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Abstract 

 

Using Existing Highway Right-of-Way for High-Speed Passenger 

Trains:  A Comprehensive Evaluation 

 

 

 

Katherine Anne Larsen, M.S.E. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2010 

 

Supervisor:  C. Michael Walton 

 

The implementation of high-speed passenger trains (HST) within existing 

highway right-of-way (ROW) offers a solution for regions with a demand for the capacity 

and service offered by HST but lacking the support for sharing freight rail ROW or 

acquiring new ROW corridors.  The states of Florida, Colorado, California and Nevada 

propose to use highway ROW for their HST projects to increase the capacity of the 

corridor, prevent or minimize impacts and prevent disruption of freight rail operations.  

Despite the constraints of using existing highway ROW, such as speed-limiting degrees 

of curvature and safety concerns, solutions and mitigation measures exist.  The purpose 

of this thesis is to present the HST projects in the United States proposing use of highway 

ROW, the potential benefits and engineering issues to consider and the feasibility of 

using the existing I-35 ROW in Texas for HST.   
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Chapter 1:  Introduction  

PURPOSE AND NEED 

The implementation of high-speed passenger trains (HST) within existing 

highway right-of-way (ROW) offers a solution for regions with a demand for the capacity 

and service offered by HST but lacking the support for sharing freight rail ROW or 

acquiring new ROW corridors.  The United Statesô first HST, expected to begin revenue 

operation between Tampa and Orlando, Florida in 2015, will primarily operate on new 

track within the existing Interstate-4 highway ROW.  Shanghai, Chinaôs magnetic 

levitation train and several European HST lines also share space with highways.  Co-

locating rail and highway is nothing unusual in the U.S.  There are many examples of 

freight, commuter or Amtrak passenger trains operating within or adjacent to highway 

ROW.  However, high-speed passenger trains differ from their lower speed cousins in 

operations, design and potential impacts on the community. Highways offer the potential 

for space and visibility for new passenger HST, and the Florida HST, as well as another 

planned for inclusion in the I-15 ROW in California and Nevada, could initiate an era of 

creating multimodal interstates that offer a variety of high-speed choices for intercity 

travel in the U.S.   

Lacking in the engineering literature though is a single source providing a review 

and evaluation of the history, experience, benefits, engineering issues and approaches of 

using existing highway ROW for HST.  Studies of including HST within highway ROW 

from the mid 1980s and early 1990s and the Environmental Impact Statements completed 

for the Florida and California-Nevada projects provide some guidance for planning HST 

within highway ROW.  This thesis is intended to provide a comprehensive overview for 



 2 

planners, engineers and policymakers to use for understanding and evaluating the 

desirability and feasibility of planning for HST within the highway setting.   

The information contained in this thesis is then used to evaluate the potential of 

using the ROW of I-35 between San Antonio and Dallas and Fort Worth, Texas, one of 

the most congested interstate highway corridors in the U.S. The findings from reviewing 

proposed HST projects and from the results of the Texas I-35 feasibility study reveal the 

practical potential and benefits of maximizing use of existing highway ROW.   

OVERVIEW  

HST already operates in highway ROW in Europe and Asia and several HST 

projects in the U.S. propose to use existing highway ROW.  Chapter 2 gives specific 

international examples and provides an overview of the projects in the U.S. that have 

considered use of existing highway ROW for HST projects.  The chapter concludes with 

detailed descriptions of the Florida HST project planned for the I-4 median between 

Orlando and Tampa and the DesertXpress HST project planned for inclusion in the I-15 

ROW between Victorville, California and Las Vegas, Nevada.  Both have completed 

Environmental Impact Statements for a HST alignment within existing highway ROW.   

The benefits of placing HST in highway ROW, such as minimizing environmental 

impact and maximizing existing corridor capacity and HST visibility, are explored in 

Chapter 3.  Use of existing highway ROW introduces engineering constraints and may 

raise concerns and questions.  The potential constraints and issues are discussed in 

Chapter 4.  The chapter highlights the few regulatory controls and standards in place 

relevant to the design of HST systems within existing highway ROW and examines the 

physical limitations imposed by the highway setting, safety issues and other engineering 

issues directly applicable to co-locating a high speed form of transport into an existing 
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corridor.  Characteristics of each category of HST technologies are explained since 

choice of train technology determines the design criteria and alignment parameters.  To 

supplement the limited guidance from existing regulations and standards, the chapter 

includes examples from the Florida and the DesertXpress plans and other studies that 

have examined the designing of HST alignments within existing interstate highway 

ROW.   

