Track 2 OMB No. 2130-0583

Corridor Program Name: IN-Chicago Cleveland-HSR Service Date of Submission: 10/1/09 Version Number: 1

High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program
Track 2—Corridor Programs:

Application Form

Welcome to the Application Form for Track 2—Corridor Programs of the Federal Railroad
Administration’s High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program.

This form will provide information on a cohesive set of projects—representing a phase, geographic
segment, or other logical grouping—that furthers a particular corridor service.

Definition: For purposes of this application, a “Corridor Program” is “a group of projects that
collectively advance the entirety, or a ‘phase’ or ‘geographic section,’ of a corridor service
development plan.” (Guidance, 74 Fed, Reg. 29904, footnote 4). A Corridor Program must
have independent utility and measurable public benefits.

In addition to this application form and required supporting materials, applicants are required to
submit a Corridor Service Overview.

An applicant may choose to represent its vision for the entire, fully-developed corridor service in one
application or in multiple applications, provided that the set of improvements contained in each
application submitted has independent utility and measurable public benefits. The same Service
Development Plan may be submitted for multiple Track 2 Applications. Each Track 2 application
will be evaluated independently with respect to related applications. Furthermore, FRA will make its
evaluations and selections for Track 2 funding based on an entire application rather than on its
component projects considered individually.

We appreciate your interest in the HSIPR Program and look forward to reviewing your entire
application. If you have guestions about the HSIPR program or the Application Form and Supporting
Materials for Track 2, please contact us at HSIPR@dot.gov.

Instructions for the Track 2 Application Form:
e Please complete the HSIPR Application electronically. See Section G of this document for a
complete list of the required application materials.

e Inthe space provided at the top of each section, please indicate the Corridor Program name,
date of submission (mm/dd/yyyy), and an application version number assigned by the
applicant. The Corridor Program name must be identical to the name listed in the Corridor
Service Overview Master List of Related Applications. Consisting of less than 40 characters,
the Corridor Program name must consist of the following elements, each separated by a
hyphen: (1) the State abbreviation of the State submitting this application; (2) the route or
corridor name that is the subject of the related Corridor Service Overview; and (3) a descriptor
that will concisely identify the Corridor Program’s focus (e.g., HI-Fast Corridor-Main Stem).

e Section B, Question 10 requires a distinct name for each project under this Corridor Program.
Please the following the naming convention: (1) the State abbreviation; (2) the route or
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corridor name that forms part of the Corridor Program name; and (3) a project descriptor that
will concisely identify the project’s focus (e.g., HI-Fast Corridor-Wide River Bridge). For
projects previously submitted under another application, please use the same name previously
used on the project application.

e For each question, enter the appropriate information in the designated gray box. If a question
is not applicable to your Track 2 Corridor Program, please indicate “N/A.”

o Narrative questions should be answered within the limitations indicated.

e Applicants must up load this completed and all other application materials to
www.GrantSolutions.gov by October 2, 2009 at 11:59 pm EDT.

e Fiscal Year (FY) refers to the Federal Government’s fiscal year (Oct. 1- Sept. 30).
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OMB No. 2130-0583

Corridor Program Name: IN-Chicago Cleveland-HSR Service Date of Submission: 10/1/09 Version Number: 1

A. Point of Contact and Application Information

(1) Application Point of Contact (POC) Name:
Michael Riley

POC Title:
Manager - Rail Office

Applicant State Agency or Organization Name:
Indiana Department of Transportation

Street Address: City:
100 North Senate Avenue, N955 | Indianapolis

State: | Zip Code: Telephone
IN 46204 Number:
317-232-1491

Email: mdriley@indot.in.gov

Fax: 317-232-1499
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Corridor Program Name: IN-Chicago Cleveland-HSR Service Date of Submission: 10/1/09 Version Number: 1

B. Corridor Program Summary

(1) Corridor Program Name: IN-Chicago Cleveland-HSR Service

(2) What are the anticipated start and end dates for the Corridor Program? (mm/yyyy)
Start Date: 12/1/09 End Date: 12/1/17

(3) Total Cost of the Corridor Program: (Year of Expenditure (YOE) Dollars*) $ 2,816,658,000

Of the total cost above,, how much would come from the FRA HSIPR Program: (YOE Dollars**) $ 2,816,658,000

Indicate percentage of total cost to be covered by matching funds: 0 %

Please indicate the source(s) for matching funds: N/A

* Year-of-Expenditure (YOE) dollars are inflated from the base year. Applicants should include their proposed inflation assumptions (and methodology, if
applicable) in the supporting documentation.
** This is the amount for which the Applicant is applying.

(4) Corridor Program Narrative. Please limit response to 12,000 characters.

Describe the main features and characteristics of the Corridor Program, including a description of:

The location(s) of the Corridor Program’s component projects including name of rail line(s), State(s), and relevant
jurisdiction(s) (include a map in supporting documentation).

How this Corridor Program fits into the service development plan including long-range system expansions and full
realization of service benefits.

Substantive activities of the Corridor Program (e.g., specific improvements intended).

Service(s) that would benefit from the Corridor Program, the stations that would be served, and the State(s) where the
service operates.

Anticipated service design of the corridor or route with specific attention to any important changes that the Corridor
Program would bring to the fleet plan, schedules, classes of service, fare policies, service quality standards, train and

station amenities, etc.

How the Corridor Program was identified through a planning process and how the Corridor Program is consistent with an
overall plan for developing High-Speed Rail/Intercity Passenger Rail service, such as State rail plans or plans of
local/regional MPOs.

How the Corridor Program will fulfill a specific purpose and need in a cost-effective manner.

The Corridor Program’s independent utility.

Any use of new or innovative technologies.

Any use of railroad assets or rights-of-way, and potential use of public lands and property.

Other rail services, such as commuter rail and freight rail that will make use of, or otherwise be affected by, the Corridor
Program.

Any PE/NEPA activities to be undertaken as part of the Corridor Program, including but not limited to: design studies and
resulting program documents, the approach to agency and public involvement, permitting actions, and other key activities
and objectives of this PE/NEPA work.

The Indiana Chicago-Cleveland Corridor High Speed Rail Service Program will implement high speed passenger rail service at
speeds of up to 110 mph in the states of Indiana, Illinois, and Ohio. Eight round trips per day will be provided from Chicago to Toledo
via Fort Wayne and nine round trips from Toledo to Cleveland with an end to end corridor express travel time of 4 hours and 22
minutes. A map of the corridor is attached.
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Communities served along the 354 mile “southern” route include Chicago, the Gary Regional Airport, Plymouth, Warsaw, Fort
Wayne, Defiance, Toledo, Sandusky, Elyria and Cleveland (southern route assumed for purposes of this application). The Chicago-
Cleveland Corridor Service Program includes feeder bus service from Plymouth to South Bend, Elkhart and Niles, from Ft. Wayne to
Waterloo and Lima, from Defiance to Bryan, from Toledo to Detroit and from Cleveland to Canton and Y oungstown.

The implementation of Chicago-Cleveland Corridor service will require a major public investment in rail infrastructure and new
operating equipment estimated at $2.358 billion, 2010$. The estimated cost associated with track improvements, structures,
maintenance facilities, stations and signals (including positive train control technology) for 110 mph operations is estimated to be
$2.065 billion in 2010$. Eight new train sets required for high speed corridor operations will cost $292.7 million in 2010$.

The Indiana Chicago-Cleveland Corridor High Speed Rail Service Program, as summarized above, is based on an extensive body
of planning and engineering analyses conducted by the State of Indiana, Amtrak, the Federal Railroad Administration and other Midwest
states. The program as described above was recommended by the “Midwest Regional Rail System Plan Executive Report” (September
2004 -- attached) and the associated Midwest Regional Rail Initiative Project Notebook (June 2004) prepared and funded by the nine
Midwest states of Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, Wisconsin and by Amtrak and the Federal
Railroad Administration.

The 2004 MWRRS Plan incorporates the results of the Northern Indiana/Northwestern Ohio Routing Study prepared for the
Indiana Department of Transportation, the Ohio Rail Development Commission and the National Rail Passenger Corporation
(November 2002 -- attached). The Indiana and Ohio Routing Study included a route alternatives analysis of northern and southern route
alternatives between Chicago and Cleveland consistent with FRA Rail Corridor Transportation Plan guidance. The Indiana and Ohio
Routing Study also includes a benefit/cost analysis for each of these corridor alternatives using an FRA approved methodology.

The “southern route” through Fort Wayne was selected as the recommended alternative and is used as the basis for this program
submittal. The southern corridor route segment from Chicago to Tolleston in the “South of the Lake” area used in the Indiana and Ohio
Routing study was incorporated from the “Detroit-Chicago High Speed Rail Corridor Study Update -- South-of-the-Lake Corridor”
prepared for Indiana, Michigan and Amtrak (December 2004 -- attached). The Northern Indiana/Northwestern Ohio Routing Study was
supported by an extensive public comment and outreach effort involving meetings at 7 locations attended by over 1,100 citizens
documented in the “Indiana Passenger Rail Initiative Final Report” (March 2002 — attached)

The 2004 MWRRS Plan (September 2004) and associated “Project Notebook (June 2004) has subsequently been updated to
include an affirmative peer review of all aspects of the MWRRS Plan including capital cost estimates, operating plan, and ridership,
revenue and operating cost forecasts. The update includes: “Proposed Segments of Independent Utility” (March 2008 — attached),
including the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor. Also included is a “Midwest Regional Rail Initiative Benefit-Cost & Economic Impact
Analysis” (November 2006 — attached).

The “Northern Indiana/Northwestern Ohio Routing Study” and supporting documentation provided by the 2004 MWRRS Plan and
the “Detroit-Chicago High Speed Rail Corridor Study Update -- South-of-the-Lake Corridor” provide a substantial portion of the
documentation required for a Tier 1 corridor service NEPA document for the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Program. A purpose and
need statement for the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor prepared by INDOT is attached along with one for the Chicago-Detroit Corridor
which also includes a portion of the South of the Lake corridor segment.

