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NATIONAL COOPERATIVE FREIGHT
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America’s freight transportation system makes critical contributions

to the nation’s economy, security, and quality of life. The freight

transportation system in the United States is a complex, decentralized,

and dynamic network of private and public entities, involving all

modes of transportation—trucking, rail, waterways, air, and pipelines.

In recent years, the demand for freight transportation service has

been increasing fueled by growth in international trade; however,

bottlenecks or congestion points in the system are exposing the

inadequacies of current infrastructure and operations to meet the

growing demand for freight. Strategic operational and investment

decisions by governments at all levels will be necessary to maintain

freight system performance, and will in turn require sound technical

guidance based on research.

The National Cooperative Freight Research Program (NCFRP) is

a cooperative research program sponsored by the Research and

Innovative Technology Administration (RITA) and administered by

the Transportation Research Board (TRB). The program was authorized

in 2005 with the passage of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient

Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). On

September 6, 2006, a contract to begin work was executed between

RITA and The National Academies. The NCFRP will carry out applied

research on problems facing the freight industry that are not being

adequately addressed by existing research programs. 

Program guidance is provided by an Oversight Committee comprised

of a representative cross section of freight stakeholders appointed by

the National Research Council of The National Academies. The NCFRP

Oversight Committee meets annually to formulate the research

program by identifying the highest priority projects and defining

funding levels and expected products. Research problem statements

recommending research needs for consideration by the Oversight

Committee are solicited annually, but may be submitted to TRB at any

time. Each selected project is assigned to a panel, appointed by TRB,

which provides technical guidance and counsel throughout the life

of the project. Heavy emphasis is placed on including members

representing the intended users of the research products. 

The NCFRP will produce a series of research reports and other

products such as guidebooks for practitioners. Primary emphasis will

be placed on disseminating NCFRP results to the intended end-users of

the research: freight shippers and carriers, service providers, suppliers,

and public officials.
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This report describes successful and promising institutional arrangements for improving
freight movement, now and in the future. It provides a resource, with 40 guidelines reflecting
lessons learned from existing arrangements, designed to help agencies and industry represen-
tatives’ work together to invest in and improve the freight transportation system. The enclosed
CD-ROM includes appendices consisting of a literature review, workshop material, detailed
case studies, and interview guide. This report and the material provided in the appendices pro-
vide guidance to elected officials, transportation planners, and the freight industry on the devel-
opment of new and refinement of existing freight institutional arrangements.

The freight industry is a unique blend of private- and public-sector organizations, each
with its own objectives and constraints. Political and jurisdictional boundaries do not
define market relationships, but can affect them. New forms of public-private, private-
private, and public-public arrangements are needed to address challenges, particularly,
increased congestion and delay on freight transportation corridors and hubs, that do not
conform to government jurisdictions, geographic boundaries, or traditional dividing lines
between government and business. Over the past several decades, public agencies and pri-
vate businesses have begun developing innovative freight institutional arrangements to
meet freight transportation challenges. As a result, public agencies are developing a better
understanding of the freight transportation system and its needs, while private industry is
becoming more knowledgeable about transportation planning programs. 

Under NCFRP Project 09, Cambridge Systematics, Inc., along with Gill V. Hicks & Asso-
ciates and Network Public Affairs, LLC, developed a report that describes how to develop and
sustain freight institutional arrangements. The report describes organizational and societal
motivations for developing arrangements and the levers of influence for each of the parties
in the arrangement (e.g., leadership, money, and regulation). The report also describes the
factors that have contributed to or impeded the success of arrangements (including any fed-
eral constraints) and made recommendations for advancing the state-of-the-practice. The
report also presents an approach to developing and maintaining an arrangement, including:
(a) methods for assessing the need for an arrangement and for defining its goals and scope;
(b) types of institutional arrangements (from ad-hoc to formal) and factors that influence
their selection; (c) methods to overcome common challenges to successfully implement and
sustain an arrangement; (d) methods for evaluating the success, structure, and performance
of an arrangement, including ways to measure benefits and costs to the parties of the arrange-
ment; and (e) relevant tools and resources such as checklists, self-assessments, templates,
memoranda of understanding, and model legislation.

F O R E W O R D

By William C. Rogers
Staff Officer
Transportation Research Board
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S U M M A R Y

With the nation’s growing consumption of goods and services has come a growing reliance
on freight transportation systems. Stakeholders in these systems—both public and private—
have recognized the need for new investment strategies to keep up with demand. Dialog and
collaboration between the public and private sectors have given rise to new institutional
arrangements dedicated to advancing freight transportation through various means. Strong
institutional relationships can help overcome the obstacles inherent in the complexity of
freight movement systems and the limits to transportation funding.

This report identifies the factors that help freight institutional arrangements succeed and
provides guidelines to help other institutional arrangements be successful. The findings
reflect several data collection efforts, including a literature search, a stakeholder workshop,
and in-depth interviews with representatives from established institutional arrangements.
The data collection efforts led to the development of 16 detailed case studies, each of which
includes a review of the institution’s accomplishments as well as lessons learned.

Freight institutional arrangements can be grouped into three categories. Type I organiza-
tions typically seek to increase the visibility and importance of freight issues and policies.
Type I organizations often concentrate on education, consensus building, and general
advocacy; an example might be a freight advisory committee for a metropolitan plan-
ning organization. Type II organizations evaluate, prioritize, and fund freight projects
in a particular region or of a particular type (e.g., freight rail). A state infrastructure
bank, such as that in Washington State, is an example. Type III organizations are formed
to implement a specific project, such as financing, environmental clearances, and negoti-
ating contractual arrangements; an example explored here is the Alameda Corridor project.

Forty guidelines are presented for Types I, II, and III. Examples are drawn from the case
studies to help readers understand the guidelines and how to apply them. Guidance for getting
started is provided for those beginning to develop an institutional arrangement. Depending on
the type of arrangement being contemplated, one or more sets of guidelines may be applicable.
Some institutions may evolve from Type I to Type II or Type III; others may remain focused
on their original purpose.

Report appendixes present the literature search (Appendix A); workshop materials
(Appendix B); and detailed case studies (Appendix C). These appendixes are available on the
CD-ROM enclosed with the print publication and can be downloaded from the TRB website
(www.trb.org).

Institutional Arrangements 
for Freight Transportation Systems

1



2

1.1 Research Need

The national freight transportation system is essential to
the global economy, providing the gateways for our inter-
national trade, the corridors connecting our domestic markets,
and the activity hubs that serve our population and indus-
trial centers. With shrinking transportation funding sources,
shifts in global trade, and continued population growth,
our transportation system capacity has not kept pace with
demand. This imbalance has resulted in increased conges-
tion and delay on and at our transportation corridors and
hubs. As our transportation system becomes less and less
reliable, our businesses become less competitive, resulting
in increased costs of our goods and services and an overall
degradation of our quality of life. Public and private stake-
holders alike recognize the need for new freight transportation
investment strategies at local, regional, state, multi-state, and
national levels.

Over the past few decades, public agencies and private busi-
nesses have begun working to address these challenges jointly.
Public agencies have developed a better understanding of
the freight transportation system and its needs, and private
industry has become more knowledgeable about trans-
portation planning programs. This has led to the develop-
ment of advisory groups, shared funding programs, and new
partnerships. Bringing these public and private stakeholders
together for a common purpose has led to increasing numbers
and types of institutional arrangements designed to sup-
port freight mobility needs. These arrangements have expe-
rienced varying degrees of success, providing lessons learned
that can guide the activities of new, expanding, or evolving
freight arrangements.

Considerable freight-related research exists; however, limited
work has been undertaken that looks specifically at the develop-
ment of institutional arrangements in the freight transportation
system. The need is clear—the future of our transportation
system will depend on our ability to develop partnerships

that promote the importance of freight, leverage our financial
resources, and identify and invest in agreed-on priorities while
providing calculable benefits for all partners.

1.2 Research Objective

Freight transportation policies, plans, and programs have ad-
vanced significantly over the last few decades. A growing under-
standing of the importance of freight movement to the nation’s
economy has led to increased interest in planning and funding
freight improvements and initiatives by public-sector agencies.
Unfortunately, good intentions often have been stymied by
institutional obstacles that appear insurmountable.

In the goods movement industry in particular, the wide
variety of private-sector representatives (e.g., carriers at the
local, regional, and national levels; shippers and receivers of
freight; and unions) and public-sector agencies (e.g., ports,
airports, roadway operators, and regulatory agencies) provide
the opportunity to collaboratively address many critical issues,
such as state and national truck motor vehicle certifications,
congestion along key goods movement corridors, truck rest
stops, railroad crossing concerns, conflicts between goods and
passenger movement vehicles and flows, and safety and secu-
rity. Collaboration works best when (1) institutional relation-
ships among the public- and private-sector participants are
strong; (2) there is a sense of mutual benefit among the par-
ties; and (3) efforts are not only made to streamline regulation
or expedite the flow of goods, but are reflective of both public-
and private-sector needs and concerns.

There are several models of successful institutional arrange-
ments in freight transportation. In many instances, success
has come from integration and inclusion of freight consid-
erations in existing metropolitan planning organization
(MPO), state, and Federal transportation programs. Any
successful freight program, from a local planning study to
a major system development and deployment, relies on the

C H A P T E R  1
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establishment of effective institutional arrangements that
define roles and responsibilities, legal authority, funding 
allocations, and more. Freight system investments require
the involvement of multiple partners, often representing a
mix of public, private, and quasi-public entities that oper-
ate on vastly different business models and planning hori-
zons. Often, projects span multiple jurisdictions and have
multiple funding sources that must be merged effectively.
These characteristics can challenge available institutional
frameworks, leading to the need for new funding and con-
tracting mechanisms, expanded use of public-private partner-
ships, and more effective development and use of multi-state
coalitions.

As defined by NCFRP

The objective of this project is to describe successful and prom-
ising institutional arrangements for improving freight move-
ment, now and in the future.

To achieve this objective and provide freight practitioners
with a useful tool, the work plan was designed to

1. Describe successful and promising institutional arrange-
ments for improving freight movement, now and in the
future;

2. Develop a resource guide that will help agencies and indus-
try representatives as they work together to invest in and
improve the freight transportation system; and

3. Define an implementation plan to facilitate effective use of
the resource guide.

Key elements of the work plan included

• Definition and preliminary categorization of institutional
arrangements,

• A literature search on diverse set of existing institutional
arrangements,

• A stakeholder workshop,
• Follow-up interviews and case study development,
• Identification of best practices and key challenges and

development of guidelines, and
• Resource documentation and dissemination.

1.3 Organization of the Report

The rest of this report consists of the following:

• Chapter 2, Overview of Institutional Arrangements, defines
an institutional arrangement, summarizes the data collec-
tion and research activities, and explores various ways of
evaluating institutional arrangements.

• Chapter 3, Institutional Arrangement Types, categorizes
and describes the range of institutional arrangements that
exist today in the freight transportation system.

• Chapter 4, Guidelines for Establishing Freight Institutional
Arrangements, provides specific guidelines for each type of
arrangement.

• Chapter 5, Application of Guidelines, provides recom-
mended steps for the effective use of the guidelines.

• Appendixes and supporting materials are provided on the
enclosed CD-ROM and are available for download from
the TRB website (www.trb.org).

3
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There are many types of institutional arrangements in
place today that serve freight transportation interests. Under-
standing these freight institutional arrangements provides
the foundation for the guidelines presented in Chapter 4.
Based on the definition of an institutional arrangement, infor-
mation was collected through a literature review, a technical
workshop, and interviews with public and private officials
involved in freight programs and projects to identify com-
mon themes, lessons learned, successes, and challenges of
existing institutional arrangements. In addition, experts were
asked to brainstorm about future needs for successful arrange-
ments. In order to begin developing guidelines to support
future arrangements, existing arrangements were explored.
This chapter reports the findings on existing institutional
arrangements.

2.1 Definition

In order to develop guidelines to help create and maintain
institutional arrangements, a common definition was needed.
The definition of institutional arrangement reflects input
from the public- and private-sector stakeholders canvassed as
part of this project.

its life cycle—safe from the effects of staff turnover and chang-
ing priorities. Having a champion (one person or organiza-
tion) responsible for keeping the foundation intact is critical.
This definition is broad enough to encompass all existing
institutional arrangements and their functions. Institutional
arrangements have been created for various reasons, including
policymaking, planning efforts, capital improvements, opera-
tions and maintenance, regulation, research, and education.
Most arrangements have been formed in large part to ensure
private-sector needs are included in the public freight planning
process, with an ultimate goal of improving freight mobility.

2.2 Literature Review

A literature review was undertaken to assess existing insti-
tutional arrangements. National, multi-state, state, regional,
and local institutional arrangements, representing a range of
organizational structures, missions, sizes, geographic loca-
tions, and functions, were selected on the basis of the project
team’s expertise. Table 2-1 lists the 36 organizations studied.
Detailed summaries of each are provided in Appendix A. This
list is not an exhaustive inventory of all possible institutional
arrangements, but rather a broad and general illustration of the
types of freight-related institutional arrangements in existence
today and the ways in which they have been convened. Each in-
stitutional arrangement reviewed was summarized based on a
structured set of data elements to allow easy comparison. These
elements are as follows:

• Name
• Purpose
• Projects/Selection Process
• Modes(s)
• Motivator (Origin)
• Funding
• Geographical Coverage
• Sponsors

The concept of a “foundation” indicates the importance
of having a structure that will support a changing cast of
members—as the institutional arrangement moves through

C H A P T E R  2

Overview of Institutional Arrangements

A structured foundation that enables relevant parties
to advance the general interests of freight mobility—
infrastructure, operations, services, and regulations—
or particular programs and projects to increase freight
mobility.
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Name  Category Area Covered  

American Trucking Associations, Inc. Nonprofit Corporation National 

Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and 
Networks Program 

National Public Agency National 

Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance Nonprofit Corporation National 

FHWA-Office of Freight Management and  
Operations-Freight Professional Development 
Program  

National Public Agency National 

Intermodal Association of North America Nonprofit Corporation National 

National Industrial Transportation League Nonprofit Corporation National  

National Private Truck Council Nonprofit Corporation National 

Performance and Registration Information 
Systems Management Program 

National Public Agency National 

U.S. DOT-Framework for a National Freight  
Policy  

National Public Policy National 

Advantage I-75 State/Multi-state Public Agency 
Multi-state/  
Jurisdictional 

Canamex Corridor Coalition State/Multi-state Public Agency  
Multi-state/  
Jurisdictional 

I-95 Corridor Coalition State/Multi-state Public Agency  
Multi-state/  
Jurisdictional 

PrePass Nonprofit Corporation 
Multi-state/  
Jurisdictional 

West Coast Corridor Coalition State/Multi-state Public Agency 
Multi-state/  
Jurisdictional 

Florida Seaport Transportation and Economic 
Development Council  

State/Multi-state Public Agency State 

Florida DOT Strategic Intermodal System State/Multi-state Public Agency State 

Florida DOT Transportation Regional 
Incentive Program  

State/Multi-state Public Agency State 

Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board State/Multi-state Public Agency State 

Maine DOT – Industrial Rail Access Program State/Multi-state Public Agency State 

Maine DOT – Small Harbor Improvement  
Program  

State/Multi-state Public Agency State 

Port Authority of New York and New Jersey  State/Multi-state Public Agency State 

Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority Public Authority Regional/Local 

Atlanta Regional Council Freight Advisory 
Task Force 

Regional/Local Public Agency Regional/Local 

Table 2-1. Freight institutional arrangements.

(continued on next page)



• Public Outreach
• Year Established
• Partners/Members
• Frequency of Meetings
• Description
• Organizational Structure/Changes
• Strengths/Successes
• Type
• Roles and
• Weaknesses/Challenges.

The literature review revealed that the largest number of
current arrangements focus primarily on planning functions,
followed by capital improvements. Most arrangements were
statewide or regional in structure. Overall, the examples of in-
stitutional arrangements revealed a common set of strengths
and weaknesses. Given that these institutional arrange-
ments were formed for many different reasons, success for one
may be calculated differently than for another. Key strengths
identified include

• Integrating freight into transportation policy, planning,
and programming activities. Freight advisory committees

or task forces have been instrumental in helping MPOs draft
and formulate regional freight goals, objectives, and policies
as well as understand how to better incorporate and integrate
freight planning into the regional transportation planning
and programming process. By having the right public and
private interests represented in these committees, it has been
easier to find champions who can address the obstacles and
rally momentum to move projects forward either by locat-
ing funding matches or promoting them to decisionmakers.

• Facilitating freight project prioritization and completion.
Institutional arrangements have been successful in integrat-
ing freight projects into existing planning processes, as
well as implementing stand-alone freight program ele-
ments. In many instances, this has helped expedite project
completion. The availability of funding has made the dif-
ference in whether or not a project could move forward
to construction.

• Improving operational efficiency of freight movements.
Many arrangements have led to “quick fix” improvement
projects that address bottlenecks in the short term and set
priorities for longer term improvements.

• Improving information dissemination and education.
Most arrangements have a self-appointed role in infor-

6

Name  Category Area Covered  

Bridging the Valley Project Regional/Local Public Agency Regional/Local 

Chicago Region Environmental and  
Transportation Efficiency Program 

Regional/Local Public Agency Regional/Local 

Delaware Valley Regional Planning 
Commission – Goods Movement Task Force 

Regional/Local Public Agency Regional/Local 

International Mobility and Trade Corridor Regional/Local Public Agency Regional/Local 

Miami Dade MPO-Freight Transportation  
Advisory Committee 

Regional/Local Public Agency Regional/Local 

New York Metropolitan Transportation 
Council – Freight Transportation Working 
Group

Regional/Local Public Agency Regional/Local 

PierPASS Nonprofit Corporation Regional/Local 

Port of Miami Tunnel Joint Venture Company Regional/Local  

Puget Sound Regional Council  – FAST 
Corridor

Regional/Local Public Agency Regional/Local 

Puget Sound Regional Council – Regional 
Freight Mobility Roundtable 

Regional/Local Public Agency Regional/Local 

Susquehanna Economic Development 
Association Council of Governments Freight  
Advisory Committee 

Regional/Local Public Agency Regional/Local 

Toledo Metropolitan Area Council of  
Governments – Freight Subcommittee 

Regional/Local Public Agency Regional/Local 

Wilmington-Harrisburg Freight Study Steering 
Committee 

Regional/Local Public Agency Regional/Local 

Table 2-1. (Continued).



mation dissemination and educational activities. In fact,
for many, the ability to educate leaders and community
members is one their primary functions.

• Promoting multi-jurisdictional solutions. Many multi-
state and regional coalitions have been successful in iden-
tifying key freight concerns that affect a region by provid-
ing the foundation and process to work with policymakers,
the private sector, and local partners to address specific is-
sues that cross jurisdictional boundaries and traditional fi-
nancial structures. These coalitions encourage a system-
level, multi-state, or regional approach to planning for and
investing in the freight transportation system.

• Forming project-specific operating authorities to ad-
dress bottlenecks. Although less common, creating a joint
powers authority, like the Alameda Corridor Transporta-
tion Authority, can be used to tackle the design and con-
struction of major infrastructure projects.

• Leveraging public-private funding opportunities. Many
private partners are willing to share project costs, enabling
public agencies to better use their funds. Chicago’s CREATE
and Puget Sound Regional Council’s FAST have been suc-
cessful in leveraging partnership funds and talents to get
critical projects funded and delivered.

• Promoting freight system needs. In addition to informa-
tion dissemination and education, some arrangements are
created specifically to promote the industry. Trade associ-
ations serving as advocates for their industry have been a
driving force in providing powerful representation, expert
support, important policy-shaping forums, and valuable
information to promote the industry’s interests.

The analysis also revealed common challenges or weaknesses.
Key weaknesses identified include

• Lack of mandate. Relatively few arrangements have a defin-
itive mandate for their existence and operation. Many are ad
hoc arrangements meant to address short-comings and gaps
in established agency or industry functions. As such they lack
dedicated funding and staffing, and many arrangements
must devote considerable time and effort to justifying their
existence, role, and expenditures. Examples include MPO-
level freight committees, which have been difficult to sustain
because MPOs were perceived as having mandates to address
highways, transit, and congestion management, but not
mandates and funding to address freight issues.

• Mismatch of scope. Freight institutional arrangements
have failed because the scope and scale of their geographic
and jurisdictional coverage did not match actual “freight
sheds” and economic blocs. For example, relatively few of
the early freight-oriented Intelligent Transportation Systems
(ITS)/Commercial Vehicle Operations (CVO) corridor pro-
grams survived, in large part because they spanned juris-
dictions and economic regions that did not have compelling
mutual interests.

• Insufficient funding. Arrangements focused on policy and
planning functions often operate on shoestring budgets
with limited staff support. They serve an advisory role but
their influence can be transitory and highly dependent on
the willingness of their political administrators to make use
of their advice.

2.3 Stakeholder Workshop

Understanding institutional arrangements includes not
only exploring the details through research but engaging those
developing and operating institutional arrangements in dis-
cussing their experiences. Personal experiences were drawn on
during a 2-day workshop where representatives of all modes,
all levels of government, and the private sector shared valuable
information concerning their involvement in institutional
arrangements and their thoughts on the future of institutional
arrangements in the freight transportation system. Workshop
summary materials, including a list of attendees and presen-
tations given, are provided in Appendix B, which is included
on the attached CD-ROM and is also available for download
from the TRB website (www.trb.org).

The workshop was designed to engage a full range of public
and private freight stakeholders in a discussion about the need
for institutional arrangements. Specifically, the workshop was
designed to explore the following questions:

• What do we mean by freight institutional arrangements?
• What institutional arrangements are critical for the future?
• How can these critical future institutional arrangements

be created?
• What major national and international trends affect the

formation of freight institutions?
• What can this project develop that would lead to creation

of these future institutional arrangements?
• What have we learned about creating institutional arrange-

ments?
• What are the future solutions/directions?

