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ñFixer-Upperò
From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia

A fixer-upper is a real-estate property 

that will require maintenance work to 

redecorate, reconstruct or redesign.  

They are popular with buyers who 

wish to raise the propertyôs potential 

value to get a return on investment.  



Intercity Passenger Rail 

Development

1. Service Characteristics

2. Engineering Analysis

3. Economic Analysis

4. Return on Investment

5. PDP and Amtrak Start-up

6. A Brief History of  Ohio Rail Planning



Midwest Regional Rail SystemMidwest Regional Rail System



Passenger Service Concept:

ñFast, Frequent, and Reliableò

ÅOn -time

ÅCompetitive         

Travel Times

ÅSame -day                  

Round trips

ÅIntermodal 

connections

ÅAmenities



Trips in 2025

Ohio Hub 9.4 million

MWRRS 13.6 million



Optimized Train Frequencies

Cleveland Hub:

64 Trains/Day

32 Arrivals 

32 Departures

Columbus Hub:

80 Trains/Day

40 Arrivals 

40 Departures

Toledo Hub:

76 Trains/Day

38 Arrivals 

38 Departures



Rehabilitation:

ÅExisting tracks and bridges

Upgrades:

ÅClass of track

ÅSignal technology

ÅCrossing safety devices

Construction of New 

Capacity: 

ÅDouble/triple tracking

ÅFlyovers

ÅBypass tracks

ÅImproved Terminals

Engineering Analysis



Engineering Analysis:

Å79ðmph   

FRA Class 4

Å90ðmph   

FRA Class 5

Å110 ðmph 

FRA Class 6

Å125 ðmph 

FRA Class 7



Engineering Analysis:
Cleveland-Toledo-Detroit:  Capital Costs 

Cost Category

Modern Scenario

79 - MPH

High-Speed Scenario

110- MPH

% Increase in 

Cost for the 

High-Speed 

Scenario from 

the Modern 

Scenario

Cost

(1000s)

% of Total 

Segment 

Cost

Cost

(1000s)

% of Total 

Segment 

Cost

Trackwork $254,965 42.33% $282,612 43.10% 10.84%

Turnouts $12,958 2.15% $14,841 2.26% 14.53%

Curves $711 0.12% $711 0.11% 0.00%

Signals $65,069 10.80% $69,818 10.65% 7.30%

Stations/Facilities $13,036 2.16% $13,036 1.99% 0.00%

Bridge-Under $36,722 6.10% $48,127 7.34% 31.06%

Bridge-Over $19,948 3.31% $19,948 3.04% 0.00%

Crossings $21,667 3.60% $29,262 4.46% 35.05%

Segment Total $425,076 70.57% $478,355 72.96% 12.53%

Placeholder $177,302 29.43% $177,302 27.04% 0.00%

TOTAL $602,378 100.00% $655,657 100.00% 8.84%



Ridership, Passenger-Mile and Revenue

all in Millions; MWRRS always 110-mph Ridership Pass-Miles Revenue Yield Ridership Pass-Miles Revenue Yield

Chicago-Michigan 110-mph 3.87 606.43 $136 $0.22 3.87 614.22 $136 $0.22

Chicago-FTW-Toledo 110-mph 2.11 324.98 $87 $0.27 2.39 371.95 $99 $0.27

Chicago-Cincinnati 110-mph 1.36 200.65 $59 $0.29 1.39 204.74 $60 $0.29

TOTAL MWRRS East Corridors 7.34 1132.05 $282 $0.25 7.66 1190.90 $295 $0.25

Cleveland-Cincinnati 1.60 167.53 $40 $0.24 2.56 267.34 $100 $0.38

Cleveland-Detroit 1.52 136.88 $28 $0.21 2.23 199.98 $51 $0.25

Cleveland-Niagara Falls 0.59 75.73 $18 $0.23 0.91 116.47 $45 $0.39

Cleveland-Pittsburgh 0.60 64.31 $17 $0.26 0.86 92.94 $30 $0.32

Subtotal OHIO Base 4.30 444.45 $103 $0.23 6.56 676.73 $226 $0.33

Pittsburgh-Columbus 0.62 62.11 $14 $0.22 0.92 90.86 $25 $0.27

Columbus-Ft Wayne 0.79 93.54 $20 $0.22 1.12 142.20 $36 $0.25

Columbus-Toledo 0.53 62.36 $14 $0.22 0.75 94.80 $24 $0.25

Subtotal OHIO Incremental 1.94 218.01 $48 $0.22 2.78 327.85 $85 $0.26

TOTAL OHIO HUB 6.24 662.46 150.59 $0.23 9.34 1004.58 311.20 $0.31

79-mph OHIO HUB 110-mph OHIO HUB

Engineering Analysis
79-mph vs. 110 ïmph

Ridership (Year 2025)



