehicle miles traveled
is based on projected intercity rail ridership.

In addition, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is instituting new
emissions requirements for diesel locomotives. The type of locomotive that is
predominantly used in the State-supported rail system, the new F59 engines
purchased by the State and Amtrak, meets the Tier O requirements, which went
into effect in 2001. The State had ordered F59s that met this requirement before
being required to do so. The next set of standards, called Tier 1, took effect on
January 1, 2004. These require that passenger locomotives purchased after that
date emit 25 percent less NOx and 33 percent less particulates than previously
allowed. Tier 2 standards, which will take effect on January 1, 2005, will require
that passenger locomotives purchased after that date emit 35 percent less NOx and
less than half the particulates than previously allowed.

The Department’s second goal in meeting its vision of improving air quality is
to continue to keep emissions below State and federal maximum allowable
levels for all pollutants, and to pursue funding for research and development
into cleaner locomotive engines.

ENERGY EFFICIENCY

To address energy efficiency, the energy use from the automobile trips that would
be avoided due to expanded intercity rail passenger services included in the State
Rail Plan were compared to the additional energy use resulting from these
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expanded intercity rail passenger services. The analysis used 2003 as the base
year and 2014 as the out year.

In order to convert vehicle miles to energy use, the vehicle miles saved as a result
of use of the State-supported intercity rail service in 2003 and 2014 were
multiplied by the average amount of energy use per vehicle mile, as expressed in
British Thermal Units (BTUs), for the average automobile in California. Next, the
energy use resulting from train miles to be operated by the three State-supported
services in 2003 and 2014 were converted to BTUs. The total amount of
automobile energy use saved due to the new train services was then compared
directly to the additional energy use generated by the increased train miles
operated by the added train services.

The vehicle miles saved for 2003 would have otherwise resulted in the
consumption of 11.4 million gallons of gasoline. Concurrently, the train miles
traveled in 2003 would result in the usage of diesel fuel equivalent to
6.7 million gallons of gasoline. The result is a net saving of 3.7 million gallons of
gasoline in 2003, or over 10,000 gallons of gasoline per day.

The increase in annual vehicle miles saved in 2014, as compared to 2003, would
result in saving an additional 7.9 million gallons of gasoline in 2014, Further, the
additional train miles traveled in 2014, compared to 2003, would result in the
usage of additional diesel fuel in 2014 equivalent to 3.1 million gallons of
gasoline. The result is a net saving of 4.7 million additional gallons of gasoline in
2014, compared to 2003, or a total of 8.4 million gallons of gasoline conserved
annually by 2014.

The Department’s goal in order to continue to meet its vision of conserving
fuel and energy is to save the State a net of at least 8 million gallons of
gasoline annually by 2014,

LAND USE

The Department has been supportive of efforts by cities and counties to promote
transit-oriented development projects, which enhance community livability by
providing housing options, jobs, retail and services within easy walking distance
of transit stations.

The Department plans to continue to support local and regional efforts to
promote transit-oriented development in order to meet its vision of
contributing to efficient and environmentally superior land use.

The following are a few examples of stations where transit-oriented development
has recently occurred, or which are slated for transit-oriented development.

Bakersfield - The Bakersfield station opened to the public in July 2000.
The station, about one mile east of the former Bakersfield Amtrak stop, is much
closer to downtown in the heart of the civic center entertainment complex, which
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includes the Bakersfield Convention Center and Centennial Garden Arena.
While downtown is on the northwest side of the station, a new development plan
calls for building an entertainment-retail complex called River Walk Plaza on
20 to 25 acres to the south of the station. Included in the proposal are an ice rink,
movie theater, other recreational facilities, retail, and office space. In addition,
construction is underway on 180 units of senior housing across the street from the
proposed River Walk Plaza location. Two 80-unit complexes of multi-family
affordable housing have also been proposed for construction in the same area in
the next two to three years. Another development proposal calls for building
12,000 square feet of office space adjacent to the Amtrak parking lot to house the
Convention and Visitors Bureau, which would provide a convenient stopping
point for tourist information for San Joaquin passengers.

Emeryville - In 1998, construction began on the first phase of a project that will
result in a three-building, 550,000 square foot mixed-use complex on the north,
east and south sides of the Amtrak station. The first phase, now completed, is a
240,000 square foot, five-story office building with ground floor retail and two
levels of parking below. The second phase that consists of 170,000 square feet of
office -space was completed in 2001. The project also includes 101 owner-
occupied lofts and town homes, plus senior housing. The site was formerly
industrial and had remained vacant for over 20 years before the City coordinated
and facilitated toxic remediation and redevelopment of the site. The next phase
will consist of 100 units of rental apartments, with at least 20 percent set aside as
affordable housing. The station is served by the Capitol Corridor, San Joaquin,
and the Coast Starlight and California Zephyr long-distance Amtrak trains,
AC Transit buses, and the Emery Go-Round free shuttle bus that connects to the
MacArthur Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) station and various
businesses, work sites, and retail and entertainment centers.

Fresno - The historic Fresno Santa Fe Station is in the process of being renovated
to include the Amtrak station on the first floor with offices and retail facilities on
the second floor. It is scheduled to open in January 2005. In the surrounding area
a new federal building is nearing completion. An additional multi-functional
office building is also under construction. This building will house some of the
Department’s District Office units, the Internal Revenue Service, Employment
Development offices, law offices and a variety of retail services on the ground
floor. Fresno City Hall and other governmental offices are already located within
walking distance to the station. There are several existing restaurants, hotels and
other attractions located near the site.

The close proximity of the various business and governmental agencies makes this
station a hub for locals and visitors alike.

Fullerton - Transit-oriented development projects are under construction adjacent
to the station. They consist of nearly 600 residential units located at or near the
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station, and also include commercial space. The station is served by the Pacific
Surfliner, Southwest Chief long-distance Amtrak train, and Metrolink commuter
rail.

Hanford - This Central Valley City is known for its historic downtown that dates
back to the 1890s and early 1900s. The main commercial street in the historic
district is 7th Street, which provides a pedestrian-friendly connection between the
district and the Hanford Amtrak station. This easy pedestrian access makes taking
the San Joaquin a convenient way for tourists and school field trip groups to visit
historic Hanford. The City is planning to extend the pedestrian-oriented street
network to encompass more of historic Hanford. Plans call for widening
sidewalks, planting street trees, and installing period street lighting and other street
furniture further north along 7th Street to historic China Alley. The project will
effectively expand the number of destinations and attractions accessible by foot to
visitors arriving by rail, thereby making the train an even more convenient option
for visiting Hanford.

Los Angeles (Union Station) - This landmark station counts the highest ridership
in the entire State. Over the last decade, a vibrant transit hub has evolved where
passengers can transfer between State-supported Amtrak trains and buses, long-
distance Amtrak trains (Coast Starlight, Southwest Chief, and Sunset Limited),
regional Metrolink commuter trains, Los Angeles Metro subway and light rail
lines, local and regional transit routes, downtown circulator buses, employer and
hotel shuttles, airport vans and taxis. More recently, new businesses have opened
to fulfill service needs brought about by significant growth in passenger activity at
this station. For example, in addition to the traditional auto rental agencies that
serve these travelers, “carsharing” vehicles are now available on-site by
subscription on an hourly basis, thereby reducing demand for scarce parking
spaces. In the early 1990s, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority built its high-rise headquarters alongside a transit plaza adjacent to the
eastern entrance, and the Southern California Metropolitan Water District took
occupancy of another new skyscraper to the south of the station. The City has
conceptually approved development of several million additional square feet of
office space surrounding the station in response to private sector market needs.
Currently a new mid-rise building is under construction fronting Alameda Street.
This will feature primarily residential condominium-type units, plus ground floor
office/retail space.

Oakland (Jack London Square) - A large, high-density housing complex was
recently constructed across the railroad to the west of the station. To the north of
this project, the Jack London Square areca has undergone a great deal of
transformation in recent years from a predominantly industrial port area to a busy
retail and entertainment district. Also, major new housing and business projects
are being constructed necar the station to the east of the railroad. In order to
accommodate increased ridership at the station, the Department and the
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e Identifies and prioritizes specific improvement projects that will achieve
the greatest return on investment in terms of increasing capacity, train
frequency, reliability, speed, and safety. The Department has adopted the
"Immediate" and "Near-term" increments of the Amtrak Plan for its 10-year
capital program and cost projections.

e Optimizes the integration of all passenger rail services to ease transfers.

e Specifies the funding required at both the corridor and project level to
improve infrastructure and purchase trains.

e Provides a blueprint to guide future rail planning and investment decisions
in the immediate (up to 3 years), near term (4 to 8 years), and long term
(9 to 20 years).

AMTRAK’S STRATEGIC BUSINESS PLAN

In June 2004, Amtrak released its Amtrak Strategic Plan FY 2005-2009, which is
a strategic capital investment and operating plan that updates the plan released in
2003. Amtrak’s Strategic Plan FY 2005-2009 aims to restore Amtrak’s physical
plant and train equipment to a state-of-good-repair and improve the railroad’s
operational reliability. The Plan identifies four strategies: 1) maintain the focus
on stabilizing the railroad; 2) continue to ramp-up the capital program; 3) continue
the emphasis on operating efficiencies through improved fleet utilization, better
service design and increased productivity; and 4) encourage investment in
improved service, including corridor development. The Plan is based on
investments in existing infrastructure and equipment, and proposes no new
significant passenger services — focusing instead on improving the reliability and
cost-efficiency of the passenger railroad’s existing services.

The Plan outlines the progress made in FFY 2003-04, including establishing a
transparent financial reporting system, implementing zero-based budgeting,
imposing strict headcount control measures, focusing on day-to-day passenger
operations, and on maintenance of plant and equipment. The Plan continues these
measures for the next five years. Challenges that Amtrak faced in FFY 2003-04
which are likely to continue include: 1) continuing deterioration in host railroads’
capacity and infrastructure, and 2) failures and delays attributed to deferred
investment in and reconstruction of Amtrak’s plant and equipment.

To support the existing system, the five-year Strategic Plan calls for federal
funding averaging about $1.6 billion per year. The plan holds the line on federal
support for operating purposes each year at $570 million. The majority of federal
support is for capital improvements to the existing system and to bring facilities
and equipment up to a state-of-good-repair. Although the Plan is primanly
directed to preserve and improve Amtrak-owned assets in the Northeast Corridor,
it also includes: Phase II of the new maintenance facility in Oakland that was

13
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completed in September 2004 and fully operational in December 2004; overhauls
of Pacific Surfliner equipment; and basic repairs of Amtrak-owned equipment
maintenance facilities in Los Angeles. For details of projects proposed in
California, see the section in Chapter 111, “Amtrak Funds.”

The Plan continues Amtrak’s policy of not starting new train services unless the
state or states served pays the full operating loss. Amtrak continues to seck full
state funding for incremental operating losses on existing state-supported trains.
Risks to the Plan’s success include: inadequate capital funding, required lead time
for staffing and ordering materials, major asset failure, further freight railroad
network congestion, security incidents, and a potential economic slowdown,

Specific objectives contained in the five-year strategic plan include:

Capital Plan
Infrastructure

e Continue bringing the physical plant to state-of-good-repair
e Station improvements

e Advance infrastructure partnerships, such as the Oakland Maintenance
Facility

Fleet
e Overhaul/remanufacture fleet, both passenger cars and locomotives
e Aggressively advance wreck repairs to bring equipment into service
e Retire and replace obsolete equipment
e Initiate corridor equipment acquisition with states, including California
Operating Plan
o Implement additional service, crew and equipment efficiencies
e Continue to seek labor work rule and scheduling efficiencies
e Identify additional targeted headcount reductions
¢ Increase operating efficiency through capital investment that will allow:
= Scheduled maintenance to be possible
*= Improved fleet quality and fewer “bad orders”
= Reduced risk of infrastructure failures

= Increased ridership and revenues

14
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CALIFORNIA CORRIDORS HIGHLIGHTED IN STATE CORRIDOR
INITIATIVES

The Amtrak strategic plan also includes an Appendix called the State Corridor
Initiatives that focuses on state proposals supported by Amtrak for specific
passenger rail corridor development, and strategies to protect and upgrade key
facilities owned by freight railroads. “States and the freight railroads face serious
problems of capacity, congestion and reliability,” said Amtrak President and CEO
David Gunn. “There is a growing consensus within the rail industry that we must
come together to address these challenges.”

Amtrak surveyed all states and identified those corridors that complied with
Amtrak’s criteria indicating a readiness to receive federal investment. The criteria
includes a long-term master plan, market revenue forecast, operating expense
forecast, infrastructure and equipment investment plans, host railroad acceptance,
agreement to fund 20% match, and agreement to cover any added operating
deficit. Amtrak worked with states to clearly identify the corridors, the congestion
and capacity challenges and capital investment needs. Only eight corridors
nationwide achieved the “Tier I” level of ready-to-invest, three of which are
California state-supported corridors (Pacific Surfliner, San Joaquin and
Capitol Corridor). The other corridors in the Tier I category included those in
Washington, Oregon, Wisconsin, Illinois, North Carolina and Pennsylvania.
Amtrak, in conjunction with the states, proposed a Pilot Program of matched
federal funding for Tier I corridors. Should that come to fruition, California
would receive over $900 million.

One outgrowth of the Strategic Plan and the State Corridor Initiatives was a
recognition that many states, as well as Amtrak, desperately need rolling stock for
existing service and future expansions. States, such as California, are working to
grow the rail market and build the track infrastructure to expand service and
reduce trip times to meet the demand. Amtrak has joined with ten states to
develop a standardized specification for single-level and multi-level passenger
coaches, in the hopes of pooling funding from states and Amtrak to share expertise
and staff resources, create a national standardized pool of intercity rolling stock
and to achieve efficiencies of scale inherent in larger procurements. California
(both the Department and CCJPA) 1s participating in this effort.
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INTERREGIONAL STRATEGIC PLANNING

The Department’s Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP) is the
strategic planning document for interregional capital projects and the framework
for implementing the Department’s interregional transportation funding program.
The ITSP addresses the development of both the State highway interregional road
and intercity rail systems in California; it includes strategies for other eligible fund
uses such as interregional mass transit guideways and grade separations.
The ITSP relies heavily upon the State Rail Plan for its intercity rail portion.

The ITSP was developed for the 1998 State Transportation Improvement Plan
(STIP). It established the goals and objectives for the interregional program and
identified a small subset of highways to upgrade freeway standards, ensuring
interregional mobility in areas not served by the Interstates (referred to as Trunk
Routes). The Department is continuing to implement the ITSP.

STATEWIDE RAIL ASSESSMENT

The Department, in consultation with the Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
conducted a statewide rail transportation assessment as required by Chapter 597,
Statutes of 2001 (AB 1706 - Committee on Transportation) and Chapter 127,
Statutes of 2000 (AB 2866 - Migden).

The report was completed after the issuance of the 2002 State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP), as adopted by the California Transportation
Commission in April 2002, and reflects the status of the project programming
contained in that STIP. The report does not reflect any proposed funding or
project programming changes that have occurred since that date.

Key findings are included for:
¢ Rail connectivity
e Track congestion
e Capital improvement plans

The cost effectiveness of rail investments

As directed by statute, recommendations are made in the following two areas:
e Improving rail connectivity
¢ Filling identified gaps in physical connectivity

e Performing schedule coordination improvements
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CHAPTERII
THE CALIFORNIA RAIL NETWORK

This chapter describes the California Rail Network and the State’s responsibility
vis-a-vis this network. The chapter concentrates primarily on passenger service,
since that is the subject of this element of the State Rail Plan.

A varied and extensive network of intercity, commuter and urban rail passenger
services is operated in the State of California. Figure 2A is a map displaying the
State-supported intercity rail and connecting bus routes. Figure 2B summarizes all
of the intercity, commuter and urban rail services in California.

PASSENGER RAIL SERVICES

TYPES OF RAIL SERVICES

There are three general types of services, as follows:

Intercity Rail - operates largely between several regions of the State, using
the Railroad Mode (see description below). Basic system trains are funded
exclusively by Amtrak. State-supported trains are funded by both the State
and Amtrak. The Pacific Surfliner Route includes both State-supported
service and basic system service. The Capitol Corridor is funded by the
State but administered by the CCIPA.

Commuter Rail - operates primarily within a single region of the State,
serving regional and local transportation needs, using the railroad mode.

Urban Rail - operates locally within an urban region of the State, serving
local transportation needs, using the Heavy Rail, Light Rail, or Cable Car
Modes (see descriptions below).

RAIL MODES

The three types of services use four modes. These modes are as follows:

Railroad - Rail passenger service that uses tracks owned by a freight
railroad (or purchased or leased by a public entity from such a railroad).
Generally, rail freight service uses the same tracks that are also used by rail
passenger service. In California, all such rail passenger service is presently
diesel powered, except for certain steam-powered trains on tourist rail
services. In the Northeast and Midwest some intercity and commuter rail
services are electric powered. The Surface Transportation Board (STB)
and the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) both regulate this mode.
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regulates railroad
safety, including grade crossings.
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Figure 2B
RAIL PASSENGER SERVICES IN CALIFORNIA
Type‘ of Mode Operator Service Name Service Area
Service
Intercity Railroad | Amtrak Pacific Surfliner* San Luis Obispo-Santa Barbara-Los Angeles-San Diego
Rail (State Supported) San Joaquin Bay Area/Sacramento-Fresno-Bakersfield
Capito] Corridor Auburn-Sacramento-Oakland-San Jose
Amtrak Coast Starlight l.os Angeles-Oakland-Sacramento-Seattle
(Basic System) California Zephyr Emeryville-Sacramento-Denver-Omaha-Chicago
Southwest Chief Los Angeles-Kansas City-Chicago
Sunset Limited Los Angeles-Houston-New Orleans-Orlando
Texas Eagle Los Angeles-Dallas/Fort Worth-St. Louis-Chicago
Pacific Surfliner* San Luis Obispo-Santa Barbara-Los Angeles-San Diego
Commuter Railroad | Peninsula Corridor Peninsula Commute San Francisco-San Jose-Gilroy
Rail Joint Powers Board Service (Caltrain)
Altamont Commuter ACE Stockton-San Jose
JPA
Southern California Metrolink Los Angeles-
Regional Rail *San Bemardino Line *5an Bernardino
Authority «Antelope Valley Line Lancaster
«Riverside Line *Riverside (via East Ontario and Fullerton)
*Ventura County Line *Montalvo
*Orange County Line *Oceanside
*Inland Empire- San Bernardino-San Juan Capistrano
Orange County Line
North County Transit | Coaster Oceanside-San Diego
District
Urban Rail Heavy San Francisco Bay BART San Frangisco —
Rail Area Rapid Transit *Richmond
District «Pittsburg/Bay Point
*Millbrae/San Francisco International Airport
*Dublin/Pleasanton
*Fremont
Richmond-Fremont
Los Angeles County Metro Rail Red Line Los Angeles —
Metropolitan *Wilshire/Western
Transportation «North Hollywood
Authority
(LACMTA)
Light Sacramento Regional | RT Light Rail Sacramento —
Rail Transit District *Watt/1-80
*Mather Field/Mills
*South Sacramento/Meadowview
San Francisco Muni Metro San Francisco —-
Municipal Railway *F *Market-Wharves
eJ *Church
K *Ingleside
oL *Taraval
M *Oceanview
*N +Judah
Santa Clara Valley VTA Light Rail San Jose —
Transportation *Baypointe
Authority *Santa Teresa
*Almaden
Mountain View — Baypointe
LACMTA Metro Rail Blue Line Los Angeles-Long Beach
Metro Rail Gold Line Los Angeles-Pasadena
Metro Rail Green Line Norwalk-Redondo Beach
San Diego Trolley, San Diego Trolley San Diego —
Inc. *Blue Line *San Ysidro/Tijuana
*Blue Line *Qualcom Stadium/Mission San Diego
*Orange Line *Santee
Cable San Francisco Muni Cable Car San Francisco —
Car Municipal Railway *California Street
*Powell-Mason/Hyde

* - State supports 70% of all service; Amtrak supports 30%.
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e Heavy Rail - Transit service using rail cars with motive capability, driven
by eclectric power usually drawn from a third rail, configured for passenger
traffic and usuvally operated on exclusive rights-of-way. Ultilizes generally
longer trains and consists of longer station spacing than light rail.
Formerly rail rapid transit (Federal Transit Administration [FTA]
definition). This mode is regulated entirely by the CPUC.

e Light Rail - A fixed-guideway mode of urban transportation utilizing
predominantly reserved, but not necessarily, grade-separated rights-of-way.
It uses primarily electrically propelled rail vehicles, operated singularly or
in trains. A raised platform is not necessarily required for passenger access.
(In generic usage, light rail includes streetcars, [vintage] trolley cars, and
tramways. In specific usage, light rail refers to very modern and more
sophisticated developments of these older rail modes.) (FTA definition.)

e Cable Car - A streetcar type of vehicle that is propelled by means of an
attachment to a moving cable located below the street surface and powered
by engines or motors at a central location not on board the vehicle.
(FTA definition.)

THE STATE’S ROLE IN RAIL PASSENGER SERVICE
INTERCITY RAIL SERVICES

Intercity train services operate largely between several regions of the State.
In California, Amtrak currently operates all State-supported intercity rail service
under the provisions of the Federal Rail Passenger Service Act (49 U.S.C. 24101).
Until 1998 all intercity rail services were planned and administered by the State.
In July 1998, the CCJPA assumed administration of the Capitol Corridor while the
State continues to pay operating costs.

Intercity services are components of the State’s overall transportation system.
The State encourages local and regional planning agencics to share their ideas and
concerns regarding service to their respective areas. Services intended to meet
primarily local needs are developed as commuter and urban rail services rather
than intercity.

The State and Amtrak each pay a portion of the operating costs of State-supported
intercity rail services. The State pays for the majority of capital improvements to
intercity rail services. Local agencies often pay for station improvements, and
railroads have also made contributions. In the past, the federal government and
Amtrak have paid for a minimal amount of capital improvements, but recently
Amtrak has increased its capital contributions, particularly for rolling stock
acquisition and maintenance facilities.
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COMMUTER AND URBAN RAIL SERVICES

Because commuter and urban rail services primarily serve local and regional
transportation needs, they are planned and administered by local and regional
transportation agencies. Funding is available at the local, State, and federal levels.
Operating funds generally come from local funds and State Transit Assistance
(STA) funds. Capital funds also come from a variety of local, federal and State
sources. The Department is primarily responsible for administering the State grant
programs for commuter and urban rail services.

DEFINITION OF COMMUTER VERSUS INTERCITY RAIL

The Federal Rail Passenger Service Act (RPSA) and related legal decisions define
commuter and intercity rail service.

The RPSA (49 U.S.C. 24102) states that:

"Commuter rail passenger transportation” means short-haul rail passenger
transportation in metropolitan and suburban areas usually having reduced fare,
multiple-ride, and commuter tickets and momning and evening peak period
operations.

The Penn Central Transportation Company Discontinuance decision (338 ICC
318) was issued by the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) after a 1971
investigation held to determine whether certain trains constituted commuter
service, thus placing them outside the jurisdiction of Amtrak, which at the time
had just been created.

Specifically, the ICC concluded that a commuter service would likely include
some or all of the following features:

e The passenger service is primarily being used by patrons traveling on a
regular basis either within a metropolitan area or between a metropolitan
area and its suburbs.

e The service is usually characterized by operations performed at morning
and evening peak periods of travel.

o The service usually honors commutation or multiple-ride tickets at a fare
reduced below the ordinary coach fare and carries the majority of its
patrons on such a reduced fare basis.

e The service makes several stops at short intervals either within a zone or
along the entire route.

o The equipment used may consist of little more than ordinary coaches.
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ROUTE DESCRIPTIONS

Pacific Surfliner Route (San Luis Obispo-Los Angeles-San Diego)

Ridership on the Pacific Surfliner Route is only exceeded by service in the
Northeast Corridor operating between Boston, New York and Washington, D.C.
Eleven round trips operate on Monday through Thursday, and twelve operate on
Friday through Sunday between Los Angeles and San Diego. Five daily round-
trips are extended north between Los Angeles and Santa Barbara, with two
continuing on to San Luis Obispo. Amtrak pays for 30 percent of the entire
service as part of Amtrak’s basic system. The State pays most of the costs on the
remaining 70 percent of the service. Ridership in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY)
2003-04 was 2,344,665, an increase of 7.6 percent from the previous year.
Chapter V of this Plan discusses this route in detail.

The Coast Starlight (Los Angeles-Oakland-Sacramento-Portland-Seattle)
The Coast Starlight is the most popular long distance train in the Amtrak system.
For many years, demand has often outstripped capacity during summer and
holiday travel periods. Ridership in FFY 2003-04 on the service’s one daily
round-trip totaled 415,598, a decrease of 6.5 percent from the previous year.

The Coast Starlight serves many major urban areas in California and the Pacific
Northwest, including Portland and Seattle, and has a bus connection to Vancouver,
British Columbia. A substantial portion of its ridership is generated by intrastate
California travel. Direct connections with the Pacific Surfliner at Los Angeles
effectively extend the route south to San Diego. Connections with the San Joaquin
at Sacramento and Martinez provide Central Valley access for travelers to and
from the north. State-funded intermodal facilities have been developed at several
stops along the Starlight route.

