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1. Call to Order

Chairman David Moody from the City of Peoria called the meeting to order at 10:01 a.m.

2. Approval of Draft July 31, 2010 Minutes

Chairman Moody asked if there were any changes or amendments to the September 23, 2010
meeting minutes, and there were none.  Mr. David Meinhart from the City of Scottsdale
motioned to approve the minutes.  Mr. RJ Zeder from the City of Chandler seconded, and the
motion passed by a unanimous voice vote of the Committee.

3. Call to the Audience

Chairman Moody announced that he had not received a request to speak card and moved on to
the next item on the agenda. 

4. Transportation Director’s Report

Chairman Moody invited Mr. Eric Anderson to present the Transportation Director’s report. 
 Mr. Anderson announced the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) had released the
revised Regional Area Road Fund (RARF) and Highway User Revenue Fee (HURF) revenue
forecasts.  He reported that revised RARF forecast had been decreased projected revenues by
$2.2 billion from the previous forecast.  He explained that the revised forecast projected $7.3
billion in revenues instead of $9.5 billion for the remainder of the tax adding that the
projections were conservative, but not unrealistic.  

Mr. Anderson informed the Committee that the decreased revenue projections would require
adjustments to the Freeway Life Cycle Program (FLCP), the Transit Life Cycle Program
(TLCP), and the Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) to maintain the fiscal balance of the
programs.  He announced a reduction of $735 million and $232 million would be required for
the TLCP and ALCP, respectively. 

Mr. Anderson stated that RARF revenues for the first quarter of Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 were
3.7 percent lower that FY 2010.  He added that RARF revenues had not been positive since
September 2007.  Mr. Anderson commented that previously the region had rebounded from
economic downturns sooner and subsequently experienced double-digit growth.  He stated that
the current downturn was different cautioning that the comeback would not be like those
experienced regionally in the past. 

Next, Mr. Anderson discussed the revised HURF projections.  He reported that the cumulative
HURF forecast was down $1.1 billion.  He stated that a reduction in vehicle license tax (VLT)
revenues were a significant contributor to the decline.  He explained that new car sales were
down 50 percent from the peak that occurred in 2006 and 2007. 
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Chairman Moody asked if there were any questions or comments about the Transportation
Director’s Report.  There were none, and he proceed to the next item on the agenda. 

5. Consent Agenda

Addressing the next item of business, Chairman Moody directed the Committee’s attention to
the consent agenda.  Chairman Moody announced that revised attachments for agenda items
5b and 5d had been emailed to the Committee and that copies of the revised handouts were at
their places.  

Chairman Moody asked the Committee if there were any questions or comments regarding the
consent agenda items: (5a) on the Arterial Life Cycle Program Status Report, (5b) Project
Changes to the MAG FY 2011-2015 Transportation Improvement Program, (5c) Request for
New Traffic Signal Optimization Program Projects, or (5d) the 2011 Tentative Transportation
Review Committee meeting schedule.  There were none.  Mr. Tom Condit from the Town of
Queen Creek motioned to approve the consent agenda.  Mr. Meinhart seconded, and the motion
passed with a unanimous voice vote of the Committee.  

6. Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Design Assistance Program

Next, Chairman Moody invited Ms. Maureen DeCindis from MAG to present on the
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Design Assistance Program.  Ms. DeCindis informed the
Committee that the $300,000 in funds had been allocated in the MAG Unified Planning Work
Program (UPWP) for the MAG Design Assistance for Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities.  She
explained that funds in the Design Assistance Program could be applied to the design portion
of bicycle and/or pedestrian projects in the region.  

Ms. DeCindis announced that six applications had been submitted to MAG for funding
consideration.  She reported that on October 19, 2010, the MAG Bicycle and Pedestrian
Committee met to review and rank six project applications for funding consideration.  The
projects reviewed for funding consideration included: Community Improvements in Apache
Junction ($40,070), the Grand Canal at 22nd Street Multi-Use Path in Phoenix ($75,000), the
Multi-Use Path on Litchfield Road in Litchfield Park ($85,000), the New River North
Connection in Glendale ($90,000), the Porter Park Pathway in Mesa ($125,000), and the
Rancho El Mirage Multi-Use Path in El Mirage ($100,000). 

