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Members are reminded of the importance of attendance by yourself or a proxy. Any time that a quorum is not 
present, we cannot conduct the meeting. Please set aside sufficient time for the meeting, and for all matters to 

be reviewed and acted upon by the Management Committee. Your presence and vote count. 

c: MAG Regional Council 

A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County 

City of Apache Junction .6. City of Avondale A Town of Buckeye'" Town of Carefree"" Town of Cave Creek A City of Chandler A. City of EI Mirage A Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation A Town of Fountain Hills A. Town of Gila Bend
 
Gila River Indian Community .... Town of Gilbert A City of Glendale A City of Goodyear .& Town of Guadalupe'" City of Litchfield Park A Maricopa County A City of Mesa A Town of Paradise Valley AI. City of Peoria A City of Phoenix
 

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



MAG MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
 
TENTATIVE AGENDA
 

March II, 2009
 

I . Call to Order 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

3. Call to the Audience 

An opportunity is provided to the public to address 
the Management Committee on items that are not 
on the agenda that are within the jurisdiction of 
MAG, or non-ad:ion agenda items that are on the 
agenda for discussion or information only. 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 Management 
Committee requests an exception to this limit. 
Please note that those wishing to comment on 
agenda items posted for action will be provided 
the opportunity at the time the item is heard. 

4. Executive Director's Report 

The MAG Executive Director will provide areport 
to the Management Committee on activities of 
general interest. 

5. Approval of Consent Agenda 

Prior to action on the consent agenda,members 
of the audience will be provided an opportunity to 
comment on consent items that are being 
presented for action. Following the comment 
period, Committee members may request that an 
item be removed from the consent agenda. 
Consent items are marked with an asterisk (*). 

COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED 

3. Information. 

4. Information and discussion. 

5. Recommend approval of the Consent Agenda. 

ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONSENT·
 

MINUTES
 

*5A. Approval of February I 1,2009, Meeting Minutes SA. Review and approval of the February I I , 2009, 
meeting minutes. 
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MAG Management Committee -- Tentative Agenda	 March II, 2009 

TRANSPORTATION ITEMS
 

*5B.	 Amendment ofthe FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning 
Work Program and Annual Budget to Accept FY 
2009 Federal Highway Administration Planning 
Funding 

Each year, MAG prepares a Unified Planning Work 
Program and Annual Budget that lists anticipated 
revenues for the coming year. On February 10, 
2009, MAG was notified by the Arizona 
Department of Transportation that MAG received 
an additional amount of $134,537.35 of FY 2009 
Federal ~Iighway Administration Planning (PL) 
funding. An amendment to the FY 2009 MAG 
Uni"f1ed Planning Work Program and Annual Budget 
is needed to include this additional amount. Please 
refer to the enclosed material. 

*5C.	 Consultant Selection for the MAG Activity-Based 
Travel Forecasting Model Development (Phase I) 

In May 2008, the MAG Regional Council approved 
the FY 2009 Unified Planning Work Program and 
Annual Budget, which included $270,000 to 
conduct a first phase of the development of 
activity-based travel forecasting model (ABM) as a 
part of the ongoing -contracts for on-call consulting 
services for transportation modeling. The project 
will ensure that current and future travel forecasting 
needs are addressed in a timely manner and will 
allow MAG to implement a new generation of the 
travel forecasting models that is required by 
emerging planning needs in the region. On 
Decerrlber 18, 2008, MAG issued a Request for 
Proposals to conduct the study to the consultants 
pre-qualified through the on-call support contractual 
process. In response, three proposals were 
received. A multi-agency review team met on 
February 27, 2009, and recommended to MAG 
the selection of PB Americas, Inc. to conduct the 
development. In addition, the team recommended 
that if negotiations with PB Americas, Inc. on the 
task order are not successful, that MAG pursue 
negotiations with its second choice, Cambridge 
Systematics, Inc. Please refer to the enclosed 
material. 

5B.	 Recommendation to amend the FY 2009 MAG 
Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget 
to accept $134,537.35 of FY 2009 Federal 
Highway Administration Planning Funding. 

5C.	 Recommend that PB Americas, Inco be selected to 

conduct the MAG Development of Activity-based 

Travel Forecasting Model (ABM) - Phase I for an 
amount not to exceed $270,000. If negotiations 

with PB Americas, Inc. are not successful, that 

MAG negotiate with its second choice, Carrlbridge 

Systematics, Inc., to conduct the project. 
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MAG Management Committee -- Tentative Agenda	 March II, 2009 

AIR QUALITY ITEMS
 

*5D.	 Conformity Consultation 

The Maricopa Association of Governments is 
conducting consultation on a conformity 
assessment for an administrative modification to 
the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP). The proposed 
administrative modification involves several 
Arizona Department ofTransportation projects as 
part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act, including projects on Interstate-IO, 
Interstate-17, and US 60. The administrative 
modification includes minor project revisions that 
do not require aconformity determination. Please 
refer to the enclosed material. 

50.
 

GENERAL ITEMS
 

*5E.	 2009 MAG Human Services Coordination 
Transportation Plan Update 

The federal Safe and Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act - A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) 
requires the establishment of a locally developed, 
coordinated public transit-human services 
transportation plan for all Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) programs for underserved 
populations: the Elderly Individuals and Individuals 
with Disabilities program (Section 53 10); the Job 
Access and Reverse Commute program (Section 
53 16); and the New Freedom program (Section 
53 17). MAG has developed this coordination plan 
each year in compliance with this requirement 
since 2007. The MAG Regional Council approved 
the 2008 Plan in January 2008. The 2009 MAG 
Human Services Coordination Transportation Plan 
Update was recommended for approval by the 
MAG Human Services T·echnical Committee on 
February 12, 2009. Please refer to the enclosed 
material. 

5E.
 

Consultation. 

Recommend approval of the 2009 MAG Human 
Services Coordination Transportation Plan 
Update. 
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MAG Management Committee -- Tentative Agenda	 March II, 2009 

*5F.	 Amendment of the FY 2009 MAG Unified 
Planning Work Program and Annual Budget to 
Include Funding to Participate in a Brookings 
Intermountain Study and to Include Funding to 
Have Arizona State University North American 
Center for Transborder Studies Provide Research 
Regarding the Global Competitiveness of Arizona 
and the Sun Corridor 

The Brookings Metropolitan Policy Program is 
proposing a partnership with leading 
Intermountain West institutions and leaders to 
work out specific collaborative steps among the 
five "Mountain Megas" (and their states) to 
advance prosperity in their region through the 
achievement of specific, catalyzing federal policy 
reforms. Brookings is seeking approximately 
$20,000 from the Mountain Mega states to 
convene working groups and conduct the 
research. MAG is estimating that 74.5 I percent 
would be needed ($14,902) if MAG, the Pima 
Association of Governments and the Central 
Arizona Association ofGovernments participated. 
If this participation did not occur, up to $20,000 
from MAG would be needed. 

For the Sun Corridor area, the Arizona State 
University North American Center for 
T ransborder Studies has proposed to describe the 
global and North America forces that impact MAG 
and vice versa. This paper would be the first 
iteration to conductthe planning analysis necessary 
to develop Maricopa County, the Sun Corridor 
and then the Intermountain West as more than 
just infrastructure and transportation, but as a job 
creation and economic "cluster." Staff, consulting 
and associated expense are estimated to be 
$12,000. MAG is estimating that 74.51 percent 
would be needed ($8,942) if MAG, the Pima 
Association of Governments and the Central 
Arizona Association of Governments participated. 
If this participation did not occur, up to $12,000 
from MAG would be needed. Please refer to the 
enclosed material. 

SF.	 Recommendation to amend the FY 2009 MAG 
Unified Planning Work Program and Annual 
Budget to include up to $20,000 of MAG federal 
funds if needed to participate with the Brookings 
Metropolitan Policy Program on an Intermountain 
partnership and to amend the Work Program to 
include up to $12,000 of MAG federal funds if 
needed to have the Arizona State University 
CenterforTransborderStudiesto conduct astudy 
to describe the global and North America forces 
that impact the MAG region and the Sun Corridor. 
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MAG Management Committee -- Tentative Agenda	 March II, 2009 

ITEMS PROPOSED TO BE HEARD
 

TRANSPORTATION ITEMS
 

6A.	 ADOT Portion of the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act Funds 

On February I 8, 2009, staff reported to the 
Transportation Policy Committee that MAG 
expected to receive approximately $99 to $188 
million of the Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) portion of the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds. 
Staff noted that the State Transportation Board 
would be considering the MAG allocation at its 
meeting on February 20, 2009. The State 
Transportation Board allocated $129.4 million to 
the MAG region. On February 25, 2009, the 
Regional Council approved a ranked list of projects 
cooperatively developed with ADOT for the 
ADOT portion of the ARRA funds totaling 
approximately $ 194 million. The Regional Council 
also approved having the Chair of the Regional 
Council send a letter to the 'State Transportation 
Board forwarding the projects and also to send a 
letter to the Senate and House leadership 
requesting assistance in MAG receiving an 
equitable share ofthe ADOT portion ofthe ARRA 
funds. On March 3, 2009, the State 
Transportation Board heard testimony regarding 
the allocation of the ADOT portion of the ARRA 
funds. Following the testimony, the Board went 
into executive session and upon returning 
announced they had reaffirmed, with unanimity, 
their decision made on February 20, 2009, to 
provide the MAG region 37 percent of the funds. 
The Board then ,considered projects for the 
ADOT portion of the ARRA funds. A report will 
be provided to the Management Committee. 
Please refer to the enclosed material. 

6A. Information, discussion, and possible action. 
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6B.	 MAG Sub-Allocation Portion of the American 
Recovery and ReinvestmentAct Funds Project and 
Allocation Scenarios 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) legislation sub-allocates 30 percent of the 
funding ($156.57 million) to local jurisdictions. 
The amount being sub-allocated to MAG has not 
been officially transmitted yet by the Federal 
Highway Administration, however, MAG staff 
believes approximately $88 million would be 
allocated directlyto the MAG region. Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations have one year to obligate 
the funds. The Transportation Policy Committee 
met on February 18,2009, and requested a set of 
scenarios to fund projects for the MAG sub
allocated portion of the ARRA funds. These 
scenarios were presented and discussed at the 
MAG Transportation Review Committee meeting 
on February 26, 2009. The five scenarios are 
attached for your review. Please refer to the 
enclosed material. 

6C.	 MAG Regional Portion of the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act -Transit 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) regional portion for transit is in the range 
of $65 million to $75 million. The legislation 
requires that 50 percent of the transit funds be 
obligated within 180 days. The Regional Public 
Transportation Authority (RPTA) board met on 
February 19, 2009, and recommended project 
selection criteria. RPTA, MAG, and member 
agencies are working col IaborativeIy in this analysis. 
A memorandum from RPTA explaining a draft 
ARRA transit scenario recommendation is 
attached. The B·oard is expected to meet on 
March 19, 2009, for further review and possible 
action. Please refer to the enclosed material. 

6B.	 Information, discussion, and possible action to 
recommend a scenario for projects/allocation of 
the MAG Sub-Allocation Portion of the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act funds. 

6C. Information and discussion. 
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MAG Management Committee -- Tentative Agenda	 March II, 2009 

7.	 Project Changes - Administrative Modi"flcation to 
the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation 
Improvement Program for Funding from the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of2009 

On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA). The components of the bill and policy 
implications are discussed in a separate agenda 
item. In response to the expedited time frames 
for transportation projects in the Act, and 
administratively modifying the FY 2-008-20 12 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and, 
as appropriate, the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) 2007 Update, may be necessary to move 
projects forward. The FY 2008-2012 TIP and 
RTP 2007 Update were originally approved by the 
MAG Regional Council on July 25, 2007. On 
February 25, 2009, the MAG Regional Council 
voted to approve acooperatively developed list of 
MAG Region Highway - ADOTjState projects in 
priority order for the ADOT portion of the ARRA 
funds of 2009 and that the projects be forwarded 
to ADOT contingent upon projects "finally selected 
receiving the necessary administrative adjustments 
and amendments to the MAG TIP and air quality 
conformity and -consultation. The Arizona State 
Transportation Board met on, March 3,2009, to 
discuss highway projects for the use of funds 
allocated to the ARRA. The Board approved the 
MAG listing of projects for the ARRA funds. It was 
noted that discrepancies between the priorities 
submitted by MAG would be clarified before the 
next State Transportation Board meeting. The 
necessary administrative modifications to the FY 
2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement 
Program for approximately $129.4 million 
allocated by the Board is presented for 
consideration by the Management Committee. 
Please refer to the enclosed material. 

7.	 Information, discussion, and possible action to 
make administrative modifications to the FY 2008
2012 MAG Transportation Improvement 
Program, and as appropriate, to the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) 2007 Update for 
funding from the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009. 

GENERAL ITEMS
 

8. Census 20 I0 Outreach Efforts 8. Recommend that a funding option for the 20 I0 
Census advertising costs be chosen and that the 

The U.S. Constitution mandates a count of every FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning Work Program 
person living in the United States every 10 years. and Annual Budget be amende-d to use MAG 
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The 20 I0 Decennial Census will take place on 
April I, 20 10. Census data are used to determine 
how to allocate more than $300 billion in federal 
funds to states and communities every year. To 
assist jurisdictions in getting the word out about 
the importance of filling out the census forms and 
ensuring high levels of participation, MAG has 
implemented the "Count to 10" Census Outreach 
Group. The group has been working with the City 
of Phoenix Complete Count Committee Media 
Subcommittee on developing outreach strategies, 
including paid advertising. The groups have 
recommended a paid advertising approach that 
includes a mix of cable and network television 
buys, radio buys, print advertising, and minority 
media advertising. The media effort has been 
estimated to range from $369,000 to $469,000. 
In previous Decennial Census campaigns, the cost 
of advertising has been borne by the local 
jurisdictions working with the City of Phoenix. 
This year, duetothe extraordinary fiscal challenges 
facing the local governments, MAG has asked the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) if a 
portion ofthe MAG federal Surface Transportation 
Program (STP) funds could be used to pay 50 
percent of the costs for these outreach-related 
expenses. The FHWA has responded that it will 
allow MAG to use its federal STP planning funds 
for half of the census advertising costs, with an 
understanding that the MAG federal funds portion 
would not exceed $234,500. A range of costs has 
been received, with the primary difference being 
if network television advertising will be used. The 
Management Committee is being requested to 
select the amount to be allocated and to amend 
the FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning Work Program 
and Annual Budget to include the funds. Please 
refer to the enclosed material. 

9.	 Development of the FY 20 I0 MAG Unified 
Planning Work Program and Annual Budget 

Each year, the MAG Unified Planning Work 
Program and Annual Budget is developed 
incrementally in conjunction with member agency 
and public input. The Work Program is reviewed 
each year by the federal agencies and approved by 

Federal Highway Administration STP funds not to 
exceed $234,500 to pay for half of the 20 I0 
Census advertising costs, with the understanding 
that if federal stimulus funds are received for this 
purpose, a commensurate reduction would be 
made to the request for funding. 

9. Information and discussion. 

9
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the Regional Council in May. This presentation and 
review ofthe draft FY 20 I0 MAG Unified Planning 
Work Program and Annual Budget represents the 
budget document development to date. The 
elements of the budget document are about 70 
percent complete. Please refer to the enclosed 
material. 

10. Legislative Update 

An update will be provided on legislative issues of 
interest. 

I I. Comments from the Committee 

An opportunity will be provided for Management 
Committee members to present a brief summary 
of current events. The Management Committee 
is not allowed to propose, discuss, deliberate or 
take action at the meeting on any matter in the 
summary, unless the specific matter is properly 
noticed for legal action. 

10. Information, discussion and possible action. 

I I. Information. 
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MINUTES OF THE
 
MAG MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING
 

February 11, 2009
 
MAG Office Building - Saguaro Room
 

Phoenix, Arizona
 

MEMBERS ATTENDING
 

Charlie McClendon, Avondale, Chair 
Patrice Kraus for Mark Pentz, Chandler 

# Matt Busby for George Hoffman, 
Apache JUl1ction 

Jeanine Guy, Buckeye 
* Jon Pearson, Carefree 
* Usarna Abujbarah, Cave Creek 

Dr. Spencer Isom for B.J. Cornwall, 
EI Mirage 

Alfonso Rodriguez for Phil Dorchester, 
Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation 

Rick Davis, Fountain Hills 
# Rick Buss, Gila Bend 
* David White, Gila River Indian Community 

George Pettit, Gilbert 
Jessica Blazina for Ed Beasley, Glendale 
Romina Korkes for John Fischbach, Goodyear 
RoseMary Arellano, Guadalupe 
Darryl Crossman, Litchfield Park 

Christopher Brady, Mesa
 
Jim Bacon, Paradise Valley
 
Carl Swenson, Peoria
 
Frank Fairbanks, Phoenix
 
JOml Kross, Queen Creek
 

* Bryan Meyers, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Commllnity 

JOml Little, Scottsdale 
Randy Oliver, Surprise 
Jeff Kulaga for Charlie Meyer, Tempe 
Chris Hagen for Reyes Medrano, Tolleson 
Gary Edwards, Wickenburg 
Mark Hannah for Lloyce Robinson, 

YOul1gtown 
Rakesh Tripathi for Victor Mendez, ADOT 
Kenny Harris for David Smith, Maricopa 

County
 
David Boggs, Valley Metro/RPTA
 

* Those members neither present nor represel1ted by proxy. 
# Participated by telephone conference call. 
+ Participated by videoconference call. 

1.	 Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order by Chair Charlie McClendon at 12:10 p.m. 

2.	 Pledge of Allegiance 

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited. 

Rick Buss and Matt Busby joil1ed the meeting via teleconference. 

Chair McClel1don noted that Mr. John Little had been named as Scottsdale City Manager. 
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Cllair McClendon stated that at each place was the packet of materials tllat was transmitted to 
members earlier, consisting of the revised agenda, agenda itenl #5G, revised Attachment 2 for 
agenda item #5F, and Attachment 4 for agenda item #5F. He added that also at each place, for 
agenda item #10, was a chart showing Arizona legislation of interest to the MAG region. 

Chair McClendoll announced that parking garage validation and trallsit tickets were available 
from Valley Metro/RPTA for those using transit to come to the meeting. 

3. Call to the Audience 

Chair McClendon stated that Call to the Audience provides an opportunity to the public to address 
the Management Committee on itenlS that are not 011 the agenda that are within the jllrisdiction 
of MAG, or non-action agenda items that are on the agenda for discussion or illfornlation only. 
Cllair McClelldon noted that those wislling to comment on agellda items posted for action will be 
provided the opportunity at the time the item is heard. Public comments have a three minute time 
limit and there is a timer to help the public with their presentations. 

Chair McClendon recognized public comment from Dialme Barker, who congratulated Mr. Little 
on being named City Manager. She expressed appreciation for receiving a ticket for coming to 
the meeting by public transit. Ms. Barker stated that many members of the public do not know 
how to use the light rail kiosks and further education is needed. She said that light rail is a 
smoother ride than a bus and can be faster because it makes fewer stops. Ms. Barker noted that 
February 14th is Arizona Statehood Day. She stated that the region should ask the consultants to 
provide the information they already have instead of spending money to conduct new studies for 
commuter rail. Ms. Barker comnlented that the stimulus funds the region gets might not be what 
is expected. Chair McClendoll thanked Ms. Barker for ller comments. 

4. Executive Director's Report 

Dennis Smith, MAG Executive Director, reported to the Management Committee on items of 
interest to the MAG region. He stated that the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
(ADEQ) has developed a strawman option for the eight-hour ozone nonattainment boundary. Mr. 
Smith reported that one year ago, the standard was changed from .08 parts per nlillion to .075 
parts per million. He noted that there is a deadline of March 12, 2009, for the Governor to 
recommend the boundary for the new standard to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
He added that the current boundary was set in 2004. Mr. Smith pointed out the new sections 
proposed and commented that ADEQ is trying to extend the boundary only where necessary. He 
said that ADEQ is proposing to include some power plants. He stated that a workshop will be 
held by ADEQ on February 12, 2009, to learn the rationale behind the boundary change. Mr. 
Smitll stated that a llew boundary will mean additional requirenlents for businesses, such as wood 
furniture factories, fiberglass boat factories, dry clealling establishmellts, and service stations, 
located within the new boundary. He said that the MAG modelillg domain for ozone already goes 
beyolld this boundary and captures what would be in the transportatioll program as it relates to 
conformity. Mr. Smith stated that the Governor needs to weigh ill by March 12tll, and the 
boundary will probably be an item on the Regional Council agenda. 

Chair McClendon tllal'lked Mr. Smith for his report. No questions for Mr. Smith were noted. 
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5. Approval of Consent Agenda 

Chair McClendon stated that agenda items #5A, #5B, #5C, #5D, #5E, #5F, and #5G were on the 
Consent Agenda. He reviewed the public comment guidelines for the Consent Agenda. He noted 
that no public comment cards had been received. 

Chair McClendon asked if any member of the Committee had questions or a request to have a 
presentation on any Consent Agenda item. None were noted. 

Mr. Pettit moved to recommend approval of Consent Agenda items #5A, #5B, #5C, #5D, #5E, 
#5F, and #5G. Mr. Swenson seconded, alld the motion carried llnanimously. 

5A. Approval of January 14,2009, Meeting Minutes 

The Management Committee, by consent, approved the January 14,2009, meeting minutes. 

5B. Recommendation to ADOT's Safe Routes to School Program 

The Management Committee, by consent, recommended approval of the ranked list of projects 
to be submitted to the Arizona Department of Transportation for the Safe Routes to School 
Program. A total of $2,255,000 is available statewide for safety improvement projects through 
grants from the Arizona Department ofTransportation's (ADOT) Safe Routes to School (SRTS) 
Program. The program provides grants to public and non-profit agencies for projects that improve 
road safety and encourage more K-8 children to walk or bike to their neighborhood schools. This 
is the third cycle of the progranl, and grants will be provided to projects that implement 
illfrastructure improvements as well as projects that would involve education, training and 
encouragement. In response to the ADOT request for proposals annoullced in October 2008, a 
total of 17 project applications from the MAG region was received by ADOT. The ADOT 
proposal review process stipulates that MPOs and COGs must recommend a ranked list of 
projects to ADOT by February 28, 2009. These recommendations will be considered by a 
statewide SRTS pallel that will make a final recommelldation to ADOT. The MAG Transportation 
Safety Comnlittee reviewed all project proposals, and on January 27, 2009, reconlmended a 
ranked list of projects from the region as tIle MAG recommendation to ADOT. 

SC. Pedestrian and Bicycle Design Assistance Programs 

The Management Committee, by consent, recommended approval of the following projects for 
funding for the Pedestrian Design Assistance Program: Phoenix - 11th Street Streetscape in 
Historic Garfield District ($80,000); and FOtlntain Hills - Saguaro Ranch Park ($70,000); and 
recommend approval of tIle following projects for the Bicycle/Shared-Use Design Assistance 
Program: Tempe/Mesa Rio Salado Shared-Use Path ($142,000; Buckeye - BID Canal Multi-Use 
Path ($58,000); alld Glendale - Neighborllood Access Improvements for Multi-Use Pathways 
($50,000). The FY 2009 MAG Unified Plaruling Work Program and Annual Budget, approved 
by the MAG Regional Council in May 2008, includes $150,000 for the Pedestrian Design 
Assistance Program and $250,000 for the Bicycle/Shared-Use DesigIl Assistallce program. 
According to federal law, any project which is not constructed after being desigIled with federal 
transportation funds could be required to return the funds used for design to the Federal Highway 
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Administration. Eight project applications were submitted by member agencies for the program. 
The MAG Bicycle Task Force, the MAG Pedestrian Working Group, and the Transportation 
Review Committee recommended the five Design Assistance projects for approval. 

5D.	 MAG Regional Human Services Plan for FY 2010 

The Management Committee, by conse11t, reconlmended approval ofthe MAG Regional Human 
Services Plan for FY 2010, which includes recommending approval ofthe Social Services Block 
Grant allocation recommendations and the new human services transportation coordination goals. 
The MAG Regional Human Services Plan approved by the MAG Regional Council in 2006, has 
been updated to reflect funding allocation recommendations for the Social Services Block Grant 
(SSBG) and to identify new human services transportation coordination goals as required by 
SAFETEA-LU. The plan also presents an assessment of human services delivery in the region 
while higfllighting useful practices implemented bymember age11cies to address the impact ofthe 
economy on human services. all January' 8, 2009, the MAG Human Services Technical 
Comnlittee recommended approval of the SSBG allocation recommendations and the major 
elements to be included in the MAG Regional Human Services Plan for FY 2010. On January 20, 
2009, the MAG Human Services Coordinating Committee recommended approval of the MAG 
Regional Human Services Plan for FY 2010 including the new human services transportation 
coordination goals and the SSBG allocation recommendations. 

5E.	 MAG Continuum of Care Regional Committee on Homelessness Regional Plan to End 
Homelessness 

The Management Committee, by consent, recommended approval of the MAG Continuum of 
Care Regional Committee on Homelessness Regional Plan to End Homelessness. The MAG 
Regional Plan to End Homelessness, developed by the MAG Continuum of Care Regional 
Comnlittee 011 Honlelessness, was approved by the MAG Regional Council in 2005. TIle MAG 
Conti11uum ofCare Regional Committee on Homelessness, with more than 70 stakeholders, has 
developed a new Regional Plan that takes a fresh look at the issues surrounding homelessness in 
the region with goals and action steps to address homelessness in the community. The MAG 
Continuum of Care Regional Committee on Homelessness recommended approval of tIle 
Regional Plan on January 26,2009. 

5F.	 Development of the FY 2010 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget 

Each year, staff develops tIle MAG U11ified Planning Work Progranl and Annual Budget. TIle 
Work Program is reviewed each year by the federal agencies and approved by the Regio11al 
Council in May. A review of the detailed draft Work Program and Budget is scheduled for 
March. This presentation is an overview ofMAG's early FY 2010 proposed projects for the FY 
2010 Work Program. The Budget Workshop, which will also be available via Webinar, is 
scheduled for Wednesday, February 19, 2009, at 1:30 p.m. in the MAG Palo Verde Room. The 
draft Dues and Assessments increase each fiscal year is calculated using the average CPI-U from 
the prior calendar year. Because ofthe uncertainty ofeconomic conditions beginning with the FY 
2009 Work Program, Dues and Assessments were not increased between FY 2008 and 2009. 
With the continuing uncertainty of economic conditions for MAG member agencies, MAG staff 
is proposi11g an overall reduction in the FY 2010 draft Dues and Assessments offifty percent with 
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changes for individual members because ofpopulation shifts. Information for this presentation 
ofthe developing budget is included for early review and input. Attachnlellt One is the time line 
for budget developnlent. Attacllffient Two is the draft Dues and Assessments for FY 2010. 
Attachment Three is the Budget Workshop invitation. Attachment Four is the Proposed New 
Projects for FY 2010. This item was on the agenda for information. 

5G.	 Amendment to the FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget to 
Provide Additional Funds for the MAG Illtelligent Transportatioll Systems and Safety Services 
On-Call Services Consultant Project 

The Management Committee, by consent, reconlmended amending the FY 2009 MAG Unified 
Planning Work Program and Annual Budget to provide $20,000 ofMAG Surface Transportation 
Program funds to the MAG Intelligent Transportation Systems alld Safety Services On-Call 
Services Consultant Project for ITS Planning Services to provide a technical review of the roles 
and responsibilities for the Regional CommunityNetwork developed bythe MAG ITS Committee 
and the MAG Technology Advisory Group. On May 28,2008, the Regional Council approved the 
FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget (UPWP). The UPWP 
included funding for Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) and Safety Services on-call services. 
On June 25, 2008, the Regional Council approved a list of consultants for ITS and Safety 
COllsultants. One ofthe areas approved in the on-call list was for ITS Planning. Work in the ITS 
area has been launched, and additional funding ($20,000) is needed in this area. The proposed 
project will use the existing on-call consultant services to review and finalize the technical aspects 
ofa document developed by the MAG ITS Committee and the MAG Tecmlical Advisory Group 
describing the roles and responsibilities for the MAG Regional CommunityNetwork (RCN). The 
RCN is a telecommunications network using fiber optic communications. The primary purpose 
of this lletwork is to enable the shari~g of video images of traffic cameras, traffic management 
data, and other information between state, regional, and local agencies that are responsible for 
day-to-day operation and management of the multimodal transportation system in the Phoenix 
metropolitan region. 

6.	 Transportation Planning Update 

Eric Anderson, MAG Transportation Director, provided a report on the process to update tIle 
freeway program component of the Regional Transportation Plan. Mr. Anderson stated that the 
December 2008 sales tax revenue, based on November 2008 business activity, is down 14.8 
percent compared to December 2007, and the year-to-date revenue for the first six months ofthis 
fiscal year is down 11.2 percent compared to the same period last year. Mr. Anderson stated tllat 
revenues have declined for the past 14 months. He noted that for the past four months, the rate 
of change has grown more negative, and added that the decline has not ended yet. 

Mr. Anderson displayed a chart of tIle eight major sales tax categories, which account for abollt 
80 percent of taxable sales in Maricopa County. He said that motor vehicle dealer sales peaked 
in December 2006 at more than $700 million, and that figure is down to almost $300 million, a 
54 percent reduction. Mr. Anderson noted that furniture and building materials sales are down 
abollt 25 percent over the past two years. He said that overall, sales in the eight categories were 
down about 20 percent in December 2008 from December 2006, and commented that the 
downturn in the housing market, the rate of foreclosures, the lack of credit, and the lack of 
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consumer and business confidence have affected the sales tax revenue. Mr. Anderson remarked 
that he felt there would be substantial foreclosures in the commercial real estate market in 2009 
into 2010. 

Mr. Anderson provided a comparison of the sales tax projections, by saying that the revenue 
forecast in November 2003 when the RTP was approved, was about $14.8 billion. He stated tllat 
this number held until November 2008, when the forecast was $13.6 billion. Mr. A11derson 
advised that ADOT is working on a revised forecast, which is anticipated to be about $11.7 
billion. He remarked that the reduction could have an impact of $1 billion to $1.1 billion to the 
freeway program and abOtlt $600 million to the transit program over the life of the tax to 2025. 

Mr. Anderson showed a summary of freeway revenues and costs that were presented to the 
Transportation Policy Committee and Regional Council in January. He stated that the deficit, 
shown at about $5.1 billion, is expected to be about $6 billion in the revenue forecast being 
revised by ADOT. 

Mr. Anderson stated that the Highway Users Revenue Fund (HURF) is down 6.3 percent for the 
first six months ofthis fiscal year and seven percent below forecast, which equates to abOtlt $125 
million. Mr. Anderson advised that because much ofthe HURF revenue is composed of fuel and 
vehicle taxes, decreases in the fund cannot be recovered. He said that when there is a recession, 
people hold on to their money, and when it lifts, there is a resurgence in ptlrchasing goods; 
however, a vellicle is not going to drive twice the distance because the recession ended, and those 
taxes cannot be recovered. Mr. Anderson stated that ADOT is also revising the HURF forecast 
and it is expected to decrease, which will increase the Plan deficit. Mr. Anderson renlarked tllat 
it is difficult to revise a program when the numbers are still changing. 

