
 

Minutes 

Meeting of the Executive Committee 

October 12, 2005 

Centralina’s Conference Center 

Charlotte, NC 
 

Officers Present      Centralina Staff 

Dumont Clarke, Chairman      Al Sharp 
Joe Carpenter, Vice Chairman     Hilda Keeney 
Bob Austell, Secretary      Rebecca Yarbrough 
Denise Whitley, Treasurer     Venecia Rock 
        Gayla Woody 
Delegates Present       
Coy Privette       Others Present  
Jack Roden       Bill McNair  
Ken Robertson       Jerry Myers 
Marie Moore        
Carroll Heavner        
Pat McCrory        
Roy Patterson 
Tony Dennis 
Hughie Sexton        
 

1. Approval of Executive Committee Minutes of the September 14, 2005 Meeting 

Coy Privette moved to approve the Executive Committee minutes of the September 14, 2005 meeting as 
mailed. Seconded by Joe Carpenter. Approved. 
 

2. Report of Service Agreements (Information Only) 

The agenda contained a list of agreements entered into with member governments since September 2, 
2005. Under these agreements, staff will provide contract assistance to the member government. This 
was information only. No action was required. 

 

3. Amendment to Centralina’s Bylaws 

Postponed until the next Board of Delegates meeting. 
 
Coy Privette moved to approve the November 9th Board of Delegates meeting to December 14. 
Seconded by Jack Roden. Passed. 

 

4. Delivery of the Audit for the Fiscal Year ended June 30, 2005 
Deferred to the Audit Committee (Denise Whitley, Marie Moore, Dumont Clarke) to receive the report.  

 

5. Recommendation on Establishment of Motor Vehicle Emissions Budgets (MVEB)   
Under the EPA’s 8-hour ozone standard, each non-attainment area is provided an “emissions budget” in 
terms of tons of pollutants that area is allowed to produce from various sources. Budgets from some 
sources, such as point sources are relatively easy to establish and to assign to a specific geographic area. 
Budgets from other sources, such as motor vehicle emissions, are much more difficult to fix to a specific 
geographic location. All emissions budgets in North Carolina are established through the State Division 
of Air Quality (NCDAQ).  
 
NCDAQ is requesting input on what geographic basis they should establish new motor vehicle 
emissions budgets. See Attachment #1. 
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Hughie Sexton moved Board of Delegates endorse the establishment of an area wide motor vehicle 
emissions budget, including unofficial individual county targets, and communicate it’s recommendation 
to the North Carolina Division of Air Quality. Seconded by Coy Privette. Passed. 
 

6. Expanded Role in Regional Transportation Planning and Coordination 
Centralina staff have worked to define what an expanded role for Centralina in regional transportation 
planning and coordination might look like. With the addition of a new Transportation Planner in 
October, staff believes that Centralina is now ready to move forward with that role, particularly as 
regional coordination needs are being better defined through the regional travel modeling and 
conformity process. See Attachment #2. 
 
In the past, Centralina has discussed an expanded role for the COG in regional transportation 
coordination--an upgraded level of support for planning coordination and project collaboration.  That 
need is even greater with the expansion of the non-attainment area and issues related to meeting 
conformity—not just once, but over the course of the next 10 to 15 years. 
 
One of the approaches proposed earlier was to staff CRAFT—the Charlotte Regional Alliance for 
Transportation.  The funding needed to staff CRAFT as originally proposed would have had to come 
from MPO/RPO budgets, at the same time they are working to find funds to maintain the regional travel 
demand model.  Since those original discussions, developments related to the question of emissions 
budgets, and also to other aspects of regional planning, have helped to better define a role for Centralina 
in support of regional transportation planning coordination as well as in support of CRAFT.    
 
It is the position of the Centralina Council of Governments’ Executive Committee that transportation 
planning coordination represents one of Centralina’s core responsibilities, as outlined in our charter 
resolution of 1989 and in GS 160A-475 which permits Councils of Governments to “study regional 
governmental problems” and “to promote cooperative arrangements and coordinate action.”   
 