Representatives from eight freight institutional arrange-
ments were invited to present their experiences to the group
to help answer these questions. The presenters were a subset
of the cases identified through the literature review. They were
selected to illustrate a range of institutional types and levels
of organization (national, multi-state, and local) that were
well established and would provide workshop attendees with
well-documented examples of best practices. The following
programs were presented:

• Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority
• Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks

Program
• Florida Seaport Transportation and Economic Development

Program

7



• Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board
• I-95 Corridor Coalition
• Kansas City SmartPort
• Miami-Dade MPO Freight Transportation Advisory

Committee
• Southern California National Freight Gateway Collaboration

Each presenter was asked to provide an overview of his or
her organization, describe its strengths and weaknesses, and
define what makes an institutional arrangement successful.

Following the presentations, small groups were formed to
encourage roundtable discussion on the above questions to
explore lessons learned and best practices in the industry.
Although the small groups were given a specific question to
address, most followed an unstructured flow of conversa-
tion allowing these freight transportation experts to share
their thoughts pertaining to each topic. The common themes
identified are as follows:

• Institutional arrangements must anticipate or respond to
dynamic market forces that are changing freight movement
patterns and technologies.

• Because freight problems transcend jurisdictional bound-
aries, so must institutional arrangements.

• New, diverse sets of players will expect involvement in
institutional arrangements, but trust must be built among
participants.

• Institutional arrangements need to be characterized by clear
goals and explicit purposes.

• Additional institutional arrangement success factors are
competence, credibility (trust and believability), champions
(leadership), performance, and accountability.

• Successful models for institutional arrangements exist within
states or at national level—more examples are needed for
institutional arrangements at the multi-state level.

• Institutional arrangements can be advanced through 
incentives—funding, regulatory simplification, and threat
avoidance.

• Different kinds of institutional arrangements with different
members may be appropriate and necessary for different
purposes.

• Mitigating trends are as follows:
– Environment: fold in issues early in a broader, holistic

planning effort;
– Infrastructure: also focus on maintaining current system;
– Funding: create sustainable, viable, national funding

program;
– Education: broaden skills, train entry workers, include

education of public and elected officials;
– Foreign and/or private investment: will investors keep

transportation purposes in mind; and
– Additional trends to consider: security, eminent domain,

natural disaster recovery, economic trends.

• There is no one-size fits-all approach; there is a need to
identify the core underpinnings of successful structure.

• Document successes and failures and how they are 
evaluated.

• Provide guidance to the Federal government; national
freight policy can be an umbrella for actions.

• Explore the transition from planning to implementation.
• Provide a primer or educational program.
• Study the application of non-transportation arrangements

already in place.
• Provide a better understanding of accessing and using

available financing models.

The lessons learned in each small group session are sum-
marized as follows:

• Institutional arrangements can have measurable results.
• Institutional arrangements can be highly organized, even if

the structure is voluntary rather than contractual.
• Institutional arrangements with staying power can point to

a record of accomplishments that transcend transitions in
leadership within member organizations.

• Geographically disparate entities can join institutional
arrangements in which all parties may not win equally in
every project selection cycle, but all parties are better off
together than individually.

• A record of delivering projects successfully is useful in attract-
ing resources to an institutional arrangement.

• Institutional arrangements can use modest investments for
accomplishing bigger results.

• Rejection of institutional arrangement ideas can cause
participants to lose desire to make modest contributions.

• Even if institutional arrangements do not directly imple-
ment projects, they can hold project sponsors accountable
for project performance.

• Some institutional arrangements can be structured to allow
multiple ad hoc working groups.

• Institutional arrangements should balance process and
product.

• Make simple legal arrangements between equity owners
to support complex negotiations with other affected 
interests.

2.4 Follow-Up Interviews and 
Case Study Development

At the workshop, participants offered examples of insti-
tutional arrangements, in addition to the 36 summarized in
the literature review. Fifty-four institutional arrangements
in total were identified, providing a broad range of examples,
including representation of all levels of governments, all
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modes, and the public and private sector. Seventeen represen-
tatives were chosen for follow-up interviews; sixteen detailed
case studies were developed. As with the literature search
and workshop presenters, these cases were selected not to be
exhaustive or statistically representative, but with the goal of
identifying and learning from the best institutional practices,
as drawn from the expertise of the workshop attendees and
the project team. The detailed case studies and the interview
guide are provided in Appendix C. The representatives from
the following organizations were interviewed:

• Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority, Gill Hicks,
Gill V. Hicks & Associates

• California Marine and Intermodal Transportation System
Advisory Council, Norm Fassler-Katz

• Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation Effi-
ciency Program, Luann Hamilton, Transportation Com-
missioner, Chicago DOT

• Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks,
Quon Kwan, FMCSA; Brad Wright, Cambridge System-
atics, Inc.

• Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission-Goods
Movement Task Force, Ted Dahlburg, Delaware Valley RPC

• Federal Highway Administration, Tony Furst, FHWA
Office of Freight Management and Operations

• Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board, Karen Schmidt,
FMSIB

• Florida Seaport Transportation and Economic Devel-
opment Council, Nancy Leikauf and Toy Keller, Florida
Ports Council

• Miami-Dade MPO Freight Transportation Advisory Com-
mittee, Larry Foutz, Miami-Dade MPO

• I-95 Corridor Coalition, Marygrace Parker, I-95 Corridor
Coalition

• Maine DOT Industrial Rail Access Program, Nathan
Moulton, Maine DOT

• Kansas City SmartPort, Chris Gutierrez, Kansas City
SmartPort, Inc.

• Mississippi Valley Freight Coalition, Ernie Wittwer, MVFC
Facilitator

• Nation’sPort, David Stein, Nation’sPort
• Natural Resources Defense Council—Southern California

Clean Air Program, David Pettit, Senior Attorney, NRDC
• Southern California National Freight Gateway Collabo-

ration, Lindell L. Marsh, Attorney/Facilitator; Ty Schuiling,
SANBAG

• Trade Corridors Improvement Fund Consensus Group,
Ty Schuiling, SANBAG

The purpose of the interviews was to collect information
about each institutional arrangement in sufficient detail to

support development of a detailed case study. Interviews
focused on two areas of interest:

• Description of Arrangement
– Overview/History
– Mandate/Mission
– Organization/Participation
– Procedures/Activities
– Resources
– Accomplishments/Successes
– Challenges/Weaknesses
– Lessons Learned
– Future Vision/Plans

• Input on Study Objectives
– What is the best definition of institutional arrangement

for freight?
– What institutional arrangements are critical for the

future?
– How can these critical future institutional arrangements

be created?
– What major national and international trends affect

the formation of freight institutions?
– What can this project develop that would lead to creation

of these future institutional arrangements?

The case studies provide an in-depth look into the key suc-
cess factors and challenges for each institutional arrangement.
In addition, detailed narratives are provided that document
mission and mandate, organization, resources, process, and
funding. Table 2-2 summarizes key input captured through
the interview process categorized into three broad purposes
of institutional arrangements: increased visibility and impor-
tance of freight; project consensus and selection; and a specific
project focus.

In addition to the interviews, the 2009 TRB Annual Meeting
was used to present initial project findings and get feed-
back. The Annual Meeting offered a unique chance to learn
from the transportation professionals who serve on com-
mittees within the sponsoring organization for this research
project. TRB’s Technical Activities Division encompasses
approximately 200 standing committees divided into 11 func-
tional or mode-specific groups, including freight. Among other
functions, the committees identify research needs, evaluate
and interpret research findings, and encourage the adoption
of appropriate findings into practice.

Following outreach to about 20 of the most relevant com-
mittees, presentations were given to the following commit-
tees, which represent 6 of the 12 standing Freight Systems
committees (AT), 1 of the Rail committees (AR), and 1 of the
committees in the Policy and Organization group (AB):

• Trucking Industry Research (AT060)
• Transportation of Hazardous Materials (AT040)
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Broad Purpose of
Institutional Arrangements Key Success Factors Challenges

Increase visibility and importance of 
freight through: 

Information Sharing 

Consensus Building  

Education 

Overcoming Distrust and  
Competitive Barriers 

General Advocacy 

Having a common goal and clear illustration of benefits 

Securing dedicated funding  

Pursing commitment of executive leadership 

Creating well-defined and productive meeting agendas 

Engaging members in promotion activities  

Ongoing public outreach, communications, and 
education regarding the role of freight 

Partnering with academia 

Pursuing an aggressive marketing campaign 

Building Federal, state, and local support 

Allowing flexibility in legal structure  

Providing a neutral forum 

Building strong partnerships with the Federal
government, across state agencies, and with industry

Focusing on timely issues of public concern 

Knowing your partners and their jurisdictions 

Determining a common evaluation framework to 
determine cost benefit 

Convening a commission to determine where freight 
corridors are likely to be in the future 

Communication and coordination with a 
wide range of public and private entities 

Effective use of available planning tools 

No single organization serving as a freight
voice 

Lack of available lands for expansion of the 
freight system  

Need for more sophisticated, objective project
evaluation tools and freight data 

Keeping Task Force members motivated and 
engaged in the planning process 

Conflicting agency priorities 

Lack of private-sector involvement 

Securing a dedicated funding source 

Lack of trust among stakeholders 

Project consensus and selection
through:

Project Evaluation 

Project Prioritization 

Project Selection and Funding

Consensus Building at Project
Level

Focusing on Advocacy

Leveraging Additional Funds 

Gaining continued support from program sponsor 

Requiring program matching requirement 

Considering multimodal, multi-jurisdictional approach 

Securing private-sector commitment 

Effectively leveraging state funds 

Determining quantifiable criteria and guidance for 
project selection and evaluation 

Seeking accountability  

Providing an open, transparent project funding 
selection process 

Mandate to focus benefits only on strategic 
freight corridors 

Partnerships are difficult to hold together 

Inadequate funding 

Redirection of funding 

Focus on a specific project through:

Project Implementation 

Design and Construction 

Obtaining Environmental 
Approvals

Managing Financial And 
Schedule Risks  

Providing Construction 
Oversight

Processing Debt Service  
Payments  

Negotiating Partnership 
Agreements

Establishing funding firewalls and sunset clauses 

Carefully allocating risk between owner and contractor 

Maintaining cost and schedule control 

Adopting a product orientation 

Keeping a focused agency mission 

Establishing clear decision-making authority

Negotiating third-party agreements early 

Adopting a partnering program 

Maintaining adequate contingency and reserves 

Considering design-build procurements 

Understanding funding program requirements 

Securing a dedicated institutional funding
source and competition for available project
funding

Agreed-on project definition 

Construction and project delivery 

Environmental mitigation requirements

Job training and local participation 

Personnel turnover among leadership and
staff

Lack of a political champion 

Complex multi-institutional committee 
structure  

Keeping all partners involved and 
participating  

Table 2-2. Interview findings: summary of key success factors and challenges.



• Local and Regional Rail Freight Transport (AR040)
• Freight Transportation Data (ABJ90)
• Motor Vehicle Size and Weight (AT055);
• Freight Transportation Planning and Logistics (AT015)
• Intermodal Freight Transport (AT045)
• Urban Freight Transportation (AT025)

In response to the presentation, committee members offered
the following input by category.

2.4.1 Partner Involvement

Building and sustaining private-sector involvement
should be started at the grassroots level, involving private
companies in efforts to improve day-to-day urban freight
operations. The private-sector is motivated by operational
improvements; efforts to maintain or enhance operational
improvements provide opportunities to build communica-
tion and trust. FHWA is working to develop a workshop to
engage the private sector in transportation planning. Cargo
owners are difficult to engage; they see many institutional
arrangements as “all talk and no action”; they don’t want to
be seen as potential funding partners; they are looking for
reliability, velocity and cost savings—without this focus they
will not participate. The private sector is stove-piped; ocean
carriers, truckers, railroads, third-party logistics providers
(3PLs), terminal operators, and warehouses often are insu-
lar and do not communicate well or often enough with one
other.

2.4.2 Implementation and Performance

Arrangements that identify bottlenecks and improvements
are useful, but implementation is critical. Focus on the ability
of the institutional arrangement to produce its desired result;
document what did and did not work. Identify the current
limitations of institutional arrangements and provide guid-
ance on how to improve them. Opportunity costs should be
evaluated as part of the prioritization process.

2.4.3 Organization Evolution

Although there is no one-size-fits-all approach, it is im-
portant to provide advice on the key factors that make 
an institutional arrangement succeed or fail. There is a need
to refine and expand transportation planning institutions
at all levels, enable MPOs to deal with all aspects of urban
freight transportation, encourage states to create freight 
offices and/or institutions, fill the gap at the multi-state
level, and strengthen the national freight program. There is
a strong need for more effective multi-state institutional
arrangements.

2.4.4 Funding Opportunities

Organizational requirements need to be identified to make
effective use of available tools. Reauthorization should be
monitored to maximize funding opportunities for institutional
arrangements; funded programs could affect the types of
institutional arrangements that are developed. Effective insti-
tutional arrangements that can provide matching funds will
be more competitive pursuing Federal funding.

2.5 Characterization of Freight
Institutional Arrangements

Each freight institutional arrangement is designed to meet
the specific need of a group of stakeholders. The mission, or-
ganization, mandate, resources, processes—all the factors
that define an institutional arrangement—are designed to
address the identified need. Institutional arrangements can
be defined by issue or scale, function, and legal structure.
Each of these elements affects the make up of members and
ultimately what the freight institutional arrangement can ac-
complish. An advisory committee or coalition that spans ju-
risdictional boundaries may be categorized by regional- or
corridor-level issues, may require memoranda of understand-
ing (MOUs), and may be housed within a regional trans-
portation authority or be part of newly created coalition. As
part of this research project, each of these approaches (i.e.,
issue/scale, function, and legal structure) was considered as a
possible way to organize focused guidance.

2.5.1 Issue and/or Scale

The issue and/or scale of a freight arrangement directly
affects the identification of members, the scope of the project
(micro versus macro), the legal implications, funding oppor-
tunities, organizational format, and logistics. The following
describes examples of scale:

• Gateway or Port—An arrangement that addresses the spe-
cific needs of a gateway or port; a hub of freight activity like
a port complex or international border crossing.

• Metro Freight—An arrangement that addresses the freight
needs of an urbanized area; a network of local and state cor-
ridors and freight hubs, focused on access and distribution
activities.

• State Freight—An arrangement that addresses the freight
needs of a state; a network of highway or rail corridors
providing key intercity, interstate, and international freight
flows.

• Multi-State Network—An arrangement that addresses
the freight needs of multiple states; a national network of
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freight systems or a coalition of multiple states working to
address freight issues of national or regional concern.

• Corridors—An arrangement that addresses the freight needs
of a specific corridor; a defined buffer around a single facil-
ity or multiple transportation facilities working to address
a specific bottleneck.

2.5.2 Function

The functions of a freight arrangement dictate the types of
activities and processes that will be undertaken. Functions
provide the architecture or foundation for what the arrange-
ment is attempting to accomplish (e.g., plan, construct, and
advocate). Examples of functions are as follows:

• Policy and/or Advocacy—An arrangement whose func-
tion is to establish policy as it relates to freight mobility
either at the national, state, or local level, providing a
voice for the freight community.

• Planning—An arrangement whose function is to consider
freight mobility in long-range planning efforts.

• Capital Improvements—An arrangement whose function
is to provide for and help execute capital improvement
projects to enhance freight mobility, whether through
securing funding or public partner outreach.

• Operations—An arrangement whose function is to oper-
ate and maintain a freight facility or service to encourage
freight mobility.

• Regulation/Safety—An arrangement whose function is to
provide regulation for safe movements in freight trans-
portation, including enforcement.

• Research/Education—An arrangement whose function
is to provide research and an information-sharing plat-
form to enhance public and private knowledge about
freight movement and its effects on the transportation
system.

• Forum—An arrangement whose function is to provide a
forum for freight stakeholders to come together to iden-
tify issues, build consensus, and collaborate on common
issues.

2.5.3 Legal Structure

Understanding the range of legal requirements or options
allows a group interested in forming a freight-related orga-
nization to know the capabilities and limitations of certain
types of arrangements. Although the legal structure may not
define the mission of an arrangement, it directly affects the
success of that mission. On the simplest level, freight institu-
tional arrangements can be a public agency, a public-benefit
corporation, or a private-sector company.

• Public-agency-based arrangements are identified by
their location in government. These locations are grouped

by geography into national, state/multi-state, and regional/
local.

• Public-benefit-corporation-based arrangements are iden-
tified by the legal structure used to bring them into exis-
tence. The legal breakdown includes public authorities,
public corporations, and nonprofit corporations.

• Private-benefit-corporation-based arrangements are also
identified by the legal structure. The legal breakdown in-
cludes joint-venture companies, publicly held companies,
and privately held companies.

Each legal structure was viewed from four angles: funding,
purpose, control, and governing arrangement.

• The funding category considered the source of funds for the
arrangement. For public agencies the only funding source
is public. Public-benefit corporations range in source from
public, often self-sustaining through taxes, to public or pri-
vate sources through dues, fees, and project revenues. Private
corporation funding is fully private.

• The purpose category considered the general purpose of
each type of structure. Public agencies generally have a
public purpose while public-benefit corporations vary
from narrow public function to private activities. Private
companies are in business for financial purposes.

• The control category considered the basis for manage-
ment of the structure. Public agencies are controlled by
the executive branch of a political jurisdiction. Depend-
ing on the type of public-benefit corporation, the control
could be either public or private. Private companies are
managed privately.

• The governed by category considered the administrative
structure by which each type is governed. Public agencies fol-
low statutes and administrative regulations. Public-benefit
corporations follow statutes, trust, or association. Private
companies are governed by owners or shareholders.

Table 2-3 provides an overview of these legal structures.

2.5.4 Examples of Characterization

The three elements described above provide critical input
to the character and make up of a freight institutional arrange-
ment. Figures 2-1 through 2-3 illustrate the elements for three
existing institutional arrangements. The function of an insti-
tutional arrangement provides the definition of the technical
direction of an institutional arrangement and is responsible
for development of the mission, which brings together the
stakeholders and/or partners and serves as the motivation for
creating a freight institutional arrangement. Chapter 3 will
define and group institutional arrangements by functional
characteristics.
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Government Public-Benefit Corporation Private Corporation 

National
Agency State Agency  

Regional/Local  
Agency

Public
Authority

Public
Corporation

Nonprofit
Corporation

Joint
Venture

Company

Publicly
Held

Company

Privately
Held

Company

Funding Public Public Public

Public/often
self-sustaining  
through taxes,  

fees

Public/often
self-sustaining  
through taxes,  

fees

Public or
private,

dues, fees,
project

revenues

Private Private Private

Purpose Public Public Public
Narrow public

function
Any public

function

Public or
private

activities
without

commercial
or monetary

profit
purposes

Private
activities

with
monetary

profit
purposes

Private
activities

with
monetary

profit
purposes

Private
activities

with
monetary

profit
purposes

Control

Executive
branch of a

political
jurisdiction

Executive
branch of a

political
jurisdiction

Executive
branch of a

political
jurisdiction

Public Public Private Private

Private,
subject to  
extensive
disclosure

Private

Governed  
By

Statutes and  
administrative  

regulations

Statutes and  
administrative  

regulations

Statutes and  
administrative  

regulations
Statutes/board Statutes/board

Board, trust,
association

Owners
and/or

shareholders

Owners
and/or

shareholders

Owners
and/or

shareholders

Examples
USDOT

Depts of  
Transportation,
Public Safety,

Motor Vehicles

DOTs, Public  
Works, MPOs

Transit, port,
toll road,  
multistate
authorities

(TVA)

Amtrak, USPS,  
state

universities,  
Corporation
for Public  

Broadcasting  

Trade
associations,
United Way, 
Red Cross,
universities

D/B &
DBFOM
consortia,
terminal
railroads

JB Hunt,
Delta

Airlines,
Jacobs

Engineering  

HNTB,
HDR, HEB

Grocery

Table 2-3. Legal structures underpinning freight institutional arrangements.

Issue/Scale

Function

Legal 
Structure

Gateway/Port            Metro Freight          State Freight     Multistate Network           Corridors

Public Agency            Public Authority           Not-for-Profit           Private Firm

Policy/Advocacy         Planning          Capital Improvements    Operations         Regulation/Safety       Research/Education     Forum

PANYNJ – Port Authority of New York and New Jersey
Issue/Scale – Gateway/Port: Port of New York/New Jersey
Primary Function – Operations: Manages and maintains the seaport in addition to bridges, tunnels, bus terminals, airports and PATH.
Secondary Function – Planning: Identify and meet the critical transportation infrastructure needs of the bistate region’s businesses, 

residents, and visitors.
Secondary Function – Capital Improvements: Undertake port and regional improvements not likely to be financed by private enterprise, 

including the development of major infrastructure.
Legal Structure – Public Authority: Board Commissioners are appointed by the Governors of NY and NJ.

Figure 2-1. Characterization example: Port Authority of New York and New Jersey.
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Issue/Scale

Function

Legal 
Structure

Gateway/Port            Metro Freight          State Freight     Multistate Network          Corridors

Public Agency            Public Authority          Not-for-Profit          Private Firm

Policy/Advocacy          Planning          Capital Improvements Operations          Regulation/Safety         Research/Education    Forum

FMCSA CVISN – Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks Program
Issue/Scale – Multistate Network:  Part of the National ITS Architecture sponsored by U.S. DOT
Primary Function – Safety: Support Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) mission to improve safety and security and 

reduce the number and severity of CMV crashes.
Secondary Function – Operations: Deploy the CVISN architecture in the 30 participating states.
Legal Structure – Public Agency: FMCSA

Issue/Scale

Function

Legal 
Structure

Gateway/Port           Metro Freight          State Freight     Multistate Network          Corridors

Public Agency            Public Authority          Not-for-Profit           Private Firm

Policy/Advocacy          Planning          Capital Improvements Operations          Regulation/Safety         Research/Education    Forum

CVSA – Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance
Issue/Scale – Multistate Network:  Association of state, provincial, and Federal officials responsible for the administration and 

enforcement of motor carrier safety laws in the United States, Canada and Mexico.
Primary Function – Policy/Advocacy: Provide leadership to enforcement, industry and policymakers.
Secondary Function – Safety: Promote commercial motor vehicle safety and security by providing leadership to enforcement, industry, and 

policy makers.
Legal Structure – Not-for-Profit

Figure 2-2. Characterization example: Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and 
Networks Program.