The operating plan for the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor is be based on that developed by the 2004 MWRRS Plan. The service will
be operated by Amtrak under contract with the states of Indiana, Illinois and Ohio using a fleet of eight “next generation” train sets
featuring lightweight tilt coaches and two high horsepower push-pull locomotives per train set operated as a part of a larger Midwest
equipment pool. A service and inspection maintenance facility operated by the equipment vendor will be located in Cleveland with a
layover facility in Chicago. This next generation equipment will provide amenities desired by passengers including: bistro car food
service, 110 volt power, Wi-Fi, video display panels, roomy seats and ample headroom and bag storage.

The MWRRI service plan for the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor features city center to city center travel times less than auto and in
some cases less than air, given access and security clearance times at airports. The express travel time between the Chicago and
Cleveland endpoints will be 4 hours and 22 minutes, a two hour reduction from current Amtrak service in the corridor. Local service to
all stops will be a very competitive 4 hours and 48 minutes. About half of the trips will be express and half will be local trains to provide
maximum access to rail transportation.
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Eight to nine round trips per day in the corridor will allow travelers flexibility in travel times and will feature quick turn times to
maximize equipment utilization and reduce fixed costs per passenger mile. This is facilitated by maintenance work being conducted at
the Cleveland endpoint rather than in Chicago. Investments in new track, signals and equipment will result in 95 percent on-time
performance. The combination of a relatively high number of frequencies, competitive travel times, service reliability and equipment
amenities will maximize ridership and revenues.

The MWRRI plan forecasts 1.2 million riders annually when the service is fully operational after a 3-year start up period. Proposed
ticket prices have been set to maximize revenues rather than ridership. After the required public investment in infrastructure and
operating equipment, the Chicago-Cleveland Service is forecast to cover its operating costs with fare box revenues after a three-year
ramp-up period where operating subsidies will be required. This assumes other MWRRS corridors will be implemented concurrently
with the Chicago-Cleveland Service per the MWRRS Plan schedule.

The Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Service operates on existing corridors owned by at least four freight railroads. Railroads support
the project and letters received to date are included in the application. The Corridor Service originates at Chicago’s Union Station on
NS track and proceeds west of Englewood on a new double track passenger corridor on old NYC right-of-way and then on to the CSX
Lakeside Subdivision for a total of 21.4 miles. In addition to significant track, bridge refurbishment and signal work, this segment
involves the replacement of the Calumet River Bridge and the Hick Drawbridge. A new a new double track flyover will be constructed
at Buffington Harbor at CP 501 and the route continues approximately 5 miles on CSX to Tolleston.

The route proceeds 123.2 miles on improved CSX single track with 5 mile sidings optimized for freigtht operations every 25 miles
from Tolleston to Wanatah and then on to Mike Junction in Fort Wayne with top speeds of 110 mph. It then continues 6.86 miles on a
new road bed on NS right-of-way through Fort Wayne to New Haven at 79 mph. It continues for 56.9 miles on NS and Maumee and
Western (M&W) right-of-way to Liberty Center at a top speed of 110 mph. West of Liberty Center, it continues at 79 mph 8.2 miles to
Delta along the Indiana & Ohio Railway (1&0O).

The route then proceeds on NS right-of-way 25.9 miles from Delta to Toledo on a separate third track with maximum speeds of 110
mph. From Toledo to Berea the route continues for 94.5 miles on a separate third track where possible with maximum speeds of 110
mph in NS right-of-way. From Berea to Cleveland the route continues at 79 mph for 12 miles in NS right-of-way on a separate third
passenger track with a fourth track for passing, freight capacity and to accommodate Cleveland transit operations.

The Indiana Chicago-Cleveland Corridor High Speed Rail Service Program will include the following activities and associated
schedules and estimated costs:

1) The development of a Tier 1 Service NEPA document based on already completed purpose and need statement, alternatives
analyses and cost estimates prepared for the corridor (2 to 12 months, $12.5 million, 2010%),

2) The development of a Tier 2 Project NEPA document and preliminary engineering plans and cost estimates for the corridor (18
months, $62.5 million, 2010$),

3) Final design plans and specifications, either for bid by the States of Indiana, Illinois and Ohio and local municipalities or by
appropriate freight railroads. (18 months, $149.9 million),

4) Construction of track improvements, structures, signals, stations, and maintenance facilities (36-48 months, $2,206 million,
2010%),

5) Acquisition and testing of new operating equipment (24-36 months, $292.7 million, 20103%),

5) Initiation of full operations.

Institutionally, this program will be conducted cooperatively by the states of Indiana, Illinois, Ohio, Michigan and Amtrak. The
Indiana Department of Transportation is recommending the establishment of a Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Steering Committee made
up of representatives from Indiana DOT, Illinois DOT, the Ohio DOT/Ohio Rail Development Commission, and Michigan DOT with
Amtrak as an ex-officio member. This Steering Committee will function as a sub-committee on the overall Midwest Regional Rail
Initiative Steering Committee. The work associated with the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor High Speed Rail Service Program will be
conducted as follows:

1) Tier 1 Service NEPA: contracted by Indiana DOT and directed by the Steering Committee,

2) Tier 2 Project NEPA and preliminary engineering work: The South of the Lake/ Chicago-Porter Corridor work will be
contracted either by Illinois or Indiana DOT and directed by the Steering Committee and integrated into a broader corridor Tier 2 NEPA
effort contracted by Indiana DOT also directed by the Steering Committee (see Illinois Track 1b request for Chicago Terminal
Area/SOL on behalf of MWRRI states),

3) Final design work: final design work for projects and project segments will be managed by each state based each project’s
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location in that state. Depending on the nature of each project, the actual work can be done under state contract, under contract by the
relevant freight railroad using pass-through federal funding administered by the appropriate state or in the case of stations and similar
projects under contract by local municipalities using pass-through federal funding administered by the appropriate state.
4) Construction: Depending on the nature of each project same as “3)” above.
5) Acquisition of operating equipment: Each state will purchase operating equipment in proportion to the number of train miles
or passenger miles etc. within state borders

(5) Describe the service objective(s) for this Corridor Program (check all that apply):

XIAdditional Service Frequencies Xincreased Average Speeds/Shorter Trip Times
Ximproved Service Quality [_INew Service on Existing IPR Route
DXImproved On-Time performance on Existing Route [_INew Service on New Route

XReroute Existing Service []Other (Please Describe):

(6) Right-of-Way-Ownership. Provide information for all railroad right-of-way owners in the Corridor Program area. Where railroads
currently share ownership, identify the primary owner. If more than three owners, please detail in Section F of this application.

Type of Route Status of agreements to implement

Railroad Right-of-Way Owner Track Miles

Railroad Miles projects
Class 1 Freight Norfolk Southern 181.0 363.4 No Agreement, but Host Railroad Supp
Class 1 Freight CSX 128.4 128.4 No Agreement, but Host Railroad Supp
Regional or Shq Maumee & Western RR / NS 56.9 56.9 No Agreement, but Host Railroad Supp

(7) Services. Provide information for all existing rail services within Corridor Program boundaries (freight, commuter, and intercity
passenger). If more than three services, please detail in Section F of this application.

Type of Top Speed Within Number of Average
Service Boundaries Route Miles | Number of Daily

Name of Operator
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Within One-Way Train
e Freight Boundaries Ope_rat_lons
within

Boundaries'

Freight Norfolk Southern N/A 70 181.0 90
Intercity Pass Amtrak 79 N/A 153.4 4 Note: Chicago-Porter trains = 14
Freight CSX N/A 40 128.4 6
(8) Rolling Stock Type. Describe the fleet of locomotives, cars, self-powered cars, and/or trainsets that would be intended to provide

the service upon completion of the Corridor Program. Please limit response to 2,000 characters.

The Service Development Plan for the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Service will require the acquisition of eight, 300-seat, “next
generation” high-speed train sets and operated as a part of a MWRRS equipment pool. Tilting coaches and two push-pull diesel-
electric locomotives per train set will be specified. The precise performance characteristics of the equipment will be based on
schedule travel times and stopping patterns called for in the corridor operating plan. As called for in the MWRRS Plan, the
equipment procured for the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor will provide a high level of on-board amenities as a means of satisfying
traveler demand and increasing ridership and revenues. Amenities called for will include: a modern decor, 2x2 seating, seat
pitch competitive with aircraft first-class seating, overhead baggage storage, “bistro” car food service, WIFI access, 110 volt
outlets for computers and cell phones, and video display panels.

The travel times and station stops in the operating plan for the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor will require equipment which can not
only operate at 110 mph cruise speeds, but also have high acceleration and deceleration rates. Light weight, tilting Talgo 21 train
sets were used generically for the purposes of developing the MWRRS Plan for the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor. Tilting coach
equipment has the advantage of offering higher speeds through existing curves without the added capital cost and environmental
impact of curve straightening.

The operating characteristics of this type of equipment was further confirmed by the 2000 and 2002 MWRRI equipment
procurement effort by Amtrak, Wisconsin and Illinois where train sets offered by Talgo and Siemens met the performance and
travel time standards for the MWRRS Plan. Both offered provided light weight tilting coach sets powered by two light weight
3,000 horsepower locomotives at each end for quick turn-around, push-pull operations.

©)

Intercity Passenger Rail Operator. If applicable, provide the status of agreements with partners that will operate the

benefiting high-speed rail/intercity passenger rail service(s) (e.g., Amtrak). If more than one operating partner is envisioned, please
describe in Section F.

Name of Operating Partner: Amtrak

Status of Agreement: Partner consulted, awaiting support commitment

! One round trip equals two one-way train operations.
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(10) Master Project List. Please list all projects included in this Track 2 Corridor Program application in the table below. If available,
include more detailed project costs for each project as a supporting form (see Section G below).

