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Comments regarding the Designation of the Primary Freight Network
California’s diverse sixty-two member Freight Advisory Committee commends the work done by the U.S. Department of Transportation (US DOT) to identify a national Primary Freight Network (PFN).  Despite the statutory limitations governing the extent of the PFN, the US DOT produced a rational network that can serve as the foundation for the eventual designation of a more expansive PFN that fully represents the nation’s and especially California’s actual freight movement system.  
The PFN focuses attention on the nation’s most important freight highway routes, increasing the likelihood that additional funding will be directed to these vital corridors through a new, dedicated national freight funding program.  Absent a new freight funding program, the designation of the PFN may have little impact as there is insufficient funding capacity within existing transportation programs to support additional demands.  Substantial and sustainable funding will be critical to the success of the national freight program.
One basic concern we have with the PFN process is that updating the PFN on a ten-year cycle is inadequate.  With the metropolitan transportation planning process based on a four-year cycle, and freight and rail plans mandated to be updated on five-year cycles, it is impractical to have the PFN updated only every ten years.  The update cycle should be reduced to five years, or at a minimum, there should be an amendment process that enables states to request PFN changes between ten-year updates.  Global trade is dynamic and will certainly experience significant change much more frequently than a ten-year update cycle can address.  Designating the freight network for ten years will limit states and regions from being able to respond to shifting trends in national and international trade patterns.
The Request for Comments listed five areas for comment.  Responses to each are detailed below.
(1) Specific route deletions, additions, or modifications to the draft initial designation of the PFN:
California’s portion of the proposed PFN has numerous gaps and missing segments that if closed and added, would create a coherent continuous, linked freight network within the State.  The conceptual 41,000 centerline mile network identified by US DOT during the PFN development process would address the vast majority of the gaps and missing segments but would require legislative action to authorize.  Key among these missing and vital route segments are highways and local roads that make up the “first and last mile” connections to primary freight facilities such as seaports, cargo airports, intermodal yards, and commercial border ports of entry.  It is essential that the PFN not abruptly terminate a few miles from these critical freight facilities as the proposed PFN does in many instances.
We recommend two methods US DOT could apply to close these critical PFN gaps and make needed connections:
· First, the Secretary, under authority provided by Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21), can designate up to an additional 3,000 miles of primary freight network.  The Secretary may be able to designate some of those additional miles to make the first and last mile connections to the nation’s highest priority freight facilities.  Even on a national basis, it is likely that there would be far less than 3,000 centerline miles that would be needed for this purpose, leaving additional mileage for the Secretary to apply to other priorities.
· Second, states should be granted authority to reallocate a limited amount of PFN miles within their state, perhaps up to 10 percent of the total proposed PFN for that state.  We recommend utilizing the following three options:

1. A portion of a proposed PFN route be reallocated to another portion of that same route;  
2. A portion of a proposed PFN route be reallocated to a different proposed PFN route; and  
3. A portion of a proposed PFN route may be reallocated to a more critical non-PFN route that may have been overlooked during the initial PFN designation process, with the replacement segment being found by the state to be of higher priority.  States would be required to provide a data-centric justification for the exchange.

The total proposed PFN centerline miles for the state would not change.  Such reallocations should be determined by states in close consultation with regional planning agencies and stakeholders, with final approval for each reallocation provided by US DOT.  Due to the limitations of national data sets used to designate the PFN, we believe that US DOT, understandably, has insufficient local knowledge to identify which PFN reallocations are the most important and strategic for a given locale.  States should be given a 60-day revision period to identify and justify candidate reallocations.
Rather than attempting to adjust an inadequate 27,000 system to meet national needs, designation of the full 41,000 centerline mile system, using the same methodology used to determine the PFN, would close almost all gaps and add most of the critical missing segments in California, including links to the major seaports, airports, intermodal facilities, and commercial border ports of entry.  Expansion of the PFN is necessary to create a unified national network rather than a set of disconnected regional networks.  It is surprising that there are no proposed PFN routes that without extensive gaps, connect the country, east-to-west, nor in the West, south-to-north between our leading trade partners, Mexico and Canada.  It does not appear possible to create a truly national PFN under the 27,000 mile restriction.  We understand that this will require an amendment to MAP-21 or inclusion in the next authorization.
A table of specific route deletions, additions, and modifications is provided at the end of this comment letter.  (to be added for next review version)

(2) The methodology for achieving a 27,000-mile final designation: 
Designating candidate highways for the PFN is particularly challenging due to the artificially restrictive 27,000 highway centerline mile maximum required by MAP-21.  We applaud US DOT’s utilization of a data-focused approach to identifying routes under this restriction and agree with the eight factors that were used to define the network.  We recognize the limitations of the data and methodology, but were pleased to find that the results almost mirror the results California obtained when utilizing its data and methodologies to analyze our highway system.  California’s portion of the proposed PFN is largely consistent with the State’s analysis and represents California’s highest volume and most important highway freight routes, which are also critical routes serving the entire country.  However, as noted above in Item 1, the methodology used for achieving the final 27,000-mile designation needs to be adjusted so that first and last mile connections to key freight facilities are included in the PFN.

