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French Broad River Metropolitan Planning Organization 
Minutes from the TCC Hybrid Meeting on January 11th, 2024 

 
 

 
Minutes 

 
 
 
ATTENDANCE: 
In-person and remote via Zoom: 
Autumn Radcliff (Chair) Henderson County 
Steve Williams NCDOT Division 14 
Jessica Morris City of Asheville Transit 
Dylan Casper Buncombe County Transit 
Hannah Smith NCDOT Division 13 
Lucy Crown  City of Asheville 
Jodie Ferguson Haywood County 
Suzette Morales FHWA 
Angela Reece Town of Black Mountain 
Janna Bianculli Apple Country Transit 
Russel Cate Town of Black Mountain 
Mike Malecek Town of Mills River 
Bryan Murphy NCDOT 
Eric Rufa Town of Fletcher 
Daniel Sellers TPD 
Vicki Eastland  Land of Sky RPO 
William High (Vice-Chair) Buncombe County 
Stephen Sparks NCDOT Div 13 
Ashley Featherstone WNC Air Quality 
Tim Anderson NCDOT 
Sam Cullen Town of Maggie Valley 
Matt Manley City of Hendersonville 
Chris Medlin NCDOT 
Steve Cannon NCDOT Div 13 
Harry Buckner Town of Biltmore Forest 
Rusty Darnell NCDOT 
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Members Without Representation Present: 
Madison County 
Town of Weaverville 
Town of Mars Hill 
Town of Laurel Park 
Haywood County Transit 
Town of Waynesville 
Town of Woodfin 
Town of Canton 
Town of Clyde 

 
Additional Attendees: 
 
Tristan Winkler  Jon Barsanti  Hannah Bagli      
Logan DiGiacomo  Asha Rado(Minutes)   
Alexa Whitman (Asheville Chamber of Commerce) 
Ada Sloop   Seth Poole  Kenny Bussey 
Two members of the public, did not provide their names 
    
       
   
WELCOME AND HOUSEKEEPING 
Autumn Radcliff called the meeting to order and welcomed everyone at 11:02 AM. A roll call 
followed, and a quorum was established to conduct the business before the meeting.  

 
  PUBLIC COMMENT 
 Autumn Radcliff opened the floor for public comment. No comment was heard. 
   
 
  Consent Agenda: 
 
 3A: November 2023 Combined Meeting Minutes for the TCC and TAC 
 
https://frenchbroadrivermpo.org/wpcontent/uploads/2024/01/2023_11_16__MPO.DRAFT_.CombinedMinutes.pdf  
 
 3B: Citizens Advisory Committee Application 
Citizens Advisory Committee Application 
The MPO maintains a Citizens Advisory Committee made up of interested citizens from around the 
region. This committee’s primary function is to provide recommendations to staff and the MPO 
TCC & Board on public engagement policies and strategies as well as social equity planning, 

https://frenchbroadrivermpo.org/wpcontent/uploads/2024/01/2023_11_16__MPO.DRAFT_.CombinedMinutes.pdf
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including the MPO’s Title VI Plan and Environmental Justice practices. The MPO is currently 
revamping the roster and held a meeting on January 8th. 
Susan Bean submitted an application to join the committee. Approval form the TCC and Board is 
required to become an official member of the committee. 
The bylaws of the Citizens Advisory Committee are available here: 
https://frenchbroadrivermpo.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/02/CAC_Bylaws_201511.pdf 
Interested citizens may find a form to fill-out and submit to MPO staff if interested in joining the 
Citizens Advisory Committee (rolling application): https://frenchbroadrivermpo.org/citizensadvisory- 
committee-cac/ 
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Vicki Eastland moved to accept the consent agenda including the minutes from the 
November 2023 meeting and accepting the application of Susan Bean for the CAC.  William 
High seconded the motion which passed unaminously upon a roll call vote. 
 
 

 
 
Business: 
 
I-40 High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Study Letter of Support 
 
NCDOT has requested a letter of support for a study to look at the potential for High Occupancy Toll 
(HOT) Lanes to be added as part of the planned (currently unfunded) widening of I-40 to the west of I-26. 
 
There are three sections of the I-6054 project: 
Section A: US 23/74 (Smokey Mountain Expressway) to NC 215 (Champion Drive) 
Section B: NC 215 (Champion Drive) to Exit 37 (Wiggins Road) 
Section C: Exit 37 (Wiggins Road) to Monte Vista Road 
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Topic for Discussion 
Each of these projects are currently in P 7.0 as carryover widening projects. NCDOT has 
requested a letter of support from the RPO to conduct a study on adding HOT lanes. Conducting the 
study does not make any commitment to managed lanes but just looks at the feasibility of including them 
as part of the planned widening. 
 