The California Zephyr (Emeryville-Reno-Denver-Chicago)

The California Zephyr provides local service in the Emeryville-Sacramento-Reno
corridor; extra coaches are often operated on this portion of the route to handle
heavy loads to and from Reno. Connecting buses link Emeryville with
San Francisco. A stop in Truckee serves Lake Tahoe and nearby Sierra ski areas.
Salt Lake City, Denver, Lincoln and Omaha are also stops on the route to Chicago.
Ridership on the one daily round-trip California Zephyr in FFY 2003-04 was
335,764, an increase of 3.8 percent from the prior year.

The Southwest Chief (Los Angeles-Chicago)

The Southwest Chief provides access to the Grand Canyon at Flagstaff and to
Albuquerque. The route also provides the only direct rail service from California
to Kansas City. Ridership on the service’s one daily round-trip totaled 290,003
in FFY 2003-04, an increase of 6.1 percent from the prior year.
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The Sunset Limited (Los Angeles-New Orleans-Orlando)

The Sunset Limited operates three days a week in each direction and connects
California to many major cities (such as Tucson, El Paso, San Antonio, Houston,
New Orleans, Mobile, Tallahassee, Jacksonville and Orlando). It is Amtrak’s only
transcontinental passenger train. Ridership in FFY 2003-04 totaled 96,426,
a decrease of 8.2 percent from the previous year.

The Texas Eagle (Los Angeles-Chicago)

The Texas Eagle operates three days per week in each direction between
California points and serves such major cities as Fort Worth, Dallas, Little Rock,
St. Louis, and Chicago. It is combined with the Sunset Limited between
Los Angeles and San Antonio. Ridership in FFY 2003-04 was 234,619,
an increase of 9.5 percent from the previous year.

AMTRAK RIDERSHIP IN CALIFORNIA

Figure 2D shows ridership at each Amtrak train and bus stations in California for
FFYs 2000-01 through 2003-04. This table includes ridership on State-supported
trains as well as Amtrak’s basic system routes. Stations with ticket agent or
checked baggage services are also identified.
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Figure 2D
AMTRAK TRAIN AND BUS RIDERSHIP BY STATION
FEDERAL FISCAL YEARS 2000/01 TO 2003/04 (See Note)

03-04 | Station County Ridership | Ridership | Ridership ! Ridership [PSiSJ{CC CS CZ TE{SCISL!

Rank ¢ 2003-04 2002-03 2001-02 2000-01 Routes Serving Station™ | Services
1 L. A. Union Stalion Los Angeles 1489170 | 1440484 | 1,202612 | 1,168,797 |TB B T TiT!T] ABg
2 Sacramentc  Sacramento 1,016,058 | 1,007,172 | 913525 | 859,180 BT T T, A By

3 | SanDiego SanDiego 796288 | 753406 | 661290 | 697,285 |TB! B A Bg
4 Bakersfield Kem 666,635 897,573 663,916 645284 | B| T A, Bg
5 Emeryville Alameda 651,715 678,675 671,830 742,026 T 177 A Bg
6 Irvine QOrange 474125 350,955 213,983 186,362 | T A
7 Fullerton Orange 378,717 332,288 254,516 291,198 | T T A Bg
8 Solana Beach San Diege 378,530 346,069 204771 280,169 |TB| B A Bg
9 Martinez Conira Costa 328,026 333,146 319,995 303,980 TWT 177 A Bg
10 Qakland Alameda 321,045 329,092 328,847 324 827 T:TB T'B A Bg
11 Davis Yolo 318,299 315,072 290,044 258,866 BT T T A Bg
12 Oceanside San Diege 310,590 329,517 272420 273.018 |TB! B A Bg
13 Santa Barbara Santa Barbara 294,358 284,976 244 469 242012 |TB BIB T A, Bg
14 Anaheim QOrange 291,261 248,636 174,048 171812 1 T A, Bg
15 Stockton San Joaquin 265,870 279,619 288,372 296,764 | 1B A, Bg
16 San Juan Capistrano Qrange 262,412 268,290 234,734 231,885 |TB' B A
17 Fresno Fresno 242931 261,541 229213 228,955 T A, Bg
18 San Jose Santa Clara 206,753 221,103 237,852 260,194 BITB T A, Bg
19 Richmond Contra Costa 203,687 170,477 148103 121,848 T|T
20 San Francisco San Francisco 196,634 196,892 196,892 223,564 BB B B A, Bg
21 SantaAna Orange 174,824 180514 | 140,028 : 148226 !TB| B o i ABg
22 Hanford Kings 151,125 | 150515 | 149758 146,523 T ABg
23 Suisun-Fairfield Solano 108,825 101,716 02,721 78,704 T.

24 Oxnard Ventura 62,044 95,295 83,957 83697 |TB, B T A, Bg
25 | SanlusObispo  SanlusObispo 89985 | 90391 | 83206 95989 |18 B B 1 1 ABg

2% Merced Merced 86,774 94,646 87,191 95,549 T ABg

27 Van Nuys Los Angeles 79,425 78,404 74998 78470 |TB| B A, Bg

28 Modesto Stanislaus 73,296 73,658 68,475 67,023 T A, Bg

29 Great America Santa Clara 72,570 82,095 94,434 203,272 .TB.

30 Roseville Placer 66,189 66,377 64,085 55,443 7B’ T

3 Berkeley Alameda 63,840 63,603 73.198 67,773 T:

32 Glendale Los Angeles 47,802 51,290 47087 46665 |TBj B T

33 Chatsworth Los Angeles 46,365 41,749 24,920 31,506 |TB ;

34 Auburn Placer 45,773 46,213 40,228 38,464 B'TB

35 Coleta Santa Barbara 45,666 30.299 24,452 19513 | T

36 Simi Valley Ventura 41,455 43,029 41,578 36,768 |TBy B T

37 Ventura Ventura 38,002 34,581 29,795 28737 |TB| B i

38 Burbank Airpdr't' " " LosAngeles 36,989 38,968 31194 | 32547 |T|B T )

39 Rackiin Placer 34,0807 39,582 35,233 27651 ! B |TB

40 | sanaCrnz  SantaCruz 28,691 51,363 | 62179 | 60502 BiB B
41 Fremont Alameda 28,001 26,496 29401 60,302 BTB ‘

42 Salinas Monterey 27,920 28,352 29,867 33,704 BiB T A, Bg
43 Hayward Alameda 23,776 23670 25,598 40,370 TB
44 Corcoran Kings 22817 23,831 26,908 25159 T
45 Antioch-Pittshurg Contra Costa 20,732 20,463 21,047 20,789 T ;
46 Needles San Bemnarding 19,669 19,153 18,084 | 17747 | AT )
47 San Bernardino San Bernardino 19,112 20,354 21,664 35,270 B T
48 Camarillo Ventura 18,730 13,911 8,325 6,990 T B
49 | Redting Shasta_ 16168 18040 | 14522 | 14811 | TBIB T
50 Chico Buite 17477 16.808 17,068 18,842 BIB T
* Route and Symbol Key:
PS  Pacific Surfliner (San Luis Obispo-Los Angeles-San Diego) cz California Zephyr (Emeryville-Chicago)
SJ SanJoaquin (Bay Area/Sacramento-Fresno-Bakersfield) TE Texas Eagle (Los Angeles-Chicago)
CC  Capito! Corridor (Auburn-Sacramento-Oakland-San Jose) 5C Southwest Chief (Los Angeles-Chicago)
CS  Coast Starlight (Los Angeles-Oakland-Sacramento-Seattle) SL Sunset Limited {Los Angeles-Orlando)
T Train at this location TB  Train and bus at this location B Connecting hus at this location
A Ticket Agent at this location Bg Checked baggage at this location
NOTE: Official Amtrak ridership data for four Federal Fiscal Years (October 2000 through September 2004). Includes all passengers originating or
terminating at each station on all routes shown above.
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Figure 2D (Continued)

AMTRAK TRAIN AND BUS RIDERSHIP BY STATION
FEDERAL FISCAL YEARS 2000/01 TO 2003/04
03-04 2003-04 2002-03 2001-02 2000-01 Routes Serving Station * . Services
Rank Station County Ridership  Ridership ! Ridership  Ridership {PS;SJ CC|CS CZIiTE SCiSL
51 i Carpinteria Santa Barbara 17,211 14,086 12539 10652 iTB| B :
52 | Grover Beach San Luis Obispo 16,836 16,927 16,137 15,702 |TBIB B
53 Wasco Kern 14,557 14,370 15,975 15,805 T
54 Paso Robles San Luis Obispo 13,997 13,802 14030 14048 BB B|T
55 Turlock-Denair Stanislaus 13576 13,888 14,123 15,071 T
56 | Yosemite Natl. Park Mariposa . 13368 = 16,792 14250 B
57 Madera Madera 12408 132027 | Tiery T2 T
58 | Riverside Riverside | 11,692 11,534 8254 647 | |B j
59 Truckee Nevada 11212 11,355 11,051 10,943 B B T
60 South Lake Tahce El Dorado 9,788 9,131 6423 4,885 B B
61 Santa Rosa Sonoma 9,653 10,199 11,030 11,974 B B
_62 | __ SanlaMaria_ Santa Barbara | 8408 7,810 BB.BL
63 Moorpark Ventura 8146 8453 098 1T
64 Long Beach Los Angeles 7,684 7,076 8,607 8,660 B|B
65 San Pedro Los Angeles 6,663 4,909 2,509 1,565 B
66 Ontario San Bernardino 6,613 6,381 6,254 5,897 B T T
67 Guadalupe Santa Barbara 5,362 6,537 5408 6,005 |TB
68 Victorville San Bernardino 6,505 5,206 4,354 4,381 T
69 San Clemente Orange 6,135 5,015 3.862 4,253 T
70 Vallejo-Marine World Solano 6,066 7,967 6,814 10,524 B B
71 Napa Napa 5,253 5,376 6,303 6,158 B B
72 Pasadena Los Angeles 4,762 5,939 5427 5,589 B
73 Dunsmuir Siskiyou 4,667 4,187 4,593 5,280 T
74 Nevada City Nevada 4572 8,202 5928 6,446 B B I
75 Barstow San Bernardino 4288 4174 3,546 3,959 B T
76 Arcata Humboldt 4,202 3,894 3837 4,315 B B
77 Colfax Placer 4,102 4,309 3,850 4,086 B B T
78 Claremont Los Angeles 4,051 4,211 4,176 4,191 B
79 Surf/Lompoc Santa Barbara 3,961 7,034 7.646 7,030 8
80 Santa Clarita-Newhall Los Angeles 3,953 | 3,886 3,569 3,678 B| B
81 Stateline El Dorado 3,848 249 976 626 B B
N7 Eureka Humpoldt | 3216 3,280 3,379 3268 |B|B N
83 Lancaster LosAngeles | 31478 2925 2842 3,089 'B
84 Solvang Santa Barbara 3,071 4,421 4545 3789 |[BT B[ 1
85 Marysville Yuba 2,924 2977 2,649 2,811 B B
86 Oroville Butte 2,662 | 2645 2,614 2,821 B B
87 Placerville El Dorado 2,363 2,090 2,681 3,397 ‘BB
88 Ukiah Mendocino 2,11 1,683 1,799 1,987 B B
89 Petaluma Sonoma 2,066 2,052 2,201 2,235 B B
90 Lompoc | SaniaBarbara | 1882 - 3,017 4,418 3652 |B
eyl McKinleyville Humboldt 1863 1990 1,344 2,056 B B
92 Rohnert Park Sonoma 1,834 1,947 1,986 1,983 B B
93 Tehachapi Kern 1815 = 1,768 1,231 991 B
94 Grass Valley Nevada 1747 3,407 3,485 4,123 B B
95 Monterey Monterey 1897 . 5491 8,284 9,069 B B
96 Palm Springs Riverside 1,649 1948 1 1713 2,026 B T T
o7 | Hemet Riverside 166 18T 1482 1,190 B |
98 Palmdale Los Angeles 1429 1,240 . 1192 1,381 B :
| 99 Palm Springs Airport Riverside 1,349 1,293 1,615 1,523 B |
100 Dublin-Pleasanton Alameda 1,397 1,254 1,325 1,209 B
101 Visalia Tulare 1,100 1204 957 295 B
*  Route and Symbol Key:
PS  Pacific Surfliner (San Luis Obispo-Los Angeles-San Diego) cZ Calif. Zephyr (Emeryville-Chicago)
SJ  San Joaquin (Bay Area/Sacramenio-Fresno-Bakersfield) TE Texas Eagle (Los Angeles-Chicago)
CC  Capitol Corridor (Auburn-Sacramento-Oakland-San Jose) sC Southwest Chief (Los Angeles-Chicago)
CS  Coast Stardight (Los Angeles-Oakland-Sacramento-Seattle) SL Sunset Limited (Les Angeles-Orlando)
T Train at this location TB  Train and bus at this location B Connecting bus at this location
A Ticket Agent at this location Bg Checked baggage at this focation
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Figure 2D (Continued)

AMTRAK TRAIN AND BUS RIDERSHIP BY STATION
FEDERAL FISCAL YEARS 2000/01 TO 2003/04
03-04 ! Ridership  Ridership | Ridership  Ridership Routes Serving Station *  Services
Rank Station ! County 2003-04 2002-03 2001-02 2000-01 (PS{SJ CC'CS CZ[TE SCjSL
102 1  PRedBwff . Tehama 1010 025 1,053 1,190 BB
103 Atascadero San Luis Obispo 1,086 919 990 898 BiB
104 Fortuna Humboit 965 803 863 893 B B’
105 SantaPaula | Venura 1 891 873 o oTee 854 B
106 Mojave Kern 865 867 956 1,013 B
107 Carmel Monterey 863 865 1,079 095 B B
108 Garberville Humbolt 822 670 767 842 | B B
109 Livermore _ Alameda 791 760 932 812 | B
110 | Pomona Los Angeles 786 679 679 630 T
m Tracy San Joaquin 735 820 763 735 B
112 Moreno Valiey Riverside 557 332 332 301 B
113 Corning Tehama 533 591 653 742 B B
114 Perris Riverside 490 351 386 362 B |
| 115 Filimore Ventura 446 387 369 377 B
116 La Crescenta Los Angeles 414 498 444 389 B
117 Palm Desert Riverside 404 449 431 463 B
118 ~ Mariposa i Mariposa 363 326 342 491 B
119 | Cameron Park El Dorado 362 749 936 1,038 1B, B )
120 Healdsburg Sonoma 357 333 333 315 B.B
121 Buellton Sanla Barbara 350 344 220 150 B
122 Gilroy Santa Clara 307 368 507 568 B B!
123 Rosamond Kern 268 261 266 202 B :
124 Beaumont Riverside 256 244 252 207 B
125 Cloverdale Sonoma 237 199 225 297 B B
126 RioDel-Scotia | Humbolt 214 162 132 162 B B
127 | Soda Springs Nevada | 18D 235 259 238 B B
128 Laytonville Mendocino 171 205 120 175 B B
129 KingCity | Monterey 156 72 72 128 BB
130 [ Midpines Mariposa |7 T4 T HaZ | 342 g8 8" R
131 Leggett Mendocino 68 65 49 64 .B'B
132 El Portal Mariposa 62 92 49 : 73 B
133 Boron Kern 40 46 58 139 B
134 Litterock Los Angeles 37 58 42 44 B
135 Lemoore Kings 34 64 44 68 B
1% _| RenchoCordova | _Sacramento 3 278 |38 81| BB
137 Soledad Monterey 23 27 37 27 B B
138 Goshen Jel. Tulare 13 19 5 6 B
139 Kettleman City Kings 12 30 25 21 B
*  Route and Symbo| Key:
PS  Pacific Surfliner (San Luis Obispo-Los Angeles-San Diego) CZ California Zephyr (Emeryville-Chicago)
SJ  San Joaquin (Bay Area/Sacramento-Fresno-Bakersfield) TE Texas Eagle (Los Angeles-Chicago)
CC  Capitol Corridor {Auburn-Sacramento-Oakland-San Jose) sC Southwest Chief (Los Angeles-Chicago)
CS  Coast Starlight {Los Angeles-Oakland-Sacramento-Seattle) SL Sunset Limited (Los Angeles-Orlando)
T  Train at this location TB Train and bus at this location B Connecting bus at this location
A Ticket Agent at this location Bg Checked baggage at this location
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OTHER PASSENGER RAIL SERVICES

Other railroads in California offer more limited rail passenger service, which is
generally tourist oriented. These non-Amtrak intercity rail passenger services
remain subject to the regulatory jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC), FRA, and the Surface Transportation Board (STB).

The California Western Railroad (CWR) between Fort Bragg and Willits in
Mendocino County has been the principal privately owned railroad in California
offering regularly scheduled rail passenger service. Excursion related passenger
traffic on the CWR’s 40-mile route was its primary business, with 60,225
passengers handled in their fiscal year ending May 2000. The CWR filed for
Chapter 11 bankruptcy and ceased operating on September 2, 2003, at which time
the railroad was offered for sale. Sierra Entertainment, a subsidiary of the Sierra
Railroad acquired the line and opened it in May 2004 for passenger excursion
service. To contact the “Skunk Train”, contact 1-800-866-1690.

Other railroads offer rail passenger tourist service generally only during summer
and holiday periods. For additional information on rail passenger tourist service,
call California Tourism at 1-800-862-2543 or access their website at
www.visitcalifornia.com.

RELATIONSHIP TO FREIGHT RAIL SERVICES

Most rail lines in California are owned and operated by private railroad
companies, such as BNSF Railway (BNSF) and Union Pacific Railroad (UP).
The primary function of private railroads in California is to provide rail freight
service to shippers within California, and between California and other points in
the United States, Canada and Mexico. Upon request of Amtrak (for intercity rail
passenger service) and local or regional entities (for commuter rail passenger
service), these freight railroads enter into contracts to allow operation of rail
passenger services on their lines. Under such contracts the railroads typically
provide use of their tracks, signal and dispatching systems, and certain station and
yard facilities. They are compensated by Amtrak and other public entities under
the provisions of the applicable operating contracts. Contracts with Amtrak for
provision of intercity service are executed pursuant to the Federal Rail Passenger
Service Act (49 U.S.C. 24101).

Capital improvement projects are often required to provide sufficient capacity to
allow both the new rail passenger service and the existing freight service to
operate efficiently on main line tracks owned by the freight railroads. To facilitate
introduction of new or expanded intercity and commuter rail passenger services,
the Department and other public entities often fund improvement projects that may
also benefit the freight railroads. These improvements are usually constructed by
the railroad. Freight rail service is discussed in the freight rail element of the State
Rail Plan beginning with Chapter 1X.
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CHAPTER 111
FUNDING AND CAPITAL PROGRAM

This section contains a discussion on Intercity Rail Funding and the Intercity Rail
Capital Program, including a 10-year capital plan.

INTERCITY RAIL FUNDING

Funding for intercity rail systems comes primarily from State sources, but also
includes local, federal, Amtrak, and railroad funding sources. Below is an
overview of these funding sources.

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ACCOUNT (PTA)

The PTA 1is the exclusive source of intercity rail operating funds (as discussed in
Chapter IV) and a potential source of intercity rail capital funds. Proposition 116
designated the PTA as a trust fund to be used only for transportation planning and
mass transportation purposes. Revenues flow to the PTA from several sources.
The PTA’s traditional source of funding is a 4.75 percent portion of the
7.0 percent state sales tax on diesel fuel. Next, a 4.75 percent portion of the
7.0 percent state sales tax on nine cents of the State’s eighteen-cent excise tax on
gasoline goes to the PTA. Proposition 111, enacted in 1989, established this latter
funding source. '

The Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP), [Chapter 91, Statutes of 2000
(AB 2928 - Torlakson)], enacted changes that provided two major new funding
sources to the PTA. The purpose of the TCRP was to provide additional funding
to transportation projects and to the PTA from 2001-02 through 2005-06.
The major new source of funding is gasoline sales tax revenues that had
previously gone to the General Fund. However, soon after the TCRP was enacted,
the state experienced a fiscal crisis, and the funding to the program was revised to
delay, until 2003-04, transfer of sales tax revenues to the Transportation
Investment Fund (TIF). Proposition 42 added Article XIX B to the California
Constitution in March 2002 that, beginning in 2008-09, makes permanent the
transfer of gasoline sales tax revenue to the TIF. Proposition 42 specifies that the
PTA will receive 20 percent of the gasoline sales tax revenue.

In 2004, legislation was enacted due to the State’s financial crisis that suspended
the Proposition 42 transfer for fiscal year 2004-05. Beginning in 2005-06, about
$100 million is projected to be transferred annually from the TIF to the PTA.
However, due to the ongoing state funding shortfalls, it is unknown whether these
transfers will actually take place. Once the TCRP projects have been fully funded
(estimated to be in 2009-10), transfers to the PTA are projected to almost double.
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AB 2928 also authorized the annual transfer, starting in 2001-02, of all non-gas
tax revenue funds in the SHA to the PTA. These SHA funds are derived from the
sale of documents, charges for miscellaneous services to the public, rental of State
property, etc. The transfer was 560 million in 2003-04 and is estimated to be
$47 million in 2004-05.

The Public Utilities Code (Sections 99312 and seq.) governs the uses of PTA
funds that are derived from sales tax revenues. These funds include the traditional
PTA sources of sales tax on diesel and the Proposition 111 - gasoline sales tax and
TIF gasoline sales tax. Fifty percent of these revenues go to the State Transit
Assistance (STA) Program, which assists local entities in funding transit service.
The remaining monies are available to fund a number of State programs including:
intercity rail operations; rail, mass transportation and planning staff support; and
mass transit capital projects. The 2001-02 State Budget included $91 million in
PTA funds for projects to build additional double track segments on the three
State-supported intercity rail corridors.

The 2004 STIP Fund Estimate identifies projected revenues and uses of PTA
funds through 2008-09.

STATE HIGHWAY ACCOUNT (SHA)

The bulk of the SHA supports the State’s highway system, but a portion of the
account also supports rail projects in the State Transportation Improvement Plan
(STIP). The SHA receives its funds from State gasoline and diesel fuel taxes,
State vehicle weight fees and reimbursements from the Federal Trust Fund for
federal-aid projects. Use of the State generated portion of the SHA is governed by
Article XIX of the State Constitution that allows the funds to be used for research,
planning, construction, improvement, maintenance and operation of public streets
and highways. Additionally, the SHA can be used for the research, planning,
construction, and improvement of public mass transit guideways (which includes
intercity, commuter and urban rail, and electric trolley bus services) and their fixed
facilities. The SHA cannot be used for mass transit vehicle acquisition or
maintenance and mass transit operating costs.

The 1989 Blueprint Legislation allowed intercity rail projects to compete for SHA
funds in the STIP. Then Chapter 622, Statutes of 1997 (SB 45 - Kopp), reserved
for intercity rail and grade separation projects a minimum of nine percent of the
interregional portion of the STIP as part of the Interregional Transportation
Improvement Program (ITIP). SB 45 also allowed intercity rail projects to be
programmed in the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP). Asa
result, in the 1996 through 2002 STIP biennial cycles, a total of $468.6 million
was programmed for intercity rail projects from the SHA. Of this amount,
$321.1 million has been allocated. However, as a result of the recent funding
deficits, since May 2003 all intercity passenger rail project allocation requests
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presented to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) have been put on a
pending projects list, and then were included in the 2004 STIP,

TRAFFIC CONGESTION RELIEF FUND (TCRF)

Chapter 91, Statutes of 2000 (AB 2928 - Torlakson), established the Traffic
Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) to be funded from the TCRF. The TCRP
specified a list of projects to be funded from the Program, including
$206.5 million for specific intercity rail capital projects. The section above on the
PTA describes in general the funding sources for the TCRP.

To date $42.6 million has been allocated from the TCRF to intercity rail projects.
However, as mentioned above, all allocation requests for TCRP projects have been
suspended since May 2003. In 2005-06 Proposition 42 transfers to fund TCRP
projects are scheduled to be $678 million. But as stated previously, it is uncertain
whether these transfers will materialize.

TRIBAL COMPACT BONDS

Chapter 91, Statutes of 2004 (AB 687, Nunez) ratified amendments to the Tribal-
State Gaming compacts renegotiated by the Governor and five tribes with gaming
income. The bill authorized the issuance of bonds, secured by up to §1.5 billion in
Indian gaming revenue, to be dedicated for transportation improvement purposes.
Based on the Statute, the PTA would receive $275 million of this revenue and the
SHA would receive $457 million. However, it is still unclear when the revenue
will materialize.

THE PASSENGER RAIL AND CLEAN AIR BOND ACT OF 1990
(PROPOSITION 108)

The 1989 Blueprint Legislation authorized three $1 billion rail bond measures to
be placed on the ballot in 1990, 1992 and 1994. In 1990, the voters approved the
first §1 billion rail bond measure, The Passenger Rail and Clean Air Bond Act of
1990. To date, almost all bond proceeds have been used to fund new rail projects
and improvements to existing systems, including $225 million for intercity rail
capital projects. The voters did not approve the subsequent two bond measures in
1992 and 1994.

