
 
AGENDA

Tuesday, March 28, 2023: 3:00 PM
Town Council Work Session 

C. Michael Haney Community Room:  Southern Pines Police Department
450 W. Pennsylvania Ave

 

1. CALL TO ORDER
 

2. TOWN MANAGER’S COMMENTS
 

3. PRESENTATIONS
 

  

a. NCDOT S-Line Commuter Rail
Staff representatives from the Rail Division of NCDOT will attend to discuss the department's continued 
efforts to establish high performance rail service between Raleigh and Richmond on the S-Line 
passenger rail.

  
b. CLRP Process Update

Project consultant Matt Noonkester with City Explained, Inc. and planning staff will present an update 
on the Comprehensive Long Range Plan project. 

4. ACTION ITEMS
 

  

a. Authorize the Mayor to Execute the Solid Waste, Yard Waste, Recycle Collection Agreement with 
Waste Industries, LLC

The Town has negotiated an extension of the current contract with Waste Industries, LLC dba GFL 
Environmental to provide collection of yard debris through December 31, 2023 and solid waste and 
recyclables through December 31, 2024. The Town will begin providing yard debris collection services in-
house effective January 1, 2024.

5. COUNCIL UPDATES AND DISCUSSION
 

  

a. Creation of a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
The population in southern Moore County surpassed 50,000 people in the 2020 U.S. Census. At that 
threshold, southern Moore will need to transition from a rural planning organization (RPO) to a 
metropolitan planning organization (MPO). The MPO boundary currently includes Pinehurst, Southern 
Pines, Aberdeen, Pinebluff, Whispering Pines and Taylortown. Staff will discuss the next steps required 
to formalize this transition. More details on MPOs in North Carolina is available at www.ncampo.org.

  
b. General Revenue Discussion Ahead of Budget Retreat

Staff will share some recent details relevant to revenue forecasting that will be relevant for discussions 
at the FY 23-24 Council budget retreat.

5.b.i. Ad Valorem Tax and Revaluations
5.b.ii. Sales Tax
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5.b.iii. Waste Collection and Disposal Fees
6. COUNCIL ROUNDTABLE
 

7. ADJOURNMENT
 

Meetings/work sessions of the Southern Pines Town Council are now available on the Town’s YouTube channel. Video of the Town Council 
meetings will be live streamed on the channel for viewing either during the meetings or after they have concluded. Please note, the video is 
provided only for the purposes of viewing the meetings; public comments or questions are not accepted via the live stream. To receive 
notifications when new content is published, please “subscribe” to the Town’s channel at https://bit.ly/3hXx2Qk
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Connecting people, products and places safely and efficiently with customer focus, accountability 
a n d  e n viron m e n ta l se n sit ivit y t o  e n h a n ce  t h e  e con om y a n d  vit a lit y o f North  Ca ro lin a

S-line: A Transformational Rail Corridor

Ju lie  W h it e , De p u t y Se c re t a ry fo r Mu lt i-Mo d a l Tra n sp o rt a t io n
Ja so n  Ort h n e r, P .E., CP M, Ra il Divis io n  Dire c t o r
Rya n  Bru m fie ld , P .E., In t e g ra t e d  Mo b ilit y Divis io n  Dire c t o r

Ma rch  28 , 20 23
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Bipartisan Infrastructure Law – FRA Perspective
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Hig h e s t  rid e rsh ip  in  32-ye a r h is t o ry
NC Intercity Passenger Rail Service

4

Rid e rsh ip  20 18 -20 22

‘18 ‘19 ‘20 ‘21 ‘22

4 31,14 8
4 63,8 0 8

179 ,777

362,191

522,550
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Towns are shown for geographical reference only and do not represent station locations.

Current NCDOT Rail Division Projects
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1992 FRA d e s ig n a t e d  t h e  So u t h e a s t  Co rrid o r

20 0 2 Ch a rlo t t e  t o  DC Tie r I Re c o rd  o f De c is io n

20 17 Ra le ig h  t o  Ric h m o n d  Tie r II Re c o rd  o f De c is io n

20 20 NCDOT w in s  $ 4 8 M CRISI g ra n t  fo r c o rrid o r p u rc h a se

20 21 Co m m u n it ie s  w in  $ 9 0 0 K FTA TOD g ra n t

20 22 NCDOT /  VP RA w in  $ 58 M CRISI g ra n t  fo r Su rve y a n d  P E

20 22 Co m m u n it ie s  w in  $ 3.4 M RAISE g ra n t  fo r Mo b ilit y Hu b s

The S -Line – Gateway to the Southeast
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• Dire c t  c o n n e c t io n  b e t w e e n  
u rb a n  c e n t e rs  – 20 M p e o p le  – e s t im a t e d  
t o  b e  25M b y 20 4 0

• Ad d it io n a l c a p a c it y a n d  o ve r a n  h o u r
in  t ra ve l t im e  sa ve d  b e t w e e n  NC a n d  VA

• Ba c kb o n e  o f re g io n a l m u lt i-m o d a l 
c o n n e c t ivit y in c lu d in g  c o m m u t e r ra il,  
t ra n s it , a n d  a c t ive  t ra n sp o rt a t io n

• Crit ic a l t o  fu rt h e r e xp a n d in g  t h e  NC 
p a sse n g e r ra il sys t e m

• P ro vid e s  fre ig h t  n e t w o rk  re s ilie n c y

• En viro n m e n t a l b e n e fit s

• Exp a n d s  se rvic e  t o  d isa d va n t a g e d  
a n d  u n d e rse rve d  re g io n s

Regional Benefits:
New Service Goals

8

2.9M

1.7M 2.1M

1.9M

10.0M

1.3M
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• Th re e  Se g m e n t s
−DC t o  Ric h m o n d  (Tra n sfo rm in g  

Ra il in  Virg in ia )
−Ric h m o n d  t o  Ra le ig h
−Ra le ig h  t o  Ch a rlo t t e

• En h a n c in g  In t e rc it y P a sse n g e r Ra il 
se rvic e  c o n n e c t in g  NC, VA, a n d  t h e  
No rt h e a s t

DC to Charlotte Intercity 
Passenger Rail Corridor

9
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• Co rrid o r a c q u is it io n  u n d e rw a y
• Se rvic e  d e ve lo p m e n t  u n d e rw a y
• Co rrid o r p h o t o g ra m m e t ry/su rve y u n d e rw a y
• Bro a d  c o m m u n it y e n g a g e m e n t  o n g o in g
• FY 21 CRISI Gra n t  fo r 30 % e n g in e e rin g  

 162 m ile s  o f ra ilro a d  d e s ig n
 8 2 m ile s  o f ro a d w a y d e s ig n

• De ve lo p in g  a n d  su b m it t in g  g ra n t s  a n d  
e s t a b lish in g  m a t c h in g  fu n d s :

− Su b m it t e d  FY 22 CRISI Gra n t  
fo r 60 % En g in e e rin g

− P re p a rin g  FY 22 Fe d -St a t e  P a rt n e rsh ip          
Gra n t  Ap p lic a t io n

10

S-Line Update – Richmond -Raleigh
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• 110  MP H p a sse n g e r ra ilro a d

• 91 n e w  g ra d e  se p a ra t io n s

• Co n c re t e  t ie s

• Hig h  sp e e d  sw it c h e s

• Hig h  le ve l p la t fo rm s

• Fre ig h t  b yp a ss  t ra c ks

• P o s it ive  Tra in  Co n t ro l

• Ad va n c e d  s ig n a l sys t e m s

We are building one of the most technologically 
advanced railroads in the Southeast
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S-Line TOD Study Goals
FTA Grant Won ($900,000)
Understand the possibilities

Plan the “place” around transit
Proactively plan context-driven TOD

• Se p a ra t e  e ffo rt  fro m  R2R c o rrid o r
• FTA Gra n t  W o n  ($90 0 ,0 0 0 )
• Un d e rs t a n d  t h e  p o ss ib ilit ie s
• P la n  t h e  “p la c e ” a ro u n d  t ra n s it
• P ro a c t ive ly p la n  c o n t e xt -d rive n  TOD

• Co rrid o r-w id e  Co n ve rsa t io n
− Fu n d in g  / fin a n c in g
− Tra n s it  o p e ra t io n s

• Lo c a l Im p le m e n t a t io n
− La n d  u se  p la n s  & zo n in g
− Re g u la t o ry P o lic ie s
− In fra s t ru c t u re  in ve s t m e n t s

12
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TOD Study Partners
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FY 20 22 RAISE Gra n t  Aw a rd e d
No rt h  Ca ro lin a  Re g io n a l 
S-Lin e  Mo b ilit y Hu b  P la n

P la n  w ill fo cu s  o n  d e fin in g  t h e  sco p e , p h ys ica l lo ca t io n  
a n d  p o t e n t ia l h u b  la yo u t . W h e t h e r b u ilt  fo r in t e rc it y 
a n d /o r co m m u t e r ra il se rvice , fu t u re  s t a t io n s  w ill b e  

re a d y fo r la s t -m ile  so lu t io n s   

Page 15 of 94



Upcoming S -Line Grade Separation 
Construction Projects

P -570 7: Ro g e rs  Ro a d
An t ic ip a t e d  LET Ma rc h  20 24
(in  CRISI 21 Gra n t  Aw a rd )