 
 
Information from FHWA: 
What Are HOT Lanes? 
Traditional high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes require passenger vehicles to have a minimum number 
of passengers. “HOT” lanes is short for “high-occupancy toll” lanes. HOT lanes are HOV lanes that allow 
vehicles that don’t meet occupancy requirements to pay a toll to use the lane.  Variable pricing is used to 
manage the lane so that reliable performance is maintained at all times. HOT lanes have proven to be 
more efficient than traditional HOV lanes. In addition, in many cases the adjacent General Purpose lanes 
also benefit from the resulting reallocation of vehicles in the   
corridor. While communities may call them by different names, such as Fast Lanes or Express Lanes, the 
basic operation is the same—HOT lanes encourage carpooling and other transit alternatives while 
offering vehicles that do not meet standard occupancy requirements another option. 
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What Are the Benefits of HOT Lanes? 

 
Future I-495 Express Lane, Virginia 
 
HOT lanes provide mobility options for individual drivers while encouraging the use of transit and 
carpooling. Tolls collected from HOT lanes can supplement the operations, enforcement, and 
maintenance costs for the facilities. Even buses benefit from HOT lanes—research shows that 
communities with HOT lanes are often able to increase transit service as was the case with I-15 in San 
Diego. Solo drivers know they can count on getting where they need to be on time.  
 
For example, Minneapolis has increased the number of vehicles using the I-394 MnPASS lanes by 33 
percent since the facility’s opening in 2005 without degrading transit and HOV use. Furthermore, travel 
speeds of 50 to 55 mph have been maintained for 95 percent of the time in the lanes. Denver originally 
projected 500 toll payers during the peak hour travel along I-25 but in fact 
achieved 1,400 in the first year of operation. Use of the I-25 HOT lanes has grown by almost 18 percent 
since the HOT lanes opened in 2006 and the lanes remain uncongested. Additionally, transit ridership in 
the HOT lanes has remained high. 
 
 
 
 
Why Charge Travelers for Using Roadways? 
 
By charging travelers for use of roadways, agencies can help mitigate traffic congestion while generating 
revenues to supplement operating costs. Common sense dictates that for a user to be willing to pay for a 
service, then he/she must benefit in some way from it. For priced facility users, this benefit is most likely 
travel-time savings or reliable travel. Often, a priced facility will offer a more reliable trip than an adjacent 
or nearby route. Drivers can choose to use the priced facility if they judge the travel-time savings worth 
paying the requisite toll. 
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Do HOT Lanes Help the Environment? 

 
I-25 Express Lane, Denver 
 
Like their HOV counterparts, HOT lanes have the potential to help improve air quality where they are 
implemented. High-occupancy lanes might help to reduce harmful impacts to the environment associated 
with congestion, especially by encouraging the use of multi-passenger vehicles or mass transit systems. 
On SR 167 in Seattle, general purpose lane speeds increased 10 percent and HOT lane speeds 
increased 7-8 percent and transit ridership increased 16 percent from the year before implementation of 
the HOT lane. As a result, the federal government allows HOV lanes to be considered a transportation 
control measure (TCM) for air quality conformity analysis. 
 
Why Are Variable Tolls Used for HOT Lanes? 
 
Congestion pricing, or “variable pricing,” changes the amount charged for road use based on demand. 
On a typical roadway, a flat toll would not be the optimal toll throughout the day. During off-peak periods 
it may be too high for drivers to benefit from paying it. Conversely, during times of peak demand, the toll 
may not be high  
enough to make optimal use of the facility. Variable pricing offers a solution to this problem by increasing 
the toll during periods of peak demand and reducing it during off-peak times. 
 
 
 
 
Who Is Implementing HOT Lanes? 
 
Communities around the nation are installing HOT lanes in response to increased congestion. There are 
10 HOT lanes currently operating in eight states: 
 
• I-15 FasTrak in San Diego, California 
• US 290 Northwest Freeway QuickRide HOT Lanes in Houston, Texas 
• I-394 and I-35W MnPass in Minneapolis, Minnesota 
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• I-25 Express Lanes in Denver, Colorado 
• I-15 Express Lanes in Salt Lake City, Utah 
• SR 167 HOT Lanes Pilot Project in Seattle, Washington 
• I-95 Express Lanes in Miami, Florida 
• I-680, Alameda County, California 
• I-85, Atlanta, Georgia 
 
Where are HOT Lanes Operating? 
 

