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Arellano, Terry C

From: Shelby Powell [spowell@kerrtarcog.org]
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2008 4:16 PM

To: Arellano, Terry C

Cc: hcockburn@ptcog.org; carrie@landofsky.org
Subject: cmag process comments

Hi Terry -
Thanks for the opportunity to review your proposed CMAQ program changes. | have a couple of comments:

- The minimum project cost seems high, especially given the smaller projects in rural areas that can provide high
air quality benefits (turn lanes, signalization improvements, educational programs, etc). Perhaps a tiered project
cost minimum could be developed that takes into account the feasibility of small projects, or the combination of a
number of projects in a county could be combined to fit under a single contract?

- I'd suggest you provide an emissions benefit calculation guidance document with the application or during a pre-
application phase. This will help ensure that AQ benefits are calculated in a uniform fashion across the state,
which | know was not the case during the 2004 call.

- When | worked in Georgia, each year the state conducted an applicant's conference for the application of
Community Development Block Grant funds (CDBG). Each local government intending to apply for the funds had
to attend the conference & get guidance from the state on how to fill out the application, what was involved in
reporting and admin of the grant, etc, so that they would know what they were getting themselves into. This might
be a good model for CMAQ grants as well, to get everyone on the same page and clearly state the goals of the
program and what is involved. Just an ideal!

- A gquestion: if a county were to NOT be a member of an RPO or MPO, how would that county's CMAQ funds be
handled?

| think the fast-track process is a good one, and overall the revisions you suggest should help make the program
run more smoothly & efficiently. Thanks for the opportunity to review and comment.

Also, in looking at your proposed timeline, the January NCARPO meeting | suggested in an earlier email might be
too late if this process is expected to be adopted relatively soon. Would you be interested in presenting to the
NCARPO briefly during our business meeting in November at the MPO Conference?

Thanks again, and | look forward to hearing from you.

Shelby
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Arellano, Terry C

From: Anne Tazewell [anne_tazewell@ncsu.edu]

Sent: Tuesday, September 16, 2008 10:15 AM

To: Arellano, Terry C

Cc: Stephen S. Kalland; Jason Wager; Kathy Boyer; Joe O'Neill; Chelsea Conover
Subject: comments of proposed CMAQ modifications

Importance: High

Hi Terry

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the proposed CMAQ modifications. As you
know we are very interested in funding to continue Clean Fuel Advanced Technology, a
statewide project currently funded through June 2009. We request that statewide projects
for 2009-2011 be considered at this time. In addition we request that the Clean Fuel
Advanced Technology (CFAT) project be eligible for funding as part of MPO/RPO
allocation as this project is benefitting all CMAQ eligible counties thought education,
outreach and direct assistance to implement transportation related emission reduction
technologies.

Although we have allocated all funding through our current CFAT project, we are
increasingly receiving inquiries about our availability of funds to assist with a variety of
CMAQ eligible projects such as:

o City of Charlotte purchase of natural gas (NG) vehicles

O Public private partnership to establish CNG station in Charlotte/ assist with NG
taxi fleet

0 Purchase of diesel oxidation catalysts for City of High Point

0 Purchase of electric vehicles by Durham County, NCSU and many others

0 Public private partnership with natural gas utility for home refueling

0 Purchase of heavy duty hybrid electric vehicles by City of Greensboro

All of the above stated potential projects are willing to pay 20% cost share, some will pay
significantly more, allowing the State to leverage more funding to reduce transportation
emissions.

The above are just an example to demonstration additional potential projects. If NCSU
received additional funds to continue CFAT through 2009-2011 we will undertake a
request for proposal process to allocate funds for emission reduction projects.

In addition to the direct reduction of emissions there are benefits to continuing education
and outreach activities that have a demonstrated track record of facilitating emission
reductions. These successful activities include:
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0 Annual Mobile CARE awards
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o0 Quarterly meetings in Triangle, Triad, Upper Coastal Plain, and Charlotte bringing
together fleet managers and other stakeholders to discuss transportation technology

solutions

o Annual conferences and workshops related to air quality, alternative fuels and

advanced transportation technology

O Education materials about AQ and transportation emission reduction technology

Moreover, by administering a statewide project we take the administrative burden of

managing many small projects of DOT while spreading the funding around. See

following chart of current 2006-2009 CFAT project
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Again, thanks for the opportunity to comment. Please let me know if there is anymore
information you would like at this point, if you have any questions and concerns about

the current CFAT project, and what next steps we should take.