The Executive Committee determined that:   
 

1. There is a need for regional transportation planning coordination and facilitation; 
2. It is appropriate to assign Centralina staff to fulfill this role, to facilitate the region’s ability to 

proactively create a “non-crisis process” to manage transportation conformity and to consider 
regional transportation needs in light of both high growth and limited funding prospects. 

3. A reasonable initial program of work to promote the coordination of transportation planning 
activities would include: 
• Coordinating the process for maintaining, and standardizing, socioeconomic data for 

conformity.   
• Monitoring growth and network changes and coordinating with Charlotte DOT (interim 

Regional Travel Demand Model custodian), and NC Division of Air Quality, to facilitate 
compliance with a regional motor vehicle emissions budget on an ongoing basis, and 
reporting same to the transportation planning partners and to NCDAQ. 

• Convening transportation planning partners to develop the process for the next round of 
plan updates needed for conformity. 

• Staff regular meetings of the CRAFT Technical and Advisory Committees, host a website 
for transportation news, send out regular e-newsletters, etc. 

• Collaborating with NCDOT, SCDOT, BCRTS, CRCOG, and others as needed.   
4. It is appropriate to seek endorsements from member governments, the MPOs, and RPOs for this 

approach. 
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Potential Future Activities: 

 
It is expected that staff activity in the above areas will lead to the need to undertake one or more of the 
following activities; however, the need to pursue one or more of these activities should be determined 
collaboratively by the transportation planning partners: 
 
o Expanding the review of boundary projects to look at these projects not just from the conformity 

process, but also from the TIP process, to move those projects forward. 
o Identifying opportunities for regional collaboration to improve transportation or reduce emissions.   
o Working with the other regional partners to identify areas of regionwide concern that may be 

impacted by statewide decisions (funding, planning policies, etc.).  Where appropriate, a regional 
“position” could be developed on these issues and shared with NCDOT or SCDOT. 

o Proactively seek transportation-related grants to support both transportation planning and specific 
projects on behalf of the region and the individual MPOs and RPOs. 

 

FUNDING: 

 

Funding needed for the initial aspects of this work (items 1-4 above) is estimated at $15,000 for FY 
2005-06.  Funds are available in the current budget.  For FY 2006-07, staff would work with 
MPOs/RPOs and the state DOTs to seek financial support. 
 
Bob Austell moved for the benefit of the region, authorize Centralina to collaborate with the 
MPO/RPOs and other transportation planning partners, and that initial funding be allocated for FY05-06 
as outlined in Attachment #2. Seconded by Coy Privette. 

 
7. Comments from the Executive Director  

• Finance Report – audit will be presented to the Audit Committee by the end of October. 
• Long Term Facility Needs – the current office space lease ends June 30, 2007. The consensus of the 

Executive Committee was to have financial analysis on lease vs. ownership options. 
• FERC – utility providers and users of the water in the Catawba basin have been meeting on a 

proposed fee structure for the removal of water from the river basin. Staff will continue to keep the 
Executive Committee updated. 

• Regional Innovation Awards – Centralina will be having the First Annual Regional Innovation 
Awards at the January 11, 2006 Board of Delegates meeting. The awards will be to recognize 
communities for their commitment and dedication to regional excellence. The awards will be: 
Excellence in Planning and Community Investment, Excellence in Economic Development, 
Excellence in Environmental Activities and Excellence in Regional Innovations. Nominations are 
due by Thursday, December 1, 2005 and will be reviewed by a panel of judges made up of public 
and private sector citizens from across the region. 

• Nominating Committee – Chairman Clarke appointed Carroll Heavner, Hughie Sexton and Marie 
Moore as the Nominating Committee for officers for calendar year 2006. 

 
8. Adjournment 
 The meeting was adjourned at 8:35 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________ 
Secretary  



 

 
M E M O R A N D U M 
 
TO:  Centralina Executive Committee 
 
FROM:  Rebecca Yarbrough, Regional Initiatives Program Administrator  

through A. R. Sharp, Jr., Executive Director 
 
DATE:  September 30, 2005 
 
RE:  Recommendation on Motor Vehicle Emissions Budget (MVEB) Geography 
 
The North Carolina Division of Air Quality (NCADQ) has requested input from local transportation planning 
partners and other interested parties on the geographic units which should be used to establish emissions budgets for 
attainment of the 8-hour ozone standard, and for transportation conformity. 
 