CLEAN AIR AND TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1990
(PROPOSITION 116)

Proposition 116 provided a $1.99 billion one-time source of funding for rail and
transit projects. Proposition 116 contained about $382 million for intercity rail
capital projects, $1.37 billion for urban and commuter rail projects, and
$235 million for other transit and transit related projects. Most of these bond
funds have been allocated.
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GENERAL FUND (GF)

The 1999-00 and 2000-01 State Budgets provided GF money for intercity rail
capital projects. The 1999-00 Budget included $17.5 million for new intercity rail
rolling stock and the 2000-01 Budget also provided $30 million for this purpose.

LOCAL FUNDS

Although intercity rail passenger services are funded primarily by the State,
a substantial amount of local funds have been invested, mainly on the
Pacific Surfliner Route, to fund commuter rail development. These funds serve to
enhance commuter rail service improving tracks, signals and stations also used by
intercity trains. Also, intercity rail stations are often owned by cities and funded
with local revenue in addition to STIP funding. The Department will work with
local and regional entities that may wish to fund higher levels of service than State
resources are able to provide.

FEDERAL FUNDS

Federal transportation funds from various programs are used for intercity rail
projects. In particular, funding has been provided for station projects from the
FTA Section 5307 and 5309 capital programs. However, federal flexible
transportation funds, such as are provided through the Surface Transportation
Program, are generally not available for intercity rail projects.

Several bills providing funds for intercity rail capital investment were debated in
recent congressional sessions, and are expected to be introduced in the next
session in 2005. Although each bill differs, certain key features are included in
several. They were the provision of long-term bonding authority for rail capital
improvements on qualifying routes nationwide, which include all of California’s
existing State-supported routes. The federal government would provide tax credits
to bondholders in lieu of interest payments. The funds would have been invested
in upgrading existing lines to high-speed rail, constructing new high-speed rail
lines, purchasing high-speed rail equipment, eliminating or improving grade
crossings, station development and other capital upgrades. States would be
required to provide 20 percent of the cost of the funded projects.

Other bills also included various funding provisions, such as grants, direct loans,
loan guarantees, and tax exempt and tax credit bonds. The proposals would have
funded capital projects for high-speed rail passenger service, increase intercity rail
security and safety, and provide economic stimulus.

AMTRAK FUNDS

Amtrak supports 30 percent of the Pacific Surfliner Route, as this portion is
considered part of their “Basic System”, and not state-supported service.
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On the capital side, Amtrak develops and funds some California intercity rail

capital projects.

The largest investment has been in maintenance facilities and

rolling stock. As a result of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997, Amtrak was
provided over $2 billion in capital funds for its nationwide system. Over the past
six years, Amtrak has increased its investment in California. For example, Amtrak
purchased 40 new passenger cars and 14 locomotives for the Pacific Surfliner
Route at a cost of about $135 million.

Figure 34
Amtrak Five-Year Strategic Plan - Capital Projects
. . . . Amtrak Funding
California Projects Summary of Project Scope FFY 2005-09
Los Angeles Yard - New Replace electric carts and shop equipment $ 50,000
Equipment
Surfliner Equipment — Replace most parts due for renewal, along with
. 10,600,000
Overhauls some upgrades and structural repairs
Install roof for commissary and material control
Los Angcles Yard building, wheel truing machine, sand tower and 2,400,000
Improvements . : .
industrial waste line
Service & Inspection Replace specialty tools, equipment, etc. for LA 7.500.000
Facilities Running Repair and OAK S&I Facilities T
Los Angeles Yard Track Construct tracks to connect to 9" Street 250,000
Los Angeles Union Station Install tactile warning tiles on Tracks 10,11,12 350,000
Improvements
Oakland Maintenance Construction of Commissary and Welfare 14.000.000
Facility Phase II facilities T
Oakland Maintenance . C .
Facility Yard Demobilization Demolish existing infrastructure in UP Yard 300,000
Emeryville Station Provide funds for lease/purchase of the station 400,000
Lease/Purchase
Extension of Pacific Surfliner Construct 1.8 miles of second mainline track,
Double Track = CPFloresto | ;1 1) ging Centralized Traffic Control (CTC) 1,250,000
CP O’Neal g
. Participate in the construction of a multi-story
San D_1ego > New Layover building, of which the first floor is to be used by
and Light Maintenance X 350,000
Facility Amtrgk and Caltrans to store equipment and
materials needed for rolling stock maintenance
Oakland — Station Access Construct station track, platform, and control
L 680,000
and Platform Improvements | point improvements
Rocklin Station Const‘ruct improvements to meet ADA 250,000
Requirements
Capitol Corridor Install Clo_sed Clrcglt Television in 8 stations 300,000
along Capitol Corridor
San Joaquin Corridor Install Closed CI'I'CUIt Tglevmon in § stations 300,000
along San Joaquin Corridor
Salinas Station Reconstruct Salinas Platform 2,524,700
California Projects Total $41,504,700
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Figure 34 (continued)

Amtrak Five-Year Strategic Plan - Capital Projects - continued

. . . Amtrak Funding
Multi-State Projects Summary of Project Scope FFY 2005-09
Rail Replacement and o . .
Rehabilitation — Pacific and Replace and rehabilitate rail, wood ties, and 6,400,000
o turnouts
Southwest Divisions
Superliner II Equipment — Replace most parts due for renewal, along with
. 21,200,000
Overhauls some upgrades and structural repairs
Superliner I Equipment — . . .
Overhauls Modify or remanufacture existing equipment 13,600,000
F59PHI Diesel Locomotive Replace most parts due for renewal, along with
. 5,200,000
Overhauls some upgrades and structural repairs
Western Division Pollution Construct pollution prevention upgrades and
. . 2,220,000
Prevention mprovements
Multi-State Projects Total $48.620,000
GRAND TOTALS $90,124,700

Amtrak’s Strategic Plan FFY 2005-2009 proposes funding for several projects in
California. The Plan focuses on returning Amtrak to a firm operational and
financial footing by restoring its assets to a state-of-good-repair after years of
deferred maintenance. The Strategic Plan includes $90.1 million for projects
which impact California, of which $41.5 million is for projects wholly in
California and $48.6 million is for multi-state projects that partially impact
California. The actual level of funding for these projects is dependent on
Congressional appropriations during the period of the Plan. Figure 3A lists the
California related projects included in the Amtrak Strategic Plan.

RAILROAD FUNDS

The State and the railroads owning the right-of-way of intercity rail passenger
routes sometimes share in the cost of track and signal improvement projects.

INTERCITY RAIL CAPITAL PROGRAM

BACKGROUND

Since the Amtrak era began in 1971, over $2.8 billion has been invested in
intercity rail capital projects in California. The largest investor is the State.
However, there also have been significant investments by local entities, Amtrak
railroads and the federal government.

As is discussed in Chapter IV, intercity rail service in California has grown
dramatically since 1971. These service increases were dependent on the
implementation of capital projects. Track and signal projects have increased
capacity and speed. Station projects have allowed for new services, new stops and
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improved accommodations at renovated stations. New rolling stock has allowed
for new services, and improved passenger service and comfort. For example,
the Department has purchased 88 new California Car passenger cars and 15 new
F-59 locomotives.

The intercity rail capital program was originally funded from special legislation
and the Intermodal Facilities Program. This program was then broadened to
become the TCI Program, which had a number of eligible project categories, using
both Transportation Planning and Development (TP&D) Account funds and SHA
funds. In the late 1980s, some capital funding was provided through direct
appropriations in the Budget Act or in other legislation.

In 1990, capital funding for intercity rail increased dramatically. First, legislation
passed that authorized the placement on the ballot of a bond measure in 1990,
identified as Proposition 108, for $1 billion in bond funds for rail projects,
including about $225 million for intercity rail. This bond issue passed.
In addition, another measure on the same ballot, Proposition 116, an initiative
measure, and it also was also approved. It provided $2 billion for rail, including
about $382 million for intercity rail. To date, practically all available Proposition
108 and 116 funds for intercity rail have been used.

The 1989 legislation also allowed intercity rail to receive more capital funding
from the SHA. Later, Chapter 622, Statutes of 1997 (SB 45 - Kopp), was passed
which gives intercity rail projects a minimum of 9 percent of the interregional
portion of the STIP as part of the ITIP. Intercity rail projects can also be funded in
the RTIP. As a result,; in the 1996 STIP, 1998 STIP, the 1998 STIP
Augmentation, the 2000 STIP, and the 2002 STIP a total of $468.6 million was
programmed for intercity rail projects. Of that amount $321.1 million has been
allocated. Due to severe funding constraints, the 2004 STIP did not program any
new funding for intercity rail projects. It includes only projects previously
programmed in the 2002 STIP, but not yet allocated.

Chapter 91, Statutes of 2000 (AB 2928 - Torlakson), established the Governor’s
Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) to be funded from the Traffic
Congestion Relief Fund (TCRF). The TCRP contained $201.5 million for specific
intercity rail capital projects, including $148.5 million for the Pacific Surfliners for
the Los Angeles run-through project to reduce running times through
Union Station in Los Angeles, a triple track project in Los Angeles County,
double track projects in San Diego County, a new San Diego areca maintenance
facility, and a parking structure at Oceanside. Also, $25 million was reserved to
double track portions of the San Joaquins, and $28 million was reserved for the
Capitol Corridor for track and signal improvements between Oakland and
San Jose, for track improvements at the Emeryville and Oakland stations, and for a
new station at Hercules.
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Two recent State Budgets provided funding from the GF for intercity rail capital
projects. The 1999-00 Budget provided $17.5 million for equipment acquisition.
The 2000-01 Budget included $30 million for equipment, and $20 million for
track improvements on the San Joaquin Route.

Also in 1999-00, $17.0 million in proceeds from leveraged leaseback of the
existing California Car and locomotive fleet was received for purchase of new
intercity rail equipment. The 2001-02 Budget included $91 million in Public
Transportation Account (PTA) funds for track mmprovements on all three
State-supported routes.

Even with these new funding sources for intercity rail, rail equipment continues to
lack an ongoing funding source. This is because restrictions under Article XIX of
the State Constitution do not allow rail equipment to be funded from SHA funds.

Rail passenger cars and locomotives require scheduled heavy overhaul based on
manufacturers recommended intervals, and when required to maintain system
reliability. The projected annual overhaul cost is approximately $12 million,
funded from PTA.

HISTORICAL CAPITAL FUNDING

Figure 3B provides a summary of all capital funding for intercity rail in California
since close to the beginning of the Amtrak era. The summary reflects all
expended and allocated funds, including funds from Propositions 108 and 116,
funds provided by the TCRP, and funds programmed in the 1996, 1998, 2000, and
2002 STIPs and carried over to the 2004 STIP. To date, over $2.8 billion has been
invested or reserved, including projects for stations, track and signal
improvements, maintenance and layover facilities and rolling stock. Although the
State has provided about 63 percent of the total investment, local entities, the
federal government, Amtrak, and the private railroads have made major
contributions.

The Department’s publication, the California Intercity Rail Capital Program,
December 1, 2004, details the projects shown in Figure 3B.
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Figure 3B
Intercity Rail Capital Program Funding History
1976-77 through December 2004
Expended and Reserved Funds
SUMMARY OF PROJECTS BY PROJECT TYPE
(S in Millions)
Project Type
Maintenance
Track and and Layover
Route Stations Signal Facilities Rolling Stock Total
Pacific Surfliner - North | $ T02.9 | 5 2403 5 S 3432
Pacific Surfliner - South $ 138.1 | 8§ 608.6 ) 806.7
Total Pacific Surfliner $ 2410 $ 908.9 S 1,149.9
San Joaquin $ 153.7 | $ 3774 S 531.1
Capitol Corridor '} 9991 % 1940 $ 2939
Other Routes $ 43115 24.4 $ 67.5
Maintenance and Layover
Facilities . B 1553
Rolling Stock i b 612.7 | § 612.7
Grand Total 537.7 | § 1,504.7 | $ 155.31 3 612.7 [ § 2,810.4
SUMMARY OF PROJECTS BY FUNDING SOURCE
($ in Millions)
Funding Source
Route State Local Federal Amtrak Railroad Total
Pacific Surfliner - North $ 2284198 85318% 25118 3118 1.3 $ 343.2
Pacific Surfliner - South $ 517.71% 10483 1488 S 15918 7.1 $ 8067
Total Pacific Surfliner $ 740118 190.115% 17391 % 19018 84165 124 % 1,149.9
San Joagquin § 399518 31318 32715 26|95 6331 8% 1.71% 531.1
Capitol Corridor s 1979]s 491|s 311fs  12]s 145 01]S 2939
Other Projects $ 30318 791% 202 1% 30138 6 $ 67.5
Maintenance and Layover S - i
Facilities $  810(S$ $ 740} s 1553
Rolling Stock $ 3073 . 0.1]S 299.0 319 612.7
(Grand Total § 1,762.1 |8 27878 2580|S5 398818 92318 2058 28104

PROJECTED CAPITAL FUNDING

As discussed in Chapter I, Amtrak has conducted a vision exercise, including the
issuance of the California Passenger Rail System 20-Year Improvement Plan
(the Amtrak Plan) in March 2001. The Department concurs with the “Immediate”
(up to 3 years) and “Near-term” (up to 8 years) increments of the Amtrak Plan.
The “Vision” increment of the Amtrak Plan extends it to 20 years and over
$10 billion in funding needs.

The Department’s 10-year capital program uses the “Immediate” and “Near-term”
increments of the Amtrak Plan as input to development of the Department’s
10-year capital needs. Figure 3C shows a projected $3.7 billion in 10-year capital
funding needs for the existing and new routes shown in this table.
This $3.7 billion capital program represents on unconstrained program based on

39



State Rail Plan

project needs, and not funding expectations. See Figure 3D for a constrained
capital program.

Figure 3C
10-Year Intercity Rail Capital Program
FY 2004-05 through FY 2013-14
Project Costs (in millions
Project ‘ Rolling Stock

Development &

(PE, EIR/S, ! Track & Grade Maintenance
Route CM) Right of Way ; Signal Stations Crossings Facilities Total Cost

EXISTING ROUTES

Pacific Surfliner ;,
North $ 72.1 | % 13.8°'§ 469.4 | § 6.7 % 7.7 ) $ 569.7

Pacific Surfliner

South $ 1534 % 163 . $ 899.0  § 403 ' § 22018 281]8  1,159.1
San Joaquin $ 1462 | § 35§ 668.7 | $ 71§ 726 % 40.1 | § 938.2
Capitol Corridor | $ 55.8 | $ 3.9 § 285.6 | § 54118 154§ 43.1 % 457.9
Subtotal 'S 4275 | § 375§ 23227 % 1082  § 1177 ] % 111318 3,1249

PROPOSED ROUTES

Coast l's 664 | $ 182 1§ 415.8 1% 81 % 1491 % 26718 550.1
Monterey 'g 59| % K 1751 % 25 % 111% 26.7 | $ 53.7
Subtotal S 723§ 182 % 4333 | § 106 | § 16.0 1§ 534§ 603.8
TOTAL 5 4998 | § 55.7 18 2,756.0 & 1188 ' § 133.7 | § 164.7 | 5 3.728.7

* Preliminary Engineering, Environmental Impact Report/Study, Construction Management
2 Includes costs for new rolling stock if purchased instead of leased
i Included in Pacific Surfliner South
Capital costs for other proposed routes (Redding, Reno, Coachella Valley and Las Vegas) were not studied
in the Amtrak Plan, and current comparable cost estimates are not presently available,

The specific capital categories in the table are project development, right of way,
track and signal, stations, grade crossings, rolling stock and maintenance facilities.
For new routes, estimates are preliminary and subject to change based on the
results of capacity and engineering studies.

6 &

The Department’s priorities for implementation of capital projects in the State Rail
Plan are:

o Increase the cost-effectiveness of State-supported intercity rail service by
increasing revenues and reducing costs, thereby increasing the farebox ratio
to reach or exceed the Department’s 50 percent standard.

e Increase capacity on existing routes to allow increased frequencies and
improved reliability as a result of better on-time performance.

e Reduce train running times to attract riders and to provide an efficient
service, with travel times directly competitive with the automobile.

e Improve the safety of State-supported intercity rail service, including grade
crossing improvements and closures.

e Initiate new cost-effective routes.
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Receipt of $3.1 billion in federal funding is critical to timely implementation of
this $3.7 billion 10-year capital program. Such funding could be provided by
passage of proposed rail bond legislation as part of the pending reauthorization of
federal transportation funding programs or other proposed legislation. If such
federal funding is unavailable, implementation of this capital program will have to
be delayed to reflect the level of State funding made available from future STIP
programming cycles, as supplemented by any other available funding sources.

Figure 3D shows the constrained 10-year capital program. This program funding
level could be achieved if $60 million a year in STIP funding is made available
over the 10-year period (from 2006 through 2014 STIP cycles). This annual
amount is less than the average annual STIP funding programmed since 1996.
The 1996 STIP provided $119 million in funding for intercity rail projects, while
the 1998 STIP, as augmented, provided an additional $185 million. However, the
2000 STIP provided $50.3 million. The 2002 STIP increased funding provided to
$122.3 million. As noted above, no additional funds were made available in the
2004 STIP. The potential availability of federal funding could serve to reduce
demands on the ITIP to fund intercity rail projects. Other potential funding
sources could include future bond issues and funding from local entities and
railroads.

Figure 3D

Constrained 10-Year Intercity Rail Capital Program
FY 2004-05 through FY 2013-14
Project Cost (in millions, based on year 2003 dollars)

Project Rolling
Development | Stock &
(PE, EIR/S, } Right of Track & Grade |Maintenance
Route CM) * Way Signal Stations Crossings | Facilities | Total Cost
Pacific
Surfliner $ 429 | % 571% 2606 % 891% 57 % 5418 3292
San Joaquin | $ 27.8 | $ 07(% 1273 % 1.4 19% 13.8 | § 76 (% 1786
Capitol ‘ I e ”
Corridor $ 10.6 | $ 07 % 544 % 103§ 29§ 82 1% 87.2
Total $ 813 | % 71§ 4423 % 206 | $ 224 1% 212 1% 5950

* Preliminary Engineering, Environmental Impact Report/Study, Construction Management

Since the passage of SB 45 in 1997, most intercity rail funding provided by the
State has come from projects proposed by the Department from the ITIP, which
receives only 25 percent of all STIP funding. The RTIP, for which projects are
proposed by the Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs), receives
the remaining 75 percent of STIP funding. However, as part of the partnership
between the Department and the RTPAs, the RTPAs should be expected to
provide significant additional resources for intercity rail capital projects.
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PROJECTED CAPITAL PROJECTS

The following is a summary of key elements in the projected 10-year capital
program (summarized in Figure 3C above) for existing routes:

Pacific Surfliner Route

New trainsets

Additional lead track at Los Angeles Union Station
Third main track Fullerton-Los Angeles
Second main track (20 miles)

Facility improvements

Station improvements

Additional sidings

Track realignments

Cab signals

Track and signal upgrades

Roadway/rail intersection improvements
Right-of-way acquisition
Environmental studies

Beginning in 2002, the Department, in cooperation with the FRA, CHSRA,
Amtrak and regional and local planning agencies, participated in technical
studies that analyzed alternatives and opportunities for rail corridor
improvements between Los Angeles and San Diego. As part of these
studies, the Department and FRA jointly undertook a program level
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS)
to evaluate such potential rail corridor improvements. Completion of the
EIR/EIS is planned for Spring 2005. This document will facilitate
environmental reviews of specific project improvements under both CEQA
and NEPA. This will also make the program of projects eligible for
potential federal funding.

In November 2003, the Department released the LOSSAN Corridor
Strategic Plan. This Plan discusses the rail corridor improvement concepts,
identifies potential environmental issues and documents community
concerns. This planning document will be used by the Department and
other agencies to progress implementation of specific project

improvements. Conceptual project cost estimates will be included in the
EIR/EIS.
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Business Plan for Los Angeles-San Luis Obispo

In November 2004, the Department, regional planning agencies, Amtrak,
SCRRA, UPPR and other stakeholders initiated the development of a
Strategic Business Plan for the Los Angeles to San Luis Obispo portion of
the Route. Similar to the previous Plan for the southern portion of the route
(discussed above), the Strategic Business Plan will analyze rail service
expansion opportunities, capital projects required to improve rail service
and the potential environmental effect that would result from these actions.
A series of public workshops and agency meetings will be held to obtain
input for rail service improvements and to identify community issues and
concerns.

San Joaquin Route

New trainsets

Additional mainline track

Curve realignment

Signal upgrades

Siding extensions

Environmental studies for passenger-only track
Roadway/rail intersection improvements
Demonstration train to San Jose

Right-of-way acquisition

Capitol Corridor

Station improvements
New trainsets

Higher speed switches
Superelevation on curves
Additional mainline track
Track upgrades

Crossing signal upgrades

Right-of-way acquisition
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HEAVY EQUIPMENT OVERHAUL

In 2001-02, the Department started its heavy equipment overhaul program for its
fleet of California Cars and locomotives. The Northern California pool of State-
owned equipment includes 78 cars and 17 locomotives, while the Southern
California pool of State-owned equipment includes 10 cars. Different components
of the equipment need to be overhauled on a cyclical basis. The overhaul cycle
varies from two, three, four, six or eight years depending on the component being
serviced. Thus, the overhaul program is ongoing, and in each year different cars
and components receive an overhaul.

Funding for the overhaul program varies by budget year based on the specific
overhauls planned for that particular budget year. The overhaul program has been
funded through the Budget Act from the Public Transportation Account (PTA).
Article XIX of the State constitution prohibits the use of State Highway Account
(SHA) funds for mass transit vehicle acquisition or maintenance. Thus, SHA
funds cannot be used for the overhaul program, nor is there any dedicated funding
source for the overhaul work needed in the future as the equipment ages.

In 2002-03, the bid was accepted for the first mid-life overhaul of the original
66 cars in the Northern California fleet. Work began in January 2004 and will
take four years to complete. In addition, the nine oldest FS9PHI locomotives
received a mid-life overhaul, which was completed in January 2004. In future
years, the newer 22 cars (12 in the Northern California fleet and ten in the
Southern California fleet) will need an overhaul. Additionally the remaining eight
locomotives will need their mid-life overhaul. Certain specific components are
not included in the mid-life overhaul, such as sign-systems and carpet and
upholstery, and these activities are contracted for and performed separately.

RAIL-HIGHWAY GRADE CROSSING IMPROVEMENT AND
SEPARATION PROGRAMS (STATE AND FEDERAL)

The Department has a number of programs to improve safety at rail-highway
grade crossings as well as improve rail and road operations. Locations where a
railroad track and a street or road cross each other at the same grade are called rail-
highway grade crossings. The Federal Section 1010/1103 Program and the
Federal Section 130 Program focus on improving safety and operations at grade
crossings. Locations where a railroad track and a street or road cross each other at
separate grades are called rail-highway grade separations. The State Section 190
Program focuses on constructing grade separations. The three programs combined
receive, in general, approximately $30 million a year in funds.
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Federal Section 1010/1103(¢) Railway-Highway Crossing Hazard Elimination
in High Speed Rail Corridors Program

Section 1010 of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA)
(23 U.S.C. Sec. 104(d)), which was enacted in 1991, provides $5 million per year
for elimination of hazards at railway-highway crossings (when ISTEA was
reauthorized in 1998 as the Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century, or
TEA-21, Section 1010 was revised as Section 1103[c]). In order for rail corridors
to be eligible to compete for Section 1010 funding, they must include rail lines
where railroad speeds of 90 mph are occurring or can reasonably be expected to
occur in the future. California’s existing State-supported intercity passenger rail
routes, plus the Coast Route between San Jose and San Luis Obispo, together
comprise one of the nationally designated corridors eligible to compete for the
Section 1010 funding. Since FY 1992-93, the Department has received
$6.3 million in Federal funds from the program. The Department's Division of
Rail uses the Section 1010 funds for improvements in signaling at grade crossings,
private grade crossing closures, and other grade crossing safety improvements.

Federal Section 130 Crossing Improvement Program

Section 14036.4 of the Government Code requires the Department to report on the
amount of funds available to the State under the Federal rail-highway crossing
program (23 U.S.C. Sec. 130), including the cash balance, funds encumbered
during the last year, and amounts anticipated to be received during the subsequent
year.

Apportionments from the Federal Section 130 Program currently provide about
$10.2 million per year in federal highway funds for grade crossing safety projects.
The Department supplements this program with other Federal funds to pay for
grade crossing improvements on State Routes. With the supplemental Federal
funds, the total statewide financial commitment to grade crossing improvements
ranges from about $13 million to $15 million per year, with $10 million allocated
to projects to eliminate hazards at rail crossings on local streets and roads and the
balance allocated to projects on State Routes. Improvements include the
installation of grade crossing safety devices such as flashers, gates, cantilevered
flashing lights, constant time waming devices, surface improvements, crossing
closures and coordinated traffic signal preemption at crossings.
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Figure 3E

Section 130 Federal Crossing Improvement Program Funding Status
Federal Fiscal Year 2003-04 — 2004-05

($ in thousands)

Total Anticipated Total
Apportionment Cumulative . 1P Apportionment
. o Total Unobligated Apportionments .
Funds Available Obligations Funds Available
e Balance Sept. 30, Oct. 1, 2004
on Oct. 1, 2003 (Obligations and 2004 through Sept. 30 on Oct. 1, 2004
(Roll-Over and Deobligations) © g2 OOZP T (Roll-Over and
New Funds) New Funds
$11,474 $ 8,150 $3.324 $9,595 $12,920

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), in consultation with the
railroads, the Department and the appropriate State and local agencies, determines
proposed improvements and priority order. Based on available funds, the
Department selects projects from the prioritized list for inclusion in the Multi-year
Section 130 Program Funding Plan approved by the CPUC and the Department.