Best wishes...
Anne

Anne Tazewell

Transportation Program Manager

NC Solar Center/NC State University
Campus Box 7401

Raleigh, NC 27695-7409

phone: 919-513-7831

fax: 919-513-4523
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email: anne_tazewell@ncsu.edu

www.cleantransportation.org

For the latest in alt fuel news & events sign up for the NC Mobile CARE Listserve by sending
'subscribe ncmobilecare’ to mj2@lists.ncsu.edu

9/26/2008



PIEDMONT TRIAD
COUNCIL of GOVERNMENTS

Wilmington Building, Suite 201 Randall L. Billings, Executive Director
2216 W. Meadowview Road
Greensboro, NC 27407-3480

September 16, 2008

Terry C. Arellano, PE

Systems Planning Group Supervisor
NCDOT Transportation Planning Branch
Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC

Dear Terry:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the planned revisions to the Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) program. Our experience with this program has yielded
projects with terrific local support, but numerous administrative issues.

Application & 2004 Call for Projects

The application is short and to the point; however there is little guidance regarding standard
procedures or methodology to quantify air quality benefits or identify the qualitative air quality
benefits for programs that do not impact direct tailpipe emissions. This has been an ongoing
issue that we hope can be addressed during the review of the program. Standardized emissions
calculation formulas, worksheets or other acceptable methodology should be utilized to insure
that projects benefits can be compared equally across the state.

The first call for projects in 2004 occurred on a very short timeline, and NCDOT staff at the time
indicated that it would be appropriate to program the first few years of the funds, with another
call planned for 2006. The 2006 call never occurred, leaving our RPO, along with many other
MPOs and RPOs with large unprogrammed balances. The Piedmont Triad RPO actively
addressed this issue, and submitted a series of projects for consideration in the summer of
2008 to spend down our remaining balance. To date, we have yet to hear a response to these
proposals.

Moving forward, the proposal to integrate the call for projects with the TIP project prioritization
process appears to be reasonable so as long as the timing for TIP prioritization calls becomes
more predictable and clear deadlines for submittals are established.

Administration

The administrative roles and responsibilities for local governments and the RPO related to the
CMAQ program have never been clearly articulated. This lack of guidance has directly
contributed to the administrative issues we and others have experienced related to
agreements, federal compliance and oversight. Clear, standard administrative guidance,
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paired with an orientation workshop for local governments receiving CMAQ dollars would
resolve many of these issues and clarify roles and responsibilities for every agency involved.
The proposed use of Division staff for project management would also go a long way toward
delivering individual projects more efficiently and with fewer administrative issues.

Funding Distribution

The existing funding formula for the CMAQ program is clear and easy to understand. The
proposed changes to the distribution formula will create conflicts among transportation
planning partners within air quality non-attainment areas that are unnecessary and
unproductive. While we appreciate the fact that competition may yield bigger projects, it
would not insure equal distribution of funds across the non-attainment area, and will make it
more difficult for rural area to secure funding. We encourage you to keep the current funding
distribution system in place.

Project Criteria

A reasonable minimum cost threshold for projects should be required. However, $250,000 is far
too high, particularly for rural jurisdictions which must supply matching funds. We support a
more reasonable threshold of $50,000. This would encourage smaller projects (sidewalk
construction, for example) to be bundled together into multi-year programs for agreement
purposes, while still allowing for low cost stand-alone projects (like minor intersection
improvements and vehicle purchase programs).

We understand the urgency to spend down the current balance in the program, but the
proposed changes to the program are sweeping, and have implications not only for the
counties currently in air quality conformity areas, but any jurisdictions that may be brought into
non-attainment based on the new standards proposed by EPA. A stakeholder based process to
thoughtfully re-work the CMAQ program would result in a program that builds on its current
strengths and ultimately works better for everyone.

| look forward to working with you and others across North Carolina to insure the CMAQ
program is successful far into the future.

With Warm Regards,

Hanna Cockburn, AICP
Planning Program Manager
Piedmont Triad Rural Planning Organization

.

CC: Nancy Dunn, Board of Transportation, Division 9
Pat Ivey, PE, Division 9 Engineer
Dr. Wayne Davis, Triad Unit Head
Vernia Wilson, RPO Coordinator

Voice: 336.294.4950 - Fax: 336.632.0457 - info@ptcog.org — wWww.ptcog.org




SOUTHERN ENVIRONMENTAL LAw CENTER

200 WEST FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 330 Charlottesville, VA
CHAPEL HILL, NC 27516-2559 Chapei Hill, NC
Telephone 919-967-1450 —_— e Atlanta, GA
Facsimile 919-929-9421 Asheville, NC
selcnc@selcnc.org Sewanee, TN

September 17, 2008
VIA EMAIL
Nina Szlosberg, Chair

EPPC, North Carolina Board of Transportation
naprol(@earthlink.net

Terry Arellano, PE

Transportation Planning Branch

Of the North Carolina Department of Transportation
tarellano@ncdot.gov

Re: Comments from Southern Environmental Law Center on the
“Development of a New Direction for CMAQ at NCDOT”

