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MEMORANDUM

TO: Wesley B. Anderson, TCC Chairman

FROM: Daryl Vreeland, Transportation Planner

DATE: November 17, 2008

SUBJECT:  21st Century Transportation Committee 5,000 mile oA A R
proposal

In 2007, the North Carolina General Assembly established the 21st Century Transportation
Committee to study the transportation infrastructure needs of the State. The 21st Century
Transportation Committee was asked to report on several topics, including innovative funding
methods, local funding options, urban congestion relief, the division of transportation
infrastructure between State and local governments, multi-modal needs, and energy
conservation. The 21st Century Transportation Committee will submit a final report to the
General Assembly by December 31, 2008.

The 21st Century Transportation Committee has put forth a proposal for the transfer to
municipalities of 5,000 linear miles of state roads that are within municipal boundaries.
Municipalities would upon transfer assume responsibilities for maintenance, operations,
modernization and expansion. Once transferred, these roads are no longer eligible for TIP funds
except bridges on these roads will continue to be state responsibility.

The North Carolina Metropolitan Coalition was founded in 2001 by large city mayors and today
represents the state’s 26 largest cities and more than three million citizens. The Coalition remains
a nonpartisan, mayor-driven organization advocating on urban issues that affect many cities in a
fast-growing state. Attached is a letter issued by the Coalition on November 14, 2008 stating
their opposition concerning the transference of state roads to municipalities.

The coalition’s Transportation Working Group believes that the 21st Century Transportation
Committee feels very strongly about transferring of these roadway miles. The State
Transportation Plan identifies state roads as either Tier 1 — Statewide, Tier 2 — Regional, or Tier
3 — Sub-regional. DOT has indicated to some cities that they are going to spend less and less
time and money on “Tier 3” roads, instead focusing their resources on “Tier 1” roads. The
Transportation Working Group generally concurred that cities are going to bear responsibility for
these roads whether by DOT’s de facto abandonment of them, or a formal legislative transfer.

Attached are the 21* Century Transportation Committee’s draft proposal and a summary of
talking points, concerns, and other viewpoints concerning the proposal for the transfer of 5,000
linear miles of state roads to local municipalities.

Also attached are newspaper articles originally published in the Herald-Sun (Durham, NC)
entitled “Cities resist taking on state roads” (October 28, 2008) and “Cities to N.C. roads
proposal: ‘Hell No*” (October 31, 2008) along with a resolution from the Durham-Chapel Hill-
Carrboro MPO establishing a priority list for 21st Century Transportation Committee-related
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issues. Concerning this issue, it states “Any transference of maintenance and construction
responsibilities for Tier 11 or 111 highways from the State to the local governments must provide
continuing funding sources for those roadways at a level acceptable to local governments.”

At their November 4, 2008 meeting, the TCC discussed this item.

It is requested that the TAC review and discuss the attachments.

Discussion talking points may entail the following:

1) Do local municipalities want or welcome the responsibility for maintenance,
operations, modernization, and expansion of these roads? Under what circumstances?

2) Is there an appropriate package of the right resources and other items wherein local
municipalities would then support a modified version of the 21 Century’s proposal?

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 329-4476.

Attachments
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BUILDING LIVABLE CITIES for NORTH CAROLINA'S FUTURE

Dear 21 Century Transportation Committee member,

The North Carolina Metropolitan Coalition thanks you for your service on the 21%
Century Transportation Committee. The work you are doing to solve our transportation
challenges is to be commended. We look forward to your final report.

The N.C. Metropolitan Coalition is a mayor-led organization representing twenty-six of
the largest cities in the state, including cities such as Charlotte and Durham, as well as
Rocky Mount, Asheville and Jacksonville, among others.

We write to share our concerns on the proposal to shift the responsibility of 5,000 miles
of state roads to municipalities. We want to be certain the Committee understands that
this is not a Metropolitan Coalition proposal nor a city-initiated proposal. It is our fear, in
fact, that this is simply a proposal to shift costs away from the state to cities. We also
fear that the Committee has not been fully briefed on all of the ramifications of this
decision.

While cities do not believe the State is currently doing enough to maintain these state
roads, cities are not in a better financial position to accept the responsibility for them. In
fact this transfer would have the direct effect of increasing the burden on municipal
property taxpayers.

Proposals to supplement financial resources to support this burden provide little comfort.
The Coalition is concerned that any monies tied to the transfer of these roads would have
the potential to be undone by future General Assemblies, withheld by the state and used
to balance the budget during difficult financial times, or diminish in value over time.
Powell Bill funding, purported to cover the cost of maintaining the streets cities are
already responsible for, is woefully inadequate and shrinking. Yet proposals to redirect
this funding source away from municipalities continue to arise during the legislative
process. To be frank, the State’s record in this area does not provide comfort.

Current law allows cities to individually negotiate with the Department of Transportation
when considering the transfer of a state road to a city. The current process is working
well and should remain.

We respectfully ask that the Committee ask staff for a more complete written briefing on
this topic and explore the proposal completely, vigorously questioning the advantages.
Who does this transfer of state roads to cities benefit? Who ultimately pays? If it
benefits cities, why don’t the cities support the proposal? Which cities does the proposal
include? What is the Department of Transportation’s position on the transfer? What is
the role of counties in assuming road miles?
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We feel confident that after the Committee spends sufficient time understanding both the
motivations and ramifications of the proposal they too will see that transferring state
roads to cities is not a transportation solution and has no place among the
recommendations of the Committee.

