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Disclaimer 

Wilson and Company, Inc., along with GKSF Global Research, Inc. όάwŜǇƻǊǘ !ǳǘƘƻǊǎέύ ƘŀǾŜ prepared 
this report for the sole use of the Client. The use of this report by unauthorized third parties without 
written authorization from the Report Authors shall be at their own risk, and the Report Authors 
accepts no duty of care to any such third party. 

Any recommendations, opinions or findings stated in this report are based on circumstances and 
facts as they existed at the time the Report Authors performed the analysis. Any changes in such 
circumstances and facts upon which this report is based may adversely affect any recommendations, 
opinions or findings contained in this report. 

The Report Authors have exercised due and customary care in preparing this report, but has not, 
save as specifically stated, independently verified information and data provided by others. No other 
warranty, express or implied is made in relation to the contents of this report. Therefore, GKSF 
assumes no liability for any loss resulting from errors, omissions or misrepresentations made by 
others. 
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1  Executive Summary  

Background 

Between 2010 and 2014, a small working group of economic development professionals and community leaders 
from Houston and Bibb counties conducted numerous preliminary meetings to evaluate the suitability of 
infrastructure assets in Middle Georgia for the creation of a freight and logistics hub, inland port, or container yard.  
In particular, the group included the 21st Century Partnership, Houston County Development Authority, Macon 
Economic Development Commission and Middle Georgia Regional Commission.  The group determined that an 
outside perspective from experts in the freight and logistics industry would be beneficial to their analysis. This 
opportunity arose in July 2014. As a result of efforts by the 21st Century Partnership, and in response to defense-
related job losses experienced in the region, Middle Georgia was afforded the opportunity to apply for funding from 
the Office of Economic Adjustment, Department of Defense.  

The Middle Georgia Regional Commission was asked by the local governments of the region to serve as the 
applicant for these funds. At the direction of the Middle Georgia Regional Commission Council, a series of projects 
was developed, which included three asset maps (infrastructure, industrial and human capital), and the launch of a 
regional leadership development program. A keystone element of the infrastructure asset map is the freight and 
logistics study. This study, along with the other projects funded by the Office of Economic Adjustment, Department 
of Defense, is part of a larger initiative to assess and enhance the capacity of Middle Georgia to grow and diversify 
its regional economy.   

The Middle Georgia Regional Commission appointed Wilson and Company and its subcontractor, GKSF Global 
Research, Inc. to analyze freight flows and the logistics industry in the Middle Georgia Region. The Region consists of 
eleven counties ς Baldwin, Crawford, Houston, Jones, Macon-Bibb, Monroe, Peach, Pulaski, Putnam, Twiggs, and 
Wilkinson. The άMiddle Georgia Freight and Logistics Studyέ was undertaken to address the movement of freight in, 
out and through the Region, the supporting freight transportation infrastructure, and a competitive analysis of how 
Middle Georgia rates from a logistics standpoint versus other regions. In addition, an interview survey was 
conducted to solicit feedback on shipper and industry-specific trends and opportunities that relate to Middle 
Georgia.  Both commercial and military freight movements are quantified, although military cargo movements to 
and from Robins Air Force Base are mingled in the commercial data, and are therefore indistinguishable from 
commercial freight.  The overall Study objective is to highlight strategies for development, actions to be taken, or to 
identify area advantages that might be leveraged to encourage logistics services and manufacturing growth within 
the Middle Georgia Region. 
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Figure 1: Middle Georgia Region  

 

Source: GKSF 

 

General Conclusion 

The Middle Georgia Region is poised to take advantage of macro-economic and freight industry trends, and achieve 
above-average growth in logistics activity. Positive economic growth prospects in the Southeast, and Georgia in 
particular, as well as expected continued growth at the Port of Savannah set the stage for increased focus on Middle 
DŜƻǊƎƛŀ ŀǎ ŀ ǾƛŀōƭŜ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŦǊŜƛƎƘǘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƘǳōΦ  ¢ƻ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘ aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ŦŀǾƻǊŀōƭŜ 
position, ǘƘŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀ tƻǊǘǎ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ όDt!ύ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ŀƴ άƛƴƭŀƴŘ ǇƻǊǘέ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΣ 
namely Network Georgia is a proposed development of a rail-served container yard, establishing rail service 
between the Port of Savannah and an as-yet-determined point in Middle Georgia.  This would substantially elevate 
ǘƘŜ wŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ Ǿƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŦǊŜƛƎƘǘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ŎŜƴǘŜǊΣ ŀŘŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƳƻŘŀƭ Ǌŀƛƭ ƳƻŘŜ ŀǎ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
transportation option connecting domestic and international supply-chains. A major challenge, as interviews 
conducted as part of this study suggest, is that Middle Georgia does not receive consideration because it is 
overshadowed by major domestic and international transportation hubs to the north and to the south, namely 
Atlanta and Savannah.  This perception is held primarily by national and international logistics managers without 
experience in Middle Georgia.  Those that do operate in the Middle Georgia Region endorse its capabilities, 
particularly for Southeast distribution that requires no, or infrequent rail use.  A concerted effort to promote Middle 
Georgia as a viable manufacturing and freight distribution option is warranted if this perception is to be overcome. 



 Middle Georgia Freight and Logistics Study   

 

      

 

3 

 

Macroeconomic Outlook 

Economic activity in the South Atlantic and South Central regions1 of the country will have an impact on future 
Middle Georgia freight flows. These two regions of the country include the major domestic destinations and origins 
for Middle Georgia freight, and are also the two regions that would be served by any distribution centers developed 
in the Region. The two regions have a positive economic outlook and this should] support the growth in demand for 
freight-related infrastructure and logistics services. Growth of disposal income in the South Atlantic Census Division 
is projected to outperform the broader U.S. economy over the next decade, a reflection of factors that include 
healthy population growth, healthy demand for labor, and stronger investment activity relative to the rest of the 
country. And the South Atlantic is projected to be the fastest growing region of the country over the next decade, as 
measured by disposable income, while the East South Central is projected to be the sixth fastest growing region. 

The growth of manufacturing will continue to play an important role in regional economic development. In 2014, 
ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ мм ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ DǊƻǎǎ {ǘŀǘŜ tǊƻŘǳŎǘ όD{tύΣ мс ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΣ му 
percent in Alabama and 16 percent in Tennessee.2 These ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎΩǎ мн ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ 
national Gross Domestic Product (GDP). Industrial production in Georgia and South Carolina is projected to grow at a 
faster rate than the country as a whole, partly driven by the continued expansion of manufacturing activity. 

Economic growth in Middle Georgia (represented by data for the Macon MSA, the Warner Robins MSA, and the 
Macon-Warner Combined Statistical Area), generally tracked the rest of the State of Georgia during the 2010 to 
2012 post-recession recovery. Employment growth has exceeded that of the State over the past three years.  

  

                                                           
1 The U.S. is divided into nine divisions by the Census Bureau and they are used in this report as the basis for regional economic trend 

analysis. The South Atlantic Division includes WV, MD, DE, VA, NC, SC, GA and FL. The East South Central Division includes KY, TN, MS 
and AL.  

2 Based on data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis 
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Middle Georgia Freight Activity 

Middle Georgia handled 151.6 million tons of freight in 2013, comprised of 21.3 mil tons Inbound, 20.6 mil tons 
outbound, and 10тΦп Ƴƛƭ ǘƻƴǎ άǘƘǊƻǳƎƘέΣ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ǎǘƻǇǇƛƴƎΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƻǾŜǊǿƘŜƭƳƛƴƎ 
majority of freight originating, terminating, or through Middle Georgia was low-value bulk cargo (e.g. coal, forest 
products, or raw minerals).  Secondary Traffic, which is containerized freight to or from a distribution warehouse 
accounted for 3.8 percent inbound (813,200 tons) and 2.5 percent inbound (507,500 tons).  The handling of 
Secondary Traffic is generally considered to be more labor intensive and requires a higher investment in 
warehousing facilities and equipment; therefore, many regions focus on this freight classification in light of the jobs 
and economic investment that are required to support the handling of Secondary Traffic.  Secondary Traffic is also 
typically higher-value than bulk cargos, and can support higher investment in people and facilities.   It should be 
noted that nearly 6.5 million tons of Secondary Traffic moves through Middle Georgia (for example, between 
Atlanta and other locations) withoǳǘ ǎǘƻǇǇƛƴƎΦ aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎŀǇǘǳǊŜ ŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ 
ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ wŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǾƛƴŎŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎ ƻŦ aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜǎ 
over existing distribution hub locations.  
 

Figure 2: Middle Georgia Freight by Mode in 2013  

  

  
Source: IHS Transearch database 
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Middle Georgia Freight Forecast 

The projected compound annual growth rate (CAGR) for Middle Georgia Total Freight (combined inbound, outbound 
and through) is 1.8 percent over the 10 year period from 2013 to 2023. The principal growth sectors are the higher-
value/warehouseable/manufacturing commodities, which are projected to grow faster than the lower value/bulk 
commodity groups ς 10-year CAGRs of 3.4 percent and 1.0 percent, respectively. This reflects the stronger growth of 
manufacturing-related goods and consumption goods relative to the more mature bulk commodities. Outbound 
freight of higher value/warehouseable/manufacturing commodities is projected to grow at a faster pace than 
inbound shipments ς the 10-year CAGRs are 3.2 percent for outbound freight and 2.6 percent for inbound freight. 

The projected growth rates for Middle Georgia freight flows (inbound, outbound and through) are macro driven 
(e.g. economic trends) and do not take into consideration new freight generated by new warehousing/distribution 
and manufacturing investment that may be captured by Middle Georgia as a consequence of its competitive 
advantages (for example, lower cost structure relative to Atlanta or a new inland port tied to the Port of Savannah 
ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ Dt!Ωǎ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ DŜƻǊƎƛŀ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅύΦ A summary of the freight forecast is provided in Table 1 and Table 2. 

 

Table 1: Higher -Value / Warehouseable  / Manufacturing Commodity Groups  

 Compound Annual Growth Rates by Period 

Freight Flow and Commodity Value Sector 2013 to 2018 2018 to 2023 2013 to 2023 

Total Freight Tons (Inbound, Outbound and Through) 1.2% 2.3% 1.8% 

Bulk/Lower-Value Commodities -0.2% 2.1% 1.0% 

Higher-Value/Warehouseable/Manufacturing Commodities 4.0% 2.8% 3.4% 

Total Inbound Freight -3.6% 2.5% -0.6% 

Bulk/Lower-Value Commodities -4.6% 2.4% -1.2% 

Higher-Value/Warehouseable/Manufacturing Commodities 2.7% 2.5% 2.6% 

Total Outbound Freight 2.8% 2.5% 2.6% 

Bulk/Lower-Value Commodities 2.7% 2.5% 2.6% 

Higher-Value/Warehouseable/Manufacturing Commodities 3.9% 2.5% 3.2% 

Total Through Freight 1.8% 2.1% 2.0% 

Bulk/Lower-Value Commodities 0.0% 1.9% 1.0% 

Higher-Value/Warehouseable/Manufacturing Commodities 3.8% 2.4% 3.1% 

Source: GKSF Forecasts based partly on GDOT and FAF3 forecasts 

 

Table 2: Higher -Value / Warehouseable / Manufacturing Commodity Groups  

A commodity group is designated as high or low growth if its projected growth is higher or lower than the projected growth of inbound 
or outbound freight for Higher-Value / Warehouseable / Manufacturing Commodities for the period 2013 to 2023. 

