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NFIXemper o

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

Wi sh to raise the pro
value to get areturn on investment.
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Intercity Passenger Rail
Development

Service Characteristics
IR WA EWAS
Economic Analysis
Return on Investment

PDP and Amtrak Start-up
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A Brief History of Ohio Rail Planning




Minnesota : | e

Minneapolis- \
St Paul . Wisconsin
Green Bay
o S Ot r‘ - ~ Lake Huron
nona L ! ’
P Croind Michigan Michigan - ‘
Madson : Port
Grand Rapids Humn
Milwaukee ¢ Holland , »* Ponnac
\ Lansmg
lowa Kalamazoo / Derron
» Iowa c:ry Ilinois Chicagdh
2 : ’—__/-—-f—' Des Moines Rock /siand * Princeton /o/edo waaveland
Galesburg ttr'ayne
: rmal . Lalayetfe
Champa:gn Ohio
Quincy * ; Spnn gfield Indvanapoh‘s
; Mattoon
.Kansas City A Indiana - Cincinnati
\ Sedalia
. ~ ~ -
Jefforson C"y Sr Louis Centralia
{Carbondale ;
Missouri :

Midwest Regional Rail System




THE OHIO HUB %

Passenger Service Concept:
NFast, Frequent, an:i
A On -time

A Competitive
Travel Times

A same -day
Round trips

A Intermodal
connections

AAmenitieS
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MOVING FREIGHT.
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VIA Rail
CANADA
CHICAGO HUB

Empire Corridor

Trips in 2025
9.4 million
13.6 million
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Optimized Train Frequencies
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Engineering Analysis
Rehabilitation:
A Existing tracks and bridges

Upgrades:

A Class of track

A Signal technology

A Crossing safety devices
Construction of New
Capacity:

A Double/triple tracking

A Flyovers

A Bypass tracks

A Improved Terminals

—
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Engineering Analysis: |
A79 omph

FRA Class 4

A 90 omph
FRA Class 5

A110 omph
FRA Class 6

A 125 omph
FRA Class 7
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Engineering Analysis: THE OHIOHUE

Cleveland-Toledo-Detroit: Capital Costs

Modern Scenario High-Speed Scenario % Increase in

Cost Category

79 - MPH

~__ 110- MPH

—_——

Cost

% of Total

Cost

% of Total

Cost for the
High-Speed
Scenario from

Segment
Cost

Segment

the Modern
Cost

(1000s) (1000s)

Scenario

AL()

$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%

ations/Eacilities

$13,036

2.16%

$13,036

1.99%

0.00%

Bridge-Under )

$36,722

6.10%

$48,127

7.34%

31.06%

$19,948

3.31%

$19,948

3.04%

0.00%

Bridge-Over
D

Crossings

$21,667

3.60%

$29,262

4.46%

35.05%

eqgre otal

$425,076

70.57%

$478,355

72.96%

12.53%

Placeholder

=02

29.43%

_S177:302

27.04%

%

TOTAL

(_ $602,378

100.00%

(_ $655,657

100.00%

4 8:84

v
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Engineering Analysis
79-mph vs. 110 i mph
Ridership (Year 2025)

Ridership, Passenger-Mile and Revenue 79-mph OHIO HUB 110-mph OHIO HUB

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 : 614.22 $136 $0.22
Chicago-FTW-Toledo 110-mph 211 324.98 $87 $0.27 : 371.95 $99 $0.27
Chicago-Cincinnati 110-mph 1.36 200.65 $59 $0.29 : 204.74 $60 $0.29

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

Cleveland-Cincinnati ) 167.53 $40 ) ) 267.34 $100
Cleveland-Detroit . 136.88 $28 . . 199.98 $51

Cleveland-Niagara Falls . 75.73 $18 : : 116.47 $45
Cleveland-Pittsburgh . 64.31 $17 : : 92.94 $30

Subtotal OHIO Base . 444.45 $103 : : 676.73 $226

Pittsburgh-Columbus : 62.11 $14 . : 90.86 $25
93.54 $20 : : 142.20 $36
62.36 $14 . . 94.80 $24

