East Texas Region Freight Study Identified Improvements

underpass would be converted to cul-de-sacs where connection to U.S. 69 is not
viable.

The grade separation of U.S. 69 is estimated to cost $9.8 million, with an estimated
public benefit of $5.5 million, which is 57 percent of the estimated cost of the grade
separation.

Crossing Closures

Crossing Closure of Stone Street on the UP Dallas Subdivision

Stone Street is currently a two-lane roadway that crosses the UP Dallas Subdivision
south of U.S. 80 and west of U.S. 69 in Mineola. Accommaodating approximately 500
daily vehicles, Stone Street provides access to and from commercial areas on the
north side and residential areas on the south side of the Dallas Subdivision.

Closing the crossing would increase the travel distance to access these residences
and businesses from Stone Street by approximately 1 ¥ miles. The vehicular traffic
along Stone Street could be rerouted to cross the railroad over the proposed U.S. 69
underpass, which is identified as a potential improvement in this study.

The crossing closure is estimated to cost $50,000. The estimated public benefit
calculated for the closure of Stone Street is $160,000, which is more than three
times the estimated cost to implement the crossing closure.

Crossing Closure of Longview Street on the UP Palestine Subdivision

Longview Street is currently a two-lane roadway that crosses the UP Palestine
Subdivision north of SH 42 and west of U.S. 259 in Kilgore. Accommodating
approximately 1,200 daily vehicles, Longview Street provides access to and from
commercial areas on the southeast side and residential areas on the northwest side
of the Palestine Subdivision.

Closing the crossing would increase the travel distance to access residences and
businesses from Longview Street by nearly 1 %2 miles. The vehicular traffic along
Longview Street could be rerouted to cross the railroad via the existing SH 135
underpass.

The crossing closure is estimated to cost $50,000. The estimated public benefit
calculated for the closure of Longview Street is $289,000, which is nearly six times
the estimated cost to implement the crossing closure.

Roadway/Rail Capacity Enhancements

Widening of U.S. 259 from Mount Enterprise to Kilgore (from four to six lanes)

U.S. 259 is a four-lane roadway between U.S. 84 in Mount Enterprise and SH 42 in
Kilgore that bypasses the town of Henderson. In 2003, a volume of approximately
18,000 vehicles per day traveled along this section of U.S. 259. That volume is

8-16



East Texas Region Freight Study Identified Improvements

expected to increase to approximately 42,000 vehicles by 2025. Between 17 and 30
percent of the daily traffic along this section of U.S. 259 is truck traffic.

The U.S. highway is not a limited-access facility and incurs slower travel times in the
towns of Mount Enterprise and Kilgore. As a result, U.S. 259 sustains a lower
capacity threshold than a freeway section with a capacity of approximately 12,000
vehicles per lane per day. The V/C ratio is projected to be approximately 0.87 in
2025, indicating heavy congestion.

Widening U.S. 259 between Mount Enterprise and Kilgore from four to six lanes is
projected to decrease the V/C ratio to approximately 0.58, indicating moderate
congestion in 2025. Adding the proposed lanes would also allow vehicles entering
U.S. 259 to use the outside lane, leaving the two inside lanes in each direction to
flow at normal speeds.

The estimated cost of the widening of U.S. 259 from four to six lanes between U.S.
84 in Mount Enterprise and SH 42 in Kilgore is $105.4 million.

Widening of U.S. 271 from Tyler to Interstate 20 (from four to eight lanes)

U.S. 271 is a four-lane roadway between Loop 323 on the northeast side of Tyler
and Interstate 20 that connects to SH 155. In 2003, a volume of approximately
42,000 vehicles per day traveled along this section of U.S. 271. That volume is
expected to increase to approximately 95,000 vehicles by 2025. Around 15 percent
of the daily traffic along this section of U.S. 271 is truck traffic.

The U.S. highway is not a limited-access facility and incurs slower travel times due
to other vehicles entering and exiting the highway via side streets. As a result, U.S.
271 sustains a lower capacity threshold than a freeway section with a capacity of
approximately 12,000 vehicles per lane per day. The V/C ratio is projected to be
approximately 1.98 in 2025, indicating very heavy congestion.

Widening U.S. 271 between Loop 323 and Interstate 20 from four to eight lanes
would decrease the V/C ratio to around 0.99, indicating less congestion in 2025 than
the existing facility. Adding the proposed lanes would also allow vehicles entering
U.S. 271 to use the outside lanes, leaving the two inside lanes in each direction to
flow at normal speeds. Currently, the Tyler MPO has identified widening this section
of U.S. 271 from four to six lanes as an unfunded long range project (after year
2030).

The estimated cost of the widening of U.S. 259 from four to eight lanes between
Loop 323 on the northeast side of Tyler and Interstate 20 is $45.2 million.
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SECTION 9: TRANS-TEXAS CORRIDOR CONNECTIONS

There are currently several active transportation projects that will have an impact on
the overall freight movements throughout the East Texas region. The following
section provides a brief description of these projects.

Red River Commerce Park

The Red River Commerce Park (RRCP), formerly part of Red River Army Depot,
consists of about 750 acres set as an industrial/commercial business area. This
facility is located 1/8-mile from 1-30 and US 82, near US 59 (going to Houston), and
the proposed Trans-Texas Corridor (TTC) I-69. The RRCP has a “Duty Free” status
for international shipments. Plans for the facility seem to be consistent with the
needs defined by this Study by providing a transload facility that could easily make
transfers between trucks and trains and with the space for a possible “drop-and-
hook” operation for trucks.

South Central High Speed Rail Corridor

The South Central High Speed Rail Corridor is a federally designated corridor that
has the potential to provide a critical link for international transportation by providing
a rail bypass along the TTC and helping to alleviate rail congestion in the Dallas —
Fort Worth region and open up possibilities for a high-speed passenger rail system.

Trans-Texas Corridor (TTC-35 and TTC-69)

The Trans-Texas Corridor (TTC) is a proposed multi-use network of combined
freight and passenger routes in Texas that would incorporate existing and new
highways, railways, and utility right-of-ways. The proposed TTC typical section may
provide for a right-of-way width of up to 1,200 feet for the development and
construction of this multi-use network.

Specific routes for the TTC have not been identified and are in the initial study
phase. Two corridors are currently being developed through the initial study phase:
TTC-35 and I-69/TTC. Both of these corridors are located along major truck and rail
routes and would have a significant impact on future development and industries
throughout Texas.

Existing Freight Movements

The movement of truck freight within the U.S., and more specifically in Texas, tends
to follow the interstate system, including 1-20 and 1-30 within the East Texas study
area and 1-45 adjacent to the west. Furthermore, the most heavily used freight
corridors along the interstates travel to and from the ports within the U.S, although
much of the freight traffic within the state is local freight traffic. The majority of the
truck traffic destined for the ports travel to the east and west coasts and the Great
Lakes region. Local truck routes, such as US 59 and US 271, allow travel to and
from the interstate system.
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Large volumes of truck traffic also travel into and out of the state via the border
crossings at the Texas-Mexico border. Generally, the truck traffic crossing the
border travels northeast to the ports along the Great Lakes region and in the New
England states; however, the truck routes are dependent on the location of the
crossing. For instance, the main route for the truck freight through the border
crossing at Laredo is along I-35 using east-west interstates, such as I-10 to Houston
and 1-30 to the northeastern U.S. The majority of trucks that cross the border in the
Rio Grande Valley, however, follow US 77 into Houston and travel on either 1-10 to
the east or US 59 to the north.

