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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

One of the outgrowths of the new generation of federd transportation legidation is the
complex multijurisdiction dliance or codition. That is, some combination of entities, i.e, dates,
citiess, MPOs, commissons, authorities, or not-for-profit organizations, that joins together to
study/solve transportation issues facing them.

The typicd multijurisdiction transportation “issue’ of previous decades has been as
edementary as two adjoining cities that desire to share common trangt service, or neghboring
dates that want a new bridge spanning the river that forms their boundary. States and other
jurisdictions have learned much from these beginnings.

Now, however, the issues are more complex. States and regions compete for postion in
the globad maketplace while working to attract new jobs and retain exising workers.
Trangportation has witnessed the evolution of more complex dliances in recent times to address
very complex issues.

This has lead to the creation of various multijurisdiction coditions whose misson is to
dudy transportation issues and implement solutions that involve more than one government
entity. The proliferation of High Priority Corridors, the Nationd Border Crossing initiatives and
new economic aliances promise that more new multijurisdiction coditions will be formed.

CASE STUDIES
Multijurisdiction coditions have specid needs and circumstances that separate them from
traditiond, dngle jurisdiction efforts. ~ This White Peper summarizes seven case studies

involving multi- statefjurisdiction dliances.

[-95 Corridor Coalition

In the early 1990's, the 1-95 Corridor Codition solidified informa interagency working
relaionships that had origindly come together to provide a cooperative gpproach toward solving
traffic problems in the Northeast, primarily metropolitan New York City, Northern New Jersey
and Southern Connecticut.  The desire was to effectively leverage current and future resources
to implement eectronic technology (ITS) to speed travel along the corridor.
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Late in 1992, the U.S. Depatment of Transportation defined priority corridors as having,
“traffic dengty above the nationad average, severe or extreme ozone non-atanment, a variety of
trangportation faclities and an inability to dgnificantly expand capacity.” Soon afterward, the
FHWA designated the F95 Corridor as digible to receive Priority Corridor funding and the +95
Caodition was ale to capitdize on this unique opportunity to apply ITS across jurisdictiond
boundaries.

The initidl members conssted of DOT’s from 12 dates and representatives from FHWA,
however, as interes in the Codition grew, it became necessay to dratlfy membership to
mantan the misson of the Codition. An Executive Board, Steering Committee and Program
Track Committees, in addition to full time professond daff, carry out the Codition objectives.
Each year a program of projects is deveoped by the Codition, with a project budget,
respons bility and accountability, assigned to the committees within their defined program aress.

The Codition's vison is for a trangportation network in the corridor that will be safe,
efficient, seamless, intermodd and will support economic growth in an  environmentaly

responsve manner.

Latin America Trade and Transportation Study (LATTS)

Great economic progress has been achieved throughout Latin America in recent times.
Monetary reform, great politica stability and various socid and economic reforms have created a
dimate in which international trade has increased sgnificantly.

The southeastern dtates are a principd gateway for trade between the U.S. and Latin
America.  Recognizing that increased trade provides an opportunity for economic growth in the
Southeast and that the transportation system can facilitate or inhibit trade flows, a codition of 14
gates’'commonwedths undertook LATTS. The codition is comprised of the 12 members of
SASHTO plus Texas and Puerto Rico, in cooperation with the Federa Highway Adminidration
(FHWA).

LATTS invedigated trade opportunities, identified how the economies of the Alliance
could benefit through job credtion and economic growth, evauated the ability of the exigting
trangportation infrastructure (ports, arports, ralroads and highways) to accommodate increased
demands associated with growth in Latin American trade, and developed a series of drategies to
guide future development of the trangportation system.
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The Southeastern Trangportation Alliance currently is conddering further activities to
help position Alliance members to redlize the opportunities identified by LATTS.

LATTS was a pooled-fund study.

[-69 (Corridor 18)

This proposed facility includes the portion of 1-69 currently exising between the
Canadian border (north of Detroit) to Indiangpolis, with a proposed upgraded/new facility
extending to the Mexican border within the Lower Rio Grande Vadley, and passng through
Evansville, Memphis, Shreveport-Bossier City and Houston.

The proposed route passes through eight states, al of which have representation on the
I-69 Steering Committee. FHWA is anon-voting member of the Steering Committee,

The 1-69 Steering Committee has undertaken three dudies the Feashility Study, the
Specid Issues Study and the Specid Environmentad Study.  Currently, individud dates are
undertaking preliminary engineering and design work on portions of the route.

The 1-69 Steering Committee has sought and obtained federa funding which has asssted
activities undertaken to-date. The efforts of the Steering Committee have been sgnificantly
enhanced by the 1-69 Mid-Continent Highway Codlition, Inc., a well-organized and highly active
group which supports the I-69 project.

Joint Working Committee/Binational Transportation Planning Study

The U.S. and Mexico recognized the need for a wel-coordinated trangportation planning
process aong the border and entered into a “Memorandum of Understanding” which created the
Joint Working Committee (JWC). The JWC includes representatives of the two nationd
trangportation agencies and each of the four U.S. and sx Mexican border states, as well as U.S.
and Mexican representatives to the U.S-Mexico Bilateral Committee on Bridges and Border
Crossings.

The JWC initidly provided oversght for the Binationd Panning and Programming
Study. Fodlowing the sudy, the JWC has trandgtioned into an entity responsble for the
continuing planning and programming process for the land trangportation sysem sarving the
U.S.-Mexico border area.
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The JWC does not make decisions or direct activities that currently are performed by
U.S. and Mexican federa, date and local government agencies. Ingeed, its functions are to
faclitate communications among these groups, help coordinate planning and programming
activities, and act as aforum for discussing binationd border area transportation issues.

I nter national Mobility and Trade Corridor (IMTC) Project

The IMTC is a binaiond public-private partnership that provides a forum and a process
for addressing cross border mobility issues in the Cascade Gateway (i.e., the four ports-of-entry
between Whatcom County, Washington and lower mainland British Columbia). IMTC has its
origins in regiond concerns regarding cross-border mobility. In part, it is an outgrowth of a draft
plan prepared by the U.S. Generd Service Adminigration titled “Western Washingtor/Lower
British Columbia Border Comprehensve Plan” Also, IMTC reflects the opportunities to
support binationa  transportation such as the TEA-21 Coordinated Border Infrastructure (CBI)
Program.

IMTC is a codition of U.S. and Canadian business and government entities that includes
over 80 organizaions. It is dructured in three groups. The Steering Committee is the main
working group while the Core Group is the decisonrmaking body. The Generd Assembly
conditutes the broad based condituency of sakeholders. The Whatcom Counsd of
Governmentsis the lead agency and dedicated staff to support IMTC on an ongoing basis.

IMTC has developed project applications for the CBI Program and has received funding
for three projects. One provided five years of funding for coordination of the IMTC project.

Midwest Regional Rail I nitiative

The Midwest Regiond Rail Initiative (MWRRI) began in 1996, sponsored by Amitrak,
the Federd Ralway Adminidration and nine date transportation agencies. The misson of the
initiative is to meet future travel needs through Sgnificant improvements to the levd and qudity
of regiond passenger ral service throughout the Midwest. The plan is to connect population
centers uang 3,000 miles of exiding freght and commuter ral lines in a nine date region that
includes lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, and Wisconsin.
By encompasing a multigate region, the Midwest Regiond Ral Sysgem (MWRRYS) is
economicaly feasble due to higher equipment utilizetion, more efficient crew and employee
utilization, and multistate rolling stock procurement.
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One of the underlying reasons for the success of the MWRRI is the active involvement of
the nine date agencies as well as the connection with AASHTO's Mississppi Valey Conference
Board of Directors. The primary chalenges rdated to implementation of the Midwest Regiond
Ral Sygem are financing for both capitd investments and initid operating expenses, as well as
condruction scheduling.  The joint efforts of the nine dates and Amirak continue to make
headlines and raise public awareness of high-speed rail as an dternative to congested airports
and roads.

Appalachian Regional Commission

The Appadachian Regiond Commisson (ARC) is a regiond economic development
agency representing a unique partnership of federd, date, and locd government. Established by
an act of Congress in 1965, the Commission is composed of the governors of the 13 Appalachian
dtates and a federa co-chairman, who is gppointed by the Presdent. Grassroots participation is
provided through multicounty loca development didricts (LDD’'s) with boards made up of
elected officias, busnesspeople and other local leaders. Each year Congress appropriates funds
which ARC dlocates among its member dates. The Appdachian governors, consulting with
loca development didtricts, draw up annua Appaachian development plans and sdect for ARC
approva projects to implement. The broad objective of these programs is to support
devdopment of Appdachias human and community infrastructure to provide a cimate for the
growth in busness and indudry that will create jobs. ~ ARC-funded programs include
condruction of an interstate-quaity highway sysem, education and job training, hedth care,
water and sewer sysems, housng, and other essentids of comprehensve economic
development.

LESSONSLEARNED

The case dudies presented herein discuss the red issues, chalenges and opportunities
experienced by these seven dliances. From these case dudies, the following are lessons learned
regarding the characteristics of such dliances and their gpproach that have been didilled from
thisreview.

» Multjurisdiction coditions dl have thar origins in a trangportation need which
transcend jurisdictiona boundaries and which cannot be addressed easly using
traditional approaches.
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» In recognition of such needs, some agency typicdly tekes the initiative regarding

organizing activities such as recruitment of members, solicitation of finance, etc.

Often, the same organization eventudly becomes the lead adminidrative agency
for contracted services and/or other activities.

Formation of such dliances is fadlitated when the participants have had previous
experience working in another organizational setup (such as SASHTO and the Latin
American Trade and Transportation Study).

The working rdationship established through the pre-exiging organization aso
facilitates functioning of the newly created dliance.

Caditions of this nature typicdly act as forums and do not have a controlling or
binding authority regarding matters addressed by the codition. Coditions tend to
operate on a volunteer bass in the pursuit of shared interests. Participants do not
rlinquish any of ther prerogatives with regard to findings and decisons of the
Alliance. Members are freeto act on their own accord if they chose to do so.

When paticipants defer to codition “decisions’ which they have difficulty
supporting, it often is because they see it to be in their bet overdl interest to do
0.

The degree of formdity involved can vary sgnificantly, depending upon the nature of
an Alliancgs misson and membership. A formd Memorandum of Understanding
can st out basic aspects while a Terms of Reference, which is not a legd document,
can symbolize the willingness of Sgnersto participate.

For Alliance members, paticipaion involves funding of gaff involvement and, in
most cases, travel expenses for meeting attendance.

Redrrictive out-of-gate travel policies of a ate (or other aliance member) can impact
negatively on meeting attendance.

Meseting attendance typicaly is enhanced if travel expenses are defrayed directly
by project funds.
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» The levd of commitment by a codition member typicdly is influenced by the
benefits which the member anticipates.

Therefore, a win-win outcome is mogt important, even if one member is perceived
to be a bigger winner than another member.

Compromises are required to achieve a win-win outcome and to avoid creating
problems for partners participating in a codition.

» One of the most important benefits that derives from such dliances is that members
tend to work together better as they learn to undersand the unique circumstances of
dliance patnas. Each patner usudly operates within its own unique demographic,
socid, culturd, politicd and economic environment and this influences the levd of
support it can provide for various dliance proposass, decisions, etc.

A dde bendfit is that the improved understanding and communication between
dliance members often extends to matters other than those addressed by the
codition itsdf.

» Out of respect for the unique circumstances of each dliance member, mgor decisons
often are reolved outsde of forma meetings, and such decisons are then formdly
raified a the medtings themsdves.  Coditions tend to find a consensus while
avoiding a contentious vote.

» It is hdpful to a public sector codition to have the support of a well-organized and
active private sector advocacy group which has smilar objectives.

» A proactive outreach program to generate public participation can have both
beneficid and detrimentd impacts on achievement of a codition’s misson.

» Coditions of this type often must retan consultant services to underteke sudies
and/or other activities because they involve saff resource commitments which cannot
be made by dliance members because of staff work loads, etc.

» Sgnificant benefits can be achieved using the pooled fund approach. By pooling
resources, it often is possble to achieve more than would be achieved if each dliance
member acted independently.

|
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» Coditions tend to have more influence on a collective bass than if each member
acted on its own.

This is egpecidly true when seeking federal discretionary funds snce U.S. DOT
needs to know that al parties are essentiadly supportive of aproposa.

» Patly because it is a source of funding, the federd government typicaly plays a role
in these dliances that is digproportionate to its representation in the dliance's
organizationa sructure.

» Funding for codition ectivities and implementation of its proposds can be the
deciding factor in the success of a codition. Success in obtaining funds (or a high
potentid of securing funding) gregtly influences the leve of commitment by the
members of these groups.

Caditions typicaly ether seek federd discretionary or specidly earmarked funds
or they leverage their own resources with federad funds they might otherwise not
obtain.

» By ther very naure (eg. the need to confer with multiple organizations), coditions
experience somewhat lengthy timetables for decisons and actions.

Smply because of logidtics, the larger the membership, the more extended the
timeline can be for things to move forward.

» Neverthdess there are dgnificant benefits to be derived by coditions with broad
participation. Breadth of participation can facilitate and expedite the identification of
potentid conflicts of interest for which solutions are needed to achieve ussble and
implementable proposds.

VALUE OF COALITIONS

By ther very nature, coditions differ in ther compostion, purpose, process, €tc.
Accordingly, the accomplishments of coditions tend to vary Sgnificantly. For some,
coordination of participating organizations is the principal objective. For others, securing funds
and implementing projectsisthe principa objective.
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The seven case sudies reviewed in this White Paper dl share a common characterigtic.
Specificdly, they have achieved success regarding the objectives for which they were
established.

As modds of successful caoditions, it is informative to consder what might have been
achieved had the coditions not been formed.

» [-95 Corridor Codition — The implementation of compdible eectronic toll devices
and other technology-based enhancements to travel through the region would not
have happened as seamlesdy without the [-95 codition. The codition enabled
member states to have a deeper pool of resources in both funding and information.

» Without the LATTS cadlition, it is safe to say that there would be little information
about the potentid magnitude of future Lain American trade and its impact on the
trangportation systems of the 14 Alliance members. Each member would not be able
to plan for the large increase in internationa trade.

» Without the 1-69 Steering Committee, there would have been no coordinated
gpproach to determining a potential route location. Further, there likely would have
been no information regarding the judification for a multigate route that dretches
from the Canadian to the Mexican border. Without this information, it would have
been difficult to obtain funding that has led to the current prdiminary engineering and
design activities for thisfadility.

» If the Binationd Border Transportation Study had not been conducted and if the Joint
Working Committee had not been edablished, there would be consderable
difficdties in coordinating transportation programs aong the U.S-Mexican border.
Further, there would be lessened ability to focus attention on border issues and to find
solutions for them.

» In a gmilar vein, coordination of efforts to relieve congestion in the Cascade Gateway
would have been more difficult. It is possble that some of the projects undertaken
through the “sponsorship” of the International Mobility and Trade Corridor Project,
would not have been undertaken because, without IMTC there would be no focused
effort regarding these projects.

» The bendfits of high-speed rail as an dternative to congested airports and roads would
not have been caled to public attention without the Midwest Regiond Rall Initiative,
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» Without the Appdachian Regiond Commisson’'s Distressed Counties Program,
Appdachia's 406 counties would not have reflected a reduction in poverty, a rise in
per capita income and a reduction in emigraion. The establisiment of Locd
Development Didricts (LLD’s) which were crested to build the locad foundetion
needed to direct development would not exist without the ARC. In addition, without
the ARC, an interdate-quaity highway sysem would be a long time coming to
Appdachia  Findly, without the ARC, there would not be such a good exiding
example for othersto follow for multijurisdictiona planning.

THE THREE PHASES OF A COALITION

Coadlitions go through a series of developmentad phases and understanding these phases,
and the challenges faced at each levd my be useful to the success of future coditions. There are
three basc phases to any codition; Phase 1 is the process of actualy building the codition.
Phase 2 is centered around a study or series of studies and research efforts. Phase 3 is the
implementation and or coordination phase.

Phase 1: Building the Coalition

Mogt coditions dtart off with an individud (person or an organization) who identifies a
gpecific issue or idea and redizes that the issue or idea affects a broader group of individuas or
organizetions. The individua shares the idea or issue with others, in effect becoming the
champion of the idea or issue. The champion organizes meetings among sSmilarly interested
parties (or potentidly interested parties) and eventuadly a codition is formed. The codition sets
aseries of visons, gods, and objectives and outlines a plan to learn more about the issue.

Phase 2: Study/Resear ch Phase

Once the codition is formed, the members typicdly identify and secure funding to pay
for a study or research effort. The work effort focuses on the initid misson that brought the
codition together. The purpose typicdly is to: evduate the issues, determine the extent of the
impact on the codition and whether it needs to be resolved/mitigated; identify a solution or set of
solutions; estimate the cost of such solutions; and, define an implementation plan or strategy .

Challenges with Multi-State/Jurisdictional
E-10 Transportation Issues



Executive Summary

Phase 3: | mplementation/Coor dination

The third phase is the actud implementation/coordination of proposds. Of the seven
coditions sudied in this White Paper, dl have successfully developed through Phases 1 and 2.
In other words, dl have been successful in the sense that they formed an dliance, and studied an
issue. Phase 3 is where there is some variance in approach and success among the coditions.
Success in Phase 3 is basad primarily on the codition's ability to builld a strong inditutiona
framework to implement and coordinate codition efforts. The stronger the indtitutional Structure
of the codition— the greater its likdihood of actudly implementing recommendations. The
grength of the indtitution is largdy a function of the levd of commitment shown by its members.
Coditions operate in the pursuit of shared interets and members do not reinquish ther
individua prerogetives with regard to codition decisons. Therefore the level of members
commitment to the codition (and it's inditutiond clout) is largely dependent on success (or the
perceived potentid for success) at securing funding.

THE FUNDING DILEMNA

The levd of resources needed grows with each phase to the point that the codition itsdf
cannot support the funding needs and has to reach outside for funding. The cogts associated with
Phase 1 are minima (thousands of dollars) and are typicdly financed by the members (meetings
are typicdly hdd in conjunction with other regular events - AASHTO, NGA, etc). Phase 2 costs
are typicdly grester (ranging from hundreds of thousands to severd million dollars) are funded
through a variety of sources, including Federad grants (earmarks, discretionary or formula) and
own funds (date money). Phase 3 is typicdly the implementation of big-ticket projects
(hundreds of million of dollars and hillions of dollars). For public funding requirements to be
met by the members themsdves, the codition projects must compete with other funding needs
confronting the members (including preservaion of exiging infrastructure and other committed
capital projects). And for some coditions, project needs would consume a significant proportion
of funds available for congtruction of al member projects.