218.01 $48 . > 327.85 $85
TOTAL OHIO HUB 662.46  150.59 . 1004.58 311.20

- S ———————————
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Engineering Analysis
79-mph vs. 110 i mph
Revenue (Year 2025)

Ridership, Passenger-Mile and Revenue 79-mph OHIO HUB 110-mph OHIO HUB

all in Millions; MWRRS always 110-mph Ridership Pass-Miles Revenue Yield Ridership Pass-Miles Revenue Yield
Chicago-Michigan 110-mph 606.43 $136 $0.22 614.22 $136 $0.22
Chicago-FTW-Toledo 110-mph 324.98 $87 $0.27 371.95 $99 $0.27
Chicago-Cincinnati 110-mph 200.65 $59 $0.29 204.74 $60 $0.29

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

Cleveland-Cincinnati 167.53 $40 267.34 $100
Cleveland-Detroit 136.88 $28 199.98 $51

Cleveland-Niagara Falls 75.73 $18 116.47 $45
Cleveland-Pittsburgh 64.31 $17 92.94 $30

Subtotal OHIO Base 444.45 $103 676.73 $226

Pittsburgh-Columbus 62.11 $14 90.86 $25
93.54 $20 142.20 $36
62.36 $14 94.80 $24

218.01 $48 327.85
TOTAL OHIO HUB 662.46 1004.58

= B
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Freight Railroad Involvement

A Advanced 0 p o | i disgussion
ACl arified the oplanni

A Specified report language
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Freight Railroad Key Issues
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A Track Specifications
A Access to track and ROW

A Track maintenance costs




Major Flyover at CP Scioto
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Economic Analysis
FRA Commercial Feasibility Report to Congress
Sets criteria for establishing
project feasibility:

. HIGH-SPEED
| I TRAI:;SRPCDO%:I[\)TION
1. The ratio of operating p— TRANSPORTATIC
revenues to operating
costs: and

2. The ratio of total project
benefits to total project ==
cCO StS , - SEPTEMBER 1997




The Feasibility Analysis combines THE OHIO HUB s
the Ohio Hub and MWRRS (east)
|nto a single 2,300-mile passenger rail network

Population 2002 by County v : _f ] : SoiiStas 3 " Tonche sy ...;.'
1,000,000 to 9,599,999 : : 5 S ——
100,000 Eo 999,909 3 MICH GAN z

10,000 to 99,999 U GRaND RamBE T 3 ONTARIO NIAGARA FALLS

: ~
2 : . BUFFAL
1,000 ko 9,999 : : : : 3 S -

< T ——————— f
4

,“ﬁom’ur_.\s*r ER‘E e
CLEVELAND

A . '*"“""CB‘hlo Hub.-

C EVELAND

¥ System

puugsrown

| INDIANA : §

LEGEND
- 2 e veones : ‘ d Stations
INDIANAPOLIS 3 b T 3 o Primary Stations
: : : cenan Mlnou-_rowu GRS ¢ Ohio Hub :

- e Rail Lines & Stations
Nomty - s : Alt ive Rail Ali
CINCJNNAH ernative Rai ignments

Midwest Regional Rail
New Corridors

Indianapolis Shortcut

72 stations - 10 corridors - 33 million people




THE OHIO HUB §
Operating Costs (110-MPH)

(Year 2025)

@ Train Crew
m OBS
0O Equipment
O Fuel

B Track

O Insurance

B T-Agent and CC Comm
O Sales + Call Ctr

$23.1

$20.6 B Stations

@ Admin and Mgt
$202 m | I | | on O Feeder Bus

O Operator Profit

A PROJECT OF THE OHIO RAIL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
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Corridor
Chicago-Michigan
Chicago-FTW-Toledo
Chicago-Cincinnati

Total MWRRS Eastern

Cleveland-Cincinnati
Cleveland-Detroit
Cleveland-Niagara Falls
Cleveland-Pittsburgh

