Contingency Planning for
Passenger Rail Service in Vermont
Final Report

Introduction
This is the final report regarding a contingency plan for passenger rail seNice in
Vermont. A previous report - entitled Situational Analysis - was submitted in
December 2005 and is incorporated in this report as Attachment A and will be
referred to as necessary in this report. This report will provide specific analysis
and recommendations concerning sustaining and modifying passenger rail
seNice in Vermont.

Report Contents
This report will contain the following elements, as specified in the proposal:
1. Development of passenger rail scenarios different from the current
seNice;
2. Short-term and transitional plans to achieve the objectives of the
new scenarios;
3. A longer-term strategic plan for viable passenger rail seNice in
Vermont.
Information Sources
Many people were contacted during the course of preparing this report. There
was an attempt to involve persons directly involved with rail operations in
Vermont and well as in neighboring states that could affect the outcome of the
work. A list of inteNiewees and other contacts and their affiliations are included
as Attachment B.

Current Ridership Situation
The current passenger rail situation in Vermont can be characterized as fewer
passengers traveling on the two existing trains, the Vermonter and the
Ethan Allen, at higher costs each year. These costs are scheduled to increase
even more dramatically in federal fiscal year 2007 based on Amtrak's accounting
and its Board policy to allocate full direct costs to each train in that year.
As contained in Situational Analysis, The following chart shows the ridership,
defined as offs and ons for Vermont stations only, for the previous four state
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fiscal years. These charts show a significant reduction in ridership over the
period on each train. (This information was provided by the Vtrans rail division.)
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(Note: Rail ridership on both trains has increased nine percent (9%) since
July 2005 - per VTrans Rail Division. This information is not included in the
chart above.)
Clearly, the reduction in passengers coupled with increasing costs leads to a
very difficult situation requiring a higher annual subsidy payment by the State of
Vermont for fewer passengers. Actions should be undertaken to increase the
number of passengers using the service at the same or lower costs. These
actions include:
- Increased marketing for the trains,
Using smaller, more efficient train sets that require fewer workers to
operate,
- Increased frequency of service,
- Modifying service to meet consumer demands both in Vermont and to
interchange with other regional Amtrak trains,
• Put a "Vermont" brand on the service incorporating travel and tourism
information on the trains.

-I

The bottom line is that significant changes are necessary to justify, preserve and
expand passenger rail service in Vermont.

Current Equipment Situation
Both the Vermonter and the Ethan Allen are operated with locomotives and
passenger cars in typical passenger rail consists. Since these trains serve large
population center at the non-Vermont terminus they usually have more seats
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than are necessary to serve the Vermont service - 400 seats in the case of the
Vermonter and 220 seats in the case of the Ethan Allen. Different equipment,
more suited to the Vermont service may be more efficient and cost effective.
Detailed alternatives are discussed in this report.

Current Amtrak Situation
Organizational
The overall Amtrak situation remains in a state of flux. In November 2005, the
Amtrak Board fired its President, David Gunn. Observers said that Gunn was
fired because of a clash over the board's vote in September to authorize splitting
off the Northeast Corridor, an idea backed by the Bush administration. The
corridor accounts for the largest share of the railroad's ridership.
News reports at the time characterized the situation as follows:

"Amtrak has never made money in its 34-year history
and an operating loss of more than $550 million was
expected for the fiscal year that ended Sept. 30. The
railroad has a debt of more than $3.5 billion.
The White House has called for an end to subsidies for
Amtrak, but the House has approved an appropriation of
nearly $1.2 billion for this budget year.
In recent months, Amtrak has been besieged by
problems up and down the line, from equipment
breakdowns to big-ticket budget woes.
Earlier this year, Amtrak suspended all high-speed Acela
service between Washington, New York City, and
Boston, due to cracks discovered in the brakes.
A report issued last week by the Government
Accountability Office, the auditing arm of Congress, said
the company needs to improve the way it monitors
performance and oversees its finances in order to reach
firm financial footing.
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"The company is likely to need outside help in
developing a comprehensive approach to address
internal control weaknesses and improve the financial
information for management and external
stakeholders, " the report found.
The GAO recommended that the transportation
secretary direct the Federal Railroad administrator to:
require Amtrak to submit a plan laying out specifically
how it will improve its financial operations; provide
Amtrak with direction on how to do so; and monitor the
railroad's performance and report to Congress on
Amtrak's progress.
Transportation Secretary Norman Y. Mineta, who also
sits on Amtrak's board, called the report "unusual, if not
unprecedented, in the scope of its review and the
severity of its indictment. " He urged the board to "stop ·
and take a fresh look on how to proceed in the face of
this nonpartisan, objective report of systemic failure. "

