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TENTATIVE AGENDA 


1. 	 Call to Order 

2. 	 Approval of Draft September 23, 2010 
Minutes 

3. 	 Call to the Audience 

An opportunity will be provided to members 
of the public to address the Transportation 
Review Committee on items not scheduled on 
the agenda that fall under the jurisdiction of 
MAG, or on items on the agenda for 
discussion but not for action. Citizens will be 
requested not to exceed a three minute time 
period for their comments. A total of 15 
minutes will be provided for the Call to the 
Audience agenda item, unless the 
Transportation Review Committee requests an 
exception to this limit. 

4. 	 Transportation Director's Report 

Recent transportation planning activities and 
upcoming agenda items for the MAG 
Management Committee will be reviewed by 
the Transportation Director. 

5. 	 Consent Agenda 

Consent items are marked with an asterisk (*). 
Committee members may request that an item 
be removed from the consent agenda to be 
heard. 

COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED 

2. 	 Approve Draft minutes of the September 23, 
2010 meeting. 

3. 	 For information and discussion. 

4. 	 For information and discussion. 

5. 	 Recommend approval of the Consent Agenda. 

ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONSENT* 

5a. Arterial Life Cycle Program Status Report* 5a. For infom1ation. 

The Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) 

addresses ALCP project work, the remaining 

Fiscal Year 2010 ALCP schedule, program 

deadlines, revenues, and finances for the 

period between April 2010 and September 

2010. A copy of the ALCP Status Report is 

provided in Attachment One. 




5b. Project Change Request to the Federal Fiscal 
Year 2009 and 2010 Program ofProjects* 

On June 22, 2010 the Transit Committee 
approved the FY 2009 and FY 2010 Program 
of Projects, and Regional Council took action 
on these changes on June 30, 2010. It is 
requested that the earmarklhigh priority 
projects that were identified in the FY 2010 
Federal Register be included in the FY 
2011-2015 MAG Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP). Please see Attachment Two 
for more information. 

5c. Request For New Traffic Signal Optimization 
Program Pro;ects* 

A MAG request for new projects to be carried 
out through the FY 2011 Traffic Signal 
Optimization Program (TSOP) was announced 
on September 21,2010. The budget available 
for the cycle of TSOP projects is $430,000. 
This includes an estimated balance of$30;000 
carried over from the FY 2010 cycle ofTSOP 
projects. A total of 15 project applications 
were received for projects that would to 
improved operations at 476 traffic signals in 
14 jurisdictions. Many of the applications 
also identified the need for staff training on 
Synchro, a traffic signal timing software used 
by local agencies. On October 19, 201 0, the 
MAG ITS Committee reviewed all 
applications and recommended a list of 16 
TSOP projects that included a project for a 
regional training workshop on Synchro. The 
total cost for these projects is estimated at 
$405,500. All TSOP projects will be carried 
out using MAG on-call consultants. Please 
refer to Attachment Three for a listing of 
TSOP projects recommended for funding by 
the ITS Committee. 

5b. For information, discussion and possible 
action to recommend approval to 
modify/amend the FY 2011-2015 MAG TIP 
and the FY 2009 and FY2010 Program of 
Projects. 

5c. For information, discussion and possible 
action to recommend the list ofTSOP projects 
shown on Attachment Three. 

ITEMS TO BE HEARD 


6. 	 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Design 
Assistance Program 

The FY 2011 MAG Unified Plmming Work 
Program and Annual Budget, approved by the 

6. 	 For information, discussion and possible 
recommendation to approve Design Assistance 
Program funding for the recommended proj ects 
as listed in Attachment Four. 



MAG Regional Council in May 2010, 
included $300,000 for the MAG Design 
Assistance for Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Facilities. The Design Assistance Program 
allows MAG Member Agencies to apply for 
funding for the design portion of a bicycle or 
pedestrian project. At the October 19, 2010 
meeting, the Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Committee reviewed and ranked six 
applications for project funding. The 
Committee voted to approve three projects for 
$300,000. Please refer to the memorandum in 
Attachment Four for additional information. 

7. 	 Programming 5307 and 5309 - Fixed Rail and 
Guideway Modernization Funds in FY20 1 0 
and 2011 

On June 22, 2010 the MAG Transit 
Committee approved the FY2010 Program of 
Projects, and the Regional Council took action 
on these changes on June 30, 2010. Since 
then, the Executive Committee took action on 
September 13,2010 to remove $1,517,999 of 
FY2010 5309 Fixed Rail and Guideway 
Modernization (FGM) federal transit funds 
from two Mesa park and ride construction 
projects. Additionally, the MAG Regional 
Council took action on July 28, 2010 to 
approve the FY2011-2015 MAG TIP and that 
the programming of preventive maintenance 
be reviewed for potential amendments/ 
administrative modifications no later than 
December 2010. On October 14, 2010, the 
Transit Committee made the recommendation 
noted in the action and asked that further 
analysis regarding distribution scenarios for 
5307 federal funds is brought back to the 
Transit Committee in November. Please refer 
to Attachment Five for additional information. 

8. 	 Tempe South Locally Preferred Alternative 
(LPA) 

The MAG Regional Transport~tion Plan 
(R TP) identifies future high capacity transit 
improvements along Rural Road in the City of 
Tempe. Specifically, the RTP includes two 

7. 	 Information, discussion, and possible action to: 
(1) recommend Scenario #3 preventative 
maintenance distribution methodology for 
$1,571,999 of FY2010 5309-FGM funds and 
that it is a non-precedent setting distribution 
and (2) recommend the amount of funds for 
preventative maintenance programmed in 
FY2011 and FY 2012 is distributed equally as 
shown in Option #2, and modify/amend the 
FY2011-2015 MAG TIP and the FY2010 
Program of Projects appropriately. 

8. 	 For information, discussion, and 
recommendation to approve: (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 



transit projects within the Tempe South study 
area: (1) a 2-mile high capacity/light rail 
transit improvement extending south from 
downtown Tempe and (2) aBusRapid Transit 
(BRT) corridor on Scottsdale/Rural Road 
extending from north Scottsdale to Chandler. 
In August 2007, Valley Metro Rail (METRO) 
initiated a federally sponsored Alternatives 
Analysis (AA) in the Tempe South corridor. 
Both the 2-mile high capacity/light rail transit 
proj ect and the BR T proj ects were analyzed as 
part of this study, but only the BRT segment 
south from downtown Tempe was evaluated. 
The AA process culminates in the creation of 
a Locally Preferred Alternative (LP A), which 
defines the transit teclmology and alignments. 
METRO staff has proposed a modem streetcar 
along Mill Avenue for the LP A. The study 
also confirmed the importance of the Rural 
Road BRT project, between the Tempe 
Transit Center and the Chandler Fashion 
Center. The MAG Transit Committee 
recommended to approve the five actions at its 
October 14, 2010 meeting. Please refer to 
Attachment Six for additional information. 

9. 	 Federal Fund Programming Principles and 
Work Group 

For Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011, which 
began on October 1,2010, there are fifty-three 
projects sponsored by local agencies that are 
programmed with federal Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds:· 
six CMAQ projects led by the Arizona 
Department of Transportation (ADOT) and 
six CMAQ projects led by Valley Metro Rail. 
In 2008, MAG drafted the Federal Fund 
Programming Principles and a Federal Fund 
Work Group was established in 2009 to look 
at modifications to the programming policies 
and procedures to increase the amount of 
federal fund obligated each year. In order to 
manage the CMAQ program more efficiently, 
MAG Staff will rely on the current Draft 
Federal Fund Programming Principles to aid 
in 	 decision making for project change 
requests, programming federal funds, and year 

Improvement Program and the Regional 
Transportation Plan 2010 Update for an air 
quality conformity analysis; (2) Inclusion of a 
potential future phase ofmodem streetcar east 
along Southern A venue to Rural Road as an 
Illustrative Transit Corridor in the MAG 
Regional Transportation Plan; (3) 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) Future consideration for high 
capacity transit needs north of downtown 
Tempe along Rio Salado Parkway and south of 
Southern A venue along Rural Road to the 
vicinity of Chandler Boulevard through the 
regional transportation system planning 
process; and (5) 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. 

9. 	 For information and discussion. 



end closeout. The Federal Fund Work Group 
will also reconvene and modifications to the 
federal fund program policies and procedures 
will be recommended. These changes could 
include a dynamic TIP process, enforcement 
of project development milestones, and 
reporting to appropriate committees on project 
status. Please refer to Attachment Seven for 
an overview of the Draft Federal Fund 
Programming Principles. 

10. Transit Prioritization Guidelines for Federal 
Funds 

Currently, MAG does not have an approved 
set of transit prioritization guidelines for 
programming federal funds. MAG sets the 
priorities for the transit element of the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the 
Regional Transportation Planning Authority 
(RPTA) is tasked to manage the life cycle for 
the transit element, known as the Transit Life 
Cycle Program (TLCP). There is a disconnect 
in the programming process, which has 
resulted in about $18 million of 5307 federal 
funds in FY 2013-2015 programmed for 
preventive maintenance in the MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 
This was done as a placeholder since MAG 
does not have prioritization guidelines in place 
to apply in programming the transit funds. 
MAG Staff has used the framework of 
previous prioritization guidelines used in the 
region and has created different scenarios that 
emphasize: transit customers and existing 
service, transit customers and expansion of 
service, passenger enhancements, 'Building 
the Plan:' funding unfunded projects in the 
R TP, and other support services. These are 
emphasis areas and are not exhaustive. Please 
see Attachment Eight for additional 
information. 

11. Request for Future Agenda Items 

Topics or issues of interest that the 
Transportation Review Committee would like 

10. For information and discussion. 

11. For information and discussion. 



to have considered for discussion at a future 
meeting will be requested. 

12. Member Agency Update 

This section of the Agenda will provide 
Committee members with an opportunity to 
share information regarding a variety of 
transportation-related issues within their 
respective communities. 

13. Next Meeting Date 

The next regular TRC meeting will be 
scheduled Thursday, December 9, 2010 at 
10:00 a.m. in the MAG Office, Saguaro 
Room. 

12. For information. 

13. For information. 



DRAFT MINUTES OF THE 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 


TRANSPORTATION REVIEW COMMITTEE 


September 23, 2010 

Maricopa Association of Governments Office 


302 North First Avenue, Suite 200, Saguaro Room 

Phoenix, Arizona 


MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Peoria: David Moody 
ADOT: Steve Hull for Floyd Roehrich 
Avondale: David Fitzhugh 

#Buckeye: Scott Lowe 
Chandler: RJ Zeder for Patrice Kraus 
El Mirage: Jorge Gastelum for Lance 

Calvert 
Fountain Hills: Randy Harrel 

*Gila Bend: Eric Fitzer 
Gila River: Sreedevi Samudrala for Doug 

Torres 
*Gilbert: Tami Ryall 
. Glendale: Terry Johnson 

Goodyear: Cato Esquivel 
#Guadalupe: Gino Turrubiartes 

Litchfield Park: Paul Ward for Woody 
Scoutten 

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Street Committee: Dan Cook, City of 

Chandler 
* ITS Committee: Nicolaas Swart, Maricopa 

County 

* Members neither present nor represented by proxy. 

OTHERS PRESENT 
Eric Anderson, MAG 
Monique de los Rios-Urban, MAG 
Micah Henry, MAG 
Roger Herzog, MAG 
JorgeLuna, MAG 
Marc Pearsall, MAG 
Nathan Pryor, MAG 
Eileen Yazzie, MAG 

Maricopa County: Mike Sabatini for John 
Hauskins 

Mesa: Jeff Martin for Scott Butler 
*Paradise Valley: Bill Mead 
Phoenix: Rick Naimark 

#Queen Creek: Wendy Kaserman for Tom 
Condit 

RPTA: Bryan Jungwirth 
Scottsdale: Dave Meinhart 
Surprise: Bob Beckley 
Tempe: Robert Yabes for Chris Salomone 
Valley Metro Rail: John Farry 
Wickenburg: Rick Austin 
Youngtown: Mark Hannah for Lloyce 

Robinson 

*BicydelPedestrian Committee: Peggy 
Rubach, RPTA 

*Transportation Safety Committee: Julian 
Dresang, City of Tempe 

+ - Attended by Videoconference 

# - Attended by Audioconference 


Kwi-Sung Kang, ADOT 

Karen Savage, Surprise 

Art Brooks, Strand 

Lauren Neu, Strand 

Serena Unrein, Arizona PIRG 

Vinay Vanapalli, Stantec 
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1. Call to Order 

Chairman David Moody from the City of Peoria called the meeting to order at 10:00 a.m. 

2. Approval of Draft July 31, 2010 Minutes 

Chairman Moody announced that the minutes from the August 31, 2010 meeting of the 
Transportation Review Committee had been revised since the mailing ofthe agenda packet. He 
informed the Committee that the revised minutes had been emailed to the Committee and were 
at their places as well. Chairman Moody asked ifthere were any changes or amendments to the 
August 31 st meeting minute.s. 

Mr. Bob Beckley from the City of Surprise requested that the minutes be revised to reflect his 
attendance at the August 31 SI meeting. Mr. RJ Zeder from the City of Chandler motioned to 
approve the minutes with the requested revisions. Mr. Jeff Martin from the City of Mesa 
seconded the motion, 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 stated that MAG had not received the August sales tax revenues yet. He reported 
that Regional Area Road Fund (RARF) revenues for July were down 4.5 percent noting that 
despite the decrease in RARF revenues, the year-to-date Highway User Revenue Fees (HURF) 
had increased by 5 percent. He stated that new car sales continued to be soft, which had a 
negative impact on RARF and HURF revenues. 

Mr. Anderson announced that the Regional Council had approved the proposed acceleration of 
the Williams-Gateway project in Mesa. He informed the Committee that the City ofTempe's 
local preferred alternative option would be presented to the MAG Transit Committee next week 
and would be heard by the Transportation Review Committee in October. 

Then, Mr. Anderson addressed the potential conformity freeze .. He encouraged member 
agencies to submit any project changes in a timely manner. He explained that once the freeze 
was in effect, any change that would impact conformity could not be made. He emphasized the 
need to have all regionally significant projects included in the TIP stating this included 
developer funded projects. 
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Chairman Moody asked if there were any questions or comments about the Transportation 
Director's Report. Mr. Terry Johnson from the City ofGlendale inquired about the status ofthe 
Proposition 400 audit. Mr. Eric Anderson replied that the initial meeting for the audit had been 
conducted the previous week. He stated that MAG expected a field visit in October or 
November 2010 adding that draft recommendations from the audit would be available in the 
summer of2011. 

Mr. Eric Fitzer from the Town of Gila Bend inquired how the conformity freeze would affect 
people outside the conformity area. Ms. Yazzie replied that for conformity the federal guidance 
did not differentiate between jurisdictions in or out of an attainment area. She explained that 
federal guidance stated that during a freeze, all projects listed in the Transportation 
Improvement Program could proceed; however, new non-conforming projects could not be 
added regardless of location. 

Chairman Moody inquired if there were any additional questions or comments. 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. He asked the Committee if there were any questions or comments 
regarding the consent agenda item 5a on the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
Red Letter Process. There were none. Mr. Rick Naimark from the City ofPhoenix motioned 
to approve the consent agenda. Mr. Martin seconded, and the motion passed with a unanimous 
voice vote of the Committee. 

6. Transportation Review Committee Chair and Vice Chair Appointments 

Next, Chairman Moody invited Ms. Christina Hopes, MAG Transportation Planner, to present 
on the Transportation Review Committee (TRC) Chair and Vice Chair appointments. Ms. 
Hopes informed the Committee that on July 22,2009 the MAG Regional Council had adopted 
committee operating policies and procedures. She explained that the current procedures 
required the Committee to address chair and vice-chair appointments annually. 

Ms. Hopes informed the Committee that the TRC Chair, Mr. David Moody from the City of 
Peoria, and the TRC Vice Chair, Mr. David Meinhart from the City ofScottsdale, were eligible 
for reappointment to their respective positions. She explained that the Committee was tasked 
with either recommending the reappointments or recommending that the Vice-Chair ascend 
to the Chair position and a new Vice-Chair be appointed. Ms. Hopes stated that if the 
Committee decided to have the Vice-Chair ascend to the Chair position, then the members of 
the Committee could submit letters of interest for the vacant Vice-Chair position. 

Mr. David Fitzhugh from the City ofAvondale recommended to reappointment ofthe current 
chair and vice chair to serve a second one-year term. Mr. Gino Turrubiartes from the Town 
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ofGuadalupe seconded, and the motion passed by a unanimous voice vote ofthe Committee. 

7. 	 Project Changes - Amendment and Administrative Modification to the FY 2011-2015 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program 

Chairman Moody invited Ms. Eileen Yazzie, MAG Transportation Programming Manager, to 
present project changes to the FY 2011-2015 MAG Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP). Ms. Yazzie directed the Committee's attention to a summary transmittal and handout 
at their places. She informed the Committee that copies had been emailed to the Committee 
on Monday and apologized for not sending the handouts earlier for review. 