Subtotal OHIO Base

Pittsburgh-Columbus
Columbus-Ft Wayne
Columbus-Toledo

Subtotal OHIO Incremental

TOTAL OHIO HUB

@, @, . @, 5 -
0 RallC ~ 0 s U
Revenue  Cost  Rev/TM Cost/TM Surplus Op Ratio Riders Psgr Miles Load Fctr TripLen  Yield
$136 $97 $47.73  $34.12 $39 1.40 3.87 614.2 0.72 159 $0.22
$99 $64 $53.72  $34.81 $35 1.54 2.39 371.9 0.67 155 $0.27
$60 $40 $51.44  $34.42 $20 1.49 1.39 204.7 0.59 147 $0.29
$295 $202  $50.36  $34.40 $94 1.46 7.66 1190.9 0.68 155 $0.25
§100 Q $55 7801 $4288 45 256 2673 069 104  $0.38
3 536 $46.44  $32.82 $15 141 2.23 200.0 0.61 90 $0.25
$45 $25 $69.49  $38.32 $20 181 091 116.5 0.60 128 $0.39
$30 $22 $43.17  $31.24 $8 1.38 0.86 92.9 0.44 108 $0.32
$226 $138  $60.74  $36.96 $89 1.64 6.56 676.7 0.61 103 $0.33
$25 $20 $41.22  $32.98 $5 1.25 0.92 90.9 0.51 99 $0.27
$36 $26 $45.40  $33.04 $10 1.37 112 142.20 0.59 127 $0.25
$24 $18 $42.85  $31.83 $6 135 0.75 94.80 0.56 127 $0.25
$85 $64 $4339  $32.67 $21 1.33 2.78 327.85 0.56 118 $0.26
$311 $202 5476 $35.48 $110 1.54 9.34 1004.58 0.59 108 $0.31
0 Otal A al Reve s
otal A opera 0
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CIeveIand—Cqumbus—Dayton-Cincinnati
A Large end -point populations centers

THE OHIO HUB _

J‘

MOVING FREIGHT GVIRG

%\Q

A Many intermediate cities and towns
A Large turn -over in Columbus

A Lacks air service

A Serves strong business travel market
A Potential to serve commuter markets

A Potential to stand -alone
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FRA Cost Benefit Criteria
(FRA Methodology)

%‘;‘l’ Ff:‘;g Benefits:
Revenue $3.773 A User Benefits
Consumer Surplus $3,094 A System Revenues
Other Mode + Resource $3,524 ~ )
A Other Mode User Benefits

A Resource Savings

Total Benefit $10,391

Capital Cost $3,999
Operating Cost vyl Costs:

Track Capital Maintenance $126 A Capita| lnvestments
Total Cost i A Operating Costs
Cost/Benefit Ratio A Maintenance Costs

Cost Benefit Ratio = Present Value of Benefits
Present Value of Costs

S —
A PROJECT OF THE OHIO RAIL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
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Return on Investment
Economic Impact Study

AN INTERCONNECTED RAIL NETWORK

Midwest Regional Rail , gl
CHICAGO HUB ’

The Ohio Hub Economic Impact Study
isBasedonan860 -mile 0 Cl evel an aystehu b 0
with 32 stations and four inter -connected lines

i - o ————
TP X =y -

—a R ( .- . AT BT TN 3 -
\ PROJECT OF THE OHIO RAIL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
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MOVING FREIGHT. MOVING PEO n

ﬁ

Two Study Teams
Two Parallel Study Efforts

A Provided third party validation

A Applied alternative methodologies

A Provided real estate expertise for
assessing land use impacts
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Short -term Construction Impacts

Capital Economic Increase in Annual
usa | (siions) | Benet | Household | Constuctor
$ Millions) ($ Millions)

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




Long -term Economic Impacts

s onio nue (G )
\

Annual Long-term Increase in Increase in
Ridership Jobs Household Property Value
Created Income ($ Millions)
($ Millions)

Cleveland 1,104,000 | 10107 1390 $95 to $130 $290 71 $400
Cincinnati 913,000 10107 1390 $65 to $90 $20071 $275
Columbus 641,300 1400 - 1925 $8571 115 $250 - $340
Dayton 640,000 1207 165 $75 to $105 $210 - $285
Toledo 639,000 4507 620 $25 - $40 $75 - $105