Ridership, Passenger-Mile and Revenue

all in Millions; MWRRS always 110-mph Ridership Pass-Miles Revenue Yield Ridership Pass-Miles Revenue Yield

Chicago-Michigan 110-mph 3.87 606.43 $136 $0.22 3.87 614.22 $136 $0.22

Chicago-FTW-Toledo 110-mph 2.11 324.98 $87 $0.27 2.39 371.95 $99 $0.27

Chicago-Cincinnati 110-mph 1.36 200.65 $59 $0.29 1.39 204.74 $60 $0.29

TOTAL MWRRS East Corridors 7.34 1132.05 $282 $0.25 7.66 1190.90 $295 $0.25

Cleveland-Cincinnati 1.60 167.53 $40 $0.24 2.56 267.34 $100 $0.38

Cleveland-Detroit 1.52 136.88 $28 $0.21 2.23 199.98 $51 $0.25

Cleveland-Niagara Falls 0.59 75.73 $18 $0.23 0.91 116.47 $45 $0.39

Cleveland-Pittsburgh 0.60 64.31 $17 $0.26 0.86 92.94 $30 $0.32

Subtotal OHIO Base 4.30 444.45 $103 $0.23 6.56 676.73 $226 $0.33

Pittsburgh-Columbus 0.62 62.11 $14 $0.22 0.92 90.86 $25 $0.27

Columbus-Ft Wayne 0.79 93.54 $20 $0.22 1.12 142.20 $36 $0.25

Columbus-Toledo 0.53 62.36 $14 $0.22 0.75 94.80 $24 $0.25

Subtotal OHIO Incremental 1.94 218.01 $48 $0.22 2.78 327.85 $85 $0.26

TOTAL OHIO HUB 6.24 662.46 150.59 $0.23 9.34 1004.58 311.20 $0.31

79-mph OHIO HUB 110-mph OHIO HUB

Engineering Analysis
79-mph vs. 110 ïmph

Revenue (Year 2025)



Freight Railroad Involvement

ÅAdvanced òpolicyódiscussion

ÅClarified the òplanning goalsó

ÅSpecified report language



Freight Railroad Key Issues

ÅTrack Specifications

ÅAccess to track and ROW

ÅTrack maintenance costs



Major Flyover at CP Scioto





Economic Analysis
FRA Commercial Feasibility Report to Congress                       

Sets criteria for establishing                               

project feasibility:

1. The ratio of operating 

revenues to operating 

costs; and

2. The ratio of total project 

benefits to total project 

costs



Ohio Hub

System

The Feasibility Analysis combines  

the Ohio Hub and MWRRS (east)                       

into a single 2,300-mile passenger rail network

72 stations - 10 corridors - 33 million people - in 6 States and Ontario, Canada



Operating Costs (110-MPH)
(Year 2025)  

 

$22.4
$19.5

$56.1
$20.6

$23.1

$10.7

$7.6

$4.6

$13.0

$7.8

$10.2

$6.1

Train Crew

OBS

Equipment

Fuel

Track

Insurance

T-Agent and CC Comm

Sales + Call Ctr

Stations

Admin and Mgt

Feeder Bus

Operator Profit
$202 million



Corridor Revenue Cost Rev/TM Cost/TM Surplus Op Ratio Riders Psgr Miles Load Fctr Trip Len Yield

Chicago-Michigan $136 $97 $47.73 $34.12 $39 1.40 3.87 614.2 0.72 159 $0.22

Chicago-FTW-Toledo $99 $64 $53.72 $34.81 $35 1.54 2.39 371.9 0.67 155 $0.27

Chicago-Cincinnati $60 $40 $51.44 $34.42 $20 1.49 1.39 204.7 0.59 147 $0.29

Total MWRRS Eastern $295 $202 $50.36 $34.40 $94 1.46 7.66 1190.9 0.68 155 $0.25

Cleveland-Cincinnati $100 $55 $78.01 $42.88 $45 1.82 2.56 267.3 0.69 104 $0.38

Cleveland-Detroit $51 $36 $46.44 $32.82 $15 1.41 2.23 200.0 0.61 90 $0.25

Cleveland-Niagara Falls $45 $25 $69.49 $38.32 $20 1.81 0.91 116.5 0.60 128 $0.39

Cleveland-Pittsburgh $30 $22 $43.17 $31.24 $8 1.38 0.86 92.9 0.44 108 $0.32

Subtotal OHIO Base $226 $138 $60.74 $36.96 $89 1.64 6.56 676.7 0.61 103 $0.33

Pittsburgh-Columbus $25 $20 $41.22 $32.98 $5 1.25 0.92 90.9 0.51 99 $0.27

Columbus-Ft Wayne $36 $26 $45.40 $33.04 $10 1.37 1.12 142.20 0.59 127 $0.25

Columbus-Toledo $24 $18 $42.85 $31.83 $6 1.35 0.75 94.80 0.56 127 $0.25

Subtotal OHIO Incremental $85 $64 $43.39 $32.67 $21 1.33 2.78 327.85 0.56 118 $0.26