Ms. Yazzie reported that four ADOT projects were included on the project change handout. 
She explained that an ADOT project was listed as one line item in the currently approved TIP 
and needed to be split into multiple TIP items for utilities and construction. Ms. Yazzie stated 
the change would address the needed split and define project location. 

Ms. Yazzie noted two other project changes, which included a request for pavement 
preservation and a revision to the proj ect scope for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the South Mountain project. Then, she directed the Committee's attention to the Safe 
Routes to School projects. She explained that the projects needed to be included in the TIP to 
move forward. She also noted three projects in the City ofMesa, which were locally funded. 

Next, Ms. Yazzie addressed project changes for four projects funded with Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds. She stated one of the four projects was to pave 
unpaved roads in the City of Surprise. She explained that the City was requesting a location 
change due to right-of-way issues encountered at the original location. She added that the Air 
Quality Technical Advisory Committee (AQTAC) had reviewed and recommended approval 
ofthe requested change. Ms. Yazzie discussed the remaining three CMAQ funded projects. 
She reported that the three projects were Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) projects that 
had been recommended by the ITS Committee. 

In closing, Ms. Yazzie noted two transit projects. She informed the Committee that the City 
ofPhoenix had been awarded a transit grant. She explained that the projects needed to be in 
the TIP in order to proceed. 

Chairman Moody asked if there were any questions or comments about the agenda item. Mr. 
Fitzhugh inquired ifthe proj ect costs for the traffic interchange (TI) at Interstate 10 and Loop 
303 had been resolved. Mr. Eric Anderson replied that MAG Staff was working diligently 
with ADOT on the costs ofthe TI. He stated the efforts included reviewing the unit costs and 
the possibility of lowering the ramp speeds, which would save money. 

Mr. Martin stated that the summary transmittal indicated that the projects listed were exempt 
for conformity analysis. He inquired what the time line was for submitting project changes 
before the conformity freeze occurred. Ms. Yazzie replied that MAG Staff was developing a 
Frequently-Asked-Questions (FAQ) sheet addressing the conformity freeze and that one the 
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· attachments to the mailing was a schedule. She stated that November 4,2010 was the tentative 
deadline. 

Mr. Naimark request clarification on the City ofMesa projects. He stated that it appeared on 
project was listed twice or had two phases. Ms. Yazzie replied that the project had two phases. 

Mr. Terry Johnson from the City of Glendale requested verification that high occupancy 
vehicle (HOV) lanes were not conformity exempt projects. Ms. Yazzie affirmed that HOV 
lanes were not exempt. 

Chairman Moody inquired if there were any additional questions or comment regarding the 
agenda item. There were none. Mr. Beckley motioned to approve the amendments and 
administrative modifications to the FY 2011-2015 MAG TIP and, as necessary, the Regional 
Transportation Plan 2010 Update. Mr. Martin seconded, and the motion passed by a 
unanimous voice vote of the Committee. 

8. 	 Submittal ofPaving Unpaved Road Projects and PM-10 Certified Street Sweepers for MAG 
Federal Funding 

Chairman Moody invited Ms. Yazzie to present on the project submittals for paving of 
unpaved road and PM-10 certified street sweepers. Ms. Yazzie directed the Committee's 
attention to handouts at their places. . 

Ms. Yazzie announced that MAG Staff had solicited project applications for Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funding for Fiscal Year (FY) 2014. She stated that $14 
million in CMAQ funds were available for FY 2014. Ms. Yazzie reported that 15 application 
had been submitted although one was not submitted by the deadline on Thursday at noon. She 
stated that the applications requested $9 million in funding. 

Ms. Yazzie informed the Committee that the agenda item would be heard by the Committee 
for approval in November. She stated that the Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee 
would review and recommend projects for funding before then. Mr. Randy Harrel from the 
Town ofFountain Hills joined the meeting. A brief discussion regarding administrative errors 
in the handouts transpired. 

Chairman Moody inquired if there were any questions or comments about the agenda item. 
There were none, and he moved on to the next item:. 

9. 	 2010 Annual Report on the Status of the Implementation of Proposition 400 

Chairman Moody invited Mr. Roger Herzog from MAG to present the Annual Report on the 
Status ofthe Implementation ofProposition 400. Mr. Herzog informed the Committee that by 
law MAG was required to issue an arumal report on project funded by Proposition 400. He 
explained that those projects were included in the life cycle programs (freeway, transit, and 
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arterial). Mr. Herzog reported that a public hearing had been held in November. He stated that 
the public hearing for the Proposition 400 annual report was conducted in conjunction with the 
public hearing on the MAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and life cycle programs. 

Mr. Herzog stated that revenues in FY 2010 were 8.9 percent lower than FY 2009. He 
announced that FY 2010 was the third consecutive year for declining revenue collections. He 
stated that theyear-to-year decrease in revenues since 2007 were 3.1 percent, 13.7 percent, and 
8.9 percent, respectively. Mr. Herzog informed the Committee that declining revenues had 
resulted in the deferral ofsome life cycle proj ects past the original horizon date ofthe program, 
FY 2026. He reported that the deferred projects remained in the RTP because the horizon year 
had changed to FY 2031. 

Mr. Herzog informed the Committee that the current long range revenue forecast was 6.2 
percent lower than tht:j previous year's forecast. He reported that the revenue estimates for the 
life of the tax had decreased by 26 percent since 2007. He explained that the life cycle 
program needed to be rebalanced due to the decline in actual and forecasted revenues. 

Then, Mr. Herzog explained how value engineering and project deferrals were used to balance 
the Freeway Life Cycle Program. He reported a major imbalance between costs and revenues, 
which were identified in FY 2009. He explained that measures applied to balance the Freeway 
Life Cycle Program included value engineering, project rescoping, program management, and 
updating cost estimates. 

Mr. Herzog announced that the measures resulted in a $2.4 billion cost savings. He reported 
that $4.4 billion had been deferred to balance the program adding that the deferrals would have 
been higher if the cost savings had not be identified. He stated that Freeway Life Cycle 
Program future costs were $8.3 billion while anticipated revenues were $8.4 billion. 

Mr. Herzog addressed major projects in the Freeway Life Cycle Program that had been 
deferred beyond FY 2026. He stated the deferred projects included State Route 801 
(renumbered to SR 30) and the final construction for State Route 802 (renumbered to SR 24). 
He added that the general purpose lanes on the outer freeways, several interchanges with 
arterials, and direct HOV ramps also had been deferred. 

Then, Mr. Herzog discussed major projects that had been retained in the Freeway Life Cycle 
Program. He cited projects, such as Loop 202/South Mountain, Loop 303 from 1-10 to SR 801, 
several miles ofthe HOV lanes system, and improvements to the inner freeway network. Mr. 
Herzog announced that to-date 14 miles ofnew freeway and 119 miles ofHOV lanes had been 
completed or were underway. 

Moving on, Mr. Herzog reported on the Arterial Life Cycle Program funded by Proposition 
400. Mr. Herzog announced that 20 arterial street projects had been completed to-date. He 
stated that in FY 2010, $62 million in project expenditures had been reimbursed through the 
program adding that $178 million had been reimbursed since the beginning ofthe program. 
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Mr. Herzog acknowledged the fiscal issues the Arterial Life Cycle Program had encountered 
due to the decline in program revenue. He stated that lead agencies had contended with project 
cost and local match issues citing the deferral of$38 million in programmed reimbursements 
from FY 2010 to a later year. 

Mr. Herzog reported that the Arterial Life Cycle Program needed to be rebalanced due to the 
revenue shortfall as well. He explained that in FY 2009, $22 million in programmed 
reimbursements were deferred beyond FY 2026. He stated that the adjustments were retained 
in the FY 2010 program update, but that no additional reimbursements had been deferred. 

Mr. Herzog announced that work would proceed on phases of 87 arterial projects in the next 
five years. He reported that programmed reimbursements and projected revenues were in 
balance citing $1.5 billion in programmed reimbursements and $1.6 billion in projected 
revenues between FY 2011 and FY 2026. 

Next, Mr. Herzog addressed the Transit Life Cycle Program. He stated that Transit Life Cycle 
Program had encountered similar cost and revenue imbalances as the Freeway Life Cycle 
Program. He reported that the Transit Life Cycle Program was balanced in FY 2009 by 
deferring bus routes and delaying the implementation of projects. Mr. Herzog stated that in 
FY 2010 the program was refined to allow more routes to be retained in funded years of the 

. program. He also noted a program shift from bus capital funding to operations expenditures. 

Mr. Herzog reported that the Transit Life Cycle Program future costs were $4.6 billion and 
project revenues were $4.8 billion between FY 2011 and FY 2026. He stated the Transit Life 
Cycle Program was brought into balance by reducing service levels on regional grid routes, and 
shifting capital expenditures to operations. He noted that any projects deferred based FY 2026 
were still listed in the R TP. 

Then, Mr. Herzog summarized the major Transit Life Cycle Program projects within the FY 
2026 horizon. According to Mr. Herzog, 16 bus rapid transit/express bus routes, 24 regional 
grid bus routes, and 25.7 miles of high capacity transit/light rail transit (LRT) would be 
operation by FY 2026. He reported that 15 bus rapid transit (BRT)/express bus routes, 9 
regional grid bus routes, and 12 miles ofhigh capacity transit/light rail transit had been deferred 
beyond FY 2026. He noted the significant progress made in transit since Proposition 400, which 
included the implementation of 11 BRT routes, 7 regional bus grid routes, and the LRT starter 
system. A brief discussion followed. 

Chairman Moody asked ifthere were any questions or comments about the agenda item. There 
were none. 

10. 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. Mr. Martin requested an 
update on the EPA conformity freeze. 
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Chairman Moody inquired if the were any additional requests, and there were none. 

11. 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. There were none. 

12. Next Meeting Date 

Chairman Moody informed members in attendance that the next regularly scheduled meeting 
ofthe Committee would be held on October 28,2010. There be no further business, Chairman 
Moody adjourned the meeting at 10:38 a.m. 
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PHASE I WRAP-UP 

The end of Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 signified the end of implementing Phase I of the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP).  At the start of Phase I, revenue collection was higher than 
anticipated due to the boom in housing market and other construction related activities.  
As Phase I progressed, the economy slowed and eventually the region was pulled into a 
nationwide recession, which has yet to rebound completely.  

Economic impacts of the recession included decreased program revenues and increased 
the need to defer projects to later years or phases in the ALCP and RTP, respectively.  
While member agencies faced budget reductions, the commitment to “Build the Plan” 
remained strong.  In Phase I, 18 projects were completed and open to traffic, and over 
$100 million in reimbursements were processed.  By the end of Phase I, nine intersection 
improvements were completed and reimbursed over $26.6 million.  Intersection 
improvements completed in Phase I included: 

 Arizona Ave at Chandler Blvd 

 Arizona Ave at Elliot Rd 

 Arizona Ave. at Ray Rd 

 Power Rd at Pecos Rd 

 Gilbert Rd at University Dr 

 Shea Blvd at 90/92/96th Streets 

 Shea Blvd at Via Linda 

 Shea Blvd at Mayo/134th Street 

 Warner Rd at Cooper Rd 

In addition, nine arterial capacity improvements were 
completed and reimbursed over $74 million.  These 
projects included: 

 El Mirage Rd: Deer Valley Drive to Loop 303 

 Happy Valley Rd: 1-17 to 35th Avenue  

 Gilbert Rd: SR202/Germann to Queen Creek  

 Happy Valley Rd: Lake Pleasant Parkway to 67th 
Avenue 

 Lake Pleasant Parkway: Union Hills to Dynamite  

 Pima Rd: SR 101 to Thompson Peak Parkway 

 Power Rd Baseline to East Maricopa Floodway 

 SR 101 North Frontage Rd: Hayden 
Rd to Scottsdale Rd 

 Val Vista Dr: Warner Rd to Pecos Rd   

Lead Agencies are required to submit three 
requirements before a project may be 
reimbursed: a Project Overview, a Project 
Agreement, and a Project Reimbursement 
Request.  By the end of Phase I, Lead 
Agencies had submitted 53 Project 
Overviews and executed 39 Project 
Agreements.   
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FY 2010 ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM 

Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 concluded the fourth full fiscal year of implementation for the Arterial 
Life Cycle Program (ALCP) and signified the end of Phase I of the ALCP.  Throughout FY 
2010, seven jurisdictions received over $62 million in reimbursements for ITS, arterial 
capacity and intersection improvements.  By the end of FY 2010, 18 ALCP projects were 
completed and open to traffic.  ALCP projects completed in FY 2010 included: 

 Gilbert Road at University Drive Intersection Improvement 

 Gilbert Road: SR202/Germann to Queen Creek Rd 

 Happy Valley Road: Lake Pleasant Parkway to 67th Avenue 

 Warner Road at Cooper Road Intersection Improvements 
The economic downturn and decreased sales tax revenue continued to impact projects 
programmed for work and reimbursement.  During FY 2010, a number of fiscal 
adjustments were made to the Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP).  Lead agencies deferred 
over $30 million in Federal and regional funding from FY 2010 to later years.   
To reduce the amount deferred, MAG Staff coordinated with member agencies to 
facilitate the largest RARF Closeout to date.  On May 26, 2010, the MAG Regional Council 
approved the advancement of $23.995 million in programmed reimbursements from a 
later year to FY 2010.  The five projects selected to receive FY10 RARF Closeout Funds 
included: 

 Arizona Ave/Elliot Rd Intersection Improvements 

 El Mirage Rd: Deer Valley Drive to L303 

 Gilbert Rd: SR-202L/Germann to Queen Creek Rd 

 Gilbert Rd at University Dr 

 Shea Blvd at 90th/92nd/96th Streets 
In FY 2010, Lead Agencies completed eight Project Overview and five Project Agreements.  
Project overview reports describe the general design features of the project, estimated 
costs, implementation schedules, and relationships among participating agencies.  The 
reports also provide the basis of project agreements, which must be executed before 
agencies may receive reimbursements from the program.  . 

FY 2011 ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM 

On July 28, 2010, the MAG Regional Council approved the FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle 
Program, the MAG FY 2011-2015 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) 2010 Update.  The start of FY11 signifies the start of Phase II of 
the ALCP and RTP as well as the fifth full year of program implementation.   
The MAG Transportation Improvement Program is a moving five-year window of work 
scheduled to proceed on roads of regional significance in the region.  ALCP Projects 
programmed for work during the same timeframe are automatically included in the TIP.  
Per the ALCP Policies and Procedures, TIP identification numbers are required for ALCP 
projects to receive reimbursement.   
MAG Staff developed an Appendix to the TIP specifically for ALCP projects to assist Lead 
Agencies with completing ALCP project requirements.  The TIP-ALCP Appendix lists all TIP 
identification numbers for project segments programmed for work during the current TIP 
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window, which is FY 2011 to FY 2015.  To receive an electronic copy of the Appendix, 
please contact Steve Tate at state@azmag.gov. 
The FY 2011 ALCP book includes information on project schedules, programmed 
reimbursement, and important dates and deadlines.  The book also discusses completed 
projects and implementation studies.  To download an electronic copy of the FY 2011 
Arterial Life Cycle Program, please visit the MAG-ALCP website at:  
http://www.mag.maricopa.gov/project.cms?item=5034 

The inflation rate table in the FY11 ALCP dated July 28, 2010 included errors.  A corrected 
version of the inflation rate table may be download from the MAG-ALCP website at:   
http://www.mag.maricopa.gov/detail.cms?item=12337 

ALCP REVENUE AND FINANCE 

The ALCP receives dedicated sales tax revenues (RARF) for transportation improvements 
to the arterial road network in Maricopa County.  RARF revenues are deposited into the 
arterial account on a monthly basis.  ALCP Projects may receive funding from one or more 
sources, which include Regional Area Road Funds (RARF), Surface Transportation Program 
– MAG Funds (STP-MAG), and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement 
Program Funds (CMAQ).  

Freeways Arterial Streets Transit Prop. 400 (total)

July $14,476,416.17 $2,704,668.50 $8,577,662.96 25,758,748$       

August 13,692,463.22 2,558,200.42 8,113,149.92 24,363,814$       

September 13,865,092.84 2,590,453.29 8,215,437.57 24,670,984$       

October 13,464,882.64 2,515,680.92 7,978,302.35 23,958,866$       

November 13,559,500.56 2,533,358.64 8,034,365.99 24,127,225$       

December 13,623,153.00 2,545,251.00 8,072,081.76 24,240,486$       

January $15,869,936.94 2,965,023.81 9,403,361.21 28,238,322$       

February $12,839,782.02 2,398,891.66 7,607,913.55 22,846,587$       

March $13,191,947.33 2,464,687.67 7,816,580.89 23,473,216$       

April $14,902,194.76 2,784,217.89 8,829,948.14 26,516,361$       

May $13,837,804.41 2,585,354.92 8,199,268.45 24,622,428$       

June $14,350,821.50 2,681,203.30 8,503,244.77 25,535,270$       

Total 167,673,995$   31,326,992$     99,351,318$     298,352,305$     

Table 1. FY10 RARF Collections (July 2009 - June 2010)

 
To date, more than $162 million Regional Area Road Funds have been collected for the 
arterial account.  As of September 2010, the RARF account balance was $48.2 million.  
Table 1 provides a breakdown of RARF revenues collected during FY 2010 by mode  
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Revenues from Proposition 400 are 
distributed to three programs in the 
region: the Freeway Life Cycle Program 
(56.2%), the Transit Life Cycle Program 
(33.3 %), and the Arterial Life Cycle 
Program (10.5%).  In accordance with 
State law, 10.2% of the revenues are 
allocated to arterial capacity and 
intersection improvements while 0.3% 
of the revenues are allocated to fund 
planning and implementation studies.   