P -5720 : Du ra n t  Ro a d
An t ic ip a t e d  LET FY 20 24
(FY 22 Gra n t s  Ma t c h )

P -5715: Ne w  Ho p e  Ch u rc h  Ro a d
An t ic ip a t e d  LET FY 20 24
(FY 22 Gra n t s  Ma t c h )

P -5737: Millb ro o k  Ro a d
An t ic ip a t e d  LET 20 25
(FY 22 Gra n t s  Ma t c h )

Se a le d  Co rrid o r – Ra le ig h  t o  W a k e  Fo re s t

Dates are subject to change based on funding 15
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Upcoming Grant Opportunities
• Mu lt i-ye a r fu n d in g  u n d e r IIJ A/BIL

• FY 20 22 FRA Fe d -St a t e  P a rt n e rsh ip                    
a va ila b le  n o w , $ 4 .5 Billio n          

• Firs t  o f five  ye a rs  o f fu n d in g

• Gra n t  Fu n d in g  fo r:
− ROW , Fin a l De s ig n , Co n s t ru c t io n

• De ve lo p in g  P h a se d  
Im p le m e n t a t io n  P la n
− Firs t  P h a se  – Ra le ig h -W a ke  Fo re s t

• Gra n t  fu n d in g  m a t c h  
p ro vid e d  b y STIP , lo c a l
a n d  p a rt n e r fu n d in g

• Ap p lic a t io n  d u e  
Ap ril 21, 20 23

16
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Next Steps

17

 P re p a re  a n d  su b m it  g ra n t  a p p lic a t io n s

 Co n t in u e  s t ro n g  co o rd in a t io n  w it h  co m m u n it ie s , Am t ra k , Virg in ia , fre ig h t  
ra ilro a d s , a n d  o t h e r ke y s t a ke h o ld e rs

 Exp e d it e  P re lim in a ry En g in e e rin g  P ro g ra m

 Co n t in u e  t o  lo o k  fo r o p p o rt u n it ie s  t o  a cce le ra t e  fu ll d e live ry o f Ra le ig h  t o  
Rich m o n d  a n d  e xp a n d  ra il se rvice s
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Thank you!
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Work Session Agenda Item 

To: Reagan Parsons, Town Manager 

From: Rachel Mann, Planning & Community Development 

Specialist 

Subject:     Comprehensive Long-Range Plan Update 

Date: March 28th, 2023 

I. SUMMARY:

Consultant, Matt Noonkester, with City Explained, Inc. will provide a briefing of the

overall Comprehensive Long-Range Plan project planning process with a focus on 1) what

we have accomplished to date?  2) what are we doing now? and 3) where are we headed

for the next three months? His presentation will include a summary of the Growth Choices

Workshop and associated online survey, and cover several topics he is studying and

thinking about as drafting of the document begins.

II. ATTACHMENTS:

No attachments; Consultant will present a PowerPoint slideshow.

III. TOWN COUNCIL ACTION:

No action requested or necessary; Consultant will make a presentation for informational

purposes.

CLRP Update March 2023 Work Session 1 of 1
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MEMO 
 

TO:  Town Council 

FROM: Reagan 

Date:  03-24-23 

 

RE:  Work Session 03 28 MPO Discussion 

 
 

I have included in your packet a series of presentations that I have attended over the past few weeks 

regarding the federally mandated creation of a Municipal Planning Organization (MPO) consisting of, at 

minimum, Southern Pines and five of our adjacent municipalities (including a small portion of 

unincorporated Moore County.)  This will essentially become our clearinghouse for major transportation 

planning, funding, and NCDOT processes.  While I do not intend to go through each of these power 

points in detail on Tuesday, as much of the information is background and/or related to decisions to be 

made by the eventual Governing Board overseeing the MPO, I will be happy to field any questions that 

you may have after having reviewed all of them prior to, or even after, our Work Session. 

The purpose of conversation on Tuesday is to first alert you to the (tight) schedule that has been placed 

upon the mandated membership, followed by some discussion regarding Council’s philosophy relative 

to whether or not potential membership should be extended to other non-mandated municipal entities, 

or even the County as a whole in the most extreme scenario.  As you will see with a number of the 

comparison slides, based upon the range of anticipated funding and a typical approach to population-

based dues that represent the required matching funds, anticipated “costs” really aren’t a major part of 

the decision to be made (spoiler, estimated dues for TOSP range from approximately $7500 to $15000 

annually regardless of membership makeup.)  It’s really more a policy question of who might be at the 

table moving forward. 

The collective “we” (seven governments) have until June 30 to determine whether other entities may be 

asked to join.  Governments representing 75% of the population of “us” must agree to extend any 

invitation, and Pinehurst as the largest entity must be included in that 75%.  Functionally, given the 

population spread amongst the mandated area, Pinehurst and Aberdeen agreeing with Southern Pines 

would appear to represent a “controlling interest” relative to the 75% threshold.  That isn’t a suggestion 

to ignore the thoughts and suggestions of other mandated members, its simply an analysis of the reality 

presented by the framework we’ve been given. 

Both Mayor Haney and Councilman Pate will be part of a Tri-City conversation on Tuesday prior to our 

meeting, so we may have something “fresh” to report regarding the thoughts of others when we 

convene at 3pm.  I look forward to discussion on this topic.   
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Connecting people, products and places safely and efficiently with customer focus, accountability 

and environmental sensitivity to enhance the economy and vitality of North Carolina

Pinehurst – Southern Pines                           
Urban Area Information Session
NCDOT Transportation Planning Division

March 10, 2023
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Purpose

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

 Discuss how Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) are designatedDiscuss how Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) are designatedDiscuss how Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) are designatedDiscuss how Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) are designated

 Discuss MPO duties and planning Discuss MPO duties and planning Discuss MPO duties and planning Discuss MPO duties and planning areasareasareasareas

 Decision TreeDecision TreeDecision TreeDecision Tree

 Present Present Present Present some considerations of forming a new MPOsome considerations of forming a new MPOsome considerations of forming a new MPOsome considerations of forming a new MPO

 QuestionsQuestionsQuestionsQuestions

Handouts of this presentation will be made available.  Handouts of this presentation will be made available.  Handouts of this presentation will be made available.  Handouts of this presentation will be made available.  

2
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What is an UA and an MPO?

Source:  https://www.osbm.nc.gov/blog/2023/01/09/making-sense-new-urban-area-definitions

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

 An An An An Urban Area (UA)  Urban Area (UA)  Urban Area (UA)  Urban Area (UA)  is  any densely settled area consisting of is  any densely settled area consisting of is  any densely settled area consisting of is  any densely settled area consisting of 2,000 or more 2,000 or more 2,000 or more 2,000 or more 
housing units or 5,000 or more peoplehousing units or 5,000 or more peoplehousing units or 5,000 or more peoplehousing units or 5,000 or more people as determined by the US Census as determined by the US Census as determined by the US Census as determined by the US Census 
Bureau (redefined for 2020) Bureau (redefined for 2020) Bureau (redefined for 2020) Bureau (redefined for 2020) 

 Urbanized Areas with population of over 50,000 are designated as  Urbanized Areas with population of over 50,000 are designated as  Urbanized Areas with population of over 50,000 are designated as  Urbanized Areas with population of over 50,000 are designated as  
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) 

 UA boundaries for MPOs usually includes a center city but does not follow  UA boundaries for MPOs usually includes a center city but does not follow  UA boundaries for MPOs usually includes a center city but does not follow  UA boundaries for MPOs usually includes a center city but does not follow  
legal boundaries such as city limits, Extra Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) or legal boundaries such as city limits, Extra Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) or legal boundaries such as city limits, Extra Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) or legal boundaries such as city limits, Extra Territorial Jurisdiction (ETJ) or 
County boundariesCounty boundariesCounty boundariesCounty boundaries

 Areas outside of the MPO boundaries are considered rural  Areas outside of the MPO boundaries are considered rural  Areas outside of the MPO boundaries are considered rural  Areas outside of the MPO boundaries are considered rural  

 About 67% of all North Carolinians live in 87 Urban Areas (~7 million)About 67% of all North Carolinians live in 87 Urban Areas (~7 million)About 67% of all North Carolinians live in 87 Urban Areas (~7 million)About 67% of all North Carolinians live in 87 Urban Areas (~7 million)

 About 57% of all North Carolinians live in 20 or 21 MPOs  (~6 million)About 57% of all North Carolinians live in 20 or 21 MPOs  (~6 million)About 57% of all North Carolinians live in 20 or 21 MPOs  (~6 million)About 57% of all North Carolinians live in 20 or 21 MPOs  (~6 million)

3
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What is a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)

Source: FederalLaw- 23USC 134&49 USC 1607

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

AnAnAnAn MPOMPOMPOMPO isisisis::::

 Federally mandated and funded for Federally mandated and funded for Federally mandated and funded for Federally mandated and funded for Urbanized Areas (UAs) over 50,000 Urbanized Areas (UAs) over 50,000 Urbanized Areas (UAs) over 50,000 Urbanized Areas (UAs) over 50,000 as as as as 

determined by the U.S. Censusdetermined by the U.S. Censusdetermined by the U.S. Censusdetermined by the U.S. Census