TOTAL OHIO HUB $311 $202 $54.76 $35.48 $110 1.54 9.34 1004.58 0.59 108 $0.31

Operating Ratio =      Total Annual Revenue      .

Total Annual Operating Cost  

FRA Financial Performance Criteria
Operating Ratios with MWRRS Connectivity (2025)



Cleveland-Columbus-Dayton-Cincinnati

ÅLarge end -point populations centers

ÅMany intermediate cities and towns

ÅLarge turn -over in Columbus

ÅLacks air service 

ÅServes strong business travel market

ÅPotential to serve commuter markets

ÅPotential to stand -alone



Ohio Hub 

Impl Plan

Revenue $3,773

Consumer Surplus $3,094

Other Mode + Resource $3,524

Total Benefit $10,391

Capital Cost $3,999

Operating Cost $2,528

Track Capital Maintenance $126

Total Cost $6,653

Cost/Benefit Ratio 1.56

Cost Benefit Ratio =   Present Value of Benefits

Present Value of Costs

Benefits:  

ÂUser Benefits

ÂSystem Revenues

ÂOther Mode User Benefits

ÂResource Savings

Costs:

ÂCapital Investments

ÂOperating Costs

ÂMaintenance Costs

FRA Cost Benefit Criteria
(FRA Methodology)



Return on Investment
Economic Impact Study

The Ohio Hub Economic Impact Study                                          

is Based on an 860 -mile òCleveland Hubósystem                 

with 32 stations and four inter -connected lines



Two Study Teams

Two Parallel Study Efforts

ÅProvided third party validation

ÅApplied alternative methodologies

ÅProvided real estate expertise for 

assessing land use impacts



MSA

Capital 

($ Millions)

Economic 

Benefit 

(Output in         

$ Millions)

Increase in 

Household 

Earnings                  

($ Millions)

Annual 

Construction 

Jobs Created

Cleveland $653 $1,418 $414 1,245

Cincinnati $240 $554 $175 546

Columbus $361 $829 $253 772

Dayton $120 $236 $69 221

Toledo $190 $373 $108 329

Ohio Total  $2,380 $5,993 $1,846 6,060

Short - term Construction Impacts



Annual 

Ridership

Long-term 

Jobs     

Created

Increase in 

Household 

Income                    

($ Millions)

Increase in  

Property Value 

($ Millions)

Cleveland 1,104,000 1010 ï1390 $95 to $130 $290 ï$400

Cincinnati 913,000 1010 ï1390 $65 to $90 $200 ï$275

Columbus 641,300 1400 - 1925 $85 ï115 $250 - $340

Dayton 640,000 120 ï165 $75 to $105 $210 - $285

Toledo 639,000 450 ï620 $25 - $40 $75 - $105

SYSTEM TOTAL 6,560,000 16,700 $1 Billion $3 Billion

Long - term Economic Impacts



Development Impact on Cleveland 
$290 to $400 Million



Development Impact on Cincinnati 
$200 to $275 Million



Economic Impact Results:

Å5,550 - 6,060 

Åannual construction jobs

Å49,900 

Åtotal construction jobs over 9 years

Å16,700 

Åpermanent jobs

Å$1 billion 

Åincrease in the regionôs income



Economic Impact Results:

Å$3 Billion 

Åin station-area development

Å$80 million 

Åimpact on state tourism

Å320,000 

Ånew overnight trips



Economic Impact Results:

Å5% Increase 

Åin Cleveland Hopkins air traffic 

Å$3 - $6 Billion 

Åpotential freight rail benefit 

Å9.4 million 

Ågallons of fuel saved each year



TEMS Inc. 