Annually, the Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) releases a 
forecast of projected revenues.  The 
forecasts are used to balance projected 
expenditures and revenues over the life 
of the program.  Table 2 summarizes the 
estimated and actual RARF revenue 
collections from July 2009 to June 2010.   

In FY 2010, the projection forecasted 
$315 million in revenue collection.  By the end of the fiscal year, total revenue collections 
were $298 million.  Collections were $17 million, or 5.2%, lower than anticipated.  

EPA INTENT TO DISAPPROVE THE MAG 5 PERCENT PLAN 

On May 25, 2010, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) informed MAG of the 
decision to disapprove a request by the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
(ADEQ) to treat four high wind exceedances of the PM- 10 standard in 2008 as exceptional 
events.  The decision means that the MAG region cannot demonstrate attainment of the 
PM-10 standard by 2010 as shown in the MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-10.  On September 
3, 2010, the EPA formally announced the intention to disapprove of the MAG Fiver Percent 
Plan.   

After announcing the intent to disapprove the 5 Percent Plan, the EPA submitted the 
action to the Federal Register for publication as a proposed rule giving details of the plan’s 
deficiencies and announcing a 30-day public comment period.  Final disapproval of the air 
quality plan could result in sanctions, potentially putting more than a billion dollars of 
federal highway funding in the region at risk and result in the loss of tens of thousands of 
jobs.   

If made final, the EPA decision will have significant implications for our region.  Initial 
consequences would involve a freeze of the region’s $7.4 billion Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP), in which only projects in the first four years of the TIP could 
proceed and no new projects could be added. If not corrected, additional sanctions could 
be imposed, including tighter controls on industry and the loss of $1.7 billion in federal 
highway funding.   

In September, MAG Member Agencies were notified of the potential implications of a 
conformity freeze.  Below are Frequently Asked Questions regarding the potential freeze.  

Estimated 
Total RARF

Actual 
Total RARF*

Percentage 
Difference

July 26,059,000$     $25,786,309.03 -1.05%

August 24,537,000$     24,384,781.49 -0.62%

September 25,654,000$     24,686,277.17 -3.77%

October 26,903,000$     24,050,907.17 -10.60%

November 25,484,000$     24,245,187.39 -4.86%

December 25,232,000$     24,369,356.18 -3.42%

January 30,945,000$     28,367,192.38 -8.33%

February 24,670,000$     22,887,151.08 -7.23%

March 25,056,000$     23,481,535.72 -6.28%

April 27,677,000$     26,520,961.96 -4.18%

May 25,829,000$     24,676,476.17 -4.46%

June 27,257,000$     25,592,342.91 -6.11%

Total 315,303,000$   298,352,305$   -5.2%

*Amount includes debt service from Prop 300

Estimate v. Actual FY2010 (July 2009 - June 2010)

 Table 2. Total RARF Collections



 

 
April 2010 – September 2010                5 

 

Q:  What is a conformity freeze? 

A conformity freeze means that only projects in the first four years of the currently 
conforming Regional Transportation Plan 2010 Update (RTP), FY2011‐2015 MAG TIP, and 
FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program can proceed. During a conformity freeze, no new RTPs, 
TIPs or RTP/TIP/ALCP amendments can be found to conform.  

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has advised MAG that during a conformity 
freeze, administrative modifications may continue since a TIP amendment and a new 
conformity determination is not required, assuming these modifications do not change 
the design concept and scope of the projects. In addition, exempt projects may be added 
to the TIP since they do not require a conformity determination.  

Q:  When will the conformity freeze begin? 

If the EPA takes final action on January 28, 2011 to disapprove the Five Percent Plan for 
PM 10, a conformity freeze would become effective 30 days after publication of the final 
action in the Federal Register, on approximately February 28, 2011. 

Q:  How long will the conformity freeze last? 

During a conformity freeze, no new RTPs, TIPs, or RTP/TIP/ALCP amendments can be 
found to conform until a new Five Percent Plan for PM 10 is submitted, EPA finds the new 
motor vehicle emissions budget in that Plan adequate for conformity purposes, and 
conformity on the TIP and RTP is redetermined using the new budget. The timeframe is 
unknown. 

Q:  What projects can continue during a conformity freeze?  

Any project that is in the first four years of the FY2011 2015 MAG TIP and FY11 ALCP, 
which includes design, right of way, construction, and other projects, can move forward 
during the freeze. In addition, exempt projects and non regionally significant state and 
locally funded projects that are not in the TIP can proceed as well. 

Q:  Can a developer build or widen an arterial street using private funds during a 
conformity freeze? 

FHWA regulations require the TIP to contain all regionally significant projects, regardless of 
funding source. It is the jurisdiction’s responsibility to include this type of project in the 
MAGTIP.  If a jurisdiction is uncertain if a project is regionally significant, please submit it to 
MAG by November 4, 2010. A conformity freeze means that only projects in the first four 
years of the RTP 2010 Update, FY2011 2015 MAG TIP, and FY11 ALCP can proceed.  

Q:  Can new projects be added to the FY2011 2015 MAG TIP during a conformity freeze? 

New projects that affect conformity cannot be added to the FY 2011 2015 MAG TIP and 
FY11 ALCP during a conformity freeze.   

What changes can be made to a project currently in the FY 2011 – FY 2015 MAG TIP 
during a conformity freeze? 

FHWA has advised MAG that during a conformity freeze, administrative modifications may 
continue since a TIP/ALCP amendment and a new conformity determination would not 
be required, assuming these modifications do not change the design concept and scope 
of the projects. In addition, FHWA indicates that a project request to change the source of 
funds from non federal to federal would require a type of amendment that would not 
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affect conformity. Certain Administrative Modifications to projects can be made during a 
conformity freeze. In general, ones that are related to funding amounts, funding types, 
clarification of project descriptions, lead agencies, some advancements and deferments, 
and others. Please consult with MAG Staff for specific project evaluation as it relates to 
administrative modifications. 

PLEASE NOTE:  Any amendments (projects changes) to MAG TIP or FY11 ALCP must be 
submitted to MAG Staff by November 4, 2010.  This is a hard deadline due to the time 
constraints of running conformity and requesting approval of the project changes 
through the committee process before the freeze goes into effect.  Most projects in the 
Arterial Life Cycle Program affect conformity.  If you have questions about a specific 
project, please contact MAG Staff before November 4, 2010. 

ALCP PROJECT CHANGE REQUESTS 

Occasionally, Lead Agencies may need to request a project change to an ALCP project 
outside of the annual update process.  Changes permitted outside of the annual update 
process vary, but MAG Staff is available to assist with these requests.  To initiate an ALCP 
project change, please download and complete the ALCP Change Request form from the 
MAG website at:  http://www.mag.maricopa.gov/project.cms?item=5034. 

The form is divided into two sections: (1) Currently Programmed and (2) Requested 
Programming.  In the first section, Lead Agency Staff should enter how the project or 
segment is currently programmed in the approved ALCP.  In the second section, Lead 
Agency Staff should enter the requested programming.  Please add sufficient detail in the 
‘Requested Change column’ to aide MAG Staff with processing the request.   

TIP Identification numbers may be found in the approved FY 2011-2015 Transportation 
Improvement Program or TIP Appendix if a project is programmed for work during those 
fiscal years.  Older versions of the MAG TIP, including amendments and administrative 
modification, also are available for download from the MAG TIP website.   

NOTE:  Project change requests for Non-ALCP projects require a different form and should 
be submitted to Steve Tate at state@azmag.gov or Eileen Yazzie at eyazzie@azmag.gov for 
review.   

Contact MAG Staff with any questions at 602-254-6300. 

ALCP PROJECT STATUS 

Detailed information about projects underway are provided in Tables 3 and 4.  Table 3 lists 
projects programmed for work and/or reimbursement in FY 11, the amount programmed 
for reimbursement in FY 2011, and ALCP project requirements submitted to-date.  Table 4 
details project reimbursements and expenditures for projects underway in FY 2010 as well 
as projects programmed for work and/or reimbursement in FY2011.  

This is the 12th Status Report for the Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP).  Semi-annually, MAG staff 
will provide member agencies with an update on the projects in the ALCP.  This report and all other 
ALCP information are available online at http://www.mag.maricopa.gov/project.cms?item=5034.  
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Overview 
(PO)

Agreement 
(PA)

Needed in 
FY11

Chandler Blvd/Alma School: Intersection Improvements
Reimbursement 

Only
 $           0.926 

Completed
3/2008

Completed 
7/2008

PRR

Chandler Blvd/Dobson: Intersection Improvements
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           0.427 

Completed
4/2006

Completed
7/2006

PRR

Gilbert Rd: Queen Creek to Ocotillo Work Only  $               -    --- --- PO

Gilbert Rd: Ocotillo Rd to Chandler Heights Work Only  $               -    --- --- PO

Ray Rd at Alma School Rd: Intersection Improvements
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           3.630 

Completed
3/2006

Completed
7/2006

PRR

Shea Blvd: Palisades to Fountain Hills Blvd
Reimbursement 

Only
 $           0.040 

Completed
7/2008

Completed
9/2008

PRR

Shea Blvd: Technology Dr to Cereus Wash
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           1.621 

Completed
8/2008

Completed
10/2008

PRR

Queen Creek Rd: Greenfield Rd to Higley Work Only --- --- None

Guadalupe Rd/Cooper Rd: Intersection Improvements
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           3.694 

Completed
5/2010

--- PO, PA, PRR

Guadalupe Rd at Gilbert Rd: Intersection Improvements Work Only  $               -    --- --- None

Power Rd: Santan Fwy to Pecos Rd
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           2.807 --- --- PO, PA, PRR

El Mirage Rd: Bell Rd to 
Deer Valley Drive

Work and 
Reimbursement

 $           4.201 
Completed

9/2009
Completed

4/2010
PRR

El Mirage Rd: Thunderbird Rd to Bell
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           0.210 

Completed
1/2008

Completed
12/2008

PRR

Gilbert Rd: Bridge over Salt River Work Only  $               -    --- --- PO, PA, PRR

Northern Pkwy: Sarival to Dysart
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           1.707 

Completed
4/2010

TBD PA, PRR

Northern Pkwy: ROW Protection
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           2.601 

Completed
4/2010

TBD PA, PRR

Dobson Rd at Guadalupe Rd: Intersection Improvements
Reimbursement 

Only
 $           2.063 

Completed
10/2006

Completed
2/2007

PRR

Dobson/University: Intersection Improvements Work Only  $               -    --- --- None

Hawes Rd: Santan Fwy to Ray Rd Work Only  $               -    --- --- PO, PA, PRR*

Mesa Dr: US60 to Southern Ave
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           2.189 

Completed
3/2007

Completed
1/2008

PRR

Ray Rd: Sossaman Rd to EllsworthRd Work Only  $               -    --- --- PO, PA, PRR*

Southern Ave/Stapley Dr Intersection Improvements
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           0.051 

Completed
3/2007

Completed
6/2007

PRR

CHANDLER

FOUNTAIN HILLS

GILBERT

MARICOPA COUNTY

MESA

RTP Project
Programmed in 
the FY 11 ALCP

Programmed 
Reimb. 

in FY 2011
(millions)

ALCP Project Requirements

TABLE 3. FY 2011 ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM
Schedule for Projects Programmed for Work and/or Reimbursement in FY11

 
   * Per the ALCP Policies and Procedures, only the Progress Report Section of PRR is required  
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83rd Avenue: Butler Rd to Mountain View
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           4.118 --- --- PO, PA, PRR

75th Ave at Thunderbird Rd: Intersection Improvement
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           0.462 --- --- PO, PA, PRR

Happy Valley Rd: Lake Pleasant Pkwy to 67th Ave
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $         11.618 

Completed
7/2009

Completed
9/2010

PRR

Lake Pleasant Pkwy: Dynamite Blvd to CAP
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           0.722 

Completed
5/2006

--- PA, PRR

Lake Pleasant Pkwy: CAP to SR74/Carefree Hwy Work Only  $               -    --- --- PO

Avendia Rio Salado: 51st Avenue to 7th Street
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           7.684 --- --- PO, PA, PRR

Black Mountain Blvd: SR-51 and Loop 101/Pima Fwy to 
Deer Valley Rd

Work and 
Reimbursement

 $           2.555 
Completed

10/2007
--- PA, PRR

Sonoran Blvd: 15th Avenue to Cave Creek
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $         11.026 --- --- PO, PA, PRR

Pima Rd: Thompson Peak Parkway to Pinnacle Peak 
Parkway

Work and 
Reimbursement

 $         11.477 
Completed

6/2008
Completed

7/2008
PRR

Pima Rd: Pinnacle Peak to Happy Valley Rd Work Only  $               -    --- --- PO

Pima Rd: Via De Ventura to Krail
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           4.033 

Completed
4/2010

In Process PA, PRR

Pima Rd: Krail to Chaparral Rd Work Only  $               -    
Completed

4/2010
--- None

Pima Rd: Thomas Rd to McDowell Rd
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           0.488 

Completed
4/2010

--- PA, PRR

Scottsdale Rd: Thompson Peak Pkwy to Pinnacle Peak 
Parkway

Work and 
Reimbursement

 $           3.944 
Completed

5/2010
In Process PA, PRR

Shea Blvd at 120/124th St: Intersection Improvements Work Only  $               -    --- --- PO, PA, PRR*

Shea Blvd: 96th St to 144th St: ITS Improvements
Work and 

Reimbursement
 $           0.048 --- --- PO, PA, PRR

Shea Blvd at Frank Lloyd Wright Blvd: Intersection 
Improvements

Work Only  $               -    --- --- PO, PA, PRR*

SCOTTSDALE

PHOENIX

TABLE 3. FY 2011 ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM
Schedule for Projects Programmed for Work and/or Reimbursement in FY11

PEORIA

 
   * Per the ALCP Policies and Procedures, only the Progress Report Section of PRR is required 

 



Arterial Life Cycle Program Status Report 

April 2010 – September 2010                9 

 

F Y 2010 F Y 2011

CHANDLER

Arizona Ave/Elliot Rd R --- 3.211 0.000 0.000 3.211 4.587 0.000 4.587 2006 0.25
FY10 RARF Closeout Project.  
Project Completed.

Chandler Blvd/Alma School Rd W/R W/R 0.387 0.926 2.436 3.749 1.854 9.846 11.700 2012 0.25

Chandler Blvd/Dobson Rd W/R W/R 2.073 0.427 0.000 2.500 6.922 0.427 7.349 2011 0.25

Gilbert Rd: SR-202L/Germann to 
Queen Creek Rd

W/R --- 6.078 0.000 0.670 6.747 10.307 0.000 10.307 2010 1.25
FY10 RARF Closeout Project.  
Project Completed.

Gilbert Rd: Queen Creek Rd to 
Ocotillo Rd

W W 0.000 0.000 4.011 4.011 1.057 10.002 11.059 2012 1.00
Projected Segmented during 
FY11 Annual Update

Gilbert Rd: Chandler Heights Rd to 
Hunt Hw y

W --- 0.000 0.000 5.957 5.957 2.113 30.590 32.703 2013 2.00

Gilbert Rd: Ocotillo Rd to Chandler 
Heights

W W 0.000 0.000 4.011 4.011 1.057 10.002 11.059 2014 1.00
Projected Segmented during 
FY11 Annual Update

Ray Rd/Alma School Rd W W/R 2.217 3.630 0.000 5.846 5.973 6.811 12.784 2011 0.25

CHANDLER/GILBERT

Queen Creek Rd: Greenfield Rd to 
Higley

--- W 0.000 0.000 9.667 9.667 0.000 16.482 16.482 2013 1.00

FOUNTAIN HILLS

Shea Blvd: Palisades Blvd to 
Fountain Hills Blvd

--- R 0.247 0.040 0.000 0.287 0.411 0.000 0.411 ---- 1.00 Design project only

Shea Blvd: Technology Dr
to Cereus Wash

--- W/R 0.121 1.620 1.422 3.163 0.172 4.347 4.520 2011 0.80

GILBERT

Guadalupe Rd/Cooper Rd W W/R 0.000 3.753 0.000 3.753 4.800 2.138 6.939 2011 0.50

Guadalupe Rd/Gilbert Rd --- W 0.000 0.000 3.753 3.753 0.000 5.361 5.361 2013 0.50

Warner Rd/Cooper Rd W/R --- 3.701 0.000 0.000 3.701 6.268 0.000 6.268 2010 0.50 Project Completed

YOE  Year of Expenditure $   Dollars Reimb. Reimbursements

FY  Fiscal Year *   Measured in centerline miles Expend Expenditures

TABLE 4. FY 2011 ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM

(2010 and Year of Expenditure, Dollars in Millions, Consistent with the FY11 - July 28, 2010 ALCP)
R EGION A L F UN D IN G T OT A L EXP EN D IT UR ES

Reimb 
through 

FY10 
(YOE$)

Estimated 
Future Reimb

FY12-FY26 
(2010$)

FY 2011 
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F Y 2010 F Y 2011

Pow er Rd/Pecos (Gilbert) R --- 5.143 0.000 0.000 5.143 7.347 0.000 7.347 2009 0.50 Project Completed

Pow er Rd: Santan Fw y to 
Pecos Rd (Gilbert)

W W/R 0.000 2.807 12.549 15.356 16.502 12.055 28.557 2011 1.50

Pow er Rd: East Maricopa Floodw ay 
to Santan Fw y/Loop 202 (Mesa)

W --- 0.000 0.000 10.197 10.197 1.272 15.048 16.319 2018 3.50 Project Deferred to 2016

MARICOPA COUNTY

El Mirage Rd: Bell Rd to 
Deer Valley Dr

W W/R 0.000 4.201 9.668 13.869 6.002 18.466 24.467 2011 3.00

El Mirage Rd: Deer Valley Dr to L303 R --- 5.535 0.000 0.000 5.535 7.906 0.000 7.906 2009 1.20
FY10 RARF Closeout Project.  
Project Completed.