Mr. Anderson reviewed recent and current activities. He said that an hmer Loop Peer Review was 
convened to look at corridor options in the Central Phoenix core. Mr. Anderson stated that the 
purpose was to look corridor by corridor to see wllat can be done differently to save money and 
still provide the mobility needed. Mr. Anderson stated tllat some preliminary results were 
provided by the panel, such as a need to focus on system performance rather than indicators on 
a given corridor. He said that another reconlmendation is to address the issue at the Stack 
interchange. Mr. Anderson explained that 1-17 and 1-10 both depend on the Stack interchange, 
and congestion is created if volume is added but the impact is not addressed upstream or 
downstream. He noted that there is a big push to better integrate multi-modal concepts, including 
high capacity transit, better utilization of the arterial streets system, and advancement of the 
freeway management system to optimize freeway operations. Mr. Anderson commented that a 
10 percent to 20 percent increase in freeway capacity might be realized by some inexpensive 
improvements to operations, such as ramp meters, cameras, etc. 

Mr. Anderson stated that they are looking at what might be viable options, such as the Arizona 
Parkway, for some ofthese corridors. He noted that the Arizona Parkway could provide mobility 
at a much lower cost, for example, a freeway costs about $90 million to $120 million per mile and 
an Arizona Parkway costs about $20 million to $40 million per mile. Mr. Anderson also noted 
tllat the Arizona Parkway, with its indirect left tum, has a better safety record than an arterial 
street. 
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Mr. Anderson reviewed some options that could be considered for the South Mountain and SR
801 corridors, including continuing with current plans to build a six-lane interim facility and 
obtain right ofway for an ultimate ten-lane facility, construct as an Arizona Parkway in freeway 
right of way, or not build it at all. He said if the South Mountain was built as all Arizona 
Parkway, in parkway right of way, less land would be needed, fewer residences and businesses 
would require relocatioll, and there would be a more compatible feel with neighborhoods. Mr. 
Anderson noted that a parkway has less capacity at 100,000 vehicles per day tllan a full freeway, 
which carries about 150,000 vehicles per day. 

Mr. Anderson stated that decisions are interrelated, and a change in a concept llas consequences 
to other facilities. He noted that there has been sonle reliefon the cost side, but so far, there is not 
enough historical data on bids to change the project cost amounts. 

Mr. Anderson stated that three program scenarios were developed that might be considered: the 
Trend Line scenario, the Maintain tIle Budget scenario, and the Blend scenario. Mr. Anderson 
noted that originally the timeframe to complete the process to balance the program was given as 
April 2009, with approval ofthe Plan update in July, however, this now seems too ambitious due 
to unstable revenue and the work on options. Mr. Anderson indicated that a summer wrap-up is 
now anticipated, with approval of the Plan update in the Fall. 

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Anderson to report on the two projects that staff is recommending being 
accelerated and why they are important. Mr. Anderson stated that the Development Dynamic 
Simulator model would provide more detail on how systems are operating, test operational 
scellarios, and options for improvements. He said that the model is fairly expensive to develop 
because it needs additiollal data for its operation. Mr. Anderson advised that the model will help 
in very complicated areas that C011Sist of many different traffic movements. He said that the 
second project is the Celltral Area Framework Study, which would be similar to the studies done 
ill other areas of the Valley. Mr. Anderson explained that the study would look at how the 
transportation system operates overall and how freeways, streets, and transit interact. He said that 
this study, along witll the sinTulation model, could significantly inlprove mobility in the central 
core. 

Mr. Harris asked if the South Mountain was built as a parkway would it be designed for truck 
loading or as a bypass. Mr. Anderson replied that they would look at how to handle truck traffic. 
He said that the bulk of traffic is non-truck traffic, but some tllfough trucks would use it. Mr. 
Anderson added that if the South Mountain is bt1ilt as less than a full freeway, improvements 
migllt be required to compensate for increased demand 011 other facilities. He noted that truck 
traffic might be diverted if the South Moulltain becomes a parkway. 

Mr. Fairbanks commented tllat if someone sees the South Mountain as a truck diversion route, it 
is going to be more difficult to construct because the neighbors on that route are adamantly 
opposed to that concept. 

Chair McClendon noted that the illustration of the Arizona Parkway did not show landscaping. 
He asked ifthe cost ofthe parkway assunles there will be landscaping. Mr. Anderson replied that 
the cost il1cludes landscaping, and added that the landscaping was edited Ot1t ofthe illustration in 
order to better show the design. 
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7. Federal Economic Recovery/Stimulus Update 

Nathan Pryor, MAG Senior Policy Planner, reported on the federal economic stimulus package 
now moving through Congress. He said tllat MAG staff began working with member agencies 
last fall to compile information about local transportation and infrastructure projects that are in 
need offunding and to address the tinleliness of the projects. Mr. Pryor noted that more than 750 
projects totaling about $7.4 billion have been compiled, of which about $3.8 billion are 
transportation projects. He reported that MAG staff has met with the Arizona Congressional 
delegation and has worked with national and state associations. Mr. Pryor stated that the MAG 
Transportation Review Committee (TRC), the TRC Working Group, and a transit working group 
have been meeting to prepare project lists in anticipation of the stimulus package. 

Mr. Pryor reviewed a possible timeline, by saying that the approval of the bill is expected witllin 
one week, possibly followed by a public review period. He said that there was discussion of 
posting the bill online in a searchable fonnat to allow transparency to the public. He noted that 
the House version of the bill designates that the money would flow seven days after enactment 
and the Senate version is largely silent - just to spend the funds as soon as possible. Mr. Pryor 
stated that the TRC Working Group will meet on February 17th at 1:30 p.m. at MAG, and added 
that emergency meetings might need to be called. He stated that the February 25, 2009, Regional 
Council meeting is being targeted for a possible approval of the TIP amendment and conformity 
consultation. 

Mr. Pryor review,ed the House and Senate versions of the bill, and noted they are subject to 
change. He said that the House version includes about $522 million and the Senate version 
includes about $502 million for highway infrastructure. Mr. Pryor stated that the House version 
provides that Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) have 75 days to obligate 50 percent 
of the stimulus funds, or lose the funds. He noted that the Senate version provides for up to one 
year for the MPOs to obligate tIle nlnds. Mr. Pryor stated that the Senate version includes a $5.5 
billion competitive grants program for transportation, which is not shared in the House version. 
He noted that FHWA has indicated there will be quarterly reports on the dollars spent, where the 
dollars were spent, and the jobs created. 

Eileen Yazzie, MAG Transportation Program Manager, reported that the stimulus funds are 
ADOT Highway State Discretionary funds, and the State Transportation Board is still working 
out the details ofthe percentage tllat could come to the MAG region. She said that oftile highway 
projects on the MAG list, nine projects are A status, which means they are currently in the TIP, 
12 projects are B status, which means they are not currently in the TIP but could be amended in 
withollt having to follow a conformity process, and one project is not in the TIP, which might 
cause a determination ofconformity. Ms. Yazzie noted that these projects will need prioritization 
because they total $368 million and the MAG region will not receive that amount from the 
stimulus package. She noted that RPTA has also been holding meetings on transit projects, and 
their list includes 80 transit projects totaling $1.8 billion, which again is higher than the amount 
expected to be received from the stimulus package. 

Ms. Yazzie explained that the remainder ofher presentation would focus on the suballocation of 
funds, which is where local agencies can benefit. She noted that some projects are ineligible 
under federal requirements, and explained that the federal eligibilitycriteria, federal requirements, 
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and TIP status will be considered in preparations to progranl the MAG suballocation. Ms. Yazzie 
stated that criteria to be used in project selection are still under discussion. 

Ms. Yazzie stated that a Conference Committee will work out the differences between the House 
and Senate versions. She explained that the House version includes a wider range of progranl 
funds - STP, Bridge, Federal Aid Systems, Interstate Maintenance, Planning, Safety, and CMAQ 
funds - and the Senate version includes only two program funds - STP and CMAQ funds. Ms. 
Yazzie stated that for a project to be eligible for STP funds, it must be on a functionally classified 
roadway, and added that in general, local and residential streets are not in the system. She 
displayed a partial map of functionally classified roadways. Ms. Yazzie mentioned that for the 
past year, ADOT, FHWA, and MAG have conducted a collaborative process to classifyroadways. 
She stated that CMAQ funds can be used for a wider variety ofprojects as long as they have air 
quality or congestion benefits. 

Ms. Yazzie stated that there are many factors to consider when programming projects, not only 
to be ready to obligate projects, but also to be prepared to spend funds that other states and regions 
do not spend. Ms. Yazzie stated that there have been a lot ofquestions as to whether the stimlLlus 
funds could be used to replace local, state, or other federal funds, and 110ted that the fil11ds would 
still need to be used on transportation ill the same jurisdiction and within the same tinle period as 
originally planned. She also noted that one thing to keep in mind is that the FFY 2009 STP and 
CMAQ funds still need to be obligated. 

Ms. Yazzie displayed a list ofpossible project selection criteria, in 110 particular order, which had 
been discussed at the TRC Working Group meeting. She reported that the Working Group 
discussed including projects coded A with a balance ofprojects coded B. Ms. Yazzie noted tllat 
the Working Group also discussed at length regional packages ofprojects that could be dispersed 
among local agencies. 

Ms. Yazzie stated that next steps i11clude the TRC Working Group meeting on February 17th to 
conti11ue discussion, continuing work with Valley Metro and ADOT, a briefing to the 
Transportation Policy Comnlittee 011 February 18th, a11d possible action 011 a TIP amendment and 
conformity consultation by tIle Regional Council on February 25tll. She added that tllere is the 
potential for special committee meetings in February and March if11ecessary. 

Mr. Smith asked Ms. Yazzie the amount of highway funds that could be received by the MAG 
region, and slle replied tIle anl0unt could be in the range of $102 million to $147 million. Mr. 
Smith asked how many A projects were in the TIP. Ms. Yazzie answered there were 53 A 
projects representing about $289 millio11. Mr. Smith stated that programming projects usually 
takes more time, but taking more time would be at the expense ofthe member age11cies. He said 
if the programming is not done before the Regional Council meeting on February 25th, it might 
mean having special meetings or waiting until the Regional Council meeting on March 25th. Mr. 
Smith commented that all of the details are not known yet, because the legislation has not yet 
passed. He stated that one option is to fund a list that has been scrubbed down and meets the 
requirements, then put an amount ofmoney in a regional pot for resurfacing so all ofthe member 
agencies can participate. Mr. Smith stated that these are the types ofpolicy issues facing MAG 
and time is short. 
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Mr. Smith asked for clarification that ADOT has to obligate the funding faster than MAG. Ms. 
Yazzie replied that was correct and MAG needs to work with ADOT to identify those projects and 
get them out by February 25th. She added that transit is also on a tight timeline and has 120 to 
180 days to obligate its funds. Mr. Smith stated that MAG has great relationships with FHWA 
alld ADOT. He indicated that FHWA has said it will do all it can to get the projects out, and 
ADOT has hired consultants to ensure that projects are ready. Mr. Smith remarked that similar 
efforts to assist this region by FTA Region IX have not been forthcoming and we are within a 
larger region that ,needs to process California projects. Mr. Smith stated that it is not MAG's 
usual process, but at some point, staff might have to make some recomnlendations in order to 
have a starting point for discussion because we are almost out of time. 

Chair McClendon said that with the timeframe and criteria, no right of way and no utilities, he 
thought the pool ofmoney for overlays not Oilly might be the easiest to do, but also could replace 
the type ofjobs that have been lost. Chair McClendon expressed that he liked the idea because 
of the fairness because everyone has streets that need repair. He commented on the criteria slide 
that seems to rank more highly projects that provide service and enhancement/capacity versus 
maintenance. Ms. Yazzie stated that the criteria were in random order, and were just ideas for 
discussion. She noted that this item appears on the list as a result of discussion at the State 
Transportation Board from a freeway perspective. Ms. Yazzie added that there are additional 
categories in regional projects, such as ITS, that have categorical exclusions. 

Mr. Smith stated that a process would need to be developed if the Regional Council approved a 
restlrfacing pool ofmoney. Ms. Yazzie stated that there was discussion ofdistributing the funds 
via the HURF allocation formula, which is based on population, while considering the eligibility 
to use the funds on functiollally classified roadways. She added that member agency staff have 
already identified roadways that need to be repaved, etc. 

Ms. Kraus asked for clarification ofthe term obligate. Ms. Yazzie stated that the original House 
bill had language that they would use contract authority, then came back to the current word 
obligate. She explained that for transportation projects and local projects that means that they 
received the four clearances - right of way, design, utility, and environmental - and they are 
approved. Ms. Yazzie noted that there is a difference for transit, and explained that FTA means 
the grant is awarded alld could be anywhere in the process of receiving those four clearallces. 

Ms. Kraus asked for clarification ifsupplanted funds obligate in the same time frame. Ms. Yazzie 
replied tlley were not sure wllat the final language will be in the bill, whether it meallS spent or 
contracted. She added that ctlrrently, staffunderstand that the funds would be used ill tIle general 
time p·eriod, and noted that the ending period for the House version is October alld for the Senate 
version is one year after enactment. 

Ms. Kraus asked if there were projects in the program with other funding sources if the stimulus 
funds could be used for those projects, which would allow more time to use CMAQ and STP 
funds. Ms. Yazzie replied that they are still waiting for guidance on the endillg period. 

Chair McClendoll commented that it seems as if it might be easier to use the funds for their 
intended purpose than to be shuffling money around, but that is open to debate. 
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Mr. Little commented on the criteria that was shown for discussion purposes, and suggested that 
the creation of local jobs was the top of tIle list. He said that economists can agree that the 
stimulus package would not do what it was illtended if it did not create jobs. Mr. Little asked if 
the criteria and proposed projects had been evaluated thrOUgll DES and otherjob creation agencies 
to see the value of tIle jobs created. He said that some jobs are more important to create than 
others. Mr. Little stated that improving the sales tax requires consumer cOllfidence, and evell with 
the supplanting issue, supplant with projects with more consumer confidence-buildingjobs. Ms. 
Yazzie stated that Mr. Little's question was asked at the TRC Working Group meeting. She said 
that an evaluation has not been done, and added that such analyses have a lot of variables; what 
looks high on one analysis looks low on another. Ms. Yazzie stated that staffcould do an analysis 
if member agencies thought it important. 

Mr. Little stated that the stimulus package is using pl:Lblic funds to create jobs that renew 
consumer confidence, and if it does not create jobs, it is the type of easy money that got us into 
the recession. He stated that the stimulus funds must be money that works and produces jobs, and 
lle encouraged that an allalysis be done about the job creation componellt. 

Mr. Kross expressed his agreement with the pot of money for road resurfacing and asked if 
environmental clearallces would be required on existing roads. Ms. Yazzie replied that none of 
the federal requirements have been lifted for overlay projects - resurfacillg and repair projects. 
She added that there is a memorandunl between FHWA, ADOT, and tIle local agellCY tllat the 
project would not tOUCll the right of way. 

Mr. Kross asked if the ADOT standards for constructioll apply to the next steps. Ms. Yazzie 
replied that for locally Spollsored projects currelltly programnled in the TIP, it is an agreement 
between the jurisdiction and ADOT. 

Mr. Harris asked ifany paving dirt road projects were included in the list. Ms. Yazzie replied that 
the majority of unpaved roads are not on the functionally classified system, however, they are 
eligible for CMAQ funding. She noted that in the detailed project list the County and other 
jurisdictions identified dirt road paving projects, and added that unpaved dirt roads do not fall into 
a categorical exclusion because there is no current roadway and they would need environmental, 
right of way, and utility reviews. 

Ms. Guy asked for clarification if the STAN funding was taken out of the stimulus package list 
before the ulnds were taken from the MAG region. Ms. Yazzie stated that the three projects 
funded with STAN funds, I-10, 1-17, and Williams Gateway Freeway, were included in these 
figures. She added that with supplanting, the TIP could be amended by deleting a project and 
adding it back in, and noted that two of the projects have not been deleted. 

Mr. Bacon expressed his support of Mr. Little's comments on the importance ofjob creation in 
the criteria. He indicated that with the exception of regional priorities, none are material, and in 
terms of what matters, Oilly job creation and regional priorities matter, and he encouraged that. 

Mr. Brady commented that none ofthe Management Committee disagrees with that concept, but 
he would express caution because every developer is trying to prove his job creation. He stated 
that he did not believe half the nunlbers they bring to him. Mr. Brady commented that the same 
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people who said the economy would not fall like it has are the sanle people who would be doing 
the projections. He indicated he was supportive, but he wanted to know about direct jobs, not the 
indirect jobs, and added that the timeframe and validity of some of those studies might make it 
a challenge. 

Mr. Bacoll expressed llis agreement with direct jobs and said that the focus needs to be job 
creation. 

Chair McClelldon stated his agreement. He added that there seems to be known standards, such 
as how many people are needed to do a mile ofmill overlay; it was a matter ofputting it togetller. 

Mr. Smith lloted that tIle otller issue is how to deal with the STAN funding that got swept. He 
said tllat it was clear fronl the motions at the TPC and Regional COtlllCil meetings that these 
projects would receive priority. Mr. Snlith advised that the MAG region received only 46 percent 
of its STAN funds and other parts of tIle state received 100 percent of theirs. He remarked tllat 
it is unfair if MAG has to make up the difference with its stimulus funds and the question is 
whether ADOTwas going to make MAG whole offthe top. Mr. Smith stated that MAG had three 
projects on their way to being built - 1-10 and 1-17 were ready to go to bid in October and Mesa 
did a lot of work on Williams Gateway Freeway. Mr. Smith commented that agreement by the 
February 25th Regional Council meeting will be a challenge. 

Chair McClendon commented that it may mean that everybody needs to give up something in the 
interest ofgetting projects out on time to achieve the goal ofstimulus package to lift the economy 
above the recession. 

8. Draft MAG Eight-Hour Ozone Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan 

Lindy Bauer, MAG Environmental Director, reported on the Draft MAG Eight-Hour Ozone 
Redesigtlation Request and Mailltenance Plan. She explained that grotlnd level ozone is a 
sumnlertime air pollution problem, and said that ozone is formed by chemical reactions that can 
occur between volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides in the presence ofsunligllt, warm 
temperatures and minimal Willd. Ms. Bauer stated that generally, the primary contributors to 
ozone are motor vehicle exhaust, gasoline emissions, industrial emissions, chemical solvents, and 
vegetation. 

Ms. Bauer stated that the eight-hour ozone standard of.08 parts per nlillion (ppm) was established 
by the Environmental Protection Agellcy (EPA) in 1997, and will continue to apply until this 
region attains it. She said that in 2004, the Maricopa area was designated a nonattainment area 
boundary for the .08 ppm standard. Ms. Bauer reported that significant progress has been made 
to reduce ozone, largely due to federal, state, and local control measures. She advised that no 
violations of this ozone standard have occurred since 2004. 

Ms. Bauer stated that since there have been no violations, the EPA encouraged MAG to prepare 
a maintenance plan and to request to be redesignated as an attainnlellt area. She explained the 
four major steps to redesignation. 1) EPA determines that the standard of .08 ppnl is attained; 2) 
EPA determines that air quality improvement is due to permanent and enforceable reductions in 
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emissions; 3) Clea11 Air Act requirements for plans have bee11 met; 4) EPA approves the 
Maintenance Plan. 

Ms. Bauer reviewed the Maintenance Plan measures. She said that air quality modeling 
demonstrates that the eigllt-hour ozone standard will be maintained thrOUgll 2025. Ms. Bauer 
displayed charts that Sl10W the impacts of tIle measures on volatile organic compound emissions 
and nitrogen oxide emissions to 2025. Ms. Bauer noted that the Maintenance Plan is also required 
to have contingency measures with extra air quality benefits beyond what is 11eeded to maintai11 
the standard measures, such as federal heavy duty diesel vehicle emissions standards and 
coordinating traffic signal systems. 

Ms. Bauer displayed on a chart the sources of volatile orga11ic compound emissions ill 2025, 
assuming the standard is maintained, and noted that the onroad emissions at 7.1 percent will be 
used for the budget for conformity. She displayed on a chart the sources of nitrogen oxide 
emissions and said that the mix is a bit different. Ms. Bauer noted that the onroad emissions at 
44.6 percent is also used to determine the conformity budget. She stated that two conformity 
budgets have been established for the Maintenance Plan. Ms. Bauer noted that they will be used 
in conformity analyses that begin after the budgets are found to be adequate or are approved ill 
the Plan by EPA. 

Ms. Bauer stated that the Draft MAG Eight-Hour Ozone Redesignation Request and Maintenance 
Plan for the Maricopa Nonattainment Area documents were nlade available for public review in 
December 2008, followed by a public hearing in January 2009. She reported that on January 29, 
2009, tIle MAG Air Quality Tecmlical Advisory Committee recommended adoption of the 
Maintenance Plan. 

Chair McCIendo11 recognized public comment from Dianne Barker, who said that she was the 
only citizen who spoke at the public hearing, and she attended because she is interested in better 
air quality. Ms. Barker stated that when she served on the Valley Citizens Air Quality Task Force 
in 1988, information was brought up about changing the chemical compounds in fuel to MTBE. 
She stated that MTBE produces aldehydes that are carcinogens and mlltagens. Ms. Barker stated 
that she read in the 11ews a report that people are living three years longer because air quality pla11s 
are accomplishing their goals. She questio11ed whether this was true or could it be people are not 
eating as much fat. Ms. Barker stated that the Legislature put MTBE in gasoline because they said 
it was too hard to blend ethanol, but was it the politics and those who lobby forthat type ofgas? 
Ms. Barker stated that we need to find out the facts. She stated that ITS helps the transportation 
and transit systems, but we need to find answers as to what is helping or hurting. Chair 
McClendon thanked Ms. Barker for her comments and asked Ms. Bauer if she wanted to address 
Ms. Barker's statement. 

Ms. Bauer stated that the Legislature passed a bill which bamled MTBE in 2000 because it was 
discovered that MTBE, when mixed with gasoline, was getting into the groundwater. 

Chair McCle11don 110ted that Mr. Kross was Chair of the MAG Air Quality Technical Advisory 
Committee. With 110 questions from the Committee, Chair McClendon called for a motion. 
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Mr. Kross moved to recommend adoption of the Draft MAG Eight-Hollr Ozone Redesignation 
Request and Maintenance Plan for the Maricopa Nonattainment Area. Mr. Pettit seconded, and 
the motion carried ullanimously. 

9. Legislative Update 

Mr. Pryor noted that a sumnlary of bills of interest to the MAG region was at each place. He 
reported that the Legislature completed the balance of the 2009 state budget, and noted that the 
transfer ofthe STAN funds back to tIle state was a part ofthat process. Mr. Pryor stated that staff 
will continue to monitor discussion ofthe 2010 budget. He said that the Senate has taken a pledge 
to hold discussion of all bills until the 2010 budget is on its way to legislative action. 

Mr. Pryor noted two bills of interest: Senate bill 1261 and Senate bill 1463, which is relevant to 
public/private partnerships in transportation. 

Mr. Snlith stated that staff has assembled the paper sumnlary of bills for years. He stated that 
many jurisdictions have their own contacts for legislative information, but some COmmll1lities 
have no intergovernmental representatives. Mr. Smith asked if this paper summary was helpful 
to those communities and to let him know if compiling the report should be continued. 

10. Comments from the Conlmittee 

An opportunitywill be provided for Management Committee members to present a briefsummary 
ofcurrent events. The Management Committee is not allowed to propose, discuss, deliberate or 
take actioll at the meetillg on any matter in the summary, unless the specific matter is properly 
noticed for legal actioll. 

No comments from the Committee were noted. 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 1:25 p.m. 

Chairman 
Secretary 
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Agenda Item #5B
 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review
 

DATE:
 
March 3, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
Amendment of the FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget to Accept FY
 
2009 Federal Highway Administration Planning Funding
 

SUMMARY:
 
Each year, MAG prepares a Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget that lists anticipated
 
revenues for the com ing year. Recently, the Arizona Department of Transportation notified MAG of the
 
official amount of FY 2009 Federal Highway Administration Planning (PL) funding. An amendment
 
to the FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget is needed to include the
 
additional award of $134,537.35 for PL 2009.
 

PUBLIC INPUT:
 
No public input has been received.
 

PROS & CONS:
 
PROS: Amending the FY 2009 MAG Work Program and Annual Budget will make it possible for the
 
funding awards to be utilized.
 

CONS: None.
 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
 
TECHNICAL: None.
 

POLICY: Under MAG budget policies, "modifications causing the overall size of the budget to increase
 
or decrease in total, require the approval of the Regional Council at a public meeting."
 

ACTION NEEDED:
 
Recommendation to amend the FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget
 
to accept $134,537.35 of FY 2009 Federal t-lighway Administration Planning Funding.
 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
None. 

CONTACT PERSON:
 
Becky Kimbrough, MAG Fiscal Services Manager, (602) 254-6300.
 



Agenda Item #5C 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• 'DrYDur review
 

DATE:
 
March 3, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
Consultant Selection for MAG Activity-Based Travel Forecasting Model Development (Phase I)
 

SUMMARY:
 
The FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning Work Program, approved by the MAG Regional Council in May
 
2008, includes the development of the first phase of the MAG Activity-Based Travel Forecasting
 
Model. This development is a part of the ongoing contracts for on-call consulting services for
 
transportation modeling with a corresponding task budget not to be exceeded of $270,000.
 

A growing number of large Metropolitan Planning Organizations and other planning agencies around
 
the country and world wide have initiated or completed this type of development for large regions,
 
including Atlanta, Columbus, Denver, New York, Portland Metro, Puget Sound, San Diego San
 
Francisco and a number of others metropolitan regions and states. Even though the current MAG
 
Regional Model is adequate for ongoing planning tasks, it has limitations inherent in any four-step, trip

based model. In light of emerging planning challenges and new forecasting requirements, these
 
limitations are widely debated and scrutinized by the planning and modeling community. Federal
 
agencies issued a number of large research and development grants to facilitate and expedite these
 
developments. MAG participates in this work. Activity-based models will dramatically expand the
 
applicability of the modeling results in order to answer upcoming planning challenges. Some of the
 
models are already fully operational and are utilized in the metropolitan planning processes, and others
 
are under development.
 

On December 18, 2008, MAG issued a Request for Proposals to conduct the study to the consultants
 
pre-qualified through the on-call support contractual process. In response, three proposals were
 
received. Proposals were received from the following three consulting firms: AECOM Consult, Inc.,
 
Cambridge Systematics, Inc., and PB Americas, Inc. An eight-member multi-agency evaluation team
 
reviewed and ranked the proposals. The evaluation team met on February 27, 2009, and
 
recommended to MAG the selection of PB Americas, Inc. to conduct the development in an amount
 
not to exceed $270,000. In addition, the team recommended that if negotiations with PB Americas,
 
Inc. on the task order are not successful, that MAG pursue negotiations with its second choice,
 
Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
 

PUBLIC INPUT:
 
No public input was received.
 

PROS & CONS:
 
PROS: This project will enable MAG and MAG member agencies to ensure that emerging planning
 
and travel forecasting needs are addressed in a timely manner and proper transportation modeling
 
tools are available to support future transportation policy decisions and transportation projects
 
evaluations.
 



CONS: Delaying the above work element could com promise efficiency of the transportation modeling work 
required for ongoing and future highway and transit projects and transportation policy decision evaluation. 
Due to the complex technical nature of the development, timely initiation of the project is important. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: This project will dramatically improve modeling capabilities, will provide modeling tools 
for evaluation of transportation policies and projects that cannot be properly evaluated under 
assumptions of four-step trip-based travel forecasting models. It constitutes development of a new 
generation travel forecasting model needed for required accuracy and consistency of the forecasts. 

POLICY: The development will enable evaluation and quantitative analysis of new transportation 
policies and projects and their impact on individual and household travel behavior. It will provide 
support for all planning business processes and will provide answers to policy decision makers that 
are impossible to obtain within the framework of the existing modeling tools. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend that PB Americas, Inc. be selected to conduct the MAG Development of Activity-based 
Travel Forecasting Model (ABM) - Phase I for an amount not to exceed $270,000. If negotiations with 
PB Americas, Inc. are not successful, that MAG negotiate with its second choice, Cambridge 
Systematics, Inc., to conduct the project. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
An eight-member multi-agency evaluation team reviewed and ranked the proposals. The evaluation 
team met on February 27,2009, and recommended to MAG the selection of PB Americas, Inc. to 
conduct the development in an amount not to exceed $270,000. In addition, the team recommended 
that if negotiations with PB Americas, Inc. on the task order are not successful, that MAG pursue 
negotiations with its second choice, Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 

Anne MacCracken, Valley Metro Raimundo Davolina, the City of Phoenix 
James Mathien, Valley Metro Rail Ratna Korepella, Valley Metro 
Keith Killough, Arizona Department of Robert Yabes, the City of Tempe 
Transportation Sarath Joshua, MAG 
Matthew Dudley, the City of Glendale 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Vladimir Livshits, MAG (602) 254-6300 



Agenda Item # 5D 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• foryour review
 

DATE:
 
March 3, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
Conformity Consultation
 

SUMMARY:
 
The Maricopa Association of Governments is conducting consultation on a conformity assessment for
 
an administrative modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).
 
The proposed administrative modification involves several Arizona Department of Transportation
 
projects as part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, including projects on Interstate-10,
 
Interstate-17, and US 60. The administrative modification includes minor project revisions that do not
 
require a conformity determination. A description of the projects is provided in the attached
 
interagency consultation memorandum. Comments on the conformity assessment are requested by
 
March 20, 2009.
 

PUBLIC INPUT:
 
Copies of the conformity assessment have been distributed for consultation to the Federal Transit
 
Administration, Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Department of Transportation, Arizona
 
Department of Environmental Quality, Regional Public Transportation Authority, City of Phoenix Public
 
Transit Department, Maricopa County Air Quality Department, Central Arizona Association of
 
Governments, Pinal County Air Quality Control District, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and
 
other interested parties including members of the public.
 

PROS & CONS:
 
PROS: Interagency consultation for the administrative modi'fication notifies the planning agencies of
 
project modifications to the TIP.
 

CONS: The review of the conformity assessment requires additional time in the project approval
 
process.
 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
 
TECHNICAL: The administrative modification may not be considered until the consultation process
 
for the conformity assessment is completed.
 

POLICY: Federal transportation conformity regulations require interagency consultation on
 
development of the transportation plan, TIP, and associated conformity determinations to include a
 
process involving the Metropolitan Planning Orga.nization, State and local air quality planning agencies,
 
State and local transportation agencies, Environmental Protection Agency, Federal Highway
 
Administration, and the Federal Transit Administration. Consultation on the conformity assessment
 
has been conducted in accordance with federal regulations, MAG Conformity Consultation Processes
 



adopted by the Regional Council in February 1996 and MAG Transportation Conformity Guidance and 
Procedures adopted by the Regional Council in March 1996. In addition, federal guidance is followed 
in response to court rulings regarding transportation conformity. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Consultation. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
None. 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Dean Giles, MAG, (602) 254-6300. 



MARICOPA
 
ASSOCIATION of
 

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

Phone (602) 254-6300 A FAX (602) 254-6490
 
E-mail: mag@mag.maricopa.gov .4. Web site: www.mag.maricopa.gov
 

March 3,2009 

TO:	 Leslie Rogers, Federal Transit Administration 
Robert Hollis, Federal Highway Administration 
John Halikowski, Arizona Department of Transportation 
Patrick Cunningham, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
David Boggs, Regional Public Transportation Authority 
Debbie Cotton, City of Phoenix Public Transit Department 
Lawrence OdIe, Maricopa County Air Quality Department 
Maxine Leather Brown, Central Arizona Association of Governments 
Donald Gabrielson, Pinal County Air Quality Control District 
Wienke Tax, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
Other Interested Parties 

FROM:	 Dean Giles, Air Quality Planning Program Specialist 

SUBJECT: CONSULTATION ON A CONFORMITY ASSESSMENT FOR A PROPOSED 
ADMINISTRATIVE MODIFICATION TO THE FY 2008-2012 MAG 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

The Maricopa Association of Governments is conducting consultation on a conformity assessment for an 
administrative modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program. The 
proposed administrative modification involves several Arizona Department of Transportation projects as 
part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, including projects on Interstate-10, Interstate-17, and 
US 60. Comments on the conformity assessment are requested by March 20, 2009. 