Hence, the success of most coditions depends on the ability of the individud members to
st priorities among their own projects (and to baance these priorities with the codition’s need)
and on the ahility of the codition to secure externd funding.
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CONCLUSION

While the White Paper provides a body of research on multi-state/jurisdictiona coditions
— how they form, operate, implement, etc. — it aso provides clear indght into the issues that
drive the future success of coditions. It is evident that multi-state/jurisdictional coditions are
successful a tackling issues that reach beyond the ability and resources of the individud
members. However, the continued success of this gpproach is largely dependent on the
devdopment of new and innovaive funding mechaniams directed a multi-state/jurisdictiona
coditions  The next reauthorization phase of the transportation bill is an opportunity for
addressing this issue, specificdly in building on the new directions brought on by the previous
acts (ISTEA and TEA-21).

|
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THE 1-95 CORRIDOR COALITION

BACKGROUND

Redlizing that more concrete was not the answer, trangportation agencies in the Northeast
began looking toward technology, information sharing, and interagency coordination as ways to
increase capacity of transportation networks. The Pennsylvania DOT Secretary, for example, put
together an initigtive entitled the Codition to Advance Trangportation Science and Technology
in the Northeast. In another example, an informa organization entited TRANSCOM was
formed to address traffic congestion problems in the New York City areas. TRANSCOM'’s role
was to coordinate information sharing among date, city, and locd agencies with regard to traffic
problems in the metropolitan New York City, Northern New Jersey and Southern Connecticut
areas.

Another cooperative effort that started in the early 1990's was known as the Interagency
Group (IAG). State trangportation agencies and authorities in the metropolitan New York City
area recognized that implementation of eectronic toll devices to speed trave through the region
would provide benefit to the travelers only if the technology was compatible and if the operation
was coordingted among the vaious toll-collecting agencies. The 1AG planed that
implementation.

In January 1992, after the passage of the Intermodal Trangportation Efficiency Act of
1991 (ISTEA), the Federd Highway Adminigratiion (FHWA) met with a smal working group of
the Northeast Corridor states to explore the possbility of a cooperative approach. The desre
was to effectively leverage the new provisons for Intdligent Vehide Highway Systems (IVHS)
contained in the federd legidation in conjunction with the current and future efforts and
resources of each agency dready working independently aong the Corridor. In late 1994, the
name IVHS was changed to Inteligent Transportation Systems (ITS). This became the
nationdly recognized term for technology-based approaches to the operation and management of
trangportation systems.

Late in 1992, the U.S. Depatment of Transportation included a “Priority Corridor”
Program in its IVHS draegic plan that was submitted to Congress.  Priority Corridors are
defined as having “traffic dendty above the nationd average, severe or extreme 0Ozone non
dtanment, a vaiey of trangoortaion fadlitiess and an inadility to ggnificantly expand
capacity.” The FHWA was prepared to designate the 1-95 Corridor digible to receive Priority
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The I-95 Corridor Coalition

Corridor funding when a consensus was reached among the agencies on sysem planning,
funding and deployment. Informa relationships that had begun in the Northesst were solidified
into the 1-95 Corridor Codition. The agencies moved quickly to establish the Codition's
identity and organization, and to begin the planning process for this unique opportunity to apply
ITS across jurisdictional boundaries. Soon afterward, the dlocation of federa funds was
initiated.

ORGANIZATIONAL FEATURES

The 1-95 Corridor Codition was origindly comprised of members, guided by an
Executive Board and Steering Committee, with actud tasks performed by working groups, full
time saff, and consultants.  This sructure was reevaluated in 1997 resulting in the conversion of
working groups to program track committees and expanding the roles and number of full time
gaff.

M ember ship

The initid members of the 1-95 Corridor Codition condsted of the Departments of
Trangportation for 12 dates ranging from Virginia to Maine and the Didrict of Columbia, dong
with mgor trangportation authorities in those states and representatives of the US Department of
Trangportation's Federd Highway Adminigration (FHWA). Many of the authorities are toll-
road agencies and some are bi-State organizations that include tunnel, bridge, and port
operations. AMTRAK was dso a founding participant in the Codition. Other ffiliated
transportation associations or interest groups that were early partners in the activities of the
Cadlition include the American Trucking Association Foundation, TRANSCOM, ITS America,
and the Nationa Private Truck Council. Over time, additiond members were added including
the South Jersey Trangportation Authority, New Jersey Trandt, the Metropolitan Transportation
Authority of New Y ork, and the Internationa Bridge, Tunnel and Turnpike Association.

As interest in the Codition grew, it became necessary to develop membership definitions
as a way of responding pogtivey to interest in participation, while gill mantaining a sructure
that would support the misson of the Codition. Full membership is defined as any organization
owning or operaing a mgor regiona trangportation system or any agency of the USDOT.
Owning or operding a mgor locd sysem qudifies an agency for affiliste membership, and
transportation-related associdions fdl into the afiliale category as wel. Interested individuds,
vendors, conaulting firms, or organizations that do not meet the affiliate criteria are consdered

|
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The I-95 Corridor Coalition

“Friends of the 1-95 Corridor Codition” and receive regular newdetters, procurement notices,
and program updates.

Executive Board

An Executive Board was formed to lead the F95 Corridor Codition. It initidly conssted
of the Chief Executive of each member organization. Ther role was to give overdl direction to
the program, and to approve the annud business plan for the federd funds. The membership of
the Executive Board has continued to be the Chief Executive Officer or a designee from each full
member agency. They ae the policy-making body for the Codition. They provide policy
guidance and agpprove the five-year business plan and annua program. These leaders look at the
impliction of long-term trends and frame the misson and gods accordingly, reviewing and
goproving a drategic plan update on a regular bass. The Executive Board must approve any
restructuring, cregtion, or initid agppointment of new daff podtions. Votes ae only taken on
specific actions; otherwise, consensusis used.

Steering Committee

The Steering Commiittee initidly conssted of both policy and technicd staff from each of
the member agencies. This committee provided the redity-check and guidance for the content of
the program, the needs of the members, and the focus on coordination, cooperation, and
communication as the “culture’ of the Codition. That role has continued, and currently deds
with dl aspects of the Codition's activities including technicd, inditutiond, organizationd,
programming, funding, policy, and internd/ externd rdations. The Steering Committee dso
operates by consensus to the extent possible. If votes are needed to record a specific action, each
full member agency has one vote.

Working Groups and Program Track Committees

Initidly the core dructure for developing and guiding project work and assuring input on
functional, technicd, and operating issues was voluntary involvement by the agencies on various
committees cdled working groups. As the Codition developed, more agencies recognized that
[-95 Corridor Codition activities were integrd to the individud agency’s responghilities, but
locd priorities dill came fird. Since nearly al activities require meetings, agency travel budgets
are acondraint to participation as well.
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The origind Steering Committee of the Codition edablished four Working Groups to
address specific issues.  Ad hoc Technicd Review Committees were assgned to each
individualy funded project to supplement the above four danding groups. These technica
committees guided the work of consultants who had been hired to conduct various projects
defined in the business plan.

In 1997, as part of the discusson of the gpproach to the next five-year busness plan, a
thorough review of the effectiveness of the exising working group dructure was made. The
origind organizationd structure of working groups had been set up to respond to broad, cross-
cutting issues, without a direct link to the business plan. It became evident that the effectiveness
of a working group varied according to how much impact it could have convening as a corridor-
wide committee. The working groups were:

Highway Operations Group - To ded with day-to-day operationd issues — This group evolved
into a very drong and active group of traffic operaions and law enforcement personne
throughout the Corridor who wanted to use ther time and effort to immediately improve the
operations in their jurisdictions. Early project work had resulted in the development of diverson
plans within gpedific regions and in implementing traning in incdent management. It had
become apparent that the most effective level of work for some activities of this group was & a
regiond leved, not & a Corridor-wide bass. Four overlapping regiond groups spun off,
developing ther own meeting schedule, agendas, and leadership, with continued coordination
among the groups and support by the Codlition's program. Each regiona operations group
continues to expand locd outreech to emergency service providers, environmenta cleantup
agencies, and locad enforcement agencies, peform podt-incident andyses to improve future
operations, and share equipment and information to support regiond incident management.

Functional Requirements and Technology Group - To define the Corridor’s technica needs and
the appropriate short and long-term technology for those requirements - This group had a
reduced role once individua projects were past the initid stage, snce technicd issues were being
dedt with a the project level. It became more difficult to develop a meaningful agenda tha
resulted in maximum participation. They recognized that sharing generd ITS technicd problems
and solutions, or advocating for technicd dandards that would enable future interoperability,
could be better accomplished in other venues.

Private/Public Sector Partnership Group - To address issues concerning how these parties can
best work together and their respective roles - This working group deds with issues rdaed to
private/public partnerships. It held a successful forum early a the dat of the Codition to
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identify barriers and opportunities for usng partnerships when implementing ITS projects in the
Corridor.  In addition, a one-day private sector briefing on exising and planned projects was
held. Similar to the technicd working group’s redization, this group found thet it did not have a
logica or precticad role in taking issues further as a danding committee.  Individud agencies
were wrestling with their own agenda for public/private partnerships, congtrained by their State
laws and their own policies. The Codition was not an independent legd organization that could
enter into partnerships itsdf; so negotiating business arrangements was not a role the group could
assume.  After its initid successes in education and awareness, the partnership group did not
regularly meet, and ultimately, the members were added to the Budget and Policy Group.

Budget and Policy Group - To address funding, programming, inditutiond issues and related
adminidrative policy maiters - Much detal was involved in seiting up the Federd funds
dlocated to the Codition as well as developing the budgets and providing the day-to-day
guidance for adminigtering the program. The Budget and Policy Group remaned a very active
and important committee with consgtent, active participation from the FHWA, the leaders of the
Steering Committee, and the agency member volunteers.  This dedicated group was a strong
force in the development of plans, priorities, and budgets.

Commercial Vehicle Operations Group — Not one of the aigind working groups - In 1996, this
new group was formed as a direct result of recommendations from one of the early study
projects. The Executive Board recognized that this was necessary because of the breadth and
complexity of the problems and the expanded interest groups who had a stake in their solutions.
Many new faces from date law enforcement, regulatory affars, revenue adminigtration, and
motor vehicle operations, aong with the trucking industry became a vitd pat of a codition that
had been transportation engineering and operations dominated up to that time. This new group
was an entirely new “codition within a codition” and that evolution was not always easy.

The 1998 Business Plan identified various “program tracks’ as the focus for Codlition
activity, rather than the origina working groups.  Committees responsible for one or more tracks
were edablished as the core dructure through which the Codition’s program would be
implemented. Ther role is to guide the Codition activity accurring in their area of ITS program
emphasis and expertise.  Once their proposed projects are approved and included in an annual
work program adopted by the Coadlition, the project budgets are assigned and a level of project
autonomy — and the responghility and accountability — is given to the committees within their
defined program arees. Nonmembers with a specific interest in the subject area can participate in
the Program Track Committees.
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The tracks were sdected because of ther relevance to the member agencies ITS
programs, gpplicability to the Codition's drategic gods, and their potentid to provide improved
sarvice to Corridor travelers. Due to the complexity of their programs, two tracks formed ad hoc
task forces to address specific functional areas within their scope. The Codition currently has
SX program tracks:

1. Program Management (This committee serves a dud role of overseeing the budget, policy,
and draegic planning functions, and serves as the program committee for cross-cutting
issues of support to member agencies, the Codition, and emerging ITS issues) Five Task
Forces report to this Committee:

Information Exchange Network
Traning

Outreach

Standards

Clearinghouse

® a0 oW

2. Interregionad Multimoda Travel Information

3. Coordinated Incident Management

New England region
New York region
Deawvare Vdley region
Potomac region

o0 oo

4. Commercid Vehicle Operations
a Sdety
b. Credentiding
c. Carier Operations

5. Intermodal Transfer of People and Goods

6. Electronic Payment Services
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The former Budget and Policy Group's responshilities became part of the new Program
Management Committeg's role. The origind Highway Operations Group became the
Coordinated Incident Management Committee (supplemented by the regiond activity), and the
Commercid Vehicle Operations Group became the Program Track Committee for that same
function.

Full Time Staff

Soon after the Caodition was organized, it became obvious that there was a need for full-
time atention to details that were required to move the Codition agenda forward. The postion
of Adminidrative Manager was cregted, and an individua from one of the participaing agencies
was sdected to fill that role. To move ahead with the Codition program, federal funds had to be
awarded and st up through administrative processes used by the dtate transportation agencies
that had volunteered to serve as the Codition's agents for contracting. A procurement process
followed to obtain consultant services for the completion of projects outlined by the business
plan. The Adminidraive Manager was responsble for getting those adminidtraive tasks
accomplished by the various Federa or State agency partners. Additiona tasks quickly evolved
and this postion became a vitd part of the support for the Budget and Policy Working Group,
Steering Committee, and Executive Board. In 1996 the Administrative Manager position was
elevated to Executive Director. In addition to dl the adminidrative tasks, the Executive Director
became responsble for managing the day-to-day-implementation of the Codition Busness Plan
and saved as the internd and externd focus for communicating the policies, processes, and
gructure of the Codlition.

Initidly, two other full-time postions were identified as necesdties in order to achieve
the gods of the Codlition. These were a Technical Coordinator and an Operations Coordinator.
In both cases, individuds with the appropriate background were identified and released from
their regular duties as “on loan” by ther agencies to fulfill these new roles. Each had the
responsibility as liason to the member agencies on projects relevant to technicad or operationd
issues, respectively. Their roles were both proactive and reactive; to recognize when information
or assgtance from one agency could help another; and to be involved with projects specific to
their backgrounds by ensuring that meeting agendas and project content were rdevant to the
agencies.  This involved travedling and meeting with authorities and operding agencies, and
taking to their staff as ameans of bringing back ideas and suggestions.

In 1998 the postion of Contract Manager was crested to consolidate the oversight of
procurement, contract adminigration, and fund adminidration, bringing the total number of filled
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postions to four. This new postion became the liason among the Codition, FHWA,
contractors, and Codition member agencies and daff for al adminidrative operations. This
dlowed the Executive Director to concentrate more on drategic planning, communication with
the Executives and their agencies, and outreach to the ever-expanding number of stakeholders in
the Codlition’s program

Consultant Support

The fird procurement initiated by the Codition was for a support consultant team that
was knowledgeable about ITS and could asss in devdoping an initid busnes plan. A
compstitive proposa process in 1993 resulted in a multiyear contract with a consultant joint
venture that had formed to respond to the Codlition's solicitation. The contract was administered
through the State of Ddawar€s Turnpike Authority. This joint venture provided logisticd,
program development, and executive support for the early stages of the Codition, and continued
program support as defined by the Codlition through early 1998.

The consultant support role was redefined for the second competitive process and
included an on-cdl/task-order type of work in addition to the core logisticd and program
support. This process was administered through the Connecticut Department of Transportation.
Some level of consultant support to ongoing operations of the Codition will dways be required
under the exising dructure.  To ensure the maximum availability of funds for direct programs,
the Codition has increased its focus on managing the proportion of its investment used for
consultant support by improving systems to monitor, track, and contain those costs.

STUDY PURPOSE

The misson of the [-95 Corridor Codition is cooperation among states and various
trangportation agencies to improve transportation services and operaions in the Northeast
Corridor through coordinated implementation of advanced technology. The Codition's vison is
for a transportation network in the corridor that will be safe, efficient, seamless, intermodd and
will support economic growth in an environmentaly responsive manner.

PUBLIC OUTREACH

One of the mogt important functions of the Codlition is to provide forums where member
agency personnd and the generd public can share information and keep informed of the latest
developments. Topics such as public education and saff recruitment and retention have been
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addressed in past forums. In September 2000, the officia kick-off occurred for The Codition
Connection (www.|95Codition.org), a web portd for online information exchange. It includes
links to exiging traveler information gtes within the corridor, and provides a variety of ways to
research and share ITS-rdaed informatiion among agencies.  The Codition provided the “seed”
funding to edtablish the Consortium for ITS Traning and Education (CITE), a consortium of
over 40 partners throughout the world joined together to develop and deliver ITS training and
education to public agency personnd over the Internet.

PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS

As a result of the invesment of Federa ITS Program funds, State funds, and the
volunteer efforts of personne representing transportation service providers in the Northeast
United States, the Codition has been insrumentad in the following projects that have directly
benefited travelers and trangportation agency personnd throughout the region:

The Information Exchange Network (IEN) - This is a wide area network connecting
transportation management centers  throughout the region. When a mgor incident occurs,
informéation is entered into the sysem and automaticaly shared with operators in other centers.
Operators can then take appropriate action to inform travelers gpproaching the incident by
message posting on dynamic message signs and highway advisory radio systems.

Traveler Information Dissemination - The Codition is supporting the inditution of traveer
information systems in regions throughout the Corridor. These regions include urban areas such
as Bdtimore, rurad aress in the Shenandoah Vdley of Virginia, and the tri-gate area of Maine,
New Hampshire, and Vermont in the New England region. The Codition has dso embarked
upon development of an intermodd Traveder Information System that, when completed, will
dlow travelers to obtain esimated travel time and fare information on any trip, on any mode, or
combination of modes between mgor origins and dedtinations within the Corridor.  The
Caodition publishes a biannud Travder Alet Mg that displays seasond information on
congruction activity, upcoming events, closures and bottlenecks throughout the Northeest.

Improved Operations - The Cadition is supporting a number of smdler efforts involving
multiple operating agencies and jurisdictions designed to improve operations. Examples include
planning for the replacement of the Woodrow Wilson Bridge (a criticd link aong 1-95
connecting Maryland and Virginid) and expandon of the number of transportation and
emergency sarvice provider agencies in the New York metropolitan region that are able to
communicate with each other over common radio sysems.
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Commercial Vehicle Safety and Productivity - The Cadition is contributing to improving
commercid vehide safety and reducing the cost of commerciad vehicle travel through a project
amed a developing a regiona overszeloverweght vehicle permitting sysem, and one project
amed at developing an efficient way for qualified operators to obtain State credentiads.

Electronic Payment - The Cadition is supporting efforts to develop a convenient and standard
way for people to pay for travd and other services dectronicdly. Such a sysem would
accommodate eectronic toll payments as well as payments on ral and trangt modes of
trangportation using proximity and smart cards.