Inbound Freight to Middle Georgia 

(Forecast 2.6% CAGR 2013 to 2023) 

Outbound Freight from Middle Georgia 

(Forecast 3.2% CAGR 2013 to 2023) 

High Growth Commodity 
Groups 

Low Growth Commodity 
Groups 

High Growth Commodity 
Groups 

Low Growth Commodity 
Groups 

Food or Kindred Products 

Chemicals or Allied Products 

Machinery and Parts 

Furniture 

Fabricated Metal Products 

Electrical Equipment 

Printed Matter 

 

Misc. Manufacturing Products 

Food or Kindred Products 

Chemicals or Allied Products 

Transportation Equipment 

Rubber and Plastics Products 

Textile Mill Products 

Source: GKSF Forecasts based partly on GDOT and FAF3 forecasts 
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Competitive Cities Analysis 
According to interviews conducted as part of this study, the Middle Georgia Region has already been established as 
a desirable location for freight distribution to Southeast states, with competitive truck rates, commercial real-estate 
pricing, and easy access to key transportation infrastructure such as the Port of Savanah, and the Hartsfield-Jackson 
International Airport in Atlanta. Logistics advantages of competing cities do not necessarily overlap the capabilities 
of the Middle Georgia Region. The Competitive Cities analysis suggests that Greenville and Charlotte are the top 
ranking competitors, due to their established labor forces, and closer proximity to key manufacturing clusters, and 
dense population centers to the North.  Middle Georgia can nonetheless overcome the strengths of these two cities 
for companies looking to establish a distribution center focusing on distribution in the Southeast, extending south 
into Florida. Middle Georgia strengths are a highly competitive cost structure (transportation, labor and commercial 
ǊŜŀƭ ŜǎǘŀǘŜ ƭŜŀǎŜύΦ  aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀ Ǌŀƴƪǎ ŀƘŜŀŘ ƻŦ !ǘƭŀƴǘŀ ŀƴŘ {ŀǾŀƴƴŀƘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ƳƻǊŜ 
favorable cost structure. This suggests that Middle Georgia can compete successfully for the import-related 
distribution investments that are currently concentrated in Atlanta and in Savannah. Memphis, TN, rather than a 
competitor might actually be viewed as part of a National distribution model that functions as the Midwest regional 
distribution hub, leaving Middle Georgia to cover Southeast markets. 
 

Figure 3: Middle Georgia Local and One -Day Market Coverage Map  

 
Note: Local market coverage is based on 4-hour drive time radius around Macon and One-Day market 
coverage is based on 8-hour drive time radius around Macon. 

Source: GKSF 
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Freight Infrastructure 

Middle Georgia has a strong freight transportation advantage, being situated in close proximity to domestic and 
ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƳƻŘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜ ƛƴ ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎƘŀƛƴǎΦ  aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ-
chain managers have access ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀƛǊ ŎŀǊƎƻ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǘ !ǘƭŀƴǘŀΩǎ IŀǊǘŦƛŜƭŘ-Jackson 
International Airport, ocean terminal services in Savannah, intermodal rail terminals in either Atlanta or Savannah, 
and all within a few hours drive of Middle Georgia. Highway access in all directions is yet another selling point of the 
Region.  Future and proposed developments such as the completion of the Fall Line Freeway, and a Georgia Ports 
Initiative to establish inland ports in Georgia, including a proposed location in Middle Georgia, will substantially raise 
the profile of Middle Georgia as a freight distribution hub. 

 

Figure 4: Georgia Highway and Rail Map  

 

Note:  Orange boxes mark breakbulk rail terminals 

Source:  Wilson and Co. 
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Recommendations on Freight and Logistics Strategy 

aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ tƻǊǘ ƻŦ {ŀǾŀƴƴŀƘΣ ŀƴŘ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŎŜƴǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΣ 
Florida and the Southeast make it a suitable location as a distribution hub for Southeast markets.  Middle Georgia 
can also take advantage of existing key manufacturing sectors operating in Georgia to attract similar manufacturers 
to the area, as an available workforce and supply chain services have been well-established.   Recommendations are 
based on a strong communications strategy to promote Middle Georgia advantages, and future developments to 
retailers, manufacturers and other companies, and to related Public agencies.  Examples of Public organizations that 
may be interested in the development of freight and logistics activity in Middle Georgia are the U.S. Maritime 
Administration (MARAD), which has expressed interest in keeping up to date on developments in Middle Georgia as 
they relate to possible strategies for the movement of military cargo, and the 21st Century Partnership, which is well 
known to the Middle Georgia Regional Commission as a partner and advocate of freight services development in the 
area. Specific recommendations address the following key targets: 

¶ Distribution Center focusing on Southeast distribution 

¶ Manufacturing (including aerospace and automotive sectors) requiring access to the Port of Savannah 

¶ Transload facilities that re-load cargo from international to domestic containers 

Marketing recommendations center on more aggressive marketing of Middle Georgia as a logistics hub: 

¶ Brand economic development efforts by establishing a Freight Marketing Organization, as opposed to an 
economic development organization.  This defines the role of the agency as focusing on freight distribution 
and logistics to outsiders considering Middle Georgia. 

¶ Create a target list of companies that might benefit from locating in Middle Georgia, based on the areas 
logistical advantages, relative to target company needs.  Build profiles of prospective companies, including 
transportation, labor, market reach, tax advantages etc.  Identify successful industries in the area, such as 
retail, aerospace and automotive manufacturers when building the profiles.  These can be used as 
marketing materials in trade magazines, conferences, etc. 

o Solicit feedback on regional strengths from local retailers and manufacturers operating in Middle 
DŜƻǊƎŜ ǘƻ ōŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀǎ άǘŜǎǘƛƳƻƴƛŀƭǎέ ƛƴ ƳŀǊƪŜǘƛƴƎ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎΦ 

o Highlight technical colleges, and other sources of labor should be highlighted in marketing 
messages. 

o Expand economic development outreach activities to aggressively market to commercial entities, 
such as retail and manufacturing trade groups, logistics and supply-chain conferences, commercial 
real estate publications, and trade publications.   

o Include Middle Georgia representation on international trade commission.    
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Recommendations on Network Georgia and Inland Port Development 

The Georgia Ports Authority (GPA) has announced plans to establish inland ports throughout Georgia to extend Port 
of Savannah reach by rail to strategic areas, including a yet-to-be identified Middle Georgia location.  While this 
presents a substantial opportunity to elevate Middle Georgia as a logistics hub, several actions should be 
coordinated to help ensure the success of the Network Georgia initiative: 

¶ The success of inland ports will depend on the formation of industry clusters and agglomerations that 
support each proposed site.  The roles and industries that these inland ports are intend to support should be 
coordinated to ensure that target users do not overlap, thereby undercutting the success of all inland ports.   

¶ The Middle Georgia Inland Port site selection should be in close proximity to major highways, most likely I-
75, I-16, or the Fall Line Freeway when completed.  A selection on I-16 would also require an upgrade to the 
NB I-16/I-75 interchange upgrade.   

User advocacy may be an important component of the successful development of a Middle Georgia Inland Port site 
selection.  Large volume shippers in the area, or potential large volume shippers should be included in discussion to 
demonstrate the potential base of freight that will be required to make the development a success.  Clay shippers 
are one obvious group, but another would be Robins Air Force Base.  The existence of intermodal rail in Middle 
Georgia may have key implications for Robƛƴǎ !C.Ωǎ ǊƻƭŜ ŦƻǊ 5epartment of Defense (DoD) freight distribution in 
North America.  A key success criterion for the Middle Georgia plan will be participation from all entities involved, 
including as funding sources for the project.  The following representatives should be included in Network Georgia 
meetings: 

o Economic and Development Agencies 

o Commercial Retail and Manufacturing Logistics Managers 

o ¢ǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ tǊƻǾƛŘŜǊǎ όŜΦƎΦ Dt!Σ ǘǊǳŎƪŜǊǎΣ ǊŀƛƭǊƻŀŘǎΣ ƻŎŜŀƴ ŎŀǊǊƛŜǊǎΣ оt[Ωǎύ 

o Robins AFB Representation 

The project team recommends, and will facilitate meetings if requested with the United States Maritime 
Administration (MARAD), and the 21st Century Partnership to promoting existing capabilities and potential 
developments, such as the GPA interest in the Middle Georgia Region as a potential inland rail site.  This kind of 
outreach may shape future North America Military freight distribution strategies based on existing and future 
transportation service capabilities. 

Market and Industry Assessment (Phase II) 

As follow-on to the Middle Georgia Regional Freight Study, the project team recommends a best-use site plan for 
the Middle Georgia Inland PoǊǘ ŀǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀ tƻǊǘ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ άbŜǘǿƻǊƪ DŜƻǊƎƛŀέ ǇƭŀƴΦ  ¢ƘŜ CǊŜƛƎƘǘ 
Study outlines general transportation services and manufacturing capabilities of the Region; however, Industry 
specifics on facilities, labor, utilities and other considerations are required so that the MGRC can present a detailed 
άǇƭǳƎ ŀƴŘ Ǉƭŀȅέ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀ ǎƛǘŜ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅΦ  aŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎ ƻǊ 5/ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƻǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ 
receptive to developments that have completed preliminary work that establishes utility, land grading, 
transportation infrastructure, and other capabilities.  Phase II proposes a further analysis of detailed requirements 
of targeted industries and industry clusters that are suitable to Middle Georgia, including a master plan. 
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2  Freight Flow Analysis  

2.1  Freight Flow Study Area  

The Middle Georgia Region consists of eleven counties ς Baldwin, Crawford, Houston, Jones, Macon-Bibb, Monroe, 
Peach, Pulaski, Putnam, Twiggs, and Wilkinson. As shown in Figure 5, Middle Georgia is located between Atlanta and 
the Port of Savannah, and it straddles two major interstate highways ς the north-south I-75 and the east-west I-16 
(to the Port of Savannah). Major north-south and east-west rail corridors pass through Middle Georgia. Figure 5 also 
shows six of the seven cities selected for the regional competitive analysis (see Section 6 of the report) ς Atlanta, 
Savannah, Greenville, Charleston, Charlotte and Chattanooga. Memphis is the seventh city used in the evaluation of 
competition. 