Freight rail traffic within the United States to and from Texas tends to follow rail
corridors between the ports, intermodal facilities, and the customer base. Generally,
the trains travel to and from the ports in Long Beach, Houston, and the Great Lakes
as well as the Powder River Basin, which produces the majority of the coal for the
coal-burning power plants in the U.S. Many of the trains that cross the Texas-
Mexico border travel to the northern and eastern areas of the U.S. Many of the
trains that cross the Texas-Mexico border travel to the northern and eastern areas of
the U.S.

TTC-35 Corridor

The proposed TTC-35 Corridor includes a 600-mile-long initial study area and
generally parallels 1-35, extending from north of Dallas/Fort Worth to Mexico and
potentially the Gulf Coast. The TTC-35 Corridor traverses the western portion of the
East Texas Freight Study area. Figure 9-1 shows the locations of the preliminary
corridor alternatives, labeled in the figure as N1, N2, and N3.
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Figure 9-1: TTC-35 Preliminary Corridor Alternatives
(Source: TxDOT)

Roadway/Rail Connections to TTC-35 Corridor

The TTC-35 Corridor is planned to connect to existing major highways north of the
Texas-Oklahoma border. Since additional capacity is not shown at this time north of
the border, the effect on truck freight volumes along the TTC-35 Corridor within East
Texas may be minimal. However, connections to the interstate system such as 1-20
and 1-30 and major highways such as US 271 and US 69 may provide additional
freight volumes if TTC-35 continues north of the Texas-Oklahoma border.

Existing rail lines within the proposed TTC-35 Corridor are currently owned by UP
and BNSF. Specifically, the UP Choctaw and Duncan Subdivisions as well as the
BNSF Forth Worth and Madill Subdivisions north of Temple are located within the
East Texas study area and TTC-35 Corridor. Connections between the tracks and
the TTC-35 corridor are located southeast of the Dallas/Forth Worth metroplex with
the BNSF DFW Subdivision, UP Fort Worth Subdivision, and the UP Ennis
Subdivision.

Since the proposed TTC-35 Corridor includes right of way for freight rail traffic, one

alternative is to relocate existing freight rail lines along the TTC-35 Corridor into the
Corridor right of way. Existing rail corridors that could potentially be relocated to the
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TTC-35 Corridor include portions of the UP Choctaw and Duncan Subdivisions and
the BNSF Fort Worth and Madill Subdivisions. However, the railroads are private
corporations licensed by the Federal government; the railroads own their rights of
way, so they cannot be forced to relocate from their existing alignments. The
willingness of the railroads to relocate to the TTC has not been determined, although
some Class 1 railroads have stated their opposition to the TTC. Additionally, the
public and private benefits as well as the impact to the railroads’ customers within
these existing rail corridors would need to be considered as part of a separate study.
The area southeast of the Dallas-Fort Worth metroplex may be a potential site for an
intermodal facility due to the proximity of multiple truck and rail corridors with
connections to the TTC-35 Corridor.

[-69/TTC Corridor

I-69 is a planned 1600-mile-long national highway connecting Mexico, the United
States, and Canada. In Texas, 1-69 will be developed under the TTC Master Plan.
The proposed I-69/TTC Corridor extends from Texarkana, Texas and Shreveport,
Louisiana to Mexico, containing an initial study area within Texas roughly 350 miles
long. Based on public hearings and comments, the 1-69/TTC Corridor is planned
along existing highways, notably US 59 and US 84, through the East Texas Freight
Study area. Figure 9-2 shows the locations of the I1-69/TTC upgradeable corridors.
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Figure 9-2: [-69/TTC Upgradeable Corridors
(Source: TxDOT)

Roadway/Rail Connections to 1-69/TTC Corridor

The 1-69/TTC Corridor is planned to follow US 59 through the East Texas study
area. Since the existing freight traffic along US 59 slows within towns and urban
areas along this route, bypass routes along US 59 may be designed to alleviate
these slowdowns within the I-69/TTC Corridor. Major highway connections to US 59
may also connect to the Corridor as well; roadways with high truck volumes that
could connect to 1-69/TTC include US 96 and US 79.

Existing rail lines within the proposed I-69/TTC Corridor within the East Texas study
area include the UP Lufkin and Little Rock Subdivisions. Additionally, the BNSF
Longview, UP Dallas, UP Pine Bluff, and UP Palestine Subdivisions may potentially
connect to the I-69/TTC Corridor.

Since the proposed I-69/TTC Corridor includes right of way for freight rail traffic, one

alternative is to relocate existing freight rail lines along the I-69/TTC Corridor into the
Corridor right of way. Existing rail corridors that could potentially be relocated to the
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[-69/TTC Corridor include portions of the UP Lufkin and Little Rock Subdivisions.
However, public and private benefits as well as the impact to the railroads’
customers within these existing rail corridors would need to be considered as part of
a separate study. Also, a potential drop-and-haul location for trucks to switch loads
with other trucks could be located on the west side of Texarkana at the intersection

of 1-30 and the I-69/TTC Corridor.
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SECTION 10: POTENTIAL INTERCITY PASSENGER AND
COMMUTER RAIL

This section is the beginning of an analysis concerning potential intercity passenger
and commuter rail routes within the East Texas region. As a cursory overview, the
origin and destination of possible commuters on a rail system as well as passenger
service will be analyzed in addition to possible rail routes along existing or
abandoned rail corridors. The overview will focus primarily on commuters into the
Dallas-Fort Worth metroplex from the East Texas region and possible passenger
routes connecting to Amtrak’s Texas Eagle route.

Existing Intercity Passenger/Commuter Rail

Existing passenger rail service in East Texas is available on Amtrak’s Texas Eagle
route. The Texas Eagle runs from Los Angeles to Chicago and follows the UP
Dallas and UP Little Rock Subdivisions through East Texas. Stops in East Texas
along the Texas Eagle route include the towns of Mineola, Longview, Marshall, and
Texarkana.

Commuter rail service within the East Texas region is currently not available. The
nearest commuter rail lines are operated by Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) and
run within the Dallas-Fort Worth metroplex. According to their 2030 Transit System
Plan, DART does not foresee adding commuter rail service into the East Texas
region.

Other modes of public transit in East Texas include the TRAX, which is a pick-up
and drop-off service to designated points in Bowie, Cass, Delta, Franklin, Hopkins,
Lamar, Morris, Red River, and Titus Counties, and TAPS, which is a bus service in
Cooke, Grayson, Fannin, Montague, Clay, and Wise Counties as well as an urban
express commuter bus service to the DART Plano station.