CHALLENGES
Structure

Discussons about deveoping a legd organizationd gructure have been ongoing since
the Codition was formed. Usudly, it was the adminigrative burdens and issues of contracting
and hiring that dimulated the conversation. At one point, there was thought that the Coalition
could be a regiond partner with the private sector in some initiatives, which would have required
a legd datus. In 1995, the Steering Committee even directed the development of a white paper
that explored various dternatives for nonprofit status, however, no change was made. What
brought the discusson back to bascs was the focusng on core vaues of coordination and
cooperation that had helped to form the Codition from the beginning. Was a dfferent structure
needed to accomplish the desired outcomes, or could a new sructure possibly change those
things tha made the Codition successful? The discussons generdly ended with the conclusions
that despite the adminigtrative headaches, “If it isn't broken, don’t fix it.”

Program Devalopment And Funding

The chdlenge for developing a responsive program has remained the same since the
beginning of the Codition. The tweve-dae area is a corridor of many regions, many modes,
and many needs. Progress is at different stages across the Corridor, and it remains a chalenge to
devdlop a program that has something of vaue for everyone and is consgent with nationd
gods. Program assessment and regular drategic planning that is focused on outcomes are
critical to accomplish this, dong with continued reassessment and adjusment of dructure and
processes. Setting priorities and providing guidance at the executive level must continue.

|
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Funding remains a condant chdlenge. The Cadition program has pardleed the Nationd
ITS program in many ways and will continue to do so. Modest amounts of money have gone a
long way, and continued Federd support makes sense in terms of progress. The Codition's
Charman has characterized the organization as the glue tha binds together Northeast
transportation leaders as they use new technological gpproaches to improve mobility and safety
within the regions. The primer that has dlowed tha to happen is the federd support of the
programs.

K eeping Up With Technology Change

It is likey that if the technology available today had been at that same dtage in 1992, the
Codition and its member agencies would have made different decisons about ther programs.
That will dways be the case with technology advancement, and is one of the reasons that the
Cadition has an ongoing effort focused on emerging issues. The impact of Internet and wireless
communication on how the public seeks information has changed the business gpproach to
providing travder informetion. Staying up with the technology curve is criticd for the Codition
to have aviable program for its members.

OPPORTUNITIES

The Codition today is a maure and respected organization, with tangible
accomplishments to its credit and a focus on effective and efficient trangportation throughout the
Corridor.  This is accomplished with a dedicated <aff, member agency volunteers, FHWA
support and expertise from consultants and contractors. The Codlition continues to bring to the
Corridor and nation a wedth of ITS taent and experience to advance the use and coordination of
technology and operations for "seamless' Corridor trave.

By focusng on outcomes rather than outputs, the success of Codition activities will be
increasngly messured by their impact on the Corridor's transportation system’s effectiveness.
The Codition will continue to sponsor evduations of dl its mgor activities that focus on
asxessng the benefits of potentia improvements to regiond passenger and freight movements
and the regiond economy.

The Cadition has drengthened its commitment and drategic focus to include intermoda
efforts.  The near-term focus will be in the areas of travder information, commercid vehicle
safety and productivity, and eectronic payment. Coalition activities will aso engage a broader
base of both public and private patners and bring them together in an incressed Spirit of
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cooperation. These partners range from law enforcement agencies, some of which are dready
paticipating in Codition activities to new partners in areas such as economic developmert,
regiond and locd transportation, emergency sarvices, and defense logistics. An  important
maenifedation of this will be increesng emphass on working cooperaively with organizations

invdved in moving passengers in nonthighway modes, and in moving fraght through the
Corridor.

New initiatives such as the Integrated Systems for Corridor Operations and Management
are criticd to the future of regional and corridor transportation management. This management
tool will provide web-accessble information on a geogrephic database for anayzing corridor-
scde trave patens and trave times.  This system will provide andytica tools for member

agencies to support ther investment decisons. It will ad them to think regiondly, and then act
locdly.
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LATIN AMERICAN TRADE AND TRANSPORTATION STUDY

The Southeastern Transportation Alliance is an organization of the date transportation
agencies in the daes/commonwedths of Alabama, Arkansas, Forida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Louisana, Missssppi, North Caroling, Puerto Rico, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia
and West Virginia, in cooperation with the Federa Highway Adminigtration.

The Alliance is an informa organization between these partners to provide a means of
financing and conducting the Latin American Trade and Transportation Study (LATTYS).

BACKGROUND

In the past decade or S0, grest economic progress has been achieved throughout Latin
America.  Monetary reform, grester politica sability and various socid and economic reforms
have created a dimate in which internationd trade has increased significantly.

There are many indications that Latin America (defined by the Alliance as dl wedtern
hemisphere nations south of the United States) may be on a prosperity threshold. Redtrictive and
discriminatory import duties are declining, multilateral trade agreements are being implemented
and there are discussons and activities in support of a hemisphere-wide free trade agreement.
Under these conditions, further increases in trade between the United States and Latin America
are promisng.

At the annua meeting of SASHTO in August 1995, the FHorida Lt. Governor spoke about
these promising indicators. He urged the members of SASHTO to prepare the transportation
system to accommodate the expected growth in trade with Latin America Because of the
geographicd relaionship of the SASHTO dates with Latin America, much of the trade with
Latin American gateways (i.e, enters or leaves the United States) through the southeastern
states.

Dr. Robert L. Robinson, then Executive Director of the Missssppi DOT, recognized the
need for pogtive, wel planned and decisve actions if these opportunities were to be exploited
fully. He dso had an gppreciaion for the chalenges which were confronted by the western U.S.
dates when the Pacific Rim economies began to expand in the recent past. Following
discussons with Mr. Leon Larson, then FHWA Region 4 Administrator, a specia meseting of the
SASHTO Boad of Directors was held in May 1996. All members were represented by their
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Chief Adminigrative Officer or their deputy. Mr. Rodney Sater, then FHWA Adminigtrator,
aso atended as did other FHWA and dtate transportation officias. Discussons centered on the
need to have information that would help the states prepare for the expected growth in trade. At
another specid meseting of the SASHTO Board of Directors in June 1996, each state made a
financid commitment of $100,000 each and the FHWA committed $200,000 (later increased to
$400,000). The FHWA Pooled Fund system was sdected as the funding mechaniam.  All states
committed State Planning and Research (SPR) funds except Kentucky which committed State
funds.

In recognition of its prominent role as a lead trangportation gateway for trade with
Mexico, Texas was invited to join the Alliance. They accepted and committed SPR funds in
support of the undertaking.

In December 1997, the Commonwedth of Puerto Rico requested to join the Alliance.
They committed SPR funds and became a member of the Alliance in February 1998. Puerto
Rico has found that the association with southeastern gtates is beneficid, so much so that Puerto
Rico requested and was granted membership in SASHTO at the 2000 Annua Meeting.
ORGANIZATIONAL FEATURES

The Missssppi DOT accepted the respongbility of lead dtate and has been the
adminidrative agency for dl contractuad and smilar activities.

Steering Committee

The Chigf Adminidrative Officer of the respective date trangportation agencies, dong
with the Federd Highway Adminidrator, conditutes the Steering Committee.  This committee
has active control of al decisons reating to LATTS. Steering Committee meetings are hdd in
conjunction with SASHTO annua mesetings and on other occasions.

The Steering Committee is chaired by the Executive Director of the Missssppi DOT in
recognition of their lead state role.

Working Committee

This committee coordinates the technical dements of LATTS. Each date and the Federd
Highway Administration have one representetive on the Working Committee,

|
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Additiondly, in some cases, Alliance members have designated other representatives
who participate in Working Committee activities as specid dternates.

The Missssppi DOT provides the chair for the Working Committee.  The Department
adso has funished a dudy coordination team regarding various adminidrative, technica review
and logigticd activities.

Study Team

A team of consultants was hired to undertake the study itsdf and many of the outreach
activities (discussed subsequently).  For these purposes, a consultant selection committee was
formed, a scope of work was developed, consultant proposals were reviewed, proposa
presentations were held and a salection was made by the committee.

STUDY PURPOSES

The Southeastern Trangportation Alliance was formed “... to assess infrastructure
development required to capitaize on internationa trade stimulated by increased trade with Latin
America” The purpose of the Alliance in undertaking LATTS was to enhance economic
development in the Alliance States, collectively and individudly, by teking advantage of the
accderating opportunities for trade with Latin America

By exploiting these opportunities, this will increese economic production in the Alliance
Region and provide more jobs, increased wage earnings and additional prosperity, for the
Region’s people.

The dudy is assigting the Alliance in ataining its god by accomplishing the following:

1. Invedigating and identifying trade opportunities between the USA and other
countries, with specia emphasison Latin America;

2. Identifying how the economies of the Alliance States could benefit if they are adle to
capture “their fair share’ of thisinternationa trade;

3. Evduaing exiging rdevant transportation infragtructure and its ability to meet the
increased demands associated with growth in Latin American trade; and
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4. Developing drategies to optimize investments in the Region's ports, waterways,
arports, rallroads, mgor highway corridors, and intermodd facilities.

The trade informetion assembled, anadlyzed and forecast during the study were directly
related to the transportation investment drategies that were a principa sudy product. The
reasons are, first, that expanding foreign trade is related to increased domestic job opportunities,
second, that growth in foreign trade, as well as risng domestic economic activity, increases the
demands on trangportation facilities, third, that changes to the trangportation system can
accommodate, facilitate or inhibit this increesing use, and fourth, that the partners in this study
have both a common and individud stake in invesing in trangportation improvements to make
the mogt of the opportunities arising from this Stuation.

PUBLIC OUTREACH

The Southeastern Trangportation Alliance determined that a proactive public involvement
process was to be conducted at dl stages of the project; i.e, early and continuous involvement.
This would ensure that there was public availability of study information and that there were
ample opportunities for study inputs, comments and suggestions by the genera public, mgor
stakeholders, and affected public agencies.

The didribution of study newdetters on a periodic basis heped achieve these gods
Through these means, information about the study was disseminated. Also, a contact person was
designated in each state who was avallable to receive inputs that interested parties might want to
make to the Study Team.

A scond means for sharing information and recelving comments, suggestions and
information involved the use of the Internet. A LATTS web dte was developed and maintained
during the sudy. The web Ste was updated periodicaly with the latest information concerning
the study.

The LATTS newdetters and website were intended to reach a wide aidience. Additiona
outreach reports were undertaken regarding certain organizations whose missions are srongly
digned with the focus of LATTS. The specid attention accorded targeted organizations was for
purposes of taking into account the concerns d these interest groups and the issues they consder
to be most pertinent to this scope of the LATTS project.
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Dexpite the effort expanded in public outreach activities, the volume of responses was
disappointing. There were few contacts as a result of the newdetters, the number of hits on the
website was not great (and it's suspected that many were by study participants) and only a few
casud responses were received as aresult of the targeted contacts with interest groups.

STUDY FINDINGS

The dudy itsdf confirmed that the Southeastern Trangportation Alliance was judified in
believing that therés a high likdihood that trade will grow subgtantidly by 2020 and that
additiond demands will be placed on the trangportation sysem. The sudy findings include the
following:

» There is a sustained pattern of growth in trade between Latin America and the United
States.  In recent times, the growth rate in trade has escdated above historica

patterns.

» For a number of reasons including its advantageous geographicad reationship to
Latin America, trade between the United States and Latin America tends to gateway
in the Alliance Region (i.e., enter or leave the United States through the Region).

» “Bae Cas?’ forecads indicate that the Latin American component of tota
internationa trade is expected to triple during this time span.

Under a “High Cas?’ scenario, the volume of trade with Latin America through
Southeast Alliance gateways is forecast to be more than 22 percent higher than
the “Base Case’ forecast for 2020.

The “Base Casg’ scenario will result in 1.39 million additiond jobs, i.e, jobs that
are created through increased trade with Latin America.  Under the “High Casg’
growth scenario, there will be an additiond 2.74 million jobs crested in the
Alliance Region which are atributable to increased trade with Latin America

» A totd of 42 waterports within the Alliance region were included in this LATTS
Strategic Transportation System.

Needs to the Y ear 2020 for these portstotal $22 hillion.
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Of this tota, some 57% is attributable to Latin American trade flows. This
reflects the importance of the Alliance Region’'s ports to trade with Latin
America.

» TheLATTS Strategic Transportation System included 48 airports.

Air cargo needs at these airports amount to $3.3 billion.
Over 12 percent of thistotd is due to Latin American trade flows.
Latin American air cargo is highly concentrated at southern Forida gateways.

» Some 22,285 miles of ralroads were included in the LATTS Strategic Trangportation
System.

Needs on the railroads are not a direct public sector responsibility despite the
important roles they play in Latin American trade flows.

» The LATTS Straegic Transportation System includes 22,859 miles of mainline
highways and 123 individual intermodal connectors.

Mainline highway needs totd $67 billion up to Y ear 2020.

Only 8 percent of these needs are directly attributable to trade with Latin
America  Nevethdess, these highways play a dgnificant role regarding these
trade flows.

IMPLEMENTATION

Based upon LATTS findings, a series of drategies were formulated to guide future
investment decisons. These strategies addressed the following matters:

» Utilization of exising infragtructure » Agilefreght operations
» Addition of physicd infrastructure » Improved clearance processes at
gateway's

» Increasing operating throughput
> Attention to intermoda connections
» Corridor gpproach to investing

» Encouragement of technologies
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» Information integration » Improved inditutiond relaionships
» TS applications » Partnerships
» Increased public awareness » Improved freight profile

The LATTS Steering and Working Committees are meeting May 29, 30 and 31, 2001 to
condder future implementation steps.  The results of this meeting were not available a the time
of thiswriting but they will be available a the time of the upcoming Forum.

CHALLENGES
While there is a great ded of support and enthusasm among Alliance members
concerning the gudy, its findings, and the opportunities that have been identified, there adso is

recognition that there are chalenges which must be overcome.

L ack of Outside Support/l nter est

As noted earlier, there has been minima response and reaction by other interest groups
even though it would seem that the intent of LATTS and the missons of these groups are digned
in oneway or ancther. Further, the generd public has not shown sgnificant interest in LATTS.

There probably are severd reasons why this is so.  In particular, groups and individuas
do not typicdly perceive themsdves as dtakeholders until there is something specific that they
can asociate with ther own sdf-interests. By its nature, LATTS has a macro-scade regiond
focus. While the study has included development of 14 reports which specificdly address
transportation needs in individua dates, the analyses are at a systems scae and do not address
individual transportation problems.  Therefore, there is no way tha the generd public in
particular, and interest groups to a lesser degree, can associate study findings with things which
they perceive to be a pecific interest to them.

Winnersand Losers

LATTS took an gpproach which attempted to avoid identification of winners and losers,
i.e, entities that would receive grester or lesser benefits from the study. llludrdive of this
gpproach was the study decison to base projections of future trade flows upon the current
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digributiond pattern even through it is highly likey that some gateways, corridors, etc. will have
a higher growth rate than others.

Despite these attempts, it is clear that some Alliance members have a much greater stake
in Latin American trade than do others. The differences in geographicad relationships between
Alliance members makes this an inevitable fact. Partly in response to this Stuation, the Alliance
adopted a postion that every state would have at least one port and one arport in the LATTS
Strategic Trangportation Sysem even if these fadilities did not play a sgnificant role in trade
with Latin America. Further, each date aso was given the opportunity to include in the Strategic
Trangportation Sysem up to five additiond transportation facilities (any combinaion of mode)
that were particularly important to the date, irrespective of the potentid or actud role of such
fadlities in trade flows involving Lain Ameica  While this introduced some technicd
complexities to the study’s andytical approach, it was important that each state have a sense of
inclusion and sharing regarding the study’ s purposes.

Up to this point, there has been a higher cooperative rdationship between Alliance
members.  In part, this is due to the years of working together within SASHTO. While it is
hoped that this level of interest and cooperation will continue in the future, it is important that
esch Alliance member fed that its participation in LATTS is judified by the rewards  For
example, even though some dates do not have Latin American gateways and only a smdl part of
the use of ther transportation sysem may be related to Latin American trade, an Alliance
drategy regarding corridor development of infrastructure and ITS development may be
aufficiently worthwhile to justify their continued participation.

Funding

One reason for the success thus far of LATTS is the willingness of dates to commit
funding as wdl as the generosty of FHWA in providing discretionary funds. These funds have
been used to defray meeting attendance expenses as well as consultant costs.

It is not uncommon that travel policies for daie employees limit the adility of study
participants (in the case of LATTS, the Steering and Working Committees) to attend out-of-state
mesetings. I, for whatever reason, LATTS is unable to continue the approach of defraying trave
expenses, this could have a detrimenta impact on meeting attendance.

Even more of a concern is the fact that new funding must be obtained if LATTS is to
move forward. The approach used in the initid stage largdy was a combination of SPR funds

Challenges with Multi-State/Jurisdictional
2-8 Transportation Issues



Latin American Trade and Transportation Study
|

and discretionary funds.  The willingness of each Alliance member to make a further financid
commitment certainly is a god, but achievement of it can not be guaranteed a this sage. This is
a matter which may be discussed a the Steering and Working Committees meeting on May 29,
20 and 31, 2001.

Coordinated | mplementation

LATTS will achieve a high levd of success if it leads to a coordinated implementation
process. A review of the broad categories of drategies presented previoudy suggests that a
coordinated approach to many of these will result in grester aggregate benefits than if each
Alliance member limits themsdves to maters exclusvely within its own domain. In paticular, a
coordinated gpproach would be most effective with dStrategies regarding a corridor gpproach to
improvements, transportation technologies, information integration, ITS applications, increased
public awareness, improved inditutiona reationships, patnerships, and improved freight
profiles.

Acknowledging that there are benefits associated with a coordinated implementation
gpproach is easer than actudly achieving a coordinated gpproach. This is because, even if each
date transportation agency has a desire to follow this approach, investment priorities and policies
tend to be parochid in nature. Each date trangportation agency must make decisons while
keeping its condituency reasonably satisfied. State, local, even federd politicians can have a
ggnificant influence on the decisons of date trangportation agencies, as can the generd public
and specid interest groups. The pressures received from these influences may not be supportive
of a coordinated regiona approach such as that promoted by LATTS. It will be a chdlenge to
the date trangportation agencies to persuade contrary interests that the coordinated regiona
gpproach has greater benefits than more parochia investments and policies,

M ember ship Size Complications

With 15 members (14 daesdcommonwedths plus FHWA), the Southwestern
Trangportation Alliance involves the participation of a Szesble group of committee members.
This has led to the following complicaions

» Scheduling of medtings has not been as easy as if the Alliance was a smdler
organization. Medtings have to be scheduled wdl in advance so that optimum
attendance can be achieved. Mestings have been well atended despite the scheduling
complication.

|
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» Reviews of interim and draft sudy products are somewhat complicated because of the
number of organizations and persons tha ae involved.  Sometimes it is not
convenient for every Alliance member to fit such reviews into their other agency
activities.  Also, comments from one Alliance member can sometimes conflict with
those from another member.

