
May 11, 2010

TO: Members of the MAG Management Committee

FROM: Mark Pentz, Chandler, Chair

SUBJECT: REVISED MEETING NOTIFICATION AND TRANSMITTAL OF TENTATIVE AGENDA

Wednesday, May 12, 2010 - 12:00 noon 
MAG Office, Suite 200 - Saguaro Room 
302 North 1st Avenue, Phoenix

For item # 6, American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Update and Guidance, the agenda is being modified
to include possible action on the item.  This is being requested to consider special circumstances that have
become known regarding bid savings and some projects that require additional funding.  The issues will be
presented at the Management Committee and the possibility of a special Management Committee will be
discussed.  If you have any questions, please contact the MAG Office.

The next Management Committee meeting will be held at the MAG offices at the time and place noted above.
Members of the Management Committee may attend the meeting either in person, by videoconference or by
telephone conference call.  The agenda and summaries are also being transmitted to the members of the Regional
Council to foster increased dialogue between members of the Management Committee and Regional Council.
You are encouraged to review the supporting information enclosed.  Lunch will be provided at a nominal cost.

Please park in the garage under the building, bring your ticket, parking will be validated.  For those using transit,
Valley Metro/RPTA will provide transit tickets for your trip.  For those using bicycles, please lock your bicycle in
the bike rack in the garage.

Pursuant to Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), MAG does not discriminate on the basis of
disability in admissions to or participation in its public meetings.  Persons with a disability may request a reasonable
accommodation, such as a sign language interpreter, by contacting Valerie Day at the MAG office.  Requests
should be made as early as possible to allow time to arrange the accommodation.

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
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MAG MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
REVISED TENTATIVE AGENDA

May 12, 2010

COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED

1. 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-action 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.

3. Information.

4. Executive Director’s Report

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

4. Information and discussion.

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 (*).

5. Recommend approval of the Consent Agenda.

ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONSENT*

MINUTES

*5A. Approval of April 14, 2010, Meeting Minutes 5A. Review and approval of the April 14, 2010,
meeting minutes.
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TRANSPORTATION ITEMS

*5B. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA)
Status Report

A Status Report on the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds dedicated to
transportation projects in the MAG region details
the status of project development. The report
covers highway, local, transit, and enhancement
projects programmed with ARRA funds and the
status of project development milestones per
project. Please refer to the enclosed material.

5B. Information and discussion.

*5C. Arterial Life Cycle Program Fiscal Year 2010
Regional Area Road Fund Closeout

The Regional Area Road Fund (RARF) Closeout
Process was established in Section 260 of the
Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) Policies and
Procedures approved by the MAG Regional
Council. A financial analysis of ALCP revenues and
expenditures as well as the ALCP bonding
program was conducted. After reviewing the
output of the analysis, MAG staff recommended
that five eligible projects be reimbursed in the fiscal
year (FY) 2010 ALCP RARF Closeout Process.
The MAG Transportation Review Committee
recommended approval. Please refer to the
enclosed material.

5C. Recommend approval of advancing $23.995
million in Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP)
project reimbursements to 2010 for the Fiscal
Year (FY) 2010 ALCP RARF Closeout, and amend
the FY 2010 Arterial Life Cycle Program, the
2008-2012 Transportation Improvement
Program, and 2007 Regional Transportation Plan
Update, as necessary.

*5D. Fiscal Year 2010 MAG Highway Safety
Improvement Program Projects

A total of $1 million in FY 2010 Highway Safety
Improvement Program funds has been
suballocated by the Arizona Department of
Transportation (ADOT) to MAG for road safety
improvements in the region.  On March 1, 2010,
ADOT informed MAG that the list of
recommended safety projects was due by June 1,
2010, to enable timely obligation.  Due to the
short time available to obligate the funds, the MAG
Transportation Safety Committee adopted a
process that would result in three categories of
road safety improvement projects that could be
obligated in the available time frame.  On March
24, 2010, MAG staff announced a call for projects
with a submittal deadline of April 9, 2010.

5D. Recommend approval of the listing of selected
projects for FY 2010 highway safety improvement
program funds.
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Seventeen applications were received by MAG.
The Transportation Safety Committee reviewed
the applications and recommended a list of
projects for funding. On April 29, 2010, the
Transportation Review Committee concurred
with the recommendation of the Transportation
Safety Committee.  The FY 2008-2012 MAG
Transportat ion Improvement Program
amendment to include these projects is addressed
in agenda item #5E.  Please refer to the enclosed
material. 

*5E. Project Changes – Amendments and
Administrative Modifications to the FY 2008-2012
MAG Transportation Improvement Program

The FY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) and Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) - 2007 Update were approved by the MAG
Regional Council on July 25, 2007. Since that
time, there have been requests from member
agencies to modify projects in the programs. The
proposed project changes include amendments
and administrative modifications to the FY 2008-
2012 TIP for highway projects that include adding
an ADOT pavement project on I-17, combining
two Glendale pedestrian projects into a single
project, and adding a series of safety projects in
various MAG cities and towns contingent on
approval of agenda item #5D.  The project
adjustments and new projects being added to the
TIP are fiscally constrained and funding is available.
The projects to be added or amended have been
categorized as exempt from conformity
determinations and the administrative modification
includes minor revisions that do not require a
conformity determination. On April 29, 2010, the
MAG Transportation Review Committee
recommended approval of the amendments and
administrative modifications.  Please refer to the
enclosed material.

5E. Recommend approval of amendments and
administrative modifications to the FY 2008-2012
Transportation Improvement Program, and as
appropriate, to the Regional Transportation Plan -
2007 Update.

*5F. Consultant Selection for the Southeast Corridor
Major Investment Study

The fiscal year (FY) 2010 MAG Unified Planning
Work Program and Annual Budget, approved by
the MAG Regional Council in May 2009, was
amended in March 2010 to include $300,000 to

5F. Recommend that HDR, Inc. be selected to
conduct the Southeast Corridor Major Investment
Study for an amount not to exceed $300,000.
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conduct the Southeast Corridor Major Investment
Study. The Arizona Department of Transportation
(ADOT) is in the process of completing an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
widening of Interstate 10, the Maricopa Freeway,
between the SR-51/SR-202L/Red Mountain “Mini-
Stack” and SR-202L/Santan-South Mountain
“Pecos Stack” traffic interchanges.  During the
course of the EIS, questions have been raised by
MAG member agencies about the investment
being made in this corridor and the need for
alternative transportation options, in addition to
widening Interstate 10 and improving the system
traffic interchanges, to accommodate the growing
travel demand between the East Valley and
Central Phoenix.  MAG proposes conducting the
Southeast Corridor Major Investment Study for
these purposes.  A request for proposals was
advertised on March 22, 2010 and four proposals
were received.  A multi-agency proposal
evaluation team reviewed the proposal
documents and, on April 28, 2010, the proposal
evaluation team recommended to MAG the
selection of HDR, Inc. to conduct the project in an
amount not to exceed $300,000.  Please refer to
the enclosed material.

AIR QUALITY ITEMS

*5G. Status of Remaining MAG Approved PM-10
Certified Street Sweeper Projects That Have Not
Requested Reimbursement

A status report is being provided to members of
the MAG Management Committee on the
remaining PM-10 certified street sweeper projects
that have received approval, but have not
requested reimbursement.  To assist MAG in
reducing the amount of obligated federal funds
carried forward in the MAG Unified Planning
Work Program and Annual Budget, MAG is
requesting that street sweepers be purchased and
reimbursement be requested by the agency within
one year plus ten calendar days from the date of
the MAG authorization letter.  Please refer to the
enclosed material.

5G. Information and discussion.
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*5H. Conformity Consultation

The Maricopa Association of Governments is
conducting consultation on a conformity
assessment for an amendment and administrative
modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).  The
amendment and administrative modification
involve several projects, including a new ADOT
pavement project on Interstate-17, two Glendale
pedestrian projects combined into a single project,
and a series of safety projects in various MAG cities
and towns.  The amendment includes projects that
may be categorized as exempt from conformity
determinations.  The administrative modification
includes minor project revisions that do not
require a conformity determination.  Please refer
to the enclosed material.

5H. Consultation.

ITEMS PROPOSED TO BE HEARD

TRANSPORTATION ITEMS

6. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Update
and Guidance

All American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
(ARRA) projects in the MAG region were
obligated prior to the established deadline of
March 2, 2010.  Currently, ARRA-funded projects
are going out for construction bid, and it is
expected that all bids will be finalized by the end of
May 2010.  An update and additional guidance
regarding the deobligation and utilization of ARRA
funds are provided.  Please refer to the enclosed
material.

6. Information, discussion, and possible action.

7. Update and Review of Project Deferral Requests
for Federal Fiscal Year 2010 MAG Closeout

MAG staff will provide an update on the amount of
funds available for federal fiscal year (FFY) 2010
MAG Federal Fund Closeout (Closeout) and
review projects deferral requests for the FFY 2010
Closeout.  The deadline for FFY 2010 Closeout
project submittal and initial deferral notification was
April 19, 2010.  Information regarding project
deferral requests is attached.  The Transportation

7. Recommend approval of a list of projects to be
deferred from FFY 2010 to FFY 2011 or later,
approval of a list of projects requesting to remove
federal funds from the project, and make the
necessary amendments and modifications to the
2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement
Program, and as necessary to the Regional
Transportation Plan 2007 Update.
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Review Committee recommended approval of
this item.  Please refer to the enclosed material.

8. Acceptance of Commuter Rail Planning Studies

Since 2008, MAG has been engaged in developing
three commuter rail studies.  The Grand Avenue
Commuter Rail Corridor Development Plan
provides a detailed evaluation of the feasibility and
necessary elements to successfully implement
commuter rail service along the Burlington
Northern/Santa Fe (BNSF) Phoenix Subdivision
between Phoenix and Wickenburg.  The Union
Pacific (UP) Yuma West Commuter Rail Corridor
Development Plan provides a detailed evaluation
of the feasibility and necessary elements to
successfully implement commuter rail service
along the Yuma West rail line between Buckeye
and Union Station in downtown Phoenix, with a
conceptual evaluation of the issues associated with
extending the corridor to the Tempe Branch line
in Tempe.  The Commuter Rail System Study
provides an evaluation of commuter rail options
for the MAG region and the potential connecting
routes immediately adjacent to the MAG region.
The study establishes priorities for implementing
commuter rail service through an evaluation of
ridership potential, operating strategies, and
associated capital and operating costs.  The
Commuter Rail Planning Studies were previously
accepted by the MAG Transit Committee on April
8, 2010, and were accepted by the Transportation
Review Committee on April 29, 2010.  Please
refer to the enclosed material.

8. Recommendation to: 1) accept the findings of the
Grand Avenue Commuter Rail Corridor
Development Plan, Yuma West Commuter Rail
Corridor Development Plan, and Commuter Rail
System Study; and 2) revise the corridor ranking
included in the Commuter Rail System Study upon
the completion of updated regional socioeconomic
forecasts or relevant passenger rail studies. 

GENERAL ITEMS

9. Sustainable Communities Planning Grant Program

On April 19, 2010, the MAG Executive
Committee discussed the Sustainable
Communities Planning Grant Program offered
through the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) in partnership with
the U.S. Department of Transportation and the
Environmental Protection Agency.  In the advance
notice published by HUD, large metropolitan
areas are eligible to receive up to $5 million to
develop a regional plan for sustainable

9. Information and discussion.
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development. The Notice of Funding Availability
(NOFA) is anticipated by mid-May with a deadline
of early July. In total, up to $100 million is available
nationally.   

The purpose of the program is to integrate
housing, economic development, and
transportation planning in order to enhance the
economy, environment, and social equity.  It was
determined it was advisable to receive input from
the officers of the MAG Technical Committees
regarding current work or interest in the area of
sustainability.  In addition, MAG is soliciting
feedback from community partners that are
involved in related initiatives.  The possibility of
submitting an application on behalf of the Sun
Corridor is being explored.  Please refer to the
enclosed material.

10. Approval of the Draft FY 2011 MAG Unified
Planning Work Program and Annual Budget and
the Member Dues and Assessments

Each year MAG develops a Unified Planning Work
Program and Annual Budget.  This year, draft
budget presentations were held and incremental
information on the budget was presented
beginning in January 2010 through April 2010.
The total dues and assessments for FY 2011
continue to be reduced by 50 percent.  As
adjustments to the budget were made, the draft
budget document was updated and presented to
the Management Committee, Regional Council
Executive Committee, and Regional Council.  The
Work Program and Annual Budget was reviewed
and discussed by state and federal agencies at the
April 29, 2010, Intermodal Planning Group
meeting.  The Draft FY 2011 MAG Unified
Planning Work Program and Annual Budget is
being presented for approval.  Please refer to the
enclosed material.

10. Recommend approval of the resolution adopting
the Draft FY 2011 MAG Unified Planning Work
Program and Annual Budget and the member
dues and assessments.

11. Legislative Update

An update will be provided on legislative issues of
interest. 

11. Information, discussion, and possible action.
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12. Request for Future Agenda Items

Topics or issues of interest that the Management
Committee would like to have considered for
discussion at a future meeting will be requested.

12. Information and discussion.

13. 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.

13. Information.

14. Adjournment



MINUTES OF THE 

MAG MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 


April 14, 2010 

MAG Office Building - Saguaro Room 


Phoenix, Arizona 


MEMBERS ATTENDING 


Patrice Kraus for Mark Pentz, Chandler 

Carl Swenson, Peoria, Vice Chair 


# George Hoffman, Apache Junction 
Charlie McClendon, Avondale 
Scott Lowe for Stephen Cleveland, 

Buckeye 
* Gary Neiss, Carefree 

Usama Abujbarah, Cave Creek 
Spencer Isom for B.J. Cornwall, El Mirage 
Alfonso Rodriguez for Phil Dorchester, 

Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation 
Julie Ghetti for Rick Davis, Fountain Hills 
Rick Buss, Gila Bend 

* David White, Gila River Indian Community 
Michelle Gramley for Collin DeWitt, Gilbert 
Brent Stoddard for Ed Beasley, Glendale 
Mark Gaillard for John Fischbach, Goodyear 
Bill Hernandez, Guadalupe 

Darryl Crossman, Litchfield Park 

Christopher Brady, Mesa 

Jim Bacon, Paradise Valley 

David Cavazos, Phoenix 


# 	John Kross, Queen Creek 
* 	Bryan Meyers, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 

Indian Community 
Dave Richert, Scottsdale 
Michael Celaya for Mark Corona, Surprise 
Jeff Kulaga for Charlie Meyer, Tempe 

# 	Chris Hagen for Reyes Medrano, Tolleson 
Gary Edwards, Wickenburg 
Lloyce Robinson, Youngtown 
Robert Samour for John Halikowski, ADOT 
Kenny Harris for David Smith, 

Maricopa County 

David Boggs, Valley MetrolRPT A 


* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 

# Participated by telephone conference call. + Participated by videoconference call. 


1. 	 Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order by Vice Chair Carl Swenson at 12:00 p.m. 

2. 	 Pledge ofAllegiance 

The Pledge ofAllegiance was recited. 

Vice Chair Swenson noted that George Hoffman, John Kross, and Chris Hagen were participating 
in the meeting via teleconference. 

Vice Chair Swenson announced that public comment cards were available to members of the 
public who wish to comment. He noted that parking garage validation and transit tickets were 
available from Valley MetrolRPTA for those using transit to come to the meeting. 
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Vice Chair Swenson noted the following items at each place: The revised project change table for 
agenda item #5B; the revised list ofTIP projects for agenda item #6B; and a revised Programs in 
Brief, a copy ofthe signed MOU for transit planning, a regional funding chart for agenda item #8; 
an updated list ofthe mailback response rates to the 2010 Census for agenda item #9; a legislation 
summary chart for agenda item #10; and the addendum to the agenda (item #14). 

3. Call to the Audience 

Vice Chair Swenson stated that Call to the Audience provides an opportunity 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-action agenda items that are on the agenda for discussion or 
information only. Vice Chair Swenson noted that those wishing to comment on agenda 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. 

Vice Chair Swenson recognized public comment from Dianne Barker, who noted that she had 
received a transit ticket for taking the bus to the meeting. Ms. Barker noted that she has been 
accumulating tickets and is able to give them to people who need them. She recounted a 
passenger arguing with a public transit driver and after she gave the passenger a transit ticket she 
informed him that ifhe had a complaint, it was better to report the problem than to argue with the 
driver. Ms. Barker sated that she attended the MAG public hearing. She remarked that she is a 
big supporter of freedom of choice and voice in transportation and she was fine with having 
different modes of travel and felt they were good for the community. Ms. Barker stated that 
resources to fund transportation are diminished, however, there are federal funds available for the 
disabled and we need to re-examine how we apply and use those funds. Vice Chair Swenson 
thanked Ms. Barker for her comments. 

Vice Chair Swenson recognized public comment from Marvin Rochelle, who stated that the 
Governor taking away the lottery funds is illegal. He advised that Sections 105 and 108 require 
a public referendum, which she did not do. Mr. Rochelle stated that people are mobilizing to fight 
this. He stated that there have been threats, but people have to hold together with solidarity for 
the benefit of transit. Vice Chair Swenson thanked Mr. Rochelle for his comments. 

4. Executive Director's Report 

Dennis Smith, MAG Executive Director, reported on items of interest in the MAG region. Mr. 
Smith stated that the meeting of the Sun Corridor Joint Planning Advisory Council is scheduled 
for April 20, 2010, at Wild Horse Pass Conference Center. He noted that representatives from 
MAG, CAAG, PAG, CANAMEX, the Arizona Mexico Commission, the Arizona Department of 
Transportation and Arizona State University were invited to attend. Mr. Smith noted that the 
Council will discuss the scope ofthe Global Cities study being conducted by AECOM. He added 
that AECOM is offering $300,000 from its foundation for the study, which is expected to be 
completed in two to three months. 

Mr. Smith stated that MAG participated in a teleconference call with the Western High Speed Rail 
Alliance yesterday regarding plans to apply for a planning grant from the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA). He explained that the FRA is seeking applications for $115 million in 
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planning and construction grants for high-speed rail, of which $50 million is available in high 
speed rail planning project funds. Mr. Smith noted that there are three competitive grant programs: 
intercitypassengerrail service corridor capital assistance, high speed rail corridor, and congestion 
grants, and a subcategory where the Federal Railroad Administration will be administering a 
multi state application. He stated that the Alliance may be submitting an application in that 
category. 

Mr. Smith noted that the Arizona Transportation Operations Executive Summit will be held on 
May 13, 2010, at the Sheraton Crescent Hotel. He noted that the featured speaker is John Mason, 
the former mayor ofthe City ofFairfax, Virginia, and former executive director of the Northern 
Virginia Transportation Authority. Mr. Smith added that former ADOT Director Victor Mendez 
will also speak at the meeting. He reported that invitations will be mailed to the Management 
Committee. 

Vice Chair Swenson thanked Mr. Smith for his report. No questions for Mr. Smith were noted. 

5. 	 Approval of Consent Agenda 

Vice Chair Swenson stated that agenda items #5A, #5B, #5C, #5D, #5E, #5F, #5G, #5H, #51, and 
#5J were on the Consent Agenda. He reviewed the public comment guidelines for the Consent 
Agenda. Vice Chair Swenson noted that no public comment cards had been received. 

Vice Chair Swenson 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. Crossman moved to recommend approval ofthe Consent Agenda. Mr. Cavazos seconded, 
and the motion passed unanimously. 

5A. 	 Approval of March 10,2010, Meeting Minutes 

The Management Committee, by consent, approved the March 10, 2010, meeting minutes. 

5B. 	 Project Changes - Amendments and Administrative Modifications to the FY 2008-2012 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program and FY 2010 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

The Management Committee, by consent, recommended approval of amendments and 
administrative modifications to the FY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program, the FY 
2010 Arterial Life Cycle Program, and as appropriate, to the Regional Transportation Plan - 2007 
Update. The FY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) 2007 Update were approved by the MAG Regional Council on July 
25,2007, and the FY 2010 Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) was most recently modified on 
March 10,2010. Since that time, there have been requests from member agencies to modify 
projects in the programs. To move forward with project implementation, a number of changes 
to the FY 2008-2012 TIP are being requested, affecting highway projects, bicycle/pedestrian 
projects, arterial street projects, and transit projects. The proposed project changes include 
amendments and administrative modifications to FY 2008-2012 TIP for highway projects (Table 
A), amendments and administrative modifications to FY 2008-2012 TIP and FY 2010 ALCP for 
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arterial street projects (Table B), amendments and administrative modifications to FY 2008-2012 
TIP for transit projects (Table C), and administrative modifications to the FY 2010 ALCP (Table 
D). The Transportation Review Committee recommended approval of the amendments and 
administrative modifications to the TIP and/or ALCP as presented in Tables A through D. Table 
E includes a listing ofprojects proposed for the reallocation ofARRA project bid savings. Table 
E was developed after the Transportation Review Committee action and is based on information 
received from MAG member agencies. Table A includes project additions and changes requested 
by the Arizona Department ofTransportation (ADOT) for 1-10,1-17, Loop 303, SR-85, and Loop 
101, and a change requested by the City ofMesa for a bicycle/pedestrian proj ect on Dobson Road. 
Table C includes transit project additions and changes for fiscal years 2009 and 2010, which are 
required to reconcile federal transit funding and establish a zero balance ofunprogrammed transit 
funds in the approved TIP. Table B includes funding modifications for two projects that are in 
both the FY 2008-2012 TIP and FY 2010 ALCP. The projects include intersection improvements 
to Chandler Blvd. at Dobson Rd. and arterial capacity improvements to Lake Pleasant Parkway. 
Table B also includes project two project additions for the City ofPeoria to be funded with project 
savings from two completed projects in the approved ALCP. Table D lists funding modifications 
solely to the FY 2010 ALCP. These fund modifications listed in Tables B and D follow the 
guidance established in the ALCP Policies and Procedures and do not negatively impact ALCP 
reimbursements in FY 2010, nor increase or decrease overall committed regional reimbursement 
amounts. Table E includes a listing ofprojects proposed for the reallocation ofARRA project bid 
savings. Project eligibility is contingent on the ability to obligate in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 
2010. Before a project can obligate, the project must be listed in approved TIP and be assigned 
a TRACS number by the Arizona Department ofTransportation (ADOT) to initiate the federal 
review process. The total costs for the projects are noted under "Requested Change" and will be 
updated in an approved TIP contingent on the availability of federal funds. The project 
adjustments and new projects being added to the TIP are fiscally constrained and funding is 
available. The projects to be added or amended have been categorized as exempt from conformity 
determinations, and the administrative modifications include minor revisions that do not require 
a conformity determination. 

5C. 	 Section 5310 Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities Transportation Program 
Priority Listing of Applicants 

The Management Committee, by consent, recommended forwarding the priority listing of 
applicants for the FT A Elderly Individuals and Individuals with Disabilities Transportation 
Program to the Arizona Department of Transportation. On March 31, 2010, the MAG Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) Elderly and Persons with Disabilities Transportation Program Ad 
Hoc Committee developed a priority listing for the applications received for FTA Section 5310 
funding. The FTA provides these funds to the Arizona Department ofTransportation (ADOT) 
for capital assistance to agencies and public bodies that provide transportation services for people 
who are elderly and for people who have a disability. This year, 17 applications were submitted 
for capital assistance awards. Twenty-nine van requests and two mobility manager requests were 
received. 
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5D. 	 Arterial Life Cycle Program Status Report 

A Status Report on the Arterial Life Cycle Program CALCP) for the period between October 2009 
and March 2010 addresses ALCP project work, the remaining Fiscal Year 2010 ALCP schedule, 
program deadlines, revenues, and finances. 

5E. 	 Update to Federal Functional Classification System 

The Management Committee, by consent, recommended approval ofthe proposed updates to the 
federal functional classification system. The MAG funding suballocation for the MAG region 
from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act CARRA) requires projects to adhere to the 
requirements established in the Surface Transportation Program CSTP). As such, ARRA and/or 
STP funded projects must be located on a facility that is classified as an urban collector or rural 
major collector or higher in the federal functional classification hierarchy. MAG has received 
requests from the City of Peoria and the Town of Buckeye to add three projects to the Federal 
functional classification system. The City ofPeoria is requesting that the Agua Fria truck reliever 
route from 112th Avenue/Rose Garden Lane to 107th Avenue/Pinnacle Peak Road and Butler 
Road are classified as Major Collectors. On March 29, 2010, the Transportation Review 
Committee CTRC) recommended approval of the request. Since the TRC took action, the Town 
ofBuckeye requested that Airport Road from Interstate 10 to Yuma Road be classified as a Rural 
Minor Arterial. The classification requests are necessary for the ARRA/STP funded projects to 
proceed. 

5F. 	 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Status Report 

A Status Report on the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act CARRA) funds dedicated to 
transportation projects in the MAG region details the status ofproject development. The report 
covers highway, local, transit, and enhancement projects programmed with ARRA funds and the 
status ofproject development milestones per project. 

5G. 	 Programming ofBid Savings ofLocal MPO American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
Funds - Technical Amendment 

The Management Committee, by consent, recommended approval of an amendment to the 
guidelines for programming unobligated ARRA Local funds as stated in the attached 
memorandum. Through the MAG committee process, discussions have been held regarding the 
anticipated bid savings on obligated Local Metropolitan Planning Organization American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act CARRA) funded projects due to lower project costs. On January 
27, 2010, the MAG Regional Council approved the guidelines for programming unobligated 
ARRA Local funds. The guidelines allow local agencies with the ARRA project bid savings to 
have local discretion to move the project savings to another existing ARRA project in that 
jurisdiction; and/or swap the ARRA funds with ADOT-STP funds and move the project savings 
to an eligible project that is more than $200,000 and can obligate before September 30,2010, 
including new proj ects. In addition, the guidelines stipulated that any jurisdiction that cannot meet 
the $200,000 threshold and obligation deadline of September 30, 2010 would return the project 
savings to the regional pool for reallocation. Since the approval of the guidelines, the Arizona 
Department ofTransportation notified MAG that all Local ARRA funds must obligate by August 
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IS, 2010. On March 29, 2010, the Transportation Review Committee recommended approval of 
an amendment to the guidelines for programming unobligated ARRA Local funds. 

SR. 	 Transit Allocation Methodology for Proposed Federal Economic Stimulus Legislation - Potential 
Changes Due to Loss of Local Transportation Assistance Funds 

The Management Committee, by consent, recommended approval that transit funds that are 
required to be under contract within ninety days be allocated toward operations (up to the 
maximum allowable), ADA operations and ADA preventive maintenance (10 percent), and 
preventive maintenance by applying the principles outlined by RPTA for project savings from 
ARRA I funds; and amend the FY 2008- 2012 MAG TIP as appropriate. The methodology by 
which to allocate any transit funds from a potential second round of stimulus funding has been 
on the agenda for information, discussion and action during MAG committee meetings. In 
February 2010, the Transit Committee and Transportation Review Committee recommended 
approval that any transit funds from a second stimulus bill that are required to be under contract 
within ninety days be allocated toward operations (up to the maximum allowable), ADA 
operations and ADA preventive maintenance (10 percent), and preventive maintenance by 
applying the principles outlined by RPTA for project savings from ARRA I funds; and amend the 
FY 2008-2012 MAG TIP as appropriate. At the Management Committee meeting on March 10, 
2010, it was recommended that given that Local Transportation Assistance Funds (LTAF) would 
no longer be available to member agencies, this agenda item should go back through the 
committee process for discussion of any changes, ifnecessary, to the recommendations in light 
ofthe loss of the LTAF. On March 29,2010, the Transportation Review Committee reaffirmed 
the use of ARRA II they had previously recommended for approval. 

SI. 	 Interim Closeout of the Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2010 MAG Federally Funded Program 

The Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2010 Closeout Process is underway. To defer a proj ect from FFY 
2010 to a later year, MAG member agencies must complete and submit a Deferral Notification 
form, and depending on the number oftimes previously deferred, submit ajustification letter. The 
deadline to notify MAG of project deferrals is ongoing; however, MAG staff requested that 
member agencies report project deferrals for a first analysis by April 19, 2010. It was also 
requested that MAG member agencies submit project requests to utilize these unused FFY 2010 
funds. The deadline to submit project requests for closeout was April 19, 2010; late project 
submittals were not allowed. 

SJ. 	 Conformity Consultation 

On April 6, 2010, the Maricopa Association of Governments distributed a memorandum for 
consultation on a conformity assessment for an amendment and administrative modification to 
the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Regional Transportation 
Plan 2007 Update. The amendment and administrative modification involve several projects, 
including project additions and changes from the Arizona Department of Transportation on 
Interstate-lO, Interstate-17, Loop 303, State Route 8S, and Loop 101, and a change from the City 
of Mesa to a bicycle/pedestrian project. The amendment and administrative modification also 
include a series of adjustments to Chandler, Maricopa County, Peoria, and Scottsdale projects 
affecting the MAG Arterial Life Cycle Program. In addition, the amendment and administrative 
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modification include proj ect additions and changes for FY 2009 and FY 2010, which are required 
to reconcile federal transit funding and establish a zero balance of unprogrammed transit funds 
in the approved TIP. The amendment and administrative modification also include new TIP 
projects that are potential candidates for ARRA (American Recovery and Reinvestment Act) bid 
savings funds. Comments on the conformity assessment were requested by April 23, 2010. MAG 
has reviewed the projects for compliance with the federal conformity rule and has found that 
consultation is required on the conformity assessment. The amendment includes projects that may 
be categorized as exempt from conformity determinations. The administrative modification 
includes minor project revisions that do not require a conformity determination. The conformity 
finding ofthe TIP and the associated Regional Transportation Plan 2007 Update, as amended, that 
was made by the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration on March 
9,2010 remains unchanged by this action. 

6A. 	 FY 2010 MAG Mid-Phase Public Input Opportunity 

Jason Stephens, MAG Public Involvement Planner, provided the Committee with an update of 
MAG's transportation public involvement efforts for the Mid-Phase in FY 2010. He stated that 
MAG has an adopted, four-phase public involvement process for transportation planning and 
programming in the region: the Early Phase, which generally occurs in Early Fall; Mid-Phase, 
which is the current phase; the Final Phase, which will occur in late summer; and continuous 
involvement, in which MAG provides input opportunities throughout the year. 

Mr. Stephens reported that MAG provided and participated in a number of events during FY 
2010. He stated that MAG staff provided presentations, hosted booths, gathered input and 
distributed information to event goers, and partnered with ADOT, Valley Metro, METRO and the 
City ofPhoenix public transit department. Mr. Stephens stated that the Mid-Phase culminated 
in a public hearing on March 19,2010. He said that MAG retained a court reporter who took 
down comments verbatim. These comments, which received formal staff responses, are part of 
the Mid-Phase Report. Mr. Stephens displayed a list ofthe comments and questions received, 
which were predominately transit focused. 

Vice Chair Swenson thanked Mr. Stephens for his report. No questions for Mr. Stephens were 
noted. 

6B. 	 Approval of the Draft FY 2011-2015 MAG Transportation Improvement Program - Listing of 
Projects for an Air Quality Conformity Analysis 

Roger Herzog, MAG Senior Project Manager, reported that the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA -LU) requires that MAG have 
an approved five year Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), which is a guide to 
transportation investments within the region. Mr. Herzog stated that the TIP includes all federally 
funded projects, all regionally significant proj ects (regardless offunding source), provides project 
detail (design concept and scope) to permit air quality analysis, and is updated at least every four 
years. He remarked that local projects like residential streets are not in the MAG TIP. 

Mr. Herzog stated that the FY 2011-2015 MAG TIP includes more than 1,000 projects. He 
reported that funding for these projects total approximately $6.9 billion and includes a variety of 
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federal, state, regional, and local funding sources. Mr. Herzog stated that street and highway 
projects represent the largest allocation of funding: approximately $5.6 billion. He said that 
transit projects total about $1.3 billion, and he noted that transit operating costs were not 
represented in this amount. 

Mr. Herzog reviewed the FY 2011-2015 TIP schedule: draft listing of projects (March); 
Mid-Phase public hearing (March); Transportation Review Committee recommendation (March); 
Management Committee recommendation (April); Transportation Policy Committee 
recommendation (April); Regional Council approval (April); Conformity Analysis conducted 
(May); Final Phase public hearing (June); and TIP consideration for adoption (July). 

Vice Chair Swenson thanked Mr. Herzog for his report. He noted that no public comment cards 
had been turned in. No comments from the Committee were noted. 

Mr. Kulaga moved to recommend approval of the Draft FY 2011-2015 MAG Transportation 
Improvement Program - Listing of Projects for an air quality conformity analysis. Mr. Boggs 
seconded, and the motion passed unanimously. 

6C. 	 Approval of the Draft MAG Regional Transportation Plan - 2010 Update for an Air Ouality 
Conformity Analysis 

Mr. Herzog then continued with the next agenda item, which was to consider a recommendation 
to approve the draft MAG Regional Transportation Plan - 2010 Update for an air quality 
conformity analysis. He said that the Update includes major modes and other transportation 
programs. Mr. Herzog stated that major update factors include extending the plan through FY 
2031, the reduction in revenue brought about by the recession, and revisions to modal programs. 