The review of Middle Georgia freight flows employs 2013 Transearch data from IHS3. This customized data provides 
insight on freight flows between Middle Georgia and other regions of the country, by direction (inbound and 
outbound), transport mode and commodity. The Transearch data also provides a profile of freight moving through, 
but not stopping in Middle Georgia. 

 

Figure 5: Middle Georgia Region  for Freight Flow Analysis  

 

Source: GKSF 

  

                                                           
3 Includes content supplied by IHS; Copyright © IHS, 2015. All rights reserved 
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2.2  Total Freight  

Middle Georgia had total freight volume of 152 million tons in 2013, comprising inbound, outbound, through and 
intra-region freight (Figure 6). The largest freight flow is through the region, 107 million tons and 71 percent of total 
freight. This reflects aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ strategic location on major north-south and east-west freight corridors; for 
example, freight moving between Florida and other regions of the country. Inbound and outbound freight was 
balanced, 21.4 million and 20.3 million tons respectively.  

Domestic freight accounted for 89.6 percent of total freight and international freight 10.4 percent. The international 
component may be understated as some international cargo can move as a domestic load; for example, 
containerized imports enter an import distribution center and then depart as domestic truckloads. 

 

Figure 6: Middle Georgia  Freight by Flow  in 2013  

  

  
Note: International freight flows may be understated because domestic freight can include international cargo that is άconvertedέ to 
domestic freight; for example, containerized imports enter an import distribution center and then depart as domestic truckloads. 

Source: IHS Transearch database 
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Middle Georgia is one of the smaller freight centers in the Southeast measured by inbound and outbound freight 
tons. As shown in Figure 7, Middle Georgia ranks last when compared to six competitor freight centers. Atlanta 
inbound and outbound freight activity is roughly four times greater than Middle Georgia, which reflects AtlŀƴǘŀΩǎ 
ƭŀǊƎŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǊƻƭŜ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ƭƻƎƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ƻǳǘƘŜŀǎǘΦ {ŀǾŀƴƴŀƘΩǎ ƛƴōƻǳƴŘ ŀƴŘ 
outbound freight activity is roughly 1.5 times greater than Middle Georgia, driven by international cargo moving 
through the Port of Savannah. 

 

Figure 7: Middle Georgia Inbound and Outbound Freight Comparison  

  

 

Intentionally left blank 

* Data was not available for 2013. FAF3 data for 2012 is used to provide an indication of how Middle Georgia compares to a sample of 
competitors. Middle Georgia data is for 2013. 

Source: IHS Transearch database and FAF3 
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Truck handles just over half of Middle GeorgiaΩǎ ŦǊŜƛƎƘǘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ 54.5 percent share of total tons (Figure 8). TruckΩǎ 
share varies by direction ς 36.8 percent of inbound, 75.4 percent of outbound, and 53.0 percent of through freight. 
wŀƛƭΩǎ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ƛƴōƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀƴ ƻǳǘōƻǳƴŘ freight is due to the large volume of coal shipped into Middle Georgia. 

 

Figure 8 : Middle Georgia  Freight by Mode in 2013  

  

  
Source: IHS Transearch database 

 

The commodity mix is illustrated in Figure 9. Lower value commodities dominate both inbound and outbound 
freight flows. This reflects the relatively limited amount of manufacturing and warehousing/distribution activity, and 
the small consumer base in Middle Georgia. The commodity group Secondary Traffic captures warehouse and 
distribution center freight and this group accounted for 3.8 percent of inbound traffic and 2.5 percent of outbound 
freight. The former is mainly consumer goods shipped into Middle Georgia and the latter the shipment of goods 
from warehousing located in Middle Georgia. Secondary Traffic accounts for 6.0 percent of through freight and 
includes distribution of freight from the Atlanta and Savannah BEAs. Further discussion of transport modes, 
commodities and lanes is provided in the remainder of Section 2.  
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Figure 9: Middle Georgia  Freight by Commodity in 2013  

  

  

Source: IHS Transearch database 
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2.3  Truck  Freight  

Middle DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ total truck freight was 82.7 million tons in 2013 (54.5 percent of total freight). The distribution by 
flow and mode is illustrated in Figure 10. Domestic through accounted for 61.3 percent of total truck freight, 
domestic outbound 17.5 percent, domestic inbound 9.2 percent and intra-region 3.1%. International freight 
accounted for the remaining 8.8 percent. However, as stated earlier, the international share is likely understated 
due to international imports and exports that are partly handled as a domestic move. This notably applies to the 
Secondary Traffic commodity group, which captures warehousing and distribution freight activity. For example, 
some of this activity represents imports through Savannah that enter an import distribution center and emerge as a 
domestic freight move. 

The dominant transport mode was for-hire truckload (63.6 percent) followed by private fleet (34.4 percent). Less-
than-truckload (LTL) handles mostly higher value small shipments and moved 2.0 percent of freight volume. Truck 
equipment types were dry van (42.1 percent of total truck tons), bulk (19.3 percent), tank (15.9 percent), 
refrigerated (11.7 percent), flat (8.8 percent) and others (2.2 percent). 

 

Figure 10: Middle Georgia  Truck Freight by Flow and Mode in 2013  

  
Note: International freight flows may be understated because domestic freight can include international cargo that is άconvertedέ to 
domestic freight; for example, containerized imports enter an import distribution center and then depart as domestic truckloads. 

Source: IHS Transearch database 
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Figure 11: Middle Georgia  Inbound and Outbound Truck Freight by Commodity  in 2013  

  
Source: IHS Transearch database 
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Figure 12: Middle Georgia  Domestic Inbound and Outbound Truck Lanes  in 2013  

  
* Transearch data is provided by BEA Economic Area (BEA). MWF BEA is made up of those counties that are part of the Macon-Warner 
Robins-Fort Valley BEA but are outside the Middle Georgia Region. The counties are Appling, Bleckley, Dodge, Hancock, Jeff Davis, 
Johnson, Laurens, Taylor, Telfair and Washington. 

** Excludes five bulk commodity groups ς Clay, Concrete, Glass or Stone; Crude Petroleum; Metallic Ores; Non Metallic Minerals; and 
Petroleum or Coal Products. After this adjustment total inbound domestic truck freight is 4.8 million tons and outbound is 4.5 million 
tons. 

Source: IHS Transearch database 
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2.3.2  International I nbound and Outbound  

International import and export freight moving by truck 
amounted to 1.0 million tons in 2013, 0.25 million tons 
moving inbound (imports) to Middle Georgia and 0.79 
million tons moving outbound (exports). These volumes 
likely understate total international freight because some 
international shipments (notably imports of consumer 
goods moving through an import distribution center) may 
be classified as a domestic freight move. 

The commodity mix is illustrated in Figure 14. Imports are 
more diverse than exports, which are concentrated in 
three key sectors ς minerals, forest products and 
agriculture. 

International freight by lane is presented in Figure 13. 
Flows are dominated by freight moving between Middle 
Georgia and the Port of Savannah. This lane accounted for 
66 percent of international freight volume. The Savannah 
lane is heavily outbound ς exports trucked from Middle 
Georgia are concentrated in Nonmetal Minerals, Processed 
Pulp or Pulp Mill Products, and other mainly agricultural 
and resource-based commodities. 

Other ports in the Southeast and on the Gulf Coast also 
appear in the top lanes for international freight, including 
Charleston, Jacksonville, Tampa, Miami and Mobile. 

Further analysis of Savannah freight flows is provided in 
Section 2.6. 

  

Figure 13: Middle Georgia International Truck 
Freight by Lane in 2013  

 

 

Note: International freight flows may be understated because 
domestic freight can include international cargo that is 
άconvertedέ to domestic freight; for example, containerized 
imports enter an import distribution center and then depart as 
domestic truckloads. 

Source: IHS Transearch database 
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Figure 14: Middle Georgia  International  Truck Freight by Commodit y in 2013  

  
Note: International freight flows may be understated because domestic freight can include international cargo that is άconvertedέ to 
domestic freight; for example, containerized imports enter an import distribution center and then depart as domestic truckloads. 

Source: IHS Transearch database 
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2.3.3  Through  Freight  

Middle Georgia is situated on major north-south and east-west freight corridors, and so a large volume of freight 
passes through Middle Georgia without stopping in the region. For example, freight moving between Florida and 
other areas of the country. 

Total freight moving by truck through Middle Georgia was 56.9 million tons in 2013. The commodity profile is 
provided in Figure 15. Secondary Traffic (warehouse and distribution center freight) is the fourth largest commodity 
in domestic truck flows, with a 12.8 percent share. Outside of this sector, the top commodities are dominated by 
agricultural and natural-resource based sectors. Turning to international truck freight flowing through Middle 
Georgia, the largest commodity group is Food or Kindred Products with a 25.8 percent share (and split 75 percent 
exports and 25 percent imports). 

 

Major population and freight centers are linked by the interstate highways that pass through Middle Georgia. As 
shown in Figure 16, Atlanta is the top origin and destination for through freight moving by truck. Locations in Florida 
also rank in the top lanes, including Miami, Orlando, Jacksonville and Tampa. The Port of Savannah ranks as the 
fourth largest lane for through freight. 

The top 30 origin-destination (O-D) pairs for through truck freight are provided in Figure 17. Atlanta appears as the 
origin or destination in 17 of the domestic ƭŀƴŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ !ǘƭŀƴǘŀΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 
population center in the Southeast region. Ports are prominent as origins or destinations. The top five O-D pairs are 
Atlanta-Miami, Jacksonville-Atlanta, Savannah-Atlanta, Atlanta-Savannah and Miami-Atlanta.   

Figure 15: Middle Georgia  Through Truck Freight by Commodity  in 2013  

  
Note: International freight flows may be understated because domestic freight can include international cargo that is άconvertedέ to 
domestic freight; for example, containerized imports enter an import distribution center and then depart as domestic truckloads. 

Source: IHS Transearch database 
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Figure 16: Middle Georgia  Through Truck Freight by Lane  in 2013  

  
* Transearch data is provided by BEA Economic Area (BEA). MWF BEA is made up of those counties that are part of the Macon-Warner 
Robins-Fort Valley BEA but are outside the Middle Georgia Region. The counties are Appling, Bleckley, Dodge, Hancock, Jeff Davis, 
Johnson, Laurens, Taylor, Telfair and Washington. 

Note: International freight flows may be understated because domestic freight can include international cargo that is άconvertedέ to 
domestic freight; for example, containerized imports enter an import distribution center and then depart as domestic truckloads. 

Source: IHS Transearch database 
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Figure 17: Middle Georgia  Through Truck Freight by Origin -Destination Pairs  in 2013  

 
* Transearch data is provided by BEA Economic Area (BEA). MWF BEA is made up of those counties that are part of the Macon-Warner 
Robins-Fort Valley BEA but are outside the Middle Georgia Region. The counties are Appling, Bleckley, Dodge, Hancock, Jeff Davis, 
Johnson, Laurens, Taylor, Telfair and Washington. 

