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1. PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) Intermodal Division updated the State Rail 

Plan (SRP) in 2009. The purpose of the plan is to coordinate freight rail plans and initiatives with 

that of passenger rail. GDOT takes into account a variety of factors such as the issues and 

opportunities associated with the expansion of passenger rail in the state and incorporates a 

comprehensive network of passenger rail corridors and their associated economic benefits. 

As mentioned in the 2009 SRP, the Columbus to Atlanta corridor is one of 10 intercity lines 

planned to connect nine of Georgia’s largest cities and towns within the Atlanta area. The plan 

indicates that the Columbus to Atlanta line will branch off the Atlanta-Griffin Norfolk Southern 

(NS) line.  It will use a combination of NS line, abandoned freight segments, and new alignment 

with direct service from Griffin (Spalding County) to Columbus (Muscogee County). 

The Columbus to Atlanta passenger rail corridor was first introduced by the Columbus 

Consolidated Government (CCG) as an initiative by Mayor Teresa Tomlinson.  Mayor Tomlinson 

created the Mayor’s Commission for Passenger Rail.  This Commission’s prime focus was to 

secure funding to conduct an updated study of the Columbus to Atlanta corridor that would 

provide a more direct connection between the cities and identify innovative corridor options.  The 

CCG and the Commission are interested in evaluating high-speed passenger rail options to 

compete with both air and auto traffic between Columbus and Atlanta.  Further, the CCG is 

interested in understanding overall connectivity opportunities from Columbus to other areas of 

Georgia and Alabama as a part of a high-speed rail network in the southeastern U.S. 

Public participation is the foundation for any planning effort; therefore, a variety of opportunities 

for involvement must exist to ensure active and widespread participation within the study area.  

This is especially true for high-speed rail planning, which must consider a wide variation of users, 

including commuters and visitors.  Significant involvement from key stakeholders representing 

these groups will help to ensure that the final feasibility study meets the needs of the broader 

public, the CCG, the Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) and other partners, thus 

being accepted and supported by communities and leaders within the study area. 

The High-Speed Rail Feasibility Study will implement this Public Involvement Plan (PIP) which 

outlines how the HNTB project team (Team) will seek input from stakeholders throughout the 

study area.  The Team will use a variety of methods, including but not limited to, informing 

elected officials, determining and involving key stakeholders, and engaging the general public 

through a project website.  Details of each of these methods are outlined in more detail in 

subsequent sections. 
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1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW 

As a part of this feasibility study, the Team will develop route alternatives based on a universe of 

alternatives connecting Columbus and Atlanta.  Following the identification of representative 

corridors to base feasibility upon, the Team will estimate a number of factors including, but not 

limited to, ridership and revenue, capital costs, economic impacts, and financial performance.  

Following the determination of feasibility, the Team will create a business and 

implementation/phasing plan.  Public input will be an important key in understanding the needs 

and concerns of the affected communities as the feasibility process evolves. 

The PIP will outline several potential stakeholder and public involvement strategies that may be 

utilized throughout the study process.  The full scope of stakeholder and public participation will 

be decided as the project progresses and the full study area has been defined, resulting in a “living 

PIP document” that will be refined.  The strategies and outreach methods used may vary based on 

the audience depending on their familiarity of the study and technical knowledge of passenger 

rail.  For the purposes of the initial version, the PIP focuses on the overarching approach that is 

applicable to the entire study area.   

 

2. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT OBJECTIVES 

Public involvement is an essential component of this High Speed Rail Feasibility Study that will 

occur throughout the project process.  Outreach efforts will educate, inform and involve 

stakeholders and the public as to the purpose and progress of the project by highlighting local 

issues, technical considerations, and potential impacts.  Outreach techniques will be designed to 

educate and update key stakeholders and the public on the potential for high-speed rail.   

The primary public involvement objectives for the High-Speed Rail Feasibility Study Public 

Involvement Plan are: 

 Goal 1: Identify stakeholders and maintain a stakeholder database compiled from agency 

and interest group partners. 

 Goal 2: Inform elected officials to improve their understanding of the High-Speed Rail 

Feasibility Study process and schedule. 

 Goal 3: Inform stakeholders of general project information and receive feedback throughout 

the study process. 

 Goals 4: Update the public and solicit input throughout the planning process by means of a 

project website and public forums such as the Mayor’s Commission for Passenger Rail 

meetings. 
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3. STAKEHOLDER PARTICIPATION 

The PIP intends to engage key stakeholders within the study area, including elected officials, 

financial partners, public agencies, and business and community interest groups.  A general 

description of each group is below, including a brief overview of the outreach techniques 

envisioned for use in engaging with these groups.   

3.1 ELECTED OFFICIALS 

Elected officials on the state, county, and local levels will be engaged throughout the planning 

process in order to inform them of issues, alternatives, and potential solutions that affect their 

represented regions and constituents.  State officials may include governor(s), and state senate 

and house members.  County and local officials may include commissioners, council members, 

and mayors. These activities will, on most occasions, occur through collateral material that 

summarizes and communicates the Plan.  Officials will have the opportunity to raise any 

questions or concerns that they may have about the project process, alternative development, or 

potential impacts to their communities as a representative of their constituents.  

3.2 TECHNICAL ADVISORY GROUP 

A Technical Advisory Group (TAG) was formed to guide the study development.  The group 

includes representatives along the study area who are critical to the development of the high-

speed passenger rail between Columbus and Atlanta.  This group includes individuals from the 

following groups: 

 AFLAC; 

 Atlanta Regional Commission; 

 City of Atlanta; 

 Columbus Airport Commission; 

 Columbus Chamber of Commerce; 

 Columbus Consolidated Government; 

 Columbus State University; 

 Columbus-Phenix City Metropolitan Planning Organization; 

 CSX Transportation; 

 Federal Railroad Administration; 

 Fort Benning; 
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 Georgia Department of Economic Development; 

 Georgia Department of Transportation; 

 Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport; 

 Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail; 

 METRA Transit System; 

 Metropolitan Atlanta Chamber of Commerce; 

 NCR Corporation; 

 Norfolk Southern Railroad; 

 River Valley Regional Commission; 

 The Valley Partnership; 

 Three Rivers Regional Commission; 

 Total Systems Services, Inc.; and 

 Troy University; 

As previously noted, the PIP is a living document and other TAG members may be added to the 

list as the project progresses.  Federal, state, and regional agencies, such as Metropolitan Planning 

Organizations (MPOs), county, and city planning and public works staff have a financial and 

overall management interest in the High Speed Rail Feasibility Study project.  Coordination with 

these agencies is imperative throughout the study process.  These entities will serve as a public 

outreach gateway to local communities throughout the study process, helping to inform the 

public of the latest updates and developments.  These agencies will be involved in the planning 

process by directing the Team towards necessary data, revealing critical issues along the study 

corridor, and referring the Team to other key stakeholders.  The Team will communicate with the 

agencies through committee meetings, phone calls, e-mails, and newsletter updates.   

The Team will participate in three TAG meetings and will be scheduled based on key milestones.  

Meetings will include collateral materials for distribution, including up to two newsletters/fact 

sheets, surveys, and project area maps.  The first Technical Advisory Group meeting was held on 

Friday, June 14, 2013. 

3.3 MAYOR’S COMMISSION ON PASSENGER RAIL 

The Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail is a 30-person commission of leaders in a variety of 

sectors that focuses on the study and development of passenger rail from Columbus to Atlanta.  

The Commission has historically met on a monthly basis; however, the schedule of meetings 

during the study will be determined based on key milestones and requests from the Commission 
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for study updates.  The Team will attend up to nine (9) Commission meetings.  The Commission 

will be utilized as a sounding board as the project progresses and provide insight into next steps 

of the study and further stakeholder and public participation. 

3.4 OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES 

Other interested parties include organizations and forums that have a special interest in passenger 

rail between Columbus and Atlanta.  The Team will prepare and present up to two (2) speakers 

bureaus for these interested groups. 

4. OUTREACH TECHNIQUES 

The PIP approach will provide ongoing information to the key stakeholders by way of meetings 

and conference calls, as well as collateral materials, such as a periodic newsletter that will be used 

to inform the public during the life of the study process.  The following lists the recommended 

techniques for stakeholder outreach for the purpose of the Columbus to Atlanta High Speed Rail 

Feasibility Study.  It is important to note that many of these activities will be modified to conform 

to the unique needs of the audience or stakeholder.  The potential outreach techniques that will be 

used throughout this High Speed Rail Feasibility Study include:  

 Stakeholder Database; 

 Conference Calls; 

 Technical Advisory Committee Meeting(s); 

 Collateral Materials; 

 Project Website; and 

 Media Relations. 

4.1 STAKEHOLDER DATABASE 

As mentioned earlier, a stakeholder database has been created as an ongoing collection of key 

stakeholders and interested parties throughout the study area.  The database will include names, 

addresses, agency/organization affiliations, phone numbers, and e-mail addresses, as available for 

each stakeholder.  This database will be used as a point of contact for announcements of 

upcoming events, meeting invitations, and other important project information, and will 

demonstrate that the project Team and the CCG are attempting to reach, involve and 

communicate with many impacted by the project.  The list will be continuously updated 

throughout the course of the project, and will, at a minimum, include the following: 
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 Agencies 4.1.1

 Georgia DOT; 

 Alabama DOT; 

 FRA; 

 FTA; and 

 FHWA. 

 Georgia MPOs: 4.1.2

 Columbus-Phenix City Metropolitan Planning Organization (C-PCMPO); 

 Atlanta Regional Commission (ARC); 

 Three Rivers Regional Commission (TRRC); and 

 River Valley Regional Commission (RVRC). 

 Georgia Cities: 4.1.3

 City of Atlanta; 

 City of Columbus; 

 City of LaGrange; 

 City of Newnan; 

 City of Griffin; 

 City of Peachtree City; 

 City of Greenville; 

 City of Fairburn; 

 City of Union City; 

 City of Forest Park; and 

 City of East Point. 

 Transit Agencies: 4.1.4

 METRA Columbus; and 

 MARTA. 
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4.2 PROJECT KICK-OFF 

At the start of the study project, the Team and staff from the Columbus Planning Department 

attended a project kick-off meeting.  The Team presented an overview of the project, goals and 

objectives, and a study timeline.  Participants have the opportunity to voice their initial thoughts 

regarding the project, as well as any known issues along the study area, so that the Team may 

effectively address these concerns and issues at the beginning of the study.  A summary of the 

kick off meeting with the Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail will be prepared and made 

available to Commission members.  

4.3 TECHNICAL ADVISORY GROUP MEETINGS 

Three Technical Advisory Group (TAG) meetings within the study area will follow the project 

kick-off to provide guidance and input on the overall project efforts at key milestones.  Because of 

the varied composition of the stakeholder groups, these meetings will be beneficial in bringing 

together a wide range of opinions that will assist in exploring various perspectives on key issues.   

The Team will host a final Tehcnical Advisory Group meeting at the end of the study 

(approximately winter 2013) to present findings, recommendations, and next steps.  Summaries 

will be made available for all Technical Advisory Group meetings.  The first Technical Advisory 

Committee Meeting was held on Friday, June 14, 2013. 

4.4 MAYOR’S COMMISSION ON PASSENGER RAIL 

The Team will attend or send project updates for the monthly Commission on Passenger Rail.  

The meetings are open to the general public and are typically held on the second Wednesday of 

each month at the Government Center – Ground floor conference room from 8:30am – 9:30am.  

The Commission will decide how often they will meet during the study process and presentations 

by the Team will be given at key milestones during the study.  The Commission will provide 

guidance and input on the overall project efforts and will be critical in assisting with the public 

outreach and participation tasks.   

4.5 COLLATERAL MATERIAL 

Collateral materials will be developed by utilizing a variety of outreach and involvement tools to 

allow the team greater flexibility in determining the best practices for the community or 

stakeholder groups, as follows:  

 Frequently Asked Questions – The Team will capture pertinent questions and their 

answers from questions obtained through Facebook (Columbus, Georgia Passenger Rail), 

the project website www.columbusga.org/highspeedrail, emails or questions received 

during meetings.  The Team will post them through the electronic sources (e.g., Facebook, 
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website) to keep stakeholders and the public informed throughout the project.  These FAQs 

would be updated as necessary.  

 Newsletters/Fact Sheets– Up to two (2) Newsletter/Fact Sheets will be developed at 

milestones and will be distributed through email blasts, posted on Facebook and the 

website.  They will also be available for use in communicating with key stakeholders.  

 Online Surveys – The Team will gather information from the public and stakeholders 

using online surveys that will be linked through electronic sources, as noted earlier.  

 Speakers Bureaus – The Team will create displays and PowerPoint presentations for Team 

members or for individuals from the technical team, including CCG, for outreach to 

interested groups.  The Team will prepare for and attend up to two (2) Speakers Bureau 

meetings. 

 Messaging and Materials for Senior Leadership – At key milestones, material will be 

developed using targeted messages and eye-catching collateral materials to effectively 

summarize and communicate the plan to GDOT Senior Leadership, GDOT Board 

Members, Georgia State Legislators, Federal partner agencies, and private-sector partners.  

4.6 PROJECT WEBSITE 

A dedicated project website was developed in coordination with the CCG to provide continuous 

public access to project details and materials (www.columbusga.org/highspeedrail).  Citizens and 

stakeholders will have the opportunity to submit comments to the project team via the website 

and can stay informed of on-going project activities by consulting the site at their convenience.  

The website will display the study corridor and newsletters/factsheets among other materials to 

be determined at a further date.  A website hit counter will be posted on the website to track use 

and activity.  The website will include, at a minimum, the following elements: 

 Home Page – describes the purpose and need of the project, overall vision and goals for the 

project, general background information, and project area map; 

 Corridor Overview –up-to-date project information and recent events, project calendar, and 

link to corridor’s newsletter;  

 Documentation Library – includes project documentation, such as meeting summaries, fact 

sheets, flyers, and study reports; 

 FAQs –contains anticipated questions about the project and answers and links to additional 

information; 

 Comments –consists of an online comment form and presents an opportunity to join the 

mailing list for future project information and updates; and 
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 Contact Us –contains contact information for CCG and the Team. 

4.7 MEDIA RELATIONS 

All media requests will be coordinated through the Mayor’s Office, which will be available to 

respond to any inquiries, interview requests, and documentation requests from the media.  The 

Team will provide the media with collateral material such as a project fact sheets that provide 

general background information, photos, and images upon request.   

 

5. SCHEDULE OF PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES 

A comprehensive calendar of public involvement activities relative to the technical tasks of the 

project is illustrated in Appendix A.  This calendar is based on the 9-month High-Speed Rail 

Feasibility Study delivery schedule.  This draft schedule of public involvement activities may be 

adjusted based on the completion of project milestones, client availability, and other factors. 

 

6. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION DOCUMENT 

Documentation of all outreach activities is a key component to the PIP.  A standard format for the 

documentation will be developed and will summarize the purpose of a particular activity, the 

venue, participation/numbers, key issues announced and/or discussed, and input received.   

Comments and input will be documented during calls and meetings and will be provided as a 

deliverable in conjunction with the meeting minutes.  Comments received from the website or 

through the on-line surveys will be entered into a database.   

After all comments are recorded, trends can be identified to summarize overall feedback. A Public 

Participation Documentation Summary will be provided to the CCG as a final deliverable. 
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Intercity Passenger Rail Background 
The U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) has provided significant invest-
ment in high-speed rail planning and design over the past five years through the 
High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program (HSIPR). The Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration (FRA) completed a study in 1997, High-Speed Ground Transporta-
tion for America, which concluded that high-speed ground transportation’s total 
benefits exceed total cost in most corridors, especially those whose distance is between 100 and 600 miles,  
contributing to the continued investment in passenger rail programs. FRA and Georgia Department of Trans-
portation (GDOT) have invested in high-speed rail in Georgia over the past two years with three feasibility 
studies; Atlanta-Birmingham, AL, Atlanta-Jacksonville, FL, and Atlanta-Louisville, KY. Currently, GDOT is con-
ducting two environmental impact analysis for the Atlanta to Chattanooga, TN and Atlanta to Charlotte, NC 
corridors.  

Columbus to Atlanta High Speed Rail Feasibility Study  

Columbus Consolidated Government            May 2013 

What’s the Purpose of this 
Study?  
The Columbus to Atlanta corridor is 
another spoke in the high-speed rail 
wheel in Georgia, providing alterna-
tive transportation services to be-
tween two of the largest cities in 
Georgia.   
 
The Columbus Consolidated Govern-
ment (CCG) has received funding to 
conduct a feasibility study  of high-
speed rail along the Columbus to At-
lanta Corridor. 
 