Estimated Project

Cost Are more
(Millions of YOE WESR TS detailed
Dollars, One _ Project project
Decimal) included in a costs
X prior HSIPR included in
: Project Amount | application? the
_ Project _ - Start Date Total Applied | Indicate track  Supporting
Project Name Type Project Description (mm/yyyy) Cost For number(s). Forms?
PE/NEPA PE/ NEPA PE/NEPA 12/1/09 $73.5 $73.5 No Yes
Final Design Final Design Final Design 8/1/2012 $147.0 $147.0 No Yes
Inspection / Management Final Design/(  Inspection / Management 3/1/2014 $171.5 $171.5 No Yes
Segment 1 Construction South of Lake 3/1/2014 $727.6 $727.6 No Yes
Segment 2 Construction Tollestion to Wanatah 3/1/2014 $63.0 $63.0 No Yes
Segment 3 Construction Wanatah to Mike Jnct. 3/1/2014 $404.1 $404.1 No Yes
Segment 4 Construction Mike Jnct. to New Haven 3/1/2014 $51.9 $51.9 No Yes
New Haven to Liberty
Segment 5 Construction Center 3/1/2014 $240.3 $240.3 No Yes
Segment 6 Construction Liberty Center to Delta 3/1/2014 $20.1 $20.1 No Yes
Segment 7 Construction Delta to Toledo 3/1/2014 $149.8 $149.8 No Yes
Segment 8 Construction Toledo to Berea 3/1/2014 $338.1 $338.1 No Yes
Segment 9 Construction Berea to Cleveland 3/1/2014 $162.5 $162.5 No Yes
Train Equipment (8 train
Aquire New Rolling Stock Acquire New sets) 3/1/2015 $292.7 $292.7 No Yes
PE/ NEPA Yes
PE/ NEPA Yes
PE/ NEPA Yes
PE/ NEPA Yes
PE/ NEPA Yes
PE/ NEPA Yes
PE/ NEPA Yes
PE/ NEPA Yes
PE/ NEPA Yes
Note: In addition to program level supporting documentation, all applicable project level supporting documentation is required prior to
award. If project level documentation is available now, you may submit it; however, if it is not provided in this application, this project
may be considered as a part of a possible Letter of Intent but will not be considered for FD/Construction grant award until this
documentation has been submitted.
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In narrative form, please describe the sequencing of the projects listed in Question 10. Which activities must be pursued
sequentially, which can be done at any time, and which can be done simultaneously? Please limit response to 4,000 characters.

The project will build upon efforts that have alread been undertaken as part of the MWRRI and additional detailed studies that have been performed by INDOT and Amtrak.
The project will begain with the completion of environmental documentation, preliminary engineering, final design and then construction. The sequence and timeline is
outlined in the Track 2 Corridor Program Data but generally is as follows:

Activity 1 -- Completion of any Service NEPA activities as required by FRA (~8-12 months). This would be for the entire corridor all at one time.

Activity 2 -- Completion of preliminary engineering and Project NEPA activities (~18 months). This would be for the entire corridor all at one time.

Activity 3 -- Completion of final design (~18 months). Designs would be broken ito logical segments, they would be designed concurrently, efforts would be performed by
multiple states (Indiana, Illinois, and Ohio), and coordinated through the MWRRI Steering Committee.

Activity 4 -- Completionof construction (~36-40 months). Construction would be broken ito logical segments, it would have multiple sections being constructed
simultaneously, efforts would be performed by multiple states (Indiana, Illinois, and Ohio), and coordinated through the MWRRI Steering Committee.

Activity 5 -- Acquisition of rolling stock would begin during the construction activities due to the long lead time for build, delivery, and testing. The MWRRI assumed a
coordinated effort in acquiring train equipment to leverage the sytem's needs and obtain better system wide pricing. This effort will be coordinated with the MWRRI
Steering Committee.
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Corridor Program Name: IN-Chicago Cleveland-HSR Service Date of Submission: 10/1/09 Version Number: 1

C.Eligibility Information

(1) Select applicant type, as defined in Appendix 1.1 of the HSIPR Guidance:
XState
[ ]JAmtrak

If one of the following, please append appropriate documentation as described in Section 4.3.1 of the HSIPR Guidance:
[_|Group of States

[lInterstate Compact

[|Public Agency established by one or more States

[_]Amtrak in cooperation with a State or States

(2) Establish completion of all elements of a Service Development Plan. Note: One Service Development Plan may be referenced
in multiple Track 2 Applications for the same corridor service.
Please provide information on the status of the below Service and Implementation Planning Activities:

Select One of the Following: Provide Dates for all activities:

No study Study Study
exists Initiated Completed

Actual or Anticipated Completion

Start Date (mm/yyyy) Date (mm/yyyy)

Service Planning Activities/Documents

Purpose & 10/1/09 included in the

Need/Rationale [ application

Service/Operating Plan ] 2004 MWRRI
Prioritized Capital Plan ] ] X 2004 MWRRI
Ec')?:;';;p/ Revenue H H < 2004 MWRRI
Operating Cost Forecast ] ] = 2004 MWRRI
Assessment of Benefits ] ] X 2004 MWRRI

Implementation Planning Activities/Documents

Program Management Sept 2009 - included in
Plan O O X application
Financial Plan ) )
(capital & operating — ] ] X Sept 2;)09| i'cggiccl)lrj]ded n
sources/uses) pp

i Sept 2009 - included in
Assessment of Risks

[ [ X application
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(3) Establish Completion of Service NEPA Documentation (the date document was issued and how documentation can be
verified by FRA). The following are approved methods of NEPA verification (in order of FRA preference): 1) References to
large EISs and EAs that FRA has previously issued, 2) Web link if NEPA document is posted to a website (including
www.fra.gov), 3) Electronic copy of non-FRA documents attached with supporting documentation, or 4) a hard copy of non-

FRA documents (large documents should not be scanned but should be submitted to FRA via an express delivery service). See
HSIPR Guidance Section 1.6 and Appendix 3.2.9.

Note to applicants: Prior to obligation of funds for FD/Construction activities under Track 2, all project specific documents will
be required (e.g. Project NEPA, Financial Plan, and Project Management Plan).

Describe How Documentation Can be
Documentation Date (mm/yyyy) Verified

Non-tiered NEPA EA See Section F See Section F

Tier 1 NEPA EA

Tier 1 NEPA EA

(4) Indicate if there is an environmental decision from FRA (date document was issued and web hyperlink if available)

Documentation Date (mm/yyyy) Hyperlink (if available) ‘
Finding of No Significant Impact See Section F

See Section F

Finding of No Significant Impact

Finding of No Significant Impact
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Corridor Program Name: IN-Chicago Cleveland-HSR Service Date of Submission: 10/1/09 Version Number: 1

D.Public Return on Investment

(1) 1A. Transportation Benefits. See HSIPR Guidance Section 5.1.1.1. Please limit response to 8,000 characters.

How is the Corridor Program anticipated to improve Intercity Passenger Rail (IPR) service? Describe the overall
transportation benefits, including information on the following (please provide a level of detail appropriate to the
type of investment):

¢ Introduction of new IPR service: Will the Corridor Program lead directly to the introduction of a new IPR
service that is not comparable to the existing service (if any) on the corridor in question? Describe the new
service and what would make it a significant step forward in intercity transportation.

o IPR network development: Describe projected, planned, and potential improvements and/or expansions of
the IPR network that may result from the Corridor Program, including but not limited to: better intermodal
connections and access to stations; opportunities for interoperability with other services; standardization of
operations, equipment, and signaling; and the use of innovative technologies.

¢ |PR service performance improvements (also provide specific metrics in table 1B below): Please describe
service performance improvements directly related to the Corridor Program, as well as a comparison with
any existing comparable service. Describe relevant reliability improvements (e.g., increases in on-time
performance, reduction in operating delays), reduced schedule trip times, increases in frequencies, aggregate
travel time savings (resulting from reductions to both schedule time and delays, e.g., expressed in passenger-
minutes), and other relevant performance improvements.

e Suggested supplementary information (only when applicable):

o Transportation Safety: Describe overall safety improvements that are anticipated to result from the
Corridor Program, including railroad and highway-rail grade crossing safety benefits, and benefits
resulting from the shifting of travel from other modes to IPR service.

o0 Cross-modal benefits from the Corridor Program, including benefits to:

v/ Commuter Rail Services — Service improvements and results (applying the same approach as for
IPR above).

v' Freight Rail Services — Service performance improvements (e.g., increases in reliability and
capacity), results (e.g. increases in ton-miles or car-miles of the benefiting freight services), and/or
other congestion, capacity or safety benefits.

v" Congestion Reduction/Alleviation in Other Modes; Delay or Avoidance of Planned Investments —
Describe any expected aviation and highway congestion reduction/alleviation, and/or other
capacity or safety benefits. Also, describe any planned investments in other modes of
transportation (and their estimated costs if available) that may be avoided or delayed due to the
improvement to IPR service that will result from the Corridor Program.

The Indiana Chicago-Cleveland Corridor High Speed Rail Service Development Plan will implement a new high
speed passenger rail service at speeds of up to 110 mph in the states of Indiana, Illinois, and Ohio. Eight round trips per day
will be provided from Chicago to Toledo via Fort Wayne during the peak travel hours of 6:00 am. to 8:20 pm and nine round
trips from Toledo to Cleveland with an end to end corridor express travel time of 4 hours and 22 minutes.

The MWRRI service plan for the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor features city-center to city-center passenger rail travel
times less than auto and competitive with air, given access and security clearance times at airports. The express travel time
between the Chicago and Cleveland endpoints will be 4 hours and 22 minutes, a significant reduction from current Amtrak
service in the corridor. Half of the trips will be express and half will be local trains to provide maximum access to rail
transportation. Local service to all stops will be a very competitive 4 hours and 48 minutes.
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Communities served along the 354 mile route include Chicago, the Gary Regional Airport, Plymouth, Warsaw, Fort
Wayne, Defiance, Toledo, Sandusky, Elyria and Cleveland. The Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Service Program includes
feeder bus service from Plymouth to South Bend, Elkhart and Niles, from Ft. Wayne to Waterloo and Lima, from Defiance to
Bryan, from Toledo to Detroit and from Cleveland to Canton and Youngstown.

The current travel time by Amtrak is 6 hours and 5 minutes on the Capital Limited and 7 hours and 5 minutes on the
Lake Shore Limited — with the high-speed service proposed here offering up to a three hour travel time savings. Current
Amtrak long distance trains provide poor service to the Cleveland travel market, with inconvenient arrivals at either 1:55 am
or 5:05 am.

The express passenger rail travel time provided by the new Chicago-Cleveland Corridor High Speed Rail Service
offers an hour and twenty minute time savings over auto travel, which requires an estimated travel time of 5 hours and 43
minutes, city-center to city-center. Non-stop air travel time is 1 hour and 9 minutes. However when at least an hour for
security clearance and with up to an hour for connect time to the airport, parking, ticketing, baggage claim etc, at each end of
the trip, the total travel time from city center to city center could be nearly 4 hours.

The Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Currently Amtrak provides 2 daily round trips between Chicago and Cleveland.
The goal of the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor High Speed Rail Service Program is to provide hourly train service during peak
travel periods to provide maximum arrival and departure flexibility to a wide range of business and pleasure travelers. The
Service Development Plan increases the number frequencies from Chicago to Toledo from 2 to 8 round trips per day with and
additional 9th round trip between Toledo and Cleveland.

The Chicago-Cleveland High Speed Service through Fort Wayne is forecast to have a ridership of over 1,227,000
riders annually three years after start-up and when the MWRRS is fully operational (2015 MRRRS Plan). This compares to
current (2008) passenger rail ridership of 141,000 in the corridor. MWRRS has an over an eight-fold increase largely driven
by the lack current service on the Amtrak route. Travelers arriving and departing (2020) range from 393,000 in Cleveland to
254,000 in Toledo to 144,000 in Fort Wayne and 89,000 in Gary.

The transportation benefits of the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Program are confirmed by other transportation metrics
for the service. The average operating speed with stops for current Amtrak Service in the corridor is 50.9 mph. With the
introduction of planned track and signal improvements and new high-speed rolling stock capable of 110 mph operations the
average operating speed increases to 80.8 mph. The current on-time performance of Amtrak service in the corridor is 45.4
percent. With the introduction of planned track and signal improvements to allow new passenger operations and reduce
freight congestion on the corridor and the introduction of new more reliable rolling stock on-time performance is expected to
be consistently 95 percent or more.

The financial performance results of the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Operating Plan provide an on-going argument
for the public investment needed to provide these transportation benefits. During the first three years operations, the corridor
is forecast to have an operating deficit. In the fourth year it is forecast to turn a small operating profit which increases over
time. These results assume the full build out of the entire 3,000 mile MWRRI System and all of the system synergies that
result from the operation of the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Service as a part of an integrated MWRRI system.

The introduction of a new competitive regional passenger rail system will induce new intercity travel by virtue of
providing new choices and better intermodal connectivity for travelers in the region. It will also attract travelers from other
modes — primarily from auto -- but also from air and intercity bus. The modal share of intercity passenger rail in the Chicago-
Cleveland Corridor increases over ten times from 0.01 percent to 1.03 percent of total travel (base year 2000 to forecast year
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2025). The auto share of intercity travel is forecast to decrease from 98.44 percent to 97.31 percent.

The Chicago-Cleveland Corridor High Speed Passenger Rail Service benefits from an integrated feeder bus service
and connectivity to other local transit and intercity public transportation modes. The Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Service
Program includes feeder bus service from Plymouth to South Bend, Elkhart and Niles, from Ft. Wayne to Waterloo and Lima,
from Defiance to Bryan, from Toledo to Detroit and from Cleveland to Canton and Youngstown. These dedicated feeder
buses will be scheduled to meet corridor trains in a matter which will provide “seamless” intermodal connectivity and
contribute to approximately 10 percent of total rail ridership across the MWRRS.

Plans for the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor provide for a station at the Gary Indiana Airport with provisions for
enhanced air-rail intermodal connectivity. In addition the proposed Southwest Cleveland, Chicago-Cleveland/3C passenger
rail stop is at the Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority (GCRTA) West 150th St. /Puritas St. Rapid Rail Transit
Station which is approximately three miles north of Cleveland Hopkins International Airport. Intermodal access to the airport
by passenger rail be will be facilitated by a platform transfer to the GCRTA rapid transit line -- the Airport is two stops south.

The capital improvements which will be provided in the corridor for passenger rail will also provide capacity and
safety improvements for freight rail operations. All public crossings will be provided with improved grade crossing warning
devices — in most cases gates and lights, private crossings will be closed or improvements be made. Flyovers will be
provided at a number of high volume rail to rail crossings to increase safety, capacity and operational fluidity. Positive train
control will provide efficiency and safety benefits to both freight and passenger operations.

1B. Operational and Ridership Benefits Metrics: In the table(s) below, provide information on the anticipated levels
of transportation benefits and ridership that are projected to occur in the corridor service or route, following
completion of the proposed Corridor Program.

Note: The “Actua—FY 2008 levels” only apply to rail services that currently exist. 1f no comparable rail
service exists, leave column blank.
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Projected Totals by Year

Actual - FY

2008 levels First full year of Fifth full year of Tenth full year of
operation operation operation

Corridor Program Metric

Annual passenger-trips

141,000 1,020,000 1,300,000 1,450,000
Annual passenger-miles
(millions) 20.5 148.0 229.6 245.60
Annual IPR seat-miles
offered (millions) 304.5 554.0 554.0 554.0

Average number of daily
round trip train operations
(typical weekday) 2 8 8 8

On-time performance
(OTP)- percent of trains on
time at endpoint terminals 45.4% 95% 95% 95%

Average train operating
delays: minutes of en-route

delays per 10,000 train-miles® 160 15.8 15.8 15.8
Top passenger train operating
speed (mph) 79 110 110 110

Average scheduled operating
speed (mph) (between
endpoint terminals) 50.9 80.8 80.8 80.8

2 «On-time’ is defined as within the distance-based thresholds originally issued by the Interstate Commerce Commission,
which are: 0 to 250 miles and all Acela trains—210 minutes; 251 to 350 miles—15 minutes; 351 to 450 miles—20
minutes; 451 to 550 miles—25 minutes; and 551 or more miles—30 minutes.

® As calculated by Amtrak according to its existing procedures and definitions. Useful background (but not the exact
measure cited on a route-by-route basis) can be found at pages E-1 through E-6 of Amtrak’s May 2009 Monthly
Performance Report at http://www.amtrak.com/pdf/0905monthly.pdf
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(2) A. Economic Recovery Benefits: Please limit response to 6,000 characters. For more information, see Section
5.1.1.20f the HSIPR Guidance.

Describe the contribution the Corridor Program is intended to make towards economic recovery and reinvestment,
including information on the following:

e How the Corridor Program will result in the creation and preservation of jobs, including number of onsite and other direct
jobs (on a 2,080 work-hour per year, full-time equivalent basis), and timeline for achieving the anticipated job creation.

e How the different phases of the Corridor Program will affect job creation (consider the construction period and operating
period).

e How the Corridor Program will create or preserve jobs or new or expanded business opportunities for populations in
Economically Distressed Areas (consider the construction period and operating period).

e How the Corridor Program will result in increases in efficiency by promoting technological advances.

e How the Corridor Program represents an investment that will generate long-term economic benefits (including the
timeline for achieving economic benefits and describe how the Corridor Program was identified as a solution to a wider
economic challenge).

e If applicable, how the Corridor Program will help to avoid reductions in State-provided essential services.

As part of the MWRRI economic impact analysis, Indiana will realize significant economic benefits from increased accessibility via
passenger rail service and temporary construction and permanent operating jobs. The MWRRI Benefit Cost and Economic
Analysis (November 2006) notes that the increased accessibility will increase economic activity, particularly in urban areas and
stations. The state of Indiana could see from $2.3 to $3.5 billion in user benefits from time savings, congestion relief and eission
reductions during the first 40 years of the project. The improved accessiblity of high-speed passenger rail can create as much as
4,540 jobs, increase household income by $86 million and create up to $350 million in joint economic development potential (page
18). The Chicago-Cleveland corridor benefits from its location between large urban areas and their economic influence on the
region. At the Cleveland regional level, which includes the Chicago-Cleveland corridor and a substantial portion of northeastern
Indiana, the economic study estimates up to 2,490 jobs created, and increase of housefold income up to $45 million and $183
million in joint development potential at stations.

Economic benefit is realized from linking Indiana communities into the MWRRI system providing increased access for existing
manufacturing and service industries and fosters small business growth in these communities. Likewise, large businesses will have
access to a larger labor pool in communities offering high quality of life. The connectiveness of rail service in the Chicago-
Cleveland corridor provides an attractive and cost effective alternative to auto travel and limited air service to communities in the
corridor, which can further encourage business growth in the corridor.

Another significant opportunity for communities with station stops is the joint development potential that encourages economic
development at stations and in the immediate vicinity. The MWRRI economic analysis identified the following benefits for stations
in the Chicago-Cleveland corridor:

Station Increase in employment  Increase in household income Increase in property value
(#of people) (millions of 2002 $) (million of 2002 $)
Chicago, IL  12,250-18-375 242-363 1,150-1,725
Hammond-
Whiting 175-265 3.5-5 16-25
Gary, Airport 400-650 8-12 32-48
Michigan City130-195 2.6-3.9 12-18
Plymouth 230-345 45-6.8 21-32
Warsaw 105-160 2.1-3.2 10-15
Ft. Wayne  345-520 6-9 26-38
Toledo, OH 480-720 9-13 35-53
Cleveland,OH1,005-1510 18-27 74-111

Source: MWRRI. Midwest Regional Rail Initiative Benefit Cost and Economic Analysis, November 2006.

Development potential is further enhanced when other transportation modes are connected to MWRRI stations. For example, feeder
bus service proposed in Ft. Wayne, Plymouth, Toledo, OH and Cleveland, OH maximize modal connections and further encourage
economic development where convenient travel options are available. Endpoints in Chicago and Cleveland already act as
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intermodal stations.

The American Public Transportation Association evaluated the policy issues and fiscal impacts of financing high-speed passenger
rail (APTA, 2008). The construction and operating jobs created from implementing high-speed rail translates into increase federal
and station income taxes. APTA estimates that by year 10 when the MWRRI is completed, jobs created in Indiana would result in
accrued federal income tax of $135.0 million, and $58.1 million in state income taxes (2008 dollars). In years 20, 30 and 40 of
passenger rail operations, Indiana could see up to $111.4 million, $182.3 million and $276.7 million in state income tax,
respectively.

2B. Job Creation. Provide the following information about job creation through the life of the Corridor Program. Please
consider construction, maintenance and operations jobs.

o . FD/ . . Tenth full
Anticipated number of onsite and other [EEECosemRESSRRIN IS FUBTECIgY] Fifth full year year of
direct jobs created (on a 2080 work-hour Period operation of operation operation

per year, full-time equivalent basis).
4540

(3) Environmental Benefits. Please limit response to 6,000 characters.

