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1.0 Introduction

B 1.1 Why Does the ISTEA Matter to the Trucking Industry?

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) has
changed the rules of the transportation decision-making game. Previously
narrow, restrictive funding categories have been collapsed into a few
broad, flexible programs, and states and metropolitan areas have been
given much greater latitude in defining and funding projects within these
programs.

The trucking industry must actively participate in the resource allocation
process to ensure that its views are represented when decisions are made —
otherwise, there is no guarantee that the industry’s needs will be heard,
much less met. This means that motor carriers must go beyond their
traditional focus on the legislative process and on issues of taxation and
regulation. Now, the industry must develop the capability to focus on
planning and programming issues as well. This guide provides infor-
mation and a starting point on that process for the trucking industry.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 1-1
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B 1.2 How Has the ISTEA Changed the Rules of the Game?

ISTEA and the Freight Transportation Revolution

The ISTEA was enacted in the midst of a freight transportation revolution,
as the increasingly global scope of competition drives changes in business
practices that reduce costs while increasing productivity. Within the
trucking industry, the demands for greater efficiency have been met by
innovations including the introduction of larger trucks and more fuel-
efficient engines; just-in-time delivery scheduling; and increasingly,
intermodal services which combine truck, rail, air, and water operations to
provide high quality services at low prices both around the corner and
around the world. The need for American firms to compete globally and
the opportunity to market American goods and services worldwide will
sustain the pressure for more innovative, cost-effective freight transpor-
tation services for the forseeable future.

This revolution in freight transportation is occurring as our domestic
highway programs face a major crossroads. New highways will be built,
but the pace of construction will be slow compared to that of the last 40
years. As the interstate highway construction era comes to a close, the
focus of our highway programs will shift from construction to manage-
ment — to making more efficient use of the existing transportation system,
rather than expanding highway capacity.

The ISTEA explicitly recognizes this transition. It closes out the interstate
highway construction program and mandates the development of new
programs and procedures to improve the efficiency of our highway sys-
tems. The ISTEA also explicitly recognizes the importance of freight trans-
portation to the nation’s economic development and competitiveness by
calling for the development of innovative and cost-effective freight trans-
portation services, and by stressing the importance of an intermodal freight
system.

Opportunities and Challenges

At this critical juncture, the motor carrier industry faces both opportunities
and challenges. There are opportunities for investing in the facilities
necessary to create a freight movement system that is safer, less congested,
and more efficient. There is the opportunity for preserving the access
provided by the existing highway system through better pavement and
bridge management, and for building new links to intermodal ports, air-
ports, rail terminals, and manufacturing and distribution centers.

1-2 Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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But there also are challenges. For the first time, the motor carrier industry
must not only define its needs, but also must compete for its share of proj-
ects and funds. Prior to the enactment of the ISTEA, the highway portion
of the transportation infrastructure was guaranteed the highest priority in
the allocation of transportation resources. The trucking industry’s need for
better rural and urban interstate highways was shared by a large and
rapidly growing population of automobile owners from the beginning of
the interstate construction program through the program’s expansion in
the 1960s and 1970s; this made it easy to secure public support for highway
funding. Because these highway monies were expended on facilities that
were used heavily by motor carriers, the linkage between motor carrier
taxation, federal highway appropriations, and trucking industry benefits
was clear and direct.

Under the ISTEA, the share of federal monies dedicated to highways is no
longer guaranteed; now all transportation users and providers have a voice
in setting the priorities that will create the transportation system of the
future. Consequently, those in the transportation industry concerned with
the movement of freight on highways must work to ensure that federal
transportation funds will be spent to their benefit.

The focus of the industry’s efforts must shift from the federal government
and state legislatures to the state departments of transportation (DOTs)
and the metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs). The state DOTs and
MPOs, in turn, must reorganize their overall transportation and highway
planning and programming procedures to conform to the requirements of
the ISTEA. Because the legislation requires that public participation be
considered as state and local officials make their transportation investment
decisions, the state departments of transportation and the MPOs are
looking to individual citizens and private industry for advice as they for-
mulate these new procedures. The ISTEA provides general policy direc-
tion and guarantees that the process will be open to input by the motor
carrier industry, but it provides little guidance on specific solutions, espe-
cially in the areas of freight and intermodal systems. It leaves up to the
states, metropolitan areas, and the transportation industry the respon-
sibility to shape the process and solutions. It also is important that these
solutions be developed in the context of two related pieces of major federal
legislation: the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 and the National
Energy Policy Act of 1992.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 13



Freight Matters

B 1.3 What’s in this Guidebook?

Section 2.0, ISTEA Matters, summarizes the policies and programs of the
ISTEA, focusing on those aspects of most importance to freight transpor-
tation.

Section 3.0, Participation Matters, describes key elements of an action plan
for the trucking industry to work with state departments of transportation
and metropolitan planning organizations in setting priorities for transpor-
tation investments.

Section 4.0, Planning Matters, provides general guidance for state motor
trucking association executives and motor carrier managers on building a
freight and intermodal planning process under the ISTEA.

The Appendices include information on related environmental and energy
legislation, descriptions of the ISTEA-related responsibilities of state DOTs
and MPOs, listings of contacts at MPOs and state DOTs, and a glossary of
important terms.

14 Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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2.0 ISTEA Matters

B 2.1 ISTEA: An Overview

Declaration of Policy: Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act

1t is the policy of the United States to develop a National Intermodal Trans-
portation System that is economically efficient and environmentally sound, pro-
vides the foundation for the Nation to compete in the global economy, and will
move people and goods in an energy efficient manner.

The National Intermodal Transportation System shall consist of all forms of
transportation in a unified, interconnected manner, including the transportation
systems of the future, to reduce energy consumption and air pollution while
promoting economic development and supporting the Nation’s preeminent
position in international commerce.

The National Intermodal Transportation System shall include a National Highway
System which consists of the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways
and those principal arterial roads which are essential for interstate and regional
commerce and travel, national defense, intermodal transfer facilities, and inter-
national commerce and border crossings.

The National Intermodal Transportation System shall include significant
improvements in public transportation necessary to achieve national goals for
improved air quality, energy conservation, international competitiveness, and

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 2-1
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mobility for elderly persons, persons with disabilities, and economically
disadvantaged persons in urban and rural areas of the country.

The National Intermodal Transportation System shall provide improved access to
ports and airports, the Nation’s link to world commerce.

The National Intermodal Transportation System shall give special emphasis to the
contributions of the transportation sectors to increased productivity growth.
Social benefits must be considered with particular attention to the external benefits
of reduced air pollution, reduced traffic congestion and other aspects of the quality
of life in the United States.

The National Intermodal Transportation System must be operated and maintained
with insistent attention to the concepts of innovation, competition, energy
efficiency, productivity, growth, and accountability.

The National Intermodal Transportation System shall be adapted to "intelligent
vehicles,” and other new technologies wherever feasible and economical.

The National Intermodal Transportation System must be the centerpiece of a
national investment commitment to create the new wealth of the Nation for the
21st century.

In the post-ISTEA world, highways no longer rule — all modes of trans-
portation, including automobiles, public transit, bicycles, and walking
must be considered in building a transportation system that best meets the
nation’s transportation needs and goals. In addition, the emphasis is on
better management of the existing system (i.e., operations, maintenance,
and control systems) rather than on new construction. A positive sign for
the trucking industry, however, is the Act’s emphasis on the importance of
transportation and freight movement to economic development.

Key ISTEA features and their implication for motor carriers include:

* Funding flexibility: the ability to transfer funding among the various
modes of surface transportation, types of improvements, and classes of
highways. Motor carrier implication: highways are no longer guaran-
teed a dominant share of federal funds.

* Decentralized decision making: now, the decisions that affect in-
vestments in local and regional surface transportation facilities will
be made at the local and regional level by state DOTs and by MPOs.
Motor carrier implication: the industry must decentralize its efforts to
influence the resource allocation process.

¢ Increased planning requirements: the ISTEA requires a new statewide
planning process and expands the planning required of MPOs. Motor

2-2 Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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carrier implication: the industry should gear up to assist the states and
MPO:s in shaping these processes.

¢ New management systems: these systems are intended to provide
better information for transportation decision making. Motor carrier
implication: private sector participation is required to ensure that the
collected information accurately reflects existing and forecasted con-
ditions that are critical from a freight transportation perspective.

* Public participation requirements: citizens, public interest groups,
public and private transportation providers, and other interested parties
must have a "reasonable opportunity” to provide early and ongoing
input into planning and project selection at the state, regional, and local
levels. Motor carrier implication: the industry must make a strong
case for its point of view, and be prepared to argue the costs and bene-
fits of investing in freight transportation.

* Consideration of clean air goals: projects funded by the ISTEA must be
consistent with the attainment of federal clean air standards. Motor
carrier implication: pay special attention to the emission-related im-
pacts of proposed projects and to the relationships between emissions
and congestion on major routes.

e Use of advanced technologies: the ISTEA promotes research and de-
velopment activities, including the use of intelligent vehicle-highway
systems (IVHS), that are designed to increase the efficiency and safety of
the transportation system. Motor carrier implication: support IVHS
activities related to commercial vehicle operations, as well as congestion
relief on major routes.

B 2.2 Major ISTEA Programs

The ISTEA programs of primary interest to motor carriers are listed in
Exhibit 1, along with the Congressional authorizations for FY 1992-1997.
Brief descriptions follow for each of these programs.

National Highway System

"The purpose of the National Highway System is to provide an interconnected
system of principal arterial routes which will serve major population centers,
international border crossings, ports, airports, public transportation facilities, and
other intermodal transportation facilities and other major travel destinations; meet
national defense requirements; and serve interstate and inter-regional travel.”

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 23
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Exhibit 1. ISTEA Programs Affecting Trucking and Freight/Goods
Movement Planning

National Highway System $21.0
Surface Transportation Program 24.0
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 6.0
Improvement Program

Interstate Maintenance Program 17.0
Intelligent Vehicle Highway Systems Act 0.7
Bridge Program 16.0

2-4 Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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Components
The components of the NHS will include:

* All of the Interstate System;

e Strategic Highway Network Routes and Major Strategic Highway
Network Connectors (linking important military sites identified by the
Defense Department);

¢ Congressional High Priority Routes and other specific routes identified
in the ISTEA;

¢ Additional Rural Principal Arterial routes; and
e Additional Urban Principal Arterial routes.

Also included in the NHS will be routes providing access to major ports,
airports, public transportation, and intermodal facilities.

The NHS is expected to include about 150,000 miles, almost four times as
many as the current Interstate System (about 43,000 miles). Approximately
two-thirds of the NHS miles will be rural; the rest will be urban. A map of
NHS routes is being constructed by the FHWA with input from the states
and local jurisdictions.

Although much attention has been given to the process of defining the
NHS, and many interest groups have emphasized the need to get impor-
tant routes on the NHS map, there is no assurance that inclusion in the
NHS guarantees that improvements will be made to these roadways. First,
no standards have been set for the NHS at the national level, although
individual states may adopt standards. In addition, there is no assurance
that standards for the NHS will be uniform across states, although the
FHWA will undoubtedly seek to coordinate such standards within regions.
The FHWA urges states to follow AASHTO standards; however, the
AASHTO does not have uniform standards for the NHS. The AASHTO
has minimum and recommended standards for freeways and for arterials
in urban and rural areas, with variations based on terrain, traffic volumes,
and other factors. Because of the potential importance of the NHS to
freight transportation, states may wish to consider adopting higher
standards for the NHS and giving higher priority to the programming of
improvements to NHS routes that do not meet adopted standards.

Distribution of Funds/Transferability

NHS funds are distributed among the states primarily on the basis of each
state’s share of federal funds for the FY 1987-1991 period. However, be-
cause of the ISTEA's flexibility provisions, there is no requirement that

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 2-5
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all of these funds be spent on the NHS. Without federal approval, a state
may transfer up to half of its NHS funds to the Surface Transportation
Program (STP); with federal approval, all of a state’s NHS funds can be
transferred to the STP.

Eligible Activities

Within the NHS itself there is significant funding flexibility. NHS funds
may be used for start-up costs for traffic management and control projects
as well as for construction on a non-NHS highway. In addition, the funds
may be used for transit projects that are in the corridor of a fully access-
controlled NHS facility and will improve the level of service on the NHS
component more cost-effectively than would a direct improvement to the
NHS facility.

Federal Share

The basic federal share is 80 percent for the NHS, but the share rises to 90
percent for High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes and related projects on
the Interstate System.

Surface Transportation Program (STP)

Purpose/Eligible Activities

The STP, which reflects the most significant policy changes prescribed
by the ISTEA, was created to plan for and fund a broad range of surface
transportation needs. Unlike the NHS, the STP does not have a statement
of national purpose written into the ISTEA. It is a block grant program
whose funds may be used for projects on NHS or other federal-aid roads.
The funds also may be used for traffic management and control systems;
bicycle and pedestrian facilities; and bridge, safety, and improvement
projects on almost any public road. In addition, these funds may be used
for transit capital projects.

Distribution of Funds

Similar to the NHS, STP funds are distributed to the states primarily
according to each state’s share of federal funds for the fiscal years 1987
through 1991. The funds must be distributed by each state as follows:

* Ten percent to safety construction projects such as improving railroad
crossings;

¢ Ten percent to transportation enhancement activities such as historic
preservation projects and scenic byways;

2-6 Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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¢ Fifty percent to urban areas with populations of over 200,000 and to
other areas of the state based on population; and

* The remaining 30 percent may be used for projects in any area of the
state.

Project Selection

STP projects are selected in one of the following ways for various types of
jurisdictions:

¢ Inlarge urban areas: by the MPO in consultation with the state;

¢ In areas with populations ranging from 50,000 to 200,000: by the state in
cooperation with the MPO;

¢ In smaller urban areas: by the state in cooperation with affected local
officials.

Federal Share

The basic federal share is 80 percent for the STP, rising to 90 percent for
HOV and related projects on the Interstate System.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvement
Program

Purpose

The CMAQ program was created to fund programs and projects designed
to achieve federal clean air standards by reducing transportation-related
emissions. These funds may not be used for conventional highway projects
providing new capacity unless they include improvements in HOV facil-
ities for peak period use. A variety of projects are eligible for CMAQ
funds, including mass transit improvements.

Eligible Activities

Funds are provided for eligible projects in "nonattainment areas” — areas
that fail to achieve National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for
ozone and/or carbon monoxide. In all states with nonattainment areas, the
U.S. Department of Transportation must consult with the EPA to deter-
mine whether any proposed transportation project or program will con-
tribute to achieving a standard unless the proposal is already included in
an approved State Implementation Plan (which deals with achieving com-
pliance with the NAAQS).

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 2-7
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Distribution of Funds/Transferability

CMAQ funds are distributed to states based on a formula involving the
population of ozone nonattainment areas of each state weighted by the
severity of the air quality problems. Each state gets a minimum of one-half
of one percent of the total funding available under the CMAQ program.
States may use CMAQ funds with the same flexibility as STP funds only if
the state has no area classified as a nonattainment area, but most states
have them.

Federal Share
The federal share for CMAQ projects is 80 percent.

Interstate Maintenance (IM) Program

Purpose

The new IM program was created by the ISTEA to ensure that the existing
Interstate System is maintained to adequate, continually monitored
national standards.

Eligible Activities

IM funds can be used for HOV and auxiliary lanes (such as truck climbing
lanes) but cannot be used to build new lanes for general traffic. IM funds
also can be used for reconstruction of bridges, interchanges, and over-
passes along existing interstate routes, as well as for the acquisition of
right-of-way. In addition, a state may use these funds for preventive
maintenance if it can prove that bridge and pavement life can be cost-
effectively extended through this activity.

Distribution of Funds/Transferability

Funds are distributed according to interstate lane miles and vehicle miles
of travel — the same basis as the old I-4R program, which covered recon-
struction, resurfacing, and related minor capital improvements, but not
routine maintenance. Without federal approval, a state may transfer up to
20 percent of its IM funds to the NHS or the STP. Additional transfers may
be made upon certification that 3R needs and adequate maintenance re-
quirements are being satisfied.

Federal Share

To assure priority for the IM objective, the federal share is 90 percent, the
highest of any basic federal match in any program category.

2-8 Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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Bridge Program

Purpose/Eligible Activities

The bridge program provides for inspection as well as some types of
maintenance, rehabilitation, and replacement of bridges on any public
roadway. The program also funds newly eligible activities such as bridge
painting and seismic retrofitting on otherwise deficient bridges.

Distribution of Funds and the Federal Share

This program is continued essentially unchanged with respect to the
formula for the distribution of funds, the 80 percent federal share, and
other provisions.

Intelligent Vehicle-Highway Systems Act of 1991

"The Secretary shall conduct a program to research, develop, and operationally test
intelligent vehicle-highway systems and promote implementation of such systems
as a component of the Nation’s surface transportation systems.”

The Intelligent Vehicle-Highway Systems (IVHS) Act created a program to
invest in researching, planning, and implementing IVHS technology. The
program’s objectives include improving the transportation network and
promoting economic development. With respect to transportation, the
program seeks to "enhance the free flow of goods and commerce” through
widespread implementation of IVHS to enhance the capacity, efficiency,
and safety of the nation’s highways, as well as mitigating the costs of
congestion. As an economic initiative, the program is aimed at developing
a national IVHS technology base and fostering the development of a
privately-owned IVHS industry.

The legislation’s definition of IVHS includes commercial vehicle opera-
tions, vehicle control systems, and other advanced systems for tracking
and communicating with vehicles, managing traffic, providing traveler
information, and operating public transit. The program aims to enlist the
efforts of numerous federal agencies, state and local governments, educa-
tional institutions, and the private sector.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 2-9
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Activities

The Act authorizes the development of:

An information clearinghouse of IVHS "technical and safety data."
"Standards and protocols” for IVHS technology.

A strategic plan for the IVHS program. Completed in 1992, the plan
addresses:

- Five-, ten-, and twenty-year program goals;

- Technical and non-technical obstacles;

- An implementation plan;

- "Standards and protocols” for IVHS technology; and

- Speedy introduction of IVHS in highly congested areas.

A test track implementing fully automated vehicles and highways by
1997.

Reports on technical and non-technical issues in IVHS development.

A limited number of IVHS corridors: at least half of the funding will be
spent on a few corridors demonstrating particularly challenging trans-
portation problems and a variety of infrastructure and vehicle types.
The remainder will be devoted to other corridors where IVHS imple-
mentation is consistent with the strategic plan and would benefit users
or reduce regulations.

An evaluation of commercial vehicle collision avoidance technology.

The Act also authorizes:

Technical and planning aid to state and local governments evaluating
IVHS;

Funding for state and local governments planning IVHS implementa-
tions; and

Grants for public and private IVHS testing projects.

The act provides $501 million for the corridors program and $158 million
for the other IVHS projects from the Highway Trust Fund for the fiscal
years 1992-1997. The maximum federal share is 80 percent, except for a
limited number of "innovative, high-risk operational or analytical tests" in
the corridor program (which may exceed this limit).

2-10 Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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B 2.3 Planning

Prior to the enactment of the ISTEA, many states developed statewide
transportation plans, and large urbanized areas were required to conduct a
continuing, comprehensive transportation planning process. The new
ISTEA planning requirements, however, mandate the establishment of
comprehensive statewide planning processes, and increase the role of
metropolitan planning organizations in the decision-making process for
highway system development. As the new state and MPO planning
processes evolve, the motor carrier industry has a significant opportunity
to influence their development, and to identify important issues to be
addressed. Funding for both statewide and metropolitan planning is
available through the NHS and the STP.