In the past, NCDAQ used counties as the geographic units for establishing these budgets.  This arrangement made a 
great deal of sense at that time, as in most cases only individual counties were in non-attainment, and furthermore, 
those counties were designated at different times and were on different schedules for compliance with regulatory 
milestones.  In most cases, those counties had modeling done on a county basis, and conformity demonstrations 
were done on a county-by-county basis.  Any adjustments needed to the transportation conformity process, as 
projects shifted in the non-attainment or maintenance county, was easily done in-house.  Counties operated on a 
variety of schedules; there was little or no need for coordination among counties, and minimal coordination 
occurred.  While this appeared (on the positive side) to make life simpler, it did not recognize the regional nature of 
air quality issues and the limited ability of individual local jurisdictions to effect change.  And on the negative side, 
if a county had problems meeting its emissions budget, it created serious problems with moving transportation 
projects through conformity.  This in fact happened in the May conformity demonstration in this region.   
 
The 8-hour ozone standard changed the basic conditions of attainment/conformity in this region. All or part of 
seven counties in the Centralina region have been designated as non-attainment, all at the same time, and all 
needing to meet the same regulatory milestones. Before and during the conformity process, all transportation 
planning partners worked together to create a regional travel demand model (RTDM), with costs shared throughout 
the region, and all partners coordinated on planning and timing of projects. The major difficulty in meeting 
conformity, as noted above, arose because one county’s holdover MVEB from the 1-hour standard, was too low to 
accommodate the growth that had occurred. That old 1-hour budget has now expired, and NCDAQ is in the process 
of establishing new budgets for the 8-hour standard. 
 
Three options are open to the region: 
 

1. Continue to use county lines as the basis of the MVEB, as was done in the past.   
o On the positive side, if a county had a change in a project that required a conformity submission, the 

submission would have to be made only for the MPO supporting that county (although the regional 
model would still be run for the entire area). If an area lapsed, the lapse would affect only that MPO—
but under the new transportation bill (SAFETEA-LU) every area has a 1-year grace period to work 
through conformity issues, so lapses are not as onerous as in the past. NCDAQ has indicated that they 
find county budgets easier to monitor through their modeling. Another potential advantage is that this 
approach requires minimal cooperation and collaboration across boundaries.       
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o On the negative side, EPA and FHWA do not recognize counties as units having any responsibility in 
the conformity process, and so the smallest unit they will deal with is the MPO.  However, if NCDAQ 
chooses to use counties as the official unit for MVEBs, that county budget is officially recognized as 
the benchmark for conformity.  In rapid growth areas, this is potentially problematic.  If a county had 
an official emissions budget, it would not be possible to make adjustments even within the MPO to 
handle changes in growth that might affect the county’s ability to meet the budget.  For example, if 
growth occurred much more rapidly on the north side of Kannapolis than on the south side, causing 
excessive congestion and causing Rowan to exceed its emissions budget and Cabarrus to fall under its 
budget, the MPO could not rely on the “balancing out” of the two counties to meet conformity.  The 
area would lapse until a way could be found to bring Rowan back into its budget.  Furthermore, any 
lapse that occurred that was unresolved by the time other regional conformity documents expired, 
would cause the remainder of the region to lapse.  Because this approach requires minimal 
collaboration, it also maximizes the potential for disconnects between transportation, land use, and air 
quality goals. 