The attempts in Texas in the early 1990s to start a HST service were unsuccessful; 

however, the work conducted during that time, such as the environmental scoping 

process, provides insight into how placement of HST within highway ROW would 

address many concerns and perhaps be a more acceptable alternative than past proposals 

to acquire new ROW or locate HST within existing freight rail corridors.  Chapter 5 

briefly describes the characteristics and history of the I-35 corridor and past HST 

proposals, extracts the significant findings from a 1985 study that evaluated the 

feasibility of using Texasô interstate highways for HST and presents the results of the 

feasibility analysis for I-35 between San Antonio and Dallas-Fort Worth.  Figure 1 shows 

in red the section of I-35 considered for HST for this report.      

The thesis concludes in chapter 6 with recommendations for co-locating HST 

with I-35 and directions for additional research related to using existing highway ROW 

for high-speed passenger trains.      
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Figure 1.  Segment of I-35 ROW Considered for HST 
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Chapter 2.  Examples of HST in Highway ROW 

While some have thought of using existing rail corridors for new HST, others 

have thought highway.  In Europe and Asia, there are HST routes where trains travel at 

high-speeds in close proximity and parallel to automobile highways.  The United States 

does not have a HST operating within highway ROW currently, but several states have 

studied the feasibility of placing HST within highway ROW.  Amtrakôs Acela, the only 

train service in the United States considered high-speed, operates in the northeast U.S. in 

an existing freight rail corridor.  This chapter presents international examples of HST 

sharing space with highways, the history in the U.S. of considering highway ROW for 

HST projects and describes in more depth the reasons the HST projects in Florida, 

California and Nevada that have already completed Environmental Impact Statements are 

using highway ROW as the preferred alternative.   

INTERNATIONAL  

Outside the U.S., there are several examples of HST alignments located within 

highway ROW.  The Shanghai Maglev operates within the median (Figure 2) and along 

the north side (Figure 2) of Yingbin Freeway for a portion of the 19 mile route between 

the Pudong Airport and Shanghai.  The maglev started revenue service in 2004, travels to 

a maximum speed of 267 mph, has 10-20 minute headways and a total trip time of 8 

minutes.   
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Figure 2.  The Transrapid Maglev Guideway in the Median of Yingbin Freeway in 

Shanghai, China  

 
Source:  Google Earth 
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Figure 3.  Transrapid Maglev Along the Yingbin Freeway in Shanghai, China 

 
Source:  Google Earth 

In Europe, some of the French TGV and German ICE train routes parallel 

highways (Figure 4 and Figure 5).  In response to increasing environmental concerns 

related to new TGV tracks crossing natural and agricultural landscapes, SNCF planned 

for the new dedicated tracks for the TGV-Atlantique network, operational since 1989, in 

existing state- or SNCF owned ROW as much as possible.  From Paris to Courtalain, the 

TGV-Atlantique follows existing ROW, such as abandoned and existing rail ROW or 

highway ROW, for nearly 60 percent of its length (Streeter, April 1992).  Between 

Marcoussis and Dourdan in France, the TGV line parallels the A-10 and A-11 autoroutes.  

Other highways also have TGV lines, such as autoroute A432 (Figure 4).  A study of the 

TGV network showed however ñsavings that might have been expected from the land 

acquisition perspective, however, were not to be had.  Since the new line follows existing 

infrastructure for a good portion of its length, much money had to be spent on 

over/underpasses for highway interchanges, stations, and conventional tracksò (Streeter, 

April 1992). 
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Figure 4.  French TGV Route Parallel to Highway A432 Near Lyon, France 

 
Source:  Google Earth 

Dual track TGV lines 

adjacent to Highway A432 
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Figure 5.  A German ICE Train Parallel to the A3 Autobahn Between Cologne and 

Frankfurt   

 
Source:  (Ebeling, 2005) 

UNITED STATES 

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) and the 

Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) passed in 1998 authorized the 

federal government to designate high speed passenger train corridors for purposes of 

allocating funding for passenger rail improvements, and the map of those federally-

designated HST corridors resembles a map of the interstate highway system (Figure 6).  