MAG has reviewed the projects for compliance with the federal conformity rule and has found that 
consultation is required on the conformity assessment. The administrative modification includes minor 
project revisions that do not require a conformity determination. The conformity finding of the TIP and the 
associated Regional Transportation Plan 2007 Update, as amended, that was made by the Federal Highway 
Administration and Federal Transit Administration on August 14, 2008 remains unchanged by this action. 
The conformity assessment is being transmitted for consultation to the agencies and other interested parties 
listed above. If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (602) 254-6300. 

Attachment 

cc: Nancy Wrona, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 

A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County 

City of Apache Junction ... City of Avondale ... Town of Buckeye A Town of Carefree A Town of Cave Creek"" City of Chandler A City of EI Mirage A Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation A Town of Fountain Hills A Town of Gila Bend
 
Gila River Indian Community'" Town of Gilbert A City of Glendale A City of Goodyear'" Town of Guadalupe'" City of Litchfield Park £. Mal~icopa County &.. City of Mesa A Town of Paradise Valley A City of Peoria At!. City of Phoenix
 

Town of Queen Creek ... Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community'" City of Scottsdale At. City of Surprise A City of Tempe A. City of Tolleson £, Town of Wickenburg A Town of Youngtown 4. Arizona Department of Transportation
 



ATTACHMENT
 

CONFORMITY ASSESSMENT FOR A PROPOSED ADMINISTRATIVE MODIFICATION TO THE 
FY 2008-2012 MAG TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

The federal transportation conformity rule requires interagency consultation when making changes to a 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Transportation Plan. The consultation processes are also 
provided in the Arizona Conformity Rule. This information is provided for consultation as outlined in the 
MAG Conformity Consultation Processes document adopted by the MAG Regional Council on 
February 28, 1996. In addition, federal guidance is followed in response to court rulings regarding 
transportation conformity. 

The administrative modification includes minor project reVISIons that do not require a conformity 
determination. Examples of minor project revisions include funding chaI1ges, design, right-of-way, and 
utility projects. The proposed administrative modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation 
Improvement Program includes the projects on the attached table. The project number, agency, and 
description is provided, followed by the conformity assessment. 

MAG has reviewed the projects for compliance with the federal conformity rule and consultation is reqllired 
on the conformity assessment. The projects are not expected to create adverse emission impacts or interfere 
with Transportation Control Measure implementation. The conformity finding of the TIP and the associated 
Regional Transportation Plan that was made by the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit 
Administration on August 14, 2008 remains unchanged by this action. 



Proposed Administrative Modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program 

DOT09-815 ADOT 1-10: Verrado Way _Sarival Rd IConstruct General Purpose
Lane 2009 ARRA $ 43,200,000 I $ 

Admin Mod: Change funding type from State (STAN 
43,200,000 Ifunding not available) to American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds. 

A minor project revision is needed to 
change the type of funding. The 
conformity status of the TIP and 
Regional Transportation Plan would 
remain unchanged. 

DOT09-818 ADOT 11-17: SR74-Anthem Way 
Construct General Purpose 
Lane 2009 5 ARRA $ 22500000 I $ 

" 

Admin Mod: Change funding type from State (STAN 

22 500 000 Ifunding not available) to American Recovery and 
"Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds. Budget has 

decreased from $30.5 million to $22.5 million. 

A minor project revision is needed to 
change the amount and type of 
funding. The conformity status of 
the TIP and Regional Transportation 
Plan would remain unchanged. 

DOT09-6COORI ADOT IUS 60: SR 303L - 99th Ave 10 Miles Widening 2009 10 ARRA $ 45,000,000 I $ 
Admin Mod: Change funding type from NHS funds to 

45,000,000 IAmerican Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
funds. 

A minor project revision is needed to 
IChange the type of funding. The 
conformity status of the TIP and 
Regional Transportation Plan would 
remain unchanged. 

DOT07-332 ADOT IUS 60: 99th Ave - 83rd Ave 2.5 Miles Widening 2009 1.7 ARRA $ 11,200,000 I $ 
Admin Mod: Change funding type from NHS funds to 

11,200,000 IAmerican Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
funds. 

A minor project revision is needed to 
IChange the type of funding. The 
conformity status of the TIP and 
Regional Transportation Plan would 
remain unchanged. 

DOT12-840 ADOT 
Loop 101: Beardsley Rd / 
Union Hills 

TI Improvement - Widening 
Union Hills and Bridge with 
Beardsley connector 

2009 0.2 ARRA $ 9,125,000 I $ 

A minor project revision is needed to 
Admin Mod: Change funding type from State funds to Ichange the type of funding. The 

9,125,000 IAmerican Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) conformity status of the TIP and 
funds. Regional Transportation Plan would 

remain unchanged. 



Agenda Item #5E 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review
 

DATE:
 
March 3, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
2009 MAG Human Services Coordination Transportation Plan Update
 

SUMMARY:
 
The federal Safe and Efficient Transportation Equity Act - A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) requires
 
the establishment of a locally developed, coordinated public transit-human services transportation plan
 
for all Federal Transit Adm inistration (FTA) programs for underserved populations: the Elderly Individuals
 
and Individuals with Disabilities Program (Section 5310); the Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC)
 
Program (Section 5316); and the New Freedom Program (Section 5317). MAG has developed this
 
coordination plan each year in compliance with this requirement since 2007. The MAG Regional Council
 
approved the 2008 Plan in January 2008. The 2009 MAG Human Services Coordination Transportation
 
Plan Update was recommended for approval by the MAG Human Services Technical Committee on
 
February 12, 2009.
 

PUBLIC INPUT:
 
The plan was created by engaging human services transportation stakeholders. Public meetings were
 
held on December 8, 2008, and January 27,2009. Feedback from stakeholders was incorporated into
 
the plan update. An opportunity for public input at the committee level was offered at the MAG Human
 
Services Technical Committee meeting on February 12, 2009. No input was offered at this meeting.
 

PROS & CONS:
 
PROS: Coordinating human services transportation will make programs more efficient and will serve more
 
people. Lack of coordination results in wasted resources, inefficient use of time and vulnerable people
 
receiving poor quality service, or in the worst case, being left in dangerous circumstances.
 

CONS: There are no anticipated negative effects.
 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
 
TECHNICAL: According to SAFETEA-LU regulations, a coordinated human services transportation plan
 
must be in place so that JARC, New Freedom and 5310 funds may be drawn down. This plan has been
 
developed by a diverse group as mandated by federal regulations. Setting forth clear expectations will
 
help to build a strong foundation for more intensive coordination in the future.
 

According to FTA guidance, the plans specifically include the following: an assessment of available
 
services that identifies current providers (public, private, and non-profit); an assessment of transportation
 
needs for individuals with disabilities, older adults, and people with low incomes; strategies and/or
 
activities to address the identified gaps and achieve efficiencies in service delivery; and relative priorities
 
for implementation based on resources, time, and feasibility for implementing specific strategies/activities
 
identified.
 

POLICY: Lack of coordination can result in lower productivity, wasted resources and lower quality
 
services for a very vulnerable population. Elderly, people with disabilities and people with low incomes
 



are significantly affected by human services transportation. Ultimately, this service is not about buses, 
vans or cars but the quality of life people experience when they have access to medical care, employment 
and a good support system. Improving human services transportation coordination will result in better 
access to these opportunities and better utilization of existing resources. The first plan in 2007 helped 
improve coordination through strategies focused on communication. The 2008 plan update focused on 
standardizing operations at the agency level to facilitate better coordination. The 2009 plan update strives 
to maximize the capacity of the current system through coordination. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend approval of the 2009 MAG Human Services Coordination Transportation Plan Update. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
The MAG Human Services Technical Committee recommended the plan update for approval on February 
12,2009. 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

Carl Harris-Morgan, Town of Gilbert, Chairman CJ O'Connor for Jim Knaut, Area Agency on 
+ Bob Baratko, City of Surprise Aging 

Kathy Berzins, City of Tempe * Margarita Leyvas, Maricopa County 
*	 Kyle Bogdon, DES/ACYF * Joyce Lopez-Powell, Valley of the Sun United 

Patti Evans, City of Goodyear Way 
*	 Stefanie Garcia, City of Chandler Paul Ludwick, City of Scottsdale 
*	 Paige Garrett, Quality of Life Community Steven MacFarlane, City of Phoenix 

Services, Inc. Doris Marshall, City of Phoenix 
Laura Guild, DES/CPIP * Jayson Matthews, Tempe Community Council 

*	 Jeffery Jamison, City of Phoenix + Joy McClain, City of Tolleson 
Tim Cole for Deanna Jonovich, City of Phoenix Sylvia Sheffield, City of Avondale, Vice Chair 

+ Carol Sherer, DES/DDD 

+Those merrlbers present by audio/videoconferencing. 
*Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Amy St. Peter, MAG, (602) 254-6300 



DRAFT MAG 2009 Human Services Coordination Transportation Plan Update 

1.	 Executive Summary 
2.	 Introduction 
3.	 Backgro'und 

a.	 Executive Order 
b.	 Explanation of Affected Funding Sources 

i.	 SAFETEA-LU 
ii.	 Section 5310 

iii. Section 5316
 
iVa Section 5317
 

c.	 Roles 
1.	 Maricopa Association of Governments 

11.	 Arizona Department of Transportation 
111. City of Phoenix 

4.	 Progress on 2008 Plan 
a.	 Transportation Ambassador Program 
b.	 Standardized Driver Training 
c.	 Standardized Coordination Policies 
d.	 Need and Demographic Tracking 
e.	 Travel Training for Older Adults and People with Disabilities 

5.	 Demograpllics 
a.	 Older Adults 
b.	 People with Disabilities 
c.	 People with Low Incomes 

6.	 Gaps Analysis 
a.	 By Demographic 
b.	 By Geographic Area 
c.	 By Service 

7.	 Model of Useful Coordination Practice: Wickenburg 
8.	 Strategies to Address Gaps 

a.	 Shared Vehicles 
b.	 Travel Training Inventory 
c.	 Match Mechanism 
d.	 United We Ride Goal Consistency 

9.	 Conclusion 
10. Attachme11ts 

a.	 Sample Human Services Transportation Coordination Policy 
b.	 Participant List 
c.	 2007 America11 Conlffiunity Survey Table on People Age 60 and Older in 

Maricopa County 
d.	 2007 American Commu11ity Survey Table on People witll Disabilities in 

Maricopa County 
e.	 2007 American Community Survey Table on People with Low Incomes in 

Maricopa County 
f.	 Resource Inventory 
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1. Executive Summary 
The successful coordination of human services transportation results in people moving 
more easily thrOUghOtlt the region. This means more people are connected to critical life 
supports like employment, education, and medical care. This is particularly important for 
older adults, people with disabilities, and people with low incomes who nlay not be able 
to access the same transportation options as others in the region. While these three groups 
are the focus of this coordination plan, the strategies presented will benefit all groups. 

The impetus to develop a coordinated human services transportation plan comes from 
federal legislation that funds transportation programs, or Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). Through this 
requirement, any applicant of three federal funding sources must demonstrate compliance 
with a locally derived coordination plal1. The three affected funding sources are Section 
5310, or the Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities Transportation 
Program; Section 5316, Job Access and Reverse Commute; and Section 5317, or New 
Freedom. 

In this region, the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) is responsible for 
developing the coordination plan. The City of Phoenix and the Arizona Department of 
Transportation both support this planning process financially and as active partners. 
Special thanks are also extended to the Virginia G. Piper Charitable Trust for its support 
of the Transportation Ambassador Program. A number of stakeholders representing 
public, private and nonprofit organizations contribute their time and expertise to ensure 
the MAG coordination plans are responsive to Ctlrrent needs and poised for impact. A list 
of participants is included at the end of this plan. 

As required by SAFETEA-LU, this plan provides an inventory of current services, an 
assessment of the gaps that exist, and a prioritized listing of strategies to address needs. 
Demographics on the three target populations are also presented. An effective 
coordination practice has been highlighted in order to promote replication of successes. 
There are four strategies offered for implementation in this plan. They are as follows: 
•	 Maximize resources and reduce unused capacity by rewarding Section 5310 

applicants who request shared vehicles. 
•	 Complete an inventory of travel training programs in the region. 
•	 Develop a mechanism for matching agencies that 11ave capacity to offer more trips 

with agencies needing transportation for their clients, as well as other people in need. 
•	 .Encourage and award applicants that have participated in the development and 

implementation of the MAG Human Services Coordination Transportation Plans as 
evidenced by their inclusion in the plans' participant lists, as well as those projects 
that promote the United We Ride goals to improve efficiency, effectiveness and 
quality. 

For more information on this coordination planning process, please contact DeDe 
Gaisthea at (602) 254-6300 or by email at dgaisthea@mag.maricopa.gov. Previous plans 
and other regionalilunlan services activities may be accessed at the MAG Web site by 
visiting the following link: http://www.mag.maricopa.gov/divisiol1.cms?item=65. 
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2. Introduction 
The purpose of coordinating human services transportation is to make equitable 
transportation solutions available to all people in the region. Older adults, people with 
disabilities, and people with low incomes are a particular focus because these groups 
historically 11ave been transportation disadvantaged. To this end, the Maricopa 
Association of Governments (MAG), in partnership with the Arizona Departnlent of 
Transportation (ADOT) and the City of Phoenix, develops annual plans to coordinate 
human services transportation. Many stakeholders assist with their development and 
implementation. These plans will only move from paper to practice with broad 
community support and dedication to ensure that all residents may nlove more easily 
throughout the region. 

The coordination plans are developed in response to federal legislation requiring that 
applicants of federal funding sources comply with a locally derived plan. MAG was one 
of the first areas in the country to publish a plan in 2007. Since that first plan, this region 
has been considered a model with membership on the steering committee for the National 
Resource Center for Human Services Transportation and requests to present across the 
country. This document will offer a detailed explanation of the previous plans, the 
enabling legislation, the funding sources affected, and the roles of those involved with 
this work. Next, progress on the 2008 plan will be offered to ensure accountability. 

Every coordination plan is required to contain the following elements: an inventory of 
resources and services available, an assessment of the gaps in care that exist in the region, 
the presentation of strategies to address these gaps, and the prioritization of activities to 
be supported during implementation of the plan. This plan offers these same elements. In 
addition, useful coordination practices will be highlighted in an effort to encourage their 
replication. A list of participants who supported the development and inlplementation of 
the plan is included in the attachments. Please refer to the inventory of all hunlan services 
transportation programs in the region attached at the end of the report. 

Through these partners and programs, the lives of this region's most vulnerable residents 
may be sustained and improved. This plamling process is indebted to many people and 
organizations. In particular, the City of Phoenix and the Arizona Department of 
Transportation should be recognized for their generous financial support of this effort. 
Appreciation is also extended to the Virginia G. Piper Charitable Trust for its investment 
in the success of the Transportation Ambassador Program. 
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3. Background 
The Initiating Executive Order 
The need for the coordination of human services transportation is not new. Veterans in 
the field will heartily attest to the inefficiencies and gaps wrought when programs overlap 
and funding and regulations confuse rather than support these programs. The catalyst for 
recent efforts came when President Bush signed Executive Order 13330 in 2004 creating 
the Interagency Transportation Coordinating Council on Access and Mobility (CCAM). 
He tasked the council with coordinating the 62 different federal funding sources that 
provided human services transportation funding across nine departments. To this end, the 
council required these nine departments to report back with informatiol1 about the most 
useful coordination practices, recommendations for reducing redundancy, and to 
demonstrate progress made in simplifying access and improving the effectiveness of 
human services transportation. This task was no small endeavor, as the following chart 
illustrates the maze of funding confronting the council. 

Explanation of Affected Funding Sources 
Four funding sources are particularly relevant to this coordination plan. In the quest to 
sort Ollt the maze of funding shown above, federal legislation firmly connected the 
impetus to coordinate with the ability to draw down federal dollars to support local 
programs. The following is a description of this federal legislation followed by the grant 
programs affected by it. 
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SAFETEA-LU 
One year after President Bush initiated coordination activities through the launch of 
CCAM, he signed the reauthorization of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). This bill provided 
$286.4 billion to support federal surface transportation programs for five years through 
FY 2009. The bill is scheduled to be reauthorized by October 1, 2009. The last 
reatlthorization included a 46 percent increase for transit programs. This expanded 
support resulted in several new measures, including a focus on mobility management, the 
transition of the Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) grant to a formula program, 
the creation of the New Freedom program, and the introduction of a coordination 
requirement in order to receive funding. JARC and New Freedom will be explained in 
more detail below. 

The requirement to develop coordination plans launched the country into action. 
Everywhere, regions started developing plans for the purpose of attaining federal dollars. 
While each plan reflects the nuances of the region, every plan conducts an inventory of 
existing resources, an assessment of the gaps, and the prioritization of strategies to meet 
these needs. This region was one of the first to release a plan in 2007. This supported the 
region in also being one of the first areas to receive a mobility management award 
through Section 5310. The 2007 plan was met with national acclaim and facilitated the 
appointment of a regional representative on the steering committee of the National 
Resource Center for Human Services Transportation. 

At the federal level, tIle coordination effort crystallized into the United We Ride 
initiative. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in collaboration with other federal 
agencies such as the Departments of Health and Human Services, Education, and Labor, 
has outlined three goals to coordinate human services transportation: 

1. Provide more rides for the targeted population(s) with the same or fewer resources 
2. Simplify customer access to transportation 
3. Increase customer satisfaction 

Statewide efforts were reflected through the Arizona Rides Executive Order signed by 
Governor Janet Napolitano in 2005. The order created the Arizona Rides Council which 
worked on coordination activities until its SUllset at the end of 2008. The COU11Cii and 
related activities were hosted by the Arizona Department of Transportatioll (ADOT). 
ADOT's continuing coordination activities will be discussed in more detail below. 

Section 5310 
Started in 1975, the Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities Transportation 
Program, or Section 5310, is a capital award program offering vans, related equipment 
and limited mobility management funds. The goal is to improve mobility for older adults 
and people with disabilities. Nonprofit agencies, public organizations in the absence of 
nonprofit agencies, and tribal govemnlents or related agencies are eligible to apply. In 
this region, roughly 20 agencies receive awards in the sum of $1 million each year. More 
than $3 million comes into the state annually. 

5 



The awards may support a wide range of trips, including medical appointments, 
education, training, and nutrition, and other activities such as shopping. The vehicles' 
primary use, or the majority of the trips, must be to transport people and not deliver items 
such as meals. The target populatioll is anyone over tIle age of 60 or people of any age 
with a disability. Recent changes to the program include the award of mobility 
management grants as noted earlier, the requirement to comply with local coordination 
plans, and the decrease of the agency match required. The federal match rate has been 
increased from 80 percent to 90 percent to make the program more affordable in difficult 
financial times. Participating agencies now pay 10 percent match in addition to the 
administrative fees. Section 5311 offers a similar program in the rural areas of the state. 

Section 5316 
Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC), or Section 5316, strives to meet the 
transportation needs of low-income workers, or improving access to jobs. Many entry 
level jobs offer differential pay for working a second or third shift wllich may not 
coincide with transit schedules. This increase in pay, conlbilled with transportation, can 
be a powerful tool in ending poverty. The reverse commute goal of the program is 
fulfilled by transporting low-incomes workers from more affordable housing in the 
central core to new employment opportunities in suburban areas. All individuals served 
must be at 150 percent of tIle federal poverty level or less. For a family of four, tllis 
means earning $21,200 a year or less. 

JARC, like Section 5310, is a competitive grallt program. In the past, JARC was awarded 
on a discretionary basis. The last reauthorization of SAFETEA-LU changed this grant 
into a formula program with 60 percent of funds allocated to areas with populations of 
200,000 or more. Twenty percent is allocated to areas with fewer than 200,000 people 
with the balance going to non-urbanized areas. Under this formula, the MAG region 
receives nlore than $1.4 million each year. This funding supports a variety of programs 
such as transit voucher programs, late-night and weekend service, and shuttles to work. 
All projects must denlollstrate compliance with the regional coordination plan. 

Section 5317 
New Freedom, or Section 5317, is the newest of the tluee grant programs affected by the 
coordillation requirement. Created in 2005, this program spurs agencies to go beyond the 
American with Disabilities Act of 1990. This includes travel training programs for people 
with disabilities, and innovative programs like lltilizing volunteers to transport the target 
population. While this is the newest program, it is also the smallest of the three programs 
with just more than $800,000 conling into the region. The funds are allocated according 
to the same formula distribution as JARC fullds. 

Roles 
Many diverse stakeholders are vital to the success of these coordination efforts. The 
participant list identifies the organizations that have helped to implement tIle previous 
plans and to develop this plan update. In addition, new partners like the Virginia G. Piper 
Charitable Trust have helped launch initiatives like the Transportation Ambassador 
Program. Other agencies like tIle Arizona Department of Economic Secllrity (DES) and 
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programs like the Arizona Health Care Cost Containment System (AHCCCS) are 
encouraged participants at the federal level and valuable resources at the regional level. 

The coordination activities center around three primary partners. These include the 
Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG), the Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT), and the City of Phoenix. The following is a description of the 
partners' roles and related responsibilities. 

MAG 
In June 2006, the MAG Regional Council approved MAG to develop the coordination 
plans in response to the new SAFETEA-LU regulations. This new focus reinforced 
feedback gathered from local focus groups in 2005 that residents wanted nlore 
coordination among agencies in order to enhance service delivery. Efforts were already 
underway to survey regional hllman services transportation providers. This effort 
analyzed elements like the type of service provided, eligibility requirements, geographic 
area served, and financing. The survey indicated that nlore than nille million vehicle 
miles are provided each year by nonprofit, public and for-profit organizations. 

Since this initial work, MAG has developed and supported the implementation of two 
plans prior to tIle current update. The first plan in 2007 focused on establishing a good 
communication foundation to augment more intensive strategies to come in the future. 
The plall may be accessed here: http://www.mag.maricopa.gov/detail.cms?item==7467. 
The second plan, released in 2008, promoted strategies to llelp stalldardize operations, 
thus putting agencies in a better position to coordinate with each other. Progress will be 
reported on each of the strategies later in this document. The full plan may be accessed 
here: http://www.mag.maricopa.gov/detail.cms?item==8111. Partners, the public, and the 
people affected by the planning process are actively engaged at each step. Hundreds of 
people have shared their experiences and insights. This feedback carries significant 
weigllt as all projects competing for funding from Section 5310, 5316 and 5317 must be 
in compliance with these plans. 

In addition to developing the coordination plans, MAG facilitates the Section 5310 
application process for the region. The MAG Elderly and Persons with Disabilities 
Transportation Program Committee evaluates the applicants and develops a priority 
listing of projects. Once the MAG Regional Council has taken action, the list is 
forwarded to ADOT. 

ADOT 
ADOT coordinates statewide coordination activities and supports regional efforts. The 
latter is achieved in part by providing funding to MAG for coordination planning 
activities. ADOT is also responsible for applying for Section 5310 and 5311 funding 
from tIle Federal Transit Administration. MAG's priority listing of applicants is part of 
this application. Per federal regulation, allY projects illcluded in ADOT's application to 
the FTA must be in compliance with MAG's coordination plans. Once the awards are 
received, they contract with the agencies awarded through these funding sources and 
monitor their compliance throughout the term of the grant or the life of the vehicle. 
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111 addition, the Governor appointed ADOT as the designated recipient for the rural 
Section 5316 and 5317 applicants within this region and in tIle rest of the state. The 
application process for the areas considered to be rural in this region used to be 
administered separately fronl the urban area applications. Now, the City of Phoenix 
coordinates with ADOT to administer the two applications together. Trainillg for 
applicants is offered with the Section 5310 training offered by MAG. The same panel 
evaluates both rural and urban 5316 and 5317 applications. 

City ofPhoenix 
The City of Phoenix is a critical partner in the coordination planning process. 
Historically, it has been the designated recipient for JARC funding for the urban areas ill 
the region. When New Freedom funding became available, Governor Napolitano 
appointed the City to become the designated recipiellt for this new funding SOllrce as 
well. The City has combined their evaluation process for urban Section 5316 and 5317 
with the rural applications on behalf of ADOT. A Phoenix representative also serves on 
the MAG comnlittee that evaluates the Section 5310 applications. This helps to ensure a 
seamless working relationship alld good collaboration among all three funding sources 
and partners. 

The City of Phoenix also provides funding to support staffing for the coordination 
planning process. In addition, Phoenix staff is an active partner to develop and inlplement 
the coordination plans. Their participation provides a staunch base of support that ensures 
the plans may be implemented quickly and effectively. 

Such partners facilitated a successful implementation of the 2008 Plan as the next section 
will illustrate. 

Progress on the 2008 Plan 
The fist plan published in 2007 laid the foundation for successful coordination activity by 
improving comnlllilication among the nonprofit agencies, transportation agencies and the 
general public. This success also fueled tIle effective implementation of the second plan 
published in 2008. Progress was made on the five goals as follows: 

1. Transportation Ambassador Program 
Outcome measure: This program will connect people from the community with 
standardized travel training, sensitivity training, and information about llllman services 
transportation resources. Ambassadors will be kept current through monthly emails, 
quarterly sub-regional meetings and an annual regional meeting to celebrate the efforts of 
the ambassadors. Pending the acquisition of funding, incentives such as free bus passes 
will be given to the volunteers as incentives for participation in the program. 

Progress: This program has been made possible through the generous sponsorship of the 
Virginia G. Piper Charitable Trust. Fllnding from the Federal Transit Administration has 
assisted with the implementation of this project as well. To date, two of the quarterly 
meetings have been held. Although the program year is orily half over, 75 Ollt of the 
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projected 100 participants have attended tIle meetings. Thanks to a sllrvey administered 
to stakeholders as the program was launching, the meetings have offered trainings and 
information relevant to human services transportation stakeholders. Such topics have 
included how to create sustainable programs, sensitivity training, and transit updates. A 
monthly newsletter keeps all participants cOilllected and informed about changes that 
impact them. 

2. Standardized Driver Training 
Outcome meaSllre: Drivers fronl nonprofit and for-profit agencies, whether volunteers or 
paid staff, will have the opportunity to complete free online trainings for a certificate of 
completion. The training will address key areas that will enhance the quality of service 
people receive. This will include client transfer and handling, especially in wheel chairs. 

Progress: The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) has expanded their training 
program to include free online driver training. The new training will lau11ch in Spring 
2009. All stakeholders will be able to access the training at no charge. Trainings that 
require more hands-on-instruction like client transfers in wheelchairs will be addressed 
more effectively by increasing the number of in-person trainings throughout the year. 
ADOT has arranged for this increase to be available statewide. 

3. Standardized Coordination Policies 
Outcome measure: Templates for standardized policies about coordination will be 
developed and made available to agencies providing human services transportation 
programs. Different requirements from funders will be taken into account when 
developing the templates. Feedback from tIle agencies affected, ADOT, and community 
partners will be used to develop the templates. Agencies receiving funding Sections 5310, 
5316 or 5317 will be required to have a coordi11ation policy using the templates as a 
guide. 

Progress: The coordination policy template has been completed and distributed. It was 
developed with feedback from stakeholders and addresses the hlndamental elements that 
will facilitate better coordination among agencies. The Sections 5310, 5316 and 5317 
applications and/or evaluation panels will all address the implementation of the 
coordination policies with the applicants in 2009. In 2010, the applicants will be 
evaluated 011 the success of the inlplementation. The sample human services coordination 
policy is i11cluded as an attachment at the end of this report. 

4. Need and Demographic Tracking 
Outcome measure: The online directory for human services transportation resources is 
being implemented by AZ211. In order to offer the most appropriate information about 
resources, the system will also inquire about a person's demographics such as age, 
income, level of assistance needed, disability status and residence. Instruction on how to 
use the directory will be provided on the Web site, to all ambassadors, and to the general 
public through AZ211 's olltreach efforts. In addition, the system will track the unmet 
needs of the user by asking if the resources presented met the user's needs. If the 
resources are not appropriate, the system will track reasons such as lack of availability or 
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outside the service delivery area and ineligible. The data gleaned will be-tracked, reported 
and used to assess gaps and to develop new programs. As AZ211 expands its service to 
include a call center, there will be additional support available. The system will be 
marketed through mainstream venues such as community cable stations, the network of 
human services and transportation providers and MAG member agencies. 

Progress: State funding for AZ211 has been completely eliminated. This goal is not 
attainable as planned. MAG will continue to keep an accurate inventory of services 
available in the region and to make this available to the public. 

5. Travel Training for Older Adults and People with Disabilities 
Outcome meas'ure: Free, standardized travel training will be provided to assist people in 
using public transit options. Training is currently available to older adults through a 
variety of sources, illcluding, but not limited to, regional entities like Valley 
Metro/RPTA, statewide agencies such as the Arizona Department of Economic 
Security's Rehabilitation Services Administration, and municipalities like the City of 
Glendale. Tllis strategy supports the expansion of Valley Metro's llew travel trailling 
program for people with disabilities, including people with visual impairments, as 
supported by a Section 5317 grant. As available, the training will be given by certified 
orientation mobility instructors. People with disabilities may be used to mentor those 
receiving the travel training, but will not serve as instructors unless they are certified. 
Emphasis in the training will be placed on helping people use the bus, or tIle fixed route 
system. Awareness will also be raised about alternative options such as deviated fixed 
route services which are buses that deviate their route to pick up people at their residence 
within a limited geographic area from the fixed route service. If these options do not meet 
the needs of people receiving the training, then paratrallsit OptiOllS will be presented. If 
the person is Americans with Disability Act eligible, then they will be assisted to apply 
for services and benefits. 

Progress: Valley Metro/RPTA has expanded its travel training program for older adults 
and added a program for people witll disabilities. These programs were made available 
with section 5317 grants. Trainings are offered by instructors with peer mentors as 
available. Training participants receive information about transit and paratransit services. 
People who may be eligible for the Americans with Disabilities Act are given 
informatiol1 to apply for appropriate benefits. To date, 44 presentations to 630 older 
adults and 26 field trips with 116 older adults 11ave been offered. 

The next section will offer demographics of the people impacted by the implementation 
of these goals. 

Demographics 
Demographics play an important role in determining the strategies with the most potential 
to make an impact. A good analysis of the data can result in goals being better informed 
and more responsive to the lluances of the region. For example, many consider Arizona to 
be a retiree state. The data indicate that tIle average age of residellts in this region is 
actually younger than the national average at 33.7 years. The 2007 American Community 
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Survey also reports the region's households to be slightly larger and more affluent than 
the national average. That being said, there are many older adults, people with disabilities 
and people with low incomes ill this region who lleed better access to human services 
transportation. 

Overall, there are 3.7 million people in this region according to the 2007 American 
Community Sllrvey. This figure llas burgeolled after years of rapid population growth. 
MAG socioeconomic projections indicate that the population will continue to increase, 
and by the year 2020, there will be five million people living here. By 2030, that figure is 
estinlated to increase to more than six million people. Everything happens according to 
scale, so these projected population increases dramatically affect coordination planning. 
As numbers increase, the diversity of lleed alld the complexity of service delivery 
increase as well. The following represents a glimpse of the demographics shared by older 
adults, people with disabilities and people with low incomes. 