OPPORTUNITIES

Despite the chdlenges noted above, there is much to suggest that LATTS will leed to
something more than a study.

Support of Alliance Members

A very postive aspect is the support LATTS continues to recaive from the Alliance
members. Mestings are wdll atended and participants seem to share a common interest.  Again,
the professona association fostered by SASHTO likey contributes to this  supportive
environmen.

Through SASHTO, dmog dl the Alliance members have a continuing relationship that
encompasses a variety of maiters in addition to LATTS. This is something that has the potentia
to be a 9gnificant advantage to implementation of LATTS drategies.

Creating a Win-Win Environment

As previoudy noted, certain Alliance members have a greater participaion in Latin
American trade than do others. Nevertheless, LATTS has demondrated that development of a
trangportation system that caters to Latin American trade flows aso serves many other purposes,
i.e,, other internationd trade flows plus domestic flows. Indeed, only 12 percent of the needs at
LATTS airports and eight percent of needs on LATTS highways are directly attributable to trade
with Latin America

Given these circumdances, investment draegies which sarve the needs for Latin
American trade flows will serve other needs as well. Therefore, by undertaking a cooperative
gpproach, such as corridor investments and ITS deployment, each Alliance member will become
a winne, even if the member has rdaivdy light traffic flows associated with Lain American
trade.
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No Outside Resistance

As noted, the outreach activities undertaken as pat of LATTS did not result in many
regponses.  The flip Sde of this matter is that there is no organized outsde resstance, (at this
time) that could detract from achievement of LATTS objectives.

Indeed, under the right circumgtances, it might be possble to engender outsde support
due to the very podtive impact trade with Latin America is having, and will have, on the LATTS
Region. A number of approaches could be used to engender support, such as establishment of
Advisory Committees, convening of a Latin American Trade Conference, €tc.

Pooled Fund Study Benefits

One of the lessons previoudy learned but now underscored by LATTS is the vaue of the
pooled fund study agpproach. LATTS involved extendve andyses of trade patterns, forecasts of
future trade volumes, and assessment of the adequacy of aregiond transportation system.

The regiond agpproach may have resulted in less atention being directed a individua
date. Neverthdess, it would have been very difficult for any one Alliance member to undertake
a dudy that involved so many domedtic and international matters. By pooling resources, it was
possble to achieve much more then the individuad efforts of Alliance members could have
accomplished.

Now that the regiona anadyss has been accomplished, individud Alliance members are
in a podtion to undertake assessments which focus more closdly upon the unique circumstances
within their own sate.

Conflict Resolution

LATTS has developed a context for te Alliance to consder the implications of increased
trade with Lain America Strategic initigtives dso have been identified to ded with the impacts
on the Alliance s trangportation system.

The naure of LATTS has not involved specific initiatives for particular locations or
drategies. As aconsequence, no contentious issues have arisen up to thistime.
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The Steering Committee and the Working Committee provide a forum for conflict
reolution. However, these committees have no hinding authority since each Alliance member
has the option to make independent decisons that are appropriate for its circumstances.
Hopefully, the good working rdationships established by the Alliance will extend to improved
understanding and cooperative action by Alliance members.
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1-69 (CORRIDOR 18)

A codition of eght doae trangportation agencies and the Federd Highway
Adminigration has undertaken a series of planning studies regarding a proposed route extending
from Port Huron, Michigan to the Lower Rio Grande Valey (1,890 miles). The project is
sometimes referred to as Corridor 18 because it was the eighteenth corridor in the lig of
congressondly designated High Priority Corridors contained in ISTEA (1991). It is ds0
referred to as 69, initidly because it connected to the existing F69 extending from Indianapalis,
Indiana to Port Huron, Michiga/Sarnia, Ontario, Canada, but more recently because it now
includes the exigting section of 1-69 and has been officialy declared to be the future 1-69.

Condruction of an intergtate facility in this corridor would provide a new route extending
from border crossngs with Canada and Mexico, and connecting to the domestic highway
sysems of these two NAFTA trading partners.  As such, it has been described as a “North
Americantrade route,” an “internationd trade route” and a“NAFTA corridor.”

BACKGROUND

[-69 currently exists from the Canadian border at Port Huron, MI to Indiangpolis, IN. In
its desre to serve the southwestern portion of the date with an interdate facility, Indiana
undertook in 1990 an EIS assessment that addressed a facility from Bloomington to Evansville.
These assessments were underway when the series of studies of Corridor 18, as discussed below,
were undertaken initidly.

While extenson of [-69 to Evansville would serve Indianas intrestate trave, it was
recognized that further extenson of the facility would fill in a gap in the sysem of freeways in
the region and facilitate growing interstate travel. It dso was recognized that enactment of
NAFTA would further simulate trave in thisregion.

In the ISTEA (1991) Congress designated certain highway corridors of nationa
ggnificance to be included in the Nationd Highway System (NHS). In this legidation, Corridor
18 (now +69) was defined as extending from Indiangpolis, IN to Memphis, TN, via Evansville,
IN.  Subsequent legidation in 1993 amended this definition to extend the corridor from
Memphis, TN to Houston, TX, via Shreveport-Bosser City, LA. The Nationd Highway System
Desgnaion Act of 1995 redefined Corridor 18 again by including an extenson from Houston,
TX to the Lower Rio Grande Vdley at the Mexican border.
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The Trangportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA-21), signed into law on June 9,
1998, again redefined Corridor 18 and officidly desgnated it as Interdtate 69. The current
definition includes, inter dia, the following dipulations:

» Includes the 1-69 facility from Indiangpolis to Port Huron, Michigar/Sarnia, Ontario,
Canada;

» Includes the [|-H4 fadlity from Port Huron, through Detroit (including the
Ambassador Bridge interchange) to Chicago, lllinois;

» Adds a connection between the Corridor in the vicinity of Monticdlo, Arkansas to
Fine Bluff, Arkansas, and

» Includes, in the Lower Rio Grande Valley:
(@ U.S 77 from the Mexican border to U.S. 59 in Victoria, Texas,
(b) U.S. 281 from the Mexican border to U.S. 59, then to Victoria, Texas,

(c) The Corpus Chrigti Northsde Highway and Rail Corridor from the intersection
of U.S. 77and | 37to U.S. 181; and

(d) FM 511 from U.S. 77 to the Port of Brownsville.
ORGANIZATIONAL FEATURES

In 1992, private citizens who were promoting the 1-69 project invited representatives of
gght dae trangportation agencies to atend a meeting in Memphis, TN. This meeting resulted in
formation of the Corridor 18 Steering Committee.

The dght dates participating in the 1-69 planning activities are Arkansas, Indiana,
Kentucky, Louisana, Michigan, Missssppi, Tennessee and Texas. Each of the eight dae
trangportation agencies plus the Federd Highway Adminidration have desgnated
representatives to the Steering Committee.

A Principd Member and an Alternate Member have been named for each participating
agency. In severd cases, ether the Chief Executive Officer of the dtate transportation agency or
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their Deputy serves as the Principd Member. In recognition of the importance of this project, it
is not uncommon that both the Principd and Alternate Members atend Steering Committee
meetings, as well as other agency gaff.

The Steering Committee condituted the Consultant Selection Committee, issuing the
RFP, reviewing written proposals, conducting consultant interviews and making the sdection.

FHWA is a nonvoting member of the Steering Committee.  Neverthdess, FHWA has a
condgderable influence on activities and decisons made by the group. In part, this reflects the
key role thaa FHWA plays as a source of funding for the I-69 project. Thus far, the Steering
Committee has been able to avoid a position that cannot be supported by FHWA.

The Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Depatment is the adminidtrative
agency, acting with and on behdf of the other codition members. The Executive Director of the
Department sarves as chair of the Steering Committee.  The consultant contract is administered
by the Arkansas State Highway and Transportation Department. Additiondly, the Department
aranges for and pays for meeting facilities and related expenses, using a portion of the grant
monies provided by FHWA.

[-69 Mid-Continent Highway Coalition, I nc.

Private citizens in Indiana were early proponents of the F69 project. Seeing the need for
a multigate codition, they initisted efforts to recruit influentid civic and dected officids from
other dates in the region. This lead to the formation of the 1-69 Mid-Continent Highway
Codlition which was incorporated in 1993.

The Cadlition is well organized and has been actively engaged in activities which support
condruction of 1-69. These activities include active participation in dl public megtings hdd in
conjunction with the 1-69 project, sponsorship of Congressiona dinners, organized Capitol Hill
date deegation vigts on a periodic bass, other lobbying activities, publication of advocacy
materids, publication of a periodic newdetter, etc.

The Codition comprises a fairly szeable group of industry and civic leaders and eected
officids from the eight dates in the F69 Corridor. Further, each state in the codition has formed
its own gtate organization.

|
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The Codlition has an Executive Committee and a farly large Board of Directors. The
Codition employs an Executive Director on a pat-time bass It dso retans legidative liason
(lobbying) services and various support services.

The Codition derivesits funding from contributions of its members.

PURPOSE

The Steering Committee adopted this statement of overadl purpose for the [-69 project:

“To improve international and interstate trade in accordance
with national and state goals; to facilitate economic
development in accordance with state, regional and local
policies, plans and surface transportation consistent with
national, state, regional, and local needs and with the
Congressional designation of the corridor.”

CORRIDOR PHASES

There have been four phases thus far for the 1-69 Corridor.

Feasbility Study

The Feashility Study was completed in November 1995, The feashility andyses
addressed the then current definition of the corridor, i.e, extending from Indiangpolis to
Houston. Key study findings were asfollows:

» Economic Efficiency

1.39 benefit/cost ratio
$2.2 hillion net present vaue
9.9 percent internd rate of return

» Economic Development Impacts

Creation of 27,000 jobs (in 2025)

Challenges with Multi-State/Jurisdictional
3-4 Transportation Issues



I-69 (Corridor 18)

Generation of $11 billion in additiona wages (1995 — 2025)
Production of $19 hillion in value added (1995 — 2025)

» Environmentd Impacts

Sgnificant chalenges, especidly wetlands
Dependent upon find location decisions, no insurmountable obstacles

» Safety Enhancement

1,300 lives saved (1995 — 2025)
57,000 injuries avoided (1995 — 2025)

Special | ssues Study

This study was completed in June 1997. It addressed what was then the corridor
definition, extending from Indiangpolis to the Lower Rio Grande Valey. Key findings included
the fallowing:

» Economic Efficiency

1.57 benefit/codt retio
$4.0 billion net present vaue
10.7 percent internd rate of return

» Locationd Issues

Challenges regarding crossings of the Mississppi River and the Ohio River
Chalenges regarding state line and international border crossings in some cases
Challengesin urban area connections in some cases

Special Environmental Study

This study was begun in March 1999. The scope included an extensive outreach program
(public involvement and interagency coordination), purpose and need datement, designation of
sections of independent utility, travel demand anadyses, corridor-levd environmenta Sudies,
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andydss of dternative transportation modes, and assessment of non-transportation options.  This
undertaking was intended to represent the beginnings of the NEPA process for Corridor 18.

Changing priorities have resulted in the postponement and possible dimination of certain
of the study activities. To date, the following study activities have been undertaken:

» Purpose and need statement

» Sections of independent utility

» Trangportation moda dternatives
» Trave demand analyses

» Outreach activities involving preparation of a videotgpe presentation, a PowerPoint
presentation and press release information

[-69 Environmental and Engineering Assessments

The Specid Environmentd Study identified 32 Sections of Independent Utility. Work is
now progressng on many of the SIU’'s utilizing Border/Corridor grant funds and other revenue
sources.  In mogt cases, this involves development of environmental study documentation and
location assessments.  Condruction activities are underway on one SIU.  For the existing section
of 1-69, improvement and expansion projects are being undertaken.

In furtherance of these activities, three digtributions of Border/Corridor grant funds have
been received by the 1-69 project, i.e.:

» FY 1999 - $10 million
» FY 2000 - $3 million
» FY 2001 - $5 million

These funds have been alocated in proportion to the application amounts for each Sate.
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Ealy activities in both the Feashility Study and the Specid Issues Study were the
convening of public meetings (on a corridor bass) to permit individuds and organizations to
present their ideas and concerns to the Steering Committee and its consultants.  In both instances
the meetings were wdl atended and a large number of presentations were made. The Steering
Committee a so received consderable presentation materias from meeting participants.

During the course of both of these dtudies, newdetters were didributed a important
stages to keep interested parties informed regarding the study status and findings.  Contacts in
each date were identified and many parties took advantage of this opportunity to present their
idess as the study progressed.

At the concluson of each of the two studies, a second public meeting was held to present
study results, to respond to questions, and to receive comments.

At dl four public meetings, srong objections were recaved, dmost exclusvely from
persons and organized oppostion regarding the section of 1-69 between Indianapolis and
Evansville, IN.  Concerns have been expressed about environmental impacts, farm preservation,
the need for a “new-terrain” highway, etc. As noted earlier, the southern Indiana portion of 69
is in a more advanced stage than other parts of the corridor. Chalenges regarding an EIS
prepared for a portion of the corridor in this area led to its withdrawal and the undertaking of a
new draft EIS. It is typical that oppostion to a facility increases as location becomes more
definitive and people and organi zations can assess its impacts on their welfare.

It should be noted that a well organized supportive group has countered the oppostion to
[-69 in southern Indiana. Voices for 1-69, an advocacy group based in Evansville, IN, is an
active participant in the Mid-Continent Highway Caodlition.

The preponderance of comments received have been supportive of 1-69. Many see the
project as a means to enhanced economic development. In response to some that oppose I-69 in
southern Indiana, an attendee from Arkansas somewhat summarized the generd sentiment a one
meseting by saying “We Il accept the highway if those other people don't want it.”
IMPLEMENTATION

There are varying degrees of project implementation along the corridor.
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Michigan

Multiyear projects to add capacity, plus maintenance type projects, are being undertaken
for the exiging I-69 fadility in Michigan.

Indiana

In 1997, Indiana desgnated $30 million for the 1-69 project, indicative of the more
advanced datus of the project in Indiana than in other parts of the corridor. In September 1997,
engineering contracts were awarded for prdiminay engineering and desgn work on the
Evansville to Bloomington segment.  However, this work subsequently was hdted due to
difficulties concerning the EIS process. Indiana has withdrawvn an earlier draft EIS which
covered the segment from Bloomington to Evansville. The dstate now is proceeding with a new
draft EIS, for the longer section from Indiangpolis to Evansville.

Kentucky

Kentucky and Indiana have entered into an Interstate Agreement to prepare a preliminary
engineering and EIS necessry for determining the dignment around Evansville IN and
Henderson, KY,, and crossing the Ohio River.

Tennessee

Environmentd sudy documentation is being prepared for one SIU and Tennessee has
made independent gpplication for Nationd Corridor Planning and Development Funds for
devdopment of other SU's. One SU extends into Kentucky and another extends into
Mississppi, requiring coordination with the respective state trangportation agencies.

Mississippi

Condruction is underway on one SU in Missssppi and dignment dudies are being
undertaken for other portions of the route.

|
Challenges with Multi-State/Jurisdictional
3-8 Transportation Issues



I-69 (Corridor 18)

Arkansas

A Record of Decison for the Great River Bridge (across the Mississippi) was signed May
3, 2000 and proposds have been received from design consultants. Corridor and aignment
studies are being undertaken for the Southeast Arkansas [-69 Connector.

L ouisana

A consultant has been selected for engineering and environmenta services on one SU.

Texas will act as project manager with Louisands cooperation on an SIU crossng the
date borders. Environmental assessments and schematics are being prepared for another SIU
and right-of-way acquigtion is anticipated to begin by September 2002. A feasbility report is
being prepared to decide which location through the Houston area should be devel oped by 1-69.

CHALLENGES

The very scde of the 1-69 project is both an asset and a liability that affects
implementation. For example, the 1430 mile long facility has a condruction cost estimate of
$7.2 hillion (1997 edimate), a large amount for a single project. On the other hand, it has the
collective support of eight states, something that will enhance its funding opportunities.

Funding

The mogt ggnificant chdlenge to the implementation of 1-69 is its funding. If the public
funding requirement is to be met by current revenue sources of the corridor states, then the F69
project will have to compete with other funding needs confronting the daes incduding
preservation of existing infrastructure and other committed capital projects.

Andyses regarding the fiscal capacity of each dtate, based on existing revenue sources,
indicated that the 1-69 project would consume a dgnificant proportion of funds avaladle for
congtruction of al statewide projects.

Thus far, the codition has had some success in obtaining FHWA grants of discretionary
funding. However, these grants have been of a scde sufficent for planning studies and some
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preliminary engineering and environmenta assessments.  The grants do not begin to gpproach
the scale required to eventudly build such an ambitious project.

Rdliance on the Federal Gover nment

As noted, activities thus far regarding [-69 have been funded in large measure by the
federd government. Given the high cogt of this angle fadlity and the limited financing capecity
of the corridor dtates, there is much to suggest that this will continue to be the case in the future,
aswdl.

Thus far, the working partnership between the date transportation agencies and the
federa government has performed reasonably well. The federa government has been generous
in providing funding up to this point, a& least sufficient to keep the project moving forward.
Nevertheless, there have been some instances when priorities were dtered primarily because of
circumstances which reflected the different priorities of state and federd agencies.

For the federd government, there are many things that can affect priorities, some of
which have to do with transportation legidation enacted by Congress  The amount of
discretionary  funds controlled by FHWA is greatly impacted by funding reauthorization
legidation.

The consequence may well be that FHWA will have limited opportunity to provide the
level of funding tha is needed for condruction of the 1-69 project. Compared with the limited
financing capacity of the dates this could have serious impacts upon project implementation,
despite the overwhelming evidence of the project’s worthiness.

Continued Role for the Steering Committee

With the exception of the funding issue, the role of the Steering Commiittee is taking on
lesser importance as the project progresses.  The Steering Committee played a vitd role
regarding early activities which focused upon corridor-level matters.  As the project progresses
through the prdiminary enginexring and environmental andyss the individud dates
gopropriately have a more autonomous role since issues become more localized in nature.

Each dae has been supportive of the generd location identified by the corridor-leve
dudies. Condderation ill is required to address date line crossngs, particularly regarding the
two which involve mgor bridges (i.e, across the Missssppi River and the Ohio River). Also,
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there is condderable coordination required in the vicinity of Memphis which is located near the
Tennessee/Mississppi date line.  Neverthdess, these are matters which can be addressed
through conventiond arrangements between individud dates, without the need for Steering
Committee oversght (so long as location decisons are generdly consstent with the overdl
concept of 1-69).