El Mirage Rd: Thunderbird
Rd to Bell Rd

W/R W/R 1.448 0.210 19.633 21.290 2.334 45.694 48.028 2016 2.00

Gilbert Rd: Bridge over Salt River --- W 0.000 0.000 13.922 13.922 1.285 39.625 40.910 2015 1.62

Northern Parkw ay: Sarival to Dysart W/R W/R 19.678 1.707 41.536 62.921 20.112 69.915 90.028 2013 4.10

Northern Parkw ay: ROW Protection W/R W/R 0.000 2.601 2.601 5.202 2.613 4.819 7.432 2012 12.50

MESA

Broadw ay Rd: Dobson
Rd to Country Club

W/R --- 0.082 0.000 7.299 7.381 0.286 19.045 19.332 2015 2.00

Dobson Rd/Guadalupe Rd W/R W/R 0.707 2.063 0.000 2.770 1.010 3.387 4.398 2011 0.50

Dobson Rd/University Dr W W 0.000 0.000 2.784 2.784 0.649 6.339 6.988 2012 0.50

Gilbert Rd/University Dr W/R --- 2.741 0.000 0.000 2.741 11.765 0.000 11.765 2010 0.50
FY10 RARF Closeout Project.  
Project Completed.

Greenfield Rd: Baseline Rd 
to Southern Ave

W R 2.367 2.810 0.000 5.176 8.295 0.000 8.295 2010 1.00

Haw es Rd: Santan Freew ay 
to Ray Rd

W W 0.000 0.000 2.353 2.353 1.237 2.547 3.784 2011 0.75

Mesa Dr: US 60 to Southern Ave W/R W/R 0.257 2.189 6.010 8.456 0.367 13.337 13.704 2013 1.00

YOE  Year of Expenditure $   Dollars Reimb. Reimbursements

FY  Fiscal Year *   Measured in centerline miles Expend Expenditures
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through 

FY10 
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Estimated 
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Total Expend
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TABLE 4. FY 2011 ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM

(2010 and Year of Expenditure, Dollars in Millions, Consistent with the FY11 - July 28, 2010 ALCP)
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F Y 2010 F Y 2011

MESA

Mesa Dr/Broadw ay Rd W --- 0.056 0.000 0.804 0.860 0.143 25.271 25.414 2016 1.00

Ray Rd: Sossaman 
Rd to Ellsw orth Rd

W W 0.000 0.000 3.799 3.799 5.351 4.138 9.489 2011 2.00

Southern Ave/Stapley Dr W W/R 0.168 0.051 12.509 12.728 0.316 21.601 21.917 2013 0.50

PEORIA

Beardsley Connection: Loop 101
to 83rd Ave/Lake Pleasant Pkw y

W --- 6.696 0.000 0.000 6.696 8.473 0.000 8.473 2010 0.75
Project Completed

Loop 101 (Agua Fria Fw y) at 
Beardsley Rd/Union Hills Dr

W --- 10.851 0.000 0.000 10.851 19.151 0.000 19.151 2010 2.00
Project Completed

83rd Avenue: Butler Rd to 
Mountain View

W W/R 0.000 4.118 0.000 4.118 0.813 5.413 6.225 2011 1.00

75th Ave at Thunderbird Rd: 
Intersection Improvement

W W/R 0.000 0.462 1.422 1.884 0.660 7.111 7.771 2012 0.20

Happy Valley Rd: Lake 
Pleasant Pkw y to 67th Ave

W R 0.000 11.618 8.963 20.581 50.078 0.000 50.078 2010 5.00
Exchanged w ith Lake Pleasant 
Parkw ay.  Project Completed.

Lake Pleasant Pkw y: Dynamite 
Blvd to CAP

W/R W/R 1.907 0.722 21.605 24.234 9.838 33.276 43.114 2012 2.50

PHOENIX

Avendia Rio Salado: 51st 
Ave. to 7th St.

W W/R 0.000 7.684 36.746 44.430 7.199 63.473 70.672 2015 6.00
Project length and scope 
changed.

Black Mountain Blvd: SR-51and 
L101/Pima Fw y to Deer Valley Rd

--- W/R 0.000 2.555 19.842 22.397 0.041 31.995 32.036 2014 2.00

Sonoran Blvd: 15th Avenue 
to Cave Creek

--- W/R 0.000 11.026 21.419 32.445 13.830 46.352 60.182 2013 7.00

YOE  Year of Expenditure $   Dollars Reimb. Reimbursements

FY  Fiscal Year *   Measured in centerline miles Expend Expenditures
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TABLE 4. FY 2011 ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM

(2010 and Year of Expenditure, Dollars in Millions, Consistent with the FY11 - July 28, 2010 ALCP)
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F Y 2010 F Y 2011

SCOTTSDALE/CAREFREE

Pima Rd: Thompson Peak Parkw ay 
to Pinnacle Peak (SCT)

W/R W/R 3.251 11.477 9.067 23.795 8.275 25.718 33.993 2011 1.50

Pima Rd: Pinnacle Peak to Happy 
Valley Rd (SCT)

--- W 0.000 0.000 15.896 15.896 0.000 22.709 22.709 2013 1.00

SCOTTSDALE

Pima Rd: Via De Ventura to Krail W W/R 0.000 4.033 3.434 7.467 5.763 4.907 10.670 2011 1.30

Pima Rd: Krail to Chaparral --- W 0.000 0.000 9.407 9.407 0.000 16.453 16.453 2012 1.80

Pima Rd: Thomas Rd to 
McDow ell Rd

--- W/R 0.000 0.488 5.557 6.045 0.000 8.641 8.641 2012 1.00

Scottsdale Rd: Thompson Peak 
Pkw y to Pinnacle Peak Pkw y

W W/R 0.000 3.944 7.584 11.528 6.957 24.308 31.265 2012 2.00

Shea Blvd at 90th/92nd/96th R --- 4.056 0.000 0.000 4.056 5.749 0.000 5.749 2007 0.75
FY10 RARF Closeout Project.  
Project Completed.

Shea Blvd at 120/124th St W W 0.000 0.000 1.391 1.391 0.136 1.852 1.988 2011 0.40

Shea Blvd: SR-101L to 96th St, 
 ITS Improvements

W R 0.000 0.048 0.381 0.429 0.614 0.000 0.614 2010 1.00
Project Completed

Shea Blvd: 96th St to 144th St, 
ITS Improvements

--- W 0.000 0.000 2.347 2.347 0.000 3.352 3.352 2012 6.25

Shea Blvd at Frank 
Lloyd Wright Blvd

W W 0.000 0.000 0.660 0.660 0.314 0.629 0.943 2011 0.25

YOE  Year of Expenditure $   Dollars Reimb. Reimbursements

FY  Fiscal Year *   Measured in centerline miles Expend Expenditures
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TABLE 4. FY 2011 ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM

(2010 and Year of Expenditure, Dollars in Millions, Consistent with the FY11 - July 28, 2010 ALCP)
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"I Agenda Item #5b 


MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 
INFORMATION SUMMARY••• for your review 

DATE: 
October 19, 2010 

SUBJECT: 
Project Change Request to the Federal Fiscal Year 2009 and 2010 Program of Projects 

SUMMARY: 
The fiscal year (FY) 2011-2015 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Regional 
Transportation Plan 2010 Update were approved by the MAG Regional Council on July 28,2010. 
Since that time, there have been requests from member agencies to modify projects in the program. 

The proposed amendments and administrative modifications to the FY 2011-2015 TIP are listed in the 
attached table. There are ten transit projects that are identified in the federal register as earmark/high 
priority projects. Additionally, the City of Phoenix was successful in competing for a Federal Transit 
'State of Good Repair' grant. These projects need to be added to the TIP to move forward. 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
None. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: Approval of this TIP amendment and administrative modification will allow the projects to 
proceed in a timely manner. 

CONS: None. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: Projects that wish to utilize transportation federal funds need to be shown in the TIP in 
the year that they expect to commence and may need to undergo an air quality conformity analysis or 
consultation. 

POLICY: This amendment and administrative modification request is in accord with MAG guidelines. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
For information, discussion and possible action to recommend approval to modify/amend the FY 
2011-2015 MAG TIP and the FY 2009 and FY2010 Program of Projects. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
MAG Transit Committee: On October 14, 2010, the MAG Transit Committee unanimously recommended 
approval to modify/amend the FY 2011-2015 MAG TIP and the FY 2009 and FY2010 Program of 
Projects. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Phoenix: Debbie Cotton, Chair 
*ADOT: Mike Normand 
Avondale: Kristen Sexton for Rogene Hill 

*Paradise Valley: William Meat! 
Peoria: Maher Hazine 
*Queen Creek: Wendy Kaserman 
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#Buckeye: Andrea Marquez Scottsdale: Theresa Huish 
Chandler: RJ Zeder *Surprise: Michael Celaya 
*EI Mirage: Pat Dennis Tempe: Jyme Sue McLaren 
*Gilbert: Tami Ryall *Tolleson: Chris Hagen 
Glendale: Cathy Colbath Valley Metro Rail:Wulf Grote 
Goodyear: Cato Esquivel Regional Public Transportation Authority: 
Maricopa County: Mitch Wagner Carol Ketcherside 
Mesa: Mike James 

*Members neither present nor represented by + - Attended by Videoconference 
proxy. # - Attended by Audioconference 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Eileen O. Yazzie, Transportation Programming Manager, (602) 254-6300. 
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Request for Project Change - 2011-2015 MAG Transportation Improvement Program 

HIGHWAY 

New ADOT Ipporia Ave - Waddell Utility Relocation I 2011 I 2 mile I RARF I 1$ 400,000 I $ 

(Estrella FWy): 

New ADOT IWaddell Rd- Utility Relocation 2011 4mile RARF $ 5,800,000 $ 5,800,000 relocation" project in fiscal year 2011 

Mountain View Blvd for $5,800,000. 

DOT12

841 
ADOT 

101 (Agua Fria FWY): 

Northern Ave - US60 
Construct northbound auxiliary 

lanes 
2012 3 mile State $ 1,900,000 $ 1,900,000 Amend: Delete project from the TIP. 

The work was done in January 2008. 

TRANSIT 

10lT Guadalupe Guadalupe IFY2010 Earmark I 2011 I 11.12.04 

PHX11 Phoenix - South 

106T Phoenix Mountain Area IEarmark I 2011 I 11.12.01 

PHX11 Phoenix - East 

107T Phoenix Baseline reallocated to FY2010) 2011 I 11.32.04 
Park-and-Ride Facility - Land 

PHX11 Phoenix - East Acquistion (2004 Earmark 

108T Phoenix Baseline reallocated to FY2010) 2011 111.32.04 

PHXll- Phoenix - East 

109T Phoenix Baseline I reallocated to FY201O) I 2011 I 11.32.04 
PHX11

110T Phoenix Phoenix - Citywide electric h brid buses 2011 na 
Plari, design and construct 

SCTll intermodal center - FY2009 5309

110T Scottsdale Scottsdale (Skvsong) Earmark 2011 11.33.03 Disc $ 141,075 $ 564,300 $ 

SCTll- I~101 and Scottsdale I~onstruct Park and Ride, I I I 5309
lllT Scottsdale Rd Scottsdale, AZ- FY2010 Earmark 2011 1.33.04 Disc $ 125,000 $ 500,000 $ 
SCTll

112T Scottsdale IScottsdale (Skvsong) IEarmark I 2011 
TMPll

lOOT Tempe lTemoe 1 Faciitv - FY2009 Ear~ark 1 2011 111.43.03 

October 2010 



Tuesday, 

February 16, 2010 

Part II 

Department of 
Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration 

FTA Fiscal Year 2010 Apportionments, 

Allocations, and Program Information; 

Notice 
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TABLE 10 


FY2010 SECTION 5309 BUS AND BUS RELATED EQUIPMENT AND FACILmeS ALLOCATIONS 


State Earmark 10 

AI< E2010-BUSP'()Ol 
AI< E2010-BUSP'()o2 
AL E2010·8USP'()03 

AL E2010·BUSP'()o4 
Al E20lO-/3USP-OOQ 

AI. E2010-SUSNl06 
AA E201~-OO7 
AZ. ~1<f.a!J$P-OOll 
AZ. ~l<f.BUSP-OOll 
AZ.: ~1<f.BUSP'()10 
AZ.:. E201<f.BUSP'()11 
CA E2Ql<f.BUSP·Qc12 
CA E201<f.BU$P-Oc13 
Cf< E201<f.BU$P-014 
Cf< E2010-I!I.ISP·01S 
CAo E201<f.I!I.ISP·Ol£ 
CA E20HHiUSP.()17 
CA E2010-8USP-018 
CA E2OH)·8IJSP-Oclll 
CA E2010-8USP.()20 
CA E201o.eusp.oZ! 
CA E2010·eU$p.()~ 

CA E201o.mJSP.()23 
CA E2010·8U$P-024 
CA E2OiO·8VSP-OOS 
CA E20lO-l:lUSP-Q2S 

.CA E2Ql<M!USP.()21 
OA E201~-02S 

OA E2010-8U$P·029 
CA E20tll-8lJSF'-o30 
CA E2010-I!U.JSI>-o31 
CA aol04!1USP-032 
CA EP;Olq,eI,/$P-Oc33 
CA E201Qi$v$P·(J34 
CA .~~IHW$P'OOSeft. E2Q104!10SP-Oc3£ 
CA E20 llHlUSP-Qc31 
co E2010·BUSP4l3B 
CT E201o.ausp·039 
CT E2010-8USp-{)40 
CT E2010·BUSP-041 
CT E2010·BUSP'()42 
DC E2010·BUSP'()4S 
DE E2010·aUSP.()44 
DE E2010-8USP-045 
FL E2010-8USp.()ill! 
Ft. E2010,!!lU$f'-047 
FL aoto,sUSP-04S 
Ft. r:;;!Q'<HaIJSp·Qc49 
Ft: 000 
Ft: E20f .oS} 
FL E201M1tJSP.()52 
Fl 1O~~~'()S3
Ft E201Q.OOsP.()54 
FL E2010·BUSP-0c55 
Fl E2010-BUSP.()56 
Ft: £201Q.SU$P-057 
Ft: £201NUSP·OS!l 
Ft: ~1043~P'05g 
FL E20to4;JUSP.(J60 
FL £201o4;JUSP-061 

~A J:2l)10·SU$P.(J$2 
(;II\; ~ll).BlJ$P.()53 
GA E2010'BUSP.()54 
GA E201o,BlfSP.()55 

Projecllocatlon anti DescriptIOn 

MChOfaQ(i People Mo.e,. AK 

port ofArIchoI'age lnlermooai Expansion PR)jec!. AI< 
BIJ~ ;m4·Bvs Facility Improvement Saldwin Coonty, AL 

MOtgaIlCoIlnIySystern of SerVices, transit vans for HANDS Home Sheller 1'0< Girls, Al 
SenIorTfIj~n Progr<l!11, AI. 
U,S, Spru:e antiRockat C;~ler Tratl5~ Reqllesi, HU!l!!Wille, AL 
Stale ofAfkansas-Susaoo bwfaciliUes, AA 

Loop 101-Scotlsda"~ Park antllilide,~ale, AZ 

Orbit Nel~ClrQJIatOr.T~pe.Al 
Scottsdale Intermodal9tJ(l\ilt. /4Z 
Senior Cenler Btmes;G!J!iiI8lupe,AZ 

AllemaU.e fW1Sof,1m~ressf3us.Repl~f\t SOI<lml'CA 
Al1<\neim ReglOnal 'f~;OI1I!W)~!¢I;nter(ARnCl, AmlIIeim, CA 
Sob Hope Airport Re{jlomIlTranspottaliOllce!W)r, 8ufban~, CA 
Blawtay Transfer T~TlarlSitSla~bn,Slawley, CA 
City of 61l1f1qWl!f Quslll1iillters. CA 
·Clty af Corona Oial-A-Ride Bus Replacement CA 
City of Dinuba CNG Fuellf19 StatlOll Expansicm. CA 
City ofllawi\llal1 Gardens !Jus shelters. CA 
City OHmpetial Oownl,wm Transpcrtallon Park, CA 

City of Wffillier ~s: shellers, CA 
Ed f{(jbelts Campus bus anc bus facilities. Berkley, CA 
los Aogeles C&.n!fal Avenue Straelscape bus shellarsan<llightl!lll. CA 
McSean ReglonIllTr,,!l$il Center Pall<, 8. Hide Facilily.CA 
Monrovia S!atiQn Squat", Tronsi! Viliage, CA 
MlIl1icipa1 TranSit Opetators Coalition (MiOC) BuslBusfaeility Imprl)\lefllOOt Project, CA 

NorwaUtiSanla Fe ~ll$JfIi(~tiQl1~ Il11jlrovemefllli, Santa Fe Spl'iflgs,CA 
Palm<:lala Tran$po~CilnlllrTflIinPlatl'Qilifl:xlensj,m, Palmda'kCA 
RetJiel1al .CA 

R1l1'<l11iWIiI ....... .. . . . .... .f!n:,gram, CA 

San Joaquin Reglomli~lioosf';a¢lllty Coo$lrucllon, CA 


San Jose High Vm_~B\l$SIn(l\Jpgra<Hl$,. Sai)la Clara County, CA 

80u1l1 Bay Regionalll1~T~it~ CA 

SunLine Transit Agency ~bu"IU'ntI cnmmul,,, coaci1es. CA 

UnicnCrty lnlerm~t~~h,~lCatld~, CA 

vaca1/illet"lermod8t.~~2,CA . 