Statewide Planning

"It is in the national interest to encourage and promote the development of
transportation systems embracing various modes of transportation in a manner
that serve all areas of the state efficiently and effectively... Such plans and
programs shall provide for development of transportation facilities...which will
function as an intermodal state transportation system. The process...shall provide
for consideration of all modes of transportation and shall be continuing, coopera-
tive, and comprehensive...”

Under the ISTEA, the statewide planning process must include (at a mini-
mum):

¢ Data collection and analysis.

¢ Coordination of planning activities with various other related activities
and organizations, including "...]arge-scale private transportation pro-
viders and multi-state businesses..." and agencies responsible for "...eco-
nomic development and for the operation of airports, ports, and other
intermodal facilities.”

e Development of a statewide long-range (20-year time horizon), mul-
timodal transportation plan. This plan must consider a wide range
of social, environmental, energy, and economic factors in determining
overall transportation goals and how they can best be met.

¢ Development of a statewide transportation improvement program
(statewide TIP, or STIP) with at least a three-year time horizon; the pro-
gram is to be updated at least every two years. This program addresses
the goals of the long-range plans and lists priority projects and activities
for the region. Projects can be included in the STIP only if full funding
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is reasonably expected to be available for the project within the time
period contemplated for its completion.

¢ Development and evaluation of alternative transportation solutions and
projects.

The state also must coordinate with its MPOs in developing these plans.
The state must ensure that the process for developing both the statewide
long-range plan and the STIP is both open and participatory.

Public Involvement

The Final Rule requires a "proactive” public involvement process. Key
elements of this process include the following:

¢ Early and continuing opportunity for public involvement;

¢ The provision of timely information to interested parties;

* Reasonable public access to technical and policy information used in the
development of the plan and the STIP;

* Adequate notice of public involvement activities and time for public
review and comment at key decision points;

* A process for demonstrating explicit consideration of and response to
public input; and

* A process for seeking out and considering the needs of those tradi-
tionally underserved by existing transportation systems.

At various decision-making points, the state is required to provide a
"reasonable opportunity” for comment. When proposing new or revised
public involvement procedures, a minimum of 45 days must be allowed for
public review and written comment before such procedures may be
adopted.

State Planning Factors

The ISTEA also specifies 22 factors that must be considered in the state-
wide planning processes. Those of most direct concern to motor carriers
are the following;:

"(4) International border crossings and access to ports, airports, inter-
modal transportation facilities, major freight distribution routes..."

"(7) Connectivity between metropolitan areas within the state and with
metropolitan areas in other states;"
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"(10) Transportation system management and investment strategies de-
signed to make the most efficient use of existing transportation
facilities;"

"(12) Methods to reduce traffic congestion...including methods which re-
duce motor vehicle travel, particularly single-occupant motor vehicle
travel;”

"(16) The use of innovative mechanisms for financing projects, in-
cluding...tolls and congestion pricing;"

"(17) Preservation of rights-of-way for construction of future transporta-
tion projects;” and

"(19) Methods to enhance the efficient movement of commercial motor
vehicles."

Management Systems

A major element of the new statewide planning process is the set of man-
agement systems required by the ISTEA. This requirement is described
below in Section 2.4.

Implementation Schedule

The effective date for the full implementation of the statewide planning
requirements is January 1, 1995.

Metropolitan Planning

"It is in the national interest to encourage and promote the development of
transportation systems embracing various modes of transportation in a manner
which will efficiently maximize mobility of people and goods within and through
urbanized areas and minimize transportation-related fuel consumption and air
pollution.”

The ISTEA requires MPOs to develop both long-range plans and transpor-
tation improvement programs. These plans are to be developed in coop-
eration with the state and with local transit operators, and must include all
highway and transit projects in the metropolitan area proposed for federal
funding. As in the statewide planning requirements, the MPOs must
ensure public participation in the development of their long-range plans
and their TIPs by providing a "reasonable opportunity” for comment.
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MPO Planning Factors

Under the ISTEA, the new MPO planning process must include con-
siderations such as intermodal connectivity and the needs identified
through the six management systems required under the Act. These
transportation components must be considered comprehensively, rather
than independently.

A set of 15 factors (similar to the 22 statewide planning factors), must be
considered in the metropolitan planning process. The factors include the
overall social, economic, energy, and environmental effects of transpor-
tation decisions. Those of most direct concern to motor carriers are the
following:

"(1) Preservation of existing transportation facilities and, where practical,
ways to meet transportation needs by using existing transportation
facilities more efficiently;"

"(3) The need to relieve congestion and prevent congestion from occur-
ring where it does not yet occur;"

"(7) International border crossings and access to ports, airports, inter-
modal transportation facilities, major freight distribution routes,
national parks, recreation areas, monuments and historic sites, and
military installations;"

"(8) Connectivity of roads within the metropolitan area with roads out-
side the metropolitan area;"

"(9) The transportation needs identified through use of the management
systems;"

"(10) Preservation of rights-of-way for construction of future transpor-
tation projects, including future transportation corridors;" and

"(11) Enhancement of the efficient movement of freight.”

Public Involvement

Similar to the state planning process, the metropolitan planning process
must include a "proactive public information process that provides com-
plete information, timely public notice, full public access to key decisions,
and supports early and continuing involvement of the public in developing
plans and TIPs..." The comment period must be at least 30 days for the
plan, the TIP, and major amendments in nonattainment areas classified as
serious, severe, or extreme. In addition, the metropolitan public involve-
ment process must be coordinated with the statewide public involvement
process "wherever possible to enhance public consideration of the issues,
plans, and programs..."
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Long-Range Plans

The MPO long-range plans must "...identify transportation facilities
(including but not necessarily limited to major roadways, transit, and
multimodal and intermodal facilities) that should function as an inte-
grated metropolitan transportation system, giving emphasis to those
facilities that serve important national and regional transportation func-
tions."

Most MPOs have been preparing long-range plans for highways and
transit for some years. What is new under the ISTEA:

¢ The requirement that plans include "multimodal and intermodal facil-
ities," which can be interpreted to include freight modes. In the past
very few MPOs have included freight modes in their plans.

¢ The requirement that emphasis be given "to those facilities that serve
important national and regional transportation functions.” Previously,
relatively little attention was paid by most MPOs to facilities serving
important national and regional (multi-state) functions because the
planning for such facilities was almost always the responsibility of
various other groups — the states, the federal government, other re-
gional agencies, and special purpose authorities (e.g., for airport and
seaport facilities). No single agency was responsible even for coordi-
nating the planning for all these facilities.

* An additional requirement that the plans "Include a financial plan that
demonstrates how the long-range plan can be implemented..." In this
area, the past record of MPOs was irregular; very few MPO long-range
plans included formal commitments to financial plans for project imple-
mentation.

Plan Objectives

The Final Rule for the implementation of metropolitan planning require-
ments (Federal Register, October 28, 1993) defines 11 objectives that the
long-range plan must achieve. Those of most direct concern to motor
carriers are the following:

"(1) Identify the near-term transportation demand of persons and
goods..."

"(2) Identify adopted congestion management strategies including...
freight movement options..."

"(5) Assess capital investment and other measures necessary to preserve
the existing metropolitan transportation system..."
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"(7) Reflect a multimodal evaluation of the transportation, socio-
economic, environmental, and financial impact of the overall plan..."

"(11) Include a financial plan that demonstrates the consistency of pro-
posed transportation investments with known and projected sources
of revenue..."

Implementation Schedule

For most nonattainment areas, the planning process and plans must
comply to the extent possible with the requirements for metropolitan
planning procedures by October 1, 1994; other metropolitan areas have
until December 1, 1994 to meet the planning requirements that apply in
those areas. These plans must be reviewed and updated at least every
three years in nonattainment areas.

Transportation Improvement Programs (TIPs)

The requirement that MPOs develop TIPs is not new — TIPs were required
of all MPOs in the past, but in most metropolitan areas the requirement
was almost meaningless because few MPOs had control over any signifi-
cant amount of funds, and there was no federal requirement for the TIP to
be constrained to a realistic financial plan. Under the ISTEA, TIPs are to be
prepared in cooperation with the state and affected transit operators, and
they must be financially constrained. The frequency and cycle for up-
dating the TIP must be compatible with the STIP development and
planning process. In addition, there must be reasonable opportunity for
public comment on the TIP.

B 2.4 Management and Monitoring Systems

"The primary purpose of the management systems is to provide additional
information needed to make effective decisions on the use of limited resources to
improve the efficiency of, and protect the investment in, the nation’s existing and
future transportation infrastructure at all levels of jurisdictional control.”

Overview

The ISTEA requires the states to develop, establish, and implement systems
for managing each of the following:
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¢ Highway pavement of federal-aid highways;

* Bridges on and off federal-aid highways;

¢ Highway safety;

* Traffic congestion;

* Public transportation facilities and equipment; and
¢ Intermodal transportation facilities.

In metropolitan areas, the systems must be developed and implemented in
cooperation with the MPOs. Both the state and metropolitan planning
processes must consider the transportation needs identified through the
use of these management systems in developing their short- and long-
range plans and programs.

The Final Rule for Statewide and Metropolitan Planning (Federal Register,
October 28, 1993) defines "management system" as a "systematic process
designed to assist decisionmakers in selecting cost-effective strategies/
actions to improve the efficiency and safety of, and protect the investment
in, the nation’s transportation infrastructure. A management system
includes: identification of performance measures; data collection and
analysis; determination of needs; evaluation and selection of appropriate
strategies/actions to address the needs; and evaluation of the effectiveness
of the implemented strategies/actions."

The Proposed Rule for the management systems (Federal Register,
March 2, 1993) includes minimum requirements for each system with an
emphasis on an "end result" philosophy, as distinct from detailed specifi-
cations of the content of each management system. By January 1, 1995 all
states must certify that each of the management systems is being imple-
mented. Additional requirements for phasing in elements and for full
operational capability are specified for each management system.

With regard to motor carriers and freight movement, the most impor-
tant systems are the the Congestion Management System (CMS) and the
Intermodal Management System (IMS). These systems affect how infor-
mation will be gathered and used to develop strategies for improving
goods movement by reducing traffic congestion and improving the ef-
ficiency of intermodal freight transportation facilities and systems. In
addition, private sector participation is critical to the development of a
successful IMS, particularly in identifying intermodal facilities, identifying
efficiency measures and performance standards, and evaluating system
and facility performance. Brief descriptions are provided below of these
two systems.
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Congestion Management System (CMS)

A congestion management system (CMS) is ”...a systematic process that provides
information on transportation system performance to decision makers for selecting
and implementing cost-effective strategies to manage new and existing facilities so

that traffic congestion is alleviated and the mobility of persons and goods is
enhanced.”

The objective of the CMS is "to identify areas where congestion occurs or
may occur, identify the causes of the congestion, evaluate strategies for
managing congestion and enhancing mobility, and develop a plan for
implementation of the most effective strategies." Each CMS covers an
entire state, but may include sub-systems that cover metropolitan and
other areas. The CMS must consider a wide variety of strategies for re-
ducing congestion and enhancing mobility. These strategies include the
following:

¢ Transportation demand management measures;

¢ Traffic operations improvements;

* Measures to encourage use of high-occupancy vehicles;

¢ Congestion pricing;

¢ Land use management;

e Access management techniques;

¢ Incident management strategies; and

¢ Applications of intelligent vehicle-highway system technology.

The proposed regulations also recognize that expansion of capacity

through the addition of general purpose lanes may be an appropriate

strategy, but that priority must be given to strategies that reduce single-

occupant vehicle travel and improve the existing transportation system.

Some key features of the CMS:

¢ Each state, in cooperation with local authorities and transportation
operators, will establish its own standards for acceptable congestion
levels, data requirements and collection techniques, and appropriate

performance measures.

* The need for cooperation and coordination with the other management
systems, particularly the IMS, is explicitly recognized.
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Intermodal Management System (IMS)

An intermodal facilities and systems management system (IMS) "identifies
intermodal facilities, efficiency measures, and performance standards or goals;
encourages data collection at the project and systems levels; and evaluates and
implements intermodal strategies and actions.”

The goal of the IMS is to ensure better coordination, planning, and in-
tegration of all transportation facilities and systems.

A fully implemented IMS would result in:
¢ A continuing inventory of intermodal facilities and systems;

¢ Incorporation of IMS strategies and actions into transportation planning
processes; and

* An implementation plan for integrating results of an IMS into the state-
wide and metropolitan transportation plans and programs.

Some key features of the IMS:

¢ Performance standards and goals should be established at the state or
local level with private sector coordination. Suggested parameters for
freight facilities include: time, cost, delay, system reliability, system
flexibility, ease of access, modal commodity changes, turnaround rates,
contingency operations, information flows, level of service, air quality
and energy consumption impacts, and facilities and equipment capacity.

e The IMS must be coordinated with the statewide and MPO transpor-
tation planning processes.

e IMS requirements will vary based on the complexity of the transpor-
tation issues of individual states and metropolitan areas.

¢ Private sector involvement is critical, but how to obtain this input is left
to the individual state and local parties.

Recognizing the flexibility needed by the states to develop their systems,
the Proposed Rule does not specify the types of data to be collected or the
level of precision required.
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B 2.5 Related Matters

The ISTEA must be viewed in the context of two other major pieces of
national legislation that also contain important provisions affecting the
motor carrier industry. These are the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990
(CAAA) and the National Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPACT). In many
ways, the key provisions of these three acts build upon and reinforce one
other. A brief discussion of these acts may be found in Appendix A.

* * * *

More than any previous national transportation program, the ISTEA’s
ultimate impact in achieving all of its stated objectives depends very much
on who participates in implementing the new requirements, and how
effective they are. Section 3.0 presents an action plan for trucking in-
dustry’s participation in decision making under the ISTEA.
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3.0 Participation
Matters

B 3.1 Why Does Motor Carrier Industry Participation Matter?

The trucking industry, as well as the other parts of the transportation
industry concerned with freight movement, can no longer take for granted
that its needs will be met in the post ISTEA world.

Now, state and local authorities, rather than the federal government, wield
the power to make resource allocation decisions; programs are no longer
segregated along modal lines; and project categories are flexible rather
than rigid.

To ensure that the transportation investment choices reflect their con-
stituents’ priorities, the ISTEA mandates early, broad-based, and ongoing
public participation in the state and MPO resource allocation and decision-
making process. This sets the stage for debate among the various stake-
holders in the transportation system, including those with interests in auto-
mobiles, bicycle and pedestrian transportation, environmental protection,
historic preservation, and economic and community development, as well
as the freight community.

Under these circumstances, participation by the trucking industry is not
optional. If the industry wants its priorities to influence the expenditure of
state and local funds, it must work to ensure that its voice is heard.
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The ISTEA opens the door; it is up to the states, metropolitan areas, and the
transportation industry to work as partners in defining and programming
transportation investments. Both state DOTs and MPOs are required to
develop structured procedures for defining and programming their in-
vestments. They are explicitly required to assess the impact of projects on
freight transportation and intermodal goods movement. In addition, they
must provide opportunities for the transportation industry and the public
to review projects and comment on selection and programming.

Active participation by the trucking industry is critical because motor
carriers generally have not participated in state DOT and MPO planning
and programming processes. Most state motor trucking associations have
established effective lobbying efforts with state legislatures, and some
work with state DOTs through committees patterned after the federal
Motor Carrier Advisory Committee, but only a few participate regularly in
MPO activities.

To most outside of the industry, it is the trucks themselves that are visible,
not the business of trucking. Consequently, neither MPOs nor state DOTs
really understand the trucking industry or the business of motor carrier
operations. States understand motor carriers from an engineering and
regulatory perspective, but seldom see trucking operations as a tightly
integrated part of industrial and retail logistics operations. Few state DOT
staff members have seen their roads from the cab of a commercial truck or
from a motor carrier manager’s office.

MPOs were created to coordinate transportation programs across the
multiple jurisdictions that constitute metropolitan areas, but their primary
focus has been on automobile and transit programs. MPOs tend to view
trucks as vehicles that contribute to congestion and air pollution. It is the
rare MPO that has staff who are trained or experienced in freight or motor
carrier operations and, like state DOTs, they rarely have an opportunity to
see motor carriers as part of larger business operations.

The ISTEA envisions state DOTs and MPOs as taking a major role in eco-
nomic and environmental development; however, with their traditional
focus on building roads and transit systems, these organizations have
become somewhat insulated from development-related activities carried
out by other agencies. Carriers may have a unique role to play in bridging
the gap between transportation and economic development issues by
virtue of their understanding of how truck access, traffic flow, and
shipping costs affect the operation and competitiveness of local business
and industry.
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W 3.2 GetInvolved: The ISTEAM Approach

Given that the motor carrier industry wants to influence transportation
policy and programs — and it must — the industry must create a role for
itself and shape the process to ensure that the NHS and STP programs in
each state and metropolitan area address the industry’s needs. The
trucking industry must develop a strategy and an action plan to ensure
that its voice is heard. The key elements of the trucking industry’s ap-
proach (as summarized in Exhibit 2) should include:

Establish a Policy of Active Involvement

Achieving success with local policymakers requires active involvement in
the community. You must earn the respect of the people involved, build
your credibility with the decision makers, know and understand the
positions of the critical players, and commit to working with all factions to
find solutions to mutual problems and concerns. This cannot be done
from the sidelines — you must commit your time and efforts to getting
heard. Show interest, attend meetings, maintain frequent telephone con-
tact with key officials and staff, and offer your assistance.

Organize and Commit to Continuing Activities

State motor trucking associations, both individually and on the national
level, must organize to carry on a continuing dialogue with state DOTs
and MPOs. This must be a part of the standard mission of a state motor
trucking association. Because they are primarily responsible for capital
programs, state DOTs and MPOs are geared to work on projects and issues
that take years, not weeks or months to accomplish. To have an impact on
this business culture, motor carriers must think in terms of one-, two-, and
five-year program planning, funding, and construction cycles. To be a
player and have a significant impact will require the long-term commit-
ment of staff and resources. Intermittent or last-minute intervention will
have limited effect, if any.

In all planning processes, early input drives the direction and priorities of
the resulting plans. Active early involvement gives you the opportunity
to provide meaningful input and help to guide the planning process.
Getting support for including a freight project in a TIP is a lot easier than
trying to amend a TIP once projects and their funding are already estab-
lished.

The mechanisms for participation in the planning processes are likely to
differ from state to state and area to area, but might include establishing an
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Exhibit 2. The “ISTEAM” Approach

Organize and commit to continuing activities

Understand the responsibilities of the key players:
the MPOs and the State DOTs

Define needs, identify bottlenecks, develop solutions

Advocate effectively for funding and implementation

3-4 Cambridge Systematics, Inc.



Freight Matters

industry advisory committee — an "ISTEAM" — for the new planning
processes. Members of the ISTEAM could include shippers, receivers,
motor carriers, and various others with a special interest in freight trans-
portation. This committee’s activities might include:

* Working with state DOT and MPO planners to assist in organizing
forums for actively involving industry in strategic activities, such as
defining goals, objectives, and policies; planning work programs; con-
ducting surveys of business’ interests in freight transportation issues,
and reviewing draft freight transportation plan reports;

¢ Helping to organize and plan the activities of advisory committees set
up for the development of congestion management systems and inter-
modal management systems; and

¢ Getting industry representatives to participate in all public meetings
and hearings related to the new planning processes.