Older Adults 
Of the region's poplLlation, 15 percent are age 60 and older. This number is estimated to 
increase to 26 percellt by the year 2020. While today's older adults are healthier and can 
expect to live longer, challenges remain. Given the Cllrrent econonlic climate, many are 
seeing their savings vanish, and as a result, willlleed to work longer than expected. This 
may increase needs for transportation as their need to work outlasts their ability to drive 
safely. The chart below indicates the percentage of people who experience disabilities in 
three distinct age ranges. As illustrated, the rate of disabilities increases steadily as people 
age. Five percent of youth under the age of 17 years old experience disabilities, conlpared 
to more than 40 percent ofpeople age 65 and more. 

Longer life expectallcy, increasing disability rates, alld the need for income all affect 
transportation. In addition, the time after retiremellt is increasillgly viewed as time for a 
second career even when income is not an issue. Older adults are demanding more from 
their golden years. Mobility is one essential tool to ensure they can maintain an active 
lifestyle. 

Age Range 
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The following charts report basic demographics data as reported by the 2007 American 
Community Survey on people in this region age 60 and older. To view tIle complete 
demographic table, please refer to attachment C. 
Gender of people age 60 and older in the MAG region 

bill	 Males age 60 
and older 

• Females age 
60 and older 

Race of people age 60 and older in the MAG region 

[I White 

•	 Black 

III American 
Indian/Alaska 
Native 

111 Asian 

III Other 

People with Disabilities 
While older adults represent the nlajority of those with a disability, people of any age 
may be born with or incur a disability. A disability may be defined both within the 
context of the person's level of ability, as well as by society's ability to accommodate 
their needs. Sociologist Irving Zola defined disability as representing a set of 
characteristics everyolle at various ages shares to varying degrees. The human services 
transportation solutions identified for people with disabilities often benefit all people by 
making transportation more accessible for everyone. 
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Disabilities include physical limitatiol1s, cognitive impainnents, and visual impainnents. 
A developmental disability is defined in the State of Arizona as a severe chronic 
disability; attributable to mental retardation, cerebral palsy, epilepsy or autism; manifests 
before the age of 18; is likely to continue indefinitely; and results in substantial functional 
limitations. Any kind of disability has the potential to lin1it access to transportation 
depending upon the level of support available thrOUgl1 the community. Travel training, 
for example, is meant to increase access by increasing knowledge and confidence. 

Having access to transportatiol1 is not just a mobility issue. It is an economic issue. The 
longer people can mail1tain their mobility, the more self-sufficient they will be. This 
makes it more likely that people can remain in their homes. Out-of-home care such as 
nllrsing homes is extremely expensive and may cost as much as $47,200 a year per 
person. Tl1is cost is often transferred to society when the individual cannot afford the 
care. This is especially problematic for people with disabilities who are overrepresented 
in the low-income population as shown in the second chart below. Keeping people 
mobile not only maintains their lifestyle, it is more cost effective for the region. 

The following charts offer basic demographic data for people witl1 disabilities as reported 
by the 2007 American Community Survey. To view the full demographic table, please 
refer to attachment D. 

Percentage of people with no disability, one disability, and two or more disabilities in the 
MAG region. 

B1] No disability 

•	 One disability 

•	 Two 
disabilities or 
more 
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People with Low Incomes 
Income affects access to a variety of resources, including transportation. Low-income
 
people are more likely to utilize transit services. They are also more likely to work
 
second or third shifts wIlen transit services are not available. Low-income people out of
 
necessity will live in more affordable housillg that may not be located near employment
 
centers. Federal grants like Job Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) were developed
 
specifically to address these needs. As with people who have disabilities, it is more cost
 
effective to offer people with low incomes access to transportation so they may maintain
 
their self-sufficiency instead of resorting to state sponsored health care and financial
 
assistance.
 

The 2007 American Community Survey reports 12.8 percent of people ill the region live
 
below the poverty level. The charts below illustrate the overrepresentation of minorities
 
ill the percentage of low income people in this region. To view the complete demographic
 
table, please refer to attachment E. Please note for the first chart that Hispanic origin is an
 
ethnicity that may be included with any race.
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The human services transportation solutions developed for these target populatiolls will 
be universally beneficial for everyone. The region will be stronger as a result. The next 
section will examine the gaps that impair access to transportation. 

Gaps Analysis 
There are 120 nonprofit, profit and public programs that provide human services 
transportation in this region. The issue is not coverage necessarily, btlt capacity and 
coordination. Lack of capacity occurs when services are insufficient to meet the needs. 
Lack of coordination exists when one agency has vans but no one to drive them and 
another has drivers, but no vallS. These are not uncommon occurrellces in the region. The 
strategies outlined in the next section will nlaximize tIle current capacity of tIle system in 
order to increase effectiveness and provide more rides for more people at less cost. 

This section will reflect tIle gaps tllat exist in the region by demograpllic, geographic 
area, and service. The following maps indicate the concentrations of these target groups 
with the bus routes overlaid. The data for the maps were derived from the 2000 Census. 
There has been considerable growth since that time, especially in the outlying areas. The 
maps offer a perspective on the trends, but do not reflect the current scale. 
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Gaps by Demographic Status 
Stakeholders report gaps for all three target populations of older adults, people with 
disabilities, and people with low incomes. Thirteen percent of the human services 
transportation agencies reporting a target population indicate that they serve the general 
population. The remaining agencies restrict eligibility per the agency's mission or in 
deference to funding requirements. The majority serves people with disabilities 
exclusively (38 percent). Programs servillg older adults total 18 percent. Agencies 
transporting low-income people, including those homeless or runaways, come to a mere 
eight percent. An additional three percent serve all three pop·ulations concurrently. 
Sixteen percent serve both older adults and people with disabilities combined. 

These figures, however, do not take into account tIle capacity of the agellcies providing 
the service. Maricopa County Work Links program, for example, exclusively transports 
low-income workers. In FY 2007, it provided more than 83,000 rides to more than 1,240 
people. This is a substantial and important service. Limited funding jeopardizes the 
sustainability of this program. If this service is discontinued, low-income people will lose 
an important part of their support system. 
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Even if this service can be maintained, nlore transportation is needed for low-income 
workers. This will be more. critical as the economy continues to lag and more people fall 
into the low-income category. Proposed increases to the bus fare may make public transit 
less of an option for those struggling to survive. 

The chart below depicts the populations served with human servIces transportation 
programs in this region. 

~	 General 
population 

II Disability only 

II	 Older adult only 

II Low income 
only 

- Older adult and 
disability 

II Low income, 
older adult and 
disabilities 
combined 

Gaps by Geographic Area 
Of the agencies providing human services transportation, nearly 40 percent serve the 
entire region if not tIle state. Thirteen percent serve the City of Phoenix exclusively. 
Roughly equal proportions serve the East Valley (21 percent) alld West Valley (20 
percent). When delving further into the West Valley programs however, disparities 
surface. Of the 20 percent that serve the West Valley, only two percent work in the 
Southwest Valley while 18 percent serve the Northwest Valley. Programs serving tribes 
exclusively total two percent. The baiallce of the programs (seven percent) serve a 

19 



combination of sub-regions, usually including Phoel1ix and either West Valley or East 
Valley communities. 

It is important to note the environment in different parts of the region. Transit may not 
always be as available in the West Valley as it is in the East Valley and in Phoenix. As a 
result, some communities in this area have attempted other solutions like taxi voucher 
programs. This seemed promising until one West Valley city could not find any taxi 
companies willing to send cabs out to the West Valley due to the downtime spent 
traveling fronl Phoenix or the East Valley. 

This leaves a portion of the population in need without adequate access to resources. 
Nearly half of all new residents expected to move to this region, about 600,000 people, 
are projected to live west ofPhoel1ix. Some West Valley communities have much higher 
proportions of people deeply affected by human services transportation. In Youngtown, 
for example, more than 50 percent are age 65 or older and 40 percent of residents have a 
disability. This is much higher than the regional average of 15 percent and 12.5 percent 
respectively. 

County islands exist throughout the region. These are unincorporated areas embedded 
within other mllnicipalities. Stakeholders have indicated it can be difficult to obtain 
services within these islands. Coordination among the incorporated areas can be difficult 
as well, especially with paratransit programs. Americans witll Disabilities (ADA) 
paratransit programs, or demand response transportation usually provided with vans, are 
required within three quarters of a mile from a fixed public transit route, such as bus or 
light rail. Transfers between paratransit programs become even more complex with other 
counties and conlmunities contiguous to this region. 

The chart below illustrates where agencies provide service tllfoughout the region. 

II] Regionwide 

II East Valley 

II Northwest 
Valley 

II Southwest 
Valley 

II Phoenix 

II Combination 

II Tribes 
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Gaps by Service 
Budget constraints have recently necessitated hours of public transit service to become 
more limited. The decision to eliminate some runs before 5:00 a.m. and after 10:00 p.m. 
was made because only two percent of riders wOlLld be affected. Many public and 
nonprofit agencies do not operate late night service. Some for-profit agencies may offer 
this service, but their fees are usually more expensive. 

Opportunities have been identified to make improvements that would entice more people 
to use the bus. Stakeholders report that some shade structllres and benches at bus stops 
have been removed in response to safety concerns. It may be believed that shade and 
benches encourage undesirable people not using the bus to linger at the stop. Without the 
shade and benches though, potential riders may be less likely to use the bus. This is a 
serious issue for those whose medicatioll makes thenl more prOlle to serious sunburn, or 
for those weakened by medical treatments like dialysis. Well-maintained sidewalks will 
also encourage bicycle and pedestrian traffic to bus stops. The ability to leave vehicles 
overnight in park-and-ride lots would also help people working a third shift to take the 
bus. 

Stakeholders have indicated a need for more door-to-door services, especially in the 
Olltlyillg areas of the region. People will often wait in their homes until their ride arrives. 
If the driver does not come to the door, the person nlisses their ride and the agency is less 
likely to return to the house. This is especially a concern in the outlying areas. Some 
people may also need more assistance and may not be able to get to the curb by 
themselves. 

This gaps analysis indicates support for all human services transportation programs 
throughout the region, while people with low incomes in the SOllthwest Valley represellt 
a particular gap. Expanded bus routes and late night transportation may help to meet this 
need when possible. 

Model of Useful Coordination Practice: Wickenburg 
Gaps in transportation services do exist, as illustrated by the previous section. 
Throughout the region however, people are developing innovative solutions to resolve 
these gaps and make transportation accessible to all. The Wickenburg coordination 
project is one example of the useful coordination practices that have been implemented. 
The following article appeared in the MAG agency llewsletter. 

Quality oflife maintainedfor Wickenburg residents 
It has been said that through crisis situations new opportunities can arise. This has been 
proven true by tIle coordillation effort taken on by the Town of Wickenburg. When a 
group of dialysis patients in their mid-eighties from Wickellburg suddenly found 
themselves without transportation to their dialysis treatment, something had to be done. 
The Town of Wickenbllrg currently has no dialysis center and the patients, who need 
dialysis tl1fee days a week, had been transported regularly to their treatnlellts in Slln City. 
Funding shortfalls forced tIle agency that llad been providing tlleir transportatioll to 
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discontinue the service. This left the Wickenburg residents without transportation to their 
lifeline. 

"If you don't get your dialysis you don't live. It's that simple," said Paulille Hipp, one of 
the patients left without transportation when the original van service ended. Pauline says 
11er 11usband used to take her on tIle 80-mile rOllnd trip from Wickenburg to the Desert 
Dialysis Center in Sun City, but he passed away. When the transportation service 
suddenly ended, Pauline said it became a monumental struggle. 

Another Wickenburg resident Russ Greene said he was forced to use his Social Security 
checks to pay for private transportation twice a week. The third day his son-in-law makes 
the trip. "We've made it, but it's still hard. My son-in-law 11as to take off once a week 
and loses $120 by doing that, because he's still working," said Greene. "So that's hard on 
11is part. Each one of us tries to get a ride, and it's quite a hardship on us," he said. 

The six older adults in Wickenburg have peace of mind now that they 11ave reliable 
transportation to their dialysis appointments, thanks to a new collaboration among the 
public and private sector that provides a new van service for the patients. 

"All of the older adults were very concerned, but no one had a solutioll," said 
Wickenburg Town Manager Gary Edwards. "For a short time, they were able to arrange 
their own transportation, but these were not long-term, consistent solutions. Fortunately, 
that's when MAG stepped in to help find a solution," he said. 

When the Arizona Kidney Foundation and the dialysis center serving the Wickenburg 
residents called MAG with news of the situation, MAG began looking for alternatives. 
After weeks ofbrainstonning and numerous phone calls, a workable plan finally evolved. 
Valley Metro donated a van and free driver training for volunteers. The Town of 
Wickenburg committed to subsidize the service by payillg for the gas, inSllrance and 
maintenance within a budget. The Area Agency on Aging agreed to be the host agellCY 
for the van. Pat Campbell, the social worker at the Desert Dialysis Center, a for-profit 
company, recruited alld organized volunteers. 

The Desert Dialysis Center's agreed upon responsibility will be to recruit and schedule 
training for the volunteers. Organize a schedule for the volunteers that are responsive to 
the needs of all Wickenburg residents needing transportation to their dialysis 
appointments. Schedule follow-up training as needed and enSllre the volunteers keep the 
van clean, full of fuel and in good working order. Notify the Area Agency on Aging 
when the van needs maintenance. 

Town Manager Gary Edwards was astollilded and gratified by the partnerships that made 
the coordination possible. "Tllis innovative arrangement helps to meet a critical need. Not 
one of the partners could have done this alone. This is a great example of how the 
combined resources and ingenuity of many can outperform the talents of a few." 
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Prioritized Strategies to Address Gaps 
The region may benefit from replicating tIle illgenuity of useful practices like the one 
described above. The following strategies strive to promote the activities that will have 
the most positive impact on human services transportation in this region. Previous plans 
have focused on communication and standardizing operations. These strategies promote 
the United We Ride (UWR) goal of providing more rides for the targeted populations for 
the same or fewer resources (efficiency) by maximizing the capacity of the currellt 
system. 

Strategy Description Lead Timeline 
Shared 
Vehicles 

Maximize resources and reduce unused 
capacity by rewarding Sectioll 5310 applicants 
who request shared vehicles. 

MAG FY 2010 

Travel Complete an inventory of travel training Valley FY 2010 
Training programs in the region. The inventory will lead Metro First 
Inventory to a better understanding of the availability of 

programs, better coordillation, and the 
development of new programs to fill gaps in 
servIce. 

Quarter 

Match 
Mechanism 

Develop a mechanism for matching agencies 
with the capacity to offer more trips witll 
agencies needing transportation for their clients 
as well as people in need from the community. 

MAG FY 2010 

Project and 
UWR Goal 
Consistency 

Encourage and award applicants that have 
supported the development and implenlentatioll 
of the coordination plans as evidenced by their 
inclusion in the participallt list, as well as those 
projects that promote the United We Ride 
goals. 

MAG, City 
of Phoenix 
and ADOT 

FY 2009 
and 
FY 2010 
Third 
Quarters 

Conclusion
 
Even amidst the poor economy, the region's population and diversity will likely increase.
 
The following changes are projected:
 

o	 More than one Ollt of four people will be age 60 or older by the year 2020. 
o	 By 2050, nearly half of the total population in this region will be Hispanic. 
o	 From the year 2000 to 2050, the state's population will increase from five millioll 

people to 15 million. The majority will live in this region. 
o	 A new megapolitan is forming now connecting the Tucson area, this region, and 

the Flagstaff area. This region is one of 20 megapolitan areas under study across 
tIle country. 

These changes in demographics, density and diversity will drive the need to coordinate 
hllman services transportation unlike anything that exists now. The region has an 
opportunity to be proactive and produce solutions before crises. Plans can be developed 
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and practices can be initiated now that will reap dramatic results for years to come. The 
region is bOllnd only by the limits of its creativity and conviction to ensure a high quality 
of life for older adults, people with disabilities, and people with low illcomes through 
coordinated human services transportation. 

When stakellolders were first sllrveyed in 2005 abollt their willinglless to coordinate, 
many expressed reluctance and even resistance. Now, agencies are coming forward to 
transport people who are not their clients, to share staff with other agencies, and to 
establish new partnerships. This region is indebted to the human services transportation 
providers for their conlmitment to serving others. Their work keeps people alive, 
connected and healthy. In tIle future, the regioll will continue to honor the providers and 
the people they serve by making sure no effort, no matter how small, is wasted. 
Coordination can be the key that unlocks that potential. 

24 



Attachments 
Human Services Transportation Coordination Policy 

SAMPLE 
HUMAN SERVICES TRANSPORTATION 

COORDINATION POLICY 

Definition: 

The definition of human services transportatioll coordination is the sharing of resources 
to minimize redundancy alld gaps; increase the quality and accessibility of services; and 
to assist agencies in fulfilling their mission. 

Background: 

Federal transportation SAFETEA-LU legislation requires the creation of locally 
developed coordination plans as an eligibility requirement for three Federal Transit 
Administration funding programs. This requirement affects the Elderly Individuals and 
Individuals with Disabilities Transportation Program, or Section 5310; Job Access and 
Reverse Commute, or Section 5316; and New Freedom, or Section 5317. 

This region has responded to this federal requirement through coordination plalls 
developed by the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG). TIle 2008 MAG Human 
Services Coordination Transportation Plan identified the development of a coordination 
policy template to assist agencies ill working together better. The plan may be accessed 
at http://www.mag.nlaricopa.gov/detail.cms?itenl=8111. 

Purpose: 

The purpose of this policy is to establish a basic framework for collaboratioll, cooperation 
and coordination in the delivery of human services trallsportation. Through this policy, 
agencies express their intent to coordinate by sharing resources such as vans, drivers and 
related equipment. Potential partners for coordination include other agencies or 
businesses with similar missions; private sector, faith-based or community groups; 
volunteers; and people from the commullity ill need of human services transportation. 
Seamless and effective coordination will maximize the resources currently available and 
provide more rides for the transportation disadvantaged. 

Goals: 

1. To incorporate the three goals of United We Ride into all coordination efforts. The 
goals are as follows: to provide more rides for target populations for the same or fewer 
assets, to sinlplify access and to increase customer satisfaction. 

2. To provide mechanisms for the integration of services provided by community 
providers to ensure a comprehensive coordinated service delivery system. 
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3. To maintain the integrity of each human service provider's mission wllile enhancing 
specialized support services contributing to that missioll. 

4. To explore methods that will insure maXimtlm feasible coordination between and 
among human services agencies receiving federal transportation dollars. 

Activities: 

1.	 Actively idelltify barriers to coordination. Barriers may be found in a range of 
areas including but not limited to illsurance, fundiIlg, capacity, and mission. 
Explore and implement resolutions to barriers as possible. 

2.	 Actively explore opportunities for coordination. This includes a fleet management 
analysis to identify deadllead, or downtime, of their vehicles alld/or drivers. 
Priority will be given to transporting the agency's own clients and to activities 
that support the agency's mission. If underutilized capacity is found within the 
fleet, then actively seek agencies and/or people needing transportation that fit 
within the geographic, financial, and target popuiatioll capacity of the agency. 

3.	 Support tIle development of regionally responsive soltltions for successful 
coordination by sharing barriers and opportunities with MAG for consideration in 
future Human Services Coordination Trallsportation Pialls. This illformation will 
be reflected in the gaps analysis and resources sections of the plans. Strategies to 
address the barriers and promote the opporhlnities will be developed and included 
in the pialls. Assistance in matching part1lers for coordination will be provided by 
MAG as needed by the agencies. 

4.	 Consider coordination a priority. Tllis illcludes but is not limited to sharing 
vehicles, drivers, equipment, and training. The mission of the agency will be held 
in primary importance with coordination used as an effective tool to support the 
mISSIon. 

The undersigned people agree to implement this policy within relevant programs of the 
followillg ageI1CY: 

Agency 

Printed Name	 Title 

Signature	 Date 
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Participant List 
Many thanks to the following organizations that helped to develop this plan. 

Arizona Bridge to Independent Living
 
Alliance of Arizona Nonprofits
 
Area Agency on Aging, Region One, Inc.
 
Arizol1a Department of Economic Sec-urity
 
Arizona Department of Transportation
 
Arizona Foundation for the Blind and Visually Impaired
 
Arizona Govemnlent University
 
Arizona Kidney Foundation
 
Arizona Recreation Center for the Handicapped (ARCH)
 
Arizona Spinal Cord Injury Association
 
Arizona State Hospital
 
AZ211
 
Chandler Gilbert Arc
 
Child Protective Services
 
City of Avondale
 
City of Glel1dale
 
City of Goodyear
 
City of Peoria
 
City of Phoenix
 
City of Surprise
 
City of Tempe
 
City of Tempe-Pyle Adult Center
 
D Team Education Fund
 
DaVita Southwest Kidney Tempe Dialysis
 
Foundation for Senior Living
 
Friel1dship Village
 
Gila River Indian Community
 
Granite Valley Dialysis
 
Hacienda Healthcare
 
Horizon Human Services
 
Marc Center of Mesa, Inc.
 
Maricopa County
 
Maricopa County Special Transportation Services
 
Mercy Housing So'uthwest
 
Metro Valley
 
Mountain Vista Dialysis
 
Native American COmmtll1ity Health Center (Native Health)
 
Paralyzed Veterans of America
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Parsons Brinckerhoff 
PPEP Encompass Inc. 
San Lucy District 
Scottsdale Training and Rehabilitation Services, Inc 
SOllthwest Behavioral Health Services 
STAR-Stand Together And Recover 
TERROS, Inc 
The Arc of Tempe 
Town of Buckeye 
Triple R Behavioral Health, Inc. 
UMOM - Watkins Overflow Shelter 
UMOM New Day Centers 
United Cerebral Palsy (UPC) of Central Arizona, Inc. 
Valley Metro/RPTA 
Valley of the Sun Schools 
Village Mesa 
Virginia G. Piper Charitable Trust 

2007 American Community Survey Table on People Age 60 and Older in Maricopa 
County 

I Total . I 3 768 1231 *****1 569 2131 +/-4 1531 
I population 1 ' , 1 !' 1 '1l-'..m .._'_ " _ ~••"'•••_,j.. _ __ _ , _ _ ..~ , , _ ,_.._ m _ " , ~ ~ , '~.__m j _ _ ~ ~ J.._ OA'......... . , 1
 

I SEX AND AGE 1 
IMale I . 50.3%1" +/-0.1 r 44.6%1 +/-0.4\
.,...-------r-~~---~~~-~~---~~--_.~--~---w-~-------~v-~---.~1___- ~-----~--~~i---~-~·------- ....------i 
IFemale I 49.7%1 +/-O.lj 55.4%1 +/-0.41. 

It=~-==--=--;===~===-====~=--=~·=-===--====~~-===-===~=~=~===J 
Median age I 33.61 +/-0.1 1 70.81 +/-0.21 

j (years) I ! I ! ! 

lOne race I 97.8%1 +/-0.2l 99.5%1 +/-0.21 

~~:-I-------~8~r---------+!-05r-------91.2%r-=----+/~O~{I 

I Afric~n I 4.1%1 +/-0.111~ 2.3%1 +/-0.11
I AmerIcan I 1 ! 
I • j : ~--~~l--l-----

! AmerIcan I : I 1 

1 I d· d I 1jnI Al Iaknan I 1.7%1. +/-0.11 0.7%1 +/-0.11 
1 as a ! I I I 1

I Native I I I 1 .~ 
1___--~_._-.~---------..--~------------f---------~----------~.fv____~---·--------r----~---~--_·~~~
I Asian I 2.9%1 +/-0.11 1.9%1 +/-0.11
l---~-~- ~.~. __._.~~ -.r-~ ---~.-~ ..~ _~ ~ _..~ _ ~ ..; - _ !-..~ - _ _~_ l.. ~ _ .._ :_INative I I I I ' 
I Hawaiian I 0 2%1 +/-0 11 0 0%1 +/-0.1:
I and Other I . 1 . I . I : 

t~~~..~!!~ _._ 1. _ _ , __ ~ _ _ , _ ~ _ .I. __~.._ _ ~._.., J._.._ _ _ l1 
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Islander 
Some other 
race 

or 
more races 

Hispanic or 
Latino 
origin (of 

With Social 
Security 
income 
Mean 
Social 
Security 14,873 +/-191 
income 

With cash 
public 
assistance 
income 
Mean cash 
public 
assistance 4,941 +/-1,521 
income 

With 
retirenlent +/-1.1 
income 

29 



_ ·········-r~···~-··_······....................................... . _ __ ..·····················m.........................................................•. r··_····················· ············································r..·••·····•···..················_·····.....•.................•.....
 

! I 60 years andl Margin o~ 
..........~.......mmmm ..~!~!~I.f_._m Margin. of Error l_mm mmm_ m()y~!..lmm _mm Errorl 

21,189 j +/-7771 21,8621 +/-9851 

................................................................................... !.::
 .-m....-....-.m...I. _... ··· ..·· ·· · ····..···········..······.. ··.. ············r·i ~ .. 

5.2%1 +/-0.31 3.0%1 +/-0.4: 

·········· ..················f······· .- " . 

I 
561,5501 +/-4,1871 

I 

+/-0.61 

+/-0.61 
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2007 American Community Survey Table on People with Disabilities in Maricopa County 

I~---~--l-··~··~f~~·l~~~~~~·······~··_··_·~ 

I . ... I I Marl!~nofl .. .. J.. nMarglRof . IMarf.!~~()ti 
!Subject! Totall...Errorl .Malel .. .. .... Error ..Femalej Errorl 
r-m~_N..m-----_-_N~Y~N----Nm~-"""N __-N_--_,__m"m""r~---'N~~-~"';""'N(."N_--'_"---""---T,,----,-,_ ..,~-m----t--------_·· N-'----..,--'~YN~r-N-.vm'----'---NN--1 

I Population 5 years and I 3 4311631 +/-99111 7234711 +/-1311 1 7076921 +/-9781 
LN~!~~.._,~~-----"""-"".--~-~"~,,--- ..,-L--~-----,,,,~---,-L~,--~,,,~-~---~ .._.~--~-~---L,---~,,~~'-~~ ... ",.._-'~"m~----L-~..",,--~--------,-~-,,- __I 
1 Without any disability I 87.5%1 +/-0.31 88.3%1 +/-0.4 86.8%1 +/-0.4\
!•.•.•••..•m " ••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••.-••••••••••• " •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••....~ " ~ ~•• " ~ _ i ,,············..·······..········ , ~_ _ ..•••••••••••••••••••ow ·····E··· _ 

1 With one type of disability I 5.8%1 +/-0.21 5.9%1 +/-0.3 5.7%1 +/-0.3\
j ••••~ - _ - _ _ >- _ - ~ ~ , _.~ } _ ~ _ ~ _ _ _........ _ ~ ~ , _ ~.._ ..~ ..- _.
 

IWith two or more types of I 6 70/. i +/-0 21 5 80/. i +/-0 3 7 50/. i +/-0 31 
tdisa~_~_L_~·_oL_~ ·J_....__~_~ " 0: "I 
l j 

I Population 5 to 15 years I 611,1391 +/-2,9751 312,7781 +/-2,2251 298,3611 +/-2,4111r..···· ·..·· ··· ·..··..····.. ·· ··.. ···..· ···..·..·· · " ' - ,. _ _ __ j ~ •• • •• ·--1 ·..··..·· ·· ..·· ·· ···· ···., _ !_ 

IWith any disability I 5.2%! +/-0.51 7.0%1' +/-0.8 3.4%1 +/-0.51
~ ~~ ~ .._._._._._~ _._~-_ _!:._ _ _ ; ; _-_ _..~ f-..__.._ _ ~..~_ _._. _- _ -.- - ; _ ....- _ j 

e~~~~ --:~!~i~F·:;~~~~~~

I.. ·.. •••• • •• ..•••••• .. •..•••·• .. •·••• ..••..•• ..•••• •..• , , •·•• •••..••· ..·1 •• • • ••• ••.. •·• ,· •..· ~ , 

1With a self-care disability I 0.9%1 +/-0.21 0.9%1 +/-0.3! 0.8%1 +/-0.31 
! 

r-·-·-·····-··_-·_··········---·---·_--··_·--···-·-~~_ .. ._.._~._.~_.~._.~ __~._._._ ..~......J._ .._...._.._..._·-~·-···-···--·---·l 

~~~~atiO~1~~64~ars.~~09,736L-~80~30,7~~,406l---1!79,03~~/-2~961 
IWIth any dlsablhty \ 10.2%~ +/-0.41 9.6%l +/-0.51 10.7%j +/-0.5 
j ' _ , ••~ ···s·· ·····..·····..···..· ···..··· ·..·.. · ;..··..·~······ ··_·..····· ·····..····· l·..··_..···.· , ~ .
IWith a sensory disability I 2.3%1 +/-0.21 2.4%1 +/-0.3 2.2%1 +/-0.2t·..···· · ·..··········.. ~··~ ..···~······ ..········..··· ~.- ~ ,. ,. - _ i ···..·•..· _ ..• •· ·.. ,.. _ ~•. - _ - _ _ _~ ~ :••_~ _ ~ 1< 

IWith a physical disability I 6.0%1 +/-0.31 5.3%1 +/-0.41 6.8%1 +/-0.4! 