How will the Corridor Program improve environmental quality, energy efficiency, and reduce in the Nation’s dependence
on o0il? Address the following:

e Any projected reductions in key emissions (CO2, 0% CO, PMx, and NOXx) and their anticipated effects. Provide any
available forecasts of emission reductions from a baseline of existing travel demand distribution by mode, for the first,
fifth, and tenth years of full operation (provide supporting documentation if available).

e Any expected energy and oil savings from traffic diversion from other modes and changes in the sources of energy for
transportation. Provide any available information on changes from the baseline of the existing travel demand distribution
by mode, for the first, fifth, and tenth years of full operation (provide supporting documentation if available).

e Use of green methods and technologies. Address green building design, “Leadership in Environmental and Energy Design
building design standards, green manufacturing methods, energy efficient rail equipment, and/or other environmentally-
friendly approaches.

Passenger rail transportation provides both user and non-user benefits in terms of reduced air and energy emissions because of
the efficiency of train travel compared to other modes and diverting passenger miles traveled from less efficient air and autos. The
Passenger Rail Working Group for the National Surface Transportation Board Policy and Revenue Commission noted that intercity
pasenger rail consumes 17 percent less energy per passenger mile than airlines and 21 percent less energy per passenger mile than
autos (http://www.dot.wisconsin.gov/projects/state/docs/prwg-report.pdf). Furthermore, the average intercity passenger train
produces 60 percent fewer CO2 emissions per passenger-mile than the average auto and half the GHG emissions of an airplane.
Other pollutants, such as nitrogen oxides are reduced as well.

In northwestern Indiana, between 1980 and 2000, population decreased one percent, but traffic volumes on major highways in
the region increased about 50 percent. The Northwestern Indiana Regional Planning Commission (NIRPC) recognizes that part of
this demand is the result of the region’s strategic location at the southern end of Lake Michigan. Many of the nation’s transportation
systems converge in the region, making orderly flow of goods and services a priority for transportation planning in the region.
According to the NIRPC’s long range transportation plan, three of the seven major east-west transcontinental interstate highways
cross through northwest Indiana. Trunk lines of three major eastern railroads pass through the region (Northwestern Indiana
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Regional Planning Commission. 2006. Northwestern Indiana Long Range Transportation Plan-Connections 2030). Introducing
passenger rail service in the Chicago-Cleveland corridor has significant potential to reduce congestion and related air emissions in
this heavily traveled corridor. For example, the Center for Clean Air Policy notes that by 2030, there are corridors within the Vision
for High Speed Rail in Amaerica that could potentially reduce GHG emissions by more than 8.7 million metric tons annually.

INDOT's Northern Indian/Northwestern Ohio Routing Study (TEMS, 2002) included a cost-benefit analysis of both user and
non-user benefits. The study estimated that the 30-year net present value of other mode user benefits to be over $49 millions due to
reduced airport congestion and over $94 million in reduced highway congestion. The reduced congestion and efficiency of rail
travel provides a resources NPV benefit of over $26 million in reduced airline energy consumption and $1.65 million in air
emissions reductions.

(4) Livable Communities Corridor Program Benefits Narrative. (For more information, see Section 5.1.1.3 of the
HSIPR Guidance, Livable Communities). Please limit response to 3,000 characters.

How will the Corridor Program foster Livable Communities? Address the following:

¢ Integration with existing high density, livable development: Provide specific examples, such as (a) central business
districts with walking/biking and (b) public transportation distribution networks with transit-oriented development.

e Development of intermodal stations: Describe such features as direct transfers to other modes (both intercity passenger
transport and local transit).

Passenger rail's contribution to livable communities are well documented. Indiana, as well as communities in the
Chicago-Cleveland corridor, are recognizing and implementing plans and policies to take advantage of the land use,
economic and enviromental benefits that passenger rail brings to local communities. The Passenger Rail Working Group
of the NSTB in its 2007 report, identifed specific benefits including: reduced congestion and greenhouse gas emissions,
encouraging denser rail-oriented development that benefit air and water quality, and increased mobility and economic
development in smaller communities. Passenger rail stations that are located in communities with transit supportive land
use policies and plans take maximum advantage of station area potential. Stations in downtown and dense urban areas
encourage redevelopment with mixed used housing, higher densities and multi-modal connections. Suburban stations
can focus economic development in a compact manner while further improving access to alternative travel modes.

The state of Indiana is supportive of rail development across the state, most notably in Indianapolis where there have
been a number of studies to identify corridors for future rail development, including Forward Momentum: Reporting on
the Need for Mass Transit in Central Indiana (Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce, 2009), Mass Transportation in
Central Indiana Survey (Indianapolis Chamber of Commerce, 2008), Northeast Corridor Rapid TransitAlternatives
Analysis Completion Study (Directions) (Indianapolis MPO, 2008) and Final Report: Central Indiana Commuter Rail
Feasibility Study (InDOT, 2008).

The City of Lafayette Indiana has also invested in high speed rail through their collaborative efforts with INDOT to
relocate CSX tracks (includes Amtrak service) to eliminate over 42 grade crossings. The project was a long term
program costing over $200 million that was completed in 2001. The City has also passed a current resolution in support
of high speed rail in the state of Indiana.

The endpoints of the Chicago-Cleveland corridor are located in well established stations in dense urban environments
with multi-modal connections. The Cleveland Comprehensive Plan (Connecting Cleveland, 2020 Citywide Plan, Draft)
specifically identifies transit oriented development as a key policy to strengthen the competitivenss of urban
communities. The Allen County/Ft. Wayne Comprehensive Land Use and Development Plan (Draft, January 2007)
includes Objectives and strategies suppporting more efficient land use patterns and specifically identifies the future
MWRRI passenger rail station as an important transit hub that will support multimodal connections.
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Corridor Program Name: IN-Chicago Cleveland-HSR Service Date of Submission: 10/1/09 Version Number: 1

E. Application Success Factors

(1) Project Management Approach and Applicant Qualifications Narrative. Please provide separate responses to
each of the following. Additional information on program management is provided in Section 5.1.2.1 of the HSIPR
Guidance, Project Management.

1A. Applicant qualifications.
Management experience: Does the applicant have experience in managing rail investments and Corridor Programs of a
similar size and scope to the one proposed in this application?

X Yes - Briefly describe experience (brief project(s) overview, dates)

] No- Briefly describe expected plan to build technical and managerial capacity. Provide reference to Project Management
Plan.

Please limit response to 3,000 characters.

INDOT recognizes that implementing the High Speed Intercity Rail Improvement Program will be significant. INDOT will
have to ramp up and draw upon project management experience within the organization to provide the capacity needed to
implement the projects being proposed and draw upon outside contractors to supplement some staffing needs. Specifically,
for implementation, INDOT will bring forward the complete capabilities of the 5,000 employee Department of
Transportation. INDOT’s overall staffing resources fit perfectly with the high speed rail needs since the planning and design
efforts associated with the Major Moves program are declining as the program shifts more efforts into the construction of the
program. The ability for INDOT to deliver a large rail program is demonstrated in the following ways:

INDOT Has Project Delivery Systems in Place --INDOT has extensive experience in delivering transportation infrastructure
across the state. There is a delivery methodology and project controls in place to guide the development and implementation
of a current $1 billion program that includes both large and small projects. The Rail Section has used these systems to
manage projects, schedules, resources, control costs, and record documentation of the project development process. The Rail
Section will continue to use these systems and draw upon other resources within the organization to increase capacity as
needed.

INDOT Has the Skills to Deliver a Major New Infrastructure Program -- INDOT’s Major Moves Program is implementing
new/additional highway infrastructure spending. Major Moves is a 10-year $12 billion program being implemented between
2006 and 2015. The state will invest nearly $12 billion on hundreds of new road construction, preservation, resurfacing and
other projects. New construction spending will quadruple, from $213 million in 2006, to $874 million in 2015. The total
construction program is likewise significant with $708 million in 2006, greater than $1 billion 2009-2014, and ending at
$1.458 billion in 2015 (http://www.in.gov/indot/files/Funding_Chart_2006-2015.pdf).

INDOT Has Delivered a Major Rail Infrastructure Project -- INDOT in conjunction with the City of Lafayette, IN completed
a $200 million rail infrastructure in May 2001. The project was one of the United States’ largest railroad/highway grade
crossing elimination projects which was completed after many years of planning and construction. A total of 42 grade
crossings and a section of street running were eliminated through line relocation in this project involving two NS and one
CSXT line through Lafayette. The CSXT line is also used by Amtrak trains between Indianapolis and Chicago.

Governor’s Support -- Governor Mitch Daniels along with seven other Midwest governors and Chicago’s Mayor Daily
signed a letter to U.S. Department of Transportation Secretary Ray LaHood indicated unified support for the MWRRI.

1B. Describe the organizational approach for the different Corridor Program stages included in this application (e.g.,
final design, construction), including the roles of staff, contractors and stakeholders in implementing the Corridor
Program. For construction activities, provide relevant information on work forces, including railroad contractors
and grantee contractors. Please limit response to 3,000 characters.

INDOT has developed an organization structure to leverage existing staff expertise, reallocate staffing as needed to fulfill
increased level of management of the program, and contract with consultants for additional expertise and staffing needs. The
organization chart within the Project Management Plan depicts the rail program management and coordination expertise to
be located within the central office and the decentralized District’s function would be to manage the construction delivery.
This dual structure allows expertise to be centralized and thus maximum utilization with the Districts providing local
coordination, local knowledge, and maximum ability to control construction outcomes.
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The organization structure creates a high level Passenger Rail Program Manager position whose responsibilities would

include:

. Overall management and coordination of the intercity passenger rail implementation, budget and schedule.

. Budget management activities include applying for federal funds, applying for state funds, tracking grants, and
assist in the development of annual state budget needs.

. Coordination with FRA, USDOT, other federal agencies, Amtrak, internal INDOT expert resources, adjacent states
for the corridor development, and stakeholders.

