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on a continuing basis.  Shippers continued to view cost savings (Return on 
Investment) in terms of:

•	 Increased payload weight. 

•	 High Productivity Vehicles – combination vehicles and weight. 

•	 Ability to increase truckload vehicle asset utilization on a daily 
or weekly basis because of the reliability of improved transit time 
consistency over short to mid-range distances.

High Productivity Vehicle(HPVs) were defined by shippers as follows:

•	 LTL – Triple 28s or 30s.

•	 Truckload:

•	 Trailer/container types – Dry vans, flatbeds, reefers, tankers, bulk;

•	 Trailer/container combinations – double/triple trailers connected by 
dollies;

•	 Length – 53 feet;

•	 Weight  - cargo payload of approximately 65,000 lbs./trailer (current 
payload 48,000) + (17,000[97,000-80,000])); and

•	 Excluded – Specialized Equipment.

Travel distance for HPVs to and from DTL access points needs to be 
defined.  Shippers need to be able to reach the DTLs and ultimately their 
customers.  An extended travel distance, without having to trans-load or 
break down the shipment, would strongly enhances the likelihood of the 
DTL being used.  One shipper suggested a distance of five to ten miles.  
Another later suggested 15 miles.  Regardless of the distance, it would be 
better if it was better if it was consistent across the corridor.

NOTE: It could be most advantageous to allow some combinations to enter 
and exit the corridor intact – for example: it would be highly productive to 
allow: companies, LTL, and intermodal trailers to move in tandem to and 
from intermodal and LTL yards.  This would stimulate intermodal usage as 
drayage costs are a burden especially in medium distance intermodal moves.   
It should be noted, however, that this would not make short distance moves 
either cost or service competitive with truckload.

NOTE: Shippers recognize that if they are to be successful using the 
DTL and HPVs, the carriers must be as well.  Both companies must make 
commitments to the other (Win-Win).



 Page 11Stakeholder Input

PHASE 2 REPORT

Willingness to pay/not pay for DTL 
Usage	

Which groups may be inclined to pay to 
use the DTLs without HPVs?
•	 Shippers/receivers that have high volume repetitive truckload moves 

within points in the corridor and could make additional turn(s) as a 
result of consistent and reliable transit times.  These trips would likely 
be short and mid distance.

•	 Shipments (domestic and import) to and from intermodal yards where 
carrier can get an extra turn/day and passes that savings on to customer.

Which groups may be inclined to pay for 
use of DTLs with HPVs?
•	 Shippers and receivers that could reduce transportation costs by using 

HPVs for:

•	 Finished goods to distribution centers on the corridors(domestic and 
import).

•	 Raw materials into plants on the corridor (domestic and import).

•	 Finished goods to or from intermodal yards on the corridor.

•	 Shippers/receivers that have high volume repetitive truckload moves 
within points in the corridor and could make additional turn(s) as 
a result of consistently reliable transit times and HPV productivity.  
Again, these trips would likely be short and mid distance and could 
include movements.	

Note: The use of HPVs on the corridor negates the argument that the DTL 
suits some commodities better than others. 

Who might not be willing to pay to the 
use DTLs?
•	 Shippers/receivers and 3PLs that cannot create productivity to offset the 

cost to use DTLs.

•	 Potentially just-in-time shippers/receivers – they require specific 
quantities – no more/no less – facilities are generally in some close 
proximity.

•	 Shippers/receivers with 80,000 lb. GVW with origin-destination pairs 
far away from the corridor which do not have the interest or carrier base 
with the provisions for operating defined HPVs on DTL

•	 Shippers and receivers that cannot find carriers willing to provide HPV 
equipment.
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•	 Owner-Operators who choose not to use HPVs.

•	 Private/Dedicated Fleets that do not want to take the risk/cost of training 
drivers and operating HPVs.

•	 Potential HPV Shippers/receivers located too far away from assembly/
disassembly points to create the needed productivity gains.

•	 Not all intermodal chassis will be converted over to accommodate 
doubles.

Allocating cost of Usage
The group was hesitant to discuss or recommend a method of payment 
for DTL usage.  Only one person offered a suggestion – a scale using a 
combination of ton/axles/miles.  The group did expect all parties (cars and 
trucks) to pay for the use.