Note: International freight flows may be understated because domestic freight can include international cargo that is άconvertedέ to 
domestic freight; for example, containerized imports enter an import distribution center and then depart as domestic truckloads. 

Source: IHS Transearch database 
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2.4  Rail  Freight  

aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ total rail freight was 79.0 million tons in 2013 (45.5 percent of total freight). The distribution by 
flow and mode is illustrated in Figure 26. Domestic through freight accounted for 65.3 percent of total rail freight, 
domestic inbound 19.5 percent, and domestic outbound 6.8 percent. International freight accounted for the 
remaining 8.4 percent. However, as stated earlier, the international share is likely understated due to international 
imports and exports that are partly handled as a domestic move. For example, this could apply to freight exported 
to Canada and Mexico that is classified as a domestic move from the U.S. origin to border crossing. 

The dominant rail mode is carload (84.6 percent), which reflects the large volume shipments of bulk commodities 
that move in carload equipment (e.g., boxcars, hoppers, and tank cars). Carload rail excludes intermodal rail (i.e., 48-
ft and 53-ft containers on rail), which accounted for the remaining 12.4 percent of rail freight tons. 

 

Figure 18: Middle Georgia  Rail Freight by Flow and Mode in 2013  

  
Note: International freight flows may be understated because domestic freight can include international cargo that is άconvertedέ to 
domestic freight; for example, containerized imports enter an import distribution center and then depart as domestic truckloads. 

Source: IHS Transearch database 

 

2.4.1  Domestic Inbound and Outbound  

The commodity profile of domestic inbound (13.4 million tons) and outbound (4.7 million tons) rail freight is 
provided in Figure 19. Bulk commodities dominate the rail flows and all freight moved by carload rail service. The 
top lane is Memphis, TN with 12 million tons of coal traffic. Excluding this lane, the top two lanes are with the ports 
of Savannah and Jacksonville. Inbound coal traffic is expected to decline following the recent closure of Georgia 
tƻǿŜǊΩǎ tƭŀƴǘ .ǊŀƴŎƘ Ŏƻŀƭ-fired power plant in Putnam County. 

2.4.2  International Inbound an d Outbound  

There are very limited volumes of international inbound and outbound rail freight ς 0.12 and 0.30 million tons 
respectively in 2013. Nearly 80 percent of the outbound export freight moved to the Savannah BEA, while 97 
percent of the inbound import freight came from Jacksonville, New Orleans and Savannah. The freight in both 
directions was mostly bulk commodities and moved by carload rail service. 
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Figure 19: Middle Georgia  Domestic Inbound and Outbound Rail Freight  in 2013  

 

  

* Transearch data is provided by BEA Economic Area (BEA). MWF BEA is made up of those counties that are part of the Macon-Warner 
Robins-Fort Valley BEA but are outside the Middle Georgia Region. The counties are Appling, Bleckley, Dodge, Hancock, Jeff Davis, 
Johnson, Laurens, Taylor, Telfair and Washington. 

Source: IHS Transearch database 
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2.4.3  Through Freight  

Middle Georgia is a major transit point for rail freight with through traffic amounting to 50.4 million tons in 2013. Of 
the total, 45.1 million tons was domestic freight and 5.4 million tons was international import and export traffic. The 
split by rail mode type was 87.2 percent carload and 17.5 percent intermodal. 

The commodity profile is provided in Figure 20. Domestic freight is dominated by coal and other lower value bulk 
commodities. Miscellaneous Mixed Shipments, which largely captures higher-value intermodal freight, was the fifth 
largest commodity with a 9.0 percent share of tons. This commodity group plays a bigger role in international 
through traffic, where there is a greater incidence of higher-value commodities suited to intermodal rail service. 
Miscellaneous Mixed Shipments accounted for 29.0 percent of international rail freight (26.5 percent of exports and 
32.1 percent of imports). 

The top 30 origin-destination (O-D) pairs for through rail freight are provided in Figure 21. Ports feature prominently 
in the top lanes including Jacksonville (as the destination in the top two lanes), which is a gateway for offshore trade 
with Puerto Rico, and for international trade. Norfolk Southern has a mainline that runs through Middle Georgia 
that links Jacksonville with other parts of the country. Other ports amongst the top lanes are Tampa, Miami and 
Savannah. 

 

  

Figure 20 : Middle Georgia  Through Rail  Freight by Commodity in  2013  

  
Source: IHS Transearch database 
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Figure 21: Middle Georgia  Through Rail  Freight by Origin -Destination Pairs  in 2013  

 
Note: International freight flows may be understated because domestic freight can include international cargo that is άconvertedέ to 
domestic freight; for example, containerized imports enter an import distribution center and then depart as domestic truckloads. 

Source: IHS Transearch database 
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2.6  Savannah - Middle Georgia  Corridor  

2.6.1  Truck Freight  

aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ location on major transport links with the Port of Savannah is reflected in the volume of freight 
moving between Savannah and the region. A total 11.9 million tons of inbound, outbound and through truck freight 
was connected with Savannah. A profile of the major truck lanes is presented in Figure 22. Atlanta is the major origin 
and destination for freight that passes through Middle Georgia to and from Savannah. Other principal corridors for 
through freight are mainly in the Southeast, but there are also some long haul truck corridors (for example, to 
Dallas, TX). As stated earlier in Section 2, some of the domestic freight may be international cargo that has 
undergone handling at an import distribution center or other facility near to Savannah. 

 

 

Figure 22 : Middle Georgia  ï Savan nah BEA Truck Freight  by Lane  in 2013  

  
Source: IHS Transearch database 
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2.6.2  Rail Freight  

Rail freight associated with the Port of Savannah amounted to 6.3 million tons in 2013, 4.7 million tons moving to 
Savannah and 1.6 million tons flowing from Savannah. This rail freight is concentrated in the Savannah to Atlanta 
lane, with a 41.9 percent share of tons (Figure 24). The largest commodity from Savannah is Miscellaneous Mixed 
Shipments (intermodal commodities), accounting for 51.6 percent of rail tons (Figure 25ύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ {ŀǾŀƴƴŀƘΩǎ 
role as a port gateway for containerized imports that move inland by intermodal rail service. Middle Georgia is the 
largest origin for rail freight moving to Savannah, with a 21.9 percent share, followed by Atlanta at 12.3 percent. The 
principal commodities moving to Savannah are Pulp, Paper or Allied Products (23.9 percent), Miscellaneous Mixed 
Shipments (15.7 percent) and Nonmetallic Minerals (10.9 percent). 

Figure 23 : Middle Georgia  ï Savannah BEA Truck Freight by Commodity in 2013  

  
Source: IHS Transearch database 
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Figure 24 : Middle Georgia  ï Savannah BEA Rail Freight by Lane in 2013  

  
* Transearch data is provided by BEA Economic Area (BEA). MWF BEA is made up of those counties that are part of the Macon-Warner 
Robins-Fort Valley BEA but are outside the Middle Georgia Region. The counties are Appling, Bleckley, Dodge, Hancock, Jeff Davis, 
Johnson, Laurens, Taylor, Telfair and Washington. 

Source: IHS Transearch database 
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Figure 25 : Middle Georgia  ï Savannah BEA Rail Freight by Commodity in 2013  

  
Source: IHS Transearch database 
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3  Freight Forecast  

3.1  Economic Trends  

3.1.1  U.S. and Regional Economies  

U.S. economic activity has gradually recovered from the 2008/2009 recession, and the economy is projected to have 
2 to 4 percent annual growth of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) through 2016 and then 2 to 3 percent annual growth 
through 2024. Factors supporting growth include the expansion of disposable income and consumption, a healthier 
housing sector (relative to the collapse during the recession), and population growth. The gradual recovery in 
housing starts, linked to household formation and population growth, will continue to have a favorable impact on 
consumption and import activity. However, export growth is under pressure from the stronger U.S. Dollar and weak 
growth in overseas markets, and this could dampen export growth over the next two years. The near-term outlook 
for the U.S. Dollar relative to other currencies is for a continued moderate strengthening, which got underway in 
early 2014 and is likely to continue into 2016, after which it will decline gradually. Figure 26 shows the growth 
trends for selected U.S. economic indicators ς GDP, disposable income, industrial production and housing.  

 

Economic activity in the South Atlantic and South Central regions4 of the country will have an impact on future 
Middle Georgia freight flows. These two regions of the country include the major domestic destinations and origins 
for Middle Georgia freight (See Section 2 for geographic distribution of inbound and outbound freight), and are also 
the two regions that would be served by any distribution centers developed in Middle Georgia. As discussed below, 
the two regions have a positive economic outlook and this is expected to support the growth in demand for freight-
related infrastructure in Middle Georgia. 

Figure 27 shows historical and projected economic indicators ς disposable income growth for the two census 
divisions and industrial production growth for Georgia, South Carolina, Alabama and Tennessee. Growth of disposal 

                                                           
4 The U.S. is divided into nine divisions by the Census Bureau and they are used in this report as the basis for regional economic trend 

analysis. The South Atlantic Division includes WV, MD, DE, VA, NC, SC, GA and FL. The East South Central Division includes KY, TN, MS 
and AL.  

Figure 26 : U.S. Economic and Housing Indicators  

  

Source: Moody's Analytics and IMF 
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income in the South Atlantic Census Division is projected to outperform the broader U.S. economy over the next 
decade, a reflection of factors that include healthy population growth, healthy demand for labor, and stronger 
investment activity relative to the rest of the country. And the South Atlantic is projected to be the fastest growing 
region of the country over the next decade, as measured by disposable income (see Figure 28), while the East South 
Central is projected to be the sixth fastest growing region.  

 

 

The growth of manufacturing will continue to play an important role in regional economic development. In 2014, 
ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ мм ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ DǊƻǎǎ {ǘŀǘŜ tǊƻŘǳŎǘ όD{tύΣ мс ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƛƴ {ƻǳǘƘ /ŀǊƻƭƛƴŀΣ му 

Figure 27: Disposable Income and Manufacturing Growth in the South Atlantic and East 
South Central  Regions  

  

Source: Moody's Analytics 

Figure 28 : Historical and Projected Dispo sable Income Growth by Census Division  

 

Source: Moody's Analytics 
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percent in Alabama and 16 percent in Tennessee.5 ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜ ǿƛǘƘ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎΩǎ мн ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ 
national Gross Domestic Product (GDP). As shown earlier in Figure 27, industrial production in Georgia and South 
Carolina is projected to grow at a faster rate than the country as a whole, partly driven by the continued expansion 
of manufacturing activity. 

3.1.2  Int ernational Economies  

Total exports from the State of Georgia are focused on markets in !ǎƛŀ όор ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŜȄǇƻǊǘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ƛƴ 
2014), North America and Caribbean (29 percent), and Europe (23 percent).6 Other regions are South America (7 
percent), Africa (4 percent) and Australia/New Zealand (3 percent).Europe and Latin America. Projected economic 
growth in these overseas regions will influence demand for exports. However, a key driver of exports is the U.S. 
Dollar exchange rate, particularly for the lower-value and price sensitive commodities that account for a large share 
of export volume. 