The program funds 90 percent of the cost of the improvements, including all signal
and surfacing work projects. The other 10 percent is usually paid by the local
entity responsible for the road or highway involved, generally a city or county.
On State highways, the State will pay the 10 percent non-federal share. However,
projects involving railroad-protective devices only are 100 percent federally
funded. Under federal law, the annual grade crossing improvement program must
be included in the Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs) of the appropriate
Metropolitan Planning Organizations prior to obligation of funding.

The Department's Division of Rail administers Section 130 funding for projects
involving railroad crossings of both State Highways and local streets and roads.
Program staff: develop financing for the construction of eligible projects; ensure
that Federal and State law, policies, practices and standards are observed; issue
agreements to railroad companies and local agencies; provide follow-up on project
delivery for grade crossing projects; monitor Section 130 expenditures; and
publish a listing of planned Section 130 projects.

State Section 190 Grade Separation Program

The Section 190 Grade Separation Program is a State-funded safety program that
provides for the elimination of existing at-grade railroad crossings. Most projects
funded under this program are grade separations. However, consolidations or
track removal projects that eliminate grade crossings can also be considered.
Eligible projects are identified on the basis of the priority list established by the
CPUC. This list is developed every two years, and becomes effective in July of
even numbered years. Projects can be nominated by local agencies, railroad
companies or the Department. Nominated projects are prioritized on the basis of a
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formula that incorporates such factors as traffic volumes (both roadway and
railroad), projected state contribution, accident history, and physical conditions at
the crossing to be eliminated.

Once the CPUC list has been established, the Department’s Division of Rail
administers the program. The annual amount of State funding for the program is
$15 million, with a maximum amount of $5 million per project. In general,
the State contribution for any one project is limited to 80 percent of the project
cost if the grade crossing to be eliminated has been in existence for at least
10 years prior to the date of allocation of the funds. The railroad must contribute a
minimum of 10 percent of the total cost of the project, and the lead agency must
cover the rest. (Note: if the lead agency elects to use federal funding for a portion
of the project, the railroad contribution requirement is reduced to 5 percent,
in accordance with federal regulations.) If the grade crossing to be eliminated has
been in existence for less than 10 years prior to the allocation date, the project may
receive up to 50 percent State funding, with a 50 percent matching-fund
requirement. As above, the railroad must contribute a minimum of 10 percent of
the total cost of the project.

The total project cost includes design, right-of-way acquisition, utility relocation,
environmental clearance, and all construction elements (structures, approaches,
ramps, connections, drainage, etc.) required to make the grade separation operable.

Projects that include multiple grade separations are eligible to receive up to
$20 million if they provide projected cost savings of at least 50 percent to the State
and/or local jurisdiction by eliminating the need for future projects, and if they
alleviate traffic and safety problems or provide improved rail service not otherwise
possible. Such projects are funded over a multiyear period lasting up to five years,
with up to $5 million allocated each year.

Requests for allocations are due to the Department on April 1 of each fiscal year.
Within the limits of available funding, allocations are made by the Department,
pursuant to a delegation from the CTC, in priority order to all projects that meet
the requirements. If a project only receives a partial allocation because of limited
funding, it will be automatically eligible for the balance of its funding in the
following fiscal year. Projects that do not receive an allocation within the
two-year life of the CPUC priority list must be re-nominated in order to remain
eligible. Grade separation projects are also eligible for STIP funding,.

DECREPIT STATIONS

Section 14036.2 of the Government Code requires the identification of the three
most decrepit intercity rail passenger stations in the State used by trains operated
by Amtrak. Webster’s New World Dictionary, Third College Edition, copyright
1988, defines decrepit as "broken down or worn out by old age or long use."
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The following three stations are those identified by the Division of Rail as the
three most decrepit.

Dunsmuir (5750 Sacramento Avenue): This station serves Amtrak’s
Coast Starlight. It is an old building with the paint peeling extensively on the
outside. The rain gutters are rusty and deteriorating. One of the walls has a brick
section that looks deteriorated. The waiting room has two chairs and the only
heater visible is in the restroom.

Madera (Avenue 15 at 29th Road): This station is a shelter in a residential
industrial area. It is unattractive, with only a transit-type bench in disrepair and
covered with graffiti. There is no lighting in the shelter or landscaping at the
station. The parking lot is paved but deteriorated with many potholes, and many
of the lights are broken. Representatives of the City, County, Amtrak and the
Department are planning to move the station to a new location. A project study
report for the new station was prepared, and the Department has programmed
funds for design, right-of-way acquisition and construction.

Needles (900 Front Street): This station serves Amtrak’s Southwest Chief.
The station is boarded up and fenced off from the adjacent park.
Nearly $1.2 million in State and other funds are available for the planned
rehabilitation of the station. Additional funding, however, is needed and is being
pursued for the rehabilitation. Under Amtrak’s operating agreement, only the
platform is used for passenger service at this station,

UPGRADED PARKING FACILITIES

Section 14036.2 of the Government Code requires the identification of those rail
passenger stations which require upgraded parking facilities to encourage
automobile drivers to utilize available rail passenger service.

Additional parking was recently constructed in conjunction with the building of a
new station in Martinez.  Parking projects have also been completed in
conjunction with the construction of new stations at Bakersfield, Merced and
Modesto. At existing stations, additional parking was completed in 2000 in
Santa Ana, Oceanside and Auburn. Parking on the Suisun City station was
completed in 2004. The design phase has been completed on a parking
reconfiguration project at the Sacramento station, with construction to begin in
January 2005. Expanded parking is being implemented at the station in Fullerton.
The City has acquired land for a further expansion of parking at Oceanside and the
Department is pursuing construction funds. Other locations such as Irvine and
Solana beach are planning parking expansion projects.
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LIFE CYCLE CAPITAL COSTS

Life cycle capital costs are considered to be the total cost, in current dollars, over
the useful life of a capital improvement. These costs include initial construction,
rehabilitation, renovation, or rebuilding, but do not include normalized
maintenance costs. The useful life of a capital improvement ends when
replacement of the improvement is more cost effective than its rehabilitation,
renovation, or rebuilding. The Department examines useful life to determine if a
capital improvement should be upgraded or replaced.

Following are examples of life cycles costs for equipment, station and track
projects:

Passenger rail cars have a useful life of 40 years, and receive scheduled heavy
overhaul based on manufacturers’ recommended intervals. California Cars were
purchased in the early to mid 1990s, and these cars should remain in service
through approximately 2035.

The useful life of a train station with routine maintenance, rehabilitation, and
renovation is 50 years. For example, the Van Nuys Station on the Pacific Surfliner
Route was placed in service about 1995. Additional significant improvements,
including lengthening of the platform and expansion of parking were completed
later. Therefore, this station can be expected to remain in service until about 2045.

The useful life of track projects is highly variable depending primarily on freight
train usage based on millions of gross ton-miles of freight per mile. If little freight
traffic is present, the life cycle is greatly enhanced.
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CHAPTER 1V
OPERATIONS AND MARKETING PROGRAMS

This section contains a discussion on Amtrak, the Intercity Rail Operating
Program, including a 10-year plan, and the Intercity Rail Marketing Program.

AMTRAK

AMTRAK’S RELATIONSHIP WITH THE DEPARTMENT AND THE
CAPITOL CORRIDOR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

Section 24101(c)(2) of the Federal Rail Passenger Service Act authorizes Amtrak
to operate intercity rail passenger service beyond its basic system services when
requested to do so by a state, group of states, or a regional or local agency.

The Department provides operating funding for three intercity rail passenger
services, the Pacific Surfliners, San Joaquins and the Capitol Corridor. Amtrak
operates all three services under the provisions of Section 24101(c)(2) of the
Federal Rail Passenger Service Act. The Department directly administers the
Pacific Surfliners and San Joaquins. (Amtrak funds 30 percent of the
Pacific Surfliner service as part of its basic system, and the State pays for the
remaining 70 percent of this service.) Since July 1998, the Capitol Corridor Joint
Powers authority (CCJPA) has administered the Capitol Corridor service under an
interagency transfer agreement with the State.

Over the years, the share of service costs (called cost basis) that Amtrak has
required states to pay has increased considerably. Between Federal Fiscal Year
(FFY) 1992 and FFY 1999 the cost basis increased each year. Under the cost
basis starting in FFY 1999, the State paid 100 percent of all variable costs and
Amtrak covered all fixed costs. Since FFY 1999, costs have remained fairly
constant (when adjusting for increased service). Also, the CCJPA starting in
FFY 2000 entered into a fixed price-operating contract with Amtrak for the
Capitol Corridor service.

In the fall of 2002, Amtrak informed the State that the cost allocation principle
would be “full recovery of costs” as determined by Amtrak’s Route Contribution
Analysis (RCA). Costs on this basis actually decreased slightly on the Pacific
Surfliners for the same level of service, primarily because the State is no longer
charged equipment capital costs for the use of Amtrak owned equipment.
State costs are projected to remain constant from 2002-03 through 2005-06.
State operating costs have never been constant for such a long period of time in
the history of state-supported service.

The Department pays any net operating loss of the feeder buses that serve the
State-supported routes. The operating loss consists of the entire bus operating
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costs (as billed by the contract bus operator) minus the feeder bus revenue credits.
The bus revenue credits represent a proportional share of the passenger’s entire
rail-bus fare assigned to the bus portion of the trip.

Amtrak, in operating service for the State or the CCJPA in California, performs
many functions. Amtrak employees function as train crews and staff stations with
ticket offices. The equipment (whether owned by Amtrak or the Department) is
maintained by Amtrak staff at Amtrak operated facilitics. Amtrak staff located in
QOakland and Los Angeles, and to a lesser degree in Washington, D.C. and
Philadelphia, performs administrative and other functions related to California
State-supported service.

Amtrak maintains control over many operational functions related to State-
supported service. For example, Amtrak administers fare policy in accordance
with its national goal to maximize revenues. However, the Department and the
CCJPA work with Amtrak to develop special California or route-specific
promotions. Amitrak also has national service requirements and standards that it
maintains. The Department has been successful in working with Amtrak to adapt
some of these policies (such as food service) to specific California conditions.

THE FUTURE OF AMTRAK

The Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970 created Amtrak, which started operating
on May 1, 1971. According to the Congressional Budget Office September 2003
study The Past and Future of U.S. Passenger Rail Service “more than three
decades after the Congress and the President created the National Railroad
Passenger Corporation, federal policies toward intercity passenger rail service
remain unsettled. Policymakers have not been able to agree about whether the
company should be a private, for-profit enterprise (like airlines and intercity bus
companies) or a public service (like urban mass transit) that would use
government subsidies to achieve social objectives.”

The 1997 Amtrak Reform and Accountability Act was intended to clarify
Amtrak’s status and stated the clear intent that Amtrak function without federal
operating subsidies; it also re-stated the federal policy that Amtrak operate a
national system. In November 2001, the Amtrak Reform Council (ARC), an
oversight agency created by the 1997 Act found that Amtrak would fail to achieve
operating self-sufficiency by December 2, 2002. This action triggered the
requirement that ARC prepare a restructuring plan for Amtrak by February 2002.
The ARC restructuring plan recommended that Amtrak be separated into a
government-owned infrastructure company, a private operations company, and a
federal oversight agency.

In May 2002, David Gunn became president of Amtrak. He quickly
acknowledged Amtrak’s severe financial condition and consolidated and
simplified the company’s management structure. In April 2003, Amtrak released
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its Amtrak Strategic Plan FY 2004 - 2008. In June 2004, this plan was updated
through FFY 2009. Both plans focus on improving the reliability and cost-
efficiency of the railroad and take an aggressive approach to bringing track and
equipment back to a state of good-repair in order to reverse years of deferred
maintenance.

Amtrak’s press release for the Amtrak Strategic Plan FY 2005-2009 stated that a
series of measures instituted in FFY 2002 had helped to stabilize the railroad’s
finances and that capital infrastructure projects were at their highest levels in the
past 20 years. Amtrak’s FFY 2004 ridership was 25.1 million, 4 percent above the
prior year, and the highest in Amtrak’s history, and financial performance
(operating loss) for FFY 2004 was favorable to budget.

The Administration in June 2002 released its five principles for Amtrak reform.
These principles are to: create a system driven by sound economics; require that
Amtrak transition to a pure operating company; introduce carefully managed
competition to provide quality rail services at reasonable prices; establish a long-
term partnership between the states and the Federal Government to support
intercity passenger rail service; and create an effective public partnership, after a
reasonable transition, to manage the capital assets of the Northeast Corridor.
These principles have continued to guide the Administration’s budget
deliberations through FFY 2005.

Federal funding for Amtrak has stabilized somewhat in the last three years.
However, funding has been consistently lower than Amtrak’s requests.
For FFY 2003, Congress approved $1.05 billion in appropriations and deferred
repayment of its $100 million FFY 2002 loan. While this amount was less than
Amtrak’s original $1.2 billion request for FFY 2003, it was significantly more
than the Administration’s initial budget proposal of $521 million.

In July 2003, the Administration submitted the “Passenger Rail Investment
Reform Act of 2003 (S. 1501) to Congress that embodied the five principles
listed above. In August 2003, four Republican Senators, led by Kay Bailey
Hutchison of Texas, introduced the “American Rail Equity Act of 2003” (S. 1505)
as an alternative proposal to the Administration’s bill. S. 1505 significantly
increased federal operating and capital support for Amtrak. However, neither
legislative proposal moved forward as Congress focused on Amtrak’s
appropriation level for FFY 2004. The FFYO04 final appropriations bill included
$1.2 billion for Amtrak, below the $1.8 billion requested by Amtrak but enough to
continue to operate the national system.

In 2004, Congress was primarily engaged in reauthorizing surface transportation
programs and discussions on the future of Amtrak and intercity rail took a back
seat. Amtrak’s FY 2005-2009 Strategic Plan called for an annual federal
appropriations level of $1.6 billion, which would allow Amtrak to make progress
on its goal toward achieving a state-of-good-repair. Amtrak initially requested
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$1.8 billion from Congress for FFY 2005, but revised it downward to $1.5 billion
based on the ability to advance a number of capital projects. In November 2004,
Congress appropriated $1.2 billion for FFY 2005 funding, which includes a
$20 million portion of a five-year repayment for the FFY 2002 loan of
$100 million. In response, Amtrak stated that it would review all capital and
operations budgets throughout the fiscal year to make wise investments and ensure
the safety and continuation of operations in a budget that falls short of its request.
None-the-less, Amtrak states that the 2005 budget will result in the necessary
deferment of a number of essential capital investment projects.

KEY ISSUES FOR CALIFORNIA IN AMTRAK DEBATE

The Department is closely monitoring the Federal debate on the future of Amtrak.
There are a number of key actions that need to be taken to ensure that intercity
passenger rail can continue to successfully operate in California in the event
Amtrak is restructured or liquidated.

First, California makes a significant contribution to Amtrak in terms of operating
payments, ridership and capital funding. Since 1976, California has provided
$1.8 billion in capital funds for track, signal and station improvements. The total
operating payments made by California to Amtrak in 2002 comprised about
55 percent of all such payments. California’s ridership on its three State-
supported routes in 2004 was 17 percent of Amtrak’s total ridership and
44 percent of the ridership on all corridor trains outside of the Northeast Corridor.
California needs to ensure that this huge investment is not jeopardized as changes
are considered to Amtrak’s structure.

Second, the issue of equity in States’ payments to Amtrak for intercity rail
operating services needs to be monitored. Starting in FFY 2004, all states are now
paying for operations on the same “full recovery of costs” basis. This is a very
positive step towards all State’s making equitable payments to Amtrak for
operations costs. However, certain states still do not pay for all or part of the
corridor services within their state.

Third, if Amtrak is restructured to embrace competition, a number of significant
changes to existing law must be made. States must be able to enjoy many of the
exclusive rights Amtrak now enjoys. States should then be able to pass those
rights on to a franchise operator. The most important right is the ability to access
private railroad right-of-way at incremental costs. Additionally, under any
restructuring plan, a federal oversight body must remain in place to ensure the
integrity and coordination of the national system. The oversight body would see
that the pieces of the system continue to fit together and that shared functions,
such as ticketing and reservations continue to be covered.
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Fourth, a dedicated, reliable source of federal capital funding is absolutely
essential in order to allow the incremental development of high-speed rail service
on key corridor routes throughout the nation.

Finally, the impact on corridor routes i California if long-haul routes are
discontinued needs to be considered. Almost 100,000 passengers transferred
between California’s three routes and long-haul trains in FFY 2001,
and contributed $12.1 million in passenger revenue to the long-haul trains.
If long-distance trains were eliminated, fixed costs that are now shared between
long-haul services and state-supported services would have to be borne entirely by
the state-supported routes, to the extent the costs could not be eliminated.
The higher fixed costs would be for maintenance facilities, stations, crew bases
and Amtrak Western Regional overhead costs. Additionally, the corridor routes
would not receive the riders now connecting from the long-haul routes.

COST/BENEFIT STUDY ON CONTRACTING OUT INTERCITY RAIL
SERVICES

The Department has initiated a cost/benefit feasibility study on competitively
bidding intercity rail to determine if, under current law, competitive bidding could
benefit California. The Governor’s veto to Item 2660-001-0046 (Budget Act
2001) required the Department to “conduct a study to identify the costs and
benefits of competitive bidding for the State’s intercity rail services.” The study
examined the costs and benefits (pros and cons) of using a competitive bid process
to determine the operator of State-supported intercity passenger rail services.

OPERATIONS PROGRAM

TEN-YEAR INTERCITY RAIL SERVICES OPERATIONS PLAN

The Department’s 10-year operating program was developed in conjunction with
Amtrak and the CCJPA, and is shown in the following tables. The Department, in
conjunction with Amtrak, developed the frequency levels, ridership projections,
revenue, expense and farebox ratios used in Figures 4A, 4B and 4C.

The start-up date projections are for planning purposes only. These projections
were developed based on projected service needs. However, the implementation
of all new service is subject to demonstrated ridership demand, approval from
Amtrak and the relevant railroad(s), availability of operating and capital funding
and equipment, and completion of necessary capital projects.
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Figure 4A presents actual and projected ridership, service frequencies and best
train running times for the three existing intercity passenger rail routes from
2001-02 through 2013-14. Amtrak developed the best train running times for their
20-Year Strategic Plan (discussed in Chapter I).

Figure 4B presents revenue, expense and farebox ratio data for existing routes
from 2001-02 through 2013-14, and this data is based on the frequency levels in
Figure 4A.

The left portion of Figure 4C provides information on 2001-02 through 2004-05
intercity rail service funding. For 2001-02, 2002-03, and 2003-04, actual costs are
shown. Data for 2004-05 is for the current year. The right portion of Figure 4C
shows projected service costs from 2005-06 through 2013-14 for existing and new
routes. The data for existing routes are based on the frequency levels in Figure 4A
and the revenue and expense levels in Figure 4B. Starting in 2006-07, the
Department assumes that all new equipment will be leased, and thus lease costs for
equipment are included in service costs.

Figures 4D, 4E and 4F graph the State cost per passenger, per passenger mile and
per train mile for each of the three State-supported routes.
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Figure 44
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SHORT-TERM OPERATING STRATEGIES

The focus of the Department’s short-term operating strategies is to improve
customer service and amenities and increase the cost-effectiveness of the services.
These two strategies are complementary, as an improvement in customer
satisfaction should increase ridership and revenue.

Train time schedules are reviewed to ensure that they provide optimum flexibility
and coverage given the number of round-trips on the route.
For example, passengers should be able to make convenient business or day trips
to the major urban destinations such as San Francisco, Oakland, Los Angeles,
Sacramento and San Diego. On-time service is also important. The Department
and CCJPA are working with the railroads and Amtrak to achieve improved on-
time performance.

Bus services are reviewed to see if any improvement is possible in bus-train
connections and destinations. Strategies to ease the transition between the train
and bus, including baggage handling, are being reviewed. Additionally, the
program is always striving to improve passenger amenities, including pricing
incentives and promotions, food service, baggage handling and reserved seating.

The Department and the CCJPA, in an effort to reduce costs, are closely
monitoring Amtrak billed expenses for accuracy. Additionally, the CCIPA has
entered into a fixed-price-operating contract with Amtrak.

These strategies for each corridor are detailed in the annual business plans.
The Department produces the San Joaquin and Pacific Surfliner plans, while the
Capitol Corridor plan is produced by the CCJPA. Corridor business plans for
2005-06 will be published in spring 2005.
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SERVICE EVALUATION STANDARDS AND GOALS

The Department’s vision for intercity rail passenger service in California is stated
at the beginning of Chapter I. To implement this vision, the Department has
adopted the following service evaluation standards.

The Department’s goal is to provide cost-effective services that will achieve at
least 50 percent coverage of costs from the farebox. Our standards for adding or
removing services are:

e Where the cost-effectiveness of an existing service will be improved by
adding or removing frequencies or segments on the route.

e Where the cost-effectiveness of the State-supported services as a whole will
be improved by adding new routes. The relative cost-effectiveness would
be compared between potential new routes with the higher-ranking route
receiving priority.

o Where the Department has already paid for capacity increases through
investment in capital improvements and where others agree to fund capital
and/or operating needs.

Within the above standards defining cost-effective service changes, the
Department’s goal is to have a comprehensive service on the three existing routes
that offers enough schedule flexibility to meet a wide range of traveler’s needs.
On all three routes, the goal is for frequent service (up to hourly as demand
requires) during business hours, and adequate coverage for leisure travelers in the
evenings and weekends. For service reliability, the goal is 90 percent on-time
performance. Chapters V, VI and VII discuss specific expansion proposals for
each route.

New routes are proposed for intercity markets that have identified demand and
support from local entities for rail service. All proposed new routes would utilize
existing rail lines that in almost all cases currently have freight traffic and in some
cases have Amtrak service. Chapter VIII discusses each proposed new route in
more detail.

The Department’s priorities for service increases on both existing and new routes
are directly related to the availability of capacity to operate such expanded
services. Capacity issues include currently available capacity, and capacity to be
obtained by the availability of future capital funding.

PASSENGER SAFETY AND SECURITY

Amtrak began an aggressive campaign during FY 2004 to re-engineer security at
Amtrak from the top down. Amtrak created a new executive level position, the
Vice President of Security, to manage all security issues and needs. In addition,
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Amtrak hired a new Chief of Police to oversee the development of the Police
Department in this era of challenging security matters.

The core of the new security focus is to involve all employees, regardless of
position, as security is everyone's responsibility. To carry this message, an
Executive Security Committee was established to ensure that security issues are
discussed and understood by all. Security coordinating committees have been
redesigned to include all Amtrak departments. These committees will review and
establish security practices and procedures throughout each department and
division in concert with Police Department managers. The end product will be a
more comprehensive and integrated corporate security program. Initial steps in
this area have included the implementation of employee and passenger security
alerts and advisories, the issuance of a security handbook to each employee and
the ongoing improvement to numerous security programs.

Amtrak continues to have dialogue with congressional committees and executive
department agencies on the need for funding for rail security. Therefore, Amtrak
has built security improvements into its capital program by including over $80
million dollars into the five-year plan. Finally, Amtrak will receive some funding
for rail security through a recent Department of Homeland Security
Appropriations Bill that was passed into law. The specific amount that will go to
Amtrak has yet to be determined.

EVALUATION OF INTERCITY RAIL CONNECTING BUS ROUTES

Figure 4G shows the performance of currently operated bus routes for
FY 2002-2003 and 2003-2004. The columns headed Net Generated Revenue
require an explanation: few connecting bus passengers would use the train if the
feeder bus did not exist; therefore, Generated Revenue represents the total
bus/train revenue generated by such passengers. The cost of the bus service is
deducted from Generated Revenue to determine Net Generated Revenue, which
shows the economic impact of the bus service on the rail network in California.
Amtrak estimates that, of all bus trips operated, only 2.8 trips per day operated
without any passengers, representing 1.2 percent of all trips.

The Department is continually evaluating new Amtrak connecting bus routes, as
well as expansions of existing routes, to determine what route changes might
increase ridership and improve the financial performance of the service.
In evaluating a route, many outside factors that influence ridership, such as
economic trends and competing modes, are considered.

All routes with a positive Net Generated Revenue serve to link communities with
the train route, and to contribute to the economic success of the rail network.

If a route has a negative Net Generated Revenue, the Department evaluates the
reasons for this performance. If the service is relatively new, negative results may
occur during its initial growth period. If ridership and revenue continue to
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increase, the service will be continued to allow further growth, even though the
service is not yet making a positive economic contribution to the rail network.
If ridership and revenue do not increase, the service is reviewed for potential
withdrawal to allow more effective use of State funding.

