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Urban Freight Planning: What Makes It Tick and How to Make It Stick – a look at practical methods to improve freight transportation and economic development based on examples.” - David Kriger and Pierre Vilain
Many cities, large and small, are looking at how transportation systems can promote economic development and competitiveness. The resultant plans typically succeed in bringing together public and private sector interests in freight, with the idea that they will work together to find ways to address such issues as congestion, loading / unloading, land use, access to the major freight transportation network, the development of inter-modal terminals, and funding sources. Too often, however, well-intended plans sit on the shelf, despite much effort and, especially, stakeholder involvement and consensus-building. There are several reasons, but most important is the fact that the planning processes differ between the public and private sectors – for example, the types of data that are required for each process, what transportation systems are actually used, the role of pricing, who makes the decisions, and – especially – the objectives of each planning process: in short, the two planning processes and all their components often run in parallel and are not in synch. To be successful, then, these differences must be acknowledged, so that ways of bringing together the best parts of what each partner has to contribute can be realized. One such approach asks public and private stakeholders to consider their region as a single ‘port’ that has several components, rather than as the sum of its parts, which is the more typical way of thinking. This has the advantage of getting the key actors to think proactively in terms of practical opportunities for ‘competitive collaboration,’ rather than reacting to individual plans one by one; and perhaps more important, this reflects how our biggest overseas competitors are developing themselves as freight hubs. This ‘make-it-happen’ approach also gets around such common obstacles as the lack of data and jurisdictional boundaries, by encouraging participants to think outside the box and promoting on-going collaboration to address long-term needs. We will illustrate this with examples.
CONGESTION PRICING AS A PANACEA?  EVALUATING THE IMPACTS OF EXISTING PRICING FOR GUIDANCE - Pierre Vilain
New York City’s proposed congestion pricing initiative was not able to gain approval by the New York State Assembly in 2008. Many proponents see this as a temporary setback, and that rising congestion, along with increased acceptance of road pricing generally, would suggest that some form of congestion charge would eventually be instituted. It is interesting that the original discussions around the proposal by the Bloomberg administration did not point to an existing congestion pricing program at the bridges and tunnels linking New Jersey to New York City. In March 2001, the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey instituted congestion pricing that instituted a two dollar differential for motorists using electronic toll collection and traveling during off-peak hours over the standard cash toll rate. This program, still one of the most ambitious congestion pricing programs in effect in the United States, is evaluated in the current presentation. With an unusually rich data set, we estimate responses to the congestion pricing measures and the degree to which they pricing encouraged shifts to off-peak use of the facilities.  A major issue in evaluating the impacts of value pricing that has received scant attention in the literature is whether shifting peak and off-peak shares are due to changes in congestion itself rather than pricing incentives. In particular, we are concerned with addressing whether the phenomenon of “peak-spreading” may be causing our estimates of pricing impacts to be biased. To control for this, we include in our model explicit measures of the level of congestion, producing unbiased estimates of pricing impacts. 
City-Wide Car Sharing in Hoboken, NJ Reduces Parking Demand, VMT, Emissions, etc – Ian Sacs

Hoboken, NJ has recently embarked on the implementation of its "Corner Cars" city-wide car sharing program that offers all residents throughout the city a car sharing vehicle within a 5 minute walk.  As a parking demand management measure, the Corner Cars program is targeted at the thousands of residents who currently own a car in our dense city but rarely use it since they commute daily by train or bus.  Prior data from existing car sharing services in Hoboken show that for each car sharing vehicle available, over 17 households choose to give up their cars since car sharing is more convenient and less expensive.  With 42 Corner Cars, we anticipate over 700 residents will shed their cars during the 2 year pilot period of the program.  As a transportation demand management measure, the Corner Cars program offers another valuable modal choice that has been proven to reduce trips and therefore VMT, emissions, and other undesirable effects of urban driving and auto-reliance.   
Since inception, we have signed up over 1,100 residents (out of 50,000) and 67 residents have already "surrendered" their resident parking permit - and therefore their cars - because Corner Cars are more cost effective and much more convenient for the few times a year residents need mobility via auto than owning a car and dealing with the challenges of car ownership in the city.  In summary, this program is a major amenity to our residents, and simultaneously takes hundreds of cars off the streets.