The South Central HST corridor follows the I-35 interstate highway corridor from San 

Antonio to Oklahoma City, while the eastern arm of the corridor from Dallas to Little 

Rock, Arkansas resembles I-30.  From Houston to New Mobile, Alabama, the Gulf Coast 

HST corridor mimics the I-10 corridor.  The corridors designated in Florida, between 

Tampa and Orlando, and in California, between the Los Angeles area and Las Vegas, are 
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actually planned to have HST within interstate highway ROW.  Both projects have 

completed Environmental Impact Statements (EIS).  Floridaôs corridor, designated in 

October 16, 1992, follows Interstate Highway 4 between Tampa and Orlando, and then 

continues south to Miami via a route along Interstate Highway 95.  Californiaôs HST 

corridor connection to Las Vegas was approved in July 2009 as an extension of the 

California HST corridor designated on October 19, 1992.   For Florida and the California 

projects, the interstate highway provides the space and the direct connection between two 

cities.   

Figure 6.  Federally-Designated HST Corridors 

 
Source:  U.S. Department of Transportation 

  

Overlaying HST within the extensive United States interstate highway network to 

create multimodal interstates has not been consistently included in discussions of HST 

implementation.  For instance, a 1983 report on passenger rail technologies by the U.S. 
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Congress Office of Technology Assessment acknowledged the legal impediments, high 

costs and development densities complicating the acquisition of ROW for a new HST 

service.  The report however did not mention using existing highway ROW to avoid 

acquisition of ROW, but instead suggesting using freight rail ROW, stating "Freight 

traffic aside, high-speed rail could be instituted on existing U.S. rights-of-way, although 

most corridors would require modification including upgrading of track, elimination of 

existing curves, and signaling improvementsò (US Congress , 1983).  The report noted 

most railroad track is owned by private railroads, therefore using their ROW or tracks 

would require lease or lease/purchase agreements and may have an impact on freight 

competition that ñmay also severely limit the degree to which private railroads would 

share their freight linesò (US Congress , 1983).  Earlier in the same report though was a 

summary of the HST proposed at the time to operate between San Diego and Los 

Angeles within the I-5 ROW for a portion of the route.  The Office of Technology 

Assessment did not mention using highway ROW in their report even though there was 

interest and work done at that time in several states to use existing highway ROW.  In the 

1980s several states were planning to co-locate their proposed HST systems within 

highway ROW and by the early 1990s the federal government was funding research into 

the feasibility.        

The concerns about use of freight rail and acquisition of new corridors led the 

federal government and states such as Florida (Florida High-Speed Rail Authority, 2005) 

and Texas (Peterson, Petersen, Brackett, & Bonilla, 1985) to request studies examining 

the use of highway ROW as an alternative.  For instance, a study requested in the mid-

1980s by the Texas State Highway Department of Highways and Public Transportation 

examined the feasibility of placing HST within the ROW of Texasô interstate highways 

connecting Houston, San Antonio, Austin, and Dallas-Fort Worth and concluded ñit is 
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technically feasible to construct a HSR (high-speed rail) system on the Interstate rights-

of-way which would favorably compete in terms of travel times with the private 

automobile and the airline industryò (Peterson, Petersen, Brackett, & Bonilla, 1985).   

By the start of the 1990s, the U.S. government expressed interest in looking at the 

feasibility of using highway ROW as part of the National Maglev Initiative (NMI) 

program.  The Federal Railroad Administration commissioned a study in 1991 to 

determine the potential of placing magnetic levitation trains within existing highway and 

railroad ROW in a proposed 23 city-pair U.S. maglev network competitive with the short 

to medium air travel market.  In a study using the Syracuse to New York City city-pair 

portion of the proposed maglev network as a representative route, researchers determined 

it was feasible to place the maglev within the New York State Thruway ROW, however 

the summary of the New York study concluded ñAn overly constrained geometry does 

not represent the best investment over the long term.  Existing ROW may represent a cost 

advantage in the short term, and it is likely that portions of the ROW will be used in any 

case, but it is not necessary or prudent to constrain future high speed ground 

transportation in this wayò and recommended deviations from existing highway ROW 

where feasible to improve the in-vehicle travel time from 1.48 hours to 1.41 hours, 

comparable to the airline flight time of 1.24 hours (Carlton, 1992).   The studied showed 

technical feasibility, but not necessarily optimality.        