Figure 4G
AMTRAK CONNECTING BUS PERFORMANCE
Net Generated | Net Generated
Bus Route One-Way Bus| Passengers | Revenue per Bus | Revenue per Bus
Number Bus Route End Points Bus Passengers Trips per Bus Trip Route Passenger
July 2003 through June 2004

1 Las Angelas-Bakersfield 225781 12,171 18.6 5,848,176 25.90

3 Stockton-Redding 97,288 6.815 14.3 1,602,916 16.48
4 Los Angeles-Santa Barbara 10,983 737 14.9 198,382 18.06
6 Stockton-San Jose/Santa Cruz 51,086 5,125 10.0 76,243 1.49
7 Martinez-McKinleyville 37,283 5,904 6.3 (1.103) (0.03)
9 Bakersfield-Las Vegas 14,876 1,466 10.1 46,514 3.13
10 Bakersfield-Santa Barbara 25,159 2,236 11.3 213971 8.50
12 Bakersfield-Palmdale 8,052 1,098 7.3 (19.990) (2.48)
17A Santa Barbara-Paso Robles 24,266 3,178 7.6 293538 12.10
178* Surf-Solvang 2,480 836 3.0 (9.836) (3.97)
17C Paso Robles-San Francisco 18,306 732 25.0 141,238 7.72
18 Hanfaord-San Luis Obispa 14,456 1470 9.8 (18,349) {(1.27)
19 Bakersfield-Indio 33,485 2,929 11.4 380,193 11.35
20A Sacramento-Nevada City 9,264 3,660 2.5 (173,782) (18.76)
20B Sacramento-Reno/Sparks 41,413 3,172 1311 % 333,569 8.05
20C Sacramento-Roseville/Auburn 6,119 1,342 4615 12,097 1.98
21A San Jose - Maonterey 4,928 1,190 4.11% (43,268) (8.78)
21B Qakiand - San Jose 15,575 3,046 5.1 (30,130) (1.93)
21C $San Jose- Santa Barbara 12,103 976 12.4 8,395 0.69
22 San Jose-Santa Cruz 9,282 5,576 1.7 (228,156) (24.58)
23 Sacramento-Carson City 23,406 5,795 4.0 95,607 4.08
33* Porterville-Fresno 324 256 1.3 (46,056) (142.15)
34 Stggkton-San Francisco 8,995 1,469 6.1 54,831 6.10
TOTALS 694,910 71,179 9.8 8,734,998 12.57

* Routes 17B and 33 discontinued in September 2003
et Generated Net Generated
Bus Route One-Way Bus| Passengers | Revenue per Bus| Revenue per Bus
Number Bus Route End Paoints Bus Passengers Trips per Bus Trip Route Passenger
July 2002 through June 2003
1 Los Angeles-Bakersfigld 216,562 13,451 16.1 5,703,443 26.34
3 Stockton-Redding 96,502 6,765 14.3 2,236,768 23.18
4 Los Angeles-Santa Barbara 10,035 733 13.7 170,066 16.95
6 Stockion-San Jose/Santa Cruz 28,472 5,121 5.6 (335.862) (11.80)
7 Martinez-McKinleyville 39,895 5,868 6.8 427,564 10.72
9 Bakersfield-Las Vegas 15,217 1,460 10.4 78,204 5.14
10 Bakersfield-Santa Barbara 26,128 2,192 11.9 439,920 16.84
12 Bakersfield-Palmdale 7,476 760 9.8 104,903 14,03
17A Santa Barbara-Paso Robles 27,668 4,439 6.2 368,527 13.32
178 Surf-Solvang 1,561 1474 1.1 (78,639) (50.38}
17C* Paso Robles-San Francisco 6,401 398 16.1 2,618 0.41
18 Hanford-San Luis Obispo 13,153 1,464 9.0 (38,154) (2.90),
19 Bakersfield-Indio 34,307 2,921 11.7 458,812 13.37
20A Sacramento-Nevada City 17,446 3,652 4.8 {119,108) (8.83),
20B Sacramento-Reno/Sparks 35,937 2,920 12.3 262,171 7.30
20C Sacramento-Roseville/Auburn 5,222 1,462 3.6 15,174 2.91
21A San Jose - Monterey 3,145 1,222 2.6 {88,519) (28.15)
21B Qakland - San Jose 17,397 3832 4.5 (29,709)| $ (1.71)
21C San Jose- Santa Barbara 11,010 730 15.% 21,723 1.97
22 San Jose-Santa Cruz 25,684 6,938 3.7 {320,390)] % (12.47)
23 Sacramento-Carson City 16,365 2,651 6.2 (68,980) (4.22)
33 Porterville-Fresno 1,701 1,460 1.2 (177 514)| § {104.36)
34 Stockton-San Francisco 6,899 1.460 4.7 (42,186) (7.13)
FI’OTALS 664,183 73,373 9113 8983821 | % 13.53
* Service began on Route 17C in December 2002
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Transit Coordination

A key element of the State’s and the CCJPA’s management of intercity train
services is trying to ensure the maximum possible degree of coordination with
commuter and urban rail services. Such coordination serves to enhance ridership
on all types of rail services by making the passenger’s trip from origin to ultimate
destination as convenient and seamless as possible by use of all available rail
services.

Passengers can transfer between intercity and other rail modes at many stations.
The following are some examples of transfer opportunities.

Joint Stations

o In Southern California, all station stops of the Pacific Surfliner intercity rail
service between Oxnard, Los Angeles and San Diego are also served by
either Metrolink or Coaster commuter rail service.

e In addition, the San Diego Trolley stops at the San Diego Amtrak station.

o At Los Angeles Union Station, passengers can transfer between the
Surfliners, Metrolink and Metro Rail’s Gold and Red Lines. The latter
connects with the Blue Line to Long Beach downtown,

e Some trips, such as Santa Barbara to San Bernardino via Los Angeles, can
best be made by a combination of Amtrak and Metrolink services.

e In Northern California, passengers can transfer between BART and the
Capitol Corridor or San Joaquin at Richmond.

e At San Jose, the Capitol Corridor connects with Caltrain and Altamont
Commuter Express (ACE) commuter rail services.

e The Santa Clara (Great America) station on the Capitol Corridor is a short
walk from the Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) Light Rail line.

e At Sacramento, Regional Transit (RT) light rail is a short walk from the
Amtrak station, which 1s served by both Capitol Corridor and San Joaquin
trains. RT plans to extend light rail to the Sacramento Amtrak station.

These stations and most other Amtrak stations in California are served by bus
routes operated by local transit districts. The State and CCJPA will continue to
pursue and enhance coordination between intercity, commuter and urban rail
services, as well as local bus transit.

Joint Ticketing Program

The CCJPA and the Department have implemented a joint ticketing program with
local transit agencies. On the Capitols, AC Transit, Sacramento RT, and Central
Contra Costa Transit Authority (CCCTA) participate in the program. On the
San Joaquins AC Transit, CCCTA, Sacramento RT and Fresno Area Express
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participate in the program. The Department is working to add other transit
agencies in the Central Valley to the program.

In Southern California, Metrolink and Amtrak have completed the initial phase in
the implementation of ticket machines capable of selling Amtrak and Metrolink
tickets between all Metrolink and Pacific Surfliner stations. The system is
undergoing final design and testing, and is planned to be in the initial phase of
operation by 2005-06. The new vending machines will make through trips
between Surfliner and Metrolink origins and destinations much more convenient.
The Department also intends to continue incremental efforts to make schedules
connect and market Metrolink-Amtrak through service.

“Rail 2 Rail” Program

The Rail 2 Rail Program that was introduced on September 5, 2002, began an era
of dramatically improved interconnectivity between intercity and commuter rail
and increased mass transportation mobility in Southern California. The ultimate
goal of the Program is to coordinate schedules, ticketing and fares between
Amtrak and Metrolink and Coaster. The first phase of the Program involving
Metrolink and Amtrak allowed Amtrak ticket holders and Metrolink monthly
ticket holders (for the Orange County and Ventura County lines) to have access to
both Amtrak and Metrolink trains within the geographical limits of their tickets,
Then, starting April 1, 2004, the Program was expanded to the Coaster, where
Amtrak ticket holders and Coaster monthly ticket holders have access to both
Amtrak and Coaster trains between Oceanside and San Diego.

This Program has been a breakthrough in the implementation of a truly “seamless”
rail system in southern California. Today over 25,000 Metrolink monthly ticket
holders and 5,000 Coaster monthly ticket holders a month take advantage of the
Program to ride Amtrak trains. Pacific Surfliner ridership jumped 16 percent
between 2001-02 and 2002-03, and 14 percent between 2002-03 and 2003-04,
mostly due to the Rail 2 Rail Program. This is a phenomenal ridership increase for
a long-established service, (32 percent increase between 2001-02 and 2003-04)
with no increases in train frequencies.

The next step in coordination between Amtrak and Metrolink will involve through
ticketing between the two operators when new ticket vending machines are
installed in 2005-06. For instance, a passenger will be able to purchase a through
ticket at the Amtrak station in Santa Barbara for travel on the Pacific Surfliner to
Los Angeles, and then on to San Bernardino on Metrolink. Conversely,
passengers will be able to purchase tickets from the Metrolink ticket machine in
Lancaster that will take them to Los Angeles on Metrolink, and then on to
San Diego on Amtrak.
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AIRPORT ACCESS

Section 14036.7 of the Government Code requires that the Department report on
the status of all existing intercity rail station facilities that serve airports directly
and indirectly and on the Department’s activities in improving other linkages
between rail service and airports.

Amtrak and Metrolink trains provide direct rail service to the Burbank - Bob Hope
Airport (BUR) station in Burbank. The station integrates airport shuttles, Amtrak
trains and feeder bus service, Metrolink trains, and local transit service. Currently,
five daily round-trip Pacific Surfliners and 13 weekday Metrolink round-trip trains
serve this station.

San Diego Transit offers direct bus service from the San Diego Amtrak Station to
the San Diego International Airport (SAN) terminals. Bus service connects all of
the 11 daily Pacific Surfliner trains, and 11 weekday Coaster trains with the airport
via a 10-minute trip.

In Northern California, the CCJPA is currently planning access to Oakland
International Airport (OAK). The new Amtrak intercity rail station, scheduled to
be opened in Spring 2005, will be one block from the BART Coliseum/Oakland
Airport Station, and will have a direct pedestrian connection to the BART station.
AirBART bus service and local transit connects the BART station to the airport
terminals. Capitol Corridor and San Joaquin train riders can access San Francisco
International Airport (SFO) by a direct connection at the Richmond Amtrak
station with BART service to its new SFO station. That station is linked to each
terminal by the AirTrain shuttle.
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MARKETING PROGRAM
BACKGROUND

The Department expends $5 million annually on intercity rail marketing. Amtrak
supplements the Department’s annual budget with an additional contribution for
media advertising, which in 2003-04 was $1.2 million. Amtrak contributed
$800,000 of this for the Pacific Surfliners, with $200,000 each going to the San
Joaquins and the Capitol Corridor. Amtrak plans similar California advertising
expenditures in 2004-05 and 2005-06.

The CCJPA and the State have agreed that $1,173,800 of State funds annually
goes to the CCJPA for marketing. Together with the Amtrak advertising
supplement, $1,373,800 is available for the Capitol Corridor.

The balance of $4,826,800 ($3,826,200 in State funds and $1 million in Amtrak
funds) i1s expended on marketing for the San Joaquins and Pacific Surfliners.
Typically, media advertising receives about $3.8 million of this and the remainder,
approximately $1 million, is divided between public relations, rail safety,
passenger information, and market research.

As service improvements, such as increased frequencies and reduced running
times, are made possible by the Department’s ongoing capital improvement
program, the long-term marketing strategy will focus on these improvements and
the new markets they create. The Department’s requests for new services will be
accompanied by requests for resources to reach new markets. These new markets
will be tapped through both media advertising and public relations efforts.
The Department’s success at implementing and marketing service improvements
that make the train more closely competitive with the automobile, or that even
provide better service in some instances, will result in significant ridership and
revenue gains.

PACIFIC SURFLINER AND SAN JOAQUIN ROUTES - 2004-05

The primary marketing objectives that will be implemented for the 2004-05 fiscal
year are:

o To establish a position for California train travel in consumers’ minds.
Research shows that most California travelers do not even consider rail
when making travel decisions. Rather, most automatically choose their
automobiles. Part of advertising’s mission is to establish rail as worthy of
consideration as an alternative transportation mode. To do this, it must be
shown to be a fun, easy-to-use option, relevant to travel needs - in short
“Travel made Simple.”
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e Emphasize Amtrak’s everyday low fares and implement fare promotion
campaigns to increase price-sensitive ridership, as appropriate.

e Develop ridership in specific target markets, such as seniors, families,
Hispanics, and secondarily business travelers and college students.

e Promote major recent improvements to the corridors and the opening of
new stations.

e Work with cities and other local agencies to identify special events such as
festivals, conventions, and sporting events whenever train travel can be a
viable transportation option and then include train information in event
brochures and information packets.

e (Coordinate with local business, chambers of commerce and convention
bureaus to promote use of the train.

CAPITOL CORRIDOR - 2004-05

According to the CCIPA’s Business Plan Update, "The CCJPA strives to combine
grassroots local marketing partnerships with broad-based joint media promotions
to build awareness and use of the Capitol Corridor. Marketing dollars and impact
are maximized through the development of joint promotions with the State,
Amtrak, CCJPA member agencies, and other partners.” The following initiatives
will be pursued in 2004-05 to accomplish these goals:

Corridor-Wide Cross-Promotional Marketing Efforts — Develop major media
campaigns to inform leisure travel and business travel markets about service
expansions/improvements and special events and destinations/attractions.
Activities include: ‘

e Purchase outdoor billboard ads along the I-80 and I-680 highway corridors.

e Place newspaper and radio ads in major markets throughout the
Capitol Corridor service area.

e Develop major media campaigns to promote the Capitol Corridor train
service in association with popular destinations and events such as Oakland
Raiders games and the Oakland-San Jose track improvement program
groundbreaking.

e Co-sponsor joint ads and promotions with Amtrak and the Department to
achieve cost efficiencies in marketing both the Capitol Corridor and
San Joaquin service. Ads target feeder bus stops at high traffic destinations
such as Marine World, Pier 39, and the California State Fair.
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Ongoing Programs — These marketing initiatives are designed to increase
ridership and enhance Capitol Corridor distinctiveness and visibility:

e To boost midday and midweek travel, the Train Treks program provides
discounted rates to students traveling on school or youth group field trips.

e The Trial Ride Program offers free round trip trial rides to potential
business travelers, primarily through the Capitol Corridor’s employer
network. Trial Ride coupons can also be used as prizes at community
events.

e Rider Appreciation Days are quarterly appreciation events for passengers
on select segments with prizes, snacks, and music. These events also serve
to promote the Capitol Corridor’s current programs.

e “Relax and Ride” Onboard Massage Therapy program offers free neck and
shoulder massages on Rider Appreciation Days.

» Wi-Fi internet access is now offered onboard select cars as a pilot program.

o The Strategic Partner Program identifies opportunities for partners to
market their services/products through Capitol Corridor marketing
channels, and create metrics to enhance CCJPA’s trade promotions
negotiations.

e The Logo Merchandising Program develops merchandise such as caps,
shirts and tote bags with the Capitol Corridor logo to enhance brand
awareness.

o FEvaluate a program to reward Capitol Corridor’s loyal riders.

Rail Safety — Continue involvement in safety issues that concern rail passenger
trains and stations. Working with Amtrak and the Department, the CCJPA will
provide initiatives supporting the California Operation Lifesaver program of rail
safety through education, engineering and enforcement. Operation Lifesaver is a
voluntary organization of railroads, safety experts, law enforcement, public
agencies and the general public.

ADVERTISING
Since 1995, the Department and Amtrak have combined resources to create a
single advertising program for California services. In October 2004,

the Department renewed a two-year contract with Glass-McClure Advertising of
Sacramento for 2004-05 and 2005-06. Contract services include strategic
planning, media planning, production and creative services, and media buys.
By design, Glass-McClure’s agreement with the Department maximizes the
State’s commitment to rider-producing media by paying a lower-than-standard
commission rate on media buys. Also, no mark-up is paid for production or
creative work.
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A detailed plan has now been formulated for the 2004-05 fiscal year. This was
done in conjunction with Amtrak. The plan includes two seasonal fare promotion
campaigns, including coordination with Amtrak’s national campaigns. The plan
also continues a successful strategy of targeting constituent groups with high
likelihood of riding the train. This means that Hispanics, the mature market,
business travelers and families will be targeted with campaigns and media
addressing their particular travel needs.

Since 1996, the Department’s advertising has focused on the virtues of train travel.
The latest version of this approach uses the “Travel made Simple” concept for
Amtrak California. In executing this positioning, the advertising strategy combines
an emotional element reflecting train travel as a unique experience with price and
destination messages. This overall advertising appeal will be adjusted when
tailoring messages for each of the different targets listed above.

PUBLIC RELATIONS/OUTREACH

The public relations/outreach program is a personal and hands-on aspect of the
advertising program designed to work in conjunction with and support advertising
efforts. This allows for a customized, corridor-specific program to be constructed
from an array of the following activities.

Special Promotions - Promotions have the advantage of using a tailored message
to spotlight aspects of service of particular appeal to a corridor audience.
Promotions will continue to include ticket giveaways in conjunction with media
buys on local radio stations; arrangements with destinations that may include
overnight accommodations and tickets to a special event/theme park; and a variety
of cooperative efforts with well known promotional partners. These partnerships
offer the chance for both parties to obtain exposure for their products while
sharing an audience and the cost of that exposure. In 2003-04, Amtrak California
partners included Holiday Inn, Sea World, Yosemite, Disneyland Resort and the
Oakland Raiders. An Amtrak-arranged promotion includes sponsorship of
selected college and professional sports teams whose team demographics coincide
with potential train riders. This promotion is done without cost to the state.
As part of this, the Amtrak California train message is communicated to sports
fans in new and previously unused advertising media.

Media Relations - The contractor conducts press tours, produces press kits for
special events, conducts media familiarization trips, and otherwise generates travel
and rail-related articles for publication. These activitics are coordinated with
Amtrak, the Department’s Public Information Office and district offices where
appropriate.

Printed Materials - Each quarter, the contractor produces Making Tracks, the
on-board rider newsletter, and prints approximately 30,000 for distribution in
station racks and by mail statewide. The contractor also produces collateral pieces
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such as flyers and coupons on demand that are designed to highlight various
aspects of the service. Examples of these are posters promoting San Joaquin
trains, a brochure advertising special packages to Yosemite, rack cards for special
events and the San Joaquin Route guide.

Special Events - In any given year, as State-sponsored rail facilities and services
have grown, ceremonial events marking this growth have been staged under the
public relations banner. Such events introduce potential Amtrak customers to the
product, but they also generate important free publicity that is frequently more
effective at reaching an audience than paid advertising. Each of these service
changes affords the opportunity to stage an appropriate special event to the
program’s marketing benefit. The Department works with Amtrak to organize
these events.

PASSENGER INFORMATION

Using staff from the Division of Rail, the Department produces informational
materials designed to inform customers about routes, schedules, fares, connecting
buses and other Amtrak services. Passenger information devices include printed
materials, signage, an internet web site, and telephone information.

Printed Information — The Department produces two sets of printed materials for
each route, the State Operating Timetable and the Amtrak California Timetables.
The operating timetable is designed primarily for internal use by Amtrak’s
reservation sales agents, station agents and bus operators. It is the official
reference document, covering routes and schedules for Amtrak California trains
and buses, although it also covers national system trains serving the West Coast
and selected non-Amtrak rail services in the State. For the public, the Department
produces the Amtrak California Timetables folder for the Pacific Surfliners and
San Joaquins and the CCJPA produces the Capitol Corridor timetable. About two
million timetable folders are handed out each year. This is expected to continue in
2004-05.

Signage — Each of the 150 bus stops in Amtrak California’s feeder bus network is
signed with up-to-date route and schedule information compiled, installed and
maintained by the Department. The information i1s generally contained on
information inserts placed in long metal signs marking the stops called infoposts.
(Usually, these are supplemented by signs in Amtrak California colors reading
"Bus Stop.") These inserts must be redesigned and reinserted at every schedule
change. Emulating what has become a service standard for the buses, Amtrak and
the Department have developed similar standard information displays at train
stations. In conjunction with this effort, the Department is pursuing consistent
deployment of pathfinder signs, directing automobile drivers from adjacent State
highways and local roads to Amtrak stations. Although some of these kinds of
signs already exist, many are outdated, worn out, damaged, or no longer provide
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correct information. Since 1999, the Department has been installing new signs on
State highways pointing to train stations on all three State-supported routes.
The Department places signs along local streets and roads in coordination with
local agencies.

The Internet — In 1996, the Department established its Amtrak California web
site, www.amtrakcalifornia.com. Now one of the Department’s most frequently
visited sites, www.amtrakcalifornia.com contains information about fare
promotions and discounts, Amtrak California news, an easy-order publications
page, downloadable timetables and Kids ‘N Trains information, general
background information about Amtrak California, and the Amtrak California Rail
Safety Program. It also contains local information to aid trip planning, including
station information, local transit information and links to local transit operators.

The Amtrak California website has direct links to websites for our transportation
partners, visitor and convention bureaus, national parks, tourist venues, and major
travel origins/destinations. The Amtrak California website provides direct links to
Amtrak’s national web site, www.amtrak.com for general information,
www.tickets.amtrak.com for on-line reservations and ticket purchase for all
Amtrak trains, and Amtrak tour and vacation package information is located at
www.amtrakvacations.com. The Amtrak California website also has a direct link
to our partner the CCJPA’s web site, www.amtrakcapitols.com.

The website is currently being redesigned to be more useful to the user including:
quicker downloads, airport access information, additional transit information, and
additional information on Kids N Trains and senior travel.

Telephone Information — Amtrak’s national telephone information number,
1-800-USA-RAIL, is the most widely used source of information for Amtrak
California customers. Amtrak has converted all calls within California’s major
markets to a Voice Response Unit (VRU) automated system designed to eliminate
inaccuracies and cut costs. As a result, complaints about routine errors have
dropped significantly.

Real-Time Passenger Information — Real time passenger information systems
are being developed for implementation on all three State-supported intercity rail
corridors. These systems will provide passengers at both staffed and unstaffed
stations with real time information on train status: current date and time, train
number and track location, arrival and departure time delays. In November 2003,
the CCIPA completed installation and testing of the system covering its route.
The San Joaquin Corridor, which shares both equipment and a number of stations
with the Capitol Corridor, will have the systems installed at all stations by
Spring 2005. The Department is working with the Southern California Regional
Rail Authority (Metrolink) and Amtrak to develop a system that accommodates
real-time train status information for the users of both systems on the
Pacific Surfliner corridor.
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RAIL SAFETY CAMPAIGN

Rail passenger service expansion in California has meant significantly increased
traffic along largely privately owned railroad tracks. To help ensure that the
increase occurs without a corresponding increase in hazard, the Department
budgets $70,000 annually toward rail safety information and education programs.
These dollars are used to erect warning signs near schools adjacent to railroad
tracks; to develop safety programs designed to educate Californians on the dangers
of trespassing on rail rights of way and ignoring grade crossing warning devices;
and to conduct public service advertising campaigns on these subjects.
Approximately $20,000 of the budgeted amount is part of the advertising contract.
The remainder is financed by non-contract advertising dollars. The CCJPA also
participates in safety activities with the Department.

The Department coordinates its rail safety activities with California Operation
Lifesaver, the State affiliate of the national nonprofit organization. The State
organization is a coalition of railroads; federal, State and local agencies (such as
the FRA, the CPUC, local police organizations and transit operators); and private
businesses and individuals concerned about promoting safety. The Department is
a member of the California Operation Lifesaver Board of Directors. Their major
focus is encouraging safe behavior at railroad grade crossings and discouraging,
for safety reasons, trespassing on railroad property.

MARKET RESEARCH

The Department contracts with Amtrak for $500,000 per year in market research
services. With the Department’s participation, Amtrak contracts with various
market research firms to measure customer attitudes, desires and preferences in
order to match services to customer needs. Past market research has included
seasonal on-board surveys; telephone surveys of non-users; license plate surveys
to obtain data for ridership, modeling, and advertising; and promotion tracking
studies. In addition, each year’s research plan includes a contingency fund
designed to conduct spot research on subjects that arise during the course of a
given year. In this category, the Department and Amtrak conducted research on
timetable formats that resulted in a redesign of the State’s public timetable folders.
Customer attitudes about the San Diegan brand name and its possible
replacements were also solicited. This branding exercise resulted in the new name
for the San Diegan corridor, the Pacific Surfliner.

In 2001-02, the Department examined alternative family fare structures,
participated in Amtrak’s Pacific Coast Market Study and conducted research into
the usage of the California Rail Pass. In 2002-03, the Department studied the
Surfliners’ Pacific Business Class, surveyed Metrolink users of the “Rail 2 Rail”
program and performed the Pacific Surfliner parking analysis.
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CHAPTER V
PACIFIC SURFLINER ROUTE

SAN LUIS OBISPO-SANTA BARBARA-
LOS ANGELES-SAN DIEGO

PRINCIPAL 2003-04 to 2013-14 ROUTE OBJECTIVES
Increase annual ridership 49 percent, from 2,345,000 to 3,503,000 passengers.