Source- Associated Press - November 9, 2005

The situation has not changed significantly in the months since Gunn was fired.
The composition of the Board remains the same and the philosophy is
unchanged.
The implications of the Amtrak management situation for Vermont is:
• The Board is committed to allocate all costs to the various passenger
trains that it operates. This will mean significantly increased costs for
Vermont in Federal FY 2006 and 2007. There are options to ameliorate
these increases that will be discussed within this report.
• It appears the logical end game for Amtrak will be a smaller system with
interested states assuming much more of the operational and financial
responsibility for the system.
• Vermont's connection with the Amtrak system, in Springfield, MA, New
Haven, CT and Albany, NY will remain in place for the foreseeable future
- providing options for different scenarios for passenger rail in Vermont
discussed in this report.

Subsidy for Vermonter and Ethan Allen
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The recent history of subsidies paid by Vermont-to Amtrak for passenger rail
service in Vermont is as follows:

Year
FY2001
FY2002
FY2003
FY2004
FY2005
FY 2006
FY 2007

1.

Subsidy
$1,587,658
$2,020,000
$2,670,000
$2,300,000
$2,500,000
$2,650,000
$4,100,000 (Projected)

Passenger Rail Scenarios

There are several passenger rail scenarios to consider given the current
circumstances and foreseeable future:
• Maintain the existing service;
• Abandon the existing service; .
• Substitute bus service in whole or in part for rail;
• Modify the existing service; .
o Different routes,
o Different equipment,
o Different schedule,
o Combinations of the above

Evaluation of Scenarios
• Maintain the existing service
Maintaining the existing service appears to be financially unsustainable. As
discussed above, the policies of the Amtrak Board will drive the required annual
subsidy far above the existing levels. Even modest increases make justification
of the annual subsidy a difficult proposition.
The declining number of passengers, the higher projected Gosts and the
mismatch of ridership to equipment are all obstacles to future success. The
situation on the Vermonter is Significantly worse that the Ethan Allen since the
train travels more miles and is much larger and more expensive to operate.
•

Abandon the existing service

Passenger rail service in Vermont is a key element of both transportation and
tourism policies. While the annual subsidy is of significant concern, as described
above, the challenge for Vermont is to find ways to expand service at lower
costs. This appears to be a real possibility, as discussed below.
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At this time the abandonment of passenger rail service of Vermont should not be
considered.

•

Substitute bus service in whole or in part for rail

It is conceivable that bus service could be substituted for passenger rail service
in Vermont. The use of buses also has a long history in Vermont with Vermont
Transit servicing many routes in the state.
While it is possible to provide bus service over routes similar to the rail service,
there are fundamental differences in the service including:
• Either much smaller seating capacity or multiple vehicles to be available at
peak times.
• Much more dependence on good weather to maintain the schedule,
especially in the winter.
• Loss of Amtrak related revenue to both NECR and VTR.
• Different travel experience - e.g., food service, different seating
experience - that generally is a negative factor in attracting train
passengers to bus service.
Moreover, the recent history of passenger bus service in Vermont reflects
diminished ridership and cancelled service on many routes. A considerable
(multi-million dollar) annual subsidy would be required to provide bus service in
Vermont similar to passenger rail service.
~i Modifying the existing passenger rail service appears to be a better option than

r11 pursuing bus service at this time.
•

Modify the existing service;
o Different routes,
o Different equipment.
o Different schedule,
o Combinations of the above