Out-of-State M eeting Attendance

Each agency funds sdary and reated codts for its staff to participate in 1-69 activities.
Also, each agency isrespongble for the meeting attendance travel expenses of its staff.

In some dates, out-of-date travel is subject to more restrictive conditions than is the case
in other states. Policies regarding out-of-Sate travel have had, on occasion, a detrimental impact
upon atendance at Steering Committee meetings. As a consequence, there have been occasions
when a state was not represented a a meseting at which significant decisions were taken.

OPPORTUNITIES

While there are gSgnificant chdlenges confronting implementation of the 1-69 project,
there also are opportunities to use exigting organizationa structures to champion the project.

Steering Committee

While the Steering Committee may have a diminished role regarding guidance of the
project, the Committee gill has a vitd role that no other entity can effectivey perform. It is the
Seering Committee only that can be the united voice of the eight State trangportation agencies.
It is the Committee that can provide corridor level, public sector support that will be essentid to
eventud implementation of 1-69.

In large measure, judtification for F69 is based upon its role as an international border-to-
border facility that can serve international and domestic trade in a corridor area that currently has
few high qudity highway faclities. The connectivity provided by the entire facility is a mgor
factor regarding its economic judification. The dtractive economic efficiency benefits, reative
to project cods, derive in large pat from the connection of mgor population centers and
indudtria areas throughout the corridor. These podtive indicators of the project worthiness dso
reflect the benefits of an interdtate facility that connects to the United Stat€'s two NAFTA
trading partners.
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The Steering Committee is well postioned to be a champion for the 69 project, during
what could be crucid times, when funding for condruction is being determined.

Mid-Continent Highway Coalition

This private sector organization (which includes public sector participants) is a strong
dly in éforts to push the 1-69 project aong. With its broad membership base and its well
organized activities, the codition can continue to play a most worthwhile role in obtaining
funding commitments for I-69.

Conflict Resolution

Even though each date entered into the series of [-69 studies with notions about what
would be best for ther paticular date, a high levd of give-and-teke has been manifest
throughout the process. For example, a particular route location would have served the best
interests of one date but it would have meant that another state would be adversdly affected.
Evolving out of this Stuaion was a location whereby each state got at least some of the things
they wanted, even if they had to give on certain other aspects. The key features of what has
evolved are:

» Cregtion of a win-win environment in which each member gets enough so tha they
can support the positions taken by the Steering Committee.

» Recognition that a united front by al members is the bet way to further eventud
congtruction of the I-69 fadility.

There are no formd inditutional eements which have produced this cooperative approach.
Instead, it has come about by the willingness of members to consder the common good and to

seek solutions that bal ance the interests of the state with the overall interests of the project.

Out-of-State Travel Expenses

If the Steering Committee continues to function on an active bads, it may be worthwhile
to condder the difficulty certain States experience in getting approva for out-of-date trave. It
would be worthwhile to consder establishing an account that could be used to reimburse trave
expenses for meeting attendance.  Funding for the account could be derived from setting aside a
portion of grant funds used for project expenses. Alternatively, each state trangportation agency
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could be asked to commit a smdl amount of, say, SPR or amilar funds to the project, with these
funds being usad in turn to remburse out-of-dtate travel expenses for its representative(s) a
Steering Committee meetings.

Scheduling of M eetings

The 1-69 Steering Committee includes representatives of eight states plus FHWA. It is
common for both the Principd Members and the Alternate Members of each organization to
attend mestings.

As noted, the Steering Committee typicdly involves the senior levd officers of the
paticipating organizations. These officids have complicated schedules and this affects, in a
sgnificant manner, the scheduling of 1-69 meetings.

To address the complication, the Arkansas SHTD has adopted the following approach:
» Mestingstypicaly are scheduled about 3 to 4 weeksin advance.
» Calendars are digtributed in advance so that committee members can block out dates

when they are unavalable. Arkansas SHTD then sdects a meeting date which
involves the greatest availability of committee members.

Challenges with Multi-State/Jurisdictional
Transportation Issues 3-13



BINATIONAL BORDER TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING AND PROGRAM PROCESS

The United States and Mexico have recognized the need for a wel-coordinated
transportation planning process dong the border, especidly in light of the further development of
economic and commercia relations associated with the North American Free Trade Agreement.
Accordingly, the two ndions entered into a “Memorandum of Underganding on the Planning
Process for Land Transport on Each Side of the Border” on April 29, 1994.

The 1994 Memorandum of Understanding established a Joint Working Committee (JWC)
consging of representatives of the federa and border state governments of both countries (as
decribed more completely later in this discusson).  The JWC primaily provided study
oversight while the Binationa Planning and Programming Study was underway. As discussed
subsequently, it now has transtioned into an entity responsble for the continuing planning and
programming process regarding the trangportation system serving the U.S.-Mexico border area.

BACKGROUND

An ealy underteking was the conduct of the Binaiond Panning and Programming
Study. The purpose of the sudy was.

» To invedigate current state and national planning processes in both the U.S. and
Mexico.

» To review available data on border transportation infrastructure and goods movement.
» To recommend an ongoing, binationa planning and programming process.

The study was intended to establish a continuous, joint, binational process to improve the
effidency of the exising binationd policy meking planning procedures and funding criteria
affecting the Border Land Transportation Sysem (BLTS). The BLTS is a binaiond
trangportation system comprisng international  bridges and border crossngs and land
connections to maor urban and/or economic centers, principa segports, airports and
multimoda/transfer stations and, ultimately, to nationa trangportation facilities.

A series of study products were developed such as.
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» Inventories of trangportation facilities on both sides of the border.
» Inventory of Ports of Entry aong the border.

» Commercid motor vehicle trade flows process.

» Trade and passenger flow data.

» Public and private investment programsin both countries.

» Capabilitiesto forecast expanding trade.

» Methodologies for edimating costs and benefits associated with the transportation
impacts of binationd trade.

The Binationd Study had a $2.5 million budget, 50 percent of which was financed by
each of the two nations.

Transtion Plan

The Binationd Pamning Swudy was completed in  April 1998 An  important
accomplishment was the development of a Trangtion Plan. This congsted of a series of actions
intended to trandtion from the study phase to a continuing U.S-Mexico border area planning and
programming process.

The Trandtion Plan suggested protocols for the operation of the JWC as wel as
descriptions of actions needed to complete the trangition. These included:

» Changesin responshilities of the IWC.
» Tranderring of information and activities from consultants to WC member agencies.

> Startup of new activities.
|
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ORGANIZATIONAL FEATURES

The organizationd features of the WC were st out in the 1994 “Memorandum of
Undergtanding” and reiterated in the Trangtion Plan. Membership includes:

» Four representatives each from the U.S. Department of Trangportation (U.S. DOT)
and the Secretariat de Comunicacionesy Transportes (SCT).

» One representative each from the four U.S. border states and the six Mexican border
states.

» One representative each from the U.S. and Mexican deegations to the U.S-Mexico
Bilateral Committee on Bridges and Border Crossngs. The U.S. representative to
this committee is from the U.S. Depatment of State while the Mexican representative
is from the Secretariat of Foreign Relations A mgor function of this committee is
the issuance of presdentid permits which conditute federal support for proposed
border crossings.

The preferred representation for JWC members are directors of their respective agency’s
transportation planning and programming departments or the divison responsble for border area
trangportation planning and programming.  Representatives from the U.S. border dates have
been gppointed in a manner which recognizes the unique organizationd features of each state
trangportation agency. Some JWC representatives are from the agency’s centrd office while in
Cdiforniathe Digtrict office provides the representative.

Other federd and date transportation representatives may be included in the JWC, as
appropriate and as decided by the JWC. While other agencies have been invited to participate
with the JWC from time to time, none have been accorded membership status.

Sarving as co-chairs of the IWC are one representative from both the U.S. DOT and the
SCT.

For purposss of the Binationd Panning and Programming Study, the two nations
retained consultants to undertake study activities. The Arizona DOT served as the contracting
agency for the study and administered the consultant contract. While a single prime contractor
was retained, the JWC required that consultants from each nation perform one-haf of the work.
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As pat of the Trangtion Plan, the FHWA and SCT each have gppointed a “Border Area
Coordinator” who is dedicated full time to JWC activitiess. These Border Area Coordinators are
assisted by other FHWA or SCT gtaff as needed.

The JIWC does not make decisons or direct trangportation planning, programming or
operations or any other aspect currently performed by U.S. and Mexican federd, state and locd
government agencies. Insteed, the role of the WC is described as follows:

» “Facilitate the communication among the groups responsible for border transportation
planning within date, locd, and federd governments in Mexico and the United
States.

» Save as a forum for the coordination of border transportaion planning and
programming activiies while respecting the differing trangportation  planning
processes and requirements that exist in both countries.

» Be avalable as a forum for discussng other binationd border area trangportation
issues.”

In support of its role, the WC sdlected 12 basic functions for its near term program, i.e.:
» “Strengthen the network of professiona contacts and binationa understanding.

» Advie the Binationd Bridges and Border Crossings Group on related themes
building upon products of this dudy to increese the efficiency of transportation
systems.

» Strengthen communication and consensus building among the groups responsible for
trangoortation planning in the federd, date, and locad governments of the United
States and Mexico.

» Support the andyss and the joint formulation of projects between federd and date
governments of both countries.

» Technicdly review transportation programs/projects before and during the process of
binationa communications (Binationd and federd to Sate).
|
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» Help to minimize “disconnects’ of the plans, programs, funding, and operations.
» Didlribute and update methodol ogies developed (in this study and after).

» Act as a forum for the coordination of border transportation activities, respecting the
planning processes and requirements existing in both countries.

» Supervise the maintenance and updating of the binationd data bank with revant
information for border trangportation planning and programming.

» Conduct specid studiesto look into specific issues.
» Research new financing schemes.
» Prepare annual work plan.”

Funding protocols initidly provided for 50-50 U.S.-Mexican funding. This arrangement
has been rdaxed in recent times and now reflects the particular interest of the participating
agencies in the smdler and more focused activities which characterize the current work program.
Some funding is provided by the respective federd governments while other funding comes from
the participating Sates. The specific budget for each year depends, in part, on the digibility of
projects for various types of funds.

Currently the WC itsdf is not funded with a specific budget. Each participant funds the
involvement of its JWC member(s) as well as database updating, data accessibility and other
activities.

PUBLIC OUTREACH

During the Binational Study, each U.S. date undertook public outreach activities as it fdt
appropriate and needed.

While the Trandtion Plan addressed public outreach, no forma broad-based outreach
program has been undertaken by the JWC itsdf. There are, neverthdess, plans for an outreach
effort to Mexican motor cariers as a means of clarifying procedures for gpplying for U.S.
licenses in connection with the opening of the border to them (anticipated to be January 1, 2002).
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IMPLEMENTATION

The JWC is not an implementing agency. Instead, it is a coordinating body that provides
a forum and a process to guide trangportation planning and programming activities of its
members.

The IWC has enjoyed a far amount of success. Perhgps one of the most sgnificant has
been minimization of surprises. In the pad, it was common for facilities meeting a the border to
have discontinuities on the two sSdes of the border. The JWC provides a means for improved
coordination that minimizes these problems. Indeed, this type of coordination has proven to be
beneficid regarding plans for facilities outsde the immediate border area but which may be
influenced by border traffic and developments.

Ancther success has been improved understanding that different agencies do things in
different ways. This has facilitated the coordination of plans and programs for transportation
fadlities

The spirit of mutua cooperation is exemplified by Cdifornia providing a full time traffic
enginer to address border issues. Included in the traffic engineer’s activities has been technica
advice to Mexican counterparts and the provison of used equipment to the Mexican agencies
gther free or a a bargain rate. JIWC adso has sponsored Technology Transfer Center activities
that include training courses for Mexican government staff.

CHALLENGES

Because the JWC involves both federd and date agencies of two culturaly and
economicdly different nations, it would be naturd to anticipate chdlenges of a different nature
to those faced by coditions of only U.S. agencies. Nevertheless, experience to date suggests that
the challenges have not been as dramatic as might have been anticipated. As noted subsequently,
the experiences of JWC have demonstrated that many of these challenges can be overcome.

|
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Roles of Federal and State Transportation Agencies

While the US DOT plays a prominent role in planning and programming for
transportation, dtate trangportation agencies ae the ultimate agencies for undertaking
transportation projects in the U.S. Therefore, the IWC has respected the significant role of the
State agencies.

In Mexico, the Secretariat de Comunicaciones y Trangportes (SCT) is the dominant
agency. The SCT prefers to ded directly with the FHWA and is uncomfortable deding with
date transportation agencies. They tend to rely on the FHWA for assurances that the U.S. dates
will abide by JWC agreements.

In recognition of the considerable differences, the JWC has had to try to accommodate a
federd government to federd government relationship in recognition of the Mexican interests
while dso accommodating a Sae government to date government relationship because of the
U.S. arrangement.

Participation by High L evel Officials

Because the SCT places emphasis upon direct dedings with the U.S. federa government,
there dso are expectations that the U.S. will be represented a meetings by high ranking officids.
This places a burden on FHWA to get such officids to atend since they have complex and
demanding schedules. Making it even more difficult is that each naion takes turns hosting JWC
meetings and sometimes the meeting location may be in a place that is difficult to reech and
requires considerable trave time.

Difficult and Contentious | ssues

In the U.S, it is not unusud for a lively debate to occur at meetings where difficult and
contentious issues are addressed.

The Mexican participants are very uncomfortable T any sgn of disagreement appears in a
forma meeting. The Mexican government greatly prefers that discussons of this nature occur in
an informd setting outside of the meetings themselves.

Patly as a consequence of this culturd difference, JWC mestings often are used to
inform attendees regarding current activities and issues and to coordinate on such matters.  Also,
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the JWC often will receive presentations regarding issues and concerns but there is a deliberate
atempt to avoid agenda items that could involve other than unanimous decisons. Conflicts are
not addressed within the forma meetings but are dedlt with on an informa basis.

These culturd differences dso have affected the language used in JWC communications,
reports, etic. Because the Mexican government is sendtive to Satements which might be
construed to be of a negative nature, care has to be taken to modify the language used to be more
neutrd. While it usudly is acceptable to dtate facts per se, discusson of the facts has to be
couched in careful language so0 as to avoid what could be construed to be a negative connotation.
Both nations have to approve JWC documents so this is a matter that must be addressed on a
continuing bass.

Winnersand Losers

The JWC ddiberately seeks not to set up any outcomes that creste possible losers.
Instead, a win-win approach is sought and this often involves a fair amount of compromise. The
JWC tries to understand the point of view of each member and to avoid Stuations which could
cause trouble for a paticular partner. On occasion, this has required specid arrangements since
each JWC member has different circumstances and operates in its own particular demographic,
socid, culturd, political and economic environment.

Database M aintenance and Updating

The Bindgiond Study crested a ggnificant database, primaily compriSng existing
sources.  Within the scope of that study, it was not possible to convert the various databases to
achieve a daabase conggent in format and definitions. Instead, equivdent definitions were
utilized where this was feasble. Further, a Geographic Information System (GIS) file regarding
border area plans and programs was devel oped.

While there was an intent to maintain and update these information resources, they have
received a low priority because there is no focused need for them at this time. A volunteer group
currently is attempting to do something concerning these databases but there is no assurance
about how successful this effort will be or whether this will leed to a sustained and continuing
activity.

|
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OPPORTUNITIES
While the JWC has encountered some dgnificant chalenges, there is a generd sense that
most of these have been overcome. Indeed, IWC successors are numerous, as discussed earlier

and below.

L anguage Deficiencies

While language differences could have resulted in obstacles, this has not been the case.
This primarily reflects the following:

» The Mexican representatives are bilingud.
» Simultaneous trandations are provided at each WC mesting.

JWC Coordination

With 14 agencies and 20 representatives included in the WC (and meeting atendance by
25 to 30 people on average), meeting schedules and arangements could be a sgnificant
chdlenge. The typicd gpproach for a meeting is for the host agency to nominate dates and then
reect, as best possible, to the responses received.  Since the JWC only meets formaly every sx
months, this is not an overwhelming complication.

During the Binationd Study, teleconferencing often was used as a means of coordination.
For a brief period, teleconferences occurred about every two weeks and were deemed to be a
successful approach.

Not as productive during the Binaiond Study was the use of emal. This was primarily
because the Mexican representatives did not use this means of communication as much as their
U.S. counterparts. Some of the study budget was used to acquire computers and to set up emal
accounts and some progress has snce been achieved in the use of this medium.

Diplomatic Relations

Since two naions conditute the JWC, diplomatic factors sometimes come into play.
Because representatives of the U.S. Department of State and the Secretariat of Foreign Relations
are dtting members of IWC, they are able to identify and respond to any diplométicdly senstive
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matter that arises.  In recognition of the potentid for such matters, these members are kept
informed to avoid surprises that might be of a sengtive nature.

Conflict Resolution

As noted earlier, the IWC has sought to creste a win-win Stuation in which the unique
circumstances of each participant are recognized and respected. As a consequence, considerable
goodwill has been built and members have increased confidence in the JWC and its misson.
While there has been a dgnificant amount of compromise, this has produced an environment in
which the participating parties fed more comfortable with each other and the WC asawhole.

I ncreased Confidence and Under standing

The successes of JWC and the win-win environment which it has engendered have
resulted in an increased confidence in the ability of JWC to take on certain issues and to find
mutualy acceptable answers to them. Members have come to understand the issues and the
particular circumstances of the 14 agencies included in the JWC. They recognize tha they dl
shae a common goal. They dso have confidence that the IWC has established processes for
dedling with issues and concerns and that these processes have proven to be successful.

Further, representatives from both nations now know their counterparts on the other side
of the border. On occasion, this has meant that a matter can be addressed by talking directly to
the relevant counterpart. Only if a matter is of broader concern does it now come to the JWC as
awhole.

The U.S. border dates likewise have an increased appreciaion for each other’s unique
circumgtances. This has resulted in increased opportunities for the border states to address issues
directly with sster agencies rather than resorting to the JWC.

As noted ealier, the Secretariat de Communicacions y Transportes (SCT) is
uncomfortable dedling with the U.S. border states, so the JWC provides the use of FHWA as an
intermediary. Without the IWC, the SCT would be rdluctant to take on certain matters because it
would require direct interaction with the U.S. state transportation agencies.

|
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Optimism Concer ning Future Opportunities

The internationa border matter is of paramount importance to the border states and the
two nations. Achievement of beiter trangportation in the region will have many bendfits,
including improved economic opportunities.  With so much a gake, there is a great incentive for
JWC members to continue their participation. Having achieved consderable success thus far,
they have reason to bdieve that much more can be achieved in the future.

|
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INTERNATIONAL MOBILITY AND TRADE CORRIDOR PROJECT

The Whatcom County portion of the border between Washington State and lower
mainland, British Columbia, Canada (and its environs) is commonly referred to as the “Cascade
Gaeway.” This area is experiencing increasing cross-border congestion, partly in response to
increases in NAFTA trade volumes,

The Internationa Mobility and Trade Corridor (ITMC) project commenced in 1997. It is
a binationd public-private partnership that provides a forum and process for addressng cross
border mohility issues in the Cascade Gateway and its four Ports-of-Entry system.