Mr. Herzog stated that the planning period for the RTP 2010 Update extends the planning period 
from FY 2011 through FY 2031 to meet the federal requirement ofat least 20 years. He said the 
RTP generally has been divided into five-year phases: Phase I, FY 2006 through FY 2010, 
describes what has been accomplished; Phase II is FY 2011 through FY 2015; Phase III is FY 
2016 through FY 2020; Phase N is FY 2021 through FY 2025; and Phase V is FY 2026 through 
FY 2031 

Mr. Herzog stated that a variety offinancial resources are devoted to implementing the RTP. He 
indicated that major sources include federal, state and countywide revenues dedicated to the MAG 
region. Mr. Herzog explained that a total of$58.8 billion in funding was reported in the RTP and 
listed in year-of-expenditure dollars. Mr. Herzog reported $29.3 billion in local/other funds and 
$29.5 billion in regional funds had been identified in the R TP. He explained that regional funds 
comprised MAG federal highway funds ($3 billion), MAG federal transit funds ($3.1 billion), 
half-cent sales tax funds ($15.7 billion), and ADOT funds ($7.6 billion). Mr. Herzog displayed 
a chart ofthe lower revenue projections for the 2010 Update and noted that the halfcent sales tax 
forecast has decreased by approximately 25 percent and ADOT funds by about 12 percent from 
the 2007 Update. 

Mr. Herzog discussed the major modal programs addressed in the RTP. He reported that revisions 
to the highway/freeway, arterial, and transit life cycle programs had been required due to lower 
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revenue projections. He stated the adjustments to the life cycle programs were discussed 
extensively and conducted cooperatively between MAG, METRO, RPTA and the regional 
member agencies. He announced that currently all life cycle programs were fiscally balanced. 
Mr. Herzog displayed a series of maps indicating the phasing of projects in the life cycle 
programs. Mr. Herzog noted that three freeway projects (I-I O/Loop 1 OI-HOV ramps, 1-I7/Lop 
lOI-HOV ramps, and I-IO/SR-SI to 32nd Street local/express lanes) and two bus routes 
(Litchfield Road Supergrid and Chandler Boulevard LINK), were moved into the illustrative 
projects category. In addition, he stated that leading up to Regional Council consideration of the 
RTP for a conformity analysis, the freeway cost/revenue cash flow was being analyzed and there 
may be some adjustments to project phases to meet cash flow requirements, with no effects on 
overall corridor priorities. Mr. Herzog noted that the approval schedule for the 2010 Update 
follows the same schedule as that for the TIP. 

Mr. Herzog stated the item was on the agenda for action to recommend approval of the Draft 
MAG Regional Transportation Plan - 2010 Update for an air quality conformity analysis. 

Vice Chair Swenson thanked Mr. Herzog for his report. He noted that no public comment cards 
had been received. No questions from the Committee were noted. 

Mr. Cavazos moved to recommend approval of the Draft MAG Regional Transportation Plan­
2010 Update for an air quality conformity analysis. Mr. Buss seconded, and the motion passed, 
with Mr. Stoddard voting no. 

14. Public Private Partnership Program 

This agenda item was taken out oforder. 

Eric Anderson, MAG Transportation Director, stated that a new state law that improves the 
opportunities for public private partnerships (PPP) for transportation projects was enacted last 
year. He reported that since then, the Arizona Department ofTransportation (ADOT) has been 
busy putting in place the policies to govern the PPPs. Mr. Anderson stated that the Transportation 
Policy Committee and Regional Council will discuss policy on PPPs at their April meetings to 
provide guidance to staff. He stated that $6 billion in highway projects have been delayed due to 
the economic situation and it is incumbent upon leadership to provide options that can provide 
good transportation service to the region. Mr. Anderson introduced Gail Lewis, Director of the 
PPP office at ADOT. 

Ms. Lewis stated that the declines in the vehicle license and gas tax revenue and sweeps by the 
Legislature and the movement toward more efficient vehicles, public transit and more moderately 
priced vehicles impact resources for transportation. She remarked that PPPs are one more tool 
in the toolbox to address the long term questions and she stated that they are a way to transfer the 
risks of funding, construction, financing or operational costs to a private player. 

Ms. Lewis noted that there is the potential for significant opposition to PPPs, and the public 
opposes selling public assets and having toll roads. She added that there is also the fear that the 
money will all be spent on consultants and none will be left for construction. Ms. Lewis 
mentioned that many people do not understand or know about toll roads or remember when they 
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had to slow down on a turnpike in New Jersey to throw money into a container. She stated that 
the trucking companies are opposed to toll roads and they have visited ADOT on several 
occasions to express their concerns. 

Ms. Lewis reported that ADOT has started developing guiding principles to address these 
concerns: Develop a national program based on best practices; create an open and transparent 
process; integrate the PPP into the state transportation plan; use PPPs to leverage public dollars 
(not as a way to get the private sector to pay for everything); do PPPs that are financially viable 
over the long term; and do PPP projects that enhance mobility and improve safety. Ms. Lewis 
stated that there are two things that have stopped projects in other states: the lack offinancial long 
term viability and the opposition ofpolitical leaders. 

Ms. Lewis stated that ADOT has been working on PPPs since the law went into effect in 
September 2009. She reviewed the highlights of the law: Any new or upgraded transportation 
facilities are eligible as PPP projects; existing assets cannot be sold; transit, maintenance, rail, and 
highway projects qualify; repayment is flexible and a number of financial mechanisms can be 
used, such as tolls, Grant Anticipation Notes, and state revenue. Ms. Lewis stated that this is a 
complex way ofdoing business and is different from the manner in which highways are usually 
built. 

Ms. Lewis informed the Committee that ADOT hired Wilbur Smith Consulting to help lay the 
initial groundwork ofthe program. She indicated that the firm has helped ADOT to articulate its 
basic vision, principles, and initial guidelines and developed the project website. Ms. Lewis stated 
that ADOT also has hired HDR, Inc. and Jacobs as long term project managers. She advised that 
ADOT is currently evaluating requests for proposals for financial and legal advisors and would 
prefer to have a team familiar with the program in place. Ms. Lewis stated that they potentially 
are looking for a technical expert, a tolling revenue consultant, and a public involvement 
consultant. 

Ms. Lewis stated that ADOT is looking for opportunities for alternatives to fund rest areas and 
maintenance. She advised that dollars for maintenance are in short supply and they are looking 
at creative ways to use PPPs for this, in addition to using PPPs on highway and transit projects. 

Ms. Lewis explained the organizational chart ofthe PPP office, which in addition to ADOT staff, 
includes the outside consultants, stakeholders, an advisory committee, the State Transportation 
Board, and a steering committee. Ms. Lewis noted that ADOT envisions that the seven-to-fifteen 
member advisory committee would be appointed by the ADOT Director, and would advise the 
agency on processes and specific projects, and facilitate the transparency she mentioned earlier. 
She said that the advisory committee would most certainly include representatives from MAG and 
P AG because they will be the most impacted, and also representatives from the other COGs and 
MPOs and people with outside expertise. 

Ms. Lewis stated that the law allows both solicited and unsolicited proposals. She said that ideas 
from the private sector and entities are welcome and when conceptual ideas are presented, ADOT 
will sit down and discuss the unsolicited proposal with the affected region. She indicated that 
ADOT will charge a fee to the consultant for the cost of reviewing unsolicited proposals. 
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Ms. Lewis stated that the first step in the PPP process is for ADOT's consultants to review the 
projects contained the State Transportation Improvement Plan and Transportation Improvement 
Plans, etc., and see which projects could be likely candidates for PPPs, which would eventually 
go out for procurement. She explained the website, which is now live, and pointed out that 
interested persons can sign up to be on the stakeholders list to receive blast emails. 

Ms. Lewis said that they have only one chance to do this right and a hundred chances to do this 
wrong. She commented that there are many places the private sector can use their money and she 
expressed ADOT' s concern for losing the private funds that could have come into this state ifthey 
get a reputation for doing it wrong. Ms. Lewis remarked that contrary to some people's beliefs, 
PPPs are not the entire answer to transportation problems; they are just one more tool in the 
toolbox. 

Vice Chair Swenson thanked Ms. Lewis for her report and asked members if they had any 
questions. 

Mr. Rodriguez asked about interaction with tribal communities. Ms. Lewis replied that ADOT' s 
offer of transparency with MAG included the tribal communities. She added that ADOT is more 
than happy to address the tribal councils or groups at any time, and is making a special effort to 
include the tribes at meetings. 

Dennis Smith asked for clarification ofthe process where the State Transportation Board would 
be the ultimate agency to place projects in a transportation improvement program. Ms. Lewis 
replied that the Board would be the ultimate agency for placing projects on the Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Progranl. Mr. Smith commented that projects would come up 
through the TIP and RTP which are done in cooperation with ADOT. 

7. Exceptional Events and Data Collection in the Vicinity ofthe West 43rd Avenue Monitor 

Lindy Bauer, MAG Environmental Division Director, reported that the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) has been reviewing the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) 
exceptional events documentation and has questioned four high wind exceedances that occurred 
at the West 43rd Avenue monitor in 2008. She noted that exceptional events are circumstances 
beyond our control, such as dust storms, high winds, and fires. Ms. Bauer advised that if EPA 
does not concur with the exceptional events, these four exceedances would count as a violation 
at the West 43rd Avenue monitor and the region would not have its first year of clean data at the 
monitors. Ms. Bauer remarked that the consultant (Sierra Research) and MAG staff have been 
providing support to ADEQ regarding the exceptional events documentation. 

Ms. Bauer stated that MAG submitted the Five Percent Plan for PM-l 0 to the EPA two years ago. 
She explained that a five percent reduction per year was required until the standard was attained. 
Ms. Bauer noted that clean data at the monitors for 2008, 2009 and 2010 were needed for EPA 
to say the standard was attained. Ms. Bauer advised that EPA still has not taken action on the 
Plan, which they were supposed to do by June 30, 2009. She said that the Center for Law in the 
Public Interest filed a lawsuit in December 2009 that asked the court to force the EPA to take 
action. Ms. Bauer added that EPA is currently in negotiations with the Center and the timeline 
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is uncertain. She informed the Committee that the WildEarth Guardians recently filed a notice 
of intent to file a lawsuit against EPA for the same reasons as the Center. 

Ms. Bauer stated that any EPA disapproval ofthe Plan, whole or in part, could trigger sanctions: 
the loss offederal funds, a federal implementation plan, tighter controls of industry, and puts the 
$7 billion MAG TIP at risk for a conformity lapse. 

Ms. Bauer stated that MAG closely tracks the monitoring data and ADEQ assured MAG it was 
in great shape because of the exceptional events. Ms. Bauer added that there have been no 
exceedances at the monitors in 2010. She explained that EPA's concern about the four 
exceedance days centers around the concentrations at the West 43rd A venue monitor that are 
higher than the concentration at two other nearby monitors that are downwind. 

Ms. Bauer then addressed the work done to prove to EP A these are exceptional events. She said 
MAG staffbelieve that surface roughness is a major contributing factor and she displayed a map 
that represented the winds coming from the west and southwest direction to the West 43rd Avenue 
monitor, which is the point where all the wind lines converge on the map. She said that on high 
wind days the winds travel over very smooth terrain, picking up dust particles. The winds then 
hit the West 43rd Avenue monitor at high speed - lots of dust and lots of concentration. When 
the winds are past the West 43rd Avenue monitor, they encounter the urbanized area that contains 
buildings, which slow down the wind, the particles drop out, and by the time they reach the other 
two monitors downwind the concentrations are lower. 

Ms. Bauer then displayed the next map that showed the friction velocity, which is the wind speed 
at which dust particles become airborne. She advised that wind at only 13 miles per hour in a 
river terrain can pick up dust, and they feel this is a very important factor. 

Ms. Bauer stated that they next had to prove to the EP A that the high winds were unusual for this 
area. She indicated that they plotted wind speeds and PM-10 concentrations and found that when 
the wind increases so do the PM-10 concentrations. She said that the next step was to prove 
historically that the high winds were unusuaL The consultant analyzed 1,078 wind observations 
and found that the winds at the West 43rd Avenue monitor were in the 99.7 percentile, which are 
unusually high winds. Ms. Bauer stated that staff feel that these factors are strong support that 
these are exceptional events. 

Ms. Bauer stated that MAG is undertaking data collection in the vicinity ofthe West 43rd Avenue 
monitor. She explained that this is a cooperative effort with ADEQ, ASU, EPA, and the Maricopa 
County Air Quality Department. Ms. Bauer stated that the study will identify sources contributing 
to elevated PM-lO levels at the West 43rd Avenue monitor under windy conditions, including 
nearby sources, unique soil conditions, and transport from outside the area. Ms. Bauer expressed 
that staff think that the study will also assist with future exceptional events documentation. 

Ms. Bauer stated that the study will include five temporary monitors, aerosol samplers that collect 
data quickly, digital cameras, and a soil sampling component. She pointed out the locations of 
the five temporary monitors, the West 43rd Avenue monitor, and the back wind trajectories on 
a map. Ms. Bauer noted that the study will look at the concentrations in between the temporary 
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monitors. They should be able to determine the cause of the increases by the completion of the 
study anticipated that is anticipated in July 2010. 

Ms. Bauer stated that the City of Phoenix Rio Salado Oeste Environmental Restoration Project 
holds a lot of promise as a permanent long-term solution for stabilization of the Salt River area 
where the West 43rd Avenue monitor is located. She described the Rio Salado project as a 1,400 
acre, environmental restoration project that includes flood control improvements and wildlife 
habitat. Ms. Bauer stated that the City received the 404 permit in December 2009, and the City 
is seeking funding for the project. She showed a map of the project and noted that the West 43rd 
Avenue monitor is close to where they will be digging the low flow channel to reach the water. 
When completed it holds a great deal ofpromise. 

Vice Chair Swenson thanked Ms. Bauer for her report. No questions from the Committee were 
noted. 

8. 	 Discussion and Update on the Draft FY 2011 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual 
Budget 

Dennis Smith began the presentation by saying that each January the development of the MAG 
Work Program and Annual Budget begins, with approval anticipated in May. Mr. Smith noted 
that MAG is not like other MPOs; it has a half cent sales tax for transportation that has generated 
a little more than $5 billion since 1985. He added that when an MPO makes this significant a 
contribution to the highway system and now to the highway and transit systems, it changes the 
relationship with the DOT. 

Mr. Smith referenced the presentations relevant to the five year TIP given by Ms. Bauer and Mr. 
Herzog. He commented that $6.9 billion is lot to risk and if the TIP does not have conformity, 
the projects in the TIP cannot be built. Mr. Smith commented that MAG does not need that 
lawsuit and what is protecting MAG is the staffworking on this. Mr. Smith remarked that MAG 
staffis extremely specialized; MAG does the socioeconomic, travel demand, emissions, and air 
quality photo-chemical grid modeling. He explained that in some areas the modeling is broken 
out among agencies, and only about five MPOs do air quality photo-chemical grid modeling. 

Mr. Smith stated that ten percent ofMAG staffhave PhDs. He noted that the air quality engineers 
are doing differential equations, which are saving the day. He reported that the North Central 
Texas Council ofGovernments represents an area with 6.6 million population and has 331 total 
staff, 154 in transportation alone. Mr. Smith stated that the San Diego Council ofGovernments 
represents an area of3.2 million in population and has 195 full time employees, 17 limited term 
employees and 34 temps, for a total of246 staff. He stated that the MAG region represents four 
million people and has 80 full time employees and seven interns, and is requesting six more staff 
for a total of86 staffmembers. Mr. Smith stated that MAG has highly specialized staff and uses 
consultants, for which MAG is appreciative of the support by member agencies for approving 
their services. 

Mr. Smith stated that in January, the Executive Committee directed that a compensation study be 
conducted and Private Sector Consultants was hired. He said that the results ofthe study showed 
that MAG salaries trailed the market and since then, some ofthe salaries have been adjusted using 
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salary savings. Mr. Smith stated that the Executive Committee also asked for his recommendation 
and he responded by recommending that five percent be the total amount budgeted for salary 
increases, which would be based on performance evaluations. Mr. Smith commented that MAG 
understands that the cities have been in desperate straits for the past two years and has done what 
it can to lessen the burden, such as decreasing the MAG dues by 50 percent for last year and this 
year for a total of $696,526, and assuming $213,408 for the 2010 Census media costs using 
federal funds. 

Mr. Smith stated that MAG strives to save members agencies money in other ways. He noted that 
the Specifications and Details Committee informed MAG that each agency purchases a 
subscription to the American Society for Testing Materials for a construction standards database. 
He reported that MAG's intent is to include $30,000 in the FY 2011 Work Program to purchase 
this subscription that member agencies will be able to access and they will not have to purchase 
a subscription. 

Mr. Smith stated that MAG is funded primarily by federal funds and state and regional sales tax, 
which represent 94 percent of MAG's budget. He said that MAG staff has empathy for the 
financial situation ofthe cities, but MAG is funded differently than the cities. Mr. Smith reported 
that the process for the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act funds has increased the 
workload significantly this past year. He indicated that the Work Program will be presented to 
the federal agencies for their review and any changes they request will be reported to the 
Management Committee in May. 

Mr. Smith then introduced Becky Kimbrough, MAG Fiscal Services Manager, who continued the 
presentation. Ms. Kimbrough reported on the draft: Programs in Briefat each place and she said 
that since the March meeting a couple ofrevisions have been made to the proposed projects. She 
noted that the changes include the purchase ofa freight database for $200,000 and adding $30,000 
to the Regional Community Network (RCN) Operations project. 

Ms. Kimbrough stated that MAG began discussing its office space needs at the Executive 
Committee in 2005, and subsequently, a building committee was established to work on creating 
additional office space for MAG through a regional office center project, which eventually was 
deferred. Ms. Kimbrough stated that since then, the City of Phoenix advised MAG that 7,800 
square feet of space were available on the first floor of this building, which MAG then leased in 
January 2009. 

Ms. Kimbrough said that the City of Phoenix has informed MAG that the fourth floor of this 
building should be partially available beginning July 2010. She stated that MAG staff is 
proposing in the draft: budget to lease the fourth floor space to make it all staff offices. Ms. 
Kimbrough stated that the staff occupying the second floor would move to the fourth floor and 
the second floor would become meeting space. She added that the copy center would remain on 
the second floor. Ms. Kimbrough advised that the estimated cost for the reconfiguration, 
maintenance and tenant improvements is about $2.6 million, which includes all additional 
videoconference equipment for the meeting space, office furniture, wiring, design, and 
installation. 
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Ms. Kimbrough stated that MAG is requesting additional staff positions for FY 2011: four 
positions related to the growing needs in database and modeling work, a manager for the Regional 
Community Network Program for the last four months of the fiscal year, and a meeting room 
support position at mid-year for the second floor, which is based on the renovation. 

Ms. Kimbrough stated that the fully executed Transit Planning Agreement (MOU) by MAG, 
RPTA, METRO, and the City of Phoenix Transit Department has been added to the Work 
Program Appendix and a copy was at each place. 

Ms. Kimbrough stated that the annual Intermodal Planning Group meeting is scheduled for April 
29, 2010, and is a review ofthe MAG Work Program by the federal agencies and related agencies 
to assist in MAG meeting federal and state requirements. 

Vice Chair Swenson thanked Mr. Smith and Ms. Kimbrough for their reports and asked members 
if they had questions. 

Mr. Crossman asked for clarification ofthe employee positions and numbered columns on pages 
A-16 and A-17. Ms. Kimbrough replied that the numbers represent a task, for example, 100 
designates Environmental Division tasks, 200 designates Specifications and Details, 600 
represents Transportation Division tasks, and so on. She added that the percentage numbers in 
those columns correspond to an employee position and designate the amount oftime they estimate 
the employee will spend on that task. 

Vice Chair Swenson confirmed with Mr. Smith that action on the Work Program was anticipated 
in May. Mr. Smith replied that was correct. 

9. 2010 Census Update 

Kelly Taft, MAG Communications Manager, provided an update on 2010 Census outreach efforts. 
She said that the Census form was sent on March 15 to 135 million addresses in the United States 
and asks how many people were staying at an address on April 1, 2010. 

Ms. Taft stated that in Arizona, more than $8 billion in federal funding and an additional $1 
billion in state shared revenue is distributed by population. She explained that MAG estimates 
that every person counted in Arizona equates to about $1,550 each year for the next ten years, and 
for this reason, anyundercount is a concern. Ms. Taft advised that Arizona could gain a ninth seat 
in Congress following the 201 0 Census. She noted that one ofthe key messages has been to focus 
on what the census means to communities, to individuals, and to families who rely on municipal 
services to improve their quality of life. 

Ms. Taft stated that MAG's role in the census effort has been to serve as the liaison between the 
Census Bureau and member agencies, by assisting with technical geography programs and 
communication and outreach. She stated that the Count to 10 Census Outreach Group developed 
materials, shared best practices, discussed communication strategies, and pooled resources. 

Ms. Taft reported that the Regional Council approved the use ofMAG federal planning funds to 
help defray the cost ofregional advertising buys, and the cities provided more than $200,000 for 
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a regional campaign. She reviewed the regional media buy, which includes ads broadcast on 
television and radio stations and ads printed in 14 community newspapers. Ms. Taft noted that 
the media buy included targeting hard-to-count populations through minority publications and 
television and radio. She noted that value-added media opportunities totaled more than $377,000 
for the general media buy and $86,000 for the minority media buy. 

Ms. Taft indicated that a key message conveyed through the advertising is that the Census is safe: 
the Census Bureau safeguards all census responses to the highest security standards available, and 
personal census information is not shared with any other government agency or organization under 
penalty of law. Ms. Taft stated that census enumerators who will make visits to residences will 
present an ID badge that contains a Department ofCommerce watermark and expiration date, and 
if asked, will provide residents with supervisor contact information and the local census office 
phone number for verification. Ms. Taft stated that census taker will only ask the questions that 
appear on the census form ifhe or she is working on the 2010 Census, however, the exception is 
that census workers do collect data other than the 2010 Census through monthly surveys. She 
advised that census takers will not ask for Social Security Numbers, bank account or credit card 
numbers, solicit donations, make contact via email, or ask to come into a house. 

Ms. Taft stated that for those residences who did not return their forms, a census representative 
could telephone or visit their home as many as six times to complete the questionnaire. She said 
that ifthe resident still does not respond, the census taker may ask neighbors about who is residing 
there. Ms. Taft noted that approximately $85 million in taxpayer dollars are saved for each one 
percent increase in mail response, and she said that the mailback response target is 75 percent. 

Ms. Taft stated that it is a challenge to reach some people, such as homeless people, winter 
visitors who are here on April 1 and reside here more than six months out of the year, or 
immigrants (legal or illegal). She added that no citizenship questions are asked by the census. Ms. 
Taft noted that another concern is the high number of foreclosures in Maricopa County, and 
finding out where people who moved out of foreclosed homes are staying. 

Al Macias, Regional Partnership Specialist with the u.S. Census Bureau, continued the 
presentation. He first expressed his appreciation to the cities and towns for their support. Mr. 
Macias addressed recent issues, such as concerns over questions asking about ethnicity and race. 
He said that the form is a self-identifying form and the opportunity is provided to fill in "other" 
when asked about race. Mr. Macias stated that another issue is winter visitors. He said many 
people right now are in transition from their winter home in Arizona and their summer home 
elsewhere, and he noted that the key factor is where a person resides the majority of the year. 

Mr. Macias then described the new tool that is available on the Census 2010 website that allows 
viewers to go into specific tracts to see mailback response rates by area and by year. Mr. Macias 
stated that the group quarters count has been completed and the program is now moving into the 
non-responsive followup phase. He noted that areas with a large number of post office box 
addresses will see more census takers. Mr. Macias explained that due to their large number of 
winter visitors, Apache Junction and Carefree are doing beta testing with the non-responsive 
followup, and some issues are being worked out in Gila Bend because there was misunderstanding 
that the Town's addresses are all post office boxes. Mr. Macias reported that he has been working 
with the City of Phoenix on three tracts to increase their response rates. Mr. Macias gave the 
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response rates to date: Maricopa County, 65 percent; Pima County, 66 percent; City of Phoenix, 
62 percent; City of Tucson, 64 percent; U.S., 67 percent; Arizona, 63 percent; and Sun City 90 
percent. 

Mr. Macias then reviewed the time line of key activities for Census 2010. He noted that from 
April to August, followup interviews will be conducted when clarification to the census forms 
returned is needed; from May to July, a non response follow up will be conducted by census 
workers who will conduct a personal interview at housing units that did not return a completed 
questionnaire; in December the Census Bureau will deliver apportionment counts to the president 
that will include state populations and the number of seats apportioned to each state in the U.S. 
House of Representatives; Counts will be delivered to states in April 2011. 

Vice Chair Swenson thanked Ms. Taft and Mr. Macias for their presentation and asked members 
if they had questions. 

Mr. 1som commended Mr. Macias for his availability to the City of El Mirage. 

Mr. Bacon asked Mr. Macias to expand on winter visitors. Mr. Macias stated that winter visitors 
pose a unique challenge. He said that they are headed back to their summer homes and the hope 
was that they would be counted here. Mr. Macias said that the forms are self identifying and they 
were told to fill out it out where they felt was their home. He said that already they are doing a 
non-responsive followup in Carefree and Apache Junction because those who are permanent 
residents of those jurisdictions are leaving for the summer, and so as not to lose them, they are 
doing beta testing. Mr. Macias noted that Surprise, Fountain Hills, Mesa and Paradise Valley 
have the same situation. He stated that another challenge is winter visitors from the Dakotas, 
Montana, and Nebraska. Even though they live here for seven months ofthe year, they consider 
those states their homes, and all staff can do is ask them to make an honest effort. 

10. Legislative Update 

Patty Camacho, MAG Senior Policy Planner, provided an update on legislative issues ofinterest. 
She began her report with federal legislation by saying that the Local Jobs for America Act was 
developed by mayors, county officials and others throughout the country to provide $75 billion 
over two years to local communities to hold off planned cuts or to hire back workers for local 
services who have been laid-off because of tight budgets. Ms. Camacho stated that it also 
includes another $25 billion to support a quarter of a million jobs in education, local law 
enforcement jobs and to hire or retain fire fighters. Representative George Miller of California 
sponsored the legislation and the bill is currently in the Education and Labor Committee, which 
he chairs. 

Ms. Camacho stated that the Local Jobs funds would be distributed by the U.S. Department of 
Labor, with 30 percent going to the states for distribution to smaller communities and 70 percent 
going directly to localities with at least 50,000 popUlation. She said that the Department ofLabor 
would allocate funds under a formula based on population, to ensure that more low-income 
communities and those facing higher unemployment are helped directly. Ms. Camacho stated that 
because state and local governments that faced severe fiscal strains in 2009 expect even worse 
shortfalls in 2010 and 2011, up to 50 percent ofthe funds can be used to retain workers in jobs 
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that would otherwise be eliminated due to budget cuts. She noted that the bill would not only help 
protect these jobs, but it would allow local governments to maintain and expand some services. 
Ms. Camacho stated that MAG will continue to monitor the legislation. 

Ms. Camacho then reported on state legislation. She stated that the Regional Public 
Transportation Authority legislation, which was originally Senate Bill 1416, needed a "strike 
everything" bill due to the timing of the legislative process. Ms. Camacho stated that 
Representative Biggs agreed to sponsor the bill and place it as a strike-all amendment to Senate 
Bill 1063, the bison legislation. Ms. Camacho stated that the House Transportation and 
Infrastructure Committee unanimously passed the bill on April 8, 2010, and staff is currently 
working with House staff on a floor amendment because not all of the changes had been made. 
She noted that a working group is assisting house staff and MAG distributed a fact sheet to the 
House Committee to show what had been agreed upon. 

Vice Chair Swenson thanked Ms. Camacho for her report. No questions from the Committee 
were noted. 

11. Request for Future Agenda Items 

Topics or issues of interest that the Management Committee would like to have considered for 
discussion at a future meeting will be requested. 

No requests from the Committee were noted. 

12. Comments from the Committee 

An opportunity will be provided for Management Committee members to present a brief summary 
ofcurrent 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. 

No comments from the Committee were noted. 

13. Adjournment 

Mr. Crossman moved to adjourn, Mr. Buss seconded, and the motion passed unanimously. The 
meeting adjourned at 1 :30 p.m. 

Chair 

Secretary 
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Agenda Item #5B 

Project Status Report 

Transportation Projects - MAG Region APRIL 20, 2010 


American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act CARRA) of 
2009. The national Highway Infrastructure Investment component of the legislation is $27.5 billion. All 
projects in the MAG region have been obligated. 

For the highway portion, the Arizona Department of Transportation CADOT) has 120 days to obligate 50 
percent of the funding, and a year - by March 2, 2010, to obligate the remaining funds. Of the ADOT 
portion, $129.4 million was directed for Highway projects in the MAG Region. The legislation also sub­
allocates 30 percent of the funding ($156.57 million) to local jurisdictions. The amount being sub­
allocated to the MAG Region is $104.6. Metropolitan planning organizations and Local Agencies have one 
year to obligate the funds, by March 2, 2010. 

The MAG regional portion for transit is $66.4 million. The legislation requires that 50 percent of the 
transit funds be obligated within 180 days, and the remainder to be obligated within one year by March 
2, 2010. 

REPORT COMPONENTS - TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Project Status Report p.3 - 11 
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Project Status Report 

The Project Status Report highlights three areas of project details as noted below: 

Project Information: Lists information about the project as reported on in the MAG Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) including the project location and description. 

Project Funding: Explains the project funding sources and amounts as listed in the MAG TIP. 

Project Development Status: This section reports on the status of project development steps. This section 
will most likely change in the future as projects are under construction. The project development steps are: 

Project Approved by MAG RC (Date): Project approved by the MAG Regional Council for inclusion in 
the current MAG TIP 
Design & Federal Clearances: The required design and federal clearances have been complete or 
have estimated completion dates. Or other notes may be provided regarding status with FHWA or 
FTA. Check mark indicates that work is completed. 

- Obligate: The project has obligated, which means that the Federal Highway Administration agrees 
that the project has completed the necessary federal steps and the federal funds can be promised 
for the project. This date is the projected obligation date based on submittal of final PS&E. Actual 
date will depend on FHWA processing time. 
Advertise Date - The date the project scheduled to be advertised. 
Award Date - The date the project is awarded to contractor. 
Estimated Completion - The contractor has estimated that construction will be completed by this 
date. 

This information can also be found at the MAG Website: 
http://www.mag.maricopa.govIdetail.cms?item=9615 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 
American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


APRIL 20 2010 


$27,635.11 

$13,994.1 

ARRA II $27,635.11 $27,635.111 OS/27/09 1 ./ ./ ./ ./ 7/17/09 2/12/2011 

General Purpose Lane ARRA $13,994.1 $13,994. OS/27/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ 6/19/09 5/31/2010 

Road Widening ARRA $23,899.3 $23,923.5 $23,923.5 03/25/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ 	 111/20/09112/31/2011 

1 1
STP-AZ&

Ave from 1-10 to MC-85 IRoad Widening 	 $1,519.1 $2,251.2 04/22/09 ./ ./ ./ ./
ARRA 


Landscaping 

ARRA $212.8 $212.8 $212.8 04/22/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ 111/20/091 12/31/2011 

Enhancement 

Road Widening ARRA $8,046.8 $8,046.8 $8,046.8 03/25/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ 8/14/09 10/31/2010 

Widen roadway, adding 2 through 
ARRA $11,147.3 $11,147.3 $11,147.3 OS/27/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ 9/18/09 11/26/2010

lanes 

101 (Agua Fria Fwy) at Union Hills Construct traffic Interchange, 
Rd construct new frontage road and MAG& II $5,667.41 $17,173.91 $17,173.911 04/22/09 I ./ I ./ I ./ I ./ 110/16/091 7/31/2011 

Texas U-Turn structure over L101 Local 

US-60 (Grand Ave) to Loop Construct eastbound and 
ARRA $2,440.9 $2,440.9 $2,324.6 OS/27/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ 110/16/091 09/31/2011 

(Estrella Fwy); MP 20-22 westbound passing lanes 

101: Northern to Grand SB Auxiliary lane - 3 miles ARRA $2,186.1 $2,186.1 09/30/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ 

TI Improvements ARRA $2,172.4 $2,172.4 $2,172.4 09/30/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ 1 3/19/10 

Construct Passing Lanes ARRA $3,395.0 $3,395.0 09/30/09 ./ ./ ./ 

I~vu,,,vvu,,u nvadway
1-10 to Indian School ARRA $1,100.0 $1,100.0 09/30/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ Bids open 5/20/10 

Auxiliary lane II ARRA II $2,085.1 $2,085.1 09/30/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ Bids open 4/9/10 

Four Peaks - Dos S Ranch I,Construct Roadway Improvements ;I ARRA II $18,500.0 $18,500.0 09/30/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ Bids open 4/30/10 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 

American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


APRIL 20 2010 


To be done in conjunction 

ARRA II $1,600.01 $1,600.01 II 12/09/09 1 ./ ./ ./ ./ with project SR 87: Four 
Peaks· Dos S Ranch Road 

Improvements, Adding Ra mps II ARRA II $35,100.01 $35,100.01 II 12/09/09 I ./ I ./ I I I I 
O~~ naruor Diva II 

DOnO· 
US 60: San Domingo - Whitmann Pavement Preservation II ARRA II $9,000.0 I $9,000.01 II 02/24/10 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 


American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


APRIL 20 2010 


Various 

and construct 

and Capacity 

1m rovemenIS 

ARRA 

ARRA $2,035.2 $2,035.2 $1,681.9 4/22/09 ,/ ,/ 

ARRA& 
$179.7 $401.8 4/22/09 ,/ ,/ 

Local 

ARRA $1.621.9 $1.621.9 $1.118.9 4/22/09 ,/ ,/ 

ARRA II $35.01 $35.01 114/22/09 I N/A I N/A 

ARRA II $553.3 $553.3 $440.8 4/22/09 11/12/09 ,/ 

ARRA $614.8 $614.8 $491.4 5/27/09 ,/ ,/ 

ARRA, 

Local & $2,288.7 $7,629.0 $4,370.0 4/22/09 ,/ ,/ 

RARF 

ARRA $3,678.9 $3,678.9 4/22/09 ,/ ,/ 

;;;rll $952.8 $952.8 $566.8 4/22/09 ,/ ,/ 

ARRA, II 
,/ ,/ 

12/1/09 1 ,/ 

Desi~n and Construct Pedestrian and 
ARRA $339.5 $339.5 4/22/09 ,/ I ,/ 

ARRA $170.01 $170.01 $245.011 5/27/09 1 ,/ I ,/ 

ARRA $561.31 $561.31 $492.711 4/22/09 1 ,/ I ,/ 

ARRA II $5,306.3 $5,306.3 $4,179.4 4/22/09 ,/ ,/ 

ARRA II $1.100.0 $1.100.0 4/22/09 ,/ ,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

I N/A 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

I 3/5/10 

I 

I 2/12/10 

Combined Project: ARRA-CFE-0(200), 

N/A N/A N/A of Carefree has been combined with Cave 

Creek Road ARRA-CFE-0(201)A. 