 A transportation policy makingA transportation policy makingA transportation policy makingA transportation policy making----organizationorganizationorganizationorganization

 Made of representatives from member governments and other governmental Made of representatives from member governments and other governmental Made of representatives from member governments and other governmental Made of representatives from member governments and other governmental 

transportation authoritiestransportation authoritiestransportation authoritiestransportation authorities

 Conducts the 3Conducts the 3Conducts the 3Conducts the 3----C planning process C planning process C planning process C planning process (Continuing, Cooperative, and Comprehensive)(Continuing, Cooperative, and Comprehensive)(Continuing, Cooperative, and Comprehensive)(Continuing, Cooperative, and Comprehensive)

MPOs were introduced in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1962MPOs were introduced in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1962MPOs were introduced in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1962MPOs were introduced in the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1962

4

Page 37 of 94



Major Functions of the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)

Source:  23 US Code 134

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

 Encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, operation, and Encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, operation, and Encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, operation, and Encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, operation, and 
development of surface transportation systems that will serve the mobility needs development of surface transportation systems that will serve the mobility needs development of surface transportation systems that will serve the mobility needs development of surface transportation systems that will serve the mobility needs 
of people and freightof people and freightof people and freightof people and freight

 Development of longDevelopment of longDevelopment of longDevelopment of long----range plans and transportation improvement programs range plans and transportation improvement programs range plans and transportation improvement programs range plans and transportation improvement programs 
(TIPs) that consider all modes(TIPs) that consider all modes(TIPs) that consider all modes(TIPs) that consider all modes

5
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Membership of an MPO

Source:   23US Code 134

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

Membership includes:Membership includes:Membership includes:Membership includes:

 Technical and elected officials from member jurisdictionsTechnical and elected officials from member jurisdictionsTechnical and elected officials from member jurisdictionsTechnical and elected officials from member jurisdictions

 Officials of public agencies that administer or operate major modes of transportation in Officials of public agencies that administer or operate major modes of transportation in Officials of public agencies that administer or operate major modes of transportation in Officials of public agencies that administer or operate major modes of transportation in 

the metropolitan areathe metropolitan areathe metropolitan areathe metropolitan area

 Appropriate State officials including Board of TransportationAppropriate State officials including Board of TransportationAppropriate State officials including Board of TransportationAppropriate State officials including Board of Transportation

6
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MPO Lead Planning Agency (LPA)

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

The LPA is designated for each MPO  The LPA is designated for each MPO  The LPA is designated for each MPO  The LPA is designated for each MPO  

• It provides staff support and carries out the programs, activities, and functions for the It provides staff support and carries out the programs, activities, and functions for the It provides staff support and carries out the programs, activities, and functions for the It provides staff support and carries out the programs, activities, and functions for the 

MPOMPOMPOMPO

• The LPA administers the federal planning funds that are provided to the MPO  The LPA administers the federal planning funds that are provided to the MPO  The LPA administers the federal planning funds that are provided to the MPO  The LPA administers the federal planning funds that are provided to the MPO  

• Choosing the LPA is a decision made by the MPOChoosing the LPA is a decision made by the MPOChoosing the LPA is a decision made by the MPOChoosing the LPA is a decision made by the MPO

• LPA examples:   LPA examples:   LPA examples:   LPA examples:   

• Capital Area MPO Capital Area MPO Capital Area MPO Capital Area MPO –––– Town of CaryTown of CaryTown of CaryTown of Cary

• Greater Hickory MPO Greater Hickory MPO Greater Hickory MPO Greater Hickory MPO –––– Western Piedmont Council of GovernmentsWestern Piedmont Council of GovernmentsWestern Piedmont Council of GovernmentsWestern Piedmont Council of Governments

• Peanut Belt RPO Peanut Belt RPO Peanut Belt RPO Peanut Belt RPO –––– Halifax CountyHalifax CountyHalifax CountyHalifax County

7
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Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

Currently,
There are

19 MPOs 
and 

18 RPOs

RPO = Rural 
Planning 
Organization

8
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There Are Two New Large Urban Areas (>50K)

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

ClaytonClaytonClaytonClayton UrbanUrbanUrbanUrban AreaAreaAreaArea ((((51515151,,,,898898898898))))

PinehurstPinehurstPinehurstPinehurst –––– SouthernSouthernSouthernSouthern PinesPinesPinesPines UrbanUrbanUrbanUrban AreaAreaAreaArea ((((50505050,,,, 319319319319))))

9
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Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA 
Information Session

10
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Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA 
Information Session

11
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Designation of an MPO

Source:   23 CFR 450.310(b)

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

• MPO designation shall be made by agreement between the Governor and units of MPO designation shall be made by agreement between the Governor and units of MPO designation shall be made by agreement between the Governor and units of MPO designation shall be made by agreement between the Governor and units of 
generalgeneralgeneralgeneral----purpose local governmentpurpose local governmentpurpose local governmentpurpose local government that together represent at least 75 percent of that together represent at least 75 percent of that together represent at least 75 percent of that together represent at least 75 percent of 
the affected population (including the largest incorporated city, based on the affected population (including the largest incorporated city, based on the affected population (including the largest incorporated city, based on the affected population (including the largest incorporated city, based on 
population, as named by the Bureau of the Census) or in accordance with population, as named by the Bureau of the Census) or in accordance with population, as named by the Bureau of the Census) or in accordance with population, as named by the Bureau of the Census) or in accordance with 
procedures established by applicable State or local law. procedures established by applicable State or local law. procedures established by applicable State or local law. procedures established by applicable State or local law. 

• Any new MPO at a minimum will include Pinehurst, Southern Pines, Aberdeen, Any new MPO at a minimum will include Pinehurst, Southern Pines, Aberdeen, Any new MPO at a minimum will include Pinehurst, Southern Pines, Aberdeen, Any new MPO at a minimum will include Pinehurst, Southern Pines, Aberdeen, 
PinebluffPinebluffPinebluffPinebluff, , , , TaylortownTaylortownTaylortownTaylortown, Whispering , Whispering , Whispering , Whispering Pines, Pines, Pines, Pines, and Moore County since they are part of and Moore County since they are part of and Moore County since they are part of and Moore County since they are part of 
the urbanized areathe urbanized areathe urbanized areathe urbanized area

*NOTE:   In NC, the Governor ‘s Office has delegated this authority to the NCDOT Secretary*NOTE:   In NC, the Governor ‘s Office has delegated this authority to the NCDOT Secretary*NOTE:   In NC, the Governor ‘s Office has delegated this authority to the NCDOT Secretary*NOTE:   In NC, the Governor ‘s Office has delegated this authority to the NCDOT Secretary

12
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Designation of an MPO

Source: FederalLaw- 23USC 134

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

 The agreement should:  The agreement should:  The agreement should:  The agreement should:  

• Identify the membership structure of the policy boardIdentify the membership structure of the policy boardIdentify the membership structure of the policy boardIdentify the membership structure of the policy board

• Establish the metropolitan planning area (MPA)Establish the metropolitan planning area (MPA)Establish the metropolitan planning area (MPA)Establish the metropolitan planning area (MPA)

• Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) signedMemorandum of Understanding (MOU) signedMemorandum of Understanding (MOU) signedMemorandum of Understanding (MOU) signed

13
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Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA)

Source:  23 US Code 134

Pinehurst- Southern Pines Information Session

At a minimum, the MPA shall encompass the entire existing urbanized area(s), as At a minimum, the MPA shall encompass the entire existing urbanized area(s), as At a minimum, the MPA shall encompass the entire existing urbanized area(s), as At a minimum, the MPA shall encompass the entire existing urbanized area(s), as 

defined by the Bureau of the Census, plus the contiguous areas expected to become defined by the Bureau of the Census, plus the contiguous areas expected to become defined by the Bureau of the Census, plus the contiguous areas expected to become defined by the Bureau of the Census, plus the contiguous areas expected to become 

urbanized within a 20urbanized within a 20urbanized within a 20urbanized within a 20----year forecast period   year forecast period   year forecast period   year forecast period   

• The boundary may encompass more than one urbanized areaThe boundary may encompass more than one urbanized areaThe boundary may encompass more than one urbanized areaThe boundary may encompass more than one urbanized area

• Determined by an agreement between the MPO and the GovernorDetermined by an agreement between the MPO and the GovernorDetermined by an agreement between the MPO and the GovernorDetermined by an agreement between the MPO and the Governor

14

Metropolitan  Metropolitan  Metropolitan  Metropolitan  
Planning Area (MPA)Planning Area (MPA)Planning Area (MPA)Planning Area (MPA)

Existing Existing Existing Existing 
Urbanized AreaUrbanized AreaUrbanized AreaUrbanized Area

Area expected to be Area expected to be Area expected to be Area expected to be 
urbanized in 20 yearsurbanized in 20 yearsurbanized in 20 yearsurbanized in 20 years= +
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Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) Boundaries

