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Transportation Infrastructure Needs

INTRODUCTION

It has been 22 years since what’s been called the first major “public-private partner-
ship” (P3) transportation project in the United States began construction. In July 1989,
work began on phase one of today’s 46-mile, limited-access E-470 Tollway east of
Denver. The $323-million design-build contract was unique in that it did not rely on
funds from either the State of Colorado or the federal government and included private
sector sponsors who assumed significant financial risk on the project.

It was also in November of 1989 that the American Road & Transportation Builders
Association (ARTBA) organized and conducted the first of its 22 consecutive annual
conferences on public-private partnerships in transportation. This well-respected event
brings together advocates and practitioners from around the world to network, learn
and discuss policy issues in this specialized area of project finance, procurement and
delivery.

In September 1990, the ARTBA Board of Directors voted unanimously to authorize
the formation of a Public-Private Partnerships Division as part of the association’s
membership structure. The division’s mission since its inception has been two-fold.

First, to develop and help the association move legislative and regulatory recom-
mendations that will help advance P3s in the marketplace as a means to augment, or
supplement, traditional public financing mechanisms. And the second, to help educate
the association’s members, public-sector officials, legislators and the public-at-large
about the value of public-private partnerships in transportation.

With the U.S. Congress now developing legislation to reauthorize the federal high-
way and transit programs, ARTBA believed it was an ideal time to take an objective
look at where the P3 market stands today after almost two decades of active promotion
and assistance at the federal level.

To help inform the discussion about public-private partnerships in the Surface
Transportation Act reauthorization debate going on now, the American Road and
Transportation Builders Association (ARTBA) commissioned Public Works
Financing editor William Reinhardt to research and write a white paper on trans-
portation P3s in America. With considerable help from public and private practi-
tioners, the following report, edited for space, provides a detailed analysis of U.S.
experience, barriers to be overcome and policy recommendations for expanding
the use of P3s. All opinions are those of the author.



Over the past 22 years, the Congress and the federal
government have proactively supported development and
implementation of public-private partnerships to finance
and build transportation projects in many significant
ways. These include:

• A statutory framework that allows the use of federal
funds on P3 projects;

• Two pilot programs. The first, from the 1998 federal
surface transportation authorization law, the
“Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century”
(TEA-21), permits toll finance to reconstruct three
existing Interstates. The second, from the 2005 law,
the “Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users”
(SAFETEA-LU), permits toll finance to pay for three
new Interstates;

• Encouraging the establishment of state infrastructure
banks (SIBs);

• Providing substantive assistance from the Federal
Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Office of
Innovative Program Delivery;

• FHWA’s “Special Experimental Project”(SEP-15) pro-
gram to promote new P3 approaches to project deliv-
ery;

• Private activity bonds (PABs); and

• The “Transportation Infrastructure Finance &
Innovation Act” (TIFIA) federal credit assistance
program.

!! P3s since 1989

Using a broad definition that includes design-build as
P3 projects, the data show: 

• 24 states and the District of Columbia have used a P3
process to help finance and build at least 96 transporta-
tion projects worth a total $54.3 billion. The imple-

PART 1: WHAT WE’VE ACCOMPLISHED

This is particularly important as leaders from both
political parties increasingly suggest that private invest-
ment must take on a much larger role in replacing public
funding for needed transportation projects now and in the
years ahead. For example, for the past half-dozen years,
many advocates of P3s have claimed that anywhere from
$100 billion to $400 billion in private investment is
available for such use.

The objective of this paper is two-fold: 

• First, to report on how transportation P3s
have been utilized over the past 22 years and
what impact P3 projects have had toward
meeting U.S. transportation capital infrastruc-
ture needs; and

• Second, based on nearly two decades of
promotion and experience, to realistically
assess the public-private partnership process
in the U.S., including the political, procedural
and financial constraints/opportunities for
transportation investment through P3s. 

The paper was commissioned by the
ARTBA Transportation Development
Foundation (ARTBA-TDF) and the associa-

tion’s “Transportation Makes America Work!” public
affairs campaign as a fact-finding mission by journalist
William Reinhardt, publisher and editor of Public Works
Financing newsletter since 1988. Many industry experts
were consulted by Mr. Reinhardt for this paper.
However, all views and recommendations expressed here
are his, or those of contributing authors. The author also
thanks David P. Reinhardt for contributing his consider-
able editorial expertise.
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U.S. Transportation P3 Projects 1989-2011
Contract
amount

in nominal $ Private Notice to
($ millions) Project Name Owner Risk Proceed Private sponsor ($DB component)

3,850 Indiana Toll Road, IN Indiana Finance Authority 75-yr lease (toll) 6/06 Cintra Concessions/Macquarie
2,800 I-635 LBJ Managed Lanes, TX Texas DOT DBFOM (toll) 6/10 Cintra/Meridiam ($2.1bn Ferrovial Agroman)
2,100 Denver Eagle P3 Rail, CO Denver RTD DBFOM (ap) 8/10 Fluor/Laing/Uberior ($1.27bn Fluor/BBRI)
2,047 North Tarrant Express, TX Texas DOT DBFOM (toll) 12/09 Cintra/Meridiam ($1.46bn Ferrovial)
1,998 I-495 HOT Lanes, VA Virginia DOT DBFOM (toll) 7/08 Transurban/Fluor ($1.4bn Fluor/Lane)
1,830 Chicago Skyway, IL City of Chicago 99-yr lease (toll) 1/05 Cintra Concessions/Macquarie
1,814 I-595 Managed Lanes, FL Florida DOT DBFOM (ap) 2/09 ACS Infrast. ($1.2bn Dragados/EarthTech)
1,674 Hudson-Bergen Lt. Rail, NJ NJ Transit DB/Equip+O&M 10/96 Wash. Group/Itochu ($1.15bn Perini/Slattery)
1,376 I-15 Reconstruction, UT Utah DOT DB 3/97 Kiewit/Granite/Washington Group

1,369 SH 130 Seg. 1-4, TX Texas DOT DB 7/02 Fluor/Balfour Beatty/DMJM + Harris
1,358 SH 130 Segments 5-6, TX Texas DOT DBFOM (toll) 3/08 Cintra/Zachry

1,350 Alaskan Way Viaduct, Seattle Washington State DOT DB 1/11 Dragados USA/Tudor-Perini

1,186 I-25 T-REX Road/Rail Exp., CO Colorado DOT/RTD DB 5/01 Kiewit/Parsons Trans. Group

1,100 I-15 South, UT Utah DOT DB 9/09 Fluor/Ames/Wadsworth + HDR

1,089 SR-99 tunnel, WA Washington State DOT DB 12/10 ACS/Tudor/Perini

1,002 DFW Connector, TX Texas DOT DB 10/09 Kiewit/Zachry

980 Jamaica-JFK Airtrain, NY Port Auth. NY/NJ DB/Equip+O&M 9/99 Skanska/Bombardier ($980m Slattery/Perini)

914 Port of Miami Tunnel, FL Florida DOT DBFOM (ap) 10/09 Meridiam ($607m Bouygues/Jacobs)

803 Foothill Eastern Toll Road, CA Trans. Corridor Agencies DB 6/95 Flatiron/Wayss & Freitag/Sukut/Obayashi

790 San Joaquin Hills Toll Rd., CA Trans. Corridor Agencies DB 9/91 Kiewit/Granite

773 SR 125 So. + Connectors, CA Caltrans DBFOM (toll) 5/03 Macquarie ($653m Washington/Fluor)

712 Alameda Corridor, CA Alameda Corridor Trans. Auth. DB 11/98 Tutor-Saliba/O&G Indus/Pars. Grp + HNTB

700 Safe and Sound Bridge, MO Missouri DOT DB 4/09 Kiewit/Traylor Bros. + HNTB/LPA Group

689 JFK Terminal 4, NY Port Auth. NY/NJ DBFOM (fees) 5/97 Schiphol/LCOR ($689m Fluor/Morse Diesel)

645 Foothill South Toll Road, CA Trans. Corridor Agencies DB 11/98 Flatiron/HBG/Sukut/Fluor Daniel

615 Tacoma Narrows Bridge, WA Washington State DOT DB 11/02 Bechtel/Kiewit

611 Pocahontas Parkway Lease, VA Virginia DOT 99-yr lease (toll) 6/06 Transurban ($45m Fluor/WGI)

610 I-95 Relocation, Providence, RI Rhode Island DOT DB 6/97 Maguire Group/Cardi Construction

603 Northwest Parkway Lease, CO Northwest Parkway Authority 99-yr lease (toll) 5/07 BRISA/CCR

600 Eastside Light Rail, CA Los Angeles County MTA DB 7/04 Washington Group/Obayashi/Shimmick

541 Cooper River Bridge, SC South Carolina DOT DB 7/01 Flatiron/Skanska + Parsons Brinckerhoff

530 BART SF. Airport Ext., CA Bay Area Rapid Transit Dist. DB 5/98 Tutor-Saliba/Slattery + HNTB

508 Trenton River Light Rail, NJ NJ Transit DB/Equip+O&M 6/99 Bechtel/Conti/Foster/Bombardier

469 I-75, Collier + Lee Counties, FL Florida DOT DBF 5/07 Anderson Columbia Co., and Ajax Paving

464 Intercounty Connector, MD Maryland DOT DB 6/07 Granite/Corman/GA & FC Waggoner

446 I-4 Connector, Hillsboro, FL Florida DOT DBF 1/10 PCL Civil Constructors/Archer Western

446 Western Wake Freeway, NC NC Turnpike Authority DB 8/09 Archer Western/Granite + The LPA Group

431 IROX I-75, FL Florida DOT DBF 6/07 Anderson Columbia/Ajax Paving

420 I-64 St. Louis, MO Missouri DOT DB 12/06 Granite/Parsons Trans. Group/URS

414 Highway 161, TX No. Texas Tollway Auth. DB 8/09 Fluor/Balfour Beatty + AECOM

390 Route 28 Expansion, VA Virginia DOT DB 10/03 Clark Constr./Shirley Contracting Corp.

390 SR 22 Improvements, CA Orange Cty CA Trans. Auth. DB 9/04 Granite/C.C. Myers/Steve P. Rados Inc.

390 LA Expo Lt. Rail, CA Expo Line 1 Const. Auth. DB 9/06 Flatiron/Fluor/Parsons Trans. Group

386 Conway Bypass Highway, SC South Carolina DOT DB 3/98 Fluor Daniel

385 Route 3 North, MA Mass. Highways DBF/Maint. 8/00 Modern Continental/Roy Jorgenson

350 Dulles Greenway Toll Road, VA TRIP II DBFOM (toll) 9/93 TRIP II ($150m Brown & Root)

343 Las Vegas Monorail, NV L.V. Monorail LLC DB/Equip+O&M 10/00 Bombardier/Granite

(ap) availability payments! public credit) (toll) toll collections!project revenue credit)

Source: Public Works Financing “International Major Projects Database” 1985-2011
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U.S. Transportation P3 Projects 1989-2011
Contract
amount

in nominal $ Private Notice to
($ millions) Project Name Owner Risk Proceed Private sponsor (DB component)

328 281 North Toll, TX Alamo Reg. Mobility Auth. DB 5/08 Fluor/Balfour Beatty

324 E-470 Beltway, Seg. 2&3, CO E-470 Public Hwy Auth. DB 8/95 Washington Group Intl/Fluor Daniel

323 E-470 Seg. 1, CO E-470 Public Hwy Auth. DB 7/89 Fluor/Morrison Knudsen

295 US 550 (was SR 44), NM New Mexico SH&TD D/CM/Warranty 9/98 Koch Materials ($295m CH2M Hill/Flatiron)

291 Hiawatha Light Rail, MN Minnesota DOT DB 9/00 Granite/C.S. McCrossan

267 Gold Line Light Rail, CA LA-Pasadena Blue Line Const. DB 4/00 Kiewit/Washington Group

260 Anacostia River Bridges, DC Washington DC DOT DB 9/09 Skanska/Facchina

251 I-15 North, NV Nevada DOT DB 9/07 CH2M Hill/Las Vegas Paving Corp.

243 I-10 Bridges Escambia Bay, FL Florida DOT DB 4/05 Tidewater Skanska/Flatiron

238 TH 212, MN Minnesota DOT DB 8/05 Fluor/Edward Kraemer/Ames

238 I-15 Bridge Replacements, UT Utah DOT DB 1/06 Granite/Ralph L. Wadsworth Const.

236 Rt. 288, VA Virginia DOT DB/Warranty 12/00 Koch/APAC/CH2M Hill

234 St. Anthony Falls Bridge, MN Minnesota DOT DB 11/07 Flatiron/Manson + FIGG

233 E-470 Beltway, Seg. 4, CO E-470 Public Hwy Auth. DB 1/00 Kiewit/Washington Group

232 Palm Beach-Ft. Laud. Rail, FL Tri-County Commuter Rail Auth DB 8/01 Herzog/Granite/Washington Group

232 US 52 Reconstruction, MN Minnesota DOT DB 2/03 Fluor/Edward Kraemer/Ames

226 Carolina Bays Pkwy, SC South Carolina DOT DB 11/99 Flatiron/Tidewater

221 I-5 Everett HOT Lanes, WA Washington State DOT DB 5/05 Atkinson/CH2M Hill

220 Blue Line Extension, DC WMATA DB 4/02 Lane/Granite/Slattery Skanska

211 I-95 Widening, FL Florida DOT DBF 12/07 Community Ashpalt

198 Rt. 28 Corridor, VA Virginia DOT DB 9/02 Clark Const./Shirley Contracting Corp.

192 US 17 Washington Bypass, NC North Carolina DOT DB 2/06 Flatiron/United Contractors

191 Southern Connector, SC Connector 2000 Assn. DBF 2/98 Interwest ($na Thrift Bros.)

191 Atl. City-Brigantine Tunnel, NJ New Jersey DOT DBF 10/97 Mirage Resorts ($191m Yonkers/Granite)

184 U.S. 60 Upgrade, AZ Arizona DOT DB 5/01 Granite/Sundt

180 Northwest Parkway, CO NWP Public Highway Auth. DB 6/01 Washington Group/Kiewit Western

180 I-205 LRT Extension, OR TriMet Portland DB 1/06 Stacey & Witbeck/Granite

178 US 183, Austin, TX Central Tex. Mobility Auth. DB 12/04 Granite/J.D. Abrams + URS175

177 Palmetto Exp. Widening, FL Florida DOT DBF 8/08 Condotte-De Moya j.v.

171 Reno ReTRAC, NV City of Reno DB 7/02 Granite/Parsons Trans. Group

148 US Route 1, Key West, FL Florida DOT DB 11/04 Granite + Jacobs

140 I-485, Charlotte Loop, NC North Carolina DOT DBF 6/10 Blythe Construction/Wilbur Smith Assoc.

138 Triangle Parkway, NC NC Turnpike Authoriity DB 8/09 S.T. Wooten

138 95 Express Lanes, FL Florida DOT DB 2/08 FCC Co./MCM Corp.
136 I-494 Reconstruction, MN Minnesota DOT DB 8/04 Granite/C.S. McCrossan

132 U.S. 64 Knightdale Bypass, NC North Carolina DOT DB 6/02 Flatiron/Lane Const. Corp.

130 91 Express Lanes, CA CalTrans DBFOM (toll) 7/93 Level 3/Cofiroute/Granite (sold 1/03)

130 U.S. 20, OR Oregon DOT DB 7/05 Granite/TY Lin International

129 U.S. 70, NM New Mex. SH&TD DB 7/02 Granite/Sundt/James Hamilton + URS

127 Orange Line Bridge, OR TriMet Portland DB 12/10 Kiewit

125 Portland Airport Max Rail, OR TriMet Portland DB 10/98 Bechtel

121 95 Express Lanes, FL Florida DOT DBF 1/08 FCC/MCM

111 US-1 Improvements, FL Florida DOT DBF 11/07 Community Asphalt

100 Jordan Bridge, VA Chesapeake, VA BOO 1/11 Figg/American Infra MLP/Lane ($100m Lane)

102 I-4 Over St. John’s River, FL Florida DOT DB 1/01 Granite/PCL Civil Constructors

86 I-17 Thomas to Peoria, AZ Arizona DOT DB 1/99 Granite/Sundt

(ap) availability payments! public credit) (toll) toll collections!project revenue credit)

Source: Public Works Financing “International Major Projects Database” 1985-2011
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menting states include: Alaska, Alabama, Arizona,
California, Colorado, Florida, Illinois, Indiana,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri,
Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North
Carolina, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
Texas, Utah, Virginia and Washington.

• Sixty-five percent of these projects occurred in just
eight states—Florida (10), California (11), Texas
(18), Colorado (9), Virginia
(7), Minnesota (2), North
Carolina (2), and South
Carolina (3).

• One-third of these project
starts occurred in one of four
years—2009 (10), 2002 (8),
1998 (8) and 2000 (7).