The group did expect all users (cars and trucks) of a DTL facitliy to pay 
equitably as all would benefit by enhanced mobility and improved safety.

Evaluation Factors other than 
Productivity
Aside from the issue of productivity, shippers/receivers and 3PLs wanted 
the corridor to provide a consistently safe and congestion free movement of 
freight.

Congestion – While fluidity is critical component, the group felt that 
congestion was more of an urban issue than a rural issue and urges the 
coalition to select a scenario that is (1) adequate to accommodate growth 
and (2) best equipped to facilitate unobstructed flow of goods at posted 
speed limits.

Safety – The group strongly supported the heavy emphasis on safety and re-
emphasized the following:

•	 Concerns about the design of the entrance and exit ramps and the safety 
risks associated with the movement across passenger lanes.

•	 Emergency vehicle access.

•	 Re-routing of ruck traffic in case of an accident.

•	 Adequate space in assembly/Disassembly areas (oasis) for the safe 
transfer, coupling, uncoupling of trailers, and general navigation.

Economics – There was no discussion of economics, but there was a 
sentiment from one participant that DTLs in rural areas, which did not 
appear to be congested, would be very costly.
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Technology – Logistics teams continue to be supportive of technology 
which could improve productivity that could be translated into ‘real’ lower 
transportation costs for both carriers and shippers.

DTL Oasis Design 

•	 Transfer point provides adequate space for breakdown, transfer, or 
temporary storage of a trailer; and temporary dolly storage.

•	 Provides safe access to local roads and to and from DTLs.

•	 Adequate driver shower, food, and rest area.

•	 Valuable source of timely information – weather/road conditions, 
etc.

•	 With the exception of access, egress and storage/transfer areas, all 
other services must be economically self-sustaining and not add to 
the cost of using the DTL.

•	 Points for the Oasis have not been determined so we cannot 
determine the position relative to other interchanges.

•	 Business area – (this area would not be used by shippers).

•	 Space - carrier decision – if there must be a charge for space it 
should be rental, not lease.  Care needs to be exercised that some 
carriers do not monopolize leased spaces.  Any reservation system 
would need to have personnel on site which is likely to be costly 
and questionable.

•	 Scales - state or private? Value is questionable. 

•	 Inspection – state?   Value?

•	 Alternative power - If the use of alternative power in Oasis is cost 
effective or cost neutral and not a costly demonstration project.

•	 Alternative fuels offered - Offering alternative fuels in break area 
will come as a result of being mandated or based on supply and 
demand.  The market place should decide at the appropriate time.

Truck platooning – While Logistics teams subscribe to technology that 
reduces cost, the question is whether the CSA will approve its use and then 
whether ‘enough’ (mass) carriers are willing to subscribe to this concept 
and operate it only on a DTL.  Labor and fuel savings will already come to 
carriers via the HPVs.  Would there be sufficient savings beyond the HPVs?

Cost - No information was shared. No comment from relative to the 
information shared via the April logistics outreach.

Environment – Assumption that lessening congestion and the use of HPVs 
would reduce the amount of emissions into the environment.
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Show stoppers
•	 Any usage fee(s) without an opportunity for real operational savings for 

shippers and carriers — with or without HPVs

•	 Limited number of access/exit points, staging areas, and minimal travel 
distances to and from those points.

•	 Federal approval for 97,000 on interstates.

Certain Commodities types benefit from 
DTLs? 
All shippers and receivers capable of using HPVs could benefit from 
using DTLs because the HPV’s definition technically captures both size 
and weight for truckload as well as LTL.  However, just-in-time firms and 
companies that want specific and limited quantities would not be inclined, 
while those moving repetitive daily full truckload volumes to distribution 
centers or plants would.  Attempting to group by commodity to determine 
may not be valuable.

Market Place conversion HPV
•	 Assuming a positive return on investment from the purchase of HPV 

tractors and or trailers, some dedicated or private truckload fleets that 
carry raw materials or finished goods would convert quickly.  “Quickly” 
is defined as the cycle time for new tractors/trailers.

•	 Regional truckload carriers:

•	 Those capable of getting an extra turn per day would move almost 
immediately, as the turn requires no additional resources (i.e. no 
HPV).