A feasibility study does not establish 
precise alignments or station loca-
tions, but determines the overall 
need and sustainability of high-speed 
passenger rail service.  
 
The study will evaluate a range of 
technologies including Emerging High
-Speed Rail (79-110 mph), Regional 
High-Sped Rail (110-150 mph) and 
Express High-Speed Rail (150-220 
mph). 
 
Potential routes for feasibility deter-
mination are currently under  devel-
opment.  



 
 

Project Manager 
Rick Jones, AICP 
Columbus Consolidated Government 
420 10th Street, 2nd Floor 
Columbus, GA 31902 
706.653.4421 
rjones@columbusga.org 

Consultant Team Contact: 
Kirsten Berry, AICP 
HNTB Corporation 
3715 Northside Parkway, 200 Northcreek  
Atlanta, GA 30327 
404.946.5706 
kberry@hntb.com 

Feasibility Study Schedule 

Columbus to Atlanta High Speed Rail Feasibility Study 

Feasibility Study Process  
There are four main phases for this feasibility study process: Scenario Development, Alternatives Feasibility 
Analysis, Business and Implementation Plan, and Final Recommendations 

 2013  

PROJECT ACTIVITIES Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec 

Scenario Development          

Feasibility Analysis          

Business/Implementation          

Final Recommendations          

Stakeholder Participation          

For Additional Information: 
Visit our website www.columbusga.org/highspeedrail for more information 

http://www.columbusga.org/highspeedrail
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What is High Speed Rail?

High Speed Rail can take one of several forms depending on the corridor conditions and passenger rail travel needs.  
Emerging High Speed Rail generally involves utilizing rail corridor owned by a freight railroad.  This type of service 
is also commonly called “Shared Use”.  Travel speeds for this type of rail achieve top speeds of 79–110 mph.  Regional 
High Speed Rail uses grade separated passenger-only corridor with diesel-electric technology.  However, this option 
will share right–of-way in terminal areas in order to access stations.  Travel speeds can reach up to 150 mph but will 
generally average a top speed of approximately 130 mph.  Express High Speed Rail is developed on a completely grade 
separated (no roadway crossings), electrified, and dedicated track with possible exception of some shared right-of-way 
in terminal areas. Express High Speed Rail is intended to relieve air and highway capacity constraints and achieves top 
speeds of 180–220 mph.

newsletter | Vol 1 | september 2013 

CCG Launches High Speed Rail 
Feasibility Study

The Columbus Consolidated Government (CCG) is 
conducting a study to evaluate the feasibility of high speed 
passenger rail in the Columbus to Atlanta corridor.  The 
study, an initiative by Mayor Teresa Tomlinson and the 
newly formed Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail, 
examines passenger rail options.  The study will focus on 
the corridor from Columbus traveling northeast towards 
Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport (H-JAIA) 
and Georgia’s MultiModal Passenger Terminal (MMPT) in 
downtown Atlanta.  

Why conduct a feasibility study?
Transportation needs are ever-growing in the Southeast 
United States.  The Federal Railroad Administration in 
conjunction with the Obama Administration has dedicated 
funds to study the feasibility of high speed passenger 
rail. High speed rail is a quick, reliable, energy efficient, 
environmentally clean, and comfortable option for city to 
city travel. Rail passengers are relieved of issues including 
parking, traffic congestion delays, and personal vehicle 

maintenance costs. The presence of high speed rail can 
also create jobs, support economic stability, and spur 
revitalization and community reinvestment.  A feasibility 
study is the first step in assessing the potential of a high 
speed rail corridor between Columbus and Atlanta.

CoLumbuS to AtLAntA  
High-Speed Rail Feasibility Study

InSIDE tHIS ISSuE...

ccg launches high speed rail Feasibility study..................................... 1

what is high speed rail? ................................................................................ 1

routes alternatives ......................................................................................... 2

how can i get involved in the study? ........................................................ 2

study contact ................................................................................................... 2

what is the study schedule? ........................................................................ 4

what are the next steps? .............................................................................. 4

http://www.columbusga.org/highspeedrail
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A study corridor was established around a generalized 
alignment connecting Columbus to Atlanta to capture 
connections and opportunities in the southwest Georgia 
area between the two cities.  The study corridor is 
comprised of all counties within a 20-mile buffer of each 
potential high speed passenger rail route alternative.

The study corridor provides the framework for the 
feasibility components.  The first step was identifying the 
existing conditions of the study area at a county-by-county 
level which established a baseline of conditions within the 
corridor.   

Within the Columbus to Atlanta corridor, there are various 
existing route alternatives that will be evaluated on a high 
level for feasibility of successful implementation of high 
speed passenger rail. 

Five route alternatives were initially identified and are 
illustrated on the map on page 3.  These routes do not 
represent preferred or recommended rail routes, but rather 
provide a basis for determining and characterizing the study 
corridor.  

Route Alternatives

How Can I Get Involved in the Study?

The CCG, the Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail, and the Study Team are working to reach, involve and 
communicate with local stakeholders.  A Technical Advisory Group, comprised of representatives critical to the 
development of high speed passenger rail, meets at milestones throughout the study to direct the Study Team in 
critical issues along the study corridor.

A larger Stakeholder Committee, comprised of local leaders, chambers of commerce and industrial authorities, 
major employers, health care institutions, colleges and universities, and tourism attraction organizations in the study 
corridor, have been invited to meet several times throughout the study and will be informed of study findings, issues, 
and recommendations.

The community is also invited to participate in the study.  Study progress will be documented on the study website at 
www.columbusga.org/highspeedrail and via Facebook at www.facebook.com/ColumbusRail.  The public is invited to 
follow the study and to provide comments regarding study findings.

For more information regarding Outreach Opportunities: 

CCG Project Manager
Rick Jones, AICP
Columbus Consolidated Government
420 10th Street, 2nd Floor
Columbus, GA 31902
Phone: 706.653.4421 E-Mail: rjones@columbusga.org

HNTB Project Manager
Kirsten Berry, AICP
HNTB Corporation
3715 Northside Parkway
200 Northcreek, Suite 800
Atlanta, GA 30327
Phone: 404.946.5706 E-Mail: kberry@hntb.com

http://www.columbusga.org/highspeedrail
www.columbusga.org/highspeedrail
www.facebook.com/ColumbusRail
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Route Alternatives - 
Continued from Page 2

Route 1 – The first alternative 
utilizes an abandoned 
right-of-way (ROW) from 
Columbus north through 
Pine Mountain, GA, and 
transitions to within or 
parallel to the CSX ROW 
traveling west to LaGrange 
before continuing north 
through Newnan, GA and 
Atlanta  to two stops, one at 
H-JAIA and the other at the 
Georgia MMPT in downtown 
Atlanta.  Route 1 is shown in 
orange.

Route 2 – The second 
alternative is similar to 
the first and follows the 
abandoned ROW through 
Pine Mountain, but continues 
north to Raymond, GA, 
transitioning within or 
parallel to the Norfolk 
Southern (NS) ROW heading 
west for approximately five 
miles and then transitioning 
within or parallel to the CSX 
ROW in Newnan, GA and 
travels north to H-JAIA and 
Georgia MMPT in downtown Atlanta.  Route 2 is 
shown in green.

Route 3 – A third shared use alternative uses 
abandoned ROW from Columbus northeast through 
Woodbury, GA where it transitions within or parallel 
to the CSX ROW and travels north through Senoia, 
GA and Peachtree City, GA continuing to H-JAIA and 
MMPT in Atlanta.  Route 3 is shown in blue.

Route 4 – The fourth shared use route alternative uses 
the same abandoned track as Route 3 from Columbus 

through Woodbury and continues on abandoned 
ROW to where the line becomes active approximately 
eight miles southwest of Griffin, GA, then using NS 
ROW or parallel to NS ROW into Atlanta.  Route 4 is 
shown in purple.

Route 5 – The proposed dedicated use route 
alternative generally follows the Interstate (I)-185 
and I-85 corridor.  As the route approaches both 
Columbus and Atlanta, it must transition to within or 
parallel rail ROW, either CSX or NS, in order to access 
downtown areas.  Route 5 is shown in red.

http://www.columbusga/highspeedrail
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The study began spring 2013 and will be completed early 2014.

The CCG, Mayor’s Commission 
on Passenger Rail and the 
Study Team will continue to 
work together on the technical 
analysis of the feasibility of the 
Columbus to Atlanta high speed 
rail corridor.  Preliminary results 
will begin to emerge during 
fall 2013 including the The 
Columbus to Atlanta High Speed 
Rail Existing Conditions Report.  
These results will be presented 
to the Technical Advisory 
Group and the Stakeholder 
Committee for review and 
comment.  Study stakeholders and the community will 
continue to be updated on the project through the project 
website and newsletters.  The final results will be presented 
to the stakeholder group in early 2014.  Please visit the 
study website regularly to follow the study and to learn 
about upcoming community involvement opportunities.  
This study is the first step in a lengthy process required to 
bring high speed rail in the Columbus to Atlanta corridor 

to implementation.  Community interest, support and 
involvement is critical to the success of the endeavor.

What is the Study Schedule?

What Are the next 
Steps?

columbus to atlanta high-speed rail Feasibility study

http://www.columbusga.org/highspeedrail
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Federal Railroad Administration’s (FRA) Three High-Speed Rail Technologies: 
Emerging, Regional and Express

Emerging High-Speed Rail utilizes abandoned and active rail corridor right-of-way and is intended for developing 
corridors of 100-500 miles with a strong potential for future Regional or Express high-speed rail service.  Emerging 
rail uses diesel locomotives to achieve top speeds up to 79–110 mph.

Regional High-Speed Rail accommodates relatively frequent service between major and moderate population 
centers, 100-500 miles apart.  Regional rail involves establishing a new passenger rail corridor but can utilize existing 
interstate and state highway corridors, private railroad right-of-way and greenfield alternatives.  Diesel-electric 
locomotives achieve top speeds of 110–150mph.

Express Rail is frequent, quick service between major population centers with few intermediate stops.  Top speeds 
range from 150–220mph on completely grade-separated, dedicated rights-of-way.  Electrified locomotives are used to 
achieve these top speeds.  Express Rail involves establishing a dedicated passenger rail corridor along interstates, state 
highways and greenfield alternatives.  

NEWSLET TER | VOL 2 | JANUARY 2014 

CCG Finalizes High-Speed Rail 
Feasibility Study

The Columbus Consolidated Government (CCG) is nearing 
completion of its High Speed Rail Feasibility Study.  This 
study, an initiative by Mayor Teresa Tomlinson and the 
Mayor’s Commission for Passenger Rail, explores passenger 
rail options between Columbus and Atlanta.  The intent 
of the Study is to determine the relative feasibility of 
high-speed passenger rail between Columbus and Atlanta, 
Georgia.  Feasibility is based on revenues, operating ratios, 
financial performance and social impacts.  

Over the 9-month study period, two representative routes 
and three high-speed rail technologies were identified and 
examined. Utilizing socio-economic and transportation 
data, stakeholder input, and forecasting and planning 
tools, the study team developed operating plans, ridership 
forecasts, operations and maintenance cost estimates, 

and capital costs estimates for each alternative.  The study 
outcomes, to be published to the website in early 2014, will 
provide a comprehensive collection of information and 
analysis to advance the Columbus to Atlanta high-speed rail 
initiative to the next level of implementation.

COLUMBUS to ATLANTA  
High-Speed Rail Feasibility Study
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The first major task for the study was 
to develop representative routes.  Five 
initial routes were identified (presented 
in the September 2013 Issue of the 
Project Newsletter).  Identification of 
the representative routes was based on 
a quantitative and qualitative screening 
process that examined factors such as 
route geometry, travel times, freight 
traffic density and train counts, station 
locations, and accessibility.  The study 
team also garnered input from local 
advisors and stakeholders regarding 
potential issues and opportunities.  The 
representative routes demonstrated the 
potential to deliver the highest level 
of service with the least public and 
environmental impact.  

Route 2 (shown in green) was selected 
for the Emerging High-Speed Rail 
analysis. This route follows the 
abandoned right-of-way from the 
Columbus Airport through Pine 
Mountain and Raymond, and then 
transitions to existing rail right-of-
way in Raymond before making its 
way to the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta 
International Airport (H-JAIA) area.

Route 5 (shown in Red) represents both 
the Regional and Express alternative 
analyses.  This route generally follows the Interstate I-185 
and I-85 but transitions to existing rail right-of-way near 
Fairburn in order to access the H-JAIA station area.

Once routes were identified, operating plans were created 
including travel times, schedules, equipment types and 
fleet size.  Using Geographic Information Systems and 

Train Performance modeling software, the Study 
Team developed rail distances, travel times, and 
average speeds for each of the three technologies 
and routes, which provided the basis for ridership, 
revenue, and cost analyses.

Columbus to Atlanta High-Speed Rail: Refined Route Alternatives

Columbus to Atlanta Passenger Rail Service

Technology Rail Distance 
(miles)

Travel Time Round Trips 
per Day

Emerging 101.79 1:36 4
Regional 91.05 1:26 5
Express 91.05 1:01 6

Representative Routes and Operating Plans
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Who Will Ride 
High-Speed Rail?

High-speed rail 
competes with other 
modes of travel such as 
automobile travel and air 
service.  To determine 
potential ridership for 
the Columbus to Atlanta 
High-Speed Rail corridor 
alternatives, the Feasibility 
Study team developed 
a demand forecasting 
model which considered and estimated:

•	 The existing travel market (auto and air)

•	 The future market growth (population and 
employment)

•	 Level of Service characteristics (travel times, 
train capacity and frequency of service)

•	 Ticket fares1

Ridership and Revenues were produced for years 2030 
(opening year) through 2050.
1 Fare structure was taken from Atlanta to Charlotte PRCIP: $5 
boarding fee, $0.28/mile for Emerging, $0.40/mile for Regional and 
Express

What Will High-Speed Rail Cost?

Operations and maintenance costs (O&M) for each 
of the three technology alternatives were estimated 
based on fixed and variable cost categories.  Operating 
and maintenance costs were estimated for years 2030 
through 2050.

Capital cost estimates utilized the FRA’s Standard 
Cost Categories (SCC) to maintain a consistent 
costing methodology.  Each of the 10 major categories 
includes subcategory items to provide detailed costing 
information.

Estimated O&M Costs (in millions)

Annual O&M 2030 2040 2050
Emerging $19.9 $23 $26.2
Regional $21.5 $24.2 $27.2
Express $23.5 $25.9 $28.3

Estimated Capital Costs (in millions)

Emerging Regional Express
Total Cost $1,300 $2,000 $3,900
Cost Per Mile $13.0 $22.2 $42.5

High-Speed Rail Fare Structure

Emerging Regional Express
Boarding Fee $5.00 $5.00 $5.00
Fare per Mile $0.28 $0.40 $0.40
Total One-Way 
Fare

$33.50 $41.42 $41.42

Annual Ridership Estimates

Year Emerging Regional Express
2030 775,000 968,000 1,100,000
2040 945,000 1,200,000 1,400,000
2050 1,200,000 1,400,000 1,700,000
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CCG Project Manager
Rick Jones, AICP
Columbus Consolidated 
Government
420 10th Street, 2nd Floor
Columbus, GA 31902
Phone: 706.653.4421 
E-Mail: rjones@columbusga.org

HNTB Project Manager
Kirsten Berry, AICP
HNTB Corporation
3715 Northside Parkway, 200 
Northcreek 
Atlanta, GA 30327
Phone: 404.946.5706  
E-Mail:  kberry@hntb.com

The decision to pursue the development of high-speed rail 
along the Columbus to Atlanta corridor depends upon the 
financial viability of the project.  The operating ratio is a key 
FRA metric of feasibility and refers to the ratio of operating 
revenue to expenses.  The operating ratio was computed for 
each alternative. 

The greater the operating ratio, the more “efficiently” the rail 
system is generating revenue.  FRA seeks operating ratios 
greater than 1.0.  Based on the analysis inputs, the Regional 
and Express alternatives produce favorable operating ratios 
greater than 1.0 for all years (2030, 2040 and 2050).  

The Columbus to Atlanta corridor is deemed feasible 
based on the data collected and technical analysis.  Moving 
forward, the CCG will begin working on both immediate 
and long-term next steps for successful implementation, 
including:

Immediate Next Steps:
•	  Incorporating the study into the State Rail 

Plan

•	 Continued education and outreach

•	  Identifying funding for the next planning 
phase

•	  Building partnership with local and 
regional leaders

Long-Term Steps:
•	  Identify funding/financing strategies for 

implementation

•	 Preserve the corridor through official documentation 
and maps

•	 Continue building partnerships

For more information, contact:

Estimated Annual Operating Ratio

2030 2040 2050
Emerging 0.83 0.88 0.95
Regional 1.15 1.24 1.36
Express 1.21 1.32 1.50

Assessing Feasibility - The Financial Results

What Are the Next Steps?