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

Required to Required to Required to Required to 

be in MPObe in MPObe in MPObe in MPO

Other Other Other Other 

municipalities can municipalities can municipalities can municipalities can 

be invited to join, be invited to join, be invited to join, be invited to join, 

mutual agreementmutual agreementmutual agreementmutual agreement

15

Metropolitan  Metropolitan  Metropolitan  Metropolitan  
Planning Area (MPA)Planning Area (MPA)Planning Area (MPA)Planning Area (MPA)

Existing Existing Existing Existing 
Urbanized AreaUrbanized AreaUrbanized AreaUrbanized Area

Area expected to be Area expected to be Area expected to be Area expected to be 
urbanized in 20 yearsurbanized in 20 yearsurbanized in 20 yearsurbanized in 20 years= +
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“High Level” Decision Tree for the Urban Area

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

Financial Agreement Financial Agreement Financial Agreement Financial Agreement 
between NCDOT and LPAbetween NCDOT and LPAbetween NCDOT and LPAbetween NCDOT and LPA

1 1 1 1 Elected Officials representing 75% of Elected Officials representing 75% of Elected Officials representing 75% of Elected Officials representing 75% of 
population + largest municipality (23 CFR population + largest municipality (23 CFR population + largest municipality (23 CFR population + largest municipality (23 CFR 
450.310(b)) 450.310(b)) 450.310(b)) 450.310(b)) 

2 2 2 2 local elected officials, modal agencies, local elected officials, modal agencies, local elected officials, modal agencies, local elected officials, modal agencies, 
appropriate State Officials  (23 US Code 134)appropriate State Officials  (23 US Code 134)appropriate State Officials  (23 US Code 134)appropriate State Officials  (23 US Code 134)

Establish Metropolitan Establish Metropolitan Establish Metropolitan Establish Metropolitan 
Planning Area (MPA)(20 Planning Area (MPA)(20 Planning Area (MPA)(20 Planning Area (MPA)(20 

year forecasted boundary)year forecasted boundary)year forecasted boundary)year forecasted boundary)

Develop & sign Develop & sign Develop & sign Develop & sign 
Memorandum of Memorandum of Memorandum of Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) by Understanding (MOU) by Understanding (MOU) by Understanding (MOU) by 
all partiesall partiesall partiesall parties

Establish membership of Establish membership of Establish membership of Establish membership of 
Policy Board for new Policy Board for new Policy Board for new Policy Board for new 

MPOMPOMPOMPO2222

Designation of the new Designation of the new Designation of the new Designation of the new 
MPO Lead Planning MPO Lead Planning MPO Lead Planning MPO Lead Planning 

Agency (LPA)Agency (LPA)Agency (LPA)Agency (LPA)

New MPO designated by New MPO designated by New MPO designated by New MPO designated by 
Governor by         Governor by         Governor by         Governor by         

December 29, 2023December 29, 2023December 29, 2023December 29, 2023

Form Form Form Form 
new new new new 
MPOMPOMPOMPO

Transmits decision (in Transmits decision (in Transmits decision (in Transmits decision (in 
writing) to NCDOT writing) to NCDOT writing) to NCDOT writing) to NCDOT ----

requested by June 30requested by June 30requested by June 30requested by June 30

16

Officials of Pinehurst, Officials of Pinehurst, Officials of Pinehurst, Officials of Pinehurst, 
Southern Pines, Aberdeen, Southern Pines, Aberdeen, Southern Pines, Aberdeen, Southern Pines, Aberdeen, 

PinebluffPinebluffPinebluffPinebluff, , , , TaylortownTaylortownTaylortownTaylortown, , , , 
Whispering Pines, and Whispering Pines, and Whispering Pines, and Whispering Pines, and 

Moore County meet and Moore County meet and Moore County meet and Moore County meet and 
form the new MPOform the new MPOform the new MPOform the new MPO1111
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MPO Considerations

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

17
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MPO Considerations

Pinehurst-SouthPinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

ern Pines UA Information Session

Staffing and Office Staffing and Office Staffing and Office Staffing and Office 
Space (Lead Planning Space (Lead Planning Space (Lead Planning Space (Lead Planning 

Agency)Agency)Agency)Agency)

• The Lead Planning Agency will need to hire The Lead Planning Agency will need to hire The Lead Planning Agency will need to hire The Lead Planning Agency will need to hire 
staff and outfit an office.staff and outfit an office.staff and outfit an office.staff and outfit an office.

• The new MPO The new MPO The new MPO The new MPO will have a Lead Planning will have a Lead Planning will have a Lead Planning will have a Lead Planning 
Agency (LPA) that is responsible for staffing, Agency (LPA) that is responsible for staffing, Agency (LPA) that is responsible for staffing, Agency (LPA) that is responsible for staffing, 
management, and operation.   NCDOTmanagement, and operation.   NCDOTmanagement, and operation.   NCDOTmanagement, and operation.   NCDOT----TPD TPD TPD TPD 
will assist during the transition.will assist during the transition.will assist during the transition.will assist during the transition.

• The new MPO will be supported by SPR/PL The new MPO will be supported by SPR/PL The new MPO will be supported by SPR/PL The new MPO will be supported by SPR/PL 
funds through reimbursement.  funds through reimbursement.  funds through reimbursement.  funds through reimbursement.  

18
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MPO Considerations

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

Funding Funding Funding Funding –––– Strategic Strategic Strategic Strategic 
Prioritization of Prioritization of Prioritization of Prioritization of 

Transportation (SPOT)Transportation (SPOT)Transportation (SPOT)Transportation (SPOT)

• Currently, the Triangle RPO is allotted 1,500 Currently, the Triangle RPO is allotted 1,500 Currently, the Triangle RPO is allotted 1,500 Currently, the Triangle RPO is allotted 1,500 
points per tier that points per tier that points per tier that points per tier that must be spread out over 4 must be spread out over 4 must be spread out over 4 must be spread out over 4 
counties.  counties.  counties.  counties.  

• Based on current Local Input Point Based on current Local Input Point Based on current Local Input Point Based on current Local Input Point 
allotments, a new MPO would be allotments, a new MPO would be allotments, a new MPO would be allotments, a new MPO would be allotted (at a allotted (at a allotted (at a allotted (at a 
minimum) minimum) minimum) minimum) 1,200 points 1,200 points 1,200 points 1,200 points per tier.per tier.per tier.per tier.

• The new MPO points will be shared with all The new MPO points will be shared with all The new MPO points will be shared with all The new MPO points will be shared with all 
members.members.members.members.

19
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MPO Considerations

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

Voting / ControlVoting / ControlVoting / ControlVoting / Control

• The new MPO will have their own Board, that The new MPO will have their own Board, that The new MPO will have their own Board, that The new MPO will have their own Board, that 
makes MPO planning decisions. makes MPO planning decisions. makes MPO planning decisions. makes MPO planning decisions. 

• A new MPO may or may not elect to have a A new MPO may or may not elect to have a A new MPO may or may not elect to have a A new MPO may or may not elect to have a 
weighted voting structure.weighted voting structure.weighted voting structure.weighted voting structure.

20
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MPO Considerations

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

1111 Only if the new Only if the new Only if the new Only if the new MPA (Metropolitan Planning Area) is MPA (Metropolitan Planning Area) is MPA (Metropolitan Planning Area) is MPA (Metropolitan Planning Area) is less than the entire countyless than the entire countyless than the entire countyless than the entire county

MPO / RPO MPO / RPO MPO / RPO MPO / RPO 
MembershipsMembershipsMembershipsMemberships

• Pinehurst, Southern Pines, Aberdeen, Pinehurst, Southern Pines, Aberdeen, Pinehurst, Southern Pines, Aberdeen, Pinehurst, Southern Pines, Aberdeen, PinebluffPinebluffPinebluffPinebluff, , , , 
TaylortownTaylortownTaylortownTaylortown, and Whispering Pines are , and Whispering Pines are , and Whispering Pines are , and Whispering Pines are 
automatically members of a new automatically members of a new automatically members of a new automatically members of a new MPO.MPO.MPO.MPO.

• Moore County will be a member of both the new Moore County will be a member of both the new Moore County will be a member of both the new Moore County will be a member of both the new 
MPO and MPO and MPO and MPO and RPO.RPO.RPO.RPO.1111

• Cameron, Carthage, Foxfire, Robbins, and Vass will Cameron, Carthage, Foxfire, Robbins, and Vass will Cameron, Carthage, Foxfire, Robbins, and Vass will Cameron, Carthage, Foxfire, Robbins, and Vass will 
remain members of the RPO unless invited and remain members of the RPO unless invited and remain members of the RPO unless invited and remain members of the RPO unless invited and 
accept invitations to join the new accept invitations to join the new accept invitations to join the new accept invitations to join the new MPO.MPO.MPO.MPO.

21
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MPO Considerations

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

Memorandum of Memorandum of Memorandum of Memorandum of 
Understanding,  Understanding,  Understanding,  Understanding,  

BylawsBylawsBylawsBylaws

• These documents will need to be created and These documents will need to be created and These documents will need to be created and These documents will need to be created and 
approved by the new approved by the new approved by the new approved by the new MPO and NCDOT MPO and NCDOT MPO and NCDOT MPO and NCDOT 
Secretary.Secretary.Secretary.Secretary.