 

  

                                                           
5 Based on data from the Bureau of Economic Analysis 

6 The distribution of exports by value in 2014 published by Georgia Department of Economic Development 

Figure 29 : Annual Growth of Real GDP by Overseas  Region , and Projected U.S. Broad Dollar 
Exchange Rate Index  

  

  

Source: IMF, CŜŘŜǊŀƭ wŜǎŜǊǾŜ ŀƴŘ aƻƻŘȅΩǎ !ƴŀƭȅǘƛŎǎ 
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The projected growth of GDP by overseas region and country is provided in Figure 29 above, along with a forecast 
for the U.S. Broad Dollar Exchange Rate Index. While the overseas economic growth outlook is generally favorable 
for exports, the strong U.S. Dollar is having a downward impact on export growth, notably for lower-value 
commodities (e.g. forest products). The near-term outlook is for further strengthening of the U.S. dollar through 
2016, which will limit the growth of exports. The trend is then expected to reverse, which will have a positive impact 
on exports, especially as U.S. raw material and other commodity exports become more competitive on world 
markets with a weaker U.S. Dollar. 

3.1.3  Middle Georgia  Region  

Economic growth in Middle Georgia (represented by data for the Macon MSA7, the Warner Robins MSA, and the 
Macon-Warner Combined Statistical Area) (Figure 30), generally tracked the rest of the State of Georgia during the 
2010 to 2012 post-recession recovery. 

  

 

  

                                                           
7 MSAs are geographic areas defined by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget for use by federal statistical agencies in collecting, 
tabulating, and publishing federal statistics. An MSA consists of one or more counties and includes the counties containing the core 
urban area, as well as any adjacent counties that have a high degree of social and economic integration (as measured by commuting to 
work) with the urban core. 

Figure 30 : Economic Indicators for Middle  Georgia  

  

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis 
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3.1.4  Population Trends  

Population trends are favorable for economic 
development, including freight-related activity, in the 
Middle Georgia region. The State of Georgia and the 
broader South Atlantic Census Division have some of the 
fastest growing populations in the country. As shown in 
Figure 31 and Figure 32, population growth in Georgia is 
above the nation as a whole. The 5-year compound annual 
growth rate (CAGR) of population was 1.0 percent 
compared to 0.8 percent for the U.S. Lower 48 states. The 
{ƻǳǘƘ !ǘƭŀƴǘƛŎΩǎ five-year CAGR of population was 1.1 
percent. Middle Georgia is also located in close proximity to 
one of the fastest growing metropolitan areas on the 
country ς the Atlanta MSA has a population of 
approximately 5.5 million and recent annual population 
growth of 1.3 percent.  

  

 

 

 

Figure 32 : U.S. Population Growth by State , 2009 to 2014  

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division 

  

Figure 31:  Population Growth by Census 
Division, 2009 to 2014  

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division 
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3.2  Regional Freight Forecast  

3.2.1  Summary of Forecasts in  Georgia Statewide Freight & Logistics Action Plan  

As background for the Middle Georgia regional freight forecast, the project team reviewed the freight forecasts for 
the State of Georgia presented in the Georgia Statewide Freight & Logistics Action Plan (the Plan), by Georgia DOT ς 
Office of Planning, was originally published in 2011 and revised in 2015. It is a fundamental planning document for 
ŀǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻǳǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ȅŜŀǊ нлрлΦ  

The Plan contains key assumptions about the growth of Real Gross State Product (GSP) and population over a 40-
year period, 2010 to 2050. Three scenarios are developed for GSP and population: 

¶ ! aŜŘƛǳƳ ƻǊ άōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ-as-ǳǎǳŀƭέ {ŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƻǘŀƭ пл-year GSP growth of 150 percent or 2.3 percent per 
year and corresponding population growth of 76 percent or 1.4 percent per year. This also implies a growth 
in per capita income of 0.9 percent annually. The projected GSP, population and per capita income growth 
rates are all slightly higher than most projections for the U.S. as a whole, and this is consistent with 
DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ŘŜŎŀŘŜǎΦ 

¶ ! [ƻǿ {ŎŜƴŀǊƛƻΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǇƻƻǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ нллм ǘƻ нлмл 
decade are simply extended out to 2050. Both GSP and population are assumed to grow a total of 46 
percent or about 1 percent per year. This appears to be a rather extreme set of assumptions, especially 
ǎƛƴŎŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǎƛƴŎŜ нлмл Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ Ǌƻōǳǎǘ ŀƴŘ ŀōƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ¦Φ{. average. However, it should also be 
noted that inadequate transportation infrastructure was said to have been a constraint on growth during 
the 2001 to 2010 decade 

¶ A High Scenario, which involves assumptions as extreme as the Low Scenario, as it is a 40-year extension of 
the extraordinary boom years experienced by the Georgia economy and population during the 1991 to 2000 
decade. GSP is projected to grow by 450 percent or 4.4 percent per year, and population by 131 percent or 
2.1 per year.  

The Plan develops projected freight flow tonnage by mode and for several key industry segments under each of 
these Scenarios. Since, as noted above, the Low and High Scenarios are quite extreme, summaries are only shown 
here for the more reasonable Medium Scenario. Another possible shortcoming of the Plan is that projected growth 
rates for freight flows are presented as constant over the entire 40-year 2010 to 2050 period. It is more likely that 
growth rates will tend to decline over the forecast period, consistent with most long-term projections of economic 
and population growth rates. In other words, simply applying a constant long-term annual growth rate will tend to 
understate actual growth in the early years of the forecast period. 

In addition to projections of the general economy and population, the Plan developed projections of industries that 
were likely to be most freight-related. Using 2007 as a base year, 43-year projections were developed for annual 
output growth of the following industries: 

 

Industry Projected Annual Growth Rate, 2007 to 2050 

Manufacturing 1.45% 

Construction 1.32% 

Retail 2.58% 

Agriculture 1.65% 

Utilities 1.83% 

Georgia GSP 2.05% 
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As shown above, four out of the five freight-related industry sectors have projected growth rates lower than that for 
Georgia GSP as a whole.  

The Plan further developed 2007 to 2050 projections for growth of annual freight tonnage for four key freight 
segments: Warehousing and Distribution, Agricultural Products, Food Processing and Transportation Equipment 
Manufacturing. Freight tonnage projections for these segments are developed for rail and truck modes, and within 
each mode, separate projections for Inbound from out-of-state, Outbound to out-of-state, Intra-State, and Thru-
Traffic. Table 3 provides a summary of these projections. For the combined four segments, the projected annual 
growth of truck tonnage, at 2.1 percent is slightly higher than the corresponding growth rate for rail, 1.9 percent.  

 

Table 3: Summary of 2007 -2050 Combined Tonnage Projections for 
Four Key Industry Segments in Geo rgia  

Mode by Direction 
2007 Tonnage 

(Millions) 
2050 Tonnage 

(Millions) 
Compound Annual 

Growth Rate 

Rail Inbound 20.9 49.9 2.0% 

Rail Outbound 9.1 15.1 1.2% 

Rail Intra-State 1.4 2.5 1.4% 

Rail Thru-State 29.4 69.0 2.0% 

Total Rail 60.8 136.5 1.9% 

Truck Inbound 58.3 157.5 2.3% 

Truck Outbound 63.3 129.6 1.7% 

Truck Intra-State 66.0 144.8 1.8% 

Truck Thru-Traffic 113.8 292.2 2.2% 

Total Truck 301.4 724.1 2.1% 

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ DŜƻǊƎƛŀ 5h¢Ωǎ Georgia Statewide Freight Plan 

 

The Plan also provided forecasts for Air Freight and for Containerized Traffic at the Port of Savannah. These are 
summarized below. 

Air Freight ς Air tonnage is projected to grow from about 0.7 million tons in 2007 to 1.6 million in 2050, an annual 
growth rate of 1.9 percent.  

Containerized Traffic at Port of Savannah ς For over two decades, this component of the Georgia Freight market has 
been growing at a high rate relative to both overall Georgia traffic and total U.S. port containerized traffic. 
Consistent above-average growth at Port of Savannah has been driven by investments in distribution facilities for 
importers and exporters, and a steady diversion of Asia import and export traffic from West Coast port gateways to 
ports on the East Coast, particularly ports serving the relatively rapidly growing Southeast region. Savannah port 
container traffic, measured in twenty-foot equivalent units8 (TEU) is projected to increase from about 2.6 million 
TEU in 2007 to 6.5 million in 2050. The Plan assumes a constant tons-per-TEU of 9 tons, so container tonnage 
growth is projected to increase from 23.4 million tons in 2007 to 58.5 million tons in 2050, for an annual growth rate 
of 2.1 percent. 

                                                           
8 Twenty-foot equivalent unit (TEU) is a standard unit of measurement in the container shipping and port industries, used to measured 
containerized trade volume, port throughput, port capacity, ship capacity and other elements of these industries. 
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3.2.2  Outlook for Port of Savannah  

Freight corridors with the Savannah BEA are important generators of freight that flows through Middle Georgia. 
There is also freight moving between Middle Georgia and the Savannah BEA. (See discussion of Savannah-related 
freight in Section 2.6). A total 11.9 million tons of inbound, outbound and through truck freight was connected with 
Savannah. A further 6.3 million tons of rail freight moved on corridors with the Savannah BEA. While not fully 
transparent in the freight flow data, international containerized cargo handled at the Port of Savannah is an 
important part of these freight flows. The inland transportation of containerized cargo is either as an intact import 
or export container, or is captured as domestic freight; in the case of imports, departing a regional distribution 
center as a domestic move or, for exports, arriving as a domestic move at an export transload facility.   

The outlook for containerized cargo at the Port of Savannah will have a bearing on Middle Georgia freight activity, 
notably on freight moving through the region. Therefore, the project team prepared a short- to medium-term 
forecast (2015 to 2025) of import and export container loads (measured in TEU) at the Port of Savannah. The 
projected growth rates provide an additional point of reference, alongside the Georgia statewide forecasts, for the 
Middle Georgia forecasts in Section 3.3.3. 

The projected outlook for the Port of Savannah is shown in Table 4. The methodology used to generate the forecasts 
is described at the end of Section 3.3.2. The key points are: 

¶ {ŀǾŀƴƴŀƘΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜǊ ƭƻŀŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƎǊƻǿ ŀǘ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƻǳƴŘ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǊŀǘŜ ό/!Dwύ ƻŦ нΦр 
percent over the next decade (Note, the Georgia Statewide Plan projects a long-term 2007-2050 average 
annual growth of 2.1 percent). 