Agency Coordination

HNTB contacted agencies involved with passenger rail operations or planning in
East Texas to get a better idea of their plans for long-term improvements and
initiatives for passenger and commuter rail in the area. Questions ranged from the
potential routes for passenger rail, the potential ridership of the potential routes,
initiatives and discussions with other agencies and railroads, and planned future
actions for implementation.

Amtrak

Amtrak could not release any potential routes or ridership information since it is
proprietary information and a possible security issue. Any data that Amtrak could
release is on the Amtrak website.
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East Texas Corridor Council

The East Texas Corridor Council (ETCC) has a near-term goal of faster passenger
service on the existing Texas Eagle route and long-term goals of double-tracking the
UP Dallas Subdivision for passenger use and extending service through Shreveport
and Bossier, Louisiana, and Meridian, Mississippi. The ETCC is also interested in
the possibility of investigating higher-speed rail along the 1-20 corridor. The ETCC
has memorandums of understanding (MOU) with the North Central Texas Council of
Governments (NCTCOG) and the East Texas Council of Governments (ETCOG)
concerning their vision of rail connectivity within and east of Texas. The ETCDC is
currently working on a MOU with the North Louisiana Council of Governments. The
ETCC has received a federal grant to further analyze additional passenger rail
corridors within the East Texas area.

Northeast Texas Railroad Association

The North Texas Railroad Association has discussed high-speed passenger rail
between Dallas-Forth Worth and Shreveport with particular consideration to the
current Amtrak Texas Eagle route with an additional section between Marshall and
Shreveport. Many buses travel from Dallas-Fort Worth to Shreveport daily to
casinos, indicating that private companies such as the casinos may become more
involved in the passenger rail initiatives. The North Texas Railroad Association
believes that the federal and state governments should take a lead in pushing this
passenger rail section forward and acknowledges that the UP could present a
potential roadblock to their plans due to expected freight growth of 25 to 30 percent
over the next ten years.

Potential Routes and Ridership

The majority of potential daily intercity passenger rail riders would use the rail to
commute to and from work. Therefore, data was collected from the 2000 census for
daily commuter person-trips between selected cities within East Texas to determine
the most logical routes for intercity passenger rail service. These person-trips do not
account for trips to non-daily destinations, such as shopping or gaming locations.
The most daily trips (one-way) within the East Texas region are:

» Greenville to/from Dallas — 10,900 commuters daily
» Sherman to/from Dallas — 10,285 commuters daily

» Longview to/from Marshall — 8,114 commuters daily
» Marshall to/from Shreveport — 1,929 commuters daily

Freight rail routes currently exist between these cities. The KCS Greenville
Subdivision handles 8 trains per day between Greenville and Dallas. The BNSF
Madill Subdivision and DGNO Sherman Subdivision run 10 and 5 trains per day,
respectively, between Sherman and Dallas. The UP Little Rock Subdivision travels
between Longview and Marshall with 34 trains per day, and the UP Reisor
Subdivision handles 6 trains per day between Marshall and Shreveport. Of these
subdivisions, the only one that currently accommodates passenger rail service is the
UP Little Rock Subdivision between Longview and Marshall.
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Sherman and Greenville are considered suburbs of the Dallas-Fort Worth metroplex.
Both cities have two potential routes for commuter rail into Dallas. The Greenville-
to-Dallas route could, as mentioned above, follow the KCS Greenville Subdivision; it
could also use an abandoned line between Greenville and Alliance Junction near
Wylie to connect to the KCS Greenville Subdivision. The Sherman-to-Dallas route
could use the BNSF Madill or DGNO Sherman Subdivisions.

DART currently operates commuter trains within the Dallas area, so the Sherman-to-
Dallas and Greenville-to-Dallas routes could potentially link into DART’s existing
system. For feasibility of consistent scheduling of commuter operations, the
commuter trains would either require the purchase of trackage rights or right-of-way
to freight trains along the commuter route. DART has agreements with the DGNO
along certain commuter routes within Dallas. RTC modeling was not completed for
these potential commuter lines because of these variables.

A simulation was modeled in RTC to analyze the impacts of adding a daily round trip
passenger train between Dallas, Texas and Shreveport, Louisiana. The East Texas
rail network as modeled in RTC does not include the Dallas-Fort Worth area, since
this was included in the independent Dallas-Fort Worth Region Freight Study, or
segments of track outside of the study limits such as those east to Shreveport. As a
result, the impacts discussed in this section for the passenger train modeled apply
only to the East Texas study limits and do not represent the impacts of the project as
a whole.

Three alternative cases, which vary based on operational changes in scheduling,
were modeled for a passenger train between Dallas and Shreveport. The alternative
cases were compared against the base case network modeled in RTC and
discussed in Section 5. The base case includes Amtrak’s daily Texas Eagle
passenger service, which accounts for 14 trains out of the 849 trains that operate
over the Dallas to Shreveport portion of the rail network over the 14 day simulation
period.

Alternative Case A added a daily passenger train departing from Dallas around 9:00
am and arriving in the early afternoon at Shreveport. The return schedule would
depart Shreveport in the early afternoon and arrive in Dallas in the evening.
Alternative Case B was run with the passenger train departing Dallas round 6:00 pm
for an evening arrival in Shreveport. The return train would leave Shreveport in the
morning and arrive in Dallas around 12:30 pm. Alternative Case C assumed a third
schedule, with the passenger train leaving Dallas late in the evening and the return
train arriving early in the morning. The schedule modeled for Case C would be
necessary to provide for an overnight train to New Orleans or a connection with
Amtrak’s Crescent Limited in Meridian, Mississippi.

The RTC results for the three alternative cases are shown in Table 10-1. It should

be noted that the results show the impact of an additional round trip passenger train
on performance measures between Edgewood and Scottsville, and do not show any
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impacts to performance in the Dallas-Fort Worth or Shreveport areas. Additionally,
the RTC results shown do not include any change in performance on other rail lines
in the network that may result from trains entering other routes at slightly different
times due to the additional passenger train on the Dallas to Shreveport line. The

changes in performance measures on other rail lines would be relatively
insignificant.
Dallas-Shreveport | Dallas-Shreveport | Dallas-Shreveport | Dallas-Shreveport
Line Base Case Line Case A Line Case B Line Case C
Trains Operated 849 878 878 878
Train Miles 38,197 41,164 41,189 41,178
Run Time (Hours
per Day) 107.5 118.6 120.0 117.2
Delay Time
(Hours per Day) 16.5 22.1 23.4 19.8
Delay Percent 15.3% 18.7% 19.5% 16.9%
Delay per 100
Train Miles
(Minutes) 36.2 45.1 47.7 40.4
Average Speed
Passenger 44.9 40.7 43.2 43.1
Expedited Freight 26.8 26.1 25.3 25.8
Other Freight 22.4 20.8 20.7 21.3
All Trains 254 24.8 24.5 251

Table 10-1: Passenger Train RTC Results

Each of the passenger train cases resulted in increased hours of delay for all types
of trains from the base case network. Alternative Case B resulted in the greatest
increase in hours of delay per day and delay per 100 train miles, while Case C
resulted in the least increase in delay measurements.