~~~~I-O~._3~~-Ojj 
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I. PO~EI!~~ STATUS ----~----f------"------~-r.------··-~----·y-----~1 II PopulatIon 5 years and I I I I I ~ 
j over for whom a poverty ~ 3,412,006~ +/-5,1201 1,712,7171 +/-2,990 1,699,289j +/-2,9491 

L~~~~!-.i~-~C:!-~!.J!1i-!l~~----L--~--"-"-"-l-----~"--"-_ltl-"-"-~"L.-_.--"---". -""--------J"""--.--""--~-JIWith any disability I 427,0691 +/-11,221 l 201,5201 +1-7,407 225,5491 +/-6,7141 

l---~--~'------~-~-'-----'-'~~-;""~--"--'-r---~~-----"'~"A!---._-_.:~. m__ --·---..--:-----~-·------ ..--·-l
IWith a sensory disability I 126,6641 +/-5,7421 64,5641 +/-4,109 62,1001 +/-3,695\ 
rB~l~~~p~~~rtY-i~;~r~~-"-~-T-·---i-~'O%r--"'''-'''--+/-i~~9"l~-'~--~ll5%T--""_v"'''..-+7-2.7 -·-~-·-·~--16~7%r'..----.."'~-·---~·+/=3~-6'1 

l~~~~~~~3i~1~~LtL=I==I~~;~~~==~Z~lf{f~=~Iif~~r=~~:::~~~}~~lr=~=IJ&~~[=::=-:::~iI~f~1
 

fi~~=~~""l£~~fu~~d~j~;tJ
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r···---········--··--r··-··T··--······---·-r··--····r·...T ---.--..-r.-- ·· ·..] 
I I I Margin ofl I Margin of! I Margin ofl 

r~.!!~Jt:~!-.c _ -- - ..--.L-..!~~!L---.-..Error~-.-.-.-.M~!~LError~-.-_!~I.!!~!L_._..-..-_-ErrorI 
IWith a self-care disability I 80,0601 +/-5,322! 31,8541 +/-3,132! 48,2061 +/-3,8711
l'-,..~.~"wm--""'m,~'~-" .._"'''~"''-''--m._' ..''-.-'~'''''~t'''~'- '-""''''''''''''',,,,,,,,,.--,,:-. ~""--,--""··"··t-""···_~,_m"--_·--"r,-,,~",m,,,,-,~,,,,,,,~-. ·-"I"~-,--··~",_~m"_'-""r---,,---,-,,-,,~~···_,m--,,,! 

l_m.~.~!~_~J~~_~~rt~~Y_~.~,_, ..".w~m __mL~_.w,_ou,,~_Q:~~.t...~ __,, ,+/-2:~L__"__~Q_~?_~.Lou_ _""__. ,~..~{=±:~~_,,,,,._.w_.w, __ou}~:-~.w~L--._v-~--------".~-.w~{:.,~~:-~-l 
I~~ ~~~.~~.~.!.!!y L..~??~.~.?.?.~?t ~ ~!.: ..!..~..~.~.~9.1.. !~?~ ..! !..?...!..?z.l. ~!.~.?~.?Q.~.I !...~.~.?~.??~.QJ _ ~!.=??.!..?~.1 
I Below poverty level 1 11.0%1 +/-0.51 10.0%1 +/-0.61 12.1 %1 +/-0.61 

, • :r ·..· · ·· · ,..· · · ·.., h • _~ h , - _ , 1 h , ~ • ••• .. ·1 

! ! 
r-p~p~i;tion 16·y;ar~";;d·~r----.._-_..~!-~----r-_··_""·_-"r---'''·, .._·_·....·...._.....---r~---' ..~r--·---~~·~·_·I 

lover for whom a poverty 2,811,3631 +/-5,8651 1,406,2471 +/-3,7361 1,405,1161 +/-3,31411 

I status is determined I 1 I I I 1 I 

~iti\a.go~ide-~~~6 782, +/-5 8441 469031' --:'-:--;379',1 79 8791 . +~3611 
Idlsablhty j' \ ' I '~. ' , j '!
r-----------~·-------~"---~-~---~·~··----·r-~---------- -r--"-~-------~--·~----~l=:-----~~-~------r~--------~-_~--NUU"--._,,-_.,~-~-~---~--,,-
1 Below poverty level I 18.4%! +/-2.11 18.2%1 +/-3.2 1 18.4%1 +/-2.51 

t-~~I;fu;~~·64Y~'i·-·-----r·------··---r-~---r-·------·r-----~i-·_------I 

I Ifor wh~m a pov~rty 2,401,075 1 +/-5,90711,226,2571 +/-3,6901 1,174,818 1 +/-3,3101 
L~.!tus ]~~_~eterm1!1ed, __,,__J_,,~ L ~__L ._.L~,~"'''',_."'''--~..__..~,~, L__-_~--''-'''~J 

Ir;;:i;mp~e~ __~66~L-=5,98~l~~L+/:~ ~L~111 
Below poverty level ! 25.9%j +/-2.31 22.9%1 +/-3.0! 28.7%j +/-2.7 

Ilii~ii~===~~==:=0=-===~~==~~=~=:~~:·=~=~==~=~==1With any disability ! 4.0%! (X)I (X)! _ (X)l 
L~i!h a sensory disabili_~__J~_~:-3~_L ~L~__(~)_L ~ _<X)I 
IWith a physical disability! 2.8%1 (X)I (X)! (X)Il.._ _ ~ -- _ · _._._ ~.~ _-~ _ ~_ __ _._..__.- ~ _~.~_ _ ~ _ ~ ~ _ .._ _ _.._ _ _..~._ _.~ ..__._.._ _ -.._ . 

IWith a mental disability I 2.0%1 . (X)l (X)I . .' .. . (X)I 
[witl;~-;cl8:~~-~~;bihtY=I==-i~c=-=-(Xj~---(X2c====--=---.===J.x~ 
I~ith ~.go-outside-home I 2.2%1 (X)I (X)I (x)1
Idlsablhty I ~ i ! ! 
r--'-.w·-----"--~---~'--"--.w----·_~·---'-..---.. r--·---~-r---~·"'~-~---_·l-·~~"-.w_-,, .. l'--~_ou~ou~_.---"---.w---~'-~"~--.-.w_~-"-~ou-------'" ._.w.__",_~ .! 

l ~ith .a~ employnlent I 2.2%1 (X)I (X) I (X)!
i dlsablhty i! ! j ! 

~~~~~~jLi.i~Q&~~~fy~~~![I.i..Eji~~=--====~~
 
I. Popula.tion Ag~ 16 and 1 

1,994,51 +/-11 8291 132,31.1. +/-5 665~:.... 1 862 275.1 +/-13728! 
, over wIth earmngs I 911---' I 61 " ", 'I 
~.~. .~~~.._._--~~--~--_~:~l
 

I$25,000 to $34,999 , 15.8% +/-0.51 14.7%1 +/-1.71 15.9%1 +/-0.51 
c..$35~0QQ.!o~~.6~ ---_+/-0.5L 13.2OJr=- +i::lli16:.?%L-- +/-O'~I! 
1 $50,000 to $74,999 I 13.6% +/-0.41 8.7%1 +/-1.11 14.0%1 +/-0.4r··..····..···· ···..····,,··· ·..·· ····· ·..········· · · ··· ········ ······ ·..·1····..·····_..•·• - ······r..·..···· ·· .. ···~······· .. ·····~ ···· ········· ~ ~ > --••--•••_~.._ _ ! 
! $75,000 or more 

~.~ ..__.~ _ __ _~ _._........J~_.
j 12.1 % ._ ._..~__~_ _ +/-0.4

~__~ 1 _ 
5.60/01

-<_ _ ••• _ 
+/-0.91

: _.~
12.5%1 

.._.~__ ~_.._ _ 
+/-0.41!
}~~~ .. _.~ ..__.. _ _, .j _ .._._.•_ •• _ __ _.._ _ ••.,.;.._ _ ~..~~__ 

I 
+/-2501 30,6761 

'I

]Me_dian Earnings _I 30,1~~_ 20,58~! __ +/-24~ 

2007 American Community Survey Table on People with Low Incomes in Maricopa
 
County
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__ , _ . 

~! Percent!
I BelowI below1 

I Margin ofl povertyI Margin of' poverty1 Margin o~ 
ISubject . !. . .. Totali Errori levelI Errorl levelI Errorl 

I~::~::~ti::!:;i;h~;----···r·-;:~~·~,·~~~ +1-0.41'1 
1'--'---:;_2,035,-' ···_·~~~,~~-~r-·-··:/~~4,022·'-·--··_·~-~~~·~;or-········--

I determined I 1... ..1. _ 1............... I
 
~===~===::=~===· .... ===:=~~,.---._·~,-----r---~I

IUnder 18 years I 1,013,081 1 +/-2,0591 182,588! +/-7,5621 18.0%; +/-0.71
l···m~m~"".~~ ~ ~.~..~~~ _ "'.•w ••~ ~- "m _ j ~~ ~._" ~_ =~.~ ~.._ ~ ,..~ , ~ Vo" - i" ~ no~ no~ ~ ~·~" ..·~r ··~ ~~ ·_·~~..··_.. i·········· " ."" ~ " ".j

I Re1atedchildrenunderl8 I 10077811 +1-2237! 1779341 +1-7501 1 17.7%1 +1-0.71 

[{it~l~:r~~~=::~:::::::~ ••••:••• ::·L:i?~~jll:=:~·=:~l;~I?~C:.::~§ii.~2l:~::=~Z~j.:11'±t.~=:==ii·~~I::.·.:::: •• ~~-_~i.~Q:~1
 
165 years and over i 409,9031 +/-5211 30,3341 +/-1,6051 7.4%1 +/-0.4 1I_.__.. ~..·~._. __._._...~_~ .._~_~ ~~__~~__.__.._·._.~ _-~..~_..._-..__ _~_.._~..----..~ ·...·_·_· .._..··_ ·..v.-·..__......I 
l---- -.---- = ..~-_ ~ _ ..--~~ _.----~ _~..~~-~---~.~ ~ _ "" ~ _ ..~ _~.._ = _ " --- ~..-~.- _~._.~._ _ v-·_···..·..l 
ISEX !
1·····..·····.-_··-..················..··········_····..··· m··f· .- _ [ _···· ·..··········· ············f·········· ····•·····..····················.-···f······ ..•..··••···..·..····· ,. .- · ·..·_····· ..·······1····..·· ················ ..··~····· ! 
1 Male I 1,871,8541 +/-1,234[ 218,7481 +/-7,453! 11.7%1 +/-0.41l--··--·--·..---·········-····--······..·---··-·-······-r -.-~..-••._--.- -.l••......- ••.-.....•-.--.--.-+ - -.------ -.,.. -.--- ·····-·1·---······-···-_··---·..-············, 

IJemale_._~'"~~_ .._~_~1_~ ..~.~~04 _~+/-1 ,6~il~~.~.~?1~3 L~~~/-8~~J~~j._~~l}.9~~ 
L~~ __ __ no ~ uu __~ __ ~~ ~.~ ~'" u ~ v ..~ ~u = ~ _ ~ ~..__.._ ~ ~ _~ ~""'u ov~~u ~!_ 4"O_..4"O u _ 

IRACE AND HISPANIC OR LATINO ORIGIN I 
~i.~~~::==~~=::==:[~~Eill=~~:~l~~~El[_~~_-_~§l~Q§I[~tjTI2Q[==::!II~[~=::=.~~=i7~~1 
I White i 2,946,498 +/-11,2871 331,7301 +/-11,4761 11.3%1 +/-0.41t--,.............--...,."'""-""-"'.....,.~~ .............,..,................·...~,... .........·....................~....·,......·........... ~ ....................· ~.....,..,."~ ...............,.,......:..................................-.-............,...~ ..................,,,.......,..... ~ .................~--~_ .... ~............~.........,. ........~_ .......... r-~.,. ................................,.
....·"........~·~ ......~........................... ..,Ao...."A.".............................,......................................... ~
 

I Black.or African I 152 751 +/-24981 33 4991 +/-3 2581 21.9%1 +/-2.01
I Anlerlcan l' , ~ , i ' \ I ! 

I AmericanI~dianand -I 6429; +1-1 7971 ~4~~~89~%r--~-2.81 
~1~ska Nat~~_~....~~_.~~ ....~~~_ .... ~~_ ..~~~.~ .....~._- ........_..~....ov_~~v_ .....-_....~--_..~------l---...........__uu~--1 
! ASIan ! 106,080 +/-1,467j 11,8031 +/-2,0231 11.10/0! +/-1.9 1 

I Native Ha~aiian and I 5 536 +/-6361 9061 +/-4721 16.4%1 +/-8.11 
1 Other PacIfic Islander!' ~ ! ~ !II 

} w ._•••••• _ ~ ••_~ _ _ ~ •••••~- ~···· ··~· ~·· l········~.._-··_···..-·_·..···~· ..·····..} _~ - """ """ ~.._ - ···········_····_..····..··.. ··· ..·..·····_············~l
I Some other race I 364,149 +/-10,860[ 69,6291 +/-5,8911 19.1%~ +/-1.4i
;......'"--~..~..-~ .._._--~ ...._~..~~-~_ ..~--- ..~_...---~_ .._~~.;.- ....--..~.."""..'"_...~-... ~~-_ ..._~.~_ .._ .....~;.._~- .....__....._ ....-~l.~.-- .._ ..........~__.... l


ITwo or more races I 82,447 +/-3,9701 12,030! +/-1,6981 14.6%1 +/-2.01r·y-no -~ _ ..~ ~ - u ~ ~ _ _ - ~~.~,,_ .< ~_ _ _ ..~l _ _ _ uo......;,._ _ _ m ~._ u _ _ _ ! 

rHi~p~~~;Gti~~·~rigi~-·r--~--~~~;~;r··_·-:;~~-~~;r·----;~~-~~·~r----:;~~~-;~~'-----·~~~;~~r·--..·--·_········::~.-~I
 
I·.. {~f~~.~~_£~~~l _ __..__ ~__ ~......:._.._~--~--_ ~-l-----_.~-~~_ _'.. -.~----~~_ ..--..~-.I 
IWhite.alone, not Hispanic I 22505461 +/-1 6411 165 1951 +/-5 9241 7.3%1 +/-0.3 1 

~ or L~t1no ~.~ ~__~l~__'~_'__~~__' ~L ~' L __~__' ~_..l- --.l 1 

I I 

IEDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT' I 
I PopulatIon 25 years and I 2,376,269 +/-4601 227,4281 +/-6,8531 9.6% ! +/-0.31 
! .!»..!~!. _~ _ - _m_.m ~_ ~_ _~_m •...__ ~ ~ ~ __ _ L_ l.._ _ __ t _~ _ _~ __ I _ ~.._ _ . 
ILess than high school I 382 850 +/-7 4461 84 8971 +/-4 5191 22.2%1 +/-1.01
Igraduate 1" j , I ' ~ I I 
i ..·.. ·•·•• •···..··•..••..····•..·•·•·•••·•..·..·•..···_..·•..• .•••_ _ •.~ _.~ _ ~•.•._ ••_ _ ~ _ _ _ ~.- ~ _ _ l-._ ~•.~ -.-..•...··-..·•·•·..•.. i· ··•..·..••..-..~ ..·..•.._·..•..•·..·•·•··..···!..·_··_·· -..······..···•..·····..···-······..··· -1 

I~igh school ~raduate I 596 683 +/-7 6371 67 660 1 +/-3 3071 11.3%1 +/-0.5 1 

I (Includes equIvalency)! ' , j , I ' ~ I I 
l..--·--..~~······ .._-_·~---- ..~~-~-r------ _·~ .._..~-·i--·---··_·~ ......~--_ ..r-----_..·__..·_~·_-~ ...~·r--_ ....._....~-r·~---· __.._.....~·-·~ 

1Some college, associate's I 746 731 +1-7 5611 509351 +1-2296 1 6.8%1 +1-0.31 
Idegree 1" l ' 1 ' ~ ! ! 
!-~ _~· ·_ • ·~_..__..-·- r -~- _-no..~ _~·~· _·r · ·~ ~ ~ " ·- _ r"- _ " _~ ~ ~._ _ ~ ! 
!Bachelor's degree or higher 650,005 +/-7,0141 23,9361 +/-1,9151 3.7%! +/-0.31 

~PI;O~T ..STAruS====-~- .. ·_=-==:..·===..·===;====1 
I Civilian labor force 16 I 1 868 2901 +/-6 1091 130 9331 +/-4 677\ 7.00/01 +/-0.21
I years and over 1." I ' j , I ' l I I 
~ i-------. ~=-_..~:---~.! 

L.~~l?!?.~~.~ _ ..1. !..~.?.?.?..?..~}.~L. ~!~.??~~.?t !..9.?~.?~..~..L ~!~~.?.Q.~?..I. ~.:.Q.~J.. _~/:Q.:.~j 
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r---------------------- T------------r---------T------r----------T-----------r---------------j 
II! : I l Percentll 

I I!:I I I Below1 . I: belowlI ... ... .. .... II ., lI I. I Margin of, povertyl Margin of, povertyI Margino~ 

1~~~t~=:-~=:=:~:-~~~=~~:~-~=~=L====22I~§~[--~::::~Z~:Q;i[=:.=~;;}~~~=~=~~!~:~i~c=~=:=:3:i~I~~=:·=:~~::·:~~:;l
 
1.~~,~~!!!~1~, __,__,~m_A~ ,_,w~ m~__ ~~~--~27J~g~~~----~,~.~~=-~Ji-~,~.l-,-~",,"~7,~~Q,~~~_~{:,~~4 ?.~__~,__--~,,-§-:J~~lon,-,-..,,-"' __-- +/-0_11 
l Unemployed 

,,_A 

! 94,4581 +/-3,4241 24,2351 +/-1,945j 25.7%\ +/-1.8\
t"N~."_'_.~.W.W_W_UA_ .•...'_h•._NNhw_'~wm~.' ~_'__.w--'------'~., " ui~wu'""'-'U-"'h.'-hW-''''-.·'-------.r,.V,.w.•,uu-,.·...",....m',.w'.w_~w •.w,_:w,-''''..·..w.·....'''-...,...·----..---'''~·'""'~w..w''',~••,.........,..,...,..,....•.•_..__ jh."'''---O'"'.,....NN--'-'---"..,-,OoY.., .'.~.'~N"'UA•.~-"' -,-.--!
 
1 Male I 52,6931 +/-2,6391 11,8491 +/-1,2381 22.5%1 +/-2.01~ 
! ,. ! , ·..·..·,.····1······.-····.,············..·················· : .,............•....•..•...•.. ; .,.? .,.( m.m.·.· .,• .,
 

I Female I 41,765! +/-2,3231 12,3861 +/-1,3371 29.7%! +/-2.5·t·········..··························..········ ··..··· -- ~ < _ ..l ".._ , < ~ ; · ···..·····1! •· 

rI woRK EXPERIENCE~--~A-~--~_._--_.~~~'---.-._-- . --II 
i·-~~·_"' ...,,---~YN_~-,..-·_~------~,.r-- ..-~---r------h._~-- ..--',·-----..-·l----------h:"-~ ..--~~--'""-..,_ ..-..-m.{".~_-_ ..----I 

I :::rUlation 16 years and I 2,812,069· +1-1,897 [ 307,8411 +1-8,071 1 10.9%1 +1-0.31 
1········-···-···-··-··-··-·-·----·--···--··--·-·--··-.--.-y----- --.-.---..-.- ~.-.-- ----..-.-.- ?---- - --- - -.---..L- --------- -..-,-..-..-.--.--..---..--.-·····t-······-·-···----------...J 

IWorke.d full-time, year- ! 1 233 7721 +/-8 9951 37 276 1 +/-2 1931 3.0%1 +/-0.21 
1 round In the past 12 months I ' , I ' [ ' I ' j ! 1! ~ - =: ~ ~'" ~ = t.~..- _.." r-..·..··· .. ···..··..·..······..·..··· ..·..·..· t·· ..··· ·· ·· ~ t" '" ·.._·..·..··r···..······ ····~· ..···· ..·· _···· ..·_··.. r···..····..···..~··· .._··..····· ···'"· ·..····..···l 

~~~~~;~~ ::~:L :~~L-~ ::::~~~::~L~~I
 
1 1 

f~~~~~~~~~~~~~==-:~~~~[;;~,illi=:==~::·~~l~jr:::~=:~-~~=:=~-i~-=:====~ii[·==-~-=:~~~
 
1 
125 percent of poverty ! 644 223 1 +/-15 4561 eX)1 eX) I eX) I eX)ll 

1 level 1" 1 I 1 1 
1 I :' 1 1 

~:;::::;:::::~-~ 1,:;::::~ll~~::::~~~~:J ~I -:::~ :::1
 
l··..·..·..·····..····..···················..~··· ..······..· •···· ·..··~ .._ .. ~····· ..···..·· ~..·r·..·_···..·..········ _ · ~· ..····..···..····..~······· ..···········.. t·..····~··· ..···..··· ·..·~··~ ..··· ·..·t ~ ~········ ..··········..·····..· ···j..······..····· ·····..····..··..······ ·..··l mn ••• •• ~_· ••••••• ..······1 

1
200 percent of poverty I 1 171 648[ +/-17 759\ ex)1 eX)! eX)! eX)ll 

1 level ! " , ~ I ~ 1 I 

r:~-i;:~:r-~---=======~;=-_·_==~~--------=1 
~~;J;:rty ~s ~~4,06~~9,3~1 _ 145,8~~1l1 ~~I 

W~:===:==:==:rl;~;£=~~~i~L=_·]~1}1=~~@·I-·-==1~]~L==3~~~~ 
~n income dclicit for r---~r-~--I---- ~ r------l 
Iunrelated individuals 6,270 1 +1-1061 (X)I (X)I (X) (X)II(dollars) ,i I I I I 

~1-tim~ear--1340 ~1- +1-6-;-~~1 +1-ll~r~~I--~0.41 
1 round In the past 12 months! ' , 1 ' I ' j l I 

1~~flll;~~BI;~Ii~I!.~,;~~;(,.I}II'IIl"~~!lllll1( ..:!~;.~~;!lt;;~!(';;'·p;~·II;I(:;;l'''~l!~Il~t·';·I~I~I;1fllllll!'!))(()sl:I'!! 
IDid not~wo!!~~ . I 187,~~.~+/-4,1901 _~_~_~~~1_ ,+/-3., 1921 43.4%1 , +/-1.21 

I I
r"~~'-,..--~-"''''---------u,---'--'_hY~_U~-'-'-'''---''__------''m'~ ----------""---""'-~~.---~~~---'-'---~--~--'--"----'l 

I~.~~~.~~.! ~.~.!!.!~~ , ~ _··..·······················..····1········· WO ••• , •••• •••••••• •••••••••••••••••..·r.. •••.. ..··· ( .1········· ·•••Yo _ ··••..•..·•· ..·••..····· .. •·•· .,_.•........"
 

I~O\~e~ status for i 26.0% (X)I eX)1 (X)! (X)I (x)1 
L..~!!~.!~!~.~~~~_ ~~ ___.l..~ _ ~_ " " _ _1 _ l _ '".~_ ~ ~ J_ ~ ~J l 
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Resource Inventory 
The following is a list of agencies that provide human services transportation. 
Maintaining and updating the list is an ongoing effort. Please contact DeDe Gaisthea, 
MAG Human Services Transportation Planner, at dgaisthea@mag.maricopa.gov with any 
questions or chal1ges. Thank you! 
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Agenda Item #5F 

BROOKINGS 
1775 Massachusetts Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20036 

telephone 202.797.6000 

fax 202.797.6004 

web brookings.edu 

Metropolitan Policy 
Program 

Getting Into the Game: 
Facilitating the Assertion of a Shared Federal-Mega Policy Vision for the Intermountain West 

A Brookings/Mountain Megas Partnership 
February 2009 

Project Overview: The Brookings Metropolitan Policy program proposes a partnership with 
leading Intermountain West institutions and leaders to work out specific collaborative steps 
among the five "Mountain Megas" (and their states) to advance prosperity in their region 
through the achievement of specific, catalyzing federal policy reforms. This partnership will 
identify and pursue opportunities for targeted inter-state collaboration aimed at sharpening and 
augmenting the region's voice and relevance in particular federal policy discussions that tend to 
overlook the distinctive needs of America's new Heartland in the West. 

Working closely with a network of political, civic, and corporate leaders in the five-state region, 
Brookings has for two years been developing an ambitious but realistic agenda for federal policy 
reform as it pertains to the Intermountain region. 

Released in July 2008, for example, the major Brookings report "Mountain Megas: America's 
Newest Metropolitan Places and a Federal Partnership to Help Them Prosper" identified five 
supersized "megapolitan" urban areas in the five southern Intermountain states; assessed 
emerging economic, environmental, and social opportunities and challenges; and proposed a 
more helpful role for the federal government in empowering regional leaders' efforts to build a 
uniquely Western brand of prosperity. Subsequent to that, major well-attended forums in four 
of the five concerned states generated significant media coverage that dwelt heavily on the 
need for regional, multi-state cooperation in obtaining needed federal policy reforms. During 
these meetings, three governors, two university presidents, and the majority leader of the u.S. 
Senate all affirmed the need for such cooperation. 

Now, leaders in the region have expressed a desire to drill down-in collaboration with a 
trusted, neutral, and national intermediary-to seek specific common cause among the states, 
and "get in the game" at a time of great flux and opportunity in Washington policy debates. 

Along these lines, and in consultation with key regional leaders, we at the Brookings Institution 
propose such an action-oriented collaboration. Specifically, we see significant convergence 
around three arenas of engagement: short-term work to identify the five megas' common 
recommendations on the use of federal infrastructure investment as "economic recovery" 
stimulus; medium-term work to sharpen the megas' shared recommendations on the 2009



2010 reauthorization of the federal transportation bill; and exploration of the possible form of 
ongoing institutions or forums for longer-term inter-state collaboration on the Mountain Mega 
agenda. 

Engagements: Three near- and medium-term engagements stand out: 

Engagement 1: Identify and develop the Mountain Megas' shared recommendations on the 
continued implementation of the infrastructure portions of the American Reinvestment and 
Recovery Act (ARRA)-the "stimulus" package. 

Pursuant to this goal, we propose to: 

•	 Convene a small work group of infrastructure practitioners and experts across the five 
states to confer by conference call to develop a shared perspective on the 
implementation of federal infrastructure investment through the stimulus 

•	 Identify over time principles and specific Mountain Megas policy recommendations for 
the recovery package's implementation 

•	 Produce, and transmit to key Obama administration transition, White House, and 
congressional leaders, memos or letters as needed listing specific five-state consensus 
"asks" on the further implementation of the package 

•	 Pursue regional media coverage of those recommendations 

Engagement 2: Identify and sharpen the megas' shared recommendations on the 2009-2010 
reauthorization of the federal transportation bill. 

Pursuant to this goal, we expect to: 

•	 Convene a work group of relevant infrastructure practitioners and experts across the 
five states to confer in one of the megas to develop shared perspective on federal policy 
reform, particularly as regards the nation's current transportation policy 

•	 Research administrative and legislative context for the 2009-2010 reauthorization of 
the federal transportation bill 

•	 Identify principles and specific Mountain Megas policy recommendations for the 
reauthorization 

•	 Link the Mountain Mega agenda to other relevant national transportation agendas 

•	 Produce compact policy memo conveying policy priorities 

•	 Hold Capitol Hill briefing with relevant Hill staff on the Mountain Megas' shared 
priorities 

•	 Pursue regional media coverage of those recommendations 

Engagement 3: Explore the utility, possible design, and possible organization and operation of 
ongoing institutions or forums for longer-term inter-state collaboration on the Mountain Mega 
agenda across multiple policy areas. 

Pursuant to this goal, we expect to: 



•	 Convene a work group of relevant megapolitan, state, and university practitioners, 
experts, and business, civic, and philanthropic leaders across the five states to confer in 
one of the megas on the utility, mission and scope, and possible design of ongoing 
institutions or forums for longer-term inter-state collaboration on the Mountain Megas 
agenda across multiple policy areas, including: water and energy infrastructure, regional 
innovation and cleantech industries, human capital development, health care provision, 
and immigration policy 

•	 Research existing multi-state and even international models for inter-state collaboration 
on key policy issues 

•	 Develop a menu of organization design options if requested 

•	 Produce a compact memo exploring implementation options 

Project Funding and Details: To carry out this plan of work, Brookings is actively seeking 
$100,000 in project-support funding. 

Over the next year or 18 months, Brookings would deploy project funding to support: the 
continued engagement of the initial "Mountain Megas" project team in the region; the 
engagement of a Brookings "external affairs" officer for key activities; necessary air travel and 
hotel stays for Brookings staff; necessary convening costs, including air travel and hotel stays for 
regional leaders' gatherings at central points or in Washington; and internal research, 
publishing, communications, and staff work. 

Leading the Brookings team will be Mark Muro, a Brookings fellow and the policy director of the 
Metropolitan Policy Program at Brookings. A co-author and the project director of "Mountain 
Megas," Muro brings significant experience with Intermountain West issues from his previous 
work as a senior policy analyst at the Morrison Institute for Public Policy at Arizona State 
University. Also significantly involved in the proposed work will be Robert E. Lang, a nonresident 
senior fellow of the Metro Program and the director of the Metropolitan Institute at Virginia 
Tech. Lang, who was the lead author of "Mountain Megas," is a leading expert on the 
Intermountain region and the author of many books and articles on its development trajectory, 
including Boomburbs: The Rise ofAmerica's Accidental Cities. Additional expertise will be 
contributed by Robert Puentes, a Brookings fellow who directs the Metro Program's 
Metropolitan Infrastructure Initiative. 

* 

For more information, please contact: Mark Muro, 202.797.6315, mmuro@brookings.edu 





Agenda Item #5F 
North American Center 
for Transborder Studies 

ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Statement of Work 

Objective:
 
The Maricopa Association of Governments desires a document which motivates
 
adjoining CoGslMPOs (CAG and PAG) to join forces in further developing the Sun
 
Corridor as an economic entity by describing the global and North America forces that
 
impact MAG and vice versa.. The paper would be the first iteratiol1 of attempts by MAG
 
and others to conduct the planning and analysis necessary to develop Maricopa County,
 
the Sun Corridor, then the Intermountain West (and eventually the entire NAFTA
 
corridor) as more than just infrastructure and transportation but as a job creation and
 
economic development "cluster".
 

Background:
 
Many, but most recently Brooking Instihlte, have demonstrated the immense pressure
 
from anticipated, startling fast demographic growth that will impact the Arizona, Nevada,
 
Utah, Colorado, New Mexico region (the southern half of the Intennountain West).
 
Among the challenges will-be staying ahead of the job, infrastructure, environment, and
 
education curves.
 

Visionary planners see the value in thinking outside their boxes and overcoming the
 
"white map syndrome" where planning stops at the jurisdiction boundary. The MAG has
 
had initial discussions with adjoining planners but has been unable to date to move them
 
to actively collaborate on futures. The MAG also correctly realizes that forces outside
 
Maricopa, Arizona, even North America affect them.
 

Much is known about the local, state and regional influences and a bit even about projects
 
being developed in Mexico that affect MAG, but less is known and much sought to be
 
understood about North American (Port of Prince Rupert for example) and global
 
(Panama Canal expansion for example) factors impacting MAG today and in the future.
 

Elements:
 
MAG requests development of a paper which describes outer forces/drivers affecting
 
MAG to include but not be limited to:
 

• Current actual and projected freight shipments through Arizona by modality, 
• Regional (the greater binational southwest) transportation scenarios, 
• Economic "cluster" 11ypotheses, 
• Political and economic climate and outlook 
• Air, sea and land ports of entry potentials, 
• Natural competitive advantage (climate, universities, location, etc.),. 
• Sustainability challenges, and 
• Public-private partnership options. 

The report will take the form of a SWOT analysis. 

The North American Center for Transborder Studies
 
Arizona State University
 

P.O. Box 878105
 
Tempe, AZ 85287-8105
 

Phone: (480) 965-1846 Fax: (480) 965-6149
 



North American Center
 
for Transbol-'der Studies
 

ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY 

Partners:
 
The following sources will be consulted and their infonnation, insights and innovations
 
synthesized:
 

• Arizona-Canada Business Council 
• Arizona Mexico Conunission 
• Canadian Transport Research Forum 
• CanAMex Corridor 
• Consejo de Mexicano de Asuntos Intemacionales 
• North American Competitiveness Transportation Research Council 
• States of Arizona, Baja California, California, and Sonora 

As well as experts at ASU UoA, NACTS universities, and from our Board and Faculty 
Council 

Period of Performance and Milestol1es:
 
Feb 6-April 6, 2009 as Phase I of several planned research projects.
 
Kick Off Feb 6
 
Outline by Feb 13
 
Consultation March 6
 
Draft March 27
 
Final April 6
 

Budget:
 
Staff, consulting, and associated (production, travel, etc.) expenses total $12,000
 
including all fringe and indirect costs.
 

Contact;
 
D. Rick Van Schoik, Director 
nacts@asu.edu, 480 965-1846 

The North American Center for Transborder Studies
 
Arizona State University
 

P.O. Box 878105
 
Tempe, AZ 85287-8105
 

Phone: (480) 965-1846 Fax: (480) 965-6149
 



Agenda Item #6A 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review
 

DATE:
 
March 3, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
ADOT Portion of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Funds
 

SUMMARY:
 
On February 18, 2009, staff reported to the Transportation Policy Committee that MAG expected to
 
receive approximately $99 to $180 million of the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) portion
 
of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds. Staff noted that the State
 
Transportation Board would be considering the MAG allocation at its meeting on February 20, 2009.
 
The State Transportation Board allocated $129.4 million to the MAG region. On February 25, 2009, the
 
Regional Council approved a ranked list of projects cooperatively developed with ADOT for the portion
 
of the ARRA funds totaling approximately $194 million. Please see the attached table and map that
 
shows the project list, which also includes other ADOT projects that are non-prioritized shown on p. 2.
 