Increase annual revenues 79 percent, from $24.3 to $43.6 million, for the State-
supported 70 percent of the route operation.

Increase revenue/cost (farebox) ratio from 53.6 percent to 61.2 percent.

Increase frequency of daily round-trip service, from 11 to 16 trains between
Los Angeles and San Diego, and from 5 to 6 between Los Angeles and
Santa Barbara/Goleta, and from 2 to 3 trains extended beyond Goleta to
San Luis Obispo.

Reduce train-running times to less than two hours between Los Angeles and
San Diego, two hours between Los Angeles and Santa Barbara/Goleta and
two hours between Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo.

Improve the reliability (on-time performance) of trains.

Provide real-time information to passengers on train status (e.g., anticipated
arrival time), particularly at unstaffed stations.

BACKGROUND

Amtrak was created in 1971 to revitalize passenger rail service. Its San Diegan
Route, operated on tracks owned by Atchison Topeka and Santa Fe Railway
(ATSF) between Los Angeles and San Diego. These trains functioned primarily
as a connection to long-haul trains, as opposed to a local transportation network
for passengers traveling within the corridor. By the end of 1971, service was three
daily round trips, and remained at this level until State involvement began in 1976.

The segment north of Los Angeles to Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo, on the
Southern Pacific Transportation Company (SP), was served by a daily train
between Los Angeles and Oakland, with this train operating through Oakland to
Seattle three times per week. This train was eventually named the Coast Starlight.
No local train service operated north of Los Angeles until 1988.
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In 1988, the San Diegan Route was extended to Santa Barbara with a further
extension to San Luis Obispo in 1995, The route was renamed the
Pacific Surfliner in recognition of its expanded service area. A second round-trip
between Los Angeles and San Luis Obispo was added on November 17, 2004,

The Pacific Surfliner Route is unique among State-supported routes in California
because some individual trains were entirely supported by Amtrak, since they
were part of their basic system. However, the State paid most of the costs of the
other trains, which were considered State-supported service. In October 1995,
the cost allocation system changed and the State began support of 64 percent of all
service, instead of supporting individual trains. This support level increased to
70 percent in November 2004.

Service on the Pacific Surfliners between Los Angeles and San Diego increased
from the original three round-trips to the current level of eleven round-trips on
Monday through Thursday and twelve round-trips on Friday through Sunday as
follows:

9/1/76 Los Angeles-San Diego, fourth round-trip added, State-supported.
4/24/77 Los Angeles-San Diego, fifth round-trip added, State-supported.
2/14/78 Los Angeles-San Diego, sixth round-trip added, State-supported.

10/26/80 Los Angeles-San Diego, seventh round-trip added, Amtrak basic
system.

10/25/81 State-supported Spirit of California Los Angeles-Sacramento round-
trip overnight train provided Los Angeles to Santa Barbara service.
Service discontinued October 1, 1983.

10/25/87 Los Angeles-San Diego, eighth round-trip added, State-supported.
6/26/88 First train extended to Santa Barbara, State-supported.
10/28/90 Second train extended to Santa Barbara, State-supported.

10/25/92 Los Angeles-San Diego, ninth round-trip added, Amtrak basic
system.

2/1/94 Third train extended to Santa Barbara, State-supported.
5/15/95 Los Angeles-San Diego, ninth round-trip discontinued.

10/29/95 Los Angeles-San Luis Obispo, first round-trip (fourth round-trip,
Los Angeles-Santa Barbara).

10/26/97 Los Angeles-San Diego, ninth round-trip restored and tenth round-
trip added.

10/25/98 Los Angeles-San Diego, eleventh round-trip added.

80



Chapter V — Pacific Surfliner Route

5/21/01 Los Angeles-San Diego, twelfth Friday through Sunday round-trip
added.

11/17/04 Los Angeles-San Luis Obispo, second round-trip added (fifth round-
trip, Los Angeles-Santa Barbara).

Figure SA 1is the Pacific Surfliner route map, including the connecting bus
services.

ROUTE DESCRIPTION

The Pacific Surfliner Route extends 351 rail miles between San Luis Obispo and
San Diego (222 miles north of Los Angeles and 129 miles south of Los Angeles).
To facilitate the implementation of commuter rail service, regional and local
agencies in Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange and San Diego counties purchased
(from the Southern Pacific and Santa Fe railroads) most segments of the rail line
between Moorpark and San Diego. The UP continues to own 175 miles of line
between San Luis Obispo and Moorpark. The BNSF owns 22 miles between
Redondo Junction in Los Angeles and Fullerton. Figure 5B describes the current
ownership, segment mileage, and track and signal characteristics of the
Pacific Surfliner Route.

Scheduled running time between Los Angeles and San Diego varies from two
hours thirty-eight minutes to three hours. Overall average speed, including station
dwell time, varies from 43 to 49 mph. This segment includes more than 70 miles
between Santa Ana and Sorrento where the maximum track speed is 90 mph, the
only location on the State-supported routes where trains operate above 79 mph.
Scheduled train running time between Los Angeles and Santa Barbara varies from
two hours thirty minutes to two hours fifty-six minutes. Overall average speed
varies from 32 to 39 mph. Scheduled running time for the one Pacific Surfliner
round-trip between Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo is two hours thirty-six
minutes southbound to two hours fifty-seven minutes northbound.
Overall average speed is 49 to 39 mph respectively.

CONNECTING BUS SERVICES

The Pacific Surfliner Route has a smaller network of connecting buses than either
the San Joaquin or Capitol Corridor routes. Nonetheless, the Pacific Surfliner
buses provide an important extension to this route. In the past, some of these
buses were precursors to rail service, such as when only buses operated between
Los Angeles and Santa Barbara; eventually most of these bus frequencies were
replaced by direct train service. The Department contracts with Amtrak to provide
connecting feeder bus services. Amtrak, in turn, contracts with private bus
operators. The bus routes function as direct parts of the Amtrak system with
coordinated connections, guaranteced seating, integrated fares and ticketing
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procedures, and inclusion in Amtrak’s central information and reservation system
in the same manner as the trains.

Figure 5B
PACIFIC SURFLINER ROUTE
OWNERSHIP AND TRACK CHARACTERISTICS
Mile Mile *No. of] Max Signal
Between Post And Post | Miles | Owner of Track | Tracks| Speed| System
San Luis Obispo 248.5|East San Luis Obispo 251.5] 3.0 V3 2 60 DTC
East San Luis Obispo 251.5|West Santa Barbara 365.2| 113.7 UP 1 60 DTC
West Santa Barbara 365.2|East Santa Barbara |368.6] 34 |  UP 2 40 | DTC
East Santa Barbara 368.6|Moorpark 423.1] 54.5 UP 1 70 |DTCICTC
423.1
[Moorpark 426.4{Ventura/LA County Line 442.0] 156 | (a)UP/NVCTC 1 70 CTC
Ventura/LA County Line 442.0|Raymer (West of Van Nuys} 1453.11 11.1 | (a)UP/LACMTA 1 70 CTC
Raymer (West of Van Nuys) | 453.1|Burbank Jct. 462.6| 9.5 |(a)JUP/LACMTA 2 79 CTC
462.6

Burbank Jct. = 11.4|Glendale (Fletcher Drive) 4.9 | 65 |(a)UP/LACMTA] 2 79 CTC
Glendale (Fletcher Drive) | 4.9 [C.P. Dayton 121 [ 28 | LACMTA 2 79 | _CTC
C.P. Dayton (b) 2.1 |Mission Tower 0.8 1.3 LACMTA 2 50 CTC
IMission Tower 0.8 |L.A. Union Station 0.0 1.6 Catellus 3 15 CTC
|Mission Tower 0.0 |Redondo Jet. 3.2 LACMTA 1 65 CTC
Redondo Jct. 143.2|Fullerton 165.0] 21.8 BNSF 1 79 CTC
Fullerton 165.0|Santa Ana (Aliso) 175.2| 10.2 OCTA 2 79 CTC
Santa Ana (Aliso) 175.2|Orange/San Diego Co. Line 207.4] 32.2 OCTA 2 90 |CTC/IATS
Orange/San Diego Co. Line | 207.4|Del Mar/San Diego City Limits | 245.6] 38.2 NSDCTDB 1 90 |CTCIATS
Limits 245.6|Sorrento 249.1] 3.5 MTS 1 90 |CTC/ATS
Sorrento 249.1|San Diego 267.6] 185 MTS 1 79 cTC
Total (includes round trip between Union Station and Mission Tower) 350.6

Owners:

Signal Systems:

* General number of mainline tracks

(b) Via West Side of Los Angeles River (Downey Avenue Bridge)

BNSF - BNSF Railway Company
Catellus - Catellus Develop. Corp. (a real estate development company; owner of L.A. Union Station)
LACMTA - Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
MTS - San Diego Metropolitan Transit System
NSDCTDB - North San Diego County Transit Development Board
QOCTA - Orange County Transportation Authority

UP - Union Pacific Railroad Company

VCTC - Ventura County Transportation Commission

ATS - Automatic Train Stop - Allows speeds of 90 miles per hour. System automatically applies train brakes if
a restrictive signal indication is not observed or warning alarm is not acknowledged.

CTC - Centralized Traffic Control - Wayside signals protect possession of blocks. Signals and powered
switches are also remotely controlled from the dispatching center to direct the movement of trains.

DTC - Direct Traffic Controt - Dispatching center gives authority for train movement by radio to train crew directly.

(a) On this segment LACMTA (VCTC between Moorpark and the Ventura/LA County Line) purchased a 40 foot wide
portion of UP's right-of-way. Between Raymer and Burbank Junction, LACMTA constructed and owns
a second main line track.
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Unlike trains, bus operating costs are borne entirely by the State, although the
revenues that the bus service generates offset much of these costs.
A mileage/yield-based portion of the revenue from each through bus/rail ticket is
allocated to the bus portion of the trip. This allocated revenue is then transferred
to the cost of the bus, thereby reducing the actual State expense.

Following is a listing of the Pacific Surfliner bus routes and their origins/
destinations and main stops. Route 1 is a San Joaquin bus route, but is included
since it also feeds passengers to the Pacific Surfliners and functions as an
important supplement to train service on the north end of the Pacific Surfliners.
Cities that are Pacific Surfliner train connection points are in italics.

Route 1-Los Angeles Basin (San Joaquin Route bus)
Los Angeles-Bakersfield

Route 4-South Coast
Los Angeles-Oxnard-Santa Barbara

Route 17-Central Coast
Santa Barbara-San Luis Obispo-Paso Robles-San Jose-San Francisco/Oakland

Route 36—San Luis Obispo
Paso Robles-San Jose-San Francisco/OQakland

LOS ANGELES-SAN DIEGO-SAN LUIS OBISPO RAIL CORRIDOR
AGENCY (LOSSAN)

LOSSAN functions as a planning agency and an advisory group for intercity rail
in Southern California. In 2001, LOSSAN added the San Luis Obispo Council of
Governments as a voting member of its Board and converted the Ventura County
Transportation Commission, the Santa Barbara County Association of
Governments, and the San Diego Association of Governments from ex-officio
members to voting members.

The members of the LOSSAN Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) are now
Amtrak, BNSF, the CPUC, the Department’s Division of Rail, Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, San Diego Metropolitan Transit
System, North San Diego County Transit District, Orange County Transportation
Authority, San Diego Association of Governments, San Luis Obispo Council of
Governments, Santa Barbara County Association of Governments,
Southern California Association of Governments, Southern California Regional
Rail Authority (Metrolink), UP, and Ventura County Transportation Commission.

These actions were taken after the dissolution of Southern California Intercity Rail
Group, originally created by a Joint Powers Agreement in 1996 to plan intercity
rail service in Southern California.
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Figure 5C

PACIFIC SURFLINER Route

Annual Operating Performance - State Fiscal Years

* Through September 1995, the State supported specific trains; Amtrak operated the fremaining trains as basic system lrains not

receiving State funding. Between October 1995 and October 1997, the State supported 64 percent of the operation of ail trains
on the Pacific Surfliner Route; Amtrak supports 36 percent as basic system trains. Effective Novemnber 1997, State support

increased to 67%. State supports 100 percent of net cost of connecting buses; all data shown includes bus operations.
(51) Three round trips between Los Angeles and San Diego (LA-SD)
{not State-supported) through 8/30/76.
(82} Fourth LA-SD round trip (first State-supported train) added 9/1/76;
fifth LA-SD round trip {second State-supported train) added 4/24/77,
{83} Sixth LA-SD round trip (third State-supported trainj added 2/14/78.
(S4) Seventh LA-SD round trip (not State-supported) added 10/26/80.
{85) Eighth LA-SD round trip (fourth State-supported train) added
10/25/87: first State-supported round trip between Los Angeles
and Santa Barbara (|.A-SB) added 6/26/88.
{86} Second State-supported LA-SB round trip added 10/28/90.
(87} Ninth LA-SD round trip {not State-supported) added 10/25/92.

(F2}

Ridership Data Financial Data for Operations - State Supported Train and Bus Service Only*
State State §
Fiscal All Trains Supponrted” i Train Loss | Farebox
Year Ridership { PM/TM| Ridership Revenue Expense ! Loss State Cost Amtrak Cost per PM Ratio

Notes (F1) F2) (F3) 4 F5)

1973.74 | (S1) | 361.844 i
1974-75 356,630
(197576 | 276000 | o Gha ,
197677 (S2) | 607976 | 146 | 101,572 |3 598.140.% 1662714 |$ 1064574 5 648534 .
197776 | (53) | 753246 | 128 | 258,800 |3 14460365 3.768.0651% 2322029 3 1,325087 38.4%
197879 967,316 | 163 | 415865 |5 2203403 5 4333602 § 2130199 $ 1.178,667 50.8%
197960 1218196 | 177 | 557113 |8 3341561 5 5535840 8 2195279 § 1,064713 | 60.4%
1980-81| (S4) | 1238135 | 152 | 555418 | 40324803 6572539 |§ 2540059 $§  1,233.490 [° 61.4%
198182| | 1.167,718 | 144 | 533,093 |$ 40072545 6.607.395:% 2510141 § 1,217.418 62.0%
1982-83 1131146 | 138 | 4BB.606 |5 4094750 . § 6928334 . § 2833584 5 1374007 59.1%
198384 1221256 | 143 | 524857 |§ 4842400, % 6,337.083 | § 1494683 § 1,452,450 76.4%
1984-85| | 1240003 | 152 | 568902 |$ 5410502'$ 641130815 1000806 S 1,212.261 B4.4%
1985-86 1,394,320 | 167 | 597.025 |$ 5658915 3 6424634 $ 765719 $  1.097.966 . 88.1%
198687 1461003 | 173 | 624618 |3 6072523 5 65101135  437.500 5 955509 1.0¢ 93.3%
1087-88 | (S5) | 1.661.512 | 174 7499096 |5 8223462 |5 7.850.783 |5  (363679) § 1,145,330 ©.7¢) | 104.8%
1988-89 1,717,539 164 | 865008 |$ 11458084 |$ 10563459 ' §  (894.625) § 794159 (1.2¢) | 108.5%
1989-90 1,746,673 174 | BB2167 |$ 12,189,942 ' $ 11808251 §  (3B1681) § 988,647 (146 | 103.2%
1950911 (36) | 1791781 T 159 | 946,988 |5 13306307 § 13364150 5  5/843 § 1170448 7)) | 99.6%
1991.92 1673107 161 | 884224 |3 131520631 % 13.245924 | § 93861 § 1012564 056 | 99.3%
1992-93| (57) | 1810572 @ 155 | 951987 | 13692612 5 13254709, % (437.903) $  958.857 (08¢ | 103.3%
1993-94 | (SB) | 1,699,882 . 133 | 876,766 |5 12725094 . § 14.017.591 | § 1292497 $ 1525074 | $ 727987 { 0.9¢ 90.8%
1994-95| (S9) | 1464,577 119 | 790,781 |$ 11,805.859 '§ 16,061.849 | $ 4255090 . § 36425881 § 1700424 | 50¢ 73.5%
| 1995-96 | ($70)| 1,480,674 . 125 | 912,905 |$ 13563553 § 23,983.026 | 10429473 § 11107071 % 863230 | 11.4¢ 56.5%
1996-97 1617641 135 | 1035290 |$ 14804355 § 39.563.546 | 3 24,759191 $ 16189103 | § 10,020,544 | 24.5¢ | 37.4%
1997-98 | (S71)| 1.624.683 | 120 | 1,069,547 |$ 15194498 § 44.769723 | § 29575225 § 20,369417 | § 10,600,767 | 291¢ | 32.9%
1998-99(S12)| 1,563,275 | 102 | 1,047,394 |$ 16401625 . § 40,391.845 | § 230990220  § 22,078192 | § 4014071 | 25.3¢ | 40.6%
139900 1567316 | 99 | 1,050,103 |§ 17883725 § 37,497.489 | § 19,613,764 $ 20806672 | % 1381906 | 19.8¢ | 47.7%
2000-01 | (S73)| 1661704 | 106 | 1113342 |5 20430453 $ 38215732 | § 17.785.579 § 21911398 | $ 335197 | 16.6¢ 53.5%
2001-02| (S714)| 1.742,768 | 109 | 1,167.655 | & 20922453 § 39374190 | $ 18,451,737 © 21,976,183 | $ 502,080 16.6¢ | 53.1%
2002-03 2030491 | 114 | 1360429 |8 22247564 .§ 42.331531 |5 20,083,967 § 23001407 | §  472.848 | 16.7¢ | 52.6%
200304 2,307,010 | 127 | 1545607 | 24559183 ' § 45300782 |3 20,741,509 $ 21719288 | § 94,883 | 16.0¢ | 54.2%
TOTAL 42,676,906 22,476,143 | § 304,348,496 ' § 512,696,207 | $ 208,347,719 § 203,956,790

(S8} Third State-supported LA-SB round trip added 2/1/94.
{S9) Ninth LA-SD round trip (State-supported in one direction anly)
discontinued 5/15/95.
(S10) Los Angeles-San Luis Obispo round trip added 10/29/95, also
represents fourth LA-SB round trip.
(S71) Ninth LA-SD round trip restored and tenth LA-8D round trip added

10/26/97

(512) Eleventh LA-SD roundtrip added 10/25/98.
{S13) Twelfth LA-SD round trip on weekends only added on 5/21/01.
{S174) Fifth LA-SB round trip on weekends only added on 5/25/02.

(F1) Passenger-miles per train mile (PM/TM), a measure of the average load on a train over its entire route. Actual passenger-mile data

was not provided by Amtrak prior to August 1981. PM/TM figures shown for All Trains are calculated by Amirak and cover the
Amtrak Fiscal Year (October through September).

Prior to Qctober 1983, all trains billed on solely retated cost basis. From October 1983 through September 1995, all Los Angeles- San Diego traing

and the first Los Angeles-Santa Barbara {rain billed on shont-term avoidable cost basis. The second and third Los Angeles- Santa Barbara trains
billed on long-term avoidable cost basis. Between October 1995 and September 1996, all trains billad on long-term avoidable cost basis. Effectiva
October 1996, all trains billed on Full Cost {Train. Route and System) Basis. Depreciation and interest (equipment capital cost) included in operating
cost under solely-related basis but excluded and charged separately under short-term, long-term avoidabie and full cost bases.

(F3) From October 1976 through September 1983, State cost was 48.5 percent of operating loss (including equipment costs). For third Los Angeles-
Santa Barbara train, State cost was 100 percent of operating loss from February 1994 through September 1994, and 70 percent through
September 1995. For all other trains, effective Qctober 1983, through September 1995, State cost was 65 percent of aperating lass plus 50 percent
of depreciation and interest (equipment capital cost). Between October 1995 and September 1996, State cast was 100 percent of operating loss
and 60 percent of equipment capital cost for the State supported 64 percent of train service on the route. Between Oclober 1996 and September
1997, State cost was 55 percent of aperating lass and 100 percent of equipment capital cost for the 64 percent Stata share. Effective October
1997, State is billed contractually specified percentages of most individual cost elements, plus a fixed amount for certain other cost elements. in
November 1897 the State share increased to 67 percent of train service on the route to reflect additional State supported service. Also includes
State payment of special payments to Amtrak for additional service and State payment for entire net cost of all connecting bus routes.

(F4) Beginning in State Fiscal Year 1993-94, Amtrak cost is based on billings submitied and reflects cost bases and Amtrak shares as stated in notes
(F2) and {F3) above, but does not include the unbilled Amtrak share of fixed cost elements. Prior to FY 1993-94, data to calculate Amtrak cost is
not available. Does not represent the difference between Loss and State Cost, as the Jatter includes bus expenses and equipment
capital costs nof included in Amtrak costs.

(F3) Train loss (deficit) per train passenger mile. Separate passenger-mile data for State-supported trains was not provided by Amtrak
prior to August 1981. Connecting buses not included in 053 per passenger mile data.

(F6) Farebox Ratio, the ratio of Reévenue to Expense.
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PERFORMANCE

Figure 5C shows ridership and financial performance data on an annual (State FY)
basis from the start of State-supported service in 1976-77 through 2003-04.
Total ridership reached a peak of 2.3 million in 2003-04. Introduction of
Metrolink commuter rail service in the Los Angeles basin in October 1992 and
Coaster commuter rail service in the San Diego area in 1995 had a major effect on
ridership. Since commuter rail service was introduced, overall ridership on the
corridor has increased significantly, but commuter services did divert ridership
from the Pacific Surfliners. The farebox ratio was near or over 100 percent for
six consecutive years from 1987-88 through 1992-93, and has since declined. The
decline is due to the introduction of commuter rail service that diverted significant
short-haul ridership and revenues and increases in the amount and type of costs
charged to the service by Amtrak.

The introduction of the “Rail 2 Rail” Program on Amtrak and Metrolink service in
September 2002 brought a new era to the service. Then in April 2004, the
program was expanded to the Coaster. The program allows joint ticket honoring
between Amirak and commuter rail services. Pacific Surfliner ridership has
jumped 32 percent between 2001-02 and 2003-04, (with no increase in service)
mostly the result of the Rail 2 Rail Program.

In Amtrak’s 2003-04 fiscal year, the on-time performance has averaged
86.9 percent. The planned triple track project in Los Angeles County and double
track projects in San Diego County will improve the reliability and on-time
performance of the Pacific Surfliners by facilitating both passenger and freight
train movements and providing more opportunities for trains to pass each other.

OPERATIONAL AND SERVICE IMPROVEMENTS

The focus of short-term operating strategies is to improve customer service and
amenities, and increase the cost-effectiveness of the services. These two strategies
are complementary, as an improvement in customer satisfaction should increase
ridership and revenue.

Annual operational and service improvement strategies are detailed in the
Pacific Surfliner Route Business Plan. For example, the Business Plan discusses
issues such as operational improvements with the new “Rail 2 Rail” Program,
coordination efforts with other rail operators, marketing strategies, fare
promotions, and Amtrak buses.
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POTENTIAL TRAIN SERVICE IMPROVEMENTS

The Department, in conjunction with Amtrak, anticipates there will be eventual
demand for fourteen round-trips on the Pacific Surfliners between San Diego and
Los Angeles.

It is important to note that the start-up dates for service are based on projected
service needs. Demonstrated ridership demand, approval from Amtrak and the
relevant railroad(s), availability of capital funding and equipment, and completion
of necessary capital projects will affect when each of the service improvements
can be implemented.

The Department’s proposed expansion of the Pacific Surfliner Route is as follows:
2007-08 Los Angeles-San Diego, twelfth round-trip.
2010-11 Los Angeles-San Diego, thirteenth round-trip.

2012-13 Los Angeles-Goleta, sixth round trip,
Goleta-San Luis Obispo, third round trip.

2013-14 Los Angeles-San Diego, fourteenth round-trip.
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CHAPTER VI
SAN JOAQUIN ROUTE

BAY AREA/SACRAMENTO-FRESNO-BAKERSFIELD
LOS ANGELES

PRINCIPAL 2003-04 to 2013-14 ROUTE OBJECTIVES
e Increase annual ridership 46 percent, from 739,000 to 1,082,000 passengers.

e Increase annual revenues 55 percent, from $21.9 to $33.9 million.

e Increase frequency of daily round-trip service from 4 to 5 between Oakland
and Bakersfield and from 2 to 3 between Sacramento and Bakersfield.

e Reduce train running times to five and a half hours between Oakland and
Bakersfield and four hours forty minutes between Sacramento and Bakersfield.

¢ Improve the reliability (on-time performance) of trains.

BACKGROUND

Two daily trains served the San Joaquin Valley until May 1971 when Amtrak was
formed. Each train used a different route in the Valley, and was operated by
different railroads. SP operated the San Joaquin Daylight between Oakland and
Los Angeles and a connecting train, the Sacramento Daylight, between
Sacramento and Lathrop or Tracy providing connecting service with the
San Joaquin Daylight. ATSF operated the San Francisco Chief between the
Bay Area and Chicago via Stockton, Fresno and Bakersfield.