The added delay is also reflected in the average speed of trains by train type. In the
base case, with only the Texas Eagle passenger trains, passenger service averaged
44.9 miles per hour including station dwell time. When the additional passenger
round trip over the rail line was added, the average passenger train speed
decreased by 1.7 to 4.2 miles per hour, depending on the alternative case. The
decrease in average train speed, for both the passenger and freight trains, is a result
from the added meets between trains that cause delay.

The economic impact of integrating an additional daily passenger train into existing
railroad operations was measured using the operating costs listed in Table 10-2.
The train mileage cost of $51.23/mile is a representative industry cost that reflects
rail operating expense per train mile. The run and delay time cost of $589.24/hour
assumes that all train movements involve line operations (whereas yard operating
expenses are $285.82 per hour). Since the terms of fuel contracts by the railroads
are not available for this analysis, the cost of fuel is based on an average price of
$3.33/gallon for low sulfur diesel delivered out of Houston.*

! Argus Diesel Fuel Prices, Argus Rail Business, Vol. 14, 16, April 2008.
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Interest rates
Nominal COC 9.08%
Inflation 2.40%
Operating Costs
Real Cost of Capital (decimal) 6.68%
Train Miles ($/mi) 51.23
Run Time ($/hour) 589.24
Delay Time ($/hour) 589.24
Fuel ($/gallon) 3.33

Table 10-2: Railroad Operating Costs

Table 10-3 lists annual operating railroad conditions based on 24 14-day RTC
simulation periods. Train miles, run time, delay time, and fuel consumption were
converted to annual costs according to the list of costs provided in Table 10-2.
Comparing the costs associated with Case A, B, and C to the base case indicates
that the private sector would incur a cost over 20 years equal to $100 million, $107
million, and $89 million, respectively.

. Base Case Case Case
Private Sector Cost Case A B C

Train Miles (mi/14 days) 38,197 41,164 41,189 41,178
Train Miles (100 TM/14 days) 382 412 412 412
Run Time (hours/14 days) 2580.00 2846.40 2880.00 2812.80
Delay Time (min/100 TM) 36.20 45.10 47.70 40.40
Delay Time (hours/14 days) 230.46 309.42 327.45 277.27
Summary:
Train Miles (milyear) 916,728 987,936 988,536 988,272
Run Time (hours/year) 61,920 68,314 69,120 67,507
Delay Time (hours/year) 5,531 7,426 7,859 6,654
Value:
Train Miles ($ million/year) 46.96 50.61 50.64 50.63
Run Time ($ million/year) 36.49 40.25 40.73 39.78
Delay Time ($ million/year) 3.26 4.38 4.63 3.92
Fuel (gal/14 days) 1,649,589 | 1,658,065 | 1,656,752 | 1,656,577
Fuel ($ million/year) 131.84 132.51 132.41 132.39
Annual Value ($ million/year) 218.54 227.75 228.41 226.72
Annual Benefit ($ million/year) -9.21 -9.87 -8.18
Total 20-Yr Benefit ($ million) -100.04 -107.17 -88.83

Table 10-3: Change in Rail Operating Costs for Additional Passenger Service

Evaluation of Existing Passenger Rail Systems

The potential for passenger rail in East Texas has been considered by evaluating
the performance of currently operating systems. Table 10-4 provides a compilation
of all ridership statistics reported by commuter rail authorities to the American Public
Transit Association (APTA) for years 1996 through 2006.? These records were used

2 APTA Ridership Report Statistics — United States Commuter Rail Agencies Index, American Public
Transportation Association. Available at: www.apta.com/research/stats/ridership/riderep/indexcr.cfm.
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to identify relatively new commuter systems with sustained operations throughout
the 1996-2006 period, and which might share some correlation to proposals for
commuter service in East Texas.

Selection of Rail Systems for Evaluation

Commuter rail systems were selected for analysis from Table 10-4 based on the
completeness of ridership information throughout the most recent ten years of
records filed with APTA, with particular emphasis on regions of the U.S. having a
prolonged absence of local commuter rail service prior to activation of the current
lines. This in effect excluded commuter systems in the northern Midwest and the
Northeast since these areas have a rich history of ongoing passenger rail
operations. For example, the Long Island Railroad of New York was chartered in
1834 and is the oldest railroad still operating under its original name. While the
Regional Transportation Authority was formed in 1973 to provide financial support to
the railroads for commuter service in the Chicago area, the lllinois Central Railroad
had previously provided service over the same rail network with private funds as
early as 1923. Other systems listed in Table 10-4 also have considerable commuter
rail history, particularly those now operating on lines once owned by the famed
Pennsylvania and the New York Central Railroads.
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Urbanized Area/

Transit Agency / Authority

Service Name

Reported End-of-Year Ridership (millions)

Location 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 [ 2000 | 2001 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006
Baltimore, MD Maryland Transit Administration MARC 4.61 4.80 4.79 5.12 5.50 6.01 6.03 6.58 6.80
Boston, MA Massachuesetts Bay Trans Auth the T 27.53 29.06 34.05 36.37 36.73 37.55 40.57 40.36 37.98 38.31
Chicago, IL Regional Transportation Authority METRA 73.37 75.22 70.13 71.94 72.45 72.76 69.35 68.09 67.11 69.78 72.07
Chicago, IL Northern IN Commuter Trans District South Shore Line 3.32 3.39 3.37 3.49 3.61 3.77 3.59 3.57 3.54 3.80 4.21
Dallas, TX DART / Fort Worth T Trinity Railway Exp 0.31 0.57 0.67 0.84 1.48 2.25 2.26 2.16 2.23 2.41
Los Angeles, CA Southern California RRA Metrolink 5.69 6.31 6.75 7.23 8.06 8.52 8.74 9.10 9.79 10.26 10.80
Miami, FL South FL Regional Trans Auth Tri Rail 2.30 2.38 2.22 2.18 2.40 2.55 2.63 2.76 2.82 2.62 3.18
New Haven, CT Connecticut DOT Shore Line East 0.31 0.29 0.28 0.27 0.30 0.30 0.35 0.38 0.41 0.42 0.46
New York, NY Metropolitan Transportation Authority Long Island Railroad 98.80 96.54 98.54 101.62 104.67 105.72 100.17 98.47 96.99 98.16 98.75
New York, NY Metropolitan Transportation Authority Metro-North Railroad 64.06 66.49 68.57 71.74 72.92 73.22 72.57 72.26 74.27 76.53
New York, NY New Jersey Transit Corporation NJ Transit 48.01 50.93 54.08 57.53 62.34 63.89 61.13 60.15 63.59 66.95 70.95
Oakland, CA Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority Capitol Corridor - - - - - - 1.08 1.14 1.17 1.27 1.30
Philadelphia, PA Pennsylvania DOT PennDOT 0.16 0.23 0.20 0.21 0.21 0.20 0.21 0.23 0.24 0.26 0.31
Philadelphia, PA Southeastern Pennsylvania TA SEPTA 22.66 23.66 25.57 26.24 28.49 29.17 28.43 27.95 28.32 29.85 30.92
Portland, Oregon Tri-County Met Trans District of Oregon Max Light Rail 8.904 9.684 10.356 17.851 21.165 22.279 25.424 26.12 27.431 31.92 32.606
San Diego, CA North San Diego County TD Coaster 0.94 1.09 1.25 1.18 1.26 1.30 1.37 1.47 1.49 1.54
San Francisco, CA  Peninsula Corridor JPB Caltrain 7.77 8.37 8.64 8.99 10.27 10.50 8.98 8.22 8.43 9.87 10.51
San Jose, CA ACE Joint Powers Authority Altamont Comm Exp 0.73 0.92 0.74
Santa Fe, NM NM DOT Rail Runner Exp - - - - - - - - - - 0.26
Seattle, WA Sound Transit Sounder 0.09 0.57 0.67 0.72 0.90
Washington, DC PTRC /NVTC VA Railway Exp 1.83 1.60 1.61 1.86 2.23 2.61 3.06 3.36 3.71 3.73 3.51