BACKGROUND

Widespread regiona concerns about cross-border mobility have been especidly prevaent
snce 1990. It was aound this time that cross-border travel demand began to ggnificantly
overwhelm system capacity of the ports-of-entry in the Cascade Gateway. The U.S. and Canada
are each other’s largest trading partner. Blaine, Washington is the third busest commercia port-
of-entry and the third busest passenger vehicle port-of-entry on the U.S.-Canada border. Factors
contributing to border congesion include increesng population (especidly in the Greater
Vancouver region), decreasing levels of federd border ingpection agency daff, and US.-Canada
monetary exchange rates that approached parity in the early ‘' 90s.

Since the early ‘90s, cross-border passenger vehicle volumes through the Cascade
Gaeway have declined from a high of about 8.6 million southbound trips in 1991 to about 4.8
million southbound trips in 2000. Over the same timeframe however, commercid vehicle
volumes through the Cascade Gateway have increased from about 350,000 southbound trips in
1991 to about 690,000 in 2000. Also over this timeframe, daffing levels of U.S. border
inspection agencies have gone down sgnificantly on the northern border.

Over this timeframe, severd public agency, business, and nongovernmenta entities
started responding to border-congestion and regiond impacts of increasng cross-border trave
demand. Locd concerns were aso specificaly directed towards freight and goods movement
and the locd impacts of truck congesion. The comprehensve plans of loca governments
darted to include treatment of the border. Trucking associations became involved in seeking
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dternative ingpection processes.  Nongovernmenta organizations darted formulating dStrategies
for mitigating the impact of the border on business travel and tourism.

Nationa policies adso came into play. In 1993, the NAFTA was aopted. In 1995, the
U.S. and Canada signed the Accord on our Shared Border which was followed by the Canada
U.S. Partnership (CUSP) in 1999.

In 1997, the United States General Services Adminidration (GSA) released a draft plan
titled, “Western Washingtor/Lower British Columbia Border Comprehensve Plan.”  With focus
and a sense of urgency, the report documented that the four regiona ports-of-entry were under
drain and proposed drategies for operations, traffic management, technology, and binationd
harmonization. Release of the GSA plan was a powerful catadys for the formation of IMTC.
GSA proposals stimulated a cross-border planning didog that stakeholders from both countries
felt should be continued in a coordinated way.

Also in 1997, reauthorization of ISTEA was underway and proposas for what is now the
TEA-21 Coordinated Border Infrastructure (CBI) Program represented an evolving opportunity
to support a binationd planning codition such asIMTC.

Formation of IMTC

In February 1997, a ameseting attended by U.S. Senator Patty Murray regarding the GSA
comprehensive plan, representatives from agencies on both sdes of the border agreed to meet
again. In subsequent weeks, a Terms of Reference was drafted and signed by regiond
stakeholders from the U.S. and Canada that acknowledged the goas of improving mobility and
safety for the region’s border crossngs and resolved to cooperatively pursue solutions. In the
next savera weeks, these agencies met and laid the groundwork for the Internationd Mobility
and Trade Corridor Project, and the codlition structure.  The Whatcom Council of Governments
(WCOG) was designated as the lead agency for IMTC.

Initid funding was provided by the Washington Department of Trangportation, the Port
of Bdlingham, Washington, and the U.S. Generd Services Adminigration.  This funding
sustained WCOG's adminigration of the IMTC Project for over a year. Over this time, the
codition developed 11 project applications for FHWA's thenforthcoming TEA-21 Coordinated
Border Infrastructure (CBI) Program. From the 11 submissions, three were funded by FHWA.
The firg of the three was five-years of funding for the IMTC Project — coordination of binationa

planning.
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Purpose

The purpose of IMTC is to facilitate trade, trangportation and tourism through the
goplication of innovetive improvements to infrastructure, operations and technology. In pursuit
of thisgod, IMTC s

» A forum that facilitates collaboration between border stakeholders from business,
government, transportation, and inspection agencies.

» A binationd codition that identifies and prioritizes needs that trangportation and
border management agencies can act on from both sides of the border.

» A successful response to the U.S. Department of Transportation's Border Program,
postioning both Washington State and British Columbia for financid partnerships
amed a mobility improvements.

ORGANIZATIONAL FEATURES

IMTC is a U.S-Canadian codition of business and government entitiess Over 80
binationd public and private organizations participate in IMTC activities.  Participants in IMTC
indude the fallowing:

» Transportation Agencies — Whacom Council of Governmentss BC Minidry of
Trangportation & Highways, WA State Department of Transportation; Transport
Canada;, Feded  Highways  Adminigration;  Translink; Federd — Trangt
Adminigration; BC Trangportation Financing Authority; Whatcom Trangt Authority;
Vancouver Port Corporation; Port of Belingham; U.S. Maritime Administration.

» Ingpection Agencies — Immigaiion & Naturdization Sevice, Citizenship &
Immigration Canada; U.S. Customs, Canada Customs & Revenue Agency.

» Border Municipalities — Whatcom County, Washington DOT; Abbotsford, BC;
Bdlingham, WA; Surrey, BC; Sumas, WA; Langley, BC; Lynden, WA; White Rock,
BC, Blaine, WA.

» Non-Government Organizations (NGOs) — Bedlinghaw/Whatcom Chamber of
Commerce, Greater Vancouver Gateway Council; BC-WA Corridor Task Force;
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Cascadia  Inditute;  Bellingnam/Whatcom  Economic  Council;  Pacific  Corridor
Enterprise Council; Bdlingham/Whatcom Convention & Vigtors Bureau; Better
Borders Northwest; Vancouver Board of Trade; Cascadia Project/Discovery Ingtitute.

» Other Governmental — WA State Department of Trade & Economic Development;
BC Minigry of Employment & Investment; U.S. Generd Services Adminigtration;
Consul Generd of Canada, Seettle; U.S. Consulate, Vancouver.

» Private Industry — U.S. & Canadian customs brokerages, Amtrak; BC Trucking
Asociation; BNSF Railroad; U.S. & Canadian duty free stores, Northwest Motor
Coach Asociation; regiond retail businesses, Washington Trucking Association.

The IMTC Project is dructured in three groups. The Steering Committee is the main
working group and includes representatives from the primary managers of border activity
(inspections, trangportation, facilities), regiond consulate offices, a-border municipdities, and
nongovernmental  organizetions. The Core Group, which meets three to four times a year,
includes the Steering Committee and adds representatives of industry associations (chambers of
commerce, trucking, brokerages, duty-free dores, tourism, retal) and date, provincia, and
federd legidative gaff. The third tier of the IMTC organization is the Generd Assambly. The
Generd Assambly meets twice a year (usually in conjunction with the Bdlingham, Washington
Chamber of Commerces Border Business Conferences) and is IMTC's broad-based
condtituency of stakeholders with day-to-day interest in a functiond cross-border transportation
sysem.

The decison-making kody of IMTC is the Core Group. The Core Group gives find sgn-
off on such things as project lists for submisson to the CBI program, adopting of policies,
formation of subgroups, and revison of IMTC objectives.

WCOG is the lead agency for the IMTC Project and acts in a supporting role for IMTC
participants working on IMTC initiatives, responds to inquiries regarding IMTC activities, and
handles day-to-day responshbilities of the lead agency.

With separate border improvement projects having come out of the IMTC codition and
currently being implemented, severd subgroups, with adminigrative support from WCOG, ae
directly handling project management and oversight functions.
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I ngtitutional Arrangements

There have been no legd agreements executed in order to initiate, structure and operate
the IMTC Project. Bindiond participation from private, public, and nongovernmenta entities
has been continualy based on shared interest in coordinated solutions to congestion in the
Cascade Gateway. Other mgor factors that contribute to IMTC's ability to function well without
formadized legd dructuring are 1) the CBI Program and the funding it avals and leverages from
IMTC partners, and 2) FHWA's funding of WCOG through the CBI Program which provides for
coordination of the IMTC Project.

Ongoing Coalition

While current funding for WCOG to lead the IMTC project is not permanent, it is
WCOG's intent that IMTC continue on an ongoing bass. Transportation between the U.S. and
Canada has continuoudy increesed socid and economic integration of the binationd border
region and, especidly with NAFTA, is an ever more important component of the countries trade
infragtructure.  Providing a forum for coordinated management of these sysems on a regiond
levd is very important.

Permanent Staffing

As lead agency of IMTC, WCOG, with funding from the CBI Program, Wisconsn DOT,
and some border municipdities, provides dedicated daff to perform a number of supporting
functions  Staff functions incude fadilitation of IMTC meetings, meeting planning, management
of a participant contact database, communications with participants and other interested parties,
research and writing on data and policy issues affecting IMTC agenda items, grant writing for
proposed improvement projects, coordination of funding agreements, and development and
digribution of information including aweb-ste and newdetter.

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES

At the formative stages of IMTC, participants formed a list of objectives for the codition.
This lig of objectives or gods has been the source of subsequently proposed projects — many
which are now funded and underway. This lis has been periodicaly revised by IMTC. The
current list isasfollows.
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Planning/Studies And Data

>

Improve traffic information and data

Promote development and management of the Cascade Gateway as a Ssystem.

Determine feashility of rail and trangt options.

Determine feasibility of marine transportation options.

Oper ations, Policy and Staffing

» Harmonize cross-border policies and operations in accordance with the goas of the
Canada-U.S. Partnership agreement (CUSP).

» Increase resources and daffing levels at U.S. border ingpection facilities.

» Improve commercid traffic management at Pacific Highway.

» Improve traffic management a the Sumas-Huntingdon crossing.

» Ensure ongoing sudtainability of the PACE and CANPASS pre-approved cross-
border travel programs.

» Promote harmonization and consolidated adminigtration of PACE and CANPASS
induding integration with commercid pre-agpproved travel.

» Explore options for bindiond financing dructures for future cross-border
improvements.

» Pursue shared U.S.-Canadian border inspection facilities including the crestion of
accord processing zones.

» Congder off-border ingpection functions.

Infragtructure
» Improve border crossing approach roads.

5-6
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» Improve border crossing rail approach lines and connections.
» Improve corridor connections of north-south and east-west trade and travel routes.
» Integrate ITS (Intelligent Transportation Systems).

Project | dentification and Coor dination

To provide funding for identified border mobility improvements, IMTC serves as a forum
through which regiona projects are identified, prioritized, and then proposed for funding.
Whatcom Council of Governments, under the guidance of the IMTC forum, submits annud
funding applications to the U.S. Department of Trangportation's Borders Program, as wdl as
goplications to the Washington State Freight Mohility Strategic Invesment Board.  Significant
amounts of match funding for projects has come from Washington, British Columbia, Transport
Canada, and border municipalities.

Using Border Program grants and matching funds from IMTC partners on both sdes of
the border, the following activities have been funded:

» ITSfor commercid vehicle operations.
» Cross-border trade and travel survey.
» IMTC adminigration, planning and coordination.

» Marketing program for PACE/CANPASS (travd programs that dlow enrolled
motorists to use specia lanes at two border crossings).

» Advanced Traveer Information System (ATIS).

» Cross-border trandt framework.

» Cascade Gateway rail study.

» Abbotsford - Sumas cross-border highway design.

» Study of pre-clearance process for U.S. Immigration and Naturdization Service.
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An information clearinghouse dso is maintained as follows:

» A web gte with adl meeting materids, regiond transportation data, and border-
oriented events.

» Dataand datistics compiled from a variety of sources.

» A Cascade Gaeway project inventory of regiond gudies, congruction, and
infrastructure developments or changes.

» A library congging of reports, briefings, data and sudies for the regiona and
northern border crossings.

» A regular newdetter keeping participants informed of the progress of IMTC-
sponsored projects, meetings, and developments.

Milestones

The following is a somewhat chronologicd lis of milestones that range from broad to
goecific.  These are not milestones which were necessarily targeted from the beginning but, for
some, as chalenges arose, solutions could rightly be called milestones.

» Terms of Reference — While not a legd document, this document was a hugdy
important symbol of the binaiond, public, and private sector willingness to actively
participate in an effort to craft solutions.

» Seed Funding — Incrementa support from Washington State DOT and the Port of
Bdlingham enadbled IMTC to maintan its momentum and meke a wel researched
and coordinated application to the CBI program that had support from both sides of
the border.

» FHWA Funding from the CBI Program — FY 1999 funding of the IMTC Project as
well as two other IMTC-endorsed projects was a key milestone for the codition.
While one of the unfunded project submissons included match from the Province of
British Columbia, the regiond success of IMTC in gaining this support raised the
profile of the Cascade Gateway and greatly emphasized the potentid vaue of cross
border partnerships. Subsequent applications to the CBI program for the Cascade
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Gaeway have incduded dgnificat and aggressive levds of mach  funding
commitments from a variety of Canadian government sources (federd, provincid,
and local).

» Solutions that don't Cost Money — IMTC has dso provided the forum which has
enabled solutions to long-standing operationa problems at the border. An example of
this is an operationd change by U.S. Customs, in cooperation with other IMTC
paticipants, the British Columbia Minidry of Trangportation and Highways and the
British Columbia Trucking Association, to enable 24-hour processng of less-than
truckload (LTL) shipments at the Pacific Highway port-of-entry in Blaine,

» Implementation of Binational Projects — Along with funding for coordination of
binationd planning through IMTC, projects identified and pursued by IMTC have
been truly binationd. The FY '99 Cross-Border Travel Demand Study, funded by
FHWA and WSDOT, looks equaly at both sdes of the border as it andyzes origin-
degtination, commodity flows, trip-purpose, and other characteristics of Cascade
Gaeway traffic. The consulting team performing the work is dso composed of both
U.S. and Canadian firms.

» Implementation of Binationally-Funded Projects — British Columbia made funding
commitments for the firs round of CBI project applications (the project was not
slected for funding). The second and third rounds of project gpplications and
subsequently-funded projects have seen a dgnificant portion of Canadian partnership
from avariety of sources.

| mplementation Processes

As discussed above, tilly endorsed projects are only one form of the actions that result
from coordination through IMTC. Operaiond improvements and other solutions resulting from
good communication and cooperation can and do take place between only the agencies that need
to jointly respond.

As for larger project recommendations, the methods of project implementation have
vaied. So far, dl mgor projects have included a large component of U.S. federad funds awarded
to WCOG. Depending on the planned scope of work, where the work is to take place (U.S,
Canada, or both), and what agencies are most involved in the work product, different
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arangements have been made to adminiter and manage the project, coordinate project
financing, and perform the work.

The following current projects are examples:

» IMTC (Coordination of Bingtional Planning) - Federal funds awarded to WCOG and
matched with Washington DOT funding. WCOG manages the project.

» Cross-border Travel Study - Federd funds awarded to WCOG and matched with
Washington DOT funding. U.S. Conaulting firm was hired as prime. Prime
consultant hired Canadian firms as sub consultants.

» ITSCVO Phasell - Federd funds awarded to WCOG and matched with funds from
Canada, British Columbia, and Wisconsan DOT. Project management performed by
Wisconsn DOT’ s Advance Technology Branch. Canadian funding spent directly on
Canadian components of the system.

CHALLENGES

The IMTC Proect has faced and overcome severa chalenges. These include the
following:

Obligations of Participation

During the fird year of IMTC, <olidification of Canadian federd and provincd
paticipation required, & a high levd, daification that ongoing participaion in IMTC did not
imply any loss of prerogative with regard to findings the IMTC codition might meke.  This type
of codition dructure was intended from the beginning but darification that IMTC was a forum
and not a binding conference was vauable.

L obbying

Another issue that came up early was lobbying. At an early IMTC Core Group mesting,
a paticipant from the private sector suggested circulating a letter to be signed by dl and sent to
U.S. legidators. IMTC participants from both U.S. and Canadian government agencies were
quick to note their need to be distanced from attempts to influence legidation. In response to this
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st of needs, IMTC adopted a no-lobbying policy. IMTC will not lobby as a group nor will
individua participants lobby as a“member of IMTC.”

Secondary M otives

Initidly, the IMTC group attracted a smdl contingent with a variety of interests amed a
usng IMTC as ether a funding source or a source of employment for their sarvices. This
incduded individuds with a range of roles exemplified by consultants and those usng
membership in fringe organizatiors as entrée to the process. Some clearly Stated, early on, their
intent to seek persond or organizaiond funding, while others were not so forthcoming. Some of
these participants actualy did contribute in some way to the process, while others were clealy
there only for the purpose of seeking funding or paid work. To preserve the credibility of the
project, these interests were discouraged from further participation in IMTC.

M aintaining Funding

Funding is a subgantid chdlenge for sakeholder groups such as the IMTC project.
Generdly, grassoots organizations cannot survive without a recurring revenue source. It s
therefore, vitd to obtain front end funding, staff the endeavor, exercise grest care in consarving
operationa funds and participate at the project level in funded projects. Many disparate sources
of funding exist. The effort and time expenditure to capture project-pecific funds is sgnificant.
Without those projects, however, the life of an ad hoc organization is automaticaly limited.
Paticipants tire of the same old discussons with no repite in dght. Funding to complete
projectsis vitd to the long-term viability of IMTC.

OPPORTUNITIES

IMTC has dedt with the above challenges as they have arisen. The project dso has taken
advantage of several opportunities that have contributed to the successes that have been
experienced.

Subgroups

As the array of issues that IMTC covered has increased, technicd trestment of certain
issues (i.e, ITS, immigration policy, specific Sudies, etc.) was delegated to subgroups. This has
been an effective way for the Steering Committee and Core Group to avoid extensive discussion
of issuesthat only some participants are informed about or interested in.
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Building Trust

One of the grestes chdlenges in building an effective membership was, and dill is
easng federal agencies into a cooperaive mood, and building and maintaning a layer of trust
among participants.  Participants must fed comfortable enough to spesk candidly while having
some assurance that ther trust will not be violaled and that they will not be attacked.
Enforcement agencies are particularly “vulnerable’ to this sort of focus since they ae seen by
some participants to be a the root of some of the issues. Given the dynamic nature of border-
relevant events, maintaining this balance has required constant work.