COLUMBUS TO ATLANTA HIGH-SPEED RAIL FEASIBILITY STUDY
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The Columbus Consolidated 
Government (CCG) is nearing 
completion of its High-Speed Rail 
Feasibility Study, which began in 
March 2013.  This study, an initiative 
by Mayor Teresa Tomlinson and the 
Mayor’s Commission for Passenger 
Rail, explores the relative feasibility 
of high-speed passenger rail between 
Columbus and Atlanta based on 
revenues, operating ratios, financial 
performance and social impacts.  

Over the 10-month study period, 
two representative routes and three 
high-speed rail technologies were 
identified and examined (see Pg 
2). Utilizing socio-economic and 
transportation data, stakeholder input, 
and forecasting and planning tools, the 
study team developed operating plans, 
ridership forecasts, operations and 
maintenance cost estimates, and capital 
costs estimates for each alternative.  

Representative Routes and 
Operating Plans
The first major task for the study 
was to develop representative routes.  
Five initial routes were identified 

(presented in the 
September 2013 issue 
of the newsletter). 
The study team also 
garnered input from 
local advisors and 
stakeholders on 
potential issues and 
opportunities. Based 
on a quantitative and 
qualitative screening 
process, two routes 
were selected to base 
feasibility. These 
representative routes 
demonstrated the 
potential to deliver the 
highest level of service 
with the least public 
and environmental 
impact.  

Route 2 (in green, Fig 2) represents the 
Emerging High-Speed Rail analysis. 
It follows the abandoned right-of-
way (ROW) from the Columbus 
Airport through Pine Mountain and 
Raymond, and then transitions to 
existing (or adjacent to existing) rail 
ROW in Raymond before making its 
way to the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta 
International Airport (H-JAIA) area.

Route 5 (in red, Fig 2) represents both 
the Regional and Express alternatives.  
It generally follows I-185 and I-85 but 
transitions to existing (or adjacent to 
existing) rail ROW near Fairburn in 
order to access the H-JAIA station area.

Once representative routes were 
identified, operating plans were created 
including travel times, schedules, 
equipment types and fleet size.  Using 
GIS and Train Performance modeling 
software, the team developed rail 
distances, travel times, and average 
speeds for each of the alternatives, 
providing the basis for ridership, 
revenue, and cost analyses.

COLUMBUS TO ATLANTA  
High-Speed Rail Feasibility Study

PROJECT SUMMARY

Figure 2: Columbus to Atlanta High-Speed 
Rail: Refined Route Alternatives

Figure 1: Study area

Scenario Development
Technical Review  Stakeholder Input

Alternatives Feasibility Analysis
Capital Cost 

Analysis
Operations and 

Maintenance 
Costs Analysis

Ridership 
and Revenue 

Forecasts

Business and Implementation Plan
Funding and Financial 

Analysis
Economic Feasibility 

Analysis

Final Recommendations
Prepare Grant 
Applications

Prepare 
Recommendations

Prepare 
Implementation 

Plan

Feasibility Study Process 

http://www.columbusga.org/highspeedrail
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Ridership
To determine potential ridership for the Columbus 
to Atlanta High-Speed Rail corridor alternatives, the 
Feasibility Study team developed a demand forecasting 
model which considered and estimated:

•	 The existing travel market (auto and air)
•	 The future market growth (population and 

employment)
•	 Level of Service characteristics (travel times, train 

capacity and frequency of service)
•	 Ticket fares
Ridership 
and Revenues 
were 
produced for 
years 2030 
(opening 
year) through 
2050.

What Will High-Speed Rail Cost?

O&M for each of the three technology alternatives were 
estimated based on fixed and variable cost categories.  
Operating and maintenance costs were estimated for 
years 2030 through 2050.

Capital cost 
estimates 
utilized 
the FRA’s 
Standard 
Cost 
Categories 
(SCC) to 

maintain a consistent costing methodology.  Each of 
the 10 major categories includes subcategory items to 
provide detailed costing information.

What Are the Next Steps? 

The Columbus to Atlanta corridor is deemed feasible 
based on the data collected and technical analysis.  
Moving forward, the CCG will begin working on both 
immediate and long-term next steps for successful 
implementation, including:
•	  Incorporating the study into the Georgia State Rail 

Plan
•	 Continued education and outreach
•	  Identifying funding for the next planning and 

environmental analyses
•	  Building partnership with local and regional leaders
•	  Identify funding/financing strategies for 

implementation
•	 Preserving the corridor through documentation and 

maps
•	 Continue building partnerships

PROJECT SUMMARY

CCG Project Manager
Rick Jones, AICP
Columbus Consolidated Government
420 10th Street, 2nd Floor
Columbus, GA 31902
Phone: 706.653.4421 
E-Mail: rjones@columbusga.org

Mayor
Mayor Teresa Tomlinson
Columbus Consolidated Government
6th Floor, Government Center Tower
Columbus, GA 31902
Phone: 706.653.4712
E-Mail: ttomlinson@columbusga.org

Estimated O&M Costs (in millions)

Annual O&M 2030 2040 2050

Emerging $19.9 $23.0 $26.2

Regional $21.5 $24.2 $27.1

Express $23.5 $25.9 $28.3

Estimated Capital Costs (in millions)

Emerging Regional Express

Total Cost $1,300 $2,000 $3,900

Cost Per Mile $13.0 $22.2 $42.5

Annual Ridership Estimates

Year Emerging Regional Express

2030 775,000 968,000 1,100,000

2040 945,000 1,200,000 1,400,000

2050 1,200,000 1,400,000 1,700,000

Federal Railroad Administration’s Three 
High-Speed Rail Technologies
Emerging: utilizes abandoned and active rail corridor 
right-of-way and is intended for developing corridors of 
100-500 miles with a strong potential for future Regional or 
Express high-speed rail service. Top speeds range 79-110 mph.
Regional: accommodates relatively frequent service 
between major and moderate population centers, 100-500 
miles apart.  Regional rail involves establishing a new 
passenger rail corridor but can utilize existing interstate and 
state highway corridors, private railroad right-of-way and 
greenfield alternatives. Top speeds range 110-150 mph. 
Express: is frequent, quick service between major population 
centers with few intermediate stops.  Top speeds range from 
150-220mph on completely grade-separated, dedicated corridors 
that can utilize interstates and greenfield alternatives.

http://www.columbusga.org/highspeedrail
mailto:rjones%40columbusga.org?subject=Via%20Website%3A%20Columbus%20High%20Speed%20Rail
mailto:ttomlinson%40columbusga.org%0D?subject=Via%20Website%3A%20Columbus%20High%20Speed%20Rail
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Date:  May 1, 2013 

Time:  9:00am – 10:00am 

Location: Government Center – Ground Floor Conference Room 

Meeting: Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail  

 

Meeting Overview: Update the Mayor’s Commission on the project progress including schedule, 

methodology documents and the Public Participation Plan.  The Commission then worked in two 

groups to discuss the study corridor issues and opportunities.  

 

Discussion Action/Response 

Review the Agenda: 

 Introductions 

 Project Update 

 Public Participation 

 Work Session  

 Action Items 

 

Kirsten gave the Commission an update on the items HNTB 

is currently working on including the technical methodology 

documents for Scenario Development, Demand and 

Revenue, Capital Costs, Operations and Management Costs, 

and Financial Analysis.   

 

Charlotte gave an overview of the PIP specifically the roles of 

the various stakeholder groups.  The Commission was 

provided with a draft list of stakeholders that were identified 

to potentially serve on the technical stakeholder committee.   

 

Charlotte expressed the importance of the Mayor’s 

Commission as the project’s sounding board and champion.  

And also their involvement in generating interest in the 

The Mayor and Calvin Smyre were 

concerned that higher level individuals 

needed to be contacted in some cases 

prior to the individuals listed on the draft 

stakeholder list.   

The Mayor will reach out to Mayor Reed 

and the General Manager of the Airport. 
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Discussion Action/Response 

community.   

 

HNTB will draft an invitation letter for 

the Mayor to send to the technical 

committee. 

The majority of the meeting was spent in two groups with a 

facilitated discussion of the study corridor’s potential issues 

and opportunities.   

HNTB will incorporate the discussion 

points from the work session onto a map.   

  

  

 
 

The foregoing constitutes the author’s understanding of the matters discussed and the conclusions reached. 
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Date:  August 7, 2013 

Time:  8:30am – 9:30am 

Location: Government Center – Ground Floor Conference Room 

Meeting: Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail  

 

Meeting Overview: Update the Mayor’s Commission on the project progress including schedule, 

documents, scenario development, ridership and revenue models, capital and operating and 

maintenance (O&M) costs, financial performance and public participation.  Class I Railroad 

Passenger Rail Policy is a critical issue.  Norfolk Southern Railroad’s (NS) policies were presented 

by Kirsten Berry.  Following that presentation, Craig Camuso, Regional Vice President - State 

Government Affairs at CSX Transportation, gave a brief presentation on CSX’s operations and 

their policies.  He then fielded questions from the Commission.  

 

Discussion Action/Response 

Review the Agenda: 

 Introductions 

 Project Update 

 Class I Railroad Policy Discussion 

 Next Commission/Stakeholder Meeting (9/4/13) 

 Action Items 

 

Kirsten gave the Commission an update on the items HNTB is currently 

working on including:  

 Scenario Development 

o Representative routes – continuing to collect data 

o Developing initial operating plans 

 Developing the ridership and revenue model 

 Verified capital and O&M costs 

 Reviewing funding and financing options 

o Results will be available in September 

 Economic Analysis will begin in the fall. 
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Discussion Action/Response 

 

Charlotte gave an overview of public involvement activities including past 

meetings and a brief announcement of the September 4th meeting being a 

larger stakeholder meeting in coordination with the Commission meeting 

and the location (Community Room, City Services Center, 311 Citizens 

Way, Columbus, GA 31906).   

Mayor Tomlinson noted that summertime was difficult to hold meetings 

and expressed the hope that with school back in session more members 

would attend in the upcoming meetings and that HNTB should work with 

Lacey to help in the outreach.  

HNTB will draft an 

invitation letter for the 

Mayor to send to study 

stakeholders. 

 

 

HNTB will work with Lacey 

Morrison to help encourage 

members to participate. 

Kirsten reviewed the comments on the Technical Methodologies 

document and the Existing Conditions Report that were received from NS, 

CSX and Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT) Intermodal.  The 

documents were updated and are being routed through the CCG project 

manager for final review.  The finalized documents will be available on 

the website and will be provided to the Commission in an electronic 

format. 

 

Kirsten presented an overview of Norfolk Southern Railroad’s Passenger 

Rail Policies.   

 

Commission Members asked HNTB questions regarding the study – the 

questions/answers are not exact quotes from individuals but the overall context of 

the question and the answers: 

Q: Study is down to two proposed routes? 

A: Yes, one shared use corridor, identified as Route 2 following 

abandoned railway, NS corridor and CSX corridor; and one dedicated 

route, the I-185/I-85 corridor.  The dedicated uses the interstate but does 

transition to existing (CSX) rail corridor as it enters the terminal 

cities/stations. 

Q: Who owns the rail into the city (Atlanta)?  
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Discussion Action/Response 

A: CSX.  There is a portion along Route 2 within Coweta County that NS 

owns.  Both routes transition onto CSX southwest of Atlanta would be 

transition just south of the Fairburn area – the trains would be slowing 

down at that point to the approach to the airport station. 

Q: Does it matter the type of train? 

A: Each route will look at specific train technology.  There are two 

technologies, diesel (79-110 mph and 110-130 mph) and electrified (150-220 

mph).   

Q: On the dedicated – it would be a higher speed except into the city 

where transit would be slower – would the restrictions (Class I Railroad 

Policy) be an issue? 

A: Class I Railroad policies will go into effect in any joint use scenario, 

including a portion of the dedicated route. 

Q: Who would be responsible for the maintenance? 

A: It is yet to be determined; it could be the governing body, the passenger 

rail operator, or a third party.  The maintenance responsibility will not be 

determined as a part of feasibility. 

Q: Would the governing body have total liability? What about shared-use 

liability.  

A: This is also yet to be determined and will be dependent upon 

agreements between operators and owners.  On shared use facilities, the 

liability will be agreements between operators, owners, and the Class I 

Railroads. 

Q: Is there any way to avoid using the railroads at all? 

A: There may be a possibility of accessing the airport without transitioning 

onto an existing freight railway.  However, between the MMPT and 

Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport – there is no interstate access and 

would require a joint use facility.  Interstates have similar issues to the 

freight railroads – limited ROW availability entering urban areas – 

capacity issues.  HNTB will work with its engineers to understand the 

implications of avoiding CSX to the Atlanta airport. 

Q: How do you transition from interstate to rail line? 
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Discussion Action/Response 

A: Because they are not adjacent, there would be a new connection. 

Q: Do you see it stopping at the airport? 

A: Yes, and to be consistent with other studies, we assume a station at the 

airport (e.g., Atlanta to Charlotte High Speed Rail study) 

Q: Would you transfer to MARTA to going into downtown? 

A: You could, but we will be evaluating extending the service onto the 

MMPT 

Q: Who would have control over the HSR? 

A: It depends on who would operate, could be private, could be public.  

Best to consider what is being done in other parts of the country.   

A commission member mentioned the Georgia Rail Passenger 

Authority as potential governance. 

Q: What are the highest speeds (Amtrak)?  

A: In Georgia, 79 mph on NS track (average is probably under 60 mph, but 

actual average speed has not been identified). 

Q: Connection from the Atlanta Airport to the MMPT is Atlanta’s 

problem? 

A: For this study, we are using the information from the study currently 

ongoing from Atlanta to Charlotte and using the same assumptions.  Since 

the time of the meeting it has been determined that all costs will be 

covered by the Atlanta to Charlotte corridor and any incremental costs of 

adding additional trains from Columbus will be evaluated. 

Q: Could we, Columbus, get to the airport without CSX or NS? 

A: Maybe.  Studies show most efficient would be to transition to access 

most stations.  HNTB is working with its engineers to understand the 

possibilities of avoiding joint use with CSX or NS. 

Q: So does the Atlanta to Charlotte HSR go from the MMPT to the 

Airport? 

A: Yes, the study terminates at the Atlanta airport.  It would be assumed 

that most of the transfers from Columbus to Charlotte would take place in 



COLUMBUS TO ATLANTA HIGH SPEED RAIL 

FEASIBILITY STUDY MEETING MINUTES 

ATLANTA to CHARLOTTE  

AUTHORED BY: CHARLOTTE WEBER  

COPY TO: CCG PM, FILE PAGE 5 OF 6 

 

Discussion Action/Response 

MMPT. 

 

Craig Camuso, CSX gave the Commission a brief overview of CSX. 

  18,000 miles of tracks in GA 

  Anticipating growth in freight by about 40% over the next 20 years 

  600 million dollars in future investments 

  CSX – 8 spokes coming into ATL. 

  26 trains a day coming up from LaGrange and Manchester. 

  Amtrak trains running on CSX 25% National Network (46 trains a 

day) 

  CSX understand that they just can’t say no. They understand that 

moving people is economic development.  CSX also sees as part of 

the solution by getting trucks off the roads.  They state that each 

rail car is the equivalent of removing three trucks off the road. 

 

The CSX Passenger Rail Policies include: 

1. Safety is #1 

2. Has to ensure capacity both now and in the future 

3. Liability – we do not want to be liable for passengers on our rail. 

4. Will not pay for it. 

 

 

 

The following questions and discussions were primarily directed to/by 

Craig Camuso and are not the exact transcript but more an overview of 

the content/context. 

Q: Could passenger rail run on the existing tracks? 

A: No, they could not; they would have to be on dedicated track. 

Concepts of Public Private Partnership – CSX has done some (not 

passenger related).  Example: National Gateway – provided double stack 

clearance from ports to intermodal facility in Ohio.   

Q: How are states funding rail?   
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Discussion Action/Response 

A: They are general appropriations.  Florida has implemented the 

SIS (Strategic Intermodal Systems) as a dedicated funding source.  