Table 10-4: Reported Annual Ridership on Commuter Rail for Years 1996 to 2006

10-7




East Texas Region Freight Study Passenger Rail Implications

Commuter systems in Table 10-4 having little reported revenue history include the
Altamont Commuter Express (San Jose, CA), the Capitol Corridor (Oakland, CA),
Sounder (Seattle, WA), and the newly started Rail Runner Express (Santa Fe, NM).
Portland’s MAX light rail system has been included in APTA records due to its strong
ridership, its position as a stand-alone facility, and its commonalities with commuter
rail as an intercity system. As a result of the criteria for selecting systems for
comparison, those most appropriate for evaluation with respect to the prospect of
implementing commuter rail in East Texas are the following:

Metrolink — Los Angeles area

Caltrain — San Francisco area

MAX — Portland

Tri Rail — Miami

Virginia Railway Express (VRE) — Northern Virginia
Coaster — San Diego

Trinity Railway Express (TRE) — Dallas-Fort Worth

YVVVYVYYY

Ridership Comparisons

Annual ridership volumes for the commuter rail systems above are plotted in Figure
10-1. While this information by itself does not reflect the magnitude of capital
investment required to achieve the reported ridership volumes, it does provide a
comparison of usage rates among systems. Ridership volumes for Portland’s MAX
system are much higher than those for the traditional commuter rail systems as
might be expected for a more localized light rail facility. Even though the MAX
system provides intercity rail service, the average passenger trip length is only 6
miles. Table 10-5 lists the average trip length for each commuter rail system in
2006, showing that average trip length for the other systems are typically four to six
times greater than that of MAX.
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Figure 10-1: Commuter Rail Ridership for Years 1996 to 2006

The large annual increases in MAX ridership volumes (Figure 10-1) are attributable
to the opening of new line segments in 1998, 2001 and 2004 subsequent to
activation of its original line from Portland to Gresham in 1986. The ridership trend
of Caltrain, on the other hand, has been greatly influenced by the economic collapse
of the high-tech industry in the Silicon Valley. From March 2000 to October 2002,
the NASDAQ composite index had fallen from 5046.86 to 1114.11, and ensuing
declines in employment, retail sales, and real estate values throughout the southern
San Francisco Bay area were met with proportional declines in commuter ralil
ridership.3

Average 2006 Total Travel
Commuter . . . . .
Line Trip Length | Ridership (million trip-
(miles) (millions) miles)
Metrolink 35 10.80 378.00
Caltrain 24 10.51 252.24
Max 6 32.61 195.64
Tri Rail 35 3.18 111.30
VRE 25 3.51 87.75
Coaster 28 1.54 43.12
TRE 16 2.41 38.56

Table 10-5: Commuter Rail Trip Lengths and Passenger Miles

¥ NASDAQ composite index 10-year history available at:
money.cnn.com/quote/chart/chart.html?symb=nasdaqg&sid=3291&time10yr&Submitl=Refresh.
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The average passenger trip lengths per commuter rail system shown in Table 10-5
are useful in understanding the relative contribution each system makes toward
fulfilling the need for public transportation. Average trip lengths in 2006 have been
multiplied by 2006 ridership volumes in order to approximate the total passenger
miles provided by each system. Figure 10-2 plots the overall usage for each
commuter rail system in 2006, showing that Metrolink provides by far the greatest
amount of total commuter service, and that MAX, despite its substantial ridership
volumes, essentially represents a median level of commuter service among those
investigated.

2006
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Figure 10-2: Comparison of Total Passenger Miles in 2006

The travel patterns, or average trip lengths, of commuters for each system are likely
to have remained somewhat constant throughout the 1996-2006 period, which
suggests that the ridership histories shown in Figure 10-1 can be converted to
approximate annual passenger miles using the trip lengths reported for 2006 in
Table 10-5. Figure 10-3 plots this data transformation for each commuter ralil
system, and shows the assumed contribution of each system to public transportation
over the last decade. Figure 10-3 contrasts the resilience of Los Angeles-based
Metrolink’s performance to that of San Francisco-based Caltrain, even though
annual passenger miles for each system were similar at the beginning of the study
period. Caltrain has been able to restore passenger trips to pre-2002 volumes in
part by launching its Baby Bullet service, which limits the number of stops to a few
stations for specific San Jose-San Francisco trains.
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Figure 10-3: Commuter Rail Passenger Miles for Years 1996 to 2006

Overall, Metrolink and Caltrain have the greatest impact on passenger travel,
whereas Coaster and the TRE show the least total usage of those systems
evaluated. Dallas-Fort Worth’'s TRE might be expected to handle a larger number of
passenger miles than Miami's Tri Rail since the TRE connects two major
metropolitan areas. Despite Tri Rail service running between Miami and the much
smaller city of Fort Lauderdale, this system currently handles about three times the
number of total passenger miles as that of TRE.

Coverage of Operating Costs

Revenue and operating expense data for each commuter rail system in 2004 are
shown in Table 10-6.* The expense coverages shown in this table indicate that the
majority of these commuter systems generate enough revenue to cover about 30 to
50 percent of operating costs. Revenues and operating expenses for TRE are
reported according to the cash flows of its joint owners; in total, these cash flows
result in an expense coverage of only 6.4 percent, so approximately 94 percent of
the cost of operations must come from sources other than passenger fares.

* APTA Commuter Rail Transit Agencies Vehicle and Financial Data, American Public Transportation
Association. Available at: www.apta.com/research/stats/rail/crfinance.cfm.
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Commuter Revenue Ol SNLEEE
Line (& million) | EXpense Cowerage
($ million) (%)
Metrolink 44.6 99.5 44.8
Caltrain 18.4 59.7 30.9
Max 19.8 57.0 34.8
Tri Rail 6.4 25.2 25.4
VRE 16.9 35.8 47.3
Coaster 5.2 14.0 37.5
TRE 1.6 25.0 6.4

Table 10-6: Revenue and Operating Expenses for 2004

Descriptions of Commuter Rail Systems

Previous sections have shown that the ridership volumes, average trip lengths, and
ability to cover operating costs vary among commuter rail systems. The following
sections provide organizational and operating details of each system so that their
relative performance can be better understood.