• Also, the Triangle RPO will need to Also, the Triangle RPO will need to Also, the Triangle RPO will need to Also, the Triangle RPO will need to revise revise revise revise to to to to 
reflect the loss of the new MPO area.reflect the loss of the new MPO area.reflect the loss of the new MPO area.reflect the loss of the new MPO area.

22
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Major Funding Streams

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

Funding Funding Funding Funding 
StreamsStreamsStreamsStreams

New MPO

Section 104 (PL) Section 104 (PL) Section 104 (PL) Section 104 (PL) –––– To fund planning activities within To fund planning activities within To fund planning activities within To fund planning activities within 
an MPOan MPOan MPOan MPO

Allocation + 20% local Allocation + 20% local Allocation + 20% local Allocation + 20% local 
matchmatchmatchmatch

Section 5303, 5307, 5309 Section 5303, 5307, 5309 Section 5303, 5307, 5309 Section 5303, 5307, 5309 –––– FTA funds for planning FTA funds for planning FTA funds for planning FTA funds for planning 
activities for urban transit operatorsactivities for urban transit operatorsactivities for urban transit operatorsactivities for urban transit operators.   Must apply for .   Must apply for .   Must apply for .   Must apply for 
these funds.these funds.these funds.these funds.

Eligible as an MPOEligible as an MPOEligible as an MPOEligible as an MPO

SPR (State Planning and Research)SPR (State Planning and Research)SPR (State Planning and Research)SPR (State Planning and Research)–––– Funds Funds Funds Funds 
allocated by NCDOT TPD for support of planning allocated by NCDOT TPD for support of planning allocated by NCDOT TPD for support of planning allocated by NCDOT TPD for support of planning 
studies.    MPO must apply for these funds. studies.    MPO must apply for these funds. studies.    MPO must apply for these funds. studies.    MPO must apply for these funds. 

Award + 20% local Award + 20% local Award + 20% local Award + 20% local 
matchmatchmatchmatch
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Next Steps

Pinehurst-Southern Pines UA Information Session

• The Urban Area should carefully consider this informationThe Urban Area should carefully consider this informationThe Urban Area should carefully consider this informationThe Urban Area should carefully consider this information

• June 30, 2023 (requested) June 30, 2023 (requested) June 30, 2023 (requested) June 30, 2023 (requested) –––– initial decision (establish Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) initial decision (establish Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) initial decision (establish Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) initial decision (establish Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) 

and membership)and membership)and membership)and membership)

• December 29, 2023December 29, 2023December 29, 2023December 29, 2023 –––– get MOU signed    get MOU signed    get MOU signed    get MOU signed    

Please reach out if additional meetings are neededPlease reach out if additional meetings are neededPlease reach out if additional meetings are neededPlease reach out if additional meetings are needed

24
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@NCDOT

@NCDOT

NCDOT

ncdotcom

Contact Us

ncdot_comm

NCDOTcommunications

Alena Cook, PE

arcook@ncdot.gov

919-707-0910

Scott Walston, PE

swalston@ncdot.gov

919-707-0941
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Thank you!
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N
C 

–
SC

 –
VA

 (4
4 

M
PO

s) Size of MPO Hosted by City Hosted by 
County

Hosted by 
COG*

Small (<150k) 8 2 5

Medium (150-500k) 10 2 9

Large (>500k) 2 1 5

All (Total) 20 5 19
*Could be styled as “Councils of Governments”, “Regional Commissions”, “Planning District Commissions” or similar

N
C 

O
nl

y 
(1

9 
M

PO
s) Size of MPO Hosted by City Hosted by 

County
Hosted by 

COG*

Small (<150k) 4 - -

Medium (150-500k) 8 1 4

Large (>500k) 2 - -

All (Total) 14 1 4
*Could be styled as “Councils of Governments”, “Regional Commissions”, “Planning District Commissions” or similar

Host Agency Arrangements

Nationally, 39% of hosted MPOs* are at a COG, 35% at a city, 17% at a county & 8% other (FHWA, 2017)
* Not all MPOs are hosted – some are independent in some states (none in NC, SC, or VA are independent)
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Host Agency Arrangements

Dual Purpose MPO: Shared staff with host/staff serving multiple roles; MPO staff takes policy direction from 
MPO board and admin direction from host agency

Component MPO: Dedicated staff within host agency; MPO staff takes policy direction from MPO board and 
admin direction from host agency

Page 62 of 94



N
C 

–
SC

 –
VA

 (4
4 

M
PO

s) Size of MPO Full Counties 
Only

Mix of Full & 
Partial

Partial 
Counties Only

Small (<150k) - - 15

Medium (150-500k) 5 5 11

Large (>500k) 1 4 3

All (Total) 6 9 29
*Not treating Virginia independent cities as counties for this analysis, to allow apples to apples comparisons

N
C 

O
nl

y 
(1

9 
M

PO
s) Size of MPO Full Counties 

Only
Mix of Full & 

Partial
Partial 

Counties Only

Small (<150k) - - 4

Medium (150-500k) 4 4 5

Large (>500k) - 2 -

All (Total) 4 6 9

Extent of MPO Boundary
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Goldsboro

Greenville

Rocky Mount

New Bern

Extent of MPO Boundary (Small MPO NC Examples)
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Extent of MPO Boundary (Small MPO SC/VA Examples)
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30

Technical Committee Composition (Small MPOs in NC-SC-VA)

Local Government State DOT Service Provider Other Non-voting

Member Type Stats

Local Gov’t Range: 5-15
Mean: 8.8

State DOT Range: 2-11
Mean: 4.4

Provider Range: 0-4
Mean: 1.1

Other Range: 0-9
Mean: 2.9

Non-voting Range: 0-5
Mean: 1.7

Voting Member 
Total

Range: 8-26
Mean: 17.1

Page 66 of 94



0

5

10

15

20

25

Policy Board Composition (Small MPOs in NC-SC-VA)

Local Government State DOT Service Provider Other Non-voting

Member Type Stats

Local Gov’t Range: 4-11
Mean: 6.3

State DOT Range: 1-4
Mean: 1.5

Provider Range: 0
Mean: 0

Other Range: 0-4
Mean: 0.5

Non-voting Range: 0-12
Mean: 4.5

Voting Member 
Total

Range: 5-15
Mean: 8.4

Nationally, the “average” MPO board has 8.5 municipal members, 3.6 county members, 1.1 state 
DOT members, 0.7 transit/aviation agency members, and 2.9 other voting members (16.8 total).  

53% of all MPOs nationally also have additional non-voting members. (FHWA, 2017)
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Policy Board Composition (Small MPOs in NC-SC-VA)

Considering Local Government Members Only

Jurisdictions w/ 1 seat Jurisdictions w/ 2 seats Jurisdictions w/ 3 seats Jurisdictions w/ 4 seats Jurisdictions w/ 5 seats
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Common Models for Local Match Funding
Single-payer: Most common either where there is a single dominant jurisdiction 
(typically also serving as the host) or where the MPO is in an “all-in-one” model with a 
COG and the MPO costs are baked into the COG dues (ex: Hickory, formerly DCHC)

Population-based dues: dues are charged to MPO member jurisdictions based on 
population (ex: CAMPO) – nationally 52% of MPOs use this method (most common)

Fixed-fee dues: dues are charged at the same flat fee to all member jurisdictions (ex: 
TARPO)

Modified/hybrid population-based dues: primarily charge based on population, but 
either with minimums/maximums/caps, or with some additional dues coming from 
fixed fee (ex: DCHC)

Voting-seat-based dues: dues are charged equally to jurisdictions per number of voting 
seats on their board (ex: Harrisonburg VA)
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2020 Pinehurst-Southern Pines Urbanized Area Map
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Population-based Dues Scenarios
Test Scenario 1: McNeill, Mineral Springs & Sandhills Townships

Jurisdiction Population % of Total Est. Dues*

Total MPO Area 72,352 $50,000

Pinehurst 17,581 24% $12,150

Southern Pines 15,545 21% $10,743

Aberdeen 8,516 12% $5,885

Whispering Pines 4,987 7% $3,446

Pinebluff 1,473 2% $1,018

Foxfire 1,288 2% $890

Vass 952 1% $658

Taylortown 634 1% $438

Carthage (part) 28 0% $19

Moore County (part) 21,348 30% $14,753
* Assumes $50,000 local match.  Actual number 
could be higher or lower depending on actual 
budget.
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Population-based Dues Scenarios
Test Scenario 2: Carthage, McNeill, Mineral Springs & Sandhills Townships

Jurisdiction Population % of Total Est. Dues*

Total MPO Area 79,643 $50,000

Pinehurst 17,581 22% $11,037

Southern Pines 15,545 20% $9,759

Aberdeen 8,516 11% $5,346

Whispering Pines 4,987 6% $3,131

Carthage 2,775 3% $1,742

Pinebluff 1,473 2% $925

Foxfire 1,288 2% $809

Vass 952 1% $598

Taylortown 634 1% $398

Moore County (part) 25,892 33% $16,255
* Assumes $50,000 local match.  Actual number 
could be higher or lower depending on actual 
budget.
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Population-based Dues Scenarios
Test Scenario 3: Full County

Jurisdiction Population % of Total Est. Dues*

Total MPO Area 99,727 $50,000

Pinehurst 17,581 18% $8,815

Southern Pines 15,545 16% $7,794

Aberdeen 8,516 9% $4,270

Whispering Pines 4,987 5% $2,500

Carthage 2,775 3% $1,391

Pinebluff 1,473 1% $739

Foxfire 1,288 1% $646

Robbins 1,168 1% $586

Vass 952 1% $477

Taylortown 634 1% $318

Cameron 244 0% $122

Moore County 44,564 45% $22,343

* Assumes $50,000 local match.  Actual number 
could be higher or lower depending on actual 
budget.