Amtrak’s initial route structure in May 1971 used the SP’s Coast Line for service
between Northern and Southern California, leaving the San Joaquin Valley
without rail passenger service. Public pressure for restoration of rail service began
almost immediately after the formation of Amtrak. As a result, Amtrak’s
appropriation for FFY 1974 included funding for service in the
San Joaquin Valley. Amtrak selected a joint SP-ATSF route using a connection
between the two railroads at Port Chicago (near Martinez). On March 6, 1974,
the new San Joaquins entered service between Oakland and Bakersfield and was
entirely funded by Amtrak.
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In 1979, a major reduction in Amtrak’s nationwide route structure was proposed,
and the San Joaquin was scheduled to be terminated. However, the State reached
an agreement with Amtrak to continue the train with State support under the
provisions of Section 403(b) of the Amtrak Act.

Service on the San Joaquins has increased from the original single round-trip to
the current six daily round-trips as follows:

2/3/80 Oakland-Bakersfield, second round-trip added.
12/17/89 Oakland-Bakersfield, third round-trip added.
10/25/92 Oakland-Bakersfield, fourth round-trip added.

2/21/99 Sacramento-Bakersfield, first train to extend from Stockton to
Sacramento added (fifth round-trip on route).

3/18/02 Sacramento-Bakersfield, second round-trip added (sixth round trip
on route).

Figure 6A 1s the San Joaquin route map, including the connecting bus services.

ROUTE DESCRIPTION

The San Joaquin Route comprises 363 route miles, extending 314 miles between
Oakland and Bakersfield with 13 intermediate stops and 49 miles between
Sacramento and Stockton, with one additional intermediate stop. Amtrak operates
the San Joaquins under provisions of its contracts with the BNSF and UP
railroads.

Predominant right of way ownership is by the BNSF (Port Chicago-Bakersfield).
The UP owns 39 miles at the north end of the route between Oakland and
Port Chicago and 49 miles in the new segment between Stockton and Sacramento.
Figure 6B describes the current ownership, segment mileage, and track and signal
characteristics of the San Joaquin Route.

Scheduled train running time between Bakersfield and Oakland varies from
six hours five minutes to six hours twenty minutes. Overall average speed,
including station dwell time, varies from 50 mph to 52 mph. Scheduled train
running time between Sacramento and Bakersfield is five hours fifteen minutes to
five hours twenty-three minutes, and overall average speed is 52 to 54 mph.
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Figure 6B
SAN JOAQUIN ROUTE
OWNERSHIP AND TRACK CHARACTERISTICS
Mile Mile | Route! Owner | *No. of | Max Signal
Between Post And Post Miles iof Track! Tracks Speed: System
Oakland Jack London Oakland 10th
Square 7.0 |[Street 42 28 upP 2 40/60 ABS
Qakland 10th Street **2.2 Martinez 31.7 1 295 upP 2 40/60 ABS
31.7=
Martinez 1169.3|Port Chicago 1164 | 5.8 uP 1 30 ABS/DTC
Port Chicago 1164 |Stockton 1121 | 42.1 | BNSF 1-2 79 ABS/CTC
Sacramento
Sacramento 89.0 |(Elvas) 91.81 2.8 uprP 2 35 ABS/CTC
51.8=
Sacramento (Elvas)  38.8 |Stockton 84.7 | 459 UP | 1 60 cTC
Stockton i 1121 Bakersfield 887.7 233.7. BNSF 1 79 CTC
Total | 362.6

* General Number of Mainline Tracks
** Miles represent distances between post miles from both directions to an approximate location near
10th Street in Oakland.

Owners:
BNSF - BNSF Railway Company
UP - Union Pacific Railroad Company

Signal Systems:

ABS - Automatic Block Signals - Possession of a segment of track (block) is protected by
a wayside signal. Switches must be thrown manually by train crews entering sidings.

CTC - Centralized Traffic Control - Wayside signals protect possession of blocks. Signals and
powered switches are also remotely controlled from the dispatching center to direct the
movement of trains.

DTC - Direct Traffic Control - Dispatching center gives authority for train movement by radio
to train crew directly.

CONNECTING BUS SERVICES

The extensive network of buses connecting with the San Joaquins is essential to
the route as more than half of all San Joaquin riders use one or more buses for a
portion of their trip. Ridership analysis shows that feeder bus riders make longer
than average trips, and therefore produce higher revenues per trip.

The Department contracts with Amtrak for the provision of dedicated feeder bus
services, and Amtrak then contracts with bus operators. The bus routes function
as direct parts of the Amtrak system, with coordinated connections, guaranteed
seating, integrated fares and ticketing procedures, and inclusion in Amtrak’s
central information and reservation system in the same manner as the trains.
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Unlike the trains, the bus operating costs are borne entirely by the State, although
bus revenues offset much of the bus operating costs. A mileage/yield-based
portion of the revenue from each through bus/rail ticket is allocated to the bus
portion of the trip. This allocated revenue is then transferred to the cost of the bus,
reducing the actual State expense.

Following 1s a table of the San Joaquin bus routes and their origins/destinations
and main stops, as well as the Capitol Corridor bus routes that also connect to the
San Joaquins. Cities that are San Joaquin train connection points are in italics.

San Joaquin Bus Routes

Route 1 Network—Los Angeles Basin
1A—Bakersfield-Los Angeles-San Diego
1B-Bakersfield-Los Angeles-Long Beach-San Pedro
1C—Bakersfield-Santa Clarita-Van Nuys-Simi Valley

Route 3—Sacramento Valley
Stockton-Sacramento-Davis-Chico-Redding

Route 6—South Bay
Stockton-San Jose

Route 7-North Bay/Redwood Empire
Martinez-Vallejo-Napa-Santa Rosa-Ukiah-Eureka-McKinleyville

Route 9—High Desert-Las Vegas
Bakersfield-Barstow-Las Vegas

Route 10—Valley-South Coast
Bakersfield-Oxnard-Santa Barbara

Route 12—-Antelope Valley
Bakersfield-Mojave-Palmdale-Victorville

Route 15-Yosemite
Merced-Y osemite National Park

Route 18-Valley-Central Coast
18A—Flanford-San Luis Obispo-Santa Maria
18B—Hanford-Visalia

Route 19-Inland Empire-Coachella Valley
Bakersfield-San Bernardino-Riverside-Hemet-Palm Springs-Indio

Route 34—Bay Area-Stockton
Stockton-Oakland-San Francisco
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Capitol Corridor Bus Routes
Route 20—Sierra Foothills/High Sierra
Sacramento-Grass Valley-Nevada City-Reno-Sparks

Route 21-Monterey Bay/Central Coast
Via Route 6 to San Jose-Salinas-Monterey-King City

Route 23-~-Lake Tahoe
Sacramento-Stateline-Carson City

Route 35-Santa Cruz (Highway 17 Express)
Via Route 6 to San Jose-Santa Cruz

Amtrak Bus Route

Route 99-Trans Bay

Emeryville-San Francisco (Connects to the San Joaquins, Capitol Corridor,
Coast Starlight and California Zephyr trains)

SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY RAIL COMMITTEE

The San Joaquin Valley Rail Committee consists of representatives from each
county served by the San Joaquin trains and other key bus-served counties.
Agency associate members represent Amtrak, CPUC, UP, BNSF, Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC), Southern California Association of
Governments, and the Department.

The committee is informed of all significant matters affecting the San Joaquins.
It provides valuable input to the Department on all aspects of the service.
Section 14074.8 of the Government Code provides that the committee may confer
with the Secretary of the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency (BT&H)
to coordinate intercity passenger rail service for the San Joaquin Corridor.

PERFORMANCE

Figure 6C shows ridership and financial performance data on an annual (State FY)
basis from the start of State-supported service in 1979-80 through 2003-04.
Ridership and revenues have increased at a fairly steady rate over that period, as
have expense, total loss and State cost. Farebox ratio was at a high in 1988-89,
and has since dropped. This is largely because Amtrak has been steadily
increasing the amount and type of costs that are included in the farebox ratio.
(See Chapter IV for more information on this subject.)

On-time performance on the San Joaquins has varied widely over the last few
years. In FFY 2003-04, on-time performance has averaged 56.1 percent. Planned
projects to double track portions of the San Joaquin Route will improve reliability
and on-time performance by facilitating both passenger and freight train
movements and by providing more opportunities for trains to pass each other.
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Figure 6C
SAN JOAQUIN Route
Annual Operating Performance - State Fiscal Years

State Ridership Data Finangcial Data for Operations
Fiscal Train Loss | Farehox
 Year | Ridership -PM/TM| Revenue | Expense _Loss State Cost _ Amtrak Cost  perPM _Ratio_

Notes (F1) (F2 (F3) (F4) (F5) (i)
197374 (51) | 38,770 836 : o :
1974-75 66,990 - 44.2 i
1975-76 66530  43.8
197677 87842 560
1977-78 | e0s11 527
197879 87645 602 S
1979-80 (52) | 123275  63.6 |§ 1174085 |$ 03975185|§ 2801120 §  518.206 . 18.4¢
1980-81 159,498 553 |$ 2224137 |3 6.540034 |$ 4716797 $ 1,360,391 18.4¢
1981-82 189479 653 |§ 3115710 |$ 7.774023 |3 4658319 § 2,228,585 14.0¢
1982-83 | 186121 629 |$ 3342137 |§ 7991607 |5 4643560 5 2490275 1468 |
1983-84 248275 853 |$ 4730431 |§ 8094789 |§ 3,364,358 $ 2518066 7.3¢ |
1984-85 269837 946 |§ 5210951 | § 8641293 |5 23430342 $ 2,802,955 17
198586| | 280,798 1011 |$ 5425320 |$ 8610554 | § 3185225 $ 2,658,895 | 6.8¢ |
1986-87| 304668 1061 [$  6.084677 |§ 9179133 |§ 3004456 § 2920148 | 51¢ | 663%
196788 340,573 1214 |$  7.457686 |§ 9633659 | $ 2175873 § 2,605,572 22¢ | 174%
1988-89 370190 1337 [$ 9,527,268 | § 10968216 | § 1440948 § 1.887.450 T3¢ | 869%
1989-90| (S3) | 418768 1169 |$ 11845743 |§ 15286520 | § 3440777 § 3544.332 3.2¢ 7.5%
1990-91 463,906 1041 |§ 12691,986 | § 18456.785|§ 5764792 $ 5803565 49¢ 68 6%
199192 | 483,593 1043 |§ 12,369.805 | § 18633777!% 6263972 § 6472698 43¢ 66.4%
199293 (54) | 516113 1096 [$ 12628496 | § 22227149 |$ 9598653 § 10789651 “6.5¢ 56.8%
1993-94 558,560  04.6 | § 13.804624 | § 26678861 |§ 12784237 § 12335021 - 3937150 83¢ 52.1%
1994-95 524680  BBB [§ 12,244,666 | § 25077153 |§ 12832485 § 12668018 $§ 3705060  97¢ 48.8%
1995-36 526,088 86.6 |$ 12477497 | § 25386009 |§ 12906602 § 14483048 § 1,360,327 .  11.8¢ 49.2%
1996-97 652544 1061 [§ 13817681 |§ 34528165 |§ 20710484 § 16265387 $ 65672236  18.6¢ 40.0%
199798 702,178 ols $ 365172008 21286324 § 17190515 § 4493597 177¢ | 417% |
1998-99| (S5) | 680687 1028 |$ 16496457 | § 37.260.835 | § 20773378 § 10938254 % 1712168 17.6¢ | 443%
1999-00 671295 927 |$ 18061512 |$ 41,791.782 1§ 23730270 § 24252326 § 652236  19.0¢ | 43.2%
2000-01 710833 979 |§ 19667,681 | § 43404325 | § 23736644 § 24350127 .5  540.809 . 18.2¢ 453%
2001-02| (56) | 733152  96.9 |§ 20,114693 | § 46,503,548 | § 26,388,855 $ 26261035 § 396392 . 200¢ | 43.3%
2002-03 769708 B9.9 |§ 20318564 |§ 50,552,529 | $ 30.233,965 $ 20729650 . § 504315 217¢ | 402%
2003-04 | 752207 872 |§ 22.100,796 | § 50081460 | 3 27.960.664 § 27.960664 § 89345 20.5¢ | 44.1%
TOTAL 1 12,065,243 1 § 282,253,560 | § 574,184,767 | § 291,931,207 5 274,043,734 ‘

(81)
(82)

(53
(54
(59
{56)

Service started 3/6/74 with one round-trip between Qakland and Bakersfield. Data is for four months only.

State support started 10/1/79. Data is for nine months. during which time ridership totaled 93,206.
Second round trip added 2/3/80 between Oakland and Bakersfield.

Third round trip added 12/17/89 between Cakland and Bakersfield.
Fourth round trip added 10/25/92 between Qakiand and Bakersfield.
Fifth round-trip added 2/21/99 between Sacramento and Bakersfield.
Sixth round-trip added 3/18/02 between Sacramento and Bakersfield.

(F1)
(Fe)

(F3)

k4

(F8
(Fé6)

Passenger-miles per train mile (PM/TM), a measure of the average load on a train over its entire route.

Prior 1o October 1983, all frains billed on solely related cost basis. From Cctober 1983 through September 1995, all trains billed on
short term avoidable cost basis, except fourth round trip billed at long term avoidable cost basis. Effective Oclober 1995, all trains
billed on long term avoidable cost basis. Effective October 1996, all trains billed on Full Cost (Train, Route and System) Basis,
Includes cost of connecting buses. Depreciation and interest (equipment capital cost) included in operating cost under
solelyrelated cost basis but excluded and charged separately under short-term, long-term avoidable and fuli cost bases.

From October 1979 through September 1983, State cost increased in stages from 18.5 to 48.5 percent of operating loss (including
equipment costs), Between October 1983 and September 1995, State cost was 65 percent of train operating loss for first three
round trips, plus 50 percent of depreciation and interest {equipment capital cost). For the fourth round trip, State cost was

70 percent of train operating loss plus equipment capital cost. Between October 1995 and September 1996, Stale cost was

100 percent of train operating loss and 60 percent of equipment capital cost. Between October 1996 and September 1997, State cost
was 65 percent of frain operating loss. Effective October 1997, State is billed contractually specified percentages of most individual
cost elements, plus a fixed amount for certain other cost elemants. Also includes State payment of costs of special agreements with
Amtrak for use of equipment, and State payment of entire net cost of all ¢connecting bus routes.

Beginning in State Fiscal Year 1993-94, Amtrak cost is based on billings submitted and reflects cost bases and Amtrak shares as
stated in notes (F2) and (F3) above. However, Amtrak does not include the unbilled Amtrak share of fixed cost elemants.

Prior ta FY 1893-84, data to calculate Amtrak cost is not available. Does not represent the difference between Loss and

State Cost, as the latter includes bus expenses and equipment capital costs not included in Amtrak costs

Train ioss (deficit) per train passenger-mile. Connecting buses not inciuded in loss per passenger mile data.
Farebox Ratio, the ratic of Revenue to Expense.
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CHAPTER VII
THE CAPITOL CORRIDOR

AUBURN-SACRAMENTO-OAKLAND-SAN JOSE

PRINCIPAL 2003-04 to 2013-14 ROUTE OBJECTIVES
¢ Increase annual ridership 102 percent, from 1,165,000 to 2,352,000 passengers.

e Increase annual revenues 118 percent, from $13.4 to $29.2 million.
e Increase revenue/cost (farebox) ratio from 37.2 percent to 46.9 percent.

o Increase frequency of daily round-trips from 4 to 9 between San Jose and
QOakland, from 12 to 18 between Oakland and Sacramento, and
from 1 to 8 between Sacramento and Roseville.

e Reduce train-running times to an hour and a half between Sacramento and
QOakland.

e Improve the reliability (on-time performance) of trains.

e Provide real-time information to passengers on train status (e.g. anticipated
arrival time), particularly at unstaffed stations.

BACKGROUND

Intercity rail service started on the Capitol Corridor in 1991, making this route the
most recent of the three State-supported routes. Assembly Concurrent Resolution
(ACR) 132 (Hannigan), Statutes of 1988, directed the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC), with assistance from the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments and the Department to conduct a study of the Auburn-Sacramento-
Oakland-San Jose intercity rail corridor. The final report titled ACR 132 Intercity
Rail Corridor Upgrade Study was published by MTC in 1990. This study
provided the basis for the initiation of three round-trips on the route on December
12, 1991 from San Jose to Oakland to Sacramento. One of the trips continued
from Sacramento to Roseville.

Service on the Capitol Corridor has increased from the original three round-trips
as follows:

4/2/95 Oakland-San Jose, one round-trip discontinued (except on Saturday
northbound and Friday, Saturday, Sunday southbound).

4/14/96 Oakland-Sacramento, fourth round-trip added.
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6/17/96 Oakland-San Jose round-trip that was discontinued April 2, 1995, is
restored.

1/26/98 Train to Roseville extended to Colfax.

10/25/98 Oakland-Sacramento, fifth round-trip added.

2/21/99 Oakland-Sacramento, sixth round-trip added.

2/27/00 Oakland-Sacramento, seventh round-trip added.

2/27/00 Oakland-San Jose, fourth round-trip added.

2/27/00 Colfax round-trip cut back to Auburn.

4/29/01 Oakland-Sacramento, eighth and ninth round trips added.

4/29/01 Oakland-San Jose, fifth and sixth round trips, weekends only, added.
10/27/02 Oakland-Sacramento, tenth round trip, weekdays only, added.
1/6/03 Oakland-Sacramento, eleventh round trip, weekdays only, added.
4/28/03 Oakland-Sacramento, twelfth round trip, weekdays only, added.

Figure 7A is the Capitol Corridor route map, including the connecting bus
services.

CAPITOL CORRIDOR JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

Local agencies have always had an active role in planning and promoting the
Capitol Corridor. Initially the ACR Policy Advisory Committee, formed as part of
the ACR 132 study, acted in an advisory capacity to make recommendations about
the route.

Chapter 263, Statutes of 1996 (SB 457 - Kelly), allowed the State to enter into an
interagency transfer agreement (ITA) with a joint powers authority to assume
responsibility for intercity rail services on the Capitol Corridor. The Department
and the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA) executed an ITA on
July 1, 1998, transferring the responsibilities of management for the Capitol
Corridor to the CCJPA. The BART General Manager and designated BART staff
provide administrative support to the CCJPA.

Pursuant to the ITA, BT&H has responsibility for allocating operating funds to the
CCJPA. BT&H also reviews and approves the CCJPA’s business plan that
includes future service levels and funding needs.

Chapter 263 specified the composition of the CCJPA. The CCJPA Board must
have the following members: six representatives from the BART Board of
Directors (two residents each from Alameda County, Contra Costa County, and
the City and County of San Francisco); two members each from the Board of
Directors of the Sacramento Regional Transit District, the Board of Directors of
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the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, the Yolo County Transportation
District, the Solano Transportation Authority, and the Placer County
Transportation Planning Agency.

ROUTE DESCRIPTION

The Capitol Corridor extends 169 rail miles from Auburn to San Jose (35 miles
east of Sacramento and 134 rail miles west of Sacramento to San Jose.) Except for
three miles of right-of-way owned by the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board,
UP owns this entire route. Amtrak operates the Capitol Corridor under provisions
of its contract with UP, and Amtrak shares partial responsibility with the State for
funding the Route. Figure 7B describes the current ownership, segment mileage,
and track and signal characteristics of the Capitol Corridor.

Figure 7B
CAPITOL CORRIDOR
OWNERSHIP AND TRACK CHARACTERISTICS
Mile Mile Route | Owner of| *No. of | Max. Signal
Between Post And Post Miles Track | Tracks| Speed System
San Jose 47.3 [Santa Clara 44 4 2.9 PCJPB 3 60 CTC
Santa Clara 44 4 |Newark 31.4 13.8 UP 1 70 CTC
Newark 34.9 |Niles Tower 29.7 52 UpP 1 79 CTC
Niles Tower 29.7 |West Elmhurst 13.5 16.2 UpP 1 70 CTC
West Eimhurst Qakland Jack
13.5 |London Square 7.0 6.5 UP 2 60 ABS
Oakland - Jack Oakland 10th Street
I_London Square 7.0 **4.2 2.8 UP 2 40/60 CTC
Qakland 10th Street 2.2 |Martinez 31.7 29.5 UpP 2 40/60 CTC
Martinez 31.7 |Davis 75.5 43.8 UP 2 79 CTC
Davis 75.5 |West Causeway 81.1 5.6 UP 2 79 CTC
West Causeway 81.1 |East Causeway 85.2 4.1 UP 1 79 CTC
East Causeway 85.2 |Sacramento River 88.4 3.2 UP 2 79 CTC
Sacramento River 88.4 |Sacramento 89.0 0.5 UP 2 30 CTC
Sacramento 89.0 |Elvas 91.8 2.8 UP 2 35 CTC
Elvas 91.8 |Roseville 106.6 14.8 Up 2 60 CTC
Roseville 106.6 |Auburn 124.2 17.6 UP 1 50 ABS
Total 169.3

*General number of mainline tracks
“*Mileage represents distance between mile posts to an approximate location at 10th Street in Oakland
Owners:

PCJPB - Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board

UP - Union Pacific Railroad Company
Signal Systems:

ABS - Automatic Block Signals - Possession of a segment of track (block) is protected by a wayside

signal. Switches must be thrown manually by train crews entering sidings.
CTC - Centralized Traffic Control - Wayside signals protect possession of blocks. Signals and powered
switches are also remotely controlied from the dispatching center to direct the movement of trains.

99



State Rail Plan

Scheduled train running times between Oakland and Sacramento vary from one
hour fifty-seven minutes to two hours ten minutes. Overall speeds are 41 mph to
46 mph. Capitol Corridor train-running times between Oakland and San Jose vary
from 75 to 85 minutes and the average overall speed varies from 32 mph to
36 mph. Running times between Sacramento and Auburn are 62 and 65 minutes,
with overall average speeds of 34 mph and 32 mph.

CONNECTING BUS SERVICES

The network of buses connecting with the Capitol Corridor is important to the
route’s success because the buses significantly extend the route’s range as far
north as McKinleyville, north of FEureka and Redding, northeast to
Grass Valley/Nevada City, Reno, Lake Tahoe and Carson City, and south to
Monterey and Santa Barbara.

The CCJPA, contracts with Amtrak for the provision of dedicated feeder bus
services, and Amtrak then contracts with bus operators. The bus routes function
as direct parts of the Amtrak system, with coordinated connections, guaranteed
seating, integrated fares and ticketing procedures, and inclusion in Amtrak’s
central information and reservation system in the same manner as the trains.

Unlike trains, bus operating costs are borne entirely by the State, although much of
the bus costs are offset by the revenues they generate.

A mileage/yicld-based portion of the revenue from each through bus/rail ticket is
allocated to the bus portion of the trip. This allocated revenue is then transferred
to the bus, thereby reducing the actual State expense.

Below is a listing of the Capitol Corridor bus routes and their origins/destinations
and main stops, as well as the San Joaquin bus routes that also connect to the
Capitol Corridor. Cities that are Capitol Corridor train connection points are in
italics.

Capitol Corridor Bus Routes _
Route 20-High Sierra/Sierra Foothills
Sacramento-Grass Valley-Nevada City-Reno-Sparks

Route 21-Monterey Bay/Central Coast
Oakland-San Jose-Santa Cruz-Monterey-Salinas-San Luis Obispo-Santa Barbara

Route 23—-Lake Tahoe
Sacramento-Stateline Casinos-Carson City

Route 35-Santa Cruz (Highway 17 Express)
San Jose-Santa Cruz
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San Joaquin Route Bus Routes
Route 3—Sacramento Valley
Sacramento-Chico-Redding

Route 7-North Bay/Redwood Empire
Martinez-Vallejo-Napa-Santa Rosa-Ukiah-Eureka-McKinleyville

Amtrak Bus Route

Route 99-Trans Bay

Emeryville-San Francisco (Connects to the San Joaquins, Capitol Corridor,
Coast Starlight and California Zephyr trains)

PERFORMANCE

Figure 7C shows ridership and financial performance data on an annual (State FY)
basis from the start of State-supported Amtrak rail passenger service in 1991-92
through 2003-04. Ridership and revenues have increased over that period, as have
expenses, loss, and State cost. When Capitol Corridor service started, Amtrak had
already begun increasing costs that are included in the farebox ratio. Also, the
Capitol Corridor service is still relatively new and has added frequencies at a
relatively fast rate. Consequently, the Capitol Corridor service has never had as
high a farebox ratio, primarily due to its shorter trip length, when compared to the
two other routes. The Capitol Corridor farebox ratio (35.5 percent in 2002-03) has
ranged between a high of 43.4 percent in 1995-96 and a low of 29 percent in
1996-97.