• 26 states have not initiated a
P3 transportation project.
These include: Arkansas,
Connecticut, Delaware,
Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, Mississippi, Montana,
Nebraska, New Hampshire, North Dakota, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Tennessee,
Vermont, West Virginia, Wisconsin and Wyoming.

• Over the past 10 years, 2001 through 2010, on aver-
age, five states started a transportation P3 project
each year. 

• Of the $54.3 billion in transportation P3 contracts let
over the past 22 years, almost 75 percent of the con-
tract value is accounted for by eight states—Texas
($9.57 billion, 17.6 percent), California ($6.02 bil-
lion, 11.1 percent), Florida ($5.63 billion, 10.4 per-
cent), Colorado ($4.85 billion, 9 percent), Indiana
($3.85 billion, 7.1 percent), Virginia ($3.88 billion,
7.1 percent), Utah ($3.66 billion, 6.7 percent), New
Jersey ($3.35 billion, 6.2 percent).

• 79 of the transportation
P3 projects, worth $31.5 bil-
lion, have been either Design-
Build (DB), Design-Build-
Finance (DBF), or Design-
B u i l d - O p e r a t e - M a i n t a i n
(DBOM) contracts.

• 11 of the transportation
P3 projects, worth $12.4 bil-
lion, have included a P3 project
financing component.

• Over the period, there have been four transportation
asset privatizations with total up-front payments to
government valued at $6.9 billion. These include the: 

1. Indiana Toll Road (Indiana Finance Authority) in
2006—a 75-year lease for $3.85 billion; 

2. Chicago Skyway (City of Chicago) in 2005—a
99-year lease for $1.83 billion; 

U.S. Transportation P3 Projects 1989-2011
Contract
amount

in nominal $ Private Notice to
($ millions) Project Name Owner Risk Proceed Private sponsors (DB component)

85 Camino Colombia Bypass, TX Texas DOT BOO (toll) 6/99 Granite + Carter & Burgess

82 Hathaway Bridge, FL Florida DOT DB/Warranty 6/00 Granite

81 Sawgrass Expwy Widen, FL Fla. Turnpike Enterprise DB 4/05 APAC/Parsons Trans. Group

59 I-77 Rehab, NC NC DOT DB 3/07 The Lane Construction Corp. +HDR

57 Anton Anderson Tunnel, AK Alaska DOT DB 9/98 Kiewit + Hatch Mott MacDonald

56 Belt Parkway, NY NYC DOT DB 7/02 Granite Halmar + Gannett Fleming

54 Carolina Bays, ph. 2, SC South Carolina DOT DB 5/03 APAC + Wilbur Smith Assoc.

53 New River Bridge, FL Tri-County Commuter Rail DB 2/03 Washington Group

(projects under $50 million not recorded)

(ap) availability payments! public credit) (toll) toll collections!project revenue credit)

Source: Public Works Financing “International Major Projects Database” 1985-2011

• P3s’ share of the total U.S. 
capital investment in highways by
all levels of government since 2008
is about 2 percent.

• P3s will account for about 11 per-
cent of total national capital invest-
ment in new highway capacity in
2011.
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3. Pocahontas Parkway (Virginia Department of
Transportation) in 2006—a 99-year lease for $611
million; and the

4. Northwest Parkway (Colorado, Northwest
Parkway Authority) in 2007—a 99-year lease for
$603 million.

• The P3 market share of total U.S. capital investment in
highways, including repair, by all levels of government
since 2008 is about 2 percent.

• A number of large P3 contracts have been signed since
2008 and, together, these account for about 11 percent
of total national capital investment in new highway
capacity in 2011. These new projects are mostly tolled
express lanes built next to existing freeway lanes in
heavily congested urban areas.

! Lessons learned

Many states have adopted alternative delivery con-
tracting approaches that capture some of the benefits of
P3s but do not entail private finance. As the data show,
there is room for substantial growth in the development
of new capacity through privately financed concessions. 

However, given (a) the nation’s enormous, unmet

transportation infrastructure needs, (b) almost two-
decades of proactive federal policy and legislative advo-
cacy for implementation of P3 transportation projects, (c)
the financial challenges facing all levels of government,
and (d) the claimed “$100 billion to $400 billion in pri-
vate funds available for P3 projects,” several questions
must be asked at this juncture: 

• Why have there been so relatively few privately
financed P3 transportation projects in the United
States over the last 22 years? 

• Why have only Florida, Texas, Virginia, Colorado
(rail) and, potentially, California and Georgia, devel-
oped the capability to execute complex P3 transac-
tions involving private finance? 

• What is a realistic forecast for P3 projects?

Obviously, there are some impediments to widespread
use of P3 approaches for meeting transportation infra-
structure needs. 

Experience is showing, for example, that P3s are like-
ly not feasible replacements for the 80-90 percent of total
public capital investment each year that is directed to
transportation infrastructure repair, rehabilitation and
reconstruction. 

Potential investors are also not looking to participate in
smaller, less expensive new construction projects or rou-
tine maintenance where governments and their tradition-
al contracting partners deliver a high level of service. 

It is also true that most of the profitable toll road cor-
ridors in America have already been developed and are
being operated by independent toll authorities or states. 

Tolling the Interstate system in order to pay for its
reconstruction has been proposed as a major new busi-
ness opportunity for P3 developers. But the political bar-
riers to tolling in general and to tolling existing freeways
in specific are formidable, especially among states. 

It has become clear that the following reasons go a
long way toward explaining why the P3 share of the over-
all U.S. transportation infrastructure construction market
has been fairly limited over the past two decades and will
likely remain so in the decades ahead:

1. P3s do not provide “new” or “free” money for
building transportation projects. Public sector
investment in transportation projects and infrastructure

Partnering More Powerfully 

AECOM, a world leader in professional technical and 
management support services, delivers expertise in
Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) to clients around
the world. AECOM advises grantors seeking the best
procurement options for their infrastructure programs.
AECOM also works with developers, financiers, owners
and other key players in the PPP market to improve
their competitiveness on projects. To find out more
about AECOM, please visit www.aecom.com
and contact:

Regis Damour
Regis.damour@aecom.com
+1(212) 973.3081 New York, NY

Ashley Yelds
Ashley.yelds@aecom.com
+1(703) 682.5054 Arlington, VA

Jonathan Dingle
Jonathan.dingle@aecom.com
+44 (0)20 7776 2396 London, UK



is made in the public interest as a core function of
government. The investment is funded through gov-
ernment-levied taxes and user fees, or through pub-
lic borrowing—debt which must be repaid with
interest with public funds generated by future tax or
fee collections. The private sector must meet the
same public interest test and also conceive and
develop projects that provide an adequate return on
investment using the same sources of revenue. 

2. P3s are a financing solution chasing a funding
problem. Ultimately, public-purpose infrastructure
must be paid for by some combination of users and
taxpayers. Innovative financing models can access
new sources of borrowing and allow leveraging of
public funds. But they don’t create new funding
sources per se. 

P3 projects must include a reliable revenue stream,
which, as has been demonstrated over the past two
decades’ experience, is generally accomplished
through tolling.

While technology has made toll collection far more
efficient and opened the door to “variable pricing”
of infrastructure use based on demand, the fact
remains that the decision whether or not to allow the
collection of tolls from the public is a decision that
must be made by elected officials. And the decision
to initiate tolls—or increase existing toll rates—is
no less a political decision than whether or not to
raise the motor fuels excise to pay for transportation
infrastructure. As is the case with the gas tax, many
risk averse politicians are not interested in having to
make a decision to levy tolls. 

3. U.S. tax policy is a hurdle for P3s. The U.S. public
finance industry very efficiently employs long-
dated, tax-exempt debt to meet a large part of the
capital-raising needs of governments and non-profit
authorities. When compared to the interest rates on
the taxable debt used in P3s, there is a cost-of-capi-
tal advantage of 1% to 2% conferred on state and
local borrowers by federal tax rules. Most of that
advantage can be offset when P3s access special fed-
eral financing instruments that help to level the play-
ing field. Nevertheless, the presumption of a public
finance advantage is common, and whether real or
not, it frequently inhibits consideration of P3 financ-
ing. 

To compete with the low cost of public borrowing,
P3 projects as a class must be tightly managed to

control expenses, meet schedules and deliver life-
cycle cost savings. Having to meet those demands in
every project ultimately may be one of the important
benefits of adding P3s to the transportation infra-
structure toolbox. 

4. P3s are a viable option for delivery of large, com-
plex projects that solve mobility problems in
heavily-travelled corridors or to reconstruct
deteriorating existing capacity on the Interstate
Highway System. But federal policy does not
encourage new capacity additions.

Unfortunately, despite the staggering cost of traffic
congestion to the U.S. economy and quality of life, the
federal government does not have a national strategic
business plan for building additional transportation
infrastructure capacity in all modes—or for even per-
forming necessary reconstruction of existing capacity
on the Interstate Highway System. Nor do many of the
states. 

A new national initiative to build multi-modal
“Critical Commerce Corridors” with dedicated truck
lanes and connections to major airports, waterways,
ports and rail hubs, for example, would lend itself
quite well to the P3 model. 

PWFinancing / May 2011 7



To the contrary, however, much federal and state
transportation, environmental and fiscal policy discour-
ages investments in new transportation capacity. Thus
the “market” for P3 projects in the U.S. is, unfortunately,
constrained.

Perhaps two to four new P3 projects per year in the U.S.
would be a reasonable assumption for the future.

5. P3s can never be the “centerpiece” or even a major
element of federal transportation programs. P3s
are a tool for state and regional governments.
Proactive state actions are needed to derive the
most benefits from public-private partnerships.

While the federal government can encourage private
investment in transportation infrastructure through
favorable tax treatments, supplementary loans and the
easing of restrictions on tolling existing federally-
funded assets, P3 transportation projects must be con-
tracted with states and occasionally local governments
or authorities that are the grantors of development
rights. 

P3s are a state or local, not federal, decision. That is
why when Congress writes the next federal surface
transportation authorization, it would be a mistake to
depend on private sector investment for meeting most
of the nation’s surface transportation capital needs. 

! Recommendations for increasing pri-
vate investment in U.S. transportation
infrastructure

1. Authorize the USDOT to develop a “National
Strategic Transportation Business Plan”—The fed-
eral plan should be aimed at achieving national goals
and leading to necessary expansion of existing system
capacity in all modes and the expensive reconstruc-
tion necessary to maintain existing capacity on the
aging, original Interstate Highway System.

2. Enhance TIFIA and PAB tools—There are impor-
tant transportation projects being planned now that
will be able to arrange financing and start construc-
tion with support from existing federal programs. The
amount of funding for the U.S. Department of
Transportation’s (USDOT) “Transportation
Infrastructure Finance & Innovation Act” (TIFIA)
should be substantially increased and the volume cap
on tax-exempt “Private Activity Bonds” (PAB)
should be removed. Decisions about which projects
receive support should be made on based solely on
project merits and economic benefits. Both tools
serve to reduce the cost of capital in P3 financings
and, thus, lower the tolls users must pay or the
amount of availability-based payments from legisla-
tures.

3. Attract pension fund investment—Congress should
embrace a form of private “Build America Bonds”
(BAB), indexed bonds, or other debt instruments that
would attract critically needed investment from insur-
ance companies and public-employee and union pen-
sion funds.

4. Educate governors, state legislators and the pub-
lic—P3s should be included in every state’s trans-
portation financing toolbox for use on appropriate
projects and to provide much-needed supplemental
dollars. The first step in this process is educating
legislators and encouraging them to enact compre-
hensive P3 authorization laws. (This is currently a
joint project of ARTBA and the National
Conference of State Legislatures). Once in place,
state DOTs should be encouraged to thoroughly
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CONCLUSIONS
The United States has a comprehensive and rela-

tively mature transportation infrastructure network in
place. As a result, about 85 percent of the total public
capital investment in the nation’s transportation sys-
tem in recent years is directed toward maintaining
and repairing it, not constructing new facilities or
adding capacity to existing ones.

Private investors are attracted to transportation
projects that add new capacity to the U.S. system and
can be supported by a predictable revenue stream,
usually through tolling. Thus, the overall market
share for P3 projects in the  U.S. transportation con-
struction market has been—and likely will remain—
fairly small. 

The value of this contribution, however, should not
be underestimated. For, absent significant increases
in public funding, P3s will likely be the primary
model for building new highway capacity in heavily
congested urban areas in the decades ahead. 

Given the economic and social toll caused by traf-
fic congestion in the U.S. and the enormous unmet
demand for new highway capacity to facilitate freight
movement in an increasingly competitive internation-
al market, P3 projects should be aggressively encour-
aged and supported. !

consider the application of P3 techniques to all
appropriate projects. Collectively, the transporta-
tion community must also do a much better job of
educating the public on the true costs of providing
and maintaining a safe and efficient transportation
network. 

5. Further ease federal restrictions on state tolling
of the Interstate Highway System—It has been
clearly demonstrated over the past two decades that
the P3 approach can quickly deliver the high-cost,
new capacity highway projects that are needed in
many parts of the nation to meet current and future
mobility demands. Similarly, P3s are also well-suited
to the expensive task facing all states of reconstruct-
ing and improving their existing—and aging—
Interstate highway capacity. 

It is also clear, however, that P3s require a consistent
revenue stream to retire project debt and provide a
fair return on investment to the private sector part-
ners who help front the project’s cost and assume the
costs of operation and maintenance. Tolls imposed
on a facility’s users are a proven mechanism for pro-
viding that revenue stream.

Current federal law has four tolling and pricing “pilot
programs” that allow a limited number of states the
opportunity to impose tolls on their Interstate mileage
for specific purposes: the “Express Lane
Demonstration Program,” the “Value Pricing Pilot
Program,” the “Interstate System Reconstruction &
Rehabilitation Pilot Program,” and the “Interstate
System Construction Toll Pilot Program.”

These programs should be made permanent and
available to all states with the only restriction
being that resulting revenue raised from users be
exclusively dedicated to financing the reconstruc-
tion and improvement of the state’s Interstate
mileage and/or the addition of new Interstate
capacity. !

The HNTB Companies
Engineers  Architects  Planners

THE ULTIMATE  
BUILDING BLOCK.

THIS    IS THE HNTB SPARK.

 

 
A  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

spark is something  



10 PWFinancing / May 2011 

Part 2: 
A FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING

TRANSPORTATION PUBLIC-PRIVATE

PARTNERSHIPS IN THE U.S.

! A history of public funding

The sustained and predictable public funding of
transportation infrastructure in the U.S. for the past 50
years created a world-class road network. Federal and
state fuel taxes and, to a lesser extent, tolls were dedicat-
ed to build and maintain many thousands of miles of
highways. Federal grants paid for up to 90 percent of the
cost of building the high-volume Interstates between
cities. States and toll authorities built the regional
expressway networks that provide the labor mobility
and goods transport capacity needed for economic
growth.

In some urban centers, the delivery of major infra-
structure projects was corporatized through multi-state
agencies like the Port Authority of New York and New
Jersey, which was created in 1921. The concept of such
an authority, whose balance sheet is composed of rev-
enue-producing projects that are consolidated and used
to finance other regionally important projects, is unique
to the U.S.

The result of this long dedication to public funding of
transportation in America is that historically U.S. gov-
ernments haven’t felt the need to develop alternatives to
public delivery and operation of infrastructure. That per-
ception began to change 25 years ago as capital needs
grew faster than some states’ highway budgets, and
demands for greater efficiency grew.

! A new project delivery method

One response from states was to experiment with
alternative contracting methods such as design-build
(DB) and design-build-operate-maintain (DBOM).
These approaches place architecture/engineering and
construction responsibilities—and sometimes opera-
tions and maintenance—under a single contract between
a builder and the public agency providing the funding.
This “master builder” assumes responsibility for the
quality and accuracy of the final design, the cost and
quality of the construction and for timely completion of
the project. A key goal of these P3 contracting approach-

es is to avoid cost overruns and accelerate completion to
reduce the impact of price escalation.

Also in the early 1990s, a few ideologically driven
“privatization” projects were promoted and built by
U.S. investors in Virginia (the Dulles Greenway) and
California (SR 91 Express Lanes and SR 125 South Bay
Expressway). In these early cases, private investors agr-
teed to fund all pre-development work, including land
acquisition and environmental approvals, and deliver a
self-supporting tollroad that the government would own
after a 30-35 year concession period. All three roads
were built and are operating, but the original investors
have exited their projects, either through bankruptcy, a
friendly buyout or de-privatization by government.

Much experimentation with the P3 private financing
model has occurred since those early projects. Besides
P3s targeted at building new, greenfield capacity,
investors before the credit crisis were willing to pay very
high multiples for existing toll roads, most notably the
Chicago Skyway and the Indiana Toll Road. Though mar-
ket conditions have changed since those early leases were
signed, many investors continue to look for opportunities
to privatize mature assets rather than build new ones.