 
HOT lanes have been implemented in eight states. 
 
There are currently ten operating HOT lane projects for a total of over 100 miles in the U.S., and many 
states have projects in the planning stages. All of the operating projects were conversions of HOV lanes 
to HOT lanes, although some have extended the HOT lanes. The average length is approximately 12 
miles. 
 
How are the Current Projects Operating? 
 
The operating projects are either one- or two-lane facilities in each direction. Most strive to maintain 
speeds of at least 45 miles per hour. The variable toll ranges from $0.25 in the off-peak to $9.00 in 
heavily congested periods. 
 
What does the Public Think about HOT Lanes? 
The operating projects enjoy support from both users and non-users. While most people don’t use the 
HOT lane every day, research shows that travelers like having a choice in their travel options. On I-25 in 
Denver, 62 percent of survey respondents say they use the Express Lanes because it saves time. 
Likewise in Houston, focus group respondents thought that using the HOT lane saved them as much as 
50 percent of total commute travel time. Reliability is also often cited as a benefit of the HOT lane. In San 
Diego and Miami, users there want the projects expanded. 
 
 
 
What about Equity? Are HOT Lanes More of a Burden on Lower-Income Drivers? 
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I-394 MnPass 
 
Research on I-394, SR 167, and I-15 indicates that drivers of all socioeconomic backgrounds support 
HOT lanes. In fact, data from the San Diego Association of Governments indicate that the lowest income 
group expressed stronger support from the project than the highest income group. Research shows that 
people of all income levels support HOT lanes. Users of all incomes see the value in having a reliable trip 
when they need it. A 2004-2006 longitudinal panel survey of I-394 residents in Minnesota found support 
levels at over 60 percent for the congestion priced HOT lane. This number varies only slightly when 
sorted by income levels, gender, and education levels, suggesting that the arrangement is perceived as 
equitable. I-15 in San Diego had a 77 percent approval rating after opening with nominal differences 
between high- and low-income users. Specific focus groups of low-income travelers in Washington found 
that low-income drivers are typically as supportive, if not more supportive, of the HOT lanes concept than 
other drivers. 
 
Other Examples on I-40 
One point of discussion at the MPO’s Prioritization Subcommittee was the fact that there are currently no 
managed lanes on I-40 in the United States. However, there are several projects currently under 
development or consideration, including projects in North Carolina, Tennessee, Arizona, and California. 
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Discussion occurred in regard to where the study originated, who would be funding the study and what 
the potential public response would be in regards to HOT lanes being implemented.  
 
Jessica Morriss moved to recommend to the Board a letter of support HOT Lanes on I-40. Steve 
Williams seconded the motion which passed unanimously upon a roll call vote. 
 
 
 
 
 

Draft FY 2025 Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) 
The French Broad River MPO is required to develop a Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) 
and adopt a draft in January with the final version approved in March. 
 
What is a UPWP? 
The UPWP is a federally mandated document for MPO’s to produce that serves the MPO’s budget. 
This includes line items of work for MPO staff, planning work planned by the region’s designated 
recipient for FTA 5303 Metropolitan Planning Funds, selected by the MPO (City of Asheville), as 
well as studies being carried out using federal planning funds, and any programmatic support or 
planning being funded by FTA 5307 Support. The Draft UPWP’s adoption is a necessary step for 
the application of FTA 5303 funds, due at the end of January. 
 
Major Changes between the FY 2024 and FY 2025 UPWP 
-increase in local dues: this is being done to maintain current staff and technical capacity with the 
increased cost of living, salaries, and general costs. 
-increase in Special Study management and coordination due to the increased number of MPO-
supported projects currently on the books 
-major focus on 2050 MTP, P 7.0, Special Studies management 
-less of a focus on data collection and management 
 
Vicki Eastland moved to recommend to the Board for approval of Draft FY 2025 UPWP. Dylan 
Casper seconded the motion which passed unanimously upon a roll call vote. 
 