3/12/10 

4/2/10 IIpreliminary estimate based on low bid. 

II 

2/5/10 3/25/10 Feb-ll 

3/3/10 4/22/10 1 Nov-lO 

4/16/10 I IIpreliminary estimate based on low bid. 

12/11/09 2/19/10 

4/23/10 

4/2/10 Preliminary estimate based on low bid. 

4/9/10 Preliminary estimate based on low bid. 

2/12/10 

4/23/10 I 
I II 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 

American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 

APRIL 20 2010 

IdllY Ud!)!)llleU r;UdUWdY::' 

Locations Citywide ­
Classified Roadways 

Locations Citywide ­

... ,........., 1"'_.__ ____ •.__-,-_U_L'_ 

communication with 

rUduwdy!:> 

Pre-Engineer/Design and mill and 

replace pavement resurfacing/ 
,prnn<trllrtinn 

ARRA ~ssool s<;<;ool II 4/n1OQ I ./ ./ 

t: ~Qool sqool II 4/nlOq I ./ ./ 

II $230.01 $230.01 $250.711 4/22/09 I ./ ./ARRA 

ARRA II $200.01 $200.01 114/22/09 1 ./ ./ 

4/22/091 ./ ./ 

4/22/09 I ./ 
1 

./ 

4/22/09 I ./ 
1 

./ 

./ ./ 

.,. ...... &....--.­ ............... --.­ ....~ ...... oJ --.-1 ........ ' ... .", ./ ./
local 

ARRA $634.0 $634.0 $561.4 4/22/09 ./ ./ 

ARRA $614.0 $614.0 $450,905 4/22/09 ./ ./ 

./ ./ 

I\-ARRA 

ARRA& 
$6,469.2 $6,478.1 $7,833,000 4/22/09 ./ ./

Local 

ARRA $1,610.9 $1,610.9 $1,000.6 5/27/09 ./ ./ 

$970.7 $970.7 $1,293.2 5/27/09 ./ ./ 

ARRA $2,559.3 $2,559.3 $2,400.5 5/27/09 ./ ./ 

I' '~-C"6"'~~'/U~"6" and pavement 
. . and ADA upgrades, Group ARRA $2,333.3 $2,333.3 $2,043.1 5/27/09 ./ ./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

14/16/10 1 
1 

4/23/10 

5/14/10 

4/23/10 

3/5/10 

3/26/10 4/16/10 

4/9/10 I I 

4/2/10 

3/24/10 7/21/09 Mar-lD 

2/18/10 3/24/10 

I 3/11/10 

2/3/10 3/22/10 Aug-10 

2/10/10 4/5/10 Sep-10 

2/3/10 3/22/10 JUn-10 

ARRA Status Report - MAG April 202010 
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Bid Open Date 


Preliminary estimate based on low bid . 
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Ilpreliminary estimate based on low bid. 


II: " ..""~, ,,,,a, .,YO,'YCU' 

in process. (This is an ADOT TE project, so 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 

American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


APRIL 20 2010 


./ ./ ./ 1 2/3/10 1 3/22/10 I Nov-10ARRA~~310.61 

ARRA & $823.21 ./ ./ ./ 4/30/10 I F'"OO' 
./ ./ ./ 10/22/09 12/18/09 1 

./ ./ ./ 3/12/10 IIpreliminary estimate based on low bid. 
''''II II IICULd' 

of Intersection II ARRA & Ii "U__"H_J J .--J ,,-- ,-- i I 
./ ./ ./ 10/27/09 11/18/091 Jul-lO 

ARRA II $7.136.21 $7.136.21 $5.190.011 4/22/09 I ./ ./ ./ 1/26/10 3/3/10 IDec-lO 

$7,150.01 $4,930.711 4/22/09 1 ./ ./ ./ 1/26/10 3/3/10 IDec-l0 
ne!)t=IVdllUIl EE"O.O' 
Design & Construction of Pavement 

ARRA $7,150.0 ./ ./ ./ 1/26/10 3/3/10 I Dec-lO 

ARRA II $1.750.0 $1.750.0 $981.3 4/22/09 ./ ./ ./ 2/2/10 3/3/10 I Dec-l0 

ARRA II $1.750.01 $1.750.01 $1.082.111 4/22/09 I ./ ./ ./ 2/2/10 3/3/10 I Dec-10 

ARRA II $2.250.01 $2.250.01 $1.397.411 4/22/09 I ./ ./ ./ 3/23/10 TBD Dec-lO 


ARRA II $1.250.01 $1.250.01 $412.311 4/22/09 I ./ ./ ./ 2/9/10 I TBD Dec-10 


ARRA II $3.000.01 $3.000.01 TBDII 4/22/09 I ./ ./ ./ 3/23/10 I TBD Dec-10 

ARRA II $1.500.01 $1.500.01 $414.011 4/22/09 I ./ ./ ./ 3/9/10 I TBD Dec-lO 

ARRA II $1.000.01 $1.000.01 TBDII 4/22/09 I ./ ./ ./ 4/27/10 I TBD Feb-11 

SI $500.01 $500.0 TBD 4/22/09 ./ ./ ./ 4/27/10 I TBD Feb-ll 

and construct I ARRA II $227.31 $227.3 4/22/09 N/A N/A N/A N/A I N/A N/A 

$3,310.61 $3,593.711 5/27/09 1 

$823.81 II 4/22/09 1 

$7,150.0 $4,844.0 4/22/09 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 


American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


APRIL 20 2010 


resurfacing roadway and shoulder 

Oesign & Construction of Pavement 
Preservation/Chip-Seal 

II ARRA II $805.81 $805.81 $816.611 4/22/09 I ./ ./ 

18 $653.9 $653.9 $663.2 5/27/09 ./ ./ 

ARRA $4.600.0 $4.600.0 $3.700.0 7/22/09 ./ ./ 

./ ./ 

ARRA $2,933.4 $2,933.4 $2,807.3 4/22/09 ./ ./ 

ARRA, & 
$4,362.6 $6,000.0 $2,112.1 4/22/09 ./ ./

Local 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

I 4/16/10 I IIPreliminary estimate based on low bid . 

3/26/10 4/16/10 

I 
I~ open date. Award amt includes I3/2/10 

3/12/10 

3/5/10 

Notice to proceed May 1, 2010.3/23/10*14/22/10 I._.. ~- Ilr 

I II 
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Club 

Club 

27th Ave/Baseline Rd 

1-17/Happy Valley 

Regionwide 

Rd/SR-5l 

PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 


American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


APRIL 20 2010 

IThe design is completed. The EA is completed . 

Construct regional park-and-ride ., ., .,
$2,036.21 $4,193.81 II 6/24/09 I

(1/10 - Litchfield) 

Acquire land- regional park and 

202T Basin between Litchfield and Dysart) 

GDY06- 1-10: Litchfield Rd to Dysart Rd (ADOT 

204T Basin between Litchfield and Dysart) 

(ADOT 

Basin between Litchfield and Dysart) 

., ., 

. _... - .. - ... _- -_ .. - . '--.-'-"'-" " 6/24/09 I 
., ., ., 

,/$186.5 $977.6 6/24/09
ride 

Operating Assistance - Glendale $4.6 3/2/10 ,/ NA 

Assistance - .... _- ­ ,/3/2/10 NA NA NAI II 

II:dmin Mod: Modify project costs to lowerConstruct regional park-and-ride 
,/ ,/$517.8 $1,800.0 9/30/09 amount and change funding type to ARRA-Transit

(Loop 202/Power) I I I 

., .,
Park-and-Ride design $367.5 $367.5 9/30/09 

., .,
Park-and-Ride land acquisition $3.238.3 $3.238.3 9/30/09 Amend: Add new ARRA-Transit project to list. 

., .,
9/30/09 Amend: Add new ARRA-Transit project to list. 

., .,
9/30/09 Amend: Add new ARRA-Transit project to list . 

., ,/$2,289.0 9/30/09 Amend: Add new ARRA·Transit proj 

., Admin Mod: Modify project costs to lower,/ ,/$3,228.8 3/25/09 

., I3/2/10 NA NA NA 

I~' ". n._, ~~,-." ... "'" ""- "._- ., ., I .,II $1,100.01 $1,100.0 5/27/09
Construct 

IHappy Valley/l-l7 Park and Ride­ ., ., ., .,
$5,500.0 $5,500.0 3/25/09

construct 

., .,
Preventive Maintenance $5,400.0 $11,964.0 3/25/09 NA NA 

Comments on the revised scope of work by the 
Deputy Director were forwarded to EAS on March ., ., ., .,

Bus access crossover $640.1 $640.1 3/25/09 Jul·lO 18. A cost analysis on t 

summary/memorandum will be 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 

American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


APRIL 20 2010 


Pecos Road/40th Street IpExecos/~Oth St Park and Ride $3,000.01 $3,000.01 II 3/25/09 1./ ./ ./ ./
panslon 

Intelligent Transportation System 

Enhancement: Regional Transit $300.01 $300.01 113/25/091 u ./ ./ ./ 
Data OVerhaul and updating bus stops, and map updates. 

been cr 

Fabrication received the Notice to 

work on 2/22/10. SW Is now repairing 

Bus Stop Improvements $4 321.21 $4 321.21 II 3/25/09 1./ ./ ././ Dec-11 IIconcrete transit pads and is manufacturing transit 
, , - The first batch of new furniture Is 

to be placed at sites by the end of 

Assistance - Phoenix $870.71 II 3/2/10 NA NA ./ NA IIApr;1 

AsSIstance ­ A ___ - 3/2/10 NA NA ./ NA 

--~~--~----+----4----~-----+----~I------------------­
construction plans were approved on March 

after one review. The Statement of Readiness 

Station Transit Center , ____ J ,____ J II 3/25/091 ././.. J -11 I"or Central Station has been approved by Budget 
u an L Research. Discussions are continuing on the 

CA services proposal from the consultant 

construction $5.000.01 $5.000.01 II 3/25/09 I ./ I ./ I ; I I I I,=;,;'~ 
. . . • . . documentatIon underway. Part of second 50%. 

- Scottsdale I $20.41 II 3/2/10 NA NA ./ NA 

Updgrade $6,500.01 $6,500.01 113/25/09./././ 1 1 1 Mar-11 !!Final Design Contract Awarded 

- Tempe $331.0 3/2/10 NA NA ./ NA 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 


American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


APRIL 20 2010 


n/a TEA-ARRA II $270,0001 $680,0001 $297.611 5/27/09 I -/ 

1 TEA-ARRA II $578.6701 $578.6701 $376.011 5/27/09 I -/ 

0.05 II TEA-ARRA II $732.5621 $732.5621 II 5/27/09 I -/ 

4.6 TEA-ARRA II $750.0001 $1.117.8171 $561.111 5/27/09 I -/ 

1.3 TEA-ARRA $750,000 $1,509,375 6/24/09 -/ 

0.75 II ARRA; TEA­ $1,632,333 $3,117,272 $663,000 5/27/09 -/
ARRA 

n/a I TEA-ARRA $600,000 $625,402 $284.( 5/27/09 -/ 

-/ -/ 

-/ -/ 9/9/09 I9/18/09 

-/ -/ 9/9/09 I 

-/ -/ 12/3/09 

-/ -/ 6/25/09 7/21/09 I Dec-09 

-/ -/ 4/7/10 6/21/10 I TBD 

-/ -/ -/ 

-/ -/ 11/2/09 
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Agenda Item #5C 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• 'Dr your review 


DATE: 
May 4,2010 

SUBJECT: 
Arterial Life Cycle Program Fiscal Year 2010 Regional Area Road Fund Closeout 

SUMMARY: 
The Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) Regional Area Road Fund (RARF) Closeout process is 
outlined in the approved ALCP Policies and Procedures (Policies). This is the third year of the ALCP 
RARF Closeout process. The process was established to address the positive balance of funds for 
the current year in the ALCP RARF account. Each year there are projects scheduled for work in the 
current year that are deferred for a number of reasons leaving unexpended RARF funds in the 
account. The ALCP program allows local agencies to advance construct projects with their own funds 
to be reimbursed in a later year, which the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) originally established. 
The ALCP RARF Closeout process evaluates both these two events to determ ine the possibility of 
reimbursing advanced completed projects earlier than scheduled. 

The ALCP RARF Closeout process begins with a fiscal analysis of the ALCP and proposed ALCP 
RARF Closeout options. The ALCP RARF Closeout options are connected to eligible, advanced, 
completed projects; and the priorities established in the ALCP Policies and Procedures. The allocation 
of ALCP RARF Closeout funds is prioritized by: (1) projects scheduled for reimbursement in the next 
fiscal year, (2) all other projects according to the chronological order of the programmed 
reimbursement, (3) the date of the final project invoice, and (4) the date the ALCP Project 
Reimbursement Request was accepted by MAG staff. 

An important part of the Closeout process is the financial analysis done by MAG to determine the 
impact of proposed ALCP RARF Closeout options. This is explained in the memorandum for this 
agenda item. 

Section 260 of the Policies established RARF Closeout procedures, project eligibility, prioritization, and 
the allocation process of available closeout funds. A copy of this section of the ALCP Policies and 
Procedures is in the attachment for this agenda item. 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
There was no public comment at the April 29, 2010, Transportation Review Committee meeting. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: Once the recommended projects are approved for reimbursements, $23.995 million of ALCP 
RARF funds can be reimbursed in FY 2010. In addition, the ALCP RARF Closeout aids in the fiscal 
management of the life cycle program by recognizing available funds for eligible projects 

CONS: If not approved, reimbursements will not be made and the balance of ALCP RARF funds in 
the account would remain the same. 
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TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: MAG will modify the ALCP for the advancement of reimbursements. 

POLICY: A.R.S. 28-6352 (B) required that MAG performs life cycle managementforthe arterial street 
component of the RTP. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend approval of advancing $23.995 million in Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) project 
reimbursements to 2010 for the fiscal year (FY) 2010 ALCP RARF Closeout, and amend the FY 201 0 
Arterial Life Cycle Program, the 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program, and 2007 Regional 
Transportation Plan Update, as necessary. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
On April 29, 2010, the Transportation Review Committee voted to advance $23.995 million in Arterial 
Life Cycle Program (ALCP) project reimbursements to 2010 for the fiscal year (FY) 2010 ALCP RARF 
Closeout, and amend the FY 2010 Arterial Life Cycle Program, the 2008-2012 Transportation 
Improvement Program, and 2007 Regional Transportation Plan Update, as necessary. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Peoria: David Moody Maricopa County: Mike Sabatini for John 

* 	ADOT: Floyd Roehrich Hauskins 
* 	Avondale: David Fitzhugh Mesa: Jeff Martin for Scott Butler 

Buckeye: Scott Lowe Paradise Valley: Bill Mead 
Chandler: RJ Zeder for Patrice Kraus Phoenix: Rick Naimark 
EI Mirage: Lance Calvert Queen Creek: Troy White 
Fountain Hills: Randy Harrel RPTA: Bryan Jungwirth 
Gila Bend: Eric Fitzer for Rick Buss Scottsdale: Dave Meinhart 
Gila River: Sreedevi Samudrala for Doug Surprise: Bob Beckley 
Torres 	 # Tempe: Jyme Sue McClaren for Chris 

* 	Gilbert: Tami Ryall Salomone 
Glendale: Terry Johnson Valley Metro Rail: Wulf Grote for John 
Goodyear: Cato Esquivel Farry 
Guadalupe: Gino Turrubiartes * Wickenburg: Rick Austin 
Litchfield Park: Paul Ward for Woody Youngtown: Grant Anderson for Lloyce 
Scoutten 	 Robinson 

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Street Committee: Dan Cook Bicycle/Pedestrian Committee: Peggy 

* 	TS Committee: Debbie Albert Rubach 
* 	Transportation Safety Committee: Kerry 

Wilcoxon 

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

CONTACT PERSON: 
Christina Hopes, (602) 254-6300. 
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MARICOPA 

ASSOCIATION af 


.GOVERNMENTS 
 302 North 1 st Avenue, Suite 300 1;. Phoenix, Arizona 85003 
Phone (602) 254-6300 1;. FAX (602) 254-6490 

May 4,20 I 0 

TO: Members of MAG Management Committee 

FROM: Christina Hopes, Transportation Planner II 

SUBJECT: ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM - REGIONAL AREA ROAD FUND 
FISCAL YEAR 20 I 0 CLOSEOUT PROCESS 

The Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALC?) Policies and Procedures, approved by the MAG Regional 
Council, established the ALCP Regional Area Road Fund (RARF) Closeout process, which includes a 
fiscal analysis of the ALCP and proposed RARF Closeout options. The ALCP RARF Closeout options 
are based on the priorities and project eligibility as established in Section 260 of the ALCP Policies and 
Procedures (Policies). The allocation of ALCP RARF Closeout funds is prioritized by: 

I. 	 Projects scheduled for reimbursement in the next fiscal year. 
2. 	 All other projects according to the chronological order of the programmed reimbursement. 
3. 	 The fiscal year work was completed on the project. 
4. 	 The date of the project's final invoice. 
5. 	 The date the final Project Reimbursement Request was accepted by MAG staff. 

BACKGROUND 
On December 19, 2007, the MAG Regional Council approved the Section 260 of Policies, which 
established the RARF Closeout Process. The Policies detail the RARF Closeout procedures, project 
eligibility, and the allocation process of available closeout funds. Since then, MAG staff, in conjunction 
with the ALCP Working Group, have made additional refinements to the RARF Closeout procedures, 
which are documented in the current version of the Policies approved by the MAG Regional Council 
on December 9, 2009. 

Before recommending project to be funded through RARF Closeout, MAG staff performed a detailed 
financial analysis to determine the impact of proposed ALCP RARF Closeout options. As part of the 
financial analysis, MAG staff reviewed: 

• 	 Eligible projects for the ALCP RARF Closeout 
• 	 The fiscal year (FY) 20 I 0 programmed vs. actual project expenditures 
• 	 Historical trends in RARF revenue collection 
• 	 The FY 20 10 and Draft FY 20 I I ALCP bonding program 
• 	 The impact of the various Closeout reimbursement scenarios on the Draft FY 20 I I life cycle 

budget and bonding program 
• 	 Programmed project expenditures for FY 20 I I in the Draft FY 20 I I ALCP 



After reviewing the results of the financial analysis, MAG staff is recommending that six eligible projects 
be reimbursed in the FY 20 I 0 ALCP RARF Closeout. The recommended projects include: 

• Arizona Ave/Elliot Road Intersection Improvements for $3.7 million 
• Gilbert Road from SR-202L/Germann to Queen Creek Road for $6. I million 

• Shea Boulevard at 9Oth/92nd/96th Streets for $1.8 million 

• Gilbert Road at University Drive for $2.7 million 

• EI Mirage Road from Deer Valley Drive to L303 for $9.37 million 

Please refer to the attached table summarizing the list of eligible projects in chronological order of 
programmed reimbursements and completed fiscal year of work. A copy of Section 260 of the 
Arterial Life Cycle Program Policies and Procedures addressing RARF Closeout also is attached. 

For any questions or comments, please contact Christina Hopes by phone at 602-254-6300 or by 
email at chopes@mag.maricopa.gov. 

mailto:chopes@mag.maricopa.gov


FY2010 Regional Area Road Fund (RARF) Closeout Eligible Projects 


Eligible projects are in consecutive order based on the fiscal year the project is programmed for reimbursement and fiscal year for work. 


Fiscal 
Year for 
Reimb. 

RTPID 
Lead 

Agency 
Project Name 

Fiscal Year 
for Work 

Amount 
2009$ 

(millions) 

Completed 
Project 

Requirements 

Recommended for 
FY2010 Closeout 

2013 AII-ARZ-10-03 Chandler Arizona Ave/Elliot Rd Intersection Improvements 2006 3.714 PO, PA, PRR Yes 

2015 ACI-GIL-10-03-A Chandler Gilbert Rd: SR-202UGermann to Queen Creek Rd 2009 2.316 PO, PA, PRR Yes 

2016 ACI-GIL-10-03-A Chandler Gilbert Rd: SR-202UGermann to Queen Creek Rd 2009 3.762 PO,PA,PRR Yes 

2016 AII-GIL-10-03 Mesa Gilbert Rd at University Dr* 2010 2.741 PO,PA Yes 

2017 ACI-SHA-20-03-A Scottsdale Shea Blvd at 90th/92nd/96th Streets* 2007 1.792 PO, PA, PRR Yes 

2017 ACI-ELM-10-03-C 
Maricopa 
County 

EI Mirage Rd: Deer Valley Drive to L303 2009 0.548 PO,PA Yes 

2018 ACI-ELM-10-03-C 
Maricopa 
County 

EI Mirage Rd: Deer Valley Drive to L303 2009 9.122 PO, PA Yes 

2021 ACI-GIL-10-03-A Chandler Gilbert Rd: SR-202UGermann to Queen Creek Rd 2009 0.659 PO, PA, PRR No 

2024 ACI-HPV-20-03-A Phoenix Happy Valley: 1-17 to 35th Ave 2005 5.136 PO, PA, PRR No 
-

PA Project Agreement 

PO 
Project Overview 

PRR Project Reimbursement Request 

Reimb. Reimbursement 

Management Committee - May 4,2010 







B. 	 An administrative adjustment is needed when: 

1. 	 Project expenditures for a Project work phase or a Project segment are lower than the estimate, 
causing the 70% regional reimbursement to be less than the amount programmed in the current 
ALCP. 

2. 	 The remaining regional reimbursement funds may be moved within the original Project, to 
another work phase or a Project Segment that is programmed in that fiscal year or a later fiscal 
year. 

C. 	 At that time, the ALCP and Project budgets will be adjusted to reflect the remaining Project funds. 

D. 	 Administrative Adjustments may occur each fiscal quarter. Changes will be reported in the ALCP 
Status Report, and the ALCP will be reprinted. 

SECTION 260: ALCP RARF CLOSEOUT 

A. 	 Annually, MAG Staff will determine the availability of RARF funds to be used for the ALCP RARF 
Closeout. 

1. 	 MAG Staff will demonstrate the fiscal constraint of the ALCP with proposed ALCP RARF Closeout 
options. 

2. 	 A Project or Project segment in the ALCP may not be adversely impacted, delayed, reduced or 
removed as a result of the reimbursement of RARF funds in the Closeout process to another 
Project, portion or segment. 

3. 	 Lead Agencies and other agency(ies)/jurisdiction(s) listed in a Project Agreement that receive RARF 
Closeout funds will not be liable to reimburse the RARF funds to the Program if a Program deficit 
occurs in the future. 

B. 	 Lead Agencies should submit a RARF Closeout Notification to MAG per eligible project. 

1. 	 MAG Staff will provide a RARF Closeout Notification Form on the MAG ALCP website. 

C. 	 The ALCP RARF Closeout Process will begin at the April TRC and continue through the MAG 
Committee process in May, one month before the annual update of the ALCP. 

1. 	 The ALCP Schedule published annually in the MAG Transportation Programming Guidebook will 
specify all deadlines pertaining to the ALCP RARF Closeout Process, including due dates to 
submit RARF Closeout Notification forms and ALCP Project Requirements. 

2. 	 MAG Staff will notify the ALCP Working Group, in advance, if a change in the ALCP Project 
Schedule is required. 

D. 	 To be considered as an eligible project for reimbursement with RARF Closeout funds: 

1. 	 The Project or Project segment must be completedlclosed out. 

2. 	 The Lead Agency must completed the following Project Requirements: 

a. 	 Project Overview 

b. 	 Project Agreement, and 

c. 	 Project Reimbursement Request. 

3. 	 All three requirements must be accepted by MAG Staff as complete. 
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E. 	 The determination and allocation of ALCP RARF Closeout funds for eligible completed projects will be 
made according to the following priorities (in sequential order): 

1. 	 Projects scheduled for reimbursement in the next fiscal year; 

2. 	 All other Projects according to the chronological order of the programmed reimbursements. 

F. 	 If two or more eligible projects are programmed for reimbursement in the same fiscal year, the 
reimbursement of the eligible projects will be made according to the following additional priorities (in 
sequential order): 

1. 	 The date of the Project's final invoice. 

2. 	 The date the Project Reimbursement Request was accepted by MAG Staff. 

SECTION 270: USE OF SURPLUS OR DEFICIT PROGRAM FUNDS 

A. 	 If a surplus Program funds occurs, existing Projects may be accelerated. Any acceleration will occur 
according to priority order of the ALCP. 

1. 	 For Projects to be accelerated, matching local funds must be committed. 

2. 	 If there are no current Projects ready for acceleration, the next Project scheduled for 
reimbursement may be accelerated. 

3. 	 If there are surplus funds available upon the full completion of the ALCP, the MAG Transportation 
Policy Committee will discuss options regarding additional Projects. 

B. 	 ALCP Projects may be delayed if there is a deficit of Program funds. ALCP Projects will be delayed in 
priority order of the ALCP. 

- 11 ­



Agenda Item #5D 


MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

INFORMATION SUMMARY••• for your review 


DATE: 

May 4, 2010 


SUB.JECT: 

Fiscal Year 2010 MAG Highway Safety Improvement Program Projects 


SUMMARY: 
The Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) is a new core program that was introduced 
through SAFETEA-LU, and specifically focused on improving road safety. The Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) division offices located in each state manage program implementation, 
review states' annual highway improvement program reports, and provide oversight of program 
funding. 

The amount of HSIP funds allocated to each state is primarily based on three factors, each carrying 
equal weight: (1) the number of persons killed in crashes; (2) lane miles of roads; (3) vehicle-miles 
traveled. The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) has decided to suballocate 20 percent 
of all HSIP funds the state receives each fiscal year to all Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPOs) and Councils ofGovernments (COGs) in the state based on a formula. Starting in fiscal year 
(FY) 2010, the MAG region will be receiving $1 million in HSIP funds for programming projects that 
would meet the approval of FHWA and ADOT. 

A large portion of the state's overall road safety problem exists in Maricopa County. Crash records 
for the last 10 years indicate that nearly 40 percent of all road deaths, and 66 percent of crashes with 
serious injuries in Arizona occur in Maricopa County. Within Maricopa County, nearly 80 percent of 
all road deaths and serious injuries occur on the arterial and local road system with only 20 percent 
on the freeway/expressway system. 

On March 1,2010, ADOT informed MAG that qualifying road safety projects for the $1 million of HSIP 
funds allocated to the region must be submitted to ADOT by June 1, 2010, to accommodate the 
funds being expended in this fiscal year. This required that MAG approval of the selected projects 
must occur by the May 26, 2010, Regional Council meeting. Due to the short time available, ADOT 
has suggested that only projects with minimal environmental impact should be considered. The MAG 
Transportation Safety Committee, in consultation with FHWA and ADOT, developed a process for 
programming projects for the FY 2010 HSIP funding in an expedited manner. 

On March 24, 2010, MAG issued a call for FY 2010 safety projects in the following categories: 

Category 1: Upgrading of existing Pedestrian WALK/DON'T WALK signals to Pedestrian 
Countdown Signals. 

Category 2: Upgrading of existing 8-inch signal heads to 12-inch LED signal heads. 
Category 3: Installation of additional 12-inch signal heads if existing traffic signal structure 

can accommodate (to comply with 2009 MUTCD) - this could also include 
conversion of signal heads at the intersection to LEOs. 

These types of safety improvement projects are eligible to be funded at 100 percent federal cost. 



A total of 17 project applications from 10 member agencies were received, requesting a total of 
$1,514.468. The City of Mesa withdrew one of their three project applications. The Transportation 
Safety Committee reviewed all project applications at a special committee meeting, held on April 20, 
2010, and unanimously recommended the list of projects and the funding distribution shown in the 
attached table for inclusion in the FY 2010 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) as an 
amendment. 

In order to balance the funding requests for projects with available HSIP funds, the committee 
recommendation incorporated the following funding distribution criteria: 

1. 	 Each of the agencies that have submitted applications first receive the lesser of $100,000 
or the total funding request for all agency projects. 

2. 	 The remaining balance from the $1 million HSIP funds were distributed among agencies 
that required furtherfunds for their safety projects such that each agency received the same 
percentage of the outstanding balance. 

The 16 safety projects have been grouped into 10 individual TIP projects, each to be carried out by 
the sponsoring agency. This grouping of projects by agency will be helpful in expediting the project 
development process. The FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program amendment 
to include these projects is addressed in agenda item 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
None has been received. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: Implementation of the recommended projects will help improve road safety at the specific 
intersections. The projects are targeted both at improving pedestrian safety and also motorist safety. 

CONS: None. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: The short time frame available for generating a MAG recommendation for FY 2010 
projects and preparing HSIP project application for processing through the ADOT Local Government 
Section requires a high level of support and coordination from agency staff. 

POLICY: The state's HSIP program is required to follow the national HSIP guidelines that stipulate 
that road safety resources need to be allocated to locations with road safety issues. This is very 
likely to result in additional HSIP funds being made available for deserving road safety improvement 
projects on arterial streets in the MAG region. Local agencies need to plan ahead to participate in 
this process. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend approval of the listing of selected projects for FY 2010 highway safety improvement 
program funds. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
The MAG Transportation Review Committee unanimously approved recommendation of the list of 
proposed HSIP projects on April 29, 2010. 
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MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Peoria: David Moody Maricopa County: Mike Sabatini for John 

* 	ADOT: Floyd Roehrich Hauskins 
* 	Avondale: David Fitzhugh Mesa: Jeff Martin for Scott Butler 

Buckeye: Scott Lowe Paradise Valley: Bill Mead 
Chandler: RJ Zeder for Patrice Kraus Phoenix: Rick Naimark 
EI Mirage: Lance Calvert Queen Creek: Troy White 
Fountain Hills: Randy Harrel RPTA: Bryan Jungwirth 
Gila Bend: Eric Fitzer for Rick Buss Scottsdale: Dave Meinhart 
Gila River: Sreedevi Samudrala for Doug Surprise: Bob Beckley 
Torres 	 # Tempe: Jyme Sue McClaren for Chris 

* 	Gilbert: T ami Ryall Salomone 
Glendale: Terry Johnson Valley Metro Rail: Wulf Grote for John 
Goodyear: Cato Esquivel Farry 
Guadalupe: Gino Turrubiartes * Wickenburg: Rick Austin 
Litchfield Park: Paul Ward for Woody Youngtown: Grant Anderson for Lloyce 
Scoutten 	 Robinson 

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Street Committee: Dan Cook Bicycle/Pedestrian Committee: Peggy 

* 	TS Committee: Debbie Albert Rubach 
* 	Transportation Safety Committee: Kerry 

Wilcoxon 

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

The MAG Transportation Safety Committee conducted a detailed review of all 1 0 project applications 
and unanimously approved recommendation of the lists of proposed projects on April 20, 2010. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Tempe: Julian Dresang (Chair) FHWA: Karen King 
AAA Arizona: Linda Gorman Glendale: Chris Lemka 

* 	AARP: Tom Burch Maricopa County: Tonya Glass For Chris 
* 	ADOT: Kohinoor Kar Plumb 

Apache Junction: Shane Kiesow Mesa: Renate Ehm 
* 	ASU: Robert Gray Paradise Valley: William Mead 

Avondale: Margaret Boone-Pixley Peoria: Jamal Rahimi 
* 	Chandler: Martin Johnson Phoenix: Kerry Wilcoxon 
* 	DPS: Lt. Jenna Mitchell Scottsdale: Paul Porell 

EI Mirage: Jorge Gastelum ValleyMetro: Gardner Tabon 
Gilbert: Kurt Sharp Surprise: Tracy Eberlein 
Goodyear: Hugh Bigalk 

* 	 not present 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Sarath Joshua, MAG, (602) 254-6300. 