As the work on this report began, Amtrak staff made a recommendation to
VTrans suggesting that Vermont undertake a demonstration of the use of Diesel
Multiple Unit (DMU) trains to replace the Vermonter. In the Vermont Passenger
Rail - Situational Analyisis, submitted in November 2006, the benefits of the
proposal were discussed in detail. They key points are described below:
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DMU Proposal
Background
Amtrak has made a proposal to Vermont suggesting that the state enter into a
demonstration project to use DMU technology to replace the current
locomotive/passenger car configuration used on the Vermonter. Among the more
important justifications for the recommendation by Amtrak is the perceived
opportunity to reduce the cost of operations for the Vermonter while improving
service.
Underlying this situation is a mandate by the Amtrak Board of Directors that all
states pay the direct costs (as defined by Amtrak not to include allocations of
overhead) of operating certain trains, including the Vermonter and the Ethan'
Allen Express by federal fiscal year 2007 (FY 07). This concern is significant
since, according to Amtrak, the actual direct costs of operating both trains - the
Vermonter north of Springfield, Massachusetts and the Ethan Allen Express
north of Albany, NY will be $3.9 million in FY 06 and $4.1 million in FY 07. By
reason of a previous special agreement, Vermont, unique in the country
according to Amtrak, is only paying $2.65 million for the service, a discount of
$1.25 million in FY 06.
Amtrak has provided a detailed proposal and presentation. I will provide analysis
and recommendations. The proposal to which I refer is the October 25, 2005
version.
The proposal includes the following scenarios:
• Replacing the Vermonter with DMU's - providing service to New Haven,
CT interchanging with the Amtrak Northeast corridor system via a cross
platform transfer. This scenario would include two round trip trains per
day, one to White River Jct. and the other to St Albans.
• Replacing the Ethan Allen with DMU's on the existing or similar schedule
to Albany NY, interchanging with the Amtrak Empire service via a cross
platform transfer. This equipment will make future service to Burlington
simpler than the existing configuration and may even provide the
possibility of more than one train per day or interchanging with existing
Amtrak Adirondack service in Whitehall, NY or Saratoga Springs, NY.

Analysis
• The passenger trains serving Vermont are larger than necessary for the
service. This is particularly true for the Vermonter. Reducing the size of
the train to a two car DMU consist will reduce costs with increased service
by reducing labor cost (2 crew instead of three), reducing fuel costs
(smaller engine), reducing maintenance costs (newer equipment and
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guaranteed outsourced contracts), reducing food service costs and
improving food quality by outsourcing.
It seems clear that FY 07 will be the year that Amtrak demands the full
direct costs from Vermont for the operation of the trains. Amtrak
personnel who are involved in this proposal know the difficulty that an
increase of this magnitude will present to the Governor and the legislature
in funding these trains.
Amtrak has created an opportunity for Vermont to test the utility of the
DMU service at relatively low cost and risk. Moreover, Colorado Rail Car,
the rail car manufacturer is willing to commit to repurchase the equipment
in the event of a failed project, or change of heart at ninety percent (90%)
of the purchase price after three years of operation.
Additionally, Amtrak is prepared to recommend that the Federal Rail
Administration (FRA) award a grant of $2.0 million to Vermont for
operating, capital and other transitional expenses related to moving to the
new equipment and schedule.
Amtrak is also willing to recommend to FRA the Vermont be granted an
FRA RIF (Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing) loan for the initial
purchase of the equipment.
Amtrak staff is willing to recommend to the Amtrak Board that the Board
suspend the requirement for Vermont to pay the full direct costs for
service for at least FY 07 during the transition to and the operation of the
demonstration project.

