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Hi Terry - 
  
Thanks for the opportunity to review your proposed CMAQ program changes. I 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 I know was not the case during the 2004 call. 
  
- When I 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 idea!  
  
- A question: if a county were to NOT be a member of an RPO or MPO, how would that county's CMAQ funds be 
handled?  
  
I 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 I 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 I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Shelby  



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
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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 
o       Purchase of diesel oxidation catalysts for City of High Point 
o       Purchase of electric vehicles by Durham County, NCSU and many others 
o       Public private partnership with natural gas utility for home refueling 
o       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: 



  
o       Annual Mobile CARE awards 
o       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 
  

 
  
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 
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Wilmington Building, Suite 201    
2216 W. Meadowview Road   
Greensboro, NC  27407-3480 
 
 

Randall L. Billings, Executive Director 

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. 
 
I  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    –    www.ptcog.org 
