NC has been proactive in their rail system and has approximately 30 

people dedicated to working with the railroads.  GA currently has 2 

or 3 dedicated rail employees within the Intermodal Division.  On 

the flip side, Georgia is way ahead in ports and a leader in 

advancing the port in Savannah.  Ports Authority in Georgia has 

historically invested in rail.  For rail implementation, one of the 

biggest restrictions in Georgia is the Gas Tax.   

 

Mayor: There have been some innovative suggestions to get around 

that.  Need to think outside the box.  Ideas floated. 

 

CSX – have done studies in the state of GA.  On the Athens line was 

a capacity study.  It wasn’t to say yes or no, it was how much is it 

going to take.  Look at that study.  You can’t just look at one line. If 

you are running passenger trains – how it impacts the other lines.  

When you have an accident that results in rerouting and creates a 

domino effect.  That capacity study for this (Columbus to Atlanta) 

route is very important to understand implications on the system. 

 

Mayor – would like in this study to look at ways to get to Atlanta 

without involving or minimal involvement of the railroad.  Explore 

a route that uses no RR involvement.   

In the south, specifically Georgia, many of the railroads are single 

tracks; which makes it a challenge for passenger rail.  The North is 

primarily double tracked.   

 

CSX thanked the CCG and the Commission for involving the 

railroads early.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HNTB is to prepare a 

technical memorandum 

based on engineering and 

operations analysis to 

determine if no RR  

The foregoing constitutes the author’s understanding of the matters discussed and the conclusions reached. 
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Date:  October 2, 2013 

Time:  8:30am – 9:30am 

Location: Government Center – Ground Floor Conference Room 

Meeting: Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail  

 

Meeting Overview: Update the Mayor’s Commission on the project progress including schedule, 

September 4th Stakeholder Meeting Recap, an update on the Capital Costs Methodology, and an 

overview of the methodology to determine Operations and Maintenance Costs.  A portion of the 

presentation was dedicated to an overview and discussion of the Georgia Rail Passenger 

Authority, its history and current status.   

 

Discussion Action/Response 

Review the Agenda: 

 Introductions 

 Review Schedule 

 September 4th Meeting Re-cap 

 Capital Costs Methodology 

 O&M Cost Methodology 

 Georgia Rail Passenger Authority 

 Questions and Discussion 

 

Charlotte updated the Commission on current project status 

and the upcoming tasks to be completed as the project team 

enters month 6 of the 9 month schedule.  She then gave a 

brief overview of the September 4th Stakeholder meeting 

including the topics discussed.  Charlotte then informed the 

Commission that the website had been recently updated 

with the finalized documents including the Existing 

Conditions Report, Technical Methodologies and the Public 

Involvement Plan.  She also reviewed upcoming tasks 

including future meetings and materials.  
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Discussion Action/Response 

Mayor Tomlinson noted that with an increase in posts and 

“likes” to the project’s Facebook page, she asked that 

Charlotte and Lacey look into a Facebook Ad to increase our 

presence.   

 

Ed Hudson stated that although 40 people attended the 

Stakeholder Meeting on September 4th, he asked to have an 

earlier start to invite the 300+ stakeholders in hopes to have 

more attendance at the final Stakeholder Meeting. 

 

 

Ed also asked about Speaker’s Bureaus both when would be 

the appropriate time to hold and how many could HNTB 

lead and would it be possible for the Commission to take 

the lead on them at some point.  

HNTB and the Mayor’s office will 

coordinate on the Facebook Ad and future 

content/posts. 

 

It was discussed that January would be an 

appropriate time for the final Stakeholder 

Meeting.  HNTB will propose potential 

dates and start invitations earlier. 

 

HNTB and the Commission together 

determined that Speakers Bureaus in 

January would be an appropriate time 

because there would be results at that 

time.  HNTB will develop a presentation 

for Commission members to present. 

  

Kirsten reviewed a more detailed capital cost methodology 

which is based on the Federal Railroad Administrations 

Standard Costing Categories.  Separate costs will be 

developed for three levels of service (speeds) – 90-110mph, 

110-150mph, and 150-220mph. 

Team engineers first have to understand the potential 

improvements needed for each of the levels of services and 

representative routes.  They will then quantify those 

improvements into a variety of categories and multiply by 

the unit cost for each category.   

A contingency of 30% is added to the costs. 

Unit costs were based on previous studies within the region 

including the Atlanta to Charlotte Passenger Rail Corridor 

Investment Plan and the high-speed rail feasibility studies 

to Birmingham, Jacksonville, and Louisville. 
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Discussion Action/Response 

 

Question: (Mayor) Why a 30% contingency?   

Response: It is a standard practice for feasibility studies – it 

is what is used in other feasibility studies.  Very conceptual.  

Once you go more into design the contingency percentages 

will decrease. 

 

Question:  Costs are used for other studies?  Are any of 

them tested with real projects?   

Response: We took from Atlanta to Charlotte Feasibility 

study.  Verified with projects in Florida and California 

(those in final design).  Used an index to account for 

regional costs.  Haven’t compared to European schedule. 

 

Comment: (NS) The sample provide of the cost sheet should 

have “Sample” marked on it so if it gets out you don’t have 

to explain yourself. 

Kirsten reviewed the methodology for operating and 

maintenance costs.  There are two types of costs, fixed costs 

that are not depended on level of service, and variable costs, 

which are dependent on level of service.  Kirsten reviewed 

the variable and fixed costs and the drivers associated with 

the costs including train miles, passenger miles, total 

ridership, and total revenue. 

Kirsten reviewed the unit costs which are based on unit 

costs from the same studies evaluated for capital unit costs. 

 

Commission Members asked HNTB questions regarding the 

study – the questions/answers are not exact quotes from 

individuals but the overall context of the question and the 

answers: 
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Discussion Action/Response 

Question: (GDOT) – What is the length of the route?  

Response: Average is 110/112 max.  Proposed MMPT to the 

Columbus Airport.  We are doing our cost estimates would 

be airport to airport but ridership estimates are MMPT to 

Columbus Airport.   

 

Question: John Edwards (NS) – Discussion on the study 

segment between the Atlanta Airport and the Georgia MMPT.  

Covered by another study?  Which one?   

Response: Atlanta to Charlotte.   

 

Comment: (Mayor) Would like our study to focus on airport 

to airport instead of using the data from other studies on a 

segment that may or may not happen.   

 

Question: (CCG) What is the status of the studies?   

Response:  Feasibility studies finished in 2012.  Atlanta to 

Chattanooga – DRAFT Tier I EIS under review with 

FHWA/FRA.  Atlanta Charlotte – DEIS mid 2014 

 

Question (CCG) – we will identify some sort of funding 

source?  With some idea of how we are going to pay for 

this?   

Response: We are looking at potential funding sources, 

federal opportunities, regional, state and local.  P3 

partnerships as well. 

 

Question: Why is the cost for the stations so different?  

Response: It depends on manned or unmanned stations 

based on technology and ridership. 
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Discussion Action/Response 

Georgia Rail Passenger Authority Discussion 

Kirsten reviewed the Georgia Rail Passenger Authority 

including the history of the authority beginning in 1985 up 

until the present state of the authority.  Kirsten provided an 

overview of the intended purpose of the authority and the 

current membership.  Finally there was a review of the 

legislated powers of the authority which then went into 

discussion with the Commission. 

 

Comment (GDOT) – group approached Georgia One for 

potential funding.  It was denied.  They have not been able 

to find funding. 

 

Comment: Structure is there – if the seating governor sees it 

as a viable group it may be re-activated.  

 

Question: Is the Valley Partnership not an option?  

Response: They are.  There are a number of options. 

 

Comment: (Mayor) – appreciate the discussion.  We have it 

statutory scheme already on the books.  Defeatist attitude of 

lobbyist.  If the studies don’t have the conversations with 

the governor.  We need to put this in the studies.  Broadest 

authority power.  Could be an operating, fund, and 

construct, etc. authority. 

 

Other Discussions: 

The Mayor proposed to Norfolk Southern to partner with 

Columbus on this project on how to find innovative 

solutions on not using the Class I railroad lines/alignments 

to move this project forward. 
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Discussion Action/Response 

Norfolk Southern: Within certain corridors passenger rail is 

utilized; however freight is our business.  When you get to 

the Atlanta area you get to the neck of the funnel. Note that 

it isn’t necessarily the case that we don’t want shared.  We 

(NS) have constraints on what we can safely and 

operationally handle.  When the study talks about sharing 

track or adjacent to track.  From a cost standpoint it is two 

very different things.  From an operational capacity we 

don’t have the ability to handle above 79 mph.  If you want 

faster than you need to look at a dedicated ROW.  We host 

79 mph.  It is within the constraints of the ROW, corridor, 

etc.  There is a very different operating environment than in 

the heart of Atlanta.  NS looks 30 years out.   

 

Mayor – I don’t want it to be 79mph, I want it to go 200 

mph.  Then NS can help make Columbus’s line feasible.  If 

you with your expertise can help us get that 10% between 

the airport to the city.   

 

NS - You are trying to touch the Atlanta transportation 

system.  Get the dedicated line up and running.  If you 

really have to push it to downtown, then maybe later.  Get 

the stake in the ground, get it started, one way to do it, then 

let the last little bit rule the project.  This one is interesting.  

Often they come to NS in the 11th hour.  We are not trying to 

kill this.  We’d be happy to work with Columbus.   

 

The foregoing constitutes the author’s understanding of the matters discussed and the conclusions reached. 
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Date:  November 6, 2013 

Time:  8:30am – 9:30am 

Location: Government Center – Ground Floor Conference Room 

Meeting: Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail  

 

Meeting Overview: Update the Mayor’s Commission on the preliminary results of the Capital 

Costs, O&M Costs, Ridership and Revenue and the preliminary operating ratio.  Commission 

Members asked HNTB questions throughout the presentation regarding the study – the questions/answers 

are not exact quotes from individuals but the overall context of the question and the answers: 

 

Discussion Action/Response 

Review the Agenda: 

 Welcome/Introductions 

 October 2nd Meeting Re-cap 

 Capital Costs Results 

 O&M Cost Results 

 Ridership/Revenue Results 

 Preliminary Operating Ratio 

 Questions and Discussion 

 

The Mayor opened the meeting with a concern on the level of participation for the 

current meeting and the one previous.  She will go through the list with Lacey to 

determine if new appointments are needed on the Commission. Also in light of the 

amount of data being shared by HNTB, the Mayor suggested having a Special Called 

Meeting to increase participation.  The information is important for the Commission 

members for their review and input.   

Ed Hudson made opening remarks on the importance of what HNTB’s results mean 

and increasing participation is key.  He asked that the Technical Advisory Committee 

Meeting (December 18) notices go out early.  Lacey noted that they would be sent out 

from the Mayor’s office that day or the following.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Charlotte briefly mentioned that the meeting held on October 2 was a productive  
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Discussion Action/Response 

meeting and that meeting minutes were sent with the meeting reminder and opened 

the floor for any additions or comments.  None were offered.   

Charlotte also noted upcoming meetings including the next Mayor’s Commission 

Meeting on December 4, the Technical Advisory Group meeting on December 18 and 

the larger Stakeholder meeting scheduled for January 8. 

Kirsten gave an overview of the study corridor that includes two representative 

routes, the shared use (using abandoned or active railroad right-of-way) and a 

dedicated route (following I-185 and I-85) and three technologies for three levels of 

service (speeds) – Emerging - 79-110 mph, Regional 110-150 mph, and Express 150-

220 mph. 

The engineers have been working on the conceptual plan for constructing each 

alternative.  They have also quantified those improvements and calculated the cost 

for construction.  

 

Question: Are there stops proposed? 

Response: Yes, Columbus Airport, Newnan (if dedicated route – site at I-85 exit 47 

Bullsboro Drive and shared in downtown Newnan) and Atlanta Airport. 

 

Question: What is the value of the Newnan stop? 

Response: We found that having a stop generated significant ridership between 

Atlanta and Newnan. 

 

 

Kirsten explained that based on the Train Performance Calculator modeling, the 

travel times per technology resulted in: 

     Emerging    101.79 miles/ 1:36 travel time/ 55.1 avg. speed/ 4 round trips 

     Regional      91.05  miles/ 1:26 travel time/ 63.2 avg. speed/ 5 round trips 

     Express        91.05 miles/ 1:01 travel time/ 71.3 avg. speed/ 6 round trips 

These times could be diminished if curves are eased for any of the alternatives, but 

easing of curves were not included as a part of feasibility; this effort would be 
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Discussion Action/Response 

conducted when final alignments are decided.  

 

Comment: Portal to portal in an hour is really important.  There are economic 

opportunities connecting with Metro Atlanta.  

Response: Express may be an option – travel time would be less than an hour. 

 

Question: Does that work around the major schedule pushes around H-JAIA? 

Response: Service will be provided at peak hours for commuters, travelers will be 

taken into consideration to working with air schedules. 

 

Kirsten reviewed the estimated Capital Costs which followed FRA standard costing 

categories for the emerging, regional and express alternatives.  These costs all 

included a 30% contingency and were based on the unit costs from the Atlanta to 

Charlotte Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Program.  The estimated total Capital 

Costs in (2013$) were: 

   Emerging    Total Cost - $1.1 billion       Cost per mile - $10.7 million 

   Regional      Total Cost - $2.1 billion       Cost per mile - $23 million 

   Express        Total Cost – $3.9 billion      Cost per mile - $42.5 million 

* The infrastructure is the same for the regional and the express technologies – 

however; express includes full electrification – difference of ($1.8 billion)  

 

 

Kirsten then went over the methodologies for the Operating Plan and Costs which is 

primarily based on track geometry or curves and the O&M costs are based on 

variable and fixed cost categories.  Variable costs would include things like on-board 

services, equipment maintenance, fuel or energy, insurance, etc.  The fixed costs 

include things like stations and administration and management. 

 

Question: With the Atlanta to Charlotte project, it ends at the airport – does it include 

a maintenance facility and stop? 
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Discussion Action/Response 

Response: We would share the maintenance facility with the Atlanta to Charlotte 

corridor which is located at the proposed airport station – our costs do not include 

that facility. 

Question: Is electrified less costly to maintain? 

Response: There is a higher per mile cost to build and maintain an electrified cost but 

less expensive in terms of fuel/energy. 

  

Kirsten shared the overall operating and maintenance costs for each of the 

technologies in the year 2030, 2040, and 2050.  

 

Question: So these are in 2013 dollars, but have you estimated 2030$? 

Response: Yes – updated correction, these costs are 2013$ and have not been inflated 

out. 
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Discussion Action/Response 

 

Question: Is that required by the government? 

Response: Not required but we wanted to take into account inflation, so we used 

2.5%. Correction: this inflation will be applied, but was not at the time of the 

presentation 

 

Question: Does this figure represent present value?  This is what we would 

need to collect today to build in 2030?   

Response: Yes. Correction – Net present values are being calculated currently, 

but it is expected they will not be significant variance 

 

Question: What about the trolley /streetcar in Atlanta?  What is the cost per 

mile?  

Response: Do not know.  Will get the $ amounts for next meeting. 

 

Question: What is the cost to add lanes on the interstate?   

Response: Similar to these numbers 

 

Comment: This should be brought up to the public to relate.  Columbus has a 

number of $50 million road widening projects.  Looking for new money or 

reprioritization.  People need to understand the cost.  Our perspective of retail 

pricing. 

 

Comment: Have to take into account 150-250 people per train vs 10,000 in 

cars. 

 

Comment: Think about the work on I-85 – cost – maintenance cost – safety – 

not bringing in money.  No one is paying a toll. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A slide on cost 

context will be 

added to the 

Speaker’s Bureau 

presentation. 
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Discussion Action/Response 

 

Kirsten then reviewed the methodology for the Ridership and Revenue followed by 

the results. 

 

 

It was explained that the FRA seeks to have an operation ratio at greater than 1.0.  

The results from this study are shown here: 
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Discussion Action/Response 

 

The revenue surplus could be used to pay off capital bonds. 

Comment: 6 trains a day – moving 1,000 people.  Not a stand-alone but in 

addition to those traveling in cars.   

 

Comment: Need to account for cost per person moved. 

 

Question: Does GDOT have projected car trips between Columbus and 

Atlanta?   

Response: Typically what is used is a statewide model between metropolitan 

areas.  Age of the survey used was old, had to do some estimating based on 

annual trips between Atlanta and Macon.  Our numbers are an estimate only. 

 

Question: In terms of environmental savings – how do you put the $ on it?  

Response: Detailed analysis is part of the Environmental Analysis.  A 

qualitative discussion of what goes into this analysis will be a part of the final 
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Discussion Action/Response 

report. 

 

Question: How do you have regional and express as the same infrastructure if 

one is electrified?   