Meanwhile, Texas, Virginia, Florida and Colorado
are adding new road and rail capacity to their most con-



PWFinancing / May 2011 11

gested corridors with P3 concessions financed with pub-
lic and private funds. There are eight P3 projects worth
$13 billion that are under construction in these states (see
chart p. 15). Each of the contracts is tailored to local
needs. But all attempt to realistically share the consider-
able risks involved in planning, permitting, procuring,
designing, building, financing, operating and maintaining
P3 projects. Most or all of the DBFOM responsibilities
are delegated to the private partner, leaving the high-risk
pre-development work to government.

Not all P3 toll roads are financed with toll revenues.
Florida has experimented with a P3 approach on I-595
wherein a private developer’s profit is based on pay-
ments for achieving consistently high performance on
an hourly basis once the contracted-for infrastructure
service begins. Rather than have the private sector set
and collect tolls, in this case Florida DOT will make
“availability-based” payments to its P3 partner and col-
lect the tolls itself, meaning the state assumes the risk
that toll revenues will be enough to pay the availability
fees. 

California has taken this approach one step further on
the Presidio Parkway P3 project in San Francisco, which
the public sponsors hope to finance and start building this
fall. No tolls will be collected. Instead, the legislature has
agreed to appropriate the availability-based payments
promised to the P3 developer for the 30-year term of the
concession. That money will be used to pay all expenses,
the developer’s profit, and to secure about $300 million
in loans to build the project.

A final note—governments and toll authorities typ-
ically have reserved the most financially viable pro-
jects for public development. That means few, if any,
of the P3 projects being built now or are being pro-
posed for P3 development can support themselves
financially with tolls alone. Investor equity and toll-
revenue debt are frequently combined with public
grants, milestone payments and other support (see
chart p. 18). 

To build Virginia’s I-495 Capital Beltway HOT lanes
project, for example, $409 million in public funds were
combined with $350 million in developer equity and
about $1.2 billion in project-revenue debt in the form of
tax-exempt bonds and federal loans. 

Similarly, Texas DOT contributed about $1 billion in
state funds to the financing of two toll road concession
projects in the Dallas Metroplex in 2009 and 2010 worth
$4.7 billion. In both cases, Virginia and Texas were able
to leverage public funds to attract substantial amounts of

equity and debt to make major transportation improve-
ments and create jobs.

The federal government plays a large role in support-
ing P3 projects. This includes two critically important
project financing tools:

• private activity bonds (PABs), which can be issued on
behalf of private developers by a government agency
at tax-exempt rates; and

• low-interest, long-term loans from U.S. DOT’s
Transportation Infrastructure Finance & Innovation
Act (TIFIA) program.

! Understanding risk-transfer
options in alternative procurements

Design-Bid-Build (DBB)

Most construction contracting in the U.S. is done
under a traditional design-bid-build model. The design
and construction of a facility are procured in separate
contracts with different companies. The public agency
either designs the project itself, or more frequently, con-
tracts with an engineering firm to perform the design
work. The completed design is made available to contrac-

www.hdrinc.com
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Throughout the term of a P3, the gov-
ernment owns the land and the road itself.
The private sector leases the roadway
and earns the right to collect tolls in
exchange for meeting the state’s require-
ments as set forth in the concession
agreement. These agreements form the
basis of a long-term partnership and allow
the state to do what it does best (environ-
mental permitting, contract oversight) and
the private sector to deliver those services
where it adds the greatest value (design,
finance, construct, operate, maintenance,
marketing, customer service).

Toll Rates

In general, concession agreements in
the U.S. limit the ability of the private sector
to raise toll rates. Most concession agree-
ments incorporate state-imposed annual
caps on the amount toll rates can be
increased, using various inflation indices to
establish allowable increases. These caps
are ceilings and the actual rates a company
charges may well be lower and are primar-
ily a function of market conditions. Because
there is elasticity of demand on toll roads,
particularly in recessions, the private sector
is careful not to set rates so high that they
will disproportionately affect demand.

Buyback Provisions

Every P3 permits the public sponsor
the right to “buy back” the lease at any
time from the private developer. There
are no conditions on the state’s ability to
terminate the lease and it may be done
so for convenience at any time.

Operations and Maintenance
Requirements

The service requirements established
by the state for privately operated toll
roads are usually significantly higher
than those of state-run roads. These ser-
vice requirements run the gamut from the
time within which dead animals must be
removed from the roadway to the

requirement to add additional lanes if the
level of service on the roadway falls
below a certain level. If the developer
fails to meet these requirements it may
be deemed in breach of the terms of the
agreement. This violation could poten-
tially force the private entity to return the
road to the state at a significant loss.

As a result, negotiated terms with both
debt and equity partners require that both
routine and major maintenance expenses
are considered senior to all other expens-
es of the project except day-to-day opera-
tions. The project is thus ensured to con-
sistently meet and exceed the minimum
levels of service.

Furthermore, as toll roads often are in
direct competition with non-tolled alterna-
tives, private developers strive to consis-
tently exceed the required levels of ser-
vice in order to provide a more valuable
experience for customers. One example
of this includes the implementation of
open-road tolling which reduces conges-
tion by allowing customers to pay their
tolls without stopping.

Hand-Back Reserve and
Requirements

Another provision inherent to most
concession agreements is the require-
ment that the developer hand back the
project in a pre-defined state of good
repair and fund a hand-back reserve to
account for future costs of the project after
its return to the state. On the SH 130 toll
concession being built between San
Antonio and Austin, the handback reserve
is structured as quarterly deposits for the
last six years of the concession in an
amount based on the remaining useful life
of major project components. This reserve
is to be used for renewal work on the facil-
ity to ensure it is returned to the state as a
fully operational and valuable facility.
Upon termination of the lease, any
remaining money in the fund becomes the
property of the state.

Competing Infrastructure

Concession agreements allow the public
sector to make virtually any improvement to
surrounding roadways. In turn, the state
acknowledges that the developer makes
large investments in public infrastructure
based on certain conditions at the time of
the investment. Therefore, the state agrees
to compensate developers for certain
improvements to surrounding roadways
that cause a material impact to the finances
of the project. However, the improvements
that trigger this compensation requirement
are usually very limited in scope. 

First, they are limited to a franchise
zone close to the project. Second,
improvements that do not cause material
negative impacts to the concession do
not require developer compensation.
Third, developers are not compensated
for public development of any projects
included in existing short, medium and
long-term state transportation plans, for
improvements to nearby facilities due to
their reaching certain congestion levels,
or for safety improvements. Taken
together, these provisions maintain the
state’s ability to improve and support
infrastructure regardless of the existence
of a privately operated toll road in the
area.

Right of Way and Eminent Domain

In P3s, private developers do not own
the land or the facility constructed on the
land. The public sponsor is the record
titleholder to all land acquired for the
development. The right-of-way is
acquired in accordance with Federal and
State law and, when required, through
the eminent domain process. The public
sponsor oversees the entire land acquisi-
tion process and its approval is needed
in almost any step. The private develop-
er does not obtain nor request any rights
to any excess land for commercial
development. !

P3 Toll Road Concession Contract Provisions



tors who offer fixed-price bids in a highly transparent
and competitive process that results in a public award to
the lowest bidder.

In a DBB procurement, the public agency has full
control of the design and also assumes the risk in the
construction contract that the design is accurate and
complete. The public sponsor also assumes the financial
responsibility for the proper operation and long-term
maintenance of the facility and for obtaining funding or
financing in a timely manner.

Comments: Under a public delivery DBB model, the
states retain all project risks including construction, traf-
fic, revenue, financing, operations and lifecycle risks.
Thus, DBB requires significant owner expertise and
resources to coordinate one-piece-at-a-time delivery by
multiple providers.

Features include:

• No contractor input in design, planning or value engi-
neering (VE);

• Owner at risk to contractor for design errors;

• Design and construction are sequential, typically
resulting in longer schedules; and

• The construction cost is unknown until the contract
award.

Design-Build (DB)

Design-build (DB) delivery is often used in the U.S.
for large, complex projects. It places both architec-
ture/engineering and construction responsibilities under
a single contract between a public agency and a builder
who assumes responsibility for the quality and accuracy
of the final design, the cost and quality of the construc-
tion and for timely completion of the project. 

A design-build contract is one of the foundation docu-
ments of a P3. It assures investors that potential construc-
tion risks have been allocated to one of the parties to the
transaction. Putting a guaranteed price and schedule on the
table also triggers the commitment of necessary up-front
spending from the other members of the P3 consortium. 

Because it comes comparatively early in the process,
the price guarantee in a P3 is often based on insufficient
subsurface information and a 30 percent design. The P3
construction price typically includes many contingencies
and, therefore, is higher than a conventional competi-

tive-bid price, which is based on more complete infor-
mation. The guarantee is essential to moving the P3
process along, however.

Comments: This method provides price and sched-
ule risk transfer to the private sector during the con-
struction phase but does not alleviate the financing bur-
den from the government sponsors or provide the pub-
lic with any risk transfer during the operating phase.
DB does not produce the life-cycle cost efficiencies
that are the primary goal of a P3. Other DB features
include: 

• Because it delegates some of the traditional public
ownership functions, DB requires less owner exper-
tise and resources;

• Construction often starts before design completion,
thereby reducing project schedule. The construction
cost is known and fixed during the design, so there is
price certainty;

• There is a strong emphasis on cost control; and

• Compressing the design and construction schedule
lessens the impact of price escalation.

Design-Build-Finance (DBF)

Under a DBF model the private sector provides gap
financing during construction, designs and builds the
project, while the public sponsors retain responsibility
for operating and maintaining it. Although there is great
interest, there are few examples of this in the U.S.

Comments: This method may accelerate project
delivery, reduce the impact of inflation on project costs
and eliminate certain public financing risks. However, it
does not promote synergies between the construction
and operational phases as government would retain the
risks and costs associated with operations and mainte-
nance. Risk accounting issues between public sponsors
and contractors have yet to be resolved.

Design-Build-Operate-Maintain (DBOM)

The DBOM model transfers responsibility to the pri-
vate sector for risks related to the design, construction,
operations and maintenance of the project for the life of
the contract. However, the responsibility and risks asso-
ciated with financing the project are retained by the pub-
lic sector. 

Relatively few transit projects have been developed
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using this model, partly because equipment vendors have
been uncomfortable guaranteeing the long-term perfor-
mance of their equipment.

Comments: This method provides for synergies
between the construction and operational phases. It, how-
ever, does not relieve the financing burden on the public
sector.

Design-Build-Finance-Operate-Maintain

In the DBFOM model, the private sector designs,
builds, finances, operates, and maintains the project for
the contract term. The public sponsors may retain rev-
enue risk, depending upon the payment mechanism being
implemented. 

Comments: The public sponsors would define perfor-
mance and transfer significant responsibility for meeting
requirements to the private sector during the operating
period. This structure can result in significant synergies,
as the private sector may take a whole-life costing
approach to both the construction and operational phas-
es. 

The “Concession” Model

This model transfers the most risk to the private sector.
In addition to DBFOM responsibilities, the private devel-
oper under a long-term contract is granted the right to
collect and retain toll revenues, along with accepting the
risk that revenues will be sufficient to repay debt and
equity investors. The primary role of equity investors in
a P3 is to reduce lender exposure and take revenue risk.
Equity’s return on investment should reflect the level of
uncertainty regarding potential repayment.

Comments: The public sponsors retain some control
throughout the operating period such as over tolling poli-
cies, possibly including limitations on maximum toll
rates. This structure may result in significant synergies
between construction and operational periods, and is
structured to provide significant life-cycle cost savings.

! P3 market participants

U.S. state and local governments have focused on P3s
with private finance largely for development of new
highway capacity. The response to that demand has come
from large international developers (see chart p. 15).
These companies combine design-build capabilities with
long-term banking relationships, toll collections experi-
ence and operations and asset management knowhow
under one roof.

Opposition to this foreign influence in P3s has been
dealt with through public education, the Americanization
of these firms through U.S. acquisitions, and the job cre-
ation benefits of new investment. 

In the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex, for example,
Spanish P3 developer, Cintra Concessions, estimates that
seven percent of the regional employment stems from
design-build and concessions projects worth $8 billion
that have been started in the region since 2008.

The American construction industry is filling impor-
tant roles in P3s. U.S. engineering firms provide many
of the design innovations that reduce P3 project costs.
Two U.S. firms provide contract road maintenance and
asset management services to state DOTs, though that
market is dominated by a large, publicly-traded
Australian firm.

About a dozen large U.S. contractors have developed
design-build expertise for large projects, but few have
shown interest in investing in high-risk P3 concessions

Baha Mar a $3 6-Billion Tropical ParadiseBaha Mar, a $3.6-Billion Tropical Paradise
Jointly Developed by Baha Mar Ltd andJointly Developed by Baha Mar Ltd. and 
China Construction America (CCA)China Construction America (CCA).
The Constr ction Manager is CCAThe Construction Manager is CCA.

Alexander Hamilton Bridge RehabilitationAlexander Hamilton Bridge Rehabilitation
The largest single NYSDOT contractThe largest single NYSDOT contract 
awarded to date (approximately $407 Million)awarded to date (approximately $407-Million).



that involve traffic forecasting risk and long-term opera-
tions and maintenance. 

Only three U.S. contractors are participating now as
investors in highway concessions—Fluor Corp., Zachry
Construction, and, recently, The Lane Construction

Corp. These firms typically have a limited role as own-
ers and are involved mainly to secure some portion of the
construction work.

In the largest example, in 2002, Fluor took an unso-
licited proposal to the Virginia Department of
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U.S. Transportation Concessions, 1993-2010
Notice to Project cost

Proceed Project Name Public Sponsor Risk (nominal $ mill.) Developer ($ capital/design-builder)
In operation

7/93 91 Express Lanes, CA Caltrans DBFOM (toll) 130 Level 3/Cofiroute/Granite (sold to gov’t. 1/03)
9/93 Dulles Greenway, VA Virginia DOT DBFOM (toll) 350 TRIP II ($150m/Brown & Root)
5/99 Foley Beach Express, AL City of Foley, AL BOO (toll) 44 Baldwin County Bridge Co.
6/99 * Camino Colombia Bypass, TX Texas DOT BOO (toll) 90 Landowners (Granite) (TXDOT purchased 1/04)

10/00 * Las Vegas Monorail, NV Clark County, NV DBFOM (farebox) 343 Las Vegas hotels ($331m /Bombardier–Granite)
TF 5/03 * SR 125 So. Bay Express, CA Caltrans DBFOM (toll) 773 PB!/Macquarie ($653m /Fluor_Washington)

1/05 Chicago Skyway, IL City of Chicago 99-yr lease (toll) 1,830# Cintra Concessions/Macquarie
6/06 Indiana Toll Road, IN Indiana Finance Authority 75-yr lease (toll) 3,850# Cintra Concessions/Macquarie

TF 6/06 Pocahontas Parkway Lease, VA Virginia DOT 99-yr lease (toll) 611# Transurban ($45m /Fluor–Washington)
5/07 Northwest Parkway Lease, CO Northwest Parkway Auth. 99-yr lease (toll) 603# BRISA

Under construction
TF 12/07 I-495 HOT Lanes, VA Virginia DOT DBFOM (toll) 1,998 Transurban/Fluor ($1.4bn /Fluor–Lane)
TF 3/08 SH 130 segments 5-6, TX Texas DOT DBFOM (toll) 1,358 Cintra/Zachry ($968m /Ferrovial–Zachry)
TF 2/09 I-595 Managed Lanes, FL Florida DOT DBFOM (ap) 1,814 ACS Infrast. ($1.2bn /Dragados–EarthTech)
TF 10/09 Port of Miami Tunnel, FL Florida DOT DBFOM (ap) 914 Meridiam ($607m /Bouygues–Jacobs)
TF 12/09 North Tarrant Express, TX Texas DOT DBFOM (toll) 2,047 Cintra/Meridiam ($1.46bn /Ferrovial)
TF 6/10 I-635 LBJ Managed Lanes, TX Texas DOT DBFOM (toll) 2,800 Cintra/Meridiam ($2.1bn /Ferrovial Agroman)

8/10 Denver Eagle PPP Rail, CO Denver RTD DBFOM (ap) 2,100 Fluor/Laing/Uberior ($1.27bn /Fluor–BBR)
1/11 Jordan Bridge, VA Chesapeake, VA BOO (toll) 100 Figg/Amer. Infra. MLP/ Lane ($100m/Lane)

Source: Public Works Financing “International Major Projects Database” 1985-2011

Chart Summary

$21.7bn in public and private funds invested since 1993

• $6.9bn invested in four brownfield leases of existing toll roads
• $12.4bn invested in 11 highway and bridge capacity additions
• $2.4bn invested in two urban transit projects

Deal flow is accelerating . . .