In summary, this appears to be a very good proposal from Amtrak for
Vermont. The FRA seems inclined to support the grant for project and transition
funding and the RIF loans for the equipment. Perhaps most importantl in the
short terml Amtrak is willing to provide passenger rail service to Vermont
for another year at the FY 06 leve/- $2.65 million l a savings of at least $1.25
million to Vermont by undertaking this project.
The most significant concern is the possibility of diminished ridership on the
trains due to the cross platform transfers in Albany and New Haven. The usual
planning assumption is that as many as half of potential passengers may not use
the service if they need to change trains. This DMU experiment will test the
thesis of reduced ridership.
In the case of the Vermonter, the frequency would be doubled for less cost,
so the net effect should be positive. Moreover, the increased frequency in the
Connecticut River valley should lead to increased travel in Vermont/New
Hampshire, even if the number of long distance travelers is diminished. The
Ethan Allen has less potential savings from the DMU service, so the reduced
ridership may be a larger concern, although the improved equipment and
planned service upgrades may offset the normal diminution due to transfers.
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Adjust the route of the Vermonter to seNice Burlington directly through
the InteNale from Essex Junction. It has been proposed to have the
~ 1.~ ~e rmonter provide seNice directly to Bu rlington by taking the rail route
~u \l~~J ~ through the InteNale in Burlington by leaving St. Albans earlier that
AI(. .;-'" ~r1 currently so the remaining timetable for the Vermonter for stations
~~. . . if ~Jt. south of the Burlington/Essex Junction moves is unaffected.
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There are many issues involved in th is proposal that may be affected
by the use of a DMU train set instead of the traditional locomotive/
passenger cars set, e.g., tunnel operations, train speed, etc.

No"\!
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The access to Burlington issue should be deferred until the DMU
decision is made. When the issues are clearer the proposed seNice
should be evaluated using a simple metric- does the direct service to
Burlington generate sufficient additional trips and revenue to
justify the additional expense associated with the move?

•

"1
/

Adjusting the Vermonter route in Massachusetts. The current route of
the Vermonter uses the NECR rail line to Palmer, MA. Then there is a
b~cking maneuver required so the train can proceed to Springfield,
MA. There is a more direct route using the Guilford Rail System that
would also eliminate the backing maneuver in Palmer.

'11"\

The use of DMU's should also eliminate the backing maneuver since
Jt.Q ~ the train sets can be operated from either end. Part of the research
~
involved in this report included a discussion with the President of
i ~
~ Guilford Rail System about the possibility of this seNice. Before any
~Qv \
.n ~"W\
decisions can be made, there needs to be a detailed assessment of
\"'J-L, \~v'"
the track improvements required for 59 mph seNice. The cost of
r ~I.'l'\\ ~
improvements, the ability to integrate the passenger seNice into
\.
existing rail seNice and other matters need to be balanced with
reduced travel times and costs associated with a direct route to
Springfield.
Once again, the decision to pursue the Conn River line option should
await the DMU decision.

2.

Short-term and transitional plans to achieve the objectives of
the new scenarios
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The DMU proposal described above includes the necessary elements for a shortterm plan to meet the objectives of the scenario. There are many uncertainties
involved with this option but the safeguards built in more than offset the risks
since the exiting situation is untenable.
The move to DMU's is a significant undertaking and must be treated as such by
VTrans. There are many moving parts including applying for the FRA grant and,
if successful, constructing a maintenance facility, altering schedules, introducing
new food service, etc ..
Amtrak staff has provided a significant amount of detail associated with the DMU
proposal - DMU Demonstration Project - October 25, 2005 - and is included
by reference. This plan lays out in some detail the steps necessary to undertake
the DMU proposal and is a very good start to begin the work necessary to
undertake thus project.

3.

A longer-term strategic plan for viable passenger rail service
in Vermont.

A longer-term strategic plan for passenger rail service in Vermont requires a
clear set of objectives for the service. The change in policy by the Amtrak Board
regarding annual subsidies and the possibility of dramatic shifts in national
passenger rail policy means that Vermont has to be prepared to determine
whether and how to provide passenger rail service by paying a" the costs and
interchanging with other regional trains that mayor may not be part of the
national Amtrak system.
In order to create the framework for this plan VTrans should first examine the
many beneficial aspects of passenger rail service in Vermont, assign priorities
and values to them and be prepared to assess existing and future service in the
context of those benefits. These benefits include:
• Travel and tourism visits to Vermont that would not occur without
passenger rail service;
• Travel and tourism events that would not take place in Vermont without
passenger rail service;
• Travel and trips for persons in Vermont that are unwilling or unable to
travel by private automobile or bus;
• Increased revenue and other business for the existing railroads service
Vermont (NECR, VTR, others). These revenues may be critical to the
t! AL.Ul~. 0 F
long-term viability of railroads in Vermont, thus providing support for
freight operations and the implications for certain key industries in the
7fUtCJ[
state.
--