Response: Same steel wheel rail infrastructure.  The engines are different, but 

passenger cars may be transferable.  Only difference is adding a third 

(electrified) rail and the catenary (overhead) system.  One option for phasing 

is to start with regional technology and as you build ridership, make 

additional investment into fully electrified and sell the regional equipment.  

 

Comment: If you are going… go big.  May be hard to phase and ask for more 

money. 

 

Question: Would we be eligible for commute funds? CMAQ funding?  What 

about veterans money?  What about disabled?  

Response: We will research additional funding from Veterans and Disabled 

programs. 

Comment: If you are using funds to improve air quality you can use the 

funds.   

 

Question: Are we talking about 1 train or 2 trains (units) in these costs?   

Response: Accounts for all trains including those that are in storage as back-

up in case of maintenance issues. 

 

Question: How many units?   

Response: number of vehicles – based on frequencies. Push pull trains – 12 

units for electrified. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HNTB will 

research 

additional 

potential funding 

through Veterans 

and Disabled 

programs 
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Discussion Action/Response 

Question: Are these one way or round trip?   

Response: One way 

 

Question: These are priced for 2030?  

Response: Yes 

 

Question: Will there really be a call center or a need for a call center in 2030?   

Response: It is accounted for but unknown if needed, as many variables may 

change over the next 17 years. 

 

Question: What is the perspective of the impact of the (Columbus) airport? 

Response: New airport director is very excited about this.  Previous Executive 

Director Mark Oropeza thought rail would put the Columbus on the map for 

opportunities. 

 

Comment: By stopping at the airport, we limit ridership in the Atlanta area.  

However, we can piggypack into the MMPT.  An estimate of additional 

ridership for this extension will be provided in the final report. 

 

Comment: We need to have a strategy session – need to talk about moving 

forward. Need to have public conversation – education campaign.  Need to 

gain momentum.   

 

Comment: Environmental Impact is an important piece.  Selling it to the 

“greens”.  Getting public opinion on your side.   

 

Comment: Need to look at traffic counts in 2030.  What is it going to look like? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HNTB will bring 

a staff 

communications 

specialist to 

discuss the public 

conversation for 

next meeting. 
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Discussion Action/Response 

Ridership – taking cars off the road. 

 

Question: What’s next?   

Response: Step 1 – then environmental process. 

Comment: Follow the process – be ready for the money. 

 

Comment: GDOT needs to accommodate this project/our corridor.   

Response: Part of the implementation plan includes that. 

 

Question: In the Revenue projections –is it just concessions?  Doesn’t include 

advertising, military use, etc. 

Response: No but that could be additional revenue. 

 

Comment: The Chamber Board would be a great program – business 

community.  (Board Retreat – January) 

 

Comment:   Start with the opportunity not the price tag. 

 

Question: Can you show what it would cost today for the ticket prices? 

Response: Yes we can show what it would cost in 2013. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

HNTB to include 

2013 costs in 

December 4 

presentation. 

 

 

 

 

  

The foregoing constitutes the author’s understanding of the matters discussed and the conclusions reached. 
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Date:  December 4, 2013 

Time:  8:30am – 9:30am 

Location: Government Center – Ground Floor Conference Room 

Meeting: Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail  

 

Meeting Overview: Update the Mayor’s Commission on the results of the Capital Costs, O&M Costs, 

Ridership and Revenue and the preliminary operating ratios.  Also included was a discussion on next steps 

once the study is complete and how the information will be shared with stakeholders and the public.  

Commission Members asked HNTB questions throughout the presentation regarding the study – the 

questions/answers are not exact quotes from individuals but the overall context of the question and the answers: 

 

Discussion Action/Response 

Review the Agenda: 

 Welcome/Introductions 

 Technical Results 

o Capital Costs  

o O&M Cost 

o Ridership/Revenue 

o Preliminary Operating Ratios 

 Next Steps 

 Questions and Discussion 

 

The Mayor opened the meeting with a welcome to new Commission members, Brian 

Abeyta from AFLAC and Richard Howell the new Columbus Airport Director.  

Edward Hudson made opening remarks thanking the Commission members for their 

commitment and that he understands how busy they are and how appreciative he 

and the Mayor are that members understand and value the importance of this project.   

He noted that this is a transformative project for Columbus and now that we are 

nearing the end of this first phase the Commission’s work is far from over.  
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Discussion Action/Response 

Kirsten started the discussion by stating that today’s meeting would be a similar 

presentation to the one in November due to the number of new faces and increased 

attendance by Commission members and the importance of the information.  She also 

noted that we would leave time at the end of the meeting to discuss next steps, to 

gather the input of the Commission.   

 

Kirsten began the presentation by giving a high-level overview of the study for the 

benefit of the new Commission members and then presented a recap of the 

November presentation with the exception of a few additional slides.  She gave an 

overview of the study corridor that includes two representative routes, the shared use 

(using abandoned or active railroad right-of-way) and a dedicated route (following I-

185 and I-85) and three technologies for three levels of service (speeds) – Emerging - 

79-110 mph, Regional 110-150 mph, and Express 150-220 mph. Kirsten then reviewed 

the estimated capital costs which followed Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 

Standard Costing Categories (SCC) for the Emerging, Regional and Express 

alternatives.  These costs all included a 30% contingency and were based on the unit 

costs from the Atlanta to Charlotte Passenger Rail Corridor Investment Program.  

After presenting the overall capital costs for each alternative, Kirsten showed a slide 

that compared other transportation/transit costs per mile as a perspective in 

discussing this project to demonstrate that all transportation modes are an investment 

into the overall transportation network. 

 

Question: Would there be ROW costs with Regional (along the interstate)?  

Response: Yes, but they are anticipated to be minimal.  Some costs may occur to 

straighten curves or in the transitions from the interstate to the railroad right-of-way 

as the route approaches the airport area or stations) 

 

Question: Has the Atlanta to Charlotte progressed enough to know the technology?   

Response: We are looking at all technologies.  No decisions yet, this spring should 

have some operational results.  We will not choose a preferred alternative until after 

the Tier I DEIS which is not scheduled until late 2014 or early 2015. 
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Discussion Action/Response 

Question: The 30% contingency seems like a large contingency, can you elaborate on 

why such a large number? 

Response: This is a high -level study and because there are so many unknowns, FRA’s 

guidance has us use a 30%, as we move into the environmental study, the 

contingency will decrease.   

  

Question: So does capital costs include site, materials and inflation: 

Response: It includes earthwork, stations, vehicles, track materials, right-of-way, 

electrification, etc. and includes a contingency that will cover inflation. 

 

Question: Is it inflation primarily that results in a contingency? 

Response: It does include inflation but also includes other unknowns that we cannot 

estimate for at a conceptual level and the contingency will come down as the specifics 

become known. 

 

Question: Are there any real numbers to compare the actual cost versus the estimated 

cost with contingency?  

Response by Ft. Benning: Ft. Benning used a similar contingency on a development 

prior to the environmental, when you get into bidding; it comes down to the actual. 

 

Kirsten then went over the methodologies for the Operating Plan and Costs which is 

primarily based on track geometry or curves and the operating and maintenance 

(O&M) costs are based on variable and fixed cost categories.  Variable costs would 

include items such as on-board services, equipment maintenance, fuel or energy, 

insurance, etc.  The fixed costs include items that will not change based on ridership 

or technology such as stations and administration and management.  Kirsten 

discussed the overall O&M costs for each of the technologies in years 2030, 2040, and 

2050.   
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Kirsten then reviewed the methodology for the Ridership and Revenue followed by the results. 

 

Question: Are the totals in ridership for one way or round trip?  

Response: It is per rider, so it reflects total boardings or one way trips. 

Follow up question: Is that assuming zero subsidies?   

Response: Yes, assumes everyone pays full fare. 

 

It was explained that the FRA seeks to have an operation ratio at greater than 1.0.  The results from this 

study show that the Emerging does not achieve a ratio greater than 1.0, but both Regional and Express 

have over 1.0 ratio in opening year of operation (2030).  Kirsten explained that any surplus in operating 

revenue could be used to pay off capital bonds. 

 

Question/Comment: What’s the reality of the cost?  There will be sticker shock in the public’s 

perception.  

Comment: One major point is to demonstrate “here are the costs but here is the revenue”.  The study 

shows that it will sustain itself over the course of the operations. 

 

Question: In presenting this to FRA you can defend this?   

Response: Yes, methodologies were completed based on other studies funded by FRA.  All of the 

results used the approved methodologies.  FRA is a member of the Commission and has the 

opportunity to review all of the documents 

 

Question: How typical is it that the estimated costs for Regional/Express are covered by the revenue 

(ratio is greater than 1.0)?   

Response: It is fairly typical because faster service increases ridership levels.    

 

Question: Why is there no change in the fixed costs with the different technologies? 

Response: There are fixed costs in all stations and management and it is estimated that these costs 

would be consistent among all technologies.   
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Question: Is the revenue driven by the ridership?   

Response: Yes, ticket revenue is directly correlated with ridership, on-board service revenue (food and 

beverage) was calculated as a percentage of ridership. 

 

Question: Is this assuming that there will be more ridership because the trains are faster with the 

Regional and Express and do the fares account for it as well?   

Response: Yes, the ridership increases with faster travel times because it becomes more attractive to 

more people.  Ridership takes into account the fare prices, the auto and air trips as well as the 

operating plans (e.g., number of trains that operate daily). 

 

Question: Have you looked at how long would it take you to pay off those bonds if you look at the $3.9 

billion to put in the electric system?   

Response: CSU is working on that.  They are including economic impact (high level).   CSU is looking 

at the funding and financing opportunities.  Annual pro formas every year, net present values, 

consumer benefits, etc.  

 

Question: Is there opportunity to increase the number of trains on each of these alternatives?  If the 

airport becomes a hub can you add more capacity to the express?  What would be the limit on that?  

Response: Yes you can add trains as your ridership increases. It depends on the capacity of what the 

rail lines can accommodate, but increased trains were accounted for as ridership increased in later 

years of operation.   

 

Comment: Another key selling point – we haven’t designed something that will be obsolete when it 

opens, it has the capacity to expand… the line would demonstrate sustainability.  

 

Question: With the 10 minute difference between Emerging and Regional and the fare difference being 

as it is projected, would that be an issue.   

Response: There is a point in the fare sensitivity where any additional increase in fare would begin to 

cause a decrease in ridership.  More fare sensitivity would take place during the NEPA studies. 
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Question: Would these passengers be screened by TSA since they are coming into the airport?   

Response: Not sure the safety protocol. However, typical in the industry, these corridors are outside 

the purview of the TSA.   

Comment: As passenger rail becomes more common, there may be more security.  Depends on world 

events.  

 

Question: Has there been consideration in how to transport travelers to other portions of the city?   

Response: There have been some high-level discussions, but there is no specific plan as a part of this 

study.  The Columbus Airport station could serve as a multi-modal facility.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Commission used the last portion of the meeting time to discuss next steps. 

 

With the federal process: FRA - Once you have feasibility completed you go into the environmental 

phase.  FRA – Tier I and then a more in depth Tier II.  Columbus will want to get to the environmental 

studies.  Big question is where can we find the funding to do the study?   

 

Question: When do we expect the report delivered?  

Response: Draft report will be available to the Commission in January, the final will be available online 

in February. 

 

Mayor’s comment: Every person on this Commission has a board or constituents.  Should we look first 

at educating the people the Commission is representing?  We need people out there with the basic 

concepts.   Commission should first be fully educated.   

 

Question: With the Environmental Study – Tier 1 – how are those usually funded?   

Response: In GA, two have been funded by FRA (80%) and GDOT Intermodal has matched (20%).  

There was an earmark on the Atlanta to Chattanooga and the Atlanta to Charlotte study had a FRA 

grant.   
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Question: How does Columbus get that process going?  

GDOT Response: There is an application process for the grants, but not sure when the next call for 

applications will be.  

Comment: There have been a few other sources – Obama administration, hundreds of millions of 

dollars dedicated to HSR.  Several states got the money including Georgia. However it would take a 

literal Act of Congress to create another one of those programs. 

Comment: The TIGER funding is an option – it is highly competitive.   

 

Question: Do you do environmental assessment on all 3 possible alternatives? I see Emerging as a loss, 

so would they spend the money to evaluate?   

Response: Initial screening will be done on all routes during the environmental study.  Once you 

develop the Need and Purpose statement you run all routes through and if it doesn’t meet the Need 

and Purpose, you could screen out.  However if it meets the N&P it has to be evaluated. 

Tier I – desktop evaluation using GIS data 

Tier II – preferred alternative – one route, but more intensive survey. 

 

Question: We know our ridership/revenue and when CSU finishes the financial do we have a product 

that can be sold to GDOT, FRA, etc.?    

Response: Columbus is competitive.  But to put you in a better position, finding the local funding on 

your own, not requiring a 100% grant would be helpful.  In addition, other analysis of economic 

development could help.  

Comment/Recommendation: Look at the TIGER grant and the associated requirements to understand 

how to make Columbus more competitive.   

 

Mayor’s Events - State of the City – January would be a potential time to announce the study and the 

results to start the conversations. 

 

Comment: We need the CSU report and have time to understand the results. 

 

Comment: Business community needs to be in the loop…whatever the initiative.  That leadership has 

to be front and center.  
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Comment:  Need to reflect the context of what it means to the public (e.g., benefits of economic 

development, investing in your community). 

 

Comment: Another thing that it is a marathon, not a sprint to implement a project of this size.  

 

Comment/Recommendation: Need to work with the Valley Partnership, so that it become part of the 

Regional Development Plan. Needs to reflect how it can help the entire region.  There is a regional 

aspect of this and the green effect will be key.  

 

Comment: Share the perspective that Columbus is a progressive city.   

 

Comment: This is not Columbus to Atlanta, but Columbus to the world.  This study puts us in a 

position to be part of that. 

 

Comment: At the beginning of the study when we were talking about the goals and objectives – what 

was heard was making Columbus a hub for this area, branch out to Montgomery, Albany, north 

Florida, etc.  Making Columbus a destination. 

 

Comment: Mayor has a heavy speaking schedule this spring including 

- Business luncheon 

- Big Ten concept 

Mayor requested to the Commission to think about what big groups to reach out to – be an advocate 

within your organization.  

The foregoing constitutes the author’s understanding of the matters discussed and the conclusions reached. 
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Bill Dudley AFLAC Vice President Government Relations

Jane Hayse Atlanta Regional Commission Transportation Planning Director

Cain Wilkes Atlanta Regional Commission

Kasim Reed City of Atlanta Mayor

Sherry Goodrum Columbus Airport Commission Chairperson

Mike Gaymon Columbus Chamber of Commerce President and CEO

Colin Martin Columbus Chamber of Commerce Vice President for Governmental Affairs

Rick Jones Columbus Consolidated Government Planning Director

Tom Helton Columbus State University Vice President for Business and Finance

Tim Mescon Columbus State University President  

Lynda Temples C-PCMPO Transportation Planner

Craig Camuso CSX Railroad Regional Vice President - State Government Affairs

John Winkle Federal Railroad Administration Environmental Protection Specialist

George Steuber Fort Benning Deputy Garrison Commander

Brandon Cockrell Fort Benning Chief, PAIO

Page Siplon Georgia Department of Economic Development Center of Innovation for Logistics

Chet Welch Georgia Department of Transportation Rail Program Manager

Jeremy Daniel Georgia Department of Transportation

Shelley Lamar Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport Planning Manager

Dottie Gandee Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport

Louis E. Miller Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport Aviation General Manager

Edward Hudson Mayor's Commission on Passenger Rail Co-Chair

Calvin Smyre Mayor's Commission on Passenger Rail Co-Chair

Saundra Hunter METRA Transit System Director

Dave Williams Metropolitan Atlanta Chamber Vice President of Transportation

Don Nachiuk NCR Corporation

Joel Harrell Norfolk Southern Railroad Resident Vice President - Government Relations

Patti Cullen River Valley Regional Commission Executive Director

Gary Jones The Valley Partnership Executive Vice President for Military Affairs

Lanier Boatwright Three Rivers Regional Commission Executive Director

Chip Torbert Total System Services, Inc. Sr. Director of Commercial Real Estate

Dave White Troy University Vice Chancellor

Teresa Tomlinson Columbus Consolidated Government Mayor
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Date:  June 14, 2013 

Time:  9:00am – 10:40 am EST 

Location: Planning Annex – Conference Room; Columbus, GA 

Meeting: Technical Advisory Group Meeting 

 

Meeting Overview:  

 

Introductions 

Kirsten Berry, HNTB Corporation Project Manager, thanked everyone for attending and asked Edward 

Hudson of the Mayor’s Commission for Passenger Rail to introduce himself. Edward explained that the 

Columbus Consolidated Government (CCG) and the Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail are 

currently undergoing a feasibility study and have retained HNTB Corporation to conduct the study. It 

was then asked of the group to introduce themselves and who they represent. The following individuals 

were in attendance: 

 Edward Hudson, Co-Chair, Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail 

 Chip Torbert, Total System Services, Inc. 