Pick Your Spots — Use a Phase-in Strategy to Build Capabilities

Having successfully developed the skills needed to deal with trans-
portation tax and regulatory issues at the legislative level, the associations
must now build similar capabilities for dealing with transportation in-
frastructure and operations. This work is best done in stages, focusing
first on a few regions and key metropolitan areas. This pattern will par-
allel the trend among states, which are increasingly treating freight and
interstate transportation as regional and corridor issues involving coor-
dinated action at a multi-state or regional level.

Know Your Players and the Rules of Their Game

Understand the responsibilities of the key players: the MPOs and the state
DOTs.

MPOs

MPO:s are responsible for long-range planning, setting shorter-term project
priorities, and allocating funds for transit and highways. MPOs have sig-
nificant power in determining how funds are allocated among the various
modes, and which projects will be completed. The ISTEA requires MPOs
to develop two types of plans:

¢ Transportation Improvement Program (TIP): Each MPO must prepare a
TIP which includes a three-year priority list of projects and a financial
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plan demonstrating how the program will be financed. The TIP must be
updated at least once every two years.

* Long-Range Plan (LRP): MPOs must prepare a financially constrained
LRP to serve as the basis for TIP project selection, based on factors
specified in the legislation.

State DOTs

The state DOTs have the overall responsibility for managing the major
programs of the ISTEA. In addition to establishing a statewide transpor-
tation planning process that considers the 20 factors specified in the legis-
lation, these responsibilities include:

* Developing a Long-Range Plan: The state DOTs must develop a
multimodal, financially constrained long-range transportation plan in
cooperation with the MPOs;

¢ Developing a Statewide Transportation Improvement Program: This
plan must be consistent with anticipated funding and the long-range
plan;

» Developing and implementing the six management systems specified by
the ISTEA; and

* Managing obligation authority for all ISTEA program funds in the state
(including the STP, CMAQ, NHS, Interstate System, and the Bridge
Program).

Get to know the key officials at both the DOTs and the MPOs, as well as
their supporting staff. (Detailed background information on MPOs and
state DOTs may be found in Appendix B and C, respectively.) The more
that can be learned about these players and their positions, the easier it will
be to identify potential supporters. Suggested activities in this area in-
clude:

¢ Identify the local officials who belong to the MPO, especially those on
the technical committees related to freight transportation. Attend their
open meetings to become familiar with the local agenda and the roles
each member plays. Meet with the MPO's technical staff to offer input
and assistance.

* Appreciate local characteristics and know the history — avoid the pitfalls
of old feuds, and know where the natural alliances are.

o Show interest — attend meetings, call for updates, offer assistance.
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* Form an advisory committee — find out if a Citizens Advisory Com-
mittee exists — if so, when, where, and how often they meet, and how to
get appointed.

* Develop good tracking systems — keep track of both public and private
meetings that are held, who attends, what is discussed, what follow-up
actions were indicated and who is responsible for them.

Define Needs/Identify Bottlenecks/Develop Solutions

Motor carriers are in the best position to define the industry’s needs,
identify and rank freight movement bottlenecks and other "hot spots,” and
suggest reasonable solutions to these problems. Carriers should not wait
to react to proposed state and metropolitan plans — the industry should
play an active role in proposing projects for inclusion in those plans.
This is not to say that the industry must be solely responsible for devel-
oping solutions to the problems it identifies. The industry must, however,
participate in the development of solutions.

The initial focus should be on identifying those bottlenecks and solutions
that can be addressed by state DOTs and MPOs and for which there is a
reasonable expectation of funding and success. Typically, these will be
problems that can be remedied through construction, traffic engineering,
and local regulation. Projects that require massive capital investment,
major legislative initiatives, or fundamental restructuring of state or local
government can be addressed, but more tractable issues should be con-
sidered as initial building blocks of the process.

Although the trucking industry can propose solutions, they should not
necessarily expect state DOTs, MPOs, or other transportation groups to see
the same solutions as motor carriers. States and MPOs have mandated
agendas, now heavily weighted toward infrastructure replacement, and
personal mobility. They will not, and in some cases cannot, frame solu-
tions in exactly the same way as would a motor carrier manager.

In devising solutions, it is important to think boldly and creatively,
keeping in mind the long-range impact of transportation investment
decisions. For many carriers, "long-term" may mean "until the end of the
week" — it is especially important to go beyond this constraint when trying
to solve infrastructure-related problems. Where appropriate, emphasize
public/private partnerships when developing solutions.
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Create Support for Solutions

Standing alone, motor carriers are just another special interest group with
concerns about their own operational efficiency. By building alliances
with its shippers and customers, as well as with other groups who may
share the trucking perspective on a particular issue, the industry’s posi-
tions will carry much more weight. A broad spectrum of local businesses
and interests cannot easily be brushed aside by state or local officials.

One important way to show the industry’s strength is to enlist the par-
ticipation of shippers and receivers in both public and private meetings.
The livelihood of shippers and receivers, and the well-being of their
stockholders and employees, depends on companies being able to move
their goods and services efficiently. Shippers and receivers create the
demand for motor carrier and other transportation services; ultimately,
innovation and productivity gains in motor carrier transportation benefit
not only business and industry itself, but also their customers. Itis
therefore in their best interest to support reasoned proposals developed
by the trucking industry for improving the freight movement system.
Customers who are known and respected by local decision makers would
be especially valuable in showing the industry’s stature.

The motor carrier industry has limited resources to devote to the new
planning processes and management systems and has limited influence
in shaping the process compared to the influence of other, frequently
competing interests who represent much larger constituencies, such as
automobile users, transit advocates, environmental protectionists, and local
governments. Thus, it is important for motor carriers to join forces with
other interest groups who may have similar perspectives, if only for
selected issues; in some cases, there will be a need to look well beyond
traditional boundaries to identify mutual interests.

Examples of potentially important ad hoc alliances include:

* Major industries of the state, who have a broad interest in freight trans-
portation improvements;

* Shippers and receivers with strong logistics management programs,
who may have specialized technical knowledge, data, and interest in
congestion management;

¢ Automobile clubs, who have interest in congestion management and in
increasing investment to overcome congestion problems;

¢ Construction industries and their suppliers, who have interest in
improving the quality of transportation plans and in expanding trans-
portation investment programs;
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* Local governments, who may have a variety of interests ranging from
improving the quality of transportation plans to expanding trans-
portation investment programs to reducing single occupant automobile
travel;

¢ Environmentalists, who are interested in reducing single occupant
automobile travel and in improving the quality of the planning process
and management systems;

¢ Economists and "free marketeers," who are interested in reducing
congestion through pricing of peak period travel on the most heavily
used urban freeways, in having peak period auto users pay the full
marginal social costs associated with their travel, and in eliminating
various forms of employer subsidies of auto commuters;

* The automobile industry, which has an interest in incident manage-
ment that reduces traffic congestion and improves safety for all highway
users;

¢ The transit industry, which has a common interest with the trucking
industry in reducing automobile congestion. The trucking industry
should consider supporting cost-effective transit programs that will
shift automobile drivers to transit; this will increase ridership and
revenues for transit; and reduce congestion on the roads for carriers.

¢ State and metropolitan traffic engineers, who are interested in IVHS
programs to enhance traffic flows and improve truck dispatching and
routing;

e Ports and railroads, for whom improved access means retaining freight
and economic development that might divert to other ports and rail-
roads; this is feasible because of intense competition among ports and
railroads, and growing dependence of rail and trucking industry on
TOFC and COFC for cost-effective long-haul movement;

¢ Private fleets, utility company fleets, and government fleets, who also
are affected by factors such as posted bridges, inadequate clearance,
deteriorating road services, noise restrictions, access and pricing
policies, and safety enforcement practices. Private and governmental
fleets typically are not well represented in public transportation
planning and could benefit from an alliance with state motor trucking
associations on an issue-by-issue basis; and

¢ Local land use planners, who are interested in redeveloping terminals,
warehouses and industrial areas, both to preserve jobs and reduce the
environmental impacts of urban sprawl.
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These and other groups may not always have the same interest in issues as
motor carriers, but the commonality of interests should be emphasized
wherever the opportunity occurs.

Advocate Effectively for Funding and Implementation

The best proposals will go unfunded without careful and vigilant atten-
tion to how they are presented to the DOTs and the MPOs. Some sugges-
tions to enhance the prospects of getting proposals enacted:

* Ensure that the ideas in your plans and proposals are easily accessible —
use clear, easy to understand visual presentations at public meetings
and in private meetings with MPO staff.

¢ Articulate not only the problem but also the public benefit of the pro-
posed solution — both must be clear, because without "public” benefits
there will be no public funds expended. Public benefits, such as en-
hancing economic growth, creating jobs, improving safety, reducing
congestion and vehicle operating costs, enhancing quality of life, and
improving air quality, should outweigh the negative impacts for a
project to receive funding consideration.

¢ Educate, listen, respond, and compromise where necessary — do what-
ever it takes, but be sure your positions are put on the table.

e At public hearings, seek the chance to testify. Emphasize the regional
benefits of your proposals.

e Use the power of the press — talk with them when the opportunity
presents itself, keeping communication clear, direct, and on point.

Develop Technical Assistance Capabilities

The trucking industry should develop technical assistance capabilities for
freight planning at the national, regional, and local levels. On the national
level, efforts should focus on developing skills relating to tools and
procedures that would be useful to planning activities anywhere in the
nation. For example, the industry should work with the FHWA and other
modal agencies to develop a technical guidebook that would provide
information to state and local planners on areas such as the following:
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* Logistics patterns by industry.
¢ Commodity forecasts and forecasting techniques.

e Truck route standards (i.e., minimum tolerable conditions for different
types of freight routes).

* Model procedures ("best practices") for conducting cost/benefit
analyses.

On the regional level, efforts should be directed toward developing freight
planning specialists who understand the national planning rules,
regulations, and procedures and can apply them effectively to the regions.
These specialists also should become familiar with the best practices for
freight planning and with the development of alternative solutions to
trucking problems. In addition, the regions should develop information on
regional trucking patterns.

Efforts at the local level should focus on increasing awareness of trucking
issues among transportation planners. Skills to be emphasized at this level
include the following:

¢ Conducting surveys of local industry to identify local trucking issues
and needs.

¢ Identifying sources of trucking industry data that will be useful to state
DOTs and to MPOs.

* Presenting issues, proposed solutions, and their benefits to MPOs and to
state departments of transportation.

* * * *

A final note: The transportation planning process may appear cumber-
some, time-consuming, and complex. Projects now underway may have
been on the drawing boards a decade ago. Don’t get frustrated or
discouraged — the opportunity is there to establish credibility and to shape
the direction of the new planning process, because the MPOs and state
planning organizations need your help. The more active the motor carrier
industry is in participating in the planning processes, the stronger will be
the freight transportation components of all plans and programs that result
from the new ISTEA planning processes and management systems. Make
the long-term commitment to make your voices heard.
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4.0 Planning Matters

B 4.1 Why Does Planning Matter to the Trucking Industry?

State DOTs and MPOs are changing the way they do business. Where once
state and metropolitan transportation agencies were told to focus on only
one mode of transportation — typically, highways or transit — they are now
being told to direct attention to the total transportation system. Where
they once were told to specialize, typically in construction, they are now
being told to diversify into operations and management.

These changes necessitate new business planning procedures, especially for
freight planning. State DOTs and MPOs are building those procedures to-
day. The procedures are important to the trucking industry because they
will determine where the public sector will invest in freight transporta-
tion. If motor carriers work with state DOTs and MPOs to understand the
freight transportation system and focus planning on critical needs, then the
public sector investments will benefit the trucking industry, the businesses
they serve, and their communities.

This section suggests how motor carriers, state DOTs, and MPOs might
think about the freight transportation system for planning purposes, and
provides general guidance for motor carriers on what they should expect
when they work with state DOTs and MPOs on freight issues.
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B 4.2 Building a Freight Planning Process

The trucking industry has an opportunity to help shape the freight plan-
ning process. The ISTEA mandates an overhaul and expansion of the
transportation planning process — the procedures that determine which
transportation needs will get attention, how much money will be spent on
them, and when it will be spent. Although state DOTs and MPOs have
relatively sophisticated passenger transportation planning procedures,
most agencies will be building their freight planning capabilities from
scratch.

A recent survey! of all 50 states found that 33 of the 36 states responding
had little or no experience in developing forecasts of freight transportation
movements. Only seven of the 36 states had completed or were working
on a statewide freight transportation plan.

Interviews with 12 major MPOs for this guidebook found that only one
MPO had conducted major freight planning studies prior to the enactment
of the ISTEA. Six of the MPOs reported limited or sporadic efforts to deal
with trucking and freight issues; the remaining five MPOs reported no
significant involvement in freight transportation issues.

All of the state DOTs and MPOs surveyed reported that they were taking
steps to collect data and grapple with the freight planning requirements
imposed by the ISTEA. Both surveys found that these agencies are in-
terested in building a freight transportation planning capability and were
looking to the trucking industry for advice and assistance.

B 4.3 Defining the Freight Transportation System

The first step in building a freight planning process is to see the system as a
whole — to understand freight movements as a system of supply chains
and distribution networks. The trucking industry is in a unique position to
help state DOTs and MPOs build a picture of the freight system as a whole,
and the importance of trucking to that system, because at one point or
another in the freight shipment, almost all goods and services are moved
by truck.

1/ Cambridge Systematics, Inc., Survey of State Officials Responsible for Freight
Planning and Forecasting, National Cooperative Highway Research Program
Project 8-30: "Characteristics and Changes in Freight Transportation
Demand,"” Interim Report to the Transportation Research Board of the
National Research Council, August 1993.
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As an illustration, consider the movement of retail merchandise from
an overseas manufacturer to a consumer: Merchandise is shipped from
Asia or Europe by intermodal container on a steamship. At the port, the
container is landed and transferred to a railcar. From there it is carried
cross-country to an inland city. At the railroad’s intermodal terminal, the
container is again transferred, this time onto a trailer chassis, which is
hauled by truck to a distribution warehouse. At the warehouse the mer-
chandise is unpacked, sorted, and combined with other goods for distribu-
tion. Those shipments are then picked up by a truckload carrier or a less-
than-truckload carrier for delivery to retail stores. The final leg of the trip,
from the retail store to the consumer, may be made by the store’s delivery
truck or by a parcel-delivery service truck.

The shipment could take other paths, as illustrated in Figure 3. Some of
those paths may be shorter and use fewer modes; however, the typical
freight "trip"” usually involves three to six moves within the freight
system — many of them by truck.

Any given state or metropolitan area may see only a part of that trip. One
city will see the port transfer; several states may see the rail portion of the
trip; and another city will see only the drayage movement from the in-
termodal terminal to the warehouse. Similarly, the distribution trips may
be limited to a single metropolitan area or utilize highways and local roads
crossing dozens of states and communities. In this respect, freight trans-
portation is significantly different from passenger transportation, where
the vast majority of trips occur within a metropolitan area and within the
jurisdiction of a single MPO.

B 4.4 Understanding the Freight System

Freight Transportation System Elements

The second step in building a freight planning process is to break the
freight system into its component elements or subsystems. Each part can
then be analyzed, and changes in one part can be traced to see how they
will affect the overall performance of the freight system. For planning, it is
useful to think of the freight transportation system as made up of five
major components (see Figure 4).

e Economic Structure. The economic structure of a state or metropolitan
area — that is, the types of business and industry in an area and the
number and type of jobs and households they support — is the key
determinant of the type and volume of freight and goods that will move
through a region. As a region’s economy grows, shifts, or shrinks, so
will the demand for truck service. Freight planning starts with the
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Exhibit 3. Intermodal Freight System Paths
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Exhibit 4. Elements of the Freight Transportation System
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development of a good economic profile of the industries in the region;
an understanding of which industries generate freight; and a sense of
how those industries and the economic structure of a region are likely to
change over time. Detailed, long-range economic forecasts are not
necessary for most state and metropolitan freight projects, but a basic
understanding of the economy and current trends is mandatory.

Industry Logistics Patterns. The logistics strategies of business and
industry — very generally, the decisions about where to buy goods and
where to sell them — determine freight flows. Each industry has a
unique logistics strategy that is determined by a number of factors such
as the location of suppliers and markets, transportation costs, and
economic and safety regulations. The pattern of truck movements can
change radically when logistics strategies change — for example, when
companies enter new markets or introduce just-in-time delivery systems
to reduce inventory carrying costs. Currently, the logistics strategies of
business and industry are not well understood by state DOTs and
MPOs, especially those moves and transfers that go beyond metro-
politan and state boundaries. The trucking industry can be a valuable
source of information about logistics patterns for state DOTs and MPOs
and be a liaison between government and industry.

Infrastructure. The freight system infrastructure includes highways,
rail lines, steamship lanes, freight terminals, ports, warehouses, and
airports — the physical facilities over which goods and commodities
flow. State DOTs and MPOs have good descriptions of the highways,
bridges, and ports that the public sector operates, but often have limited
information on the rail networks, terminals, and warehouses operated
by the private sector. Equally important for today’s logistics systems is
the information infrastructure — the network of satellites, computers,
and telephone and data communications lines that tie together shippers,
carriers, and receivers. Most of this system is operated by the private
sector, but the public sector is now building IVHS systems (intelligent
vehicle-highway systems), which apply similar information tech-
nologies to traffic management and which will have a major impact on
freight transportation. Both of these information infrastructures need to
be accounted for in building a freight planning process.

Traffic Flows. The economic structure of a region, the logistics
strategies of its industries, and the available infrastructure determine
the flow of trucks, rail cars, and planes. With an understanding of
commodity flows and a good map of the freight transportation network,
it is possible to trace vehicle movement patterns through the freight
transportation system. When sufficient data are available, these traffic
flows can be analyzed to determine where bottlenecks are created by
congestion, cost, or regulation. The effect of these bottlenecks can then
be traced back to see how they affect the overall performance of the
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freight system. For example, congestion and deteriorating roads may
slow truck travel and make delivery times less reliable; this may force
companies to maintain larger inventories, increasing their cost of doing
business, and eventually making them less competitive. Posted bridges,
which cannot carry heavy trucks, may result in lengthy detours, espe-
cially in rural and suburban areas; this may increase the cost of shipping
and receiving for companies that depend on good truck service and
may contribute to a decision to relocate, with a subsequent loss of jobs
and tax revenue to the community.

¢ Institutional Arrangements. The final element of the freight trans-
portation system is its institutional structure — the pattern of ownership,
regulation, and pricing that shapes logistics strategies, determines who
uses freight transportation facilities, and controls the flow of vehicles.
The regulatory system that governs the motor carrier industry was
developed 50 years ago when most truck movements were local and
regulations were tailored to the needs of the local economy. Today,
when the trucking industry and the businesses they serve operate at a
national and global scale, this regulatory system is increasingly in-
efficient because of its complexity and administrative cost to both states
and carriers. Federal economic deregulation of trucking in 1980
precipitated major changes in ownership and operation within the
trucking industry; these changes have led to significant shifts in in-
dustry logistics strategies and more efficient truck flows. State DOTs,
MPOs, and the motor carrier industry can further improve the efficiency
of the freight transportation system through state and local regulatory
reform.