Metrolink (Los Angeles Area)

The Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) is a five-county joint
powers authority created to build and operate the Metrolink commuter rail system.
Metrolink provides service over seven routes to 55 stations throughout the Los
Angeles area, including a new station opened September 2007 at Buena Park; all
but seven of these stations are owned and operated by local municipalities. Station
locations on each commuter line are shown in Figure 10-4. With distances between
stations on these lines averaging as much as 10 miles (Table 10-6), train speeds
throughout the system average 40 miles per hour.> SCRRA notes that its system
has the highest ridership of any commuter system in California and is the fifth largest
in the United States.®

Metrolink surveys have shown that about 90 percent of ridership is comprised of
work-related commutes, and that the average one-way distance from home to work
for these riders averages 35 miles; 70 percent of these riders range in age from 35
to 64 years old. Ridership projections for this system suggest that ridership is
expected to growth by 5.7 percent each year from 2010 to 2030. In 2004, ridership
revenue and operating costs were $44.6 million and $99.5 million, respectively,
yielding a 44.8 percent operating coverage rate.

> Metrolink Fact Sheet, Metrolink Communications & Development Department, 2007.
® SCRRA Strategic Assessment, Southern California Regional Rail Authority, January 26, 2007.

10-12



East Texas Reqgion Freight Study Passenger Rail Implications

Anrtrak Stops Morth
of Samiz Barbara.

() 5an Luls Obtspo A
D) Grover Beach A
0 Guaddupa [ N

SurfiLompac
Goleta

SOUTHERN CALIFORNEES [ONMUTER TRMN

S METROLINK.

IMETRO = OCTA = RCTC « SANBAG « VCTC

':! matrolirkoamirak Ral 2 A joint SEtons
Westtura Courtty Line

- Ankeiope Valey Line

- Bemadin Line '@'

W Riverside Lne N

— Orange County Line

— [nland Emgire-Orange County Lne

31 Line

(Rveriide » Ballarion » Doventoan LA)

van Ayritrak Pacific Surfiner Oty

»n Rall 2 Ralle Cormidar

Operated by Metra
— W Ried Line (Subay) Metra
— et Blue Line (Light Rai)

— Mt Green Line (Light Ral)
Bt Gold Lne (Lgit Ral)
Mt Purgie Line | Sulviay)

metrolinktrains. com

Figure 10-4: Branch Lines and Station Locations for the Metrolink System

There are currently 441 at-grade crossings and 346 grade separated crossings on
the 388-mile Metrolink system. SCRRA has implemented a Sealed Corridor
program, beginning with a 26.5-mile segment of the Antelope Valley line and 32-mile
segment of the Ventura County line.

Distance Between | Average Train

Commuter Line Stations Speed

(miles) (mph)
San Bernadino 4.7 37
Ventura County 6.4 40
Orange County 7.3 42
Inland Empire 7.2 39
91 8.8 39
Riverside 9.8 41
Antelope Valley 7.7 40

Table 10-6: Commuter Line Operational Features

Forecast of Service Requirements

SCRRA'’s 2007 Strategic Assessment predicts continued growth in demand for
commuter rail, while acknowledging that future service must adapt to changes in the
spatial distribution of residential and economic centers and in consumer
expectations. A key factor to meeting the anticipated demand for service is
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Metrolink’s ability to increase operations over BNSF and UP infrastructure
throughout the area.

The success of Metrolink service has relied on capturing a disproportionate share of
the long distance commuter market. In fact, Metrolink’s creation coincided with the
relatively modern phenomenon of extreme commuting, which is defined by the
Census Bureau as commuting times that consume more than one month out of
every year. Census data indicates that one in eight commuters was classified as an
extreme commuter in 1990, but that number has growth to represent one in six
commuters today.

SCRRA anticipates that long distance commutes will continue to grow as more
families search for affordable housing further away from employment centers, and
as the growth in dual income households persist (i.e., the chance of residing near
work is smaller with two workers per household). The growing demand for
residential and commercial property has also limited the amount of land available
around commuter stations, making the expansion of existing stations difficult.
Currently, 70 percent of passengers access Metrolink commuter stations in single-
occupant vehicles, contributing to a condition where 45 percent of all station parking
lots operate at or near capacity.

SCRRA is concerned that an increase in fuel costs over time will threaten the
financial performance of Metrolink, though this should be offset to some degree by a
related increase in ridership as commuters switch from automobile to rail. Also,
differences in funding capacity among member agencies could constrain their overall
ability to improve county-specific line segments that would contribute to overall
system performance.

Caltrain (San Francisco Peninsula)

Caltrain is a 77-mile commuter rail that provides service to 34 stations along the San
Francisco Peninsula and the Santa Clara Valley in California. The Peninsula
Corridor Joint Powers Board (PCJPB) administers Caltrain with funding provided by
the City and County of San Francisco, the San Mateo County Transit District, and
the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority.

Public sector support of the Caltrain line began in 1980 when the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) entered into a purchase-of-service
agreement with Southern Pacific Railroad to preserve the commuter service that the
railroad had earlier filed with the state Public Utilities Commission to terminate.” In
1991, the PCJPB purchased Southern Pacific’s mainline from San Francisco to San
Jose and acquired perpetual trackage rights beyond San Jose to the town of Gilroy
(see Figure 10-5). Caltrain service officially began in 1992 when the PCJPB
assumed control of the commuter line from Caltrans and contracted with the

" Caltrain Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, For Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2004, Peninsula
Corridor Joint Powers Board. Available at: www.caltrain.org/pdf/CAFR/CAFR2004.pdf.
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National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) to perform as operator; this
contract currently extends through June 2009.%

Caltrain currently runs 96 total weekday trains and began offering express service
on 22 of these trains between San Jose and San Francisco in 2004. Commuter
service on the express, or Baby Bullet, trains was made possible by constructing
bypass tracks at Brisbane and Sunnyvale, and adopting a new centralized traffic
control system. Trips on the San Jose-to-San Francisco Baby Bullet reduce
commuter times by 33 minutes to an average of 57 minutes by stopping at only 5 out
of 21 intermediate stations and, thereby, maintaining its 79 mph maximum speed
over longer durations.

The popularity of Baby Bullet train service has made parking at some stations filled
to capacity, forcing some riders to use public transportation (i.e., bus, light rail, or
even carpooling) to access Caltrain stations. The increase in overall demand for
service has required Caltrain to construct additional parking spaces at commuter
stations, including some temporary off-site locations. Construction has also been
completed (2004-2007) on a centralized equipment and operations facility at a
former Southern Pacific rail yard in San Jose in order to consolidate separate
facilities and provide for a more efficient maintenance process.

Forecast of Service Requirements

Economic growth along the Peninsula has caused the demand for transportation to
exceed the region’s ability to increase roadway capacity. Constraints on the
availability of right-of-way, and further displacement of residences, businesses and
natural resources, limit the prospect for highway expansion to address projected
travel demands. Caltrain hopes to benefit from its position as a transportation
corridor by meeting the needs of commuters that automobile travel will be unable to
fill.