Another major component of the FRA-commissioned study identified how the 

maglev trains could enter cities and provide intermodal passenger connections with 

existing bus and rail stations and airports.  Using 11 cities considered strong candidates 

for maglev service because of population density and existing multimodal networks, the 

study routed the alignments to provide intermodal service within the cities.  In developing 

the network, the researchers stated that ñone of the purposes for using real cities, modal 
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connections, and plausible routes is to make some inroads into the contention that todayôs 

modern cities are virtually impenetrable by a new transportation modeò (Sara, Magnetic 

Levitation (Maglev) System Integration with Other Urban and Inter-City Transportation 

Modes, 1993).  Of the 11 cities studied, the maglev routes of seven cities used highway 

ROW for a range of distances between 3km (2 miles) to 38km (24 miles), or 6.9% to 

63.3% of the total maglev alignment within the city.  For example, for the route proposed 

for Washington, D.C., the maglev was placed in the Dulles Access Highway, Interstate 

66, and Interstate 495 (beltway) for a portion of the route connecting the Dulles and 

National Airports.  The study concluded new high-speed transportation modes entering 

cities could use existing transportation corridors, such as highway ROW and indicated ña 

large portion of a maglev network will be installed within urban areas and will need to 

share railway and highway rights-of-way in order to penetrate cities.  This should be 

instrumental in levying engineering requirements associated with shared right-of-wayò 

(Sara, Magnetic Levitation (Maglev) System Integration with Other Urban and Inter-City 

Transportation Modes, 1993).  The sharing of ROW necessitates the development of 

engineering strategies for co-locating different transport modes, a topic explored more in 

chapter four of this thesis.   

In addition to the federal maglev studies, several states have considered highway 

ROW for their proposed HST projects.  A listing of projects considered in the 1980s, plus 

others since then, and their status as of 2010 are provided in Table 1.  The HST 

technology considered for each project is noted, with rail referring to steel-wheel on 

steel-rail type technologies similar to the French TGV, German ICE and Japanese 

Shinkansen.  Maglev refers to magnetic levitation trains.      
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Table 1.  HST Alignments Considered for  Highway ROW, with 2010 updates  

Location HST 

Technology 

Highway ROW Length 

(Distance 

or Time) 

2010 Status 

Philadelphia, PA- 

Atlantic City, NJ  

Maglev Median of I-295 

and RT 42 in the 

Atlantic City 

Expressway 

22 

minutes 

Not built.  No studies 

completed recently. 

Northern New 

Jersey 

(New Jersey 

Turnpike 

Authority)  

Rail Median of 

proposed Alfred 

E Driscoll 

Expressway 

36 miles The 1970s plan for 

proposed Alfred E Driscoll 

Expressway dropped and 

the acquired ROW was 

sold in the late 1980s 

(Eastern Roads, 2010). 

New York City, 

NY ï Montreal, 

Quebec, Canada 

Rail I-87 (except 

northern section 

in NY) 

439 miles Pre-feasibility study 

completed in February 

2004 excluded use of I-87 

ROW from consideration. 

Baltimore, MD-

Washington, D.C. 

Maglev I-95, Baltimore 

Washington 

Parkway 

40 miles I-95 and Baltimore 

Washington Parkway were 

both dropped as 

alternatives during the 

scoping process. 

Tampa, FL- 

Orlando, FL- 

Miami, FL  

Rail  and 

maglev 

I-4, Florida 

turnpike, I-95 

85 miles 

(for 

Orlando to 

Tampa 

route) 

Active.  Draft EIS 

completed for I-4 in 2005.  

Planning study for Ronald 

Reagan Turnpike and I-95 

completed in March 2003.   

Federal funding received, 

EIS updated in 2009 and 

construction expected to 

start 2011 for HST in I-4. 

Denver, CO area Rail and 

maglev 

I-70, I-76 and I-

25 

Varies 

(100+) 

Active.  A feasibility study 

was completed in 2010. 

Los Angeles, CA- 

Las Vegas, NV 

Rail and 

maglev 

I-15 200 miles Active, with competing 

technologies proposed 

(maglev and steel-wheel on 

steel-rail).  Draft EIS for 

steel-wheel on steel-rail 

technology (DesertXpress) 

completed in March 2009 

Los Angeles, CA- 

San Diego, CA 

 

Rail I-5, Santa Fe 

railroad corridor 

132 miles 

(59 

minutes) 

Active.  EIS in process for 

segments of route.  Federal 

funding received. 
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The Philadelphia to Atlantic City and Northern New Jersey projects failed to 

move forward, with the New Jersey Turnpike proposal for a new expressway failing 

because of opposition to the construction of a new highway from landowners and citizens 

concerned about the ecological impact (Eastern Roads, 2010).  The New York to 

Montreal HST project continues to be considered, however in 2004 the I-87 Multimodal 

study prepared for the New York DOT did not recommend use of the I-87 highway ROW 

because of steep-grades and curves that would require for the HST alignment ñconstant 

bridgework to ócriss-crossô the highway.  In general, it would provide no appreciable 

benefits to offset the very high costs of creating a rail alignment in that area.  Because of 

these problems, use of the I-87 highway corridor as a HSR alignment was dropped from 

considerationò (Parsons-Clough Harbour, 2004).   