The Regional Council also approved having the Chair of the Regional Council send a letter to the State
 
Transportation Board forwarding the projects and also to send a letter to the Senate and House
 
leadership requesting assistance in MAG receiving an equitable share of the ADOT portion of the ARRA
 
funds. On March, 3, 2009, the State Transportation Board met to consider projects for the ADOT portion
 
of the ARRA fund~. The attached memorandum provides further information.
 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
None. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: The transportation infrastructure portion of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) of 2009 is time sensitive. This information and discussion are timely since 50 percent of the 
ADOT/State portion of the ARRA funds are required to be obligated within 120 days after the Federal 
Highway Administration releases their official funding tables. 

CONS: None. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: Projects that wish to utilize transportation federal funds, including the ARRA funds, need 
to be shown and programmed in the TIP in the year that they expect to commence and may need to 
undergo an air quality conformity analysis or consultation. This programming process is discussed 
through the MAG Committee process. 

POLICY: This amendment request is in accord with MAG guidelines. The federal planning requirements 
for the ARRA funds remain. Federal law requires that the financial plan be developed by the 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) in cooperation with the state and transit operator. The state 
and transit operator must provide the MPO with estimates of available federal and state funds. Also, 
projects for federal discretionary funds need to be cooperatively developed between MAG and ADOT. 



ACTION NEEDED: 
Information, discussion, and possible action. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
MAG Regional Council: On February 25,2009, the MAG Regional Council approved the list of projects 
listed in priority order for the Arizona Department of Transportation portion of the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act funds of 2009 and that the projects be forwarded to the Arizona Department of 
Transportation contingent upon projects finally selected receiving the necessary administrative 
adjustments and amendments to the MAG Transportation Improvement Program and air quality 
conformity and consultation. Further that the Chair of the Regional Council to send a letter to the State 
Transportation Board and Chairs of the Arizona House and Senate committees with the responsibility 
for transportation on behalf of the Regional Council requesting that the formula for the ADOT portion 
of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funds take the State Transportation Acceleration 
Needs (STAN) projects in this region totaling $94 million off the top of the funds before the allocation 
is made. Intervention by the State legislative leadership is requested due to ADOT previously being 
directed to hold two of the MAG projects totaling $74 million that were ready to advertise in October 
2008 and one project ready in January 2009 for $20 million. This enabled the Arizona Legislature to 
sweep the funds from this region to assist with state budget issues, with the legislative understanding 
being that the funding swept would come off the top of the ADOT American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act funds before the allocation is made in order to not penalize the MAG region. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Councilmember Peggy Neely, Phoenix, Chair * Mayor Frank Montiel, Guadalupe 
Mayor Thomas Schoaf, Litchfield Park,	 Supervisor Max W. Wilson, Maricopa Co. 
Vice Chair Vice Mayor Kyle Jones for Mayor Scott 

# Councilmember Robin Barker, Apache Smith, Mesa 
Junction * Mayor Vernon Parker, Paradise Valley 

# Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale Councilmember Ron Aames for Mayor Bob 
Mayor Jackie Meck, Buckeye Barrett, Peoria 

*	 Mayor Wayne Fulcher, Carefree # Mayor Arthur Sanders, Queen Creek 
*	 Councilmember Dick Esser, Cave Creek * President Diane Enos, Salt River 

Mayor Boyd Dunn, Chandler Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
Mayor Fred Waterman, EI Mirag~ Mayor Jim Lane, Scottsdale 

# Treasurer Pamela Mott for President Clinton Mayor Lyn Truitt, Surprise 
Pattea, Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation # Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe 

Mayor Jay Schlum, Fountain Hills	 * Mayor Adolfo Gamez, Tolleson 
Mayor Fred Hull, Gila Bend	 # Mayor Kelly Blunt, Wickenburg 
Lt. Governor Joseph Manuel for Governor Mayor Michael LeVault, Youngtown 

William Rhodes, Gila River Indian	 Felipe Zubia, State Transportation Board 
Community	 Victor Flores, State Transportation Board 

# Mayor Steven Berman, Gilbert	 Vacant, Citizens Transportation Oversight 
Mayor Elaine Scruggs, Glendale Committee 
Mayor James M. Cavanaugh, Goodyear 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy.
 
# Attended by telephone conference call. + Attended by videoconference call.
 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Eric J. Anderson (602) 254-6300. 
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March 3, 2009 

TO: Members of the MAG Management Committee 

FROM: Eric Anderson, Transportation Director 

SUBJECT: ACTION BY THE STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD ON THE AMERICAN 
RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT (ARRA) 

The State Transportation Board met today to discuss and approve projects for the Arizona Department 
ofTransportation (ADOT) portion of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). The Board 
reafhrmed the previous action of the Board to allocate the $350 million of funding to MAG, PAG and the 
balance of the state. At the Board meeting on February 20, 2009, the Board agreed that 37 percent of 
the funding would be allocated to the MAG region, 13 percent to the PAG region, and 50 percent the 
remaining 13 counties. The allocation to the MAG region is about $129.4 million. There was no 
consideration of the impact of the sweep of the Statewide Transportation Acceleration Needs (STAN) 
account by the legislature that resulted in a loss of $94 million of funding for the MAG region. 

ADOT staff presented the list of projects in priority order to the Board. For the most part, the list 
presented followed the priorities approved by the MAG Regional Council on February 25,2009. ADOT 
staff struck the Williams Gateway freeway project, which was the third project on the MAG priority list, 
from the list presented to the Board. ADOT staff did not believe this project would be eligible for stimulus 
funding since the Environmental Assessment (EA) is still underway. This means that projects one through 
six on the MAG list, with the exception of the Williams Gateway Freeway project, will be funded with the 
$129.4 million of ADOT funds allocated to the MAG region. MAG staff will be working with ADOT to 
ensure that the remaining priority projects as approved by the Regional Council are presented inthe MAG 
priority order. ADOT staff had also put other projects in the MAG region in priority order without 
discussion with MAG staff. MAG staff testified at the Board meeting that the Regional Council action 

prioritized only the first I3 projects and the remaining projects submitted to ADOT were not in priority 
order. 

An issue that was discussed at the meeting relates to the provision of the ARRA that states that priority be 
given to projects in economically disadvantaged areas as defined by the U.S. Economic Development 

Administration (EDA). According to information provided by the Federal Highway Administration, the 
counties of Maricopa, Pima and Coconino are not economically disadvantaged as defined by EDA. The 
remaining 12 counties do meet the definition. Further clarification of this provision in the ARRA is being 

sought by ADOT. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at the MAG Office. 

A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County 
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List of Highway Projects in the MAG Region for the ADOT/State Portion of
 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act - 2009 Funds
 

Approved at Regional Council 2-25-2009
 

State 
(STAN) 

1-10: Verrado Way - Sarival 
Rd 

Construct General Purpose 
Lane 

This project was advanced from Phase IV (2021-2026). The 2009 
State Budget fix, removed the State-STAN funds; this project is 

$43,200,000 currently unfunded. I $43,200,000 

2 
State 

I(STAN) 
IDOT09
818 1 Yes 11-17: SR74-Anthem Way 

1Construct General Purpose 1 
Lane 2009 1 

This project was advanced from Phase IV (2021-2026). The 2009 
State Budget fix, removed the State-STAN funds; this project is 

IcurrentlYunfunded. The project was originally programmed with 
$22,500,000 $30.5 million in State-STAN funds, but project estimate is lower. I $65,700,000 

ourrently unfunded. The design oomponent is $12 million. The 
State oompletion of the Environmental Assessment is unoertain at this 

~ I~ Not in TIP ¥as SR802: L202 to Ellsworth Design & ROVV ~Jot in TIP $20,400,000 time. This projeot will not be ready to obligate in 120 days.* 

4 INHS 
DOT09
6COOR Yes US 60: SR 303L - 99th Ave 10 Miles Widening 2009 $45,000,000 The project is projected to be ready to advertise by June 2009. I $110,700,000 

DOT07
5 INHS 1332 Yes US 60: 99th Ave - 83rd Ave 2.5 Miles Widening 2009 $11,200,000 Project is ready to advertise. I $121,900,000 

This project is connected to the Prop. 400 Arterial Projects -

Tllmprovement - Widening I PE0100-07AC2 & PE0100-07AC1 The Frontage Road 
ronstruction 75th Ave to Union Hills and U-turn structure at Union 

6 IState 

DOT12
1840 Yes 

Loop 101: Beardsley Rd / 
Union Hills 

Union Hills and Bridge with 
Beardsley connector 2009 I Hill - $20,000,000 is currently being funded with 1000/0 of Peoria 

$9,125,000 funds; ADOT is the lead on both the TI, and Frontage U-turn. I $131,025,000 

7 INHS 
DOT06

1613 Yes SR 85: Southern Ave - I 10 2 Miles New Roadway 2009 $20,000,000 Project is ready to advertise. I $151,025,000 

8 IState 

DOT08
1673 Yes SR 74: MP 20 - MP 22 2 Miles Passing Lane 2009 $3,600,000 Added to Freeway Life Cycle Program in 2006. 1 $154,625,000 

Loop 101: Northern to 
9 IState INot in TIP I Yes IGrand SB Auxiliary lane - 3 miles Not in TIP $3,000,000 Conformity would have to be assessed. I $157,625,000 

Conformity would have to be assessed. This project will not be 

10* INot in TIP INot in TIP I Yes ILoop 101: Olive Avenue ITllmprovements I Not in TIPI $3,000,000 ready to obligate in 120 days.* I $160,625,000 

11* IState 

DOT10
16C32 I Yes ISR 74: MP 13 - MP 15 Iconstruct Passing Lanes 1 2010 1 Added to Freeway Life Cycle Program in 2006. This project will 

$2,000,000 not be ready to obligate in 120 days. * I $162,625,000 

Southbound Roadway 
I Improvements Not in TIP $1,500,000 This project will not be ready to obligate in 120 days.* 

This funding would supplement Prop. 400 funding. This project will 

Construct Noise Walls Not in TIP $10,000,000 not be ready to obligate in 120 days.* 

TOTAL $194,525,000 

I $164,125,00012* INot in TIP INot in TIP I Yes 11-17: 1-10 to Indian School 

I $174,125,00013* INot in TIP INot in TIP I Yes IRegionwide 

i 
* The four projects in the Cooperatively Developed list will not be ready to 
obligate in 120 days. 
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RARF 

NHS/RARF 

STP-AZ/State 
DOT07
323 

Yes 

Yes 

Loop 303: Greenway to 
Mountain View 

99th Ave: 1-10 to MC85 

Construction 

99th AvenueNan Buren 
Street intersection with the 
SRP well relocation, 
pavement rehabilitation for 
99th Avenue from 1-10 to 
Van Buren Street, and 
acquiring right-of-way. 

2010 

2012 

2010 

TOTAL 

The project is projected to be ready to advertise by November 
$23,000,00012009. 

Conformity would have to be redetermined. This project is being 
$135,000,000 ladvanced from 2012 to 2010. 

$2,500,000 IThis is a carry-over from Prop. 300. 

$160,500,000 

Not in TIP INot in TIP I No ISR 87: Gilbert - Shea I Pavement Preservation I Not in TIPI $3,000,000 

Not in TIP INot in TIP I No ILoop 202: MP 10 - MP 17 I Sign Replacement Not in TIP $1,150,000 

Not in TIP INot in TIP I No ISR51:MP7-MP14 ISign Replacement Not in TIP $1,500,000 

Not in TIP INot in TIP I No 11-10: MP112-MP129 I Sign Replacement Not in TIP $1,500,000 

Not in TIP INot in TIP I No 11-10: MP 129 - MP 146 I Sign Replacement Not in TIP $1,500,000 

Not in TIP INot in TIP I No 11-17: MP 194 - MP 201 I Sign Replacement Not in TIP $1,500,000 

Not in TIP INot in TIP I No 11-8: Gila Bend Rest Area IPavement Preservation Not in TIP $10,000,000 

Not in TIP INot in TIP I No 11-8: MP 121 - Rest Area Pavement Preservation Not in TIP $21,000,000 
US 60: San Domingo 

Not in TIP INot in TIP I No IWhitmann Pavement Preservation Not in TIP $11,000,000 
US 60: Wickenburg to San 

Not in TIP INot in TIP I No IDomingo Wash Pavement Preservation Not in TIP $3,777,000 

Not in TIP INot in TIP I No IVarious Routes Guard Rails Not in TIP $1,800,000 
1-17: 19th Avenue - 16th 

Not in TIP INot in TIP I No IStreet Pavement Replacement Not in TIP $1,500,000 
Loop 101: 51 st Ave to 27th 

Not in TIP INot in TIP I No lAve EB Auxiliary lane Not in TIP $3,000,000 
TOTAL $62,227,000 
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Agenda Item #6B
 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review
 

DATE:
 
March 3, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
MAG Sub-Allocation Portion of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Funds Project and
 
Allocation Scenarios
 

SUMMARY:
 
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) legislation sub-allocates 30 percent ($156.57
 
million) of Arizona's funding to local jurisdictions. The amount being sub-allocated to MAG has not
 
been officially transmitted yet by the Federal Highway Administration, however, MAG staff believes
 
about $88 million would be allocated directly to the MAG region. Metropolitan Planning Organizations
 
(MPOs) have one year to obligate the funds. The Transportation Policy Committee met on February
 
18, 2009, and requested that a set of scenarios be developed to fund projects for the MAG sub

allocated portion of the ARRA funds. These scenarios were presented and discussed at the MAG
 
Transportation Review Committee meeting on February 26, 2009.
 

Scenario #1 has an A option and a B option. Scenario #1 is a Member Agency Allocation; option A
 
calculates a minimum agency allocation and then adds population to the minimum agency allocation.
 
Option B provides jurisdictions with a minimum agency allocation and calculates population
 
distribution after the minimum agency allocations are provided. MAG has historically used option A
 
calculations when considering member agency allocations.
 

Scenario #2 presents an option of using the MAG sub-allocation to fund Proposition 400 freeway
 
projects in addition to the ADOT/State Portion. The projects in the list are the remaining
 
Freeway/Highway ADOT projects approved in priority order by Regional Council, which are not
 
funded by the ADOT/State Portion. These total $43.1 million. In addition, there is a table of Freeway
 
Non-prioritized Prop. 400 projects totaling $160.5 million. The projects in this scenario total more
 
than $200 million. If Scenario #2 is chosen, projects would have to be selected to be funded as the
 
number of candidate projects is higher than the MAG sub-allocated amount.
 

Scenario #3 presents an option of using the MAG sub-allocation to fund Freeway projects and local
 
Arterial projects in the Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) that are in Proposition 400. The projects
 
in the Freeway list are the remaining Freeway/Highway ADOT projects approved in priority order by
 
Regional Council, which are not funded by the ADOT/State Portion. These total $43.1 million. In
 
addition, there is a table of Freeway Non-prioritized Prop. 400 projects totaling $160.5 million. The
 
projects in the freeway tables total more than $200 million. There are four ALCP projects with TIP
 
status A and NEPA status A, which means that they could obligate in the short term; these projects
 
total $49.8 million. There are an additional four ALCP projects that have other TIP and NEPA
 
rankings that could possibly obligate within one year, which total $138 million. Together, the
 
Freeway/Highway and Arterial projects total over $388 million. If Scenario #3 is chosen, projects
 
would have to be selected to be funded as the number of candidate projects is higher than the MAG
 
sub-allocated amount.
 



Scenario #4 shows the list of Freeway/Highway ADOT led projects, local Arterial projects in the 
Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP), and Transit projects in the Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) 
that are in Proposition 400 The projects in the Freeway list are the remaining Freeway/Highway 
ADOT projects approved in priority order by Regional Council, which are not funded by the 
ADOT/State Portion. These total $43.1 million. In addition, there is a table of Freeway Non
prioritized Prop. 400 projects totaling $160.5 million. The projects in the freeway tables total more 
than $200 million. There are four ALCP projects with TIP status A and NEPA status A, which means 
that they could obligate in the short term; these projects total $49.8 million. There are an additional 
four ALCP projects that have other TIP and NEPA rankings that could possibly obligate within one 
year, which total $138 million. The Transit list provided in this table includes Prop. 400 projects that 
are not in the recommended scenario per the February 27, 2009, Regional Public Transportation 
Authority (RPTA) Memorandum. Fleet acquisition projects are also not included per the RPTA Board 
recommendation that they are not to be funded with ARRA funds. Together, the Freeway/Highway, 
Arterial, and Transit projects in this Scenario #4 total $828 million. If Scenario #4 is chosen, projects 
would have to be selected to be funded as the number of candidate projects is higher than the MAG 
sub-allocated amount. Using the Prop. 400 allocation, the Arterial would receive $9.3 million 
(10.5%), Transit would receive $29.5 million (33.3%), and the Freeway/Highway section would 
receive $49.8 million (56.2%). Please note, there maybe updated Transit material presented at the 
meeting. 

Scenario #5 lists projects that are ready to obligate with the TIP status of A and NEPA status of A 
or B. There are three calculations in this Scenario due to the nature of Transportation Enhancement 
(STP-TEA) funded projects. The ARRA directs $15 million of STP-TEA funds statewide and at this 
time, it is unsure how the state will program these funds. In preparation, the MAG region has 
identified seven STP-TEA projects that are ready to obligate any possible additional funding through 
ARRA. The amount needed to fund projects in the TIP Status A and NEPA Status A list is $84 
million. Adding the STP-TEA projects, raises the needed funding amount to $95 million, and then 
adding projects in the TIP Status A and NEPA Status B list increases the funding need to $121 
million. If Scenario #5 is chosen, projects would have to be selected to be funded as the number of 
candidate projects is higher than the MAG sub-allocated amount. 

This item is on the agenda for information, discussion and possible action to recommend a scenario 
for projects/allocation of the MAG Sub-Allocation Portion of the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 funds. 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
None. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: The transportation infrastructure portion of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) of 2009 is time sensitive. The ARRA requires the MPO sub-allocated funds to be obligated 
within one year of enactment of legislation. 

CONS: None. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: Projects that wish to utilize transportation federal funds, including the ARRA funds, 
need to be shown and programmed in the TIP in the year that they expect to commence and may 
need to undergo an air quality conformity analysis or consultation. This programming process is 
discussed through the MAG Committee process. 



POLICY: This amendment request is in accord with MAG guidelines. The federal planning 
requirements for the ARRA funds remain. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Information, discussion, and possible action to recommend a scenario for projects/allocation of the 
MAG Sub-Allocation Portion of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funds. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
Transportation Review Committee: The scenarios for the MAG Sub-Allocation portion of the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 were presented at the February 26, 2009, 
Transportation Review Committee meeting. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Phoenix: Tom Callow Maricopa County: Mike Sabatini for John 
ADOT: Steve Hull for Floyd Roehrich Hauskins 
Avondale: David Fitzhugh Mesa: Scott Butler 
Buckeye: Scott Lowe * Paradise Valley: Robert M. Cicarelli 
Chandler: Patrice Kraus Peoria: David Moody 
EI Mirage: Pat Dennis for Lance Calvert Queen Creek: Mark Young 
Fountain Hills: Randy Harrel RPTA: Bryan Jungwirth 

* Gila Bend: Vacant	 Scottsdale: Dave Meinhart for 
Gila River: Sreedevi Samudrala for Mary O'Connor 

David White Surprise: Randy Overmyer
 
Gilbert: Tami Ryall Tempe: Carlos de Leon
 
Glendale: Terry Johnson Valley Metro Rail: John Farry
 
Goodyear: Cato Esquivel Wickenburg: Gary Edwards
 
Guadalupe: Jim Ricker Youngtown: Grant Anderson for Lloyce
 
Litchfield Park: Mike Cartsonis Robinson
 

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Regional Bicycle Task Force: Jim Hash *Pedestrian Working Group: 

* Street Committee: Darryl Crossman	 Brandon Forrey 
*ITS Committee: Mike Mah	 *Transportation Safety Committee: Kerry
 

Wilcoxon
 

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

CONTACT PERSON: 
Eileen O. Yazzie (602) 254-6300. 



A ache Junction *1 *2 
Avondale 
Bucke e 
Carefree 
Cave Creek 
Chandler 
EI Mira e 
Fort McDowell *1 
Fountain Hills 
Gila Bend 
Gila River *1 *2 
Gilbert 
Glendale 
Good ear 
Guadalu e 
Litchfield Park 
Mesa 
Paradise Valle 
Peoria *2 
Phoenix 
Queen Creek *2 
Salt River *1 
Scottsdale 
Sur rise 
Tern e 
Tolleson 
Wickenbur 
Youn town 
Balance of Count 

:jll:::!·;)~\:\;i·~~::::;:::\i::·j:lit:::\:lilar·:I: ::.::;~.~:~::::.::. 
".: 

0.007°A> 
1.922°A> 
1.257% 
0.099% 
0.129% 
6.1280/0 
0.8440/0 
0.0210/0 
0.6520/0 
0.048°A> 
0.0690/0 
5.3870/0 
6.2300/0 
1.490°A> 
0.150% 
0.128% 

11.5270/0 
0.3620/0 
3.901°A> 

39. 155°A> 
0.585°A> 
0.172% 
6.077% 
2.727°A> 
4.329% 
0.171% 
0.162% 
0.164% 

6,137 
1,705,260 
1,115,573 

87,843 
114,168 

5,436,869 
748,574 

18,332 
578,345 

42,258 
61,004 

4,779,300 
5,527,173 
1,322,323 

133,269 
113,317 

10,226,975 
321,357 

3,460,829 
34,739,826 

519,028 
153,045 

5,391,492 
2,419,697 
3,840,909 

152,031 
143,330 
145,106 

$ 505,134 
$ 1,926,571 
$ 1,433,256 
$ 573,487 
$ 595,509 
$ 5,048,326 
$ 1,126,235 
$ 515,336 
$ 983,827 
$ 535,352 
$ 551,034 
$ 4,498,223 
$ 5,123,872 
$ 1,606,217 
$ 611,489 
$ 594,798 
$ 9,055,590 
$ 768,838 
$ 3,395,229 
$ 29,562,328 
$ 934,204 
$ 628,033 
$ 5,010,366 
$ 2,524,248 
$ 3,713,193 
$ 627,185 
$ 619,906 
$ 621,391 

jurisdictions would have to identify specific projects for the use of the Economic Recovery funds. The normal federal 
requirements still hold; this is a reimbursement program. It is suggested that projects that have an 'A' or a 'B' status for TIP 
and NEPA are used. Projects that would require a lengthy NEPA/environmental review process, 'C' projects, are not good 
candidates for these funds. The projects will have to be identified and agreed to prior to amending the TIP. 

JURISDICTION POPULATION UPDATE
 

2005 CENSUS SURVEY and JULY 1, 2008
 

Note: These figures are preliminary and are subject to change. Totals may not add due to rounding.
 

*1 Included in "Balance of County" in 2005 Census Survey.
 

*2 Maricopa County portion only.
 

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census Year 2005 Census Survey, Arizona Department of Commerce,
 
Maricopa Association of Governments
 

Approved by the Maricopa Association of Governments Regional Council, December 3,2008.
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Jurisdictions would have to identify specific projects for the use of the Economic Recovery funds. The normal federal 
requirements still hold; this is a reimbursement program. It is suggested that projects that have an 'A' or a 'B' status for TIP 
and NEPA are used. Projects that would require a lengthy NEPA/environmental review process, 'C' projects, are not good 
candidates for these funds. The projects will have to be identified and agreed to prior to amending the TIP. 

JURISDICTION POPULATION UPDATE
 

2005 CENSUS SURVEY and JULY 1, 2008
 

Note: These figures are preliminary and are subject to change. Totals may not add due to rounding.
 

*1 Included in "Balance of County" in 2005 Census Survey.
 

*2 Maricopa County portion only.
 

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census Year 2005 Census Survey, Arizona Department of Commerce, Maricopa Association of
 
Governments
 

Approved by the Maricopa Association of Governments Regional Council, December 3,2008.
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I 1* There is a total of $88,723,493 sub-allocated to MAG; it would have to be decided which projects receive funding. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

INHS 

IState 

IState 

INot in TIP 

I 

I 

I 

I 

A 

A 

B-C 

B-C 

IDOT06-6131 

IDOT08-6731 

INot in TIP I 

INot in TIP I 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

IADOT 

IADOT 

IADOT 

IADOT 

ISR 85: Southern Ave -110 

ISR 74: MP 20 - MP 22 
Loop 101: Northern to 

IGrand SB 

ILoop 101: Olive Avenue 

12 Miles New Roadway 

I2 Miles Passing Lane 

I Auxiliary lane - 3 miles 

TI Improvements 

I Not in TIP I 

$20,000,000 Project is ready to advertise. 
Added to Freeway Life Cycle Program in 

$3,600,000 2006. 

$3,000,000IConformity would have to be assessed. 
Conformity would have to be assessed. 
This project will not be ready to obligate 

$3,000,000 in 120 days.* 

11 

12 

IState 

INot in TIP 

I 

I 

A 

B 

DOT10
16C32 

INot in TIP 

I 
I 

Yes 

Yes 

IADOT 

IADOT 

ISR 74: MP 13 - MP 15 

11-17: 1-10 to Indian School 

Iconstruct Passing Lanes 
Southbound Roadway 

IImprovements 

2010 

Not in TIP 

Added to Freeway Life Cycle Program in 
2006. This project will not be ready to 

$2,000,000 obligate in 120 days.* 
This project will not be ready to obligate 

$1,500,000 in 120 days.* 

13 INot in TIP I B INot in TIP I Yes IADOT IRegionwide Construct Noise Walls 

This funding would supplement Prop. 
400 funding. This project will not be 

$1 O,OOO,OOOlready to obligate in 120 days.* 
$43,100,000 

SR 87: Four Peaks - Dos S 
RARF I A IDOT10-828 Yes ADOT Ranch Road Improvements 2010 

I I 
Conformity would have to be Breakout 

from the Loop 303: Greenway to redetermined. This project is being 
NHS/RARF I C IDOT12-846 Yes ADOT Mountain View Construction 2012 $135,000,000 advanced from 2012 to 2010. 

99th AvenueNan Buren 
STP-AZ/State I A IDOT07-3231Yes IADOT 199th Ave: 1-10 to MC85 IStreet improvements 2010 $2,500,000IThis is a carry-over from Prop. 300. 

TOTAL $160,500,000 
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1 1* There is a total of $88,723,493 sub-allocated to MAG; it would have to be decided which projects receive funding between the Freeway and Arterial projects 

7 INHS I A 100T06-6131 Yes IAOOT 1SR 85: Southern Ave - I 10 12 Miles New Roadway 2009 $20,000,000 Project is ready to advertise. 
Added to Freeway Life Cycle 

8 IState I A 100T08-6731 Yes IAOOT ISR 74: MP 20 - MP 22 I 2 Miles Passing Lane 2009 $3,600,000 Program in 2006. 
Conformity would have to be 

9 IState I B-C INot in TIP I Yes IAOOT ILoop 101: Northern to Grand SB IAuxiliary lane - 3 miles Not in TIP $3,000,000 assessed. 

Conformity would have to be 
assessed. This project will not be 

10 INot in TIP I B-C INot in TIP I Yes IAOOT ILoop 101: Olive Avenue ITI Improvements I Not in TIP I $3,000,000 Iready to obligate in 120 days. * 

Added to Freeway Life Cycle 
Program in 2006. This project will 

00T10
I IADOT ISR 74: MP 13 - MP 15 IConstruct Passing Lanes 

not be ready to obligate in 120 
11 IState I A 16C32 Yes 2010 $2,000,000 days.* 

This project will not be ready to 
12 INot in TIP I B INot in TIP I Yes IAOOT 11-17: 1-10 to Indian School ISouthbound Roadway Improvements Not in TIP $1,500,000 obligate in 120 days.* 

This funding would supplement 
Prop. 400 funding. This project will 
not be ready to obligate in 120 

13 INot in TIP I B INot in TIP I Yes IAOOT 1Regionwide Construct Noise Walls $10,000,000 days.* 
$43,100,000 

The project is projected to be ready 
2010 $23,000,000 to advertise by November 2009. 

SR 87: Four Peaks - Dos S 
RARF I A I00T1 0-8281Yes IAOOT IRanch Road I
Construct Roadway Improvements 

Breakout I
 
from the ILOOP 303: Greenway to Mountain I
 

View Construction 
99th AvenueNan Buren Street 

STP-AZ/State I A 100T07-3231Yes IAOOT 199th Ave: 1-10 to MC85 1improvements 

NHS/RARF I C I00T12-846 Yes IADOT 2012
 

2010
 

TOTAL
 

Conformity would have to be 
redetermined. This project is being 

$135,000,000 advanced from 2012 to 2010. 

$2,500,000 IThiS is a carry-over from Prop. 300. 

$160,500,000 
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RARF/ 
I I 

ICHN120
I 

I IChandler Boulevard/Dobson 
Local A 07C Chandler Road Intersection Improvements Iimprovem~nts . 

The project extends Beardsley Road from 
PE0100 83rd Ave to the New Frontage Road 
07AC2 along Loop 101. Roadway, Bridge and 

RARF/ 
I I 

1&'PE0100 Bank Stabalization are the major project 
Local A 07AC1 Peoria Loop 101: Beardsley Phase I components. 

Frontage Road construction 75th Ave to 
Loop 101: Beardsley Rd / Union Iunion Hills and U-turn structure at Union 

Local I A I 100T12-8401 IADOT IHills - Phase 2 Hills 

Fountain IShea Blvd. - Palisades Blvd. to IWiden for 3rd WB Lane, Bike Lane, 
STP-MAG I A I IFTH07-301 1No IHills Fountain Hills Blvd. Sidewalk, and Overlay 

I IPirna Road: McDowell to Via IRoadway widening 

Project will be to build the overpass at 
Sarival. 

Project will be to build the overpass at EI 
Mirage. 

Project will be to build the overpass at 
Reems. 

Scottsdale Linda 

IMAG/Multi Northern Parkway - Overpass at 
Agency Sarival 

IMAG/Multi Nort~ern Parkway - Overpass at 
Agency EI Mirage 

IMAG/Multi Northern Parkway - Overpass at 
Agency Reems 

RARF& 
Local A II
 

STP-MAG I 
& Local C I 

STP-MAG I 
& Local C I 

STP-MAG I
 
& Local C I 

2009 

2009 

2009 

$ 10,383,000 

This project is currently planned as 
a CM@Risk project, however, it 
could be combined with Phase 2 
(frontage road) to be led by ADOT. 
There are no ADOT funds for this 

$ 17,000,000 project. 

This project is being constructed by 
ADOT with 100% of funding from 
the City of Peoria. This project is in 

$20,000,000 the Arterial Life Cycle Program 

The Total Cost listed for this project 
is the Local cost. There are 

Icurrently STP-MAG funds 
$ 2,484,000 committed to the project. 

$ 49,867,000 

:~f~~~~f~~jij)(~)f~trr~frrtrttrrfrrfrfr~t::::::::::::::: 

~ 
With the help of ADOT consultant 
team, project could possibly obligate 

$ 58,566,126 within one year. 

NEPA is submitted; FONSI is 
anticipated June 2009. This project 
is coded as a C for TIP Status 
because conformity would be 

$ 30,000,000 redetermined. 

NEPA is submitted; FONSI is 
anticipated June 2009. This project 
is coded as a C for TIP Status 
because conformity would be 

$ 30,000,000 redetermined. 

NEPA is submitted; FONSI is 
anticipated June 2009. This project 
is coded as a C for TIP Status 

Ibecause conformity would be 
$ 20,000,000 redetermined. 