From 2008–2010
• $13bn invested in eight projects
> First major urban transit P3
> Five major capacity additions in three states whose
capital costs together ($7.7bn), when annualized,
represent 11% of all spending on new U.S. access-
controlled expressways ($11bn/yr) in 2011.

P3 developers with U.S. projects
ACS—Spain
Cintra/Ferrovial—Spain
Figg Bridge Developers—U.S.
Fluor—U.S.
Macquarie—Australia
Meridiam—France
Transurban—Australia
Zachry—U.S.
Firms seeking opportunities
Acciona—Spain
Bechtel Enterprises—U.S.
Balfour Beatty Capital—U.K.
China Construction America—China
Global Via—Spain
Isolux Corsán—Spain
OHL—Spain
Parsons—U.S.
Skanska—Sweden
SNC Lavalin—Canada
Soares Da Costa—Portugal
Vinci—France

TF– financing includes USDOT TIFIA loan
* bankrupt
! includes public funds (if any) + project debt and equity
# discounted present value of excess cash flow
! Parsons Brinckerhoff
BOO=build-own-operate

(toll) toll collections!project revenue risk
(ap) availability payments! gov’t. annual appropriations risk
(farebox)!ridership risk
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Transportation to convert HOV lanes into HOT lanes in
the median of I-495. Toll road owner-operator
Transurban of Australia joined Fluor as an equity
investor two years later. Fluor took a 10 percent inter-
est in the concession, Transurban took 90 percent.
Fluor is in a joint venture with The Lane Construction
Corp. on the $1.4-billion design-build contract for the
project.

After years of growth fueled, in part, by European

Union equalization payments, cash-rich Spanish contrac-
tors began moving 10 years ago to secure new markets out-
side of Spain to offset a slowdown in their home market. 

Europe’s strongest builders, Vinci (France), Skanska
(Sweden), Hochtief (Germany), Laing (United Kingdom)
and others followed them to Eastern Europe, South
America, Canada and the U.S. Many of these firms bring
a strong balance sheet and close ties with European banks
to their pursuit of concession projects.

Airports ($ million) Status

California, Ontario Airport service contract na feasibility
Florida, Hendry County, Airglades na feasibility
Georgia, Gwinnett County, Briscoe Field na procurement
Illinois, Chicago, Midway 2,500 feasibility
Puerto Rico, San Juan, Louis Muñoz Marin na procurement

Rail

California, LA, Crenshaw Blvd. Corridor 1,500 feasibility
California, LA, Westside Subway Ext. 4,200 feasibility
California, LA Regional Connector 1,300 feasibility
Hawaii, Honolulu Elevated Rail 5,500 feasibility
Nevada-California, DesertXpress 3,500 procurement
Texas, Dallas-Ft. Worth Cotton Belt LRT 1,000 feasibility

Ports

Pennsylvania, Phil. Southport Terminal 300 procurement
Texas, Corpus Christi, LaQuinta Terminal 800 procurement

Toll Roads

Alabama-Florida I-10-Connector na feasibility
Arizona, Phoenix Managed Lanes na feasibility
California, Bay Area Express Lanes 3,700 feasibility
California, LA High Desert Corridor 6,000 feasibility
Califorrnia, LA I-710 Corridor 2,600 feasibility
Colorado, Denver, Jefferson Parkway 212 procurement
Colorado, Denver E-470 lease na feasibility
Georgia, I-75/I-575 Managed Lanes 1,400 procurement
Georgia, I-285/I-20 Managed Lanes 1,200 procurement
Georgia, Ronald Reagan Exp. extension na feasibility
Illinois, Elgin-O’Hare West Bypass 3,600 feasibility
Indiana-Illinois, Illiana Expressway 1,000 feasibility
Nevada, I-15/US 95 HOT Lanes 750 feasibility
Puerto Rico, PR 22 + PR 5 lease 2,000 procurement
Puerto Rico, PR-22 Extension 825 feasibility
Puerto Rico, PR 52 + 20 lease na feasibility
Puerto Rico, PR-66 + 53 lease + extend na feasibility

U.S. Private Finance Project Pipeline

Toll Roads ($ million) Status

Texas, Austin Mo-Pac Exp. Lanes 248 feasibility
Texas, Dallas North Tarrant Exp. 3A/3B 1,355 under contract
Texas, Dallas North Tarrant Exp. 3C/4 1,200 feasibility
Texas, Cameron County SH 550 1,000 procurement
Texas, Dallas SH 183 Managed Lanes 1,400 feasibility
Texas, Houston SH 99 Grand Parkway 5,300 feasibility
Texas, Dallas I-35E 2,265 feasibility
Virginia, I-95 HOT lanes 1,050 under contract
Virginia, Route 460 2,200 procurement

Toll Bridges

Alaksa, Anchorage Knik Arm Bridge 1,077 feasibility
Michigan-Ontario, Detroit-Windsor Bridge 949 procurement
Indiana-Kentucky, Louisville Bridges 4,100 feasibility
New York, Buffalo Harbor Bridge 100 feasibility
New York, Goethals Bridge 1,000 procurement
New York, Kosciuszko Bridge replacement 1,000 feasibililty
New York, Robert Moses Causeway 250 feasibililty
New York, Tappan Zee Bridge 9,500 feasibility
North Carolina, Mid-Currituck Bridge 660 feasibility
Pennsylvania, Scudder Falls Bridge 310 feasibility
Wash.-Ore., Columbia River Bridge-LRT 3,600 feasibility

Toll Tunnels

California, LA SR 710 Gap Closure 5,000 feasibility
Virginia, Norfolk Midtown Tunnels 2,000 procurement
Virginia, Hampton Roads Bridge-Tunnel 4,000 feasibility

Untolled Highways

California, San Fran., Presidio Parkway 359 under contract

Miscellaneous

Georgia, Atlanta Multimodal Terminal na under contract
New Jersey, NJ Transit Parking Lots na procurement
New York City parking meters na feasibility

(A panel of experts has determined that underlined projects could reach
financial close in 2011-12, depending on whether TIFIA loans are available.)

Transportation P3 projects in procurement, planning
May 2011

Source: Public Works Financing “International Major
Projects Database” 1985-2011
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Ferrovial’s Cintra Concessions moved first and won a
99-year lease in 1999 for Toronto’s Highway 407 toll road,
which has become the most lucrative P3 highway conces-
sion in the world. Ferrovial’s biggest P3 competitor, ACS
Group, is acquiring debt-free Hochtief now. When com-
pleted, the acquisition will make ACS the world’s largest
infrastructure developer and design-build contractor.

! The global P3 experience

P3s have become a standardized procurement method
for  transportation infrastructure in many countries outside
the United States. With varying levels of government
encouragement and financial support, Canada, the United
Kingdom (U.K.), Ireland, Spain, Portugal, Chile,
Australia, South Korea and others have advanced their
own models. 

Spain started awarding highways concessions in 1960
and now 27 percent of its National Highway System—
2,672 miles—is privately operated. New highways in New
South Wales, Australia, are developed using P3s. About 10

percent of all infrastructure spending in Canada is done
through P3s. 

In many countries, availability-based fees (rather than
user charges that carry demand risks) are used to finance
construction and long-term operation and maintenance of
highways, rail systems and other infrasteructure.

Driving these programs internationally is a desire to:

• Enlist private expertise in developing new infrastruc-
ture;

• Price road use; 

• Cure deficiencies in traditional procurement approach-
es;

• Reduce life-cycle costs; and 

• In some cases, push P3 project debt off government balance
sheets in order to meet limits on national debt and deficits.

Canadian Transportation P3 Projects 1993-2011
Contract
amount

in nominal $ Private Notice to
($ millions) Project Name Owner Risk Proceed Sponsor (DB component)

2,600 ETR 407, Toronto, ON Ontario Ministry of Trans. 99-yr lease 5/99 Cintra Concessions/Macquarie
2,460 Port Mann Bridge, BC BC Ministry of Transportation DB 2/09 Kiewit/Flatiron
2,000 Canada Line, Vancouver, BC Gr. Vancouver Transit Auth, DBFOM (ap) 8/05 SNC Lavalin/Serco ($1.2bn SNC Lavalin)
1,430 A-30, Montreal, QC Ministry of Transport DBFOM (ap) 9/08 Acciona/Iridium (Dragados/SICE/Arup)

1,340 Edmonton Orbital (NW), AB Alberta Transportation DBFOM (ap) 7/08 Bilfinger Berger (Flatiron/Parsons/Graham)

814 Golden Ears Bridge, BC TransLink/Partnerships BC DBFOM (ap) 3/06 Bilfinger BOT ($746m Bilfinger/CH2M Hill)

765 Southeast Stoney Trail, AB Province of Alberta DBFOM (ap) 5/10 SNC Lavalin/Acciona (same DB)

730 Confederation Bridge, PEI Public Works Canada DBOM (toll) 10/93 Vinci/BPC Marine/Ballast Nedam/SCI

705 So. Fraser Perimeter Road, BC BC Ministry of Transportation DBFOM (ap) 7/10 ACS/Ledcor ($650m Dragados/Ledcor)

597 Sea-to-Sky Highway, BC BC Ministry of Transportation DBFOM (ap) 9/05 Macquarie ($354m Kiewit/Miller/Capilano)

555 Northeast Stoney Trail, AB Province of Alberta DBFOM (ap) 2/07 Bilfinger ($345m Flatiron/Graham/Parsons)

538 A25 Montreal, QC Quebec Ministry of Transport DBFOM (ap/toll) 9/07 Macquarie ($207m Kiewit/Parsons)

500 Trans Canada Highway, NB NB Trans Ministry DBOM 11/98 Dragados-FCC/Vinci/Miller Paving

500 Route 1, NB Province of New Brunswick DBFOM (ap) 4/10 Dexter Group (Dexter Construction)

395 Edmonton Orbital SE, AB Alberta Min. of Trans. DBOM (ap) 1/05 Macquarie/PCL/LaFarge

300 Ontario Service Centres, ON Ontario Min. of Transportation DBFOM 8/09 HMS Host/Kilmer Van Nostrand (Ellis Don)

200 Kicking Horse Canyon, BC BC Min. of Transportation DBFOM (ap) 2005 Bilfinger BOT ($114m Flatiron/Parsons)

195 Disraeli Freeway Bridge, MB City of Winnipeg DBFM (ap) 3/10 Plenary Group (PCL Constructors)

175 York, ON BRT Regional Muni of York DBFOM (ap) 6/02 Nine firms (Kiewit/Delcan)

120 Okanagan Bridge, BC BC Dept. of Transport DBFOM (ap) 5/07 SNC Lavalin

83 Hwy 104 Cobequid Pass, NS Nova Scotia MOT DBOM 5/96 CHIC: Aecom/AMEC/Dufferin

(ap) availability payments! public credit) (toll) toll collections!project revenue credit)

Source: Public Works Financing “International Major Projects Database” 1985-2011
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! The evolution of transportation
P3s in the United States

Model 1: Nonprofit Development

The first “modern era” P3 toll road in the United
States took shape in 1986, when the newly-formed E-
470 Authority in Colorado initiated the planning for a
missing link in the Denver regional freeway system—an
outer loop that would eventually connect to greenfield
development and a new international airport. 

The Authority, formed by eight counties and cities
east of Denver, had no money, marginal support, a small
(but dedicated) staff and a borrowed office.

To support the Authority’s goal, private roadbuilders
agreed to fund the project development costs of the high-
risk startup segments under a 63-20 nonprofit ownership
structure that allowed use of tax-exempt debt financing.
The companies were repaid once the project revenue
bonds were issued. The companies also agreed to take
some of the subordinated debt issued for the greenfield
projects as part of their compensation for their construc-
tion services. 

Ultimately, four segments of the toll road—totaling
46 miles—were opened by 2003 on the east side of
metro Denver. 

Subsequent 63-20 projects in the mid-1990s used the

same provision in the federal tax code to allow private
developers to finance toll road projects as nonprofit enter-
prises with bonds issued in the tax-exempt municipal
market. Unfortunately, all three of those P3 projects went
bankrupt, largely due to the effect of economic recession
on optimistic traffic forecasts, but also because there was
no equity owner to pay for the forecasting mistake.

Model 2: Pure Privatization

A few of the earliest P3 projects—20 years ago in
California and Virginia—were full privatizations with no
state risk. All relied on private investors to pay for their
design, environmental studies, land, permits and financ-
ing costs. One in California, the South Bay Express,
went bankrupt during 2010. Another California privati-
zation project, the SR 91 Express Lanes, was purchased
very profitably by a public toll agency. 

The Virginia project—the Dulles Greenway outside
Dulles International Airport—is currently struggling
with high debt and low traffic.

Model 3: Monetizing Assets (Build-Lease)

Next, in 2005, there came a period of investor exuber-
ance for privatizing existing infrastructure assets (amid
high bank liquidity and cheap money worldwide). That
allowed the City of Chicago to monetize its Skyway toll
road with private investors for $1.8 billion, well above
the valuation provided by Goldman, Sachs. 

P3 Financing Leverages State Funds
Public Financing P3 Project Financing

($ millions) ($ millions)

State Grant* TIFIA ** PABs Bank Sr. Debt Private Equity TOTAL

SSRR  9911  EExxpprreessss  LLaanneess $0 $0 $0 $100 $30 $130
DDuulllleess  GGrreeeennwwaayy 0 0 0 298 80 378
SSRR  112255,,  SSoo..  BBaayy  EExxpprreessss 0 140 0 400 160 700
II--449955  HHOOTT  llaanneess 409 589 589 0 350 1,937
SSHH  113300  sseegg..  55++66 0 430 0 686 210 1,326
II--559955 (avail. pay) 0 603 0 781 208 1,592
PPOOMMTTuunnnneell  (avail. pay) 100*** 341 0 342 80 863
NNoorrtthh  TTaarrrraanntt  EExxpprreessss 573 650 398 0 426 2,047
II--663355  LLBBJJ  EExxpprreesssswwaayy 490 850 606 0 672 2,618
JJoorrddaann  BBrriiddggee 0 0 0 0 100 100

Total $1,572 $3,603 $1,593 $2,607 $2,316 $11,691

* excludes public development costs     ** excludes capitalized interest     *** milestone payment Source: Public Works Financing



Pierce Homer, former Virginia
Secretary of Transportation (2005-
2010), presented the following lessons
learned on the I-495 Capital Beltway
P3 to Phoenix advocacy groups: 

> Allow unsolicited proposals: The
competition of ideas is as important as
price competition. 

To expand capacity on a heavily con-
gested segment of the I-495 Beltway in
Virginia, a decade of public-sector plan-
ning had produced an unwork-
able plan in 2002.The state
proposed to add two lanes in
either direction and rebuild
every interchange according to
traditional standards. Public
opinion was overwhelmingly
negative and the cost of acquir-
ing 400 homes and businesses
was “astronomical.”

In the middle of the public
debate, partners Fluor and
Transurban submitted an unso-
licited proposal for a radically dif-
ferent idea: do the best you can
within existing right of way, and
price any new capacity added
using high occupancy toll lanes
(HOT). After detailed review to
ensure competitive pricing, that
is the project being built today. 

> Main point: Be very care-
ful about ruling out ideas from the pri-
vate sector. One of the best ways to do
that is unsolicited proposals early in
the project development process. The
traditional planning process tries to
make everybody happy, and may not
result in commercially viable projects.

> Test commercial ideas directly in
the environmental process: We must
find a way to incorporate commercial
thinking into the NEPA process. No one
has figured out how to do that, but it’s

ultimately the right way to get the best
project—one that’s environmentally
sound and commercially viable. If you
wait until you’ve gone through a tradi-
tional public-sector planning process,
you may have something that’s not
commercially viable. 

> Build in-house staff capabilities:
State DOTs must rebuild their in-house
capability to manage big projects. The
transportation industry is increasingly
beholden to consultants because of

the loss of technical expertise in the
public sector. Ultimately, the public
owner has to make program- and pro-
ject-level decisions, and the public
sector needs the experience and abili-
ty to make those decisions. If you’re
relying on consultants to do that,
you’re not living up to your responsi-
bility. In highly complex P3s, you get a
lot of consultants’ recommendations
but no decisions because public
administrators are unable or even
afraid to make decisions.

> Identify key public benefits to
protect or advance: We shouldn’t be
getting into public-private partnerships
unless there are specific public benefits
to be achieved.

For Virginia, we were willing to give a
lot to bring HOV and bus rapid transit to
the busiest corridor in Virginia.
Compromises were made on capping free
HOV use in order to make the project fea-
sible as a P3. We were willing to make
that tradeoff in order to achieve the pub-

lic good.

That’s a very difficult atti-
tude to instill in a public
bureaucracy, and even more
difficult to instill in the public,
because it is very difficult to
explain to the public.

> Track financial trends: The
financing of P3 projects relies on
small movements in interest-rate
spreads and intimate knowledge
of the debt markets. It’s impor-
tant for public officials to under-
stand this process and track the
data closely. Public sector financ-
ing tends to move more slowly,
and the public sector needs to
understand how sensitive the pri-
vate financial sector is to small,
daily changes in conditions.