•	 They would convert to HPV based on shipper/receiver requirements 
and most would only dedicate known business.  A small percentage 
might speculate.

•	 Long distances truckload carriers which have experience with highway 
doubles would offer rates immediately to known high volume repetitive 
move customers on or near the corridor.  It could be reasonably 
anticipated that other carriers would soon begin to offer this service as 
quickly as they could convert equipment.

•	 Domestic truckload carriers like Hunt, Landstar, US Xpress, Schneider 
and Con-way that have intermodal operations could be expected to 
convert a percent of their chassis equipment to be able to pull doubles to 
and from intermodal yards in the region.

•	 LTL carriers would move immediately to triples.



 Page 15Stakeholder Input

PHASE 2 REPORT

Future presentations
Future outreach sessions should be revised to include: the definition of 
the HPV; the specific entrance/exit ramps and their designs; assembly/
disassembly points (oasis) design; the proposed travel distances for HPVs 
to/ from the corridor.

Summary of Shipper Outreach 
Findings for Phase 2
•	 Shippers and receivers would welcome the additional capacity, safety, 

and consistency of transit time of DTLs but not enough to pay a 
premium without securing predictable cost savings, not just offset road 
charges.

•	 Shippers will conduct studies initially and subsequently on an ongoing 
basis to determine if there is an adequate return on investment before 
they will commit to moving to HPVs and using the DTL.

•	 Shippers believe that a conversion to HPV and use of DTL must be a 
win for them and the carrier if it is to be sustainable.

•	 Shippers and receivers perceive potential value in the use of “truckload” 
HPVs on DTLs, and would be willing to pay for its use if it generated 
financial savings provided they could efficiently move their freight to 
assembly/disassembly points on the corridor and or to points in some 
reasonable proximity to the Corridor.

•	 Potentially asset (truck) utilization could be improved in short and mid 
distance moves for some shippers and receivers with or without HPVs. 
The opportunity for usage is likely to improve with HPVs. Regardless, 
productivity would need to be high enough for shippers to offset any 
DTL charges.

•	 All shippers and receivers would find value in the movement of HPV 
LTLs.

•	 A HPV program built on weight alone could instantaneously lose its 
value if congressional action authorized higher weights on all interstate 
systems. 

•	 HPV combination truckloads could afford opportunities for all 
commodities because it accommodates improvements for both size and 
weight.

•	 Conversion time for shipper and receivers to move to DTLs will be 
dependent on the final definition of HPVs, distance of movement 
beyond corridor, interchanges and staging areas.
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•	 Truck platooning (drafting) may become viable over time with enough 
users and public acceptance.

•	 Private enterprise initiatives in Oasis should not be subsidized by tolls

•	 The I-70 corridor states, acting in concert, have a unique opportunity 
to create a highly efficient and effective logistical artery for current 
and prospective businesses; stimulate intra modal activity; and 
simultaneously achieve higher levels of safety for everyone.

•	 Creating the ability for drayage companies to run doubles directly to 
and from intermodal rail yards and or inland water way ports would 
significantly enhance the value of DTLs and stimulate commerce around 
the corridor

DTL Scenario Shipper Recommendation
The logistics community selects Scenario 3B (four DTLs in both rural and 
urban with HPV staging areas) with the following understanding:

•	 High Productivity Vehicles could use the DTLs in both urban and rural 
areas.

•	 Usage fees would be assessed to all users of the Corridor and DTL 
usage fees are reasonable and provide shippers and receivers with 
opportunities to create real, net savings.

•	 All interchanges will have staging areas to accommodate relays or 
dropping a combination truckload trailer.

•	 Shipper and receivers located with ten to 15 miles from the Corridor will 
be able to receive and/or originate combination vehicles.

•	 Unrealistic usage fee(s) that would either neutralize ‘real’ operational 
savings or become a cost penalty for shippers and receivers would likely 
result in directed ‘avoidance’.

•	 Oasis areas are viewed as incremental interchange points and staging 
areas and should be positioned in rural areas to support staging and 
additional access points.

•	 Creating the ability for drayage companies to run doubles directly to 
and from intermodal rail yards and or inland water way ports would 
significantly enhance the value of DTLs and stimulate commerce around 
the corridor.