 Lynda Temples, Transportation Planner, City of Columbus 

 Rick Jones, Planning Director, City of Columbus 

 Saudra Hunter, Director, METRA,  

 Dottie Gandee, Planner, Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport 

 Cain Williams, ARC 

 Colin Martin, VP for Governmental Affairs, Columbus Chamber of Commerce 

 Tom Helton, VP for Business and Finance,  Columbus State University 

 Tim Mescon, President, Columbus State University 

 George Steuber, Deputy Garrison Commander, Fort Benning 

 Jeremy Daniel, Rail Planner, GDOT 

 Dave Williams, VP of Transportation, Metropolitan Atlanta Chamber  

 Patti Cullen, Executive Director, River Valley Regional Commission 

 Lanier Boatwright, Executive Director, Three Rivers Regional Commission  

 Dave White, Vice Chancellor, Troy University 

 Brandon Cockrell, Chief, PAIO, Fort Benning 

 Teresa Tomlinson, Mayor, City of Columbus 

 Jeff Parker, VP, HNTB Corporation 
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 Charlotte Weber, Deputy Project Manager, HNTB Corporation 

 Kirsten Berry, Project Manager, HNTB Corporation 

Study Background 

Kirsten began by saying that we are in the beginning stages of a feasibility study and discussed the 

meeting agenda and the purpose of the meeting which is to introduce and discuss the corridor’s route 

alternatives. 

Kirsten continued by talking about the history of the corridor. The Columbus to Atlanta corridor was 

included GDOT’s Georgia State Rail Plan that was published in 2009. The plan indicates the potential for 

having passenger rail connect all major metropolitan areas including Columbus which is the third largest 

metropolitan population in the state.  

In 2010, Georgian’s for Passenger Rail completed a passenger rail study from Atlanta to Griffin. In 2012, 

Georgia Department of Transportation completed three high-speed rail feasibility studies including 

Atlanta – Birmingham, Atlanta – Jacksonville, and Atlanta – Louisville. In 2013, the CCG began the 

Columbus to Atlanta Feasibility Study.  

Other projects that are currently ongoing include the Georgia MultiModal Passenger Terminal 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Atlanta – Charlotte Tier 1 EIS, and the Atlanta – Chattanooga Tier 

1 EIS. 

Kirsten explained that this feasibility study is the start of a long process that if the corridor is found to be 

feasible and funding is identified could end in construction of the facility and operation of passenger rail 

service. However, there are many steps including an environmental process and design that have to be 

completed if this corridor is found to be feasible before an operating passenger rail system is running. 

Ultimately the project time is driven by funding. 

To help screen down alternatives, this feasibility study will focus on public/stakeholder participation, 

scenario development and operating plans, demand and revenue estimates, conceptual engineering and 

capital costs, operating and maintenance costs, financial analysis, and social impacts. An implementation 

and phasing plan that includes a summary of potential funding sources will be done if the corridor is 

found to be feasible. It is projected that this study will be completed by the end of the year to early next 

year. Feasibility will be determined based on how well the system can support itself without government 

subsidies and how efficiently it can pay down the capital investment.  

It was asked if there are any rail operations that don’t need subsidies. Kirsten replied that there are some 

corridors in the northeast that operate without a subsidy, however FRA knows that subsidies are likely 

needed to get operations started and look for self-sustainability after a period of time to compensate for 

ridership ramp up during the initial phase of implementation. Kirsten added that FRA is also interested 

in phasing projects as it reduces the initial capital costs of the project and will result in projects being 
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implemented in a timelier manner. 

Stakeholder Participation 

Charlotte Weber, Deputy Project Manager, presented the public participation program to the group. The 

Technical Advisory Group (TAG) along with the Mayor’s Commission for Passenger Rail, senior leaders, 

and key stakeholders will provide input throughout the study process including the development of 

scenarios and route alternatives. The project has a website and Facebook page to help keep the public 

informed. 

The project team will meet with the TAG at key milestones including initial route alternatives 

development (the purpose of today’s meeting), preliminary results on technical tasks (fall 2013), and final 

results and feasibility determination (winter 2013). 

The project team conducts monthly meeting with the Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail to provide 

study progress updates in which a few members of the Commission also serve on the TAG. 

Route Alternatives 

Kirsten explained that the universe of alternatives was identified by analyzing potential routes that could 

be constructed within state and interstate highway corridors, abandoned rail corridors, or active rail 

corridors. Five routes were identified as the universe of alternatives between Columbus and Atlanta. Four 

of the alternatives primarily run within and/or parallel to abandoned and active rail corridors; one is a 

new passenger route running within or parallel to the I-185 and I-85 corridors. Following the initial 

identification of potential routes, CCG and HNTB will work together to screen down the universe of 

alternatives to “representative” route alternatives.  Representative alternatives are not preferred 

alternatives, but are alternatives from which to base the feasibility estimates.  The feasibility study will 

not result in a preferred route alternative, technology or speed. These items will be determined during the 

environmental analysis. 

Kirsten presenting the five routes in more detail with the use of Google Earth.  

Route 1 runs along the Georgia Southwestern Railroad (GSWR) from Columbus to Durand, where it 

travels to LaGrange within or parallel to the active CSX corridor. It continues north within or parallel 

to the active CSX corridor through Newnan and onto Atlanta.  

Route 2 follows the same GSWR line from Columbus north to Raymond where it transitions within 

or parallel to the Norfolk Southern (NS) active corridor, traveling east to Newnan and then 

connecting within or next to the active CSX corridor continuing north to Atlanta.  

Route 3 utilizes an abandoned corridor from Columbus to Woodbury where it connects within or 
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parallel to the CSX corridor and continues north through Peachtree City and into Atlanta.  

Route 4 uses the same abandoned line as Route 3 from Columbus to Griffin. In Griffin, the route 

connects within or parallel to the NS active corridor and travels northwest to Atlanta.  

Route 5 is the travels within or parallel to I-185 from Columbus to LaGrange and I-85 from LaGrange 

to Atlanta. In Columbus, Route 5 could access the Columbus airport or could transition via a new 

alignment to GSWR for a short distance to get into the city center. Further, a connection to the CSX 

right-of-way or parallel to it would also be needed to connect to the Georgia MMPT in Atlanta. 

It was asked where the abandoned rail line goes in Columbus? Kirsten replied that the abandoned rail 

line runs from the city center to the eastern side of Columbus and follows the rails-to-trails corridor to the 

Harris County line. FRA originally intended for the rails-to-trails program to preserve rail corridor’s so 

that they could be used for future passenger rail operations. However, the trail is heavily used and that 

aspect will be considered in the feasibility of the corridor. Further, abandoned corridors are attractive for 

these studies as they do not interfere with active freight operations. On the other hand, it is also likely 

based on previous stakeholder feedback that the use of this abandoned corridor will require a significant 

amount of property acquisition from private land owners.  Rick Jones confirmed that this was in fact the 

case. 

The question was asked as to why Griffin continues to undergo studies for commuter rail after so many 

years? Kirsten stated that when projects are shelved for a period of time, depending on regulations, they 

may need to be re-evaluated before they can proceed into the next phases of the planning, design and 

construction phases. 

Does Route 5 have to terminate in the rail yard? Kirsten explained that new rail corridors such as an 

interstate corridor typically transition to active or abandoned rail lines to reach stations in urban cities 

and terminal areas. We will be using the current Georgia MMPT studies to evaluate how to connect in at 

Atlanta.  But there are options for connectivity to other areas of Columbus that will need to be evaluated 

further. 

Kirsten then started to describe the issues and opportunities along each route. During the discussion it 

was asked if the GSWR line is the most accessible to downtown Columbus. Kirsten stated that it is the 

most accessible line to downtown however early scoping indicated that connecting to the Columbus 

Airport is also a goal of this project. Kirsten continued by overviewing the access to the airport from the 

GSWR line and the abandoned rail corridor. She said that options were available to connect from either 

corridor; however a direct connection into the airport terminal would likely require a new alignment to 

make the connection. Another option is to setup a shuttle service from a nearby airport station. A follow 

up question was asked what the most logical way to get in is. Kirsten stated that from an initial 

evaluation, there appears to be a better connection to the airport terminal from the north, but further 

analysis is needed. 

It was asked what the entrance to Fort Benning could potentially be. Kirsten showed on the Google Earth 
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Map that the logical entrance would be where I-185 terminates into the Fort’s main entrance, but similar 

to the airport, additional evaluation will be needed. 

When do we make a determination of station locations in Columbus? Station locations will be assessed 

during the operating planning and ridership forecasting to determine the most efficient service while 

generating ridership.  Kirsten stated that all of Columbus will be considered to create the most effective 

service. All potential locations will be considered. 

Is it possible to connect light rail to the Columbus to Atlanta operation? Kirsten replied yes, however a 

multi-modal facility that accommodates both technologies would be needed.  She pointed to the Georgia 

MMPT accommodating intercity high-speed and commuter rail and a similar example in Charlotte, NC 

and their Gateway Station.  

Would we look at locations in Columbus where there could be additional connections to communities? 

Yes, future connections to other locations could be considered, however this feasibility study will focus 

on how to create an efficient service between Columbus and Atlanta. 

How fast will the service be? Kirsten stated that there are different technologies available that all have 

different top speeds, technology is dependent on routes to an extent. Geometry and topography can limit 

speeds to less than optimal. Typically, corridors that are within or parallel to abandoned and active rail 

lines can reach 110 mph under optimal conditions given the geometry of the corridors.  Interstate 

alternatives and new alignments on new location (also known as greenfield) could reach speeds around 

125 mph with diesel equipment and 175 mph to 220 mph with electrified equipment. 

Would we have to make any stops between Columbus and Atlanta? It may be that this service may work 

better without any intermediate stations. However, intermediate station could be a benefit as well as the 

added ridership may be substantial enough to help cover operations and maintenance costs. The use of 

express and local service may also be an option where some trains stop at every station and others skip 

the intermediate stations. Kirsten stated that all potential stops will be analyzed as well as overall trip 

time to find the most efficient operation. 

It was stated that highways are built for cars and trucks and therefore topography may not be favorable 

for passenger rail. Kirsten added that the study will evaluate where curves along the corridor would 

justify acquiring extra right-of-way in order to make the route straighter and able to achieve higher 

speeds. Upon visual investigation, there is a wide median that exists along much of the corridor, but the 

median is lost near Newnan traveling north into Atlanta.  

Mayor Tomlinson doesn’t want to see the project get stalled by sticker shock. Kirsten stated that FRA is 

less concerned about the initial capital costs, but are more concerned about whether or not the service’s 

revenue can support the system. The study will include an investigation of funding and financing 

sources. 

How much right-of-way is within each corridor? Kirsten stated that it varies among each rail line. 
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What about Lee, Chambers and Russell Counties (Alabama)? – They are becoming bedroom communities 

to Columbus. Are these all the possible routes? Routes through Opelika and Junction City were identified 

when determining the universe of alternatives; however it was determined that both routes had 

considerable indirection and did not serve the purpose of creating an efficient service between Columbus 

and Atlanta that is competitive with auto travel.  

A statement was made that the interstate route takes you closer to more communities. Kirsten noted that 

station on the interstate route would most likely be outside the city center to avoid indirection. 

What are the average travel times for these routes? Based on average times for routes with similar 

topography and geometry the average speed on Routes 1 through 4 is 60 mph, making travel time a mile 

per minute. Route 5 average speed is estimated at 95 mph, resulting in a travel time of 1 hr. 10 min.  

How much cargo usage is there per line? The study is including an evaluation of the number of trains per 

day using the FRA’s rail crossing database.  The active lines will have substantial freight traffic which will 

be a major consideration for feasibility.   

George Steuber stated that Fort Benning issued 33,000 airline tickets in 2012.  10,000 of those were out of 

the Columbus airport, with the remaining out of Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport.  They 

utilize the Groome van service to transfer soldiers to the airport in Atlanta.   

Is there a point where grade separate is preferred? Is it based on speed? Kirsten stated that FRA expects 

upgraded signals and arms on the at-grade crossings within or parallel to the abandoned and active rail 

lines where top speeds range to 110 mph. Construction of an express high-speed route with speeds 

greater than 110 mph route would require it to be fully grade separated with barriers. 

Meeting adjourned at 10:40 EST. 

The foregoing constitutes the author’s understanding of the matters discussed and the conclusions reached. 
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Date:  December 18, 2013 

Time:  8:30am – 10:30 am EST 

Location: Community Room – City Services Center 

Meeting: Technical Advisory Group Meeting 

 

Meeting Overview:  

 

Introductions 

Mayor Tomlinson welcomed and thanked everyone for attending.  She noted that the study has made a 

lot of progress and the Commission is pleasantly surprised at the performance of the high-speed rail and 

excited to hear that the electrified option will be able to cover operating expenses even in the first year of 

operation.   The Mayor then introduced Kirsten Berry, HNTB Corporation Project Manager. 

 

Kirsten thanked everyone for attending and provided an overview of the meeting agenda: 

 Summary of June 14th meeting 

o Summary of representative routes 

 Operating Plans 

 Technical Results 

o Capital costs 

o Ridership and revenue forecasts 

o Operating and maintenance costs 

o Operating ratios 

 Next steps (immediate and long-term) 

June 14th Meeting Recap 

Kirsten began by going over the study schedule and tasks within the study.  The study is a 9-month study 

and the study has come a long way since June being in the last month.  Kirsten also went over the metrics 

for feasibility stating that feasibility was based on: 

 Ridership and revenue estimations 

 Capital and O&M costs 

 Financial implications (operating ratios, annual pro formas) 
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 Social implications (user/non-user benefits, economic impacts) 

Since this study has deemed the corridor feasible, the study also includes an implementation and phasing 

strategies as well as financing and funding strategies that are available. 

Kirsten also provided a recap of the scenario development and screening the universe of route 

alternatives to representative route alternatives.  Kirsten went over each of the five routes identified at the 

beginning of the study and discussed some of the opportunities and issues associated with each.  Based 

on a high-level evaluation and feedback from the Commission, the TAG and stakeholders, it was 

determined that Route 2 would be the representative shared use corridor following an abandoned rail 

line from the Columbus Airport station to Raymond, then transitioning to Norfolk Southern (NS) right-

of-way heading west into Newnan, where it then transitions to the CSX Transportation rail right-of-way 

until terminating at the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport area station.  The only identified 

dedicated route along I-185 and I-85 would be the representative route for dedicated service. 

Question: When you get further north on I-85, there isn’t much of a median?  Is there enough right-of-way 

to accommodate trains? 

Answer: Yes, starting in the Newnan area, the train would move from the median to the side and according 

to Google Earth and other imagery, there is enough right-of-way to accommodate the passenger trains; 

however, this study has not taken into account any highway projects that might occur before the 

implementation of rail.  If there is not enough right-of-way, some may have to be acquired to accommodate 

the rail. 

There are three technologies that were evaluated, FRA refers to these as Emerging (top speeds of 79-

110mph), Regional (top speeds of 110-150mph) and Express (top speeds of 150-220mph).  The Emerging 

technology was evaluated using the Route 2 shared use representative route and the Regional and 

Express technologies were applied to the Route 5 dedicated route. 

Kirsten also discussed stations.  Based on stakeholder feedback, the number of stations should be limited 

to provide efficient service.  It was also decided to terminate the corridor at H-JAIA area.  Stakeholders 

also wanted to provide a station at the Columbus Airport.  A third, intermediate station, was placed in 

Newnan as this city has high population and sustainable employment.  The exact station locations for 

Columbus Airport and Newnan were not decided and the locations on the map are representative of the 

overall area.  Specific station sites will be determined in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

studies. 

Question: Where is the H-JAIA station located? 

Answer: There is a parcel on the west side of the airport adjacent to the CSX line and the convention center 

and rental car facility so that people can use the people mover into the terminal. 

Question: How many stops between Columbus and Atlanta? 

Answer: Only one (1), in the Newnan area. 
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Operating Plans 

Kirsten discussed operating plans and that they are the first step after the identification of the 

representative routes.  To estimate ridership, revenue and costs, the study team needed to understand 

travel times, rail distance, and how many round trips would be provided daily. 