. Guide the development and implementation of standards for service levels, equipment, infrastructure, and stations.
. Lead role in procurement of consultants, design services, railroad services, operating equipment and related
maintenance facilities.

. Coordination and communication with MWRRI Steering Committee.

The final responsibility area in the organization structure is the creation of the Passenger Rail Major Project Management
section with the focus on specific corridor project development. This section would follow the model previously used for
major highway corridors. It would have a dedicated high level INDOT manager position that would be staffed by an
existing or reallocated INDOT position and have additional staffing via a consultant(s) program manager. The Major Project
Management section responsibilities would include:

. Overall management and coordination for the development of the Chicago-Cleveland corridor and Chicago-
Cincinnati corridor.

. Program and financial management activities include: budget development, cost monitoring, scheduling, contract
management, stakeholder information, environmental documentation and design development.

. Define the project needs and select a consultant program manager for each corridor. Overall consultant
management will include creating the environmental document, preliminary design, final design, permitting, bidding
documents, contractor selection and construction of projects within each corridor.

Coordination of INDOT Districts to oversee the contractor construction work, work done by freight railroads, and work done
by local communities.

1C. Does any part of the Corridor Program require approval by FRA of a waiver petition from a Federal railroad safety
regulation? (Reference to or discussion of potential waiver petitions will not affect FRA’s handling or disposition of
such waiver petitions).

[] YES- If yes, explain and provide a timeline for obtaining the waivers

XINO

Please limit response to 1,500 characters.

1D. Provide a preliminary self-assessment of Corridor Program uncertainties and mitigation strategies (consider funding
risk, schedule risk and stakeholder risk). Describe any areas in which the applicant could use technical assistance,
best practices, advice or support from others, including FRA. Please limit response to 2,000 characters.

The Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Program is a $2.8 billion program in 2010 dollars. With a program this size, the largest
uncertainty is the need to be successful in securing federal funding since states will not be able to self fund the program. The
second issue associated with funding will be securing any state funding to advance any needed project studies or potential
future program matches. Mitigation strategies will be success in securing funding through this application and other national
HSIPR funding sources. The MWRRI Steering Committee has demonstrated close collaboration among the states and will
be the mechanism for collaboration in securing state funding needs.

A second program uncertainty is the railroad agreements. Each railroad in the Chicago-Cleveland corridor has been
contacted throughout the MWRRI process, contacted during the application process, and they understand the project need
and are supportive (letters of support are included in the application).

Finally, it should be noted that the Midwest Regional Rail Initiative Steering Committee performed a quality audit in October
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2005 to identify any uncertainties associated with the implementation of the MWRRS. Areas audited included ridership and
revenue, operating costs, capital costs, and the financial plan. The audit found that the technical work performed in the four
areas was sound. The highest uncertainties were related to external factors that included negotiations with freight railroads
on access and capacity needs, federal and state funding availability, institutional development, development of train control
technologies, and dispatching coordination issues. Each of these uncertainty areas has been discussed above, within the
Project Management Plan, or within the overall program with the development of PTC systems.
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(2) Stakeholder Agreements Narrative. Additional information on Stakeholder Agreements is provided in Section
5.1.2.2 of the HSIPR Guidance.

Under each of the following categories, describe the applicant’s progress in developing requisite agreements with key
stakeholders. In addition to describing the current status of any such agreements, address the applicant’s experience in
framing and implementing similar agreements, as well as the specific topics pertaining to each category.

2A. Ownership Agreements — Describe how agreements will be finalized with railroad infrastructure owners listed in the
“Right-of-Way Ownership” and “Service Description” tables in Section B. If appropriate, “owner(s)” may also include
operator(s) under trackage rights or lease agreements. Describe how the parties will agree on Corridor Program design
and scope, benefits, implementation, use of Corridor Program property, maintenance, scheduling, dispatching and
operating slots, Corridor Program ownership and disposition, statutory conditions and other essential topics.
Summarize the status and substance of any ongoing or completed agreements. Please limit response to 3,000
characters.

The Indiana Department of Transportation has contacted each freight railroad on the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor
regarding this application:

1) Norfolk Southern Railway

2) CSX Transportation (owner of the southern route in Indiana)

3) Maumee and Western Railroad

4) Indiana and Ohio Railroad

5) Chicago, Fort Wayne and Eastern Railroad (leasee of the CSX southern route in Indiana)

Letters in support of this application are attached.

The final infrastructure improvements associated with the level of passenger rail service called for in the Chicago-
Cleveland Corridor Program will be confirmed in detailed capacity modeling/operations analyisis work. This modeling
work will be conducted as a part of the preliminary engineering and project NEPA process to be funded with federal
grant funds requested in this application. The results of this modeling process will be used to negotiate and develop a
written agreement between each affected railroad and three states of Indiana, Ohio and Illinois. Each state will be
expected to provide infrastructure improvement funding obtained from federal grant sources for various portions of the
corridor within their boundaries.

2B. Operating Agreements — Describe the status and contents of agreements with the intended operator(s) listed in
“Services” table in the Application Overview section above. Address Corridor Program benefits, operation and financial
conditions, statutory conditions, and other relevant topics. Please limit response to 3,000 characters.

The operator of the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor service will be Amtrak based on a negotiated operating agreement
executed jointly with the states of Indiana, Ohio and Illinois. This agreement would specify the level of service offered,
performance standards, penalties for not meeting performance standards, operating costs, and operating cost sharing among
the three states based on a combination of such factors as passenger-miles, passenger origins and destinations, and train-
miles within each state’s borders. The MWRRS plan specifies Amtrak as the “default operator” of the nine-state system
subject to this type of negotiated operating agreement.

Operating equipment obtained with federal funding will be owned (or deeded to Amtrak) as appropriate by each state
(Indiana, Ohio and Illinois) based on metrics similar to those listed above, and the equipment will be operated by Amtrak in a
regional equipment pool.

2C. Selection of Operator — If the proposed operator railroad was not selected competitively, please provide a justification
for its selection, including why the selected operator is most qualified, taking into account cost and other quantitative
and qualitative factors, and why the selection of the proposed operator will not needlessly increase the cost of the
Corridor Program or of the operations that it enables or improves. Please limit response to 3,000 characters.
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Amtrak has been selected as the operator based on the long-held MWRRS Plan identifying Amtrak as the “default
operator” for the System. Amtrak offers advantages in that it has statutory rights of access to US freight railroads, which
other operators do not have. These rights of access were further strengthened in the Passenger Rail Investment and
Improvement Act (PRIIA) passed by Congress in 2008, which gives the Surface Transportation Board additional
authority to adjudicate operating disagreements between Amtrak and host freight railroads for both existing and
proposed new services. Under current federal law, Indiana, Ohio and Illinois continue to have the right to pursue other
operators if Amtrak does not meet the performance standards identified in the operating agreement. This opportunity to
pursue other operators serves to protect the states against needless cost increases. Under PRIIA the Surface
Transportation Board has been empowered to review and if necessary establish cost-sharing agreements between
Amtrak, states and commuter railroads to further protect the public interest.

2D. Other Stakeholder Agreements — Provide relevant information on other stakeholder agreements including State and
local governments. Please limit response to 3,000 characters.

Multiple stakeholders throughout the state of Indiana have expressed support for the high speed intercity passenger rail
program. The following is a summary of the stakeholder and supporting materials are also being submitted.

1.) Resolution in support of the intercity passenger rail initiative in Indiana by the Northeastern Indiana Regional
Coordinating Council

2.) Resolution No. 10-01, a resolution requesting support of the Midwest Regional Rail Initiative, by the City of West
Lafayette, Indiana.

3.) Resolution No. 2000-22, a resolution requesting support of the Midwest Regional Rail Initiative, by the City of
Lafayette, Indiana.

4.) Resolution 09-15, a resolution of the northwestern Indiana Regional Planning Commission supporting the Midwest
High Speed Rail Plan.

5.) Support letter — Northwestern Indiana Regional Planning Commission

6.) Support letter — City of Crawfordsville

7.) Support letter — signed by Columbus Mayor, Valparaiso Mayor, Greensburg Mayor, Warsaw Mayor, Hobart Mayor,
West Lafayette Mayor, Lafayette Mayor, Whiting Mayor, and Michigan City Mayor.

8.) Support letter — signed by Associate State Director Community Outreach AARP Indiana, Indiana High Speed Rail
Association, The Downtown Fort Wayne Economic Development Improvement District, Indiana Rail Transportation
Group, Environmental Law and Policy Center, Governor’s Private Sector Designee Midwest Interstate Passenger Rail
Commission, Executive Director Alliance for Health Promotion, Chairman and CEO Steel Dynamics Inc., Hoosier
Environmental Council, West Lafayette Go Greener Commission, and Indiana Citizens’ Alliance for Transit.

9.) Support letter — signed by Greater Lafayette Commerce, Lafayette-West Lafayette Chamber of Commerce,
Crawfordsville/Montgomery County Chamber of Commerce, Lakeshore Chamber of Commerce, Columbus Area
Chamber of Commerce, Shelby County Chamber of Commerce, Greensburg/Decatur County Chamber of Commerce,
and Beech Grove Chamber of Commerce.

10.) Support letter — signed by Mayor of Fort Wayne and three Commissioners of Allen County.

11.) Support letter — signed by the President of the Fort Wayne Downtown Improvement District

12.) Support letter — signed by the President of the Northeast Indiana Corporate Council

13.) Support letter — signed by the President/CEO of the Northeast Indiana Regional Partnership

14.) Support letter — signed by the President of the Young Leaders of Northeast Indiana

2E. Agreements with operators of other types of rail service - Are benefits to non-intercity passenger rail services (e.g.,
commuter, freight) foreseen? Describe any cost sharing agreements with operators of non-intercity passenger rail
service (e.g., commuter, freight). Please limit response to 3,000 characters.

The only commuter rail service operating concurrently with the proposed Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Service is heavy
rail transit service operated by the Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority (GCRTA) in the vicinity of the
proposed Southwest Cleveland Station. The GCRTA has been contacted by the Ohio Department of Transportation.
Any operating agreements with GCRTA or other transit or commuter rail authorities will be negotiated and executed
after the completion of NEPA documentation, preliminary engineering and capacity analysis work to be conducted with
funding requested in this application.