 

5310 and JARC Calls for Projects 
Section 5310 
Section 5310 (Enhanced Mobility for Seniors and Individuals with with Disabilities) funds are 
allocated to the Asheville Urbanized Area, with the City of Asheville serving as the designated 
recipient for these funds. The 5310 Grant has two categories for funding: 
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• Traditional/Capital Projects: At least 55% of the total funding amount must go to “traditional” 
projects 
• Other/Operations Type Projects: no more than 45% of the total funding amount can go to 
these projects 
Additional information about Section 5310 is available at: https://frenchbroadrivermpo.org/5310- 
and-jarc/ 
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JARC- Jobs Access Reverse Commute 
JARC (Jobs Access Reverse Commute) is a competitive pot of funds set aside form Section 5307 
Urban Transit Formula funds to encourage regional connectivity, to fund the development and 
maintenance of transportation services designated to transport welfare recipients and eligible low income 
individuals to and from jobs and activities related to their employment. The FBRMPO holds 
a call for projects for federal funding, and the City of Asheville is the Designated Recipient for 
these funds. 
Additional Information about the program is available at: https://frenchbroadrivermpo.org/5310- 
and-jarc/ 
 



339 New Leicester Highway, Suite 140 • Asheville. NC 28806 •www.fbrmpo.org 
Long-Range Transportation Plan •Transportation Improvement Program 

Highway Planning • Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning • Transit Planning • Air Quality 
Public Involvement 

 



339 New Leicester Highway, Suite 140 • Asheville. NC 28806 •www.fbrmpo.org 
Long-Range Transportation Plan •Transportation Improvement Program 

Highway Planning • Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning • Transit Planning • Air Quality 
Public Involvement 

 



339 New Leicester Highway, Suite 140 • Asheville. NC 28806 •www.fbrmpo.org 
Long-Range Transportation Plan •Transportation Improvement Program 

Highway Planning • Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning • Transit Planning • Air Quality 
Public Involvement 

 
 
 
Jessica Morriss moved to recommend to the Board to approve the Call for Projects’ timeline and 
evaluation criteria for JARC and Section 5310. Matt Manley seconded the motion which passed 
unaminously upon a roll call vote. 
 
 
 

Safety Performance Targets 
Effective April 14, 2016, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) established five highway 

safety performance measures in accord with regulations set forth in the Federal MAP-21 and FAST Act 
transportation funding bills. These performance measures are: 
1. Number of fatalities; 
2. Rate of fatalities per 100 million vehicle miles traveled; 
3. Number of serious injuries; 
4. Rate of serious injuries per 100 million vehicle miles traveled; and 
5. Number of combined non-motorized fatalities and non-motorized serious injuries. 

These targets are established annually, are based on 5 year rolling averages, and are for calendar 
years. North Carolina state targets are set in agreement with our Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) 
goals. The SHSP goals are developed through collaborative efforts of a diverse group of stakeholders 
including state, regional, and local partners (including MPOs). The goal of the most recent (2019) SHSP is 
to reduce fatalities and serious injuries by half by 2035, moving towards zero by 2050. 

2024 state safety performance targets were submitted to FHWA on August 31st, as required, with the 
submission of the annual Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) report. These targets reflect the 
2019 SHSP goal to reduce fatalities and serious injuries by half by 2035, moving towards zero by 2050. The 
calculated targets are shown in the table below. 
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Information only. Presented by Bryan Murphy with NCDOT. 
 
Discussion occurred around what happens if we do adopt our own targets. NCDOT’s main concern is 
that the targets are aspirational and to make progress. More coordination with the traffic safety. 
 
Memorandum of Understanding Survey Results 
After updating the MPO’s Planning Area, the MPO is required to update its Memorandum of 
Understanding. Several updates are required, either to update language to current federal law or to 
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change committee and Board designations for members who may or may not apply any longer. 
After a Draft MOU is established it is required to be approved by EVERY JURISDICTION IN THE 
MPO. 

 
Items to Consider Within the MOU: 
1. MPO Membership 

a. MPO members to be removed in the updated MOU 
i. Transylvania County (non-voting) (TCC and Board) 
ii. State Bicycle Committee Representative for Divisions 13 & 14 (TCC only)- 
group has been defunct for some time 

b. MPO members to add 
i. Transit representative were added via amendment, would be included in the 
updated list 

2. Quorum 
a. Currently defines quorum for “active” members, inactive members are those that 
have not attended the previous two meetings, don’t count towards quorum 

3. Voting Power 
a. Distribution of Votes 
b. Veto Votes 
c. Weighted Voting 

4. MPO Roles and Responsibilities 
 
Survey Overview & Results 
MPO staff sent out two surveys on the MOU- one targeted to the TCC and one for the MPO Board. 
The primary difference between the two is the Board was only asked about the make-up of the 
Board, the TCC was asked about the TCC and Board. The survey was made available from 
November 17-December 22. 
High-level results from the survey are below. In general, there was strong support for maintaining 
the status quo in most facets, but some interest in consolidation of Board seats, removal of the 
veto power provision, and removal of the weighted voting provision. 
MPO staff will provide a detailed update on the survey at the meeting. 
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Question #1: Do you think the distribution of votes on the MPO Board should change? 