VTA ReflewableEoefgy GonvernlOO Project. $;m Jose,CA 

Col_do TrarwitCoalilion Statewide BU3 & Sus l"aeilili'i'$,CO 

SrKfgeport lJltermooal Tr;;lnsportallon Cente" CT 

Harbor PQinte\l$~"pensi(Jo, CT 

T/lO!'(opsoovUIe Intermooal T t.lnsportaliOfi Cooter, CT 

Walerbutytnlefmooal TranSjlQrlaj.on Center, CT 

UIlIoo$lalio!'! Inlerrnooal TfI,mSil CsnW, WashinglOl\, DC 

40 Fixed RoIMTJ<'!nsit Buse$, DE 

AuIoriloUv.Base<! Fuel Cell Hybrid Bus Program,DE 

i'lrowaru CoVl1tyTran~it.tnfra:tf\Jc:urelmprOl!emanls,FL 
BIi" SNlnl)!' Ropl~t~Ilia~.I'j" 

City olooral Trat'lSil'~Program,l"l 

CIIY of Ml!'1lWlf MUll! .Servk:eCilnterafI(lTl$'I$it Hub, Fl 

cloolWlIier PowntQ\'m In\l)tIIl(l(!aIT~l,St)petel1lburg, fL 

HART Busaml Pare11ansit Acq\iiililiOrl..tt 

Lakeland Atea Ma$"TI'lIl'ISit Ol$llict Bus Repl~,nent and FaCility Mairllena!'lClil, PI. 

LYNX 8u$/) •• OrlaridO.fl.. 

~ynx'scenlra! $lallol\lmpro_!lt$,Oif~i'IOO,'FL 

palmiran ParKand Ride Fadlihes, FL 

flegi<;lI11i1 iniOO1lQdaI Terminal Cenler, JTA, JacKsonlllile, FL 

RTS Bus Rep~nI.CltYOfGai!le$Vllle,.~uaCounty, FI. 

51. PekHl;Ol!t9 C~nl,i!lA_aus ~TllIlltil.Fl 


SiarMelro Buses, t'alfahassee;FL 

T!'1II1$II FaciUty andBusApron~~tlon along US 1, KeyWes!.l"l 

Winter tia\lOOl?olKCouotyBuses,fl. 

Albany He.aVY'DUI\l~,*,9A 

Albany T!'1It'lSilMultlmodillTrtI~ltlft Cenler, GA 

Chatham AreaT raowl Bus and BU$facihti<!s:, Saval1nah, GA 

MARTA AcqUiSition Of Cl$!nrUlll~, GA 


Allocation 

$150,000 
481,001) 
215,000 

$0;000 

2,000,000 
1,600,000 
1,300.000 

500,000 
$00,000 
500,000 
160,000 
500;000 
725,000 

550,000 
300.000 
500,000 
208.000 
179,200 
200,000 

974,000 
450,000 
250,000 
100,000 
300,000 
150,000 
550,000 

500,000 
370.000 
600,000 

1.400,000 
500,000 

500,000 
500,000 
750,000 
500,000 
500,000 
750,000 

2,641;500 
2,4$$,,000 

481,000 
974,000 
$00;000 
500,000 
914,000 
487,000 
500,000 
250,000 
350,000 

500,000 
1,250,000 

500.,000 
200;000 

1,500,000 
550,000 
600,000 
400.000 
750,000 
500.000 

1,000,000 
1,000,000 

200.000 
500,000 

1,500,000 
2,525,000 
4.000,000 

http:TllIlltil.Fl
http:OrlaridO.fl
http:TranSjlQrlaj.on
http:Facilily.CA
http:Nel~ClrQJIatOr.T~pe.Al
http:E201o.eusp.oZ
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TASLE1O'A 

!;~U$P-l)23 .~~o,AliJb,aItIa~iIori:lon4.kXiP~bd, b!l&iaM$ana parking tae/Ilty 110,288' 
~USl>-024 ·:~IdWIn.COuntY IiIUS.JIAid Bus ~ PmjGct . ~tioo 
~USP.Q2f; ~.AteJq)al)SiooOfDOwntOwn ~ faclllly•. ~11 <451,440 
~~ .CIlyOfS~Ml, AI..~~fll!llermodal rfirmlNll. Pliasell l;m;ooo 
~ tl!!y or HunI,vlIle, AL· Oummill$lS I'\IrI(lil~~ 	 40;004 
E2oo9-eusP~ OIly Of Molltgomery'AL{fS AcquiaIIicl!Ilmdtmptementa\.lon 	 '1,097';000

Gulf ShOriIS. AL-8usartdSLl$I~ . . .El!OO9.et1SP,.J)32 274.000 
t:~P-033 MarnU Counly\(!llirtla~iii~ ~'.iIt:Id 1c1:'1/jG Man!aIly otsabIed ••000 
.E2009-BUSP-Q$4 MObifeCounty. AI..COmmi$SiQri.'suS project '.. ..... W·QOO
li2009-BUSP.;oos Replacemenl olliii.Jseilana v_; Si:rmI~Counly'TtMslt AiJIIIonIy t,4a5;OOO 
~«IsP~ U~oIA1abamaSuaaM 8us f'$clIity ~ ." '47$;-OOO 
E~~ U~ol~ln~InIe~f'~ 1i!J1l},(l(lQ 

~orAlabamamHuri\$vlIlelnle~FaqIlfty t;I48;QOO.. ........ .... ..... ·' .. ···111··· 

~468.000 

41t.qpo 
Centiat~~AiAIIIoriIY I:l\i$~ 1.00u.COO 
~auundBus~ , !l5O.qpo 
GoconiiIo·County ~"_faclfilies tor f'lIIgStaIf, At. w;,t$O 
COconi!io Counly,~ua and busf$~for Ihe S8d0ria TtaI'\&it.~ystem 214,'434 
p~At~Cnyot~iipMa-ltaI1l!llf,li,CIIItV(liiai-A'fIid,II} . .~~ 

1.~;i!OG 
'22$;720 

~.~lM, deelgn; andtlOl1&truci lilIermodalnmller .~OOQ 
~MoI.InialnCln:ulalorSus; Phoenl~ 
Taiilpe,:A~;C<m~EastvelkiyMetro Bus f'acilily 1,467,180 
~.~.CA.ACTW~,RlipidTt;m$II~P~: -.~~~=:;..~~~:::s~S:y 

112J!11!O 
~1440.!is;m.
<4$1;+10s;s~zr~~:~~.~·~.~ 
10t;574~~~~~~tor~I~~~ 

·~CA~ot~MlaTmnsll •.Center_Bulbilnk.AIIpoJt, 56;430 

8us~~CJIV 142;$00 
BuS~iI1IE~{Al!ilmatlve Fuel), SoIanoCou 760.000cate~.CA~""'_torlhe CaIeIcico Tra~~ 61.~a 
Cmon..CA~~tllil!l .. ~~.
Car.scn. ..~ 
~" 

. 
.' ., ...........' ...... 1'OO16U 

Clty'of~; CiA 0\mstIwt'6Us'~1Ifty foftlvc!ImOIaAmadot Vl!lIeyTrar!$ltAlillloilly '.. '.' 507,870 
. . . Ofll'llll$it\f\lhiCfKInW._an~Of~and 

. .S'taD$tlBn8ltt~<~.~.~.:t'':A 	

1!li.l.460OA £2Pll9;8USP4l13 
190,000CA~USf4)1S 
*;010 

'CA ~sU$p,07t 
CA~U$,P4l7~:' 

.:,~ 

22$;120 
-.9$2 

East~·biQgoCounly,~~~~ ~1.~ 
~_.CA~&~~~~...~SUI\Ioq S;720 

41S;COO 
aa;720~~:_e\~~\f\I~" 19.0.(lQO 

~..~~~or~~rl>f9~ a;!fj/~ 
~"'qA~!I$eQfCNG~lm Gtendate~.TIiI~ $Yliiilm te4;a 
GOkiCoi!stT_t MaiIlIlWillc&!IIid OfIIIraIiIlMf'aliillty. Oxnard ¥t5;!#ti 

414 	 Hereu~ CA InIeHnodalRall$lliliorll!nPro\f\I~ ~ 
Hlllloric Fi~ Sus ~l.IgIi",;i..os~ 62;100 
IntelinO&ll Sla\kln;VPv!ll$; 41S;UOC 
La.Olii~ ~miQ(/aJ ee#;tDe.·.·.~ ;fl5.000 
LQi1g 8eaoh0APaIk~_Fl\eIIfty ~.l:ZO 
l.o$Angel~~~t_~'CA_t~1oI'~~f(!~lhe~ 

OA ~p..l«l 	 '73;3511 
OA ~SP'lUt ~~~~t~~.I;li/t.AngeIe$ .' 	 71~.sQii 

l,O!! ~CA~an4~~~·~and.pedI!I$bIai'I.~ bel.W$an.l.o$Mge~ 
CA E2OO!HiUSP-103 COmmiinIIyColfe$le and1lealby MTA_SIOp and.~J ..... .... . . .. .•. .. ... ..... . . ..... '.. 

l.o$~CAll'llproYltllllfety. dlyand IIIll:8$11 ~·IiAnP.;.MiAAiU~,a!'l(,t~ !iU$ slQj)$pn 
~ ~.fri4 Gmnd:lMt~Wasli_"/¥liI2i!rd. . .... .... '. . 11~•• 

tDe~(lAlmprovell'llll$it~i~lk$!ighling 1II14lan1:1scaping aiwnd Cedi\!'I!I'$in~ Medical 
0/1 ~BUSP·'05 ~r '. ..... .... . .. ' .' ....................... 33Is.5BO 
CA ~p~~ui tcs Angeles. tA.eonstl'llClion Of ~I t_tC8nler et·OaIIIomlaStaletJijjy(jrslty I.b$~ 1~t9 
CA ~SP"1Q11 Los Ange!e!l, CA-.f¥~sU$ $)!sIem'~tIIiotl 	 -.000 

~.. 

~s~ 
~1!4)90 

-~ ~qp.~ 
~llti$P~ 
~BUSP..Q9S.
E'2oQ9.8USP:001 
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PI901dlFEDERAl. TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION 

TABUl1o.S 

Regional Tlanspoi'ta1i01'I Commission 01 SoIlIhem Ne\l!\da Bus and l3us-Relaled Projectsand I3U$ 

Rapid Transit Projects (No previous eannark id) 

ffiIglOIIaI lransponatlOn ~m!SSIQI'I Oll>Ol.l\l1etn M!\Iaoa tIU$ ana tIIli-HeIalOO t'IOj8C1l1 ana_ 
Rapid Transit Projects (PrevlolJll eannark ide: E2OO3-BUSP-802 101 $4.918,394;.e2003-sUgp·250 
fOI $2.213,277 and E2OO3-SUSp·2!i1fo( $319,696) ... 

EastBa$alin$ Park~;Rkfa Fat:jlityill PI'Ioero~ (Prevlouuannark ld: E20QS.aUSP4l26) 

Total·mtproglanimeit·EarmarQ.•.••_ ••••_••_ .... _ •••_..__••••,••••_.~••••••" ... ~.~.~..... 

aI Sec. 196 0I1IIe ~ntilfTr;Ii1$PCl1ation ~rtJjJl'iatIon$ Act, 2010 states that~!fjgMyolhel'(.Wvfsion 01 law. fundsmade 
available(jllder~cllori«m 01 the Fiscal Year 2002 Department ofTranspOrlat/onand ruilated ~ Appmprisllons Act (plJbI!o4W107' 
an 101' the \,aaVflOas.~ MonQtaiI Project, funds maduva!table !JMilr wcIlon 1150filleJIscal Yn, 2004 TmnsportatiQn, TlWSliiy 
and l~tAgenciesApproprietlons Act (P\lbIic Law t08-199) lot tMNctth Las Vega$' li'ltemtcldaI Transil Hub. and kinds mi.lde . 
available iorlhe CATRA!t.. flTC RalIPtDject. Navada in the Fiscal Year 2005 Transportation, 'fieasury.lndGpendent ~and~ 
Government Appraptiatlons Act (~Lawl01H41), as well as anyll!'l8llP'nded funds in II'Ie Fedef(\lTrM$i\: Admini$~1!o1l gtanlllllmool'$ 
NV-CJ3.0024 and NV~;shall ~~.availabli! untU e)Cpfl1'ldedlo the Regional Transportation CClmmisslon oISOO1_ Nevada for 
bus and bui-re!iJ1tldPtoiaoiS:..ild'll.4s fapidiransitpiojeI;1s: Prollicfed,That II'Ie funds made avaifilble 100aptCjClei; in~with !hiS 
section shall &.! adlriinflltil~_1I'Ie IeItns an(! condIIIons set Iofth In 49 U.S.C, 5301, to thee1dent~. . 

bI.~, 1e6~·oI'tM~fltQfTranl1ponatlOj'LApproptlationsAct.2Il10Statesll1atfUf\d$made.avalIabIeforthe·Phoeni~Hea\IY 
Maintenam:e Facility. /111:. 'DlaI~'fIid& fai:itity,PhOe••AZ'and 1iie;·~iI.~~VI' Bus Maintenance FaciIiIy,~rlzoi'iil'thrcugh II'Ie 
'bi!partrlllini Oftransportatlon AI!ProPriaIlorii&Ali\s lOr r!Si:lltYnm:2004,.2Ol).$lm(f 2OO8lhat l1IrnaII'I unobIIgaled Qr~~lihall be. 
·made IMllablli to tha East.Baseline~idGFdity in J>ttoenix. Arizona 

FeDEAAl..TRANSIT ADMlNlIS'mAno,. 
.TABi.&' 

Stonlngionand ~.CT;1nte~~tiiii.f'aiU\g Fadlltyimd$Wllt~ 
~BtJSP4000 131 (Ptevlous..eam\!I/k·itkSO(I&4WSi>.2M) 
E2OO6.aU$l>-2OO1 267 Middletdn, CT .. Constri.lCt Intel'mQdal certIlIr (Pi'fllIiousill«I!l8rklt1: ~U$P430) 

Pbwntown Middleton, CT, Tr~Infnistructu!'EiI!llp~;P/ojecl 
E2OO6.atJSP·~ :m (previous eannaik W: E2OO6-BUSP-22&) . 

Total FY2OI?6.~ ~""''''''''''''-'''''~~''''''''~'''''''-'''''''''''''''''''''' 

FYlOil1 EiIt~ J!lnlds: 
$tOljltlgtdll IIndMy$tlc. CT -1nte1'lllOda1 Center Parking Fat:ility and ~ 


CT E2007.aUSN!0(l0 (Pf!i\!lqu$eani1il!ldd: EZOO'NIUSP-(162), 

CT S2001-1!1USNOOi Middleton. CT -Cons!(I.ICt Intem'lO(lal certIlIr (Prelliouselirmark i<I: E2OO1.aUSP-0158} 


.~Middleioil,CT. Transportation 1nIi'ti$lructure Improvement Project . 
CTE2007.aUSP·2002 '~us eannark kt £2007-13USP-ol55) 

Total FY 2l1li1 t:xten~. ~'''''''''''~''-'''''''''''''''''';'''''''''''''''''''''''''''.,-.. 