Corresponding Elements of the Passenger Transportation System

The five freight transportation system elements correspond generally to
the established urban passenger transportation planning elements (see
Figure 5). There are, however, some significant differences between these
systems. First, the freight transportation system is inherently more com-
plex to analyze than the passenger transportation system; the five elements
do not fully describe the logic or complexity of the freight transportation
system. Second, the analytical methodologies being deployed today for
freight planning are far simpler than those that have evolved over the last
30 years for passenger planning. Governments at the state, regional, and
local levels are operating under tight budgets; few have yet devoted the
resources to freight planning that have been invested in passenger trans-
portation planning. Nonetheless, it is still useful to think of the freight
system as using the same basic framework that has evolved for passenger
transportation planning. This approach maintains a structure with which
state DOTs and MPOs are familiar, and provides a common language that
motor carriers can use in working with different public agencies.
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Exhibit 5. Corresponding Elements of the Freight and Passenger Transportation
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W 4.5 Establishing Planning Procedures

The third step in building a freight transportation planning process is to
establish procedures for identifying and solving freight transportation
problems. The ISTEA requires state DOTs and MPOs to set up proce-
dures — designated as "management systems" — that cover, generally, each
of the freight system components (see Figure 6). Together with statewide
and metropolitan plans, these management systems provide a framework
for freight transportation planning. (See Section 2.4 for more detail.)

¢ Congestion Management Systems. Congestion management systems
will deal with traffic flows. The primary focus of congestion manage-
ment will be on peak hour congestion in urban areas. The objectives are
to reduce delays and air pollution, and improve highway traffic safety.
Congestion management systems will do this by stabilizing traffic flows
through traffic control systems and allocating space and time on con-
gested roadways.

The basic tools for congestion management — traffic monitoring, traffic
engineering, traffic flow modeling, traffic information, and toll pricing —
are reasonably well developed; however, previous thinking about con-
gestion management has been oriented almost exclusively to the move-
ment of people rather than freight. For example, urban transportation
models can assign vehicle trips to a highway network and estimate
travel time and congestion levels, but this is seldom done for trucks
because information on truck trip patterns is inadequate. The trucking
industry must work with state DOTs and MPOs to help them under-
stand the impact of congestion on freight movements and develop tools
that address the special needs of trucks. They also must be encouraged
to collect data on truck trip patterns.

¢ Facilities Management Systems. Facilities management systems will
deal with the maintenance of bridges, pavements, and public transit
facilities. The objective is to maximize the economic life of highways
and bridges. Maintenance systems do this by tracking the physical
deterioration of pavements and bridges and then optimizing the al-
location of funds for repair, replacement, and rehabilitation. Good
pavement and bridge management programs are generally available to
state DOTs and MPOs. Although considerable data collection is re-
quired to set up facilities management systems, the procedures are well
established. The railroads have developed similar programs for rail
maintenance-of-way, and many trucking firms have sophisticated
vehicle maintenance programs.

The challenge posed by the ISTEA is to see and treat the maintenance of
the freight infrastructure the way the infrastructure operates — as an
integrated network. Since many freight transportation facilities are
outside the physical and legal jurisdiction of state or metropolitan
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Exhibit 6. Relationship of ISTEA Management Systems to Elements of Freight
and Passenger Transportation Systems
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agencies, considerable cooperation between the public and private
sectors will be required to determine when facilities are inadequate and
where new investment is needed to leverage freight services and eco-
nomic development.

* Intermodal Management Systems. Intermodal management systems
will deal with trips — both passenger and freight — and with intermodal
facilities. The systems will build upon the information provided by the
congestion management and facilities management systems. The
objective is to maximize the productivity of the transportation system —
to ensure that the whole trip, from origin to destination, is cost effective.
Intermodal management systems will do this by allocating resources
among trip paths and, where appropriate, ensuring that shippers and
receivers have a choice of paths. While state DOTs and MPOs may
develop a single intermodal management system that addresses both
freight and passenger trips, it is generally anticipated that there will be
two related management systems — one focusing on freight movements,
and the other on passengers.

Intermodal management systems are the least well defined and
developed of the transportation management systems mandated by the
ISTEA. However, these systems will become very important because
they will force state DOTs, MPOs, carriers, and shippers and receivers
to look at the whole trip — both single-mode moves and intermodal
transfers — to see if they add up to a safe and cost-effective freight sys-
tem.

* Statewide or Metropolitan Transportation Plan. Statewide and
metropolitan transportation plans deal with the role of transportation in
the state or metropolitan area. Their objective is to define the trans-
portation system and the overall level of investment needed. Statewide
and metropolitan transportation plans do this by balancing transpor-
tation needs and investments against the social, economic, and environ-
mental goals of the state or metropolitan area. The ISTEA requires
explicit consideration of the freight transportation system and its
linkage to economic development in these plans.

Most MPOs and some states already have long-range transportation
plans that encompass economic, land use, and environmental goals.
What is new in the ISTEA is the requirement that these long-range plans
cover all modes, including freight transportation. In addition to this,
the plans must be financially constrained — that is, they must present
transportation plans that can be financed. This will be a significant
departure from the past practice of many state DOTs and MPOs, whose
transportation plans presented a vision of what might be achieved
rather than a plan of what could reasonably be achieved with fore-
seeable revenues. It is important for the motor carrier industry to make
sure that the new visions that emerge give adequate attention to freight
transportation.
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B 4.6 Delivering Freight Planning Using Today’s Tools

It will take state DOTs and MPOs some years to fully develop these
management systems and refine a freight planning process. Agency staff
have limited experience with freight operations; available procedures and
traffic forecasting models are not well adapted to complex freight move-
ments; and intermodal freight data are spotty, especially at the state and
local level. Faced with these hurdles, some state DOTs and MPOs,
although interested, will be hesitant to address freight issues, preferring to
wait until they build a foundation of data and analytical techniques. But
many freight problems and opportunities can be solved with available
techniques by pooling the expertise of state engineers, MPO planners and
economists, carrier managers, and shippers and receivers.

Planning studies are typically conducted in four phases:
e Inventory: Analysis of current conditions and system performance;
* Needs: Development of forecasts and requirements;

¢ Alternatives: Design of policy, management, construction, operations,
or regulatory options; and

e Evaluation: Assessment of the impacts, costs, benefits, and risks of
alternatives.

The next sections provide general guidance for motor carriers on what they
should expect when they work with state DOTs and MPOs on freight
planning projects. Three types of projects are discussed as examples:

* Reducing congestion;

e Improving intermodal access; and

¢ Designating and maintaining major truck routes.

Each section provides a thumbnail sketch of current practices and identifies

the freight system elements that deserve the most attention from motor
carriers, state DOTs, and MPOs.
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Reducing Congestion

Congestion causes billions of vehicle-hours of delay every year and im-
poses a huge cost on state and metropolitan economies. Motor carriers
have an immediate interest in reducing congestion because it affects the
cost and reliability of their service and the safety of their drivers and other
motorists. Figure 7 shows where motor carriers, state DOTs, and MPOs
should focus their attention to ensure that trucking issues are adequately
addressed. The elements of the transportation system that should receive
the most attention are designated "high;" those that should receive
moderate attention are designated "moderate;" and those that can receive
relatively less attention for this issue are designated "low.” These are
general guidelines; specific situations may warrant different approaches.

Inventory

State DOTs and MPOs have adequate data — road maps, traffic counts,
accident records, traffic engineering studies, etc. — to identify congestion
bottlenecks and analyze their cause. What is usually missing for freight
planning purposes is information about the number of trucks and the type
of commodities caught up in traffic congestion.

Motor carriers should encourage agencies to take truck counts as part of
the inventory phase of congestion management projects. Field obser-
vations and video tapes of traffic on congested highway sections can be
used to estimate the number of trucks affected; by identifying the types of
trucks and the names of the carriers, the types of commodities can be
inferred. Both traffic congestion and truck flows can vary significantly
from day to day and week to week, so motor carriers should work with
local traffic engineers to pick survey days and weeks that accurately
represent typical truck flows and congestion conditions.

A sample of carriers should then be interviewed to determine how conges-
tion is affecting their operations. In turn, a sample of their shippers and
receivers should be interviewed to determine how congestion is affecting
supply chains and distribution networks. This latter task should receive
attention early in a congestion management study because state DOTs and
MPOs will not have a reservoir of knowledge about industry logistics
patterns — it must be built from scratch.

Needs/Forecasts

Congestion projects have limited need for traffic forecasts. Current traffic
flows, annual traffic growth rates, and identification of congestion
problems usually form a good bias for assessing the severity of congestion
over the next three to five years. If forecasts are available, motor carriers
should inquire whether the traffic models make separate forecasts for
trucks. Most state DOTs and MPOs have transportation network models
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Exhibit 7. Reducing Congestion
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Exhibit 8. Improving Intermodal Access

Planning Freight Transportation : Planning Phases ]
Frocedures Jrtlem Hemnt Inventory Needs Alternatives - Evaluation
Statewide }Economy

Intermodal Logistics
Facilities Infrastructure T
Congestion ' Traffic Flows
| ]

Exhibit 9. Designating and Maintaining Major Truck Routes

Planning Freight Tra:sportation _ -;’lanning Phases .
Frocedures System Elements Inventory Needs Alfernatives Evaluation |
Statewide Economy D . .

Intermodal Logistics . . .
Facilities Infrastructure D _ . -
Congestion = Traffic Flows B - D i
T 1 ” T T e e
Priority: | High [0 Moderate 0 Low

4-14

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.



Freight Matters

that can assign vehicle trips to a highway network and estimate travel time
and approximate congestion levels; however, many of the models do not
distinguish between automobiles and trucks. Forecasts are made in terms
of vehicles or passenger car equivalents; trucks are then estimated as a
percentage of total vehicles or passenger car equivalents.

Where state DOTs and MPOs have transportation models that distinguish
trucks from automobiles, carriers may be told that truck trip data are
inadequate to produce reliable forecasts. This is a common problem
because state DOTs and MPOs generally have not been asked nor given
sufficient funds to survey truck trip patterns. Carriers should urge MPOs
and state DOTs to develop truck trip tables (i.e., truck origin and desti-
nation patterns) and truck networks (i.e., computer models of the roads
open to trucks) as the agencies upgrade metropolitan and statewide
transportation models. This information can be used for air quality
planning and economic development planning as well as for congestion
management and freight planning. Until better data and models are
developed, most of the basic information needed to make informed
judgments about truck traffic patterns and trends can be gleaned from
interviews with motor carriers, state police, and district and city highway
engineers.

Alternatives

State DOTs and MPOs are developing a range of tools to manage conges-
tion including incident management programs, traffic operations improve-
ments, HOV lanes, parking and delivery zone management, IVHS conges-
tion pricing, road widening, and computerized traffic control operations.
All can be used to facilitate freight movement as well as passenger
movement, but most have been designed with automobiles and passenger
trips in mind. Motor carriers should examine congestion management
strategies with state and metropolitan planners and engineers to determine
how they will impact trucking operations. For example:

¢ Incident management programs. Do the programs provide heavy tow
trucks and operators with adequate training to handle disabled trucks?

e Traffic operations improvements. Are traffic signals timed to compen-
sate for the slower acceleration and deceleration of heavy trucks? Are
left-turn bays sized to accommodate trucks?

e HOV (high occupancy vehicle) lanes. Will the addition of HOV lanes
on freeways increase congestion in the remaining general traffic lanes?
If so, will trucks — which cannot use carpool lanes or shift their cargo to
transit — face increased congestion or shift to alternate truck routes?
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* Computerized traffic control systems. Will sensors be placed on the
through lanes of major routes to provide the basis for optimizing major
through movements when the heaviest truck flows occur?

* Parking and delivery zone management. Will loading zones be policed
only during peak or daytime hours? As more companies shift to night-
time deliveries, protection of loading zones in the early evening may be
almost as important to motor carriers as daytime management of de-
livery zones.

¢ IVHS. Will information on construction, congestion, and incidents be
available to dispatchers and be compatible with carriers’ computer-
aided dispatching systems? Will alternate route recommendations take
into account the special needs of heavy trucks and hazardous material
carriers?

¢ Road widening and new construction. Is the road engineered for safe
and economical truck movement?

Evaluation

It is standard planning practice to measure the impact of congestion
reduction programs in terms of travel-time savings and reduced vehicle-
miles-of-travel. Benefits are calculated by applying a dollar value to the
hours saved. The hourly rate or value of time that is used in these calcu-
lations is often quite low, but it must distinguish between cars and trucks.
Average driver wage and benefits rates or overtime rates should be used to
calculate a more accurate value of time for truck drivers.

Secondary impacts of congestion are seldom estimated, but are very
important for motor carriers. Motor carriers, state DOTs, and MPOs must
determine if congestion measures will have a significant impact on in-
dustry logistics patterns, making it more or less difficult to do business in
the state or metropolitan area. Exposure to congestion varies tremen-
dously from industry to industry depending on factors including their
operating hours, the value of their shipments, and their dependence on
just-in-time operations.

For most projects, interviews with motor carriers and a sample of in-
dustries affected by the congestion measures will provide adequate
indication of any significant economic impacts. For complex studies,
regional economic models, which are maintained by some metropolitan
MPOs and states, can be used to trace the impact of changes in the cost of
doing business to changes in state or metropolitan employment, business
activity, and tax revenues. This level of analysis is warranted only when
congestion management projects are expected to have a major impact on
carriers and industries.
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Improving Intermodal Access

Poor connections between highways and intermodal transfer facilities —
ports, intermodal rail terminals, airports, and warehouses — delay trucks
and increase freight transportation costs. These costs eventually are passed
through to shippers and, in the worst case, may result in industries shifting
their through shipments to other less congested facilities. For motor
carriers and intermodal facility operators, this means a direct loss of
business; for state and metropolitan areas, it means a loss of economic
activity, jobs, and revenue. The motor carrier industry can help state DOTs
and MPOs identify intermodal access problems and assemble the data
necessary to justify improvements.

Figure 8 shows where motor carriers, state DOTs, MPOs should focus their
attention to ensure that intermodal access issues are adequately addressed.
The elements of the transportation system that should receive the most
attention are designated as "high" priority; those that should receive
moderate attention are designated as "moderate” priority; and those that
can receive relatively less attention for this issue are designated as "low"
priority. As with the other examples, these are general guidelines; specific
situations may warrant different approaches.

Inventory

The planning process should start with a simple inventory of intermodal
facilities and meetings with the intermodal facility operators and the motor
carriers that serve them. This inventory process is the first step in an-
swering system efficiency questions such as: Where are the bottlenecks?
How much of the problem is caused by congestion — how much by inad-
equate roads and bridges? Direct mapping of access routes and bottle-
necks on maps and aerial photographs is very effective.

If the problem is primarily congestion, state DOTs and MPOs can tackle the
problems with the techniques described in the previous section. Planners
should pay special attention to truck movements during midday and at
night; truck flows into and out of ports and airports often peak at these
times (or on weekends) because of rail, steamship, and airline schedules.

The problem more often will be inadequate roads, especially in older
metropolitan areas where ports, rail terminals, and their access roads were
built well before freeway systems. Typical problems include narrow
surface streets with deteriorating pavements; intersections and exit ramps
with turning radii that are too small for today’s larger trucks; low bridges
or posted bridges that force trucks to make long detours; and noise and
safety problems when trucks must travel through neighborhoods. State
DOTs and MPOs usually will have the in-house engineering expertise to
evaluate the roadways, pavements, and bridges. Motor carriers can
contribute information on truck-specific problems such as turning radii.
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The most attention should be focused on understanding the role of the port
or terminal in the freight system. What is the role and value of that link in
the overall freight trip? Is it a distribution terminal serving moves from
linehaul to delivery vehicles; a consolidation terminal serving moves from
pickup to line-haul? Does it support a foreign trade zone with import and
export moves? How does restricted access affect the competitiveness and
profitability of the facility and its carriers? State DOTs and MPOs should
be encouraged to interview facility operators and motor carriers and to
assemble summary data on the type and volume of freight and com-
modities moving through each terminal. With this information, a general
profile of the industries that depend on the facility can be constructed.

Needs/Forecasts

Reconstruction of access roads can be a major capital investment requiring
at least three to five years to design, contract, and construct. Since access
roads should have a useful economic life of 15 to 20 years or more, state
DOTs and MPOs must anticipate changes in the structure of the intermodal
facility as well as its use. Are there plans for expansion? Will changes in
the structure of the state and metropolitan economy change the demand
for freight movement through the port or terminal? What intermodal
services will be needed by area shippers? Will changes in logistics or
freight technology make the facility outmoded in five years?

State DOTs and MPOs have economic forecasts that provide adequate
information on general trends in the local economy. Forecasts for specific
commodities are available at a national level and for major ports, but these
may not be adequate for many local projects. Truck commodity surveys,
customs data, railroad waybill samples, airline cargo reports, and industry-
specific forecasts must be sifted for useful data on commodity flows and
trends. Carriers can contribute to this effort by helping public sector
planners and economists meet with industry logistics managers. A half-
day workshop that brings together knowledgeable shippers and carriers
can generate practical assumptions about changes in logistics and freight
technology.

For major projects, traffic flows should be modeled at least at the corridor
level using simplified truck trip tables and truck networks. Most state and
MPO planners have the tools to do this or can retain local traffic engi-
neering consultants to do the work. The objective should be to determine
whether new bottlenecks emerge as truck and general traffic grow over
time. Motor carriers should carefully review assumptions about truck
travel patterns and route choices with state and MPO engineers so that the
models accurately reflect how trucks operate. Major new access roads and
bridges may warrant special surveys and studies of truck movements.
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Alternatives

As access problems are identified, state DOTs and MPOs should determine
what actions they can take, if any. The ISTEA mandates attention to
intermodal facilities and systems, but many intermodal facilities will be
owned and operated by the private sector. State DOTs and MPOs may be
limited to setting the stage for actions and investments by others.

Where new access roads are required, motor carriers should ensure that
they are engineered for trucks. This means ensuring that pavements will
withstand frequent heavy container loads; intersections will accommodate
large trucks; and geometrics will minimize accidents. State DOT and MPO
planners should be encouraged to consider a full range of actions that
might improve access including roadway improvements; traffic engi-
neering and congestion management; regulatory changes; and modifica-
tions to port and terminal operations, such as receiving and dispatching of
vehicles.

Evaluation

The benefits of improving intermodal access can be measured as increased
throughput and travel-time savings to carriers and cost savings to shippers
and receivers. Case studies of freight flows for specific shippers or
receivers and their carriers are the most direct means of estimating the
benefits of improved access to intermodal terminals. Carriers should work
with state DOTs and MPOs to select a representative sample of truck trips
and industries for analysis, including out-of-state freight flows.

State trucking associations and industry associations can help overcome
concerns about releasing confidential business information by screening
and merging sensitive data into profiles for "typical” trips and costs. Some
shippers will have logistics cost models that can be run to determine if
there are measurable benefits to their operations. Regional economic
models usually are not sensitive to local or corridor-level transportation
improvements, but could be used for projects that are expected to trigger
major savings in travel time and cost for a large number of carriers and
industries.

Designating and Maintaining Major Truck Routes

Government invests over $70 billion each year in the nation’s roads. The
vast majority of projects involve repaving roads, rebuilding bridges,
creating new interchanges, and extending or widening existing local roads.
Decisions about which roads to improve and how much to invest in them
are based on the state DOTs’ and MPOs’ understanding of the importance
of the roads and the types of traffic they will be carrying. The cumulative
effect of these decisions determines the overall capacity and performance
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of the road system. Motor carriers have a long-term interest in seeing that
major truck routes are identified and that projects on these routes are given
priority and adequate funding.