$ 138,566,126 

A 

A 

A 

A 

C 

B 

B 

B 

ISRP100
10C1 

INot in TIP 

INot in TIP 

INot in TIP 

IYes 

IYes 

IYes 

IYes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

I* There is a total of $88,723,493 sub-allocated to MAG; it would have to be decided which projects receive funding between the Freeway and Arterial projects 
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1 1* There is a total of $88,723,493 sub-allocated to MAG; it would have to be decided which projects receive funding between the Freeway, Arterial, and Transit projects. 

7 INHS I A I00T06-61 31 Yes IADOT 1110 I 2 Miles New Roadway 2009 $20,000,0001 Project is ready to advertise. 

8 IState I A IDOT08-673 1 Yes IADOT ISR 74: MP 20 - MP 2212 Miles Passing Lane 2009 $3,600,000IAdded to Freeway Life Cycle Program in 2006. 
Loop 101: Northern to I 

9 IState I B-C INot in TIP 1 Yes IAOOT 1Grand SB Auxiliary lane - 3 miles Not in TIP $3,000,000 Conformity would have to be assessed. 
Conformity would have to be assessed. This 

Loop 101: Olive 
ITllrnprovernents 

project will not be ready to obligate in 120 
10 INot in TIPI B-C INot in TIP 1 Yes IAOOT IAvenue Not in TIP $3,000,000 days.* 

Added to Freeway Life Cycle Program in 2006. 
OOT10 This project will not be ready to obligate in 120 

11 IState I A 16C32 Yes AOOT SR74:MP13-MP15 Construct Passing Lanes 2010 $2,000,000 days.* 
Not in I INot in TIP 

1-17: 1-10 to Indian Southbound Roadway This project will not be ready to obligate in 120 
12 ITIP B Yes AOOT School Improvements Not in TIP $1,500,000 days.* 

This funding would supplement Prop. 400 
Not in 

I INot in TIP I IADOT IRegionwide 
funding. This project will not be ready to 

13 ITIP B Yes Construct Noise Walls $10,000,000 obligate in 120 days.* 
$43,100,000 

RARF 1 A 100T10-828 Yes AOOT Oos S Ranch Road Improvements 2010 

I I 
Conformity would have to be redetermined Breakout 

from the Loop 303: Greenway This project is being advanced from 2012 to 
NHS/RARF 1 C 100T12-846 Yes ADOT to Mountain View Construction 2012 $135,000,000 2010. 

99th Ave: 1-10 to 99th AvenueNan Buren 
STP-AZ/State I A 1DOT07-323 IYes IADOT IMC85 Street improvements 2010 $2,500,000IThis is a carry-over from Prop. 300. 

TOTAL $160,500,000 
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,...................................................................................11111111··· 
Add dual left turns, right 
turns, auxilary thru lanes, 

CHN120 I IChandler 
IRoad Intersection IbUS pUllouts and related 

RARF/ Local I A I A 107C Yes Improvements improvements I 2009 I $ 10,383,000 

This project constructs the 
City of Peoria's portion of 
the Beardsley Connector. 
The project extends 
Beardsley Road from 83rd 
Ave to the New Frontage 
Road along Loop 101 . 
Roadway, Bridge and Bank 

Loop 101: Beardsley Stabalization are the major 
Peoria Phase I project components. 2009 

Frontage Road construction 
Loop 101: Beardsley 75th Ave to Union Hills and 
Rd / Union Hills - U-turn structure at Union 

IADOT IPhase 2 Hills 2009 
Shea Blvd. - Palisades Widen for 3rd WB Lane, 

Fountain IBIVd. to Fountain Hills Bike Lane, Sidewalk, and 
IHills Blvd. Overlay 2009 

TOTAL* 

PE0100
07AC2 
&'PE0100

RARF/ Local I A I A 107AC1 Yes 

Local I A I A IDOT12-840 I Yes 

STP-MAG I A I A IFTH07-301 INo 

$ 17,000,000 

$20,000,000 

$ 2,484,000 
$ 49,867,000 

This project is currently planned as a 
CM@Risk project, however, it could be 
combined with Phase 2 (frontage road) to be 
led by ADOT. There are no ADOT funds for 
this project. 

This project is being constructed by ADOT with 
100% of funding from the City of Peoria. This 
project is in the Arterial Life Cycle Program 
The Total Cost listed for this project is the 
Local cost. There are currently STP-MAG 
funds committed to the project. 

RARF& 
Local I A I C 

ISRP100
10C1 IYes 

I IPima Road: McDowell I 
Scottsdale to Via Linda Roadway widening 

STP-MAG & 
Local 

I 
C I B INot in TIP IYes 

IMAG/MUlti- Northern Parkway-
Agency Overpass at Sarival 

Project will be to build the 
overpass at Sarival. 

STP-MAG & 
Local 

I 
C I B INot in TIP IYes 

IMAG/MUlti- Northern Parkway  Project will be to build the 
Agency Overpass at EI Mirage overpass at EI Mirage. 

STP-MAG & 
Local 

I 
C I B INot in TIP IYes 

IMAG/Multi- Northern Parkway 
Agency Overpass at Reems 

Project will be to build the 
overpass at Reems. 

With the help of ADOT consultant team,
 
$ 58,566,126
 project could possibly obligate within one year. 

NEPA is submitted; FONSI is anticipated June 
2009. This project is coded as a C for TIP 
Status because conformity would be 

$ 30,000,000 redetermined. 
NEPA is submitted; FONSI is anticipated June 
2009. This project is coded as a C for TIP 
Status because conformity would be 

$ 30,000,000 redetermined. 
NEPA is submitted; FONSI is anticipated June 
2009. This project is coded as a C for TIP 

IStatus because conformity would be 
$ 20,000,000 redetermined. 

$ 138,566,126 
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These improvements were not included in the 
initial Central Phoenix/East Valley LRT Project 
because funding was not available. Falls under 
Listed CEs (23 CFR 771.117(c)) that does not 

n/a A A Yes VMR CPEV LRT Security Enhancements $9,000,0001 need further NEPA approval by the FTA 
n/a B A Yes Phoenix South facility Upgrade/rehab $30,000,0001 Expand/rehab maintenance facility 
n/a B A Yes RPTA Regional Security projects $5,OOO,OOOISecurity improvements at RPTA facilities 

Purchase of replacement equipment for 
B A Yes RPTA Regional ITS/VMS projects $30,000,0001 regional VMS and ITS systems 

B 

A 

A 

A 

I 

1 

I 

I 

A 

B 

B 

B 

I 
GLN12

1811T 
MES12

1809T 
TMP09

1805T 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Tempe 

Glendale 

Mesa 

Tempe 

IEVBOM 

IGlendale/Grand 

US 60/Country Club 

South Tempe 

1Expansion/Upgrade 

ITransit Center 

1Park and Ride 

ITransit Center 

Expansion/upgrade to provide additional bus 
parking shade srtructures; full LNG/bio-diesel 
fueling capability; and parking area for new 

$12,744,2001 generation of neighborhood circulator buses 

$4,400,0001 Regional transit center currently in design 
Regional park and ride currently in site 

$9,800,000Iselection process 
Regional transit center/park and ride. Currently 

$14,800,000Iin site selection process 

A B 
VMR09
804T Yes VMR Northwest Corridor 

LRT Extension - Phase 1 
Capital Improvements 

The design for this project is 95% complete 
and a contractor has been hired. This project 
would require an EA to comply with NEPA. 
Draft enviornmental tech reports have been 

$1 02,000,000Icompleted to support an EA. 

A B Yes VMR 
BRT Park-and-Rides and 

Tempe South Corridor ITransit Centers 

An Alternatives Analysis and Conceptual 
Engineering are nearly complete for this 
project. Minimal land acquisition is required. A 
Categorical Exclusion will be required to 

$40,000,0001 comply with NEPA. 
The design for this project is 95% complete 
and a contractor has been hired. A Categorical 

A B Yes VMR Northwest Corridor 
LRT Extension - Phase 1 
Park-and-Ride Construction 

Exclusion will be required to comply with 
$16,000,0001 NEPA. 

B B Yes Glendale 
Arrowhead Towne 
Center 

Transit center and park-and
ride 

Regional multi-use park and ride and transit 
$17,252,6611 center currently in design process. 

TOTAL* $290,996,861 

I* There is a total of $88,723,493 sub-allocated to MAG; it would have to be decided which projects receive funding between the Freeway, Arterial, and Transit projects. 
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1 1* There is a total of $88,723,493 sub-allocated to MAG, it would have to be decided which projects receive funding. 

CMAQ 

CMAQ 

IAVN08-624 No 

AVN11
706AC & 
AVN11

1706FIN No 

Avondale 

Avondale 

McDowell Road: Aqua Fria 
Bridge to 119th Avenue (North 
Side) 

Buckeye Road: Avondale Blvd 
to 117th Alignment 

Construct pedestrain 
improvements on the north side 
of McDowell Road 

construct sidewalks and 
landscaping 

$ 700,000 

$600,000 

$ 

$ 

497,000 

305,900 

$ 

$ 

203,000 I 

294, 100 I 

A 

A 

I 

I 

A 

A 

Please Clarify the NEPA Status and add 
notes if needed. Has already gone 
through Local government but has not 
bid. P.S.& E at 98% Completion, 
IEnvironmental Clearanee-Obtained 
Utility Clearance-Obtained & ROW 
Clearance-Obtained 

IProject has finished the federal process 
and is out for advertisement. Project is 
advance constructed. 

RARF/ 
Local 

ICHN120
07C IYes IChandler 

Chandler Boulevard/Dobson 
IRoad Intersection 
Improvements 

Add dual left turns, right turns, 
auxilary thru lanes, bus pullouts 
and related improvements $ 10,383,000 $ 10,383,000 A A 

STP-MAG IFTH07-3011Yes 
Fountain 

IHilis 
IShea Blvd. - Palisades Blvd. to 
Fountain Hills Blvd. 

Widen for 3rd WB Lane, Bike 
Lane, Sidewalk, and Overlay $ 2,484,000 A A 

The Total Cost listed for this project is 
the Local cost. There are currently STP 
MAG funds committed to the project. 

CMAQ 

CMAQ 

CMAQ 

CMAQ 

STP-HES 

IFTH09-602 INo 

GLB05
INO1107R 

GLB06
INO1201R 

IGLB07-3021No 

IGLN05-501 INo 

Fountain 
IHills 

IGilbert 

IGilbert 

IGilbert 

IGlendale 

IFountain Hills Blvd.: Fayette Dr Sidewalk and Overlay (Project 
to Fountain Hills Middle School in TIP is just for sidewalk) $ 

Eastern Canal: Baseline Rd to
IGuadalupe Rd (Santan Vista Design & construct multi-use 
Trail Phase I) path 1$ 
Eastern Canal: Guadalupe Rd 

Ito Elliot Rd (Santan Vista Trail Design & construct multi-use 
Phase II) path 1$ 
Eastern Canal: Elliot Rd to 
Warner Rd (Santan Vista Trail Design & construct multi-use 

Iphase III) path $ 
Improve intersection by adding 

51st Avenue at Northern turn lane, bus bay, and raised 
IAvenue medians. $ 

1,730,000 $ 

1,000,000 1 $ 

1,000,000 1 $ 

1,000,000 $ 

1,159,710 $ 

354,200 $ 

549,7691 $ 

500,000 1 $ 

636,000 $ 

900,000 $ 

1,375,800 

450,231 I 

500,000 I 

364,000 

259,710 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

I 

I 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

Project in TIP is just for sidewalk 

IAII federal approvals have been 
completed. Holding for ADOT to award 
contract. 

CMAQ IGLN08-6041No IGlendale 
63rd Avenue at Loop 101 

IExpressway 

Multi-use overpass over Loop 
101. Overpass is 290 feet in 

Ilength with 14-foot wide 
bicycle/pedestrian bridge. $ 6,488,705 $ 1,657,383 $ 4,831 ,3221 A I A 

IAII federal approvals have been 
completed. Holding for ADOT to award 
contract. 

CMAQ 

LPK05 I 
101C, 

ILPK13-901 No 

ILitchfield 
Park 

ILitchfield Road - North of 
Wigwam Blvd. 

1Pedestrian Underpass 

1$ 2,237,7441 $ 886,420 I$ 1,351,3241 

A 

I A 
IPlans, specifications and cost estimate 
are 60% complete 
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STP- I 
Rural/CMA MMA09
Q 610 INo 

PE006
CMAQ 1202C INO 

CMAQ IPE007-3121No 

CMAQ IPE008-6021No 

PE0100
07AC2 

RARF/ 1&'PE0100
Local 07AC1 Yes 

Local IDOT12-8401Yes 

CMAQ ISCT08-608 1No 

DOT09
STP/CMAQ 16COOR* INo 

CMAQ ITMP04-102 No 
TMP-07

CMAQ 1312 No 
TMP04

CMAQ 1+104R No 

March 3,2009 

IMaricopa
 
County
 

Ipeoria 

IPeoria
 

IPeoria
 

Peoria
 

Peoria / 
IADOT 

IScottsdale 

Isurprise 

Rio Verde Drive: Forest Road 
to 136th St. Alignment 

191 Avenue and Olive Avenue 
Intersection 

Skunk Creek Corridor: 75th 
Ave to New River confluence 

I(follows Greenway Ave) 
84th Ave: Peoria Ave to 

1Monroe St 

Loop 101: Beardsley Phase I 

ILoop 101: Beardsley Rd / 
Union Hills - Phase 2 

Indian Bend Wash: Jackrabbit 
IRd. to Chaparral Rd. 

Grand Avenue widening and 
Dysart/Grand intersection 
upgrade 

Tempe 

Tempe 

Curry Road- Scottsdale Rd to 
McClintock Dr 
West Dam: South Bank to 
North Bank 

Tempe Western Canal 

Pave shoulders to include a 
bicycle lane 1$ 1,440,000 1$ 
Design, ROW acquistion and 
construction of the widening 
existing intersection to 
accommodate 3 thru lanes 
each direction, dual left turn 
lanes and separate right turn 
lanes, reconstruction of traffic 
signal, landscape/irrigation, 
and utility relocation . 
Enviornmental, utility, ROW 
clearances have been 
received. 100% plans have ben 
submitted to ADOT. 

I $ 3,776,388 $ 

I 

IDevelop multi-use path 

IPedestrian Improvements 

$ 1,350,000 

$ 4,000,000 

$ 

$ 

This project constructs the City 
of Peoria's portion of the 
Beardsley Connector. The 
project extends Beardsley 
Road from 83rd Ave to the 
New Frontage Road along 
Loop 101. Roadway, Bridge 
and Bank Stabalization are the 
major project components. $ 17,000,000 

Frontage Road construction 
175th Ave to Union Hills and U-
turn structure at Union Hills $20,000,000 

Construct new 
IPedestrian/bicYcie underpass 
and multi-use path I $ 1,640,0001 $ 

Intersection Improvement in
 
Partnership with ADOT. $ 3,000,000 I
 
Design and Construct
 
Pedestrian Facilities $ 1,288,820 $
 
Construct Bicycle/Pedestrian
 
Bridge $ 6,150,000 $
 

Construct Multi-Use Path $ 9,500,000 $
 

DRAFT 

507,5001$ 

800,000 $ 

900,0001 $ 

1,164,0571 $ 

I 

$ 

$ 

907,451 I $ 

1$ 

902,160 I $ 

1,750,000 I $ 

3,350,000 1$ 

932,500 I 

2,976,388 

450,000 1 

2,835,943 1 

17,000,000 

20,000,000 

732,549 I 

3,000,000 1 

386,660 1 

4,400,000 1 

6,150,000 1 

A 

A
 

A
 

A
 

A
 

A
 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

I A 

A 

I A 

1 A 

A 

A 

I A 

I A 

I A 

I A 

I A 

Please Clarify the NEPA Status and add 
notes if needed. RESPONSE: NEPA 

Isubmittal anticipated by Feb 17. 2009. 
Could obligate funds within 75 days. 
MAG & FHWA STP-Rural Check. 

The ROW, utility and environmental 
clearances have been issued by ADOT 
for this project. 

This project is currently planned as a 
CM@Risk project, however, it could be 
combined with Phase 2 (frontage road) 
to be led by ADOT. There are no ADOT 
funds for this project. 

This project is being constructed by 
ADOT with 100% of funding from the 
City of Peoria. This project is in the 
Arterial Life Cycle Program 

IProject cleared by ADOT 

Project added due to FHWA eligibility.
 
Environmental Clearance by ADOT for
 

IGrand Avenue Wideing Project from 99
 
Avenue to SR 303 as part of ADOT 
managed RTP project 
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TMP-08 College Ave- US60 to Apache 
CMAQ 1602 No Tempe BLVD Construct Bike Improvements $ 4,550,000 $ 2,550,000 $ 2,000,000 1 A I A 

TMP-09 Purchase and install MMUs in 
CMAQ 1802 No Tempe Citywide all traffic control cabinets $ 203,348 $ 135,950 $ 67,398 1 A I A IONLY ON FUNC CLASS ROADWAYS 

TMP-10
CMAQ 1803 No Tempe Citywide Install Video Detection System $ 486,988 $ 305,568 $ 181,420 1 A 1 A IONLY ON FUNC CLASS ROADWAYS 

Install wireless communications 
and CCTV monitoring at 26 

CMAQ ITMP11-7031No ITempe ICitywide intersections $ 312,000 ONLY ON FUNC CLASS ROADWAYS 

CMAQ ITMP12-8041No ITempe ICitywide Install Fiber Optic Cables $ 603.699 ONLY ON FUNC CLASS ROADWAYS 

STP-TEA 
MMA09

1725 INo 

STP-TEA &IMMA09
BR 811 INo 

STP-TEA IMES11-8121No 

STP-TEA ISCT09-7031No 

STP-TEA ITMP09-7041No 

STP-TEA IPHX08-6411No
 

STP-TEA 1PHX08-6421 No
 

IMaricopa 

Bush Highway: Usery Pass 
Road to Stewart Mountain Dam Design and construct bicycle 

County Road lane 1$ 1,137,0001$ 

IMaricopa
 
County
 

IMesa 

IScottsdale 

ITempe 

IPhoenix 

Bridge rehabilitation:scour 
protection; deck rehab; repair 
of rails & bent members; 
bearing pad repair, crash 
protection; painting, lighting, 

IOld US80 at Gila River sidewalks. 1$ 7,450,000 I $ 
Construct a 1O-foot wide 

Consolidated Canal Bank (8th concrete multi-use path with 
IStreet to Broadway Road) lighting and signing. $ 2,000,000 $ 

Construct new 
Crosscut Canal: Thomas Rd. to pedestrian/bicycle bridge and 

Iindian School Rd. multi-use path $ 1,620,000 $ 

Croscut Canal -South End of 
IExisting Path to Town Lake Construct Multi-Use Path 1$ 1,971,235 I $ 

Papago Trail - Arcadia Portal.
 
(ties into the intersection of
 
Indian School Rd
 
(FUNCTIONALLY
 Design and construct multi-use 

ICLASSIFIED) and 48th Dr) trail enhancements. 
Three Histroric Phoenix 

Restore 123 historic NeighborhoodsIPhoenix 

TOTAL WITH TEA PROJECTSI $ 116,986,889 1 $1 

DRAFT 

500,0001$ 637,000 I A 

1,500,000 I $ 5,950,000 1 A 

A500,000 $ 1,500,000 

A500,000 $ 1,231,000 

500,000 I $ 1,471,235 1 A 

A 

A 

24,348,419 1 $ 95,233,470 1 

I A 

I A-B 

B-C 

A 

I A 

I A 

I A-B 

Please Clarify the NEPA Status and add 
1notes if needed. RESPONSE: NEPA 
compliance complete. Obligation 
authority anticipated in February. 

IProject cleared by ADOT - Total cost is 
lower than TIP; TIP Total is $1,731,000 
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Shea Blvd. from 142nd Street
 
Fountain
 to Eagle Mountain Parkway. Iplease Clarify the NEPA Status and add 

Yes ICMAQ IFTH11-801 IHills Southside only Multi-use path/Sidewalk $ 227,000 1 A I B notes if needed 
GDY07

$ 500,000 $ 273,000 
Yuma Road Bridge over 

STP ILocal 1304C IGoodyear Bullard Wash New construction $ 8,000,000 I A I B 

Bridge rehabilitation: Scour 
protection; deck rehab; repair 
of rails & bent members; 

$ 8,000,000 

CE in progress - submittal expected in 
MMA09- IMaricopa IOld US80 Bridge over Gila bearing pad repair, crash March-April timeframe. Could not likely 

Yes ILocal 1811 County River A obligate funding within 75 days. protection. $ 5,950,000$ 7;450,000 $ 1,500,000 B 

I 
Fiber Optic Lines - Signal 

Broadway (West city limit to System Phase 4A. Install fiber 
Country Club Dr.), Dobson Rd. optic communication lines, 
(Broadway to Southern), Alma convert signals and traffic 
School Dr. (Broadway to cameras to new control 
Southern), Baseline (Harris to system, and install additional I INEPA started,--c1earance will take more 

Yes ICMAQ IMES09-8091 Mesa ILindsay) traffic cameras and detectors. $ 1,900,0001 $ 651,2541 $ 1,248,7461 A I B 

Southern Ave (West city limits Fiber Optic Lines - Signal 
to Extension Rd.), Alma School System for US 60 Connectivity, 

Yes ICMAQ IMES10-8101Mesa 

Rd. (Southern to Baseline), 
Baseline Rd. (West city limit to 
Horne), Mesa Dr. (Baseline to 
US 60), Longmore (Southern to 
US 60), and Extension 

I(Southern to Grove) 

Yes 1 Bridge PHX09-829 Phoenix Throughout City of Phoenix 

Yes 1 STP/BR PHX09-828 Phoenix 
Bridge Inspection Program 
(PHX09-828) 

Yes I STP/BR 1PHX09-827I Phoenix 
Bridge Rehabilitation 

I(PHX09-827) 

Yes ICMAQ 
Scottsdale Rd.: Roosevelt St. 

ISCT09-611 IScottsdale Ito Earll Dr. 

Phase 4B. Install fiber optic 
communication lines, convert 
signals and traffic cameras to 
new control system, and install 
additional traffic cameras and 
detectors. $ 2,500,000 

Bridge Systems Maintenance: 
Upgrades of computer software 
for bridge inspection 
inspection ot bnages, upgraaes 
of computer software and 
rental of necessary inspection 
equipment 

$69,000 

$500,000 

Bridge Rehabilitation Program $ 58,000 

Upgrade sidewalks, add bicycle 
lanes, access management, 
transit shelters, streetscape 
Replace traffic signal 

$ 7,000,000 

Yes ICMAQ ISCT09-805 IScottsdale ISouth Scottsdale Icontrollers and cabinets $ 500,000 
Replace traffic signal 

Yes ICMAQ ISCT12-813lScottsdale ISouth Scottsdale Icontrollers and cabinets $ 500,000 

$ 709,973 

$ 2,458,415 

$ 525,000 

$ 249,054 

Yes 1CMAQ/STPITMP12-806ITempe ILRT Corridor 1CCTV Monitoring Stations 1$ 425,099 1$ 285,456 
Broadway Road Between Rural Pedestrian and Bike 

Yes ICMAQ ITMP10-6201Tempe Road and Mill Ave $ 5,500,000 $ 2,571,780 

$ 1,790,027 

$69,000 

$ 500,000 

58000 

A 

A 

A 

A 

B 

B 

B 

B 

than 90 days but less than one year. 

NEPA started,--c1earance will take more 
than 90 days but less than one year. 
Depends on what the project is, Please 
specify Project description 

There is $250,000 in TIP for Local 
Costs 

Rehabilitation and strengthening the 
bridges to carry standard design loads. 

$ 4,541,5851 A B 1Project clearance nearly complete 1 

A B lRequest to fund local match $ (25,000) 1 

I 
A I B IRequest to fund local match 

\ 

$ 250,946 

$ 361,171 A B 

$ 2,928,220 A I B 

\ TOTAL WITH AA and AB projects with TEAl $ 151,888,988\ $ 33,572,351 \ $121,133,165\ 

1* There is a total of $88,723,493 sub-allocated to MAG, it would have to be decided which projects receive funding.
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Agenda Item #6C
 

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

DATE:
 
March 3, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
MAG Regional Portion of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act - Transit
 

SUMMARY:
 
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) regional portion for transit is in the range of $65
 
to $75 million. The legislation requires that 50 percent of the transit funds be obligated within 180 days.
 
The Regional Planning Transportation Authority (RPTA) board met on February 19, 2009, and
 
recommended project selection criteria. RPTA, MAG, and member agencies are working collaboratively
 
in this analysis. A memorandum from RPTA explaining a draft ARRA transit funding scenario
 
recommendation is attached for your review. The Board is expected to meet on March 19, 2009, for
 
further review.
 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
None. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: The transportation infrastructure portion of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) of 2009 is time sensitive. This information and discussion are timely since 50 percent of the 
transit portion of the ARRA funds are required to be obligated within 180 days after the Federal Highway 
Administration releases their official funding tables. 

CONS: None. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: Projects that wish to utilize transportation federal funds, including the ARRA funds, need 
to be shown and programmed in the TIP in the year that they expect to commence and may need to 
undergo an air quality conformity analysis or consultation. This programming process is discussed 
through the MAG Committee process. 

POLICY: This amendment request is in accord with MAG guidelines. The federal planning requirements 
for the ARRA funds remain. Federal law requires that the financial plan be developed by the 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) in cooperation with the state and transit operator. The state 
and transit operator must provide the MPO with estimates of available federal and state funds. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Information and discussion. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
None. 

CONTACT PERSON:
 
Eileen O. Yazzie (602) 254-6300.
 



Regional Public Transportation Authority 
302 N. First Avenue, Suite 700, Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

602-262-7433, Fax 602-495-0411 

Sma.rtrnava 

Date 
February 27, 2009 

Subject 
DRAFT American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Project Recommendations 

Discussion 
There are three main sources of formula funding for the region: 5307 and 5340 formula 
funds for the Phoenix-Mesa urbanize area, 5307 and 5340 formula funds for the 
Avondale urbanized area and 5309 Fixed Guideway Modernization formula funds for 
the Phoenix-Mesa urbanized area. Each source of funding will require its own grant 
application and set of projects. The funds for each urbanized area cannot be shifted 
between areas. 

The Board of Directors approved a set of criteria for use in recommending projects for 
ARRA funding through the formula programs. The criteria were applied to the full list of 
projects and the remaining eligible projects were evaluated. Although not a criterion, 
there was some concern at the Board that funds would be spent on facilities for which 
no operating funds were available. This was considered during the project review. 

Avondale Urbanized Area Formula Funds - The preliminary apportionment of funds for 
the Avondale area is $1,333,602. There are not any Prop 400 projects that are ready to 
go in the Avondale area. In order to obligate the funds timely, the recommendation is to 
fund non-Prop 400 projects. The Goodyear Park-and-Ride is 30 percent complete with 
design work and should be ready to begin construction by July 2009. Avondale would 
like to do some preliminary work for a future park-and-ride in Avondale. The 
recommendation is to fund Avondale's site selection and preliminary design, with the 
remaining funds to the Goodyear Park-and-Ride for construction. 

Project Amount 
Requested 

Amount 
Recommended 

Avondale park-and-ride site selection 
Goodyear park-and-ride construction 

$250,000 
$13,137,928 

$250,000 
$1,083,602 

Total $13,387,928 $1,333,602 

Fixed Guideway Modernization - There is a small apportionment of funds through this 
program for the Phoenix-Mesa urbanized area. The funds must be spent on specific 
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projects that are related to the area's fixed guideway system, which includes the high 
occupancy vehicle lanes on freeways. Park-and-ride facilities that feed into the freeway 
system are eligible projects. The recommendation is to allocate these funds, $640,070, 
to the Happy Valley Park-and-Ride in north Phoenix. . 

Project Amount Amount 
Re uested Recommended 

Park-and-Ride $14,606,108 $640,070 

Phoenix-Mesa Urbanized Area Formula Funds - The preliminary apportionment to the 
Phoenix Mesa urbanized area is $64,421 ,217. 

The first priority for the projects remaining on the list is to upgrade existing facilities to 
ensure that they are ready for future service. The Mesa maintenance facility, the 
Phoenix South maintenance facility, the East Valley maintenance facility and Central 
Station are all existing facilities in the TLCP that require some upgrades to ensure they 
are at full readiness for future growth. These projects will not significantly increase 
operating expenses. Funding these projects now - all are accelerations of TLCP 
projects except the EVBOM upgrades - will ensure that the facilities are ready when the 
economy turns around and the region is able to increase the amount of transit service. 
However, the Phoenix South facility upgrade is not at the same state of readiness as 
the other projects. 

The Mesa facility expansion requested $10 million for the expansion. The TLCP has 
programmed $11.9 million. It is recommended that the full request amount of $10 
million be allocated to this project. 

The East Valley facility was constructed recently with local, regional and federal funds. 
However, due to fiscal constraints, the facility was not constructed to the full scope. The 
requested $7.2 million would upgrade the facility to the full scope that was designed. 
Although no additional funds are programmed in the TLCP, it is recommended to 
allocate the full amount requested. 

Upgrades to Central Station are programmed in the TLCP at approximately $7.8 million. 
Phoenix has requested $10 million to upgrade the facility. A small portion of the $10 
million is either in existing grants or programmed in the TIP. It is recommended that this 
project be allocated the amount programmed in the TLCP. This will avoid any 
supplanting issues on this project. 

The regional park-and-ride lots on the light rail line were constructed with regional and 
federal funds. Shade canopies were not constructed due to fiscal constraints. The $15 
million request would build shade canopies to protect vehicles during the summer 
months especially. It is recommended that approximately half of the requested funds be 
allocated to this project. 

The Arizona Avenue bus rapid transit project is unlikely to receive federal funds through 
any other program. It may qualify for Very Small Starts funds, but is on the low end of 
the performance criteria. With any significant competition for funds, it is very unlikely 
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that the project would receive an award. It is recommended that the full cost of the 
project be allocated. Since this project is programmed in the TIP, this creates a 
supplanting issue. To address this issue, it is recommended that the Tempe South bus 
rapid transit project be advanced to utilize the programmed regional funds, while still 
pursuing opportunities for additional federal funds for this project through other 
programs. 

The Happy Valley Park-and-Ride currently has funds in awarded grants and in the TIP. 
An additional $10.6 million is requested to construct the facility to the full design scope. 
The full request amount includes funds currently programmed. It is recommended that 
this project be allocated the additional unprogrammed funds in order to avoid any 
supplanting issues. The amount recommended along with the funds in the Fixed 
Guideway Modernization apportionment equal the requested $10.6 million for additional 
scope. 

Project Amount 
Requested 

Amount 
Recommended 

Mesa facility expansion 
East Valley facility expansion 
Central Station upgrades 
Park-and-Ride shade canopies 
Arizona Avenue Bus Rapid Transit 
Happy Valley Park-and-Ride 

$10,000,000 
$7,200,000 

$10,000,000 
$15,000,000 
$21 ,920,000 
$14,606,108 

$10,000,000 
$7,200,000 
$7,794,504 
$7,502,446 

$21,920,000 
$10,004,267 

Total $78, 726, 108 $64,421,217 

Unfunded Projects 
There remain some projects that are unfunded but met the criteria and many unfunded 
projects that were simply not ready enough to proceed. Should the region receive 
additional funds, either flexed from highway funds or redistributed from other regions, it 
is recommended that the funds be applied first to the projects on the ready to go list in 
the following order: any unfunded amounts on the projects listed above in order, next to 
the Tempe South bus rapid transit corridor, then to the Phoenix South maintenance 
facility upgrades. Should any additional funds be allocated beyond those, the list of 
remaining projects, especially the attached list of projects with NEPA status B, will be 
re-evaluated for readiness and prioritized using a similar process. 