¶ Growth rates are lower compared to the 2010 to 2015 period, primarily for three reasons:  

o A relatively stronger U.S. dollar and lower projected economic growth for overseas countries that 
will dampen export growth. 

o The end of the post-recession recovery in containerized trade that generated high growth rates. 

o The end of the 2014/2015 shift in containerized trade from West Coast to East Coast ports that 
boosted annual growth in 2015. {ŀǾŀƴƴŀƘΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘ ƭƻŀŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǇ ōȅ ол ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŜƴŘ-July 
compared to the same period in 2014. 

The above forecasts are driven by macro considerations, economic growth rates and exchange rates, and the overall 
structure of containerized ς commodities by trade lane. However, there are structural and other considerations that 
could provide both upside and downside to the Port of Savannah (many of these are discussed in the interview 
survey in Section 4). They are: 

¶ Shipper port selection ς the full impact of the West Coast labor issues may not be seen for a few years as 
shippers continue to evaluate port gateway options in the context of their overall supply chains. 

¶ Port infrastructure ς Savannah and other Southeast ports (e.g., Charleston) continue to invest in port 
infrastructure (channel deepening, terminal improvements, inland port, etc.). Ports that can efficiently 
handle the larger container ships deployed in international trade will be at a competitive advantage over 
their rivals. The full impact of these investments will not be seen for a few years.  

¶ Savannah market perception ς the Georgia Ports Authority (GPA) and the Port of Savannah have a 
reputation for good and responsive service, and this could encourage additional growth at the port if other 
ports and port regions are unable to adequately address their challenges (for example, West Coast labor). 

¶ Inland corridor congestion ς a challenge faced by Savannah and many other ports is the stress placed on 
inland transportation corridors from cargo growth. A failure on the part of the State of Georgia to maintain 
ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǎǘŀǘŜǿƛŘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŘŀƳǇŜƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΦ Dt!Ωǎ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ DŜƻǊƎƛŀ 
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strategy (discussed in Section 4.5.2) for the development of inland ports, mostly rail-served, around Georgia 
is one effort to better accommodate the movement of containers inland. 

 

Table 4: Projected Outlook for Containerized Imports and Exports at the Port of 
Savannah, 2015 to 2025  

 
2010 

Million 
TEU 

2015 
Million 

TEU 

2020 
Million 

TEU 

2025 
Million 

TEU 

CAGR 
1
 

2010 to 
2015 

CAGR 
1
 

2015 to 
2020 

CAGR 
1
 

2020 to 
2025 

CAGR 
1
 

2015 to 
2025 

Port of Savannah         

Import Loads 1.04 1.68 1.86 2.06 10.2% 2.0% 2.1% 2.0% 

Export Loads 1.10 1.21 1.42 1.64 1.9% 3.2% 3.0% 3.1% 

Total Loads 2.14 2.90 3.27 3.70 6.2% 2.5% 2.5% 2.5% 

(1) Compound annual growth rate.  

Source: GKSF Forecasts and JOC Piers history 

 

 

GKSF Forecast Methodology for U.S., Regional and Port-Specific Containerized Trade 

The method employed to develop forecasts of U.S., regional and port-specific containerized import 
and export trade is a statistical, or econometric, model that relates import and export loads, in TEU, 
to a set of U.S. national, U.S. regional and World macro-economic variables. The econometric model 
is a set of forecasting equations representing import (16 equations) and export (12 equations) 
commodity segments and separately-defined overseas origin and destination regions. Estimates of 
the statistical relationship between macro-economic variables and TEU are developed for each 
segment, and are the basis of TEU forecasts that are segment-specific. These forecasts are then 
aggregated into total TEU forecasts for imports and exports. Finally, the econometric forecast 
results may be adjusted for significant industry trend shifts not captured in the data. The import and 
export TEU forecasts are developed for the U.S. as a whole, and are related to each port region (for 
example, Southeast) or port (for example, Savannah) based on that ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ƻǊ ǇƻǊǘΩǎ share of the 
import and export segments. 

The econometric models are estimated based on quarterly (for imports) and annual (for exports) 
TEU and macro-economic data for first quarter 1991 through second quarter 2015. The TEU data 
are derived from the JOC Piers database, supplemented by containerized tonnage data from U.S. 
Trade Online and data from individual ports. Historical and forecast values for the U.S. macro-
ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǾŀǊƛŀōƭŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ aƻƻŘȅΩǎ !ƴŀƭȅǘƛŎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜs and forecasts for 
overseas regions are derived from the IMF.  

  



 Middle Georgia Freight and Logistics Study   

 

      

 

40 

3.2.3  Intermodal Rail Activity  

National intermodal traffic reached a record high of 16.3 intermodal units in 2014 and the fifth year of growth since 
the recession low in 2009 (Figure 33). Intermodal traffic is running around 5 percent higher so far in 2015 compared 
to 2014. The sustained growth of intermodal traffic has been driven by: 

¶ Post-recession recovery of economic growth and both domestic and international freight volumes. 

¶ Substitution of intermodal rail service for over-the-road truck in medium and long haul corridors, and in 
some short haul corridors. This would include some intermodal rail corridors in and out of Atlanta. This 
substitution is being driven by labor and capacity constraints facing the trucking industry, including driver 
retention and shortages, and regulations. 

¶ The substitution of intermodal for highway truck is greatly enhanced by the rapidly growing availability of 
53-foot containers, which offer the same freight capacity as highway trailers and can be double-stacked for 
lower cost intermodal rail service. 

The outlook for nationwide intermodal traffic is favorable due to the continuation of the above trends ς economic 
growth, international trade growth and continued pressure on trucking particularly in the 550 to 1,200 mile lanes. 

The Southeast9 ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ нр ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊƳƻŘŀƭ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎΦ {ƻǳǘƘŜŀǎǘ 
traffic has experienced recent healthy growth partly driven by the increased international container traffic moving 
ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǇƻǊǘǎΦ YŜȅ ƛƴǘŜǊƳƻŘŀƭ lanes are with the Southwest, Midwest and Northeast. Overall, there is 
likely to be increased intermodal rail freight on the intermodal rail corridors in Georgia, both domestic and related 
to container traffic moving through the Port of Savannah. Further discussion of intermodal rail as it relates to Middle 
Georgia and the State, and supply chains strategies is provided as part of the interview survey in Section 4 and 
supply chain strategies in Section 5. 

 

Figure 33 : National and S outheast Intermodal Traffic Trends  

  

Source: IANA 

 

  

                                                           
9 The Intermodal Association of North America (IANA) defines the Southeast region for intermodal traffic as Alabama, Florida, Georgia, 
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina and Tennessee. 
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3.2.4  Middle Georgia Freight Forecast  

The freight outlook for Middle Georgia is based on the review of the Georgia Statewide Freight & Logistics Action 
Plan (Section 3.2.1), the outlook for the Port of Savannah (Section 3.2.2), a review of long-term forecasts for the 
Atlanta MSA, Savannah MSA and other regions contained in the FAF3 database, as well as economic trends and the 
impacts from the industry trends discussed elsewhere in this report. The Transearch data for 2013 are used as the 
base year for the forecast. The forecast concentrates on freight moving inbound and outbound by truck and rail, 
with an emphasis on the growth trend for higher-value commodity groups that drive demand for 
warehousing/distribution and manufacturing space. The estimated split between these commodity value sectors is 
shown in Figure 34. 

 

Figure 34 : Distribution of Middle Georgia Freight by Higher -Value and Lower -Value 
Commodity Sectors  and Transport Mode  

  

 

Intentionally Left Blank 

Note: Commodity groups have been designated as higher-value/warehouseable/manufacturing related or 
bulk/lower-value. 

Source: GKSF derived from IHS Transearch database 
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The projected compound annual growth rate (CAGR) for Total Freight (combined inbound and outbound) moving by 
truck and rail is 0.7 percent over the 10 year period from 2013 to 2023. The principal drivers of growth are economic 
expansion in Middle Georgia and its main domestic trade partners. The higher-value/warehouseable/manufacturing 
commodity groups are projected to grow faster than the lower value/bulk commodity groups ς 10-year CAGRs of 
3.4 percent and 1.0 percent, respectively. This reflects the stronger growth of manufacturing-related goods and 
consumption goods relative to the more mature bulk commodities. The growth estimate for bulk commodities also 
reflects a significant projected decline in rail shipments of coal, still by far the largest bulk commodity (based on the 
FAF3 outlook for coal). A summary of the projected growth rates by time period is provided below: 

 

 Compound Annual Growth Rates by Period 

Freight Flow and Commodity Value Sector 2013 to 2018 2018 to 2023 2013 to 2023 

Total Freight Tons (Inbound, Outbound and Through) 1.2% 2.3% 1.8% 

Bulk/Lower-Value Commodities -0.2% 2.1% 1.0% 

Higher-Value/Warehouseable/Manufacturing Commodities 4.0% 2.8% 3.4% 

Total Inbound Freight -3.6% 2.5% -0.6% 

Bulk/Lower-Value Commodities -4.6% 2.4% -1.2% 

Higher-Value/Warehouseable/Manufacturing Commodities 2.7% 2.5% 2.6% 

Total Outbound Freight 2.8% 2.5% 2.6% 

Bulk/Lower-Value Commodities 2.7% 2.5% 2.6% 

Higher-Value/Warehouseable/Manufacturing Commodities 3.9% 2.5% 3.2% 

Total Through Freight 1.8% 2.1% 2.0% 

Bulk/Lower-Value Commodities 0.0% 1.9% 1.0% 

Higher-Value/Warehouseable/Manufacturing Commodities 3.8% 2.4% 3.1% 

 

Segregation of the higher value commodity groups between high growth and low growth is provided in Table 5. 
Outbound freight of higher value/warehouseable/manufacturing commodities is projected to grow at a faster pace 
than inbound shipments ς the 10-year CAGRs are 3.2 percent for outbound freight and 2.6 percent for inbound 
freight. 

It should be noted that the projected growth rates for Middle Georgia freight flows (inbound, outbound and 
through) are macro driven (e.g. economic trends) and do not take into consideration new freight generated by new 
warehousing/distribution and manufacturing investment that may be captured by Middle Georgia as a consequence 
of its competitive advantages (for example, lower cost structure relative to Atlanta or a new inland port tied to the 
Port of Savannah as part oŦ Dt!Ωǎ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ DŜƻǊƎƛŀ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅύ that are discussed in Section 4, 5 and 6 of the report. 
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Table 5: Higher -Value / Warehouseable / Manufacturing Commodity Groups  

A commodity group is designated as high or low growth if its projected growth is higher or lower than the 
projected growth of inbound or outbound freight for Higher-Value / Warehouseable / Manufacturing 
Commodities for the period 2013 to 2023. 