Figure 9 shows where motor carriers, state DOTs, MPOs should focus their
attention to ensure that major truck routes are designated and maintained
to acceptable standards. The elements of the transportation system that
should receive the most attention are designated as "high" priority; those
that should receive moderate attention are designated as "moderate”
priority; and those that can receive relatively less attention for this issue
are designated as "low" priority. As with the other examples, these are
general guidelines; specific situations may warrant different approaches.

Inventory

The first building block for a truck freight system programming and
prioritization process is the identification of the mainline and access routes
important to truck freight movements. Where are the important truck
lanes for industries in the metropolitan areas and state?

State DOTs, MPOs, and motor carriers can approach the problem directly
by mapping major truck routes and access roads against major freight
generators and transfers points — key shippers, receivers, ports, intermodal
rail terminals, airports, and distribution centers. Some states have already
identified truck networks; a few states have divided these into industry-
specific networks such as an agricultural highway network or a com-
mercial highway network. All states and MPOs are now designating
highways for the National Highway System, to be submitted to the
Congress by the FHWA in December, 1993. The NHS designation process
requires states to identify the network of roads that form the economic
backbone of states and metropolitan areas, and requires explicit con-
sideration of truck freight movements.

Both the NHS designations and the standard functional classifications of
highways — interstate, principal or minor arterial, collector and local — take
truck traffic into account either directly in terms of truck volumes or in-
directly in terms of economic activity centers. However, state DOTs and
MPOs typically have very incomplete data on truck volumes and patterns.
Motor carriers should work with state DOT and MPO planners to carefully
review the route designations and estimated truck volumes. Many
agencies now have geographic information systems (GIS) software that can
quickly generate truck route maps and overlay them with information on
truck volumes and the location of major terminals (if the data are
available). These maps are easier to understand than standard traffic
volume tables; where available, information on traffic congestion from
congestion management systems and information on pavement and bridge
conditions from facilities maintenance management systems may be
added.
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Freight generators and transfer points include factories, distribution ware-
houses, mines and quarries, grain elevators, processing plants, refineries,
ports, intermodal rail terminals, airports, and pipeline terminals. Most of
these facilities are already mapped; state DOTs and MPOs must collate this
information into a working inventory for intermodal freight management.
Planners can obtain the information from sources such as land use maps,
county business patterns reports, metropolitan and regional development
plans, and economic development agencies. Major facilities should be
pinpointed; warehouse districts can be treated as areas. State trucking
associations and motor carriers can accelerate this work by identifying
major terminals, shippers, receivers, and distribution districts.

The second building block for a truck freight system programming and
prioritization process is the definition of standards and criteria governing
the structural and operational characteristics of these roadways: Which
roads should be maintained as high-speed intercity routes? Which as
heavy-haul routes for local industry?

The key to making these decisions is to develop a picture of the industries
using the roads, the commodities they ship, and the importance of the
roads to their logistics strategies and competitive position. With the
exception of a few specialized port agencies, however, state DOTs and
MPOs have little knowledge of industry supply chains and distribution
networks. Data on commodity flows are inadequate, especially at the
metropolitan and state level, and few, if any, state and metropolitan
agencies have the ability to model national or international commodity
flows. This is especially true for out-of-state freight moves; once freight
leaves the borders of a state, it is often invisible to the state DOT. Asa
result, state DOTs and MPOs may have little sense of the freight trip as a
whole — its origin, modes of travel, routes, transfer points, destination,
costs, reliability, and risks. Even less information is available on the value
and time-sensitivity of commodities.

State DOTs, MPOs, and motor carriers can build a more sophisticated
picture of freight patterns by pooling the knowledge of carriers, industry
associations, local economic planners, chambers of commerce, and district
highway engineers familiar with local truck traffic. The initial focus should
be on industries that are key to the economic well-being of a state or region
and that are especially sensitive to changes in the quality of truck freight
service.

Needs/Forecasts

As truck freight routes, freight generators, and service levels are defined,
state DOTs, MPOs, and motor carriers can screen the networks for
problems and opportunities: Do major freight generators have access to
the highway network? What routes do they use? How circuitous are they?
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(A simple measure is to compare over-the-road and point-to-point
distances.) Will the roadways and bridges accommodate the size and
weight of trucks that the shippers and receivers need? Where will im-
provements cut costs for carriers and make local industries more cost
competitive? A simple survey of motor carrier managers and dispatchers
by state trucking associations can develop a first-cut of a truck network
needs inventory.

These questions should be projected as far forward as possible: Which
industries are expected to grow over the next decade? What will their
logistics needs be? Will they require just-in-time truck services? Will they
generate heavy loads? High-value shipments? A state may not have an
economic development business plan that adequately translates broad
economic development goals into a viable, comprehensive set of trans-
portation improvements, but by asking the questions, motor carriers can
encourage states and metropolitan areas to bring freight planning and
economic development planning closer together.

Alternatives

State DOTs and MPOs generate their roadway investment programs by
working with three elements:

e Extent of the network. The network can be very general, limited to
major truck routes that serve general freight trips or it may be more
detailed, defining industry-specific networks such as agricultural
networks and industrial networks. Networks may identify only major
corridors or include important local access roads.

¢ Level of performance standards. The standards can define the mini-
mum pavement strengths, geometrics, bridge carrying capacity, and
levels of service for general purpose truck routes; alternatively, stan-
dards may be tailored to the needs of specific industries and carriers.

* Assignment of priority. The state DOTs and MPOs can attach different
priorities to projects on truck freight networks so that if five bridges
come up for repair, the two bridges on major truck network routes will
be given priority in funding and implementation. Priorities can also
reflect seasonal factors where spring freeze-thaw conditions may create
temporary, but important, restriction for some truck movements.

The state DOT and the MPOs are developing computerized systems that
can map proposed pavement, bridge, and safety projects against truck
network priorities. Motor carriers should encourage them to make this
exercise an explicit part of their annual programming and prioritization
procedures.
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Evaluation

At this time, most state DOTs and MPOs lack sufficient truck trip data to
model the comparative costs of different truck freight networks and in-
vestment levels. A quick assessment can be made by evaluating a sample
of truck trips against alternative networks and performance standards: Do
the networks provide comparable coverage of major businesses and
industries? Are there significant differences in access, circuity, reliability,
cost, and safety? Some local industries may have logistics models that will
analyze shipping costs and indicate the potential benefits. The state DOTs
and MPOs can arrange to review network plans with motor carrier and
economic advisory councils, industry associations, and local development
groups.

In summary, the trucking industry must take a leadership role in educating
the planners and programmers on the nature of freight shipment patterns
and the importance of intermodal connectivity in achieving an on-time,
cost-effective freight delivery system. By playing an active role in shaping
the planning process, as well as in building the new management systems,
the trucking industry can ensure that freight will matter when it comes to
making transportation investment decisions.
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Related Environmental
and Energy Legislation

The Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA)
dramatically restructures this nation’s transportation programs, placing
increased emphasis on freight considerations, intermodal transportation
facilities, and freight movements by commercial motor carriers. It is
important, though, that ISTEA be viewed in the perspective of two other
major pieces of national legislation that also contain important provisions
affecting the motor carrier industry. These are the Clean Air Act of 1990
(CAA) and the National Energy Policy Act of 1992 (EPACT). In many
ways, these three acts build upon one other, reinforcing and helping to im-
plement key provisions.

Mobile sources are a prominent part of the Clean Air Act. Light and heavy
duty trucks are of consideration because of higher per vehicle emission
rates, especially emissions of Nitrogen Oxides from heavy duty diesel
vehicles. While vehicle emission standards and cleaner fuels are expected
to produce large reductions in motor vehicle emissions, there is concern
that overall vehicle use is increasing at such a rate that the benefits of these
"technology fixes" will be overtaken by the effects of growth within a
period of 20 years. Consequently, the CAA also emphasizes the efficient
"management” of transportation systems. In addition, transportation fuel
utilization is a major contributor to global warming. Where fuel usage is
projected to remain relatively stable in most sectors of the economy in
coming years, transportation energy consumption is expected to increase.
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With the ISTEA legislation being passed one year after the CAA, many
ISTEA provisions were explicitly designed to re-enforce and help im-
plement transportation provisions of the Clean Air Act. The Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) is but one
example.

The National Energy Policy Act of 1992 completes this triad of legislative
initiatives having important implications for the motor carrier industry.
Where the Clean Air Act emphasizes "clean” fuels for purposes of reducing
emissions, EPACT emphases "alternative" fuels for purposes of improved
energy security.

B A.1 The Clean Air Act of 1990

The Clean Air Act of 1990 builds upon the 20-year history of clean air
legislation in this country, and dramatically restructures the manner in
which air pollution control decisions are made. Motor vehicle emission
standards, including those for particulate matter, are strengthened for all
categories of trucks, including heavy duty clean fueled vehicles. For 1998
and later model years, a NO, standard of four grams per brake horsepower
hour is defined for gasoline and diesel fueled heavy duty vehicles. The act
contains numerous additional provisions having both general and specific
interest to the motor carrier industry.

Non-attainment areas are classified by severity of non-attainment, with
different attainment schedules for different levels of non-attainment. Five
classifications for ozone and two categories of carbon monoxide non-
attainment are defined, with attainment dates varying from three to twenty
years depending on the severity of the problem. The CAA incorporates the
use of performance standards throughout, with attainment schedules as
well as an attainment deadlines being defined. For example, ozone non-
attainment areas must demonstrate a 15 percent reduction in emissions by
1996, and an additional three percent per year reduction thereafter until
attainment is achieved. In addition, an "offsets" provision exists which
prevents motor vehicle emissions from growing from one year to the next.
In other words, measures must be implemented within an urban area that
will offset any increase in emissions that would otherwise result from the
growth in travel. Employee commute option programs are required in
severe and extreme ozone non-attainment areas for employers having
more than 100 employees at any one worksite. These require a 25 percent
increase in vehicle occupancy above the areawide average. This provision
does not directly apply to trucks but could apply to trucking firms and
related businesses.

Of most direct interest to motor carriers is the Clean Fueled Fleets Program
defined by Section 246 of the Clean Air Act. This program applies to fleets
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of 10 or more vehicles capable of being centrally fueled that are located in
21 urbanized areas throughout the country. These are areas that are
greater than 250,000 in population, and determined to be in either serious,
severe, or extreme violation of the ozone standard or to have a carbon
monoxide design value of 16 ppm or above (compared to an attainment
standard of nine ppm). Beginning in 1998, 30 percent of light duty vehicles
and 50 percent of heavy duty vehicles (between 8,500 and 26,000 GVWR)
that are purchased for these fleets must qualify as a clean fueled vehicle.
The purchase requirement increases to 70 percent in the year 2000 for light
duty vehicles, but remains at 50 percent for heavy duty vehicles. A clean
fuel is defined as any fuel that meets EPA specified performance standards
and will include methanol, ethanol, natural gas, propane, electricity,
reformulated gasoline, and clean diesel fuels. For example, it is expected
that diesel fuel in combination with an advanced technology engine and
emissions control system would qualify as a clean fueled vehicle. For
regulation and enforcement purposes, vehicle conversions are defined as
being equivalent to purchase of a clean fueled vehicle.

There are two additional aspects of the CAA’s Clean Fueled Fleet Program
that are important to motor carriers. Fleet operators can receive emissions
credits if (1) more than the required number of clean fueled vehicles are
purchased, (2) vehicles are purchased (e.g., ultra low-emission vehicles
(ULEV) and zero-emission vehicles (ZEV)) that meet more stringent
emission standards than those established by EPA, or (3) otherwise ex-
empted vehicles are replaced by clean fueled vehicles. Emission credits are
weighted according to the degree of additional emission reduction and
may be traded, sold, held, or banked. Clean fueled fleet vehicles also are
exempt from certain temporally-based transportation control measures; for
example, those that are based primarily on a time-of-day or day-of-week
restriction.

B A.2 The National Energy Policy Act of 1992

The National Energy Policy Act of 1992 also contains requirements for
centrally fueled vehicle fleets. While these provisions are similar in
concept to those in the Clean Air Act, they differ in three important ways:
(1) the use of alternative fuels rather than clean fuels, (2) applicability to a
different class of vehicle fleet, and (3) a more ambitious time schedule for
implementation.

Given the energy security objectives of EPACT, the applicable fuels are
limited to alternative non-petroleum fuels such as methanol, ethanol,
natural gas, propane, and electricity. Reformulated gasoline and clean
diesel are not included under the EPACT definition of alternative fuels.
The objective is clearly defined as a conversion to alternative fuels rather
than to clean emissions fuels.
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Like the Clean Air Act, EPACT’s centrally fueled vehicle fleet program is
applicable to certain ozone and carbon monoxide non-attainment areas
with populations of 250,000 or more. The applicable vehicle fleets in these
areas, though, are those operated by the federal and state governments and
by energy providers. Municipal and private fleets are not initially covered,
but can be included under an opt-in provision by the Department of
Energy if it is determined that certain vehicle purchase targets are not
being achieved.

Only vehicles up to 8,500 GVWR are covered. Applicable fleets are those
containing 50 or more vehicles nationwide, with 20 or more centrally
garaged at any one location. As with the Clean Air Act, certain vehicles are
exempt from EPACT, including emergency and law enforcement vehicles
and rental vehicles.

The phase-in schedule for purchase of alternatively fueled vehicles varies
by the type of entity covered. For the federal government, mandatory
purchases begin in 1993. By 1996, at least 25 percent of applicable vehicles
purchased by the federal government must be alternatively fueled, with
this percentage rising to 75 percent by the 1999 fiscal year and continuing
at that level thereafter.

For providers of alternative fuels, 30 percent of the vehicles purchased for
their fleets must be alternatively fueled beginning in 1996. This purchase
requirement increases to 90 percent by model year 1999. The phase-in for
state fleets begins in 1996 with a 10 percent purchase requirement, rising
annually to 75 percent by model year 2000.

For private and municipal fleets, EPACT establishes a schedule of purchase
targets. This starts at 20 percent for the 1999 model year, and increases to
70 percent for model year 2006 and thereafter. If it is determined that
these voluntary targets are not being achieved, the Secretary of Energy is
authorized to implement purchase requirements that are similar in nature
to those existing for other covered vehicle fleets.

The conversion to an alternative fuel will require important management
decisions to be made by a fleet operator, beginning with the choice of
alternative fuel to be used. Different fuels will be applicable for different
vehicle performance requirements, and a vehicle operator may want to
undertake a feasibility study to examine appropriate technical and cost
considerations. Related important management considerations include
financing, training, and the development of the necessary supporting
infrastructure for service and refueling (or battery charging).
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Metropolitan Planning
Organizations

B Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs)

Background

Major decisions affecting the flow of both goods and people are being
made by the country’s more than 400 MPOs, which are responsible for
long-range planning, setting shorter-term project priorities, and allocating
regional funds for transit and highways. MPOs have significant power in
determining how funds are allocated among the various modes, and which
projects will be completed. Carrier participation in the MPO process is
essential to the future movement of freight on the highways.

MPOs are designated planning organizations in areas with urban popu-
lations of at least 50,000 people. They represent local governments and
transportation agencies in the metropolitan area. MPOs may have various
names including Council of Governments, Planning Association, Planning
Authority, Regional or Area Planning Council, or Regional or Area
Planning Commission.

The governor of each state is responsible for designating MPOs in urban-
ized areas in cooperation with local representatives. In addition to the
current population requirement, the MPO must include areas expected to
become urbanized in a 20-year population forecast. Redesignation to
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replace an existing MPO requires agreement between the governor and
local officials representing 75 percent of the population, including the
central city.

Each MPO has an executive board, often known as a Board of Directors,
which is made up primarily of elected officials chosen by the member
jurisdictions. This board is supported by a professional staff with expertise
in various modes of transportation, and by formalized advisory com-
mittees composed of appointed citizens and representatives of special
interest groups.

Generally, the decision-making process at an MPO is as follows:

¢ The MPO’s Board directs its staff to develop or update its comprehen-
sive regional transportation plan. This begins the planning process,
which defines the issues and determines the direction of MPO policy.

¢ Committees are formed and community input is gathered; meetings are
held.

* The MPO staff drafts a plan or report and makes recommendations.

¢ The Board holds hearings and votes on the recommendations.

ISTEA Responsibilities

MPOs are required to carry out a continuing, coordinated, and compre-
hensive transportation planning process. Under the ISTEA, they are
responsible for developing two types of plans:

¢ Transportation Improvement Program (TIP): Each MPO must prepare
a TIP which includes a three-year priority list of projects and a financial
plan demonstrating how the program will be financed. The TIPs must
be approved by the governor.

¢ Long-Range Plan (LRP): MPOs must prepare a financially constrained
LRP to serve as basis for TIP project selection, based on factors specified
in the legislation.

MPOs also must cooperate with the state in the state’s development of the
ISTEA's six management systems.

In areas where the urban population is greater than 200,000, MPOs are
designated as Transportation Management Areas (TMAs). Like regular
MPOs, TMAs are responsible for developing financially constrained LRPs.
(i-e., only projects for which there is a reasonable expectation of available
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financing may be included in the LRP). Unlike regular MPOs, TMAs have
additional responsibilities which include:

* Coordinating a regional process to develop the TIP, which must include
efforts to ensure compliance with clean air goals in nonattainment areas;

¢ Developing their own congestion management systems and collab-
orating in the implementation of other statewide management systems;
and

* Performing project selection for the STP and CMAQ programs.

MPO Issues

Lack of Weight Given to Freight Transportation Concerns

MPOs traditionally have lacked understanding and concern for freight
movements. The reason can be simply stated: "People vote, containers
don’t." In theory, all projects and modes should be treated equally, but in
fact projects benefitting local communities and neighborhoods may carry
more weight with decision makers than more industrially-oriented plans,
despite those projects’ significant long-term economic benefits.

Inconsistency of Project Eligibility Across MPOs

MPOs are making individual interpretations of project eligibility under the
ISTEA. When essentially similar projects are proposed to two MPOs, one
may be funded and the other ruled ineligible; this inconsistency creates
frustration. Some even argue that the ISTEA was never meant to fund
freight projects. For example, many MPOs are ruling that no federal funds
may be spent on projects for building intermodal yards or improving
trackage, despite acknowledgement that rails provide essential links be-
tween ports and highways. Concerns have been raised that by relying on
the details of the ISTEA, which may prohibit funding for certain freight-
related projects, the intent of ISTEA to support movement of goods via all
modes will be subverted.

Boundaries

Establishing the boundaries of a planning area can be problematic. Every
10 years, after the population census, new urbanized areas (UZAs) are
recognized. It is not necessarily true that there is an MPO created for every
UZA. It is more common for one MPO to provide planning for multiple
UZAs, but some UZAs have multiple MPOs. Special coordination is re-
quired when there are multiple MPOS within a single UZA, particularly
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when the area crosses state lines so multiple governors and state Depart-
ments of Transportation get involved. Coordination and boundary
drawing become particularly difficult with regard to air quality nonattain-
ment areas, which tend to cross state, UZA, and MPO lines.

Membership

The ability of an organization to gain voting membership in an MPO is
critical to its ability to secure funding for its projects in the new ISTEA
environment. This is particularly true for the freight transportation com-
munity, which may already be facing an uphill fight in setting project
priorities. The situation of port authorities illustrates the battle that freight
interests must wage. Many ports want to be voting MPO members, and
their view is supported by a variety of local legal opinions. However,
many ports are excluded from MPOs by those who argue that the intent of
their state’s legislation establishing MPOs was to include only local
government officials as members. The failure of ports to be represented on
MPOs, despite their significant role in transportation, congestion, and air
pollution, is a serious problem.