The maglev proposed between Baltimore, MD and Washington, D.C, a project 

selected as part of the Federal Railroad Administration's (FRA) Maglev Deployment 

Program, was considered for inclusion in the I-95 or Baltimore Washington Parkway 

(Figure 7).  However, the Maryland Transit Administration, serving as the lead agency 

for the Baltimore-Washington Maglev project, decided after the scoping process 

conducted before the preparation of the draft Environmental Impact Statement that ñthe I-

95 parallel alignment had unacceptable community impacts and significant engineering 

challenges. The dislocation and disruption impacts of this alternative on residences, 

businesses and minority and low-income communities is significant. It was also 

determined that the Baltimore Washington Parkway parallel alternative has significant 

impacts on parkland, known historic sites, wetlands and rare and endangered species.  

The Amtrak parallel appears to be a feasible and constructible alternative that satisfies the 

purpose and need of the project at this time. Fewer environmental impacts are identified 
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with this alignment than the two alignments that are being recommended to be eliminated 

from further studyò (Maryland Transit Administration).   
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Figure 7.  Routes Considered for Baltimore-Washington Maglev Project 

 
Source:  (Maryland Transit Administration; Federal Railroad Administration, 2003) 
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Of the eight projects listed in Table 1, four, as of 2010, will not pursue the use of 

highway ROW.  However, Colorado, California, Nevada and Florida continue to consider 

highway ROW the viable option and in the case of Florida and California-Nevada, the 

preferred alternative.   

Two separate projects have examined the feasibility of using highway ROW in 

Colorado.  The Colorado Maglev Project (CMP), as part of the Federal Transit 

Administrationôs Urban Magnetic Levitation Transit Technology Development Program 

and in cooperation with the Colorado Department of Transportation, studied the 

feasibility of using I-70 to connect Denver International Airport with the Eagle County 

Airport to the west in order to increase the capacity of the I-70 corridor.  With the 

exception of a few sections where the maglev guideway would have to deviate from I-70 

ROW to avoid the costs of tunneling, the maglev route would primarily run in the median 

or parallel on the north or south side of I-70.   
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Figure 8.  Conceptual Rendering of Colorado Magnetic Levitation Train in Median of 

Highway  

 
Source:  (Maglev Transit Group, Sandia National Laboratories, Colorado Intermountain Fixed 

Guideway Authority, Itochu/CHSST & TY Lin, 2004) 

 

The 155 mile route from Denver to Golden, CO used I- 470, I-76, I-25 and I-70, 

proceeding ñfrom Golden to the west, the alignment is constructed in the I-70 highway 

median on elevated structure with departures to reach stations and a new tunnel bore 

through the continental divideò (Transportation Economics & Management Systems, Inc., 

2008).  The CMP selected maglev to demonstrate the technology and because the steep 

grades along the I-70 corridor required a technology capable of handling grades that 

steel-wheel on steel-rail trains could not.  The CMP report stated ñDue to the significant 

year-round congestion occurring in the I-70 mountain corridor during weekends and on 

holidays, the developing commuter trips occurring in the mountain communities such as 

Eagle, and the limited available right-of-way along much of I-70, transit may be the only 

viable alternative to extremely costly highway construction beyond an already expensive 
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proposed two-lane (one lane each westbound and eastbound) highway wideningò 

(Maglev Transit Group, Sandia National Laboratories, Colorado Intermountain Fixed 

Guideway Authority, Itochu/CHSST & TY Lin, 2004).   

The other, more recent study of the use of highway ROW in Colorado was lead by 

the Rocky Mountain Rail Authority (RMRA), a multijurisdictional public body that 

managed the completion of a feasibility study for providing HST service to connect 

communities south, north and west of Denver.  Before release of the feasibility study, an 

existing conditions report examined three different types of corridors:  existing rail ROW, 

existing highway ROW and new ñunrestrainedò corridors (referred to as the eastern 

plains).  The highway routes considered use of the east-west I-70 between Denver, CO 

and Grand Junction, CO and the north-south I-25 highway ROW between Trinidad, CO 

and Cheyenne, WY (Transportation Economics & Management Systems, Inc., 2008).  