Inbound Freight to Middle Georgia 

(Forecast 2.6% CAGR* 2013 to 2023) 

Outbound Freight from Middle Georgia 

(Forecast 3.2% CAGR* 2013 to 2023) 

High Growth 
Commodity Groups 

Low Growth 
Commodity Groups 

High Growth 
Commodity Groups 

Low Growth 
Commodity Groups 

Food or Kindred Products 

Chemicals or Allied Products 

Machinery and Parts 

Furniture 

Fabricated Metal Products 

Electrical Equipment 

Printed Matter 

 

Misc. Manufacturing Products 

Food or Kindred Products 

Chemicals or Allied Products 

Transportation Equipment 

Rubber and Plastics Products 

Textile Mill Products 

Source: GKSF Forecasts based partly on GDOT and FAF3 forecasts 

 

  



 Middle Georgia Freight and Logistics Study   

 

      

 

44 

4  Interview Survey  

4.1  Middle Georgia Summary  

Transportation professionals were interviewed to gain an understanding of how Middle Georgia fits into 
international, U.S. domestic, and Middle Georgia transportation supply chains. Survey topics included how Middle 
DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƪŜȅ {ƻǳǘƘŜŀǎǘ ƭƻƎistics hubs provide potential opportunities or challenges, existing and future 
transportation industry trends that affect location decisions, and key site-selection criteria used in the distribution 
center or manufacturing site selection process. Table 6 provides a summary of respondents by type. 

 

Table 6: Interview Respondents by Category  

Respondent Classification Number 

Commercial Real Estate Broker 1 

Economic Development 5 

Food Production 1 

Georgia DOT 1 

Manufacturer 4 

Military 2 

Port Authority 2 

Railroad 2 

Retail Distribution 4 

Third Party Logistics Provider (3PL) 4 

Trucker 1 

Total 27 

Source: GKSF 

 

In general, respondents had favorable views of Middle Georgia as a Southeast transportation hub, particularly if 
trucking is the transportation mode most relied upon. Key findings are: 

¶ Lƴ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭΣ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƪŜȅ ƭƻƎƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƘǳōǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ the Port of 
Savannah to the south, and the airport, intermodal rail terminals, and dense population center of Atlanta to 
the north as both potential barriers and opportunities for the region.     

¶ Respondents who were unaware of transportation capabilities of Middle Georgia were skeptical of its 
transportation advantages. Manufacturers and DC operators who are established in Middle Georgia note 
advantages over Port of Savannah and Atlanta locations, such as unfettered  access to Southeast markets, 
growing congestion concerns especially in Atlanta, available and competitively-priced land and facilities, and 
an available labor force. 

¶ Future transportation infrastructure upgrades, such as the completion of the Fall Line Freeway that will 
improve east/west trucking, and a proposed rail-served container terminal connecting the Port of Savannah 
to a yet-to-be decided point in Middle Georgia, would only bolster the region as a viable Southeast 
distribution hub for retail distribution, or as a national distribution point for manufacturers. 

¶ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎŜ ƘŀŘ ŦŀǾƻǊŀōƭŜ ǾƛŜǿǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ {ƻǳǘƘŜŀǎǘ 
distribution capabilities, while those without local experience were less likely to be aware of Middle 
DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ƭƻƎƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜǎΦ  Middle Georgia is best suited for DCs covering retail distribution in the 
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Southeast, particularly retail outlets and stores in Georgia, Florida, north to Tennessee and Virginia, and 
west to Alabama. 

¶ Shippers that rely mostly on truck, with no or only occasional use of air or rail modes are likely to consider 
Middle Georgia for Southeast distribution.  Favorable area highway access was noted, including easy access 
to highways transiting the Southeast region, including I-75, I-16, I-10, and the soon-to-be expanded Fall Line 
Freeway. 

¶ Shippers looking to diversify their U.S. port gateways have permanently shifted a portion of their Asia cargo 
to Savannah from the West Coast on concern over the inability of West Coast terminals to ease congestion.  
The implication for Middle Georgia is that this is contributing to the scarcity of DC space in Savannah, and 
may cause logistics managers to consider other locations in Georgia, including Middle Georgia. 

¶ Network Georgia, which is a Georgia Ports Authority (GPA) plan to establish rail-served inland container 
yards, may have substantial growth implications for transportation and manufacturing related services in 
Middle Georgia.  GPA has identified Middle Georgia as a strong candidate for such an inland port as part 
of its Network Georgia plan, and is eager to begin discussions with Middle Georgia representatives to 
further explore Network Georgia plan.  Success of a site location selection depends heavily on cooperation 
between ocean carriers, railroads, local government, and financial investment from all parties involved. 

4.2  Site Selection  Criteria Summary  

{ƘƛǇǇŜǊǎΩ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘǊǳŎƪ ƻǊ ǊŀƛƭΣ ƻǊ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ǇƭŀŎŜ ŀ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊƛƴƎ ƻǊ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ƛƭƭǳǎǘǊŀǘŜ Ƙƻǿ 
transportation networks achieve delivery time and cost objectives. Separate Wilson and Company studies, as again 
validated by responses to this survey, suggest that common selection criteria that affect network transit and cost 
capabilities are ranked in the following order of importance:  

Retail Distribution 

1. Proximity to customers/suppliers 

2. Available transportation infrastructure and mode (e.g. air, truck, rail) 

3. Labor force, quality, cost, availability 

4. Government programs and tax incentives 

Manufacturers 

Manufacturers ranked the selection criteria slightly differently, elevating the importance of labor: 

1. Labor force, quality, cost availability 

2. Proximity to customers/suppliers 

3. Available transportation infrastructure and mode 

4. Government programs and tax incentives 

Manufacturers in most cases are also concerned with the availability of raw materials, and the cost of utilities.  
Heavy industrial manufacturing, such as automotive or aerospace manufacturers, put more emphasis on lower cost 
utilities due to intensive energy consumption requirements of these sectors. Light manufacturing or distribution 
center energy needs are not as large, and therefore less of a consideration. 

Proximity to customers, available transportation modes, and labor force selection criteria play the deciding roles in 
identifying the general region for a DC or manufacturing operation, such as a county or city. Government programs 
ŀƴŘ ǘŀȄ ƛƴŎŜƴǘƛǾŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ǾƛŜǿŜŘ ŀǎ άǘƛŜ-ōǊŜŀƪŜǊǎέ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŀǊŜŀΦ 
Competing sites for Middle Georgia as indicated by respondents, are other logistics hubs that potentially serve the 
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Southeast, including locations within and adjacent to Georgia. (See the competitive assessment in Section 6 for an 
evaluation of Middle Georgia against a selection of regional competitors).  

Once Middle Georgia satisfies the first three site selection criteria (i.e. proximity to customers/suppliers, available 
transportation infrastructure (and costs), and available labor supply), various sites in and around Middle Georgia can 
compete by providing local government incentives, land deals, and other incentives.  One survey respondent noted 
that simply putting up fewer bureaucratic and regulatory obstacles was enough to attract a retail distributor away 
from a neighboring state to Middle Georgia.  

When comparing Middle Georgia to its closest competition (that is, Atlanta and Savannah) available land and 
commercial real-estate at attractive prices were differentiating features.  

Site selection criteria are discussed in greater detail below. 

Site Selection Summary 

The following is a summary of the transportation infrastructure and site selection criteria such as labor and 
government incentives that will be discussed further in the remainder of Section 4. 

¶ Favorable area highway access was noted, including easy access to highways transiting the Southeast, 
including I-75, I-16, I-10, and the soon-to-be expanded Fall Line Freeway.  

¶ In general, highway access was viewed as a competitive strength for Middle Georgia.  The expansion of the 
Fall Line Freeway to four lanes, improving east/west trucking was considered to be a real asset to Middle 
Georgia once completed. The I-16 NB to I-75 one lane interchange chokepoint has been viewed as a serious 
impediment to transportation related growth, particularly around Macon. 

¶ Trucker availability and easy access to national markets was considered to be no more problematic in 
Middle Georgia than these concerns are in Savannah or Atlanta.   

¶ Middle Georgia shippers who need to access rail rely on terminals in Savannah for international shipments, 
or in Atlanta for domestic shipments. 

¶ An intermodal rail site established in Middle George may have substantial growth implications for 
transportation and manufacturing-related services in the Middle Georgia region.  A rail transportation 
option to and from the Port of Savannah will be a key consideration of supply chain managers looking for 
reliable, and low cost options when evaluating competing Southeast locations. GPA has identified Middle 
Georgia as a strong candidate for such an inland port as part of its Network Georgia plan, and is eager to 
begin discussions with Middle Georgia representatives to further explore the Network Georgia plan.   

¶ Manufacturers and retailers are taking advantage of parcel shipping companies to distribute to residential 
and commercial destinations alike.  The presence of UPS and FedEx in Middle Georgia is an important 
component of the local supply-chain, as both of these companies received positive reviews from survey 
respondents. Heavy users of parcel delivery services in Middle Georgia, such as the Robins Air Force Base, 
tend to ensure ongoing high capacity, timely and reliable parcel service in the area. 

¶ Interviews confirm that the Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport will satisfy most retail and 
manufacturing air cargo needs, as the airport is within an hour-and-a-half drive for Middle Georgia 
locations. 

¶ Trade schools and technical colleges play an important role in labor quality.  Interviews revealed somewhat 
of a disagreement on the quality of labor pool available in the area.  One respondent suggested that entry 
level employees are available, but that moderately skilled positions, such as maintenance managers are 
harder to fill, citing work ethic rather than skill concerns.  Other logistics managers offered an opposing 
view, mentioning skilled labor made available due to recent company closures in the area, and a reliance on 
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local technical colleges and other schools that provide customized training that is tailored to specific 
company needs, as a reliable source of labor. 

¶ wŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ƴƻǘŜ aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ƻǾŜǊ !ǘƭŀƴǘŀ ŀƴŘ {ŀǾŀƴƴŀƘΣ ōƻǘƘ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ŀƴŘ 
availability of land, but also the perceived pro-business attitude of county governments in Middle Georgia.  
Congestion and the cost and scarcity of industrial real estate in those two cities were also perceived to be 
reason to look to Middle Georgia as a viable alternative.  

4.3  Proximity to Customers  and Suppliers (Different for Retail vs . 

Manufactur ers)  

Lƴ Ƴŀƴȅ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎƘŀƛƴǎΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǊŜǘŀƛƭ ǎǘƻǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŎƘŀƛƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳŎƪƛƴƎ ŜȄǇŜƴǎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ άƭŀǎǘ ƳƛƭŜέ ƻŦ the 
shipment delivery accounts for the largest portion of the transportation budget. Distribution centers are therefore 
located within the closest possible proximity to a majority of end customers. Manufacturers also benefit from 
locating near to their customers, but access to a skilled, available, and wage-competitive labor force is often the 
deciding factor with respect to choosing a manufacturing location. !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ ƳŀƴǳŦŀŎǘǳǊŜǊǎΩ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎ 
and raw materials in some cases can outweigh proximity to customer considerations. 