3 




,v_vvv¥v_v¥v·,·,v·,·,~·,v 

;1~~~~ie~!~~eE~rT1, 

City Project Description 	 Project Cost 
Additional 12" signal heads - various locations 	 $3,200

1 Avondale 	 $8,821
Upgrade to 12" signal heads - various locations $5,621 

2 Chandler Pedestrian countdown signals - various locations $113,970 

Upgrade to 12" signal heads - various locations $9,300
3 Fountain Hi lis 	 $26,580

Additional 12" signal heads - various locations $17,280 

4 Gilbert Pedestrian countdown signals - various locations $44,800 

5 Glendale 	 Pedestrian countdown signals - various locations I· $55,200 

Pedestrian countdown signals - various locations $45,675
6 Mesa 	 $195,569

Upgrade to 12" signal heads - various locations $149,894 

7 Peoria Pedestrian countdown signals - various locations $41,600 

8 Phoenix 	 Pedestrian countdown signals - various locations $248,636 

Pedestrian countdown signals - various locations $59,750
9 Scottsdale 	 $96,749

Upgrade to 12" signal heads - various locations $36,999 

Pedestrian countdown signals - various locations $37,515 

10 Tempe Additional 12" signal heads - various locations $51,680 $168,075 

Upgrade to 12" signal heads - various locations $78,880 

.: 
: 

Total $1,000,000 
. 
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Agenda Item #5E 


MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• foryour review 


DATE: 
May 4, 2010 

SUBJECT: 
Project Changes - Amendments and Administrative Modifications to the FY 2008-2012 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program and FY 2010 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

SUMMARY: 
The FY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) 2007 Update were approved by the MAG Regional Council on July 25, 2007. Since that time, 
there have been requests from member agencies to modify projects in the program. The current 
proposed project changes include amendments and administrative modifications to the FY 2008­
2012 TI P affecting highway projects, pedestrian projects, and safety projects. These projects include 
adding an Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) pavement project on 1-17, combining two 
Glendale pedestrian projects into a single project, changes to a Mesa project on Dobson Road and 
adding a series of safety projects in various MAG cities and towns contingent on approval of 
Agenda Item #5D. (See attached table) The project adjustments and new projects being added 
to the TIP are fiscally constrained and funding is available. The projects to be added or amended 
have been categorized as exemptfrom conformity determinations, and administrative modifications 
represent minor revisions that do not require a conformity determination. On April 29, 2010, the 
MAG Transportation Review Committee recommended approval ofamendments and administrative 
modifications to the FY 2008-2012 TIP as indicated in the attached table. 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
None. 

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

CONS: None. 

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

POLICY: This amendment and administrative modification request is in accord with MAG guidelines. 
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ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend approval of amendments and administrative modifications to the FY 2008-2012 
Transportation Improvement Program, and as appropriate, to the Regional Transportation Plan - 2007 
Update. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
Transportation Review Committee: On April 29, 2010, the Transportation Review Committee 
recommended approval of amendments and administrative modifications to the FY 2008-2012 
Transportation Improvement Program, and as appropriate, to the Regional Transportation Plan 2007 
Update. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Peoria: David Moody Maricopa County: Mike Sabatini for John 

* 	ADOT: Floyd Roehrich Hauskins 
* 	Avondale: David Fitzhugh Mesa: Jeff Martin for Scott Butler 

Buckeye: Scott Lowe Paradise Valley: Bill Mead 
Chandler: RJ Zeder for Patrice Kraus Phoenix: Rick Naimark 
EI Mirage: Lance Calvert Queen Creek: Troy White 
Fountain Hills: Randy Harrel RPTA: Bryan Jungwirth 
Gila Bend: Eric Fitzer for Rick Buss Scottsdale: Dave Meinhart 
Gila River: Sreedevi Samudrala for Doug Surprise: Bob Beckley 
Torres 	 # Tempe: Jyme Sue McClaren for Chris 

* 	Gilbert: T ami Ryall Salomone 
Glendale: Terry Johnson Valley Metro Rail: Wulf Grote for John 
Goodyear: Cato Esquivel Farry 
Guadalupe: Gino Turrubiartes * Wickenburg: Rick Austin 
Litchfield Park: Paul Ward for Woody Youngtown: Grant Anderson for Lloyce 
Scoutten 	 Robinson 

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Street Committee: Dan Cook Bicycle/Pedestrian Committee: Peggy 

* 	TS Committee: Debbie Albert Rubach 
* 	Transportation Safety Committee: Kerry 

Wilcoxon 

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

CONTACT PERSON: 
Steve Tate or Eileen Yazzie at (602) 254-6300. 
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20101 nla 

between 57th Ave 
GLN09-610 Glendale Iand 57th Dr 

Glendale Ave to 

GLN09-610R 

AVN10-890 

Amend: Add safety project to the FY 2008 - FY 2012 MAG TIP for 

Amend: Add safety project to the FY 2008 - FY 2012 MAG TIP for 

. Add safety project to the FY 2008 - FY 2012 MAG TIP for 

. Add safety project to the FY 2008 - FY 2012 MAG TIP for 

Add safety project to the FY 2008 - FY 2012 MAG TIP for 

Add safety project to the FY 2008 - FY 2012 MAG TIP for 

: Add safety project to the FY 2008 - FY 2012 MAG TIP for 



IAcquisition of right-of-way for Decrease total cost by $117,622, regional cost by 
MES10­

intersection improvement 2006 2010 0.25 RARF $ 162,3711 $ and local cost by $35,287.
004RWZ 



Agenda Item #5F 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• for your review 


DATE: 
May4,2010 

SUBJECT: 
Consultant Selection for the Southeast Corridor Major Investment Study 

SUMMARY: 
The fiscal year (FY) 2010 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget, approved by 
the MAG Regional Council in May 2009, was amended in March 2010 to include $300,000 to 
conduct the Southeast Corridor Major Investment Study. 

The Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) is in the process of completing an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the widening of Interstate 10, the Maricopa Freeway, 
between the SR-51/SR-202L1Red Mountain "Mini-Stack" and SR-202L1Santan-South Mountain 
"Pecos Stack" traffic interchanges. The subject of this EIS is an environmental clearance that 
would allow the reconstruction of the Interstate 10/SR-143/48th Street traffic interchange, 
connection improvements to the US-60/ Superstition Freeway and the Interstate 17/Black Canyon 
Freeway traffic interchanges, construction of an additional high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane 
between Interstate 17 and US-60, and implementation of a local-express lane system to provide 
additional capacity along Interstate 10 that could accommodate more than 400,000 vehicles per 
day. ADOT is in the process of wrapping up this EIS and proposes obtaining a Record of Decision, 
the final action in the EIS process, in early 2011. 

Presently, the Regional Freeway and Highway Program of the MAG Regional Transportation Plan 
provides approximately $450 million for an initial phase of the project between 32nd Street and 
SR-202L1Santan-South Mountain Freeways. The remaining section of the project, from 32nd 
Street to SR-51/SR-202L1Red Mountain Freeway, is estimated to cost $500 million and is presently 
identified for implementation in the fifth phase of the Regional Transportation Plan. 

During the course of the EIS, questions have been raised by MAG member agencies about the 
investment being made in this corridor and the need for alternative transportation options, in 
addition to widening Interstate 10 and improving the system traffic interchanges, to accommodate 
the growing travel demand between the East Valley and Central Phoenix. MAG proposes 
conducting the Southeast Corridor Major Investment Study for these purposes. The work program 
for this Study will contain the following tasks: 

• 	 Review of all transportation investments proposed for the Southeast Corridor, including 
those proposed along other parallel facilities, such as SR-1 01 LlPrice Freeway and SR­
202L1Red Mountain Freeway. 

• 	 Study of the travel demand shed between the East Valley and Central Phoenix to identify 
the potential for alternative transportation mode strategies to accommodate demand in 
addition to freeway widening scenarios. 
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• Consultation with project stakeholders on the project's findings and recommendations. 

• Development of a preferred investment strategy for the Southeast Corridor. 

The request for proposals was advertised on March 22, 2010. Four proposals were received from 
PBS&J, Inc., HDR, Inc., Parsons Brinckerhoff, and Gannett Fleming. A multi-agency proposal 
evaluation team consisting of MAG member agencies and· MAG staff reviewed the proposal 
documents and, on April 28, 2010, the proposal evaluation team recommended to MAG the 
selection of HDR, Inc. to conduct the project in an amount not to exceed $300,000. 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
No public input has been received. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: As presently proposed, an investment of approximately $1 billion is proposed for the Southeast 
Corridor to accommodate future travel demand, primarily in faCilitating widening of Interstate 10. The 
outcome of this study will evaluate the suitability of this investment measured against the ability to 
incorporate alternative transportation strategies in the corridor. In light of current economic conditions, 
this study's results may provide the region with options to consider in making the appropriate 
investments for the Southeast Corridor. 

CONS: None. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: The outcome and subsequent actions taken by the Regional Council based upon the 
findings of this study could affect the timing of the Interstate 10 EIS and ultimately the timing of 
improvements in the Southeast Corridor. However, this process could result in a plan for the 
Southeast Corridor that provides the best value for accommodating increasing travel demand 
between the East Valley and Central Phoenix. 

POLICY: The Southeast Corridor Major Investment Study will provide guidance to MAG, ADOT, 
and other affected jurisdictions and agencies with a comprehensive approach for accommodating 
the travel demand between the East Valley and Central Phoenix. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend that HDR, Inc. be selected to conduct the Southeast Corridor Major Investment Study 
for an amount not to exceed $300,000. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
On April 28, 2010, the proposal evaluation team recommended to MAG the selection of HDR, Inc. to 
conduct the Southeast Corridor Major Investment Study for an amount not to exceed $300,000. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING: 

Shane Silsby, City of Phoenix Larry Langer, Arizona Department 


Street Transportation Department of Transportation 
Dan Cook, City of Chandler Wulf Grote, Valley Metro Rail 
Jeff Kulaga, City of Tempe Eric Anderson, MAG 

Kevin Wallace, MAG 
Bob Hazlett, MAG 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Bob Hazlett, Senior Transportation Engineer, MAG 602 254-6300. 
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Agenda Item #5G 

MARICOPA 

ASSOCIATION of 


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

May 4,20 I 0 

TO: Members of the MAG Management Committee 

FROM: Dean Giles, Air Quality Planning Program Specialist 

SUBJECT: STATUS OF REMAINING MAG APPROVED PM-I 0 CERTIFIED STREET SWEEPER 
PROiECTS THAT HAVE NOT REQUESTED REIMBURSEMENT 

A status report is being provided to members of the MAG Management Committee on the remaining 
PM-IO certified street sweeper projects that have received approval, but have not requested 
reimbursement (see attached table). To assist MAG in reducing the amount of obligated federal funds 
carried forward in the MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget, MAG is requesting that 
street sweepers be purchased and reimbursement be requested by the agency within one year plus ten 
calendar days from the date of the MAG authorization letter. 

Previously, on january 13, 20 I 0 and September 16, 2009, a status report was provided on the remaining 
PM-IO certified street sweeper projects that have received approval, but have not requested 
reimbursement. At the june 10,2009 MAG Management Committee meeting, discussion took place on 
the implications of delaying the expenditure of MAG Federal Funds. In addition to projects listed in the 
Transportation Improvement Program, street sweepers were given as an example. 

I n some cases approved sweeper projects have taken up to three years to request reimbursement. The 
delay in requesting reimbursement for street sweepers results in obligated federal funds being carried 

forward in the MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget. The Federal Highway 
Administration has expressed concern regarding the amount of obligated funds being carried forward in 
the Work Program. To assist MAG member agencies in tracking the purchase of approved sweepers, 
periodic updates will be provided on the status of the reimbursement requests. 

The purchase of PM-I 0 Certified Street Sweeper Projects supports the committed measure "Sweep 
Streets with PM-I 0 Certified Street Sweepers" in the MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-I O. Also, it 

is important to note that for the conformity analysis for the Transportation Improvement Program and 
Regional Transportation Plan, MAG only takes emission reduction credit for approved street sweeper 
projects that have received reimbursement. 

If you have any questions, please call me at (602) 254-6300. 

Attachment 



STATUS OF REMAINING PM-10 CERTIFIED STREET SWEEPER PROJECTS 

THAT HAVE RECEIVED APPROVAL 


May 4, 2010 

To assist MAG in reducing the amount Ph . 

obligated federal funds, MAG is requestingrv;;~oe~n~lx~:;----t----i~f%~~~~~~~;;;;~~~~;;---l 

that street sweepers be purchased and r-::..::.;.;.o...:;:.;;.:.;.:...---t----...::;..;..::....;.:..;:.;:..:t=':..:....:..;:;;-::.;.;.;.;;..;.;..;..;;.~.;.;;..;;=...:.;:_=:.;~~_:_:_:_:=_l 
reimbursement be requested by the 
by September 11, 2010. 

1Grand Total Remaining Project Costs FY 2008 - FY 2009 $1,693,0341 

MAG staff contact: Lindy Bauer or Dean Giles, (602) 254-6300 



Agenda Item #5H 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• 'Dr your review 


DATE: 
May 4,2010 

SUBJECT: 
Conformity Consultation 

SUMMARY: 
The Maricopa Association of Governments is conducting consultation on a conformity assessment 
for an amendment and administrative modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP). The proposed amendment and administrative modification involve 
several projects, including a new ADOT pavement project on Interstate-17, two Glendale 
pedestrian projects combined into a single project, and a series of safety projects in various MAG 
cities and towns. The amendment includes projects that may be categorized as exempt from 
conformity determinations. 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 May 21, 2010. 

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, Valley Metro Rail, Maricopa County Air Quality Department, Central 
Arizona Association of Governments, Pinal County AirQualityControl District, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency and other interested parties including members of the public. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: Interagency consultation forthe amendment and administrative modification notifies the 
planning agencies of project modifications to the TIP. 

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

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: The amendment and 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 Organization, State and local air quality planning 
agencies, State and local transportation agencies, Environmental Protection Agency, Federal 
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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, Air Quality Planning Program Specialist III, (602) 254-6300. 
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302 North 1 st Avenue, Suite 300 ... Phoenix, Arizona 85003 
Phone [602) 254-6300 ... FAX [602) 254-6490 

May 4, 2010 

TO: Leslie Rogers, Federal Transit Administration 
Robert Hollis, Federal Highway Administration 
john Halikowski, Arizona Department of Transportation 
Benjamin Grumbles, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
David Boggs, Regional Public Transportation Authority 
Debbie Cotton, City of Phoenix Public Transit Department 
Stephen Banta, Valley Metro Rail 
Max Porter, Maricopa County Air Quality Department 
Maxine Brown, Central Arizona Association of Govemments 
Donald Gabrielson, Pinal County Air Quality Control District 
Gregory Nudd, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
Other Interested Parties 

FROM: Dean Giles, Air Quality Planning Program Specialist 

SUBJECT: CONSULTATION ON A CONFORMI1Y ASSESSMENT FOR A PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT ANDADMINISTRATIVE MODIFICATION TO THE FY2008-20 12 
MAG TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

The Maricopa Association of Govemments is conducting consultation on a conformity assessment for an 
amendment and administrative modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP). The amendment and administrative modification involve several projects, including a new 
ADOT pavement project on Interstate-17, two Glendale pedestrian projects combined into a single 
project, and a series of safety projects in various MAG cities and towns. Comments on the conformity 
assessment are requested by May 21,20 I O. 

MAG has reviewed the projects for compliance with the federal conformity rule and has found that 
consultation is required on the conformity assessment. The amendment includes projects that may be 
categorized as exempt from conformity determinations. The administrative modification includes minor 
project revisions that do not require a conformity determination. The conformity finding of the TI Pand 
the associated Regional Transportation Plan 2007 Update, as amended, that was made by the Federal 
Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration on March 9, 20 I 0 remains unchanged by this 
action. The conformity assessment is being transmitted for consultation to the agencies listed above and 
other interested parties. If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (602) 254-6300. 

Attachment 

cc: 	 Ira Domsky, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
jennifer T oth, Arizona Department of Transportation 
Mark Hodges, Arizona Department of Transportation 



ATTACHMENT 


CONFORMITYASSESSMENT FORA PROPOSEDAMENDMENT AND ADMINISTRATIVE MODIFICATION 
TOTHE FY 2008-20 12 MAG TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

The federal transportation conformity rule (40 CFR 93.105) 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 (R 18-2-1405). 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 amendment includes projects that may be categorized as exempt from conformity determinations. Types 
of projects considered exempt are defined in the federal transportation conformity rule at 40 CFR 93.126. The 
administrative modification includes minor project revisions that do not require a conformity determination. 
Examples of minor project revisions include design, right-of-way, and utility projects. The proposed amendment 
and administrative modification to the FY 2008-20 12 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 required on 
the conformity assessment. The projects are not expected to create adverse emission impacts or interfere with 
Transportation Control Measure implementation. The conformity finding ofthe TI Pand the associated Regional 
Transportation Plan that was made by the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration on 
March 9, 20 I 0 remains unchanged by this action. 
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MES110-1~"W~W-~V-1 Mesa 2010 2010 0.25 RARF 35,287 1 $ -I $1 $ 08DZ3 03 1 1 land Regional 

Plan 
2007 Update. 

at IAcqUisition of Admin Mod: Decrease total A minor project revision 

Rd right-of-way for cost by $117,622, regional is needed to reduce 
intersection cost by $82,336, and local funding. The conformity 

limprovement cost by $35,287. status of the TIP and 
MES1D-IAIl-DOe-10-1 Mesa 2006 2010 0.25 RARF $ 162,371 $ - $ 378,864 $ 541,236 Regional Transportation 
oo4RWZ 03 I Plan 2007 Update would 

remain unchanged. 
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Agenda Item #6 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• for your review 


DATE: 
May 4,2010 

SUBJECT: 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Update and Guidance 

SUMMARY: 
All American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) projects in the MAG region obligated prior to 
the March 2, 2010, deadline. All local projects are expected to go to bid by middle of May 2010. Bids 
likely will be different from the original allocation amount. MAG, working closely with the Arizona 
Department of Transportation (ADOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has been 
trying to anticipate any issues or concerns that may arise during the bid award and deobligation 
process. Please refer to attached memorandum for specific details including existing project update, 
deobligation process and new project submittals. 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
None. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: MAG staff, working with ADOT and FHWA are providing updates and guidance regarding the 
status of ARRA funds and projects. Timely information will help member jurisdictions move forward 
as projects are bid and awarded. 

CONS: It is unknown at this point how much, if any, bid savings will be realized. Final savings will not 
be known until early June 2010. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: Currently no action is needed regarding the ARRA program. MAG will need to determine 
the use of unobligated funds prior to the ADOT-mandated deadline of August 15, 2010, and FHWA 
deadline of September 15, 2010. 

POLICY: There are currently policies in place for use of bid savings. However, the project list is not 
yet ranked and use offunds is not yet determined. This cannot be determined until the amount of bid 
savings is more certain. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Information and discussion. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
MAG Transportation Review Committee: On April 29, 2010, a general update and guidance of the 
ARRA program was provided to the Transportation Review Committee. 
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MEMBERS ATIENDING 
Peoria: David Moody 

* 	ADOT: Floyd Roehrich 
* 	Avondale: David Fitzhugh 

Buckeye: Scott Lowe 
Chandler: RJ Zeder for Patrice Kraus 
EI Mirage: Lance Calvert 
Fountain Hills: Randy Harrel 
Gila Bend: Eric Fitzer for Rick Buss 
Gila River: Sreedevi Samudrala for Doug 
Torres 

* 	Gilbert: Tami Ryall 
Glendale: Terry Johnson 
Goodyear: Cato Esquivel 
Guadalupe: Gino Turrubiartes 
Litchfield Park: Paul Ward for Woody 
Scoutten 

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Street Committee: Dan Cook 

* 	TS Committee: Debbie Albert 

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

CONTACT PERSON: 

Maricopa County: Mike Sabatini for John 
Hauskins 


Mesa: Jeff Martin for Scott Butler 

Paradise Valley: Bill Mead 

Phoenix: Rick Naimark 

Queen Creek: Troy White 

RPTA: Bryan Jungwirth 

Scottsdale: Dave Meinhart 

Surprise: Bob Beckley 


# Tempe: Jyme Sue McClaren for Chris 
Salomone 
Valley Metro Rail: Wulf Grote for John 
Farry 

* 	Wickenburg: Rick Austin 
Youngtown: Grant Anderson for Lloyce 
Robinson 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Committee: Peggy 
Rubach 

* 	Transportation Safety Committee: Kerry 
Wilcoxon 

+ Attended by Videoconference 

Alice Chen, Transportation Planner II, (602) 254-6300. 

2 




MA.I=IICDPA 

ASSOCIATION ·af 


GOVERNMENTS 
 302 Nolt! 1!!11 A'I'enue, SUilt 300A Phoonix, Arizona 85000 

~M (6Cl2) ~ rAX {6(2) 254-!i490 


Email: mag@mag ..mariieopa.Q:l\iiL WebSite: \\i"JiWt,mag.mariropa.{jov 


May 4,20 I 0 

TO: Members of the MAG Management Committee 

FROM: Alice Chen, Transportation Planner II 

SUBJECT: Programming of Local MPO American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARM) Funds ­
General Update 

This memorandum provides an update on the status of existing American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARM) projects, the process going forward as construction bids are realized, and options for utilization of 
unobligated ARM funds. 

Existing Projects Update 
All projects and all ARM funds in the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) region were obligated 
prior to the March 2, 20 I 0 federally mandated deadline. In determining the amount of funds to be obligated, 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) would not allow the Arizona Department of Transportation 
(ADOT) to obligate an amount greater than the construction estimate. The final obligation amount was in 
some cases different from what was allocated to each project or jurisdiction. As a result of the process, there 
was approximately $1.3 million in excess MAG sub-allocated funds after all projects were obligated. ADOT 
swept the funds and applied it toward a statewide project and in exchange, gave MAG the same amount in 
Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds, to be used toward locally sponsored projects. These funds are 
available to the MAG local jurisdictions although they now have STP eligibility requirements. lOne difference 
of note, STP funds are not limited to construction and may be used for design. The guidelines for utilization of 
STP funds for design are described in a section below. 

Deobligation Process 
Projects that are administered by ADOT will be set out to bid on a rolling basis with the last projects being bid 
in middle of May 20 I O. It is expected that final bid savings will be realized in early Ju.ne 20 I O. ADOT will 
send each jurisdiction a letter (Appendix A) stating the bid amount and the amount that will be deobligated. 
The deobligation amount will be funds allocated to the project, less construction cost, administrative and 
contingency fees, and any previously authorized for engineering and design. The current standard for ADOT 
administered construction projects is to require fifteen percent (15%) contract and administration funds and 
five percent (5%) contingency funds. Project which have higher bid amounts than what has been allocated 
will need to have additional funds identified, or have its scope reduced. Deobligated funds will be returned to 

I To review the STP federal eligibility guidelines, please review the document 
htlp://www4.law.comell.edu/uscodelhtmlluscode23/usc sec 23 00000 I 33----000-.html. 
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MAG to be reallocated based on policies previously approved by regional council and the MAG approved 
project lists. 

Jurisdictions that have justification for a different deobligation amount, or have requests for change orders, will 
need to submit a request and any supporting documentations to ADOT within fourteen (14) days upon 
receipt of the letter. If additional information is required, jurisdiction will have seven (7) days to respond. It is 
critical that locals move quickly because ADOT is required by law to deobligate funds in a timely manner. Any 
delay in the deobligation process may lead to loss of funds to the jurisdiction and to the MAG region. 

Projects are authorized with funds (typically 5%) to cover overruns and Change orders. If bid savings are 
realized on a project, a jurisdictions may request a change order to that project if the new work: I) is already 
included in the approved environmental clearance, 2) does not include any new right of way, 3) is consistent 
with the current scope of the project (does not expand the scope to include new work elements), 4) the 
change order does not exceed 15-20% of the bid including any utility adjustments or other incidental items. 
This is a highly unusual situation and applies only in a select lew G3Ses. If a jurisdiction would like to increase 
the work to be done, and the additional work does not qualify as a change order, the jurisdiction would need 
to request the additional work as a new project which will need to meet the guidance and deadlines of 
projects eligible for ARRA funding set forth by MAG. 

STP funds for Design Projects 
On January 27, 20 I0, the MAG Regional Council voted to allow the exchange of ARRA funds for STP-ADOT 
funds. STP-ADOT funds must also be obligated by September 30, 20 I0, and projects for consideration must 
still adhere to the project-ready concept set forth by ARRA funding. STP-ADOT funds in some cases have 
greater flexibility than ARRA funds although unlike ARRA, STP-ADOT funds require a 5.7 percent local match. 
While ARRA could not be applied toward design-only projects, jurisdictions may utilize STP for design if the 
federal process is followed and authorization is received prior to expenditure. 1M117e this is an option, like 
ARM projects, projects that can obligate Wl71 be evaluated on a G3Se-by-G3Se basis. As well, projects which 
use federal funds for design must complete construction within 10 years or the design funds must be repaid to 
the federal govemment. The guidelines for utilizing STP funds for design are as follows: 

I. 	 If the design procurement followed the federal process then the jurisdiction can make a request for 
authorization of unspent local funds to be supplanted by federal STP funds. 

2. 	 Funds must be authorized before they can be spent. Any funds spent prior to federal authorization 
cannot be reimbursed. 

3. 	 For the design process to be federalized, the selection of an engineering services contract would 
require review by the ADOT Engineering Consultants Section (ECS) and subsequently follow the 
federal hiring and advertising process. 

4. 	 Certified Acceptance (CA) agencies do not require ADOT ECS review but still need ADOT review of 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation. 

5. 	 All projects using federal funds for design must follow the environmental process required by NEPA 
regardless of whether or not project construction is federally or locally funded. 

New Projects/Next Steps 
A call for projects was sent to members of the MAG Transportation Review Committee and 
Intergovemmental Representatives on Monday, March 29, 20 I0, for consideration of unobligated ARRA 
funds. Projects that require Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) numbers are included in the agenda 
for approval by the Regional Council meeting scheduled for April 28, 20 10 (Appendix B). Inclusion in the TIP 
does not automatically ensure that the project will be evaluated by ADOT, can obligate by September 30, 
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20 I 0, or will receive any additional ARRA funding. It will simply allow the project to move forward in the 
federal process, especially with respect to obtaining the required environmental clearance. AOOT will not 
review a NEPA document until it is in the TIP and a TRACS number is assigned. A table of projects with a TIP 
10 that were submitted for ARRA funding consideration is shown in Appendix C. These projects may require 
an amendment or administrative modification to the TIP to refiect new or additional funding sources, 
however, those updates will not be made until the funding is identified MAG staff will work AOOT, FHWA, 
and member jurisdictions to determine which projects are eligible for the use of unobligated ARRA funds. 
Prioritization of funds made available for sub-regional projects will be discussed after eligibility requirements 
have been determined. 

MAG staff is available to work with your jurisdiction to answer questions. Please contact Alice Chen or Eileen 
Yazzie at (602) 254-6300. 
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APPENDIX A 
03/08/20104:17:26 PM 

March 8, 2010 

Dear 

Thank you for your efforts to meet the March 2, 2010, deadline set by the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA)to obligate 100% of the ARRA funds sent to 
Arizona. 

We now need to work on deobligating bid savings and reobligating the funds prior to 
September 1, 2010, to ensure funds stay in Arizona. Once bid savings are identified, 
the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) will notify the local project sponsor of 
the amount and date the funds will be deobligated (14 days from the date of the notice). 
The local project s 
Highway Admini 
ADOT will proce 

onsor ma 
H 
el 

rovide a written justification to ADOT and the Federal 
Iieve 
tion 

ADOT anticipat 
ADOT will notify nc f Gov nt an Icipal PI 

19, 2010, 
Organization 

(COG/MPO) of the total amount of deobligated funds being returned to them from local 
projects. The COGslMPOs will then be responsible for providing a plan to ADOT and 
FHWA for using these funds on new or existing ARRA projects by July 15, 2010. The 
projects selected must be submitted to ADOT for funding authorization by no later than 
July 30, 2010. 

ADOT will use any unobligated funds as of August 15, 2010, on one or more state 
projects to ensure we do not lose any ARRA funding. 

If you have any questions, please contact in ADOT 
Intermodal Transportation Division (lTD) Local Government at 602-712-XXXX. 

Sincerely, 

John S. Halikowski 



Eastern Canal: Guadalupe Rd to Elliot Rd (Santan
GLB06·201RABS Gilbert Design and construct multi-use path 2010 

'II) 

_____ ... __.. _ .. Elliot Rd to Warner Rd (Santan Vista 
GLB07·302ABS Gilbert Design and construct multi-use path 2010 

Trail phase III) 

GLN08-801ABS Glendale Bell Rd. Pavement Overlav: 51st Ave. to 59th Ave. Pavement overlay 2010 

GLN08-802ABS Glendale IVarious Locations Citywide Upgrade traffic signal controllers 2010 n/a 

Before a project can obligate, ADOT must complete the review and approval process. ADOT cannot initiate the review process until (1) the project is listed in an approved Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and (2) a TRACS number is assigned. The 

below includes projects that have need TIP IDs to initiate the review federal process. Funding sources will be adjusted in an administrative modification contingent on (1) funding availability and (2) the project's ability to obligate in FFY 2010. These projects 
listed in an approved TIP to be candidates to receive ARRA bid savings. 

0.5 mi 

AVN10·801ABS Avondale IAvondale Citv Hall (Traffic Ooerations Center) Construct Interim Traffic Operations Center 2010 n/a 
I I I I I I ILu:n .;JOOU,.1..:JU 

BKYlO-806ABS Buckeve IAoache Road and UPRR Improve crossing at Apache Road 2009 120' I I I I I I IAmend: Add new oroiect. Total 

CVKlO-801ABS Cave Creek IVarious Locations - Functionally Classified Roadways 2010 0
Pre-Engineer/Design and Construct Pavement Rehab I I I I I I IAmend: Add new oroiect. Total 
projects 

I I I I I I 
ELM08-801ABS EI Mirage IEI Mirage Rd - Olive to Cactus Micro-seal Pavement Surface 2010 2 -_. ._- ._- _.- -_. ..- I~mend: Add new project. Total 

Cost $414,905. 

FTHll-101ABS I Fountain Hills IShea Blvd: Saguaro Blvd to Fountain Hills Blvd Mill and Overlay 2010 2 I I I I I I IAmend: Add new oroiect. Total 

GBD10·801ABS Gila Bend Maricopa Road near Mile Marker 3, North side Monument Signage 2010 n/a 

l..U:)l,;;l£':)U,VVU. 

Amend: Add new project. Total 
GLN08-803ABS Glendale IBell Rd. Pavement Overlay: 59th Ave. to 70th Ave. Pavement overlay 2010 1 --- --- --- --- --- --­

Cost $1,394,960. 


Amend: Add new oroiect. Total 

GLN08-804ABS Glendale IVarious Locations Citywide Modernize traffic signals 2010 n/a 

Design downtown alleyways for safe pedestrian 
GLN08-805ABS Glendale I Downtown Alleyways: 58th Ave. to 57th Ave. I 2010 0 

circulation 

GLN08-806ABS Glendale IVarious Locations Citvwide 22 CCTV cameras and 6 Ethernet installations I 2010 n/a 

GUA08-801ABS I Guadaluoe I La Cuarenta Neighborhood - 2010five street segments in the La Cuarenta 

Widen the roadway and install pavement, curb & IAmend: Add new oroiect. Total I d I I~-"- ---- ..-... from Colonia Estrella to Calle I I I I I IGUA08-802ABS 2010 0Gua a upe Guadalupe gutter, sidewalk and street lights 

Roadway rehabilitation and restoration, including I I I I I I IAmend: Add new oroiect. Total 
LPKlO-801ABS ILitchfield parklLitchfield Rd: Wigwam Blvd to Camelback Rd 2010 

patching and microseal 

Design and Construct of a 10-foot wide concrete I I I I I I I IAmend: Add new oroiect. Total 
MES13-905ABS I Mesa IConsolidated canal: 8th Street to Lindsay Road 2010 

Arterial Pavement Preservation along University Dr: 


Isossaman to 80th Street, 80th Street to Hawes and IAmend: Add new project. Total 

MES08-801ABS Mesa IArterial Pavement Preservation project 2010 3 

Hawes to 88th Street and along Southern Ave: Cost $3,130,782. 
Greenfield Rd to Higley Rd. (Group 4 - Phase 1) 



APPENDIX B 

process. ADOT cannot initiate the review process until (1) the project is listed in an approved Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and (2) a TRACS number is assigned. The 

Funding sources will be adjusted in an administrative modification contingent on (1) funding availability and (2) the project's ability to obligate in FFY 2010. These projects 

Pavement Preservation Recker Rd: Main 

to Broadway Rd, Sossaman Rd: Ray Rd to 
IAmend: Add new project. Total 

MES08-802ABS Mesa lAvery, Southern Ave: Gilbert to 24th St and 24th St tolArterial Pavement Preservation project 2010 
Cost $2,930,566. 

Lindsay Rd, and Signal Butte Rd: US 60 to Southern 
Ave. (Group 4 - Phase 2) 

IArterial Pavement Preservation Recker Rd., Southern Amend: Add new project. Total 
ES08-803ABS Mesa Arterial Pavement Preservation project 2010 3 --- ..- --- -_. --- --­

Ave., Stapley Dr., and Signal Butte Rd. (Group 5) Cost $3,860,422. 

Amend: Add new project. Total 
Phoenix I Pavement Preservation (North Area) Phase 2 Pavement Preservation 2010 13 --- --- --- --- --- --­

Cost $6,600,000. 

IAmend: Add new project. Total 
Phoenix I Pavement Preservation (Central Area) Phase 2 IPavement Preservation 2010 16 

Cost $8,100,000. 