Dear Members of the Board of Transportation and DOT Staff,

We appreciate the opportunity to submit comments on the above-referenced
proposal to “Develop a New Direction for CMAQ at NCDOT.” The Southern
Environmental Law Center (“SELC”) is a non-profit legal advocacy group dedicated to
protecting the environment of the South. SELC works with more than 100 partner groups
in six southeastern states. SELC urges the Board to consider the attached comments in
assisting the NCDOT realize the goals and aims of CMAQ to improve air quality and
reduce congestion in North Carolina. Below is a brief summary of SELC’s comments on
the main issues presented in the NCDOT’s proposal for “Development of a New
Direction for CMAQ at NCDOT.” The full text of SELC’s comments follows the
summary.

Summary:

First, the NCDOT has suggested development of new CMAQ guidelines.

SELC comment:

NCDOT has authorized several good projects under CMAQ and should make sure that no
funds from North Carolina’s CMAQ allocation are redirected to go toward capacity
expansion for highways. Any new CMAQ guidelines should result in clear criteria

supporting innovative emissions reduction programs and clear prohibitions against
capacity expansion for highways.
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Next, the NCDOT suggests setting minimum project costs.
SELC comment:

North Carolina’s program should not include a minimum cost threshold. Setting
minimum project costs is at odds with the 2007 Federal Interim Guidance measures of
cost effectiveness of projects. Priority consideration goes to “cost effective emission
reduction [emphasis added] and mitigation activities when using CMAQ funding” rather
than the more bare “highest and best use of funds” standard articulated by the NCDOT.

Finally, the NCDOT suggests Programming Unallocated Funds and Fast Tracking
Projects.

SELC comment:

North Carolina should not allow “haste to make waste” in the programming of
unallocated CMAQ funds. Many states have had difficulty finding programs on which to
spend CMAQ dollars. States have had to give money back to the federal government
because of this. The imperative to spend CMAQ dollars in a way that reduces emissions
and reduces congestion, while at the same time complying with deadlines to keep funding
should be balanced in favor of better programming rather than hasty gap-filler projects,
including highway capacity building projects.

Thank you for your consideration of this summary. The full text of comments follows.

Best,

Chu T Tt (22)

Chandra T. Taylor, Staff Attorney
Southern Environmental Law Center

CC: Mike Bruff
Sec. Lyndo Tippett
Hon. Michael F. Easley
Mark Foster
Dan DeVane
Susan Coward
Rutfin Poole, Esq.
Hon. Franklin Freeman
Hon. Joe Hackney
Hon. Becky Carney
Hon. Lucy T. Allen



Comments from Southern Environmental Law Center
On NCDOT’s “Development of a New Direction for CMAQ at NCDOT”
9/17/2008

The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) is a
transportation air quality improvement program.’ It is a source of flexible funding for
state and local governments to fund transportation projects and programs that contribute
to air quality improvements and congestion mitigation. It was created in 1991 and
reauthorized in the SAFETEA-LU legislation, the most recent federal surface
transportation bill. The CMAQ program is targeted at the areas of the country with the
most severe air quality problems.

Generally CMAQ funds are apportioned to states annually based on severity of
that states” air quality problems and the state must decide what projects the money will be
spent on within 4 years. While the state could have determined on its own how the
money would be spent, in 2004 the North Carolina DOT asked NC’s areas with the most
severe air quality problems to submit projects for consideration.

The NCDOT is now attempting to address certain issues with administration of
the CMAQ program. Four issues raised by the DOT include: development of new
CMAQ guidelines, setting of minimum project costs, programming unallocated funds and
fast tracking projects. This comment letter addresses these four issues.

I The NCDOT suggested development of new CMAQ guidelines.

SELC comment: Funds from North Carolina’s CMAQ allocation should not go
to capacity expansion for higshways.

Any new CMAQ guidelines should result in clear criteria supporting innovative
emissions reduction programs and clear prohibitions against capacity expansion for
highways.

Nationally, CMAQ funds are largely spent on Transportation Control Measures
(TCMs) such as improving public transit service, traffic signalization and other traffic
flow improvements, trip reduction and ride-sharing initiatives, and bicycle facilities."
Under the CMAQ program, more than $9 billion had been spent from fiscal years 1993 to
2003 to provide greater mobility and improve air quality in non-attainment and
maintenance areas. Of that, more than $4 billion has been used for transit projects and
about $3 billion has gone to traffic flow improvements." Largely because of its explicit
focus on improving air quality and funding transportation alternatives, the CMAQ



program enjoys broad support from a range of interests, including local elected officials,
transportation and air quality administrators, business and community groups and the
public."” The goals of CMAQ and the support for its goals should not be undermined
through the reallocation of CMAQ funds for highway capacity expansion.