> Use flexibility of design-
build to address community concerns:
You need a design-build contract that’s
flexible enough to allow for adding and
subtracting scope without a battle.

P3 projects tend to be large and you
can miss things. On I-495, it was sound
walls. It was a $40-million addition to a
$2-billion program, and well worth it.
This has been a remarkably smooth
and popular project, mostly because of
the sound wall additions. !
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Lessons From The I-495 Beltway HOT Lanes 
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Chicago’s lease was followed by an auction for the
Indiana Toll Road in 2006 that netted $3.85 billion for
the state, again far above the valuation estimate. 

In both cases, the winning bids from the foreign
investors for those toll roads were roughly $1 billion
higher than the next highest bids.

Two more leases of distressed toll road assets fol-
lowed in 2006 and 2007—in Virginia (Pocahontas
Parkway) and Colorado (Northwest Parkway). Then
Chicago signed a $563-million lease in 2007 to mone-
tize four of the city’s parking garages. Puerto Rico is
now planning to lease both the island’s main toll road
and San Juan’s airport during 2011 to help address the
commonwealth’s extreme budget crisis. 

Fiscal strains may lead other jurisdictions to consid-
er privatizing their transportation assets. Tax and
accounting treatment make auction proceeds from a pri-
vate lease higher than they would be from a public
finance monetization. And many P3 advisors are pro-
moting these transactions, partly because they can be
done relatively quickly. 

On the down side, however, most of the monetized
toll roads in the U.S. have been a disappointment to
investors so far. Also, valuations of similar assets in the
U.S. have fallen and multiples have fallen, meaning up-
front payments to governments may not be large
enough to win over skeptical legislatures. 

There have also been some notable failures to get

deals done in this market segment in the past few years.
Among them are the Pennsylvania Turnpike, the New
Jersey Turnpike and Alligator Alley in Florida, plus
most of the recently proposed parking privatizations, all
due to strong political opposition. 

There is one very profitable example of the build-
lease model in North America—the Highway 407 toll
road in Toronto, Canada. The Province of Ontario fund-
ed construction of the congestion reliever and operated
it as a public toll road for 15 months before auctioning
it to the highest bidder in 1999. 

The 99-year lease negotiated by the province gave
the developer control of toll rates in exchange for mak-
ing timely expansions of the commuter route. That and
the winner’s installation of a sophisticated toll collec-
tions system and other improvements have made
Highway 407 one of the most valuable toll concessions
in the world, with an asset value in 2010 of $10 billion. 

Model 4: Lease-Buyback

The most successful P3 project operating in the U.S.,
the SR 91 Express HOT lanes, was developed privately
in 1993 and sold to government in 2003. It was the first
toll road concession in the U.S. and consists of four pre-
mium-priced lanes (2x2) extending for 10 miles in the
median of the Riverside Freeway in Orange County,
California. The investors sold their 35-year franchise in
2003 to the Orange County Transportation Authority,
which manages the county’s highway and transit pro-
grams. 
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SR 91 proved to be an impor-
tant, national demonstration of the
potential for pricing new capacity
built in the middle of a freeway,
and of the ability to manage
demand through variable tolling. It
also proved to be a windfall for
Orange County. About 40 percent
of all traffic during peak periods
chooses to use the premium-priced
HOT lanes. Revenues rose in 2007
to close to $40 million, before the
recession. That’s a hefty return on
a 10-mile project that cost less
than $125 million to build in 1994-
95 and $207 million to buy in
2003. 

Toll rates on SR 91 have quadrupled under public
ownership. The congestion-priced toll on SR 91 Express
Lanes when in opened in December 1995 under private
operation was $2.50 during peak travel periods. The cur-
rent peak-period toll, at 5 p.m. on Fridays, is $9.80. Toll
rates are largely set to meet bond covenants negotiated in
2003 by Orange County that require the public authority
to set tolls high enough to maintain free flow at all times.

Model 5: Concessions/Managed Lanes

P3s occupy an important place in a growing niche of
the U.S. transportation market—the financing of new
urban highway capacity to relieve severe congestion by
adding variably priced managed lanes to existing free-
ways. As conceived of now, large segments of these new
networks would consist of free, high-occupancy vehicle
(HOV) lanes converted to high-occupancy toll (HOT)
lanes under long-term concession agreements.

Since 2008, four managed-lanes P3s—ranging in cost
from $2 billion to $3 billion—were financed and put
under construction in Virginia, Florida and Texas. 

Cost savings from converting HOV lanes to HOT (as
opposed to building all new capacity) are a key driver of
public and private development efforts proposed on the
West Coast, where HOV lanes exist on the majority of all
freeways in greater Los Angeles, San Francisco and
Seattle. HOV conversions have also been done in
Minneapolis and Miami and are also planned or already
underway in Atlanta, Houston and Washington, D.C.

These managed lanes represent new choices for dri-
vers, optimize the effective utilization of all capacity and
are generally perceived as “win-win” for both users and

non-users, who benefit from free road space vacated by
users of the HOT lanes.

In essence, all types of managed lanes preserve a por-
tion of capacity that is free flowing and make it available
for all drivers to use when they really need it. This is an
important concept in an urban transportation future in
which some believe it will be increasingly difficult to
build out of congestion.

There is a perception that new toll road capacity
added to heavily congested freeways should be able to
pay for itself without public support. In fact, only one of
about a dozen managed lanes projects operating in the
U.S.—SR 91—is self-supporting. The others are not
because of high costs and public policy decisions about
which vehicles—express buses, hybrid cars, HOVs—
should get free access to the toll lanes. The degree of
crowding out of toll-paying customers largely deter-
mines the amount of public subsidy needed.

The largest HOT-lane P3 project in the U.S., on the I-
495 Capital Beltway in Virginia, for example, will serve
a large number of vanpools, HOV customers, some
buses and emergency vehicles. A substantial, one-time
infusion of state funds was necessary to help pay the
high cost of urban construction. But it is designed to
fully support its private debt repayment and its operat-
ing/replacement cost over the 85-year concession period. 

There is considerable demand for these projects. The
Texas Transportation Institute is tracking 29 managed
lanes projects that are under development in the U.S.,
though not all are P3s. Four managed lanes projects are
moving toward financial close as P3s in the next two
years—Downtown/Midtown tunnels in Norfolk,
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Raymond Tillman, former Chairman
of the Public Private Partnership
Division of the American Road and
Transportation Builders Association
(ARTBA), offers the following observa-
tions:

Toll road developers: A broad
range of experience, capabilities and
relationships are needed to be suc-
cessful in this role, along with a will-
ingness to take calculated risks, pro-
vide large amounts of up-front risk
capital, and wait many years for a
financial return on investment. They
also must have pre-established rela-
tionships with many of the parties
noted below. The foregoing does not
describe many American enterprises
or business-culture attributes.

Debt financing providers: Except
for revenue bonds with good cover-
age, debt financing for transporta-
tion projects is often considered
overly risky by American banks and
underwriters since they have limited
or no experience with P3 structures
or even DBOM’s. European banks
understand P3’s, and often have
long-standing relationships with
major concessionaires. Many
European lenders, however, are
reducing their exposure to traffic
forecasting risk which will affect the
pace of new project financings. 

Equity financing providers: Equity
financing of transportation projects
is relatively new to the few
American hedge and pension funds
now in this field. Funds generally are
still far down the learning curve both
with respect to financial techniques
and business attitudes. Most
American investors are not used to,
or interested in, supplying “patient”
long-term capital.

Toll road operators: Cost-effec-

tive (low cost but reliable) toll road
operators are crucial to a competi-
tive P3 bid. US toll road operations
were virtually always the responsibil-
ity of public agencies with union
labor and thus little private sector
skill or management ability was
developed and available for a seri-
ous P3 bid. European and Australian
operators are experienced and cost
effective.

Life-cycle costing: Toll road plan-
ning, design, construction and oper-
ations must consider and minimize
life-cycle costs. The traditional
American design-bid-build procure-
ment does not focus on this, and
thus the American toll road infra-
structure industry is not as experi-
enced as others in this area.
European engineers were “brought
up” with life-cycle design features
and costing.

State legislatures, governors, and
agencies: Only slightly more than
half the state legislatures in the US
have enacted P3 enabling legislation,
in spite of federal, private sector and
institutional urgings. Considering the
demonstrated benefits of a properly
conceived P3 project to all parties,
this is a clear indication that legisla-
tors and their staffs are often
unaware of these benefits, are
unwilling to take political positions
where they think they could be criti-
cized, and will not exercise leader-
ship in this area. This may be chang-
ing because of increasingly con-
strained infrastructure funding from
traditional sources but is happening
only slowly.

Governors are more often sup-
portive of the P3 concept, but
dependent on legislative support.
Few appear willing to use “political
chips” or influence, though this also

may be slowly changing. Agencies
frequently have a vested interest in
the status quo and maintaining their
job responsibilities. The most
notable example of this may be the
legal actions brought by the
California state unions to obstruct
and prevent P3s from being imple-
mented.

P3 financial structure constraints:
There is often a paucity of clearly
financially viable projects, particular-
ly in areas that are not experiencing
relatively high growth rates.
Government loans and grants (i.e.,
TIFIA), senior and subordinated debt,
various categories of equity, and a
range of other financial structuring
techniques and terms may then be
required. This involves a high level of
financial skill, the cooperation of
government agencies, and a very
experienced P3 team.

Lengthy project development
and implementation process: In the
U.S. the amount of concept and
alternative studies, environmental
statements, approval procedures,
design reviews, public outreach pro-
grams, and political maneuvering
can be time-consuming and very
expensive. Many projects fail to
make it through this process, and
many potential participants are thus
discouraged from trying. While the
activities leading to final approvals
can be considered a proper govern-
ment expense, it is often placed on
developer teams, with substantial
financial exposure. 

Miscellaneous controversies:
These can include: litigation brought
by affected landholders or others;
local contractors being forced to
work for major contractors at
reduced margins; labor unions not
receiving their normal protective

Why Are There So Few U.S. P3 Projects?
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Virginia, I-75/I-575 in Atlanta, the final phase of 3A/B of
the North Tarrant Express in Dallas-Fort Worth, Texas.
Finanial closure on the North Tarrant 3C/4, is to come.

In support of managed lanes as part of its sustainable
transportation policy, the U.S. Department of
Transportation on January 25, 2011, announced that
TIFIA loans may continue to be made available to pro-
jects that use “tolling or pricing strategies that reduce
or manage high levels of congestion on highway facil-
ities and encourage the use of other transportation
options.” (Federal Register Jan. 25, 2011). How that
policy will work out in practice has not yet been deter-
mined.

! What transportation P3s can
accomplish

Transportation P3s in the United States and abroad have
a common set of attributes that, in practice,
have delivered considerable benefits to users
and taxpayers. They include:

1. Transportation P3s can accelerate pro-
ject development and reduce the impact
of materials price escalation and other
inflation impacts by shortening the
delivery schedule.

P3s can accelerate the development of crit-
ical transportation improvements by enlisting
private developers to assemble large amounts
of capital to design, build and operate publicly
owned investments. In addition to near-term
job creation, P3s allow faster delivery of
mobility benefits and economic gains to users. 

In some cases, P3s have pulled transporta-

tion projects forward by decades. In times of even mild
inflation, this can account for considerable savings. 

In times of fiscal stress, government’s “pay-as-you-go”
system is not well-suited for the delivery of large, long-
term capital projects. It also does not always make sense
for the public sector to incur the debt required to finance
these projects. Thus, in certain cases, the private sector
may be able to finance and deliver projects sooner and at
lower cost and risk than the public sector.

With sophisticated investors as their partners, private
developers and contractors have strong incentives to bring
projects in on time to ensure that they begin generating
revenue and to mitigate any contractual penalties for late
delivery.

2. Transportation P3s move risks from taxpayers to
investors.

One of the inherent differences between traditional
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provisions; environmental groups in
opposition to the project; and the
public at large objecting to contrac-
tually mandated toll increases, as
well as many others.

Public agency versus private sec-
tor capabilities: This underlies many
P3 discussions and debates. Public

agencies and their staffs are non-
profit, but often limited in experi-
ence pertinent to a P3 project and its
special demands. They often are
bound to union work rules and job
security rather than being models of
efficiency. A major consideration is
their ability to obtain tax-exempt
financing.

Private sector developer teams
have substantially more pertinent
experience from other projects,
often worldwide, and must empha-
size performance in their staffing and
the development, structuring, con-
struction and operation of a P3 pro-
ject for it to be successful. !



infrastructure development and concessions is the risk-
allocation through financial structures. The private sector
isolates and allocates specific project risks to the P3 devel-
opment team and to investors. The public sector is left
standing alone when trouble strikes and allocates risk to
users or taxpayers in the community at-large.

In a concession, a project company is formed to create
a transportation enterprise that is intended to make a prof-
it, currently targeted at about 12 percent, over many years.
The company is a stand-alone entity seeking to build and
operate one asset. Only forecasted cash flows from that
asset will be available to repay lenders, so they typically
require significant equity contributions from the project
company’s owners (for toll projects, typically 20-30 per-
cent of total project costs, and for availability pay projects,
about 10 percent) in order to provide a cushion if the pro-
ject does not meet forecasted revenues. 

Neither the creditors nor the project company are typi-
cally given rights to increase tolls in the event of a short-
fall in cash flows (see P3 Contractual Provisions p. 12).
Tolls are required to be maintained within the parameters
set forth in the original concession agreement. Therefore,
when a road underperforms, there is no tangible effect on
the users of the facility or the community at-large.

In a worst-case scenario, the developer can file for
bankruptcy or default on the loan at which point the lease
may revert back to the state or the procuring agency. This
is currently the situation occurring on the South Bay
Expressway (SBX) in southern California. 

Revenues on the SBX had been below forecast since the
road opened in late 2007 and fell steeply during the reces-
sion. The private investors lost all their equity and filed for
bankruptcy in March 2010. Negotiations between creditors
resulted in new ownership and restructured debt being
approved by the bankruptcy court in April 2011. The con-
tractors were forced to absorb huge losses. Yet, through it
all, there has been no impact on the customers or local
government, and tolls have not been increased beyond the
levels allowed in the concession agreement. 

3. Transportation P3s incentivize efficiency.

The primary reason for choosing any specific model for
the provision of surface transport infrastructure should be
to increase efficiency and cost-effectiveness (i.e., value for
money). Layers of efficiencies resulting from the right
alignment of interests and incentives in a P3 can produce
substantial overall cost savings when compared with tradi-
tional delivery methods. 

A key inefficiency inherent in the public model is gov-
ernment’s short-term budgeting process which limits the
resources available and options for life-cycle cost manage-
ment.

4. Transportation P3s bring added expertise, technolo-
gy to the delivery of infrastructure services.

Involving the private sector can often produce savings
from specialized managerial skills that the public sector
cannot always afford to develop on its own, as well as
access to new technology and software, which, in many
cases, has been developed by private concessionaires. 

! P3 market hurdles

Including privately financed P3s as an option in the
early planning stage of state and regional transportation
programs has been difficult in the United States. There are
strong interests within and outside of that project-defini-
tion process who are deeply vested in traditional outcomes,
such as design-bid-build delivery. The very different needs
of a design-build or concession project are rarely consid-
ered at the critical project inception stage. This creates
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expensive and time-consuming challenges later on if a P3
approach is eventually chosen.

A different process is used in Canada, the United
Kingdom, Spain, Australia and other countries where trans-
portation P3 programs are integrated into the planning
process. 

For example, in Canada, federal funding rules require
that all large public works infrastructure projects proposed
by provincial or municipal governments seeking federal
support undergo a formal analysis of the P3 option.
Individual provinces in Canada have taken the next step and
created expert agencies to work with governments to plan
and execute P3 projects. Thus far, they have successfully
completed about 150 P3s, though not all have been trans-
portation projects.

The success in financing several signature P3 projects
over the past few years shows a way forward. But each juris-
diction is different and requires individual approaches,
which defeats most efforts to standardize procurements and
contract documents.

Among the most commonly cited hurdles to successful
execution of P3s in the U.S. are:

The political risk of delay: P3s require a committed
political champion to overcome legal challenges and
bureaucratic barriers. Even with strong executive support,
P3 procurements and project development work still
can take years to complete at great expense. Delays
in that process create considerable political risk as
newly elected governors and legislatures may have
to buy into complex P3 projects they didn’t initiate.
Loss of political support often results in project  can-
cellation. 

Project planning assumptions: Existing institu-
tions, customs and laws that reinforce the traditional
project delivery methods and the public funding and
financing of transportation infrastructure are  deeply
ingrained. In many U.S. highway departments,
design-bid-build delivery is assumed at the project
inception stage with no consideration of alternatives
at that point. As a result, most  P3 projects started as
design-bid-build procurements and had to be
retooled. 