uecyun)1 t->

Once the benefits are defined and documented, VTrans should examine the
projected revenues and costs associated with various scenarios - initially the
DMU proposal - to determine the required subsidies for different levels of
service. In addition, VTrans should have a long-term capital plan associated with
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railroads, which I understand is currently being developed by a consultant.
Obviously, the capital costs associated with various levels of passenger rail
service in Vermont are a key element of the decision making process and are
also related to the provision of freight rail service as described above.
The framework of a long-term strategic plan should be developed in the context
of the DMU proposal if it is undertaken. In other words, part of the planning and
preparation of the DMU project should be the definition of the evaluation matrix
for success of the plan, broadly defined. Otherwise the definition of success or
failure of the demonstration project may not take all factors into full account.
Conclusions and Recommendations
The fundamental conclusion that results from an in-depth examination of
passenger rail service in Vermont is that the current service is unsustainable due
to increased costs and reduced ridership.
A corollary to that conclusion is that the proposal to demonstrate the utility of
t DMU's in Vermont is one that should be undertaken by the state if the details of
the proposal survives careful consideration by VTrans, the administration and the
Legislature.
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Attachment A
Contingency Planning for
Passenger Rail Service in Vermont
Situational Analysis
Introduction
This is the first report of the contingency plan for passenger rail service in
Vermont. Since the work began in September 2005 there have been several
developments that make the assessment of the circumstances regarding
Amtrak's philosophy and leadership even more important for the future of
passenger rail service in Vermont.
Report Contents
The elements of this analysis, as specified in the proposal, are:
1. An evaluation of the current situation regarding Amtrak funding in
the federal fiscal year 2006 budget and beyond and the implications
for Vermont.
2. An evaluation and analysis of the current service from both trains
including an assessment of costs, revenue steams and ridership,
now and in the future.
3. An evaluation of Vermont's rail infrastructure focusing on its
capacity to serve Amtrak's contractual minimum speed
requirement.
I. Current Amtrak Situation
Just when it appeared that Amtrak's future would be more stable than its recent
past, when the US Congress had decided to provide increased capital and
operating funds that could improve Amtrak's rolling stock and facilities, the
Amtrak Board of Directors unexpectedly fired its President, David Gunn.
While Mr. Gunn had been at odds with the Board and the Bush Administration for
some time, with differences centered on the ownership and control of the
Northeast Corridor as well as the relationship between Amtrak and the states
regarding passenger rail issues, few observers thought the disagreements would
lead to his firing. To make matters worse the Amtrak Board is currently
constituted of the designee of the US Secretary of Transportation, Mr. Jeff
Rosen, General Counsel of the US DOT, Chairman David Laney, who was
confirmed by the Senate in 2001 and two others who are on the Board as
"recess" appointments of the President whose terms will expire at the end of the
current session of Congress in late 2005. There are two more unfilled Board
positions. Some ~ritics of the firing are arguing that the firing was illegal since
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there was not a true quorum of the Board necessary for this action. The matter
may end up in court.
This situation effects Vermont in that the overall funding levels and other support
of Amtrak in the Congress is directly related to the ability of Amtrak to serve
Vermont as well as the cost of such service.
Fortunately, it appears that a recent proposal from Amtrak may insulate Vermont
from the larger problems of Amtrak, although even that is not clear since the
proposal was made before the firing of Mr. Gunn. I have studied the Amtrak
proposal and provide detailed analysis below.
DMU Proposal
Background
Amtrak has made a proposal to Vermont suggesting that the state enter into a
demonstration project to use DMU technology to replace the current
locomotive/passenger car configuration used on the Vermonter. Among the more
important justifications for the recommendation by Amtrak is the perceived
opportunity to reduce the cost of operations for the Vermonter while improving
service.
Underlying this situation is a mandate by the Amtrak Board of Directors that all
states pay the direct costs (as defined by Amtrak not to include allocations of
overhead) of operating certain trains, including the Vermonter and the Ethan
Allen Express by federal fiscal year 2007 (FY 07). This concern is significant
since, according to Amtrak, the actual direct costs of operating both trains - the
Vermonter north of Springfield, Massachusetts and the Ethan Allen Express
north of Albany, NY will be $3.9 million in FY 06 and $4.1 million in FY 07. By
reason of a previous special agreement, Vermont, unique in the country
according to Amtrak, is only paying $2.65 million for the service, a discount of
$1.25 million in FY 06.
Amtrak has provided a detailed proposal and presentation. I will provide analysis
and recommendations. The proposal to which I refer is the October 25, 2005
version.
The proposal includes the following scenarios:
• Replacing the Vermonter with DMU's - providing service to New Haven,
CT interchanging with the Amtrak Northeast corridor system via a cross
platform transfer. This scenario would include two round trip trains per
day, one to White River Jct. and the othe:r to St Albans.
• Replacing the Ethan Allen with DMU's on the existing or similar schedule
to Albany NY, interchanging with the Amtrak Empire service via a cross
\f
platform transfer. This equipment will make future service to Burlingtonj
S{;rflsimpler than the existing configuration and may even provide the
-If OM~
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possibility of more than one train per day or interchanging with existing
Amtrak Adirondack service in Whitehall, NY or Saratoga Springs, NY.