Page 73 of 94



Population-based Dues Scenarios
Test Scenario 4: Within 1 mile of Urbanized Boundary

Jurisdiction Population % of Total Est. Dues*

Total MPO Area 58,988 $50,000

Pinehurst 17,581 30% $14,902

Southern Pines 15,545 26% $13,176

Aberdeen (part) 8,449 14% $7,162

Whispering Pines 4,987 8% $4,227

Pinebluff 1,473 2% $1,249

Taylortown 634 1% $537

Foxfire (part) 51 0% $43

Carthage (part) 6 0% $5

Moore County (part) 10,262 17% $8,698
* Assumes $50,000 local match.  Actual number 
could be higher or lower depending on actual 
budget.
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Population-based Dues Scenarios
Test Scenario 5: Within 2 miles of Urbanized Boundary

Jurisdiction Population % of Total Est. Dues*

Total MPO Area 62,870 $50,000

Pinehurst 17,581 28% $13,982

Southern Pines 15,545 25% $12,363

Aberdeen 8,516 14% $6,773

Whispering Pines 4,987 8% $3,966

Pinebluff 1,473 2% $1,171

Taylortown 634 1% $504

Foxfire (part) 247 0% $196

Carthage (part) 27 0% $21

Moore County (part) 13,860 22% $11,023
* Assumes $50,000 local match.  Actual number 
could be higher or lower depending on actual 
budget.
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Comparison of Existing MPOs in NC, SC, & VA 

3/10/2023 – Prepared by Triangle J Council of Governments 1 

This document has been developed to compare some basic information about the composition and 
setup of various MPOs in North Carolina, South Carolina, and Virginia.  These have been grouped by size 
(small – less than 150,000 population; medium – between 150,000 and 500,000; large – more than 
500,000) to aid in comparison.  The “small” MPOs are the most likely to be comparable to Moore County 
based on size.  Some initial summary tables are provided at the beginning of the document, followed by 
a more detailed table. 

 

Full or Partial Counties: this table summarizes MPOs that either contain only full counties, only partial 
counties, or a mixture of full and partial counties. 

 

Host Agencies: this table summarizes MPOs by their lead planning agency (LPA)/host agency 
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Comparison of Existing MPOs in NC, SC, & VA 

3/10/2023 – Prepared by Triangle J Council of Governments 2 

 

Committee Compositions: this table summarizes MPOs by the composition of their two primary 
committees (a technical coordination committee and a policy committee/decision-making board).  This 
information is only provided for the 15 “small” MPOs. 
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Comparison of Existing MPOs in NC, SC, & VA 

3/10/2023 – Prepared by Triangle J Council of Governments 3 

Committee Membership Per Jurisdiction: this table shows the number of local jurisdictions participating 
on each of the 15 comparable “small” MPOs’ policy boards as voting members, and how many voting 
members each individual local jurisdiction has on the board.  In 9 of the MPOs all local jurisdictions 
receive the same number of voting members; in the other 6 MPOs different jurisdictions receive 
different numbers of board members (primarily based on the population size of the community). 

 

Boundary Mapping of Comparable MPOs (for reference): Blue is MPO planning area, Yellow is 
municipal limits, Red line is census-defined 2010 urbanized area 
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Comparison of Existing MPOs in NC, SC, & VA 

3/10/2023 – Prepared by Triangle J Council of Governments       4 

2020 Pinehurst-Southern Pines Urbanized Area as defined by US Census Bureau 
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Comparison of Existing MPOs in NC, SC, & VA 

3/10/2023 – Prepared by Triangle J Council of Governments       5 

MPO Name Current Size Host Agency TCC Composition 
(Tech Committee) 

TAC Composition 
(Policy Board) 

Areas 
Included 

# of Local 
Participating 
Jurisdictions 

Anderson Area Transportation Study 
(SC) 

179 sq mi 
101,046 pop 

City of Anderson 19 members: 
5 for main city 
4 for county 
1 for small town 
6 for state DOT 
1 for econ dev 
1 for chamber 
1 for FHWA 

15 members: 
3 for main city 
2 for county 
1 for small town 
3 for General Assembly 
1 for state DOT 
1 for county planning 
commission 
4 for citizens 

Portion of 
single 
county 

3 
(2 mun., 
1 county) 

Augusta Regional Transportation 
Study (GA/SC) 

806 sq mi 
492,720 pop 

City of Augusta   One full 
county; 
portions 
of three 
counties 

7 
(4 mun., 
3 counties) 

Bristol MPO (VA/TN) 142 sq mi 
82,512 pop 

City of Bristol TN (?) 7 members: 
1 for each county (2) 
1 for each city (3) 
1 for each state DOT (2) 

Portions 
of two 
counties 

5 
(3 mun., 
2 counties) 

⚑ Burlington-Graham MPO 454 sq mi 
187,251 pop 

City of Burlington   One full 
county; 
portions 
of two 
counties 

12 
(9 mun., 
3 counties) 

⚑ Cabarrus-Rowan MPO 888 sq mi 
372,679 pop 

City of Concord   Two full 
counties 

16 
(14 mun., 
2 counties) 

⚑ Capital Area MPO (Raleigh) 1604 sq mi 
1,357,017 
pop 

Town of Cary (as 
of 1/1/23), 
previously City of 
Raleigh 

  One full 
county; 
portions 
of four 
counties 

24 
(19 mun., 
5 counties) 

Central Virginia TPO (Lynchburg VA) 354 sq mi 
162,647 pop 

Central Virginia 
PDC 

  Portions 
of three 
counties 

5 
(2 mun., 
3 counties) 
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Comparison of Existing MPOs in NC, SC, & VA 

3/10/2023 – Prepared by Triangle J Council of Governments       6 

MPO Name Current Size Host Agency TCC Composition 
(Tech Committee) 

TAC Composition 
(Policy Board) 

Areas 
Included 

# of Local 
Participating 
Jurisdictions 

Charleston Area Transportation 
Study (SC) 

1002 sq mi 
727,655 pop 

Berkeley-
Charleston-
Dorchester COG 

  Portions 
of three 
counties 

16 
(13 mun., 
3 counties) 

⚑ Charlotte Regional TPO 1559 sq mi 
1,523,089 
pop 

City of Charlotte   Two full 
counties; 
portion of 
one 
county 

26 
(23 mun., 
3 counties) 

Charlottesville-Albemarle MPO (VA) 243 sq mi 
139,723 pop 

Thomas Jefferson 
PDC 

14 voting members: 
2 from city 
1 from city planning 
commission 
2 from county 
1 from county 
planning commission 
2 from state DOT 
1 from PDC 
1 from university 
1 from FHWA 
3 from transit agencies 
 
2 nonvoting members: 
1 from FTA 
1 from citizens 
committee 

5 voting members: 
2 for city 
2 for county 
1 for state DOT 
 
10 nonvoting members: 
1 for county 
2 for state DOT 
1 for PDC 
1 for FHWA 
1 for FTA 
1 for citizens committee 
1 for university 
2 for transit agencies 

Portion of 
single 
county 

2 
(1 mun., 
1 county) 

Columbia Area Transportation Study 
(SC) 

1223 sq mi 
707,559 pop 

Central Midlands 
COG 

  Portions 
of six 
counties 

20 
(14 mun., 
6 counties) 
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MPO Name Current Size Host Agency TCC Composition 
(Tech Committee) 

TAC Composition 
(Policy Board) 

Areas 
Included 

# of Local 
Participating 
Jurisdictions 

Danville MPO (VA) 198 sq mi 
64,528 pop 

West Piedmont 
PDC 

12 members: 
4 for city 
1 for county 
4 for state DOT 
1 for FHWA 
2 for PDC 

7 voting members: 
3 for city 
3 for county 
1 for state DOT 
 
5 nonvoting members: 
1 for FHWA 
3 for state DOT 
1 for city 

Portion of 
single 
county 

2 
(1 mun., 
1 county) 

⚑ Durham-Chapel Hill-Carrboro MPO 547 sq mi 
476,717 pop 

Triangle J COG (as 
of 7/1/23), 
previously City of 
Durham 

  One full 
county; 
portions 
of two 
counties 

7 
(4 mun., 
3 counties) 

⚑ Fayetteville Area MPO 608 sq mi 
407,356 pop 

Cumberland 
County 

  Portions 
of four 
counties 

9 
(6 mun., 
3 counties) 