Caltrain hopes to become the preferred mode of travel along the Peninsula by
providing a “world-class” travel experience, serving as a catalyst for redevelopment
and economic activity, and providing mobility management throughout the Bay area.
As part of this agenda, Caltrain has plans to enhance station access, passenger
comfort and operational efficiencies.

Among Caltrain’s longer term plans for capital investment are a San Francisco
downtown extension of service to the Transbay Terminal for easier access to the
city, conversion of diesel-electric to fully electric locomotive power, and the
construction of a rail corridor along Dumbarton Bridge that improves commutes
between the East Bay and the southern San Francisco peninsula.® Currently, plans
are underway to electrify the rail line from San Francisco to Gilroy under the Caltrain

8 Caltrain Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, Fiscal Year 2006, Peninsula Corridor Joint
Powers Board. Available at: www.caltrain.org/pdf/CAFR/JPB_CAFR2006.pdf.

° Environmental Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Report, Caltrain Electrification Program,
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, 2004.
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Rapid Rail Program, which is expected to increase the frequency, capacity and
reliability of the system while reducing commuter travel times. As part of this
program, facility rehabilitation and improvement projects are being implemented in
ways that integrate existing needs with the requirements of an electrified system.
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Figure 10-5: Caltrain Stations and Route

MAX (Portland, Oregon)

The Tri-County Metropolitan District of Oregon (TriMet) is a public agency that
operates mass transit systems throughout the Portland area. TriMet operates the
Portland area’s MAX light rail line, which began to reestablish the existence of
passenger rail starting in 1986 after the last interurban system was disbanded in the
late 1950s.° The MAX light rail system has been included in the evaluation of
existing commuter rail systems due to its resemblance to intercity commuter rail
operations.

The Blue Line shown in Figure 10-6 consists of the 15-mile Eastside MAX extending
from Portland to Gresham and the 18-mile Westside MAX extending from Portland
to Beaverton and Hillsboro, with construction completed in 1986 and 1997,
respectively. The 5.8-mile Yellow Line (Interstate MAX) was completed in 2004, and
construction of the 8.3-mile 1-205/Portland Mall MAX is scheduled for completion in

1% Oregon Transportation Plan Update: Commuter Rail in Oregon, Oregon Department of
Transportation, 2003.
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2009. Each of these lines has primarily been funded with Federal money, with the
remainder coming from local sources.**
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Figure 10-6: TriMet Passenger Rail Routes

Forecast of Service Requirements

TriMet actively promotes higher density residential development near rail corridors
through its transit oriented development (TOD) program. TriMet TOD staff currently
serves on technical advisory committees at the local, regional and national levels to
provide advocacy and expertise in planning efforts that lead to development around
transit centers. As part of this effort, TriMet surplus property and funds have been
used to construct several affordable housing projects near MAX stations.*? TriMet is
also involved with private developers, the community college system, and other
enterprises in the selection of sites for future light rail stations.

The Federal Transit Administration approved a Full Funding Grant Agreement in
October 2007 for a project that will expand TriMet's passenger rail system to include
commuter rail. Construction is underway on a $117.3 million, 14.7-mile commuter
rail system that will share track with the Portland & Western Railroad in eastern
Washington County, generally north-south along the I-5/ Hwy 217 corridor. This line
will include five stations and serve the towns of Wilsonville, Tualatin, Tigard, and the
connection to the light rail system at Beaverton.’* The commuter rail project will
include the construction of four new park & ride facilities with a total of 800 parking
spaces to accommodate the growing number of people who both live and work
along the corridor.

! TriMet Fact Sheet, October 2006.

2 TriMet Fiscal Year 2008 Transit Investment Plan.

13 Washington County Commuter Rail Project, Partnership Brings Oregon’s First Commuter Rail Line
Closer to Reality, Tri-County Metropolitan District of Oregon, May 2007.
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East Texas may be feasible considering KCS Railway’s plan to route container trains
from the Mexican Port of Lazaro Cardenas through Houston and to Little Rock, thus
bypassing Dallas.? Expansion of the Panama Canal to accommodate the larger
container ships from Asia will also increase the amount of cargo coming in to the
Port of Houston, creating the need for a new intermodal facility north of Houston.

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation
Figure 11-1: Region of Consideration for the I-69 Corridor in Texas

Facilities for Commerce

Several facilities have been constructed or planned in East Texas that offers a basis
for significant economic growth in the area. These facilities range from commercial
centers constructed by the private sector to public transportation facilities that
support private commerce. Several of the existing facilities that contribute to
economic growth are discussed below.

East Texas Regional Airport

The East Texas Regional Airport is just south of I-20 in Longview, and is in proximity
to UP’s Palestine Subdivision approximately seven miles to the west and BNSF’s
Longview Subdivision approximately seven miles to the east. The airport is adjacent

2 Landers, J., New Hub for Asian Imports? Expansion of Panama Canal seen as economic
opportunity for Dallas, The Dallas Morning News, September 9, 2007.
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to a 300-acre industrial airpark that has commercial space available for domestic
and international uses such as light manufacturing, warehousing, and distribution, all
of which may benefit from a direct connection to rail infrastructure. The airport has
also been designated as a foreign trade zone that provides duty relief for products
manufactured on-site and duty exemptions on re-export merchandise.

Red River Commerce Park

The Red River Redevelopment Authority (RRRA) oversees the redevelopment of
military facilities in New Boston that were closed following the signing into law the
recommendations of the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure Commission. These
facilities include portions of land at the Red River Army Depot and all land at the
former Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant. Federal law allows for the RRRA to
purchase property at less than market value as long as the proceeds are reinvested
in infrastructure and other redevelopment purposes. Red River Commerce Park,
shown in Figure 11-2, is adjacent to the Red River Army Depot and is served by the
Texas Northeastern shortline railroad to the north, and also served from the south
side by the UP with the KCS approximately 17 miles to the east in Texarkana.
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Figure 11-2: Site Plan for the Red River Commerce Park
KCS purchased controlling interest in Transportacion Ferrviaria Mexicana (TFM) in

2005, creating a ship-to-rail corridor that extends from the U.S. interior to the Port of
Lazaro Cardenas on the pacific coast of Mexico. A three-phase, $290 million
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expansion project at the port was initiated in 2005 that will accommodate multiple
ultra large container vessels and will increase container capacity from 180,000 TEUs
to 2,000,000 TEUs.® Red River Commerce Park is only ¥ mile from 1-30, providing
direct access to Dallas-Fort Worth and destinations to the southeast.

Kilgore Synergy Park

Kilgore Synergy Park is located 120 miles east of Dallas and 60 miles west of
Shreveport, and provides industrial sites ranging in size from 10 to 200 acres. The
park is eight miles from the East Texas Regional Airport and adjacent to both 1-20
and the UP Palestine Subdivision.

Longview Business Park

The 483-acre Longview Business Park, shown in Figure 11-3, is located at the
intersection of Hwy. 259 and 1-20, and is designed as a commercial and industrial
facility. This proximity to major roadways is enhanced by rail access to BNSF rall
lines.