Analysis
• The passenger trains serving Vermont are larger than necessary for the
service. This is particularly true for the Vermonter. Reducing the size of
the train to a two car DMU consist will reduce costs with increased service
by reducing labor cost (2 crew instead of three), reducing fuel costs
(smaller engine), reducing maintenance costs (newer equipment and
guaranteed outsourced contracts), reducing food service costs and
improving food quality by outsourcing.
• It seems clear that FY 07 will be the year that Amtrak demands the full
direct costs from Vermont for the operation of the trains. Amtrak
personnel who are involved in this proposal know the difficulty that an
increase of this magnitude will present to the Governor and the legislature
in funding these trains.
• Amtrak has created an opportunity for Vermont to test the utility of the
DMU service at relatively low cost and risk. Moreover, Colorado Rail Car,
the rail car manufacturer is willing to commit to repurchase the equipment
in the event of a failed project, or change of heart at ninety percent (90%)
of the purchase price after three years of operation.
• Additionally, Amtrak is prepared to recommend that the Federal Rail
Administration (FRA) award a grant of $2.0 million to Vermont for
operating, capital and other transitional expenses related to moving to the
new equipment and schedule.
• Amtrak is also willing to recommend to FRA the Vermont be granted an
FRA RIF (Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing) loan for the initial
purchase of the equipment.
• Amtrak staff is willing to recommend to the Amtrak Board that the Board
suspend the requirement for Vermont to pay the full direct costs for
service for at least FY 07 during the transition to and the operation of the
demonstration project.
In summary, this appears to be a very good proposal from Amtrak for
Vermont. The FRA seems inclined to support the grant for project and transition
funding and the RIF loans for the equipment. Perhaps most important, in the
short term, Amtrak is willing to provide passenger rail service to Vermont
for another year at the FY 06 level- $2.65 million, a savings of at least $1.25
million to Vermont by undertaking this project.
The most significant concern is the possibility of diminished ridership on the
trains due to the cross platform transfers in Albany and New Haven. The usual
planning assumption is that as many as half of potential passengers may not use
the service if they need to change trains. This DMU experiment will test the
thesis of reduced ridership.
Patrick J. Garahan, PE
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In the case of the'Vermonter, the frequency would be doubled for less cost,
so the net effect should be positive. Moreover, the increased frequency in the
Connecticut River valley should lead to increased travel in Vermont/New
Hampshire, even if the number of long distance travelers is diminished. The
Ethan Allen has less potential savings from the DMU service, so the reduced
ridership may be a larger concern, although the improved equipment and
planned service upgrades may offset the normal diminution due to transfers.