Florence Area Transportation Study 
(SC) 

441 sq mi 
125,712 pop 

Florence County 17 members: 
6 for state DOT 
1 for FHWA 
2 for main city 
1 for each planning 
commission (2) 
2 for COG 
1 for each county (2) 
2 for small towns 

9 voting members: 
2 for main city 
2 for main county 
1 for small town 
2 for General Assembly 
1 for county 
transportation committee 
 
10 nonvoting members: 
1 for main city 
2 for county 
1 for each planning 
commission (2) 
2 for state DOT 
1 for airport 
1 for transit agency 
1 for FHWA 

Portions 
of two 
counties 

5 
(3 mun., 
2 counties) 
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MPO Name Current Size Host Agency TCC Composition 
(Tech Committee) 

TAC Composition 
(Policy Board) 

Areas 
Included 

# of Local 
Participating 
Jurisdictions 

Fredericksburg Area MPO (VA) 704 sq mi 
324,968 pop 

George 
Washington RC 

  Two full 
counties 

3 
(1 mun., 
2 counties) 

⚑ French Broad River MPO 
(Asheville) 

1163 sq mi 
439,869 pop 

Land of Sky COG   One full 
county; 
portions 
of four 
counties 

21 
(16 mun., 
5 counties) 

⚑ Gaston-Cleveland-Lincoln MPO 1137 sq mi 
414,238 pop 

City of Gastonia   Three full 
counties 

17 
(14 mun., 
3 counties) 

⚑ Goldsboro Urban Area MPO 269 sq mi 
89,982 pop 

City of Goldsboro 15 voting members: 
4 for main city 
2 for county 
1 for each small town 
(2) 
1 for transit agency 
1 for airport 
3 for state DOT 
1 for econ dev 
1 for chamber 
 
5 nonvoting members: 
1 for FHWA 
1 for Air Force 
1 for RPO 
2 for state DOT 

6 voting members: 
2 for main city 
1 for county 
1 for each small town (2) 
1 for state DOT 
 
6 nonvoting members: 
1 for FHWA 
3 for state DOT 
1 for MPO staff 
1 for transit agency 

Portion of 
single 
county 

4 
 
(3 mun., 
1 county) 

⚑ Grand Strand Transportation Study 
(Myrtle Beach, NC/SC) 

840 sq mi 
383,509 pop 

Waccamaw 
Regional COG 

  Portions 
of three 
counties 

13 
(10 mun., 
3 counties) 

⚑ Greater Hickory MPO 1668 sq mi 
365,310 pop 

Western 
Piedmont COG 

  Four full 
counties 

28 
(24 mun., 
4 counties) 
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MPO Name Current Size Host Agency TCC Composition 
(Tech Committee) 

TAC Composition 
(Policy Board) 

Areas 
Included 

# of Local 
Participating 
Jurisdictions 

⚑ Greensboro Urban Area MPO 556 sq mi 
409,193 pop 

City of 
Greensboro 

  Portion of 
single 
county 

7 
(6 mun., 
1 county) 

Greenville-Pickens Area 
Transportation Study (SC) 

906 sq mi 
700,902 pop 

Greenville County   Portions 
of five 
counties 

20 
(15 mun., 
5 counties) 

⚑ Greenville Urban Area MPO (NC) 188 sq mi 
138,192 pop 

City of Greenville 22 voting members: 
6 for main city 
3 for county 
3 for one town 
2 for one town 
1 for one town 
5 for state DOT 
1 for COG 
1 for university 
 
3 nonvoting members: 
1 for FHWA 
1 for state DOT 
1 for RPO 

6 voting members: 
1 for each city (4) 
1 for county 
1 for state DOT 
 
1 nonvoting member: 
FHWA 

Portion of 
single 
county 

5 
 
(4 mun., 
1 county) 

Hampton Roads TPO (Norfolk VA) 2673 sq mi 
1,705,382 
pop 

Hampton Roads 
PDC 

  Four full 
counties* 

14 
(10 mun., 
4 counties) 
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MPO Name Current Size Host Agency TCC Composition 
(Tech Committee) 

TAC Composition 
(Policy Board) 

Areas 
Included 

# of Local 
Participating 
Jurisdictions 

Harrisonburg-Rockingham MPO (VA) 106 sq mi 
83,039 

Central 
Shenandoah PDC 

14 voting members: 
5 for main city 
3 for county 
1 for each small town 
(3) 
3 for state DOT 
 
4 nonvoting members: 
1 for FHWA 
1 for FTA 
1 for aviation 
1 for university 

12 voting members: 
5 for main city 
3 for county 
1 for each small town (3) 
1 for state DOT 
 
5 nonvoting members: 
1 for FHWA 
1 for FTA 
1 for state DOT 
1 for aviation 
1 for university 

Portion of 
single 
county 

5 
 
(4 mun., 
1 county) 

⚑ High Point Urban Area MPO 682 sq mi 
296,387 pop 

City of High Point   Portions 
of four 
counties 

12 
(8 mun., 
4 counties) 

⚑ Jacksonville Urban Area MPO 423 sq mi 
156,767 pop 

City of Jacksonville   One full 
county 

6 
(5 mun., 
1 county) 

Kingsport MTPO (TN/VA) 298 sq mi 
129,017 pop 

City of Kingsport 15 voting members: 
6 for main city 
2 for main county 
1 for each small town 
in TN (2) 
1 for COG in VA 
1 for each state DOT 
(2) 
2 for MPO staff 
 
4 nonvoting members: 
2 for FHWA 
2 for FTA 

9 members: 
1 for each state DOT (2) 
1 for each main county in 
TN (2) 
1 for each city in TN (3) 
1 for each COG (2) 

Portions 
of four 
counties 

5 
 
(3 mun., 
2 counties) 

Lowcountry Area Transportation 
Study (Hilton Head /Beaufort, SC) 

695 sq mi 
186,975 pop 

Lowcountry COG   Portions 
of two 
counties 

7 
(5 mun., 
2 counties) 
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MPO Name Current Size Host Agency TCC Composition 
(Tech Committee) 

TAC Composition 
(Policy Board) 

Areas 
Included 

# of Local 
Participating 
Jurisdictions 

National Capital Region 
Transportation Planning Board 
(DC/MD/VA) 

3555 sq mi 
5,732,469 
pop 

Metropolitan 
Washington COG 

  Eight full 
counties; 
DC; 
portion of 
one 
county 

23 
(14 mun., 
8 counties) 

⚑ New Bern Area MPO 154 sq mi 
59,312 pop 

City of New Bern 17 voting members: 
2 from county 
2 from main city 
1 from each small 
town (3) 
1 from chamber 
1 from airport 
1 from transit agency 
7 from state DOT 
 
2 nonvoting members: 
1 from FHWA 
1 from RPO 

6 voting members: 
1 for each city (4) 
1 for county 
1 for state DOT 
 
2 nonvoting members: 
1 for FHWA 
1 for transit agency 

Portion of 
single 
county 

5 
(4 mun., 
1 county) 

New River Valley MPO (Blacksburg 
VA) 

143 sq mi 
105,301 pop 

Montgomery 
County 

26 members: 
2 for each city (6) 
2 for each county (4) 
1 for airport 
3 for state DOT 
1 for each university 
(3) 
1 for each transit 
agency (3) 
1 for COG 
1 for FHWA 
1 for FTA 
3 for MPO staff 

11 voting members: 
2 from each city (6) 
2 from each county (4) 
1 from state DOT 
 
12 nonvoting members: 
1 from COG 
3 from universities 
3 from transit agencies 
1 from airport 
1 from FHWA 
1 from FTA 
1 from state DOT 
1 from MPO staff 

Portions 
of two 
counties 

5 
(3 mun., 
2 counties) 
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# of Local 
Participating 
Jurisdictions 

Richmond Area MPO (VA) 2074 sq mi 
1,075,133 
pop 

Richmond 
Regional PDC 

  Two full 
counties; 
portions 
of five 
counties 

9 
(2 mun., 
7 counties) 

Roanoke Valley MPO (VA) 248 sq mi 
239,745 pop 

Roanoke Valley-
Alleghany RC 

  Portions 
of four 
counties 

7 
(3 mun., 
4 counties) 

Rock Hill-Fort Mill Area 
Transportation Study (SC) 

346 sq mi 
272,013 pop 

City of Rock Hill   Portions 
of two 
counties 

6 
(4 mun., 
2 counties) 

⚑ Rocky Mount Urban Area MPO 219 sq mi 
81,828 pop 

City of Rocky 
Mount 

18 members: 
6 from main city 
1 from each county (2) 
1 from each small 
town (2) 
5 from state DOT 
1 from transit agency 
1 from bike advisory 
comm 
1 from FHWA 

8 members: 
1 for each main county (2) 
3 for main city 
1 for each small town (2) 
1 for state DOT 

Portions 
of three 
counties 

5 
(3 mun., 
2 counties) 

Spartanburg Area Transportation 
Study (SC) 

428 sq mi 
259,294 pop 

Spartanburg 
County 

  Portion of 
one 
county 

11 
(10 mun., 
1 county) 
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TAC Composition 
(Policy Board) 