IAmend: Add new project. Total 
PHX08-803ABS Phoenix I Pavement Preservation (South Area) Phase 2 IPavement Preservation 2010 

Cost $2,400,000. 

IAmend: Add new project. Total 
PHX08-804ABS Phoenix I Bridge Deck Rehabilitation Phase 2 I Bridge Deck Rehabilitation 2010 15 Structures I 

Cost $1,125,000. 


Amend: Add new project. Total 

PHX08-80sABS Phoenix I Bridge Joint Rehabilitation Phase 2 I Bridge Joint Rehabilitation I 2010 15 Structures --- --- --- --- --- --­

Cost $1,175,000. 

I'~. __ .._~._" .. _o~._ ...... ing & Procure/Install Traffic Amend: Add new project. Total 
Phoenix ICitvwide Corridors I 2010 I n/a --- --- --- --- --- --­

Cost $2,500,000. 


Amend: Add new project. Total 

Scottsdale IVarious locations I Construction for Mill & Replace I 2010 I varies --- --- --- --- --- --­

Cost $757,088. 


Amend: Add new project. Total 

Scottsdale IVarious locations I Replace traffic signal controllers and cabinets 2010 varies --- --- --- --- --- --­

Cost $450,000. 

I Preliminary engineering, design and construction for Amend: Add new project. Total 
Scottsdale IVarious locations 2010 varies --- --- --- --- --- ---

IMili & Replace Cost $2,486,832. 

IDesign for widening of Pima Road from two lanes to Amend: Add new project. Total 
Scottsdale I Pima Road: McDowell to Thomas 2010 1 --- --- --- --- --- ---

Ifour, including intersection and drainage Cost $8,500,000. 

Amend: Add new project. Total 
13-119ABS Tempe I Elliott Road: Kyrene Road to 1-10 IAsphalt - Mill and Overlay 2010 2 --- --- --- --- --- --­

Cost $1,500,000. 

-_. Amend: Add new project. Total 
Tempe IHardy Drive: Broadway Road to Southern Ave. Street Rehabilitation 2010 1 --- --- --- --- --­

Cost $620,000. 

Amend' f\ 
Tempe Ivarious federal functionally classified roadways Arterial Street Reconstruction and Improvements 2010 0 --- --- --- --- --- --­

Cost $1 

Amend: Add new project. Total 
TMP1s-138ABS Tempe IBroadway Road: Mill Avenue to Evergreen Road Asphalt Mill and Overlay 2010 3 --- --- --- --- --- --­

Cost $2,150,000. 
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AVN09-802 

Road to Southern Avenue 

to Alameda 



Agenda Item #7 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review 


DATE: 
May 4,2010 

SUB.JECT: 
Update and Review of Project Deferral Requests for Federal Fiscal Year 2010 MAG Closeout 

SUMMARY: 
By April 29, 201 0, member agencies submitted requests to defer or delete federal funds from projects 
for approximately $14.5 million. 

The Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2010 Closeout process is following the Draft FY 2009 MAG 
Programming Principles. Please review the attached memorandum that explains the process, the 
requirements for requesting a project deferral, and outlines the number of requested project 
deferrals. The attached table provides specific details about the project deferral requests, and there 
are thirteen deferral justification letters for projects that were requesting to be deferred for a second 
time or more. 

The deadline for member agencies to submit requests for projects that can utilize these funds by the 
end of the federal fiscal year was April 19, 2010. 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
There was no public comment at the April 29, 2010, Transportation Review Committee meeting. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: Approval of these recommendations will allow for additional and accelerated transportation 
projects to be funded in the MAG region. 

CONS: There is no guarantee that sufficient funds will be available in the following fiscal year to 
cover any or all ofthe deferred projects. Uncertainty over the reauthorization ofthe federal legislation 
makes this problem more acute. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: Action to close out the FFY 2010 MAG federally funded program is needed to ensure 
that all MAG federal funds are fully used in a timely and equitable manner. These actions may 
include any necessary amendments or administrative adjustments to the FY 2008-2012 MAG TIP 
to allow the projects to proceed. 

POLICY: Previously adopted MAG policies on the allocation ofuncommitted and redistributed federal 
funds to projects have been followed. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend approval of a list of projects to be deferred from FFY 2010 to FFY 2011 or later, 
approval of a list of projects requesting to remove federal funds from the project, and make the 



necessary amendments and modifications to the 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement 
Program, and as necessary to the Regional Transportation Plan 2007 Update. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
Transportation Review Committee: On April 29, 2010, the TRC unanimously recommended to 
approve a list of projects to be deferred from FFY 2010 to FFY 2011 or later and make the necessary 
amendments and modifications to the 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program, and 
as necessary to the Regional Transportation Plan 2007 Update. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Peoria: David Moody Maricopa County: Mike Sabatini for John 

* 	ADOT: Floyd Roehrich Hauskins 
* 	Avondale: David Fitzhugh Mesa: Jeff Martin for Scott Butler 

Buckeye: Scott Lowe Paradise Valley: Bill Mead 
Chandler: RJ Zeder for Patrice Kraus Phoenix: Rick Naimark 
EI Mirage: Lance Calvert Queen Creek: Troy White 
Fountain Hills: Randy Harrel RPTA: Bryan Jungwirth 
Gila Bend: Eric Fitzer for Rick Buss Scottsdale: Dave Meinhart 
Gila River: Sreedevi Samudrala for Doug Surprise: Bob Beckley 
Torres 	 # Tempe: Jyme Sue McClaren for Chris 

* 	Gilbert: Tami Ryall Salomone 
Glendale: Terry Johnson Valley Metro Rail: Wulf Grote for John 
Goodyear: Cato Esquivel Farry 
Guadalupe: Gino Turrubiartes * Wickenburg: Rick Austin 
Litchfield Park: Paul Ward for Woody Youngtown: Grant Anderson for Lloyce 
Scoutten 	 Robinson 

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Street Committee: Dan Cook Bicycle/Pedestrian Committee: Peggy 

* 	TS Committee: Debbie Albert Rubach 
* 	Transportation Safety Committee: Kerry 

Wilcoxon 

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

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

ASSOCIATION of 


GOVERNMENTS 
 302 North 1 at Avenue, . Suite 300 ... Phoenix, Arizona 85003 
Phone [602) 254-6300 ... FAX (602) 254-6490 

May 4,2010 

TO: Members of the MAG Management Committee 

FROM: Eileen O. Yazzie, Transportation Programming Manager 

SUBJECT: FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR 20 I 0 CLOSEOUT - DEFERRAL REQUESTS 

The Closeout process for MAG region federal funds in federal fiscal year (FFY) 20 lOis underway. MAG 
member agencies were requested to notify MAG, beginning March 20 I0, offederallyfunded projects that 
will not obligate by the end of the FFY 20 I 0 (September 20 I0), and are requesting to be deferred to 
another year in the MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). It was asked that member 
agencies make a best effort to complete and submit the Deferral Request Form and Deferral justification 
Letter by April 20, 20 IO. 

As ofApril 29, 20 I0, there were seven projects that requested the project deferral for the first time, four 
requests to remove federal funds from programmed projects, and thirteen projects that requested deferral 
for a second time or more totaling $14.5 million. Please see the attached table for details about these 
requests. Per the Draft fiscal year (FY) 2009 MAG Federal Fund Programming Principles, if a member 
agency is requesting a project to be deferred a second time or more, a member agency must complete 
and submit both a Deferral Request Form and Deferral justification Letter. Please see the attached 
thirteen deferral justification letters that were submitted for the projects requesting to be deferred for a 
second time or more. The Transportation Review Committee (TRC) recommended approval of all 
project deferrals and deletion of federal funds from projects. 

MAG staff recognizes that agencies may defer projects at a later time due to continuous work to obligate 
the project by September 20 I 0 and will work with member agencies until the end of the federal fiscal 
year for additional deferrals. 

DRAFT FY 2009 MAG FEDERAL FUND PROGRAMMING PRINCIPLES 
The 20 I 0 Closeout process will follow the Draft FY 2009 MAG Federal Fund Programming Principles 
(Principles) allowing member agencies a one time project deferral without justification. For the first time 
deferral request, a member agency just needs to complete and submit the Deferral Request Form. If a 
member agency is requesting a project to be deferred a second time or more, a member agency must 
complete and submit both a Deferral Request Form and Deferral justification Letter. The MAG 
Committee Process will recommend approval ofthe projects to be deferred and stay in the MAG TIP. 



Perthe Draft Principles: 
I. 	 If a project is requesting to be deferred for the second time or more, the sponsoring 

agency for the project will submit a justification letter explaining why the project should 
remain in the MAG Federal Fund Program. 
a. 	 The sponsoring agency for the project will submit a justification letter to MAG 

with the deferral notification that will be taken through the MAG Committee 
Process, beginning at TRC. 

I. 	 If the justification is approved the project would remain in the program. 
II. 	 Ifthe justification is not submitted or not approved, the project would be 

removed from the program. 

SUBMITTAL OF PROIECTS 
The deadline for member agencies to submit projects for use of Closeout funds was April 19, 20 I O. The 
primary criterion for the projects submitted for Closeout funding is that they must be able to utilize funds 
by the end ofthe federal fiscal year. This means that the projects submitted must be sufficiently developed 
forADOT Local Governments staff to recommend that projects are ready to be authorized by the federal 
authorities. MAG staff will review the projects submitted for Closeout funds with ADOT to ensure that 
the projects can be obligated before the end of FFY 20 I O. It is expected that the TRC will review the 
funds available and may discuss preferences for how the available funds should be targeted at its May 20 I 0 

committee meeting. 

The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) analysis of projects submitted for Closeout will be 
completed by the Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee in May, and it is expected that TRC action 
on the interim list of Closeout projects will occur at the May committee meeting, with Management 
Committee, Tra.nsportation Policy Committee and Regional Council action taking place in June 20 I O. 

Information regarding the FFY 20 I 0 Closeout is available electronically on the MAG website at 

http://www.mag.maricopa.govlproject.cms?item=413, atthe Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
webpage. If there a.re any questions regarding the Closeout process, orthe submittal of projects, please 
call Eileen Yazzie at 602-254-6300. 

http://www.mag.maricopa.govlproject.cms?item=413
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ort 
McDowell 

Yavapai FTM13- Various locations on Fort 

Defer Highway Nation 	 901 McDowell Yavapai Nation 
PHXI0­

Defer Highway Phoenix 	 633 Various locations 

PHX13- Various locations in the City of 

Defer Highway Phoenix 904 Phoenix: 44 miles of dirt alleys 
SCTI0- Scottsdale Rd: Earll Dr to 

Defer Highway Scottsdale 	 617R Chaparral Rd 

.Q5!1UI5I1lW 'II'.!!.~ p,.,~;mw '~\U,~,g~H:!::RHlJ~"~r.~;Y*,-~!f;;!i-~'· 

MES06- Pepper PI: lewis St to Robson 

Delete Highway Mesa 203C St 

MES07- South Canal: Val Vista Dr to 

Delete Highway Mesa 314 	 Greenfield Rd 
Grand St: Broadway Rd to 6th 

MES09- Ave (Nuestro neighborhood 
Delete Highway Mesa 605 phase 1) 

MESlO- South Canal: McDowell Rd to 

Delete Highway Mesa 	 608 Val Vista Dr 

Paving dirt roads 
Construct regional ITS fiber 

optic backbone, phase B-2 

Paving dirt alleys 
Upgrade sidewalks and add 

bicycle lanes 

;"'_'x_, 

Construct multi-use path 
Construct mUlti-use patn. 

Development of multi-use path 

system (MUP) 

Improve pedestrian facilities 
Construct new multi-use path 

on the north bank 

4.7 

30 

44 

3 

0.5 

1.25 

0.25 

1.5 

CMAQ 


CMAQ 


CMAQ 


CMAQ 


CMAQ 


CMAQ 


CMAQ 


CMAQ 


$ 700,000 

$ 665,000 

$ 1200,000 

$ 510,696 
3,700,152 

$ 305,961 

$ 541,800 

$ 441,041 

$ 852,505 

$ 1,650,000 $ 

$ - $ 

$ 920,000 $ 

$ 2,540,741 $ 

$ 93,039 $ 

$ 232,200 $ 

$ 189,018 $ 

$ 568,337 $ 

2,350,000 AQorTDM 

665,000 ITS 

2,120,000 AQorTDM 

3,051,437 Ped 

399,000 Bicycle 

774,000 Bicycle 

630,059 Ped 

1,420,842 Bicycle 

2010 

2010 

2010 

2010 

0 2011 


0 2011 


0 2011 


0 2011 


Request to Delete Project 


Request to Delete Project 


Request to Delete Project 


Request to Delete Project 


Not 

needed 
Yes-Not 

Needed 

Yes-Not 

Needed 
Yes-Not 

Needed 

No 

No 

No 

No 
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Chandler + Arizona 
Whero tMu/fS Make The OijJerence 

April 5, 2010 

Ms. Eileen Yazzie 
Maricopa Association ofGovetnments 
302 N.FitstAvenuc; Suite 300 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

SUBJECT: Deferral ofthe·CongestiortMitigation. @d Air Quality (CMAQ) project to 
Federal Fiscal Year 2010. 

Dear Ms~ Yazzie: 

Attached is tbe.DeferratRequest Submittal FOrm for the deferral ofComtnonwealth 
Avenue. 

• Hamilton Street; to Ithica(TIP# CHN07;'{)()1). 
• Federal FY2010; Federal fundiiigis$32S~()()o; total cost is $1,4~OOO. 

Thisprojectwa$ originally in the 2008 TIP and has been deferred twice(excludingthis 
request). 

This projeet>is a paving dirt road ptOject~ However, Chandler has expanded the scopela 
include curb· and~~ side~ blo.ckwall replacement, and 1andscapeupgrades to be 
funded by tbeCity bfChahdier. 

This project is cutrentlyin de$i~ 1,U14 isabo\lt95% cQmplete. The designis SchedUled to 
be eomplete in FY 2009-to. The SRPirrigatiortditch alongside ofComrn.onwealth is 
currently being underground in pipe; this work will.~ completed in Apri1201O. 

Because ofthe significant reduction in home values in the regio~ Out secondary property 
tax collections.willal$o be reduced, thereby significantly reducing theCity~s ability to 
issue general·obngatiolloonds backed by the secondary property tax. This reduction in 
bonding ability is·th¢ fea$on that th~ City ofChandler is requesting deferralofthi8 
proj~ct 

However., the City will be reviewing the project scope to scale the project back to the 
original paving dirt toad project, and proceed witbwork in the next several months. If 
fundingisavrulable frolll other project bid, saV'ing$, wctruJ.Y proceed with the full project. 

MdilifigAtidius Public WOrlr$ Departmea' UcotiDn 
~IIiIStop 402 TranaportalfCHa 215 Eut Buffalo Street 
PO Box 4008 T,Jepixl", (480) 782-3425 Chandler, Arizona 85225 
Cblif)diec; Arizona 85244-4'008 Fitii' (480) 782~3415 

wwwchandleraz.gov 

http:wwwchandleraz.gov


Thank you for considering this request. If you have any questions, please contact Dan 
Cook, Deputy Public Works Director at (480) 782-3403. 

Deputy PubJic Works Director 

Attachments 

Cc: 
Pat McDermott, Assi&1ant City Manager 
Patrice Kraus, Intergovernmental Affairs· Coordinator 
RJ Zeder, Public Works Director 
Mike Mah, City Transportation Engineer 



MARICOPA 
ASSOCIATION of 

GOVERNMENTS 

Deferral or Federal Fund Removal Request Form for Federal FY 2010 Closeout 

rnstructions: 

Please complete the form below for a deferral Or federal fund removal request. If you are requesting that the project be deferred a 
second time to alaler year in the MAG Transpprtation Improvement Program (TIP), a justification letter must be submitted as welt. 
Please review the Deferral Justification Letter Requirements. A member of the Tran~rta1;ion Review Committee or the 
Management Committee from your jurisdiction bas the authority to transmit the deferral request form for the Federal FY 2010 
Closeout. 

Please submit the completed form to Stephen Tate, via e-maH:iitfg"'J;i'a2;i!l;!ri£gl??,~Pt, fax: 602.254;6490, or mail: l02 N. 1st 

Avenue, Suite #3QO,Pb9enix, AZ 85003. Inhere are questi911S, please contact Stephen M. Tate at 602.254.6300. Please make the 
bestefforl to submit this request by April 19, 2010. 

Section A: Contact Information 

Name ofAgency: Name ofRequestor: 

Telephone: E-mail: 
Section B: Pr()jed Details 


TIf>#; Mode: 


TRACS#: 


Location: 


Description ofWork: 


Current Year Programmed Current Total Project Costs Current Local Costs 
L075.(V}() 

Section C: Deferral or Federal Fund Removal Request 

Requesting Project to be Deferred. If cht!cked please provide information for the items below: 

20iO ,liHJ.OOO 

• Please enter the year the project is to be deferred to in the TIP. 
• Please check the following box to indicate whether the projecthas been deferred from previous TIPs. 
• If the project bas been deferred from a previous TIP. please enter the number oftimes it has been deferred. 
• Please check tbe following box, if the Lead Agency will be submitting ajustification memo. 

Requestto remove Pederal funds from the project. If the project will be completed, please check the following 
box and enter the year to be programmed. '-1 

Other: 

Submit by E-mail Print Form 



MARICOPA 
ASSOCIATION of 

GOVERNMENTS 

Deferral or Federal Fund Removal Request Form for Federal FY 2010 Closeout 

Instructions: 

Please complete the form below for a deferral or federal· fund removal request. If you are requesting that the project be deferred a 
second time Joa later year in the MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). a justification letter must be submitted as well. 
Please review tbe De.fo.tral Justification Letter ReqUirements. A member of the Transportation Review Committee or the 
ManagementCommi1:tee from your jurisdiction has tbe authority to transmit the defermlrequest form for the Federal· FY 2010 
Closeout. 

Please submit the completed form to Stephen Tate, via e-mail: , fax: 602.254.6490. or mail: 302 N. 1" 
Avenue, Suite #300, Phoenix, AZ 85003, Ifthere are questions, please contact Stephen M. Tate at 602,254,6300. Please make the 
best effort to submU this request by April 19, 2010. 

Section A: Contact Information 

Name of Name of 
Agency: Requestor: 

Telephone: 

Section B:PrQjedDetails 


TIP#: Mode: 


TRACS #: 


Location: 


Description of Work: 

£JlrrentYear Prog,nunmed 

Section C: Def'erralorFederal Fund Removal Request 

Requesting ProJect to be Deferred. Ifchecked please provide infonnation for the items below: 
• Plesse enter !.Ileyear the project is to b..: deferred to in the TIP. 
• Please check the following box to indicate whether the project has been deferred from previous TfPs. 
• ifthe project has been deferred frama previous TIP, please enter the number oftimesit bas been deferred. 
• Please check the following box, ifthe Lea.d Agency wi!! be submitting a justification memo. 

Request totemoveFederal funds from the project. If the project will be completed, pleaSe check tbefollowing 
box andel)ter the year to be programmed. [] 

Otber: If 



Chandler .. Arizona 
~(7It(.('s Jfakff -Tbe D~lrerenGe 

April 15, 2010 

Ms. Eileen Yazzie 
Maricopa Association of Governments 
302 N. First Avenue, Suite 300 
Phoenix,.Arlzona 85003 

SlJBJECT: Requests for Federal fiscal year 2010 Funding {Close Out Funds) 

Dear Ms. Yazzie: 

Attached are Project Request Forms for the Federal 2010 Close Out. I am submitting this 
request for federalfiseal year 2010 closeout funding on behalfof Patrice Kraus. 

Thetwo requests are for the construction of the multi-use p~ and bridg~()verthe Loop 
101 (Price Freeway) at GalvestonStreet. This project has been awarded Federal funding 
irifiscalyear 2012 and 2014. Weare requesting lOO% fundiog ofthe project in addition 
to the advancement ofboth grants to 2011. 

• 	 CHN08.,610C and CHN14-102 

Galveston Street at Loop 101 (Price Freeway) 


Thank you for considering these requests. Ifyou have any questions, please contact Dan 
Cook, Deputy Director at (480) 782-3403. 

Attachments 

Cc: 

Pat McDermott, Assistant City Manager 

RJ Zeder. Public Works Director 

Sheina Hughes, Assistant Public Works Director 

Patrice Kraus. Intergovernmental Affairs Coordinator 


Mqilin..t,Addms P·ublic Works Depal1ment 	 Lota/ioll 

MailStop 402 T''<liU1sporiation 215 East Buffalo Street. 
1>() Box. 4008 Tdrphl11u (480) 782-3425 Chandier, Arizona 85225 
Chandler, Arizona 85244-4008 Fax (480) 782-3415 

ww\vcnandlerl1z.r,ov 
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Project Request Form for Federal FY 2010 Closeout 

Instructions: 
To submit a project that can utilize federal funds for the Federa\ FY2010 Closeout, please complete the fields below. 
Please complete Section B with the project information from the current TIP. If you are requesting a new project, 
please leave the TIP # blank. In Section C, please indicate the close out category and proVide any additional 
intormatiotHn the comment area. project requests for new projects or requests that result in the change in scope of 
an existing project in the TIP must complete an addendum for their modal category toeated on the MAG Website at 
http://WWW.mag.malicopa.gov/p·roiect.cms?item=413. A member of the Transportation RevtewCommittee or the 
Management Committee from your julisdictioi1 has the authority to transmit the request for projects for the Federal 
FY2010 ClOseout. 

Please submit the completed form plus any required addendums for new projects and projects with scope changeS to 
Stephen Tate, viae-mail: state@mag.malicopa.gov, fax: 602.254.6490, orman; 302 N. 1st Avenue, SUite #300, 
Phoenix, AZ 85003~ If there are questions, please contact· Stephen Tate at 602.254.6300. Project· .requests for 
Federal FY 2010 Closeout are due on Monday, Aptit 19, 2010 at 000n/12:00 p~m. No late requests will be 
accepted. 

Sectlon A: Contact Information 

Name Qf Agency: Chandler Name ofReque~tor: Liz Denning 

Telephone: 480-782·3427 E-miil!l: Uz;dennlng@chandteraz.gov 

Section B: Project Details 

CHNOS-610C($1,164,992) Mode: Bicycle 

Location: Loop 101 (Price Fr~way) at Galveston st~eet 

Description of Work: Construct multi-use path and bridge over the Loop 101 (Price freeway) at GaLveston Street 

Current Year PrOlrammed Current Total.Projectc.osts Current Federal Fund Costs Current local Costs 
2012 2,48Q,80() 1,164,992 1,315,808 

Section t: Close Out Category 

o ANew Project I2SI Reql)estingAdvancement o Other 

[81. RequeSting Additional Federal Funds, if yes, what are the Project Costs: $318.250 

New Total Project Costs New Federal Funds New Local Costs 
3,540;000 3,540,000 O~OO 

Additional The City of Chandler is requesting 100% funding for this project in addition to the request for advancement to 
Comments: 2011. 

The environmental clearance is complet~. There are no ROW requirements or utility relocatfons needed for 
this project (all work within existing ADOT or COC ROW). Design plans are in progress and will be completed by 
August 2010.· . 
Note: See advancementl1QO% funding request for 2014 (CHN14-102) federal closeout request. it will be 
necessary to conSider the two requests simultaneously. The bridge median pier is in place and the City of 
Chandler has paid for the design and BSR ($99,000) and the median Pier Construction ($162.000). 

mailto:Uz;dennlng@chandteraz.gov
mailto:state@mag.malicopa.gov
http://WWW.mag.malicopa.gov/p�roiect.cms?item=413
http:lOhoolli.li
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Project Request Form for Federal FY 2010 Closeout 

Instructions: 
To submit a project that can utilize federal funds for the Federal FY2010 Closeout, please complete the fields below. 
Please complete Section B with the project information from the current TIP. If you are requesting a new project; 
please leave the TIP II blank. In Section C.please indicate the close out category and provide any additional 
information in the comment area. Project requests for new projects or requests that result in the change in scope of 
an eXi$ting project in the TIP must complete an addendum for their modal category located on the MAG website at 
httprllwww;mag.maricopa.goy/project.cms?item=413. A member of the Transportation ReVieW Committe or the 
Management committee 'from your juriSdiction has the authority' to transmit the request forprojettsfor the Federal 
mom Closeout. 

Pl~se submit the completed form plus any required addendums for new projects and projects with scope changes to 
Stephen Tate, via e-mail: state@mag.maricopa,ggy, fax: 602.254.6490, or mail: 302 N. 1st Avenuel Suite #300, 
Phgel'lix, AZ85003. If there are questi9ns, please contact $tephenTate at 602.254.6300. Project requests for 
Federal Pl%910 Closeout are due on Monday. April 19, 2010 Clt n<:iOnI12~00 p.m. No IClt~ reQlJ9St$ wUI be 
accepted. " 

Section A: Contact Information 

Name of Agency: Chandler 	 Name of Requestor: Lit: ~nntng 

Telephone: 48tF182 -3427 	 £ -mail: Liz.denning@chandleraz.goy 

Sectior'l B:Project Details 
TIP,/: CHN14-102 ($2,056,758) MOde: Bicycle 

Location! loop 101 (Prit:e Freewt,lY}at GalvestQFISt:reet 

Desc;rlptlonofWork: Construct multi-use path and bridge overthe Loop 101 (Price freeway) at GaM"ton Street 

Current year Programmed Current Total ProiectCp}ts Cu.rrent Federal Fund Costs CUrrent Lgc;al Costs 
201'" 2,121,700 - 2,056.758 64;942 

Sect.ton C: Close Out Category 

o ANew Project 	 I2J Requesting Advancement o Other 

o Requesting Additional Federatfunds, if yes, what are the Project Costs; 

New Total Project Costs New Federal, Funds New Local Cogs 
3,540,000 3,5401000 0.00 

Additional 	 The City of Chandler is requesting advancement to 2011. 
Comments: 	 Theienyirbnmental dearance-iscomplete.There are no ROW requirements or utility relocatiOns needed for 

this project (aLlworkwithin existmg I\OOTorCOC ROW). Design pLans are in progress and will be completed by 
ALlgust 2010. ihebridge median pier is in place. 
Note: See advancementl1QO% funding request for 2012 (CHN08~610C) grant. It will be n~es$ary to consider the 
two requests simultan~sly. 

mailto:denning@chandleraz.goy
mailto:state@mag.maricopa,ggy
mailto:ilQ@mil9,~.90'4


City ofEl Mirage 

Public Works Department 

April 16, 2010 

Stephen Tate 
Transportation Planner 
Maricopa Association of Govenllnents 
302 North First Avenue, Suite 300 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 

RE: 	 125tl1 Ave and 12ih Ave; Varney Rd to Peoria Ave -- TIP # ELM09-802 
Deferral Request 

Dear Steve: 

This letter is to request the deferral for the above referenced project. 

Name: Pave Unpaved Road. 
Location: 125th Ave and 12ih Ave; Varney Rd to Peoria Ave. 
TIP #: EUA09-801 
Federal Fund Cost: $381,03 I .00 
Total Project Cost: $1,483,283.00 
Original Year Programmed: 2009 
Previous Deferrals: 1(one) 
ADOT - T,ocal Government Status: Ciry'g Consultant submitted the 30% plans and 
Clearance Letters 10 ADOT on September, 2009 for their j·eview. Environmental Review 
by ADOT usually tnkcs approximately oneyeal'. 

The City c~ol1tra(:ted Dibble Engineering to prepare not only the roadway design but also a 
sanitary sewer desiml which must be c')mpleted prior to rond construction as the City is 
proceeding with the conversion of onsite sewer disposal (septic) system prior to the 
roadway c(lnstm~tion. This new sanitary sewer system will serve properties located 
within the Dysart Ranchetts where the above mentioned road way project is located. 

In addition, the City ofEl Mirage has a second roadway project programmed for fiscal 
year 2011 (TIP # ELMI3-903). We believe that bidding both projects simultaneously will 
be an advantage to the City. 

City of EI Mirage, 12145 N. W. Grand Ave., EI Mirage, Arizona 85335 
(623) 933-8318, TDD (623) 933-3258, FAX (623) 933-8418 

www.cityofelmirage.org . 

http:www.cityofelmirage.org
http:1,483,283.00


The City ofEl Mirage has submitted the 30% plans and Clearance Letters to ADOT on 
both roadway projects and is committed to completing the construction through the 
ADOT - Local Government process. 

Sincerely, 

L:::;:~
Public Works Director/City Engineer 
City ofEl Mirage 



April 15, 2010 

Maricopa Association of Governments 
ATTN: Steve Tate 
302 North First Avenue, Suite 300 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

RE: 	 2010 TIP Project Deferral- Alley 250 feet north of Glendale Ave: 58th Avenue to 
5ih Drive 

Dear Steve: 

This is an official request from the City of Glendale to defer an alleyway project in 
downtown Glendale to year 2012 in the FY 2011-2015 TIP as part of the MAG 2010 
Close Out process. 

This project is referred to in the current TIP as "Alley 250 feet north of Glendale Ave: 
58th Ave to 57th Dr". This project calls for the design and construction of alleyway 
improvements and a pedestrian walkway in downtown Glendale. 

This project is included in the MAG TIP as project #GLN07-311. The federal funds 
programmed for this project amount to $75,000 coming from Congestion Mitigation and 
Air Quality Improvement Program funds. The total cost of this project is $150,000. 

This project was originally programmed in 2007. It has been deferred twice since then. 
Glendale staff has also requested that this project (and programmed funds) be combined 
with an adjacent alleyway project programmed in the TIP (GLN09-610). It is not cost 
effective to advertise these two small federally funded projects separately. 

This project is being deferred because of delays to the design and construction of the 
nearby Old Roma Alley project that will anchor a system of downtown Glendale 
alleyways between 58th Avenue and 57th Avenue. The Old Roma Alley project is now 
under construction. 

Upon completion of the City'S identification of all right-of-way ownership within this 
alleyway, the City of Glendale will begin the process with the ADOT Local Governments 
Section to initiate the design of this project and is committed to completing this project in 
2012. 

Like many other municipalities, we are struggling to plan our transportation system and 
allocate budget dollars to projects during these difficult economic times. 

City of Glendale, Transportation Department 
Bank of America Building. 5800 West Glenn Drive, Suite 315. Glendale, Arizona 8530 I • Phone (623) 930-2940. FAX (623) 915-1029 



Thank you for your time and assistance in this matter. If you have any additional 
questions regarding this request, please contact me at (623) 930-2939. 

Terry M. Johnson, Ph.D., AICP 
Deputy Transportation Director 

cc: 	 Jamsheed Mehta, AICP, Transportation Director 
Craig Johnson, P.E., Assistant City Engineer 
Bob Darr, Transportation Planning Manager 
Allan Grover, Transportation Planner 
Purab Adabala, Senior Transportation Analyst 



April 15, 2010 

Maricopa Association of Governments 
ATTN: Steve Tate 
302 North First Avenue, Suite 300 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

RE: 	 2010 TIP Project Deferral- Downtown Alley North of Glendale Avenue between 
5ih Avenue and 57th Drive 

Dear Steve: 

This is an official request from the City of Glendale to defer an alleyway project in 
downtown Glendale to year 2012 in the FY 2011-2015 TIP as part of the MAG 2010 
Close Out process. 

This project is referred to in the current TIP as "Downtown Alley north of Glendale 
Avenue, between 5ih Avenue and sih Drive". This project calls for transformation of an 
existing service alleyway in downtown Glendale into a safe environment for pedestrian 
circulation and limited vehicular access. 

This project is included in the MAG TIP as project #GLN09-6l0. The federal funds 
programmed for this project amount to $240,721 coming from Congestion Mitigation and 
Air Quality Improvement Program funds. The total cost of this project is $343,887. 

This project was originally programmed in 2009. It has been deferred once since then. 

This project is being deferred because of delays to the design and construction of the 
nearby Old Roma Alley project that will anchor a system of downtown Glendale 
alleyways between 58th Avenue and 57th Avenue. The Old Roma Alley project is now 
under construction. 

The City of Glendale recently received a TRACS number for this project from the ADOT 
Local Governments Section: SS889 Ole. 

The City of Glendale has started the process with the ADOT Local Governments Section 
to initiate the design of this project and is committed to completing this project in 2012. 

Like many other municipalities, we are struggling to plan our transportation system and 
allocate budget dollars to projects during these difficult economic times. 

City of Glendale, Transportation Department 
Bank of America Building. 5800 West Glenn Drive, Suite 315 • Glendale, Arizona 85301 • Phone (623) 930-2940 • FAX (623) 915-1029 



Thank you for your time and assistance in this matter. If you have any additional 
questions regarding this request, please contact me at (623) 930-2939. 