Retail logistics managers who responded to this survey suggest that Middle Georgia is best suited for DCs covering 
retail distribution in the Southeast, particularly retail outlets and stores in Georgia, Florida, north to Tennessee and 
Virginia, and west to Alabama.  It should be noted that shippers have unique delivery location and freight volume 
requirements; therefore, freight distribution from Middle Georgia may well reach beyond State boundaries 
mentioned here. Study area manufacturers note that truck rates from Middle Georgia to anywhere in the country 
are competitive with Savannah or Atlanta, and in some cases result in shorter truck transits. (DC network strategies 
and service area coverage is discussed in greater detail in Sections 5). 

4.4  Availability of Transportation Modes  

Retailers and manufacturers alike depend on the availability of reliable modes of transportation to link to DCs, 
although the specific mode varies depending on the transportation strategy. Transportation cost, delivery time, and 
reliability requirements generally dictate the modal choice. The result is that areas that provide multiple choices, 
including air, rail, truck, and parcel package shipper distribution hub capabilities (e.g. UPS, FedEx and USPS) are in 
the best position to meet the requirements of domestic and international supply chains. Middle Georgia was 
considered to have adequate access to key transportation modes; however, the nearby hubs of Atlanta and 
Savannah were considered to have superior capabilities.  Atlanta offers domestic and international intermodal rail 
access, an international airport, and truck availability.  Savannah provides domestic and intermodal rail access, and 
the Port of Savannah is within a short, low cost truck drive to local DCs that support both southeast regional and 
national distribution models.  

Middle Georgia is nonetheless well positioned to take advantage of both Atlanta- and Savannah-based air, ocean, 
ŀƴŘ Ǌŀƛƭ ƳƻŘŜǎΣ ŀƭōŜƛǘ ŀǘ ŀ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ Ŏƻǎǘ ŀƴŘ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘǎ ǘƘŀƴ 5/Ωǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ŎƭƻǎŜǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΦ  {ƘƛǇǇŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
rely mostly on truck, with no or only occasional use of air or rail modes are likely to consider Middle Georgia for 
Southeast distribution.  Favorable area highway access was noted, including easy access to highways transiting the 
Southeast, including I-75, I-16, I-10, and the soon-to-be expanded Fall Line Freeway.  It should be noted that 
respondents felt that logistics managers, particularly logistics managers outside of Georgia, were unaware of the 
benefits of increased east/west truck access made available by the expanded Fall Line Freeway.   
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One trucker suggests that freight distribution in Middle Georgia would be viewed more favorably as knowledge of 
the expanded freeway becomes more widespread.  

ά¢ƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ L-16, I-75, and the Fall Line freeway (From Augusta to Columbus), moving 
through Houston county, is the attraction to the middle part of the state.  The Fall Line Freeway will 
ōŜ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǎǘ ²Ŝǎǘ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊΦέ 

- Trucking Company 

In addition to trucking, a GPA plan is currently under consideration that will establish rail-served inland container 
ȅŀǊŘǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǇƭŀƴΣ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ bŜǘǿƻǊƪ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΣ Ƴŀȅ ŀƭǎƻ ŜƭŜǾŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜ ƻŦ aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ 
transportation infrastructure profile if an intermodal container yard and rail link is established between the Port of 
Savannah and Middle Georgia. Network Georgia is discussed in greater detail in Section 4.5.2. 

4.5  Rail  

Rail facilities are an important feature of many supply chains.  DCs that are near to rail terminals make the most of 
cost savings and freight handling capabilities of the rail mode, and widens their overall transportation options.  
Freight that favors rail includes large and heavy items not suited for over-the-road transport, high-volume bulk 
shipments, and intermodal containerized shipments. (For purposes of this report, intermodal rail is defined as 
shipments moving in containers or trailers that interchange between truck and rail.)  On-site or near-site rail 
facilities eliminate or reduce transportation costs between DCs and rail hubs, and avoid over-the-road challenges 
associated with overweight and oversized freight restrictions on public roads. 

Two Class 1 railroads provide intermodal rail service in Georgia, Norfolk Southern (NS) and CSX.  NS and CSX are 
ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ ά9ŀǎǘŜǊƴέ ǊŀƛƭǊƻŀŘǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ Ǌŀƛl networks established in states east of the Mississippi River.  Each 
of these carriers has connecting carrier agreements that extend rail coverage to the entire North American and 
Mexico rail markets:  

¶ Kansas City Southern (KCS) Midwest and Mexico rail network 

¶ Canadian Pacific (CP), and Canadian National (CN) railroads Midwest and Canadian rail networks 

¶ Union Pacific (UP) and BNSF Western region rail networks established in states west of the Mississippi. 

4.5.1  Intermodal Rail  

Intermodal rail, as opposed to manifest, or bulk rail, carries the vast majority of retail or finished goods moving 
between manufacturers and distribution centers to their final destinations if moved by rail.  Containerized goods 
also tend to be of higher value, and require more labor intensive warehousing and distribution handling procedures 
as compared to freight moving in bulk.      

Rail is also the lowest-cost overland mode; however, the rate differential between truck and rail has narrowed in 
recent years.  Supply chain managers have increasingly looked for ways to divert truck freight to rail, particularly 
intermodal rail over the past several years to mitigate transportation costs, to avoid delays caused by truck 
shortages, and to avoid traffic congestion (see Section 4.6 for discussion on trucking). Retail and manufacturing 
supply chain managers have worked to extend freight delivery lead time requirements to accommodate slower rail 
transits.  The intermodal rail transit from Atlanta to Los Angeles, for example can be several days, but the same 
route can be served by truck in two-and-one-half to three days:  

ά²Ŝ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ ƻǳǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ²Ŝǎǘ /ƻŀǎǘΦ ²Ŝ ƳƛƎƘǘ ǳǎŜ Ǌŀƛƭ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƻ ǘƛƳŜ ƛŦ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ Ŧǳƭƭ ǎƘƛǇƳŜƴǘΦ  
It takes 2-3 days by truck [with team drivers], or 5 days by rail.  I can usually save $500-$600 per 
ǘǊŀƛƭŜǊΦ Χ²Ŝ ŎŀǘŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƛƴ ƛƴ !ǘƭŀƴǘŀΦέ 

- Local Manufacturer 
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Intermodal rail cost savings until recently have been the sole justification for the use of the slower delivery mode, 
but reliability is now emerging as an additional consideration.  Within the last few years, a national trucker shortage 
is causing intermodal rail rates to rise as shippers shift to the rail mode and squeeze rail capacity, yet logistics 
managers continue to use rail, as it is proving to be more reliably available than trucking.  More evidence of 
increased rail use is changing views on when to use the rail mode.  Rail was considered to be more cumbersome 
than trucking, as logistics managers consider the longer rail transits, the need to arrange container drop-off and 
pick-up trucking at rail yards, etc.  As a result of trucker unavailability, the mileage threshold before considering rail 
has shrunk to about 500 miles, from roughly 700 miles about ten years ago, despite the need to use the more 
cumbersome rail mode. 

Middle Georgia shippers who wish to move intermodal domestic freight on the railroad must truck containers to the 
nearest terminals, which are either the NS or CSX terminals in Atlanta or Savannah.  Rail service shuttles containers 
between the Port of Savannah and Atlanta; however, a Middle Georgia-based shipper would likely pick up 
containers at the Port, rather than waiting for shipments to be railed to Atlanta, which can take up to three days.  
Shippers typically access the domestic railroad network in Atlanta. 

4.5.2  Network  Georgia  

Network Georgia Concept and Status 

A key emerging development that may have a substantial positive impact on Middle Georgia is an inland ports 
initiative proposed by the Georgia Ports Authority. The initiative, named Network Georgia, is intended to address 
potential future Port of Savannah terminal congestion due to projected cargo growth. The Network Georgia plan is 
to quickly move ocean containers to off-dock container terminals throughout Georgia, by establishing six inland 
container yards.  Most, if not all of these sites will be rail-served.  An intermodal site established in Middle George 
may have substantial growth implications for transportation- and manufacturing-related services in the Middle 
Georgia region, as a lower cost option to and from the Port of Savannah will be a key consideration of supply chain 
managers looking for reliable, and low cost options when evaluating competing Southeast locations.   

The first rail-served container yard is currently operating about sixty miles south of Macon in Cordele, GA and mainly 
handles poultry and agriculture products. The Appalachian Regional Port in Chatsworth, GA was recently selected as 
the second rail-served site. GPA envisions that when the inland port opens in 2018, it will serve markets in North 
Georgia, Alabama, Tennessee and parts of Kentucky, but importantly will provide access to the North American 
domestic rail network via the CSX railroad.  GPA is actively looking to collaborate with both public and private 
partners to identify additional inland sites, and to identify funding sources for these developments.   

GPA has identified Middle Georgia as a strong candidate for such an inland port, and is eager to begin discussions 
with Middle Georgia representatives to further explore the Network Georgia plan.  Success of a site location 
selection depends heavily on cooperation between ocean carriers, railroads, local government, and financial 
investment from all parties involved. 

A rail-served inland port in Middle Georgia would reduce transportation costs between the Port of Savannah and 
the region, and thereby provide an additional incentive for manufacturers or retail distributors to consider Middle 
Georgia as a viable alternative to Atlanta or Savannah. An obvious additional benefit would be the number of trucks 
taken off of the road as they divert to the rail mode. It is unclear at the time of this report if the proposed Middle 
Georgia inland port will connect to NS and CSX domestic rail networks.  Respondents suggested that a connection to 
the domestic rail network at some point along the rail route would be a strong selling point for Middle Georgia.  A 
respondent noted that national distribution would become a possibility, as he currently uses intermodal rail for 
shipments as far away as California from Savannah. The lack of access to the domestic rail network in Middle 
DŜƻǊƎƛŀ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ƭƛƳƛǘ ƭƻƎƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎΩ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ aƛŘŘƭŜ DŜƻǊƎƛŀΩǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ǘƻ {ƻǳǘƘŜŀǎǘ 
markets, and would make the inland port less of a consideration beyond the Southeast. 
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Figure 35 : Map of Southeast Inland Ports  

 

Source: GKSF 

 

Network Georgia Challenge 

A challenge for the inland port will be its close proximity to container terminals at the Port of Savannah, and 
ǎƘƛǇǇŜǊǎΩ ǘŜƴŘŜƴŎȅ ǘƻ ǿŀƴǘ Ŝŀǎȅ ŀƴŘ ŦƭŜȄƛōƭŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳŎƪ ƳƻŘŜΦ  hƴŜ 
respondent who ships high-value electronic goods indicated that he would not be willing to wait for even a regularly 
scheduled rail delivery option because he can send his truck directly to the port and pick up containers as his 
schedule requires.  The existing Port of Savannah to Atlanta rail service hinders his ability to access containers by 
one day, as containers come off the ship, are shuttled to the rail yard to await nightly departure, and finally railed to 
Atlanta.  


















































































