Each route was put through a Train Performance Calculator (TPC) model that inputs all of the geometry 

data for the route and characteristics about the trains (length, weight, number of cars).  The TPC then 

provides average speeds and travel times and include station stops.  The following table provides the 

outcome of the TPC: 

 

Kirsten explained that finding the number of trips to provide on a daily basis is an iterative process with 

the ridership and revenue estimates.  The study team sought to find the most efficient number of trains 

per day that would provide enough service for the demand while trying to minimize operating costs.  

The goal was to find the most efficient balance between ridership and costs.  The result was that the 

Emerging alternative would provide four (4) round trips (8 one-way trips), Regional would provide five 

(5) round trips, and Express would provide six (6) round trips. 

The standard operating times would be from 6AM to 10PM. 

Question: Could you adjust the number of cars on each train to accommodate peak travel? 

Answer: Yes, you could also adjust the schedule of the trains.  For example, while we provide six round trips 

for Express, you could have less headway (wait) time between trains during peak periods and maybe only 

one trip during the middle of the day. 

Question: What would be the maximum capability for number of trains?  You show six, but can the route 

accommodate more if the demand grows? 

Answer: Yes, the routes can accommodate more trips.  Increase in frequency was accounted for in future 

forecasts of ridership demand when projecting out to 2050.  I am not positive on what the cap for trains 

would be; it would be more of a scheduling issue than a physical capacity issue. 
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Technical Results 

Capital Costs 

Kirsten reviewed the capital cost methodology which is based on the Federal Railroad Administration’s 

(FRA) Standard Costing Categories (SCC).  Separate costs were developed for three levels of service 

(speeds) – 90-110mph, 110-150mph, and 150-220mph.  The SCC sheets are very detailed in FRA’s format 

in which unit costs are entered and then quantify the improvements needed for each alternative. A 

contingency of 30% was added to the costs.   

Unit costs were based on previous studies within the region including the Atlanta to Charlotte Passenger 

Rail Corridor Investment Plan and the high-speed rail feasibility studies to Birmingham, Jacksonville, and 

Louisville. 

Kirsten reviewed the estimated capital costs for the emerging, regional and express alternatives.  The 

estimated total Capital Costs were: 

 

Question: Did you look at a maintenance facility for the corridor? 

Answer: There is a proposed maintenance facility next to the H-JAIA from the Atlanta to Charlotte study, 

this study assumes that the trains can utilize that facility and no costs were included for a facility in the 

study. 

Question: How much was allocated to the Columbus station?  With the projected ridership levels, you 

would need to make sure there is adequate parking and access. 

Answer: $14.5 million is estimated for stations. 

Question: All costs show 30% contingency.  That number will come down correct? 

Answer: Yes, as we get more detailed information the contingency will decrease.  It is accepted by FRA to 

include 30% during feasibility, once you get into Final Design you are closer to 5-10%. 

After presenting the overall capital costs for each alternative, Kirsten showed a slide that compared other 

transportation/transit costs per mile as a perspective in discussing this project to demonstrate that all 

transportation modes are an investment into the overall transportation network.  This comparison 

demonstrates that all transportation projects are a large investment. 
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Ridership and Revenue 

Kirsten reviewed the methodology of the ridership and revenue forecasting tool stating that the inputs 

include the train operating plans showed earlier in the presentation, auto travel in the corridor, air travel 

and fares.  Kirsten showed the fares used in the model ($5 boarding fee for all alternatives and $0.28/mile 

for Emerging and $0.40 for Regional and Express).  These fares were taken directly from the Atlanta to 

Charlotte project. 

Kirsten then presented the results, noting that these revenues will become more meaningful once 

operating ratios are discussed. 

 

Question: You project over 1 million riders a year; are those single trips or round trips?   

Answer: These are one-way trips and are not necessarily trips from end to end, include trips beginning and 

ending in Newnan as well. 

Question: How many people are riding, not boardings? 

Answer: The model may be able to determine number of people, but you could probably assume that if 

someone takes a trip from Columbus to Atlanta, they will also make a return trip.   

Comment: It wouldn’t really matter how many people, what we’re interested in is how many tickets are sold 

because we care more about fees and revenue. 

Comment: There may be people who ask the question and we should be prepared to answer. 

Question: Is there a way of factoring in ridership from Columbus and then from around Columbus? 

Answer: It is not broken out in the model, but the model does include a radius around each station to 

capture ridership. 

Operating and Maintenance Costs 

Kirsten reviewed the methodology for operating and maintenance costs.  There are two types of costs, 

fixed costs that are not depended on level of service, and variable costs, which are dependent on level of 
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service.  Kirsten reviewed the variable and fixed costs and the drivers associated with the costs including 

train miles, passenger miles, total ridership, and total revenue. 

Kirsten shared the overall operating and maintenance costs for each of the technologies in the year 2030, 

2040, and 2050.   

 

Operating Ratios 

It was explained that the FRA seeks to have an operation ratio at greater than 1.0.  The results from this 

study are shown here: 

 

Any revenue surplus could be used to pay off some of the capital costs.  What the results show is that the 

Emerging alternative will require an operating subsidy through 2050; however, both the Regional and 

Express can cover their operating costs during the first year of operation and through 2050. 

Economic Impacts 

Kirsten reviewed the potential economic impacts that this corridor may have on the region.  The first is 

job creation, in which jobs created will include direct, indirect and induced.  Other studies across the 

nation have estimated that total job creation could be between 11,000 and 28,000 per $1 billion expended.  

Therefore, for this study, that could equate to 11,000 to 112,000 total jobs created. 

Question: 11,000 jobs – would that be along the entire corridor? 

Answer: Yes 
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Comment: You should focus on direct and indirect because induced can impact areas much further out than 

this region and can skew your results. 

Kirsten discussed station development and the potential for Transit Oriented Development (TOD) around 

stations.  She provided an example of TOD success in Stanford, CT and that a similar experience could 

happen in Newnan. 

Kirsten also discussed potential regional economic benefits and cited a case in Maine where an extension 

was opened from Portland to Brunswick and the impacts it’s had on those communities. 

Next Steps 

Kirsten presented the overall federal implementation process highlighting steps and the historical 

timelines.  She noted that the immediate next step is the NEPA analysis, but the CCG should continue to 

think about the long-term next steps as well. 

The immediate next steps that were identified include: 

 Roll out results to the public 

 Work with local and regional leaders 

 Identify funding for NEPA process 

 Continue education and outreach 

 Incorporate corridor in State Rail Plan 

The long-term steps include: 

 Identify specific funding/financing strategies for implementation 

 Preserve corridor through documentation in official maps and statewide plans 

 Continue building partnerships 

Question: When and what determines the final alternative? 

Answer: During the Tier 1, using operating information, evaluating environmental impacts and gaining 

public feedback, a Preferred Alternative and technology will be selected.  All routes will be evaluated again 

during a Tier 1 environmental study. 

Question: How do we make sure this gets into the State Rail Plan? 

Answer: GDOT has been a part of the Commission since the beginning of the study and have been staying 

up to date on the project.  GDOT responded as well saying that they are kicking off the State Rail Plan 

project in the next couple of weeks. 

Question: How long did it take from completing the feasibility study for Atlanta to Charlotte to starting the 

Tier 1 NEPA?  What was the process? 
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Answer: 4 years.  Volpe completed the study in 2008; GDOT applied for an FRA grant in 2009 and was 

awarded the grant in 2010.  It took GDOT another 2 years to find the match money (20%).  Project was 

kicked off in 2012. 

Question: How much does a Tier 1 NEPA study cost? 

Answer: Atlanta to Charlotte is $5 million and Atlanta to Chattanooga is in the $8 million range.  This 

corridor could be estimated to be in the same range.  It is recommended that CCG start thinking about the 

match for that study now and if they can secure funding that will help get them selected for future grants. 

Question: What officially starts the clock? 

Answer: It started with the feasibility study.  If CCG can keep momentum going, the implementation 

process could be compressed. 

Question: So this project is deemed feasible?  Is it just about coming up with the match now? 

Answer: Yes, this corridor is determined feasible.  Match money will be an immediate next step.  The federal 

funding picture is a little unclear.  While the Obama administration has suggested increasing passenger rail 

funding, there is no official legislation yet. 

Question: Once the funding is in place, how long to complete the environmental study? 

Answer: Depends on a number of factors.  Once study in Florida led by a private investor is expecting their 

Tier 1 to be completed in 18 months.  Atlanta to Charlotte is scheduled for 3 years.  The EIS for the Georgia 

MultiModal Passenger Terminal is scheduled for 30 months. 

Question: Where are we with the Columbus State University financial analysis? 

Answer: That has been completed.  They showed Net Present Values (total costs and total revenues 

combined); however this is not surprising as the nonmonetary benefits were not quantified.  The final 

document discusses these user and non-user benefits (e.g., emission reduction, congestion reduction).  These 

will be quantified during the environmental phases when more detail is available for review. 

Kirsten told the group that the presentation would be distributed. 

The Mayor provided closing remarks stating that as the CCG feels that this project is very doable versus 

other rail projects in the state.  The corridor is showing positive results for a dedicated corridor which 

does not disrupt as many communities.  She would like to pitch to FRA and GDOT that this should be a 

pilot program because the investment is not as costly as others. 

The meeting adjourned at 10:30am. 

The foregoing constitutes the author’s understanding of the matters discussed and the conclusions reached. 
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Date:  September 4, 2013 

Time:  9:00am – 10:30 am EST 

Location: Columbus, GA 

Meeting: Mayor’s Commission and Stakeholder Meeting 

 

 

Introductions 

Mayor Teresa Tomlinson welcomed everyone and thanked all for attending.  She gave a background on 

the Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail and the purpose of the current study.  Edward Hudson, co-

chair of the meeting followed with additional remarks on the study’s purpose and future goals.  Finally 

Calvin Smyre, co-chair and Georgia State Representative welcomed everyone and spoke briefly on the 

important this study not just locally but regionally.  Kirsten Berry, HNTB Corporation Project Manager 

then walked through a presentation of the Columbus to Atlanta High Speed Rail Feasibility Study.  A 

copy of the presentation is attached to these meeting minutes.  The following individuals were in 

attendance: 
 Teresa Tomlinson, Mayor 

 Edward Hudson, Hatcher, Stubbs 

 Calvin Smyre, State Representative 

 David Arrington, Deputy City Manager 

 Isaiah Hugley, City Manager 

 Saundra Hunter, METRA 

 Gordon Kenna, Georgians for Passenger Rail 

 Colin Martin, Chamber of Commerce, Transportation Committee 

 Mark Oliver, W.C. Brandley Co. 

 Chet Welch, GDOT Intermodal Division, Rail Program Manager 

 Jeremy Daniel, GDOT Intermodal Division, Rail Planner 

 Jeremy Hobbs, MPO Citizens Advisory Committee 

 Robert Trammell, City of Luthersville 

 Becky Chambers, City of Hamilton 

 Julio Portillo, River Valley Regional Commission 

 Anthony Dukes, City of Griffin-Spalding County 

 Jayson Johnson, Harris County Chamber of Commerce 

 David Lewis, Muscogee County School District 

 Tod Tentler, Troup County 
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 Greg Wood, Harris County 

 Cassie Lee, Pezold Companies 

 Clarence Williamson, South Fulton Chamber of Commerce 

 Michael Licause, Columbus Regional 

 J. Morris Jones III, Troup County 

 C. Frank Foster III, Troup County 

 Laura Gower, US Senator Johnny Isakson 

 Theresa Robertson, US Congressman Lynn Westmoreland 

 Buck Davis, Troup County 

 Rick Jones, City of Columbus 

 Lynda Temples, City of Columbus 

 Kirsten Berry, HNTB Corporation 

 Charlotte Weber, HNTB Corporation 

 Mary Huffstetler, MPH and Associates 

Agenda 

Study Background – Kirsten reviewed the history of the corridor. The Columbus to Atlanta corridor was 

included Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT’s) Georgia State Rail Plan for passenger service 

that was published in 2009. The plan indicates the potential for having passenger rail connect all major 

metropolitan areas including Columbus which is the third largest metropolitan population in the state.  

In 2010, Georgian’s for Passenger Rail completed a passenger rail study from Atlanta to Griffin. In 2012, 

Georgia Department of Transportation completed three high-speed rail feasibility studies including 

Atlanta – Birmingham, Atlanta – Jacksonville, and Atlanta – Louisville. In 2013, the Columbus 

Consolidated Government (CCG) began the Columbus to Atlanta Feasibility Study.  

Other projects that are currently ongoing include the Georgia MultiModal Passenger Terminal 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Atlanta to Charlotte Tier 1 EIS, and the Atlanta – Chattanooga 

Tier 1 EIS. 

Kirsten explained that this feasibility study is the start of a long process that if the corridor is found to be 

feasible and funding is identified could end in construction of the facility and operation of passenger rail 

service. However, there are many steps including an environmental process and design that have to be 

completed if this corridor is found to be feasible before an operating passenger rail system is running. 

Ultimately the project time is driven by funding. 

To help screen down alternatives, this feasibility study will include ridership and revenue estimations, 

capital and operating/maintenance cost estimations, financial implications and social/community 

implications.  If through this study the project is determined feasible an implementation and phasing plan 

will be completed along with finance and funding strategies.   
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The completion of this feasibility study will satisfy Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) requirements 

to be included in future studies that include purpose and need, preliminary service planning, major 

environmental concerns, economic feasibility, technical feasibility and a phased implementation plan.   

It is projected that this study will be completed by the end of 2013. Feasibility will be determined based 

on how well the system can support itself without government subsidies and how efficiently it can pay 

down the capital investment.  

Kirsten added that FRA is also interested in phasing projects as it can be a mechanism to reduce the initial 

capital costs of the project and will result in projects being implemented in a timelier manner. 

 

Route Alternatives 

Next in the presentation was a discussion on the process to evaluate the potential alternatives.  Kirsten 

explained that the universe of alternatives was identified by analyzing potential routes that could be 

constructed within state and interstate highway corridors, abandoned rail corridors, or active rail 

corridors.  From Columbus to Atlanta a 20-mile corridor was first identified, from that, five routes were 

identified as the universe of alternatives between Columbus and Atlanta. Four of the alternatives 

primarily run within and/or parallel to abandoned and active rail corridors; one is a new passenger route 

running within or parallel to the I-185 and I-85 corridors. 

The representative routes evaluate the feasibility of the Columbus to Atlanta corridor as a whole.  The 

study will not include a recommendation of a route to advance in this study, but will only evaluate the 

corridor as a whole.  Recommendation of a preferred route would be decided in future environmental 

studies.  The alternatives provide high level estimates for the feasibility study and although a 

representative route is to be chosen during this study all alternatives will undergo a more thorough 

evaluation during the next stages of the process, in the Tier I and Tier II environmental analysis per the 

FRA guidelines.   

Representative alternatives are not preferred alternatives, but are alternatives from which to base the 

feasibility estimates.  The feasibility study will not result in a preferred route alternative, technology or 

speed. These items will be determined during the environmental analysis. 

Kirsten gave a brief overview of the five routes.  

Route 1 runs along the Georgia Southwestern Railroad (GSWR) from Columbus to Durand, where it 

travels to LaGrange within or parallel to the active CSX corridor. It continues north within or parallel 

to the active CSX corridor through Newnan and onto Atlanta.  

Route 2 follows the same GSWR line from Columbus north to Raymond where it transitions within 

or parallel to the Norfolk Southern (NS) active corridor, traveling east to Newnan and then 

connecting within or next to the active CSX corridor continuing north to Atlanta.  



COLUMBUS TO ATLANTA HIGH SPEED RAIL 

FEASIBILITY STUDY DRAFT MEETING MINUTES 

ATLANTA to CHARLOTTE  

AUTHORED BY: CHARLOTTE WEBER  

COPY TO: CCG PM, FILE PAGE 4 OF 7 

 

Route 3 utilizes an abandoned corridor from Columbus to Woodbury where it connects within or 

parallel to the CSX corridor and continues north through Peachtree City and into Atlanta.  

Route 4 uses the same abandoned line as Route 3 from Columbus to Griffin. In Griffin, the route 

connects within or parallel to the NS active corridor and travels northwest to Atlanta.  

Route 5 is the travels within or parallel to I-185 from Columbus to LaGrange and I-85 from LaGrange 

to Atlanta. In Columbus, Route 5 could access the Columbus airport or could transition via a new 

alignment to GSWR for a short distance to get into the city center. Further, a connection to the CSX 

right-of-way or parallel to it would also be needed to connect to the Georgia MMPT in Atlanta. 