S1;~ 
Terry M. Johnson, Ph.D., AICP 
Deputy Transportation Director 

cc: 	 Jamsheed Mehta, AICP, Transportation Director 
Craig Johnson, P.E., Assistant City Engineer 
Bob Darr, Transportation Planning Manager 
Allan Grover, Transportation Planner 
Purab Adabala, Senior Transportation Analyst 
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mesa 

H""~SI>OlnAf;ON 
Ol'i"_AfI'tMf.~T 

300 € Sixth 5t 

PO B01( 1466 


.\1't";$0, Arizona 85111-1466 


April!!>,2010 

Dei1.ms Smith 


E*'edltiV~ .l)ii:~ctor of Maricopa.!\ssilc::iati()11.of GovermHcnts 


302 North 1" r\ Vl~t1\\~,$ll1tc 300 


Ph6~niXi Arizona·S5003 


DearD~nni!l: 

011. hehalf of the City ofM()~'t, I atifreqnesti!lgthftd~ferral ofdlC· fedetal~ll()catiorl for 

Southern Avenue at C0ruitl)' Ciub, rVIES07-315.toFY 2013.t'hisTraH~p{)rtation 

IIllPx?vemellt Program (np) proJesth~s been 'i(l~f~rred before b}'Mesain ant1cipati{)~ 

ofaligning . the constructiollyear withth.~ .eonstJ;l1etion of the }\rtcrial Life Cycle 

Vtogram (A LCI» projectVIA34-00 I A Cl-SOU-1 O-()3-A Southern A yenue at Country 

Club intersection Improvefuen t. 

MES 07315 allots the City ofM()sa with $91 (),OOO funM that \ViiI be\lJed to 

add a turn lane and construct.3 htlS pullouts. In .the ·intersection. ot~buthcrnAvcnue 
andO>tlnty Club. 'lheseimproyemcnts togefh<;r willi those ofthe AIS11proj7ct will 

ilnprove M<;sa'stransportation~etwqtk, ·rthd·mirumize c9ngest1on.and safety. conw:ns 
in the. area, Mesa is conupittillg to the completion of boththisprojecta!1dllie ALCr, 

and hIlS hudgeted accordingly in the Qllpital Improvcmellt Program budget booic·j\rlcsa 

will start design for both projects iri];~11 ande()otdinate willi AD(rf. 
... " ....... -, .. 


Furthermore the local fl1Ilds requir<;d for this TIP project have been reduced to 

$;390,O()O fotMesa has been able toleverag<; some of the. future improvements C()sts 

with those to he. consttllcted. with t:heALCP proJcct. 

lfyo1.1 need further information, plcasecontact Angelica D<;eb at (480)-644~2845 

otMaria.Deeb@mesaaz,gov. 

~.'~'.~........................... . 

Mike Jam<;s 71£. 
Deputy Transportatioil Director .,- Plailning and Transit 

486.644.2160 {-teO 

480.644.3909 !f.ax} 

mailto:otMaria.Deeb@mesaaz,gov


TRANSPORTATION 
O~PARTME"T 

mesNLgov 

lOOES~h 51 
P080l11466 
Mes.. Arizona 85211-1466 

Dennis Smith 

Executive Director ofMaric~pa Association of Governments 
302 Northl't Avenue, Suite 300 

Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

Dear Dennis: 

April 19, 2010 

On behalf of the City ofMesa, I am requesting the deferral of the federal allocation for 

Dobson Road bicycle and pedestrian route, MES 08-603 to FY 2011. nus 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) project has been deferred before by Mesa 

awaiting for the alignment of the light rail to be defined, as well as determine the traffic 

(bike, ped and vehicular) that would be needed to be accommodated in this project. 

Because of the issues describe before, the project location had to be amended (TRC 

3/25/2010. Currendy Mesa is designing this project to include improvettlents along 
Dobson Road from Broadway to Main Street accommodating the new and increase 

bike and ped traffic consequence of the light rail. 

This new alignment has presented its on challenges. The commercial properties 

adjacent Dobson Road is individually owned. There are three different types of real 
estate activities that will be required for this project: 1) Possible ROW acquisition, 2) 

Landscape Easements, and 3) Temporary Construction Easements. Generally 
speakin,g. the time required to accomplish the necessaq real estate work is nine 

months. The plans are nearing 90% completion and the environmental is well 

underway. The Mesa City Council has directed Transportation to ensure that we have 

adequate negotia~on time prior to considering condemnation or eminent domain. 

MES 08-603 allots the City of Mesa with $1,082,739 CMAQ funds that will be used 

ensure appropriate improvements are constructed 

Ifyou need further information, please contact Maria Angelica Deeb at (480)-644-2845 

or Maria.Deeb@mesaaz.gov. 

Deputy Transportation Director - Planning and Transit 

480.644,2160 (tet) 
480.644.3909 (fax) 

mailto:Maria.Deeb@mesaaz.gov


City of Phoenix 
STREET TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 

April 16, 2010 

Mr. Stephen Tate 
Maricopa Association of Governments 
302 North 1st Avenue, Suite 300A 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 

Re: Deferral Justification Letter for PHX09-619 

Dear Mr. Tate: 

The City of Phoenix is requesting deferral of the above project which is located at 19th 

Avenue and Greenway Road. This project proposes construction (phase 2) of a multi­
use path and associated bridge facilities for pedestrians and bicycles. Originally 
programmed in the TIP for FY2009, this request would defer the project for a second 
time to FY2011. The estimated total cost of this project is $3,184,100 with $1,010,000 
coming from federal funds. The project is approaching final design status and may be 
submitted to the ADOT - Local Government Section for construction obligation at any 
time. 

The reason for this deferral request has little to do with project funding or a design 
complication. While there was a mass of public support for this project at inception, a 
small neighborhood group has recently generated some minor concerns which are 
impacting the project schedule. In order to re-affirm the public support for this project, 
the Street Transportation Department is conducting a public meeting during the last 
week in April 2010 to present draft final designs and address any outstanding issues. 
The project will move forward from that point and may receive construction obligation 
this fiscal year, however, to be safe, the City has decided to request this deferral. 

As the local matching funds remain programmed for this project, the City is committed to 
submitting a construction obligation package to ADOT after the public meeting and to 
advertise I bid for construction in late summer 2010. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. Feel free to contact Shane Silsby at 
(602) 534-7105 or at shane.silsby@phoenix.gov iffurther questions arise. 

WB/RD/SS/yrIS:\PDP\Silsby\2010\sS0402.doc 

Cc: 	 Shane Silsby 
Melody Moss 

200 West Washington Street, Phoenix, Arizona 85003-1611 ·602-262-6284· Fax: 602-495-2016 • TIY: 602-256-4286 

Recycled Paper 

mailto:shane.silsby@phoenix.gov


City of Phoenix 
STREET TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 

April 16, 2010 

Mr. Stephen Tate 
Maricopa Association of Governments 
302 North 1st Avenue, Suite 300A 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 

Re: Deferral Justification Letter for PHX09-624 

Dear Mr. Tate: 

The City of Phoenix is requesting deferral of the above project which is located within 
various locations throughout the city. This project proposes construction (phase B-1) of 
a regional ITS fiber optic backbone. Originally programmed in the TIP for FY2009, this 
request would defer the project for a second time to FY2011. The estimated total cost of 
this project is $665,000 with the full $665,000 coming from federal funds. The project is 
progressing through the design phase and may be submitted to the ADOT - Local 
Government Section for construction obligation late this summer. 

The primary reason for this deferral request centers around a significant increase in the 
project schedule for obtaining environmental clearances, due to a lack of staffing within 
ADOT's Environmental Programs Group, which prohibits the project from being 
submitted for the next phase of obligation. The project will move forward from that point 
and may receive construction obligation this fiscal year, however, to be safe, the City 
has decided to request this deferral. 

Due to the project's regional significance, the City remains committed to submitting a 
construction obligation package to ADOT as soon as possible and to advertise I bid for 
construction in late fall 2010. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. Feel free to contact Shane Silsby at 
(602) 534-7105 or at shane.silsby@phoenix.gov if further questions arise. 

Sincerely, 

Wylie arup, PE, PhD 
Street Transportation Director 

WBlRD/SS/yrIS:\PDP\Sifsby'l2010\SS0403.doc 

Cc: 	 Shane Silsby 
Marshall Riegel 

200 West Washington Street, Phoenix, Arizona 85003-1611 0602-262-6284. Fax: 602-495-2016 • TIY: 602-256-4286 

Recycled Paper 

mailto:shane.silsby@phoenix.gov


City of•Phoenix 
STREET TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 

April 16, 2010 

Mr. Stephen Tate 
Maricopa Association of Governments 
302 North 1st Avenue, Suite 300A 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 

Re: Deferral Justification Letter for PHX09-871 

Dear Mr. Tate: 

The City of Phoenix is requesting deferral of the above project which is located within 
various locations throughout the city. This project proposes to pave approximately 18 
miles of unpaved alleys. Originally programmed in the TIP for FY2009, this request 
would defer the projec.t for a second time to FY2011. The estimated total cost of this 
project is $666,667 with $466,667 coming from federal funds. The project is progressing 
through the design phase and may be submitted to the ADOT - Local Government 
Section for construction obligation late this summer. 

This project was previously deferred so that it could be combined with another CMAQ 
alley paving project (PHX 13-904 also requesting deferral) to obtain more favorable 
construction prices. The primary reason for this deferral request centers around a 
Significant increase in the project schedule for obtaining environmental clearances, due 
to a lack of staffing within ADOT's Environmental Programs Group, which prohibits the 
project from being submitted for the next phase of obligation. The project will move 
forward from that pOint and may receive construction obligation this fiscal year, however, 
to be safe, the City has decided to request this deferral. 

As the local matching funds remain programmed for this project, the City is committed to 
submitting a construction obligation package to ADOT once clearances are received and 
to advertise I bid for construction in late fall 2010. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. Feel free to contact Shane Silsby at 
(602) 534-7105 or at shane.silsby@phoenix.gov if further questions arise. 

Sincerely, 

@.~hD
Street Transportation Director 

WB/RD/SS/yrIS:\PDP\Silsby\2010\SS0404.doc 

Cc: 	 Shane Silsby 
Chris Turner-Noteware 

200 West Washington Street. Phoenix, Arizona 85003-1611 .602-262-6284· Fax: 602-495-2016 • nY: 602-256-4286 

Recycled Paper 

mailto:shane.silsby@phoenix.gov


City of Phoenix 
STREET TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 

April 16, 2010 

Mr. Stephen Tate 
Maricopa Association of Governments 
302 North 1 st Avenue, Suite 300A 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 

Re: Deferral Justification Letter for PHX09-872 

Dear Mr. Tate: 

The City of Phoenix is requesting deferral of the above project which is located within 
various locations throughout the city. This project proposes to pave approximately 3 
miles of unpaved roads. Originally programmed in the TIP for FY2009, this request 
would defer the project for a second time to FY2011. The estimated total cost of this 
project is $1,500,000 with $1,050,000 coming from federal funds. The project is 
progressing through a re-scoping effort and may be submitted to the ADOT - Local 
Government Section for construction obligation late this fall. 

The primary reason for this deferral request is to obtain additional time to re-scope the 
project as no unpaved streets currently exist that are fully within City right-of-way and 
able to be paved. Therefore, the City of Phoenix is in the process of requesting to 
instead convert these funds to facilitate paving of urban alleys with unique traffic 
volumes. The project will move forward from that point but is unlikely to receive 
construction obligation this fiscal year. 

As the local matching funds remain programmed for this project, the City is committed to 
submitting a construction obligation package to ADOT once re-scoping efforts are 
complete and to advertise 1bid for construction in winter 2010/2011. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. Feel free to contact Shane Silsby at 
(602) 534-7105 or at shane.silsby@Qhoenix.gov if further questions arise. 

Sincerely, . 

~:tt:: 
Street Transportation Director 

WB/RD/SS/yrIS:\POP\Silsby\2010\SS0401.doc 

Cc: 	 Shane Silsby 
Chris Turner-Noteware 

200 West Washington Street. Phoenix. Arizona 85003-1611 ·602-262-6284. Fax: 602-495-2016 • ny: 602-256-4286 

Recycled Paper 

mailto:shane.silsby@Qhoenix.gov


Transportation Department 

7447 E. Indian School Rd., Suite 205 PHONE 480-312-7696 
Scottsdale, AZ 85251 FAX 480-312-4000 

April 16, 2010 

Steve Tate 
Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) 
302 North 1st Avenue, Suite 300 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

RE: Deferral of Project SCT07-606 

Dear Mr. Tate: 

The City of Scottsdale requests deferral of project SCT07-606. 

This project involves adding paved shoulders and edge treatments to the segment of Dynamite 
Road between Pima and Alma School Roads to reduce the number of cars using the unpaved 
shoulders and provide a safer place for bicyclists to ride. The current estimated project budget is 
$1,000,000 with $500,000 Federal funding (CMAQ). 

Project SCT07 -606 was originally programmed in FY 2007 and was deferred due to lack oflocal 
matching funds three times. Those funds have now been identified and we are ready to move the 
project forward to take advantage of the current bidding climate. A design consultant has been 
hired and ADOT has indicated that we will have a TRACS number within the next two weeks. 
As the City of Scottsdale is now self-certified for administration of Federal highway projects, 
Scottsdale will review and coordinate this project through the FHWA and ADOT processes. 

Since it is unlikely that the design and environmental work will be completed in time to bid the 
project this year, it is necessary to defer the project one more fiscal year. 

Sincerely, 

<J~»~) 

David Meinhart 
Transportation Director 

Attachment: Deferral or Federal Fund Removal Request Form 
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Deferral or Federal Fund Removal Request Form for Federal FY 2010 Closeout 

Instructions: 

Please complete the form below for a deferral or federal fund removal request. If you are requesting that the project be deferred a 
second time to a later year in the MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), a justification letter must be submitted as well. 
Please review the Deferral Just(fication Letter Requirements. A member of the Transportation Review Committee or the 
Management Committee from your jurisdiction has the authority to transmit the deferral request fonn for the Federal FY 2010 
Closeout. 

Please submit the completed fonn to Stephen Tate, via e-mail: state@mag.maricopa.gov, fax: 602.254.6490, or mail: 302 N. 1st 

Avenue, Suite #300, Phoenix, AZ 85003. If there are questions, please contact Stephen M. Tate at 602.254.6300. Please make the 
best effort to submit this request by April 19, 2010. 

Section A: Contact Information 

Name of Scottsdale Name of Dave MeinhartAgency: Requestor: 

Telephone: E-mail:480-312-2010 dmeinhart@scottsda/eaz.gov 
Section B: Project Details 

TIP#: Mode: AQ orTDMSCTO7... 606 
TRACS#: Please enter TRACS# here 

Location: Dynamite Road from Pima to Alma School 
Description ofWork: Add paved shoulders and edge treatment 

Current Year Programmed Current Total Project Costs Current Federal Fund Costs Current Local Costs 
2010 $1,000,000 $500,000 $500,000 
Section C: Deferral or Federal Fund Removal Request 

C8'l Requesting Project to be Deferred. If checked please provide information for the items below: 
• Please enter the year the proj ect is to be deferred to in the TIP. 2011 
• Please check the following box to indicate whether the project has been deferred from previous TIPs. o 
• If the project has been deferred from a previous TIP, please enter the number of times it has been deferred. 3-times 
• Please check the following box, if the Lead Agency will be submitting a justification memo. C8'l 

D Request to remove Federal funds from the proj ect. If the project will be completed, please check the following 
box and enter the year to be programmed. D Not Applicable 

http:dmeinhart@scottsda/eaz.gov
mailto:state@mag.maricopa.gov
mailto:E..'t11!lI:~@;�rl2i4l
mailto:AX.@Q;1:)ZS4~i!:f$Q


--#~'­
City Manager's Office 
16000 N Civic Center Plaza SURPRISE 

Surprise, Arizona 85374 ARIZONA 
Phone 623-222-1100 

Fax 623-222-1021 

April 16, 2010 

Mr. Steve Tate 
Transportation Planner 
Maricopa Association of Governments 
302 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 300 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 

RE: Justification for Deferring the Pave Unpaved Roads project located Rural Area 
west of 219th Ave between Pinnacle Peak and Deer Valley 

Dear Mr. Tate, 

We are requesting SUR09-820 Tracs # CM-SUR-0(206)A to defer the project to FY2011 
and to reduce the local match from $686JOO to $86JOO. The project is currently 
programmed with $1,602,302 of federal funds and a total project cost of $2,289,002. 
The project was originally programmed in FY2008 and has been deferred once. 

The project is delayed due to fact that Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
was overloaded with American Recovery and Reinvestment (ARRA) projects and the 
review has taken a long time than expected. The 30% plans were submitted to ADOT for 
review on DeclO, 2009. The plan comments were due back on January 10, 2010. We 
have received the comments from ADOT on April 14, 2010. Judging from the current 
ADOT review pace, we will not be able to get all the plans approved by ADOT by end of 
August. City is committed to complete the project by providing the required resources. 
We have contacted the ADOT Local Government Project Manager and revised the 
schedule. In addition, there are some additional environment issues such as 404, 
cultural clearance we are addressing per latest comments from ADOT. Right of Way 
acquisition will begin once Environmental Clearance is obtained. It is anticipated the 
project will be ready for obligation by January 2010. 

As stated earlier, we are requesting to reduce the local match to $86JOO. The new total 
project cost is estimated to be $1,689,002 based on the engineers estimate. The City has 
already incurred the cost of $260,000 for design fees and $10,000 for ADOT fees. 
Therefore, we are requesting to reduce the local match without any change to the 
federal funds. 



We appreciate your assistance in this matter and look forward to a continued 
partnership with MAG. Please call Suneel Garg, PEl at 623-222-6130 should you have 
any questions on this submittal. 

Sincerely, 

dI~;J;L~ 
Mark Coronado 
Interim City Manager 

Attachment: Revised Project Schedule 



J"ort !Jv(c'lJowel{')111.Japai 9{ption 


Community and(Economic WeveCoplnent CDivision 


April 2~, 2010 

ivls. Ei1~l;m O. 'fazzie 
fransponmioll Programming i\.1anagt.:r 
\1arkopa Assuch'tlltlIl of Governmenti; 
302 North First Averme. Suite 300 
Phoenix. Arizcma 85003 

RF:: Deferral Justification JorFTM09-903(:: Fort McUo'W'ell Paved Dirt Roads Proj.:ct 

Dear Ms.Yazzit:, 

The development of the d':lsign ~)hase ofthe above project has hit;;t prubit'ul the 
cuviromnental clearance process and the .furl ~ilGI.Jo\vcII Natirm (N:uicm) does not 
expect to be able lu dlilhori:zc design funds for the construction phase of the pro.i ...x:t by th:~ 
end of the federal year. As a re::;uH, thc requests to defer those 
eorlstructicm funds until fY 2012. 

F(ll1lJ\'\ing the deve!npmem ofthenecessary Agreement, the design 
consultant team \va;;\v~U LUldGcway with the Design Concept Report 131'0\:1;;::» last ji(:ru' and 
early vallatioll';; f)f plans.. Uo\vtwcr, some D~;Se:l1Hl1ld Eagle nesTing sites ,,'ere 
recently identiHt'd ill the ()fthe project. These Hkdy be tle!d 
activities associated ''lith the design phase (such as to ascertain the geotechnical 
structure of some of anheted l'ofl<h""{i),;q and,vashes), as \vdlas any futun.,: road\vay 
constnlctinn acti,tilies. A mitigationphase is currently l.11ldcnvay \viiliADOT Environmental 
StalI,md the design tetun's Environmemal Cunsuhant It is untitipated that the desiii!n win 
eventuullyproceed and c{JllstruGtton activities \vill be allowed li..l move lilnv8rd during 
the thv months of the year when the cagle nesling IS over. 

As mentioned in previous comn1unicaticms, the Natl(,\!i expects to meet \virh },4AG 
Tnmsportation Programming and Air Quality staff JiieitinerS to restructure thG current 
federally lunded projects within the Nation's borders, based on additionalintonnation 
gathered by the design tCfm, ill1d a ret1nement ofth..:: priorities decided by the Tribal Council. 

Alfonso "V1J}>!J,1O,,"(' 

DirlTtor 
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MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review 


DATE: 
May 4,2010 

SUBJECT: 
Acceptance of the Commuter Rail Study Findings 

SUMMARY: 
In 2008, the MAG Regional Council approved the Commuter Rail Strategic Planning Study that identified the 
need for three additional commuter planning studies to further define requirements and steps for the 
implementation of commuter rail service in the MAG region. Since November 2008, MAG has developed these 
commuter rail studies to further evaluate the feasibility of the technology in the region. A brief summary of 
each study is outlined below. On a related matter, at the April Regional Council meeting, information was 
requested regarding Amtrak intercity rail service in the United States as well as the discontinuance of Amtrak 
to Phoenix in June 1996. There has been a growing interest in re-establishing passenger rail in the MAG 
region and a brief historical summary will be included in the presentation. 

The Commuter Rail System Study reviewed potential corridors and options identified in the Commuter Rail 
Strategic Plan and explored parallel existing freight and commuter rail. The System Study established 
priorities for implementing commuter rail service and evaluated ridership potential, ridership forecasting, 
operating strategies, cost effectiveness, capital and operating costs, vehicle technology, and implementation 
strategies in creating a recommended 110-mile system. Revised corridor ranking will be included in the 
Commuter Rail System Study upon the completion of updated regional socioeconomic forecasts or relevant 
passenger rail studies 

The Grand Avenue Commuter Rail Corridor Development Plan Study evaluated the potential 
implementation ofcommuter rail service within the existing BNSF Railway (formerly Burlington Northern Santa 
Fe) right of way between the Town of Wickenburg and downtown Phoenix. The planning process included 
a review of the existing and future conditions, an inventory of the existing rail infrastructure as well as 
necessary infrastructure improvements to implement parallel commuter rail service. A conceptual commuter 
rail operating plan was developed as a part of the study. 

The Yuma West Corridor Plan evaluated the potential implementation of commuter rail service within the 
existing Union Pacific Railroad right of way between downtown Phoenix and the community of Arlington in 
the Southwest Valley. The planning process included a review of existing and future conditions, an inventory 
of the existing rail infrastructure as well as necessary infrastructure improvements to implement parallel 
commuter rail service. A conceptual commuter rail operating plan was developed as a part of the study. 

The studies present a timetable for next steps. The first set of recommendations between 2010 and 2015 
specify the following: 

• 	 Passage of enabling legislation relative to liability and indemnification, 
• 	 Coordination with railroads and develop of partnerships to investigate options for a 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), 
• 	 Advancement of the design and operating costs, 
• 	 MAG coordination with ADOT on the upcoming Phoenix-Tucson Alternatives Analysis, 
• 	 Initiation of collaborative local planning efforts, 
• 	 Identification of funding commitment 
• 	 Initiation of the process for federal funding 
• 	 Development of a governance plan 
• Preserving future corridor options 

The studies also present longer term next step plans for 2015 and beyond, including: 
• 	 A formalized partnership with railroads 



• 	 Obtaining committed funding sources such as local and federal 
• 	 Designing, constructing, and operating an initial commuter rail system 
• 	 Further planning to develop a seamless transportation system and meet regional sustainable 

goals. 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
The general public has been included in the commuter rail study process since March 2009. A series of four 
'Stakeholders' meetings provides the public a forum to participate in the commuter rail studies. There was no 
public comment at the April 29, 2010 Transportation Review Committee meeting. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: The findings and recommendations included in the three studies will help guide future decisions 
related to the implementation of commuter rail service in the MAG region. 

CONS: None. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: The information provided by the studies details train technologies, coordination with freight 
railroads, corridor analysis and capital improvements necessary to accommodate commuter rail. 

POLICY: The studies identified potential funding strategies, corridor prioritization and operating scenarios to 
assist in implementing commuter rail service in the MAG region. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommendation to: 1) accept the findings of the Grand Avenue Commuter Rail Corridor Development Plan, 
Yuma West Commuter Rail Corridor Development Plan, and Commuter Rail System Study; and 2) revise the 
corridor ranking included in the Commuter Rail System Study upon the completion of updated regional 
socioeconomic forecasts or relevant passenger rail studies. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
The Transportation Review Committee recommended acceptance of the MAG Commuter Rail Studies at the 
April 29, 2010 meeting. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Peoria: David Moody Maricopa County: Mike Sabatini for John 

* 	ADOT: Floyd Roehrich Hauskins 
* 	Avondale: David Fitzhugh Mesa: Jeff Martin for Scott Butler 

Buckeye: Scott Lowe Paradise Valley: Bill Mead 
Chandler: RJ Zeder for Patrice Kraus Phoenix: Rick Naimark 
EI Mirage: Lance Calvert Queen Creek: Troy White 
Fountain Hills: Randy Harrel RPTA: Bryan Jungwirth 
Gila Bend: Eric Fitzer for Rick Buss Scottsdale: Dave Meinhart 
Gila River: Sreedevi Samudrala for Doug Torres Surprise: Bob Beckley 

* 	Gilbert: Tami Ryall # Tempe: Jyme Sue McClaren for Chris Salomone 
Glendale: Terry Johnson Valley Metro Rail: Wulf Grote for John Farry 
Goodyear: Cato Esquivel * Wickenburg: Rick Austin 
Guadalupe: Gino Turrubiartes Youngtown: Grant Anderson for Lloyce 
Litchfield Park: Paul Ward for Woody Scoutten Robinson 

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Street Committee: Dan Cook * Transportation Safety Committee: Kerry 

* 	TS Committee: Debbie Albert Wilcoxon 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Committee: Peggy Rubach 

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

CONTACT PERSON: 
Marc Pearsall, Transportation Planner III-Rail, 602-254-6300, mpearsall@mag.maricopa.gov. 
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Top 60 Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) Served by Amtrak 
These tables display cities (metropolitan statistical areas) Amtrak serves. In the main table, the first column 
to the right of city area lists population; the second column lists cities served by Amtrak; third shows cities 
directly served by Amtrak trains. The fourth column shows cities that were formerly served by Amtrak trains 
in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s. For classification purposes, cities within 30 miles of an Amtrak station are 
considered having Amtrak service. This article, published in Rail Travel News, provides further explanation 
on the data. Updated August 2006. 

*Phoenix, Arizona, is the nation's largest metropolitan area without intercity/Amtrak passenger rail service. 
The Sunset Limited stops three times per week in each direction at the City of Maricopa, 30 miles south of 
the city. Private taxis and the Maricopa MAX express bus are the only transit connects to metro Phoenix, 
however the MAX commuter bus schedules are not coordinated with Amtrak's middle-of-the-night schedule. 
Served since 1887 with passenger rail, Phoenix lost intercity/Amtrak service in June 1996 after Southern 
Pacific (now a part of Union Pacific) downgraded the line from Phoenix to Wellton for storage. The October 
1995 sabotage-derailment of the Amtrak Sunset Limited at Hyder, AZ also expedited this loss of service. 

Metropolitan Area (MSA) Population Service Direct Former 
1 New York-No. New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-CT-PA 19,876,488 19,876,488 19,876,488 
2 Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County, CA 15,608,886 15,608,886 15,608,886 
3 Chicago-Gary-Kenosha, IL-IN-WI 8,642,175 8,642,175 8,642,175 
4 Washington-Baltimore, DC-MD-VA-WV 7,206,517 7,206,517 7,206,517 
5 San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose, CA 6,700,753 6,700,753 6,700,753 
6 Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City, PA-NJ-DE-MD 5,971,860 5,971,860 5,971,860 
7 Boston-Worcester-Lawrence-Lowell-Brockton, MA-NH NE 5,827,654 5,827,654 5,827,654 
8 Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint, MI 5,438,756 5,438,756 5,438,756 
9 Dallas-Fort Worth, TX 4,683,013 4,683,013 4,683,013 
10 Houston-Galveston-Brazoria, TX 4,320,041 4,320,041 4,320,041 
11 Atlanta, GA 3,627,184 3,627,184 3,627,184 
12 Miami-Fort Lauderdale, FL 3,515,358 3,515,358 3,515,358 
13 Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton, WA 3,367,872 3,367,872 3,367,872 
14 Cleveland-Akron,OH 2,908,439 2,908,439 2,908,439 
*15 Phoenix-Mesa, AZ 2,839,539 o o 2,839,539 
16 Minneapolis-St. Paul, MN-WI 2,792,137 2,792,137 2,792,137 
17 San Diego, CA 2,722,650 2,722,650 2,722,650 
18 St. Louis, MO-IL 2,557,806 2,557,806 2,557,806 
19 Pittsburgh, PA 2,361,019 2,361,019 2,361,019 
20 Denver-Boulder-Greeley, CO 2,318,355 2,318,355 2,318,355 
21 Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 2,227,000 2,227,000 2,227,000 
22 Portland-Salem,OR-WA 2,112,802 2,112,802 2,112,802 
23 Cincinnati-Hamilton, OH-KY-IN 1,934,145 1,934,145 1,934,145 
24 Kansas City, MO-KS 1,709,273 1,709,273 1,709,273 
25 Sacramento-Yolo, CA 1,655,866 1,655,866 1,655,866 
26 Milwaukee-Racine, WI 1,636,572 1,636,572 1,636,572 
27 Norfolk-Virginia Beach-Newport News, VA-NC 1,544,945 1,544,945 1,544,945 
28 San Antonio, TX 1,511,386 1,511,386 1,511,386 
29 Indianapolis, IN 1,503,468 1,503,468 1,503,468 
30 Orlando, FL 1,467,045 1,467,045 1,467,045 
31 Columbus, OH 1,460,242 o o 1,460,242 
32 Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, NC-SC 1,350,243 1,350,243 1,350,243 
33 New Orleans, LA 1,307,758 1,307,758 1,307,758 
34 Las Vegas, NV-AZ 1,262,099 o o 1,262,099 
35 Salt Lake City-Ogden, UT 1,247,554 1,247,554 1,247,554 
36 Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY 1,164,721 1,164,721 1,164,721 
37 Greensboro--Winston-Salem--High Point, NC 1,152,779 1,152,779 1,152,779 
38 Nashville, TN 1,134,524 o o 1,134,524 
39 Hartford, CT 1,105,174 1,105,174 1,105,174 
40 Rochester, NY 1,086,082 1,086,082 1,086,082 
41 Memphis, TN-AR-MS 1,083,186 1,083,186 1,083,186 
42 Austin-San Marcos, TX 1,071,023 1,071,023 1,071,023 
43 Raleigh-Durham-Chapel Hill, NC 1,050,054 1,050,054 1,050,054 
44 Jacksonville, FL 1,034,604 1,034,604 1,034,604 
45 Oklahoma City, OK 1,030,504 1,030,504 1,030,504 



46 Grand Rapids-Muskegon-Holland, MI 
47 West Palm Beach-Boca Raton, FL 
48 Louisville, KY-IN 
49 Dayton-Springfield, OH 
50 Richmond-Petersburg, VA 
51 Providence-Warwick-Pawtucket, RI 
52 Greenville-Spartanburg-Anderson, SC 
53 Birmingham, AL 
54 Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY 
56 Fresno, CA 
57 Tucson, AZ.. 
58 Tulsa, OK 
59 Syracuse, NY 
60 EI Paso, TX 

1,026,295 
1,018,524 

993,369 
944,934 
943,264 
904,831 
904,729 
900,029 
876,420 
868,703 
780,150 
764,396 
740,771 
701,576 

1,026,295 
1,018,524 

993,369 
0 

943,264 
904,831 
904,729 
900,029 
876,420 
868,703 
780,150 

0 
740,771 
701,576 

1,026,295 
1,018,524 

0 993,369 
0 944,934 

943,264 
904,831 
904,729 
900,029 
876,420 
868,703 
780,150 

0 764,396 
740,771 
701,576 



List of Major Cities in U.s. Lacking Amtrak Service 
From Wtkipedia, the free encyclopedia 

Several major cities and regional business centers in the continental United States lack Amtrak service. Five cities boast 

more than one million residents. A partial list of the cities not directly served by Amtrak is as follows (in order by 

decreasing population): 


Phoenix, Arizona (Metro Population 4,281 ,899) 

Las Vegas, Nevada (1,865,746) 

Columbus, Ohio (1,773,120) Lost service in 1979. 

Nashville, Tennessee (1,550,733) Lost service with the discontinuance ofthe Floridian in 1979. 

Louisville, Kentucky (1,244,696) Lost service with the discontinuance of the Kentucky Cardinal in 2003. 

Tulsa, Oklahoma (916,079) 

Dayton, Ohio (848, 153) Lost service in 1979. 

Allentown, Pennsylvania, (808,210) 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana (774,327) 

McAllen, Texas (710,514) 

Knoxville, Tennessee, (691,152) 

Colorado Springs, Colorado (617,714) 

Wichita, Kansas, (603,716) Service lost in 1979, new service probable around 20 IO. 

Boise, Idaho (599,753) Lost service in 1997. 

Madison, Wisconsin, (561,505) 

Des Moines, Iowa (556,230) 

Augusta, Georgia (534,218) 

Chattanooga, Tennessee, (518,441) 

Tri-Cities, Tennessee, (500,538) 

Lexington, Kentucky, (453,424) 

Fayetteville, Arkansas, (443,976) 

Springfield, Missouri, (426,206) 

Corpus Christi, Texas, (415,376) 

Fort Wayne, Indiana (41 1,154) Lost service in 1990. 

Asheville, North Carolina, (408,436) 

Mobile, Alabama, (406,309) Service suspended since Hurricane Katrina. 

Manchester, New Hampshire, (402,042) 

Huntsville, Alabama, (395,645) 

Brownsville, Texas, (392,736) 

Shreveport, Louisiana, (389,533) 

Quad Cities area, Illinois and Iowa (377,625) New service probable around 20 IO. 

Peoria, Illinois, (372,487) 

Montgomery, Alabama, (365,924) 

Tallahassee, Florida, (357,259) Service suspended since Hurricane Katrina. 

Rockford, Illinois, (353,722) Lost service in 1981. New service probable soon. 