Project Development Agreements: The greatest
benefits of P3s come when the private partner is
engaged early in the development process, as the
environmental studies largely define the scope of

work. Yet it has been difficult to design a procurement
approach in the U.S. that encourages that to happen.

Bottom up governance: There is a substantial adminis-
trative burden placed on transportation P3s in the United
States. In Europe, contract forms are standardized (such as
SOPC 4 in the United Kingdom) and procurement process-
es are set by European Commission’s procurement rules and
procedures. In the U.S., there are 50 different state regimes
and rules and as many or more regional transportation agen-
cies that govern the critical details of project development.

A Spanish developer of U.S. toll road concessions reports
that it spends about 40% of its bid-preparation budget on
legal costs in the U.S. By comparison, legal work on  its
European concessions is all done in-house. In Spain, where
concession terms are in statute, not contract, the company’s
P3 agreements are eight pages long.

Absent allies: Municipal bond bankers have a unique
understanding of local politics and project planning process-
es. Because they can make more money underwriting tax-
exempt bonds, however, no U.S. bank has dedicated the
resources needed to participate in P3 projects. One formed a
P3 project finance group in the 1990s, but, ultimately, did
not pursue the business.

Balance sheet risk: Surety companies in the U.S. gener-
ally assess the full value of a P3 project against 1) the
design-builder’s bonding cost for a specific project and 2)
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the contractor’s overall company bonding limit. That
means U.S. companies can’t contract for a multi-billion
dollar transportation improvement project without hav-
ing a large balance sheet to support the bond—individu-
ally, few U.S. contractors do. Also, P3s produce negative
P&Ls during the early years, further limiting the role of
many U.S. contractors as developers, especially publicly-
traded companies.

! Project financing challenges

Financing large, complex P3 concessions doesn’t just
involve construction and toll revenue forecasting risks.
P3s also include uncertainty about the balance-sheet
strength and the commitment of all the stakeholders—
individually and corporate—in the transaction. These are
mainly contractors, operating companies and equity
funds. All were affected by the global credit crisis of
2008. Balance sheet recovery is underway but there still
is uncertainty about the strength of some lenders and bor-
rowers.

For the past 20 years, the principal debt providers in
transportation P3s have been European banks, mainly
those with close relationships with project developers.
But in their current condition, these commercial banks
are reducing their exposure to projects with traffic
risk. They have shortened loan terms, increased
spreads and financed only select projects. Higher cap-
ital charges and liquidity buffers being phased in under
Basel III may make P3 projects even less attractive to
banks. 

Before the crisis, monoline insurers were the major
force in analyzing, insuring and monitoring a transporta-
tion P3 project debt for bond investors. But most went
bankrupt under the weight of their mortgage insurance
losses. Bond-rating agencies survived a regulatory threat
but do not perform the same level of credit analysis that
the monolines did.

The monoline bond insurer’s role for P3s was not only
to raise the rating and lower the costs of debt. They also
conducted due diligence, negotiated terms and condi-
tions, and performed surveillance during and after con-
struction of P3s on behalf of the bondholders.

A big question for P3s now that the monolines are
largly absent is who can step into this position and
lead what many times is a protracted and complex
process of due diligence, documentation and negotia-
tions for a large group of bondholders? 

The most likely candidates would be U.S. public pen-
sion funds or insurance companies.

So far, however, these sophisticated investors have
allocated very little investment capital to public works
infrastructure. Only one U.S. fund, the Dallas Police and
Fire Transportation Pension System, has made a direct
investment in U.S. transportation P3s—the North Tarrant
and LBJ managed lanes projects in the Dallas-Fort Worth
region. 

One reason is that the big financial institutions study-
ing the U.S. market almost universally seek to invest in
mature assets with proven cash flows, such as the toll net-
works owned by states and public turnpike authorities.
Greenfield urban expressways and other P3s without
proven cash flows and other investments involving con-
struction and traffic-demand risks in most cases do not
meet their requirements.

Individual transportation P3 projects will continue to
obtain financing, with considerable help from state gov-
ernments and federal support from TIFIA and PABs. But
the portion of the capital needs that can be met with
demand-risk financing is less than it was before the credit
crisis.
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! P3’s market share is growing

Despite considerable hurdles, the pace of deal flow
for new projects has increased markedly since 2008. A
total of $13 billion in public funds and investor financ-
ing has been committed to build eight P3 transportation
projects in the past three years, including a major rail
expansion in Denver (see P3 History chart, p. 15). 

The dollar value of highway P3s put under construc-
tion in the past three years accounted for about 2 per-
cent of all federal, state and local capital spending on
highways. (All government spending for roads equals
$90 billion per year vs. highway P3s, which now total
about $1.65 billion per year.)

When measured against annual spending by all gov-
ernments for new expressway capacity, however, P3’s
market share grows considerably. 

Five P3s totaling about $7 billion in capital costs
have been put under construction since 2008 with the
goal of increasing new expressway capacity, in all but
one case, through adding managed lanes. Annualized
capital spending of these five together is roughly $1.4
billion, compared to about $11 billion per year* in state
and federal funds spent for all new capacity. So P3’s
market share of annual spending on new highway capac-
ity additions is about 11 percent during 2011.

(*In 2006, the latest year data is available, feder-
al/state capital outlays for access-controlled facilities
was about $22 billion. About 50% of that was spent for
new roads and bridges or added lanes.)

P3 developers consulted for this paper expect deal
flow to be two to four projects a year in the near
future, about the same as in the past few years (see
Deal Flow chart p. 16). So the current market share
percentages for P3s probably will continue at current
levels. They may, in fact, grow as the unmet demand
for new capacity increases acceptance of alternative
delivery mechanisms.

(Public authorities also have financed relatively few
stand-alone facilities in the past 20 years. According to data
provided by CitiGroup for this report, only two municipal
revenue bond financings for greenfield toll roads, totalling
$857 million, have been closed since May 2005, both for
the North Carolina Turnpike Authority. A total of 12 such
public projects have been funded with $8.1 billion in tax-
exempt revenue bonds since 1993. Of those public toll
authority projects, three were over $1 billion.) !
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The most effective way for the Federal government to
stimulate private investment in infrastructure is to
expand existing federal credit assistance and tax code
incentives. These two policy tools share these common
features:

1. Project sponsors must identify and substantiate rev-
enue streams to support repayment, addressing the
primary impediment nationwide to further capital
investment.

2. Both credit assistance and tax incentives draw upon
market discipline to ensure the proposed projects are
financially sound.

3. Credit and tax measures can be applied to both pub-
licly managed projects and P3’s; and

4. There is a much smaller budgetary cost for credit and
tax subsidies than for grants, enhancing the feasibility
of any proposed infrastructure policy initiative.

Two principal programs in effect now are USDOT’s
TIFIA loan program and tax-exempt Private Activity
Bonds (PABs). 

TIFIA

Established in 1998, TlFlA offers credit assistance
for highway, transit, intercity passenger facilities,
freight rail and freight transfer facilities. Under TlFlA,
USDOT helps project sponsors assemble capital by pro-
viding long term, “patient” financial assistance (loans,
loan guarantees and letters of credit) for projects of
national and regional significance in excess of $50 mil-
lion that have dedicated revenue sources available for
repayment.

Since 1998, the USDOT has provided financial assis-
tance in excess of $8 billion, supporting 22 projects, both
P3 and publicly developed assets, with a total capital
value in excess of $30 billion.

Because the budgetary cost (sometimes called the sub-
sidy cost) of a TIFIA loan is not its face value, but rather the
combined cost of issuing the loan and the default risk, the
budgetary cost to the Highway Trust Fund or its “score,” is
typically about 10 percent of the face value of the credit.

TIFIA loans have played a pivotal role in the financ-
ing of eight P3 concession projects in four states with a
combined value of $14 billion
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(www.fhwa.dot.gov/ipd/tifia/). Yet TIFIA’s future role is
limited by funding constraints—its annual budget
authority is $122 million—and by its small staff within
USDOT. Six federal employees are involved in lending
activities, assisted by financial and legal advisors.
TIFIA’s administrative budget since 2005 has been $2.2
million a year.

The current demand for TIFIA loans from both pri-
vate and public sector project sponsors far exceeds the
administrative and financial capabilities of the program
within USDOT. Of 39 projects that submitted letters of
interest for TIFIA loans during 2010, only four were
invited to continue the process and apply for FY 2011
assistance. Almost $35 billion worth of projects were
passed over.

A new solicitation in March 2011 for letters of inter-
est resulted in 34 public and P3 projects worth $48 bil-
lion seeking $14 billion in TIFIA loans and credit sup-
port. To meet that demand would require a loan subsidy
budget of about $1.4 billion, almost 13 times the $110
million that is actually available for loans. 

In addition to funding constraints, policy and bureau-
cratic issues also seem to be hindering the program. The
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
(ARRA or TIGER I) permitted the USDOT to fund up to
$250 million in TIFIA credit subsidy, but only $60 mil-
lion was used. The FY 2010 Appropriations Act (TIGER
II) program permitted up to $150 million in credit sub-
sidy, and, despite excellent applications, only $20 mil-
lion was used by USDOT. 

Recognizing those constraints, President
Obama’s budget proposal for FY 2012 includes
$450 million for TIFIA, a nearly fourfold increase
in the current authorization. The Administration’s
budget plan would eventually fold TIFIA into the
proposed National Infrastructure Bank, which
would award both grants and loans through a
revolving-loan fund.

Private Activity Bonds (PABs)

A demonstration program authorized in 2006 allows
$15 billion worth of PABs to be issued for P3 projects.
So far, they have been used as part of the capital struc-
ture on three P3 concessions. In 2008, $589 million in
PABs were issued by Transurban as part of the $1.9-bil-
lion it raised to build the I-495 HOT lanes project on the
Capital Beltway in northern Virginia (see “Lessons
Learned From the Capitol Beltway HOT Lanes,” p. 19).

In Texas, the capital structure for two managed lanes
projects financed in 2009 and 2010 in the Dallas-Fort
Worth region included over $1 billion in PABs. In total,
almost $3.5 billion in financing was raised for the North
Tarrant Express (NTE) project and LBJ Freeway by co-
investors Cintra Concessions and Meridiam
Infrastructure.

(NOTE: These are exceptionally strong projects that
were financed in the difficult post-crisis credit market
without obtaining bond insurance on the PABs. NTE
and LBJ also mark the first time that a pension fund has
been a direct equity investor in a P3 toll project in the
U.S. The Dallas Police and Fire Pension System has a
10 percent (NTE) and 6.6 percent (LBJ) share of the
ownership in the project companies, together with
Cintra Concessions (56.7 percent and 51 percent) and
Meridiam Infrastructure (33.3 percent and 42.4 per-
cent).

! National Infrastructure Bank 

Establishing a U.S. national infrastructure bank
(iBank) modeled on the TIFIA program but also includ-
ing grants could draw more capital into transportation
infrastructure development, both public and private. The
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Obama Administration’s current plan is to establish the
bank in the surface transportation reauthorization bill,
which could come as early as this fall. Two other
National Infrastructure Bank proposals are be considered
in Congress.

The Administration’s fiscal 2012 budget includes this
description: “This bank would leverage private and state
and local capital to invest in projects that are most criti-
cal to our economic progress. This marks an important
departure from the federal government’s traditional way
of spending on infrastructure through earmarks and for-
mula-based grants that are allocated more by geography
and politics than demonstrated value. Instead, the Bank
will base its investment decisions on clear analytical
measures of performance, competing projects against
each other to determine which will produce the greatest
return for American taxpayers.”

The White House budget proposes substantial increas-
es in TIFIA funding, authorizing $405 million in direct
loans  in FY 2012. At current leverage rates, that would
mean about $12 billion worth of projects could be put
under construction next year. 

TIFIA’s small office would be absorbed into the new
National Infrastructure Bank in fiscal year 2013 and fur-
ther expanded there. The Infrastructure Bank would
obligate about $2.2 billion in grants in fiscal 2012 and
commit $200 million to direct loans, according to the
Administration’s budget, which calls for an iBank staff
of about 100.

There are considerable hurdles to the creation of a
potentially powerful bank with grant-making power that
takes decisions about project funding away from
Congress. Which congressional committees would have
jurisdiction is an issue. Whether the bank would be
located in USDOT, some other executive agency or
stand alone as a new government-sponsored enterprise is
still under discussion. 

In addition, for the Infrastructure Bank to attract co-
lenders and function efficiently, P3 procurements and
contract structures would have to be made more uniform,
removing some flexibility from locally negotiated
arrangements. 

Timing is the most important issue. The economic cri-
sis has left governments with an immediate need for
investment capital. Incentives need to be put in place to
bring new investors into the market. While the proposed
Infrastructure Bank is intended to address some of these

needs, it won’t begin operations for a few years, if at all.
To meet current needs, TIFIA and other federal credit
programs need to be expanded now.

(NOTE: Rep. Rosa L. DeLauro (D-CT) has proposed
modeling an Infrastructuure Bank on the European
Investment Bank (EIB), which manages a Euro 325-bil-
lion portfolio EIB made Euro 79 billion loans in 2009
with a staff of 2,000—including 600 loan officers and
250 engineers. Annual base salaries for 100 top EIB offi-
cials range around Euro 240,000 or $341,000 in US dol-
lars. 

After 53 years of operation, the average period from
an EIB member country’s loan application to financial
close for large projects is 2 ! to 3 years. 

Euro 43 billion in transport loans were made between
2005 and 2009 covering no more than 25 percent of the
cost of high-speed rail, trans-European highways and
EIB’s current policy priorities are clean energy, small
and medium businesses and climate change. Water and
sanitation, schools, hospitals and other public facilities
are also financed.)

! P3 Centers of Expertise

Traditionally, P3 procurements have been run by state
departments of transportation, driven primarily by the
fact that most early P3s involved highway assets. As a
result, state legislatures gave highway departments the
legal authority to engage in highly complicated technical
procurements, procurements in which they had no expe-
rience. This has resulted in long procurement times and
complicated transactions. 

In 2009, Puerto Rico departed from this tradition by
incorporating a P3 Authority as a central part of the
island’s procurement process. Instead of just focusing on
highways or trying to build or concession one project,
this authority is responsible for all P3s the government
pursues. It has begun P3 procurements to monetize a toll
road and airport, and has plans to deliver new water
infrastructure and reform billing practices, and build or
rehabilitate 100 schools.

The Puerto Rico P3 Authority is staffed with bankers
and lawyers familiar with nontraditional procurements
and able to focus just on the complexities of P3 procure-
ments. Other states are considering similar approaches to
P3s. The Virginia DOT is forming a special P3 office to
help expedite transportation projects.
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The United States has a compre-
hensive and relatively mature trans-
portation infrastructure network in
place.  As a result, about 85 percent
of the total public capital invest-
ment in the nation’s transportation
system in recent years is directed
toward maintaining and repairing
it, not constructing new facilities or
adding capacity to existing ones.

Two decades of experience have
shown that private investment is
attracted to large, complex trans-
portation projects that add new
capacity to the U.S. system and can
be supported by a new revenue
stream, usually tolling.  Thus, the
market share for P3 projects in the
overall U.S. transportation con-
struction market has been—and
likely will remain—fairly small. 

The value of this contribution,
however, should not be underesti-
mated. For absent significant
increases in public funding, P3s
will likely be the primary model for
building new highway capacity in
heavily congested urban areas in
the decades ahead. 

Given the economic and social

toll caused by traffic congestion in
the U.S. and the enormous unmet
demand for new highway capacity
to facilitate freight movement in an
increasingly competitive interna-
tional market, P3 projects should
be aggressively encouraged and
supported.

P3s are created by state, regional
and local governments to meet a
specific transportation need. There
are many variables that determine
the success or failure of each pro-
ject. To align public and private
interests under a long-term contract
requires project-specific tradeoffs
that must be negotiated at the local
level in the U.S. system of govern-
ment. 

For that reason, the federal gov-
ernment can do little immediately
to induce P3 development. Rather,
it should increase its financing sup-
port for state projects and then “get
out of the way.” 

Expanding the Transportation
Infrastructure Finance &
Innovation Act (TIFIA) loan pro-
gram, removing the volume cap on
Private Activity Bonds (PABs) and

providing other incentives for pri-
vate investment would bring need-
ed expertise and financial energy to
the infrastructure market, enhanc-
ing deal flow. 

Increased deal flow would bring
considerably more expertise to bear
on project creation, development
and financing.  The federal role in
that effort should be to expand
TIFIA and PABs and to add new
incentives to make infrastructure
debt attractive to pension funds,
insurance companies and other
patient investors.  That could
include, among other things, tax-
able “Build America Bonds,”
“Qualified Transportation
Improvement Bonds” and a tax-
able, inflation-linked security
aimed specifically at infrastructure
investment.

After many years of trial and
error, P3s are making a substantial
contribution to investment in new
expressway capacity in the U.S.
For P3’s role to grow, a continua-
tion of the commitment from gov-
ernment, industry associations like
ARTBA, and the private sector will
be required. !