 
2. Use MPO/RPO boundaries as the basis for emissions budget determination.   

o On the positive side, this increases the linkages between the groups that do transportation planning and 
the MVEB.  It also avoids the difficulty of individual counties being squeezed by inadequate emissions 
budgets, gives the MPO flexibility to meet a multi-county budget, and recognizes that anything that 
affects one county in the MPO will wind up affecting the entire MPO eventually.  It allows each MPO 
to act independently in determining conformity. 

o On the negative side, MPO and RPO boundaries change, and model runs for project changes still have 
to occur on a regional basis.  Furthermore, the greatest drivers for emissions budget problems are NOT 
strictly transportation system issues, but are growth and land use change and how that change is 
managed.  Land use is not typically an MPO responsibility.  Finally, using MPO boundaries still does 
not address the question of budget issues that cross MPO boundaries (for example, growth along the 
Cabarrus-Mecklenburg border, for example).  Technical experts have indicated that this approach 
produces the greatest likelihood of error, because of the number of people who have to be involved 
independently in coding changes, etc.  Additionally, the proposal as now on the table calls for non-
attainment areas in RPOs to be “attached” to adjacent MPOs to create subareas. This has tremendous 
potential for fragmenting the RPOs as planning organizations, and for seriously impacting the ability of 
more rural areas to speak for priority projects with one voice. 

 
3. Establish a single official area wide budget with unofficial county “targets.”   

o On the positive side, a single area wide budget is the norm nationally.  It allows maximum flexibility 
for meeting the overall budget while dealing with unexpected growth that often occurs after the budget 
is set.  While there has been concern expressed that a single area wide budget might allow one area to 
“use up” the entire area’s budget with uncontrolled growth, this could be managed by establishing 
unofficial mutually-agreed county target budgets, and by monitoring growth between conformity 
determinations to ensure that emissions were in fact, “on target.” The area wide budget would also 
force a greater degree of ONGOING regional collaboration and cooperation, and would be a strong 
stimulus to cooperation on projects of regional significance, funding questions, etc. And since the 
regional model has to be run anyway to account for significant project changes anywhere in the area, 
monitoring the budget would not necessarily create the need for additional model runs. Furthermore, 
the use of unofficial county targets would allow counties to consider the impact their growth is having 
on their emissions on a much more regular basis than currently occurs, and to consider mid-course 
corrections should they so choose. The region has this capacity, and it leads to greater ability to 
coordinate planning, both land use and transportation.   

 
 
 
 



 

Page 3 
 
 

o On the negative side, an area budget would mean that if any area lapsed, the entire region lapsed, but 
again, with SAFETEA-LU, there is a year’s grace to work through issues such as these. Managing the 
area budget would force a greater degree of regional collaboration and cooperation, both on 
transportation plan updates and in the conformity determination process; however, the region has thus 
far twice demonstrated its ability to accomplish this. This approach would also require someone to 
assume the role of convenor and data manager to ensure that the regional transportation partners had 
the information they needed to monitor the budget.   

 
After careful consideration and consultation with Charlotte DOT, the NC Division of Air Quality, and other 
transportation planning partners, staff recommends that the region work with NCDAQ to make the third option, a 
single area wide MVEB, the official stance of North Carolina for this region. While in one sense it requires the 
greatest amount of communication and collaboration, and the most ongoing monitoring, it also holds the greatest 
promise in fostering the linked transportation-land use-air quality planning needed to produce long-term air quality 
improvements that can withstand the growth that the region is facing. 
 



 

 
 
M E M O R A N D U M 

 
TO:  Centralina Executive Committee 
 
FROM:  Rebecca Yarbrough, Regional Initiatives Program Administrator 
  through A. R. Sharp, Jr., Executive Director 
 
DATE:  September 30, 2005 
 
RE:  Recommendation on Regional Transportation Role and Funding 
 
 
In the past, Centralina has discussed an expanded role for the COG in regional transportation coordination--an 
upgraded level of support for planning coordination and project collaboration.  That need is even greater with 
the expansion of the non-attainment area and issues related to meeting conformity—not just once, but over the 
course of the next 10 to 15 years. 
 
One of the approaches proposed earlier was to staff CRAFT—the Charlotte Regional Alliance for 
Transportation.  The funding needed to staff CRAFT as originally proposed would have had to come from 
MPO/RPO budgets, at the same time they are working to find funds to maintain the regional travel demand 
model.  Since those original discussions, developments related to the question of emissions budgets, and also to 
other aspects of regional planning, have helped to better define a role for Centralina in support of regional 
transportation planning coordination as well as in support of CRAFT.    
 