For the purposes of this Columbus to Atlanta High Speed Rail Feasibility study, two routes were 

recommended as representative routes to evaluate.  

 Route 2 is the representative shared use representative route – utilizing abandoned rail and active 

rail corridors 

 Route 5 is the representative dedicated use route – utilizing the interstate corridor and 

transitioning to active rail corridor just south of Atlanta in order to access the station at the Atlanta 

Airport. 

 

Stakeholder Involvement 

Charlotte Weber, Deputy Project Manager, presented the public participation program to the group. The 

Mayor’s Commission for Passenger Rail, Technical Advisory Group (TAG), senior leaders, and key 

stakeholders will provide input throughout the study process. The project has a website and Facebook 

page to help keep the public informed. 

Charlotte gave an overview of the various groups involved in the project and explained that this 

feasibility study did not include traditional types of open house or public type meetings; these 

stakeholder meetings were determined more appropriate at this feasibility level.  As the project 

progresses into future studies a more robust public involvement and outreach effort will be included.   

Key stakeholders along the study corridor include elected/appointed officials, city/town leadership, 

businesses, institutions, organizations, and agencies.  Charlotte stressed that this study is very early in the 

process and that the CCG will be looking to those key stakeholders as partners.  

 

Funding/Financing Strategies 

Kirsten next discussed the historical federal funding programs used for intercity passenger rail.  
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Historically, grant funding sources at the federal level came out of the American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act and Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act.  Financing sources include 

Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing and Transportation Investment Generating 

Economic Recovery Program.  She then went over some potential future federal funding programs 

including the National High-Performance Rail Systems and the Transportation Trust Fund as proposed 

by the current administration.  It is yet to be seen what changes will come to the proposal by congress.  

The Mayor at this time mentioned that an additional $300 million dollars could be available through the 

next round of Transportation Investment Act (TIA) funding in 10 years.  Kirsten then discussed public 

private partnerships otherwise known as P3 and the implementation of these programs in Georgia.  

Kirsten pointed to a couple of case studies in the Denver, CO area with the Denver Union Station and the 

East Line where governments have provided innovative funding strategies in order to fund large-scale 

transportation projects.   

Discussion/Question and Answer Session 

Comment: Georgia has an extensive passenger Rail Authority with very strong bonding authority.  It is 

currently inactive but new authority members simply need to be appointed to reinstate bonding 

authority.  

 

Question: How much did the rail line from Denver to the Denver Airport Cost? 

Answer: Approximately $1.6 billion (http://www.rtd-

fastracks.com/media/uploads/ec/Executive_Summary.pdf)  

 

Question: Any cost estimates on Routes 2 and 5 yet?   

Answer: This will be part of the final report.  $50 million dollars per mile is a rough estimate.   

 

Question: Is the dedicated route mostly within I-185/I-85 right-of-way (ROW)? 

Answer: Yes, the interstate route would be predominantly constructed within existing ROW owned by 

GDOT and FHWA. 

 

Question: What speeds are you looking at?   

Answer: 90-110 mph (diesel) or 130-150mph (diesel/electric) or 180-220 mph (electric) 

 

http://www.rtd-fastracks.com/media/uploads/ec/Executive_Summary.pdf
http://www.rtd-fastracks.com/media/uploads/ec/Executive_Summary.pdf
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Question: Are there any other intrastate studies underway right now?   

Answer: No, not currently.  Macon to Atlanta was studied for commuter rail, not high-speed rail. 

 

Question: How does this fit into the State Rail Plan? 

Answer: The 2009 State Rail Plan covers both freight and passenger rail.  The 2014 plan will also include 

both.  Past and current studies are to be incorporated.  This is important because FRA strongly prefers 

passenger rail to be in the State Rail Plan to receive funding. 

 

Question: How many studies have evaluated the impact to small towns with a high speed train passing 

through?  What is the feedback regarding a train passing through a small town at 120 mph? 

Answer: The reviews are generally mixed:  

Pro – supportive reviews are typically based on the potential economic development associated 

with high speed rail. 

Con – unsupportive reviews are typically based on safety or aesthetic impacts. 

The interstate route was suggested as possibly having fewer impacts on the smaller communities 

in the region.  Environmental impacts will be explored during the environmental process. 

 

Question: What are the operation and maintenance costs?   

Answer: It is being looked at now.  We have unit costs and are going through the process of analyzing the 

results.  These costs will be included in the final report later this fall.  

 

Question: What is a reasonable timeframe to expect planning to implementation and operation of a high 

speed rail line?   

Answer: California started studying routes in the 1990s and is getting close to construction.  Florida has 

been studying since the 1990s and is getting close to completing the environmental documentation on a 

line from Orlando to Miami. The Southeast High Speed Rail corridor started with its first study in 1992.  

They have some existing passenger rail in North Carolina and are currently making progress upgrading 

infrastructure.  Beginning construction of the Richmond to Washington line in the next few years.  

 

Question: What would the realistic average travel speed be?   

Answer: Around 70 mph.  Geometry plays a primary role in average speed. Average speeds would be 
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higher along the I-85 portion compared to I-185 due to curves and may reach 80 mph.  On the line with 

shared use with active freight lines, safety policies cap travel speeds at 79 mph.  On separate dedicated 

tracks within existing freight ROW, speeds are capped at 110 mph.  In future studies more conceptual 

engineering could straighten out curves along the interstate but there would be additional ROW costs 

associated. 

 

Comment: The federal government perspective is that the intercity rail is not worth the investment if you 

cannot capture ridership between large population centers.  Commuter rail is overseen by the Federal 

Transit Administration and high-speed rail is overseen by the FRA. 

 

Question: Does the 20 year study horizon consider the population increase over the next 20 years?  

Answer: Yes. 

 

Question: Are potential technology upgrades taken into consideration?   

Answer: The study team will not make assumptions on possible technology that is not currently 

available.  Recommendations are based on the best technology available today. 

 

The foregoing constitutes the author’s understanding of the matters discussed and the conclusions reached. 
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Date:  January 8, 2014 

Time:  9:00am – 10:30 am EST 

Location: Columbus, GA 

Meeting: Mayor’s Commission and Stakeholder Meeting 

 

Agenda 

 Networking 

 Welcome/Introductions 

 Recap of September 4, 2013 meeting 

 Operating Plans 

 Technical Results 

o Capital Costs 

o Ridership/Revenue 

o Operating and Maintenance Costs 

o Financial Results 

 Economic Impacts 

 Next Steps Implementation 

 Discussion/ Q&A 

 

Introductions 

Mayor Teresa Tomlinson welcomed everyone and thanked all for attending.  She encouraged everyone to 

offer input into the feasibility study.  Kirsten Berry, HNTB Project Manager, also welcomed everyone to 

the meeting.  The following individuals were in attendance: 

Teresa Tomlinson, Mayor, Columbus Consolidated Government 

Tod Tentler, Troup County 

Karen Cumby, Union City 

Betsy Covington, Columbus Community Foundation 

Greg Wood, Harris County 

Mike Owen, Ledger-Enquirer 

Tim Farmer, Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail  

Phil Tomlinson, TSYS, Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail 

Mary Katherine Justice, student 

Jayson Johnston, Harris County Chamber of Commerce 

Scott Allen, 2WR Architects, Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail 

Buck Davis, Troup County 

Marc Olivie’, W.C. Bradley Company, Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail 
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Linda Nguyen, Page, Scrantom, Sprouse, Tucker, Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail 

David Arrington, Assistant City Manager, Columbus Consolidated Government 

Kenneth Cutts, US Congress 

Edward Hudson, Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail 

Dick Ellis, Columbus Development Authority 

Ron Hinze, Marion County Chamber of Commerce and Development Authority 

Harry Boxler, GDOT 

Julio Portillo, River Valley Regional Commission 

Saundra Hunter, METRA Transit System, Mayor’s Commission on Passenger Rail 

Rachel Crumbley, Callaway Gardens 

Matthew Avant, La Grange Development Authority 

Tavores Edwards, Coweta County 

Lacey Morrison, Mayor’s Office, Columbus Consolidated Government  

Rick Jones, Director of Planning, Columbus Consolidated Government 

Kirsten Berry, HNTB 

Charlotte Weber, HNTB 

Mary Huffstetler, MPH 

 

Meeting Notes 

Ms. Berry began the meeting with an update of the study process to date.  She discussed the participation 

of the Passenger Rail Commission, the Technical Advisory Group, and the larger stakeholder group 

including other jurisdictions that may be affected by high speed rail implementation.  She reminded the 

group of the September 4, 2013 meeting where financial implications and route alternatives for 

examination were presented.  The analysis started with five routes and then the alternatives were 

narrowed to two routes.  The remaining routes for study include a shared route (passenger and freight 

sharing the rail line) and a second route which is dedicated solely for passenger use along the interstate 

right-of way.  Once the routes were narrowed, three different types of technology were examined: 

Emerging (79-110 mph travel speed), Regional (110-150 mph travel speed), Express (150-220 mph travel 

speed).  Ms. Berry discussed total travel times from Columbus Airport to Hartsfield-Jackson International 

Airport area and they range from one hour to one and one half hours for the one-way trip.  The analysis 

found that 4-6 round trips per day (depending on speed) would be sufficient service. 

Capital costs were discussed and the approximate costs for each type of technology are: $1.3 Billion for 

Emerging; $2.0 billion for Regional, and $3.9 billion for Express.  A ridership and revenue spreadsheet 

model was used to examine fare structure, train frequency, time of service, future auto and air travel 

numbers, etc.  Total boardings (one way), ticket revenue, food and beverage sales were also considered in 

the model.  Express service had higher ridership and higher on board sales and fared the best in the 

analysis.  Three stations were proposed for the analysis: Columbus Airport, Newnan (no specific 

location), and Hartsfield-Jackson International Airport area.   
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Question: How much does an interim stop cost in time? 

Answer:  The study estimates a dwell time to be approximately 5 minutes.  De-acceleration and 

acceleration times can take an additional 10 minutes.  It also depends on technology, curves, etc. During 

the study it was thought that one intermediate stop would boost ridership and we found that to be the 

case. 

Operating and maintenance costs were examined.  Annual costs were very much in line with other 

studies that have been conducted recently.  The Emerging technology is least expensive to maintain and 

express is the most costly. 

Question: What will the impact be on existing rail crossings? 

Answer: While top speeds for the technology are 110 mph, existing lines with their curves lowered 

speeds to 55 mph.  Some rail crossings would need to be closed and the ones that remained open would 

have to be upgraded to meet Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) standards.  These upgrades have 

been included in the estimated capital costs. 

Comment: In the newsletter, be sure to indicate whether costs are in today’s dollars or future dollars. 

Comment: Ms. Berry explained that this study is simply a feasibility study and is not identifying a 

specific route.  The study team examined the corridor and the majority of the land is preserved but a 

portion of the route examined does go through private property.  An environmental analysis will be 

conducted once a definite specific route is identified (separate from this study). 

Question: Are we ruling out Emerging (shared freight and passenger rails) technology?  

Answer: It is not that the study rules it out; however, a Regional or Express technology would be more 

feasible based on this study.  The environmental studies will continue to evaluate it as an option. .  Mayor 

Tomlinson explained that the Emerging line has lots of environmental hurdles.  For an Emerging line, 

several grade separated crossings would likely be needed. 

Economic Impacts were discussed.  Ms. Berry highlighted information provided by the U.S. High Speed 

Rail Association and The Economic Development Research Group (U.S. Conference of Mayors).  Job 

creation (direct and indirect and induced jobs), station development, and regional economic benefits were 

discussed.  Positive economic benefits are expected from high speed rail development. 

Question: Did the study evaluate LaGrange as a potential stop? 

Answer: Yes, Route 5 comes close to LaGrange and one of the initial shared use routes goes through 

downtown LaGrange.  This study chose Newnan as the intermediate stop; however, as we go into 

environmental studies, LaGrange will be evaluated more thoroughly.  

Comment: A $1.2 Billion dollar expansion for Kia has been approved.  This should be taken into 

consideration during route selection. 

Question: What about a connection from Columbus to Montgomery and New Orleans? 

Answer: The Columbus to Atlanta segment is the only section under examination as a part of this study.  
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This connection could be studied in the future.  

Question: What about the tie into the line to Charlotte? 

Answer: The Georgia Multimodal Passenger Terminal (MMPT) in Atlanta is being developed.  There is 

expectation for connection through this facility. 

Comment: Coweta County is very interested in this initiative.  We would like to have a meeting to talk 

about the LCI currently underway at the depot.   

Comment: Mayor Brady was invited by Mayor Tomlinson to attend this meeting. The City of Columbus 

welcomes discussions with Coweta County. 

Question: What is the status of other regional rail initiatives? 

Answer: Atlanta to Charlotte – They are receiving comment on multiple alternatives.  They are doing the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Tier I analysis on a subset of the alternatives.  Atlanta to 

Chattanooga – This initiative is in the Tier I NEPA process.  It is further along that Atlanta to Charlotte.  

NEPA analysis should be complete within the year.  This should be available to public comment in 

approximately 6 months.  North Carolina and Virginia – These initiatives currently range from Tier II 

NEPA to Final Design stages. 

The next steps in the study process were discussed.  Tier I and then Tier II NEPA documentation are the 

next steps.  An Environmental Impact Analysis (versus an Environmental Assessment) will likely be 

required per FRA. The remainder of the process includes preliminary design, final design, right-of-way 

acquisition, construction (5-8 years), and operation.  The presentation (including next steps) will be 

posted to the website.   

Question: Could you outline the cost and timeframe for NEPA environmental analysis? 

Answer: The Atlanta to Charlotte line is scheduled to take 3 years at a cost of $5 Million.  The funding is 

80% federal and 20% state funding obtained through a grant process.  The Atlanta to Chattanooga line is 

scheduled for approximately 5 years at a cost of $5-$10 million.  The Tier II process takes more time and 

money than the Tier I process.   

Question: What are some possible funding mechanisms for the Columbus to Atlanta line? 

Answer: Historically, federal grants and loans have been utilized for similar projects.  Federal funding is 

tied to current federal authorization.  The Georgia Department of Transportation issues bonds.  There is 

also a defunct Georgia Passenger Rail Authority that could be easily revived to issue bonds and other 

funding.  Public Private partnerships are also possible.   

Comment: Once this study is complete, the State Rail Plan will be updated to show a better 

representation of the Columbus to Atlanta line. 

 

The foregoing constitutes the author’s understanding of the matters discussed and the conclusions reached. 





Columbus to Atlanta High Speed Rail Feasibility Study 

Corridor Representative Routes 

* Station locations are generalized, specific locations will be determined during future studies 

Technology Alternatives 
Route 2: Emerging Route 5: Regional Route 5: Express 

Top Speed 79-110 mph 110-150 mph 150-220 mph 

Fuel/Energy Diesel Diesel Electric 

Route Shared/Abandoned Route Dedicated Interstate Route 

Track Single Track with Sidings Double Track 

Train Delay Probability Medium Low 
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Existing Conditions 
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Steps to Implementation 

National 
Environmental 

Policy Act 
(NEPA) 

Preliminary 
Design 

Final Design 
Right-of-way 
Acquisition 

Construction 

• Identifies environmental and social impacts 
• Provides more details regarding operation 
• Selects a preferred route alternative 

 
Time Frame: 5-10 years 
Estimated Cost: $15M-$30M  

• Provides detailed engineering design for the 
preferred route alternative  

• Includes more detailed construction cost 
estimates 
 

• Time Frame: 5-10 years (coincides with NEPA) 
• Estimated Cost: $20M-$60M 

• Provides final  engineering design and 
plans for the preferred route alignment  

• Includes final construction cost estimates 
 
Time Frame: 3-5 years 
Estimated Cost: $20M-$60M 

• Purchase all of the land for tracks, 
equipment and any necessary easements 

• Finalize any necessary Memorandums of 
Understanding or other agreements 
 

Time Frame: 5-10 years 
Estimated Cost: $10M-$200M  

• Construct infrastructure including, but not 
limited to: 
o Tracks 
o Stations 
o Communication/Signaling 
o Maintenance 
 

Time Frame: 5-8 years 
Estimated Cost: $1.2B-$3.5B 

Note: Time frames and cost estimates are conceptual estimates and will change as more information is  available 
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Next Steps 

Near-Term Steps: 
• Roll out results to the public 

• Work with local and regional leaders 

• Identify funding for NEPA process 

• Continue education and outreach 

• Incorporate corridor in State Rail Plan 

Long-Term Steps: 
• Continue building partnerships 

• Identify funding/financing strategies for 
implementation 

• Preserve corridor through documentation 
in official maps and statewide plans 
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