On-time performance on the Capitol Corridor was fairly low during the initial
years of the service. With the completion in early 1999 of major track and signal
work over much of the route, on-time performance improved considerably.
In Amtrak’s 2003-04 fiscal year, the on-time performance has averaged
85.6 percent. The planned new trackage and signal improvement projects between
Oakland and San Jose will improve the Capitol Corridor’s reliability and on-time
performance by facilitating both passenger and freight train movements and by
providing more opportunities for trains to pass each other.
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Figure 7C
Annual Operating Performance - State Fiscal Years
State Ridership Data Financial Data for Operations
Fiscal : | Train Loss Farebox
Year | Ridership PM/TM| Revenue | Expense ‘Loss | State Cost | Amtrak Cost| perPM | Ratio
Notes (F1) (F2) {F3) L (F4 (F5) (F6)
1991-92| (S1) | 173672 963 |$ 1973255 |$ 4848967 | § 2,875712% 1,592,907 15.0¢ 40.7%
1992-93 238,785 67.7 |$ 2970103 | § 8,333,093 $ 536299015 6712017 S _20.1¢ 35.6%
1993-94 364,070 101.2 |$ 3598978 % 9911735 . § 6,312,757 | $ 6714761 | $ 1,697,460 15.7¢ 36.3%
1994-95| (S2) | 349056 1017 |$ 3757146 |$ 9678401 - 50921255;% 6012315 |$ 1,584,692 14.9¢ 38.8%
1895-96| (S3) | 403,050 1119 [$ 4805072 % 11077485 8% 6,272,413 5 6434940 | $ 273,025 14.9¢ 434% |
1996-97 496586 111.3 [$ 5938072 !% 20509999 ' $ 14571927 1% 9701519 | § 4,871,345, 31.6¢ 29.0%
1997-98] (S4) | 484458 1094 [$ 6212150 | $ 20,597,133 ' $ 14,384,983 {$ 10830123 | $ 3,555,755 | 31.8¢ 30.2%
1998-99| (85) 515,768 908 |$ 6939,702 | § 22343915 § 15404213 |$ 14543722 | § 969,2M 32.6¢ 31.1%
1999-00} (S6) | 684,334 901 |$ 8546453 |$ 25048,098 3 16501,645|% 17120868 | § 194,932 28.2¢ 34.1%
2000-01| (S7) | 1,030,837 106.0 | $11.091,742 | $ 27,670,759 @ $ 16,579,017 | $ 18,558,681 | $ 92,014 21.0¢ 40.1%
2001-02 1,090.713 96.9 [$12321,755 ;% 32683794 | $ 20,362,039 |$ 212638111 $% 99,311 25.3¢ 37.7%
2002-03| (S8) | 1,129,683 92.0 |$12,550,182 | $§ 35390303 | $ 22,840,121 | § 22413396 [$ 170,254 | 28.1¢ 35.5%
2003-04 1,148,047 86.3 [$13,012,806 | § 36,231,990 | § 23,219,184 | § 23,168,004 | $ 9,584 | 28.0¢ 35.9%
TOTAL 8,109,05! $93,717,416 | $ 264,325,672 | $ 170,608,256 | § 165,067,064 ;| : -
it st
(S1) Service started 12/12/91 with three State-supported round trips between Sacramento and San Jose,
with one round trip extended to Roseville. Datais for six and one-half months only.
(S2)  One round trip discontinued 4/2/95 between Oakland and San Jose (except on Saturday northbound and
Friday, Saturday, Sunday southbound.) Feeder bus connection substituted for train.
(S3)  Fourth round trip added 4/14/96 between Sacramento and Qakland.
Effective 6/17/96, round trip referred to in (S2) above restared to daily service between Oakland and San Jose,
(S4) Effective 1/26/98, the round trip that previously originated and terminated at Roseville was extended to Colfax.
(S5)  Fifth round trip added 10/25/98 and sixth round trip added 2/21/99 between Sacramento and Oakland,
(S6)  Effective 2/27/00, seventh round trip added between Sacramento and Oakland; fourth round trip added between Oakland and
San Jose; the round trip to Colfax was cut back to Auburn.
(S7)  Effective 4/29/01, eighth and ninth round trips added between Sacramento and Qakland;
fifth and sixth round trips added between Oakland and San Jose on weekends only.
(S8)  Effective 10/27/02, tenth round trip added; effective 1/6/03, eleventh round trip added; effective 4/28/03, twelfth round trip
added. These additionai trains operate weekdays only between Sacramento and Oakland.
(F1) Passenger-miles per train mile (PM/TM), a measure of the average load on a train over its entire route.
(F2)  Through September 1995, all trains billed on long term avoidable cost basis; includes cost of connecting buses.
Effective October 1996, all trains billed on Full Cost (Train, Route and System) Basis.
(F3) Though September 1995, State cost was 65 percent of train operating loss. Between October 1995 and
September 1996, State cost was 100 percent of train operating loss. Between October 1996 and September 1997,
State cost was 55 percent of the train operating loss. Effective October 1997, State is billed contractually specified
percentages of most individual cost elements, plus a fixed amount for certain other cost elements. Aiso includes State
payment of costs of special agreements with Amtrak for use of equipment, special payments for service continuation
and State payment for entire net cost of all connecting bus routes. Effective October 1999, the Capitol Corridor Joint
Powers Authority (CCJPA) and Amirak entered into a 12 month fixed price operating contract, including all train and
bus services. The State Costs shown represent the fixed price contract payment less any performance assessments.
(F4)  Beginning in State Fiscal Year 1993-94, Amtrak cost is based on billings submitted and reflects cost bases and Amtrak shares as
stated in notes (F2) and (F3) abave. However, Amtrak does not inciude the unbilled Amtrak share of fixed cost elements.
Prior to FY 1993-24, data to calculate Amtrak costis not available, Does not represent the difference between Loss and
State Cost, as the latter includes bus expenses and equipment capital costs not included in Amtrak costs.
(F5)  Train loss (deficit) per train passenger-mite. Connecting buses not included in loss per passenger mile data.
(F6) Farebox Ratio. the ratio of Revenue to Expense.
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OPERATIONAL AND SERVICE IMPROVEMENTS

The focus of the CCJPA’s short-term operating strategies is to improve train
reliability and customer service, amenities, reduce travel times, and increase the
cost-effectiveness of the service. These strategies are complementary, as an
improvement in on-time performance combined with reduced travel times
positively impacts customer satisfaction that should increase ridership and
revenue. Cost efficiencies should reduce operating expenses, and thereby should
improve the farebox ratio and service performance.

Annual operational and service improvement strategies are detailed in the
Capitol Corridor Business Plan Update F'Y 03/04-04/05 produced by the CCJPA
and will be discussed in future business plans. For example, the Business Plan
discusses action plans, fares, service amenities, food services and equipment, and
marketing strategies.

POTENTIAL TRAIN SERVICE IMPROVEMENTS

The Department, in conjunction with Amtrak and the Capitol Corridor Joint
Powers Authority (CCJPA), anticipates eventual demand for eighteen round-trips
on the Capitol Corridor between Sacramento and Oakland. The Department’s and
the CCJPA’s specific proposed timing for new frequencies differ, as noted below.

It 1s important to note that start-up dates for service are based on projected service
needs. Demonstrated ridership demand, approval from Amtrak and the relevant
railroad(s), availability of operating and capital funding and equipment, and
completion of necessary capital projects will affect when each of the service
improvements can be implemented.

The Department’s proposed expansion of the Capitol Corridor is as follows:

2005-06 San Jose-Oakland, fifth, sixth and seventh round-trips.
Sacramento-Roseville, second, third, and fourth round-trips.
Roseville-Auburn, second and third round trips.

2006-07 Sacramento-Oakland, thirteenth and fourteenth round-trip.

2007-08 Oakland-Sacramento, fifteenth and sixteenth round-trips.
San Jose-Oakland, eighth and ninth round trips.

2012-13 Oakland-Sacramento, seventeenth and eighteenth round-trips.
Sacramento-Roseville, fifth and sixth round trips.
Roseville-Auburn, fourth round trip.

2013-14 Sacramento-Roseville, seventh and eighth round trips.
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The CCJPA has proposed an enhanced level of service between certain points for
the 10-year period of the State Rail Plan. Specifically, the CCJPA proposes
operation of the following number of round-trips between the points shown.

Between In Five Years In Ten Years
San Jose and Oakland 11 16
Oakland and Sacramento 16 18
Sacramento and Roseville 4 10
Roseville and Aubum 3 4
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CHAPTER VIII
POTENTIAL NEW SERVICES

HIGH-SPEED RAIL

BACKGROUND

High-speed rail has been studied in California for over a decade.
The Department participated in a number of studies in the late 1980s and early
1990s. The Department was a member of the Los Angeles-Fresno-Bay Area/
Sacramento High-Speed Rail Corridor Study Group. The group published its
report in 1990 as required by Chapter 197, Statutes of 1988 (AB 971 - Costa).
Under Chapter 1104, Statutes of 1990 (SB 1307 - Garamendi), the Department in
1991, completed a work plan for a feasibility study for the development of an
integrated public, private, or combined public/private high-speed intercity and
commuter rail system. Under Proposition 116, the Department completed a
preliminary engineering and feasibility study on high-speed service between
Bakersfield and Los Angeles.

Senate Concurrent Resolution 6 (1993) established the California Intercity High-
Speed Rail Commission. This Commission, while using some Department staff
resources, was not part of the Department. The Final Report of the Commission
was sent to the Legislature at the end of 1996 and indicated that high-speed rail is
technically, environmentally, and economically feasible, and once constructed,
could be operationally self-sufficient. =~ The Commission recommended a
San Francisco/San Jose/Sacramento-Central Valley-Los Angeles-San Diego
alignment. The commission also recommended using either very high-speed
technology of steel-wheel-on-steel-rail or magnetic levitation (maglev).

CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL AUTHORITY

The California High-Speed Rail Act, enacted by Chapter 796, Statutes of 1996
(SB 1420 - Kopp and Costa), established the California High-Speed Rail Authority
(CHSRA) to direct the development and implementation of intercity high-speed
rail service. The act defined high-speed rail as "intercity passenger rail service
that utilizes an alignment and technology that make it capable of sustained speeds
of 200 miles per hour or greater."

Chapter 791, Statutes of 2000 (AB 1703 - Florez), modified the CHSRA’s
exclusive authorization and responsibility for planning, construction, and
operation of high-speed passenger train service to cover speeds exceeding
125 miles per hour. Previously, the CHSRA had such authorization and
responsibility for speeds exceeding 100 miles per hour. AB 1703 also extended
the tenure of the CHSRA through 2003. Then in Chapter 696, Statues of 2002
(SB 796 - Costa) repealed the sunset date for the CHSRA, making it a permanent
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authority. The CHSRA is composed of nine members. The Governor appoints
five members, the Senate Committee on Rules appoints two members, and the
Speaker of the Assembly appoints two members.

The CHSRA completed and presented to the Legislature and Governor in
June 2000 its Business Plan, Building a High-Speed Train System for California.
The Business Plan found that a high-speed train system 1s a smart investment in
mobility, an evolutionary step for transportation, and a project in keeping with
California’s standards for environmental quality and economic growth.
The Business Plan determined that the next project step is to initiate a formal
environmental clearance process with the development of a State-level program
environmental impact report (EIR). The further engineering and environmental
analyses that are part of the initial EIR will define with greater specificity the
high-speed train technology, corridors and station locations included in the
business plan. Also, the official input of federal, State and local agencies, required
during this phase, will help to further specify the capital costs of the project.

In the Business Plan, the CHSRA also recommended that the Governor and
Legislature take the following actions:

o Increase funding and accelerate planning and programming for intercity
and commuter rail improvements that can provide enhanced, higher-speed
service to Californians earlier and ultimately become part of the high-speed
train network. These improvements should occur concurrent with the
environmental studies and engineering work on the high-speed train
network. ' '

* Begin an aggressive statewide effort to increase federal funding for both
conventional and high-speed trains in California. In addition, this effort
should include working with the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA)
and high-speed train manufacturers to resolve safety and compatibility
issues.

* Encourage state, regional and local entities to include high-speed trains in
their planning for the future.

To implement the environmental process, the CHSRA prepared a Draft Program
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Program Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) and a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Tier 1
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The CHSRA is the state lead agency for
CEQA and the FRA is the federal lead agency for NEPA. The draft program-level
EIR/EIS was released on January 27, 2004. The CHSRA conducted public
hearings on the draft EIR/EIS throughout the State. The public comment period
concluded on August 31, 2004. Staff recommendations on preferred route
alignments and station locations are under review by the Authority.

In releasing the draft EIR/EIS, the CHSRA stated:
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Funding for these environmental studies included:

e 85 million from the Traffic Congestion Relief Fund (TCRF) — Chapter 91,
Statutes of 2000 (AB 2928, Torlakson).

¢ An additional $2.5 million from the TCRF for studies of the Los Angeles-
Orange County-San Diego segment.

o $2.5 million in federal next generation high-speed rail funds from the
FY 2002 and 2003 Transportation Appropriations Act (PL 107-87 and
108-7).

e $500,000 from Proposition 116 funds for studies of the Los Angeles-
Bakersfield segment.

o $5.8 million from the State Highway Account in the Budget Act of 2002.

e $1.8 million from the Public Transportation Account in the Budget Act of
2003.

Chapter 697, Statutes of 2002 (SB 1856 - Costa) placed a nearly $10 billion
general obligation bond on the November 2004 ballot to fund the planning and
construction of a high-speed rail transportation system for California.
This measure would represent the first step in financing the planning and
construction of the CHSRA’s high-speed rail system. Of this amount, $9 billion is
for the high-speed rail project, and $950 million is for capital projects on intercity
rail, commuter rail, and urban passenger services throughout the state to provide
connectivity to the high-speed rail system. The measure specifies that the first
segment of the system must be from San Francisco Transbay Terminal to
Los Angeles Union Station. The bond funds cannot be used for more than
one-half of the total costs of construction for track and stations of the system.
The other one-half of the funds can come from other private and public funds,
including federal funds.

However, in response to State funding shortfalls, Chapter 71, Statutes of 2004
(SB 1169) was passed which deferred the bond measure from the November 2004
ballot to the November 2006 ballot, and specifies that the bonds cannot be issued
before January 2008.

On March 2, 2004, voters approved Regional Measure 2 (RM2) raising the toll on
seven state-owned toll bridges by $1. $2.5 million of RM2 funds may be used by
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the CHSRA to study proposed
alignments for Bay Area access to the CHSRA’s high-speed rail system.
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MAGNETIC LEVITATION TECHNOLOGY DEPLOYMENT PROGRAM

Maglev is an advanced technology in which magnetic forces lift, propel, and guide
a vehicle over a guideway. Utilizing state-of-the-art electric power and control
systems, this configuration eliminates contact between vehicle and guideway and
achieves speeds of up to 310 mph. In 1989, a 19.5-mile testing track was put in
service in Emsland, Germany. The system is still in operation and carrying
visitors, In 2002, a 19-mile Transrapid Maglev line was put in operations in
Shanghai, China. The line connects Pudong International Airport with Shanghai
subway station in the financial district. The Shanghai line has been operating at a
maximum speed of 310 mph.

The Maglev Deployment Program was established in 1998 by the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21* Century (TEA-21; Section 1218 of Public Law 105-178)
with the purpose of demonstrating the feasibility of Maglev technology in the
United States. $55 million was available to fund pre-construction planning
activities for FFY 1998-2003. An additional $950 million was authorized for the
construction and deployment of selected projects. Congress is currently reviewing
the Maglev Deployment Program as part of the reauthorization of TEA-21.

In 1999, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) awarded grants to seven
states and authorities for pre-construction planning for Maglev high-speed ground
transportation. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) selected projects in
Southern California, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Maryland, Nevada and
Pennsylvania for funding. Each of the grants provided the selected projects with
sufficient federal funds to pay up to two-thirds of the cost of preliminary
engineering, market studies, environmental assessments, and financial planning
needed to determine the feasibility of deploying a Maglev project.

In 2001, USDOT selected two projects, one in Maryland and one in Pennsylvania,
to continue to the next stage of the competition. Neither the Southern California
nor the Nevada Maglev Project was selected to go forward in the national
competition for construction funding. However, Congress has continued to
provide planning grants to the Southern California and Nevada projects in FFYs
2001-2004, and Nevada recently received additional funding in FFY 2005. Of the
original seven projects, funding was discontinued on three of them (Florida,
Georgia, and Louisiana) in FY 2002.

These projects still have significant hurdles to overcome. Their sponsors will need
to complete engineering work and environmental documentation to further the
initial concept design plans. As the projects were not selected for Federal
construction funding, a principal funding source remains to be identified.
Coordination must continue with the Department, railroad operators and local
agencies along the corridor.
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Southern California Maglev Project

The initial 92-mile corridor study area of the Southern California Maglev Program
extends from Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) via Los Angeles Union
Passenger Terminal (LAUPT), east to Ontario International Airport and on to
March Inland Port in Riverside County, a distance of approximately 92 miles.
Figure 8A displays the proposed Southern California Maglev route. The Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the project sponsor.

By 2030, the population of Southern California will grow from 17 million to
23 million people. Demand at the region’s airports will increase to approximately
170 million annual passengers. Air cargo volume will triple to nine million annual
tons. The prospect of these increases in population, employment and air travel
demands led SCAG to adopt a high-speed intra-regional Maglev system
connecting regional airports as part of a decentralized Aviation System Plan.
This Plan was adopted as part of its Regional Transportation Plan in 1998.

On June 30, 2000, the Southern California Maglev Deployment Project sponsors
submitted a Project Description to the FRA in competing for Federal Maglev
funding. The grant application to the FRA described an intra-regional Maglev
system, of which the first line to be considered was on the LAX to March Inland
Port Corridor. Highlights of the Project Description are:

e The proposed system design is based upon Maglev technology developed
by the German consortium Transrapid.

e The proposed project serves a very dense corridor defined by the Federal
Government as a Corridor of National Significance. By 2020, about one
million long distance trips would be made in the corridor. The system
would serve approximately 134,000 riders per day by 2020. Travel-time
savings from one end of the line to the other are estimated to be 80 minutes.

e The 92-mile system was estimated to cost about $8 billion to construct.
Approximately 24 percent of this cost was for the system elements:
vehicles, communications, propulsion, and operation control. The cost of
the guideway was about 43 percent of the total cost. Stations, yards and
shops, right-of-way and other civil works comprise the remainder of the
project costs.

With the FY 2001 Federal funding, SCAG performed additional studies on this
Project, including evaluation of the impacts of the Project on use of highway and
railroad rights-of~way, on Los Angeles Union Station, and on the Metrolink
commuter rail system. SCAG also completed further work in the areas of
technology transfer agreements, cost and revenue projections, financial plan,
public/private  partnering agreements, environmental studies and public
participation.
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In December 2002, SCAG’s Regional Council selected a 54-mile segment of the
LAX-March Inland Port Corridor as the Initial Operating Segment (IOS) going
from Ontario Airport to West Los Angeles. The project is currently beginning
pre-construction work, including completion of more detailed engineering, a State
Environmental Impact Report, and a Federal Environmental Impact Statement.
The joint powers authority for the 1OS is being developed. This phase, budgeted
at $15 million, will take about 18 months to complete.

In FY 2001, SCAG received $877,000 in Federal Maglev funding. In FY 2002,
SCAG received $1.0 million in Federal Maglev funding for continued corridor
planning activities. In FY 2003, an additional $500,000 in Federal Maglev
funding was provided to support further planning studies. In FY 2004, SCAG
received an additional $1.0 million in Federal Maglev funding.

In addition to the project described above, SCAG has undertaken three additional
Maglev feasibility studies along other heavily congested corridors. They are:
1) Los Angeles to Palmdale in Antelope Valley, along the SR-14 and I-5 or I-405
freeway corridors; 2) LAX to south Orange County, along the [-405 Freeway; and
3) the Orange Line from downtown Los Angeles to central Orange County
following the former Pacific Electric Railway corridor.

From these studies, SCAG has concluded that the Maglev projects can be self-
funded through a public-private partnership, where the public sector will donate
land and the private sector will construct and operate the system. Additionally,
innovative funding strategies, such as Federal Transportation Infrastructure
Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) loans and private investment bonds can be
used to finance this project. The first of three joint exercise of powers authorities
(JPAs) has been formed to deploy the Maglev projects in Southern California.
The Orange Line Development Authority has been organized by cities along this
corridor to advance the downtown Los Angeles to Orange County Maglev system.

Las Vegas-Anaheim Maglev Project

The California-Nevada Super Speed Train Commission (CNSSTC) was formed in
1988 to promote the development of a 269-mile maglev system connecting
Las Vegas with Anaheim. The CNSSTC and its private sector partner, American
Magline Group, proposed a 40-mile segment from Las Vegas to Primm, on the
California border, for its FRA application in 2000. A short segment of the project
was chosen because of the difficulty in raising funds for the entire 269-mile
project. Figure 8A displays the proposed Las Vegas to Anaheim route.

The route travels between two fast-growing and heavily populated regions of the
U.S. The project would have a total of five segments: Las Vegas to Primm,
Primm to Barstow, Barstow to Victorville, Victorville to Ontario, and Ontario to
Anaheim. There would be stops at each of the endpoints of the segments, for a
total of at least six stops. A key advantage of the system is the alignment provided
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by the Interstate Highway 15 right-of-way. If available, this alignment would
minimize the need for property acquisition and provides the least complicated
construction scenario possible.

To date the project has received a total of $9.0 million in Federal funding from
FY 1999 through FY 2005: $1.4 million in FY 1999; $2.0 million in FY 2000;
$900,000 million in FY 2001; $1.2 million in FY 2002; $1.5 million in
FY 2003; $1.0 million in FY 2004; and $1.0 million in FY 2005.

The CNSSTC has done a number of studies to date. They prepared and submitted
to USDOT a Project Description report on the Las Vegas to Primm segment in
2000. Next the CNSSTC produced the Las Vegas-Primm/Barstow Supplemental
Project Description in August 2002. That report presents projected physical
infrastructure, ridership, costs, benefits and related information for the extended
segment from Las Vegas to Barstow via Primm. The report estimated capital costs
for the segment in 2000 dollars to be $5.65 billion.

In May 2004, the Federal Railroad Administration agreed to prepare
a programmatic environmental impact statement (PEIS) for the project,
in cooperation with the Nevada Department of Transportation. The PEIS will
cover the entire corridor between Las Vegas and Anaheim, and will include a site-
specific construction level program environmental impact report for the Las Vegas
to Primm, Nevada segment. As part of the PEIS, five public meetings were held
in June in key cities along the route. The CNSSTC has prepared as part of the
PEIS: a preliminary report that summarizes the results of the public meetings,
a purpose and needs statement, and a work plan.

The California Department of Transportation will be the lead agency to review
environmental documents under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). However, the current PEIS does not trigger CEQA review as it is not
considered a “project” under CEQA definition. Only site specific environmental
work on corridor segments in California will trigger CEQA.

PROPOSED INTERCITY RAIL ROUTES

This section includes a description of the five new routes that the Department
proposes in this 10-year plan. The routes are discussed in order of potential
implementation by year: San Francisco to Los Angeles; Sacramento to Reno;
San Francisco to Monterey; Los Angeles to Coachella Valley; and Sacramento to
Redding. Included for each route is a summary of current service to the area,
recent studies of the route, and the Department’s current service proposal.
The implementation of all new service is subject to demonstrated ridership
demand, approval from Amtrak and the relevant railroad(s), availability of
operating and capital funding and equipment, and completion of necessary capital
projects. Figure 8B displays the new routes proposed for service within the time
frame of the State Rail Plan.
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SAN FRANCISCO TO SAN LUIS OBISPO (AND LOS ANGELES) VIA
COAST ROUTE

Currently only one daily round-trip Coast Starlight train connects Oakland and
San Jose with Los Angeles via the Coast with intermediate stops including
Salinas, Paso Robles, San Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara on its route from Seattle.
Additionally, one round-trip Amtrak Thruway bus originating in Paso Robles
connects the Capitol Corridor to the Pacific Surfliner Route. Ridership on this bus
route was 12,000 in 2003-04. A second round-trip bus originating in San Luis
Obispo started on November 17, 2004 with the inauguration of the second
Los Angeles-San Luis Obispo Pacific Surfliner. Ridership on this bus has been
promising.

There has been interest for many years in providing additional Coast Route service
to better link California’s two largest metropolitan areas. In September 1992,
H.R. 39 was passed requesting that an intercity rail corridor upgrade study on the
Coast Corridor be conducted by the regional transportation planning agencies
along the Corridor in cooperation with the Department. As a result, concerned
local agencies formed the Coast Rail Coordinating Council (CRCC) that is
currently staffed by the San Luis Obispo Council of Governments. The Coast Rail
Improvement Study that was issued in the fall of 1994 resulted from H.R. 39.
Then, in 1996 the Coast Route Infrastructure Assessment Report was completed.
One of the main goals of the CRCC is to “close the gap” in state-supported train
services by connecting downtown Los Angeles and downtown San Francisco with
daily train services.

In 1999, the Coordinating Council received an $80,000 federal State Planning and
Research grant to conduct a Coast Daylight Implementation Plan. The Plan,
completed in June 2000, envisions daily service operating on Caltrain trackage
from San Francisco to San Jose, and then on UP trackage to Moorpark, and then
on Metrolink trackage to Los Angeles. Stations are planned in San Francisco,
Millbrae, Palo Alto, Mountain View, Santa Clara, San Jose, Gilroy, Pajaro,
Salinas, King City, Paso Robles, San Luis Obispo and south to Los Angeles
stopping at existing Pacific Surfliner stations. The study includes operating costs,
but no capital costs.

In Fall 2004, the CRCC released the Capacity Analysis for the “Coast Daylight”
service. The analysis identified several capital improvements that would be
helpful in order to increase train frequencies on the Coast Route. The CRCC is
now working with Amtrak, Union Pacific, and the Department to identify how to
move forward since capital funding for the improvements is extremely limited.
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