Figure 2-3. Characterization example: Commercial Vehicle Safety Alliance.
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Freight institutional arrangements have various func-
tions and structures. Functions range from information
sharing and consensus building to project design and im-
plementation. The overriding mission or function of an
arrangement can be used to establish types or categories of
institutional arrangements. Three types of arrangements
can be defined based on the activities they conduct. The range
of types is illustrated in Figure 3-1 and described in more
detail below.

The complexity of each type reflects the legal structure and
scale of activities. Type I has the least formal legal structure,
possibly championed by public-sector staff resources and a
voluntary advisory board. As institutional arrangements move
through the spectrum (e.g., Types II and III), the legal implica-
tions become much more formalized—contracts are developed,
contractors are hired, and funds are allocated. Advisory boards
staffed by voluntary or appointed members move toward
development of MOUs and, in some cases, new authorities. The
scale of the institutional arrangement may also increase in
complexity as multiple jurisdictions become involved.

3.1 Type I

Type I organizations typically seek to increase the visibility
and importance of freight issues and policies in their area.
While adding members is seen as a success, losing members
is viewed as a failure by the organization to maintain interest,
relevance, or cohesiveness. To that end, Type I organizations
generally seek as many members as possible in order to show
solidarity and support. These organizations are similar to
chambers of commerce, which promote business growth in
a particular area. These organizations usually have a large
membership—typically 25 or more members. A larger mem-
bership provides greater opportunities for information shar-
ing, networking, and education, but makes it harder to reach

consensus on controversial topics. Policy positions of large
organizations are sometimes “watered down” so that a broad
agreement can be reached.

These organizations focus mainly on information sharing,
consensus building at the policy level, education, increasing
visibility and awareness for freight issues, overcoming dis-
trust and competitive barriers, and general advocacy. These
focus areas are discussed in more detail below:

• Information Sharing. These types of institutional arrange-
ments typically hold regular meetings that offer speakers
on relevant topics or highlight specific projects or efforts
by members. Type I groups may also engage in informa-
tion-sharing activities such as field trips and site tours,
newsletters, and websites. Information can also be shared
when Type I groups act as technical advisory committees
for freight studies.

• Consensus Building at the Policy Level. This is frequently
done through committee meetings, freight studies, and
related policy reports and white papers.

• Education. Typical activities include public education
via websites, newsletters, and media outreach, or targeted
industry education such as offering classes in logistics or
supply chain awareness for public agency employees.

• Increased Visibility and Awareness of Freight Issues.
This may be accomplished by high-level officials acting
as conveners of a freight-oriented group or council. Many
arrangements are housed within MPOs with the express
purpose of ensuring that freight concerns are appropri-
ately integrated into the regional transportation planning
process.

• Overcoming Distrust and Competitive Barriers. Arrange-
ments often include diverse members, typically both public-
and private-sector participants. Occasionally they can extend
to non-profit members such as environmental groups. The
goal in each case is to engage the participants in regular

C H A P T E R  3
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interactions to build trust and identify common ground
for action. Some arrangements have taken on data collec-
tion projects so as to make the supply chain more visible
and reliable.

• General Advocacy. Some Type I groups may undertake
advocacy for freight issues through resolutions, policy
papers, and direct outreach to state and federal officials,
as well as via websites, media outreach, and related pub-
lications.

3.2 Type II

Type II organizations tend to have more focused missions
than Type I organizations. They are sometimes given statu-
tory authority in state or federal legislation. These groups
often have the responsibility to review funding applications
for specific projects and to seek consensus on specific project
priorities, especially expenditure of funds. Successful organi-
zations in this category have a well-defined project selection
process and use specific evaluation criteria for scoring and
ranking projects competing for funds. These organizations
have an average size of 10 to 25 members.

These organizations focus mainly on evaluation of alter-
native projects, project prioritization, project selection,
consensus building at the project level, focused advocacy,
and fund-raising. These focus areas are discussed in more
detail below:

• Project Evaluation. Specific qualitative and quantitative
evaluation criteria are used to score and rank projects com-
peting for funds. The evaluation process measures the
project’s potential to improve freight mobility.

• Project Prioritization. Based on the project evaluation, 
a prioritization process is used to measure the degree to
which projects address important program objectives and

generate a project score that reflects a project’s priority
compared with other projects.

• Project Selection and Funding. After completing the
project evaluation and prioritization, projects are selected
based on their numerical score, fact verification, and deter-
mination of benefits. For some institutional arrangements,
funding is allocated at the end of the project selection process;
for others, the projects selected are recommended for fund-
ing to the legislature, which makes the final decision.

• Consensus Building at Project Level. Project consensus is
built by considering interests of all stakeholders, especially
project sponsors, project partners, and funding agencies,
and working with them to define project parameters and
facilitate programming and funding.

• Focused Advocacy. Focused advocacy efforts include advo-
cating for funding at the state and Federal levels, advising
the public and private sector on freight trends and concerns,
taking stakeholders on field trips or project site visits, and
other outreach efforts.

• Leverage Additional Funds. Funds allocated by the project
sponsor can be leveraged by requiring a funding match
from other public and private stakeholders.

3.3 Type III

Type III organizations often develop from Type I or Type II
organizations because planning or discussing organizations
usually do not have implementation authority. Once a proj-
ect has been approved and funded, another group often takes
over with an even more focused mission than its predecessor,
or the original group reinvents itself with a more focused mis-
sion. These organizations usually have a small membership,
typically fewer than 10.

These organizations focus mainly on project implemen-
tation through design and construction, obtaining environ-
mental approvals, managing financial and schedule risks,
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Type II Type III 

1. Information Sharing 

2. Consensus Building 
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1. Project Evaluation 

2. Project Prioritization  

3. Project Selection and  
Funding 

4. Consensus Building at  
Project Level 

5. Focused Advocacy 

6. Leverage Additional Funds 

1. Project Implementation 

2. Design and Construction 

3. Obtain Environmental  
Approvals 

4. Managing Financial and  
Schedule Risks 

5. Construction Oversight 

6. Debt Service Payments 

7. Negotiate Partnership  
Agreements 

Type I 

Figure 3-1. Spectrum of institutional arrangement types.
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construction oversight, debt service payments, and negotiat-
ing partnership agreements. These focus areas are discussed
in more detail below:

• Project Implementation. These arrangements are formed
to address a particular need by actually overseeing the
implementation and delivery of a project or a series of
projects.

• Design and Construction. Typically these arrangements
are responsible for the design and construction of proj-
ects. Often a design-build procurement is recommended
to streamline the process.

• Obtain Environmental Approvals. Type III arrangements
have implementation authority and, therefore, are respon-
sible for obtaining all the environmental approvals neces-
sary, including mitigating the environmental impacts the
project(s) may have.

• Managing Financial and Schedule Risks. It is the re-
sponsibility of these organizations to decide how the
risks between the owner and contractors will be shared
for unexpected cost increases or schedule changes.

• Construction Oversight. These organizations oversee the
construction of their project(s) by meeting regularly with
project managers (contractors), tracking the construction
progress, systematically identifying obstacles, maintaining
adequate contingency and reserves, and monitoring the
project budget.

• Debt Service Payments. In cases where bonds or loans
are issued to finance a project, Type III organizations are
responsible for paying that debt. They also are responsible
for collecting and distributing any user fees.

• Negotiate Partnership Agreements. These agreements
are typically consummated in the form of Memoranda of
Understanding (MOUs) between the various partners vested
in the project. These agreements define the responsibili-
ties of each partner and make sure each partner is vested
in the project.

Table 3-1 organizes the 16 case studies into the proposed
categorization for Types I, II, and III. Organizations can fit
into one or more types simultaneously or move from one
type to another over time as missions shift and programs
evolve (as is the case with two case studies).
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Name Type I Type II Type III Legal Structure Scale

California Marine and Intermodal Transportation System Advisory Council 
(CALMITSAC) – Multi-stakeholder working group that has produced biannual 
needs assessments for the State’s goods movement system to assist in educating 
state and Federal lawmakers.

X   Public Agency State Freight 

Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission – Goods Movement Task 
Force (DVRPC-GMTF) – Long-standing freight advisory committee, including 
public and private representatives supporting the inclusion of freight projects in 
regional transportation plans. 

X   Public Agency Metro Freight 

I-95 Corridor Coalition (I-95) – Coalition of 16 eastern states that serves as a 
forum to address regional transportation management and operations concerns of 
mutual interest.  

X X Not-for-Profit Corridors 

Kansas City SmartPort (KCSP) – Investor-based economic development 
organization that encourages regional economic growth by attracting logistics 
businesses and improving supply chain security. 

X  X Not-for-Profit Gateway/Port 

Miami-Dade MPO Freight Transportation Advisory Committee (FTAC) – 
Private-sector advisory board to MPO for regional freight interests. X   Public Agency Metro Freight 

Mississippi Valley Freight Coalition (MVFC) – Ten-state coalition aimed at 
improving the efficiency of freight transportation systems and regional economic 
well being. 

X   Public Agency Multistate Network

Nation’sPort – Public-private collaboration in the New York-New Jersey area 
that supported an earlier port dredging project and is now developing a regional 
logistics strategy.  

X   Not-for-Profit Metro Freight 

Natural Resources Defense Council – Southern California Clean Air Program 
(NRDC) – Team of nonprofit attorneys using litigation, advocacy, and public 
education to promote public policy that reduces pollutant emissions from freight
movement. 

X   Not-for-Profit Metro Freight 

Southern California National Freight Gateway Collaboration Agreement 
(SCNFGC) – Memorandum of Agreement among Federal, state, and local agencies 
involved in freight transportation to collaborate on the challenges of growing 
freight volumes. 

X   Public Agency Gateway/Port 

Trade Corridors Improvement Fund Consensus Group (TCIFCG) – Informal  
regional collaboration of county transportation agencies to effectively coordinate 
freight funding requests to the State. 

X   Public Agency Metro Freight 

Florida Seaport Transportation and Economic Development Council 
(FSTED) – Board with legislative mandate to evaluate and fund projects designed 
to maintain and improve the global competitiveness of Florida’s ports. 

 X  Not-for-Profit State Freight  

Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board (FMSIB) – Public-private board 
with legislative mandate to evaluate and implement strategic investment program 
for freight projects in Washington State.

 X  Public Agency State Freight 

Maine DOT Industrial Rail Access Program (IRAP) – State program to evaluate 
and fund projects that maintain the viability of freight rail service and thus support 
economic development. 

 X  Public Agency State Freight 

Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority (ACTA) – Public authority created 
to design, build, and operate consolidated freight rail corridor serving Ports of 
Long Beach and Los Angeles.

  X Public Authority Gateway/Port 

Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation Efficiency Program 
(CREATE) – Public-private partnership aimed at relieving freight and passenger 
rail congestion through rationalization, reconstruction, and upgrading of five rail 
corridors.

  X Public Agency Metro Freight 

Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks (CVISN) – Federal 
initiative to organize, deploy, and fund technology to automate various motor 
carrier regulatory and safety enforcement functions. 

  X Public Agency Multistate Network

Table 3-1. Categorization of case studies.
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4.1 Guideline Development 
and Application Process

Case studies were developed to illustrate institutional
arrangements throughout the United States. The selected case
studies address a range of purposes and activities. After syn-
thesizing the case study findings and defining three types of
institutional arrangements, 40 guidelines were developed to
facilitate the creation of new or enhanced existing arrange-
ments. The guidelines reflect, in large part, the experiences of
these existing arrangements.

These guidelines have been organized to address the range
of activities undertaken by different types of arrangements
and are grouped by type to coincide with the types of arrange-
ments presented in Chapter 3. The guidelines also are struc-
tured to support both the key activities of an arrangement
at a point in time as well as the natural progression of an
arrangement over time. The guidelines have been organized
within each type based on a recommended sequence of ac-
tions. Although each guideline can be used independently,
the intent was to describe a natural progression of the actions
required to achieve success. The three types of guidelines are
as follows:

• Type I guidelines apply to all types of institutional arrange-
ments. These overarching guidelines are the foundation for
building a successful institutional arrangement. Most in-
stitutional arrangements, regardless of type, initiate their
organization with Type I guidelines.

• Type II guidelines build on Type I and offer direction on
seeking consensus on specific project priorities. Often an
organization’s goal is to employ methods to score and rank
projects competing for funds.

• Type III guidelines build on Types I and II and are aimed
at a more formalized organization responsible for design-
ing, mitigating, constructing, and operating a new system
element.

Figure 4-1 shows the types of guidelines and their basic ac-
tivities as a spectrum. Type I is the foundation of all arrange-
ments. As the arrangement becomes more specialized and fo-
cused, Type II and III guidelines can be applied. Any given
arrangement can move in either direction along this spec-
trum, based on changes in expectations and responsibilities.

The effective use of these guidelines will help an institutional
arrangement (1) define its purpose; (2) identify and organize
its roles and responsibilities; (3) establish procedures necessary
to conduct business; and (4) deploy available resources.
Table 4-1 summarizes the 40 guidelines by type.

Examples of the application of these guidelines are provided
based on the experiences of the 16 institutional arrangements
selected for case study development. The acronyms used to
identify each case study are as follows:

ACTA Alameda Corridor Transportation 
Authority

CALMITSAC California Marine and Intermodal 
Transportation System Advisory Council

CREATE Chicago Region Environmental and
Transportation Efficiency Program

CVISN Commercial Vehicle Information 
Systems and Networks

DVRPC-GMTF Delaware Valley Regional Planning 
Commission—Goods Movement 
Task Force

FMSIB Freight Mobility Strategic 
Investment Board

FSTED Florida Seaport Transportation and 
Economic Development Council

FTAC Miami-Dade MPO Freight Transpor-
tation Advisory Committee

I-95 I-95 Corridor Coalition
IRAP Maine DOT Industrial Rail Access 

Program
KCSP Kansas City SmartPort

C H A P T E R  4

Suggested Guidelines for Establishing 
Freight Institutional Arrangements



MVFC Mississippi Valley Freight Coalition
Nation’sPort Nation’sPort
NRDC Natural Resources Defense Council—

Southern California Clean Air Program
SCNFGC Southern California National Freight

Gateway Collaboration Agreement
TCIFCG Trade Corridors Improvement Fund 

Consensus Group

4.2 Type I—General Guidelines

To develop successful institutional arrangements for freight
transportation, basic guidelines must be followed. Many
arrangements have proven successful; many have been less
successful. As described in Chapter 3, these arrangements can
be grouped by type. Although many arrangements meet the
criteria of multiple types and/or evolve from one to the other
over time, the underlying basis for all institutional arrange-
ments can be encompassed in certain overarching guidelines,
driven by a general set of success factors. The following pro-
vides a set of universal guidelines designed to initiate a success-
ful arrangement. These universal guidelines should be reviewed
and considered for all three types of institutional arrangements.
These guidelines are presented in sequence but can be used
independently based on the needs of the arrangement.

Thirteen overarching guidelines have been developed as
summarized in Table 4-2. Each guideline is described and
illustrated using case study examples. Table 4-2 shows which
of the 16 case studies illustrate use of which guidelines. Shad-
ing indicates detailed examples for that guideline. All case
studies are provided in detail in Appendix C.

Guideline 1. Identify need and purpose.

The first step in developing a successful institutional arrange-
ment is to define its purpose. Institutional arrangements
are developed to address a specific need. The definition and
understanding of this need cut across all types of institutional
arrangements. The development of a freight transportation
advisory committee enables a region to better plan for freight

transportation mobility by incorporating freight into estab-
lished policy, planning, and programming activities. In some
instances institutional arrangements are created to promote a
specific project; in other cases, they provide an overall voice to
the freight community. Institutional arrangements also can be
used to identify and allocate funding to specific improvement
projects. The definition of the specific need and purpose of the
institutional arrangement is a key to success.

Given that a need and purpose are fundamental components
of an organization, all institutional arrangements presented
illustrate the use of this guideline. Institutional arrangements
come in three basic forms: addressing a specific project-level
need, acting in an advisory role, or performing an advocacy
function. Example 1-1 describes an organization focused on a
very specific project-level need and purpose while Example 1-2
illustrates moving from a narrow focus to a broader purpose
over time. Example 1-3 illustrates the definition of the purpose
within the documentation of the arrangement.

Guideline 2. Form deliberate strategies.

Defining the need and purpose provides the overall objec-
tive of the institutional arrangement; however, it does not
define the action items or focus areas necessary to ensure
success. A set of deliberate strategies provides the participants
with a checklist of priorities that will guide the institutional
arrangement’s activities. These strategies provide a frame-
work designed to achieve the established purpose. For freight
transportation advisory committees, strategies may consist of
needs identification, consensus building, developing political
support, and advising work program development. All these
strategies or actions would be designed to promote freight
transportation system investments in the region. The ability to
complete these activities also allows the institutional arrange-
ment to evaluate its level of success. For more specific insti-
tutional arrangements, activities could include developing
specific evaluation criteria, establishing MOUs, and other
processes necessary to implement a specific program or de-
velop a stand-alone entity. These strategies are, in large part,
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Type I 

1 Identify need and purpose 

2 Form deliberate strategies 

3 Seek the support of a champion 

4 Identify and recruit stakeholders 

5 Build political support 

6 Develop information-sharing and outreach venues 

7 Partner with academia 

8 Engage stakeholders as needed 

9 Secure dedicated funding and resources

10 Use consensus-based process

11 Ensure short- and long-term progress 

12 Develop and use performance measures

13 Encourage cost sharing

Type II 

14 Define specific program elements 

15 Develop implementation process 

16 Establish protocols for implementation 

17 Identify evaluation criteria 

18 Define funding allocation process 

19 Require on-time completion of projects 

20 Require project audits 

21 Perform site visits 

22 Ensure focus stays on purpose/mission 

Type III 

23 Build consensus on specific project parameters 

24 Seek out champions and develop a diverse coalition of interest groups 

25 Provide a neutral forum

26 Secure private-sector involvement/commitment 

27 Develop mitigation strategy for project impacts

28 Establish clear decision-making authority 

29 Remain focused on defined mission 

30 Adopt a product orientation 

31 Identify, monitor, and address obstacles 

32 Develop partnership agreements 

33 Negotiate third-party agreements early 

34 Allocate risk between owner and contractor

35 Establish funding firewalls and sunset clauses 

36 Consider design-build procurement 

37 Understand how bond rating agencies make decisions 

38 Establish cost-sharing structure

39 Maintain adequate contingency and reserves 

40 Maximize use of available funding cycles 

Table 4-1. Summary of guidelines.
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2 Form deliberate strategies       

3 Seek the support of a champion  

4 Identify and recruit stakeholders  
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6 Develop information-sharing and 
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Note: Shading indicates that this is a detailed example of the guideline.

 

Table 4-2. Summary of Type I—general guidelines.

Example 1-1. Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority

The Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority (ACTA), a joint powers authority of the cities of Los Ange-
les and Long Beach, is the governing entity responsible for one of the largest and most successful public works
projects in Southern California, the Alameda Corridor. Combining capacity improvements and environmen-
tal enhancements, the project dramatically improved railroad access to the largest port complex in the
United States by consolidating harbor-related railroad traffic onto a single 20-mile corridor between the
Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach and the railroad mainlines near downtown Los Angeles.

The issue identified in the beginning was the need to improve traffic conditions in the port area for both
highway and rail corridors and to address the effect of this traffic on surrounding communities. The success
of this project could not have been possible without a clear purpose to accomplish this goal. To achieve
this success, ACTA’s purpose has evolved over the life of the Alameda Corridor project. The original pur-
pose was to design and construct the Alameda Corridor. Beyond this initial purpose, ACTA is responsible
for making debt service payments and maintaining the right-of-way and related facilities. When the design
and construction phase of the project was completed in 2002, the purpose of ACTA expanded to other
areas including data collection for supporting initiatives, design, and construction of highway improve-
ments; assisting in goods movement studies; investigating funding options for goods movement projects;
and participating in additional railroad projects.

ACTA’s success story is defined by its ability to identify its purpose in the early stages of the Alameda Cor-
ridor project. By working through a step-by-step process toward its goal, the organization that eventu-
ally came to be ACTA was able to work through public and private concerns with a clear mission of where
it was headed and remain focused on the railroad access problem to be solved.



covered by the guidelines provided in this document; how-
ever, creating a plan early in the process will help determine
the direction of the institutional arrangement.

Institutional arrangements considered successful have
clearly identified strategies that help keep the organization fo-
cused on its mission and members engaged. For instance,
Kansas City SmartPort (KCSP) has employed specific mar-
keting strategies to achieve its mission. Example 2-1 illus-
trates a state-based organization that has developed strategies

to raise awareness of its freight-related mission. Example 2-2
is a regional example where the leadership formed strategies
early on to keep members engaged.

Guideline 3. Seek the support of 
a champion.

Institutional arrangements typically consist of various stake-
holders who come together for a common purpose. However,

23

Example 1-2. Nation’sPort

Nation’sPort is a non-profit organization formed to promote commercial freight interests in the New York/
New Jersey harbor area. In partnership with the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ),
Nation’sPort’s initial focus was coordinating local private-sector support with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) to deepen the New York harbor and berth access. The group was successful in bringing
USACE’s attention to the issue and the dredging project is on track for completion in 2014.

Once this initial goal was achieved, the entity remained dormant until 2006 when it was urged to under-
take a new, broader purpose of promoting sustainable goods movement through a comprehensive 
logistics system while enhancing the region’s economy. This restructured mission for Nation’sPort pro-
vided a new direction for the entity. This new purpose allows Nation’sPort to focus on gathering the sup-
port of both public and private stakeholders in the success of the mobility of goods in the port region. It
continues to develop a strategic freight logistics plan that will guide its efforts. It sees its mission as mainly
strategic rather than project oriented. It is working in partnership with PANYNJ to reach out to as many
stakeholders, public and private, as possible to advance freight logistics in the harbor area.

Nation’sPort is an example of an organization redefining itself as the need originally identified changed.
Being sensitive to the changing environment has allowed Nation’sPort to make changes as necessary to fur-
ther its purpose.