SYSTEM TOTAL | 6,560,000 16,700 $1 Billion $3 Billion
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Development Impact on Cleveland
$290 to $400 Million
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Development Impact on Cincinnati
$200 to $275 Million
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MOVlNGFREIGHT
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Economic Impact Results:

2\
S

A5,550 - 6,060
Aannual construction jobs
A 49,900

Avtotal construction jobs over 9 years
A 16,700

Apermanent jobs
A $1 billion
Ai ncrease in the reglil
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MOWNGFREIGHT OViR

Economic Impact Results:

A $3 Billion
Ain station-area development
A $80 million

Aimpact on state tourism
A 320,000

Anew overnight trips
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MOVING FREIGHT MOVINBPEO

g

Economic Impact Results:

A 5% Increase

Ain Cleveland Hopkins air traffic
A$3 - $6 Billion

Apotential freight rail benefit
A 9.4 million

Agallons of fuel saved each year




TEMS Inc.
Economic Impact
Conclusion:

ol f |, as I n the

highway projects, Ohio
provides just 20% of the
capital costs, a $1 billion
Investment will achieve a
$17 billion

r e t g e ‘n’ '“"‘b

THE OHIO HUB %
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GEM Public Sector Services
Conclusion:

oOoConstruct i o-speed passkngear tail 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 I mplementing this project




THE OHIO HUB %

Rail Corridor
Project Development Timeline

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




Project Development THE OHIO HUB 5=
Corridor Segments of Independent Utility

Subject to separate National Environmental Policy Act documentation

Detroit

Toledo { l4""'—"'--"CIeveland =
1) /
. Y —

Logical Termini

Alternative Routes
Cleveland-Toledo-Detroit
Cleveland-Pittsburgh
Cleveland-Columbus
Cleveland-Buffalo-Niagara Falls
Columbus-Cincinnati
Columbus-Pittsburgh
Columbus-Chicago & Toledo

The color -coded lines represent approximate routes within corridor segments

-

A PROJECT OF THE OHIO RAIL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
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Rail Corridor

Project Development Costs
Soft-Costs included in Capital Cost Estimates

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%
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Rail Corridor PEIS*
Scope-of-Work Tasks

1) Program Management

) Work Plan

3) Public Involvement and Agency Coordination

4) Strategic Analysis of Freight Railroad Network
5) Alternatives Development

), Alternatives Analysis

7) Conceptual Engineering T Route/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.
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Cost Estimate for corridor PEIS

Cost of PEIS
based on Federal State/Local
0.25% of Share
Capital Cost Share
Estimate
Cleveland i $2.5 million $2 million $500,000
Detroit
Cleveland i $1.8 million $1.6 million $400,000
Pittsburgh
Cleveland i $2.3 million $1.84 million $460,000
Columbus
Columbus i $2 million $1.6 million $400,000
Cleveland
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Amtrak Assessment of
Start-up Service

A 2C & 3C scenarios
A Two daily trains each way
A 79 -mph top speed

A Capacity simulation to
Identify infrastructure needs

A Ridership and revenue

A Required operating support
A Equipment needs

A Completed in early Fall 2009




THE OHIO HUB %
FIRST TIME EVER:

A Congress approved $30 Million for FRA
Capital Assistance to States Intercity
Passenger Rail Service Program

A50/50 Federal-State Cost Share
A15 projects selected by FRA
A$62,500 grant to ORDC

ACongr e ss p &assergser Ral Investment
and | mprovement Act of 2008

A80/20 Federal-State Cost Share




FRA: THE OHIO HUB %

Rail Corridor Planning Guidance

olt has wusually been found t
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 s

oConversely, without-raagegdlant ai |
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 d typically an expensive

| earning experience. 0
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MOVING FREIGHT MOVINBPEOPLE T L v ’
A The EcolOmy. b

FRA Planning Grant:

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

A Bridge short-term and long-term planning and
engineering analysis

A Advance analysis of alternative routes and stations
A Recommend a long-term corridor development strategy

AAdvance prfoyuraditng crtadisa d y o
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Alternatives Analysis:
Routes and

Statl O n I-orailc:levesland

o o = Sandusky gl:gi!oerHeig -
|Ocat|0nS i ﬁt')rr-t acedonia
need to be 4
selected. < y
A Record of L
Decision is 7o