Instead of increasing the burden on cities, we hope that you will consider
recommendations to address the current Powell Bill funding shortfall for the roads cities
currently maintain. The Powell Bill formula only covers about one-third of the cost of
maintaining city roads while cities provide the remaining two-thirds. We believe that
addressing the current road funding deficit must be the priority and the proposed transfer
does nothing to accomplish this. That is why the mayors of the Metropolitan Coalition
feel confident that upon closer examination you will share our opposition to transferring
state roads to municipalities.

We thank you in advance for considering the perspective of the twenty-six largest cities
in the state. The 3 million citizens that live in our cities appreciate your efforts.

Sincerely,

Mayor Keith Weatherly, Apex
Mayor Terry Bellamy, Asheville
Mayor Loretta Clawson, Boone
Mayor Ronnie Wall, Burlington
Mayor Mark Chilton, Carrboro
Mayor Harold Weinbrecht, Cary
Mayor Kevin Foy, Chapel Hill
Mayor Pat McCrory, Charlotte
Mayor Scott Padgett, Concord
Mayor Bill Bell, Durham

Mayor Tony Chavonne, Fayetteville
Mayor Jennifer Stultz, Gastonia
Mayor Al King, Goldsboro

Mayor Yvonne Johnson, Greensboro
Mayor Pat Dunn, Greenville

Mayor Rudy Wright, Hickory
Mayor Rebecca Smothers, High Point
Mayor Jill Swain, Huntersville
Mayor Sammy Phillips, Jacksonville
Mayor Bob Misenheimer, Kannapolis
Mayor Charles Meeker, Raleigh
Mayor David Combs, Rocky Mount
Mayor Susan Kluttz, Salisbury
Mayor Bill Saffo, Wilmington
Mayor Bruce Rose, Wilson

Mayor Allen Joines, Winston-Salem
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21°' Century Transportation 5,000 mile proposal

Proposal by Jim Trogdon, staff to Sen. Jenkins and the 21st Century

Transportation Committee:

Philosophy behind the transfer: The DOT would transfer the responsibility for
and the current state revenues spent on 5,000 linear miles of state roads within
city boundaries.

Municipalities assume responsibility for 5,000 linear miles of state roads
within municipal boundaries including maintenance, operations,
modernization and expansion. (Once transferred they are no longer
eligible for TIP funds.) (Bridges on these streets continue to be state
responsibility.)

State will provide current Powell Bill funding formula + $38 million (from
the Highway Fund and the Highway Trust Fund) = $7,548 per linear mile.
Jim says they will add to this figure what the DOT is spending currently on
schedule C&D on these specific roads as well but has no estimate on that
figure at this time. Jim says he recognizes the need to increase the $38
million here, but has not specified by how much.

State will establish a Municipal Infrastructure Fund (MIF) with $56 million
annually (funded by lifting the gas tax cap) or 6.5% of the VMT ($31.2m)
whichever is greater for 50% matching competitive grants. All municipal
road mileage is eligible. Projects selected based on benefit/state cost
share by the NC Board of Transportation plus municipal representation
weighted to reflect the 5,000 miles. State will establish a state bank for
0% financing option for municipal 50% match.

Jim also proposes allowing transit projects to compete for the MIF funds. He
would anticipate a bigger figure than $56 million if transit projects were included.
He again proposes that as much as DOT is currently spending on transit would
go into this fund ($76 million). Remember this would require transit projects to be
funded through the 50/50 match.

Concerns and talking points

Lane miles are a more accurate measure of roads, not center line miles
that are currently used.

The Powell Bill per mile allocation is insufficient for the roads it currently
supports, so it is even more insufficient for these main arteries.

COG-#793997-v1-5_000_lane_mile_talking_points_for MPO_meeting.DOC
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e The formula proposed does not take into account traffic volumes or
heavily used truck routes which affect cost.

e The revenues the proposal is built on are not projected to grow at the rate
of construction inflation.

e Public transportation needs its own source of revenues, should not be
mixed into the MIF pot.

e The MIF pot is for all roads, not just the 5,000 miles, so completely
insufficient.

e What are you going to do with the “paper” towns that have these miles?

e Secondary roads don’t begin and end at municipal boundaries — how will
this proposal ensure consistent road system quality as roads cross from
city boundaries?

e Putting the BOT as the decision maker on the competitive grants injects
more politics into roads.

e The MIF is too small and therefore makes cities compete against one
another over an insufficient funding source.

e What will be the counties role in roads?

It is generally understood that the majority of secondary roads are not currently in
an acceptable condition. Currently cities accept roads from the state system only
when the condition has been brought up to standard quality. There needs to be
a major infusion of funding to bring them up to an acceptable level of condition
before they could be considered at a level that municipalities would normally
accept them as their own.

Other viewpoints

Federal Government NOT the Answer

Since NC is likely to continue its role as a “donor state” we should not look to the
federal government for solutions. However, we should remain vigilant to protect
our interests at the federal level.

New Money — New Rules

Any new funding for transportation at the state level MUST FOCUS ON
MEASURABLE RESULTS — and NOT use the current processes that simply
divide money up geographically. This includes all new funding including any
potential bonds or shift in current funding.
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