Page 25
Form FRA F 6180.133 (07-09)



Track 2 OMB No. 2130-0583

(3) Financial Information
3A. Capital Funding Sources. Please provide the following information about your funding sources (if applicable).

Non FRA New or Dollar % of Deszlrjlbeour;:ilgaded
Funding Existing Status of Amount y pporting
. S Type of Funds P Program  documentation to help
Sources Funding Funding (millions of . .
Cost FRA verify funding
Source?
I e e e T source
Indiana General General
Fund Obligation New Planned Revenue $24.0 7.8% Planned -- not obligated
New Committed
New Committed
New Committed

3B. Capital Investment Financial Agreements. Describe any cost sharing contribution the applicant intends to make towards
the Corridor Program, including its source, level of commitment, and agreement to cover cost increases or financial
shortfalls. Describe the status and nature of any agreements between funding stakeholders that would provide for the
applicant’s proposed match, including the responsibilities and guarantees undertaken by the parties. Provide a brief
description of any in-kind matches that are expected. Please limit response to 3,000 characters.

The Indiana Department Department of Transportation has made a substantial in-kind contribution of staff time associated
with overseeing the preparation of this application along with the provision of state funds for consultant assistance. As federal
funding is provided for the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Program, the level of INDOT staff resources required to manage it will
substantially increase over time. The new organizational structure proposed in the Program Management Plan provides evidence of
the large in-kind commitment of Indiana Department of Transportation staff resources for program and project management that will
be associated with any federal grant funding provided to implement the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Program.

3C. Corridor Program Sustainability and Operating Financial Plan.

Please report on the Applicant’s projections of future financial requirements to sustain the service by completing the table
below (in YOE dollars) and answering the following question. Describe the source, nature, share, and likelihood of each
identified funding source that will enable the State to satisfy its projected financial support requirements to sustain the
operation of the service addressed in this Corridor Program. Please limit response to 2,000 characters.

o] The State of Indiana has a long history of successfully managing all phases of a major state multimodal
transportation program. The state has powers of taxation, as well as state bonding, subject to balanced budget requirements
that will allow it to appropriate the funds needed to cover its share of any operating or capital cost not covered by federal
funding associated with the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Program. Indiana like most states will need to pass specific
appropriations legislation to provide funding to cover projected short term operational losses and future state match funds
that may be required with federal funding. It is important to remember that the first full year of service will not be until
2018. The current Indiana state biennial budget runs through June 30, 2011. Any operating deficits will thus be addressed
in the biennial budget for the years July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2019 — four state budget sessions from now. Given that
this Program is just moving into the preliminary engineering and NEPA documentation phase, it is premature and unrealistic
for the state legislature to make any commitment for these purposes until more detailed information is available on costs,

4 Reference Notes: The following categories and definitions are applied to funding sources:

Committed: Committed sources are programmed capital funds that have all the necessary approvals (e.g. legislative referendum) to be used to fund the proposed phase
without any additional action. These capital funds have been formally programmed in the State Rail Plan and/or any related local, regional, or State Capital Investment
Program CIP or appropriation. Examples include dedicated or approved tax revenues, State capital grants that have been approved by all required legislative bodies, cash
reserves that have been dedicated to the proposed phase, and additional debt capacity that requires no further approvals and has been dedicated by the sponsoring agency to
the proposed phase.

Budgeted: This category is for funds that have been budgeted and/or programmed for use on the proposed phase but remain uncommitted, i.e., the funds have not yet
received statutory approval. Examples include debt financing in an agency-adopted CIP that has yet to be committed in their near future. Funds will be classified as budgeted
where available funding cannot be committed until the grant is executed, or due to the local practices outside of the phase sponsor's control (e.g., the phase development
schedule extends beyond the State Rail Program period).

Planned: This category is for funds that are identified and have a reasonable chance of being committed, but are neither committed nor budgeted. Examples include
proposed sources that require a scheduled referendum, requests for State/local capital grants, and proposed debt financing that has not yet been adopted in the agency's CIP.
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environmental and social impacts.

The Financal Plan indicates that Operating losses will occur during the early years of operation. As MWRRI ridership
continues to grow, the Chicago to Cleveland corridor will develop a surpus of revenues to expenditures. This surplus will be
reinvested in the capital plant of the rail corridor. It is not a common practice for states to otherwise fund a “sinking fund”
for future capital investments required for equipment and other capital costs. Most states including Indiana use bonding or in
some cases current appropriations to fund capital investments as they are needed. See Question 4 for a list of existing state
statutes providing statutory authority to manage and fund the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Program.

Note: Please enter supporting projections in the Track 2 Application Supporting Forms, and submit related funding
agreements or other documents with the Supporting Materials described in Part G of this Track 2 Application. The
numbers entered in this table must agree with analogous numbers in the Supporting Forms.

Projected Totals by Year

($ Millions Year Of Expenditure (YOE)* Dollars - One Decimal)

Funding Requirement Baseline

(as identified on the Actual-FY 2009
Supporting Form) Levels First full year of Fifth full year of Tenth full year of

(State operating operation operation operation
subsidy for FY 2009
if existing service)

Indicate the Fiscal Year

Surplus/deficit after capital asset
renewal charge® N/A ($18.3) $0.5 $5.0

Total Non-FRA sources of
funds applicable to the

surplus/deficit after capital asset N/A $0 $0 $0
renewal

Funding Requirements for

which Available Funds Are Not
Identified N/A ($18.3) surplus surplus

* Year-of-Expenditure (YOE) dollars are inflated from the base year. Applicants should include their proposed inflation assumptions (and methodology, if applicable)
in the supporting documentation.

Note: Data reported in this section should be consistent with the information provided in the Operating and Financial Performance supporting form for this application.

® The “capital asset renewal charge” is an annualized provision for future asset replacement, refurbishment, and
expansion. It is the annualized equivalent to the “continuing investments” defined in the FRA’s Commercial Feasibility
Study of high-speed ground transportation (High-Speed Ground Transportation for America, September 1997, available
at http://www.fra.dot.gov/us/content/515 (see pages 5-6 and 5-7).
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(4) Financial Management Capacity and Capability — Provide audit results and/or other evidence to describe applicant
capability to absorb potential cost overruns, financial shortfalls identified in 3C, or financial responsibility for potential
disposition requirements (include as supporting documentation as needed). Provide statutory references/ legal authority to
build and oversee a rail capital investment. Please limit response to 3,000 characters.

The State of Indiana, like the states of Illinois and Ohio, has a long history of successfully managing all phases of a major
state multimodal transportation program. The state has powers of taxation, as well as state bonding, subject to balanced
budget requirements that will allow it to appropriate the funds needed to cover its share of any operating or capital cost not
covered by federal funding associated with the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Program. The following Indiana State Statutes
provide the basic statutory authority for the Indiana Department of Transportation to fund, manage and implement the
Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Program:

I.C. 8-3-1.5-18--INDOT may spend any sums appropriated for modernization and rebuilding of any rail properties owned by
the state or by a private carrier

I.C. 8-3-1.5-17--INDOT may purchase railroad rolling stock, equipment, and machinery for operation and maintenance of
any rail properties

I.C. 8-3-1.5-5--department may acquire rail and non-rail property

I.C. 8-3-15-19--INDOT may contract with others to provide, maintain or improve rail service on properties acquired by the
state

I.C. 8-3-1.7-2(a)(4)--The Industrial Rail Service Fund may be used to provide money for high speed rail development fund
I.C. 8-3-1.5-14--funds for carrying out purposes of the chapter

1.C. 8-23-25--high speed rail development fund

1.C. 8-23-2-6(a)(16)--money from the state highway fund may not be used to provide operating subsidies to support a public
transportation system or a commuter transportation system. (There is no similar limitation on the use of general funds)
Illinois and Ohio have similar statutory authority (see Track 2 applications being submitted by Illinois and Ohio)

(5) Timeliness of Corridor Program Completion — Provide the following information on the dates and duration of key
activities, if applicable. For more information, see Section 5.1.3.1 of the HSIPR Guidance, Timeliness of Corridor Program

Completion.

Final Design Duration: 18 months
Construction Duration: 40 months

Rolling Stock Acquisition/Refurbishment Duration: 27 months

Service Operations Start date: 05/2017 (mm/yyyy)

(6) If applicable, describe how the Corridor Program will promote domestic manufacturing, supply and industrial
development, including furthering United States-based equipment manufacturing and supply industries. Please
limit response to 1,500 characters.

This $2.36 billion (2010$) Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Program will involve expenditures of over $2.06 billion for
infrastructure and $292.7 million for rolling stock both of which will further domestic manufacturing , supply and
industrial development. Federal Buy America provisions will apply to all procurement activities. For example, the
corridor program will involve the expenditure of $1.22 billion for track and track structures which will benefit the
nation’s steel industry and domestic track manufacturers. It will also benefit the producers of concrete ties and bridge
structures. Over $335.8 million will be expended for communications and signaling which will benefit U.S electronic
industries and signal component manufacturers. The implementation of positive train control will advance the
technological competence of the U.S signal industry. The United States currently has no domestic supplier of high
speed coaches and locomotives. The purchase of eight high speed train sets for the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor
Program at a cost of $292.7 million as a part of planned ultimate pool of 63 train sets for the Midwest Regional Rail
System will advance the development of the domestic passenger equipment supply industry.
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(7) If applicable, describe how the Corridor Program will help develop United States professional railroad
engineering, operating, planning and management capacity needed for sustainable IPR development in the
United States. Please limit response to 1,500 characters.

The implementation of the $2.36 billion (2010$) Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Program will involve the expenditure of over
$284.8 million in professional services for rail design engineers, signal design engineers, planners and operations
analysts. The sustained demand for these services offered by the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor Program over a seven-
year build-out period will serve to develop the rail professional services industry. Public sector passenger rail capacity
building is demonstrated by the state transportation organizational structure proposed in the Chicago-Cleveland
Corridor Project Management Plan. This major project and others like it throughout the country will clearly increase
the management capacity of state transportation agencies. The implementation of the Chicago-Cleveland Corridor
Service will also involve the employment of a significant number of operating employees such as locomotive engineers,
conductors, on-board service providers and associated management and support personnel. The MWRRS Plan
estimates that over 1,200 additional operating personnel will be required with full build out of the 3,000 mile system.
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Corridor Program Name: IN-Chicago Cleveland-HSR Service Date of Submission: 10/1/09 Version Number: 1

F. Additional Information

(1) Please provide any additional information, comments, or clarifications and indicate the section and question number
that you are addressing (e.g., Section E, Question 1B). This section is optional.