Example 1-3. Southern California National Freight Gateway Collaboration Agreement

The Southern California National Freight Gateway Collaboration Agreement was signed by 19 Federal,
state, and local government agencies (including 3 Southern California ports) on October 12, 2007. The
three-page agreement documents these agencies’ intent to collaborate on the challenges of growing
freight volumes in Southern California, coupled with limited infrastructure capacity and funding and 
unacceptable environmental and human health impacts associated with freight movement.

The agreement among numerous agencies at several levels of government is a testament to the success in
demonstrating the need for collaboration. Such collaboration is unusual, but in an arena where transporta-
tion, environmental, and economic factors are all relevant, the senior agency leaders were clearly persuaded
and motivated to offer their commitment to a new effort. The purpose for the collaboration was docu-
mented in the agreement itself:

The purpose of this agreement is to promote cooperation, coordination, and collaboration among the sig-
natories to advance projects for sustainable and efficient freight transportation operations while all signa-
tories pursue their normal responsibilities under the law. This agreement is not intended to limit, increase,
or affect the authority of any agency under the law. The undersigned agree to cooperate with all stakehold-
ers in the Area to improve freight throughput capacity while protecting and enhancing the natural and
human environment.
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Example 2-1. California Marine and Intermodal Transportation System Advisory Council

The California Marine and Intermodal Transportation System Advisory Council (CALMITSAC) is a multi-
stakeholder group that has been meeting since 2001 to raise awareness of the importance and needs of
California’s port and marine transportation system. Since its formation, CALMITSAC has been creating spe-
cific strategies to deal with the growing quantity of maritime cargo handled by the California ports. The
group’s first milestone publication came in 2003, California Marine Transportation System Infrastructure
Needs. This report represented the first consensus listing of maritime infrastructure projects needed
statewide. In 2004, Assembly Bill 2034 was passed into law requiring CALMITSAC to produce a strategies plan
to the legislature. This plan, Growth of California Ports: Opportunities & Challenges, was delivered in April
2007 and included 54 specific recommendations on the following topics: economic growth, environment,
project priorities, funding, intermodal trucking availability and terminal productivity, legislation, marine
transportation system security, and education.

Every 2 years, a report is written by a CALMITSAC member with an academic affiliation who conducts exten-
sive research and works closely with the Council to frame each report. These biannual Strategic Analysis
reports serve as the main educational and outreach vehicle for state and Federal lawmakers for the orga-
nization. In addition, these reports lay out recommendations for action to foster the development of a
marine transportation system in California that is safe, secure, efficient, environmentally sound, and can
expand to meet the demands of the global economy. By producing regular written consensus reports
that are of high quality, based on objective research and statistics, and contain recommendations for action
on several mission areas including security, infrastructure, environment, and competitiveness, CALMITSAC
has created deliberate strategies that have helped the group support its state-oriented mission of raising
local and national awareness on the importance of California’s ports and maritime system.

Example 2-2. Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission—Goods Movement Task Force

The Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) Goods Movement Task Force (GMTF) is a freight
advisory committee composed of about half private sector and half government representatives. Meeting
since 1992, it has successfully built relationships among its members and improved their collective under-
standing of the Philadelphia region’s freight system through planned strategies.

The task force was formed to give freight a stronger voice in the regional transportation planning process.
The GMTF’s purpose is to maximize the Delaware Valley’s position in the global economy by promoting
local freight operations and implementing a regional goods movement strategy. It has ensured this happens
by taking specific steps to keep the freight industry engaged and working together. One strategy, employed
by the Executive Committee, is to develop a theme for each year and plan all quarterly meetings around
this theme. This helps members to know ahead of time what topics will be discussed. In addition, the task
force clearly defined its structure so that it is organized into logical, pertinent subcommittees making the
most use of the members’ time for each meeting. Finally, the leadership uses membership involvement
strategies (e.g., tours and speaking engagements) to help members learn from one another and provide
valuable insight to the GMTF discussion.

These and other strategies have ensured that freight is effectively represented and included in the regional
transportation planning and programming processes. In addition to awareness, the common understanding
and regional freight focus fostered through the GMTF has resulted in funding for freight-specific infrastruc-
ture improvements in the Delaware Valley region.
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in order for the institutional arrangement to achieve success,
it is critical to have the support of a champion. A champion can
take several forms: an elected official, a dedicated staff person,
or a lead organization that may campaign toward a legislative
mandate for implementation or for the funding needed to
accomplish the defined goals. The champion often is in the best
position to promote the common purpose, provide dedicated
staff and funding, or serve as an objective contracting agent. As
the key motivator, the champion is responsible for keeping
other stakeholders engaged. This requires a common goal,
showing evidence of progress/success, and a tireless commit-
ment to motivate participation. A local or regional freight task
force can be used to identify, prioritize, and fund specific im-
provement projects. In this case, the champion must be in a po-
sition to follow through with implementation of these improve-
ments to be effective. More formalized programs can also be
developed through public and private participation to facilitate

improved efficiencies in business practices. In these instances,
the champion often must provide the architecture or frame-
work as well as a range of incentives to stimulate participation.

Examples of champions were found in many of the entities
interviewed. For instance, the Miami-Dade Freight Trans-
portation Advisory Committee (FTAC) has enjoyed the tireless
effort of a coordinator who makes sure the council meets to
discuss important freight issues to provide recommendations
to the MPO. In the case of the Maine DOT Industrial Rail Ac-
cess Program (IRAP), the Maine DOT fully supports the pro-
gram and sees the importance in the mission of the program.
The Mississippi Valley Freight Coalition (MVFC) executive
officers have championed their effort through an MOU and
pooled funds. Example 3-1 illustrates the outcome of a dedi-
cated lead agency championing the effort for the CVISN Pro-
gram while Example 3-2 shows how losing a champion can
affect the institutional arrangement.

Example 3-1. Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks

The Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks (CVISN) Program provides a framework for
organizing, deploying, and funding the implementation of technology to automate various motor car-
rier regulatory and safety enforcement functions. The program is managed by FMCSA. Although deploy-
ment planning and implementation of the program requires the full participation of FMCSA, state agen-
cies with motor carrier safety or regulatory responsibilities, and industry, FMCSA is the champion, providing
the national reach to unite a diverse set of public and private stakeholders and incentivize investments in
new business and enforcement processes and technologies.

FMCSA cannot achieve its mission of reducing crashes involving trucks and buses without the support of
the states, which are responsible for administering and enforcing commercial vehicle regulations.
States, on the other hand, typically cannot fully finance the technology infrastructure required for CVISN,
nor are individual states well-suited to coordinate activities across states to promote uniformity and stan-
dards. States wishing to receive Federal CVISN funds must enter into formal partnership agreements with
FMCSA. These agreements (1) specify what is required of states in order to qualify for and receive CVISN
grant money and (2) outline what they can expect from FMCSA.

In general, FMCSA has primary responsibility for managing and overseeing the CVISN program at the 
national level, including evaluation of the effectiveness of the program. States are responsible for planning,
deploying, operating, and maintaining their CVISN architecture and services.

Example 3-2. Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation Efficiency Program

The Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation Efficiency Program (CREATE) is a public-private part-
nership created in 2003 that includes the state and city transportation departments, passenger rail services,
and six of the largest North American freight railroads. The CREATE Program consists of approximately
78 projects of national and regional significance aimed at addressing existing and future congestion issues
on the rail system, which, if not addressed, are expected to bring adverse effects to the national economy
and the transportation system. In order to complete the 78 projects, Federal funding is necessary.

(continued)



Guideline 4. Identify and recruit
stakeholders.

One of the key success factors for an effective institutional
arrangement is identifying and recruiting stakeholders to
achieve the defined purpose or mission. Given that freight
transportation is, in large part, driven by the private sector, this
requires a mix of public and private stakeholders—public
transportation agencies and authorities to drive the funding,
permitting, and programming of projects and private trans-
portation companies to drive the needs identification, priori-
tization, and buy-in for specific projects and programs. To re-
cruit the appropriate partners successfully, a win-win scenario
must be defined and promoted. A group of like-minded stake-
holders can be brought together to promote mutual benefits at
a regional level to drive economic development, mobility, and
overall competitiveness. At a specific project level, stakehold-

ers can be organized to solve a key freight bottleneck that is big-
ger than an individual agency or company. It is critical that the
individual stakeholders represent affected agencies and com-
panies as well as being leaders and decisionmakers who can en-
sure the commitment of resources.

Many entities have successfully identified and recruited
stakeholders to achieve the defined purpose or mission such as
CREATE, which united several public and private parties to ad-
dress a freight bottleneck in the region; DVRPC, which reaches
out to various freight-related entities to join in the transporta-
tion planning process for a region; and KCSP, where investors
are stakeholders representing a mix of public and private part-
ners. Example 4-1 shows an organization that successfully
reached out to a wide range of stakeholders to ensure the right
individuals participated and contributed to the overall mission
of the group. Example 4-2 discusses an entity that is building
its membership after broadening its mission over time.
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Example 4-1. California Marine and Intermodal Transportation System Advisory Council

The California Marine and Intermodal Transportation System Advisory Council (CALMITSAC) was created
as a California-focused group to help the state develop a strategy to deal with the growing amounts of
maritime cargo being handled by the California ports. This group of like-minded stakeholders was needed
in order to act effectively in concert and address California’s marine transportation system issues. As a result,
a mix of public and private stakeholders were identified and recruited, including State legislative staff,
Maritime Administration (MARAD) officials, the Marine Exchanges of Northern and Southern California,
the California Association of Port Authorities, the Pacific Merchant Shipping Association, the California
State Lands Commission, academics in trade and transportation fields, labor unions, and waterfront
employers. This multi-stakeholder group, later referred to as CALMITSAC, has been meeting since 2001
to raise awareness of the importance and needs of California’s ports and marine transportation system.

One of CALMITSAC’s key success factors has been its ambition to bring a wide range of stakeholders 
together to ensure that the right individuals participate and contribute to the overall mission of the group.

Example 3-2. (Continued)

In 2005, the CREATE Program lost its strongest champion at the Federal level when a former member of
several subcommittees of the House Transportation and Infrastructure (T&I) Committee, including the T&I
Subcommittee on Railroads, retired just before SAFETEA-LU authorization. It was then left to others to
champion the project during final Congressional deliberations, which may have resulted in CREATE not
receiving the Federal funding anticipated from the Projects of National and Regional Significance (PNRS)
Program in SAFETEA-LU. It had requested $900 million in Federal funding in addition to state, local and
private contributions but, instead, it only received $100 million, which has been released in increments.

CREATE’s goals could be advanced with strong champions throughout the nation who recognize the
national significance of the program and will support the lobbying efforts to secure more funds in the
next Federal transportation authorization. Without a strong champion at the Federal level who will help
secure a dedicated funding source, the program will continue to be implemented in phases, resulting
in significant delay.
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Example 4-2. Nation’sPort

Nation’sPort is a non-profit organization formed to fulfill the need to create a single organization that
would serve as a voice for a full range of freight interests in the Ports of New York and New Jersey region.
There was no umbrella organization to bring the needs of these stakeholders together in a cohesive
fashion. Therefore, one of its challenges has been to integrate the various public and private sectors’
needs and expectations into one single voice advocating for the Ports of New York and New Jersey.

Nation’sPort began primarily as a private-sector group that is now motivated by the desire to encour-
age the general public’s interest in the Port. However, it recognized the need to promote the benefits
of the Port in terms of economic development, freight mobility, and overall competitiveness at the 
regional level. To do this, a mix of public- and private-sector members needed to be represented. As
a result, Nation’sPort became a more formal structure consisting of five standing committees dealing
with specific issues (Inland Transportation, Port, Land Use & Development, Labor & Workforce Devel-
opment, and Technology & Systems Integration). Each committee represents a diverse constituency
tailored to each issue. For example, the Inland Transportation Committee includes members from
trucking, railroads, construction, engineering, communities, and planning agencies, while the Labor &
Workforce Development Committee involves representatives from employment and training organi-
zations, educational institutions, and a range of employers. Nation’sPort also intends to establish an
Advisory Board made up of local and state governmental entities concerned with freight transporta-
tion. It expects to get the New York and New Jersey MPOs and state DOTs involved, expand union involve-
ment, and build positively on the established working relationship with the Port Authority of New York
and New Jersey.

In conclusion, Nation’sPort has recognized the importance of including a mix of public and private members
in order to have the appropriate stakeholders and resources to encourage a strong regional collaboration
and integrate the various constituents’ needs and expectations into a regional logistics strategy for the
Port’s region.

Example 4-1. (Continued)

As a result, CALMITSAC has continued to broaden its membership to include stakeholders who will iden-
tify, prioritize, and recommend actions to improve California’s maritime transportation system, making
sure they represent affected agencies and companies like the California Chamber of Commerce and the
BNSF Railway Company, as well as leaders and decisionmakers such as the California Department of Trans-
portation and the California Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency. Most recently, the group has
reached out to a major national environmental group, the Natural Resources Defense Council, which is
working to reduce the pollution levels and community impacts produced by California’s port operations. By
identifying and recruiting this wide range of public and private stakeholders, CALMITSAC has proven that it
is possible for diverse members to look past their individual agendas in service of CALMITSAC’s overall mis-
sion to foster the development of a marine transportation system in California that is safe, secure, efficient,
environmentally sound, and capable of expanding to meet the demands of the global economy.

Guideline 5. Build political support.

The success of an institutional arrangement is directly linked
to its political support. Although many institutional arrange-
ments are technically driven in nature, the ability to implement
specific objectives is directly affected by the support of commu-
nity and business leaders. Without political support, it may be

more difficult to engage stakeholders, solicit dedicated fund-
ing, and implement recommendations. In the most extreme
cases, support can result in a mandate that provides the author-
ity to implement specific actions. Recommendations from
an advisory committee are given more credence when the
members are politically appointed. In some instances, legisla-
tive bodies can create new funding programs designed to tackle
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Example 5-2. Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation Efficiency Program

The Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation Efficiency (CREATE) Program is a public-private
partnership created in 2003 that includes the state and city transportation departments, passenger rail
services, and six of the largest North American freight railroads. CREATE is aimed at addressing existing
and future congestion issues on the rail system, which are expected to bring adverse effects to the 
national economy and transportation system if not addressed in the near future.

One of the key factors of the CREATE Program’s success in being recognized as a project of regional and
national significance has been the strong political support from all of its stakeholders. Since its genesis,
a strong leadership presence from political leaders has helped bring private industry into the project 
design process. Support from communities and freight organizations was also achieved thanks to the 
political leaders at the Chicago Department of Transportation (CDOT) and at the Illinois Department of
Transportation (IDOT) who have actively promoted the benefits of CREATE to gain public support for the
projects. Over 15 businesses have produced letters of support stating how the CREATE Program improve-
ments will benefit their businesses. To add significant local resident appeal for neighborhoods bisected

Example 5-1. Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board

The Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board (FMSIB) is an independent state agency created by the
Washington State legislature in 1998 to implement a strategic investment program exclusively for freight
mobility needs. The 12-member board evaluates and scores project applications every 2 years using
rigorous evaluation criteria that are competitively neutral across jurisdictions and modes. The FMSIB also
advocates for funding at the state and Federal levels, in addition to advising the State legislature on
freight trends and concerns. Because FMSIB can count on the political support of the State legislature, the
private carriers, and the local communities, it has been able to fund and complete strategic investment
projects to improve freight mobility in the State of Washington.

First, being created by the legislature gave FMSIB clear statutory guidance with defined roles, responsi-
bilities, and goals to improve freight mobility in the region and, to some degree, promoted FMSIB as the
authority for freight investments in the region. Elected leaders became freight champions, which has
been crucial when advocating for funding at the state and Federal levels. In addition, FMSIB has had the
support of the private freight carriers (shipping, trucking, and railroads). The Board, appointed by the
Governor, includes a member of each private carrier industry and, as such, the private-sector Board members
are directly involved in the decision-making and project selection process. This has resulted in a greater
willingness of the private carriers to participate in planning and to secure private partners and private
funds to leverage the largest amount of non-state funds necessary to improve the movement of freight
in the State of Washington.

Finally, as its mission states, FMSIB is charged with finding solutions that lessen the traffic and environ-
mental impacts on local communities. The project prioritization and scoring process has bonus points for
projects that reduce environmental impacts and improve environmental benefits (i.e., reduce vehicle
emissions, reduce train whistle noise in crossing vicinity, and improve local air quality). As a result, local
communities also support FMSIB’s projects.

freight mobility issues. Political support is one of the key suc-
cess factors for most institutional arrangements.

The degree of political support for the organizations that
were studied varied. In some cases (such as, CALMITSAC),
this support resulted in a state-legislated mandate. In others,
such as TCIFCG, local political support resulted in greater

collaboration among members toward their funding goal.
Example 5-1 illustrates an organization that employed vari-
ous levels of political engagement to rally the support needed
to be successful. Example 5-2 shows the effect of having
strong political support to bring the public and private sec-
tor together.



Guideline 6. Develop information-sharing
and outreach venues.

Most institutional arrangements specialize in informa-
tion sharing, outreach, and education. These activities are
responsible for building consensus on needs and priorities,
educating communities and stakeholders about the impor-
tance of freight transportation, and ensuring that all inter-
ested parties are current on developments and activities 
associated with the institutional arrangement. E-mail distri-
bution and website development, along with brochures and
newsletters, are effective tools for defining the identity of 
the institutional arrangement, distributing information,
and soliciting feedback and input. Project awareness helps
build support and acceptance of an institutional arrange-

ment’s mission or purpose. In some instances, this consists
purely of information sharing and education relative to
freight transportation system needs. It can also consist of orga-
nized, formal solicitation of stakeholder input on project
identification and priorities within established transportation
programs.

Information sharing takes on many forms (e.g., the I-95
Corridor Coalition’s development and distribution of “les-
sons learned” reports and participation in industry confer-
ences). Nation’sPort has provided a forum for all members
to provide input into the entity’s strategic planning process.
Example 6-1 provides detail on an organization that used an
extensive marketing program to reach potential stakehold-
ers. Example 6-2 focuses on information sharing as a way to
improve the understanding of freight in its region.
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Example 6-1. Kansas City SmartPort

Kansas City SmartPort, Inc. (KCSP) is a non-profit, investor-based economic development organization
supported by both the public and private sector. It was formed in 2001 to promote and enhance the 
18-county, bi-state Kansas City region as a leading North American logistics hub. KCSP has encouraged
regional economic growth by attracting logistics businesses to locate in the region and has promoted the
efficient movement of goods by facilitating freight information to key stakeholders.

KCSP is a strong example of an organization that has been able to define its mission of positioning the
Kansas City region as a top logistics hub thanks to an assertive marketing and media campaign that
branded the region as “America’s inland port solution.” The marketing outreach has included marketing
trips, trade missions, presentations, brochures, newsletters, and events that have helped build consensus
on KCSP’s mission at the local, regional, and national level.

Overall, KCSP serves as the clearinghouse for all the freight-related information in the region. KCSP main-
tains a comprehensive database of available logistics sites, freight service providers, educational and
training opportunities on supply chain management, and relevant news and articles, making it easier for
potential logistics business customers or clients to be better informed when they want to relocate to the
region. Having all this information available in one location on the KCSP website (www.kcsmartport.com)
has facilitated the communication among all freight stakeholders in the region. The website is KCSP main
resource to educate public and private stakeholders and to ensure all interested parties are current on
developments and opportunities associated with freight-related businesses in the region. The website
and outreach venues mentioned earlier have been valuable tools effectively used by KCSP to promote itself
as the freight umbrella group of the Kansas City region.

Example 5-2. (Continued)

by freight lines and obtain their support, several key grade separation improvements were also included
in the overall list of projects.

In the end, the support of political leaders, private and public partners, businesses, and local communities
promoting not only the local and regional benefits but also the national benefits made the case for invest-
ing in CREATE projects. This helped position the project to better compete for the Projects of National and
Regional Significance (PNRS) Program dollars. As a result, CREATE received funding from the PNRS Program
and is recognized nationally as a single project that will benefit the movement of goods and passengers.
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Example 7-1. Mississippi Valley Freight Coalition

The Mississippi Valley Freight Coalition (MVFC) is a regional organization created in 2006 to cooperate
in the planning, operating, preservation, and improvement of transportation infrastructure in the 10-state
Mississippi Valley region. It is administered by one of the University Transportation Centers (UTCs) spon-
sored by the U.S. DOT at the University of Wisconsin—Madison, the National Center for Freight and 
Infrastructure Research and Education (CFIRE). As the administrator, facilitator, and coordinator of the
Coalition, CFIRE serves as an external entity that is not associated with any of the state DOTs. In addition,

Example 6-2. Mississippi Valley Freight Coalition

The Mississippi Valley Freight Coalition (MVFC) is a regional organization created in 2006 to cooperate
in the planning, operating, preservation, and improvement of the transportation infrastructure in the
10-state Mississippi Valley region. Its charter specifies three objectives to develop information sharing and
outreach venues to support the coalition’s mission of maximizing the operational efficiency of the freight
transportation system in the region. These objectives are

• Share information to improve the understanding of freight issues and the management of freight
services and facilities;

• Reach out to and share ideas with the private sector on how to make freight-flow efficient; and

• Gather, analyze, and share information on the movement of freight with sister agencies and private
sector interests.

The MVFC has successfully achieved these three goals thanks to the effective communication that exists
within the MVFC committees and outside the Coalition. By having newsletters, workshops, a user-friendly
website, and other marketing materials, all parties interested in improving freight mobility in the region
are kept informed and involved in the MVFC efforts. Staff reports quarterly on the progress of the MVFC
projects and keeps the states in a dialogue on what is happening with the Coalition’s efforts. At least annu-
ally, a workshop conference is held to bring all regional freight stakeholders together to share ideas with
the ultimate goal of providing a learning experience for all members.

By keeping all committee members, the private sector, other public agencies, and advocacy organizations
informed of recent news that may affect the Coalition’s efforts or affect freight in the region, the MVFC
ensures everyone is engaged with what the Coalition is doing while providing a common voice for the
region’s freight transportation issues.

Guideline 7. Partner with academia.