Areas 
Included 

# of Local 
Participating 
Jurisdictions 

Staunton-Augusta-Waynesboro 
MPO (VA) 

143 sq mi 
85,023 pop 

Central 
Shenandoah PDC 

8 voting members: 
2 from each city (4) 
2 from county 
2 from state DOT 
 
4 nonvoting members: 
1 from FHWA 
1 from state DOT 
2 from transit agency 

7 voting members: 
2 from each city (4) 
2 from county 
1 from state DOT 
 
6 nonvoting members: 
1 from FHWA 
1 from FTA 
1 from transit agency 
1 from aviation 
1 from state DOT 
1 from PDC 

Portion of 
single 
county 

3 
(2 mun., 
1 county) 

Sumter Urban Area Transportation 
Study (SC) 

201 sq mi 
90,107 pop 

City of Sumter 26 members: 
3 from city/county 
planning 
2 from city 
3 from county 
11 from state DOT 
1 from FHWA 
1 from transit agency 
1 from Air Force 
1 from chamber 
2 from school dist 
1 from COG 

10 voting members: 
2 from city 
2 from county 
3 from General Assembly 
1 from county 
transportation committee 
1 from city/county 
planning commission 
1 from econ dev 
 
5 nonvoting members: 
1 from city 
1 from county 
1 from Air Force 
2 from state DOT 

Portion of 
single 
county 

2 
(1 mun., 
1 county) 

Tri Cities Area MPO (Petersburg VA) 322 sq mi 
168,003 pop 

Crater PDC   Portions 
of three 
counties 

6 
(3 mun., 
3 counties) 
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(Policy Board) 

Areas 
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# of Local 
Participating 
Jurisdictions 

⚑ Wilmington Urban Area MPO 494 sq mi 
297,183 pop 

City of Wilmington   One full 
county; 
portions 
of two 
counties 

10 
(7 mun., 
3 counties) 

Winchester-Frederick County MPO 
(VA) 

105 sq mi 
91,972 pop 

Northern 
Shenandoah 
Valley RC 

17 members: 
4 for county 
1 for small town 
3 for state DOT 
1 for airport 
1 for transit agency 
4 for main city 
3 for RC 

8 voting members: 
3 for main city 
1 for small town 
3 for county 
1 for state DOT 
 
6 nonvoting members: 
1 for FHWA 
1 for FTA 
3 for state DOT 
1 for aviation 

Portion of 
single 
county 

3 
(2 mun., 
1 county) 

⚑ Winston-Salem Urban Area MPO 578 sq mi 
443,376 pop 

City of Winston-
Salem 

  Portions 
of four 
counties 

16 
(12 mun., 
4 counties) 

 

Bolded text is for MPOs under 150,000 population (TCC/TAC composition information is provided only for these smaller MPOs, since they are more comparable 
in UZA population size to southern Moore County) 

Yellow shading is for MPOs hosted by cities 

Green shading is for MPOs hosted by counties 

Orange shading is for MPOs hosted by Councils of Governments (COGs), Planning District Commissions (PDCs), or Regional Commissions (RCs) 

⚑ indicates an MPO from North Carolina 

 

A more detailed, national level analysis of MPO structure from 2017 can be found at 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/processes/metropolitan/related_topics/mpo_staffing/index.cfm  
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Neutral Property Tax Increase Town of Southern Pines

Note:  The top part of this worksheet is used as working papers to make it easier for you (counties and municipalities) to calculate 
amounts that should be used in the actual 

Revaluations as of:
January 1, 2019 and 2022

Fiscal year
Assessed Valuation

as of June 30
Annexation

(Deannexation)

Total Adjusted for
Annexation or
Deannexation

Valuation Increase Percentage
change

2023-24 4,362,260,000 20-21 4,362,260,000
19-20 2,981,782,200

Revaluation
2022-23 1/1/2023 2,981,782,200 2,071,740 19-20 2,979,710,460 93,546,697 3.24%

18-19 2,886,163,763
2021-22 2,886,163,763 13,868,240 17-18 2,872,295,523 68,326,968 2.44%

16-17 2,803,968,555
2020-21 2,803,968,555 - 16-17 2,803,968,555 85,416,009 3.14%

15-16 2,718,552,546

2019-20 Revaluation 2,718,552,546
1/1/2019 2.94% Average growth %

Doesn't include
revaluation increase

Last year prior to revaluation Tax rate Estimated tax levy
2022-23 2,981,782,200 0.4000 11,927,129

First year of revaluation
Tax rate to produce

equivalent levy
2023-24 4,362,260,000 0.2734 11,927,129

Revenue neutral tax
rate, to be included in

budget ordinance,
adjusted for growthIncrease tax rate for average growth rate

2023-24 4,362,260,000 0.2815 12,277,785

Increase in Tax Levy 350,657
        Average Percentage Increase 2.94%
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TOWN OF SOUTHERN PINES

Assessment projection for FY 23/24 Budget

Date Provided : March 17, 2023

Type  Estimated Valuation 

Real Property 4,029,203,000

Personal Property 99,101,000

Motor Vehicles* 206,161,000

Utilities** 27,795,000

Totals 4,362,260,000

Notes:

Motor Vehicles* Estimate based on last years values

Utilities** Estimate based on last years values
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To:  Reagan Parsons, Town Manager 

From: Jessica Roth, Assistant Town Manager 

Re: FY 23-24 Solid Waste Services - Revenue & Expenditure Analysis 

Date: March 23, 2023 

As part of developing the FY 23-24 proposed budget, staff has evaluated the Town’s solid waste services to project 
anticipated expenditures and potential revenues through fee recovery. This analysis is based upon the following service 
delivery methods: 

• Solid waste & recycling collection (residential & small commercial) – provided by GFL based on the terms 
negotiated in a contract extension through December 31, 2024. This includes weekly curbside collection of 
garbage and recycling at $13.88/month/account. Last year’s disposal volume per account equated to 0.75 tons of 
garbage and 0.15 tons of recyclables; estimated disposal expenditures have been factored into the fee schedule. 

• Residential yard debris collection two times per month - provided by GFL through December 31, 2023 and then by 
Town staff beginning January 1, 2024. Last year’s volume equated to 0.86 tons per house. It is estimated that FY 
23-24 overall expenditures will be just under $1.1 million, broken down as follows: 

o July 1 – December 31: Collection by GFL at $11.00/month plus estimated disposal costs of $87,000 = 
$502,058. 

o January 1 – June 30: Collection by TOSP staff plus disposal at Moore County landfill = $572,477. 

RESIDENTIAL FEE STRUCTURE 
The Town currently charges $16.75/month for collection and disposal of garbage, recycling, and yard debris, which is 60% 
of the actual costs and the Town subsidizes the remaining 40%. If this structure is continued in FY 23-24, the monthly 
resident fee would be approximately $20.52 with the Town subsidizing $13.68.  

  
100% 

collected 
90% 

collected 
80% 

collected 
70% 

collected 
60% 

collected 
Monthly fees collected per house $34.21 $30.79 $27.37 $23.94 $20.52 
Monthly fees subsidized per house - $3.42 $6.84 $10.26 $13.68 
Monthly increase from current $16.75 $17.46 $14.04 $10.62 $7.19 $3.77 

 

The total residential customer count for FY 23-24 is 6,286. The fee structure above would result in total revenues and 
subsidies as follows. For discussion and analysis purposes, the number of pennies from the property tax rate that would 
be needed to fund the total subsidy has been calculated. 

 

100% collected 90% collected 80% collected 70% collected 60% collected 
Annual Fees Collected $ 2,580,280 $ 2,322,252 $ 2,064,224 $ 1,806,196 $ 1,548,168 
Annual Subsidy - $258,028 $516,056 $774,084 $1,032,112 
Property tax rate 
equivalent (subsidy) 

- 0.60 pennies 1.20 pennies 1.80 pennies 2.40 pennies 
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COMMERCIAL FEES 
The Town collects garbage and recycling from approximately 436 small commercial businesses. The current monthly fee is 
$18.25, which covers 100% of the estimated collection and disposal expenses. This fee will increase by $2.00/month in FY 
23-24, to a total of $20.25 to cover the approximately $106,000 in expenditures to provide this service. 

FEES FOR DUMPSTERS – MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL CUSTOMERS 
GFL currently services approximately 60 dumpsters throughout Southern Pines, the majority located at multi-family 
residential neighborhoods. The contract has a fixed cost based on the size of the dumpster and the frequency with which 
it is emptied. Based on these costs and the estimated tonnage, staff has calculated a fee schedule designed to collect 
100% of the collection and disposal costs. If the same number of dumpsters are serviced in FY 23-24 at the same 
collection frequency, it will cost approximately $76,000 to serve these customers; the fee schedule below is anticipated to 
cover these expenditures. 

  
1 collection  

per week 
2 collections  

per week 
3 collections  

per week 
4 cubic yard dumpster $58.25 $105.50 $153.25 
6 cubic yard dumpster $72.50 $153.25 $224.50 
8 cubic yard dumpster $105.50 $200.50 $295.50 
Recycling collection & disposal (per cart per month)  $5.25  
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