Section B, Question 5, Describe the Service Objectives

The CHI CLE corridor will have 8 trains per day versus Amtrak's current one per day (i.e. Additional
Service Frequencies), trains will be more reliable and have enhanced passenger amendities (i.e.
Improved Service Quality), Indiana and Ohio have existing Amtrak service that would have better on
time performance with the improvements (i.e. Improved On-Time Performance on Existing Route),
there is a southern alternative that was the recommended corridor in MWRRI (i.e. potential to
Reroute Existing Service), and MWRRI shows shorter trip times when the plan is implemented (i.e.
Ncreased Average Speeds/SHorter Trip Times).

Section B, Question 6 Right-of-Way Ownership (additional railroads that do not fit in the table)

Type of Railroad -- Regional or Short Line Freight

Railroad Right-of-Way Owner -- Indiana & Ohio Railway

Route Miles -- 8.2 miles

Track Miles -- 8.2 miles

Status of agreements to implement projects -- No agreement but host railroad supports project

It should also be noted that a portion of the CSX line from Tolleston to Fort Wayne is operated by the
Chicago Fort Wayne and Eastern Railroad.

Section B, Question 7, Services (additional railroads that do not fit in the table)
Type of Service: Freight

Railroad Right of Way Owner: Maumee & Western Railroad

Top Speed within Boundaries (Freight): 10mph

Top Speed within Boundaries (Passenger): N/A

Number of Route Miles Within Boundaries: 56.9

Average Number of Daily One-way train Operations within Boundaries: 2
Notes:

Type of Service: Freight

Railroad Right of Way Owner: Indiana & Ohio Railway

Top Speed within Boundaries (Freight): 25 mph

Top Speed within Boundaries (Passenger): N/A

Number of Route Miles Within Boundaries: 8.2

Average Number of Daily One-way train Operations within Boundaries: 2
Notes:

Type of Service: Commuter
Railroad Right of Way Owner: Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority
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Top Speed within Boundaries (Freight): N/A

Top Speed within Boundaries (Passenger): 50 mph

Number of Route Miles Within Boundaries: 12.0

Average Number of Daily One-way train Operations within Boundaries: 192
Notes: Data from published schedule and call to Mike Schipper at GCRTS

Type of Service: Commuter

Railroad Right of Way Owner: Metra

Top Speed within Boundaries (Freight): N/A

Top Speed within Boundaries (Passenger): 45 mph

Number of Route Miles Within Boundaries: 4

Average Number of Daily One-way train Operations within Boundaries:
Notes: number of trains from published schedule

Section B, Question 10 Master Project List -- A recommendation in the Northern Indiana / Northwest
Ohio Routing Study was to include $30 million ($48.5 million 2010) for infrastructure upgrades to the
NICTD. These costs were not included as part of the application since they are associated with
commuter rail and thus not eligible.

Section C, Question 3 Establish Completion of Service NEPA Documentation and Question 4 Indicate if
there is an environmental decision from FRA -- INDOT and the MWRRI states have advanced
elements of the service level NEPA, including an Alternatives Analysis of the Chicago Cleveland
Corridor and the South of the Lake Corridor). These analyses are corridor-level reviews of potential
corridors for passenger rail service in the corridor, evaluation criteria focused on service and
engineering criteria that screened the most feasible corridors that could connect major population
centers, reduce travel times, and increase frequency and reliable passenger rail service.
Environmental and economic benefits of MWRRI corridors are documented in a 2006 study prepared
for the MWRRI states. Concurrent with these studies, INDOT conducted a statewide public
information program that included reviews information on the Chicago-Cleveland corridor. The next
steps will be to incorporate the analyses into a formal NEPA process to complete agency consultation,
develop track schematics and complete an environmental review.

The following studies support Tier I, Service Level NEPA (these are include as attachment in the
applicaton in the Service NEPA attachment):

1.) Midwest Regional Rail Initiative Benefit Cost and Economic Analysis (2006)

2.) Northern Indiana/Northwestern Ohio Routing Study. Prepared by Transportation Management and
Economic Systems, Inc. for Indiana Dept. of Transportation, Ohio Dept. of Transportation and
National Rail Passenger Corporation. November, 2002.

3.) Detroit-Chicago High Speed Rail Corridor Study Update ““South of the Lake”. Amtrak Purchase
Order S-049-31385. Prepared by HNTB Corporation forlllinois Dept. of Transportation, Indiana
Dept. of Transportation and Michigan Dept. of Transportation. December 2004 Update.

4.)The Indiana Passenger Rail Initiative: Taking a Bold Track into a New Century. Prepared by Blalock
and Brown for the Indiana Dept. of Transportation. March, 2002.
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Section D, Question 1 B Operational and Ridership Benefits Metrics, Average train operating delays;
minutes of enroute delays per 10,000 train-miles (methodology)

Total trips were calculated based on 365 days in the year multiplied by the number of trips provided (4
for Amtrak and 8 for MWRRI). Next delay was calculated by taking the number of trips times the
%that are delayed and then a 10 minute delay was conservatively used. Train miles are provided in
the Financial Plan which was divided by 10,000. The delay calculation was then divided by the train
miles per 10,000.

Section D Public Return on Investment, Questions 2-4, Additional Refernece Information:

Environmental and Economic Benefits Resources

MWRRI economic benefits:

http://www.dot.wisconsin.gov/projects/state/docs/mwrri-economic.pdf

American Public Transportation Association. June 25, 2008.
http://www.apta.com/gap/policyresearch/Documents/apta_mwrr_final_report _062508.pdf

Vision for the Future, US intercity passenger rail network through 2050

http://www.dot.wisconsin.gov/projects/state/docs/prwg-report.pdf

Financing High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail with Tax Credit Bonds: Policy Issues and Fiscal
Impacts. Prepared by Mercator Advisors, LLC and Vantage Point Associates, Inc.

Supporting Planning documents

Cleveland 2020 comprehensive plan includes TOD policies — connecting Cleveland, 2020 Citywide Plan
http://planning.city.cleveland.oh.us/cwp/SummaryGoals.php?section=ti

Indiana has increased interest in investing in passenger rail
http://www.hecweb.org/File/Update_on_Central_Indiana_Transit_--HEC--June_2009.pdf

Allen county/Ft. Wayne
http://www.planyourcommunity.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=12&Itemid=12
Lafayette supports rail investment

http://www.lafayette.in.gov/egov/docs/1204236542_890045.pdf
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Corridor Program Name: IN-Chicago Cleveland-HSR Service Date of Submission: 10/1/09 Version Number: 1

G.Summary of Application Materials

Note: In addition to the requirements listed below, applicants must comply with all requirements set
forth in the HSIPR Guidance and all applicable Federal laws and regulations, including the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) and the Passenger Rail Investment and
Improvement Act of 2008 (PRIIA).

. Required
gLl o for Projects
Application Forms Corridor J Reference |  Comments
[See Note
Programs
Below]
HSIPR
X] This Application Form 4 Guidance

Section 4.3.3.3

X Corridor Service Overview HSIPR
(Same Corridor Service Overview may 4 Guidance
be used for multiple applications) Section 4.3.3.3
. Required REEIEe
Supporting Forms for for
(Forms are provided by FRA on Grant " Corridor Projects Reference Comments
Solutions and the FRA website) [See Note
Programs
Below]
HSIPR
XI General Info v v Guidance FRI':A‘WE%(CE‘I
Section 4.3.5
HSIPR
X] Detailed Capital Cost Budget 4 4 Guidance FRﬁorEn)icel
Section 4.3.5
HSIPR
X Annual Capital Cost Budget 4 v Guidance FRI':AorEn):CGI
Section 4.3.5
X Operating and Financial Performance HS.IPR FRA Excel
and Any Related Financial Forms Y Guidance Form
y Section 5.3.5
HSIPR
X Program or Project Schedule 4 v Guidance FRﬁorEn)icel
Section 4.3.5
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Required
for
Corridor
Programs

Supporting Documents

(Documents to be generated and provided
by the applicant)

X] Map of Corridor Service v

OMB No. 2130-0583

Required
for

Projects Reference Comments

[See Note
Below]

Corridor
Service
Overview
Question B.2

X Service Development Plan 4

HSIPR
Guidance
Section
1.6.2

Xl “Service” NEPA v

HSIPR
Guidance
Section
1.6.2

X Project Management Plan v

HSIPR
Guidance
Section
4332

] “Project” NEPA (Required before
obligation of funds)

HSIPR
Guidance
Section
1.6.2

X PE Materials v

HSIPR
Guidance
Section
1.6.2

X Stakeholder Agreements 4

HSIPR
v Guu!ance
Section
4332

X] Financial Plan v

HSIPR
Guidance
Section
4.3.3.2

X] Job Creation v

HSIPR
Guidance
Section
1.6.2

Required
for
Corridor
Programs

Standard Forms

(Can be found on the FRA website and
www.forms.gov)
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Required
for
Projects Reference Comments
[See Note
Below]
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HSIPR
X] SF 424: Application for Federal v Guidance =
) . orm
Assistance Section
4333
. HSIPR
X %I:O;‘]f;?gc.til;dget Information- , Guidance Form
Section 4.3.3.3
HSIPR
X] SF 424D: Assurances-Construction 4 Guidance Form
Section 4.3.3.3
HSIPR
X] FRA Assurances Document v Guidance Form
Section 4.3.3.3

grant award.

Note: Items checked under “Corridor Programs” are required at the time of submission of this Track
2 Corridor Programs application. Items checked under “Projects” are optional at the time of
submission of this Track 2 Corridor Programs application, but required prior to FD/Construction

PRA Public Protection Statement: Public reporting burden for this information collection is estimated to average 16 hours per response, including
the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the
collection of information. According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, a federal agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not
required to respond to, nor shall a person be subject to a penalty for failure to comply with, a collection of information unless it displays a currently

valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number for this information collection is 2130-0583.
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