Resources and Planning Capacity

Under ISTEA, all MPOs are not created equal. The most clout, and the
most dedicated planning and program resources, go to the larger MPOs
(those with populations of over 200,000) and to small MPOs in air quality
nonattainment areas. Strict compliance with the ISTEA’s planning require-
ments is therefore more likely expected from the 123 MPOs serving
populations of over 200,000. The smaller MPOs may be able to employ a
simplified process which considers all of the required factors but at a lower
level of detail and with less thorough analysis.

A key concern is the ability of MPOs to meet the requirements imposed
upon them by the ISTEA. MPO experience with planning and forecasting
for freight transportation was never substantial to begin with, and many
MPOs have experienced a decline in their planning capacity and capa-
bilities over the last decade. The ability of many MPOs to do the sophisti-
cated transportation, clean air, and congestion modelling and analysis
required by the ISTEA is in serious question. One manifestation of the
squeeze on MPO capabilities is to slow down the process through which
federal funds get appropriated. For example, the lack of appropriate
technical staff to support ISTEA-related decision making contributed to
over $16 billion in fiscal 1992 contracts for road and bridge work not being
let until two months into fiscal 1993.

* * * *

B-4 Cambridge Systematics, Inc.



Alabama

East Alabama Regional Planning &
Development Commission
Anniston
James Curtis
205-237-6741 (237-6763)!

Birmingham Regional Planning
Commission, Birmingham
Paul Dentiste
205-251-8139 (328-3304)

North-Central Alabama Regional
Council of Governments, Decatur
Ronald Matthews
205-355-4515 (351-1380)

City of Dothan Planning
Organization, Dothan
David Hendrix
205-793-0178 (793-0450)

City of Gadsden Planning
Engineering, Gadsden
Ronald Carr
205-549-4520 (549-4678)

Huntsville Planning Dept.
Huntsville
Dallas Fanning
205-532-7353

S. Alabama Regional Planning
Commission, Mobile
Donald Brady
205-433-6541 (433-6009)

Div. of Planning, Programming
Transportation, Montgomery
Kleob Loflin
205-241-2712 (241-2266)

NW Alabama Council of Local
Governments, Muscle Shoals
Sam Minor
205-383-3861 (381-0867)

Lee-Russell Council of
Governments, Opelika
Bill Snowden
205-749-5264 (749-6582)

W. Alabama Planning Development
Council, Tuscaloosa
Lewis McCray
205-345-5545 (345-5687)

Freight Matters

Alaska

Anchorage Metropolitan Area
Transportation Study, Anchorage
Robert Kniefel
907-343-4252 (343-4220)

Arizona

Maricopa Assn. of Governments,
Phoenix
John Debolske
(602) 254-6308 (253-3874)

Pima Assn. of Governments, Tucson
Thomas Swanson
(602) 792-1093 (690-6981)

Yuma Metropolitan Planning
Organization, Yuma
Robert Vaughan
(602) 783-8911 (329-1674)

Arkansas

Arkhoma Regional Planning
Commission, Ft. Smith
John Guthrie
(501) 785-2651 (785-1964)

Metroplan, Little Rock
Jim McKenzie
(501) 372-3300 (372-8060)

SE Arkansas Regional Planning
Commission, Pine Bluff
Jeff Hawkins
(501) 534-4247

NW Arkansas Regional Planning
Commission, Springdale
Larry Wood
(501) 751-7125 (751-7150)

West Memphis Area Transportation
Study, W. Memphis
Eddie Brawley
(501) 735-8148 (735-8158)

California

Kern Council of Governments,
Bakersfield
Ronald Brummett
(805) 861-2191 (324-8215)

1/ Number in parentheses represents fax number.
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Council of Fresno County
Governments, Fresno
William Briam
(209) 233-4148 (233-9645)

Southern California Assn. of
Governments, Los Angeles
Mark Pisano
(213) 236-1800 (236-1825)

Assn. of Monterey Bay Area
Governments, Marina
Nicolas Papadakis
(408) 883-3750 (883-3755)

Merced County Assn. of
Governments, Merced
Jesse B. Brown
(209) 723-3153 (723-0322)

Stansislaus Area Assn. of
Governments, Modesto
Greg Steel
(209) 558-7830 (558-7833)

Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, Oakland
Lawrence Dahms
(510) 464-7700 (464-7848)

Butte County Assn. of
Governments, Oroville
Bettye Kircher
(916) 538-7601 (538-7785)

Shasta County Regional
Transportation Planning Agency,
Redding
Richard Curry
(916) 225-5661 (225-5667)

Sacramento Area Council of
Governments, Sacramento
Michael Hoffacker
(916) 457-2264 (457-3299)

San Diego Assn. of Governments,
San Diego
Ken Sulzer
(619) 595-5300 (595-5305)

San Luis Obispo Council of
Governments, San Luis Obispo
Ronald DeCarli
(805) 549-5714 (546-1242)

Freight Matters

Santa Barbara County Assn. of
Governments, Santa Barbara
Gerald Lorden
(805) 568-2546 (568-2947)

San Joaquin County Council of
Governments, Stockton
Barton Meays
(209) 468-3913 (468-1084)

Tulare County Assn. of
Governments, Visalia
George Finney
(209) 733-6284 (730-2604)

Colorado

Pikes Peak Area Council of
Governments, Colorado Springs
Maurke Rahimi
(719) 471-7080 (520-6724)

Denver Regional Council of
Governments, Denver
Robert Farley
(303) 455-1000 (480-6790)

N. Front Range Transportation &
Air Quality Planning Council,
Fort Collins
Greg Byrne
(303) 221-6608 (221-6239)

Grand Junction-Mesa County
Metropolitan Planning
Organization, Grand Junction
Joe Crocker
(303) 244-1815 (244-1639)

Pueblo Area Council of
Governments, Pueblo
Lewis Quigley
(719) 545-5840 (545-0934)

Connecticut

Greater Bridgeport/Valley MPO,
Bridgeport
James Wang
(203) 366-5405 (366-8437)

Central Connecticut Regional
Planning Agency, Bristol
Beverly Paul
(203) 589-7820
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Housatonic Valley Council of
Elected Officials, Brookfield
Jonathan Chew
(203) 775-6256 (740-9167)

South Western Regional Planning
Agency, E. Norwalk
Richard Carpenter
(203) 866-5543

Capitol Region Council of
Governments, Hartford
Dana Hanson
(203) 522-2217 (724-1274)

Midstate Regional Planning
Agency, Middletown
Geoffrey Colegrove
(203) 347-7214 (347-6109)

S. Central Regional Council of
Governments, N. Haven

James Butler
(203) 234-7555 (234-9850)

Southeastern Connecticut Regional
Planning Agency, Norwich
Richard Erickson
(203) 889-2324 (889-1222)

Council of Governments of Central
Naugatuck Valley, Waterbury
Peter G. Dorpalen
(203) 757-0535 (756-7688)

Delaware

Wilmington Metropolitan Area
Planning Coordinating Council,
Newark

James Tung
(302) 737-6205 (737-9584)

District of Columbia

Metropolitan Washington Council
of Governments, Washington,
D.C.

Ruth Crone
(202) 962-3200 (962-3201)

Florida

Lakeland-Winter Haven MPO
Bartow
Thomas Deardorff
(813) 534-6486 (534-6021)

Freight Matters

Spring Hill/Hernando MPO.
Brooksville
Jennin
(904) 754-4057 (754-4420)

Pinellas County Planning Dept.
MPO, Clearwater
Brian Smith
(813) 462-4751 (462-4155)

Volusia County MPO, Daytona
Beach
Shawn Collins
(904) 254-4676 (254-4617)

Broward County Planning Office,
Ft., Lauderdale
Bruce Wilson
(305) 357-6641 (357-6694)

St. Lucie MPO, Ft. Pierce
Cheri Boudreaux Fitzgerald
(407) 468-1579 (468-1735)

N. Central Florida Regional
Planning Council, Gainesville
Charles Justice
(904) 336-2200 (336-2209)

Jacksonville Planning Dept.,
Jacksonville
Ray Newton
(904) 630-1903 (630-2912)

Brevard MPO, Melbourne
Susan Provost
(407) 633-2085 (633-2083)

Miami Urbanized Area MPO,
Miami
Jose Luis Mesa
(305) 375-4507 (375-4950)

Naples/Collier County Metro
Organization, Naples
Jeff Perry
(813) 774-8282 (774-5375)

Pasco County MPO, New Port
Ritchey
Douglas Uden
(813) 847-8132 (847-8084)

Lee County MPO, N. Ft. Myers
David Loveland
(813) 995-4282 (995-7895)
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Ocala Urbanized Area MPO, Ocala
Paul Nugent
(904) 629-8529 (629-8391)

Ft. Walton Beach Urban Area MPO,
Pensacola
Daniel Krumel
(904) 444-8910 (444-8967)

Panama City and Pensacola
Urbanized Area MPOs, Pensacola
Daniel Krumel
(904) 444-8910 (444-8967)

Charlotte County MPO, Port
Charlotte
Max Forgey
(813) 743-1222 (743-1598)

Sarasota/Manatee MPO, Sarasota
Michael Guy
(813) 951-5090 (364-4795)

Martin County, Stuart
Scott Herring
(407) 288-5927 (288-5432)

Tallahassee-Leon County Planning
Dept., Tallahassee
Noel Brown
(904) 599-8641 (599-8734)

Tampa Urban Area MPO, Tampa
Thomas Thomson
(813) 272-5940 (272-6258)

Indian River County MPO,
Vero Beach
Robert Keating
(407) 567-8000, ext. 254 (778-9391)

Freight Matters

Athens-Clarke County Planning
Dept., Athens
John Davis
(404) 613-3515 (613-3029)

Atlanta Regional Commission,
Atlanta
Harry West
(404) 364-2526 (364-2599)

Augusta-Richmond County
Planning Commission, Augusta
George Patty
(404) 821-1796

Glynn County Dept. of Community
Development, Brunswick
Ed Stelle
(912) 267-5740 (267-5634)

Dept. of Community & Economic
Development, Columbus
Dick Ellis
(404) 571-4767 (571-4803)

Macon Area Transportation Study,
Macon
Vernon B. Ryle, III
(912) 751-7460 (751-7448)

Floyd-Rome Urban Transportation
Study, Rome
Tom Sills
(404) 295-6485 (295-6665)

Chatham Urban Transportation
Study, Savannah
Howard Bellinger
(912) 236-9523 (234-7212)

Warner Robins Area Transportation

MPO of Palm Beach County, Study, Warner Robins
W. Palm Beach Jesse Fountain
Randy Whitfield (912) 929-1122 (929-1957)
(407) 684-4170 (684-4123)
Hawaii
Orlando Urbanized Area MPO, Oahu MPO. Honolulu
Winter Park Gordon L’.u m
Aaron Dowling (808) 587-2015
(407) 623-1075 (623-1084)
. Idaho
Georgia Ada Planning Assn. Boise
Albany Dougherty Planning (?lairagg&rgn an )
Commission, Albany i 5279
John Orr (208) 345-5274 (345-5279)
(912) 430-5216 (430-5210)
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Bonneville MPO, Idaho Falls
Russ Dawson
(208) 529-1278 (528-5520)

Bannock Planning Organization,
Pocatello
Donald Galligan, Jr.
(208) 233-9322 (233-4841)

Ilinois

McLean County Regional Planning
Commission, Bloomington
Bradley Taylor
(309) 828-4331

Chicago Area Transportation Study,
Chicago
Aristide Biciunas
(312) 793-3460 (793-3481)

City of Danville, Danville
Michael Federman
(217) 431-2320 (431-2237)

Macon County Regional Planning
Commission, Decatur
Paul McChancy
(217) 424-1466 (424-1459)

Kankakee County Regional
Planning Commission, Kankakee
Craig Hullinger
(815) 937-2940 (937-2974)

Tri-County Regional Planning
Commission, Morton
John Boyle
(309) 694-4391 (266-6807)

Rockford Area Transportation
Study, Rockford
Wayne Dust
(815) 987-5628 (987-5562)

Bi-State Regional Commission,
Rock Island
Gary Vallem
(309) 793-6300 (793-6305)

Springfield-Sangamon County
Regional Planning Commission,
Springfield
Harry Hopkins
(217) 535-3110 (753-6651)

Freight Matters

Champaign County Regional
Planning Commission, Urbana
Robert Soltau
(217) 328-3313 (328-2426)

Indiana

Madison County Council of
Governments, Anderson
Jerrold Bridges
(316) 641-9482 (641-9486)

Bloomington City Planning
Commission, Bloomington
Timothy Mueller
(812) 331-6423 (331-6443)

Evansville Urban Transportation
Study, Evansville
Rose Zigenfus
(812) 426-5230 (426-5399)

Department of Planning Services,
Ft. Wayne
Elias Samaan
(219) 428-7607 (428-7682)

Northwestern Indiana Regional
Planning Commission, Highland
James Ranfranz
(219) 923-1060 (972-5011)

Division of Planning, Indianapolis
Leslie Rubin
(317) 327-5151 (327-4119)

Kokomo-Howard County
Government Coordination
Council, Kokomo
Glen Boise
(317) 456-2336

Tippecanoe County Area Planning
Commission, Lafayette
James Hawley
(317) 423-9242 (423-1922)

Delaware-Muncie Metropolitan
Planning Commission, Muncie
Hugh Smith
(317) 747-7740 (284-1875)

Michiana Area Council of
Governments, South Bend
Charles Minkler
(219) 287-1829 (287-1840)
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Freight Matters

W. Central Indiana Economic
Development District, Terre
Haute
Merv Nolot
(812) 238-1561 (238-1564)

Iowa

Linn County Regional Planning
Commission, Cedar Rapids
Don Salyer
(319) 398-5041 (398-5144)

Des Moines Area Transportation
Planning Commission, Des
Moines
Tom Kane
(515) 283-4182 (283-4270)

E. Central Intergovernment Assn.,
Dubuque
William Brown
(319) 556-4166 (556-0348)

Johnson County Council of
Governments, Iowa City
Jeff Davidson
(319) 356-5252 (356-5009)

Siouxland Interstate Metropolitan
Planning Committee, Sioux City
Donald Meisner
(712) 279-6286 (279-6920)

Iowa Northland Regional Council of
Governments, Waterloo
Sharon Juon
(319) 235-0311 (235-2891)

Kansas

Lawrence-Douglas County Planning
Office, Lawrence
Price T. Banks
(913) 832-3150 (832-3405)

Topeka-Shawnee County
Metropolitan Planning Agency,
Topeka
James II. Schlegel I
(913) 295-3728 (295-3806)

Kentucky

Five Counties Area Development
District, Catlettsburg
David Salisbury
(606) 739-5191 (739-5191)

Lexington-Fayette Urban County
Government, Lexington
Dale B. Thomas
(606) 258-3160 (258-3406)

Kentuckiana Regional Planning
Development Agency, Louisville
Jack L. Scriber
(502) 266-6084 (266-5047)

Green River Area Development
District, Owensboro
Jiten S. Shah
(502) 926-4433 (684-0714)

Louisiana

Rapides Area Planning
Commission, Alexandria
John C. Miller, Jr.

(318) 487-5401 (487-5404)

Capital Region Planning
Commission, Baton Rouge
Donald W. Neisler
(504) 383-4203 (383-3804)

Dept. of Planning and Economic
Development, Houma
Patrick Gordon
(504) 873-6563 (873-6439)

Lafayette Areawide Planning
Commission, Lafayette
Roger Hedrick
(318) 261-8000 (261-8003)

Imperial Calcasieu Regional
Planning and Development
Commission, Lake Charles
Walter F. Grandy
(318) 433-1771 (433-6077)

OQOuachita Council of Governments,
Monroe

Wichita-Sedgwick County David A. Creed
Metropolitan Area Planning (318) 387-2572 (387-9054)
Department, Wichita
Marvin S. Krout Regional Planning Commission,
(316) 268-4425 (268-4567) New Orleans
John LeBourgeois
(504) 568-6611 (568-6643)
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Northwest Louisiana Council of
Governments, Shreveport
Terry J. Langlois
(318) 673-5950

Maine

Lewiston-Auburn Comprehensive
Transportation Study, Auburmn
Fergus Lea
(207) 784-3852 (783-5211)

Bangor Area Comprehensive
Transportation Study, Bangor
Dennis Kosciusko
(207) 942-6389 (942-3548)

Portland Area Comprehensive
Transportation Study, Portland
John Duncan
(207) 774-9891 (774-7149)

Kittery Area Comprehensive
Transportation Study, Sanford
James P. Upham
(207) 324-2952 (324-2958)

Maryland

Baltimore Council Metro, Baltimore
Harvey Bloom
(410) 333-1730 (659-1260)

Allegany County Planning and
Zoning Commission,
Cumberland
Benjamin R. Sansom
(301) 777-5951 (777-2001)

Washington County Planning
Commission, Hagerstown
Barry Teach
(301) 791-3065 (791-3193)

Massachusetts

Boston MPO, Boston
Robert Sloane
(617) 973-7142 (973-8855)

Cape Cod MPO, Barnstable
Armando Carbonell
(508) 362-3828 (362-3136)

Old Colony MPO, Brockton
Daniel M. Crane
(508) 583-1833 (559-8768)

Freight Matters

Montachusetts MPO, Fitchburg
Mohammed H. Khan
(508) 345-7376 (345-9867)

Merrimack Valley MPO, Harverhill
Gaylord Burke
(508) 374-0519 (372-4890)

Northern Middlesex MPO, Lowell
Robert W. Flynn
(508) 454-8021 (454-8023)

Berkshire County MPO, Pittsfield
Karl Hekler
(413) 442-1521

Southeastern Massachusetts MPO,
Taunton
Stephen Smith
(508) 824-1367 (880-7869)

Pioneer Valley MPO, West
Springfield
Timothy W. Brennan
(413) 781-6045 (732-2593)

Central Massachusetts, MPO,
Worcester
William H. Newton
(508) 756-7717

Michigan

Bay County Planning Department,
Bay City
Gary M. Stanley
(517) 892-6011 (893-6044)

Southwestern Michigan
Commission, Benton Harbor

James P. Dooley
(616) 925-1137 (925-0288)

Southeast Michigan Council of
Governments, Detroit
John M. Amberger
(313) 961-4266 (961-4869)

Genesee County Metropolitan
Planning Commission, Flint
Chapin Cook
(313) 257-3010 (257-3185)

Grand Valley Metropolitan Council,
Grand Rapids
Jean Lang Corroll
(616) 776-3876 (774-9292)
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Freight Matters

Region 2 Planning Commission,
Jackson
Steve Duke
(517) 788-4426 (788-4635)

Kalamazoo Area Transportation
Study, Kalamazoo
David P. Krueger
(616) 343-0766 (381-1760)

Tri-County Regional Planning
Commission, Lansing
Jon W. Coleman
(517) 393-0342 (393-4424)

West Michigan Shoreline Regional
Development Commission,
Muskegon
Sandeep Dey
(616) 722-7878 (722-9362)

Saginaw County Metropolitan
Planning Commission, Saginaw
William W. Wright
(517) 790-5284 (792-4994)