LONGVIEW BUSINESS PARK

Longview Economic Development Corporation
www.longviewedc.com + 903-753-7878

1| 19.36 Acres 14 [1284Acres

2 21.20 Acres 15 | B.351 Acres
3 | 37.70Ares 16 | 5.028 Acres
4 | 7.26 Acres 17 | 5.0 Acres

5 | B4 Acres 18 | 4924 Acres
6 | 1959 Acres 19 3979 Acres
7 | 661 Acres 20| 4217 Acres
B | B66Acres 21 16.67Acres
9 10048 Acres 24 11.89 Acres
10 | 13.5 Acres 35 | 5.26 Acres

11 | 607 Acres 26 | 19.99 Acres
12 | 5.05 Acres |

13 | 5.56 Acres

ENTRANCE (1) |
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Figure 11-3: Site Plan for Longview Business Park

% The international standard measure of an intermodal container is a Twenty-Foot Equivalent Unit
(TEU).
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Prospective Industries and Facilities

Economic growth in East Texas will in part be dependent upon the existence of
infrastructure that is sufficient to attract and service major industries in terms of both
freight and commuter transportation. The infrastructure necessary for regional
growth will range from improved access and mobility of truck freight, connectivity of
rail corridors to distribution centers, passenger systems capable of providing
convenient access to urban centers, and even transportation hubs that capitalize on
shifts in international shipments of freight. Some of the primary industries and
related infrastructure are discussed below.

Warehouse and Distribution Centers

Considerations for the location of warehouse and distribution facilities include
distance from the main port of entry, distance from the warehouse to stores in the
region, cost and availability of labor, real estate prices, and local tax incentives.*
Companies have begun to place greater emphasis on the logistics of moving goods
from distribution centers to retail stores than on moving imports to the distribution
centers. The availability of relatively inexpensive land in East Texas makes the area
an attractive location for the distribution of goods throughout the region.
Experiences with distribution centers in other states have found that the labor force
in rural areas is characterized by high productivity and low turnover.

Intermodal and Transload Facilities

Two important initiatives involving international waterways are underway that will
have a large impact on the movement of container traffic within the U.S. First, a
$5.25 billion project to expand the Panama Canal was approved by Panamanians in
October 2007 for the purpose of capturing a larger share of Asian container traffic
that currently enters U.S. ports on the West Coast. Once completed in 2014, the
new facility will have twice its current capacity and is expected to vastly increase the
number of containers entering the Port of Houston. Planners are now determining
the best way for foreign cargo to be shipped from the Port of Houston to rail hubs in
Dallas. East Texas could provide an alternative location to what is already a
congested rail network in DFW.

Second, the decision by the Mexican government in 1995 to decentralize and partly
privatize its seaports has prompted a series of international agreements and
infrastructure improvements leading to expansion of the Port of Lazaro Cardenas in
Michoacan, Mexico. The port is undergoing a 20-year, $290 million program to
expand the existing terminal to accommodate four ultra large container vessels
simultaneously. With ownership of the Texas-Mexican Railway and controlling
interest in TFM, KCS has established a 1,300-mile railroad reaching from the
seaports of Mexico’s Pacific coast to Kansas City, Missouri.

* Mongelluzzo, B., Wide Open Spaces: Import distribution centers are being built farther from ports,
Journal of Commerce, April 21-27, 2003.
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In 2002, Mexico enacted the Trans-Pacific Multimodal Security System, which
increased infrastructure capacity, implemented cooperative customs processes, and
provides greater security along the entire supply chain between Lazaro Cardenas
and Kansas City. Mexico has also recently substituted a $55,000 “through bond”
covering all containers in a single shipment for the $100,000 per container bond
previously required. This modification may make the shipment of containers from
Asia through Lazaro Cardenas up to 15 percent less expensive than if they are
shipped through the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles.> As a result, the
development of intermodal or transload facilities in East Texas may a rational
component of the NAFTA Rail Corridor shown in Figure 11-4.

NAFTA KCSR, Tex Mex, TFM
Rail Operating Under Common Control

Brownsville

San buis Potosig
Guadalaja:

Lazaro Cardanas

Figure 11-4: KCS-Controlled NAFTA Rail Corridor

Biofuel Facilities

Whereas corn-based ethanol requires the use of domestic food sources for fuel
production, research and development of cellulosic fuels will consume unused plant
and crop materials. Pilot plants are currently being constructed in Louisiana to
convert substances such as sugar cane waste into ethanol for use as transportation
fuel. East Texas could become a prime location for the distribution of biofuels from
nearby agricultural regions to major markets such as DFW and Houston, or for the
direct production of these fuels.

Connectivity

With the continued development of industrial parks throughout the East Texas
Region, the availability of rail transportation will become an important mode of travel.

® Lazaro Cardenas-Kansas City Transportation Corridor Offers Opportunities for International

Shippers; Greater Economic Prosperity for North America, Kansas City Smart Port, Inc.
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Passenger rail service is currently offered by Amtrak from Dallas to Longview, and
on to Texarkana as part of the Texas Eagle route. With no connection to
Shreveport, Louisiana, Texas Eagle passengers destined for Shreveport must take a
shuttle bus departing from Longview into Louisiana. An Amtrak train departs each
day from Longview at 9:00 am and arrives in Dallas at 12:00 pm; the train departs
from Dallas at 3:40 pm and arrives back in Longview at 6:15 pm.

Shuttle bus service between Longview and Shreveport is timed so that passengers
can leave Shreveport at 7:15 am and arrive in Longview at 8:30 am, in time for
departure on the 9:00 am train to Dallas. Shuttle bus service is also offer to
Shreveport from Longview at 6:25 pm for passengers traveling from Dallas that
arrive in Longview at 6:15 pm.

Upgrades to existing rail infrastructure for greater passenger train capacity, including
the construction of a rail line between Longview and Shreveport could benefit East
Texas by improving travel times from potential office and residential centers along
the corridor to both Dallas and Shreveport. Businesses or workers requiring
frequent trips to Dallas could take advantage of the extensive DART light rail system
within the city, providing a low cost and fuel efficient alternative to highway travel.
Excursions from East Texas to Shreveport would also become more practical and
add value to operating or living near the rail corridor.

In October 2000, the South Central High-Speed Rail Corridor was designated as a
future high-speed rail system by the Department of Transportation on October 11,
2000. The purpose of this plan is to improve the mobility and efficiency of
transportation between Texas, Arkansas and Oklahoma with a system that
minimizes pollution and the consumption of fuel. In October 2008, the Railroad
Safety Enhancement Act (HR 2095) was signed into law, authorizing $2.6 billion
annually for the development of high-speed rail systems. The planned alignment of
the high-speed rail system includes an easterly route along 1-20 from Dallas to
Longview and up to Texarkana, and a northerly route along I-35W from Fort Worth
to Oklahoma City (see Figure 11-5).
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Source: Texas Rail Advocates
Figure 11-5: South Central High-Speed Rail Network
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