·~lileC. 170 0I11'1e Depal\lllent 01 Tr;Ii13P01'1ation.~Ael; 21:.,0 stat.lhalflotwithslandin9.sl'lyolher ~n9t!aw; 1iie S/W~ry 
01 Transportation lIlIa!lnQI lRllP¢ate any funding madri available for items 523, l!67•.and 1.~1 Qf secliorf3044 Of II'IeSlife. J\ccounlable. 

. Flexible, Effician! Tta~ Equity Act; A Legacy 101 UsElrs(f'ublif; I,JlW~~f 

$340,123 .t)/ 

$10.61',369 

$464.471 aI 
2ll5~36 aI

1._,jIO(i liT 

http:eam\!I/k�itkSO(I&4WSi>.2M
http:ild'll.4s
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FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMlNISTRATION 

TABLE 11 


FY :2010 SECTION 5309.NEW STARTS ALLOCADONS 


State 	EaririarklD ProlecU.oCatlan and ~rlptfol') AlloCatian 

AI< E201o.NWST·001 Denali CommIS$iOn $5,000,000 
AKlHI E201~ST..002AlaSkaliiawail· 15,000;000 aI 
At. E201(MiIWST-003. Centl'afPhoen~V81iey liQfit Aliil 61.249;900 
AZ E201<H'4WSTo.OO4 'McxIiIrrl Streetcaill.:ight t:t8ilTrahsit System. Tuscon 4,000,000 
AZ E2010-NWsr-OOS Mountalri link&BRT. Flagstaff $81.942 
C/o. E201O-NWST-006 Beridey.Qakfand:San L$iB]dl'o Bils AapidT~itdoirkki I~Project, Alameda C/lty 1,000,000

'79;900eA '~11~.Ssr:T~ li\l~e-AmatlorRoute.10 Bffir, .CA =u """" """" LosAng!es-W~"" BM:p3l.1S~ Uine .13;.$58.474 
CAE2,olO;.Nwsr~ ~ I'$xprIlSli-AiiPort WiaY COrridor BAT Project, San Joaquin 2;8oa;a~5 
CA~1o-NWST'()10 ~GaId Une EastsidEfExtenSion; Loa Angeles 9,582;551 
CII; lWl10·NWST"()11 Melro .Rapid Bus System Gap ClO$ure, Loa ArlgelllS 23,326 
CA 'E201()'NWST~12 ~6ayRapidTran$jt 2,773,038 
CA E20tO-NWST.013 ...Iris VaHey line 5.000,000 
CA E20100NWST"()14 SacramenloSoutnCorildor PI:laseIl . . 38.000,000 
CA E2tll0-NWST-olSSai'l QetnaJ:dlfIP, E.~tColif(lo!',sbXBRT ~37O,Ql;lQ 
CA lWl1O-NWST-!lt& san~!d-Clty~ ... .. ..~.$.OOO: 
.CA E2¢10-NWST·i:l1'1.liOriOriia~n Aiea:FbiiI TriUtsit (SMAA1') ·'~$OQ.ooo 
'CA E20100NW$T-!l1~ . Thi",fSltettil,ignt ~tralSubwayPI'oject 6;000,000 
':CO E2IJ:10-NWsT;o19' MaiIOnConidOr BRT, Fort CoIIlns 49,055.1$0 
.::CO: E20i·().NW$T_ f«ialing Fi»k Valley. 6RT Project 810,000 
CO E20100NWST-02' RTO Easteomclor ConStruction ·2;500,000 
CO E20100NWST~@:!!iTO Gold CtmidQr a.O\lo;@ 
CO E2010-NWST..0z3 .RtoWestQOn1dQr·LRT. D9ftver 1IO.~.000 
CO E2f}'()'~'l';024 :Souttieasf~rLR'r' Dimvet to.Sla 
CT E2010·NWST;(}25; ·~1JmanTranSitwa)i '. .... 2,000;000 
.DC E2Clt~-026:tlWIes:CoIifdor Metrorail project extension to Wielile·",~.W~ 8$,()OO,ooo
PC E20100NWST..()27LarQo~! Extensi\il1 . . .. ' . . .•.. ••. ' .... " 347.000 
PE E20io-NWST.:008Wilmlngtoin10 Newark Comml.lt\lf ~!mP«i'l~~ 3,000,000 
FL E2010-fllWST..()29 Central f:IolldaGornrnuter Aail Transit, OfWidQ . 40,000.000 
fL E201CJ..NW$T-GOO .TfflnsltQoiriclorprogratrr. ~Transit~tor ,~OOO 
FL E2Q1IH'4WST.:oat. . . . . .. gineetin!)' "~ioQo 
FL E201(),:NWst~0a2: :MiamiJ.')ade· County Melromilorange LIne Expanslon .4,000.000
til E20i~~ 'HonOllJl/J fIigh capaCity T_COtr/dOfProjfKrt 3O.tlOO,ooo 
.·It 	 f!201M4WSi-0:34 Chl<:agiiTransit Hub (Cifc!e Lin8"~~t) 1.5Ci()~OOO 

E20t(J.NWST-03S CTA Redl1ne\llOrthlStatjol).T~;\IIa4UCt.and _on ~blIIIation 7,fjOG.OOO 
E201o-NWST-Ooo. MettaCimim"RaIl ~,~.N~$t, STARand1JP~West) s.~~E20'to-NY/ST;q37 	 A!iven$'WQ!l(lljI$EXtOOsi~CtlfClli;lO 

$outh~ ~.Aa.C~,ital'Re1n\l8$lmentPl8n. Nor\htilrijhcflana Coiiiiri.rTraMji·O!stricl ~ooo;ooo 
A$~mbly~OtanaeL.ineSIation 1;060,000~:=~~ 

E201~ST0001 	 Comm_.AaillmprovBments, fltehburg 31.452,000 
;E201641lWST414f' eallimOreRed tJn$ aooo.ooo 
E0016.NWST-042 Purple I.imi 
E201o-NWST-!l43 Ann Arb()r-Qelroit:ReglOnal,.Rall ~;~::l 
~tOoNWST.Q44 2,006:000=~c;o~~i~~Ii$"$i9~ . 	 :111:661~t~:;::: Nt»1h$lar Phase ii.&umSion of North$laf GommuterRail,lO:~$L.CIoudAnIa . 	 3,000.000

TroostCoiril'lor BAT, KanlIaS C!ly' .... . . 	 6,022 
:NWsr-04a ~ue Stteetciu: Prot'li:t $OQ.99O 

E2010-NWST-049 CIty oJ CharlOtteiChartOtte·Areli'Transit~'$IlJue Line EXtenSion-Northeast CorricioI' 14;7oQ.000 
E20tOoNWST-050 HUds MtlS-a,':Nol1hem NJ .1f;ti39 
E201M4WST4.l51 N~.'." ·~#l&:~n·s.Cote 2Oo;OOOjPOO 
'l~2PtO~Si"()'!)2 ~IslandF!ail~ !:iIstSideAccess 202.522.853 . 
E201()'NWST'Ol)3 SecQnOAvenue Subway Phase I 197.182.000 
e20100NWST-054 sOUth CorridOf t-205lPortland MaIlLFIT 74;229,000 
s:2tltOoNW$T'055 La¢b~noa.<MaR~Profect, PAINJ 1,000;000 
E20100NWST-056 NtiiioShQreW ConrIacIor. Pitl$burgl} 6.153 
e20100NWST·057 fortWofth Tran$pOI'fatiiJj,.AtJlI'iolily;.SOUIhweSt·to4;j~l.Raii·CorrIdor 4.~.0Q0. 
E2010·NWST-058 Gaf\teslorl-Houston C9mm~rRaU.· 2;000;000 
Eli!010·NWSi..()5~ 75;000.000.==~~i!!turr '. 75.000,000:g~~=1~ MeitOR@idBRT.AUslin . . .. 13.:m};204 
Eli!01o-iIIWST-062 Northwe~.LRTMOS.·Di!lia!;·· 84;f~;7~ 
E20100NWST-063 ~r~~~·~idaritRi ". .fi:?616NWSr.06.4 	 ~= E$10"NWST-OOS County-Salt LakeQtyComm~ FJall 	 00.000;000 
E2D10:NWST-066 	 Improvements to 1t)e Rosslyn MeIroStaiion 1.000.090 

mailto:MeitOR@idBRT.AUslin
http:BM:p3l.1S
http:li\l~e-AmatlorRoute.10


State of Good Repair - Bus and Bus Facilities 

Project Descriptions 


ARIZONA 

City of Phoenix 
Project: Transit Vehicle Replacement (Diesel-Electric Hybrid) 
Grant Amount: $2,917,700 

The City ofPhoenix will replace buses in its fleet that are beyond their useful lives 
with diesel-electric hybrid buses that will reduce overall energy usage and 
emISSIOns. 

City of Tucson 
Project: Transit Vehicle Replacement 
Grant Amount: $5,000,000 

1 



ATTACHMENT THREE 




FY2011 TSOP Project List 

Other SYNCHRO 
Lead Agency Project Descriptions #Intx Estimated Cost Contact

Agencies workshop 

Implement and adjust the signal timing that was developed by a 
1 Avondale 28 $8,000.00 Bennie Robinson 

previous TSOP project 

Collection of Turning Movement Counts at 50 intersections for AM, 

2 Chandler Midday and PM (2 hours each) - city staff will develop new signal timing 50 $25,000.00 Debra Bieber 1 


based on the data 


Collection of Turning Movement Counts at 51 intersections for AM, 

3 Gilbert Midday and PM (2 hours each) - city staff will develop new signal timing 51 $25,000.00 Erik Guderian 1 


based on the data 


Collection of Turning Movement Counts at 24 intersections around the 
4 ADOT Glendale sports facilities on a typical day and different event days - city 24 $25,000.00 

staff will develop new signal timing based on the data 
r-- Glendale Debbie Albert 

Turning Movement Counts collection at 9 intersections along 75th 
5 ADOT, Peoria Avenue and Union Hills Drive - city staff will develop new signal timing 9 $5,000.00 

based on the data 

Turning Movement Counts collection at 63 intersections for AM, Midday 
6 Goodyear 63 $25,000.00 Hugh Bigalk 

and PM - city staff will develop new signal timing based on the data 

7 MAG Regional SYNCHRO software training workshop $10,000.00 Leo Luo 

Surprise,
Maricopa Saturday AM, PM, mid-day and Sunday all day timing plans for Bell 

8 Glendale, 37 $95,000.00 Bob Steele 5
County Road, 37 intersections across 5 jurisdictions, approximately 13 miles. 

Peoria, ADOT 

Approach counts at 96 locations - city staff will develop the signal timing 
9 Mesa $25,000.00 Derrick Bailey 6

based on the data 

Develop'the SYN<;:HRO Model for Phoenix West Core and input 
10 28 $12,500.00

existing timing and Turning Movement Counts 
f-

Develop signal timing for McDowell Rd and Van Buren St; Evaluate the Phoenix Marshall Riegel 
impact of pedestrian requirements in the 2009 MUTCD 

11 32 $25,000.00 

f-
Develop SYNCHRO model for Phoenix North Central Core and input 

12 120 $25,000.00
existing timinQ and TurninQ Movement Counts 

ADOT, Optimization of 8 freeway-arterial interchanges along Loop 101 Pima
13 Scottsdale 8 $25,000.00 Paul Porell 1

SRPMIC Freeway 

Optimization of 8 intersections along Bell, Greenway and Litchfield 
14 Surprise 8 $25,000.00 Allan Galicia 3Roads 

15 Update signal timing along University Drive for AM, PM and off-peak 18 $25,000.00 
f-- Tempe Cathy Hollow 1 
16 Update citywide SYNCHRO network and input existing data $25,000.00 

Total Amount I 476 I$405 500.00 IEst # worksh~p 18 , attendeesI 
Available this year $400,000.00 
Estimated balance from previous TSOP cycle $30,000.00 
Total available $430,000.00 

http:430,000.00
http:30,000.00
http:400,000.00
http:25,000.00
http:25,000.00
http:25,000.00
http:25,000.00
http:25,000.00
http:25,000.00
http:12,500.00
http:25,000.00
http:95,000.00
http:10,000.00
http:25,000.00
http:5,000.00
http:25,000.00
http:25,000.00
http:25,000.00
http:8,000.00


ATTACHMENT FOUR 

\ 



MARICOPA 
ASSOCIATION of 

GOVERNMENTS 
302 North 1st Avenue, Suite 300 ... Phoenix, Arizona 85003 


Phone (602) 254-6300 ... FAX (602) 254-6490 

E-mail: mag@mag.mal.icopa. gov ... Web site: www.mag.maricopa.gov 


October 20,2010 

TO: Members of the Transportation Review Committee 

FROM: Maureen DeCindis, Transportation Planner III 

SUBJECT: MAG DESIGN ASSISTANCE FOR BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES 
PROGRAM 

The FY 2011 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget, approved by the MAG 
Regional Council in May 2010, includes $300,000 for the Design Assistance for Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Facilities. The Design Assistance Program allows MAG member agencies to apply for 
funding for the design portion of a bicycle or pedestrian project. Six applications for the program 
were received on September 23, 2010. On October 19,2010, the MAG Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Committee reviewed the applications and recommended that the following for approval: 

EI Mirage: Rancho EI Mirage MUP $100,000 
Mesa: Porter Park Pathway· $125,000 
Phoenix: Grand Canal MUP at 22nd St. $ 75,000 

The following projects were not recommended for approval because the amount of requests 
exceeded the amount available. 

Apache Junction: Community Improvements $ 40,070 
Glendale: New River North Connection $ 90,000 
Litchfield Park: MUP on Litchfield Road $ 85,000 

- A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County 

City of Apache Junction'" City of Avondale'" Town of Buckeye'" Town of Carefree'" Town of Cave Creek'" City of Chandler'" City of EI Mirage'" Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation'" Town of Fountain Hills'" Town of Gila Bend 

Gila River Indian Community'" Town of Gilbert'" City of Glendale'" City of Goodyear'" Town of Guadalupe'" City of Litchfield Park'" Maricopa County'" City of Mesa'" Town of Paradise Valley'" City of Peoria'" City of Phoenix 


Town of Queen Creek'" Salt River Pima·Maricopa Indian Community ... City of Scottsdale'" City of Surprise'" City of Tempe'" City of Tolleson'" Town of Wickenburg'" Town of Youngtown'" Arizona Department of Transportation 


http:www.mag.maricopa.gov
mailto:mag@mag.mal.icopa
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Agenda Item #71 
MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 


INFORMATION SUMMARY... for your review 


DATE: 
October 20, 2010 

SUB~ECT: 
Programming 5307 and 5309 - Fixed Rail and Guideway Modernization Funds in FY2010 and 2011 

SUMMARY: 
On June 22, 2010 the MAG Transit Committee approved the FY2010 Program of Projects, and the 
Regional Council took action on these changes on June 30, 2010. Since then, the Executive 
Committee took action on September 13, 2010 to remove $1,517,999 of FY201 05309 Rail & Fixed 
Guideway Modernization (FGM) federal transitfunds from two Mesa park and ride construction projects. 

Additionally, the MAG Regional Council took action on July 28,2010 to approve the FY2011-2015 MAG 
TIP and that the programming of preventive maintenance be reviewed for potential amendments! 
administrative modifications no later than December 2010. 

On October 14, 2010, the Transit Committee made the recommendation noted in the action and asked 
that further analysis regarding distribution scenarios for 5307 federal funds is brought back to the 
Transit Committee in November. Please refer to the memorandum and tables for more information. 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
None. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: Approval of these changes will allow the federal transit grants to proceed in a timely manner. 

CONS: None. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: Projects that wish to utilize transportation federal funds need to be shown in the TIP in 
the year that they expect to commence and may need to undergo an air quality conformity analysis or 
consultation. 