•	 The group noted that they have no knowledge of the improvements in 
STIP/TIP and LRTP.
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Scenario 4  - offered fewer incentives

•	 Significantly less (8) urban interchanges

•	 Only one (1) DTL in urban areas 

•	 Urban lane lacks concrete barrier – perceptively less safe	

Scenarios – No Build and Build 

•	 Neither facilitate additional meaningful productivity

Introduction
Public stakeholder engagement for Phase 2 has been based on both 
electronic and face-to-face outreach.  Members of the study team have made 
themselves repeatedly available to planning organizations and community 
groups.  In addition, members of the 
team have made presentations at the 
Transportation Research Board and filed 
an annual report to the Federal Highway 
Administration.  

All relevant documents and progress have 
been added to the project web site (www.
i70dtl.org).  Building on the successful 
implementation of the online meeting at 
the conclusion of Phase 1, the team will 
implement a similar approach following 
coalition approval of draft documents.   

Based on both formal and informal 
outreach to the general public the public 
engagement team offers the following:

What are stakehold-
ers saying in terms of support for 
DTLs?
Public stakeholder feedback in many cases echoes the feedback from the 
shipping and trucking industry.  In other cases, though, there are unique 
concerns and interest.

•	 Safety  - While stakeholders note that the separation of cars and trucks 
clearly offers safety benefits, there are also concerns, including:

•	 Access for first responders.

Public Stakeholder Feedback

Public stakeholders include includes 
first responders and economic 
development organizations, as well 
as the metropolitan and regional 
planning agencies responsible 
for working with DOTs on the 
implementation of DTLs.

Public stakeholders also include 
individuals and organizations with 
business or personal interests that 
are potentially affected by DTLs, 
including chambers of commerce, 
tourism organizations and other 
groups related to commerce on and via 
I-70.
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•	 Potential interactions between cars and trucks at slip ramps or 
interchanges.

•	 Access - Businesses along the I-70 corridor depend on the ability of 
trucks to reach them, either for deliveries or for their direct business.  
Limiting truck access to a few locations would limit the support of the 
business community.

•	 Funding - Tolling remains unpopular with the general public.  In 
pragmatic terms, implementation of tolls will require at least legislative 
changes in some states, and in others, may require a vote of the people.

•	 Impacts - Stakeholders located on the corridor are concerned about 
direct impacts to their properties.  In metropolitan areas, planning 
agencies and local communities remain extremely concerned about how 
DTLs would be implemented and how that implementation impacts the 
larger transportation systems within their communities.

•	 Other modes - The recent spikes in gas prices have led to more serious 
discussions of other transportation modes, particularly those that in 
reality or in perception offer greater fuel efficiencies.

How are the benefits and costs/
performance defined by these 
stakeholders? 
Improved safety is the most apparent benefit to public stakeholders.  Other 
benefits include the potential to control or reduce shipping costs for products   
along the I-70 Corridor.  To some degree, some see the potential to improve 
air quality and fuel consumption, while others worry that the improvements 
will draw more truck traffic and harm - not help - air quality issues in urban 
areas.

How do stakeholders define success 
for DTLs?
•	 They enhance safety.

•	 They do not require new public funding.

•	 They give trucks appropriate access to all business along I-70.

•	 They do not negatively impact traffic flows in metropolitan areas.
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What are the “show stoppers” for 
I-70 DTLs? 
Funding - Whatever the final funding source (or combination of sources), it 
must be perceived as fair to both private and commercial vehicles.  Private 
drivers will determine their benefits from DTLs in terms of the perception 
and reality of enhanced safety and travel time.  

Access - Unreasonable limits on truck 
access to both rural and metropolitan 
locations will cause wide-spread public 
opposition to the concept, both in 
terms of delivery/pickup of raw and 
manufactured goods, as well as the 
business generated by truck operators 
who buy meals, gasoline and hotel rooms 
along the way.

Urban areas - Managing DTLs through 
urban areas is potentially the most 
significant issue in gaining the support 
of metropolitan and regional planning 
organizations, who are responsible for 
working the communities and the state 
DOTs to determine and implement 
transportation planning and improvements.

New information and feedback 
following the distribution of  
Phase II Draft Documents received 
via the online public meeting.

Exhibit 5 - I-70 Dedicated Truck Lanes 
home page
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