The attached proposal outlines that role and proposes that initially, funding be provided in this “demonstration” 
year by an allocation from NC Planning Funds and a very minimal funding request from the MPOs/RPOs and 
NCDOT.  Following successful completion of a mutually-agreed-upon work program for this year, a work 
program could be crafted collaboratively for succeeding years, and funding sought based on that program. 
 
The Executive Committee is requested approve the following actions: 

5. Recognize the need for greater regional transportation planning coordination and facilitation; 
6. Approve the coordination initiative outlining Centralina’s role in meeting those needs (see attached); 

and 
7. Seek endorsement and support from member governments, the MPOs, and RPOs for this initiative. 

 
The initiative outlined in the attachment is based on the need for the region to proactively create a “non-crisis 
process” to manage the transportation conformity process and to consider regional needs in light of both high 
growth and limited funding prospects. 
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CENTRALINA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

PROPOSAL FOR STAFF SUPPORT 

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION DATA AND MVEB MONITORING 

AND COORDINATION OF 

THE CHARLOTTE REGIONAL ALLIANCE FOR TRANSPORTATION (CRAFT) 

October, 2005 

 

BACKGROUND AND NEED: 

 
As of 2003, CRAFT represents all of the transportation planning organizations in the greater Charlotte region.  
CRAFT was formed to work on and monitor issues, needs, or projects that 

• By their nature cross multiple transportation planning jurisdictional boundaries (i.e., interstate widening) 
• Reflect issues that ALL MPO/RPOs must address and that may be best addressed working in 

collaboration (i.e., transportation conformity) 
• Represent matters that are best moved forward for the greater Charlotte region, as opposed to by a single 

MPO or RPO (i.e., funding needs or HOV studies) 
• Facilitate communication about transportation needs and issues 
 

CRAFT has tended to meet infrequently, and has not played a significant role in the past conformity 
determination process.  Rather, that process was managed by a staff-level group that was essentially the CRAFT 
staff group (or TCC), but was not functioning as CRAFT.  That group no longer meets as frequently or 
intensively; however, the need for ongoing collaboration will become more critical as the need to maintain data 
for conformity continues. 
 
PROPOSED WORK PROGRAM AND STAFFING: 

 
Centralina Council of Governments proposes to provide staff support for regional transportation coordination 
and planning in the following ways:   
 

Initial Activities: 

 

1. Coordinating the process for maintaining, and standardizing, socioeconomic data for conformity.   
2. Monitoring growth and network changes and coordinating with Charlotte DOT (Regional Travel Demand 

Model custodian), and NC Division of Air Quality, to facilitate compliance with a regional motor vehicle 
emissions budget on an ongoing basis. 

3. Convening transportation planning partners to develop the process for the next round of plan updates needed 
for conformity. 

4. Staff regular meetings of the CRAFT Technical and Advisory Committees, host a website for transportation 
news, send out regular e-newsletters, etc. 

5. Collaborate with NCDOT, SCDOT, BCRTS, CRCOG, and others as needed.   
 
Potential Activities: 

 
It is expected that staff activity in the above areas will lead to the need to undertake one or more of the following 
activities; however, the need to pursue one or more of these activities should be determined collaboratively by 
the transportation planning partners: 
 
o Expanding the review of boundary projects to look at these projects not just from the conformity process, 

but also from the TIP process, to move those projects forward. 
o Identifying opportunities for regional collaboration to improve transportation or reduce emissions.   
o Working with the other regional partners to identify areas of regionwide concern that may be impacted by 

statewide decisions (funding, planning policies, etc.).  Where appropriate, a regional “position” could be 
developed on these issues and shared with NCDOT or SCDOT. 
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o Proactively seek transportation-related grants to support both transportation planning and specific projects 

on behalf of the region and the individual MPOs and RPOs. 
 

Funding: 

 

Funding needed for the initial aspects of this work (items 1-5 above) is estimated at $15,000 for FY 2005-06.  
Funds are available in the current budget.  For FY 2006-07, staff would work with MPOs/RPOs and the state 
DOTs to seek financial support. 

 

 