POLICY: Currently, MAG does not have an approved set of prioritization guidelines for programming 
federal transit funds. Understanding the current need to aid transit operators, it is proposed to use the 
funds for preventive maintenance to offset some of the operations & maintenance costs. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Information, discussion, and possible action to: (1) recommend Scenario #3 preventative maintenance 
distribution methodology for $1,571,999 of FY2010 5309-FGM funds and that it is a non-precedent 
setting distribution and (2) recommend the amount of funds for preventative maintenance programmed 
in FY2011 and FY 2012 is distributed equally as show.n in Option #2, and modify!amend the 
FY2011-2015 MAG TIP and the FY2010 Program of Projects appropriately. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 

1 




MAG Transit Committee: On October 14, 2010, the MAG Transit Committee unanimously 
recommended (1) Scenario #3 preventative maintenance distribution methodology for $1,571,999 of 
FY2010 5309-FGM funds and that it is a non-precedent setting distribution, (2) the amount of funds for 
preventative maintenance programmed in FY2011 and FY 2012 is distributed equally as shown in 
Option #2, and modify/amend the FY2011-2015 MAG TIP and the FY2010 Program of Projects 
appropriately. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Phoenix: Debbie Cotton, Chair *Paradise Valley: William Mead 
*ADOT: Mike Normand Peoria: Maher Hazine 
Avondale: Kristen Sexton for Rogene Hill *Queen Creek: Wendy Kaserman 
#Buckeye: Andrea Marquez Scottsdale: Theresa Huish 
Chandler: RJ Zeder *Surprise: Michael Celaya 
*EI Mirage: Pat Dennis Tempe: Jyme Sue McLaren 
*Gilbert: Tami Ryall *Tolleson: Chris Hagen 
Glendale: Cathy Colbath Valley Metro Rail:Wulf Grote 
Goodyear: Cato Esquivel Regional Public Transportation Authority: 
Maricopa County: Mitch Wagner Carol Ketcherside 
Mesa: Mike James 

*Members neither present nor represented by + - Attended by Videoconference 
proxy. # - Attended by Audioconference 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Eileen O. Yazzie, Transportation Programming Manager, (602) 254-6300. 
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October 20, 20 I 0 

TO: 	 MAG Transportation Review Committee 

FROM: 	 Eileen Yazzie, Transportation Programming Manager 

SUBJECT: 	 PROGRAMMING 5307-URBANIZED AREA FORMULA AND 5309-RAIL & FIXED 
GUIDEWAY MODERNIZATION FUNDS FOR FY2010AND 201 I 

The purpose ofthis memo is to provide the committee with an outline of information needed to 
make a two-part programming recommendation for programming funds for preventative maintenance 
(PM) in FY20 I 0 and 20 I I. 

Part I. On September 13, 20 I 0 the MAG Executive Committee approved the removal of 
$1,517,999, FY20 I 0 5309 Rail & Fixed Guideway Modemization (FGM) federal transit funds from 
two Mesa park-and-ride construction projects. It is suggested to program these funds for related 
eligible PM since all eligible, regional priority projects, as defined by the RTP(TLCP, are currently 
programmed in the FY20 I 1-2015 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). This memo 
outlines four scenarios for distributing the 5309-FGM federal funds for PM in the MAG region. The 
Transit Committee recommended Scenario #3 on October 14, 20 10. 

Part 2. On July 28, 20 I 0 Regional Council took action on the "approval of the Draft FY20 11-20 15 
MAG TIP contingent on a finding of conformity. . . and that the programming of preventive 
maintenance be reviewed for potential amendments/administrative modifications no later than 
December 20 I 0." MAG staff has put forth two options for programming the FY20 I I 5307 $1 1.7 
million for regionwide PM. The Transit Committee recommended Option #2 on October 14,2010. 

Please refer to the attachment for specifics as explained in this memorandum. 

BACKGROUND 
Preventive maintenance is all maintenance costs related to vehicles. Specifically, it is defined as all the 
activities, supplies, materials, labor, services, and associated costs required to preserve or extend the 
functionality and serviceability of the asset in a cost effective manner, up to and including the current 
state of the art for maintaining such an asset. 

Fixed guideway refers to any transit service that uses exclusive or controlled rights-of-way. The term 
includes several modes, including light rail and that portion of motor bus service operated on exclusive 
or controlled rights-of-way, and high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes. The FTA 5309-FGM funds are 
apportioned based on the latest available route miles and vehicle revenue miles on segments at least 
seven years or longer as reported to the National Transit Database (NTD); vehicle revenue miles for 
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City of Apache Junction'" City of Avondale'" Town of Buckeye'" Town of Carefree'" Town of Cave Creek'" City of Chandler'" City of EI Mirage'" Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation'" Town of Fountain Hills'" Town of Gila Bend 

Gila River Indian Community'" Town of Gilbert'" City of Glendale'" City of Goodyear'" Town of Guadalupe'" City of Litchfield Park'" Maricopa County'" City of Mesa'" Town of Paradise Valley'" City of Peol'ia '" City of Phoenix 


Town of Queen Creek'" Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community'" City of Scottsdale'" City of Surprise'" City of Tempe'" City of Tolleson'" Town of Wickenburg'" Town of Youngtown'" Arizona Department of Transportation 


http:www.mag.maricopa.gov


segments less than seven years in operation are also reported to NTD. While funds are apportioned 
based only on fixed guideway segments that have been in operation seven years or longer, a recipient 
may use the funds apportioned to it for eligible modemization projects on. any part of its fixed 
guideway system, such as METRO light rail. 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5307 Urbanized Area Formula Funding program makes 
federal resources available to urbanized areas (UZAs) and to Govemors for transit capital, operating 
assistance, and for transportation related planning. For UZAs with populations of 200,000 and more, 
the formula is based on a combination of bus revenue vehicle miles, bus passenger miles, fixed 
guideway revenue vehicle miles, and fixed guideway route miles, as well as population and population 
density; this. formula applies to the Phoenix-Mesa UZA. The FTA obtains population and population 
density data from the current decennial census; all other data used for formula apportionments come 
from the latest report year of validated NTD data. 

There is an approximate two-year lag between reporting to NTD and receiving 5309-FGM and 5307 
funds, which means that FY2008 NTD data are used to apportion earnings in FY20 10. 

The FY20 10 5309-FGM apportionment available to the region is based on 2008 reporting data by the 
City of Phoenix Public Transit Department and the Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA). 
METRO light rail did not report fixed guideway vehicle revenue miles for FYl008 since it began 
operating in December 2008 (FYl009 reporting period). Under current regulations, METRO light 
rail will begin impacting the distribution formula approximately in FY2018, seven years of fixed 
guideway operation and a two-year lag time for validating NTD submitted data. . 

The FYlO 10 5307 apportionment is based on 2008 reporting data by City of Glendale Transit, Peoria 
Transit, City of Phoenix Public Transit Department, Maricopa County Special Transportation Services 
(no longer in operation), Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA), City of Scottsdale, Surprise 
Dial-A-Ride Transit System, and the City of Tempe Transit Division; vanpool information is reported 
on behalf of the RPTA by VPSI, Inc. 

5309-FGM PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE DISTRIBUTION SCENARIOS 
Based on the above-mentioned information, staff developed four scenarios for distributing PM for 
FYlO 10 5309- FGM federal funds: I) based on valid annual fixeq guideway vehicle revenue miles, 2) a 
combination of total bus fixed guideway vehicle revenue miles including METRO's half year fixed 
guideway vehicle revenue miles, 3) a combination of total bus fixed guideway vehicle revenue miles 
including METRO's projected full year of operation fixed guideway vehicle revenue miles, 4) 
distributing all funds to METRO light rail. Please refer to the tables on page I ofthe attachment. 

5307 PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE FUNDING AMOUNTS IN mo I I 
Currently, there is a total of $ 6,546,883 programmed in FYlO I I and $ 6,677,823 programmed in 
FY2012 for PM. Additionally, there is lump sum of $ 11,766,118 programmed in FY20 I I for 
regionwide PM. Thereare two programming options for the lump sum of$11 ,766, 118 as shown on 
page 2 of the attachment. Option I retains the $1 I .7 million in FYlO I I bringing the total amount of 
federal funds for PM distrib41:ion up to $18,313,00 I while leaving the FYlO 12 amount unchanged. 
Option 2 pools all of the available PM funds together and distributes the total amount evenly over 2 



years. In this case, $5.8 million of 2012 bus purchases would need to be advanced to 20 I I. 
Additional options are welcome for discussion. 

TRANSIT COMMITTEE ACfION 
On October 14, 20 I 0, Transit Committee heard the items noted above. Regarding Part I, the 
committee recommended scenario 3, a onetime, non-precedent setting distribution of $1,517,999 of 
FY20 105309 FGM federal transit funds for PM in the MAG region. 

Regarding part 2, the committee recommended approval of option 2, evenly distributing $1 1.7 million 
of 5307 federal transit funds for PM in the MAG region for FY20 I I and FY2012. In addition, the 
committee heard scenarios for a distribution methodology for the 5307 funds for PM. The scenarios 
presented were: distributing federal funds based on NTD reported revenue miles, operating 
expenses, or the ARM unspent funds operating assistance distribution formula (combination of 
operating expenses and revenue miles). The committee did not recommend a distribution 
methodology; the committee requested additional scenarios from staff, which will be presented to the 
Transit Committee in November 20 I O. 

RECOMMENDATION 
This item is on the agenda for information, discussion, and possible action to ( I) recommend Scenario 
#3 preventative maintenance distribution methodology for $1 ,571 ,999 of FY20 I 0 5309-FGM funds 
and that it is a non-precedent setting distribution and (2) recommend the amount of funds for 
preventative maintenance programmed in FY20 I I and FY 2012 is distributed equally as shown in 
Option #2, and modify/amend the rno I 1-2015 MAG TIP and the FY20 I 0 Program of Projects 
appropriately. 

Please feel free to contact myself or Jorge Luna at 602.254.6300 or eyazzie@azmag.gov, 
jluna@azmag.gov with questions or comments. 

mailto:jluna@azmag.gov
mailto:eyazzie@azmag.gov


ATTACHMENT 


Part I. 5309-FGM Distribution Scenarios: 

City of Phoenix* 

RPTA* 

TOTAL 

*Fixed Guideway Vehicle Revenue Miles on segments in operation 7 or more years 
reported to NTD. 

100.00% 

City of Phoenix* 

RPTA* 

METRO** 

TOTAL 100.00% 

* Fixed Guideway Vehicle Revenue Miles on segments in operation 7 or more years 
reported to NTD. 
**METRO Six months of ions FY2009 December 2008-June 

City of Phoenix* 

RPTA* 

METRO** 

TOTAL 100.00% 

* Fixed Guideway Vehicle Revenue Miles on segments in operation 7 or more years 
reported to NTD. 
**METRO for one 

Attachment - Pg. I 



Part 2. 5307 Preventive Maintenance Distribution Scenarios FY20 I I and 2012: 

Combine 2011 Funding together & $ 6,546,883 

distribute via recommended formula + $ 11,766,118 

FY2011 PM Funding $ 18,313,001 

Combine all funds and distribute 
evenly between 2011 and 2012 

+ 
------~~--~~ 

$ 5,817,589 

Amount of Bus purchase in 2012 would 
need to be moved forward to 2011 
balance out program 

At the request of the Transit Committee, staff is developing additional distribution scenarios of these 
funds for preventive maintenance. 

Attachment - Pg. 2 



Request for Project Change - 2011-2015 MAG Transportation Improvement Program 

PHXll- Preventive Maintenance - FY2010 5309 nd: Add new project to the 

lllT I Phoenix 5309-FGM Funds 2011111.7A.00 IFGM 

VMT1l Preventive Maintenance - FY2010 5309 nd: Add new project to the 

lOST 5309-FGM Funds 
VMRll- Preventive Maintenance- new project to 

102T 5309-FGM Funds 

October 2010 
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To: MAG Transit Committee  

From: Wulf Grote, Director, Planning and Development 

Date: October 13, 2010  

Re: TEMPE SOUTH CORRIDOR STUDY 
Alternatives Analysis Recommendations 

 
PURPOSE 
This report provides METRO staff recommendations for the Tempe South Alternatives 
Analysis. Included are recommendations regarding the appropriate transit technologies 
and alignment. Additional study needs are also identified. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
In August 2007, METRO initiated a federally sponsored Alternatives Analysis in the Tempe 
South corridor. The study initiates the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA’s) project 
development process in order to qualify for Section 5309 Small Start federal funding. 
Specific purpose and needs of the project were identified and include:  
 
• Improve mobility of residential and business communities; 
• Develop an efficient transportation system; 
• Accommodate future travel demand; 
• Support local and regional development goals and TOD strategies; 
• Develop a transportation system that is affordable to build, operate, and maintain; 
• Develop transportation strategies that reinforce the cities general plan; and 
• Develop a transportation system that provides connectivity to/from neighborhoods, 

employment, and recreational opportunities. 
 
The Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
includes two significant transit projects within the Tempe South study area; a 2-mile high 
capacity/light rail transit improvement extending south from downtown Tempe and a 
BRT corridor on Scottsdale/Rural Road extending from north Scottsdale to Chandler. 
Both transit modes were analyzed as part of this study, but only the BRT segment south 
from downtown Tempe was evaluated as part of the Tempe South study effort.   
RPTA/Valley METRO, and the cities of Scottsdale and Tempe have undertaken a 
separate analysis evaluating BRT options north from downtown Tempe to Frank Lloyd 
Wright Drive in the City of Scottsdale.  
 
Modern streetcar in the Mill Avenue corridor and BRT on Rural Road serve different 
travel markets in the Tempe South study area. Figure 1 illustrates the three travel 
markets; each with unique characteristics and service needs: 1) Arizona State University 
(ASU) 2) North Tempe (exclusive of ASU) and 3) South Tempe / Chandler.  ASU, for 
example, is characterized by an all-day trip pattern that originates in multiple areas of 
the region.  North Tempe is focused around downtown Tempe and is characterized as 
being pedestrian friendly, with greater business and residential densities around the 
Central Business District (CBD). South Tempe is generally characterized by lower density, 
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higher income, and an established commute pattern.  A shorter modern streetcar 
project will carry the significant number of trips generated within downtown Tempe as 
well as those trips currently using local bus service on Mill Avenue.  Bus rapid transit is a 
good solution for those looking to travel longer distances along Rural Road.  It is 
anticipated that both will connect to the regional Central Phoenix / East Valley light rail 
line; providing greater reach for all trip types.   
 
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS PROCESS 
A two-tiered alternatives development process was used to evaluate the Tempe South 
corridor. The first phase (Tier 1) included a mostly qualitative evaluation that analyzed 
the advantages and disadvantages of a wide range of potential alternatives to 
address the transportation needs of the corridor. Mode options included BRT, LRT, 
modern streetcar, and commuter rail. Route options included Rural Road, Mill Avenue, 
McClintock Drive, Kyrene Road, and the UPRR. 
 
The Tier 2 evaluation was a more rigorous screening process involving five alternatives. 
This included three BRT options; one adjacent to the UPRR, and the others along Mill 
Avenue/Kyrene Road and Rural Road; one LRT alternative along Rural Road and a 
modern streetcar alternative along Mill Avenue.  An evaluation matrix presenting the 
Tier 2 criteria by alternative is included in Table 1 below.   

 
TABLE 1:  Evaluation Matrix of Tier 2 Criteria, Tempe South 

 
Evaluation Criteria UPRR 

BRT 
Mill 

Kyrene BRT 
Mill 

Streetcar 
Rural 
LRT 

Rural 
BRT 

Rider benefits + + --- O O 
Traffic issues O O O --- --- 
Connectivity to downtown Tempe, 
ASU and West Chandler + + + O + 

Population served --- --- O + O 
Environmental issues O + + + + 
Urban design elements O O + + O 
General impact to community O O O --- O 
Community support --- --- + O O 
Land use --- O O + O 
Economic development potential --- O + O O 
Design and constructability issues O + O --- + 
Capital costs (1) O + --- --- + 
Operating costs (1) N/A N/A O O + 

  
Ratings:  

+ = Alternative would have greater benefit (or lesser adverse impact) related to the other 
alternatives. 

O = Alternative would not produce a significant change from the future no-build conditions or 
would have a moderate impact relative to the other alternatives. 

- = Alternative would have a lesser benefit (or greater adverse impact) than the other alternatives. 
(1) It is assumed that operating and capital funding to support the Rural Road BRT alternative have been delayed 
beyond funding availability identified in the RTP. 
 

Three alternatives were eliminated from consideration.  Below is a summary, by 
alternative, that include significant reasons as to why each alternative was eliminated.   
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• UPRR BRT – This alternative, while achieving reasonable rider benefits suffered from a 

lack of community support.  Additionally, this alternative was a relatively expensive 
option, largely due to the cost to build pedestrian and commuter access to an 
isolated rail line.  And, finally, the UPRR BRT had the potential to cause conflict with 
future commuter rail planning efforts.    

• Mill / Kyrene BRT – This option was eliminated due to a lack of existing transit 
customers south of Baseline.   It was thought that a major capital investment was 
premature in a corridor without an existing local transit market. 

• Rural Road LRT – This alternative was removed from consideration given the cost 
and neighborhood impacts of constructing an overpass at the UPRR crossing 
between Broadway and Apache Blvd.  In addition, to maintain the traffic carrying 
capacity of Rural Road, significant widening would be required causing further 
impacts to the neighborhoods adjacent to Rural Road.   

 
The Tier 2 evaluation, coupled with extensive public comment, resulted in the 
advancement of two projects: a 2.6 mile modern streetcar on Mill Avenue; and a 12 
mile BRT on Rural Road. Although not evaluated in Tier 2 because it was beyond the 
study’s scope, commuter rail using the UPRR tracks was also recommended for further 
study given the amount of support identified for commuter rail through the stakeholder 
process.  
 
Mill Avenue Modern Streetcar 
The modern streetcar project would be located on Mill Avenue between Southern 
Avenue and downtown Tempe. A map of this project is included in Figure 2, with a 
close-up of the downtown alignment shown in Figure 3.  Initially, the study also included 
analysis of a segment on Southern Avenue between Mill Avenue and Rural Road, 
however due to financial constraints the mile segment to Rural was deferred until 
additional funding could be pursued. Southern Avenue is important since it provides a 
link to Tempe community facilities at Rural Road and Southern Avenue; creates an 
opportunity for a park-and-ride; and provides a direct connection to existing local bus 
service and future regional BRT service on Rural Road.   
 