Broad Participation

As IMTC has focused on improving cross-border mobility and as participants have
identified solutions for congdderation by the codition, IMTC's breadth of participation has
expedited the identification of conflicts of interest that impact the viability of certain proposds.
Examples of such opposing reactions include Carriers and Duty-free Stores reactions to
proposds to limit auto-traffic a the designated commercia port-of-entry, regiond marine ports
reactions to trangportation agencies deployment of ITS border pre-arivd information
technology, as wdl as more predictable competing agendas of rail and trucking, inspections and
faclitation, and security and risk-management. Early discusson of these differing perspectives
helped define the politicd feaghility of proposds as well as find solutions with knowledgesble
input from multiple peers with the same basic interest — increased mohility.
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MIDWEST REGIONAL RAIL INITIATIVE

The Midwest Regiond Ral Initiaive (MWRRI) is a projected $4.1 hillion effort to
improve and expand passenger rail services in the Midwest. Chicago will be the hub of the
Midwest Regiond Ral Sysem (MWRRS) with spokes reaching out adong eight corridors:
Detroit, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Carbondale, . Louis, Kansas City, Quincy/Omaha, and the
Twin Cities. Trains will reach speeds of 110 mph and reduce travel times by 30 to 50 percent.
Once dl corridors are fully operationd, the MWRRS is expected to attract 9.6 million passengers
annudly.

The sponsors of the MWRRI are Amtrak, the Federd Ralroad Adminigration, lllinois
Department of Trangportation, Indiana Department of Transportation, lowa Department of
Trangportation, Michigan Depatment of Trangportation, Minnesota  Depatment  of
Transportation, Missouri Department of Transgportation, Nebraska Department of Roads, Ohio
Ral Development Commisson, and Wiscondan Depatment of Transportation. The nine date
agencies and Amtrak form the MWRRI steering committee.

BACKGROUND

The Midwest Regiona Rail Initiative began in 1996 as a series of sarvice concepts. The
gods ae to increase operating speeds, train frequencies, system connectivity, and service
rdigbility to create a 21% Century regiond passenger rail sysem. The plan is to connect
populaion centers usng 3,000 miles of exiding freight and commuter ral lines in a nine Sate
region tha includes lllinais, Indiang, lowa, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, Ohio, and
Wisconsin. By encompassing a multi-tate region, the MWRRS is economicdly feasble due to
higher equipment utilization, more efficient crew and employee utilization, and multigtate rolling
stock procurement.

Although the MWRRI began in 1996, studies of high-speed ral sysems in the Midwest
had begun a least 10 years earlier. A high-speed rail line connecting Chicago and New York
was dudied, but it did not survive past the initid planning stages.  1llinois and Wisconsin sudied
high-speed raill service between Chicago and Milwaukee, with Minnesota joining the effort and
expanding the plans out to the Twin Cities. This combined effort sarted in the early 1990's and
was cdled the Tri-State High-Speed Ral Study. High-speed rail between Chicago and Detroit
was ds0 being sudied around this time. One of the leading champions of these efforts was
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Tommy Thompson, former Governor of Wisconsn, who was dso then Chairman of the Board of
Amtrak.

It was soon redlized that Chicago was the hub for dl these efforts. Through AASHTO,
goecificdly the Missssppi Valey Conference, the states of Indiana, lowa, Missouri, Nebraska,
and Ohio were recruited into the effort by adding corridors between Chicago and Cleveland,
Cincinnati, Omaha, and Kansas City. Adding these additional States increased the potentid
ridership, created greater operating savings through economies of scale, and generated more
politica clout for this effort. This was the beginning of the MWRRI in 1996.

In August of 1998, the Midwest Regiond Ral Sysem Plan was published. This plan
was further refined and enhanced and in February 2000 the Midwest Regiona Ral System
Executive Report was published.

ORGANIZATIONAL FEATURES

Steering Committee

The MWRRI Steering Committee is comprised of representatives from each of the nine
dates and Amtrak. The Wisconsn Department of Transportation serves as Secretariat for the
Steering Committee.  The Committee has managed the conceptua and fesshility planning
activities over the past severd years, and will continue in this role through the initid years of
project implementation. The Committee provides overdght and direction to the consultant team
sdected to sudy the MWRRS.  Wisconsin DOT is the lead agency for contractua agreements
with the consultant.

Mantaining the active involvement of the nine dates has been one of the key
accomplishments of the MWRRI. One reason they have succeeded is that MWRRI secured and
retained DOT Secretarid and Staff Leve involvement. Another reason is that the AASHTO
Missssppi Vdley Conference Board of Directors has been involved in the effort.

The Steering Committe€s role must evolve as the project progresses. New
respongbilities indude obtaining project funding, satisfying grant requirements, and addressng
implementation issues. An open quedtion is whether the Steering Committee will expand its role
to oversee the MWRRS once it is operaiond, or whether the dtates will establish a forma
organization charged with operations and systems oversight.

]
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Although the Steering Committee provides direction, oversght, and coordination, the
ultimate respongbility of implementation and operation rests with each individud date.

Consaultants

A lead consultant was responsble for the ridership and revenue forecadts, operations
planning, financdd and economic andyss, inditutiond arangements, implementation and
busness planning, and directing the other consultants. A second consultant reviewed the
financid andyss and athird consultant provided an assessment of infrastructure requirements.

Funding

Funding for the 1998 Midwest Regiond Ral Sysem Pan and the 2000 Midwest
Regiona Rall Sysem Executive Report was provided by the gtates, Amirak, and the FRA. The
money was pooled and Wisconsn DOT was the adminidrative agent. State contributions ranged
from $10,000 to $50,000 for these efforts, with the source of the funds varying between dates.
Wisconsn used date planning money that had been designated for multimodd studies. Missouri
combined state money with MPO money.

STUDY PURPOSE
“The primary purpose of the MWRRS is to meet future regiona travel needs through
ggnificant improvements to the levd and quality of regiond passenger ral savice” (MWRRS

Executive Report, Feb. 2000)

The MWRRS will improve mobility and act as a cadys for simulaing economic
development in the region. 1t will:

» Greatly enhance passenger rail service throughout the Midwest.

» Achieve dgnificant reductions in travel times and improve sarvice rdidbility to
Midwest areas currently served by passenger rail.

» Introduce passenger rall service to Midwest areas currently not served by passenger
rail.
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» Introduce a regiond passenger rail sysem designed to generate revenues in excess of
its operating costs when it is fully implemented.

» Provide mgor capita investments in ral infrasructure to improve passenger and
freight train sefety and reliability on shared rights-of-way.

» Provide impetus to station area development.
» Provide 2000 new permanent jobs and 4000 temporary construction jobs.
PUBLIC OUTREACH

The Wisconsn DOT has held a series of public meetings to explan the MWRRS and
ganer support for the project. Newspaper reports from the cities scheduled to receive high-
speed tran service tend to be favorable and in support of the system. According to the
Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, the public reaction was generdly postive a the Madison and
Waukesha meetings. Many rurd residents are opposed to the plan, especidly where 110 mph
trans will be bisecting their town and where there are issues related to the more than 400
highway/rall grade crossngs that need to be improved or closed. One organized opposition
group has crested a web page that incdudes a financid history of Amtrak, an andyss of
questionable assumptions in the MWRRS plan, and severd pictures of train wrecks.

[llinois has dso hdd severad public hearings, but planning dudies have redly driven the
MWRRS and there is a need to further involve lawmakers and the generd public. The MWRRS
Executive Report recommends additional public outreach in the form of a regiond stakeholder
codition. This codition would solicit active support for the MWRRS and secure the required
date and federd funding. The codition would conss of dected officids — mayors, legidators,
governors, and members of Congress — as well as private sector advocates and the genera
public.

STUDY FINDINGS

The MWRRS will require $4.1 billion (1998 dollars) in capitd costs and, once dl lines
are fully operationd in 2010, approximately $400 million annualy in operaing and maintenance
coss. The economic anadyss contained in the Executive Report showed a benefit cogt ratio of
1.7 by the year 2030.
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Capital Costs

The $4.1 hillion in cepitd cods is comprised of $34 hillion in infrastructure
improvements and $652 million in rolling sock. The mgor infrastructure improvements include
right-of-way modification to track as wel as track dignments to support 110 mph train speeds
and accommodate freight and commuter ral activity, plus upgrades to dations. The planned
3,000 mile MWRRS network is primarily owned by the freight railroads, with Amtrak and Metra
(Chicago’s commuter rail operator) owning the remainder.

In addition to the $4.1 billion capitd costs, the MWRRS is expected to generate an
additiond $2.6 billion in public/private sector invesment to improve and increese amenities in

sations and nearby aress.

Ridership and Fares

By 2010, assuming full implementation of the system, the MWRRS is forecast to attract
goproximately 9.6 million passengers annudly.  This is four times greater than the anticipated
ral ridership on existing passenger train service without improvements. The MWRRS has been
designed so that 80% of the populatiion in the Midwest will be within a one-hour ride of a
MWRRS gation of feeder bus connection.

Fares for this sysem will be 50% higher than current Amtrak fares. These increased
fares will reflect the improved service, while till remaining competitive with ar trave.

Financial Performance

All eght MWRRS corridors are projected to generate operating revenues greater than
operating costs by the year 2010, assuming that the entire system is fully operationa and that the
MWRRS operating and financia forecest are essentidly achieved. The regiona connectivity of
the MWRRS in generd, and the efficiencies of its operating plan in particular, are the foremost
reasons why the system is expected to be cost-effective. Reduced travel times result in operating
more tran miles per hour of service. This leads to more productive use of labor, which is the
largest component of operating costs.

|
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IMPLEMENTATION

The primary chalenges rdated to implementation of the MWRRS are financing, for both
capitd investments and initial operating expenses, and congruction scheduling.

Capital |nvesment Financing

The MWRRS capita improvement program will spread the $4.1 hillion costs over a ten
year period. The funding plan consss of a mix of funding sources including federal loans and
grants, dae funding, generd funds, and cepitd and revenue generated from system-related
activities, such asjoint development proceeds.

Federd funding will be the primary source of capitd funds, with both transportation and
nontransportation programs expected to cover 80% of the infrastructure costs. Some of the states
ae dready usng federd funds to implement MWRRS components, such as highway/railroad
grade crossing safety improvements. It is assumed that Federd Full Funding Agreements, Grant
Anticipation Notes, and Trangportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) loans
will be used to ensure a steady flow of federd funds and keep implementation on schedule.

An effort a the federa level to provide a funding source for high-speed rail is underway.
The High Speed Rail Investment Act of 2001 is a $12 hillion bill supported by Senators Trent
Lott (R-MS) and Tom Dasche (D-SD). This hill seems to have support in the Senate, but may
face a difficult time in the House and with Presdent Bush. A smilar bill, the $10 billion High
Speed Rail Investment Act of 2000, was defeated.

Most of the 20% provided by the dates will be used to purchase trainsets. Where
feasible, private sector financing will be solicited to augment public sector investment.

Initial Oper ating Expense Financing

Although operating revenues are projected to exceed operating costs once the system is
fully implemented, operating subsidies will be required during the condruction and sart-up
phases. A Trangportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation Act (TIFIA) loan is the
recommended mechanism to cover these initid operaing losses. The load will be paid back over
a 35 year period using future system revenues.

]
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MWRRS Construction

The plan cdls for a 10 year phased implementation of the MWRRS with various dates
performing different activities during the same year. An implementation schedule has been
developed for each corridor, showing darting and ending times for project development,
preliminary engineering and design, condruction, and start of revenue service.

The guiding principals for implementation are:

» Savice is to be implemented conagent with maket demand and esch da€'s
financid capacity to implement the phase.

» Corridor segments with the highest potential ridership per dollar invested are to be
implemented fir.

» Broad geographic coverageisto be achieved as early as possble.
» Branch lines, areto be introduced in later implementation phases.
CHALLENGES

Federal Funding

The MWRRS Executive Report ligs severd mechanisms for obtaining funding for this
high-gpeed rall system. It recommends that 80% of the funding come from federal sources. This
creates a red chdlenge since the federd government currently has no programs for funding
passenger rail except Amtrak. If the $12 billion High Speed Ral Investment Act of 2001 fails to
obtain approvd, the burden of financing this effort will fal to the Sates.

Congress efforts to diminate funding for Amtrak are well known. Had Amitrak viewed
the MWRRS as competition for scarce federal funds, this could have turned into a very
contentious issue. By joining forces, Amtrak and the nine states have gained lobbying strength
and approach Congress with a united voice.
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Freight Railroads

The freight ralroads own most of the track necessary for implementation of the
MWRRS. Obtaining the support of the freight ralroads will be a chalenge. Mixing 110 mph
passenger trains with dower moving freight trains crestes safety concerns and requires additiona
maintenance burdens and expenditures.  With the exception of safety, the biggest concern of the
freight ralroads is that high-speed ral will force the dower moving freight trains to spend more
time in passing ddings, thus reducing capacity on an dready condrained freight sysem. The
Norfolk Southern line to Toledo and Cleveland, for example, aready has serious capacity issues.
Station capacity is aso an issue at places such as Chicago Union Station.

This aea in paticular is one in which the MWRRI feds that a win-win gStuaion is
possble. Usng federa funds to reduce highway/raillroad grade crossngs, improve sgnaing and
communications, and increase the amount of continuoudy welded track (all necessary for high-
soeed ral) can greatly improve freight rall cgpacity and servicee These enhancements could
more than offset the reduction in cgpacity from mixing freight and high- speed passenger trains.

Retaining Support

Retaining the active support of al nine states and Amtrak through the projected 2010
implementation will be chdlenging. Both Ohio and Indiana are reported to be reevaduating the
benefits of the MWRRS to ther respective sates. The origina three corridors (Chicago-Detroit,
Chicago-S. Louis, Chicago-Milwaukee) are projected for completion by the middlie of year five.
Chicago-Clevdand and Chicago-Cincinnati, which aso provides sarvice to Indiana, are
scheduled for service in the middle to later part of year sx. The MWRRI mug reman united
and provide continuous funding if the currently envisoned system is to be developed.

Operational L eadership

An open issue is who will be responsible for the operation and system oversght once the
MWRRS is completed. Suggestions range from broadening the role of the MWRRI seering
committee, cregting ad hoc multi-date committees, edablishing committees by multistate
agreements, or creating a Joint Powers Authority through legidative authority.
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OPPORTUNITIES

Whether or not the MWRRS is ever completed remains to be seen.  Even if the currently
planisnot fully redized, it is likely that some aspects of the plan will survive.

lllinois High-Speed Rail

lllinois is currently upgrading track between Springfild and Dwight to improve
passenger sarvice. This 120 miles of track is gpproximately one-hdf of the Chicago-S. Louis
corridor. The FRA and AAR ae providing funding, under technology development, for an
improved sgnding sysem on this track. The State of lllinois has guaranteed $100 million for
infrastructure improvements.

AAR's involvement is reaed to research in “pogdtive tran control.”  Podtive tran
control is a series of initiatives to improve rall Sgnads and communication, adlowing headways to
be reduced and safety to be enhanced. These improved sgnding and communications systems
are required for trains to operate above 79 mph. This research effort in Illinois will benefit the
entirerall indudtry.

Tri-State (IL, MN, WI)

The Tri-State High-Speed Ral Study continues to exis.  Assuming a completed
MWRRS as their garting point, Tri-State is developing plans for expanding the geographic scope
of high-speed rail in IL, MN, and WI and increasing speeds up to 180 mph. Minnesota DOT is
the lead agency for this effort.

Raising Public Awar eness

The joint efforts of the nine states and Amtrak continue to make headlines and raise
public avareness of high-speed rall as an dternative to congested airports and roads. Continued
lobbying before Congress and public outreach efforts throughout the nine dtates incresse the
likdlihood that more high-speed rail ssgments will be buiilt.
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INTRODUCTION

The Appadachian Regiond Commisson (ARC) is a regiond economic development
agency representing a unique partnership of federd, date, and locd government. Established by
an act of Congress in 1965, he Commisson is composed of the governors of the 13 Appaachian
sates and a federa co-chairman, who is gppointed by the President. Grassroots participation is
provided through multicounty loca development didricts (LDD’'s) with boards made up of
eected officids, busness representatives and other local leaders.  Each year Congress
appropriates funds which ARC dlocates among its member states. The Appalachian governors,
consulting with locd development digtricts, draw up annud Appdachian development plans and
recommend for ARC approva projects to implement. The broad objective of these programs is
to support development in Appadachias human and community infrastructure and to provide a
cimate for the growth of busness and indudtry that will create jobs. ARC-funded programs
include condruction of an interstate-quaity highway system, education and job training, hedth
care, water and sewer systems, and other essentials of comprehensive economic devel opment.

BACKGROUND

In the mid 1960s, a the urging of two U.S. presidents, Congress created legidation to
address the perdgtent poverty and growing economic despair of the Appadachian Region. The
Region's long downdide, aggravated by the decline of its economic mangays, cod mining,
basc manufacturing, and agriculture, had reached criss proportions by the mid 1960s. One in
three Appdachians lived in poverty. Per capita income was 23 percent lower than the U.S.
average. High unemployment had forced many Appdachians to seek work in other regions
during the 1950s, net emigration exceeded 2 million, nearly 13 percent of the Region’s 1950
population. This was the backdrop for John F. Kennedy's campaign trips into West Virginia in
1960. Moved by the poverty he saw, Kennedy promised specid help for Appdachia if he were
elected.

The Need For Regional Development

In the early 1960s, there was wide bipartisan agreement in Congress that problems of
lagging regions could not be resolved by private initigive done. At that time the federd
government made a previoudy unpadlded commitment to regiond deveopment.  This
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commitment was reflected in, amongst other things, the edablishment of the Area
Redevelopment Adminigtration (ARA). Inaugurated in 1961, the ARA was representative of the
federa government’s increased concern and commitment to supporting programs designed to
improve socioeconomic conditions, both regiondly and nationdly. The ARA s&t a new
precedent for federad government aid to poor regions. However, while the stensble god of the
agency was to help regions such as Appdachia, many federd, date, and loca-leve Appdachian
politicians were dissatisfied with ARA programs and the lack of atention that the agency was
giving Appaachia

In 1963, a specia task force, the Presdent’s Appaachian Regiond Commisson (PARC),
was created by Kennedy to examine Appaachids specia problems and to recommend solutions.
PARC's report to the President became the blueprint for the Appaachian Regiond Commission.
PARC's findings and recommendations were transmitted to Presdent Lyndon B. Johnson, who
used the report as the basis for legidation developed with the support of Congress. Submitted to
Congress in 1964, the Appaachian Regiond Development Act (ARDA) was passed ealy in
1965 by a broad bipartisan codition and signed into law (PL 89-4) on March 9, 1965.