A FINAL WORD

D.J. Gribbin, president of ARTBA’s Public Private
Ventures Division, has proposed creation of a federal
“Partnerships USA” to pool best practices in P3s, create
model procurement documents and concession agree-
ments, provide assistance in performing public-sector
comparator analysis, perform studies to analyze the true
benefits of P3s, and be an unbiased source of information
for the public.

The European Investment Bank operates such a
European P3 Center of Expertise to assist its 27
European member states in preparing loan applications.

Procurement approaches are relatively standardized in
Europe but laws, languages and political conditions are
different in each of the states, which could make EIB’s
experience applicable to the U.S. !
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! 30-Year DBFOM for Doyle Drive in San Francisco

The first project to move forward under California's new P3 law will be

the replacement of Doyle Drive, after an analysis showed a DBFOM would

create more value than a traditional procurement. Private financing could

also dissolve concerns that available public funds might not cover any cost

overruns, while freeing up $170 millio
n in precious state cash for other pro-

jects.

Tolling the new road, called the Presidio Parkway, was vehemently

opposed by leaders in Marin
County, home of many commuters who use the

1.6-mile southern approach to the Golden Gate Bridge. Instead, the work is

being funded by a mixture of federal, state and local money. Under the P3

scenario, the California Departm
ent of Transportation will be responsible

for making availability
payments for 30 years.

The California Dept. of

Transportation (Caltra
ns)

and the San Francisc
o

County
Transportation

Authority
(SFCTA)—the

project
co-sponsors—

intend to issu
e a request

for
qualific

ations
in

February. An RFP cannot

be released
until

the

California Transportation

Commissio
n

determines

that the project meets the

crite
ria set in SB 4 for pub-

lic-p
rivate partnerships. If

approval is
granted in

February
or March, the

request for proposals could be released in April, at the earliest. The preliminary

timeline calls for selectin
g a winning bidder by August, and executing a final

lease in December, before Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger leaves office
.

The state has hired Nossaman LLP for legal and Sperry
Capital and

KPMG as financial advisors for Caltra
ns’s P3 program.

Work on the Doyle Drive replacement, which
is to be called the Presidio

Parkway, has been divided into two phases, each costing about $500 mil-

lion. The project will replace Doyle Drive with a new six-lane freeway south

of the Golden Gate Bridge. Phase I is already under constructio
n. Under

the P3 scenario, the team hired to design, build and finance Phase II would

receive a milestone payment when the project is completed in 2013. The
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KPMG’s Global Infrastructure professionals in the US and
Canada provide specialist Advisory, Tax, Audit, Accounting and
Compliance related assistance throughout the life cycle of
infrastructure projects and programs. Our teams have extensive
local and global experience advising government organiza-
tions, infrastructure contractors, operators and investors. We
help clients ask the right questions and find strategies tailored to
meet the specific objectives set for their businesses. KPMG can
help set a solid foundation at the outset and combine the vari-
ous aspects of infrastructure projects or programs – from strate-
gy, to execution, to end-of-life or hand-back. Contact Andy
Garbutt, Practice leader for KPMG’s US team, at +1-512 501 5329
and Brad Watson, Practice leader for KPMG’s Canadian team,
at +1- 416 777 8142, or e-mail: infrastructure@kpmg.com
www.kpmg.com/infrastructure 

Osler, Hoskin & Harcourt LLP has one of the leading public-pri-
vate partnership (P3) legal practices in Canada. Osler has
extensive experience in all types of P3 arrangements including
concessions, outsourcing of services, and privatizations of vari-
ous government agencies, crown corporations and service
providers. We have advised on a broad spectrum of P3 pro-
jects including major transportation (highways and airports),
public transit, hospitals, schools, prisons, police stations, casi-
nos, waste, water treatment, power generation and transmis-
sion facilities and other infrastructure projects. We represent
public and private sector participants including developers,
contractors, consortiums, service providers, governmental
agencies, consultants and financial institutions. Please contact
Bob Beaumont at (416) 862-5861 (e-mail: rbeau-
mont@osler.com), Lorne Carson at (403) 260-7083 (e-mail: lcar-
son@osler.com), Tobor Emakpor at (416) 862-4268 (e-mail:
temakpor@osler.com) or Rocco Sebastiano at (416) 862-5859
(e-mail: rsebastiano@osler.com).

Raymond Tillman, P.E. has been a widely recognized toll road
expert for over 35 years. Services he provides to a broad range
of public and private sector clients throughout the US and Latin
America include: traffic and revenue forecasts (back-of-the-
envelope through investment grade); internal and external peer
reviews; project development consulting, including viability
assessments and implementation strategies; and toll road advi-
sory services. He has worked closely with toll agencies, under-
writers, lending institutions, rating agencies, “greenfield” facility
investors and developers, and equity participants. Reports pre-
pared under his direction have supported over $30 billion worth
of bonds, and his credibility in the financial community reflects
this record. Contact information is: (917) 328-2265 (cell) or (212)
315-3566, or raymond.tillman@lmstone.com 
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RT

At Williams Mullen, our attorneys understand that successful
infrastructure and P3 projects depend upon strategic plan-
ning along with innovative, pragmatic thinking. Through our
experience across a wide array of disciplines, we leverage
this understanding to assist clients in transforming concepts
into realities. Over the past 30 years, firm attorneys have
partnered with clients to achieve:
• 165+ public-private partnerships
• 170+ design-build or design-build-operate projects
• 130+ power projects (65+ renewable energy and 38+
waste-to-energy) 

• 40+ water or wastewater projects
• 30+ transportation projects, including a major U.S. port
representation

• 200+ solid waste management projects
• A multitude of education, corrections and other public
infrastructure projects.
Contact Stuart Broom (202) 293-8110, sbroom@williamsmullen.com,
Warren Nowlin (202) 293-8119, wnowlin@williamsmullen.com, or
Chuck Wall (804) 420-6498, cwall@williamsmullen.com, or visit
www.williamsmullen.com



Wilbur Smith Associates is an internationally recognized toll
road expert, providing financial, procurement, operations
and construction support for public agencies and private
clients on hundreds of toll facilities worldwide. For more
than 50 years, WSA has worked with investment bankers,
debt holders, rating agencies, and equity partners to place
$65 billion of revenue based financings, providing us with
unparalleled credibility in today’s financial markets. We pro-
vide services that help define a public-private partnership
and ensure that our clients are able to design a procure-
ment to maximize their objectives. Notable projects include
91 Express Lanes (California), 407 ETR (Ontario), Melbourne
CityLink, President George Bush Turnpike (Texas), and South
Bay Expressway (California). Contact Ed Regan (203) 865-
2191, Kamran Khan (630) 434-8111, or Grant Holland (770)
936-8650, or visit us at www.WilburSmith.com.
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As part of SUEZ ENVIRONNEMENT, United Water provides
water, wastewater and asset management services to 7.3
million people in 25 states through the dedication of its 2,600
employees. In addition to owning and operating 20 regulat-
ed utilities, United Water operates 200 municipal and indus-
trial systems through public-private partnerships and con-
tract agreements. Founded in 1869, the company’s core
expertise in providing safe, clean drinking water has
evolved into providing a full range of services, from techni-
cal assistance to total asset ownership. We assist communi-
ties improve service, reduce costs, comply with environmen-
tal regulations, manage labor relations and provide excel-
lent customer service. For more information visit unitedwa-
ter.com or contact Gary Albertson at 201-767-9300 or at
BD@UnitedWater.com.

Parsons Brinckerhoff provides a
total package of consulting ser-
vices for infrastructure projects
worldwide. We advise senior deci-
sion-makers of private firms, pub-
lic agencies and financial institu-
tions in all aspects of assessing,
developing and delivering pro-
jects and programs. With a world class strategic advisory
group within our leading international engineering and
construction management firm, we draw on over a centu-
ry of successful experience with challenging and complex
projects to provide cutting-edge strategic advice. From ini-
tial assessment of project feasibility to procurement or bid
development and on through project delivery, we work
side by side with our clients to make you successful. Our
senior team has successfully helped our clients close inter-
national transactions through our Program Management,
Procurement Advisory, Due Diligence/Owner’s Engineer,
and P3/Concession Advisory services. Contact David
Earley, Director of Strategic Consulting, (202) 661-5310 ear-
leyd@pbworld.com or Matthew Bieschke, Investor Advisory
Services Manager, (202) 661-5311 bieschke@pbworld.com 
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Veolia Water North America is the leading provider of
comprehensive water and wastewater services to municipal
and industrial customers, providing
services to approximately 14 million people in more than 600
communities. Our services include designing, building and
operating water and wastewater treatment facilities and
systems. We operate the nation’s largest public-private part-
nership for water services in Indianapolis, where we serve 1
million people, as well as the country’s very first partnership
established in 1972 with Burlingame, Calif., an 
ongoing customer now for more than 30 years. The compa-
ny is part of Veolia Water, the No. 1 water company in the
world, serving more than 110 million customers. Veolia Water
is the water division of Veolia Environnement (NYSE:VE and
Paris Bourse: VIE), the largest environmental services compa-
ny in the world, with more than 252,000 employees in more
than 80 countries and annual revenues of approximately
$30 billion. Visit the North American web site at
www.veoliawaterna.com or call (800) 522-4774.
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Nossaman LLP, a U.S. law firm dedicated to representing gov-
ernment agencies, is widely acknowledged to possess the
broadest and deepest practice in the world focused on U.S.
transportation infrastructure, specializing in the effective
deployment of P3s and other forms of innovative project
delivery, finance, operations and maintenance.
Recently we helped our clients achieve significant milestones:
• Texas DOT $2.8B LBJ Express Project – Toll Concession –
Financial Close, June 2010

• Texas DOT $2.02B North Tarrant Express Managed
Lanes Project – Toll Concession – Financial Close,
December 2009

• Utah DOT $1.1B I-15 Corridor Expansion – Design-Build
Contract – Proposer Selected, December 2009

• Florida DOT $900M Port of Miami Tunnel Project – 
Availability Payment Contract – Financial Close, -
October 2009

• Texas DOT $1.02B DFW Connector – Design-Build
Contract – Notice to Proceed, October 2009

• Texas DOT $2.68B LBJ-635 Expansion – Toll Concession 
– Commercial Close, September 2009

• North Carolina Turnpike Authority $640M Mid-Currituck
Bridge Project – Pre-Development Agreement – 
Executed, April 2009

• Florida DOT $1.8B I-595 Managed Lanes Project – 
Availability Payment Contract – Financial Close, March 
2009

Contact Geoffrey S. Yarema at gyarema@nossaman.com
/ 213.612.7842, Patrick Harder at pdhard-
er@nossaman.com / 213.612.7859, or Simon Santiago at
ssantiago@nossaman.com / 202.887.1472. On the web at
www.nossaman.com and www.InfraInsightBlog.com

PUBLIC-PRIVATE SERVICES DIRECTORY

OHL Concesiones, SL OHL Concesiones, SL is one of the
world’s leading private developers of transportation infra-
structure, being active in all its modes: highways, railways,
airports and seaports. The company, founded as a sub-
sidiary of the OHL Group, provides expertise and state of the
art technology for developing under concession all types of
infrastructure in any part of the world. Currently participating
in 24 concessions comprising 2,737 miles in the highway sec-
tor, the corporation is also active in urban and suburban
train lines, airports and commercial ports and marinas. In
contrast to other groups in the sector, OHL Concesiones
holds control stakes in practically all of the concessions com-
prising its portfolio, guaranteeing the best quality service. For
more information please contact: Roberto Hombrados 34
(91) 348 47 58 rhombrados@ohlconcesiones.com; or visit
www.ohlconcesiones.com.

O. R. Colan Associates (ORC) provides a full range of real
estate services related to the appraisal, acquisition and relo-
cation phase of design-build highway projects. With more
than 30 offices in 18 states nationwide, the company is
broadly recognized as a leader in providing real estate solu-
tions for public works projects. ORC provided the right of way
acquisition and relocation assistance for the following suc-
cessful design-build highway projects: Segments 1-6 of SH
130 in Texas; the Pocahontas Parkway in Virginia; Route 3
North in Massachusetts; I-64 in Missouri; and portions of the
Indiana Toll Road in Indiana. Currently ORC is in the final
stages of providing program management for the right-of-
way acquisition phase of I-69 in Indiana and the DFW
Connector project in Texas. Time is money on a design-build
project. ORC has the proven ability to deliver the right of way
in time for construction on fast-paced projects while meeting
all state and federal requirements. Contact Steve Toth, COO,
at stoth@orcolan.com or visit us at www.orcolan.com

Scully Capital is a specialized investment banking and finan-
cial services firm providing a broad range of project finance
and mergers and acquisitions expertise to clients in the envi-
ronmental and infrastructure industries. The firm serves public
sector entities and private developers in water, wastewater,
biosolids manage-
ment, solid and haz-
ardous wastes dis-
posal, power gener-
ation, transportation
and infrastructure
development. Scully
Capital brings a
unique combination
of industry knowledge and financial expertise to help your
public-private partnership reach a successful closing. The
firm is active in structuring senior debt, mezzanine financing
and equity capital through the bank and private equity mar-
kets. Please contact Brian T. Oakley or Kapil Jatindarya, 1133
15th St. NW, Washington, D.C. 20005, ph. (202) 775-3434, fax
(202) 775-6049.
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Infrastructure Management Group, Inc. (IMG) is a results-dri-
ven, full-service advisory firm specializing in improving the
management, financing and operations of utilities, airports,
transportation and other public-use infrastructure. IMG helps
infrastructure owners and operators provide more and per-
form better through innovation, performance management
technology, creative finance solutions, and public-private
partnerships. IMG identifies and implements pragmatic
approaches and bold initiatives for superior customer service
delivery and efficient operations. From San Diego to Boston
and from Detroit to Miami, our innovations have saved clients
billions of dollars in operating costs and capital investment.
Our corporate motto, ‘bringing business to government’,is a
testament to both the demands of our times and IMG’s com-
mitment to our clients’ public service goals. For more informa-
tion, contact John E. Joyner, President at (301) 907-2900, fax
(301) 907-2906, or at 4733 Bethesda Avenue, Suite 600;
Bethesda, MD 20814.

With more than 40 years of experience, IRIDIUM Concesiones
(formerly Dragados Concesiones) is the ACS Group company
that promotes, develops and operates concession projects
worldwide. With over 100 projects developed in 21 countries,
including 4,374 miles of highways, 1,107 miles of railroads, 16
airports, 17 ports and several social structure concession pro-
jects, IRIDIUM Concesiones is the world leader in this field. We
are proud to have global presence with local commitment.
ACS Group companies apply their unsurpassed technical skills
to the planning, design, construction, operation and mainte-
nance of infrastructures, using the latest technologies in any
area and providing the highest level of excellence through-
out. A solid financial capability combined with an innovative
approach allows IRIDIUM Concesiones to structure the neces-
sary financial resources for any project. Contact Salvador
Myro (smyroc@iridium-acs.com) at +(34) 91 703 85 48 or visit
www.iridiumconcesiones.com or www.grupoacs.com for fur-
ther details.

PUBLIC-PRIVATE SERVICES DIRECTORY

With more than 2,000 staff across North America, Lochner
MMM Group combines the respected transportation engi-
neering and planning reputation of H.W. Lochner Inc. with
the extensive global P3 experience of MMM Group Limited.
The firms’ project portfolios feature major award-winning
transportation assignments in the U.S. and Canada, includ-
ing many P3s. Lochner MMM Group has proven working
relationships with leading constructors and transportation
infrastructure investors. Its project implementation know-
how and access to private capital and concessions exper-
tise allow governments to achieve their infrastructure goals
more quickly and at a lower cost.
Besides transportation planning and engineering, Lochner

MMM Group’s core services include process consulting, pro-
ject management, and investment and due diligence adviso-
ry services for large P3 transportation undertakings. With over
35 North American office locations, Lochner MMM Group is a
partner of choice for U.S. P3 transportation projects. 