Ms. DeCindis reported that the Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee had recommended three
projects for funding approval.  She stated that the projects recommended for funding included 
the Grand Canal at 22nd Street Multi-Use Path ($75,000), the Porter Park Pathway ($125,000),
and the Rancho El Mirage Multi-Use Path ($100,000).  Mr. Lance Calvert from the City of El
Mirage motioned to approve Design Assistance Program funding for the projects as listed in
Attachment Four.  Mr. Scott Butler from the City of Mesa seconded the motion, and the
motion passed by a unanimous voice vote of the Committee. 
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7. Programming 5307 and 5309 - Fixed Rail and Guideway Modernization Funds in FY2010 and
2011

Chairman Moody invited Ms. Eileen Yazzie, MAG Transportation Programming Manager,
to present on the programming on 5307 Urbanized Area Formula and 5309 Fixed Rail and
Guideway Modernization (FGM) funds.  Ms. Yazzie informed the Committee that 5309 FGM
and 5307 funds were for preventative maintenance.  She stated the discussion would focus on
the programming of 5309 FGM funds preventative maintenance distributions in FY2010 and
5307 preventative maintenance funding levels for FY2011 and FY2012. She stated that the
programming of 5307 and 5309 funds were being heard as one agenda item because of the
preventative maintenance discussion previously heard by the Committee.  She stated that the
Transit Committee heard the discussion in three parts, with one item being reheard later at the
request of the Transit Committee.

Ms. Yazzie reported that $1,517,999 of 5309 FGM funds were available for FY2009 and
FY2010.  She stated that all eligible regional priority projects in the Transit Life Cycle
Program (TLCP) and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) were currently programmed in the
FY 2011-2015 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  She, then suggested
programming the remaining 5309 funds for preventative maintenance for fixed guideway
eligible activities and presented four programming scenarios.

Next, Ms. Yazzie presented four programming scenarios using data from the National Transit
Database (NTD).  Ms. Yazzie noted a two-year lag in data on the NTD stating the scenarios
presented were based on 2008 data.  She also noted that information regarding operations was
based on data reported to the NTD.  Ms. Yazzie presented four programming scenarios, which
included funding preventative maintenance according to:

Scenario 1:  Valid annual fixed guideway vehicle revenue miles 
Scenario 2: A combination of total bus fixed guideway vehicle revenue miles and a half-
year of METRO’s guideway vehicle revenue miles; 
Scenario 3: A combination of total bus fixed guideway vehicle revenue miles including a
full year of METRO’s projected operation fixed guideway vehicle revenue miles; or 
Scenario 4: All funds allocated to METRO for light rail.

Ms. Yazzie explained that the four scenarios would allocate varying percentages of 5309 funds
for  preventative maintenance to the City of Phoenix, Valley Metro/RPTA, and METRO. 
Then, she discussed the allocations by scenario.  The allocation by scenario included:

Scenario 1: City of Phoenix (64.7%), RPTA (35.3%), and METRO (0%); 
Scenario 2: City of Phoenix (18.5%), RPTA (12.8%), and (68.7%);
Scenario 3: City of Phoenix (11%), RPTA (7.6%), and METRO (81.4%); and
Scenario 4: City of Phoenix (0%), RPTA (0%), and METRO (100%).

Ms. Yazzie informed the Committee that the MAG Transit Committee had recommended
scenario 3. 

Moving on, Ms. Yazzie presented two options for programming additional 5307 preventative
maintenance funds.  She stated that under Option 1, the currently programmed FY 2011 funds
would be combined the additional funds and distributed in FY 2011 based on the
recommended formula.  She stated that under Option1, the funding allocation for FY 2012

4



would remain the same.  Ms. Yazzie explained that under Option 2, all funds would be
combined and distributed evenly between FYs 2011 and 2012.  She added that under Option
2, $5.8 million in bus purchases would need to advance to FY 2011. Ms. Yazzie informed the
Committee that the MAG Transit Committee had recommended Option 2 for approval.  She
stated that the Transit Committee surmised that Option 2 would be easier to balance and
maintain the budget.  

Ms. Yazzie noted that four scenarios to distribute funding to operators had been presented to
the MAG Transit Committee.  She stated the Transit Committee had requested additional
information as well as research on how other regions distributed the funds to operators.  She
reported that MAG Staff would conduct the requested research and present the finding to the
MAG Transit Committee for approval in the following months.  

Mr. Meinhart inquired if the data was calculated for the same year as the reporting.  Ms.
Yazzie replied that all transit operators report data to NTD each year.  She stated that different
formulas were applied to different distributions of funds explaining that the formulas for 5307
included revenues miles. 

Mr. Bryan Jungwirth motion to recommend (1) Scenario #3 on the preventative maintenance
distribution methodology for $1,571,999 of FY2010 5309-FGM funds and that it be a non-
precedent setting distribution and (2) the amount of funds for preventative maintenance
programmed in FY2011 and FY 2012 be distributed equally as shown in Option #2, and to
modify or amend the FY2011-2015 MAG Transportation Improvement Program and the
FY2010 Program of Projects, as appropriate.  Ms. Shirley Gunther from the City of Avondale
seconded, and the motion passed by a unanimous voice vote of the Committee.  

8. Tempe South Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA)

Chairman Moody invited Mr. Kevin Wallace, MAG Transit Program Manager, to address the
Tempe South Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA).  Mr. Wallace announced that the LPA
recommendation was the culmination of three years of work in the City of Tempe.  He
explained that the LPA was the first step in the process to apply for federal transit funds. 

Then, Mr. Wallace invited Mr. Mark Soronson, the consultant from Valley Metro to present
the Tempe South Locally Preferred Alternative.  Mr. Soronson informed the Committee that
the MAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) had identified future high capacity transit
improvements along Rural Road in the City of Tempe.  He stated the identified improvements
included two transit projects within the Tempe South Study area noting a two mile high
capacity/light rail transit improvement that extended south from downtown Tempe and a Bus
Rapid Transit (BRT) corridor on Scottsdale/Rural Road extending from north Scottsdale to
Chandler. 

Mr. Soronson informed the Committee that both transit projects were analyzed as part of that
Tempe South Study.  He added that only BRT segment south from downtown Tempe was
evaluated as part of the study. Mr. Soronson explained that the alternatives analysis process
resulted in the development of a the LPA, which defined the transit technology and proposed
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alignments of the project.  Mr. Soronson stated the goals of the LPA, included:
• improving mobility of residential and business communities;
• developing efficient transportation system;
• accommodating future travel demand; 
• developing a transportation system that supports local and regional development goals and

transit oriented development strategies; 
• developing transportation strategies that reinforce the cities general plan; 
• developing a transportation system that is affordable to build, operate, and maintain; and
• developing a transportation system that provides connectivity to/from neighborhoods,

employment, and recreational opportunities. 

Mr. Soronson informed the Committee that as part of the study travel patterns were analyzed
for three markets areas, which included Arizona State University (ASU), north Tempe, and
south Tempe/Chandler.  He stated that the study analyzed alignments and technologies to
determine the best match for the area.  Mr. Soronson reported that the study results indicated
that one specific alternative would not fit the travel needs for all markets.  Then, he stated that
the METRO Staff had proposed a modern streetcar along Mill Avenue as the LPA technology. 

Next, Mr. Soronson addressed the preferred alignment from the study.  He reported that the
preferred alignment was a loop on Mill and Ash Avenues.  He explained that the loop would
help define downtown, provide an opportunity to stimulate development/redevelopment, avoid
utility impacts, reduce parking impacts, offer flexibility for special events, and minimize
construction impacts.  He stated that the preferred alignment included a shared lane on Mill
Avenue and a dedicated lane on Ash Avenue.  

Mr. Soronson announced that the Tempe Streetcar would be modeled based on Seattle and
other streetcars.  He acknowledged that the streetcar would not be as long as a light rail car or
have the seating capacity.  He explained that the streetcar would work better in a smaller
community because stations are smaller and a fraction of the cost of a light rail transit stop. 

Moving on, Mr. Soronson estimated that opening day for the streetcar would occur in FY
2016/2017.  He stated that the anticipated opening day ridership would be between 1,100 to
1,600 per day excluding special events.  Mr. Soronson cited estimated capital funding sources
to be 27 percent Proposition 400 sales tax revenues and 73 percent federal funds from Small
Starts or a similar programs.  He reported that operation and maintenance costs for the project
were estimated at $3.6 million per year (2017$) and that the streetcar would use a farebox
system to collect fares.  He noted that the operations and maintenance of the streetcar would
be the responsibility of the City of Tempe. 

Then, Mr. Soronson discussed the public involvement process.  He reported extensive public
involvement that included working through neighborhood and ad hoc committees as well as
presentations to neighborhoods in Tempe and Chandler.  Mr. Soronson stated that the project
partners had received numerous letters of support from the business community in the area. 
He also reported the endorsements from the Tempe City Council adding that approval from
the Chandler City Council and through the MAG Committee process were currently underway.
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Mr. Grant Anderson from the Town of Youngtown inquired about the cost difference between 
streetcar and light rail transit facilities.  He specifically inquired about the cost differences on
the tracks.  Mr. Soronson replied that the cost difference was dependent on how each of the
tracks were defined.  He stated that track slab would probably be light and therefore cost less. 
He stated that in contract, a light rail track required communications equipment, which the
street car would not. 

Mr. Meinhart inquired where the vehicles would be housed and maintained overnight.  Mr.
Soronson stated that the City was considering storing the vehicles at the existing METRO
operation control center, which included two entry points.  Then, Mr. Meinhart inquired about
the long term extension on Rural Road.  Mr Soronson stated that the City desired to have light
rail on Rural in the long term although work had not been done to date.  He added that BRT
would occur on Rural Road before LRT would occur.

Mr. Meinhart expressed concerns about connectivity.  Mr. Dan Cook from the City of
Chandler stated that connectivity was an initial concern of Chandler’s as well.  He stated that
connectivity was addressed before the Chandler Transportation Commission and that
subsequent transit projects in the area were close in terms of time frames. 

Mr. Bryan Jungwirth from Valley Metro/RPTA expressed support for the project and motioned
approve the recommendation as presented.  He then recited the motion, which stated: 
1. a Locally Preferred Alternative for the Tempe South project, including a modern streetcar

on a Mill Avenue alignment with a one-way loop in downtown Tempe to be incorporated
into the MAG FY 2011 to FY 2015 Transportation Improvement Program and the
Regional Transportation Plan 2010 Update for an air quality conformity analysis; 

2. the inclusion of a potential future phase of modern streetcar east along Southern Avenue
to Rural Road as an Illustrative Transit Corridor in the MAG Regional Transportation
Plan;

3. the future consideration for increased service levels and capital improvements, per the
description provided herein, for Rural Road BRT through the regional transportation
system planning process;

4. the future consideration for high capacity transit needs north of downtown Tempe along
Rio Salado Parkway and south of Southern Avenue along Rural Road to the vicinity of
Chandler Boulevard through the regional transportation system planning process; and 

5. the further consideration of commuter rail along the Tempe Branch of the Union Pacific
Railroad, through the regional transportation planning process, and pending results from
the Arizona Department of Transportation’s (ADOT’s) Phoenix-Tucson Intercity Rail
Alternatives Analysis.

Mr. Steve Hull for the Arizona Department of Transportation seconded the motion.  Ms. Jyme
Sue McLaren requested a revision to the motion that clarified that the motion did not change
the priorities established in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  Mr. Jungwirth accepted
the revised motion.  A brief discussion followed about the wording and intent of the motion. 
Ms. McLaren offered to restate the motion, which was worded as recommended for approval
by the MAG Transit Committee and was listed in the agenda.  
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Chairman Moody called for vote, and the motion passed by a unanimous voice vote of the
Committee.  Chairman Moody inquired if there were any additional questions or comments
about the agenda item.  There were none, and he moved on to the next item. 

9. Federal Fund Programming Principles and Work Group

Chairman Moody invited Ms. Eileen Yazzie, MAG Transportation Programming Manager,
to present on the Federal Fund Programming Principles and Work Group.  Ms. Yazzie directed
the Committee’s attention to a handout at their places.  She explained the handout was a copy
of the Draft Federal Fund Programming Principles, which MAG Staff relied on in the
programming of federal funds. 

Ms. Yazzie reported that MAG Staff had requested that member agency staff review projects
programmed in the MAG FY 2011-2015 Transportation Improvement Program for revisions
before the conformity freeze.  She announced that MAG Staff had received approximately
twenty requests for project changes to Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality funded projects,
which were exempt from the conformity freeze.  She stated that many of the changes were
rescoping requests.  

Ms. Yazzie stated that MAG Staff was trying to determine how to proceed with the requests. 
She explained that in meetings with member agencies, MAG Staff had heard that some CMAQ
projects no longer made sense, but that similar projects did.  She explained some of the
proposed projects were ready to proceed through the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
review process while other projects were not.  She stated that some of the proposed changes
were “in grey areas” that needed refinement through the Committee process. 

Mr. Eric Anderson stated that in these severe economic times that the region needed to focus
on the outcomes of the projects.  He emphasized the need proceed with good projects that
benefitted the region while protecting the integrity of the project selection process.  He stated
that MAG understood that changes occur during the project development process cautioning
that member agencies could not unilaterally decided to change projects without going through
the established project review process.  He expressed concerns about the Federal Highway
Administration’s review if the project selection process was not followed. 

Mr. Anderson expressed concerns about project changes to CMAQ projects in air quality
plans.  He also expressed concerns about inactive obligations.  He explained that inactive
obligations referred to obligated projects that were inactive for 12 or more months.  Mr.
Anderson stated that ADOT and FHWA wanted the number of inactive obligations to be less
than four percent adding that inactive obligations for the region currently were between eight
and ten percent. 

Mr. Anderson informed the Committee that MAG was coordinating with ADOT on the issue. 
He  stated that MAG would be receiving quarterly obligation reports from ADOT, which
would improve MAG Staff’s ability to track inactive obligations.  He added that MAG needed
to assist with projects until the final voucher was issued.  
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Chairman Moody inquired how the Committee could assist with the issues.  Ms. Yazzie
replied that the Management Committee had tasked MAG Staff with establishing a Federal
Fund Working Group, which was comprised of several members of the Transportation Review
Committee.  She stated that MAG hoped to revive the Working Group in November/December
to address the issues.  She stated that MAG Staff was looking into revisions requested by the
Working Group as well as the possibility of a dynamic TIP process.  She explained that with
a dynamic process any project programmed in the TIP would be able to move forward if the
project was ready to go and local match was available.  

Mr. Clem Ligocki from Maricopa County concurred with MAG Staff comments.  He stated
that the approach seemed reasonable, but expressed concerns if the process could be done
expeditiously and in an orderly fashion.  He hoped that the issue could be resolved before the
start of the Federal Fund Closeout process. 

Mr. Eric Anderson replied that MAG was coordinating with ADOT to determine when
projects obligate.  He stated that current practice was to focus on what happens after
obligation.  Mr. Anderson announced that ADOT was working on a web-based, project
tracking system and an update to the Local Governments Section Manual. 

Mr. Meinhart expressed concerns about new projects proceeding that had not been through the
MAG review process.  He stated that members should look at combining projects when the
local match is not available for multiple projects.  He added that this should be one of the
region’s key priorities.  A brief discussion followed. 

Ms. Yazzie stated that MAG Staff has been coordinating with member agencies on the issue. 
She explained that issue was challenging because a project may be a good fit and make sense;
however, from a regional perspective, the projects need to be reviewed.  She stated that federal
guidelines require MAG to have a set, established project review process.  

Mr. Eric Anderson added that the issue had been discussed with the Intergovernmental
Liaisons and would be presented to the MAG Management Committee.  Chairman Moody
asked if there were any questions or comments about the agenda item.  There were none. 

10. Transit Prioritization Guidelines for Federal Funds

Chairman Moody announced the Agenda Item #10 on Transit Prioritization Guidelines for
Federal Funds had been removed from the agenda at the request of MAG Staff.  

11.  Request for Future Agenda Items

Chairman Moody inquired if the members had any topics or issues of interest they would like
to have considered for discussion at a future Committee meeting.  There were none, and
Chairman Moody moved onto the next agenda item. 
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12. Member Agency Update

Chairman Moody asked members of the Committee if they would like to provide updates,
address any issues or concerns regarding transportation at the regional level, and asked if any
members in attendance would like to address recent information that was relevant to
transportation within their respective communities. 

Mr. Grant Anderson inquired if there was an update on the conformity freeze.  Mr. Eric
Anderson replied that member agencies had until November 4th to submit project changes
requests, which would be presented to the Committee in December.  He stated that the
Environmental Protection Agency would submit the notice to the Federal Register on January
28, 2011. 

Mr. Eric Anderson encouraged MAG member agencies to submit a project change request for
all developer funded projects that needed to be in the MAG TIP.  He explained that if a project
was built that was not included in the TIP that the region could be sanctioned.  

13. Next Meeting Date

Chairman Moody informed members in attendance that the next regularly scheduled meeting
of the Committee would be held on December 9, 2010.  There be no further business,
Chairman Moody adjourned the meeting at 11:15 a.m.  
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