Recommendations:
1. The Amtrak situation is fluid. The removal of David Gunn as
President of Amtrak and the resulting conflicts between the Bush
administration and Congress have created an unpredictable situation
in terms of the Amtrak Appropriation for FFY 06 and the various
policies for Amtrak funding and state relationships. The state of
Vermont should remain close to the situation through its
Congressman and Senators to be sure that policies are not put in
place that will make service more expensive for the state.

2. I recommend that the state pursue the opportunity to demonstrate
the use of DMU's to replace traditional service by locomotives and
cars on both the Vermonter and Ethan Allen routes. The decision as
whether to commit to the full plan must await further review and
detailed analysis. The concept seems appropriate for Vermont's
passenger rail needs while providing the opportunity for more
service at reduced cost. The FRA grant to begin the work is an
additional incentive to undertake the project. However, the state,
through VTrans, must be prepared to devote significant resources to
all aspects of the planning and implementation of the project.
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II.

Current Service Analysis

Ridership
In order to understand the current service it is necessary to analyze ridership
and cost data for both the Vermonter and the Ethan Allen Express. The two
following charts show the ridership, defined as offs and ons for Vermont stations
only, for the previous four state fiscal years. These charts show a significant
reduction in ridership over the period on each train. This information was
provided by the Vtrans rail division.

Vermonter Ridership
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The following chart is the combined ridership for both trains for the same time
period:

Combined Vermont Rail Passengers
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I also looked at the details of the reduction in ridership for the Vermonter. The
representation by station is shown in the following chart, with the actual data
below.
Vermonter - Percent Rider Reduction FY02-FY05
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The following is the actual data for the stations:

Station Name

Brattleboro
Bellows Falls
Windsor-Mt. Ascutne~
White River Junction
Randol~h

Montpelier
Waterbury
Essex Junction
St. Albans
[Average

Percent
Rider
Reduction
FY02FY05

14.14%
13.19%
27.20%
24.44%
22.05%
18.07%
21.42%
33.04%
79.50%

32.81%

The ridership information clearly shows a disturbing trend of a continuous drop in
train passengers over the period. The subsequent reports related to this work will
include further analysis and recommendations concerning this situation.
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Costs
Amtrak provided the following costs for the Vermonter and the Ethan Allen
Express. These are Amtrak's actual costs; as opposed to the amount the state
pays Amtrak for the service. The fiscal years are Amtrak's - October 1 through
September 30 - thus one quarter out of phase from the state fiscal year
information on ridership. However, the totals, trends and sub-account allocations
are interesting:
Ethan AI/en Express

Total FY2004 Total FY2005 Total FY2004 Total FY2005
Actual
Actual
Acutal
Actual
301,980
$
1,634,899
1,601
,551
246,'080
$
$
$

Ticket Revenue

Host Railroad Maintenance of Way
Host Railroad Performance Incentives
Fuel
Electric Traction Power
Train and Engine Labor and Support
On Board Service Labor and Support
Commissary Provisions and Management
Locomotive Turnaround Servicing
Locomotive Program and Heavy Maintenance
Car Turnaround Servicing
Car Program and Heavy Maintenance
Commissions
Reservations and Call Centers
Passenger Inconvenience
Other Railroad or Train Sp_ecific Expenses
Route Stations
Shared Stations
MoE Support
Yard Operations
MarketinR and Sales
Advertising
Self and Purchased Insurance
Procurement/Purchasing
Police/Environmental and Safety
Transportation Management and Operations Training
Amtrak Operations and Transportation Support
Total Direct Costs

Vermonter

$

303,982
48,586
152,540

-

$

448,496
21,441
231 ,655

-

$

660,249
15,755
328,270

-

$

682,157
115.848
457,874

-

615,858
75,219
49,867
82,439
26,625
347,811
76,141
47,085
58,352
18,576
1,814
818
152,262
211 ,876
123,624
23,254
50,883
128,968
6,657
67,692
137,231
700