Economic Impact 

Conclusion:
òIf, as in the case of 

highway projects, Ohio 

provides just 20% of the 

capital costs, a $1 billion 

investment will achieve a 

$17 billion return.ó



GEM Public Sector Services 

Conclusion:

òConstruction of high-speed passenger rail is 

economically feasible and justifiable assuming 

an 80% federal construction match.  By 

feasible, we believe the economic benefits 

justify the investment and the project will not 

be a burden on the State biennial budget.  This 

conclusion is consistent with the analysis of 

TEMS.  Accordingly, GEM Public Sector 

Services recommends that ORDC move forward 

to the next stage of determining the feasibility 

of implementing this project.ó 



Step 1 Program-level first tier PEIS Two Years

Step 2 Project-level second tier EIS One Year

Step 3 Preliminary Engineering One Year

Step 4 Final Design One Year

Step 5 Construction Two Years

Total Time Needed (if fully funded) Seven Years

Rail Corridor

Project Development Timeline



Project Development

Corridor Segments of Independent Utility
Subject to separate National Environmental Policy Act documentation

The color -coded lines represent approximate routes within corridor segments



National Environmental Policy Act Clearance 1%

a) Program-Level First Tier EIS 0.25%

b) Project-Level EIS 0.75%

Preliminary Engineering 2%

Final Design 4%

Other Soft Costs: 

Program Management and GEC 3%

Construction Management and Inspection 4%

Railroad Owners Management 2%

Construction Contingency 15%

TOTAL SOFT COSTS IN CAPITAL ESTIMATES: 31%

Rail Corridor 

Project Development Costs
Soft-Costs included in Capital Cost Estimates



1) Program Management

2) Work Plan

3) Public Involvement and Agency Coordination

4) Strategic Analysis of Freight Railroad Network

5) Alternatives Development

6) Alternatives Analysis

7) Conceptual Engineering ïRoute/Station Studies

8) Start-up Service Analysis (2 trains/day in each direction)

9) GIS and Geospatial Mapping

10) Affected Environment and Consequences

11) Project Funding Framework

12) Draft and Final PEIS Documentation and 
Record of Decision (ROD) to be approved by the FRA

*  A Program Level, Tier One Environmental Impact Statement is also referred to as a 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement or a PEIS.

Rail Corridor PEIS*

Scope-of-Work Tasks



Cost of PEIS 

based on  

0.25% of 

Capital Cost 

Estimate

Federal 

Share

State/Local 

Share

Cleveland ï

Detroit

$2.5 million $2 million $500,000

Cleveland ï

Pittsburgh

$1.8 million $1.6 million $400,000

Cleveland ï

Columbus

$2.3 million $1.84 million $460,000

Columbus ï

Cleveland

$2 million $1.6 million $400,000

Cost Estimate for corridor PEIS



Amtrak Assessment of 

Start-up Service

Á2C ð3C scenarios

ÁTwo daily trains each way

Á79 -mph top speed

ÁCapacity simulation to 

identify infrastructure needs 

ÁRidership and revenue

ÁRequired operating support

ÁEquipment needs

ÁCompleted in early Fall 2009



FIRST TIME EVER:

ÅCongress approved $30 Million for FRA

Capital Assistance to States Intercity 

Passenger Rail Service Program

Å50/50 Federal-State Cost Share

Å15 projects selected by FRA

Å$62,500 grant to ORDC

ÅCongress passes òPassenger Rail Investment 

and Improvement Act of 2008ó

Å80/20 Federal-State Cost Share



FRA: 

Rail Corridor Planning Guidance

òIt has usually been found to be relatively easy to 

take a long range, 20 -year plan and determine 

which pieces need to be done to support the 

initial service levels and which components can 

wait for future funding or service level needsó. 

òConversely, without a detailed long-range plan, 

it is very difficult to know if the short -range plans 

and projects will address anything other than 

immediate problems.  Sometime, the apparent 

short -term solutions only make the long -term 

problems worse and will ultimately have to be 

removed and replaced ðtypically an expensive 

learning experience.ó



FRA Planning Grant:

ÁGrant Selection Criteria:  
Á Work will lead to a PEIS and/or a Rail Corridor Transportation Plan

ÁBridge short-term and long-term planning and 

engineering analysis

ÁAdvance analysis of alternative routes and stations

ÁRecommend a long-term corridor development strategy

ÁAdvance project to ñfunding readyòstatus



Routes and 

station 

locations 

need to be  

selected. 

A Record of 

Decision is 

needed.

It is critical to 

identify and  

preserve the 

needed ROW 

and facilities

Alternatives Analysis:











FRA Planning Grant Deliverables:

ÁStakeholderôs workshop 

ÁDraft Purpose and Need

ÁAnalysis of alternative routes and station locations

ÁDevelopment of station site plans and costs 

ÁExpert review of computer model simulation

ÁCorridor development strategy



19851977 1980

Ohio Rail Planning History:


