
 

 

Appendix A 
Air Quality Regulations 
 
40 CFR 93.122(g) 
(g) Reliance on previous regional emissions analysis.   

     (1)Conformity determinations for a new transportation plan and/or TIP may be demonstrated 
to satisfy the requirements of §§93.118 (“Motor vehicle emissions budget”) or 93.119 (“Interim 
emissions in areas without motor vehicle emissions budgets”) without new regional emissions 
analysis if the previous regional emissions analysis also applies to the new plan and/or TIP. This 
requires a demonstration that:   

     (i) The new plan and/or TIP contain all projects which must be started in the plan and TIP’s 
timeframes in order to achieve the highway and transit system envisioned by the transportation 
plan;  

     (ii) All plan and TIP projects which are regionally significant are included in the 
transportation plan with design concept and scope adequate to determine their contribution to the 
transportation plan’s and/or TIP’s regional emissions at the time of the previous conformity 
determination;  

     (iii) The design concept and scope of each regionally significant project in the new plan 
and/or TIP are not significantly different from that described in the previous transportation plan; 
and  

     (iv) The previous regional emissions analysis is consistent with the requirements of §§93.118 
(including that conformity to all currently applicable budgets is demonstrated) and/or 93.119, as 
applicable.  

     (2) A project which is not from a conforming transportation plan and a conforming TIP may 
be demonstrated to satisfy the requirements of §93.118 or §93.119 without additional regional 
emissions analysis if allocating funds to the project will not delay the implementation of projects 
in the transportation plan or TIP which are necessary to achieve the highway and transit system 
envisioned by the transportation plan, the previous regional emissions analysis is still consistent 
with the requirements of §93.118 (including that conformity to all currently applicable budgets is 
demonstrated) and/or §93.119, as applicable, and if the project is either:  

     (i) Not regionally significant; or  

     (ii) Included in the conforming transportation plan (even if it is not specifically included in 
the latest conforming TIP) with design concept and scope adequate to determine its contribution 
to the transportation plan’s regional emissions at the time of the transportation plan’s conformity 
determination, and the design concept and scope of the project is not significantly different from 
that described in the transportation plan.  
     (3) A conformity determination that relies on paragraph (g) of this section does not satisfy the 
frequency requirements of §93.104(b) or (c).   

 



 

 

Appendix B 
Federal Conformity Finding on Long Range Transportation Plans 
 
 
The accompanying pages include the conformity finding on the 2030 LRTPs from FHWA. 
 
Letter dated June 29, 2007 (2 pages) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Appendix C 
2009-2015 Transportation Improvement Program  
 
The accompanying pages include TIPs (STIPs for donut areas), by MPOs and RPO donut area 
counties. 
 
C1 2009-2015 Mecklenburg-Union MPO TIP (__ pages) 
C2 2009-2015 Gaston Urban Area MPO TIP (__ pages) 
C3 2009-2015 Cabarrus-Rowan MPO TIP (__ pages) 
C4 2009-2015 Gaston County STIP Projects (7 pages) 
C5 2009-2015 Iredell (partial) County STIP Projects (7 pages) 
C6 2009-2015 Lincoln County STIP Projects (3 pages) 
C7 2009-2015 Union (rural portion) County STIP Projects (7 pages) 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

critical for conformity determinations when the county-level subarea budgets come into play. 
 The separate addendum table could provide this information for the reviewer. 
o CR MPO will try to accommodate with some clarification in the LRTP.  This cannot be 

done in the STIP but could be done in the TIP.  Also some of these issues can be 
addressed during the TIP IC meeting. 

o EPA is recommending that this be done for future LRTP updates/conformity 
determinations.  FHWA will set up a conference call with EPA and NCDOT to discuss 
the details of this request and how it can be implemented. 

 

• Please confirm that 5.6 miles of this project (the difference between the mileage in the 
LRTP and the TIP) are in Mecklenburg County. 
o Need the project number from EPA before it can be answered. 

 

• For project R-2533, there is funding beyond 2010, will this project be opened by this 
year.   It appears that this project was included in the 2010 network so our assumption is that 
this project was included in the regional emissions analysis to be scheduled to open by that 
date. 
o Part of this project is in Stanley County.  The 11.6 miles is in Cabarrus County. 
o The portion of the project in the Cabarrus Rowan MPO will be open to traffic by 2010 

 

• Could not find SIP-4722 in either TIP?   Please help identify as this is in the 2010 
network from the LRTP. 
o This is an intersection project that is completed.  This project is also not regionally significant. 

 

ROWAN 
 

• It is difficult to determine from the project description which part of the projects in the 
multi-county project areas where considered for Rowan County analysis.   This is not critical 
for this analysis (although Stanly County emissions should not be considered because this 
county is not a part of this nonattainment area); however, this will be critical for conformity 
determinations when the county-level subarea budgets come into play.  The separate 
addendum table could provide this information for the reviewer. 
o CR MPO will try to accommodate with some clarification in the LRTP.  This cannot be 

done in the STIP but could be done in the TIP.  Also some of these issues can be 
addressed during the TIP IC meeting. 

o EPA is recommending that this be done for future LRTP updates/conformity 
determinations.  FHWA will set up a conference call with EPA and NCDOT to discuss 
the details of this request and how it can be implemented. 

 

• For I-2304, construction funds are indicated after 2010 (the analysis year for the regional 
emissions analysis for this project).   It is hard to determine whether the Rowan County 
portion of this project will be completed by this year.  If not, this project may be crossing an 
analysis year.  Is there a typo for the analysis year in the amendment table for this project or 
is the Rowan portion going to be complete by 2010? 
o The project is in the 2020 HY in the amended LRTP that was completed on 10/1/05.  It will be excluded 

from the FHWA STIP finding because funding is shown as other in the first two years of the STIP. 
 

• Could not find SIP-4722 in either TIP?   Please help identify as this is in the 2010 
network from the LRTP. 



 

 

o This is an intersection project that is completed.  This project is also not regionally significant. 
 

GASTON 
 

• Did not notice I-5007 in the LRTP.   Is this because it is considered exempt?   An exempt 
list with project listing and description would help the IAC make an independent 
determination that the projects are exempt. 
o It is in the LRTP on page 124.  It is exempt.  It is a pavement rehabilitation project    

 

• For future project description for R-0617 please provide number of existing versus future 
lanes, length of project and project terminus.   Also, need exempt/non exempt status for 
project. 
o This project was modeled in the 2020 HY - Section "C" From US 321 to US 321 Bypass (1.36 miles - total 

project length 10.6 miles); 4 lanes on new location.  This is a non-exempt project regionally significant 
project. 

 

• For project R-2608, please explain why the TIP has the project listed as 7.5 miles where 
as the LRTP has it listed as 8.5 miles.   Is 7.5 miles or 8.5 miles modeled for the regional 
emissions analysis? 
o This project was modeled in the Year 2030 - From US 321 to I-85 (7.1 miles modeled); 4 lanes on new 

location.  There is no funding for this project in the TIP for years 09, 10, 11, or 12.  There are no 
conformity implications with this project 

 

• Could not find U-5103 in the LRTP; please explain. 
o New project, completed feasibility study, and is an unfunded project beyond the life of the STIP 

 

• Please explain difference between project descriptions for U-3608 in the TIP versus the 
LRTP.  The TIP indicates that the project will be widened to 5 lanes whereas the LRTP 
indicates that the project will be widened from 2 to 4 lanes.  Which is reflected in the 
regional emissions analysis? 
o The 5th lane is a turn lane.  No conformity implications 

 

• For project U-4915 there is no cost indicated in the outer years but construction cost is 
indicated in FY2008.   Will this project be completed prior to 2020?   The amendment dated 
03/29/07 indicates that this project will not be modeled until the 2020 analysis year.  If the 
project is open earlier it is possible that it is crossing an analysis year. 
o This project is completed.  The project is not regionally significant.  No conformity implications 

 

• Please explain differences between U-2523 in the TIP versus the LRTP.  In the TIP there 
is a different project description and length versus that in the LRTP.  Which is reflected in 
the regional emissions analysis? 
o A portion of U-2523 is complete.  Total project length in the LRTP is what still needs to be widened.  The 

remainder of the project is completed. 
 

MECKLENBURG 
 

• It is difficult to determine from the project description which part of the projects in the 
multi-county project areas where considered for Mecklenburg County analysis.   This is not 
critical for this analysis (although Anson County, Richmond County and Stanly County 
emissions should not be considered because this county is not a part of this nonattainment 
area); however, this will be critical for conformity determinations when the county-level 



 

 

subarea budgets come into play.  The separate addendum table could provide this 
information for the reviewer. 
o This will need to be incorporated in future LRTP updates/conformity determinations.  

FHWA will set up a conference call with EPA and NCDOT to discuss the details of this 
request and how it can be implemented. 

 

• For project R-2248 please clarify what phase of the project is included in the TIP.   The 
LRTP indicates that R-2248BB/C; R-2248D and R-2248F are to be implemented by the 2010 
network year.   It is unclear what portion of this project is included in the TIP. 
o R-2248D project limits are from Oakdale Road to NC 115 (approx.).  This project is under construction 

and will be complete by 2010.  Mileage: 6.0 
o R-2248E project limits are from NC 115 to I-85 North.  LRTP project listing in the 2010 HY should have 

included an “F” in the Notes column.  The explanation for “F” reads as follows: Project completely 
funded by 2010, but not open to traffic until after 2010 (2020 Horizon Year).  LRTP maps depict this 
project as a 2020 HY project.   Mileage: 5.4 

o The NCDOT STIP mileage listing is not correct.  Based on the project breakdown map, the STIP mileage 
should be 29.8. As far as the mileage breakdown in the LRTP is the following: Index # 205 is 8.05 (This 
project is complete), Index #316 is 6.8, Index #207 is 6.0, Index #242 is 5.4 and Index #135 is 3.6.  The 
total LRTP mileage is 29.85. 

 

• Could not locate U2512A, U-3447 or U-4401 in the TIP. 
o U-2512A:  This project has been completed. 
o U-3447:  It is in the TIP on page 10-23. 
o U-4401:  The project is in the TIP  

 

• Located R-2420 in the TIP and R-2420A in the LRTP, please clarify which portion of 
this project is in the TIP and whether this project will be implemented as envisioned in the 
current regional emission analysis.  
o Yes, R-2420 is in both the 2010 HY (Index #74) and in the 2020 HY (Index #75)  

 

• For any project in the TIP that does not have a cross reference TIP number, please 
provide this.   For the Union County review, this appeared to be a comment related to 
projects that were in the TIP but were not scheduled to be completed until the 2020 or 2030 
analysis year. 
o EPA requests that this be done for future project reviews 

 

UNION 
 

• It is difficult to determine from the project description which part of the projects in the 
multi-county project areas where considered for Union County analysis.   This is not critical 
for this analysis (although Anson County, Richmond County and Stanly County emissions 
should not be considered because this county is not a part of this nonattainment area); 
however, this will be critical for conformity determinations when the county-level subarea 
budgets come into play.  The separate addendum table could provide this information for the 
reviewer. 
o EPA is recommending that this be done for future LRTP updates/conformity 

determinations.  FHWA will set up a conference call with EPA and NCDOT to discuss 
the details of this request and how it can be implemented. 

 

• Could not find R-2626 in the original TIP.  



 

 

o  Project R-2626 does not exist.   
 

• NC TIP ID labels are useful.   Please consider extend use of this cross reference to the 
2020 and 2030 networks in the LRTP in the future. 
o This will be incorporated in future LRTP updates 

 

• Could not cross-reference the following projects easily from the TIP to the LRTP: R-
4441, R-3802, R-4413, R-3329, U-4744, U-999C, U-2510, U-4913, U-3809, U-2549, U-
3619, U-0213, U-4714, U-3825, and U-3467.   Please provide the cross-reference as an 
addendum for this conformity determination.  
o R-4441:  This project is outside the MPO 
o R-3802:  This project is unfunded.  See index #’s: 101 and 102 
o R-4413: This is a guardrail project.  No conformity implications 
o R-3329:  Index # 271 in the 2020 HY 
o U-4744:  STP DA funds.  No conformity implications 
o U-999C:  PL Funding Supplement.  No conformity implications 
o U-2510: This project is completed 
o U-2510A:  Index # 220 
o U-4913:  Index # 448 
o U-3809:  Index #231 
o U-2549:  Index #s 272 and 273 
o U-3619: Index # 268 
o U-213:  Index # 245 
o U-4714:  Index #’s 240 & 181 
o U-3825:  Index # 232 
o U-3467:  Index # 81 
 

DONUT AREAS: 
 

LINCOLN 
 

• It is difficult to determine from the project description which part of the projects in the 
multi-county project areas where considered for Lincoln County analysis.   This is not 
critical for this analysis (although Catawba emissions should not be considered because this 
county is not a part of this nonattainment area); however, this will be critical for conformity 
determinations when the county-level subarea budgets come into play.  The separate 
addendum table could provide this information for the reviewer. 
o EPA is recommending that this be done for future LRTP updates/conformity 

determinations.  FHWA will set up a conference call with EPA and NCDOT to discuss 
the details of this request and how it can be implemented 

 
• For C-4945 in the STIP, more information is needed to determine whether the project is 

exempt or not.   A minor expansion for transit is exempt whereas a major expansion for 
transit is nonexempt. 
o This project will add an additional bus in the morning and one in the evening.  No conformity implications 

 

IREDELL 
 

• It is difficult to determine from the project description which part of the projects in the 
multi-county project areas where considered for Iredell County analysis.   This is not critical 
for this analysis (although Catawba emissions should not be considered because this county 



 

 

is not a part of this nonattainment area); however, this will be critical for conformity 
determinations when the county-level subarea budgets come into play.  The separate 
addendum table could provide this information for the reviewer. 
o EPA is recommending that this be done for future LRTP updates/conformity 

determinations.  FHWA will set up a conference call with EPA and NCDOT to discuss 
the details of this request and how it can be implemented 

 

• Is R-5100 included in the most recent regional emissions analysis?   It is difficult to 
ascertain from the information provided.   
o The funding for this project is beyond year 12 in the STIP.  No conformity implications 

 



 

 

Appendix D2 
 

Metrolina Area  
09-15 TIP Interagency Consultation Meeting Minutes 

1/23/2008  
9 am – 11 am 

 
Attendees: 
Terry Arellano, NCDOT; Lynorae Benjamin, EPA; Bob Cook, MUMPO; Phil Conrad, CRMPO; Eddie Dancausse, 
FHWA; Linda Dosse, NCDOT; Janice Godfrey, NCDAQ; Hank Graham, GUAMPO; Heather Hildebrand, DAQ; 
Phyllis Jones, NCDAQ; Elizabeth Lowry, LNRPO; Joe McClellan, CDOT; Michael Orr, NCDOT; Jonathan Parker, 
NCDOT; Mark Smith, NCDOT. 
 
Review of 12/12/07 meeting/Key Conformity Schedule dates: 
• Reviewed schedule, CDR template, etc.  Key dates: release CDR, Mar 19-26; Public comment period: April 1-

May 9; MPOs take action on CDR: May 21-28; completion date: 7.1.08. 
• Discussion of proposed NCBOT adoption of TIP possibly in June. 
• Eddie will discuss need of early NCBOT action today with TPB managers and TIP unit staff, and recommends 

TPB follows up on importance of meeting the June date for our conformity schedule. 
• Terry will follow up with TPB and TIP unit staff to ensure the upper management is informed. 
 
Metrolina SIP/SIP Revision update: 
• Janice reports that State Implementation Plan (SIP) revision emissions modeling is winding down and the data has 

been sent to meteorology processing, but there have been some issues they’ve had to deal with lately that have held 
up the process. 

• DAQ’s best guess is that the SIP revision modeling process should be complete within about 2 weeks. 
• DAQ is not sure about the likely date of the SIP revision submission.  They are going to check their schedule and get 

back with the group. 
• Eddie requests that as soon as information is available on the SIP revision from DAQ to please share this with the 

interagency partners. 
 
09 TIP Conformity Issues: 
• Eddie asks group whether there is consensus on how to proceed with conformity—whether to proceed with use of 

the previous regional emissions analysis or attempt to use existing draft budgets. 
• Lynorae indicates that it is highly unlikely that EPA will approve the existing draft budgets by 7.1.08 the proposed 

conclusion of our TIP Conformity process. 
• Lynorae will check on the proposed schedule for the attainment demonstration and report back to the group.  She 

also noted that EPA upper management is sensitive to the region’s concerns over the SIP issue.  FHWA had a 
conversation with EPA on 1.28.08 and EPA is aware and is sensitive to the timing of this conformity process (to be 
completed by 7.1.08) and making MVEBs available prior to 7.1.08.  EPA will work with us on this issue. 

• Phil, Bob, Joe, and Hank all agreed that proceeding with using the existing regional emissions analysis (09-15 TIP is 
a direct subset of the existing conforming 2030 LRTPs) is the way to move forward. 

 
Action Items are highlighted in yellow 
 
 
Meeting closed at 9:30am. 
 



 

 

Appendix E 
Comments and Responses from Public Involvement Process 
 
INSERT AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 



 

 

Appendix F 
TIP Adoption and Conformity Resolutions 
 
 
Appendix F includes TIP adoption/endorsement and conformity finding resolutions for 
applicable MPOs (adoption), RPOs (endorsement) and the NCDOT (conformity findings for 
rural counties).   
 
For digital versions of this document, the following pdf files contain these actions: 
 
F1 Mecklenburg-Union MPO 2009-2015 TIP conformity finding 
F2 Mecklenburg-Union MPO 2009-2015 TIP adoption 
F3 Gaston Urban Area MPO 2009-2015 TIP conformity finding 
F4 Gaston Urban Area MPO 2009-2015 TIP adoption 
F5 Cabarrus-Rowan MPO 2009-2015 TIP conformity finding 
F6 Cabarrus-Rowan MPO 2009-2015 TIP adoption 
F9 NCDOT Gaston County (rural portion) 2009-2015 TIP conformity finding 
F10 NCDOT Iredell County (partial county rural portion) 2009-2015 TIP conformity finding 
F11 NCDOT Lincoln County 2009-2015 TIP conformity finding 
F12 NCDOT Union County (rural portion) 2009-2015 TIP conformity finding 
 
 
 



 

 

Appendix G 
Newspaper Advertisements for Public Review and Comment Period 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