De are

n eed ed ' Worthington il e

olum

pringfigld
Ik Zanesvifl
airbo West °

Col busy Col b
yton

snla Cleveland-

iddletown Shihgtin 6 golumbus -
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CSX: Dayton to Cincinnati

Altemative route serves Hamilton
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Amtrak Start-up
Route Analysis

COLUMBUS - CINCINNATI
Direct Route South - Serves Dayton

DIRECT ROUTE RUNS THROUGH MIDDLET OWN
NS: Columbus to Cincinnati

LENGTH: 125 miles

10-MILE POP: 2.93 million

15-MILE POP: 3.43 million

STATIONS: 4to 7

ALTERNATIVE ROUTE SERVES HAMILTON

NS: Columbus to Dayton; CSX Dayton to Cincinnati
LENGTH: 130 miles

10-MILE POP: 3.04 million

15-MILE POP: 3.54 million

STATIONS: 4to0 8
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Amtrak Start-up

Route Analysis

CLEVELAND - COLUMBUS
Alternative #1 Direct Route

J 4

Zanesville

LENGTH: 136 Miles

POPULATION: 2.1 -3.0 million (10/15-mile station radius)
TRAVEL TIME: 2 to 3 hours

STATIONS: 5to 7

RAILROADS: NS to Berea; C5X to Columbus

Pros: * Most Direct Route Cleveland-Columbus
Shortest traveltime between end-points
Lower capital costs maybe expected

» »

Cons: + N§/CSX handoff in Berea may create delay

Smallest in-line population served

Does not serve Akron /Canton metro area
Serves only 3 intermediate town centers
NS Capacity: Cleveland-Berea

CS5X Capacity: Berea-Galion

R

County shading denotes relative population density
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Amtrak Start-up

Route Analysis

CLEVELAND - COLUMBUS
Alt. #2: Direct Route via Elyria
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Zanesville

LENGTH: 140 miles

* 8 miles (6%) longer than DR

* 18 miles (11%) longer than the crow flies

10-MILE POP: 2.18 million (0.5% greater than direct route
15-MILE POP: 3.02 million (0.5% greater than direct route)
TRAVEL TIME 2to 2 hours

STATIONS: S5to 7

RAILROADS: NS to Elyria; CSX to Columbus

PROS: ™ Avoids engineering challenges in Berea
* Uses only two railroads/one railroad connection
* NS/CSX handoff may he less challenging
* Serves slightly more people than Direct Route
* Provides hetter service to Elyria and Lorain

CONS: * Does not server AAkron/Canton metro area
* Connection track in Byria may not he feasihble
* NS capacity concems: Cleveland to Berea
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I Amtrak Start-upL

| Route Analysis
CLEVELAND - COLUMBUS

g Alt. #8 Akron - Barberton
LENGTH: 182 miles
Defhw MESNSIASS Coskoctan * 46 miles (34%) longer than the Direct Route

* 86 miles (44%) longer than the crow flies
10-MILE POP: 2.73 million (26% greater than direct route)
/ 15-MILE POP: 3.59 million (19% greater than direct route)

TRAVEL TIME: 2.6 to 3.4 hours

STATIONS: 6 to 11

RAILROADS: NS to Hudson (14%); METRO to Akron (4%);
C5X to Columbus (81%)

us

Newark PROS: * Provides service to Akron metro area population
* Potential TOD and Econ. Dev. in 9 town centers

Zanesville CONS: * Longer travel time than direct route

* Higher capital costs

* NS capacity concerns: Lake Front-Hudson
* C5X capacity concerns: New Castle-Galion

County shading denotes relative population density
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FRA Planning Grant Deliverables:

MOVING FREIGHT

ASt akehol dero6s wor Kkshop

A Draft Purpose and Need

A Analysis of alternative routes and station locations
A Development of station site plans and costs

A Expert review of computer model simulation

A Corridor development strategy
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Ohio Ralil Planning History:

ORIR

Ohio High Speed Rail

Ohio High Speed Intercity Task Force
Rall Passanger Program

197 1980 1985
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