 
Question #2: Do you think having multiple jurisdictions consolidate votes would be a beneficial 
approach? 
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Question #3: Should the definition of quorum change? 

 
 
Question #4: Should a simple majority determine voting outcomes? 
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Question #5: Do You Think the Veto Power Provision Should Change? 

 
Question #6: Do You Think the Weighted Voting Provision Should Change? 

 
 
 
Division Project Updates: 
 
Division 13 : Hannah Smith presented. https://frenchbroadrivermpo.org/wpcontent/ 
uploads/2024/01/Div13_January_Updates.pdf 
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Division 14 : Steve Williams presented 
 
 
TPD Updates: Daniel Sellers presented 
 
 

FHWA/FTA Updates :Suzette Morales presented 
FHWA Bipartisan Infrastructure Law Website: https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure- 
law/ 

 
FTA Bipartisan Infrastructure Law Website: https://www.transit.dot.gov/BIL 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bipartisan-infrastructure-
http://www.transit.dot.gov/BIL
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Committee & Workgroup Updates 
Prioritization Subcommittee— met on November 
1st; next meeting February 7th. 
Transit Operators’ Workgroup— last met on September 
18th; Points of Business/Discussion: 

 
• September 18th Agenda: 

o 5307 funding updates 
o NCDOT Regional Transit Study Update 
o Updates from Agencies 
 

5307 Subrecipient Workgroup- met on September 12th, 
2023 Points of Business/Discussion: 

• Updated Urbanized Areas (UZAs) from US Census finalized and published January 9, 
2023 

 
• Asheville UZA land area shrank from 262 to 250 sq. mi., population increased from 

279,201 to 285,495; new UZAs: Waynesville, 24,285 pop.; Canton, 8,812 pop., 
Brevard,13,059 pop. 

 
• FY 2023 allocations: 

o City of Asheville, 42.6% 
o Buncombe County, 28.6% 
o Haywood County, 8.3% 
o Henderson County, 20.4% 

 
• FY 2024 allocations (proposed): 

o City of Asheville, 46.8% 
o Buncombe County, 32.0% 
o Haywood County, n/a 
o Henderson County, 21.2% 

 
Discussion of 5307 Sub-Recipients allocation formula; MPO staff and Work Group members agreed to the following 
approach: 

o No new funding formula study at this time in light of Henderson County and 
Asheville- Buncombe County transit studies underway. 

o Keep the formula the same, albeit with updated FTA National Transit 
Database (NTD) operational data, but not population data from ESRI 
Community Analyst; only official US Census population data is the preferred 
source for population data. 

 

Hellbender Trail Stakeholder Group/Regional Trail Forum Updates- met on November 30th; 
next meeting TBD. 
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MPO Studies Status 
Study Managing Entity Year 

Programmed 
Status 

Reed Creek Greenway Feasibility 
Study 

City of Asheville 2023 Underway 

2050 Socio-Economic Projections FBRMPO 2023 Consultant Selected; 
Awaiting NCDOT OIG 
Approval 

CTP/MTP Update FBRMPO 2024 LOIs Received; 
Consultant 
Selection In-
Progress 

Safe Streets for All Regional 
Action Plan 

FBRMPO 2024 Consultant Selected 

Patton Avenue Corridor Study City of Asheville 2023 Underway 
Ridgecrest Connector Greenway 
Feasibility Study 

Town of Black 
Mountain 

2023 Underway 

Cane Creek Greenway Study Town of Fletcher 2024 Agreement Being 
Drafted 

Woodfin-Weaverville Greenway 
Study 

Town of Woodfin 2024 RFLOI Being Drafted 

Buncombe County Multimodal 
Master Plan 

Buncombe County 2024 Agreement Being 
Drafted 

Hellbender Implementation Plan FBRMPO 2024 Not Started 
Regional ITS Plan FBRMPO 2024 Not Started 
Travel Survey/Model Upgrades FBRMPO 2024 Not Started 
Staffing & Implementation Study FBRMPO 2024 Not Started 

 
 

Legislative Updates given.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Autumn Radcliff opened the floor for public comment. No comments were heard. 
  
ADJOURNMENT 
Autumn Radcliff adjourned the meeting at   12: 35 PM as there was no further business. 
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