564,157
91 ,010
47,279
63,045
51,442
333,567
52,037
47,755
101 ,918
12,299
2,582
377
166,636
234978
93,683
34,977
39,545
74 ,735
8,047
75,538
150,229
2,013

1,322,367
132,022
59,436
178,477
143,862
174,800
91,586
161,630
41 ,033
127,364
47,261
20,570
696,047
6,021
51 ,612
97,607
290,551
16,991
37,983
399,324
1,301

1,300,127
167,040
52,458
247,184
340,043
84,427
214,523
77,422
212,259
17,604
135,451
47,885
24,259
652,759
680
56,003
64,909
150,926
20,104
56,968
154,127
1,349

2,808,862

2,949,442

5,102,121

5,334,386

Patrick J. Garahan, PE
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The total costs for both trains for each fiscal year are as follows:
Total Costs
FY 2004 Vermonter and Ethan Allen $ 7,910,983
FY 2005 Vermonter and Ethan Allen $ 8,283,828

The costs per passenger for each train for each fiscal year are as follows: (The
costs for the trains are divided by the passengers for the same fiscal year - while
the two fiscal years are out of phase by 3 months - the information is illustrative.)
Ethan Allen Express
Vermonter
FY2004 FY2005
FY2004 FY2005
Cost per Passenger $ 190.16 1$213.02 $ 105.73 1$128.91

I

I

Analysis
The unfortunate combination of reduced riders and increased costs leads
to questions regarding the future. Amtrak is committed to Vermont paying full
direct costs by FY 2007 (Federal), a significant increase, to say the least. The
subsequent portions of this work will address scenarios and recommendations to
optimize the use of state funds for passenger rail seNice in Vermont.

Patrick J. Garahan, PE
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III.
Vermont's Rail Infrastructure
Based on discussions with the management of both Vermont Railway
(VRS) and New England Central Railroad (NECR), both entities have concerns
with the condition of the rail infrastructure that serves the Amtrak trains.
In the case of the Ethan Allen Express, the Clarendon and Pittsford Railroad is
the route used from Whitehall, NY to Rutland, VT. While the track distance is less
than 20 miles, the condition of the track is not amenable to full operating speeds.
Some rehabilitation work was done when the Ethan Allen Express began
operations in 1996, but the rail infrastructure has not been fully improved or
maintained.
In the case of the NECR, the railroad has maintained the track up to Class I (59
mph for passenger service) for Amtrak service. The revenues from Amtrak to
NECR, over $700,000 in federal FY 2005 are important to the company and
allow for the maintenance to continue. Reductions in service may reduce
revenues from Amtrak to NECR and will be kept in mind as the scenarios
develop for the future of passenger rail in Vermont.

Conclusion
This report has laid out the current circumstances involving Amtrak, the
pending DMU demonstration project, recent ridership on both trains, recent costs
on both trains and the state of the rail infrastructure in Vermont over which the
trains operate. The information that is the basis for this report is the result with
interviews with many people both in and out of government, the managers of the
affected railroads, other rail executives, and other public officials.
The next report will include scenario developments for variations from the
existing operations and a strategic plan for implementation including
recommendations for any necessary changes.
Please contact me if you have any questions or comments on this report.

Patrick J. Garahan, PE
Consultant
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Attachment B
List of Contacts

Name
Dawn Terrill
David Dill
Sam Lewis
Charlie Miller
David Wulfson
Charles Moore
David Fink
David Laney
Jeff Mann
Gil Mallery
Joseph Boardmann
Robert Penniman
Steve Slavick
Neale Lunderville

Affiliation
State of Vermont - VTrans, Secretary
State of Vermont - VTrans, Dep. Secretary
State of Vermont - VTrans
State of Vermont - VTrans
Vermont Rail System
New England Central Railroad
Guilford Rail System, President
Amtrak Board of Directors, Chairman
Amtrak Staff
Amtrak Staff
US Federal Rail Administrator
CATMA Executive Director
NY DOT - Rail Administrator
VT Secretary Civil & Military Affairs
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