Over the years, academia has played an important role in
many institutional arrangements. In fact, some are housed in
or led by transportation research centers at universities.
Academia provides many resources, including staff, research
funding, stakeholder outreach, and continuity over time. In
addition, universities can provide a neutral forum for discus-
sions among a diverse set of stakeholders. For many institu-
tional arrangements, these resources are critical factors for
ongoing success. In addition, some have been the motivator
for developing freight transportation coalitions. Academia
typically involves itself in institutional arrangements that

focus on research, outreach, and consensus-building activi-
ties. It is less involved in institutional arrangements designed
to prioritize and fund improvement projects or establish new
authorities.

Fewer examples are available for institutional arrangements
that have partnered with academia; however, it is important
to note the success of the ones that have reached out to this
source. Example 7-1 illustrates how an institutional arrange-
ment administered by a university program can benefit from
the neutral perspective of the university environment. Exam-
ple 7-2 points out the success of other academic opportu-
nities through intense study programs in current subject
matter related to freight transportation.



Guideline 8. Engage stakeholders as needed.

The success of an institutional arrangement often is
driven by its ability to generate ongoing, long-term stake-
holder involvement. Although many stakeholders may
originally agree to participate in an institutional arrange-
ment, it can become increasingly difficult to engage them
over time. Showing significant progress and forward mo-
mentum is critical, especially for private-sector participa-

tion. It is important to take into account the interests of 
the private sector (e.g., promoting lower shipping costs, 
improved velocity, and greater reliability of shipments).
Considering these issues will help keep the private sector
involved. Many programs have adopted short-term quick-
fix elements to their programs to ensure that stakeholders
remain involved. As programs advance, stakeholders
should only be engaged when there is a concrete purpose—
i.e., the group should not meet just to meet. A lack of a 
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Example 7-2. I-95 Corridor Coalition

The I-95 Corridor Coalition is a group of stakeholders representing various organizations along the length
of the I-95 corridor traversing the East Coast of the United States. The organizations include transporta-
tion agencies, toll authorities, public safety groups, and transportation industry associations. This multi-
jurisdictional cooperative effort aims to improve the transportation conditions along the I-95 corridor.
The strength of the Coalition lies in its ability to provide objective analysis in order to address transporta-
tion problems in a manner that transcends individual organizations.

The coalition is continually working to create an effective approach to an ever-changing political and
technological landscape with particular emphasis in areas such as information exchange. The Coalition
provides training to further the education of its members. The Consortium for ITS Training and Education
(CITE) is an international consortium of universities that is using distance learning technologies to educate
professionals in the latest technologies and applications. The Coalition also supports two academies, the
Operations Academy and the Freight Academy, that provide participants from Coalition member agencies
and others from around the country with opportunities for immersion in current subject matter for periods
of a week or longer.

Although not housed in a university, the Coalition provides academic opportunities to train and inform its
members on current issues in the freight industry to better respond to the constantly shifting environment
of freight logistics. Coalition members directly benefit from Coalition investments in education programs.

Example 7-1. (Continued)

while the center is responsible for research and education efforts for freight infrastructure at a national
level, as the Midwest Regional UTC it is in a position to independently facilitate the collaboration of all
10 states rather than one of the states facilitating the Coalition. It is the UTC’s mission to work for the
benefit of the region, not a particular state, which brings objectivity to the Coalition’s work. Furthermore,
since CFIRE partners with other universities in the region (University of Toledo in Ohio, University of Illinois—
Chicago, University of Wisconsin—Milwaukee, and the University of Wisconsin—Superior), it can provide
a comprehensive geographical perspective of the region.

CFIRE’s research and technical capabilities are a tremendous asset to the MVFC and have resulted in a
win-win scenario. As a research institution, CFIRE is always aware of the latest initiatives, developments,
technologies, and tools, and it applies that knowledge to the benefit of the MVFC projects. University 
research assistants benefit from being exposed to real transportation projects while working toward a
graduate degree and are also less expensive than private consultants; therefore, the MVFC can complete
more projects within a limited budget. But above all, partnering with academia has offered MVFC objec-
tivity and a different perspective to maximize the operational efficiency of the freight transportation
system in the region through the university environment.



substantive agenda and program will lead to reduced par-
ticipation over time.

Many examples exist of entities engaging stakeholders
throughout their process, including FMSIB where all stake-
holders are part of the decision-making process, thereby keep-
ing their interest in the entity’s mission. Also, CALMITSAC

holds leadership symposiums and meets across the state to
maintain and encourage attendance at its meetings. Exam-
ple 8-1 discusses an organization that uses specific strategies
to keep members engaged. Example 8-2 describes an advi-
sory committee taking deliberate steps to keep its members
engaged.
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Example 8-2. Miami-Dade MPO Freight Transportation Advisory Committee

The Freight Transportation Advisory Committee (FTAC) was created to advise the Miami-Dade MPO Gov-
erning Board on issues related to freight movement and truck traffic demands. FTAC members represent
freight, logistics, shipping, trucking, warehousing, and intermodal interests. The Committee acts as the
institutional voice for freight at the County level by providing a forum for the freight community to dis-
cuss transportation needs and integrate freight in the MPO planning process. Although FTAC members
are appointed by the MPO Governing Board, it does not necessarily mean members will fully participate
and contribute to the freight transportation issues discussions.

The FTAC has to make sure its members are engaged and contributing to the Committee. Having MPO
staff dedicated to coordinating the committee’s work has been key to the development of FTAC and
to keeping members and stakeholders engaged. The FTAC Coordinator develops a substantive agenda
for each FTAC meeting and makes sure each meeting centers on topics related to freight mobility need-
ing the MPO’s attention. The Coordinator also searches for freight projects being considered by the
Florida Department of Transportation or other agencies possibly needing the attention of the MPO.
In addition, the Coordinator invites private consultants, public-sector representatives, and other
freight stakeholders to make presentations to the committee in order to foster the sharing of ideas
about the freight issues being presented or discussed. As a result, FTAC members have engaged in pro-
ductive discussions of the issues presented, contributed to recommendations on the freight transporta-
tion issues affecting Miami-Dade County, and passed resolutions with suggested actions for the MPO
Governing Board.

Example 8-1. Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission—Goods Movement Task Force

The Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC) is the MPO for the greater Philadelphia area
covering eight counties plus the City of Philadelphia and spans both Pennsylvania and New Jersey. The
Goods Movement Task Force (GMTF) is a long-standing freight advisory committee within this MPO. The
Executive Committee and members meet quarterly to discuss freight-related issues in the region.

The task force strives to keep its members engaged and working together. Because meeting atten-
dance is voluntary, the leaders of the task force aim to provide compelling agenda content, including
relevant topics and interesting speakers. This provides incentives for both private- and public-sector
interests to be involved and encourages regular attendance at the quarterly meetings. Another way
the task force keeps members engaged is by including components such as tours of freight facilities, a
simulated supply chain re-created in a conference room, tracking several types of freight for a day,
and similar activities designed to showcase members’ operations and build awareness and goodwill.
Another relationship-building tool is providing a social hour before each meeting for members and
guest speakers to interact with the Executive Committee in a relaxed atmosphere.

The effort exerted keeping members engaged over time has proven successful for the GMTF given that
members feel their time has been used effectively for topics of interest to them and their industry
counterparts.
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Example 9-1. Florida Seaport Transportation and Economic Development (FSTED) Council

The FSTED Council was created by the Florida Legislature in 1990 to finance seaport transportation and sea-
port facility projects to further the state’s economic development mission. This program evolved because
of the need for flexibility to invest in Florida’s seaport capacity so seaports could better respond to the
global marketplace and compete for international trade, which is vital to the state’s economy.

Prior to the early 1990s, individual seaports pursued funding independently from state and Federal
sources with limited success. The Florida Ports Council (FPC), a trade association representing Florida’s
seaports, saw this as an opportunity to encourage a multimodal approach to transportation. In addi-
tion, the cruise industry was booming, and the seaports were at the limit of their ability to fund 
new facility expansion or maintain their current facilities. At this time, the FPC approached the legisla-
ture for state money to fund seaport activities. The FPC worked with the 14 seaport directors to collec-
tively come to the Florida Legislature and request a dedicated funding source to fund seaport capital
improvement projects. They based this request on the fact that seaports had never been allocated state
transportation funding but were a huge asset to the state’s economic development. As a result, during
the 1990 legislative session, a bill was passed that created the FSTED program and resulted in a dedi-
cated state funding source for this program to support and encourage the movement of people and
goods through Florida’s seaports. This funding would be provided only for approved projects.

This dedicated funding source has been the key to the success and longevity of this program as 
it keeps the ports engaged and communicating with each other on how to best carry out Florida’s eco-
nomic development mission. Without this funding, the continuity and commitment of the stakeholders
to discuss and address the combined needs of Florida’s 14 deepwater seaports likely would not exist.

Guideline 9. Secure dedicated funding 
and resources.

One of the challenges for many institutional arrangements
is the lack of a dedicated funding source. As with any trans-
portation program, a dedicated funding source ensures conti-
nuity over time, evidence of an ongoing commitment, and 
resources to advance priorities. Allocation of staff time is often
a driving force behind the establishment of freight advisory
committees. The lead agency, often an MPO, assigns dedicated
staff to an institutional arrangement to ensure development of
agendas, distribution of relevant materials, meeting logistics,
and technical support to the committee. Statewide programs
have been successfully created through funding provided by
the state legislature. Larger coalitions have been successful in
securing Federal earmarks as well as participant contributions

to organize technical research programs, outreach programs,
and bottleneck analyses. Still others have found a funding
stream through member dues and sponsorships. Dedicated
funding often is one of the deciding factors between success
and failure for any given institutional arrangement.

The need for dedicated funding is one of the most common
challenges identified by all types of institutional arrangements.
For example, CALMITSAC members had strong political sup-
port for a legislative mandate for its program but have not been
able to secure funding to pursue its goals. Although the I-95
Corridor Coalition has enjoyed funding for most of its duration,
it has not always had a consistent or known amount. Maine
IRAP has received strong support for its program’s purpose, but
does not always know if it will receive funding each year or for
how much. Examples 9-1 and 9-2 illustrate the stability that a
dedicated funding source can provide to an organization.

Example 9-2. Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks

The Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks (CVISN) Program consists of a framework
for organizing, deploying, and funding the implementation of technology to automate various motor
carrier regulatory and safety enforcement functions with the ultimate goal of improving commercial
motor vehicle safety. The program is managed by FMCSA; however, deployment, planning, and imple-
mentation of the program require the full participation of FMCSA, state agencies with motor carrier

(continued)



Guideline 10. Use a consensus-based process.

Most institutional arrangements consist of a mix of pub-
lic and private stakeholders brought together for a common
purpose. A consensus-based process should be used in
order to keep the stakeholders engaged and the institu-
tional arrangement on track to achieve this common pur-
pose. Consensus can be built through collaboration where
a committee or coalition works together to define common
goals. This is common for institutional arrangements that
focus on regional economic development programs de-
signed to make their region more competitive for freight-
dependent industries. For more formal decision-making
activities, such as setting program or project priorities, a
voting structure can be used. Although this may fall short
of achieving a true consensus, it ensures that all members

have an equal voice. This process is useful for allocating
funds to multiple stakeholders for specific improvement
projects.

Many organizations have consensus building as a goal in-
cluding (1) MVFC where all state DOT secretaries and freight-
related staff collaborate for the same goal, (2) FSTED where all
port directors cooperate with each other on what is best for the
ports in Florida as a whole, and (3) FMSIB where all members
participate in project discussions and come to agreement on
project selection. Example 10-1 discusses an organization that
makes consensus-building part of its approach to provide 
objective analyses of transportation problems. Example 10-2
demonstrates the outcome of stakeholders who reached con-
sensus on a project list to make their case for funding projects
in their region. Example 10-3 illustrates the effective use of 
advocacy and education reflecting consensus building.
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Example 10-1. I-95 Corridor Coalition

The I-95 Corridor Coalition is an organization created to deal with highway safety, mobility, and efficiency
on a multi-state and—jurisdictional basis. The strength of the Coalition lies in its ability to provide objective
analysis in order to address transportation problems in a manner that transcends individual organizations.
The coalition’s approach is based on the 4-Cs—Consensus, Coordination, Cooperation, and Communication.

The I-95 Corridor Coalition’s decision-making process seeks consensus among its members. No member
has any more clout than any other. This approach ensures that the Coalition’s work continues to meet
the needs of its member organizations. The Coalition’s flexibility in legal structure has allowed for a
bottom-up and top-down approach that provides forums for decisionmakers to gather and improve

Example 9-2. (Continued)

safety or regulatory responsibilities, and the industry. This participation includes providing funds to sup-
port the planning, deployment, and operation of CVISN-related systems for all 50 states.

In 2005, in order to seed the deployment of CVISN, SAFETEA-LU legislation authorized $100 million in
Federal deployment funds to support states’ implementation of CVISN functionality. SAFETEA-LU 
authorized the U.S. DOT to provide up to $3.5 million to each state to support the planning, deploy-
ment, and operation of CVISN-related systems. The legislation dictates that Federal CVISN deployment
funds cannot be used to fund more than 50 percent of a project’s total budget. As such, states must
identify matching funds that total 50 percent of a project’s budget. The matching funds must be 
derived from non-Federal (i.e., state or private sector) sources and must be related to the state’s CVISN
Program. This 50-50 funding match requirement has enabled Federal and state partners to pool their
funds and accomplish more than if they were left to fund the program independently.

As a result, as of August 2008, 20 states are considered “Core CVISN Compliant” or have deployed all of
the core CVISN capabilities. The dedicated funding source and local match requirement has provided
FMCSA and its state and industry partners with the financial resources to identify expanded CVISN func-
tionality that is being integrated into the CVISN Program so as to achieve nationwide deployment and
continue improvements to commercial motor vehicle safety.
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Example 10-2. Trade Corridors Improvement Fund (TCIF) Consensus Group (TCIFCG)

The Trade Corridors Improvement Fund (TCIF) Consensus Group is a new cooperative effort among a group
of Southern California county transportation commissions that traditionally had competed for trans-
portation funds. They came together with the goal of ensuring that Southern California received a pro-
portionate share of the TCIF. This fund included $2 billion designated for infrastructure improvements
along trade corridors in the State of California with a high volume of freight movement. The county
transportation commissioners had a common goal: to obtain a proportionate share of the TCIF funds in
order to complete or advance a consensus list of short-, medium-, and long-term priority freight projects
previously identified by the counties in a Southern California Multi-County Goods Movement Action Plan.

When funding for infrastructure investments on the state highway system through the Corridor Mobility 
Improvement Account (CMIA) was made available in 2007, Southern California counties each fought for their
own share of the CMIA funds and most came up short in the fierce competition for funds. Based on this 
experience, the Southern California county transportation commissioners recognized that a newform of col-
laboration among them was necessary in order to compete for the TCIF funds. Since Southern California ports
handle over 80% of the state’s containerized cargo, the transportation commissioners formed the TCIFCG
and used a consensus-based approach to compete as a region and make the case that Southern Califor-
nia should receive a similar proportion (80%) of the statewide trade corridor funding (TCIF) to improve the
numerous trade corridors in the region serving the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach.

There was internal agreement within the participating group of Southern California counties as to the
priority of projects on the regional list, which was individually approved by each commission board. This
set of project priorities was then provided as a single consensus communication to the state, whose role
was to assign a portion of the state funds available. Despite the collaborative efforts of the TCIFCG, the
group was not successful in obtaining its goal of a proportionate share of the TCIF money based on the
percentage of the state’s cargo transiting the region. The final share allocated to Southern California was
estimated to be about 55% instead of the 80% expected. However, united by a strong common goal, the
county members of the TCIFCG achieved one important objective: they successfully demonstrated a new
model of regional collaboration in a statewide competition for infrastructure needs.

Example 10-1. (Continued)

the transportation system collaboratively. The voluntary membership helps to ensure that members
are involved for the good of the mission and do not have a personal agenda. This approach makes it
possible to strive for and achieve consensus among the members of the Coalition.

Without consensus, an organization cannot move forward easily. Consensus facilitates the I-95 Corridor
Coalition’s ability to pursue and implement studies and projects that address mutual interests and needs
in a timely and cost-effective manner.

(continued)

Example 10-3. Natural Resources Defense Council

The Southern California Clean Air Program of the nationwide nonprofit Natural Resources Defense Council
(NRDC) is a small team of attorneys whose mission is to use litigation, advocacy, and public education to pro-
mote public policy that reduces emissions of pollutants, including greenhouse gases. The team focuses about
half its time and efforts on goods movement, a major source of emissions in the area, and has had some suc-
cess in moving toward its goals.



Guideline 11. Ensure short- and 
long-term progress.

A successful institutional arrangement should have
short-and long-term elements. The short-term elements
will ensure that the stakeholders remain engaged and that
the institutional arrangement focuses on remedying the
needs of today. The long-term elements ensure that the
work undertaken by the institutional arrangement contin-
ues to move in an agreed-upon direction and sets a prece-
dent for longevity. The long-term elements must also take
into account shifts in priorities due to the ongoing evolu-
tion of the institutional arrangement. Some institutional
arrangements that begin as advisory groups or coalitions

evolve into new authorities as their vision gels into specific
projects and/or investments. Although the overall mission
may remain similar, the specific day-to-day operation of
the institutional arrangement, as well as the legal structure,
could change significantly.

Most institutional arrangements studied have some form
of short- or long-term elements; some have both. It is im-
portant to document short- and long-term progress, espe-
cially from organizations that have been in existence for a
while. Example 11-1 describes an organization that had its
beginnings in the early 1980s. Example 11-2 discusses an 
organization that has been around since 1993. Both exam-
ples demonstrate short- and long-term elements that have
been vital to their success.
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Example 11-1. Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority

The Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority (ACTA) is the result of an evolving process to address 
capacity improvements and environmental concerns along the Alameda Corridor, a 20-mile stretch between
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach and the railroad mainlines near downtown Los Angeles.

From concept to reality, the Alameda Corridor project took 18 years to complete (1984–2002). The process
began prior to 1984 with a coordinated planning effort focusing on highway and railroad access to the Ports
of Los Angeles and Long Beach by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). In late 1981,
SCAG created the Ports Advisory Committee (PAC) to bring together a diverse collection of interest groups
to begin the communications and consensus building process.

In a step-by-step approach, the PAC initially focused on highway access. After only 5 months, in March 1982,
the PAC agreed on a comprehensive list of highway improvements that included widening of Alameda
Street from four to six lanes from the ports to State Route 91. From 1982–1984, the PAC focused on devel-
oping a railroad access plan for the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. By 1985, the next element was to
pursue the Alameda Corridor concept, for which the SCAG created the Alameda Corridor Task Force (ACTF),

Example 10-3. (Continued)

Both the nonlitigation advocacy and public education functions of this Clean Air team are examples of
using a consensus-based process to achieve organizational goals. Advocates who work on the team often
testify at public hearings for projects relating to goods movement and collaborate in this effort with
other like-minded environmental and community-based groups, both formally and informally. The pres-
ence of multiple speakers and groups all voicing similar concerns with the potential environmental or
public health impacts of a project is a clear influence on public decisionmakers. The team’s public educa-
tion efforts, through speaking to various interest groups, also are an example of consensus building.

One example of an advocacy partnership is the Coalition for Clean and Safe Ports, a collaboration of sev-
eral national and local environmental groups, including NRDC’s Clean Air Team, social justice groups, and
labor unions. Their specific short-term goal was to influence the development of truck fleet replacement
programs by the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach.
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Example 11-2. I-95 Corridor Coalition

The I-95 Corridor Coalition was formed in 1993 to facilitate transportation management and operational
improvements along the I-95 Corridor region covering the East Coast of the United States.

With its successful alliance among transportation authorities, agencies, and related organizations, the
Coalition has become a model for cooperative multi-regional transportation planning. Starting with a
focus on Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) technology, the Coalition has broadened its approaches as
it has expanded to better meet the needs of the corridor. The Coalition’s forward-looking initiatives
over the years are designed to save lives, time, and money with technological improvements and inno-
vative projects implemented for the benefit of the corridor. Additionally, the Coalition has developed
a 2040 Strategic Vision for the I-95 Corridor to assist member agencies in developing their transporta-
tion plans and to define the Coalition’s priorities. The Coalition is also exploring various approaches for
financing large projects where the costs of the improvements are too great for a single entity to fund and
where benefits accrue to the entire region or the nation.

Another key factor in the longevity of the Coalition has been the structure of the organization and the
non-binding agreement between the transportation authorities, agencies, and related organizations to
promote transportation issues in the region through volunteer and participatory activities. The Coali-
tion’s structure reflects both a bottom-up and top-down approach that provides a forum for decision-
makers to gather and improve the transportation system collaboratively.

In the beginning, the Coalition’s primary goal was to develop ITS to enhance the transportation system.
Over the years, the Coalition has expanded its focus to include other areas that affect the corridor such
as safety, multimodal projects, planning, financing, and information management.

The long- and short-term elements described above show the importance of being cognizant of both of
these elements when ensuring the focus of the overall mission. This approach has proven successful for the
Coalition over the last 16 years.

Example 11-1. (Continued)

whose membership was similar to that of PAC, with the addition of the California Public Utilities Commis-
sion (CPUC) and each of the cities along the corridor. The ACTF evolved into a Joint Powers Authority with
design and construction responsibility for the Alameda Corridor. The Consolidated Transportation Corri-
dor Joint Powers Authority was created in August of 1989. The agency changed its name to the Alameda
Corridor Transportation Authority (ACTA) in November 1990.

Continuing to make long-term progress, ACTA’s Governing Board approved the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the project in 1993 and the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in 1996. Construction
began in 1997 with the building of the $6 million railroad bridge over the Los Angeles River at the
northern end of the corridor. Construction of the main trench section in the mid-corridor started in 1999
and was completed in 2002.

This history of ACTA points to the success of ensuring long- and short-term progress. Without the short-
term focus the project might not have gotten underway, but without the long-term vision it would
never have turned into the success it is considered today.
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Example 12-2. Kansas City SmartPort

Kansas City SmartPort, Inc. (KCSP) is a non-profit, investor-based economic development organization
formed in 2001 to promote and enhance the 18-county, bi-state Kansas City region as a leading North
American logistics hub. KCSP carries out its mission by engaging in different projects and activities in three
main mission areas: Economic Development, Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), and Business Services.
In order to show investors progress and ensure their continued support, KCSP’s performance is evaluated
based on the achievement of the goals set for the organization by the board of directors every year.