Evansville, Indiana, (350,261) 

Wilmington, North Carolina, (347,012) 

Green Bay, Wisconsin, (302,935) 

Roanoke, Virginia, (298, 108) 

Fort Smith, Arkansas, (290,977) 




Columbus, Georgia, (287,653) 

Duluth, Minnesota, (274,571) 

Lubbock, Texas, (270,610) 

Clarksville, Tennessee, (261,220) 

Myrtle Beach, South Carolina, (257,380) 

Cedar Rapids, Iowa, (255,452) 

Amarillo, Texas (243,838) 

Laredo, Texas, (236,941) 

Sioux Falls, South Dakota, (232,930) South Dakota and Wyoming are not served by Amtrak. 

Macon, Georgia, (230,777) 

College Station, Texas (207,425) Service cut in the mid-90s. 

Athens, Georgia, (189,264) 

Columbia, Missouri, (164,283) 

Waterloo-Cedar Falls, Iowa, ( 164,220) 

Abilene, Texas, (159,521) 

Pueblo, Colorado, (156,737) 

Billings, Montana, (152,005) 

Iowa City, Iowa, (149,437) New service probable around 20 IO. 

Wheeling, West Virginia, (144,847) 

Florence-Muscle Shoals, Alabama, (143,791) 

Sioux City, Iowa, (143,157) 

Midland-Odessa, Texas, (131,941) 

Owensboro, Kentucky, (I 12,762) 
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COMMUTER RAIL
S y s t e m  S t u d y

1

COMMUTER RAIL SYSTEM STUDY OVERVIEW
The purpose of this Commuter Rail System Study is to define an optimized network of commuter rail corridors and the 
elements needed to implement a regional commuter rail system. As envisioned, a commuter rail system would radiate 
from downtown Phoenix and would share existing freight track along five corridors. The System Study provides a detailed 
evaluation of potential commuter rail links to the East Valley (including the Tempe, Chandler, and Southeast Corridors) 
and links to the West Valley by incorporating the findings of the Grand Avenue (Grand) and Yuma West (Yuma) Corridor 
Development Plans, both of which are being produced in conjunction with this System Study.  

Potential commuter rail corridors along existing railroad lines are shown below.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 2010

2

DESCRIPTION OF COMMUTER RAIL
WHY IS THERE A NEED FOR A COMMUTER RAIL SYSTEM?
Commuter rail systems are generally used in congested urban areas to improve travelvel time, mitigate congestion, add
convenience, and provide an alternative means of travel – particularly in times of increasiasing energy prices. Commuter 
rail trains typically provide service between suburbs to urban centers for the purpose of reachinhing activity centers, such as 
employment, special events, and intermodal connections. Designed to primarily meet the needs of of regional commuters in 
the AM and PM peak travel times, commuter rail service typically occurs at lower frequency than light rail ail transit. The distance
of most commuter rail corridors is also longer than that of light rail, ranging from 30 to 40 miles, with papassenger stations
generally spaced 5 to 10 miles apart. A number of cities throughout the US operate commuter rail service, incluncluding Seattle,
Salt Lake City and Dallas-Fort Worth.

DESCRIPTION OF SYSTEM STUDY ALTERNATIVES
WHAT STAND-ALONE ALTERNATIVES WERE CONSIDERED?
The Project Team developed Stand-Alone Alternatives as single commuter rail lines, each with 30-minute peak and 
60-minute off-peak frequency and specified travel times. The table below lists the characteristics of each Stand-Alone 
Alternative.

CORRIDOR ROUTE DESCRIPTION DISTANCE TRAVEL TIME 2030 DAILY BOARDINGS

Service between Central Phoenix
and Downtown Wittmann* 36 miles 42 min. 2,830

Yuma Service between Central Phoenix
and Downtown Buckeye** 31 miles 47 min. 1,420

SE Service between Central Phoenix
and Downtown Queen Creek 34 miles 50 min. 6,450

Tempe Service between Central Phoenix
and West Chandler 18 miles 29 min. 950

Chandler Service between Central Phoenix
and Sun Lakes 31 miles 53 min. 2,240

COMMUTER RAIL
S y s t e m  S t u d y
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ITEM RESPONSIBLE PARTY PARTNERS TIMEFRAME

9) Local Planning Efforts.

Prior to securing project financing, local governments can take steps 
to lay the foundation for commuter rail implementation, including:

Partner with the UPRR, BNSF Railway Company, and ADOT to
upgrade existing at-grade railroad crossings along System
Study corridors.

Control regulatory actions within station areas, including the
planning, zoning, and development permitting process, to
facilitate the development of commuter rail stations.

Use other implementation tools such as infrastructure 
construction (for example, streets and utilities), land purchase and 
assembly, and creation of urban design guidelines to facilitate 
transit-supportive development.







Local Jurisdictions
MAG

ADOT
Ongoing

WHAT LONG TERM IMPLEMENTATION STEPS ARE NEEDED?
The identification of funding commitments and determination of the appropriate governance structure for commuter tification of funding commitments and determination of the appropriate 
rail, which are likely to influence each other, will set the stage for moving into the next level of investment in commuter re likely to influence each other, will set the stage for moving into the ne
rail within the MAG region. With progress on these key steps, the region will be in a position to move forward on other n the MAG region. With progress on these key steps, the region will be in
recommmendations described below.

Formalize partnership with the railroads.

d local public funding, as well as Secure sources of funding including federal, state, regional and lo
private sector participation.

ystem.Design, construct, and operate initial commuter rail syste

rtation system and meet regional sustainability goals.Continue planning to develop seamless transportat








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ITEM RESPONSIBLE PARTY PARTNERS TIMEFRAME

4) Coordination of Infrastructure Improvements with the

Railroads, ADOT and Local Jurisdictions.

BNSF Railway is planning freight rail infrastructure improvements 
that would reduce freight activity into downtown Phoenix and
thereby free up space on the rail mainline.

ADOT and local jurisdictions are planning for extensive roadway
upgrades throughout the region that may improve the viability
and safety of corridors for both freight and passenger rail service.





MAG 

Local jurisdictions

ADOT

UPRR

BNSF
Railway

METRO

RPTA 

Ongoing

5) Identify Funding Commitments.

Define new revenue streams that would be dedicated to
development and ongoing operation of the commuter
rail system.

A phased approach and cost-sharing agreements may segment
or defer expenditures. 





MAG

ADOT

Legislature

Local 
jurisdictions

2010-2015

6) Initiate Process for Federal Funding.

Conduct required Alternatives Analysis and NEPA compliance to 
meet requirements for federal funding. 
Local match funding should be identified prior to initiating this
process with FTA.





MAG
Local 
jurisdictions

Following
identification
of local
funding
commitments

7) Develop and Implement Governance Plan.

Most likely approaches include:

Formation of a new Commuter Rail Authority,

Designation of an existing agency as the Commuter Rail
Authority (RPTA, METRO, MAG, ADOT), or 

Establishment of a new Joint Powers Authority (JPA) with a
provision for representation appropriate to the corridor or system
to be implemented. 







MAG

ADOT

METRO

RPTA

Local 
jurisdictions

Following
identification
of local
funding
commitments

8) Preserve Future Options.

System Study commuter rail corridors are assumed to occur
within the existing railroad right-of-way; however right-of-way
preservation of future commuter rail extensions may reduce the
costs for growing a future regional system.

 Commuter Rail
Authority or JPA

Local 
jurisdictions

UPRR

BNSF
Railway

MAG

CAAG

ADOT

Ongoing

COMMUTER RAIL
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HOW DO THE STAND-ALONE ALTERNATIVES PERFORM COMPARED TO PEER CITIES?

WHAT IS THE COST OF THE STAND-ALONE ALTERNATIVES AND HOW DO THEY COMPARE TO 
PEER CITIES?

STANDALONE ALTERNATIVE CAPITAL COST/MILES CAPITAL COST PER MILE

Grand $600 M/36 miles $16.7 M/mile
Yuma $365 M/31 miles $11.8 M/mile

SE $477 M/33.5 miles $14.9 M/mile
Tempe $372 M18 miles $20.7 M/mile

Chandler $449 M/31 miles $15.5 M/mile
PEER CITY COMMUTER RAIL SYSTEMS

Sounder (Seattle) $1.4 M/83 miles $17.2 M/mile
North Star (Minneapolis) $289 M/40 miles $7.2 M/mile

Front Runner (Salt Lake City) $954 M/44 miles $21.7 M/mile
Westside Express (Portland) $166 M/14.7 miles $11.3 M/mile

STANDALONE ALTERNATIVE ANNUAL OPERATION & MAINTENANCE O&M COST O&M COST PER RIDER

Grand $11 M $13/rider
Yuma $12 M $28/rider

SE $18 M $9/rider
Tempe $5 M $16/rider

Chandler $11 M $17/rider
PEER CITY COMMUTER RAIL SYSTEMS

Western States Average − $11/rider
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WHAT INTERLINED ALTERNATIVES WERE CONSIDERED?
The Project Team developed Interlined Alternatives by connecting two or more cocorridors together into several series
of continues routes. Interlined Alternatives would provide a one-seat ride between corcorridors. The table below lists the
characteristics of each Interlined Alternative.

CORRIDORS ROUTE DESCRIPTION DISTANCE TRAVEL TIME 2030 DAILY BOARDINGS

2-Corridor Interlined Alternatives
Grand Interlined
with SE

Service between Downtown Wittmann and
Downtown Queen Creek with a stop in Central Phoenixp 68 miles 89 min. 9,980

Yuma Interlined
with SE

Service between Downtown Buckeye and Downtown 
Queen Creek with a stop in Central Phoenixp 63 miles 93 min. 8,530

3-Corridor Interlined Alternatives*

Grand Interlined 
With SE and 
Yuma Interlined
With SE

Service between Downtown Wittmann and
Downtown Queen Creek with a stop in Central Phoenix 68 miles 89 min.

11,290
Service between Downtown Buckeye and

Downtown Queen Creek with a stop in Central Phoenix 63 miles 93 min.

4-Corridor Interlined Alternatives*

Yuma Interlined
with SE and 
Grand Interlined 
with Tempe

Service between Downtown Buckeye and Downtown
Queen Creek with a stop in Central Phoenix 63 miles 93 min.

17,960
Service between Downtown Wittmann and

West Chandler with a stop in Central Phoenix 54 miles 72 min.

Grand Interlined 
with SE and 
Yuma Interlined
with Tempe

Service between Downtown Wittmann and
Downtown Queen Creek with a stop in Central Phoenix 68 miles 89 min.

15,100
Service between Downtown Buckeye and

West Chandler with a stop in Central Phoenix 48 miles 76 min.

HOW DO THE INTERLINED ALTERNATIVES  PERFORM COMPARED TO PEER CITIES?
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IN WHAT ORDER SHOULD THE REMAINING SEGMENTS OF THE COMMUTER RAIL SYSTEM 
BE IMPLEMENTED?

ion of the remainder of the corridors will be highly dependent on a number of factors. The alternatives Phased implementation
o single outstanding performer among the Tempe, Chandler, and Yuma Corridors. Therefore,evaluation revealed no si

asing to achieve build-out of the regional commuter rail system will include such factors as:  considerations for future phasin

Development patterns;

Changes in travel demand;

Community support;

Potential funding sources; and

rail.Potential integration with Phoenix/Tucson intercity rail

IMPLEMENTATION STEPS
WHAT NEAR-TERM IMPLEMENTATION STEPS ARE NEEDED?

ITEM RESPONSIBLE PARTY PARTNERS TIMEFRAME

1) Periodic Ridership Forecasting Updates 

Re-run MAG ridership forecasting model with latest
socioeconomic data.

 MAG
Local
jurisdictions

Ongoing

2) Coordination with UPRR and BNSF Railway 

Maintain points of contact and communication protocols.

Develop partnership to investigate options for determining
compensation, capacity improvements, and level of service.

Advance design and operating concepts. Plan drawings should
be further developed in coordination with the UPRR and BNSF
Railway to form the basis for any long-term agreement
with railroads.







ADOT

MAG

UPRR

BNSF Railway

Local
jurisdictions

METRO

RPTA

Ongoing

3) Address Enabling Legislation regarding Liability

     and Indemnification.

Progress on this issue may facilitate more effective coordination
with railroads.



ADOT
(as a statewide
issue)

MAG

UPRR

BNSF
Railway

2010-2013











CONTINUED »
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START-UP SERVICE SCENARIO 1C:

Build Tempe Corridor segment between West TT

Chandler and downtown Tempe/TT Airport & 38th St. 

- or -

Build Chandler Corridor segment between Sun

Lakes and downtown Mesa/downtown Tempe/TT

Airport& 38th St. or

Like Scenario 1B, this scenario would require a transfer
to LRT either in downtown Mesa (for the Chandler Corridor), downtown Tempe, or the vicinity of the airport. While ridridership
on these corridors is not as strong as on the SE corridor, if (1) right-of-way constraints limit use of the SE Corridor, or (2) intinter-
city rail plans suggest these corridors are suitable for passenger service between Phoenix and Tucson, the Tempe or Chandlerler
may become higher priority commuter rail corridors.

WHICH SEGMENT OF THE COMMUTER RAIL SYSTEM SHOULD BE 
IMPLEMENTED SECOND?

The ranking of Interlined Alternatives could help to
determine which combination of corridors would be
most effective and should therefore be considered 
first for interlining with the Start-Up Corridor. If, as
in Scenario 1A, the SE Corridor is built first, then the 
Project Team recommends the following: 

INTERLINED SERVICE SCENARIO 1:

Build the Grand Avenue Corridor (interline with

the SE Corridor). 

Ridership would be greatest when the most
productive East Valley and West Valley Corridors,
which are Grand Avenue and SE,  are combined.

INTERLINED SERVICE SCENARIO 2:

Build the Yuma West Corridor (interline with theYY

SE Corridor)

These two corridors have the lowest capital cost per
mile and good ridership when combined.

COMMUTER RAIL
S y s t e m  S t u d y
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WHAT IS THE COST OF EACH INTERLINED ALTERNATIVE?

INTERLINED ALTERNATIVE CAPITAL COST
CAPITAL 

COST PER MILE
ANNUAL

O&M COST
ANNUAL O&M

COST PER RIDER

2-Corridor Interlined Alternatives

Grand Interlined with SE $1.1 B $15.7M/mile $56.4 M $19/rider

Yuma Interlined with SE $834.4 M $13.2M/mile $52.1 M $20/rider

3-Corridor Interlined Alternative

Grand Interlined with SE and Yuma Interlined
with SE $1.4 B $14.4M/mile $98.2 M $29/rider

4-Corridor Interlined Alternatives

Yuma Interlined with SE and Grand Interlined
with Tempe $1.6 B $14.8M/mile $104.5 M $23/rider

Grand Interlined with SE and Yuma Interlined
with Tempe $1.6 B $14.8M/mile $102.6 M $19/rider

COMPARISON OF SYSTEM STUDY ALTERNATIVES
HOW DID THE STAND-ALONE ALTERNATIVES RANK IN COMPARISON TO EACH OTHER?
The comparison of alternatives revealed three distinct tiers of Study System alternatives – top, middle and lower – based omparison of alternatives revealed three distinct tiers of Study System alter
on their performance relative to a set of evaluation factors. The evaluation factors that proved to be major discriminators performance relative to a set of evaluation factors. The evaluation factors th
consisted of Ridership; Travel Time Savings; Cost Effectiveness; and Implementation/Constructability.  The table below is a f Ridership; Travel Time Savings; Cost Effectiveness; and Implementation/Co
summary ofy of Stand-Alone Alternatives rankings and discriminators.

STANDALONE 
ALTERNATIVE

RANKING MAJOR DISCRIMINATORS

SE Top Tier

• 2 to 4 times the number of boardings per revenue mile as all other corridors
• 18 minute end-to-end travel time savings*
• Second lowest capital cost per mile 
• Lowest O&M cost per rider

Grand Middle Tier

• Boardings per revenue mile are close to Western States average
• 24 minute end-to-end travel time savings*
• Moderate capital cost per mile 
• Second lowest O&M cost per rider

Tempe & Chandler Middle Tier
• Low to moderate boardings per mile 
• Moderate to high capital cost per mile 
• High O&M cost per user

Yuma Lower Tier

• Lowest capital cost per mile due to relatively few infrastructure
improvements, but lowest boardings per revenue mile

• Minimal travel time savings
• Highest O&M cost per rider
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HOW DID THE INTERLINED ALTERNATIVES RANK IN COMPARISON TO EACH OTHER?

Interlined Alternative Ranking Major Discriminators

Grand-SE Top Tier
• Highest boardings per mile
• High capital cost per mile
• Lowest O&M cost per rider

Yuma-SE Top Tier
• Moderate boardings per mile
• Lowest capital cost per mile
• Moderate O&M cost per rider

Grand-SE & Yuma-Tempe
and
Yuma-SE & Grand-Tempe

Middle Tier
• Low to moderate boardings per mile
• Moderate capital cost per mile
• Moderate O&M cost per rider

Grand-SE 
and
Yuma-SE

Lower Tier
• Lowest boardings per mile
• Moderate capital cost per mile
• Highest O&M cost per rider

SYSTEM STUDY ALTERNATIVES PHASING RECOMMENDATIONS
WHICH SEGMENT OF THE COMMUTER RAIL SYSTEM SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED FIRST?

START-UP SERVICE SCENARIO 1: 

Build the SE Corridor.

The SE Corridor would offer the highest
ridership by a significant margin, substantial 
travel time savings, and would be cost-
effective. 

COMMUTER RAIL
S y s t e m  S t u d y
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SE Corridor ranking far exceeded those of the other corridors, if use of all or a portion of the Union Pacific RailroadWhile the SE C
 a fatal flaw due to costs and/or agreements to get through rail yards in Central Phoenix, then alternative options right-of-way is a f

ent of the regional commuter rail system should be considered. Alternative start-up service scenarios include for the first segment 
the following:

START-UP SERVICE SCENARIO 1A:

Build the Grand Avenue Corridor.

o f fe r G r a n d  Ave n u e  Co r r i d o r  wo u l d  o f f
erridership that is on par with other commuter 

rai l  systems in operat ion throughout 
the Western US, substantial travel time
s a v i n g s ,  a n d  w o u l d  b e  m o d e r a t e l y
cost-effective. Implementation of commuter 
rail may result in the relocation of some freight
facilities, consistent with BNSF Railway long-
range plans.

START-UP SERVICE SCENARIO 1B:

Buildild SE Corridor segment between Queen

CCreek and downtown Mesa/downtown 

Tempe/TT Airport & 38th St.

This scenario would require a transfer to LRT in 
either downtown Mesa, downtown Tempe, or
the vicinity of the airport. Ridership forecasting
shows large origin-destination traffic in Tempe 
and the airport is generally considered an

LRT emerging employment hub. A Future LRT
ovide a station in downtown Mesa may also provi

rail. Eitherpossible connection to commuter rai
rove mobilityone of these options would improv

ding some of the in the East Valley while avoidin
onal and right-of-way more challenging operationa

own Phoenix. However,constraints in downtow
require a forced transfer forScenario 1B would req

ich would increase travel timesmany riders, which
e overall ridership.and decrease o
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Commuter rail Corridor development plan overvieW
Maricopa County has experienced unprecedented population growth over the last several decades, impacting all aspects 
of community development, land use, public service delivery, and particularly the demand on the region’s transportation 
system. The Grand Avenue Corridor Development Plan explores the feasibility of commuter rail to enhance mobility in the 
northwestern metropolitan region. As envisioned, commuter rail would share existing right-of-way with the Burlington 
Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway that parallels Grand Avenue.

By 2030, the Grand Avenue Corridor is expected to experience a 41 percent increase in population and a 52 percent increase 
in employment. As a result of this growth, and even with planned roadway improvements and transit service programmed 
within MAG’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), congestion in the Grand Avenue Corridor is expected to worsen. Levels 
of automobile congestion are forecasted to range from moderate to severe throughout the length of the project corridor 
and motorists will experience increases in travel time to reach their destinations, especially during peak commuter times. 
Commuter rail service would provide an opportunity to improve mobility, particularly for peak period trips, by reducing 
travel time and providing a reliable and consistent alternative to automobile travel in a congested roadway corridor.

GRAND AVENUEGRAND AVENUE

CENTRAL PHOENIX

STATE CAPITOL

GLENDALE

PEORIAEL MIRAGE/SUN CITY

NORTH SURPRISE SURPRISE

WITTMANN

MORRISTOWN/
CASTLE HOT SPRINGS

POTENTIAL FUTURE STATION PLANNING AREA

WICKENBURG
WEST WICKENBURG

Source: URS Corp., 2009
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Maricopa Association of Governments
302 North First Avenue, Suite 300

Phoenix, AZ 85003
PH: 602.254.6300 • FX: 602.254.6490
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near-term implementation STeps
Near-term implementation steps to advance this corridor development plan within the next five years are shown below. 

item resPonsiBle Party Partners timeFrame

Periodic Ridership Forecasting Updates MAG Local Jurisdictions Ongoing

Coordinate with BNSF Railway Company

Maintain point of contact and 
communication protocols

Develop partnership to investigate options





ADOT

MAG

BNSF Railway Company

Local jurisdictions

METRO

RPTA

Ongoing

Address Enabling Legislation (Liability and 
Indemnification)

ADOT
(as a statewide issue)

MAG

BNSF
2010-2013

Identify Funding Commitments

MAG

ADOT

Legislature

Local jurisdictions 2010-2015

Develop and Implement Governance Plan
MAG

ADOT

METRO

RPTA

Local jurisdictions

Following 
identifications 

of local funding 
commitments

Preserve Future Options
Commuter Rail Authority 

or JPA

Local jurisdictions

BNSF Railway Company

MAG

CAAG

ADOT

Ongoing

Local Planning Efforts Local Jurisdictions
MAG

ADOT
Ongoing

long-term implementation STeps
The identification of funding commitments and determination of the appropriate governance structure for commuter rail, 
which are likely to influence each other, will set the stage for moving into the next level of investment in commuter rail 
within the MAG region. Recommended long-term implementation steps include:

Formalize a partnership with the railroad

Secure sources of funding, including federal, state, regional, and local public funding as well as
private sector participation

Design, construct, and operate an initial commuter rail system

Conduct further planning to develop a seamless transportation system and meet regional sustainability goals









ExEcutivE summary 2010

�

 What is Commuter rail?
Commuter rail trains typically provide service between suburbs to urban centers for the purpose of reaching activity centers, 
such as employment nodes, special events, and intermodal connections. Commuter rail trains are typically optimized for 
maximum passenger capacity and are equipped with comfortable seating and minimal luggage capacity. Service typically 
occurs at a lower frequency than light rail, serving primarily peak travel needs for commuters. Travel distance between a rail 
line’s termini may range between 30 and 50 miles. Station spacing is typically 5 to 10 miles apart.

hoW Would Commuter rail serviCe Be operated? 
The MAG Study Team  developed three potential service levels as operating phases consisting of Phases A, B and C.  Each 
phase increases levels of service as ridership would grow by increasing the frequency of trains (or headway) and/or 
expanding service areas, as shown below.  

MORRISTOWN/
CASTLE HOT SPRINGS

POTENTIAL FUTURE STATION PLANNING AREA

GRAND AVENUEGRAND AVENUE

CENTRAL PHOENIXSTATE CAPITOL

GLENDALE

PEORIA
EL MIRAGE/SUN CITY

NORTH SURPRISE

SURPRISE

WITTMANN

WICKENBURG

WEST WICKENBURG

PHASE A: BEFORE 2020
Peak: 30 minute headways

Off-Peak: 1 roundtrip

PHASE B: 20202030
Peak: 30 minute headways

Off-Peak: 3 roundtrips

PHASE C: 20302040
Peak: 60 minute headways

Off-Peak: 60 minute headways
Peak: 30 minute headways

Off-Peak: 60 minute headways

Rail Runner Express Commuter Train; Albuquerque, NM 
Source:  MRCOG/HDR.

Sounder Commuter Train; Seattle, WA 
Source:  MAG.

Source: URS Corp., 2009
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What ridership Could Be expected on Commuter rail? 
Ridership modeling was conducted to evaluate the feasibility of commuter rail along the Grand Avenue Corridor. Ridership 
forecasting results showed strong destinations and attractions along the length of the corridor – including downtown 
Glendale, Peoria, El Mirage, and Surprise as well as downtown Phoenix.      

Grand avenue Corridor Phases
Grand avenue

Corridor daily BoardinGs

Phase A: Phoenix – Wittmann (Before 2020) 2,400

Phase B: Phoenix – Wittmann (2020 – 2030) 2,800

Phase C: Phoenix – West Wickenburg (2030 – 2040) 5,000

Projected ridership was compared to the experiences in other cities with commuter rail. With approximately 2,800 daily 
boardings forecast for Phase B between 2020 and 2030, the Grand Avenue Corridor would have approximately 1.6 daily 
boardings per revenue mile. This forecasted ridership is slightly above the average of 1.56 daily boardings per revenue mile 
for commuter rail systems in Western states.

Stakeholder Involvement during the Planning Process

The stakeholder involvement component of the planning process for this Corridor Development Plan was extensive. Throughout the study process, several 
groups met regularly to review project information and provide feedback. These groups included: 

Project Management Team (PMT): The PMT included representatives from MAG, the Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA), Valley Metro Rail, Inc. 
(METRO), and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT). The PMT met monthly to review study information and coordinate ongoing planning 
activities.

Project Review Team (PRT):  The PRT included representatives from the local jurisdictions throughout the Grand Avenue Corridor. This group met quarterly 
throughout the year-long study process and provided feedback on study information and updated MAG’s Study Team on ongoing planning efforts in their 
communities. 

Stakeholders Meetings:  Stakeholders meetings were conducted quarterly to review and provide input into the planning process. This group had the broadest 
representation, as it included representatives of jurisdictions from throughout the MAG region, state agencies, and interest groups. 

ExEcutivE summary 2010
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Coordination oF inFrastructure improvements 
A successful commuter rail project will require a collaboration of all participants – primarily the local governments as the 
development regulator and financial partner, the transit agency as the transit infrastructure builder, and the BNSF Railway 
Company as the railroad right-of-way owner.

The BNSF Railway is planning a number of freight rail infrastructure improvements that would reduce freight activity into 
downtown Phoenix and thereby free up space on the rail mainline for commuter rail. Similarly, ADOT is planning for extensive 
roadway upgrades along US 60/Grand Avenue. These infrastructure upgrades will likely improve the operations of commuter 
rail service in conjunction with freight operations and in conjunction with the surrounding roadway network. 

Planned roadway projects to upgrade safety and automobile travel efficiency in the Grand Avenue Corridor could also serve 
to jointly improve the highway system, freight operations and the development of commuter rail service. Currently, the 
frequency and complexity of the at-grade highway/railroad crossings between Phoenix and Glendale pose a potential safety 
hazard, a source of increased traffic delay, and reduced rail train speeds due to congestion. Near-term capital improvement 
projects that would minimize auto/train conflicts would help to advance the implementation of a commuter rail system in 
the Grand Avenue Corridor. MAG has identified multiple roadway improvements for Grand Avenue from SR 303 to McDowell 
Road in the 2007 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update. The RTP improvements include the addition of general purpose 
lanes, grade separations, and other improvements that will be implemented throughout the planning period for the RTP. 

These planned improvements will grade separate three crossings that have a high rate of train/automobile accidents and will 
thereby significantly reduce the BNSF Railway’s exposure to accident risks and help improve the Grand Avenue transportation 
corridor as a whole. Implementation of these and other improvements would indirectly benefit commuter rail by improving 
safety conditions in the corridor. 

Prior to securing project financing, local governments within the corridor can take steps to lay the foundation for commuter 
rail implementation. The following is a list of such actions:

Control regulatory actions within station 
areas, including the planning, zoning, and 
development permitting process, to facilitate 
the development of commuter rail stations.

Use other implementation tools such as 
infrastructure construction (for example, 
streets and utilities), land purchase and 
assembly, and creation of urban design 
guidelines to facilitate transit-supportive 
development.




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LOCaL Or reGiOnaL FundinG
FUND SOURCE CAPITAl AND/OR OPERATIONS VIABIlITy 

Maricopa County 
Transportation Excise Tax 
(Sales Tax)

Supports capital and/or 
operations

Moderate.  Although the revenue generated from the 
current tax (Proposition 400) is programmed, future 
propositions are expected to occur.

Vehicle Miles Travelled
(VMT) Tax

Supports capital and/or 
operations

Moderate.  Typically used for roadway maintenance.  
Commonly unpopular with voters because of 
perceived invasion of privacy.  Would be considered to 
be a more consistent funding alternative to a gas tax. 

Payroll Tax
Potentially support capital 
and/or operations.  

low.   Existing State, and potentially Federal, tax codes 
must be modified to support these uses.

Motor Vehicle Sales Tax
Potentially support capital 
and/or operations.  

low.  The MAG region’s allocation programmed.  
The revenue generated from the tax may not be a 
sustainable source of funding in the future.

Vehicle Rental Tax
Supports capital and/or 
operations

low.  Special uses for the surcharges collected for 
this tax will require County, and possibly State, law 
modification for the purpose of commuter rail.

local Gas Tax
Potentially supports capital 
and/or operations

low.  The MAG region’s allocation is currently 
programmed.  The revenue generated from the tax 
may not be a sustainable source of funding in the 
future.  State tax codes will likely require modification 
to authorize uses.

Vehicle license Tax by District
Supports capital and/or 
operations

Moderate.  The VlT by district concept would require 
significant political support since it has not been 
implemented.  State and/or County tax codes will likely 
require modification to authorize districts and uses.

Private FundinG
FUND SOURCE CAPITAl AND/OR OPERATIONS VIABIlITy 

Public Value Capture: 
Benefits Assessment Districts

Potentially support capital 
and/or operating uses.

low.  Setting up the finance mechanism for such 
a public investment will require State and County 
statute or code modification.  

Public Value Capture: Tax 
Increment Financing

Potentially support capital 
and/or operating uses.

low.  The authorization of such a mechanism will 
require political support and State law modification.

Public-Private Partnerships
(PPP)

Potentially support capital 
and/or operating uses.

Moderate. ADOT is investigating new PPP 
opportunities.  This approach is being used sparingly 
in other cities given uncertain nature of financial 
markets, but may be more viable in the future.
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What Would Commuter rail Cost in the Grand avenue Corridor? 
Preliminary cost estimates were prepared for the Grand Avenue Corridor by phase. These are considered to be 
conservative estimates, and would be expected to change as negotiations with the railroad progress and specific, 
needed improvements are confirmed.   

Cost CateGory
Phase a

(millions)
Phase B  

(millions)
Phase C  

(millions)

Total Estimated Capital Cost* $434.3 $599.6 $700.9

Estimated Annual O&M Costs* $7.4 $10.8 $49.6

* Cost in 2009 US dollars. 

1.21.2
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DAILY
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Western States
Average (1.56)

GRAND AVENUE CORRIDOR AS PART OF A LARGER COMMUTER RAIL SYSTEM

In a multi-corridor scenario, the Grand Avenue Corridor would be connected to one or more commuter rail corridors to create one continuous route that 
provides a one-seat ride between corridors. Multi-corridor scenarios were considered as part of the MAG Commuter Rail System Study. Overall, combining 
corridors provides the opportunity to increase overall ridership and reduce per-rider costs. The recommendations that emerged from MAG’s System Study 
included the Grand Avenue Corridor as part of the most productive and effective overall regional system. For more information, refer to the System Study 
Final Report or Executive Summary.

Source: URS Corp., 2009
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According to initial cost estimates, the Grand Avenue Corridor would be slightly more expensive to build and operate than 
peer city commuter rail systems, but is still comparable and within the range of what most industry experts would consider 
reasonable. Major observations related to cost include:

The modestly higher capital cost of the Grand Avenue Corridor compared to peer city commuter rail systems can be 
attributed to the infrastructure improvements required to operate commuter rail service in an active and congested 
freight rail corridor with several freight facilities and numerous grade crossings.  

Cost-sharing of freight rail facility improvements with the BNSF Railway may reduce the capital costs for implementation 
of commuter rail service in the Grand Avenue Corridor.

The annual operation and maintenance (O&M) costs of the Grand Avenue Corridor are comparable to peer city 
commuter rail systems. 







CAPITAL
COST

PER MILE
(MILLIONS)
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Source: URS Corp., 2009
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Federal FundinG

Federal Railroad 
Administration Section 130

Supports transportation 
capital uses only, primarily for 
the use of improving grade 
crossings.

low.  The State’s allocation of Section 130 funding is 
relatively small and may likely only support a portion 
of a safety improvement project.

Congestion Mitigation and 
Air Quality (CMAQ) Funds

Supports transportation 
capital uses only

low.  A commuter rail project application will contend 
with many other capital projects in the MAG region.   

Surface Transportation 
Program (STP) Funds

Supports transportation 
capital uses only

low.  A commuter rail project application will contend 
with many other capital projects in the MAG region.   

Federal Railroad 
Administration High Speed 
and Passenger Rail Program

Supports transportation 
capital uses only.

low. May only address some intercity components of 
commuter rail or related rail projects. 

State FundinG
FUND SOURCE CAPITAl AND/OR OPERATIONS VIABIlITy 

Highway User Revenue Fund 
(HURF)

Supports transportation 
capital uses only

low.  Funding is driven by fuel taxes and vehicle 
license taxes, which may not be sustainable sources in 
the future. In order to use HURF, State statute changes 
would be required.