Contact: Tom Stoner, PE, tel. (727) 572-7111; tston-
er@hwlochner.com, or Dave Jull, P.Eng., tel. 905-882-7203; e-
mail: JullD@mmm.ca

Jacobs is one of the world’s largest and most diverse providers
of professional technical consulting services. As a full-spec-
trum lifecycle solutions provider we focus on developing
close strategic partnerships with our clients over the life cycle
of their projects. Jacobs provides a distinctive range of com-
prehensive planning, design and management expertise in
almost every industry—public and private. We are often
called upon by government agencies to provide program
advisory services related to public-private partnerships (P3)
including financial and economic feasibility, procurement
and other related services. As project funding decreases,
public-sector clients are partnering with Jacobs to identify
and implement P3 programs tailored to meet their
project delivery and financing challenges. 
For more information, please contact Katie Nees at (214)

801-8822 or Rick Gobeille at (212) 944-2000 ext. 6202.
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Hawkins Delafield & Wood LLP has the largest specialized pub-
lic contract and finance legal practice in the United States. We
have successfully negotiated and closed major infrastructure
transactions in every state. Our clients consist exclusively of gov-
ernmental, non-profit and financial institutions. In the water sec-
tor, Hawkins has served as special planning, procurement and
negotiating counsel to local governments on more than 75
public-private partnership projects. In the transportation sector,
we are consistently ranked by Thompson Securities Data as the
leading finance counsel nationally. 
For over 30 years Hawkins has pioneered highly successful alter-
native delivery approaches to public works development and
implementation using design-build, design-build-operate, and
design-build-finance-operate contracts, franchise and conces-
sion agreements, project financings and private activity bonds.
The breadth and depth of our contract and finance practices
provide a unique foundation for the firm’s practical and cre-
ative counsel and strategic advice to clients seeking solutions to
infrastructure challenges in the water, transportation, solid waste
and power sectors. 
Contact: Eric Petersen at (212) 820- 9401 or Ron Grosser (212) 820-
9423 in New York, or Rick Sapir at (973) 642-1188 in Newark, or
through our website at www.hawkins.com

Global challenges. Real solutions.
Established in 1868, Halcrow specializes in planning design
and management services for infrastructure development
worldwide. We offer expertise in virtually all areas related
to the built environment. Our teams are also specialists in
a number of innovative areas, leading the way in markets
like public-private partnerships. Our expert strategic trans-
action advice helps clients harness the potential of P3’s in
infrastructure delivery through:
• Strategic procurement
• Due diligence
• Risk management
• Asset management
At Halcrow, we’ve developed an unparalled track

record of public-private partnerships. Our ability to lis-
ten and our detailed understanding of P3 transactions
have led to strong relationships with a range of clients
including public agencies, project promoters, conces-
sionaires and financiers. For information on how we’re
solving some of our clients’ greatest challenges, visit
halcrow.com or email P3info@halcrow.com.

Herzog Contracting/Herzog Transit Services Inc. – Design-build
for highway / heavy construction and railroad mass transit.
North America’s largest rail and commuter rail construction
and maintenance contractor, provides rail mass transit opera-
tions and dispatching in North America and railroad expertise
worldwide, delivering state-of-the-art technology for Hi Speed
Rail Flaw Detection and railcar and railroad equipment leas-
ing, ballast distribution, rail re-laying and railcar unloading.
Also, development and operation of municipal and industrial
solid waste facilities.

! At (816) 233-9001, fax (816) 233-9881, or 600 S. Riverside Rd.,
P.O. Box 1089, St. Joseph, MO 64507-1089, please contact:
Joe Kneib, VP Market Development –
joekneib@herzogcompanies.com; 
George Farris, VP Marketing gfarris@herzogcompanies.com;
Ray Lanman, VP Corp. Development, Herzog Transit – rvlan-
man@herzogcompanies.com; 
Scott Norman, V.P. Estimating/Project Development,
Scottn@herzogcompanies.com at (816) 233-9001

Elias Group LLP provides legal and consulting services to gov-
ernment and industry. We are a boutique law firm internation-
ally recognized for our expertise in project finance, pub-
lic/private partnerships, industrial outsourcing, joint ventures
and strategic alliances, and M&A of regulated and non-regu-
lated entities. The firm’s unique accomplishments include the
first 20-year concession agreement executed in the U.S. for the
rehabilitation and operation of a municipal wastewater treat-
ment facility. Our skills and practical experience are evident in
the multitude of transactions successfully completed. 
Contact: Dan Elias or Michael Siegel at 411 Theodore Fremd

Avenue, Rye, NY 10580; tel: (914) 925-0000; fax: (914) 925-9344;
or visit our web site: www.eliasgroup.com
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Formed in 1922, Granite Construction Incorporated is today
one of the largest heavy civil contractors in the United
States. It is positioned in all the major U.S. markets with
offices located throughout the country serving over private
and public clients. Over the past 88 years, Granite has
earned a nationwide reputation as the preeminent builder
of quality projects in a timely manner. Always progressive,
Granite has developed into one of the top Design-Build
contractors in the U.S. and has recently enacted an
Environmental Affairs Policy to take a leading role in the
construction industry in protecting the environment and
our natural resources. Through our corporate Sustainability
Plan, we actively engage in industry, and direct efforts at
the local, state, and federal levels to advocate for adequate
and sustainable public infrastructure funding to
maintain and improve America’s transportation system.
Granite is nationally recognized for its expertise in the
majority of construction sectors including tunnels, highways
and roadways, dams, bridges, railroads marine, airports,
heavy and light mass transit, and have become
renowned design-build and mega project constructors.
Granite leads the market in the design-build turn-key
delivery of complex fast paced transportation projects.
Contact Robert Leonetti, at (914) 606.3612 or120 White Plains

Rd., Tarrytown, NY 10591 www.grani teconst ruct ion.com

Egis Projects has unrivaled experience in most types of infra-
structure P3 and concessions: motorways, bridges, tunnels,
urban infrastructures, and, more recently, airports. We are
experienced with all types of remuneration (real toll, shadow
toll or availability schemes). Egis Projects relies on the spe-
cialized skills of its shareholders: Groupe Egis, a leader in
infrastructure engineering, and Caisse des Dépôts, a AAA
financial institution. Egis Projects acts as promoter, develop-
er and investor in concession/P3 projects, as turnkey equip-
ment integrator, as operator and manager of airports, and,
via its wholly owned subsidiary Egis Road Operation, as oper-
ator of roads and motorways. Egis Projects has also extend-
ed its activities to electronic toll collection, toll network inter-
operability, and safety enforcement, as well as associated
services for road users under the Easytrip brand.
Egis Projects has financially closed 20 infrastructure projects

for a total value of Euro 10 bn. Egis Road Operation is oper-
ating 20 motorways totalling 1,550 km in 14 countries. 
Contact: Alain Poliakoff in Paris, France at (33) 1 30 48 48 09,

fax (33) 1 30 48 48 91 or alain.poliakoff@egis.fr or visit www.egis-
projects.com

Global Via Infrastructure is a major transportation infrastruc-
ture promoter, developer and operator with more than 41
projects world-wide. Consistently ranked one of the top five
companies in the public-private partnership market, Global
Via has the financial capability to accelerate delivery of pro-
jects, as well as the construction and operational expertise to

meet the highest stan-
dards for the life of a pro-
ject. We take pride in
working with local con-
tractors, employing area

businesses and individuals during operation and incorporat-
ing community feedback to deliver the best possible public
service. Contact Michael Lapolla at (212) 618-6310 or
mlapolla@globalvia.com.

For nearly a century, HNTB has helped create infrastructure
that best meets the unique demands of its environment and
exceeds client expectations. With client relationships span-
ning decades, we understand infrastructure life cycles and
have the perspective to solve technical challenges with
clarity and imagination. Using a highly collaborative
approach, we see and help address far-reaching issues of
financing, legislation, design, construction, community out-
reach and ongoing operations. As employee-owners com-
mitted to the highest levels of performance, we enable
clients to achieve their goals and inspiring visions. 
Contact Keith Rosbury at (972) 661-5614 or visit hntb.com.



Cintra plays a leading role in transport infrastructure development
throughout the world, with nearly 2,000 miles of managed high-
ways worldwide. This represents a total global investment in traffic
congestion improvements of more than US $25 billion. Cintra has a
portfolio of 25 concessions in seven countries distributed among
Spain, Canada, United States, Portugal, Ireland, Greece and
Chile. Cintra was recently selected for two projects in Dallas, the
LBJ Express and North Tarrant Express. The Cintra-Ferrovial merger
in 2009 created one of the world's largest private operators of
transportation infrastructure and a leading services provider. It cur-
rently generates net revenues of more than $16 billion a year, has
operations in 49 countries and assets totaling approximately $59
billion. Ferrovial's business model is focused on end-to-end infra-
structure management, design, construction, financing, operation
and maintenance. To this end, the company is active in comple-
mentary sectors, such as airport and toll road construction and
operation, as well as services. Contact: Carlos Ugarte
(cugarte@cintra.us.com) (512) 637-8545. More information:
www.cintra.es

China Construction America (CCA) is a wholly-owned subsidiary of
China State Construction Engineering Corporation Limited, a
Fortune Global 500 company publicly listed in China, with core
businesses in construction, real estate and infrastructure develop-
ment. CCA has undergone a long process of success in local con-
struction and real estate markets in America. CCA has at present
more than $2.5b building and infrastructure work including bridge
and underground structures, and is looking for P3 opportunities.
We have the financial capability to accelerate the delivery of
infrastructure projects. Our team has the local and international
expertise for any size project. We will continue to work with local
authorities and professionals to ensure achieving the highest pos-
sible standard for the projects. Contact Jietai Huang at (201) 876-
2788 or huang_jietai@chinaconstruction.us
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Successful project finance requires
the development and integration of
marketing, engineering and environ-
mental strategies into the overall
financial framework. The Louis Berger
Group, Inc. has a proven track
record and an established practice
in all three areas and has devel-
oped innovative tools creating a
seamless web between the technical and the financial
design of projects. This has resulted in the successful financ-
ing and execution of projects in the United States, Europe
and the World. With offices in over 90 countries, the Group
brings in-depth local understanding and an unequaled
ability to respond rapidly to clients’ needs. Contact: Nicholas
Masucci (973) 407-1000, nmasucci@louisberger.com

FFor information about

how to list your firm in PWF’s 

Public-Private Services Directory,

please contact William Reinhardt

at (908) 654-6572 or

fax (908) 654-6573

or email: pwfinance@aol.com

With a proud t radi t ion of  serv ice dat ing back to
1886 ,  Amer ican  Wate r i s  the  wate r  so lu t ions
p rov ider.  Th rough ou r  subs id ia r ie s ,  we se rve
approx imately  16 mi l l ion people in  35 U.S .  s tates
and two Canadian provinces.  Our  exper ience in
water  and wastewater  serv ices i s  extens ive and
we are dedicated to apply ing our  expert i se to
solve our  partners’  water  and wastewater  chal-
lenges .  Our  commi tment  to  qua l i t y  i s  c lear :
We’ve cons i s tent ly  scored among the h ighest  of
al l  water  companies for  compl iance with s tate
and federal  dr ink ing water  s tandards as  wel l  as
wastewater  requi rements .

Our  serv ices include:  
• Publ ic-pr ivate partnersh ips  customized to the
needs of  your  munic ipal i ty-
• Solut ions for  water- re lated f inancial ,  opera-
t ional  and resource-re lated chal lenges-
• Innovat ive water  reuse systems for  total  water
cycle opt imizat ion-
• L ineSaver® Serv ice L ine Protect ion Program,
offer ing water  l ine,  sewer l ine and in-home
plumbing emergency protect ion for  homeown-
ers  
Contact Mark St rauss at (856)  346-8200 or  v i s i t
www.amwater.com
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PUBLIC-PRIVATE SERVICES DIRECTORY

Acciona—not just another
Spanish company in North
America. At Acciona we
have a corporate commit-
ment to sustainable devel-
opment and renewable
energy. With over 38,000 employees worldwide, we
are a publicly-traded international firm based in
Spain, bringing local results to your community. As a
world leader in seawater reverse osmosis desalination
facilities, Acciona Agua has 70 reference projects
with a total capacity of 420 million gallons per day of
drinking water from the sea. We are the turnkey joint
venture partner for the remediation and long-term
operation of the Tampa Seawater Desalination
Facility. Additionally, we have proudly designed, built,
and now operate 320 conventional water, waste-
water, and reuse projects treating 2.6 billion gallons of
water per day-come to Spain and see for yourself. 
Visit us online at www.acciona-agua.com or call Alejandro

Jimenez, International Commercial Director (+34 91.435.32.55).
Acciona —Pioneers in Development and Sustainabil i ty

abertis is an international group that manages infrastructures
for mobility and telecommunications in five business areas: >
Tollroads > Telecommunications infrastructures > Airports >
Car parks > Logistics parks. The group, with a presence in a
total of 17 countries, has a staff of over 11,000 employees
and practically 50% of its income is generated outside Spain.
abertis 2007 key figures: > Total net profit: 682 million Euros. >
Operational income: 3,620 million Euros. > Cash-flow: 1,345
million Euros. > Gross operational income (EBITDA): 2,269 mil-
lion Euros. > Investments: 2,141 million Euros. 
Contact: Studies and Corporate Communications Direction

(34) 93 230 50 39

ADVERTISER INDEX

Infrastructure Management Group, Inc.
John E. Joyner (301) 907-2900

KPMG
Andy Garbutt +1(512) 501-5329
Brad Watson +1 (416) 777-8142

Louis Berger Group Inc.
Nick Masucci (973) 407-1000

Scully Capital Services, Inc.
Brian T. Oakley or Kapil Jatindarya (202) 775-3434

Raymond Tillman
(917) 328-2265

Wilbur Smith Associates
Ed Regan (203) 865-2191
Kamran Khan (630) 434-8111
Grant Holland (770) 936-8650
www.wilbursmith.com

Elias Group
Dan Elias or Michael Siegel (914) 925-0000;
fax (914) 925-9344 or www.eliasgroup.com

Hawkins Delafield & Wood
Eric Petersen in NY (212) 820-9401
Ron Grosser in NY (212) 820-9423
Rick Sapir in Newark (973) 642-1188

Nossaman LLP
Geoffrey S. Yarema (213) 612-7842
Patrick Harder (213) 612-7859
Simon Santiago (202) 887-1472

Osler, Hoskin & Harcourt LLP
Bob Beaumont (416) 862-5861
Lorne Carson (403) 260-7083
Tobor Emakpor (416) 862-4268 
Rocco Sebastiano (416) 862-5859

Williams Mullen
Stuart Broom (202) 293-8110)
Chuck Wall (804) 420-6498

Abertis
Studies and Corporate Communications Direction
(34) 93 230 50 39

Acciona Agua
Alejandro Jimenez (34) 91 435 3255

AECOM Enterprises
Regis Damour (212) 973-3081
regis.damour@aecom.com
Ashley Yelds (703) 682-5054
ashley.yelds@aecom.com
Jonathan Dingle +44(0)20 7776 2396
jonathan.dingle@aecom.com

American Water
Mark Strauss (856) 346-8200

China Construction America, Inc.
Jietai Huang (201)876-2788
huang_jietai@chinaconstruction.us

Cintra, S.A.
Carlos Ugarte (512) 637-8545
cugarte@cintra.us.com

EGIS Projects
Alain Poliakoff in Paris (33) 1 30 48 48 09
alain.poliakoff@egis.fr

Ferrovial Infraestructuras, S.A.
Nicolás Rubio (34) 91 418 5610; nrubio@cintra.es
Fernando Redondo (34) 91 418 5631
fredondo@cintra.es

Global Via Infrastructure
Rafael Nevado, Rnevado@globalvia.com
Michael Lapolla, (908) 208-2100
lapollagvi@verizon.net

Granite Construction Inc.
Bob Leonetti (914) 606-3612
www.graniteconstruction.com

Herzog Contracting/Herzog Transit Services Inc.
Joe Kneib, joekneib@herzogcompanies.com
(816) 233-9001
George Farris, gfarris@herzogcompanies.com
(816) 233-9001
Ray Lanman, rvlanman@herzogcompanies.com
(816) 233-9001
Scott Norman, (816) 233-9001
scottn@herzogcompanies.com

Iridium Concesiones (formerly Dragados
Concesiones)
Salvador Myro in Madrid (34) 91 703 85 48
smyroc@iridium-acs.com

OHL Concesiones
Roberto Hombrados + 34 (91) 348 47 58 
rhombrados@ohlconcesiones.com

United Water
Gary Albertson (201) 767-9300
BD@UnitedWater.com 

URS Corporation
Frank Finlayson (208) 386-5887
Frank_finlayson@urscorp.com

Veolia Water North America
Scott Edwards (800) 522-4774

Halcrow
P3info@halcrow.com

HDR Inc.
Lisa.Wheatly@HDRinc.com

HNTB
Keith Rosbury (972) 661-5614

Infrastructure Management Group, Inc.
John E. Joyner (301) 907-2900

Jacobs
Pamela Bailey Campbell (303) 968-7897
Katie Nees (214) 801-8822

Lochner MMM Group
Tom Stoner, PE (727) 572-7111
tstoner@hwlochner.com
Dave Jull, PE (905) 882-7203
julld@mmm.ca

O.R. Colan Associates
Steve Toth stoth@orcolan.com

Parsons Brinckerhoff Strategic Consulting
David Earley (202) 661-5310, earleyd@pbworld.com
Matthew Bieschke (202) 661-5311
bieschke@pbworld.com 

Financiers/Financing Advisors

Legal/Procurement Advisors

Developers/Operators/Sponsors

Procurement/Technical Advisors