The President works closely with the Chairman of the Board of Directors to lead the organization and
achieve the goals set for the organization. KCSP goals for 2008 were to attract new or more freight-

Guideline 12. Develop and use
performance measures.

The use of performance measures has become common
practice within the transportation industry and has direct
application to institutional arrangements. The ability to
show progress helps ensure continued support by stake-
holders as well as funding agencies. Performance measures
vary significantly by type of institutional arrangement. Ad-
visory committees and coalitions can be evaluated by levels
of stakeholder participation and meeting attendance, iden-
tification and completion of research initiatives, identifica-
tion of bottlenecks, and recommendations for improvements.
Transportation authorities can be evaluated on schedule,
budget, implementation and operation, and resulting effect
of a project. Performance measures evolve over time with

the institutional arrangement. An annual “report card” on
key successes and failures is an effective tool for ongoing
performance monitoring.

The institutional arrangements studied in this project are
at varying levels of developing and using performance mea-
sures to monitor the progress of their programs. Some 
measure completion of projects, some measure meeting 
attendance, and others do not have a set list of measures to
monitor the development of their program. For instance,
CREATE monitors expected benefits while FTAC observes
the completion of tasks in the Unified Planning Work Pro-
gram (UPWP) as a measure of performance. Example 12-1
presents a state-legislated program and its accountability to
the legislature on the progress of its program. Example 12-2
shows how an investor-based program stays responsible to
the investors.

Example 12-1. Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board

The Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board (FMSIB) is an independent state agency created by the
Washington State legislature in 1998 to implement a strategic investment program exclusively for freight
mobility needs. FMSIB is required to keep the legislature current on the status of all the freight mobility 
investment projects selected to be funded. Twice a year, the board performs a complete project status
review on all of its projects and reviews the progress and any changes for each project quarterly. When a
project is unable to fulfill its commitment as communicated to the legislature and the Office of Financial
Management (OFM), FMSIB either moves the project to a later biennium or to a deferred projects list. Avail-
able funds are then redirected, after approval from OFM and the legislature, to projects that can advance
and can fulfill their commitment.

Because of this accountability, many key members of the State of Washington’s legislature are pleased
with FMSIB. Since its inception, FMSIB has been committed to achieving its legislative mandate and goals.
Its annual report highlights how successful FMSIB has been in using the greatest amount of state funds
possible by bringing public and private partners together to favor a higher participation percentage
match to state funds for each project. The annual report serves as a report card where key successes are
highlighted and challenges and opportunities are identified. By keeping the legislature informed on
FMSIB’s performance and doing what is required by statute, policymakers have become freight advocates
and continue to seek alternatives to provide funding for freight investments in the state.
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Example 13-1. Florida Seaport Transportation and Economic Development (FSTED) Council

Although Florida’s seaports are public entities, they operate like businesses in order to fulfill their pub-
lic purpose. This means they have to be flexible to respond to market demands and customer needs.
The FSTED Council was charged with improving the “movement and intermodal transportation of
cargo or passengers in commerce and trade and . . . support[ing] the interests, purposes, and require-
ments of ports located in the state.” The business of Florida’s seaports is vital to the state’s economic
health.

Since the creation of this program, state law has provided specific guidelines on what types of projects are
eligible for funding under this program, including specific port facility and port transportation projects.
The law also specified these projects must be funded on a 50-50 matching basis; funding is available for
all of Florida’s deepwater seaports, as defined in law. However, in order to be eligible for funding, a pro-
posed project must be consistent with a seaport’s comprehensive master plan as required by law. In 1996
and 1999, the legislature granted the FSTED Council bonding authority in order to provide funding for
port and intermodal projects.

This matching requirement guarantees that individual ports are ready to invest in the project as well,
prevents the state from having to bear the sole financial responsibility for the projects, and ensures the
project is a port priority.

Guideline 13. Encourage cost sharing.

Over the last few decades there have been discussions about
public investment in private infrastructure. Although many
believe that public funds should not be used to promote for-
profit business, others have recognized the public benefits pro-
vided by investments in private infrastructure. To mitigate
these conflicts, many institutional arrangements have been
successful in sharing project costs by requiring a match to pub-
lic funds or, at a minimum, prioritizing those projects that 
have a private match. This approach has enabled institutional
arrangements to better use limited public funds for specific im-
provement projects, resulting in greater community support.

Examples of cost sharing are becoming more frequent as
public entities reach out to the private sector. In the case of
CREATE, the organization partnered with the private rail-
roads and agreed to provide matching funds to aid in alleviat-
ing the bottleneck in the region. CVISN, a Federal program,
requires states to provide matching funds (which may be pri-
vate) in order to share the cost of implementing this program.
In Example 13-1, a state program partners with the seaports to
provide funding for economic development. Example 13-2
describes a state program sharing costs with the public and
private sector to improve economic viability of the state’s
railroads.

Example 12-2. (Continued)

related businesses, measured by the number of payroll jobs created; attract new large logistics businesses
to the area, measured by square footage expected to be developed in the region; conduct as much mar-
keting and outreach as possible, measured by number of conferences attended, interviews to the media
and transportation consultants, and articles in newspapers and magazines among other activities; continue
the development of the Trade Data Exchange project (ITS project), measured by the progress on the proj-
ect; and maintain the financial health of the organization, measured by the amount of funds attracted
from investors and Federal and state grants.

By using performance measures to evaluate KCSP’s achievement of its mission goals, KCSP has been able
to quantify its level of success and use its performance and accomplishments as another marketing tool
to effectively promote the benefits KCSP generates in terms of economic development, ITS, and business
services in the region. Ultimately, investors continue to contribute to the organization because they see
the return on their investment in the results KCSP has achieved.



4.3 Type II Guidelines

Type II guidelines are designed to build on those for Type
I and provide additional input for Type II arrangements.
Type II arrangements are organizations that seek consensus
on specific project priorities. They use quantitative methods
to score and rank projects competing for funds. These
groups often have active and focused advocacy programs for

specific projects but may not be directly responsible for the
design and construction of these projects. The Type I guide-
lines are essential to the success of Type II arrangements, 
addressing all the activities required to initiate the institu-
tional arrangement, establish a specific mission and set of
strategies, and engage stakeholders in the process. Each of
the Type I guidelines should be reviewed for applicability to
Type II institutional arrangements. Table 4-3 summarizes
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Guideline F
M

S
IB

F
S

T
E

D

IR
A

P

14 Define specific program elements

15 Develop implementation process 

16 Establish protocols for implementation 

17 Identify evaluation criteria 

18 Define funding allocation process 

19 Require on-time completion of projects 

20 Require project audits 

21 Perform site visits 

22 Ensure focus stays on purpose/mission 

Table 4-3. Summary of Type II guidelines.

Example 13-2. Maine DOT Industrial Rail Access Program

Rail is essential to the economic vitality of Maine. Recognizing the need for continued economic develop-
ment and employment growth, in the late 1990s, Maine considered potential opportunities in passenger
and freight rail and, as a result, created the Industrial Rail Access Program (IRAP) in 1997 to better facilitate
rail service and intermodal transportation. IRAP was also designed by Maine DOT to promote economic 
development and expand opportunities for job employment. IRAP is intended to fund projects that will
have the most favorable impact on Maine’s economy, the environment, and the transportation system.

The main purpose of IRAP is to provide financial assistance, in the form of grants, for the cost of projects
that involve rail or rail-related investment in infrastructure. Applications are accepted from private rail-
road companies, municipalities, counties, private enterprises interested in freight rail transportation, and
non-profit organizations. IRAP procedures allow for financial assistance up to 50 percent of the total
eligible project cost. This ensures equal interest and investment by the applicant. Higher ranking is given
to projects that emphasize commitment to economic development, promote multimodal initiatives, or
show private investment of more than 50 percent of the project. In some cases, Maine DOT may provide
an amount of assistance less than applied for, depending on the availability of program funds. The proj-
ect applicant also must provide, as part of its application, a commitment letter from all non-state sources
from which it anticipates receiving funds for the project.

The matching requirement of 50 percent ensures that applicants are willing to invest just as much of their
own resources as they are requesting. It also guards against misuse of funds for the same reason. This cost
sharing allows the leveraging of public funds while furthering economic development missions critical to
both public and private entities.
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the Type II guidelines. Following the specific guidelines, the
case studies listed in Table 4-3 are presented in Examples 4.3-1
through 4.3-3. These cases are particularly focused, clear 
examples of the Type II guidelines. Full, detailed case studies
are provided in Appendix C.

Guideline 14. Define specific program
elements.

As institutional arrangements move beyond the general
activities of needs identification, education, stakeholder 
involvement, and consensus building, it is important to 
define a specific set of program elements. These program el-
ements provide the architecture for implementation activi-
ties that will be carried out by the institutional arrangement
members. These activities could include project identifi-
cation, evaluation and priority setting, funding alloca-
tion, and project tracking. As with the development of key
strategies discussed above, this process sets the stage for the
functionality that will be implemented by the institutional
arrangement.

Guideline 15. Develop an implementation
process.

Once the program parameters have been defined, specific
attention should be given to developing an implementation
process. This should include definition of member respon-
sibilities and authority and a step-by-step description of the
implementation of the defined objectives, including, but
not limited to, a schedule of meetings, application develop-
ment and submittal requirements, evaluations, and selec-
tion of projects. This process also includes developing nec-
essary MOUs to facilitate funding allocations and a process
for tracking progress. These process elements help establish
expectations for the individual participants so that they un-
derstand the time commitment, decision-making protocols,
and anticipated outcome.

Guideline 16. Establish protocols 
for implementation.

Within the implementation process, members will 
be asked to participate in discussions and decisions to 
guide the institutional arrangement’s activities. Clear, well-
thought-out protocols should be established to guide this
activity so that the institutional arrangement meets its de-
fined objectives while building consensus and acceptance of
priorities throughout all processes (including individual
roles in the approval and selection process). The existence
of these protocols will help the institutional arrangement
defend its decisions and actions to a full range of stakehold-
ers and ensure that the members remain committed to the
program.

Guideline 17. Identify evaluation criteria.

Successful Type II organizations use well-documented pro-
cedures for scoring and ranking projects. The objectivity and
credibility of the selection process are critical to the success of
the organization. These processes measure the degree to which
projects address important program objectives by generating
project scores that reflect a project’s priority compared with
other projects. This includes consideration of anticipated out-
come, project cost, funding match, level of community sup-
port, inclusion in regional transportation programs (TIP and
LRTP), ability to meet defined schedule, and comparison with
other eligible projects. In addition, equity across modes and
geographic regions often comes into play. The process should
be transparent and built on mutual goals and consensus.

Guideline 18. Define funding allocation
process.

A key activity of Type II institutional arrangements is the
funding of specific improvement projects. This requires a fund-
ing source (preferably a dedicated funding source) and a de-
fined mechanism for the equitable allocation of the funding.
The protocols discussed above lay the groundwork for a process
to guide these decisions; however, it also is important to define
the specific steps in the allocation process based on the funding
cycle, funding availability, funding eligibility, and established
priorities. Each funding source will have requirements that
must be understood and integrated into this process.

Guideline 19. Require on-time completion
of projects.

As an “investor” in the project, Type II organizations have
an interest in seeing the projects succeed. One way in which
this can be accomplished is to provide strict guidelines on
project completion requirements. Private-sector participants
will only remain involved in arrangements that make progress.
Funding often is given for specific time periods. Stipulations
can be made that require projects to be completed within an
agreed-on timeframe or the funding will be re-allocated to a
new project. This ensures that projects are shovel-ready at the
time of funding and specific improvements will come on line
in a defined time period. These agreements can also set limits
on escalation (i.e., regardless of how long the project takes,
only the agreed-on funding allocation will be available). In
addition, if the project comes in under budget, funding would
be returned to the program for reallocation.

Guideline 20. Require project audits.

The use of performance measures helps ensure an institu-
tional arrangement’s success. When an institutional arrange-
ment is responsible for selecting and funding improvement
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projects, additional accountability is required. This account-
ability should consist of project-specific audits designed to
ensure that (1) funding is being spent on agreed-on activities,
(2) the contractor is completing the project as designed, and
(3) there are no significant discrepancies regarding how the
funds are accounted for. The results of these audits, in con-
junction with other performance measures, should be used to
help describe the overall success of a project.

Guideline 21. Perform site visits.

Institutional arrangement activities can often be character-
ized as a group of like-minded stakeholders brought together
as needed to discuss and implement a program. However,
often the members are not involved in the actual construction
of an improvement project. To help members better under-
stand the needs and the resulting improvements, field visits
should be scheduled to review bottlenecks and support needs
prioritization. Such visits help educate the members and
build morale by confirming progress. Given that site visits can
be costly and time consuming, the group should consider 

annual or semiannual trips to review select bottlenecks and
projects. By visiting project sites, members get a first-hand
look at the projects and become more engaged in the process.

Guideline 22. Ensure focus stays on
purpose/mission.

Although all of the above guidelines address specific imple-
mentation activities, it is critical the stakeholders remain fo-
cused on their ultimate mission or purpose. As the group be-
comes engaged in selecting, funding, and monitoring projects,
an operational mentality can take over, particularly as the
group navigates the unavoidable politics that accompany fund-
ing decisions. Throughout the process, and particularly from
cycle to cycle, the mission of the group should be revisited and
reviewed. This will serve two critical functions. First, as the
group membership changes, it ensures that all members are in
agreement. Second, it allows the group to modify its mission
over time to reflect changes or shifts in priorities. This may be
necessary based on changes in funding, a new or changing set
or type of needs, or evolution to a Type III arrangement.

Example 4.3-1. Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board

The Freight Mobility Strategic Investment Board (FMSIB) is an independent state agency created by the
Washington State Legislature with the mandate to implement a strategic investment program exclusively
for freight mobility needs by evaluating and scoring project applications every 2 years using rigorous eval-
uation criteria that are competitively neutral across jurisdictions and modes. The 12-member board also
advocates for funding at the state and Federal levels in addition to advising the State legislature on 
regional, state, and national freight trends and concerns.

FMSIB was created in 1998 by statute to identify and recommend funding for strategic prioritized freight
investments that reduce barriers to freight movement, maximize cost-effectiveness, yield a return on the
state’s investment, require complementary investments by public and private interests, and solve regional
freight mobility problems. This statutory guidance provided the board with specific direction, responsi-
bilities, and unique objectives. The specific program elements are to identify and select, evaluate and pri-
oritize, and recommend and create funding partnerships for strategic freight investments.

To implement the defined program objectives, a program implementation process was included in the statu-
tory guidance. By statute, FMSIB may only fund the freight-related portion of a given project. Therefore, a
qualitative and quantitative selection process and criteria are used to identify projects that are ready to go
into construction and that have clearly identified freight benefits. This prioritization process measures the
degree to which projects address important program objectives and generates a project score that reflects a
project’s priority compared with other projects. At the end, projects are prioritized based on their benefits
and their ability to provide matching funds or partnerships.

A number of protocols or actions are established and fulfilled to guide the program implementation
process. First, to maintain a 6-year list of active projects, the board issues a call for projects every other
year, or more frequently if warranted. Announcements are sent to every city, county, WSDOT region, and
port in the State of Washington. All project proposals received, regardless of mode (i.e., rail, road, and 
waterway), are evaluated according to 10 weighted qualitative and quantitative evaluation criteria. These
broad evaluation criteria include regional, general mobility, and environmental benefits. Each proposed
project is submitted to a board selection team and a technical team for review, evaluation, and scoring.
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Example 4.3-1. (Continued)

The selection teams discuss whether the project should advance for final consideration and be added to
the FMSIB list based on the project’s numerical score, fact verification, and determination of benefits.

The funding allocation process provides recommendations to the full board about the percentage contri-
bution or level of state participation determined based on the freight share of the project benefits. First,
the full board reviews all submitted applications during a public meeting, and each recommended project
is discussed. Both the recommendation to adopt the project and the specific recommendation of the 
appropriate state freight share of the financial partnership are considered. The board votes on the recom-
mendations, adopts the prioritized list of projects, and establishes the appropriate dollar and percentage
amount awarded to each project. The prioritized recommendations are then submitted to the legislature
for funding consideration. FMSIB funding may not exceed the state freight share identified by the board
when the project is added to the FMSIB list. The remaining cost of the project must be funded by the local
sponsor and other public and private financial partners in compliance with FMSIB’s charge to use the great-
est amount of non-program funds possible. Although a minimum 20-percent match is required, the board
has not approved a match amount below 50 percent in the last three calls for projects. Once adopted, proj-
ects cannot apply again or have the amount awarded increased, even if costs go up. If project costs go up,
the dollar value assigned is used to determine the level of project funding and if project costs go down, the
percentage assigned is used, thus protecting the state from unanticipated cost increases. In the end, proj-
ects are prioritized based on their benefits and their ability to provide matching funds or partnerships.

Once projects are funded, they are monitored to ensure on-time and on-budget completion. FMSIB works
with all partners to develop workable cash flow plans that enable a project to move forward without
hindrance. Funded projects are required to enter the construction phase within 12 months of receiving
notification that they have received funding approval. This 12-month rule is enforced to ensure the proj-
ect advances and to provide accountability to the legislature. If a project is not ready within 12 months of 
receiving funding, or if it has not made significant progress toward its construction schedule, FMSIB can 
remove the project from its funded list.

To keep projects advancing, FMSIB holds regular site visits and works with project sponsors to develop
phasing of certain projects, when appropriate, to keep the project on schedule. A project starts with a
groundbreaking and ribbon-cutting ceremony. Once the project is under construction, it must display sig-
nage at the construction site indicating the partnership funding of the project. The legislature is kept
current on the status of all projects. The board performs a complete project audit on the status of all of
its projects twice a year and reviews the progress and any changes for each project quarterly. When a
project cannot fulfill its commitment as communicated to the legislature and Office of Financial Manage-
ment (OFM), the board either moves the project to a later biennium or to the deferred projects list. Avail-
able funds are then redirected, after approval from OFM and the legislature, to projects that can advance
and can fulfill their commitment. Because of this accountability, the OFM and the Senate and House trans-
portation committees have become freight advocates at the regional, state, and national level and continue
to seek alternatives to provide funding for freight investments in the state.

Since its inception, FMSIB has been committed to its legislative mandate and goals by staying focused on
its purpose and its mission. FMSIB has had a successful record of delivering strategic freight investment
projects with most projects completed on time or early and on or under budget. FMSIB has also success-
fully used state money and forged partnerships while attracting other funds from public and private part-
ners and sources, including Federal, county, city, port districts, and private capital. In 10 years of existence,
FMSIB has funded and completed 31 projects and stand-alone phases of projects across the state of
Washington totaling more than $247 million, of which FMSIB contributed $76 million. It is currently lever-
aging $5 for every dollar it invests. In conclusion, FMSIB has developed a comprehensive and coordinated
state program to strategically invest in projects that facilitate freight movement within the state and 
enhance trade opportunities among local, national, and international markets.
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Example 4.3-2. Florida Seaport Transportation and Economic Development Council

The Florida Seaport Transportation and Economic Development (FSTED) Council was created by the Florida
Legislature in 1990 to finance seaport transportation and seaport facility projects to further the state’s eco-
nomic development mission. This program evolved because of the need for flexibility to invest in Florida’s
seaport capacity so the seaports could better respond to the global marketplace and compete for interna-
tional trade, which is vital to the state’s economy. The program is administered through the FSTED Council
which consists of 17 voting members: the port director, or the port director’s designee, of each of the ports;
the secretary of the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) or a designee; the director of the Office
of Tourism, Trade, and Economic Development (OTTED) or a designee; and the secretary of the Florida
Department of Community Affairs (FDCA) or a designee.

Florida statutes charged the FSTED Council with improving the “movement and intermodal transportation
of cargo or passengers in commerce and trade and . . . support[ing] the interests, purposes, and require-
ments of ports located in the state.” Program elements were defined in statute to create a program
that fosters the economic growth as well as the future potential of the seaports. Specific program elements
include the FSTED Council to oversee the program, a project identification process, rigorous evaluation
criteria, funding allocation from a dedicated source, and project review.

The FSTED Council’s main task is to review and approve project applications in order to distribute the state
funds for seaport infrastructure improvements and intermodal access projects. To implement the program,
the FSTED Council meets at least twice a year to review these project applications and decide on approved
projects. To be eligible for funding, a proposed project must be consistent with a seaport’s comprehensive
master plan as required by law. In addition, to further the economic development goal of this program, each
seaport requesting funds from this program must develop a procedure to ensure that jobs created as a result
of the state funding are subject to equal opportunity hiring practices as required by law. After thorough 
review, the FSTED Council determines a list of eligible projects. Once a list of eligible projects has been final-
ized, the FSTED Council submits the list to the FDCA, FDOT, and OTTED for their statutorily required review.

All FSTED Council meetings are public and allow for transparency in the selection process. In anticipation
of these meetings, the individual seaports prepare an application for the seaport improvement projects
for which they plan to request funding. Applications must be submitted by August 1 of every year. The
application requires a detailed description of the project and each project is then evaluated on a set of
specific criteria. This rigorous evaluation process allows for each project to be thoroughly vetted, ensur-
ing accountability and transparency. The FSTED Council considers all projects for their statewide economic
benefit and selects projects based on what is good for all and not necessarily an individual seaport. State
law provides specific guidelines on what types of projects are eligible for funding under this program
and specifies they must be funded on a 50-50 matching basis.

Protocols were set in statute to guide the actions of the FSTED Council. As required by state statute, the FSTED
Council consists of the 14 seaport directors and a representative from FDOT, FDCA, and OTTED, with mem-
bers representing these agencies having independent veto power over any project. The FSTED Council elects
a chairperson from the group of seaport directors along with a vice-chairperson, a secretary, a treasurer, and
a ways-and-means position each serving 2-year terms. Under the direction of the FSTED Council, a project 
review committee, an environmental management committee, and a security committee provide more spe-
cific review and understanding of projects being considered. Each committee has a chairperson appointed
by the FSTED Council chair. The Council is required to meet at the call of the chairperson, at the request of
the majority of the members, or as prescribed by the bylaws; however, they must meet at least twice a year.