The map in Figure 9 shows the existing rail ROW, existing highway ROW and eastern 

plains corridors inspected in 2008 for the preliminary feasibility analysis. Between 

Trinidad and Denver, the study concluded ñthe I-25 highway corridor and the eastern 

plains are generally suitable for the construction of a variety of high speed rail modes, 

including steel wheel on steel rail and maglev,ò but the existing rail corridor contained 

limited ROW, slow moving and frequent coal trains and sharp curves unsuitable for high-

speed trains in many segments (Transportation Economics & Management Systems, Inc., 

2008).   



 21 

Figure 9.  I-25 and I-70 Corridors in Colorado Considered for HST  

 
Source:  (Transportation Economics & Management Systems, Inc., 2008) 
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For the routes considered north of Denver to Cheyenne, the existing rail ROW 

had sharp curves unsuitable for HST, but I-25 offered wide ROW and the eastern plains 

offered flat terrain.    The I-70 alignment considered west of Denver, towards the Rocky 

Mountains, òpresents major engineering challenges because of the gradients, canyons and 

Continental Divide of the Rockies, in addition to the challenges of accessing downtown 

Denver from Denver International Airport ò (Transportation Economics & Management 

Systems, Inc., 2008).   

The feasibility study requested by the RMRA and completed in March 2010 

indicated several physically and financially feasible options existed.  From those, the 

RMRA selected the I-70 ROW for the HST between Eagle and Denver, the unconstrained 

(non-existing ROW) corridor parallel to I-25 between Pueblo, CO and Denver and a 

combination of unconstrained and I-25 ROW between Denver and Fort Collins.  All three 

routes are shorter than the routes considered in the existing conditions report.  Those 

three route selections coupled with the selected electric train technology are referred to as 

the ñFRA Developed Optionò because they best exceeded FRA feasibility criteria 

established for public-private partnerships of all the options considered.  The FRA 

Developed Option is not a preferred alternative, as only studies prepared in accordance 

with NEPA can ascertain.  Next steps for Colorado include requesting designation of the 

high-speed rail corridor and additional, more detailed studies, including preparation of 

the environmental studies in accordance with NEPA (Transportation Economics & 

Management Systems, Inc., 2010).     
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Figure 10.  FRA Developed Option  

 
Source:  (Transportation Economics & Management Systems, Inc., 2010) 

 

The Florida and California HST in highway projects continue to move forward 

and are the furthest along, with the Florida project most likely to be the first new, 
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dedicated HST system for the U.S.  A more detailed description of the Florida and 

California/Nevada projects are provided in the next two sections to uncover the history 

and reasons those two HST projects decided to use highway ROW.   

Florida  

The Federal Railroad Administration and President Obama announced in January 

2010 the approval of $1.25 billion of American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 

funds for the State of Florida to construct their proposed HST between Orlando 

International Airport and downtown Tampa, expected to be operational by 2015.  The 85 

mile long route will primarily reside within the median of Interstate 4, and the remainder 

in other existing roadway and public ROW.  Trains would travel around 160 mph with a 

maximum travel time of 55 minutes with stops and 44 minutes without stops between the 

Tampa Union Station and Orlandoôs International Airport.      

The State of Florida plans to implement high speed rail through a public-private 

partnership where the state provides the right-of-way and oversight, the federal 

government provides funds to cover portions of the civil engineering and infrastructure 

work and the private partner invests, operates and maintains the HST system and keeps 

the ridership revenue.   

The announcement of the selection of Floridaôs project by the FRA continues the 

multi-decade effort to bring HST to Florida and to place it within the I-4 ROW.  This 

section highlights the studies, actions and reasons Florida decided to make the highway 

the home for their new HST.     
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Figure 11.  Floridaôs HST Route 

 
Source:  (Florida High Speed Rail Authority) 

 

The plan for HST and the preferred alternative in I-4 emerged after over 30 years of 

public studies, private proposals, and legislative and voter action.  Land areas with 

increased development activity and of environmental importance, such as swamps and 

the Withlacoochee State Forest, led numerous studies and proposals to recommend use of 

existing ROW, either the CSX freight rail ROW or the IH-4 ROW or combinations of the 

two for the HST (Haddad, 1992).       

The preferred alternative route for Floridaôs HST as of the 2009 draft Final 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) starts at a station in downtown Tampa, then 

proceeds west within the southern and eastern portions of the I-275 right-of-way (ROW) 

for a short stretch and then enters the median of Interstate Highway 4 (I-4) around 15
th
 






































































































































































































































































































































