Member ship

The ARC currently conssts of 406 counties, which are part of 71 Locd Development
Didricts (LDDs) in 13 sates — Alabama, Georgia, Kentucky, Maryland, Mississippi, New York,
North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginiaand West Virginia

THE ARC LEADERSHIP STRUCTURE

The 1964 PARC report cdled for new kinds of development leadership for the economic
development of Appdachia New organizations through which this leadership could function
would be based on:

» “the absolute necessity for coordinated action between the sates and the federa
government”

» the need for “coordinating the many programs now conducted in the region by
federd, state and local agencies’

» the need to be effective in serving both the vastness of the totd Region and the
smdlness of the locd jurisdiction.
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New leadership and new organizations would be needed to plan and implement a program.

Organizational Features

The ARC has a unique organization structure that alows for a shared role between the
federd government and the member dtates in funding and managing, and a shared role with loca
planning entities in planning, programming and implementation.  The following is a description
of the ARC’s organizationd architecture.

Federal Co-Chair — The Co-Chair represents the federd government’s interest in setting
Commisson policy, leading cooperdive activities with other agencies, and deveoping
legidative and budget proposas for the administration and presenting these to Congress.  The
federd co-chair is a subcabinet level position gppointed by the Presdent with a full-time s&ff of
eght.

Governors — The governors of member dates identify State-level needs, develop ther
plan, and create programs and projects for submisson to ARC. They share equdly with the
federd co-char in making policy, gpproving state development plans, alocating funds, serve as
advocates for states Appdachian counties, maintain a Washington office for representatives to
provide liaison and represent dates interest in Commisson activities. The 13 governors dect a
state co-char (from among themseves) to share the leadership role with the federd co-chair.
Each state has a Governor's dternate whose role is to coordinate in-deate level ARC activities
among date agencies. Each date dso has a program director that coordinates ARC programs
and project development within that state.

Office Of The Executive Director - The Executive Director is the Commisson's chief
adminidrative officer. She/He directs activities of Commisson daff, helps the federd co-char
and governors implement programs and policies, and reviews date plans and  project
applications.  As chief daff advisor to member date offices on Commisson programs, the
Executive Director has a technica daff of 20-25 to manage the Sx program aress
transportation, hedth care, education, public leadership, new surveys and public infrastructure
and job crestion.

Local Development Districts Program - While the LDDs are not pat of the officid
ARC organization, ARC does provide support and services to the 71 LDDs including
information and technicd assigance for planning and grant making, program development,
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information systems support, and adminigration.  This program is pat of the office of the
Executive Director.

Other Organizational Functions - Other dements of the ARC organizationd dructure
include the Divison of Finance, Office of the Generd Counsd, Program Operations Divison,
and Regiona Planning and Research Divison.

States Role

The ARC has assged the dates in drengthening their cgpability to exercise ther dud
role in the Commisson: devigng regional policies and taloring them to ther particular, more
gpecific needs. Individually and as a group, the states have used ARC and its resources to better
manage thelr development programs, including coordination among the agencies and levels of
government and with the private sector.

The development capability built a the state level in Appdachia snce 1965 has served
the federd system in a variety of ways in recent years, including the adminidration of the federad
block grant a the locd level.

In the Appaachian Regiond Development Act of 1965, Congress recognized the need
for this kind of leadership by cregting the federa-gate partnership in ARC and mandating the
Commisson to encourage the dates to form loca development didricts, which the Commisson
was authorized to hep fund.

The Act sats forth obligations of the gtates in the ARC process. The Act requires that
each Appdachian date prepare development plans for the part of Appaachia within its borders,
incduding a description of the date organizaion responsble for drawing up and implementing
the plan and the provison made by the date for participation of locd development districts and
coordination with various federd, state and local programs. The date is aso required to set the
“goals, objectives and priorities of the state for the Region.”

L ocal Development Districts

When the ARC program began, the concept of loca development didtricts was relatively
new. Only a smdl number of the multicounty organizations exised in Georgia, Kentucky and
Penngylvania.  In the fird year of ARC, emphass was placed on assding dates in the
devedlopment of LDDs. Under date authorization, by ether legidaion or gubernatoria executive
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order, development didricts were established as locdly controlled public bodies or nonprofit
organizations. To qudify as ARC-asssted LDDs, they had to be cetified by the governors of
ther dates. Some didricts were created with a subgantid amount of loca authority and
responsbilities while others were primarily advisory. However, dl were set up with the broad
purpose of building the local foundation needed to direct devel opment.

In FY 1966, the Commission began to actively foster the creation of didtricts. It passed
Resolution 81 providing funds for the creation and operation of digricts and requiring that they
become part of the date planning process. ARC funding was made available for up to three-
fourths of the adminigtrative cogs for each organization.

Today the Appdachian Region is sarved by 71 locd development digtricts (LDDs),
which incorporate dl 406 counties. Funded in pat by ARC, the didtricts take on a variety of
fooms. Some ae refered to as councils of governments, others as regiond planning and
development agencies.  While dl seek amilar objectives, the specific functions of the LDDs are
as diverse astheir boards and their local aress.

Role of the LDDs

Locd development didricts are often designated as the implementing am of federd and
state programs. They are, nevertheless, loca in character and serve loca needs and priorities.
Each LDD operates under the direction of a loca board of directors made up of leaders from
locd government, business, labor, the professons, and other groups. Each board employs a
professond staff and has an operating budget.

ARC provides about 20 percent of the adminidrative funds of each LDD. The LDDs
rase some of their funds locdly from public and private sources, including charges for services.
They get funds from federa agencies, including the Depatments of Commerce, Hedth and
Human Services, Housing and Urban Development, and Justice. Direct federal funding provides
approximately 40 percent of the LDD budgets, sate governments contribute about 15 percent,
and loca governments gpproximately 25 percent.

The gdaffs and boards of the LDDs generdly blend politics and professona expertise in
economic development, planning, public adminigration, hedth, education, training, and other
fidds. Often they provide daff services for smaler county and city governments, services those
jurisdictions separately cannot afford.
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The locd development didtricts coordination and promotion of development activities is
particularly important in the poorer, more rurd areas of Appadachia These areas consst of a
scettered pettern of smal communities with few resources of ther own. Especidly in such
aress, the LDDs help bresk down the isolation of rurd communities and fogter interjurisdictiona
cooperation.

THE ARC PLANNING, PROGRAMMING AND IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

While the ARC is uniqudy co-managed by the 13 member dates and the Federa
Government, the planning and programming process uses a “bottom-up,” grassroots approach.
The ARC rdlies on the LDDs, which are not pat of the officid ARC organization, to identify
projects in their respective member counties. Candidate projects are presented to the State ARC
program managers, who evaluae the individua projects. Quadlified projects are those included
as pat of each date plan, which is submitted to the ARC Commisson. Each of the Hates
negotiates to determine which projects they include in their own plan.

The ARC Commission votes on the find ARC plan for each state.  The makeup of each
annual plan is based on the availability of funding and the actud leve of needs.

THE ARC ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY

The Appdachian Regiond Commisson’'s approach to regiona development is broad.
The 1965 Act agppropriated funds for highways, hospitds and treatment centers, land
consarvation and dabilization, mine land restoration, flood control and water resource
management, vocational education facilities, and sawage treatment works. The basic Srategy of
combining physicd infrastructure, socia programs, and regiona coordination has continued.

ARC follows a st of drategies and activities geared toward providing communities with
the resources they need to reach economic and social development goals.

» Regional Strategies - Regiond drategies are employed by the federd co-char and
the governors, cooperatively. They include efforts to improve productivity through
integrating and consolidating services, developing drategic initiatives and programs
to dimulae devdopment, diffusng technology across geographic and politica
boundaries, and breaking down regulatory and culturd bariers that impede the
Region’ s development.
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» State Strategies - Each governor develops a date drategy talored to the unique
conditions of their state. Some dtate drategies are carried out jointly with other States
and some will be limited to a particular State. This gpproach enables ARC to combine
the overal goas and direction of the drategic plan with a localy based gpproach to
problem solving. Specific date drategies are peled out in each sate's annua Plan
and Investment Program.

» Headquarters Initiatives - Commisson daff are advocates for the Region, establish
dliances with other organizations, develop demondration projects, and continue
research and drategic planning efforts. The daff dso provides technicd assistance,
convenes public forums and workshops, conducts program evauations, and
disseminates informeation.

ARC PROGRAMS—-TWO DISTINCT TRACKS
The ARC has six overdl programs of focus, divided into two digtinct tracks. The reason
for the digtinction of the two tracks is based on how the programs are funded and the way

projects are selected.

Appalachian Development Highway System

The Appdachian Devdopment Highway Sysem (ADHS) forms the core of ARC's
economic development drategy for the Region. Envisoned as a 3,025-mile network of
highways to hdp bring Appdachia into the nation’s economic maindream, the ADHS at the
close of the 2000 fiscd year was 77 percent open to traffic, with five percent gill under
construction and another 18 percent |eft to complete.

In passing the Transportation Equity Act for the 21% Century (TEA-21), which provides
authorization for $2.25 hillion for the ADHS through FY 2003, Congress gpproved an
adminigration proposd to fund the ADHS out of the Federd Highway Trust Fund. As a result,
the highway system now has a subgtantid and rdiable source of federd funding that is expected
to accelerate completion of the system.

Current funding leves from TEA-21 ae a aound $400 million annudly, with an
additiond $150 million - $200 million annudly in congressond earmarks.  This level of funding
is expected to continue through the end of TEA-21, with funding continued thereafter under
reauthorization. States match the Federal grants under a 80/20 ratio (states provide 20%).
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It is important to note that the ADHS program aso includes an intermodal trangportation
development program which is showing continued success a identifying and funding intermodal
(passenger and freight) projects. This program is expected to grow with continued Federa and
State support for intermoda and multimodal transportation devel opment.

Economic And Human Development Activities

Adopted in February 1996, ARC's draegic plan fundamentdly dtered the way the
Commission makes decisons about its programs and assesses their impact.  Centrd to the plan is
ARC's vison for the future, summed up in five god areas (1) education and workforce training,
(2) physicd infragtructure, (3) civic capacity and leadership, (4) dynamic local economies, and
(5) hedth care.

Their programs are funded by a congressona gppropriation to the ARC, plus a variety of
federal agencies responshilities for the respective aress.  Current Federd funding levels are a
goproximately $70 million annudly. States are required to maich the federad funds depending on
the economic datus of the recelving county. The maximum date contribution is 80% for
counties with the highest economic status among ARC counties.

Non-highway needs are identified by the LDDs and submitted to the state ARC program.
After the tates review, the governor submits the projects to the ARC.

ARC POLICY SHIFTS: FROM GROWTH CENTERSTO DISTRESSED COUNTIES

From its inception, the ARC endorsed a growth center drategy. This policy was designed
to promote economic growth and development in Appadachids urban areas and was
implemented as a result of the mandate in the ARDA for the ARC “to concentrate its investments
in aress with a sgnificant potential for future growth where the return on public dollars invested
will be the grestet” The ARC's growth center policy supported the development of
Appdachids urban centers.  According to growth center theory, development in these urban
centers, or growth centers, would eventudly “trickle down” to the region's rurd and more
economicaly disadvantaged aress.  The growth center concept was influenced by regiond
development theory prevadent in the 1960s and was a dtrategy employed by many governments
throughout the world &t that time.
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Lagey because of the Commisson's growth center policy, urban aess in the
Appdachian Region received the mgority of ARC funds throughout the early years of the
Commisson's existence. By the mid-1970s, it became evident that the ARC was no longer
implementing its origind growth center policy, largdy because of the politicd difficulties
associated with concentrating public invesments in relaively few places. Nonethdess the most
impoverished areas of the Appdachian Region continued to receve rdativey little atention
throughout the 1970s. In the early 1980s this changed. In 1981, Congress requested a report
from the ARC outlining “a plan for finishing up ARC programs in a reasonable period of time”
Faced with what the Appdachian governors and ARC daff members perceived as a serious
threat that the federa government would dissolve the ARC, the report submitted to Congress was
in many ways desgned to further judify and preserve the Commission. Included in the report’'s
“Finish-Up Program” were various policy measures, including a Distressed Counties Program.

The plan for the Distressed Counties Program — now in existence for over two decades -
was included in the report.

The ARC Distressed Counties Program

The Digtressed Counties Program was adopted as ARC policy and made effective at the
beginning of FY 1983. The policy established a 20 percent dlocation of Area Development
funds for projects in disiressed counties and 20 percent match rates by state and/or loca
governments. To identify distressed counties, the Commission sdected variables that were not
susceptible to short-term variation.

Each yer ARC devotes a dgnificant percentage of its resources to economicaly
distressed counties, which make up roughly a quarter of the 406 Appaachian counties. ARC has
in place a sa of economic guiddines that has resulted in the bulk of ARC funding going to
counties with local economies operating well below nationd norms.

ARC annudly ranks Appaachias 406 counties on a four-tier system based on economic
peformance. The four categories are atanment counties, which have per cgpita income,
poverty, and unemployment rates equa to or better than nationa averages, competitive counties,
which have economies gpproaching nationa norms; trangtional counties, which have some rates
below nationa norms, and distressed counties, which have per capita market incomes no more
than two-thirds of the nationd average and poverty and unemployment rates of least 150 percent
of the nationa average.
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ARC ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Dramdtic improvement in the Region snce ARC's edablisiment is reflected in a
reduction in poverty, a rise in per cgpita income, and a reduction in out-migration. In 1960, one
in three people in Appaachia lived in poverty, compared with one in five in the naion as a
whole. By the 1990s, Appaachids poverty rate had been cut in hdf, while the nation’s poverty
rate had dropped by 40 percent. Since 1965, per capita income had risen by 6 percentage points,
to 84 percent of the nationd average in the 1990s. In the 1950s, over 2 million Appdachians-
some 13 percent of the population Ieft the Region in search of jobs and a better way of life. As
the economy has improved with the hep of ARC, emigraion has been reversed to immigration
and growth in dl but afew counties.

ARC's contributions to the Region’s gains include the following:

» The base for ARC's economic development achievements, the Appdachian
Development Highway System, is now 82 percent complete or under congruction.
Hundreds of thousands of new jobs have been created in counties with access to the
new highways.

» ARC has completed thousands of indudtrid and commercid water, sewer, waste
disposd, and other types of community development projects. ARC funding aso
provided the first clean drinking water and sanitary sewer lines for 700,000 resdents
in the Region’s poorest counties.

» ARC has helped congtruct or equip more than 700 vocationd and technicd facilities
serving more than 50,000 students a year. Some 100,000 workers have received
ARC-funded job training to upgrade their skills.

» ARC has hdped rehabilitate or provide infragtructure for more than 14,000 housing
units hdping to dramdicdly reduce the number of Appdachian families living in
substandard housing.

» ARC-supported revolving loan funds for smal busnessesthe source of many new
jobs-assisted 200 businesses and created 8,000 new jobs by the mid 1990s.

|
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» A network of more than 300 ARC-funded hedth-care clinics and hospitals serves
millions of paients a year. Through a regionwide ARC initigtive, primary hedth care
iswithin 30 minutes of nearly every Appdachian.

» More than 220,000 children have been served in ARC-funded comprehensve child
development programs in aress that lacked preschool programs and where affordable
childcare was essentid to hdp low-income working parents stay above the poverty
line.

» ARC's role in leadership development has dramaticaly enhanced the capacity of
locd communities to build the inditutions needed for locd determination and sdf-
help. The locd development didtrict concept srengthened the ability of dozens of
locd government entities to provide sarvicee and more than 4,500 young
Appdachians have served in ARC-supported community service projects amed at
developing their leedership ills.

» According to a study funded by the Nationa Science Foundation and conducted by
the Regiond Research Inditute of West Virginia, Appdachian counties have grown
48 percentage points faster in persond income and earnings, 17 percentage points
fader in per capita income, and five percentage points faster in population than a
group of “twin” counties. The ARC program was a mgor factor in producing such a
dramatic difference.

PAST CHALLENGESAND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Course corrections have been made to ARC programs throughout the years, but more
drastic ones camein fisca year 1983 when the ARC finish-up program began.

The launching of the finidtrup program was preceded by a period of criss for ARC. In
trimming the Federd budget, the new Adminigratiion in 1981 included termination of the ARC
area development program and of the Commisson itsdf. The highway program would continue,
but would be cut and funded by the Department of Trangportation from the Highway Trust Fund.

The Appaachian governors, meeting in February 1981, agreed to accept fair-share cuts of
ARC funds, but unanimoudy agreed, in a bipartisan resolution, that the Commisson should not
be abruptly terminated.
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After negotiation with Congress and consultations throughout the Region, the governors
responded to a congressond request for recommendations as to how the highway program might
be completed and the area development program phased out over three to five years. The
December 1981 gubernatorid response, entitled “A report to Congress from the Appaachian
Governors concerning the Appaachian Regiond Commisson,” was a bipatisan compromise.
Among the 13 governors, some argued that the ARC program is so effective that it should not be
teeminated a dl. Others, while prasng the program, wanted to reflect the Adminigration’s
fiscal concerns.

The governors proposad narrowed the focus of the ARC program, cut the cost sharply
and fixed completion dates. Highlights of the proposa include:

» The proposa for the highway program cdled for completing the remaining miles of
the total system.

» A five-year jobstraining and private investment program to create and retain jobs.
» A distressed counties program focused on the most distressed counties.

» A hedth care program to bring hedth care to counties lacking adequate hedth care
resources.

» A development foundation to establish public-private partnershipsin the ARC.

ARC was not phased out due to continued strong support in Congress, with governors
and a the locd levd. However, ARC continued to change, reflecting changing economic
conditions and palitica climates.

Three initiatives undertaken by ARC in 1995 suggest new paths to economic growth for
the Region and the new globa economy and high-technology business world.

» A progran to hdp internationdize Appdachias economy will encourage the
participation of Appdachian businesses in the globd marketplace and in creation of
new job opportunities through data development, financing, technicd assistance,
training, and marketing.
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» To ensure that Appaachia is not bypassed by the nationa information network, ARC
will help its member dates achieve common levels of tdecommunications service
and network devdopment by funding programs in educdion, training, planning,
technical assistance, coordination, and advocacy.

» A leadership and cvic development initigtive will hep to creste the leaders and
community indtitutions that are the building blocks for locad economic growth.

CONCLUSION

The ARC is a good example of a multijurisdictiond effort that is wel inditutiondized,
both in terms of how it is funded (and continues to get funded) and how it manages, plans,
programs and implements. Many of the eements demongtrated by the ARC should be viewed as

citicdl to any efforts to produce other transportation oriented multijurisdictiona  planning
organizations.
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