The NCDOT has set some positive precedent through authorizing good projects
that are not capacity expansion. As an example, in the Triangle, approval was granted for
the use of CMAQ funds for at least 26 clean fuel buses for three Triangle area counties,
increased transit service in Chapel Hill and for new bike and pedestrian paths in Granville
County." Rather than suggest that the NCDOT is intentionally setting aside or
redirecting funds toward highway expansion, this letter suggests clear guidelines that will
not result in the CMAQ flexible funding being moved or allocated in a way that would
result in highway capacity expansion.

The guidelines should be clear on preventing any use of funds initially designated
as CMAQ funds for highway capacity expansion because 1) CMAQ specifically
delineates a range of other types of projects to decrease emissions and improve or
maintain air quality, 2) Current federal guidance does not encourage capacity expansion
and 3) Induced travels’ negative effects (which can result from highway capacity
expansion) are exactly what CMAQ funding aims to prevent and/or mitigate.

Under SAFETEA-LU"' states may transfer a limited portion of their limited
CMAQ apportionment to the following Federal-aid highway programs — STP, NHS,
HBP, IM (Interstate Maintenance), RTP (Recreational Trails Program), and HSIP. vi
The amount is derived from overages that a state might have, and is not specifically
encouraged.

Under the former iteration of CMAQ in TEA-21"", the federal government stated
in its 2000 CMAQ brochure “Certain projects are ineligible for CMAQ funds. Legislative
prohibitions exclude vehicle retirement programs and highway capacity expansion
projects. Policy considerations exclude highway maintenance and reconstruction projects
because these activities preserve existing levels of service and are unlikely to contribute
to further improvements in air quality.”™

While the current version allows some limited transfer for highways, the guidance
still points to the specific exclusions on the spending of CMAQ funds for certain types of
highway projects®, and encourages a specific litany of non-highway projects.™

CMAQ’s purpose is the funding of transportation projects or programs that will
contribute to attainment or maintenance of the national ambient air quality standards
(NAAQS) for ozone, carbon monoxide (CO) and particulate matter (PM)."* CMAQ
supports two federal DOT goals, 1) improving air quality and 2) relieving congestion.
New highway capacity does not lead to congestion relief. At a basic level roads are built
to generate traffic. So certainly more roads will equal more traffic. Who would build a
road they never thought people would travel on?™" “The underlying theory behind
induced travel is based upon the simple economic theory of supply and demand. Any



increase in highway capacity (supply) results in a reduction in the time cost of travel.
Travel time is the major component of variable costs experienced by those using private
vehicles for travel. When any good (in this case travel) is reduced in cost, demand for that
good increases.”™" This phenomenon has been labeled induced traffic.Y The FHWA
explicitly acknowledges that induced travel has negative consequences (and positive
ones). ™' Still the positive benefits of induced travel do not weigh in the equation of
meeting the goals of the CMAQ. Those benefits are not benefits that “contribute to
attainment or maintenance of the NAAQS for ozone, carbon monoxide and particulate

matter.”

11 The NCDOT suggests setting of minimum project costs.

SELC comment: North Carolina’s program should not include a minimum cost
threshold.

Setting minimum project costs is at odds with the 2007 Federal Interim Guidance
measures of cost effectiveness of projects. Priority consideration goes to “cost
effective emission reduction and mitigation activities when using CMAQ funding”
rather than the more bare “highest and best use of funds” standard articulated by
the NCDOT.

The SAFETEA-LU directs States and MPOs to give priority to two categories of
projects for CMAQ funding. First, priority is to be given to diesel retrofits, particularly where
necessary to facilitate contract compliance, and other cost-effective emission reduction
activities, taking into consideration air quality and health effects. Second, priority is to be
given to cost-effective congestion mitigation activities that provide air quality benefits.*""
Appendix 4 of the 2007 Interim Guidance on CMAQ contains more particularized measures
to ascertain cost-effectiveness of projects.”™" The Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) in this appendix measures cost effectiveness at cost per ton of emissions
reduced, not cost effectiveness per hour of staff time. There is an understandable burden
on states in administering the CMAQ program; however, North Carolina should more
carefully consider its present effort to set minimum project costs for receipt of CMAQ
funds, especially when the cost-effectiveness of a project is based on the equation cost

per ton of emissions reduced.

In a 1999 study by the FHWA evaluating costs and emissions impacts of CMAQ
projects, there was no consistent correlation between more expensive projects yielding a
greater reduction in emissions than less expensive projects. For example, a California
commuter assistance program had an annual CMAQ project cost of $241,250 with an
annual emission reduction of VOC™™ at 2.64 tons per year. A lesser expensive University
Rideshare Program in Georgia had a CMAQ annual project cost of $85,427 with a higher
annual emission reduction of VOC at 4.00 tons per year.™
