In addition, it is recommended that any unfunded projects look to other federal 
programs to try and secure additional federal funds for the region. These other 
programs include New/Small Starts, Very Small Starts, the new FTA energy program, 
the new DOT multi-modal discretionary program and earmarking through appropriations 
and re-authorization. 

Timeline 
It is expected that the final apportionments will be published in the Federal Register by 
March 6. The region then has 180 days to obligate at least 500/0 of the apportioned 
funds. FTA has confirmed that the funds will be obligated on the date of grant award. 
Using March 6 as the date gives the region until September 2 to receive the grant 
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award. FTA has put some processes in place to try and accelerate the approval and 
award process. Accounting for these changes, such as concurrent FTA and 
Department of Labor (DOL) reviews, an optimistic estimate is that the process will take 
about 120 days. However, knowing that FTA will be flooded with grant applications 
from all regions under the same time constraints, it is reasonable to assume that the 
normal time frame may not apply. Allowing an additional 30 days for delays puts the 
process at approximately 150 days, allowing 30 days from March 6 for the decision 
making process to be complete. This means that the Board must act at its March 19 
meeting or give staff the authority to select the projects by the beginning of April in order 
to not jeopardize any of the funds. 

Contact Person 
Paul Hodgins 
Manager, Capital Programming 
602-262-7433 

Attachments 
Avondale urbanized area project recommendations 
Phoenix-Mesa urbanized area project recommendations 
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Agenda Item #7
 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review
 

DATE:
 
March 3, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
Project Changes - Administrative Modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation
 
Improvement Program for Funding from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
 

SUMMARY:
 
On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
 
(ARRA). The components of the bill and policy implications are discussed in a separate agenda item:
 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. In response to the expedited time frames for
 
transportation projects in the Act, administratively modifying the 2008-2012 Transportation
 
Improvement Program (TIP) and, as appropriate, the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 2007
 
Update, is necessary to move projects forward.
 

The FY 2008-2012 TI P and RTP 2007 Update were originally approved by the MAG Regional Council
 
on July 25, 2007. On February 25, 2009, the MAG Regional Council voted to approve a
 
cooperatively developed list of MAG Region Highway - ADOT/State projects in priority order for the
 
ADOT portion of the ARRA funds of 2009 and that the projects be forwarded to the ADOT contingent
 
upon projects finally selected receiving the necessary administrative adjustments and amendments
 
to the MAG Transportation Improvement Program and air quality conformity and consultation. The
 
Arizona State Transportation Board met on Tuesday, March 3, 2009, and agreed to fund the projects
 
on the attached table with ARRA funds from the state. These five projects need to be
 
administratively modified in the TIP to annotate the new funding source of American Recovery and
 
Reinvestment Funds (ARRA).
 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
None. 

PROS & CONS:
 
PROS: Approval of this Administrative Modification to the TIP 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 Administrative Modification request is in accord with MAG guidelines.
 



ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend approval of administrative modifications to the FY 2008-2012 Transportation 
Improvement Program, as appropriate, to the Regional Transportation Plan 2007 Update, and 
material cost changes to the ADOT Program, for funding from the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 as shown in the attached table. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
No prior Committee actions. 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Eileen O. Yazzie (602) 254-6300. 



Request for Project Change
 
Administrative Modifications to the FY08-12 TIP
 

Management Committee - March 2009
 

DOT09-815 I ADOT 11-10: Verrado Way _Sarival Rd I~onstruct General Purpose 
ane 1 

2009 
1 

1 I ARRA I I 
$43,200,0001 $ 

Admin Mod: Change funding type from State (STAN 
43,200,000 IfUnding not available) to American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds. 

DOT09-818 I ADOT 11-17: SR74-Anthem Way 
1Construct General Purpose 
Lane 1 

2009 
1 

5 I ARRA I I 
$22 500 0001 

" 
$ 

Admin Mod: Change funding type from State (STAN 

22 500 000 Ifunding not available) to American Recovery and 
"Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds. Budget has 

decreased from $30.5 million to $22.5 million. 

DOT09-6COOR I ADOT 1us 60: SR 303L - 99th Ave 110 Miles Widening 12009 1 10 1 ARRA 1 1 $45,000,0001 $ 
Admin Mod: Change funding type from NHS funds to 

2,100,000 IAmerican Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
funds. 

DOT07-332 I ADOT 1us 60: 99th Ave - 83rd Ave 12.5 Miles Widening 12009 1 1.7 1 ARRA 1 1 $11,200,0001 $ 

Admin Mod: Change funding type from NHS funds to 
11,200,000 IAmerican Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 

funds. 

DOT12-840 I ADOT 
. TI Improvement - Widening 

1Loop 101: Beardsley Rd I unlonl U· H'II d B 'd 'thHills mon I s an rI ge WI 

Beardsley connector 1 
2009 

1 

0.2 1ARRA 1 
1 

$9,125,0001 $ 
IAdmin Mod: Change funding type from State funds to 

9,125,000 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
funds. 

March 3, 2009 



Agenda Item #8
MARICOPA
 

ASSOCIATION of
 
GOVERNMENTS
 

302 North 1st Avenue, Suite 300 A Phoenix, Arizona 85003
 
Phone (602] 254-6300 A FAX (602] 254-6490
 

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

March 3, 2009 

TO: Members of the MAG Management Committee 

FROM: Kelly Taft, Communications Manager 

SUBJECT: CENSUS 20 I0 OUTREACH EFFORTS 

To assist jurisdictions in communicating the importance of filling out the Census 20 I0 questionnaire, MAG has 
implemented the "Count to I I0" Census Outreach Group. The group has been working with the City of Phoenix 
Complete Count Committee Media Subcommittee on developing outreach strategies, including paid advertising. 
The groups have recommended two potential paid advertising approaches that include a mix of cable and 
network television buys, radio buys, print advertising, and minority media advertising. In an early draft proposal 
submitted by the City of Phoenix, the media effort has been estimated to range from $369,000 to $469,000, with 
the primary difference being whether network television advertising is used (cable advertising is considered under 
both recommended approaches). These numbers are still being refined, but under the draft proposal, which is 
attached, the breakdowns would be as follows: 

Idea One Idea Two 
$217,725 on general media. $3 17,045 on general media. 
$121 ,500 on Spanish media. $121,500 on Spanish media. 
$29,820 on other minority media. $29,820 on other minority media. 

Total: $369,045 Total: $468,365 

With Maricopa County being one of the fastest-growing regions in the country, accurate population counts are 

critical to our transportation modeling efforts and for conducting effective planning. Forthe decennial census, local 
governments have traditionally pooled theirfunding resources. This year, duetothe extraordinary fiscal challenges 
facing the local governments, we have communicated with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
requesting using a portion ofthe MAG federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds to pay for 50 percent 
of the costs for these outreach-related expenses. The FHWA has responded that it will allow MAG to use its 
federal STP planning funds for half of the census advertising costs, with an understanding that the MAG federal 
funds portion would not exceed $234,500. 

In order for MAG to use its federal planning funds for this purpose, an amendment to the FY 2009 MAG Unified 

Planning Work Program and Annual Budget is necessary. In addition, in order for local governments to develop 
their 20 10 budgets, MAG staff requests direction from the committee on a preferred media commitment 
scenario. In the meantime, in addition to the draft media buys proposal, also attached is a spreadsheet that shows 

a breakdown of costs by jurisdiction under the two commitment scenarios above, including columns 
demonstrating the costs if MAG federal funds are used. A refined proposal and spreadsheet will be presented 
at the meeting. Please contact me at the MAG office if you have any questions or concerns. 

A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County 

City of Apache Junction'" City of Avondale ... Town of Buckeye'" Town of Carefree .A Town of Cave Creek'" City of Chandler .A City of EI Mirage A Fort McDowell Yavapai I~ation A Town of Fountain Hills A Town of Gila Bend
 
Gila River Indian Community A Town of Gilbert A City of Glendale ... City of Goodyear A Town of Guadalupe A City of Litchfield Park ... Maricopa County fA City of Mesa A Town of Paradise Valley A City of Peoria A City of Phoenix
 

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



SHARE OF CENSUS 2010 MEDIA COMMITMENT SCENARIOS 
BASED ON JULY 1, 2008 POPULATION 

DRAFT 

Jurisdiction 
Total Population 

July 1, 2008 
Share of 

Total 
Idea One Scenario 

Half of 
Idea One Scenario Idea Two Scenario 

Half of 
Idea Two Scenario 

$369,045.00 $184,522.50 $468,365.00 $234,182.50 

Apache Junction *2 37,917 0.90/0 $3,475.61 $1,737.80 $4,410.99 $2,205.49 
Avondale 76,648 1.90/0 $7,025.83 $3,512.91 $8,916.67 $4,458.33 
Buckeye 50,143 1.2% $4,596.29 $2,298.14, $5,833.27 $2,916.64 
Carefree 3,948 0.1 % $361.89 $180.94 $459.28 $229.64 
Cave Creek 5,132 0.1°Jb $470.42 $235.21 $597.02 $298.51 
Chandler 244,376 6.1 % $22,400.37 $11,200.19 $28,428.92 $14,214.46 
EI Mirage 33,647 0.80/0 $3,084.20 $1,542.10 $3,914.25 $1,957.12 
Fort McDowell 824 0.0% $75.53 $37.77 $95.86 $47.93 
Fountain Hills 25,995 0.6% $2,382.79 $1,191.40 $3,024.07 $1,512.03 
Gila Bend 1,89~ 0.0% $174.07 $87.03 $220.92 $110.46 
Gila River *1 2,742 0.10/0 $251.34 $125.67 $318.98 $159.49 
Gilbert 214,820 5.30/0 $19,691.17 $9,845.58 $24,990.59 $12,495.30 
Glendale 248,435 6.2% $22,772.44 $11,386.22 $28,901.11 $14,450.56 
Goodyear 59,436 1.5% $5,448.12 $2,724.06 $6,914.35 $3,457.18 
Guadalupe 5,990 0.10/0 $549.06 $274.53 $696.83 $348.42 
Litchfield Park 5,093 0.10/0 $466.84 $233.42 $592.48 $296.24 
Mesa 459,682 11.40/0 $42,136.09 $21,068.04 $53,476.05 $26,738.02 
Paradise Valley 14,444 0.40/0 $1,323.99 $661.99 $1,680.31 $840.15 
Peoria *3 155,560, 3.90/0 $14,259.18 $7,129.59 $18,096.72 $9,048.36 
Phoenix 1,561,485 38.8°Jb $143,131.27 $71,565.64 $181,651.77 $90,825.89 
Queen Creek *2 23,827 0.6% $2,184.07 $1,092.03 $2,771.86 $1,385.93 
Salt River 6,879 0.2% $630.55 $315.28 $800.25 $400.13 
Scottsdale 242,337 6.00Jb $22,213.47 $11,106.74 $28,191.72 $14,095.86 
Surprise 108,761 2.70/0 $9,969.42 $4,984.71. $12,652.46 $6,326.23 
Tempe 172,641 4.30/0 $15,824.89 $7,912.44 $20,083.79 $10,041.90 
Tolleson 6,833 0.20/0 $626.34 $313.17 $794.90 $397.45 
Wickenburg 6,442 0.20/0 $590.50 $295.25 $749.42 $374.71 
Youngtown 6,522 0.20/0 $597.83 $298.91 $758.72 $379.36 
Balance of County 243,624 6.10/0 $22,331.44 $11,165.72 $28,341.44 $14,170.72 

Total 4,026,082 100.00/0 $369,045.01 $184,522.48 $468,365.00 $234,182.51 

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. 
*1 Maricopa County portion only. 
*2 Maricopa County and Pinal County portions 
*3 Maricopa County and Yavapai County portions 

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census Year 2005 Census Survey, Arizona Department of Commerce, Maricopa Association of 
Governments 
Maricopa County portions of July 1,2008 population approved by the Maricopa Association of Governments Regional Council, 
December 3, 2008. 



2010 Count to 10 Census Media Buy Campaign
 

Idea One Additional Costs 
$21 7,725 on General Media for $10,000 on Graphic Designer 
$121,500 on Spanish-language Media $5,000 Video Production 
$29,820 on Mi110rity Media $3,000 Translations 
$369,045 Total $18,000 

Idea Two 
$317,045 on General Media 
$121,500 on Spanish-language Media 
$29,820 011 Mi110rity Media 
$468,365 Total 

•	 These ideas call for mainstay presence on 

•	 The largest size of the bUdget)e.lll~entire
 

~;~~=~o~~::~~~~:llYe¥t""~or
 

'~;::}::f:::':':':':':"'" 

~~?Buckeye, Avondale, Cashion, Goodyear, Laveen 

,.)OLllneraSI Valley: Chandler and Tempe 
,CO"ISU4':lle.'· Scottsdale, Fountain Hills and Paradise Valley 

•	 All told, the __.a. ..c.a.tJ_·.a.,...,.....a. covers the market with about 2,000 spots. 

NOT OFFICIAL - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 
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Idea One
 
$217,725 Budget Recap
 

Weeks: March 8, 15,22, 29 and April 5, 2010 

Medium #Spots 

Radio 325 
20 

Cable 59 

One Week Total 384 
20 

Five Week Total 1,925 
100 

NOT OFFICIAL - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 
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Idea One
 
Radio Buys Valleywide
 

:15 second announcements - Weeks Marcl18, 15,22,29 al1d April 5 

KEZ-FM 
KFYI-AM 
KGME-AM 
KMXP-FM 
KNIX-FM 
KOY-AM 
KYOT-FM 
KISS-FM 
KTAR-FM 
KOOL-FM 
KPKX-FM 
KDKB-FM 
KMLE-FM 
KSLX-FM 
KAZG-AM 

Adult Contemporary 
News/Talk 
Sports 
AdtL1t Contemporary 
Country 
Adult Standards 
Jazz 
Contemporary 
News/Talk 
Oldies 
Variety Hits 
Album Rock 
Country 

Weekly Spots 
15 
20 
10 

245 spots 
20 spots 

00 
$4,000 
$2,000 
$2,000 
$1,500 
$1,500 
$1,500 
N/C 

$29,600 
N/C 

NOT OFFICIAL - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 
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Idea One 
Television Buys Valleywide 

:30 second announcements - Weeks March 8, 15, 22, 29 and April 5 

Weekly Spots Weekly Total 

Discovery 
ABC Family 
CMT 
TBS 
Lifetime 
Fox News 
FX 
MTV 
Food Network 

One Week Total 

NOT OFFICIAL - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY
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Idea Two
 
$317,045 Budget Recap
 

Week of March 8 

Medium #Spots/Insertions Weekly Cost 

Radio 265 

Cable 47 

KPNXTV 8 

KSAZTV 5 

KTVKTV 11 

One Week Total 

Week of March 15 

Radio 265 $29,600 

Cable $6,685 

$6,200 

$4,915 

12 $3,820 

432 $58,480 

NOT OFFICIAL - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY 
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Weeks of March 22 and 29 

Medium #Spots/Insertions Weekly Cost 

Radio 265 $29,600 

Week of April 5 

Radio $29,600 

Cable $6,685 

$7,000 

$6,200 

KPHOTV 8 $4,915 

KNXVTV 12 $3,820 

Cable 47 

Newspaper 38 

KPNXTV 8 

KSAZTV 5 

KTVKTV 11 

One Week Total 

Two Week Total 

One Week Total 378 $65,480
 

Five Week Total 1,986 $317,045
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Idea Two
 
Radio Buys Valleywide
 

:15 second announcements - Weeks March 8,15,22,29 al1d April 5 

KEZ-FM 
KFYI-AM 
KGME-AM 
KMXP-FM 
KNIX-FM 
KOY-AM 
KYOT-FM 
KISS-FM 
KTAR-FM 
KOOL-FM 
KPKX-FM 
KDKB-FM 
KMLE-FM 
KSLX-FM 
KAZG-AM 

Adult Contemporary 
News/Talk 
Sports 
Adult Contemporary 
Country 
Adult Standards 
Jazz 
Contemporary 
News/Talk 
Oldies 
Variety Hits 
Album Rock 
Country 

Weekly Spots 
15 
20 
10 

245 spots 
20 spots 

00 
$4,000 
$2,000 
$2,000 
$1,500 
$1,500 
$1,500 
N/C 

$29,600 
N/C 
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Television :30 second announcements 

Weekly Spots Weekly Total 

Discovery 
ABC Family 
CMT 
TBS 
Lifetime 
Fox News 
FX 
MTV 
Food Network 

3 
4 
10 
4 
6 
3 
7 
6 
4 

$585 
$540 
$450 

One Week Total 

KSAZ TV Fox 10 
6-7 AM  AZ Morning 
7-9 PM - Primetime 
9-10 PM  News 

$5,600 

NOT OFFICIAL - FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY
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KTVK TV Chalmel 3 
6-7 AM - Good Morning AZ 
9 AM - 2 PM - Daytime 
5-5:30 PM - News 
7-10 PM - Primetime 
lOAM - 5 PM - Rotation 
10-11 PM - Two and ~ Men 

One Week Total 

KPHO TV Channel 5 
7-8 AM - CBS Early Show 
9 AM - Noon - Soaps/Ganles 
7-10 PM - Primetime 
10-10:30 PM - News 
12 Midnight-I: lOAM - Movie 

One Week Total 

KNXV TV Channel 15 
6-7 AM-News 
7 AM - 4 PM - Daytime 
5-5:30 AM - News 
6-6:30 PM - News 
10-10:30 PM
10:30 
10-10:30 PM - .....,_~",....... _ 
10:35-11 

7-9 AM
9AM-4PM 
6-6:30 PM
7-10 PM  I-Ir"I"f1nOT't1"""",, 

10-10:30 PM
10:30 PM - Midnight - Tonight Show 

One Week Total 

1 
2 
1 
1 
5 
1 

11 spots 

12 spots 

8 spots 

$1,000 
$300 
$1,200 
$800 
$750 
$300 

$420 
$400 
$575 
$675 
$875 
$300 
$500 
$75 

$3,820 

$1,000 
$500 
$900 
$1,500 
$1,500 
$800 

$6,200 
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Arizona Republic
 

Community Newspaper
 

3 times per week in each
 
Zone - ~ page ("4.938 x "4.954)
 

Phoenix 

Scottsdale 

Chandler 

Tempe 

Mesa 

Peoria 

Glendale 

Gilbert 

Avondale 

12 (4 zones) 

8 (2 zones) 

1 

1 

1 

6 (2 $800 

$400 

$400 

$400 

$7,000 
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Spanish Language Media Buys
 

Television - Valleywide 
:30 second announcements - Weeks March 8, 15 22, 29 and April 5 

Univision Channel 33 Weekly Spots Weekly Total 
6-9 AM - Despierta 1 
10-11 AM-Familia 1 
10-10:30 PM - News 1 

One Week Total 
Five Week Total 

Telemundo Channel 39 
7-lOAM  Arizona AI Dia $800 
5-6 PM-News $2,500 

One Week Total 
Five Week Total 

Radio - Valleywide 
:30 second "..,. __.......",..... _'~: 

Weekly Spots Total 
20 $2,000 
20 $2,000 
20 $1,800 
20 $1,000 
20 $500 

100 $7,300 
500 $36,500 
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Publications - Valleywide 
~ page ads - Weeks March 8, 15, 22, 29 and April 5 

Placements 
Prensa Hispana 3 

2 
LaVoz 3 

2 
TVyMas 3 

2 
Teleguia 3 

2 
Teleritmo 3 

One Week Total
 
Five Week Total
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Minority Media Buys 

Publications - Valleywide 

Arizona Informant 3 $2,664 
2 N/C 

Asian American Times 3 (half page) $1,500 
2 

Arizona Native Scene 3 (half page) 
2 

One Week Total 3 
Five Week Total 15 
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Agenda Item #9 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review
 

DATE:
 
March 3, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
Development of the FY 2010 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget
 

SUMMARY:
 
Each year staff develops the MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget. The Work
 
Program is reviewed in April by the federal agencies and approved by the Regional Council in May. The
 
proposed budget information is being presented incrementally in parallel with the development of the
 
budget information (see Prior Committee Actions below for the presentation timeline of the budget). This
 
presentation and review of the FY 2010 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget
 
represent the budget document development to-date.
 

The Management Committee reviewed the development of the Work Program and Annual Budget at its
 
meetings on January 14, 2009, and February 11, 2009. Because of the uncertainty of economic
 
conditions, beginning with the FY 2009 Work Program, Dues and Assessments were not increased
 
between FY 2008 and 2009. With the continuing uncertainty of economic conditions, MAG staff is
 
proposing an overall reduction in the FY 2010 draft Dues and Assessments of fifty percent with changes
 
for individual members because of population shifts.
 

Each year new projects are proposed for inclusion in the MAG planning efforts. These new project
 
proposals come from the various MAG technical committees and policy committees and through
 
discussions with merr~bers and stakeholders regarding joint efforts within the region. These projects are
 
subject to review and input by the committees as they go through the budget process. The proposed new
 
projects for FY 2010 were presented at the February 11 , 2009, Management Committee meeting and the
 
February 25, 2009, Regional Council meeting. An amendmenttothe FY2009 MAG Unified Planning Work
 
Program and Annual Budget is in process to use MAG Federal Highway Administration STP funds not to
 
exceed $234,500 to pay for half of the 2010 Census advertising costs. This is being considered by the
 
management committee under a separate agenda item. The funding for this project is currently included
 
in the FY 2010 carryforward projects and, if necessary, an adjustment will be made in April. Proposed
 
new consultant projects for FY 2010 are less about three per cent from consultant project totals in FY
 
2009.
 

The FY 2010 budgeted capital for MAG shows an overall decrease of 30 percent from last year. This
 
decrease in capital requests is due to the majority of capital being on a cyclical replacement schedule
 
which is set up to rotate approximately every three years.
 

In addition to the detailed MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget, a summary budget
 
document, "MAG Programs in Brief," is being produced that will allow our members to quickly decipher the
 
financial implications of the MAG budget. The summary budget highlights the changes from the prior year
 
budget in a summarized form. The summary document also includes the list of new projects with summary
 
narrative, any changes to staff positions if necessary, and the budgeted resources needed to implement
 
these items.
 

Information for this presentation of the draft budget documents is included for your early review and input.
 
Enclosed for your information are the following documents:
 



Draft of the FY 2010 "MAG Programs in Brief." The projects and the associated budget estimates
 
represent draft budgeted amounts.
 
Draft FY 2010 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget. The program budget
 
estimates are draft presentations.
 

The information is considered draft and is subject to change as the budget continues through the review 
process. 

The draft of the FY 2010 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget has portions of the 
financial summary pages, narrative by division and associated program costs, and draft schedules in the 
budget appendix, including overall program allocations, funding by specific funding source, summary of 
budgeted positions, time estimates by position and program, dues and assessments, and consultant pages 
for new and carryforward consultants. 

The draft budget also has information on the MAG region as a Transportation Management Area and as 
a Metropolitan Planning Organization. MAG is required (by Federal regulations 23 CFR 450.314) to 
describe all of the regional transportation-related activities within the planning area, regardless of funding 
sources or agencies conducting activities. 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
None. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: In January,and February proposed new projects and dues and assessments were reviewed. MAG 
is presenting a draft summary for the FY 2010 budget document, "MAG Programs in Brief." The format 
for this document is included for continuous review. The budget summary will allow our members to 
quickly decipher the financial implications of the MAG budget. 

CONS: None. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: The Federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 requires a 
metropolitan planning organization to develop a unified planning work program that meets the 
requirements of federal law. Additionally, the MAG By-Laws require approval and adoption of a budget 
for each fiscal year and a service charge schedule. 

POLICY: As requested by the MAG Executive Committee and subsequently approved by the Regional 
Council in May 2002, the MAG Work Program and Annual Budget detail is being presented earlier to the 
Management Committee and there is increased notice to members on the budget. MAG is providing a 
budget summary that outlines new programs and presents the necessary resources to implement these 
programs. This summary allows member agencies to quickly decipher the financial implications of such 
programs prior to their approval for implementation. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Information and discussion. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
This item was on the February 25, 2009, MAG Regional Council meeting agenda. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Councilmember Peggy Neely, Phoenix, Chair Mayor Jackie Meck, Buckeye 
Mayor Thomas Schoaf, Litchfield Park, * Mayor Wayne Fulcher, Carefree 
Vice Chair * Councilmember Dick Esser, Cave Creek 

# Councilmember Robin Barker, Apache Junction Mayor Boyd Dunn, Chandler 
# Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale Mayor Fred Waterman, EI Mirage 



# Treasurer Pamela Mott for President Clinton Councilmember Ron Aames for Mayor Bob 
Pattea, Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation Barrett, Peoria 

Mayor Jay Schlum, Fountain Hills # Mayor Arthur Sanders, Queen Creek 
Mayor Fred Hull, Gila Bend * President Diane Enos, Salt River 
Lt. Governor Joseph Manuel for Governor Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 

William Rhodes, Gila River Indian Mayor Jim Lane, Scottsdale 
Community Mayor Lyn Truitt, Surprise 

# Mayor Steven Berman, Gilbert # Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe 
Mayor Elaine Scruggs, Glendale * Mayor Adolfo Gamez, Tolleson 
Mayor James M. Cavanaugh, Goodyear # Mayor Kelly Blunt, Wickenburg 

*	 Mayor Frank Montiel, Guadalupe Mayor Michael LeVault, Youngtown 
Supervisor Max W. Wilson, Maricopa Co. Felipe Zubia, State Transportation Board 
Vice Mayor Kyle Jones for Mayor Scott Victor Flores, State Transportation Board 

Smith, Mesa	 Vacant, Citizens Transportation Oversight 
*	 Mayor Vernon Parker, Paradise Valley Committee 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 
# Attended by telephone conference call. 
+ Attended by videoconference call. 

This item was on the February 18, 2009, Executive Committee agenda. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Vice Mayor Peggy Neely, Phoenix, Chair Mayor Steven M. Berman, Gilbert 
Mayor Thomas L. Schoaf, Litchfield Park, Mayor James M. Cavanaugh, Goodyear 

Vice Chair Mayor Scott Smith, Mesa
 
Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe
 

* Not present 
# Participated by video or telephone conference call 

This item was on the February 11, 2009, MAG Management Committee meeting agenda. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Charlie McClendon, Avondale, Chair Darryl Crossman, Litchfield Park 
Patrice Kraus for Mark Pentz, Chandler Christopher Brady, Mesa 

# Matt Busby for George Hoffman, Jim Bacon, Paradise Valley 
Apache Junction Carl Swenson, Peoria 

Jeanine Guy, Buckeye Frank Fairbanks, Phoenix 
*	 Jon Pearson, Carefree John Kross, Queen Creek 
*	 Usama Abujbarah, Cave Creek * Bryan Meyers, Salt River Pima-

Dr. Spencer Isom for B.J. Cornwall, Maricopa Indian Community 
EI Mirage John Little, Scottsdale 

Alfonso Rodriguez for Phil Dorchester, Randy Oliver, Surprise 
Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation Jeff Kulaga for Charlie Meyer, Tempe 

Rick Davis, Fountain Hills Chris Hagen for Reyes Medrano, Tolleson 
# Rick Buss, Gila Bend Gary Edwards, Wickenburg 
*	 David White, Gila River Indian Community Mark Hannah for Lloyce Robinson, Youngtown 

George Pettit, Gilbert Rakesh Tripathi for Victor Mendez, ADOT 
Jessica Blazina for Ed Beasley, Glendale Kenny Harris for David Smith, Maricopa Co. 
Romina Korkes for John Fischbach, Goodyear David Boggs, Valley Metro/RPTA 
RoseMary Arellano, Guadalupe 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy.
 
# Participated by telephone conference call. + Participated by videoconference call.
 



This item was on the January 28, 2009, Regional Council agenda. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Councilmember Peggy Neely, Phoenix, Chair * Mayor Frank Montiel, Guadalupe 
MayorThomas Schoaf, Litchfield Park, Vice Chair Supervisor Max W. Wilson, Maricopa Co. 

# Councilmember Robin Barker,	 Mayor Scott Smith, Mesa 
Apache Junction # Mayor Vernon Parker, Paradise Valley
 

Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale Mayor Bob Barrett, Peoria
 
Mayor Jackie Meek, Buckeye # Mayor Art Sanders, Queen Creek
 
Mayor Wayne Fulcher, Carefree * President Diane Enos, Salt River
 
Councilmember Dick Esser, Cave Creek Pima-Maricopa Indian Community
 
Mayor Boyd Dunn, Chandler * Mayor Jim Lane, Scottsdale
 
Mayor Fred Waterman, EI Mirage Vice Mayor Joe Johnson for Mayor Lyn
 

* President Clinton Pattea, Fort McDowell	 Truitt, Surprise 
Yavapai Nation # Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe 

# Mayor Jay Schlum, Fountain Hills # Mayor Adolfo Gamez, Tolleson 
# Mayor Fred Hull, Gila Bend # Mayor Kelly Blunt, Wickenburg 

Lt. Governor Joseph Manuel for Governor	 Mayor Michael LeVault, Youngtown 
William Rhodes, Gila River Indian * Felipe Zubia, State Transportation Board 
Community Victor Flores, State Transportation Board 

* Mayor Steven Berman, Gilbert	 David Martin, Citizens Transportation 
# Mayor Elaine Scruggs, Glendale Oversight Committee 

Mayor James M. Cavanaugh, Goodyear 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 
# Attended by telephone conference call. 
+ Attended by videoconference call. 

This item was on the January 20, 2009, Executive Committee agenda. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
# Vice Mayor Peggy Neely, Phoenix, Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale 

Vice Chair Mayor Steven M. Berman, Gilbert 
Mayor Thomas L. Schoaf, Litchfield Park, Mayor James M. Cavanaugh, Goodyear 

Treasurer Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe 

* Not present 
# Participated by video or telephone conference call 

This item was on the January 14, 2009, Management Committee agenda. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Charlie McClendon, Avondale, Chair * David White, Gila River Indian Community 
Mark Pentz, Chandler, Vice Chair George Pettit, Gilbert 

#	 George Hoffman, Apache Junction. Ed Beasley, Glendale 
Matt Muckier for Jeanine Guy, Buckeye Romina Korkes for John Fischbach, Goodyear 

*	 Jon Pearson, Carefree RoseMary Arellano, Guadalupe 
*	 Usama Abujbarah, Cave Creek Darryl Crossman, Litchfield Park 

Spencer Isom for B.J. Cornwall, Christopher Brady, Mesa 
EI Mirage * Jim Bacon, Paradise Valley 

Alfonso Rodriguez for Phil Dorchester, Susan Daladdung for Carl Swenson, Peoria 
Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation Frank Fairbanks, Phoenix
 

Julie Ghetti for Rick Davis, Fountain Hills John Kross, Queen Creek
 
*	 Rick Buss, Gila Bend 



*	 Bryan Meyers, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Gary Edwards, Wickenburg 
Indian Community * Lloyce Robinson, Youngtown 

Bridget Schwartz-Manock for John Little,	 * Victor Mendez, ADOT
 
Scottsdale Mike Sabatini for David Smith, Maricopa Co.
 

*	 Randy Oliver, Surprise Mike Taylor for David Boggs, Valley 
Jeff Kulaga for Charlie Meyer, Tempe Metro/RPTA 
Chris Hagen for Reyes Medrano, Tolleson 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy.
 
# Participated by telephone conference call. + Participated by videoconference call
 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Rebecca Kimbrough, MAG Fiscal Services Manager, (602) 452-5051 