Battle Creek Area Transportation
Study, Springfield
Pat Karr
(616) 963-1158 (965-0114)

Minnesota

Arrowhead Regional Development
Commission, Duluth
Gary Tonkin
(218) 722-5545 (722-2335)

Rochester-Olmstead Council of
Governments, Rochester
Philip H. Wheeler
(507) 285-8232 (287-2320)

St. Cloud Area Planning
Organization, St. Cloud
William Hansen
(612) 252-7568 (251-3499)

Metropolitan Council, Twin Cities
Area, St. Paul
Natalio Diaz
(612) 291-6341 (291-6550)

Mississippi

Gulf Regional Planning
Commission, Gulfport
Ned J. Boudreaux
(601) 864-1167

Hattiesburg-Petal-Forrest-Lamar
MPO, Hattiesburg
Robert E. Simmons
(601) 545-4592 (545-4608)

Central Mississippi Planning &
Development District, Jackson
F. Clarke Holmes
(601) 981-1511 (981-1515)

Missouri

Columbia Area Transportation
Study Organization, Columbia
Raymond A. Beck
(314) 874-7239 (875-4610)

Joplin Area Transportation Study
Organization, Joplin
Dick Largent
(417) 624-0820, ext. 510 (624-4620)

Mid-America Regional Council,
Kansas City
David A. Warm
(816) 474-4240 (474-4240, ext. 193)

St. Joseph Area Transportation
Study Organization, St. Joseph
Gary Reschke
(816) 271-4770 (271-4740)

East-West Gateway Coordinating
Council, St. Louis
Les Sterman
(314) 421-4220 (621-3120)

Springfield Area Transportation
Study, Springfield
Fred May
(417) 864-1031 (864-1881)

Montana

Yellowstone County Board of
Planning, Billings
Bill Arnold
(406) 657-8246 (256-2736)

Great Falls City/County Planning
Board, Great Falls
John Mooney
(406) 727-5881 (761-4055)

Missoula Office of Community
Development, Missoula
Michael E. Kress
(406) 523-4657 (728-6690)
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Nebraska

Lincoln-Lancaster Planning
Department, Lincoln
Timothy M. Stewart
(402) 471-7491 (471-7734)

Metropolitan Area Planning
Agency, Omaha
Louis C. Violi
(402) 444-6866 (342-0949)

Nevada

Regional Transportation
Commission, Las Vegas
Kurt Weinrich
(702) 455-4481 (455-5613)

Regional Transportation
Commission, Reno
Jerry L. Hall
(702) 348-0400 (324-3503)

New Hampshire

Seacoast MPO, Dover
Stephen Burns
(603) 742-2523 (743-3667)

Salem/Plaistow MPQO, Exeter
Cliff Sinnott
(603) 776-0885

Southern New Hampshire Planning
Commission, Manchester
Manindra Sharma
(603) 669-4664 (669-4664)

Nashua Regional Planning
Commission, Nashua
Donald E. Zizzi
(603) 883-0366 (883-6572)

New Jersey

Atlantic City Urban Area
Transportation Council, Atlantic
City
Chester W. Ambler III
(609) 344-4149 (344-7409)

Cumberland County Urban Area
Transportation Study, Bridgeton
Stephen L. Kelis
(609) 453-2175 (453-9138)

Freight Matters

North Jersey Transportation
Coordinating Council, Newark
Joel S. Weiner
(201) 618-7620 (648-3884)

New Mexico

Middle Rio Grande Council of
Governments of New Mexico,
Albuquerque
Albert ]. Pierce
(505) 257-1750 (247-1753)

City of Las Cruces, Las Cruces
Brian Denmark
(505) 526-0620 (526-0134)

City of Santa Fe Public Works
Department, Santa Fe
Craig Watts
(505) 984-6619 (984-6627)

New York

Capital District Transportation
Committee, Albany
John Poorman
(518) 453-2161 (459-2155)

Glens Falls Urban Area
Transportation Council, Albany
Peter Van Keuren
(518) 474-6215 (474-9853)

Binghamton Metropolitan
Transportation Study,
Binghamton
Steven Gayle
(607) 778-2443 (788-6051)

Niagara Frontier Transportation
Comumittee, Buffalo
Edward H. Small, Jr.
(716) 856-2026 (856-3203)

Executive Transportation
Committee of Chemung County,
Elmira
(607) 737-5510 (737-5547)

Newburgh-Orange County
Transportation Council, Goshen
Peter Garrison
(914) 294-5151 ext., 1770
(294-3546)

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.

B-13



New York Metropolitan
Transportation Council,
New York
Raymond R. Ruggieri
(212) 938-3390 (398-3295)

Poughkeepsie-Dutchess County
Transportation Council,
Poughkeepsie
Kealy Salomon
(914) 485-9681 (485-9691)

Genesee Transportation Council,
Rochester
Nathan L. Jaschik

Freight Matters

Transportation Advisory
Committee, Gastonia
Ed Munn
(704) 866-6749 (864-9732)

Transportation Advisory
Committee, Goldsboro
Gene D. Thomas
(919) 580-4333 (734-8929)

Transportation Advisory
Committee, Graham
Richard Hunnicut
(919) 228-1312 ext. 259 (570-3264)

(716) 232-6240 (262-3106) City of Greensboro, Greensboro
ty
Richard Atkins
Ithaca MPO, Syracuse (919) 373-2332 (373-2544)
Yy
Steve Vetter
(315) 428-4409 (428-4417) City of Greenville, Greenville
Tom Tysinger, Jr.
Syracuse Metropolitan (919) 830-4467 (830-4435)
Transportation Council, Syracuse
Charles R. Everett, Jr. Transportation Advisory
(315) 435-2619 (435-2208) Committee, Hickory
R. Douglas Taylor
Herkimer-Oneida Transportation (704) 322-9191 (322-5991)
Study, Utica
DeForest Winfield Transportation Advisory
(315) 798-5037 (798-4042) Committee, High Point
R.V. Moss
North Carolina (919 883-3225 (883-3419)
Transportation Advisory T . .
. . ransportation Advisory
ﬁﬁ;:té\(x)t;%edrﬁshevﬂle Committee, Jacksonville
Kathy Blake
(704) 259-5830 (259-5606) (919) 455-2600, ext. 236 (455-6761)
Chég:rtltg;:\é[ecklenburg MPO, Transportation Advisory
Martin Cramton, Jr Committee, Raligh
ol .E. Benton, Jr.
(704) 336-2205 (336-3497) (919) 890-3050 (828-8036)
Trzrggxg?tt;gncﬁld\zz%ry City of Rocky Mount, Rock Mount
Gerald Newton Joseph Durham
(704) 788-8141 (788-8146) (919) 972-1111 (972-1232)
. . Transportation Advisory
Traspertton Advisory e imingon
! oe Hue
8‘1“;‘*)“52&*‘326 (687-0856) (919) 341-7888 (341-4695)
. . Transportation Advisory
Tr?:nsport.?thonFAdvtl;%%e Committee, Winston-Salem
RicglI(mI-}Z:icelZe:ye G. Douglas Carroll
(919) 678-7614 (919) 727-2087 (727-2880)
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North Dakota

Bismarck-Mandan Metropolitan
Planning Organization, Bismarck
Bill Wocken
(701) 222-6447 (222-6606)

Frago-Moorhead Council of
Governments, Fargo
Brian Shorten
(701) 232-3242 (232-5043)

Grand Forks-East Grand Forks
MPO, Grand Forks
Robert Bushfield
(701) 746-2660 (746-2514)

Ohio

Policy Committee of the Akron
Metropolitan Area, Akron
Anthony W. O’Leary
(216) 375-2436 (375-2275)

Policy Committee of the Stark
County Area, Canton
Gerald Bixler
(216) 438-0389 (438-0906)

OH-KY-IN Regional Council of
Governments, Cincinnati
James Q. Duane
(513) 621-7060 (621-9325)

Northeast Ohio Areawide
Coordinating Agency, Cleveland
Howard Maier
(216) 241-2414, ext. 380 (621-3024)

Mid-Ohio Regional Planning
Commission, Columbus
William C. Habig
(614) 228-2663 (621-2401)

Miami Valley Regional Planning
Commission, Daytona
Nora Lake
(513) 223-6323 (223-9750)

Newark-Heath Transportation
Policy Committee, Jacksontown
Norman Nerland
(614) 323-4400 (323-4400, ext. 214)

Lima/Allen County Regional
Planning Commission, Lima
Thomas M. Mazur
(419) 228-1836 (228-3891)

Freight Matters

Mansfield Area Transportation
Study, Mansfield
Richard D. Adair
(419) 755-5684

Clark County-Springfield
Transportation Study, Springfield
Walter Szczesny
(513) 324-7751 (324-4115)

Brooke-Hancock-Jefferson
Metropolitan Planning
Commission, Steubenville
John Beck
(614) 282-3686 (283-6165)

Toledo Metropolitan Area Council
of Governments, Toledo
Calvin M. Lakin
(419) 241-9155 (241-9155)

Eastgate Development and
Transportation Agency,
Youngstown
John R. Getchey
(216) 746-7601 (746-8509)

Oklahoma

Enid Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission, Enid
Chris Henderson
(405) 234-0400 (234-8946)

Lawton Metropolitan Area Planning
Commission, Lawton
Robert Bigham
(405) 581-3375 (248-0243)

Association of Central Oklahoma
Governments, Oklahoma City
Zach D. Taylor
(405) 848-8961 (840-9470)

Indian Nations Council of
Governments, Tulsa
Jerry Lasker
(918) 584-7526 (583-1024)

Oregon

Rogue Valley Council of
Governments, Central Point
Dennis G. Lewis
(503) 644-6674
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Lane Council of Governments,
Eugene
George Kloeppel
(503) 687-4283 (687-4099

Metropolitan Service District,
Portland
Rena Cusma
(503) 221-1646 (273-5589)

Mid-Willamette Valley Council of
Governments, Salem
Alan Hershey
(503) 588-6177 (588-6094)

Pennsylvania

Lehigh Valley Transportation
Study, Allentown
Michael N. Kaiser
(215) 264-4544 (264-2616)

Cambria County Planning
Commission, Ebensburg
Bradford G. Beigay
(814) 472-5440, ext. 326 (472-6940)

Eric County Dept. of Planning, Erie
David A. Skellie
(814) 451-6336 (451-6334)

Tri-County Region Planning
Commission, Harrisburg
James R. Zeiters
(717) 234-2639 (234-4058)

Altoona Area Transportation Study,
Hollidaysburg
Richard T. Haines
(814) 695-5541. ext 360 (696-9214)

Lancaster County Planning
Commission, Lancaster
Ronald Bailey
(717) 299-8333 (295-3659)

Lawrence County Planning
Commission, New Castle
Stephen J. Craig
(412) 658-2541, ext. 144 (658-4489)

Delaware Valley Region Planning
Commission, Philadelphia
John J. Coscia
(215) 592-1800 (592-9125)

____________________________________________________________|
Freight Matters

Southwestern Pennsylvania Region
Planning Commission, Pittsburgh
Robert Kochanowski
(412) 391-5591 (391-9160)

Berks County Planning
Commission, Reading
Glenn R. Knoblauch
(215) 478-5300

Lackawanna County Regional
Planning Commission, Scranton
Harry D. Lindsay
(717) 963-6400 (963-6490)

Mercer County Regional Planning
Commission, Sharpsville
Leslie E. Spaulding
(412) 654-1077 (962-1525)

Centre Region Council of
Governments, State College
Robert Bini
(814) 231-3050 (231-3088)

Luzern County Planning
Commission, Wilkes-Barre
Adrian F. Merolli
(717) 825-1560 (825-6362)

Lycoming County Planning
Commission, Williamsport
Jerry S. Walls
(717) 327-2230 (327-2511)

York County Planning Commission,
York
Reed J. Dunn, Jr.
(717) 771-9870 (771-9941)

Puerto Rico

Puerto Rico Dept. of Transportation
& Public Works, San Juan
Hermenegildo Ortiz Quinones
(809) 723-1390/3760 (728-8963)

Rhode Island

Rhode Island Dept. of
Administration, Providence
Daniel Varin
(401) 277-1220 (277-3809)

South Carolina

Anderson County Planning and
Development Board, Anderson
W. Russell Burns
(803) 260-4043 (260-4369)
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Central Midlands Regional Planning
Commission, Columbia
Ronald D. Althoff
(803) 798-1243 (798-1247)

Department of Planning and
Development, Florence
Allen Burns
(803) 665-3141 (665-3111)

Waccamaw Regional Planning and
Development Council,
Georgetown
Bill Schwartzkopf
(803) 564-8502 (527-2302)

Greenville County Planning
Commission, Greenville
Jimmy Forbes
(803) 240-7297 (240-7201)

Berkeley-Charleston-Dorchester
Council of Governments,
North Charleston
Johnnie Flynn
(803) 529-0400 (529-0305)

Rock Hill-Fort Mill Area
Transportation Study, Rock Hill
Annie C. Williams
(803) 329-7080 (329-7228)

Spartanburg County Planning &
Development Commission,
Spartanburg
Bill Lonon
(803) 596-3570 (596-2477)

Sumter City-County Planning
Commission, Sumter
John Stockbridge
(803) 773-1555 (778-2025)

South Dakota

Rapid City MPO, Rapid City
Marcia Elkins
(605) 394-4120 (394-6636)

Southeastern Council of
Governments, Sioux Falls
Alex Boyce
(605) 339-6515 (339-1989)
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Tennessee

Bristol MPO, Bristol
William A. Albright
(615) 968-9141 (968-2117)

Chattanooga-Hamilton County
Regional Planning Commission,
Chattanooga
Karen Rhodes
(615) 757 5216 (757-5532)

Clarksville MPO, Clarksville
James D. Hancock, Jr.
(615) 645-7448 (552-7479)

Jackson MPQO, Jackson
Stan Pilant
(901) 425-8206 (425-8228)

Johnson City MPO, Johnson City
Alan Bridwell
(615) 929-7119 (929-8421)

Kingsport Planning Department,
Kingsport
Bill Albright
(615) 229-9374 (229-9350)

Knoxville-Knox County
Metropolitan Planning
Commission, Knoxville
Jeffrey A. Welch
(615) 521-2500

Memphis and Shelby County Office
of Planning and Development,
Memphis
Cynthis Buchanan
(901) 576-6768 (576-6418)

Nashville MPO, Nashville
Robert Kurzynske
(615) 862-7160 (862-7209)

Texas

City of Abilene Planning
Department, Abilene
Robert R. Allen, Sr.

(915) 676-6243 (676-6229)

City of Amarillo, Amarillo
J.D. Smith, Jr.
(806) 378-3000 (378-3018)
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North Central Texas Council of
Governments, Arlington
William J. Pitstick
(817) 640-3300 (640-7806)

Austin Transportation Study,
Austin
Joseph P. Gieselman
(512) 472-7483 (320-7425)

Central Texas Council of
Governments, Belton
A.C.Johnson
(817) 939-1801 (939-0660)

City of Brownsville, Brownsville
Brown
(512) 548-6150 (548-6144)

Bryan-College Station Urban
Transportation Steering
Committee, Bryan
David Neshyba
(709) 778-2165 (778-0461)

City of Corpus Christi, Corpus
Christi
Mary Frances Teniente
(512) 880-3500 (880-3299)

Texoma Council of Governments,
Denison
Frances Jo Pelley
(903) 786-2955 (786-8122)

City of El Paso, El Paso
Ricardo Dominguez
(915) 541-4018 (541-4028)

Harlingen-San Benito MPO,
Harlingen
Ed Theriot
(512) 427-8735 (427-8806)

Houston-Galveston Area Council,
Houston
Jack Steele
(713) 627-3200 (621-8129)

Laredo Urban Transportation
Study, Laredo
Dan Hebner
(512) 791-7441 (791-7496)

City of Longview, Longview
Edlyn Vatthauer
(903) 237-1070 (237-1009)

Lubbock Urban Transportation
Study, Lubbock
Marsha Allen
(806) 745-4411 (748-4358)

Permian Basin Regional Planning
Commission, Midland
Ernie Crawford
(915) 563-1061 (563-1728)

McAllen/Pharr/Edinburg MPO,
Pharr
Robin Longwell
(512) 787-2771 (787-6110)

South East Texas Regional Planning
Commission, Port Arthur
Don Kelly
(409) 727-2384 (727-4078)

City of San Angelo, San Angelo
Thomas Robinson
(915) 657-4210 (655-4874)

San Antonio-Bexar County MPO,
San Antonio
Janet Kennison
(512) 227-8651 (227-9321)

Ark-Tex Council of Governments,
Texarkana
Judge Carlow
(903) 832-8636 (832-3441)

City of Tyler, Tyler
Sue Scott
(903) 531-1175 (531-1155)

Victoria MPO, Victoria
David Hill
(512) 572-2795 (578-9995)

City of Waco Planning and
Community Development
Service, Waco
Anna K. Hayes
(817) 750-5655 (750-5724)

City of Wichita Falls, Wichita Falls
Roger McKinney
(817) 761-7451 (761-8877)

Utah

Wasatch Front Regional Council,
Bountiful
Wilbur R. Jefferies
(801) 292-4469 (292-5095)
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Mountainland Association of
Governments, Provo
Homer C. Chandler
(801) 377-2262 (377-2317)

Vermont

Chittenden County MPO, Essex
Junction
Arthur R. Hogan, Jr.
(802) 658-3004 (879-3610)

Virginia
Thomas Jefferson Planning District
Commission, Charlottesville

Nancy K. O’Brien
(804) 972-1720 (972-1719)

Hampton Roads Planning District
Commission, Chesapeake
Arthur L. Collins
(804) 420-8300 (523-4881)

Transportation Planning Council,
Lynchburg
Dennis E. Gragg
(804) 845-3491 (845-3493)

West Piedmont Planning District
Commission, Martinsville
Robert W. Dowd
(703) 638-3987 (638-8137)

Crater Planning District
Commission, Petersburg
Dennis K. Morris
(804) 861-1666 (732-8972)

Richmond Regional Planning
District Commission, Richmond
John P. Kidd
(804) 358-3685 (358-5386)

Fifth Planning District Commission,
Roanoke
Wayne G. Strickland
(703) 343-4417 (343-4416)

Washington

Whatcom County Council of
Governments, Bellingham
Mark Challender
(206) 676-6974 (647-9413)

Cowlitz-Wahkiakum Council of
Governments, Kelso
Stephen H. Harvey
(206) 577-3041 (423-9986)
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Thurston Regional Planning
Council, Olympia
Harold Robertson
(206) 786-5480 (754-4413)

Benton-Franklin Regional Council,
Richland
Donald P. Morton
(509) 943-9185 (943-6756)

Puget Sound Regional Council,
Seattle
Mary McCumber
(206) 464-7090 (587-4825)

Spokane Regional Council, Spokane
Linda Morris
(509) 625-6370 (625-6988)

Southwest Regional Transportation
Council, Vancouver
Dean Lookingbill
(206) 699-2361 (696-1847)

Yakima Valley Conference of
Governments, Yakima
Lon D. Wyrick
(509) 575-4372 (575-7749)

West Virginia

BCKP Regional Intergovernmental
Council, Dunbar
John Romano
(304) 768-8191 (768-6071)

KYOVA Interstate Planning
Commission, Huntington
Michele P. Craig
(304) 523-7434 (529-7229)

Wood-Washington-Wirt Interstate
Planning Commission, Vienna
Randy Durst
(304) 295-9312 (295-7681)

Bel-O-Mar Regional Council,
Wheeling
William C. Phipps
(304) 242-1800 (242-2437)

Wisconsin

State Line Area Transportation
Study, Beloit
John Adams
(608) 364-6606 (364-6609)
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Chippewa-Eau Claire MPO,
Eau Claire
Jerry Chasteen
(715) 836-2918 (836-2918)

Bay-Lake (Sheboygan) Regional
Planning Commission, Green Bay
Robert L. Fisher
(414) 448-2820 (448-2823)

Green Bay-Brown County Planning
Commission, Green Bay
Bernard Paruleski
(414) 448-3400 (448-3223)

Janesville MPQO, Janesville
Bradley Cantrell
(608) 755-3085 (755-3196)

LaCrosse Area Planning Committee,
LaCrosse
Ronald Bracegirdle
(608) 789-7512 (789-7320)

Dane County Regional Planning
Commission, Madison
Thomas Favour
(608) 267-1533 (266-1242)

East Central Wisconsin Regional
Planning, Commission, Menasha
Kenneth J. Theine
(414) 751-4770 (751-4771)

Southeastern Wisconsin Regional
Planning Commission, Waukesha
Kurt W. Bauer
(414) 547-6721 (547-1103)

Wausau MPO, Wausau
William Forrest
(715) 847-5227 (848-9210)

Wyoming

Casper Area MPO, Casper
Linda Wilson
(307) 235-8277 (235-8370)

Cheyenne Area MPO, Cheyenne
Thomas M. Mason
(307) 637-6299 (637-6454)
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State DOTs: Background
and Planning Contacts

M State Departments of Transportation: Background

ISTEA Responsibilities

The changes imposed by the ISTEA affect all modes and all the key
decision-making groups in a state DOT, including programming, planning,
finance, construction, and operations. The breadth of the changes is
forcing DOTs to change the way they do business, particularly with local
governments. The agencies will require time and assistance from in-
terested private parties to adapt and respond to this new environment.