The FSTED Council began with a dedicated funding source as identified in state law for all eligible deep-
water seaports. The funding allocation process requires a minimum of $8 million a year to be allocated to
FSTED from FDOT for seaport capital improvement projects. All of these program funds are to be used to
match, on a 50-50 basis, funds from any deepwater seaport as defined in law. In addition, the funds can be
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Example 4.3-3. Maine DOT Industrial Rail Access Program

The Industrial Rail Access Program (IRAP) was designed by the Maine Department of Transportation
(Maine DOT) to promote economic development and expand opportunities for job employment. It is im-
plemented through the Office of Freight and Business Services (OFBS) and is intended to fund projects
that will have the most favorable effect on Maine’s economy, the environment, and the transportation
system. In recent years, Maine DOT has consistently developed and funded projects that have benefited
rail projects within established regional transportation corridors. These investments in rail infrastructure
and operations were considered to potentially increase commerce and create employment opportuni-
ties. In 1997, to better facilitate rail service and intermodal transportation, IRAP began. After creation
of the program and securing initial funding, the first list of approved projects came in 2000.

IRAP is not a statutorily required program but rather a program offered through and administered by
OFBS within Maine DOT. The purpose of IRAP is to provide financial assistance, in the form of grants, for
up to 50 percent of the cost of projects that involve rail or rail-related investment in infrastructure for
private, public, and non-profit organizations. Specific elements of the program include stimulating eco-
nomic and employment growth through generation of new or expanded rail service, preserving essential
rail service where economically viable, enhancing intermodal transportation, and preserving rail corridors
for future transportation uses.

To implement the program, the OFBS provides specific descriptions of the projects eligible for this
program. Eligible projects are defined in four categories: rehabilitation, new siding improvement (capital
project), right-of-way acquisition, and intermodal facility construction. Projects that enhance rail trans-
portation without capital-intensive investment, such as rail track, are eligible to apply for consideration
and have been considered in the past.

Applications are accepted from private railroad companies, municipalities, counties, private enterprises
interested in freight rail transportation, and non-profit organizations. To apply, interested organizations
must submit a completed application before the annual deadline, generally in early spring. An original

Example 4.3-2. (Continued)

used to develop trade data as necessary to assist Florida’s seaports with issues of global trade. An individual
seaport’s distribution of funds after their matching commitment is made cannot be more than $7 million in
1 calendar year and not more than $30 million over 5 calendar years. The Legislature authorized the FSTED
Council to issue revenue bonds to be used for funding FSTED projects at a 50-50 match. When intermodal
projects became more significant in the late 1990s, the FSTED Council was granted additional bonding 
authority, for these intermodal projects, which provides $10 million at a 75-25 match. All seaport capital 
improvement projects completed with funds from the FSTED program are subject to a final audit by FDOT.

The structure of the FSTED Council reaches out to multiple seaports and across modes. The vetting process
each project must go through ensures that all projects are considered collectively. The cooperative 
nature of all seaport directors considering what is best for the state instead of their own port promotes
the ability to see the bigger picture. This is also the case as the intermodal projects reach out to other
modes to encourage a seamless transportation system. The ability to see the bigger picture across modes
helps the FSTED Council stay focused on its mission. The seaport directors that meet as part of the FSTED
Council are business persons first. Their knowledge of the industry gives the FSTED Council first-hand insight
and expertise to allow for greater flexibility. As the market changes, the FSTED Council can respond
quickly because the seaports are keenly aware of the global market and the necessary financial moves
needed to keep pace with other domestic and international seaports.

(continued)
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Example 4.3-3. (Continued)

application and three copies are to be submitted to the OFBS, containing a summary application page, a
project description, and cost estimates with site plan, track chart, or valuation map; a rail carrier survey;
rail freight shipper and receiver surveys; and a benefit-cost analysis. Incomplete applications are not 
reviewed; however, if an applicant wishes to supply additional information to explain or clarify the pro-
posed project, this information will be accepted and considered. If the OFBS determines it needs clarifi-
cation from the applicant, OFBS will request such information.

The OFBS has established procedures to evaluate and select projects using criteria that reflect the pur-
pose and intent of the program as well as the top priorities and initiatives of the state while keeping in
mind the limitations of available funding. In order to be considered during the evaluation process, 
applicants must demonstrate the public benefit of their proposed projects. The OFBS assesses each proj-
ect proposal to determine if it meets minimum requirements by using an objective process that evaluates
projects on the merits of IRAP’s goals, department needs, consistency with the Integrated Freight Plan,
and support of public interest. Due to budget constraints, not all projects receive funding. Upon receipt,
each application is rated in ten categories: (1) job creation or retention; (2) new investment; (3) inter-
modal efficiencies; (4) private share of project cost—the greater the share the higher the rank; (5) antici-
pated decrease in air emissions; (6) anticipated decrease in highway maintenance costs; (7) anticipated
decrease in highway congestion; (8) transportation and logistics cost savings; (9) improvements in rail
service; and (10) benefit-cost ratio. Higher ranking is given to projects that emphasize commitment to
economic development, promote multimodal initiatives, or show private investment of more than 50 per-
cent of the project. The OFBS also gives consideration to project proposals that demonstrate financial
need, feasibility of project implementation, and operability of the rail carrier.

Implementation protocols for this program include providing a timely evaluation and response to each
applicant for the IRAP funding. The OFBS staff reviews the application and ranks each project. An 
objective evaluation process is used that follows established criteria and ensures that each project 
selected for funding is in line with the intent of the program, meets the needs of the Maine DOT, is con-
sistent with the State Integrated Freight Plan, and shows public benefit. The OFBS has the authority to
grant projects financing pending final approval by Maine DOT.

The amount of funding allocated to IRAP determines the size of the program distribution each year. In some
years the program has not received funding and has not been able to award any projects. If the program
does not receive funding in any particular year, the OFBS does not solicit applications. However, since the
inception of the program there have only been 2 years that the program did not receive funding. IRAP pro-
cedures allow for financial assistance up to 50 percent of the total eligible project cost. This ensures equal
interest and investment by the applicant. The project applicant also must provide, as part of its application,
a commitment letter from all non-state sources from which it anticipates receiving funds for the project.

After the OFBS has approved the project proposal, the applicant undergoes a required project inspec-
tion before the contract can be executed. The final inspection must pass State approval, site inspec-
tion, and an environmental evaluation before work can begin. A follow-up evaluation is conducted 
by Maine DOT to monitor the performance and investment strategy of the IRAP for all projects that
receive funding.

The State has recognized the need for capital investment in railroads for the overall productivity 
of the transportation system. Staying focused on its mission has allowed the program to contribute
to the economic development and growth of many businesses in Maine by increasing accessibility to
rail. A key success factor has been the program’s ability to connect public interests with rail operations
and investment. Funding this program encourages new job opportunities, allows businesses to be more
competitive, may reduce greenhouse gases, and maintains state-owned track and connections to national
Class I carriers.



4.4 Type III Guidelines

Type III guidelines build on the Types I and II guidelines
and specifically address the needs of Type III institutional
arrangements. Type III arrangements are organizations that
implement freight-related projects. These differ from Type II
in that they typically represent a formalized organization
designed to address one particular need or program, rather
than competing projects or programs. These organizations
are responsible for need identification, project definition,
and project implementation. Project implementation en-
tails environmental approvals, design, right-of-way acquisi-
tion, utility relocation, construction, mitigation of project
impacts, and financing. In addition, some arrangements
transition into operating authorities following completion
of construction activities. Construction activities can range
from physical capacity improvement projects to new uses of
technologies to streamlined operations. Type I through III
guidelines represent a progressive process that grows more
specific and detailed as the mission of an institutional arrange-
ment becomes more focused and specialized. Most, if not
all, Type III institutional arrangements should follow all the
defined guidelines as they work through their development.
In fact, many begin as a Type I and progress to a Type III

over time. Therefore, the Type I and II guidelines presented
should be reviewed for applicability to Type III institutional
arrangements. Type III guidelines focus on consensus build-
ing, organizational structure, leadership, risk reduction, cost
and schedule control, and ongoing mitigation of challenges
or obstacles. Table 4-4 summarizes the Type III guidelines.
The examples presented in Table 4-4 are described in detail
in Examples 4.4-1 through 4.4-3; full detailed case studies are
given in Appendix C.

Guideline 23. Build consensus on specific
project parameters.

Consensus on the scope of the project is essential. If there
is uncertainty about the scale or location of the project, de-
lays will occur and costs will rise. Key considerations include
project design, development of the preferred alternative, and
identification of specific costs and benefits. Having a clear un-
derstanding of the distribution of benefits is necessary for
productive negotiations on project design, location, and
funding responsibility (including funding responsibility for
mitigation measures). Unfortunately, many projects never
get beyond this stage.
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23 Build consensus on specific project parameters 

24 Seek out champions and develop a diverse coalition of interest groups 

25 Provide a neutral forum    

26 Secure private-sector involvement/commitment  

27 Develop mitigation strategy for project impacts 

28 Establish clear decision-making authority 

29 Remain focused on defined mission  

30 Adopt a product orientation    

31 Identify, monitor, and address obstacles 

32 Develop partnership agreements  

33 Negotiate third-party agreements early  

34 Allocate risk between owner and contractor 

35 Establish funding firewalls and sunset clauses 

36 Consider Design-Build procurement  

37 Understand how bond rating agencies make decisions  

38 Establish cost-sharing structure 

39 Maintain adequate contingency and reserves 

40 Maximize use of available funding cycles 

Table 4-4. Summary of Type III guidelines.



Guideline 24. Seek out “champions” and
develop a diverse coalition of interest
groups to support the project.

Champions are people in positions of authority (e.g.,
elected officials, major industry owners, and agency Board
presidents) who can advocate the merits of the project. Such
champions are often helped in their lobbying efforts when
they are supported by a broad coalition of interest groups
(e.g., chambers of commerce, individual companies, major
shippers, carriers, and environmental groups). Supporters
of a project can write letters to key decisionmakers to pro-
mote the project. Although the need for a champion was in-
troduced in the Type I guidelines, it is re-emphasized in
Type III to address the complexities of project development
and construction. Breaking ground on a project often de-
pends on the consistent efforts and commitment of one or
more champions.

Guideline 25. Provide a neutral forum.

Major new projects affect a vast array of stakeholders in-
cluding system users, local communities, and funding and op-
erating entities. By providing a neutral forum, a level of con-
fidence can be built among the stakeholders that will minimize
conflicts and help ensure that the final outcome will provide
the most equitable situation for all affected. The neutral forum
provides a venue to ensure that all stakeholders have an equal
opportunity to provide input regarding development of
acceptable solutions.

Guideline 26. Secure private-sector
involvement and commitment.

Specific projects and/or new organizations and authori-
ties must provide new or improved conditions for the af-
fected stakeholders. For example, a new tolled truck-only
corridor will be used by industry only if the benefits out-
weigh the additional user costs. As projects are designed and
constructed, these stakeholders must be involved to ensure
the outcome adds value. A commitment by these stakehold-
ers to use the new capacity or program requires outreach
throughout the process.

Guideline 27. Develop a mitigation
strategy for project impacts.

One of the key challenges of a major infrastructure project
is the required mitigation activities. Mitigation often refers to
environmental impacts, but can also include quality-of-life
and community impacts as well as traffic impacts. For a project
to address these requirements successfully, a strategy should

be developed. This strategy should detail all the activities that
will be required to conform to the requirements. A team of
experts should be developed to lead the implementation of
this strategy. Having a visible strategy will also communicate
to key stakeholders that mitigation activities are being given
the necessary focus.

Guideline 28. Establish clear decision-
making authority.

In the public works arena, it is critical to know who has
authority to make what decisions so that the project is not
delayed while waiting for decisions to be made. Within each
organization it is important to clearly identify at what level
in the organization decisions can be made.

Guideline 29. Remain focused on the
defined mission.

Over the course of project design and construction, there
often is pressure from stakeholders to broaden the scope of a
project in order to spread the benefits. This can lead to an in-
creased scope, resulting in cost increases and schedule lapses.
Although not analyzed in this study, the “Big Dig” project in
Boston is often cited as a project that allowed many additional
scope changes in response to constituents’ demands, leading
to cost overruns and schedule delays.

Guideline 30. Adopt a product orientation.

Many arrangements are process driven, designed to bring
stakeholders together for a common purpose. However, for
Type III arrangements, the focus must be on the defined
product. Agencies that are more interested in achieving ex-
plicit goals and producing well-defined products are often
more successful in controlling costs and keeping on sched-
ule than agencies that are primarily process oriented. Fol-
lowing bureaucratic procedures is important, but when pro-
cedures hinder producing the project on time or on budget,
adjustments to the processes should be considered. Being
focused on specific goals will foster concurrent, rather than
sequential, processing of key activities.

Guideline 31. Identify, monitor, and
address obstacles.

It is important to continually monitor potential obstacles
and develop action plans to resolve them in a timely manner.
There often is a tendency to put off defining and implement-
ing solutions. Such delay wastes money and can result in the
termination of the project.

48



49

Guideline 32. Develop partnership
agreements.

Partnering agreements among the owner, designer, and
contractor can minimize disputes and shorten the time to
resolve differences that may arise. These agreements estab-
lish responsibilities and ensure each partner is vested in the
project. These agreements are similar to MOUs; however,
they go a step further by putting key stakeholders on an
equal platform, with defined responsibilities for ensuring
project success.

Guideline 33. Negotiate third-party
agreements early.

Agreements with utilities for relocation or protection of fa-
cilities affected by the project can be time-consuming and
costly. Typically, these discussions focus on who has prior
rights and thus who is responsible for paying for the reloca-
tion or protection. Another time-consuming task is negotiat-
ing with municipalities for city permits for work involving
city-owned facilities (e.g., sewers, water lines, traffic signals,
curbs and gutters, and striping of streets). Cities often use
these negotiations to request extra mitigations such as urban
design improvements, aesthetic treatments, landscaping, and
other enhancements. All of this takes time, so project owners
do well to address these issues early. Without agreements in
place early in the program, the risks to the project can be much
greater. These agreements can take the form of MOUs, which
specify the responsibilities of the various parties as construc-
tion proceeds.

Guideline 34. Allocate risk between owner
and contractor.

Before signing a construction contract, it is important to de-
cide how risks will be shared between the contractor and owner
for unexpected cost increases due to constructability issues,
unknown conditions, hazardous materials encountered, miti-
gation requirements, and so forth. For example, depending on
the scale of the project, it might be appropriate to agree that the
first $X million cost of addressing an unknown condition
would be the contractor’s responsibility, the next $X million
the owner’s responsibility, and anything beyond that a 50-50
responsibility between owner and contractor.

Guideline 35. Establish funding firewalls
and sunset clauses.

For projects that involve user fees or tolls, it is critical to
provide safeguards to reduce investor risk. No one likes to
pay fees, but the risk to the private sector can be reduced if
there are assurances that the funds will only be used for their

stated purpose and that after the project is completed, the
fees will go away. Stakeholders responsible for paying these
user fees must understand how the funds will be used and
how long the fees will be charged. This helps build accept-
ance for the cost. Building support for these fees is critical.
If the project does not provide significant benefits, the costs
will not be accepted and facility users will find alternate
routes.

Guideline 36. Consider Design-Build
procurement, particularly for revenue-
driven projects.

With Design-Build procurement, design activities can over-
lap construction to some degree, thus saving valuable time. In
addition to saving time, Design-Build procurements can allow
for contractor innovation.

Guideline 37. Understand how bond rating
agencies make decisions.

Many agencies need to borrow funds in order to fund a
major project fully. When asked to assess credit risk, the bond
rating agencies (Fitch, Moody’s, and Standard & Poor’s) re-
view all potential risks to a project. Project management skills
and ability to control costs and keep on schedule are just a few
of the items reviewed by rating agencies. It is prudent to un-
derstand what these agencies look for and to plan accord-
ingly. This management advice is useful for any project, even
if revenue bonds are not involved.

Guideline 38. Establish a cost-sharing
structure.

The construction of a major project probably will rely on
a mix of funding sources. It may include issuance of private
or municipal bonds, local or state transportation funding,
private-sector funding, or user fees. The success of the project
will depend on the ability to provide funding on an as-needed
basis throughout construction. Delays can hinder the schedule,
support for, and overall outcome of the project. A plan should
be in place to effectively manage the available funds, including
match requirements, contracting requirements, and flexibility
to address issues that arise during the project.

Guideline 39. Maintain an adequate
contingency and reserves.

The success of many large infrastructure projects depends
on adequate funding. In many instances, initial resources fall
short of total costs because of unforeseen circumstances (e.g.,
complications with environmental mitigation requirements
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or changes in design). To keep a project on schedule, it is nec-
essary to have access to contingency funding.

Guideline 40. Maximize the use of
available funding cycles.

Project sponsors should seize on all potential opportuni-
ties for funding and not let deadlines for applying for grants

slip away. Sometimes agencies believe that they are “not
ready” to apply or think that the competition is too great. As
a result they often miss out on funding opportunities. It is im-
portant to get the project in queue, get the project known, in-
crease the project’s visibility, and tout the merits of the proj-
ect at every opportunity. Requests for project information
from key decisionmakers should be met. Each opportunity
provides a new opportunity for success.

Example 4.4-1. Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority

The Alameda Corridor in Southern California is one of the nation’s largest and most successful public
works projects. Combining capacity improvements and environmental enhancements, the project dra-
matically improved railroad access to the largest port complex in the United States. The purpose of the
project was to consolidate harbor-related railroad traffic onto a single 20-mile corridor between the ports
of Long Beach and Los Angeles and the railroad mainlines near downtown Los Angeles.

The project was designed to build consensus on the following project parameters: impacts of trains on
grade crossing delays (e.g., vehicular delay, emergency vehicles), noise impacts in residential areas, air
quality concerns, efficiency of train operations, potential challenges to future port growth proposals, and
facilitation of international trade. To get the process started, the Southern California Association of Gov-
ernments (SCAG) created a Ports Advisory Committee (PAC). This committee brought together a diverse
coalition of interest groups to begin the communications and consensus-building process. PAC members
included local elected officials, as well as representatives of the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, the
U.S. Navy, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, affected railroads, the trucking industry, and the Los Ange-
les County Transportation Commission (LACTC). During this phase, the effort could have been described
as a Type I institutional arrangement, dedicated to consensus building, information sharing, identifying
obstacles, and building trust. As the concept for the Alameda Corridor progressed, the arrangement
transitioned to Type III—one focused on implementing a specific project. SCAG created the Alameda Cor-
ridor Task Force (ACTF), with a membership similar to the PAC but including the California Public Utili-
ties Commission and each of the cities along the corridor. The ACTF created the Consolidated Transporta-
tion Corridor Joint Powers Authority in August of 1989. The agency changed its name to the Alameda
Corridor Transportation Authority (ACTA) in November 1990.

In 1995 ACTA hired a program management entity called the Alameda Corridor Engineering Team (ACET),
which is a joint venture of four major engineering firms. This joint venture and its subcontractors were 
responsible for preliminary design, environmental reviews, engineering and construction oversight, and
other key aspects of the project. Staffing for ACET has varied over the life of the project in response to 
the need for engineering and construction services. This project management team established decision-
making authority and made it clear at what level in the organization a decision could be made.

ACTA’s primary mission was to design and construct the Alameda Corridor Project. There was a strong
mandate to complete the project on time and on budget. The dedicated focus on the primary mission of
the project helped keep it from costly overruns and schedule delays. The commitment to the product, as
opposed to just the process, also helped ACTA accomplish its mission in April 2002 when the project
opened for service. ACTA had a reputation for focusing on the principal objective of completing the proj-
ect on time and on budget.

ACTA awarded consulting contracts through a qualifications-based selection process. Traditionally, con-
struction projects are awarded through the Design-Bid-Build process; however, ACTA’s largest contract
for the mid-corridor trench was awarded on a Design-Build basis. In 1997, ACTA evaluated the pros and cons
of the Design-Build approach for the Mid-Corridor contract. It was estimated that with the traditional
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Example 4.4-1. (Continued)

Design-Bid-Build approach the project could not be completed until 2003. ACTA concluded that, in order
to make the project financially feasible, an earlier delivery date was required. Considering Design-Build 
procurement allowed ACTA to (1) reduce the overall completion time by approximately 18 months by 
enabling the design and construction phases to overlap; (2) facilitate a bond sale through earlier identi-
fication of total project cost and shift much of the project risk to the contractor; and (3) encourage con-
tractor innovation through early participation in the development of the project.

ACTA paid special attention to the risk allocated between the owner and the contractor. They devel-
oped a risk-allocation matrix as a framework for negotiation of design-build construction contracts. It was
especially important to decide ahead of time how risks would be shared between the contractor and
owner for unexpected cost increases due to constructability issues, unknown conditions, hazardous mate-
rials encountered, and other issues that might arise.

ACTA negotiated several complex agreements with corridor cities, utilities, railroads, and other stakehold-
ers. For example, when SCAG adopted the plan for the consolidated railroad corridor in 1984, the railroads
were generally opposed because they had their privately owned tracks and they thought the government
should not attempt to force them to share a common right-of-way. Improving the efficiency of the rail
line and facilitating the movement of international cargo were important objectives, along with the goals
of reducing vehicular delays at grade crossings, improving emergency vehicle access, reducing noise in res-
idential neighborhoods, and reducing air pollution. Negotiating agreements with the railroads took sev-
eral years. A major issue was the competitive nature of the private railroads. The ports and railroads also
negotiated construction and maintenance agreements and use and operating agreements. Without these
third-party agreements in place early in the program, the risks to the project would have been much
greater. In addition, it was important to have the right assurances in all agreements such as establishing
funding firewalls and sunset clauses. ACTA built these guarantees into its agreements with the railroads.

Although there was no public opposition to the project, during the environmental review process, there
were local disagreements over project design. The corridor cities preferred a lowered railway—i.e., a
trench—but the ports preferred an at-grade railway with standard grade separations. During this debate
over project definition, ACTA faced significant funding shortages. ACTA used the EIR and EIS processes
to compare and contrast alternative project designs and to identify mitigations for environmental impacts.
Several variations of the at-grade and the depressed railway options were analyzed. In the end, the final
configuration included standard grade separations at the north and south ends and a lowered railroad
in the mid-corridor. Other important compromises were negotiated on alignment and design, including
aesthetic treatments along the entire 20-mile corridor. These agreements could not have been reached
without extensive technical studies, including preliminary engineering and the EIR/EIS, and painstaking
negotiations with project stakeholders.

