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- Premium Products

- Capture Asset Value
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• Strategic Partnerships

• Mexico Market

• Market Research Initiatives

– Lane Balance Opportunities

– Non-Seasonal Baseload Customers

– Non-Peak Vs. Peak
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Lane Evaluation

Description

Units +4%

Revenue +5%

Revenue Per Car +1%

Traffic  (% of Lane)

Domestic               31%

International                 69%

Operating Statistics

Train Starts                        +3%

Loads Per Train               +7%

Double Stack Percent +9%

Horsepower/Trailing Ton -7%

Train Length               +2%
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• Lane Organizational Structure

• Tactical Working Team

• Quarterly Lane Reviews

• Monthly Business Team Reviews

• Quarterly Senior Management Reviews
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Line-of-Road

– Train Frequency

– Train Size

– Slot & Stack Utilization

– Horsepower per Trailing Ton

Terminal

– Lift Productivity

– Dwell Time

– Gate Processing
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• Operational Drivers

• Network Redesign

– Day of Week Volume

– Customer Commitment 
Rationalization

– Business Rules - 
Annulments/Consolidations
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 Operational Drivers

– Customer - Data Sharing

– Assessorial Collection

– Reduced Free Time

– Increased Storage Rates
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Lane Evaluation

Description

Units +24%
Revenue +20%

Revenue Per Car -3%

Traffic  (% of Lane)

Domestic               35%

International                 65%

Operating Statistics

Train Starts                        +12%

Loads Per Train               +11%

Double Stack Percent +4%

Horsepower/Trailing Ton -3%

Train Length               +11%
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• Increase Train Length

• Reduce Terminal Gate Processing Time

• Reduce Lifts per Unit Handled

• Price Improvement

• Truck-Like Fuel Price Recovery
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