Under the ISTEA, the overall responsibility for managing the major pro-
grams of ISTEA belongs to the state DOTs. Their responsibilities include:

* Establishing a statewide transportation planning process that considers
the 20 factors specified in the legislation;

¢ Developing a multimodal, financially constrained long-range trans-
portation plan in cooperation with MPOs;

¢ Preparing a STIP that is consistent with anticipated funding and the
long-range plan;
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* Developing and implementing the six management systems specified by
the ISTEA; and

* Managing obligation authority for all ISTEA program funds (including
the STP, CMAQ, NHS, Interstate System, and the Bridge Program) in
the state.

State DOT Issues

Coping with Multiple Requirements in Developing a
Planning Process

The ISTEA imposes a host of new planning obligations on the states, but it
is not the only legislation affecting how state DOTs operate. They may also
be coping with state legislation regulating congestion and growth manage-
ment, for example, as well as compliance with the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards, congestion and growth management. In addition,
governments at all levels are suffering from budget squeezes, as the de-
mands on resources outstrip the supply of available revenues. The plan-
ning process developed by states to meet the ISTEA’s requirements must
consider these other constraints.

Because many state DOTs have not previously engaged in a statewide
planning process, the need to create a state transportation improvement
program (STIP) is among the more important new requirements. No
longer can a state simply replace a cancelled project with one that had been
put on hold; now, the new project must be specified in the STIP.
Programming

Because ISTEA emphasizes programming, planning, and management,
many state DOTs may need to overhaul their programming processes to
adapt to the funding changes instituted by ISTEA. In states where pro-
gramming is regulated by statute, new legislation may be required.
Programming processes under ISTEA must encourage:

¢ Funding flexibility;

e Interjurisdictional coordination;

* Consideration of land use, transit, and intermodal issues;

» Assessments of tradeoffs between different transportation alternatives,
both within a mode and between modes;

» Explicit recognition of financial constraints;
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* Conformance of state and local transportation improvement programs
with the state implementation plan for meeting clean air standards;

* Effective use of the management systems mandated by ISTEA; and
¢ Coordination with MPOs.

By greatly enhancing the influence of MPOs, increasing local autonomy,
and mandating interjurisdictional planning, the ISTEA creates a need for a
new dynamic between the state and local levels of government. The ISTEA
stipulates that the TIPs prepared by the MPOs must be coordinated with
the STIP. Hence, the state DOTs must maintain an ongoing working re-
lationship with all the MPOs in its jurisdiction. Because ISTEA provides
limited guidance for this interaction, state DOTs and MPOs may wrestle
for some time to establish the boundaries of their authority and the nature
of their cooperation.

In negotiating with MPOs, the state DOTs will need to demonstrate the
value of freight transport. Breaking with the previous attention to vehicle
movements, ISTEA focuses on the movement of freight and passengers.
Previously, MPOs have focused primarily on passenger movements. The
state DOTs, which have always had responsibility for freight, must press
the MPOs to broaden their scope.

Development of Management Systems

The ISTEA mandates that state DOTs must create a wide range of transpor-
tation management systems. The experience of the various state DOTs
with these systems varies widely. While many agencies already have
experience with pavement management and bridge management systems,
the ISTEA requires DOTs to develop additional systems for safety, conges-
tion, transit, and intermodal transportation. Many states have not yet re-
solved how they will implement these systems or how they will be inte-
grated into the programming and budgeting processes. Building these
systems and then using them effectively will be a significant challenge for
DOTs over the next few years.

* * * *
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B State DOTs: Planning Contacts

Mr. Ron Lind Mr. Richard Martinez
Director, Headquarters Plans, Prog., Office of Planning
& Budget CT Department of Transportation
Department of Transp. & Public 24 Wolcott Hill Road
Facilities Wethersfield, CT 06109
P.O. Box Box Z, 3132 Channel Drive (203) 566-5854
Juneau, AK 99811
(907) 465-4070 Mr. Robert Parke
Director, Division of Planning
Mr. George T. Ray DE Department of Transportation
State Planning Engineer Bay Road, Route 113,
State of Alabama Highway P.O. Box 778
Department Dover, DE 19902
1409 Coliseum Boulevard (302) 739-3056
Montgomery, AL 36130
(205) 242-6425 Mr. Patrick McCue
State Transportation Planner
Mr. Bryan Davis FL Department of Transportation
Chief of Planning 605 Suwannce Street
Arkansas State Highway & Tallahassee, FL 32399-0450
Transportation Dept. (904) 488-3329
P.O. Box 2261, 10324 Interstate 30
Little Rock, AR 72209 Mr. Frank Danchetz
(501) 569-2201 Director of Planning &
Programming
Mr. Harry A. Reed GA Department of Transportation
Assistant Director, Transp. Planning 2 Capitol Square
Division Atlanta, GA 30334
Arizona Department of (404) 656-0610
Transportation
206 S. 17th Avenue Mr. Rex D. Johnson
Phoenix, AZ 85007 Director of Transportation, Chief
(602) 255-7431 Admin. Officer
HI Department of Transportation
Mr. Allan Hendrix 869 Punchbowl Street
Deputy Director, Transportation Honolulu, HI 96813
Planning (808) 587-2150
CA Department of Transportation
1120 N Street Mr. Ian MacGilivray
Sacramento, CA 95814 Planning and Research Division, 1A
(916) 654-5368 DOT
800 Lincoln Way
Mr. Harvey Atchison Ames, JA 50010
Director, Division of Transp. (515) 239-1660
Development
CO Department of Highways
2401 East Arkansas Avenue
Denver, CO 80222
(303) 757-9525
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Mr. Keith Longenecker

Transportation Planning &
Programming Manager

ID Transportation Department

3311 W. State Street, P.O. Box 7129

Boise, ID 83707

(208) 334-8204

Ms. Linda Wheeler

Director, Office of Planning &
Programming

IL Department of Transportation

2300 S. Dirksen Parkway

Springfield, IL 62764

(312) 782-6289

Mr. Dennis Faulkenberg

Deputy Commissioner, Intermodal
Transportation & Planning

IN Department of Transportation

100 North Senate Avenue

Room 1101

Indianapolis, IN 46204-2249

(317) 232-1476

Ms. Deb Miller

Director of Planning and
Development

KS Department of Transportation

Docking State Office Building

915 Harrison

Topeka, KS 66612

(913) 296-2252

Mr. Carl Holbrook

Director, Division of Transportation

KY Department of Transportation

State Office Building, High &
Clinton Streets

Frankfort, KY 40622

(502) 564-7183

Mr. Charles Higgins

Director of Planning & Design
LA Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 94245, Capitol Station
Baton Rouge, LA 70804

(504) 379-1218

Mr. William Steffens

Director, Bureau of Transp.
Planning & Dev.

MA Department of Public Works

10 Park Plaza

Boston, MA 02116-3973

(617) 973-7310

Freight Matters

Mr. John D. Bruck

Chief, Planning & Program
Development

MD Department of Transportation

707 N. Calvert Street

Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 333-1140

Mr. Paul J. Minor

Director, Bureau of Planning

ME Department of Transportation
State Office Building

Child Street

Augusta, ME 04330

(207) 287-3131

Mr. Maynard Christensen

Administrator, Transp. Planning
Services

MI Department of Transportation

425 West Ottawa Street

Lansing, MI 48909

(5617) 373-2251

Mr. Ronald G. Hoffman

Assist. Commissioner for
Intermodal Program

MN Department of Transportation

395 John Ireland Boulevard
Room 411

St. Paul, MN 55155

(612) 296-9072

Mr. Frank L. Carroll

Assistant to Chief Engineer -
Planning & Design

MO Highway and Transportation
Department

P.O. Box 270

Jefferson City, MO 65102

(314) 751-4586

Mr. Lowell T. Livingston
Transportation Planning Engineer
MS State Highway Department
P.O. Box 1850

Jackson, MS 39215-1850

(601) 354-7172

Mr. Kennan D. Bingham
Chief, Planning & Statistics
MT Department of Highways
2701 Prospect Avenue
Helena, MT 59620

(406) 444-6115

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.

C-5



Freight Matters

Mr. Morgan Edwards

Assistant Secretary, Planning and
Programs

NC Department of Transportation

P.O. Box 25201

Raleigh, NC 27611

(919) 733-2520

Mr. Gary L. Berreth

Assistant Chief Engineer Planning
ND Department of Transportation
608 East Boulevard Avenue
Bismarck, ND 58505-0700

(701) 224-4408

Derald S. Kohles

Transportation Planning Division
NE Department of Roads

P.O. Box 94759

Lincoln, NE 68509-4759

(402) 479-4519

Mr. Ansel N. Sanborn

Administrator, Bureau of Transp.
Planning

NH Department of Transportation

P.O. Box 483

Concord, NH 03301-0483

(603) 271-3344

Ms. Christine Johnson

Assistant Commissioner, Policy &
Planning

NJ State Department of
Transportation

1035 Parkway Avenue, CN 600

Trenton, NJ 08625

(609) 530-2089

Mr. Luis Duffy
Director, Planning & Research
Division

Mr. Keith Maki

Assistant Director for Planning &
Program

NV Department of Transportation

1263 S. Stewart Street

Carson City, NV 89712

(702) 687-5440

Mr. George L. Butzer

Deputy Dir. of Planning & Design
OH Department of Transportation
25 S. Front Street

Columbus, OH 43215

(614) 466-8990

].D. Chambers

Assistant Director, Planning &
Research

OK Department of Transportation

200 N.E. 21st Street

Oklahoma City, OK 73105

(405) 521-2704

Mr. Mark Ford

Manager, Strategic Planning Section

OR Department of Transportation

Transp. Building, Capitol & Center
Streets

Salem, OR 97310

(503) 378-8273

Mr. Larry M. King

Assistant to Deputy Secretary
for Planning

PA DOT, 1200 Transportation &
Safety Bldg.,

Commonwealth and Forster Streets

Harrisburg, PA 17120

(717) 787-3154

Gabriel A. Rodriguiz
Assistant Secretary for Planning

NM State Highway and PR Department of Transportation
Transportation Department Minillas Station

P.O. Box 1149 P.O. Box 41269

Santa Fe, NM 87504 San Juan, PR 00940

(505) 827-5549 (809) 723-3760

Dr. Thomas W. Clash Mr. Edmund T. Parker

Director, Planning & Program Chief of Design
Management RI Department of Transportation

NY Department of Transportation State Office Building

Building 5, State Office Campus 2 Capitol Hill

Albany, NY 12232 Providence, RI 02903

(518) 457-4056 (401) 277-2023
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Mr. James Y. Campbell

Director of Planning

SC Department of Highways and
Public Transp.

Silas N. Pearman Bldg.

955 Park Street

Columbia, SC 29202

(803) 737-1444

Mr. Jim Jenssen

Director of Planning

SD Department of Transportation
Transportation Bldg.

700 Broadway East

Pierre, SD 57501-2586

(605) 773-3174

Mr. Ray Terrell

Exec. Director, Planning &
Development

TN Department of Transportation

James K. Polk Bldg.

Fifth and Deadrick

Nashville, TN 37243-0349

(615) 741-0791

Mr. Marcus L. Yancey, Jr.

Assoc. Executive Director, Planning
& Policy

TX State Depart. of Highways and
Public Trans.

Dewitt C. Greer St., Hwy Building

11th & Brazos

Austin, TX 78701-2483

(512) 463-8627

Mr. Clinton D. Topham

Director of Planning

UT Department of Transportation
UDOT/DPS Complex

4501 South 2700 West

Salt Lake City, UT 84119

(801) 965-4082

R. C. Lockwood

Transportation Planning Engineer
VA Department of Transportation
1401 East Broad Street

Richmond, VA 23219

(804) 786-2964

Mr. Jeffry F. Squires

Director of Planning

VT Agency of Transportation
State Admin. Bldg.

133 State Street

Montpelier, VT 05602

(802) 828-3441
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Mr. Charles Howard

Manager, Transportation Planning
WA Department of Transportation
Transp. Bldg.

KF-01

Jefferson St. at Maple

Olympia, WA 98504

(206) 753-3231

Mr. Roger Schrantz

Administrator, Div. of Planning &
Budget

WI Department of Transportation

P.O. Box 7910

Madison, WI 53707-7910

(608) 266-6479

Mr. Paul Wilkinson

Director, Planning & Research
Division

WYV Department of Transportation

State Cap. Complex-Bldg. 5

1900 Washington St.

Charleston, WV 25305

(304) 558-3113

Mr. Gary Carver

Assistant Chief Engineer, Planning
& Admin.

WY Department of Transportation

P.O. Box 1708

5300 Bishop Boulevard

Cheyenne, WY 82003-1708

(307) 777-4484
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CAAA: Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990. Legislation
that identifies "mobile sources”
(vehicles) as primary sources of
pollution and calls for stringent new
requirements in metropolitan areas
and states where attainment of
National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) is or could be a
problem.

CMAQ: Congestion Mitigation
and Air Quality Improvement
Program. A categorical funding
program contained in Title I of
ISTEA that provides funds for
projects and activities to reduce
congestion and improve air quality.
To be eligible for CMAQ, projects
and activities must contribute to
achieving National Ambient Air
Quality Standards and must be
included in a Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP).

CMS: Congestion Management
Systems. Management plans,
required by ISTEA for large
metropolitan areas (200,000
population or more) and for states,
that make new and existing
transportation facilities more
effective through the use of travel
demand management and
operational management strategies.
The CMS requirement strengthens
the link between the Clean Air Act
Amendments and ISTEA.

COG: Council of Governments.
One of several possible names for a
Metropolitan Planning
Organization.

DOT: Department of
Transportation. A federal or state
agency responsible for
transportation policies, projects, and
facilities.

FHWA: Federal Highway
Administration. The agency of U.S.
DOT with jurisdiction over
highways.
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HOV: High-Occupancy Vehicle. A
vehicle carrying sufficient
passengers to meet high occupancy
requirements, typically 2 or 3
persons for a passenger car. Some
roads have specially designated
lanes reserved exclusively for
HOVs.

IMS: Intermodal Management
System. One of six management
systems required of the states by
ISTEA.

ISTEA: Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of
1991. A major piece of federal
transportation legislation that
implements broad changes in the
way transportation decisions are
made. ISTEA emphasizes a
diversity and balance of modes and
the preservation of existing systems
over the construction of new
facilities, especially for roads. It
proposes a series of social,
environmental, and energy factors
that must be considered in
transportation planning,
programming, and project selection.
Signed into law on December 18,
1991.

IVHS: Intelligent Vehicle-
Highway System. A generic term
for the advanced technology
applications that automate highway
and vehicle systems to enable the
more efficient and safer use of
existing highways.

LRP: Long-Range Plan. A 20-year
forecast plan, now required at both
the metropolitan and state levels,
that must consider a wide range of
social, environmental, energy, and
economic factors in determining
overall regional goals and how
transportation can best meet these

goals.

MPO: Metropolitan Planning
Organization. The agency
designated by the governor (or
governors in multi-state areas) to
administer the federally required
transportation planning process in a
metropolitan area. An MPO must
be in place in every urbanized area
with a population of over 50,000.
The MPO is responsible for the 20-
year long-range plan and the
Transportation Improvement
Program. The official name for an
MPO may also be Council of
Governments, Planning Association,
Planning Authority, Regional or
Area Planning Council, or Regional
or Area Planning Commission.
ISTEA provides procedures under
which local governments and
governor(s) may designate or
redesignate an MPO.

NAAQS: National Ambient Air
Quality Standards. Limits defined
by the Environmental Protection
Agency for six air pollutants —
carbon monoxide, ozone, particulate
matter, lead, sulfur dioxide, and
nitrous oxide — intended to reduce
their threat to health.

NHS: National Highway System.
A highway system to be designated
by Congress in 1995. It will contain
all interstate routes, a large
percentage of urban and rural
principal arterials, and strategic
highways and connectors. ISTEA
funding will be available for NHS.

Nonattainment Area: An area that
does not meet NAAQS.

SIP: State Implementation Plan. A
plan for achieving compliance with
the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS).

SOV: Single-Occupancy Vehicle.
A car containing only its driver.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.



. ___________________________________________________________________|
Freight Matters

STIP: Statewide Transportation
Improvement Program. A three-
year transportation investment
strategy, required at the state level,
that addresses the goals of the state
long-range plan and lists priority
projects and activities throughout
the state.

STP: Surface Transportation
Program. One of the key capital
programs in Title I of ISTEA. It
provides flexibility in expenditure
of "road" funds for the pedestrian,
bicycle, and transit modes and for a
category of activities known as
transportation enhancements, which
includes pedestrian and bicycle
facilities and improvements to
community and environmental

quality.

TIP: Transportation Improvement
Program. A three-year
transportation investment strategy,
required at the metropolitan level,
and a two-year program at the state
level, that addresses the goals on the
long-range plans and lists priority
projects and activities for the region.
(At the state level, the TIP is also
known as a STIP.)

TMA: Transportation
Management Area. A region whose
MPO has enhanced authority in
selecting local transportation
projects. Any urban area with a
population over 200,000 is
automatically a Transportation
Management Area. Additional
areas may be designated TMAs if
the governor and the MPO or
affected local officials request
designation. Designation as TMA
entitles the area to funds reserved
for large urbanized areas under the
Surface Transportation Program,
but also obligates it to prepare
Congestion Management System.

UZA: Urbanized Area is a Census
classification for areas having
populations of 50,000 or more and
that meet certain population density
requirements. The 1990 Census
identified 35 UZAs that newly
qualified to be designated MPOs.
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