ACTA faced several critical challenges and issues during the course of this project, including project defini-
tion, governance structure, relations with corridor cities, railroad cooperation and participation, funding,
construction and project delivery, environmental compliance, disadvantaged business enterprise participa-
tion, job training, and local participation. ACTA continually identified and monitored all potential obsta-
cles and then addressed them early to determine resolutions as soon as possible. In addition, with a com-
plex project like the Alameda Corridor, ACTA deemed it prudent to maintain an adequate contingency. It
had a $200 million contingency fund to start, which provided a mechanism to pay for unforeseen obstacles.

One of ACTA’s biggest challenges was to raise additional funds beyond the initial seed money provided by
the ports. ACTA acted on any opportunity to maximize the availability of a funding cycle in order to raise
all the funds necessary for the Alameda Corridor Project. For example, in the early 1990s, the Los Angeles
County Transportation Commission (LACTC) was responsible for programming state and Federal funds in

(continued)
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Example 4.4-2. Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation Efficiency Program

The Chicago Region Environmental and Transportation Efficiency Program (CREATE), a public-private
partnership created in 2003, includes the state and city transportation departments, the passenger
rail services Metra and Amtrak, and six of the largest North American freight railroads (i.e., BNSF, CN,
CP, CSX, NS, and UP1). The CREATE Program consists of approximately 78 projects of national and 
regional significance aimed at addressing existing and future congestion issues on the rail system, which, if
not addressed, are expected to adversely affect the national economy and the transportation system.

The CREATE Program is an excellent example of engaging private industry in capital investments that will
intrinsically benefit them as well as the public sector. CREATE represents the first time the public sector
(state and local government) has partnered with the railroad industry to solve the urban rail congestion
problem in Chicago on such a large scale. It is an example of successful consensus building, because it is
the first project where private railroads overcame competitive issues and reached agreement on a list of
improvement projects to increase the efficiency of an urban rail network. These are primarily functions
of a Type I institutional arrangement; hence Type I guidelines would have been helpful to the effort at
this point in its evolution. Six of the seven Class I railroads operating in North America pass through
Chicago and all six are partners in the CREATE Program. All have pledged to contribute funds to com-
plete the necessary improvements that will benefit all six railroads as well as the commuter rail (Metra),
the intercity rail service (Amtrak), and the highway network—all public benefits. The CREATE Program
has also set new parameters on private-sector commitment for public-private partnerships. The freight
railroads are committed to providing $212 million, based on an estimate of the economic benefits that
the private sector will gain with the implementation of the program, as determined through analysis con-
ducted by the railroads.

Example 4.4-1. (Continued)

Los Angeles County. Initially, ACTA was frozen out of the competition for these funds because there was
no category in which to compete. The Alameda Corridor was not a freeway project, a light rail project, or
any of the other categories established by the LACTC. For 2 years ACTA lobbied for a new category on the
basis that goods movement projects such as the Alameda Corridor are essential for reducing congestion and
air pollution and for maintaining a healthy economy. Ultimately, the LACTC and its successor agency, the
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), provided a major financial contribution
to the project. For projects funded with revenue bonds, it is necessary to understand how bond rating agen-
cies make decisions. Many aspects of a project are reviewed by these organizations and can make a differ-
ence in what type of and how much credit might be available and at what interest rate.

The Alameda Corridor cost $2.43 billion. Much effort was given to secure this large sum of money. In 
addition to never missing an opportunity to apply for a funding cycle, a cost-sharing structure was estab-
lished to secure necessary funding from various sources. The largest component of ACTA’s funding came
from a $1.1 billion revenue bond sale in January and February of 1999: $520 million in tax-exempt bonds
and $643 million in taxable bonds were sold. Funding also included a $400 million Federal loan. This loan
later became the inspiration for the Federal credit program for transportation projects of national or 
regional significance authorized by the Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act of 1998
(TIFIA). In 2004, ACTA pre-paid and replaced the Federal loan by issuing $475 million in tax-exempt bonds
and $211 million in taxable bonds. The ports contributed $394 million for the purchase of needed railroad
right-of-way. The MTA provided $347 million in Federal, state, and local grants. Of that amount, the 
Federal government provided only $80 million of grant funds (3% of the total project costs). Another 
$130 million came from miscellaneous sources, including income from investing bond and loan proceeds.
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Example 4.4-2. (Continued)

In addition to the commitment by private railroads and the strong political support from all of its stake-
holders, CREATE is recognized as a project of regional and national significance. Since its genesis, a strong
leadership presence from political leaders has helped bring private industry into the project design
process. Support from communities and freight organizations was also achieved thanks to the political
leaders at the Chicago Department of Transportation (CDOT) and at the Illinois Department of Trans-
portation (IDOT) who have actively promoted the benefits of the CREATE Program to gain public sup-
port for the projects. Over 15 businesses have produced letters of support stating how the CREATE 
Program improvements will benefit their businesses. To add significant local resident appeal for neigh-
borhoods bisected by freight lines and obtain their support, several key grade separation improvements
were also included in the overall list of projects. In the end, the political support of a diverse coalition of
interest groups like political leaders, private and public partners, businesses, and local communities pro-
moting not only the local and regional benefits but also the national benefits made the case for the sig-
nificance of investing in CREATE projects and positioning it to better compete for the Projects of National
and Regional Significance (PNRS) Program money. As a result, CREATE received funding, although not
the amount requested, from the PNRS Program and is recognized nationally as a single project that will
produce great benefit to the movement of goods and passengers.

Having a common goal and clear benefits has made it easier for CREATE partners to work together and
cooperate with each other in order to see the CREATE Program completely implemented. The CREATE
Program has successfully remained focused on its mission which is to proactively address and invest in
the numerous railroad bottlenecks in the Chicago region to streamline operations and allow rail cars
(freight and passenger trains) to move more efficiently through the regional network. All CREATE part-
ners are working toward the same goal, even competing private railroad and public-sector partners. CRE-
ATE’s focus on implementing a consensus set of projects typifies a Type III arrangement. The CREATE Pro-
gram has effectively articulated how the main stakeholders (i.e., freight shippers, railroads, passenger
rail services, and highway users) will benefit. It has also identified the significant local, regional, and 
national benefits CREATE will produce. In the end, all will benefit from an improved Chicago railroad
network that will generate national and regional economic benefits, reduce congestion, improve trans-
portation safety, enhance the national transportation system, and help protect the environment.

To ensure the program’s implementation, a partnership agreement or “Joint Statement of Understanding”
(JSOU) that identified the roles and responsibilities of the partners, created a governance structure, and 
defined the private funding contribution levels was signed in June 2003 by the program partners. The
CREATE Program’s 78 projects were divided into three categories, which also defined partner responsibilities:
(1) railroad improvements, excluding rail-rail separation (Railroad Components); (2) rail-rail separation (Metra
Components); and (3) public improvements, including separation of at-grade highway-rail crossings, viaduct
improvements, and grade crossing safety enhancements (Public Component—IDOT and CDOT). A multi-
institutional committee structure, including a series of groups with specific roles, was created to imple-
ment and manage all CREATE improvement projects. All together, these committees and groups make
sure CREATE projects are completed on time and on budget, partners continue to advocate for additional
funding at all levels (i.e., Federal, state, local, and private), and communities are informed of the progress
of each project.

Given its complex multi-institutional committee structure, the decision-making authority falls to several
committees that manage the program, resulting in a somewhat cumbersome and slow process. The Stake-
holder Committee sets policy for the CREATE Program and approves any changes in scope or budget. This
committee provides final resolution on all stakeholder issues and makes decisions by unanimous agreement.
The Management Committee reviews and approves project designs, project cost estimates, and construc-
tion assumptions and makes decisions regarding scope, schedule, and budget based on recommendations

(continued)



54

Example 4.4-3. Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks

The Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and Networks (CVISN) Program consists of a framework
for organizing, deploying, and funding the implementation of technology to automate various motor
carrier regulatory and safety enforcement functions with the ultimate goal of improving commercial
motor vehicle safety. The mission is to support the U.S. DOT and FMCSA’s performance goals in high-
way vehicle safety, hazardous materials safety, homeland and national security, transportation relia-

Example 4.4-2. (Continued)

from the Implementation Team. The Implementation Team tracks budget and construction progress and
recommends project changes. The Finance and Budget Committee identifies sources of public funds, mon-
itors project cost estimates versus actual expenditures, and assists project managers with financial manage-
ment issues. The Advocacy Committee is responsible for all CREATE communications, addressing commu-
nity concerns, and advocating for CREATE. Each project in the CREATE Program was delegated to one or
more partners, who become the Project Managers. The Component Project Managers are responsible for
all phases of development through implementation, including design and construction, and are responsi-
ble for tracking project status and potential scope and cost changes. The Project Office is responsible for
tracking all projects, approving final designs and cost estimates, assisting with grant applications, and act-
ing as a liaison between the Component Project Managers and other groups. The Project Office identifies,
monitors, and addresses potential obstacles; initiates requests related to changes in project scope and/or
costs; and advises the Management Committee of proposed actions. Some have suggested that the CREATE
Program would benefit from a separate institutional structure (i.e., Joint Powers Authority) to build the
CREATE Program rather than this complex multi-institutional committee structure.

The total cost of all CREATE projects was estimated at $1.5 billion in 2003. In December 2008, the CREATE
partnership updated the program cost and the new, total unfunded CREATE Program cost is estimated at
$2.6 billion. The CREATE Program did not receive the $900 million in Federal funding anticipated from
SAFETEA-LU in 2005. Instead, it received $100 million with the remaining funding coming from a mix of
funding sources (private-sector contributions and state and local funding). As a result, the project list was
prioritized and will need to be implemented in phases, which has slowed the program and significantly 
delayed its benefits. Phase I includes only 32 projects that are programmed to be in design or construction
by 2009. Funding for Phase I comes from the following sources: SAFETEA-LU Programs of National and 
Regional Significance—$100 million; State of Illinois—$100 million (unsecured to date); Freight Railroads—
$100 million; and City of Chicago—$30 million. These amounts will be insufficient to complete all 78 CREATE
projects. Federal funding is necessary to complete all projects. Otherwise, all other partners will have to 
increase their contributions or projects will be delayed until funding becomes available. Continued delays
will result in higher project costs due to inflation, especially the increased costs of construction materials.

CREATE stakeholders continue to move Phase I projects into construction. At the same time they have
begun obtaining consensus and drafting the next phase (Phase II) of projects. CREATE partners will con-
tinue to participate actively in the national debate on freight policy and maximize the opportunity of
the next available funding cycle at the Federal level. CREATE will seek additional funding in the next Fed-
eral transportation authorization. The partnership will engage the shipper, business, and passenger com-
munities in order to generate more advocates supportive of CREATE goals. CREATE will continue to work
to complete all the critically needed rail improvements included in the program in order to make the
Chicago freight hub the country’s model for safe, productive, and efficient railroad operations.

1Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF), Canadian National (CN), Canadian Pacific (CP), CSX, Norfolk Southern (NS),
and Union Pacific (UP).
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Example 4.4-3. (Continued)

bility and productivity, and organization excellence. The core CVISN Program capabilities focus on
three program areas: Safety Information Exchange (automated roadside vehicle and driver inspections),
Electronic Screening (transponder-based systems), and Electronic Credentials Administration (automatic
application, processing, and issuance of credentials and permits). The program is managed by FMCSA;
however, deployment, planning, and implementation of the program require the full participation of
FMCSA, state agencies with motor carrier safety or regulatory responsibilities, and private industry.

Effective planning and deployment of CVISN projects in all three program areas has required effective part-
nership agreements at all levels, including Federal-state partnerships, regional partnerships, inter-agency
partnerships within states, and public-private partnerships. On the Federal and state level, FMCSA cannot
achieve its mission of reducing crashes involving trucks and buses without the support of states responsible
for administering and enforcing commercial vehicle regulations. States, on the other hand, typically cannot
fully finance the technology infrastructure required for CVISN, nor are individual states well suited to coor-
dinate activities across states for purposes of promoting uniformity and standards. States wishing to receive
Federal CVISN funds must enter into formal partnership agreements with FMCSA. These agreements spec-
ify what is required of states in order to qualify for and receive CVISN grant money and outline what they
can expect from FMCSA.

As the champion, FMCSA’s primary responsibility is managing and overseeing the CVISN Program at the
national level. States are responsible for planning, deploying, operating, and maintaining their CVISN
architecture and services. Multi-state coalitions, like the I-95 Corridor Coalition, have supported the
CVISN program on a number of fronts, including providing funding to support (1) CVISN training and
program planning activities and (2) design and implementation of specific projects of regional signifi-
cance. State agencies with commercial vehicle operations (CVO) responsibilities like the Departments of
Transportation, Revenue, Public Safety and/or State Police often are engaged in CVISN planning and 
deployment activities. Given the distributed nature of CVO regulatory and enforcement functions, most
states participating in CVISN have executed formal memoranda of understanding (MOUs) to identify
cost-sharing agreements, designate the lead agency, and clarify the responsibilities of all partners to
the agreement. The funding contributions of the MOU participants vary depending on the functional-
ity that a state is electing to deploy. For example, systems such as the Commercial Vehicle Information
Exchange Window (CVIEW) provide functionality that is beneficial to all agencies in a state. As such, the
agencies may agree to share in the costs to deploy a CVIEW equally. Certainly MOUs between or among
multiple state agencies have helped to solidify working relationships and memorialize commitments
that have been made, even when administrations change.

Public-private partnerships and private-sector involvement have played a significant role in advancing
the CVISN Program and have taken on many different forms. For example, motor carriers have been
asked to participate in discussions about the design of software that will allow them to apply for and
receive certain credentials electronically. As the systems are built or customized, carriers also have been
asked to review or participate in pilot testing of the systems to confirm that they have been built around
the needs of industry and are operating as intended. These informal partnerships between states and
industry whereby motor carriers and motor coach operators are engaged in the planning and design of
CVISN systems to ensure that the systems are built in a manner consistent with the needs of industry 
exemplify how CVISN has reached out to the private sector to build consensus on specific project 
parameters. Formal partnerships include cost-sharing agreements among carriers, vendors, state agen-
cies, and other third-parties that are memorialized in writing. Some of these contracts have resulted in
cost sharing between the parties whereby vendors will provide in-kind services at a reduced fee or will
implement their systems at no cost to the state in exchange for the opportunity to deploy their systems
and collect future revenue based on user fees.

(continued)
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Example 4.4-3. (Continued)

All 50 states have begun to deploy some of the core CVISN capabilities. As of August 2008, 20 states are Core
CVISN Compliant or have deployed all of the core CVISN capabilities. These states have shown a more pro-
nounced CVISN deployment progress because of their strong partnership with the Federal government,
across state agencies, and with private industry. FMCSA and its state and industry partners have been critical
to the overall success of the program and continue to support the development of the program. They have
identified a series of expanded CVISN functionalities that are being integrated into the CVISN program while
remaining focused on its mission to support FMCSA’s ultimate goal of improving commercial motor vehicle
safety.
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5.1 Getting Started

Forty guidelines have been developed to support the devel-
opment and ongoing operations of institutional arrange-
ments. These guidelines are designed and organized to develop
a strong program foundation. For many institutional arrange-
ments, this foundation will provide the platform from which
its primary mission or purpose can be accomplished. For
others, it provides the platform from which more specific
activities can be undertaken, such as programming and im-
plementation activities.

To use these guidelines effectively, a self-evaluation should
be undertaken by the initial set of stakeholders. Many of the
requirements for completing the self-evaluation will necessitate
an initial review and use of the guidelines. The self-evaluation
should be designed to lay the groundwork for institutional
arrangement development. Actions include the following:

• Identify a leader/champion. As with any new initiative,
the successful creation of a new institutional arrangement
will require a leader or champion to step forward and take
ownership of initial organizational activities. In some in-
stances, this may be the result of a legislative mandate or
policy board action. However, in many instances, it is the
result of interest by technical staff within public and private
organizations. This person or organization must initiate
discussions.

• Identify potential stakeholders. Identifying and soliciting
key stakeholders is essential. Based on the perceived issue
or challenge, an initial set of stakeholders should be iden-
tified and recruited to participate in initial discussions on
need, purpose, and so forth.

• Facilitate an open forum. The stakeholders should be in-
vited to a workshop to discuss the need for an institutional
arrangement and what it would accomplish and to identify
key opportunities and challenges.
– Identify the need for an institutional arrangement. Stake-

holders should be engaged in a general discussion about

the need for an institutional arrangement. This would
entail a review of current conditions and identification of
a specific element that an institutional arrangement could
address. Based on this, an initial need statement should
be developed. Although this need probably will evolve
over time, this will help focus the group on one or more
motivating factors for an institutional arrangement.

– Identify preliminary opportunities and challenges.
Stakeholders should be engaged in a discussion to iden-
tify key opportunities that the institutional arrangement
can accomplish as well as key challenges that could limit
the success of the institutional arrangement. This will
provide an initial description of the environment in
which the institutional arrangement will be created.

– Define a draft purpose for the institutional arrange-
ment. Based on the need, opportunities, and challenges,
the stakeholders should review the feasibility of devel-
oping a successful institutional arrangement. Based on
the above considerations, a draft purpose should be de-
fined. Again, this will be a draft or initial statement. It
will form stakeholder input into an approach for what
the institutional arrangement hopes to accomplish.

• Develop an action plan. Once the group has reached a pre-
liminary agreement on the need and purpose of an institu-
tional arrangement, an action plan should be developed to
detailing the short-term activities that will be necessary to
initiate the formal development of the institutional arrange-
ment. Ideally, the action plan would be developed by a
small group of stakeholder “leaders” following the forum.
As part of this process, the full range of guidelines and case
studies provided in this document should be reviewed and
evaluated for applicability.

5.2 Effective Use of Guidelines

As illustrated in this report, numerous freight institutional
arrangements are in place today providing specific func-
tionality for a defined group of stakeholders. Institutional

C H A P T E R  5

Application of Guidelines
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arrangements have been developed for all kinds of reasons
and in all kinds of forums, depending on the characteristics
of their members. Some arrangements have been more suc-
cessful than others; some have served specific purposes and
then ceased to exist while others have evolved and taken on
new challenges. Effective institutional arrangements can en-
hance the freight transportation system, ensuring that stake-
holders are involved in the policy, planning, programming,
and operations activities. This is critical to the success of the
freight transportation system—at the local, regional, state,
and national levels—because freight mobility cuts across all
modes of transportation, affects communities and the envi-
ronment, and spans jurisdictional boundaries, creating an
environment that is not well managed by one geographically
specific public agency.

The research completed for this project focused almost ex-
clusively on the successes and failures of institutional arrange-
ments implemented in the United States. The guidelines pre-
sented herein are designed to facilitate the development and
implementation of an institutional arrangement. These guide-
lines are not intended to provide step-by-step instructions on
how to develop a successful institutional arrangement, but to
identify key activities that should be considered and used to
develop a customized approach.

The guidelines are intended to apply to existing institutional
arrangements as well as new institutional arrangements that
may emerge in the future. Continued globalization of the econ-
omy, current economic hardships, limited funding, shifts in
transportation program priorities, climate change—these fac-
tors and more will continue to strain and affect freight trans-

portation and the institutional arrangements created to sup-
port freight transportation. The changes necessary to deal with
these challenges in large part relate to specific program ele-
ments (e.g., statutory requirements, program funding eligibil-
ity requirements, multi-jurisdictional regions, effective use of
performance measures, and overall Federal leadership). Most
existing or new institutional arrangements will deal with these
changes the same way they or their predecessors have in the
past—through effective collaboration, coordination, commu-
nication, consensus building, and stakeholder involvement;
strong leadership (champions); effective use of public-private
partnerships; and efficient project implementation programs.
An approach based on these general principles and guidelines
ensures that the resulting institutional arrangement is based on
a customized and agreed-on mission.

5.3 Conclusions

This report is a resource to help groups of stakeholders eval-
uate how potential development of an institutional arrange-
ment can help them achieve a common goal. The guidelines
provide specific recommendations based on existing institu-
tional arrangements and are designed to address various
functions, geographic boundaries, and legal structures. In ad-
dition, these guidelines are designed to be useful for future in-
stitutional arrangement needs as well as those in place today.
Key success factors, challenges, and lessons learned have been
summarized to support successful use of the guidelines. In
many instances, such factors affected the development of the
guidelines.
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Appendixes to and supporting material for this report are available on CRP-CD-72, which has
been bound into print copies and is available for download from the TRB website (www.trb.org).

Appendixes and Supporting Material



Abbreviations and acronyms used without definitions in TRB publications:

AAAE American Association of Airport Executives
AASHO American Association of State Highway Officials
AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
ACI–NA Airports Council International–North America
ACRP Airport Cooperative Research Program
ADA Americans with Disabilities Act
APTA American Public Transportation Association
ASCE American Society of Civil Engineers
ASME American Society of Mechanical Engineers
ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials
ATA Air Transport Association
ATA American Trucking Associations
CTAA Community Transportation Association of America
CTBSSP Commercial Truck and Bus Safety Synthesis Program
DHS Department of Homeland Security
DOE Department of Energy
EPA Environmental Protection Agency
FAA Federal Aviation Administration
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FMCSA Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration
FRA Federal Railroad Administration
FTA Federal Transit Administration
HMCRP Hazardous Materials Cooperative Research Program
IEEE Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
ISTEA Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers
NASA National Aeronautics and Space Administration
NASAO National Association of State Aviation Officials
NCFRP National Cooperative Freight Research Program
NCHRP National Cooperative Highway Research Program
NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
NTSB National Transportation Safety Board
PHMSA Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
RITA Research and Innovative Technology Administration
SAE Society of Automotive Engineers
SAFETEA-LU Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: 
 A Legacy for Users (2005)
TCRP Transit Cooperative Research Program
TEA-21 Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (1998)
TRB Transportation Research Board
TSA Transportation Security Administration
U.S.DOT United States Department of Transportation
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