Daily ridership estimates for the modern streetcar project are 1,100 – 1,600 in the 
opening year.  This ridership forecast assumes service levels comparable to existing light 
rail, but does not include special event ridership. It also assumes a reconfigured 
background bus network optimized to serve the modern streetcar alternative.  It is 
anticipated that changes in future land use and economic development will enhance 
these ridership figures in the future. For example, daily ridership on the 1.4-mile South 
Lake Union modern streetcar in Seattle has increased from 900 to nearly 2,500 since 
opening in 2008, largely due to changes in land use and economic development.  
Table 2 illustrates forecasted ridership on the Modern Streetcar line. 
 

TABLE 2:  Ridership on the Mill Avenue Modern Streetcar 
 

Daily Ridership Estimates: 
Year 2015(1)  Forecast Mill 

Modern Street Car 
Average daily ridership 1,100-1,600 
Riders per mile 425-615 

(1) 2015 represents the MAG socio-economic forecasts nearest to Mill Modern Streetcar opening day. 
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The 2.6-mile Mill Avenue modern streetcar project includes the following benefits: 
 
• Increases transit ridership in the corridor; 
• Connects neighborhoods to downtown Tempe; 
• Connects residents to neighborhood services; 
• Encourages redevelopment of underutilized parcels; 
• Encourages reinvestment in neighborhoods; 
• Promotes livable city and green initiatives; 
• Provides seamless connection to LRT; 
• Supports ASU travel demand; and 
• Improves service for special events. 

Downtown Alignment Alternatives – Mill Avenue Modern Streetcar 
As a result of additional community feedback, a subsequent evaluation of modern 
streetcar alignment options was conducted within downtown Tempe. Three circulation 
options were evaluated north of University Drive; a double track alignment on Mill Avenue, a 
double track alignment on Ash Avenue, and a one-way loop northbound on Mill Avenue, 
westbound on Rio Salado Parkway, southbound on Ash Avenue and eastbound on 
University Drive. The evaluation criteria included ridership, land use, economic 
development, capital and operating costs, traffic impacts, utilities, special events, and 
parking. Table 3 below compares and contrasts how well each downtown alignment 
alternative meets important community goals. 
 

TABLE 3: Evaluation of Downtown Alignment Alternatives 

Evaluation Criteria Mill Avenue  
Double Track 

Ash Avenue  
Double Track 

Mill / Ash One- 
Way Loop 

Utility Avoidance - + + 
Capital Costs - O + 
Ease / Flexibility of Operations O + + 
Access to Maintenance Yard + - + 
Economic Development Potential O + O 
Passenger Way-Finding + + O 
Impact to Existing Streetscape - + + 
Construction Disruption - + + 
Proximity to Neighborhoods O + + 

 
Ratings:  
+ = Alternative would have greater benefit (or lesser adverse impact) related to the other 

alternatives. 
O = Alternative would not produce a significant change from the future no-build conditions or 

would have a moderate impact relative to the other alternatives. 
- = Alternative would have a lesser benefit (or greater adverse impact) than the other 

alternatives. 
 
Rural Road Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
In an the effort to balance the regional Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP), funding for the 
Tempe and Chandler portion of the Rural Road BRT has been delayed beyond the 2026 
funding program in the RTP.  However, the Alternatives Analysis recommends this project for 
future implementation. The Rural Road BRT project includes: 10 minute peak service; all day 
service; traffic signal priority, reserved bus and right turn lanes between Baseline Road and 
University Drive; a limited number of stops; and bus stop improvements.  Please refer to 
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Figure 4 for a map of this alternative. The BRT has a 2030 forecasted daily ridership of 5,200-
5,700; please refer to Table 4 below for riders per mile.  

The 12-mile Rural Road BRT project has the following benefits: 

• Enhances bus service levels; 
• Relieves Rural Road bus overcrowding; 
• Improves bus operating speeds in the corridor; 
• Attracts a significant number of new transit riders; 
• Provides seamless connections to LRT and other transit modes; and 
• Better serves ASU, downtown Tempe, and Chandler Fashion Mall travel destinations. 

 
TABLE 4:  Forecasted ridership on Rural Road BRT 

 

Daily Ridership Estimates: 
Year 2030 

Rural Road BRT 
Average daily ridership 5,200-5,700 
Riders per mile 440-480 

 
PUBLIC & AGENCY PROCESS 
METRO prepared a Public Involvement Plan for the study. The overall goal was to inform 
the residents, stakeholder interest groups, and involved agencies about the Tempe 
South Corridor Study and to present the alternatives and issues for public and agency 
review. During the course of the study, the public involvement team conducted ten 
public meetings with 446 people attending; over 47 presentations to advisory 
committees, neighborhood associations and civic organizations; and continuous 
updates via website, e-mails, newsletters and fact sheets. 

Through the public outreach program, a general theme started to emerge in the 
feedback from the community. It centered on a few main points: 

• Provide enhanced mobility options connecting to the regional transit system,  
accommodating for the current and future travel demand that exists within the study 
area; 

• Connect residents and employment to the destination points within their community 
and to other regional centers; and 

• Promote integration of fixed guideway and land use planning to support sustainability 
and livable community initiatives as well as economic development. 

 
Project Schedule 
Table 5 below outlines the project schedule for both the local/regional and federal 
processes. 
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TABLE 5: Tempe South Project Schedule 

PROCESS / APPROVAL TIMELINE 
LOCAL / REGIONAL 
Approvals   

- Tempe City Council October 21, 2010 
- METRO Board (acceptance of study results only) November 17, 2010 
- Chandler City Council November 18. 2010 
- MAG Regional Council December 8, 2010 

Project Design / Refinement Fall 2010 – Winter 2013 
Right-of-way/Utilities/Construction Spring 2013 – Winter 2016 
Project Opening Late 2016  
FEDERAL 
Small Starts Project Development (PD) Process  

- Preparation of application to enter PD Fall 2010 - Spring 2011 
- Submission of PD application Spring 2011 
- Anticipated entry into Project Development Fall 2011 
- Anticipated Project Construction Grant Agreement Early, 2013 

 
FINANCIAL IMPACTS 
The TLCP includes $162 million, in year of expenditure (YOE) dollars, for the development of 
the 2.6 mile modern streetcar project.  Cost estimates for the project show a low estimate of 
$151.0 and a high estimate of $160.4 million in YOE dollars. Funding is programmed through 
a combination of regional Public Transportation Funds (PTF) and federal funding (both FTA 
Section 5309/Small Starts and CMAQ). Operating expenses are estimated at $3.6 million in 
2017 dollars for the modern streetcar and will be paid from fares and the Tempe Transit 
Fund.  Table 6 below outlines funding sources for the Modern Streetcar Project. 
 

TABLE 6:  Capital Funding Sources for Mill Avenue Modern Streetcar (YOE $’s millions) 
 

FUNDING SOURCE AMOUNT 
Public Transportation Fund (PTF) $31.8 – 41.2 
Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) $44.2 
FTA Section 5339 / 5309 Small Starts $75.0 
TOTAL $151.0 – $160.4 

  
The TLCP does not currently include funding or a scheduled completion date for the Rural 
Road BRT project. Capital costs for this project are estimated to be $60 - $65 million in 2010 
dollars. The annual Rural Road BRT operating cost is estimated to be $3 - $3.5 million in 2010 
dollars, which includes the costs of BRT and Route 72.  
 
Both projects are viable and should be implemented as funding permits. The City of 
Tempe and its’ stakeholders are desirous of the BRT being advancing through 
implementation as soon as funds could be identified.  Capital funding for high capacity 
transit in the Tempe South corridor remains within the rail portion of the TLCP and is 
scheduled for completion in 2016. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
For information, discussion, and recommendation to approve:  
 
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;  
 
2) 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) Future consideration for increased service levels and capital improvements for Rural 
Road BRT, per the description provided herein, through the regional transportation 
system planning process;  
 
4) 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) Further consideration of commuter rail along the Tempe Branch of the Union Pacific 
Railroad, through the regional transportation system planning process, and pending 
results from the Arizona Department of Transportation’s (ADOT’s) Phoenix-Tucson 
Intercity Rail Alternatives Analysis. 
 
FOR MORE INFORMATION 
Additional information on the project will be provided at the meeting by METRO staff. If 
you have any questions, please contact Benjamin Limmer at 602-322-4487 or 
blimmer@metrolightrail.org. Additional information and updates can be found on the 
Tempe South website: www.MetroLightRail.org/tempesouth.  
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FIGURE 1 - TRAVEL MARKETS IN TEMPE SOUTH STUDY AREA 
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FIGURE 2 - PROPOSED TEMPE SOUTH LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
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FIGURE 3 – DOWNTOWN MILL AVENUE / ASH AVENUE LOOP ALTERNATIVE 
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FIGURE 4 – PROPOSED RURAL ROAD BUS RAPID TRANSIT ALTERNATIVE (UNFUNDED) 
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October 20, 20 10 

TO: 	 Members of the Transportation Review Committee 

FROM: 	 Eileen O. Yazzie, Transportation Programming Manager 

SUBJECT: 	 IMPLELMENTATION - DRAFT MAG FEDERAL FUND PROGRAMMING 

PRINCIPLES 


MAG uses a project evaluation process to select projects for federal funding. The evaluation uses 
project-specific information such as the cost, location, traffic volumes and impacts, air quality benefits, 
among other information, to provide the required project scores and rankings that form the basis for 
project selection. The MAG process follows the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance 
for selecting federally funded projects. Federal transportation funds can only be allocated to projects 
through a coordinated selection process. Such funds cannot be distributed on a "revenue sharing" 
basis. Note that this did not apply to the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds that 
were initially allocated to jurisdictions by MAG then projects to use the funds were identified. 

Since August 2008, MAG has relied on the draft MAG Federal Fund Programming Principles 
(Principles). These principles were developed to guidethe project application process, project change 
requests for projects with federal funds, the year end Closeout process, and other areas related to 
obligating federal aid local projects. 

The MAG Principles clearly state that the MAG is selecting projects to be funded with federal highway 
funds. The overall scope and location of the project cannot be changed. If the jurisdiction decides not 
move forward with the project, the federal funds come back to the region for reprogramming. 
Likewise, unused funds on a project resulting from cost savings also come back to the region for 
reprogramming. Reprogramming of available funds should be made through a competitive project 
selection process. 

Over recent months, a number of project change requests have been received by MAG that are in 
conflict with the draft MAG Federal Fund Programming Principles and would undermine the MAG 
project selection process. Requests have been made to reallocate project savings to other projects in 
the jurisdictions, request to change the location of the project, and to delete projects and reallocate 
the funds to other projects in the jurisdiction. MAG has also received requests to defer projects due 
to the lack of financial resources or a change in the priorities of the jurisdiction. Section 400 of the 
attached Principles applies to these types of project change requests. 

-- A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County 

City of Apache Junction'" City of Avondale'" Town of Buckeye'" Town of Carefree'" Town of Cave Creek'" City of Chandler'" City of EI Mirage'" Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation'" Town of Fountain Hills'" Town of Gila Bend 

Gila River Indian Community'" Town of Gilbert'" City of Glendale'" City of Goodyear'" Town of Guadalupe'" City of Litchfield Park'" Maricopa County'" City of Mesa'" Town of Paradise Valley'" City of Peoria'" City of Phoenix 


Town of Queen Creek'" Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community'" City of Scottsdale'" City of Surprise'" City of Tempe'" City of Tolleson'" Town of Wickenburg'" Town of Youngtown'" Arizona Department of Transportation 


http:www.mag.maricopa.gov
mailto:mag@mag.maricopa.gov


MAG staff has been meeting with each of the jurisdictions that have requested project changes. For 
the cases that are in conflict with the MAG Principles, the requested change will likely have to be 
modified accordingly. In some cases, this may mean that a project will have to be deleted from the 
program with the funds returned to the region. These funds can then be reprogrammed through a 
competitive project selection process. 

This item is on the agenda for information and discussion. If there are any questions or additional 
information is needed, please contact me at eyazzie@mag.maricopa.gov or Eric Anderson at 
eanderson@mag.maricopa.gov, (602)254-6300. 
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October 20, 20 I0 

TO: Transportation Review Committee 

FROM: Eileen Yazzie, Transportation Programming Manager 

SUBJECT: TRANSIT PRIORITIZATION GUIDELINES FOR FEDERAL FUNDS 

Currently, MAG does not have an approved set of transit prioritization guidelines for programming 
federal funds. As MAG sets the priorities for the transit element of the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) and the Regional Transportation Planning Authority (RPTA) is tasked to manage the life cycle for 
the transit element, known as the Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP), there is a disconnect in the 
programming process. This disconnect has resulted in about $18 million of federal funds in FY20 13
2015 MAG Transportation I mprovement Program (TI P) that were programmed to preventative 
maintenance as a placeholder since MAG does not have prioritization guidelines in place. The region 
is moving forward in programming $1 1.7 million in FY20 I I and FY20 12 for preventive maintenance 
due to time constraints, while the region will rely on the future Prioritization Guidelines to program 
the $18 million offederal funds that is in FY20 13 and 2015. 

MAG Staff suggests developing-the Prioritization Guidelines for Federal Funds in four phases: 
I) Establishing a framework, 
2) Setting the priorities and any priorities that remain constant (ex: meeting federal legislative 
requi rements) 
3) Developing a regional transit demand metric system for evaluation and measurement, and 
4) Implementation of the Prioritization Guidelines during the development of a future MAG TIP. 

MAG staff has used the framework of previous prioritization guidelines and has created different 
scenarios that emphasize: operations & preventative maintenance, transit customers and existing 
service, transit customers and expansion of service, passenger enhancements, 'Build the Plan:' funding 
projects in the RTP, and unfunded regional projects. Please review the three Concepts following this 
memorandum. These Concepts are not exhaustive and additional options are welcome for 
discussion. Examples of transit demand metrics are also included. 

Transit Committee Input 
The Transit Committee had additional comments about transit demand metric system and request for. 
definitions. They thought that consideration of new/small/very small starts evaluation criteria that the 
Federal Transit Administration (FT A) uses might be a part, and also that state of good repai r and safety 
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might be beneficial. It was also requested that, if appropriate in this process, a minimum level of 
transit service is defined. 

This item is on the agenda for information and discussion. Please feel free to contact myself at 
602.254.6300 or eyazzie@azmag.gov with questions or comments. 

Concept #1: 

1. Meet Federal Legal Requirements for Transit Service - As of October 6, 2010 

• 1% for bus stop improvements 
• 1% for transit security projects 

2. ADA 
3. Maintaining Existing Service 

a. Operations 
b. Preventative Maintenance 

4. 'Build the Plan': Fund RTP projects 
a. Projects Supporting Existing Service 
b. Projects Supporting Expansion of Service 

5. Other Regional Projects 
a. Projects Supporting Existing Service 
b. Projects Supporting Expansion of Service 

6. Passenger Enhancements/ITS/Safety 

Concept #2: Emphasis of Funding Regional Projects for Existing Service 

1. Meet Federal Legal Requirements for Transit Service - As of October 6,2010 

• 1% for bus stop improvements 
• 1% for transit security projects 

2. ADA 
3. Operations/Preventive Maintenance 
4. Projects Supporting Existing Service (Combined RTP and Other Regional Projects) 
5. Projects Supporting Expansion of Service (Combined RTP and Other Regional Projects) 
6. Passenger Needs/Enhancements(Combined RTP and Other Regional Projects) 

Concept #3: 

1. Meet Federal Legal Requirements for Transit Service - As of October 6, 2010 

• 1% for bus stop improvements 
• 1% for transit security projects 

2. ADA 
3. 'Build the Plan': Fund RTP projects 

a. Maintain Existing Service 
b. Expansion of Service 
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c. Capital Projects 
d. Passenger Enhancements/ITS/Safety 

4. Other Regional Projects 
a. Projects Supporting Existing Service 
b. Projects Supporting Expansion of Service 
c. Passenger Enhancements/ITS/Safety 

5. Operations/Preventive Maintenance 

Transit Demand Metrics - Ideas & Examples 

• Operation 
o Operating Expense 

o Vehicle miles/hours/trips 

o Services provided 

o Service Hours 

• Passenger 

o Ridership 

o Revenue miles/hours/trips 

o Travel time saved 

o Title VI 

• Asset-Management 

o Spare Ratio 

o Average age of fleet 

o Age/M ileage of vehicles to be replaced 

0 Eliminated back-log maintenance 

• 	 Other 

0 Locally derived revenue 

0 Local Match 

0 Emission reduction 

0 Development patterns & Accessibility 

o Auto ownership rates 

o Expansion v. replacement 

o State of Good Repair 

o Safety 
o Livability Factors: 

• Economic development 
• Mobility improvements 
• Environmental benefits 
• Operating efficiencies 
• Cost effectiveness 
• Land use 