If there is an increase in the centerline miles of the PFN, a provision needs to be made for the consideration of freight routes that have high seasonal peak truck traffic such as in the often overlooked agricultural regions.  Averaged over an entire year, many critical agricultural routes do not reach the PFN Average Annual Daily Truck Traffic (AADTT) threshold but still accommodate high numbers of trucks during the planting, harvesting, and processing seasons.  This is particularly true for California’s Central Valley and Central Coast which are nationally and internationally significant exporters of agricultural products.  For example, the Central Coast’s Salinas Valley, often referred to as the “salad bowl of the nation,” does not have an extension of the PFN that reaches the Valley under the proposed 27,000 or conceptual 41,000 mile PFN, an omission that should be remedied.

(3) How the National Freight Network (NFN) and its components could be used by freight stakeholders in the future: 
As previously noted, absent a new freight funding program, the designation of the PFN may have little practical application as there is inadequate funding capacity within existing transportation programs to absorb substantial new freight program needs.  The project development process for all transportation projects is lengthy and generally expensive.  Freight projects can take longer on average and be more expensive to develop, due in part to their perceived greater impacts and accompanying community opposition.  In addition, passenger transportation projects have a more predictable level of funding assurance when project development process begins.  Freight projects often lack such assurance.  Freight must have a separate funding program that creates a reasonable level of certainty that funding will be available when the project is ready for construction.  This is particularly important when private funding is being devoted to freight projects through public-private partnerships.
The designation of the NFN and PFN highlights the need to address community and environmental impacts along freight corridors.  Impacts from diesel emissions and freight activities are well documented and particularly concentrated along the highest volume freight routes, which is the PFN.  In essence, the PFN is identifying the highest air pollutant highway network in the country. Within any funding program that’s targeted to serve freight, mitigation of freight impacts needs to be a new eligible project category.  These would be stand-alone freight mitigation projects such as soundwalls along PFN routes and air filtration system for schools and other institutions located within 1,000 feet of a PFN route.  Traditional freight projects such as highway and rail capacity expansions would still be responsible for mitigating their impacts within those projects.
The highest volume freight corridors and regions should be prioritized and given support for transition to using more efficient and lower polluting engines, fuels, and operations strategies.  Successful implementation of such prioritization has been demonstrated by the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach which have dramatically reduced diesel particulates and other pollutants emitted by the drayage fleet and other equipment that serve the Ports.  Expanding such efforts to the corridor or regional level would be an appropriate and needed initiative related to the NFN and PFN.

(4) How the NFN may fit into a multimodal National Freight System:  
MAP-21’s highway-centric NFN is inadequate to meet the needs of the complex, dynamic intermodal national freight system.  The NFN highway component is a good beginning, but the other freight modes must be added before the NFN can be considered complete.  The NFN should be expanded to include the nation’s major maritime ports and navigation channels, transcontinental railroad mainlines, major intermodal facilities, major air cargo airports, and major commercial border ports of entry.  We understand that this will require an amendment to MAP-21 or inclusion in the next authorization.  However, the importance of many of these multimodal freight facilities should be more strongly recognized now by US DOT by making the proposed PFN actually connect to the facilities rather than stopping short of closing first and last mile gaps.  It’s important that the connections are on the PFN and not relegated to the more extensive NFN.

(5) Suggestions for an urban-area route designation process:
We appreciate that US DOT is specifically requesting input regarding the designation of urban-area freight routes.  The tremendous amount of urban-based transloading, consolidation, packaging, warehousing, final assembly, manufacturing, and other freight related activities does not occur directly on the PFN, but these activities happen in facilities located near the PFN that are accessed by local roads.  Variations in the characteristics of these local roads and the needs of surrounding communities require that designation decisions be made at the local level.  
Without knowing the implications of an urban-area route designation, it is challenging to recommend a unified national approach.  Some communities will embrace their route(s) being so designated while other communities will strongly object.  Nevertheless, there are many local roads in California that handle truck volumes that rival the volumes of most national PFN routes.  A national program is needed to help communities where such roads exist, improving them and mitigating related impacts.  We recommend that the US DOT set an AADTT threshold for urban-area routes.  Any route meeting the AADTT threshold would automatically be classified as an urban-area freight route.  Such a designation process does not create an urban-area freight route; it acknowledges what already exists.  Consequently, these urban-area freight routes should be eligible for enhanced pavement preservation, operational improvement, and impact mitigation funding.
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