Vehicle license Tax (VlT)
Supports transportation 
capital and/or operations

low.  The MAG region’s allocation is currently 
programmed.  The revenue generated from the 
tax may not be a sustainable source of funding in 
the future.

Statewide Transportation 
Acceleration Needs 
(STAN) Account

Supports transportation 
capital and/or operations

low. The STAN account was a potential source of 
transit funding in the recent past, however it is 
not considered to be a reliable funding source in 
the future.

New Dedicated Statewide 
Transportation Funding (e.g. 
statewide tax)

Supports transportation 
capital and/or operations

low. Unclear if new tax would be considered viable in 
the future.
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The options for an appropriate institutional structure for regional commuter rail, based on both the national experience and 
the local situation, are summarized below.

regional Transit authority/district (Multi-Modal): Should MAG consider this model in the implementation of commuter 
rail, it would likely entail a restructuring of RPTA, which was authorized in 1985 by the State legislature. 

regional rail authority/district (Single-Purpose): A newly formed regional rail authority with the sole purpose of 
implementing commuter rail in the region would likely involve membership by Maricopa County, and potentially Pinal 
County if service is expanded. This new authority would be similar to METRO. 

Joint Powers authority (JPa): In the MAG region, a JPA would be formed by aggregating authorities from constituent 
districts. For example, METRO could enter into an agreement with the cities to be served by commuter rail to form a JPA 
responsible for the design, construction and operation of commuter rail service. 

division of State department of Transportation: While this model is primarily found in smaller states with a single 
metropolitan area, it may have an application in the MAG region, particularly in conjunction with a state-sponsored intercity 
rail connection between Tucson and Phoenix and a statewide passenger rail system. 

division of Metropolitan Planning Organization: This governance model would require expanding the charter of MAG to 
include the operation of commuter rail. 

Funding options
The initial step to develop a funding implementation strategy is to gauge possible or probable funding options from 
governments at the federal, state and local levels, as shown in the following tables.

Federal, STate, loCAl and private Funding sourCes

Federal FundinG
FUND SOURCE CAPITAl AND/OR OPERATIONS VIABIlITy 

Federal Transit 
Administration Section 5307

Supports transportation 
capital costs including 
preventive maintenance

low. The MAG region’s allocation is currently 
programmed to support a host of other transit 
projects; future funds could be allocated to 
commuter rail. This is an annual programming 
allocated by formula; if and when commuter rail is 
added to the region, its data would enter into the 
formula calculation.

Federal Transit 
Administration Section 5309 
New Starts

Supports transportation 
capital

Moderate.  The application of Section 5309 is feasible, 
but the New Starts alternatives analysis planning 
requirements will require a significant evaluation and 
time.  However, New Starts regulations have been 
relaxed recently and additional funding will likely be 
provided nationwide in the next authorization bill.

Continued >>>

ExEcutivE summary 2010

�

HoW CAn CoMMuter rail Be iMPleMenteD?
Potential GovernanCe STructures
One of the most significant issues to be resolved for the implementation of commuter rail in the MAG region is the question 
of who will be the responsible party for managing, designing, constructing and operating the system. Implementation of a 
commuter rail system will require a governance structure that reflects the financial, political, and representational patterns of 
the areas served by commuter rail. 

The existing structure of transit service providers in the Phoenix metropolitan region is a complex mix of historical operations 
such as the City of Phoenix transit system, the Regional Public Transportation Authority or RPTA (commonly known as 
Valley Metro) and Valley Metro Rail Inc. (METRO), a nonprofit, public corporation charged with the design, construction, and 
operation of the Valley’s light rail system. In addition, ADOT is exploring intercity rail opportunities within the state. Defining 
appropriate governance structures for a commuter rail system would depend upon opportunities that arise for cooperation 
and use of railroad right-of-way. This could be for one commuter rail project or a series of projects. Each agency would have 
to participate in the process to define the appropriate structure. 

Generally, the institutional arrangements for regional or commuter rail service throughout the country range from state-
run regional rail operations to large single-purpose regional rail authorities that extend service into multiple political 
jurisdictions, to regional transit authorities that are responsible for multimodal services, to sub-regional agreements between 
cities to contribute to the management of a rail service in a common corridor. Based on the decisions regarding governance 
made in the most recent commuter rail projects, two key factors are likely to determine the success of a new governance 
structure. These factors include the ability of the institutional arrangement to (1) balance local control with the need for 
regional system performance; and (2) provide stable funding opportunities.
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Yuma West Commuter rail Corridor development plan

The Phoenix metropolitan area has experienced unprecedented population growth over the last several decades, impacting 
all aspects of community development, land use, public service delivery, and particularly the demand on the Valley’s 
transportation system. The western metropolitan region (or West Valley) has contributed a significant portion of the region’s 
overall growth and, with developable land still available, is projected to continue to do so in the years ahead. The Yuma West 
Corridor Development Plan explores the feasibility of commuter rail to enhance mobility in the West Valley. It is assumed 
that commuter rail would share existing right-of-way owned by the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR), similar to systems in other 
parts of the country. 

Interstate 10 (I-10) is the only major freeway that connects downtown Phoenix with the communities in the West Valley. In 
addition to I-10, Buckeye Road is a major arterial roadway that provides a connection into downtown Phoenix and generally 
parallels the UPRR corridor. As the population of this area has grown, more residents are commuting along the I-10 and 
Buckeye Road corridors to key employment destinations in the central metropolitan area, including downtown Phoenix. 
Commuter rail technology can provide an additional tool to serve commuter travel demand. In addition, the implementation 
of commuter rail may promote economic and land use development opportunities if paired with local efforts to facilitate 
transit-supportive development. Many jurisdictions in the West Valley are identifying a public interest in such development 
in ongoing planning efforts. 
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What is Commuter rail?
Commuter rail trains typically provide service between suburbs to urban centers for the purpose of reaching activity centers, 
such as employment nodes, special events, and intermodal connections. Commuter rail trains are typically optimized for 
maximum passenger capacity and are equipped with comfortable seating and minimal luggage capacity. Service typically 
occurs at a lower frequency than light rail, serving primarily peak travel needs for commuters. Travel distance between a rail 
line’s termini may range between 30 and 40 miles. Station spacing is typically 5 to 10 miles apart.

hoW Would Commuter rail serviCe Be operated? 
The MAG Study Team developed three potential service levels as operating phases consisting of Phases A, B and C.  Each 
phase increases levels of service as ridership would grow by increasing the frequency of trains (or headway) and/or expanding 
service areas, as shown below.  Given the relatively small increase in cost between Phases A and B plus the ridership benefit 
of going to Phase B, it may be most cost-effective to implement both Phases A and B in any start-up scenario in this corridor.

Rail Runner Express Commuter Train; Albuquerque, NM 
Source:  MRCOG/HDR.

Sounder Commuter Train; Seattle, WA 
Source:  MAG.

Source: URS Corp., 2009
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PHASE A: BEFORE 2020
Peak: 30 minute headways

Off-Peak: none
PHASE B: 20202030

Peak: 30 minute headways
Off-Peak: 3 roundtripsPHASE C: 20302040

Peak: 30 minute headways
Off-Peak: 60 minute headways
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ImplementatIon Steps
Key implementation steps in the near-term include coordination with UPRR to further investigate opportunities for passenger 
rail service. A state-level initiative to advance legislation to address liability and indemnification issues is also a critical 
early step. Local jurisdictions, MAG, and transit providers also can work together to plan for the increased success of 
commuter rail service by promoting land use development and more robust transit connectivity options that will increase 
ridership potential. 

What near-term ImplementatIon steps are proposed to advance plannIng for 
commuter raIl? 

Item ResponsIble paRty paRtneRs tIme fRame

Periodic Ridership Forecasting Updates MAG Local Jurisdictions Ongoing

Coordinate with UPRR

Maintain point of contact and 
communication protocols

Develop partnership to investigate options





ADOT

MAG

UPRR

Local jurisdictions

METRO

RPTA

Ongoing

Address Enabling Legislation (Liability and 
Indemnification)

ADOT
(as a statewide issue)

MAG

UPRR
2010-2013

Identify Funding Commitments

MAG

ADOT

Legislature

Local jurisdictions 2010-2015

Develop and Implement Governance Plan
MAG

ADOT

METRO

RPTA

Local jurisdictions

Following 
identification 

of local funding 
commitments

Preserve Future Options Commuter Rail Authority 
or JPA

Local jurisdictions

UPRR

MAG

ADOT

Ongoing

Local Planning Efforts Local Jurisdictions
MAG

ADOT
Ongoing

long-term ImplementatIon Steps
The identification of funding commitments and determination of the appropriate governance structure for commuter rail, 
which are likely to influence each other, will set the stage for moving into the next level of investment in commuter rail 
within the MAG region. Recommended long-term implementation steps include:

Formalize partnership with the railroad

Secure sources of funding, including federal, state, regional, and local public funding as well as
private sector participation

Design, construct, and operate initial commuter rail system

Conduct further planning to develop a seamless transportation system and meet regional sustainability goals








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What RideRship Could be expected on CommuteR Rail? 
Ridership modeling was conducted to evaluate the feasibility of commuter rail along the Yuma West Corridor. Phases A and B 
provide primarily peak period service, and the jump in ridership for Phase C reflects more frequent service as well as a longer 
line to Arlington.

Yuma West Corridor development phases Yuma West Corridor dailY Boardings

Phase A: Phoenix – Buckeye (Before 2020) 1,200

Phase B: Phoenix – Buckeye (2020 – 2030) 1,420

Phase C: Phoenix – Arlington (2030 – 2040) 2,540

These ridership figures were estimated through use of the MAG travel demand model. Additional potential influences on 
ridership in the Yuma West Corridor also were identified. Although these are not quantified in the model, potential ridership 
could be expanded due to the following considerations:

Changes in planned mobility improvements in the West Valley

Special events 

Palo Verde Generation Station commuters







Stakeholder Involvement durIng the PlannIng ProceSS

The stakeholder involvement component of the planning process for this Corridor Development Plan was extensive. Throughout the study process, several 
groups met regularly to review project information and provide feedback. These groups included: 

Project Management Team (PMT):  The PMT included representatives from MAG, the Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA), Valley Metro 
Rail, Inc. (METRO), and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT). The PMT met monthly to review study information and coordinate ongoing
planning activities.

Project Review Team (PRT):  The PRT included representatives from the local jurisdictions throughout the Yuma West Corridor. This group met quarterly 
throughout the year-long study process and provided feedback on study information and updated MAG’s Study Team on ongoing planning efforts in
their communities. 

Stakeholders Meetings:  Stakeholders meetings were conducted quarterly to review and provide input into the planning process. This group had the broadest 
representation, as it included representatives of jurisdictions from throughout the MAG region, state agencies, and interest groups. 
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Coordination of infrastructure improvements 
A successful commuter rail project will require a collaboration of all participants – primarily the local governments as the 
development regulator and financial partner, the transit agency as the transit infrastructure builder, and the UPRR as the 
railroad right-of-way owner.

The Yuma West Corridor is a portion of the 208-mile Phoenix Line of the UPRR. The Phoenix Line hosted Amtrak’s Sunset 
Limited until June 1996, when Amtrak began to use the Gila Line south of Phoenix. When Amtrak used the line for passenger 
service, the maximum operating speed was 50 to 60 mph for passenger trains. Ongoing freight activity on the line today 
consists of local traffic only, with an average of four to six local train movements per day.

The Yuma West Corridor is a single track with few sidings and frequent industrial leads and spur tracks. Passing sidings are 
located at 23rd Avenue in Phoenix, Cashion, Buckeye, Dixie, and Arlington. The primary issue along this corridor with regard 
to concurrently operating passenger and current local freight traffic is the use of Campo Yard, which is located between 35th 
Avenue and 43rd Avenue in Phoenix. Campo Yard is an industrial yard that serves local industries, where rail cars coming from 
local industries are assembled into trains and rail cars going to local customers are broken down from incoming trains. Due 
to limited right-of-way, routing commuter rail tracks through or around the facility without interfering with yard activities 
will be a challenge. To address this issue, several infrastructure improvements are proposed and coordination with UPRR on 
operations will be critical.

Some infrastructure improvements that potentially would be required as the level of commuter rail service increases includes 
Positive Train Control, or PTC, and quiet zones may be implemented by UPRR or other parties independently of commuter rail 
to address FRA requirements or meet community needs. Fundamental improvements, such as upgrading the existing main 
line to accommodate higher train speeds, would be needed with the initial service levels of commuter rail. Sidings would 
also be provided at critical commuter rail stations where passenger train meets would be expected.

Prior to securing project financing, local governments within the corridor can take steps to lay the foundation for commuter 
rail implementation. The following is a list of such actions:

Control regulatory actions within station areas, 
including the planning, zoning, and development 
permitting process, to facilitate the development of 
commuter rail stations.

Use other implementation tools such as infrastructure 
construction (for example, streets and utilities), 
land purchase and assembly, and creation of urban 
design guidelines to facilitate transit-supportive 
development.




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What Would Commuter rail Cost in the Yuma West Corridor? 
Preliminary cost estimates were prepared for the Yuma West Corridor by phase. These are considered to be conservative 
estimates, and would be expected to change as negotiations with the railroad progress and specific, needed improvements 
are confirmed.   

estimated Capital Costs for the Yuma West Corridor

Cost CateGoRY
phase a

(millions)
phase B

(millions)
phase C

(millions)

Total Estimated Capital Cost* $356.0 $365.2 $453.5

Estimated Annual O&M Costs* $3.8 $11.9 $28.1

* Cost in 2009 US dollars.

Yuma WeSt corrIdor aS Part of a larger communItY raIl SYStem

In a multi-corridor scenario, the Yuma West Corridor would be connected to one or more other commuter rail corridors to create one continuous route 

that provides a one-seat ride throughout the region. Multi-corridor scenarios were considered as part of the MAG Commuter Rail System Study. Overall, 

combining corridors provides the opportunity to increase overall ridership and reduce per-rider costs. The recommendations that emerged from MAG’s 

System Study included the Yuma West Corridor as part of the most productive and effective overall regional system. For more information, refer to the 

System Study Final Report or Executive Summary.  
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LOCaL Or regiOnaL Funding
FUND SOURCE CAPITAl AND/OR OPERATIONS VIABIlITY

Maricopa County 
Transportation Excise Tax 
(Sales Tax)

Supports capital and/or 
operations

Moderate.  Although the revenue generated from the 
current tax (Proposition 400) is programmed, future 
propositions are expected to occur.

Vehicle Miles Travelled
(VMT) Tax

Supports capital and/or 
operations

Moderate.  Typically used for roadway maintenance.  
Commonly unpopular with voters because of 
perceived invasion of privacy.  Would be considered to 
be a more consistent funding alternative to a gas tax. 

Payroll Tax Potentially support capital 
and/or operations.  

low.   Existing State, and potentially Federal, tax codes 
must be modified to support these uses.

Motor Vehicle Sales Tax Potentially support capital 
and/or operations.  

low.  The MAG region’s allocation programmed.  
The revenue generated from the tax may not be a 
sustainable source of funding in the future.

Vehicle Rental Tax Supports capital and/or 
operations

low.  Special uses for the surcharges collected for 
this tax will require County, and possibly State, law 
modification for the purpose of commuter rail.

local Gas Tax Potentially supports capital 
and/or operations

low.  The MAG region’s allocation is currently 
programmed.  The revenue generated from the tax 
may not be a sustainable source of funding in the 
future.  State tax codes will likely require modification 
to authorize uses.

Vehicle license Tax by District Supports capital and/or 
operations

Moderate.  The VlT by district concept would require 
significant political support since it has not been 
implemented.  State and/or County tax codes will likely 
require modification to authorize districts and uses.

Private Funding
FUND SOURCE CAPITAl AND/OR OPERATIONS VIABIlITY

Public Value Capture: 
Benefits Assessment Districts

Potentially support capital 
and/or operating uses.

low.  Setting up the finance mechanism for such 
a public investment will require State and County 
statute or code modification.  

Public Value Capture: Tax 
Increment Financing

Potentially support capital 
and/or operating uses.

low.  The authorization of such a mechanism will 
require political support and State law modification.

Public-Private Partnerships
(PPP)

Potentially support capital 
and/or operating uses.

Moderate. ADOT is investigating new PPP 
opportunities.  This approach is being used sparingly 
in other cities given uncertain nature of financial 
markets, but may be more viable in the future.
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Capital costs to implement Phases A and B of the Yuma West Corridor are estimated to be approximately $11.8 million per 
mile. A review of the capital costs to build commuter rail in peer cities indicated that capital costs ranged from $7.2 to 21.7 
million; Yuma West would be in the low-to-mid range of these peer city costs.  Due to the relatively low ridership projected 
for the Yuma West Corridor, the estimated operations and maintenance (O&M) cost of $26.60 per rider is relatively high 
compared to peer cities.

The relatively low capital costs associated with the Yuma West Corridor and higher development potential (due to more 
vacant land in the West Valley that may develop over time) are positive attributes of this corridor. As discussed in the MAG 
Commuter Rail System Study, the Yuma West Corridor is most cost-effective as part of a larger, interlined system that would 
spread the O&M costs among more riders.  

$ 0

$ 5

$ 1 0

$ 1 5

$ 2 0

$ 2 5

Co
st

 P
er

 M
ile

 (M
ill

io
ns

)

Western States
Average ($11.8)

$7.2 $7.2 

$11.3 $11.3 
$11.8$11.8

$17.2 $17.2 

$21.7 $21.7 

Source: URS Corp., 2009

ExEcutivE summary 2010

��

Federal Funding

Federal Railroad 
Administration Section 130

Supports transportation 
capital uses only, primarily for 
the use of improving grade 
crossings.

low.  The State’s allocation of Section 130 funding is 
relatively small and may likely only support a portion 
of a safety improvement project.

Congestion Mitigation and 
Air Quality (CMAQ) Funds

Supports transportation 
capital uses only

low.  A commuter rail project application will contend 
with many other capital projects in the MAG region.   

Surface Transportation 
Program (STP) Funds

Supports transportation 
capital uses only

low.  A commuter rail project application will contend 
with many other capital projects in the MAG region.   

Federal Railroad 
Administration High Speed 
and Passenger Rail Program

Supports transportation 
capital uses only.

low. May only address some intercity components of 
commuter rail or related rail projects. 

State Funding
FUND SOURCE CAPITAl AND/OR OPERATIONS VIABIlITY

Highway User Revenue Fund 
(HURF)

Supports transportation 
capital uses only

low.  Funding is driven by fuel taxes and vehicle 
license taxes, which may not be sustainable sources in 
the future. In order to use HURF, State statute changes 
would be required.

Vehicle license Tax (VlT) Supports transportation 
capital and/or operations

low.  The MAG region’s allocation is currently 
programmed.  The revenue generated from the 
tax may not be a sustainable source of funding in 
the future.

Statewide Transportation 
Acceleration Needs 
(STAN) Account

Supports transportation 
capital and/or operations

low. The STAN account was a potential source of 
transit funding in the recent past, however it is 
not considered to be a reliable funding source in 
the future.

New Dedicated Statewide 
Transportation Funding (e.g. 
statewide tax)

Supports transportation 
capital and/or operations

low. Unclear if new tax would be considered viable in 
the future.
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HoW CAn CoMMuter rail Be iMPleMenteD?
Potential GovernanCe STructures
One of the most significant issues to be resolved for the implementation of commuter rail in the MAG region is the question 
of who will be the responsible party for managing, designing, constructing and operating the system. Implementation of a 
commuter rail system will require a governance structure that reflects the financial, political, and representational patterns of 
the areas served by commuter rail. 

The existing structure of transit service providers in the Phoenix metropolitan region is a complex mix of historical operations 
such as the City of Phoenix transit system, the Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA) and Valley Metro Rail Inc. 
(METRO), a nonprofit, public corporation charged with the design, construction, and operation of the Valley’s light rail system. 
In addition, ADOT is exploring intercity rail opportunities within the state. Defining appropriate governance structures for a 
commuter rail system would depend upon opportunities that arise for cooperation and use of railroad right-of-way. Each 
agency would have to participate in the process to define the appropriate structure. 

Generally, the institutional arrangements for regional or commuter rail service throughout the country range from state-run 
regional rail operations to large single-purpose regional rail authorities that extend service into multiple political jurisdictions, 
to regional transit authorities that are responsible for multimodal services, to sub-regional agreements between cities to 
contribute to the management of a rail service in a common corridor. Based on the decisions regarding governance made in 
the most recent commuter rail projects, two key factors are likely to determine the success of a new governance structure. 
These factors include the ability of the institutional arrangement to (1) balance local control with the need for regional 
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system performance; and (2) provide stable funding opportunities. The options for an appropriate institutional structure for 
regional commuter rail, based on both the national experience and the local situation, are summarized below.

regional Transit authority/district (Multi-Modal): Should MAG consider this model in the implementation of commuter 
rail, it would likely entail a restructuring of RPTA, which was authorized in 1985 by the State legislature. 

regional rail authority/district (Single-Purpose): A newly formed regional rail authority with the sole purpose of 
implementing commuter rail in the region would likely involve membership by Maricopa County, and potentially Pinal 
County if service is expanded. This new authority would be similar to METRO. 

Joint Powers authority (JPa): In the MAG region, a JPA would be formed by aggregating authorities from constituent 
districts. For example, METRO could enter into an agreement with the cities to be served by commuter rail to form a JPA 
responsible for the design, construction and operation of commuter rail service. 

division of State department of Transportation: While this model is primarily found in smaller states with a single 
metropolitan area, it may have an application in the MAG region, particularly in conjunction with a state-sponsored intercity 
rail connection between Tucson and Phoenix and a statewide passenger rail system. 

division of Metropolitan Planning Organization: This governance model would require expanding the charter of MAG to 
include the operation of commuter rail. 

Funding options
Another initial step to develop a funding implementation strategy is to gauge possible or probable funding options from 
governments at the federal, state and local levels.

Federal, STate, loCAl and private Funding sourCes

Federal Funding
FUND SOURCE CAPITAl AND/OR OPERATIONS VIABIlITY

Federal Transit 
Administration Section 5307

Supports transportation 
capital costs including 
preventive maintenance

low. The MAG region’s allocation is currently 
programmed to support a host of other transit 
projects; future funds could be allocated to 
commuter rail. This is an annual programming 
allocated by formula; if and when commuter rail is 
added to the region, its data would enter into the 
formula calculation.

Federal Transit 
Administration Section 5309 
New Starts

Supports transportation 
capital

Moderate.  The application of Section 5309 is feasible, 
but the New Starts alternatives analysis planning 
requirements will require a significant evaluation and 
time.  However, New Starts regulations have been 
relaxed recently and additional funding will likely be 
provided nationwide in the next authorization bill.

Continued >>>
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May 4,20 10 

TO: Members of MAG Management Committee 

FROM: Amy St. Peter, Human Services Manager 

SUBJECT: SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES PLANNING GRANT PROGRAM 

On April 19, 20 10, the MAG Executive Committee offered guidance to MAG staff on the upcoming 
Sustainable Communities Planning Grant Program offered through the U. S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. The purpose ofthe program isto integrate planningfor housing, transportation, and 
economic development in order to promote the environment, the economy, and social equity. The 
Executive Committee directed MAG staff to convene interested stakeholders, gather information about 
activities relevant to sustainability, and provide an update at the May Executive Committee meeting. The 
purpose of this memorandum is to update the MAG Management Committee on items under 
consideration for a potential MAG application for the Sustainable Communities Planning Grant Program. 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) is partnering with the U.S. 
Department ofTransportation (DOT) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on the Sustainable 
Communities Planning Gra.nt Program. The funding supports the development of regional plans for 
sustainable development. MAG may be eligible to applyforfunding. Applyingforthis funding source may 
position MAG well in the future if such plans become a requirement with the reauthorization of federal 
transportation funding. 

The Notice of FundingAvailability (NOFA) is expected to be released by the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) in May 20 I O. Up to $5 million may be available for large metropolitan 
areas with a 20 percent match. Additional funds are expected to be ava.ilable in the future to assist with 
implementation of the regional plans. It is anticipated that the grant will be oversubscribed and 
competitive. 

It has been advised that applications focusing on partnerships with the capacity to deliver tangible results 
will be deemed most competitive. Discussions with potential partners are underway to determine the 
viability of an application for this region and to identify the elements that will make it most competitive. 
Other councils of governments are considering applications for this program as well. It has been 
suggested that a consolidated application with a coordinating function could offer fiexibi lity forthe council 
ofgovernments to address the issues critical to them and increase the competitiveness for all regions. The 
Joint Planning Advisory Council representing the councils of governments within the Sun Corridor 
including MAG, the Pima Association of Governments (PAG), and the Central Arizona Association of 



Governments (CAAG), discussed the grant attheir meeting on April 20, 20 I O. One possibility would be 
to submit a consolidated application representing the Sun Corridor. 

In an effort to build partnerships and research potential opportunities, meetings have been scheduled with 
the officers of the MAG technical committees and with community stakeholders. The purpose of the 
meetings is to identify activities that address sustainability that may be included in a potential consolidated 
application. The results from this dialogue will be presented to the MAG Executive Committee in May. 
Direction from the Executive Committee will be solicited to determine the activities to include should an 
application be submitted. 

HUD has indicated that all applications will need to address the six livability principles H UD has identified 
as part of the Sustainable Communities Program. The principles include the following: 

• 	 Providing more transportation choices: Develop safe, reliable and economical transportation choices 
to decrease household transportation costs, reduce the nation's dependence on foreign oil, improve air 
quality, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and promote public health. 

• 	 Promoting equitable, affordable housing: Expand location- and energy-efficient housing choices for 
people of all ages, incomes, races and ethnicities to increase mobility, and lower the combined cost of 
housing and transportation. 

• 	 Enhancing economic competitiveness: Improve economic competitiveness through reliable and timely 
access to employment centers, educational opportunities, services, and other basic needs by workers as 
well as expanded business access to markets. 

• 	 Supporting existing communities: Target federal funding toward existing communities - through such 
strategies as transit-oriented, mixed-use development and land recycling - to increase community 
revitalization, improve the efficiency of public works investments, and safeguard rural landscapes. 

• 	 Coordinating policies and leveraging investment: Align federal policies and funding to remove barriers 
to collaboration, leverage funding, and increase the accountability and effectiveness of all levels of 
government to plan for future growth, including making smart energy choices such as locally generated 
renewable energy. 

• 	 Valuing communities and neighborhoods: Enhance the unique characteristics of all communities by 
investing in healthy, safe, and walkable neighborhoods whether rural, urban, or suburban. 

HUD has also indicated that regional plans will need to identify goals, performance measures, strategies 
for implementingthe goals, prioritized projects, and public involvement relatingto housing, tra.nsportation, 
economic development, land use, environmental, energy, green space and water infrastructure. 

If you have any questions regarding this item, please contact me at the MAG office at (602) 254-6300. 
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MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• for your review 


DATE: 

May 4,2010 


SUBJECT: 
Approval of the Draft FY 2011 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget and the Member 
Dues and Assessments. 

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 was presented incrementally each month, and adjustments have been made 
as information was received. 

The Management Committee reviewed the development of the Work Program and Annual Budget at its 
meetings on January 13, February 10, March 10, and April 14, 2010. The Regional Council reviewed the 
draft budget document at its meetings on January 27, February 24, March 31 and April 28, 2010. 

MAG Dues and Assessments were presented in January 2010 with a proposed overall decrease of 50 
percent due to economic conditions. 

Each year new projects are proposed for inclusion in the MAG planning efforts. The proposed new 
projects for FY 2011 were first presented at the February 10,2010, Management Committee meeting, the 
February 16, 2010, Executive Committee meeting, and the February 24,2010, Regional Council meeting. 
These new project proposals come from the various MAG technical committees, policy committees and 
other discussions with members 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. No additional 
revisions were made to proposed projects from the February presentations. 

The review of the draft Work Program and Annual Budget for the Intermodal Planning Group (IPG) 
meeting on April 29, 2010, did not result in any new recommendations for the FY 2011 Work Program and 
Annual Budget document. 

The draft FY 2011 draft Work Program and Annual Budget reflects an increase that is primarily due to the 
renovation and remodel of the MAG office space. There are increases in personnel and overhead costs 
as well as consultant projects that also contribute to this budgeted increase. Overall, including 
carryforward totals, the final draft budget for FY 2011 reflects an increase of 15.17 percent from the 
budgeted amount in the current year. 

The draft of the FY 2011 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget has narrative by 
division and associated program costs, and draft schedules in the budget appendix, including overall 
program allocations, allocation offunding by funding source, budgeted positions, dues and assessments, 
and consultant pages for new and carryforward consultants. 

The MAG region, as a Transportation Management Area and as a Metropolitan Planning Organization, 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. The 
regional transportation projects received from other organizations are noted in the Work Program. 



PUBLIC INPUT: 
None. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: MAG is presenting the final draft FY 2011 budget, which provides for an incremental review of key 
budget details of the complete draft 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 as it is drafted. MAG 
is providing a budget summary, "MAG Programs in Brief," 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. The draft 
FY 2011 Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget is also provided. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend approval of the resolution adopting the Draft FY 2011 MAG Unified Planning Work Program 
and Annual Budget and the member dues and assessments. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
This item was on the April 28, 2010 Regional Council agenda: 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Councilwoman Peggy Neely, Phoenix, Chair Mayor Yolanda Solarez, Guadalupe 

# Mayor Thomas Schoaf, Litchfield Park, * Supervisor Mary Rose Wilcox, Maricopa Co. 
Vice Chair # Mayor Scott Smith, Mesa 

# Councilwoman Robin Barker, Apache Junction * Mayor Vernon Parker, Paradise Valley 
* 	Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale # Mayor Bob Barrett, Peoria 
* 	Mayor Jackie Meck, Buckeye # Mayor Arthur Sanders, Queen Creek 
* 	Mayor David Schwan, Carefree * President Diane Enos, Salt River 

Councilman Dick Esser, Cave Creek Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
Mayor Boyd Dunn, Chandler # Mayor Jim Lane, Scottsdale 
Mayor Michele Kern, EI Mirage Councilwoman Sharon Wolcott, Surprise 

* 	President Clinton Pattea, Fort McDowell Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe 
Yavapai Nation * Mayor Adolfo Gamez, Tolleson 

* 	Mayor Jay Schlum, Fountain Hills # Mayor Kelly Blunt, Wickenburg 
* 	Mayor Ron Henry, Gila Bend * Mayor Michael LeVault, Youngtown 
* 	Governor William Rhodes, Gila River Indian Felipe Zubia, State Transportation Board 

Community Victor Flores, State Transportation Board 
Mayor John Lewis, Gilbert Roc Arnett, 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. 
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This item was on the April 19, 2010 Executive Committee agenda: 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Councilwoman Peggy Neely, Chair Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale 
Mayor Thomas L. Schoaf, Litchfield Park, Mayor James M. Cavanaugh, Goodyear 
Vice Chair Mayor Scott Smith, Mesa 


Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe, Treasurer Mayor Jim Lane, Scottsdale 


This item was on the April 14, 2010 Management Committee agenda: 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Patrice Kraus for Mark Pentz, Chandler Darryl Crossman, Litchfield Park 
Carl Swenson, Peoria, Vice Chair Christopher Brady, Mesa 

# George Hoffman, Apache Junction Jim Bacon, Paradise Valley 
Charlie McClendon, Avondale David Cavazos, Phoenix 
Scott Lowe for Stephen Cleveland, # John Kross, Queen Creek 

Buckeye 	 * Bryan Meyers, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
* 	Gary Neiss, Carefree Indian Community 

Usama Abujbarah, Cave Creek Dave Richert, Scottsdale 
Spencer Isom for B.J. Cornwall, EI Mirage Michael Celaya for Mark Corona, Surprise 
Alfonso Rodriguez for Phil Dorchester, Jeff Kulaga for Charlie Meyer, Tempe 

Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation # Chris Hagen for Reyes Medrano, Tolleson 
Julie Ghetti for Rick Davis, Fountain Hills Gary Edwards, Wickenburg 
Rick Buss, Gila Bend Lloyce Robinson, Youngtown 

* 	David White, Gila River Indian Community Robert Samour for John Halikowski, ADOT 
Michelle Gramley for Collin DeWitt, Gilbert Kenny Harris for David Smith, 
Brent Stoddard for Ed Beasley, Glendale Maricopa County 
Mark Gaillard for John Fischbach, Goodyear David Boggs, Valley Metro/RPTA 
Bill Hernandez, Guadalupe 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 

# Participated by telephone conference call. + Participated by videoconference call. 


This item was on the March 31, 2010, Regional Council agenda. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Councilwoman Peggy Neely, Phoenix, Chair Vice Mayor Georgia Lord for Mayor 
Mayor Thomas Schoaf, Litchfield Park, James M. Cavanaugh, Goodyear 

Vice Chair Mayor Yolanda Solarez, Guadalupe 
# Councilwoman Robin Barker, Apache Junction * Supervisor Mary Rose Wilcox, Maricopa Co. 
# Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale Mayor Scott Smith, Mesa 

Mayor Jackie Meck, Buckeye * Mayor Vernon Parker, Paradise Valley 

Mayor David Schwan, Carefree # Mayor Bob Barrett, Peoria 

Councilman Dick Esser, Cave Creek # Mayor Arthur Sanders, Queen Creek 


# Mayor Boyd Dunn, Chandler * President Diane Enos, Salt River 
# Mayor Michele Kern, EI Mirage Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
* 	President Clinton Pattea, Fort McDowell # Mayor Jim Lane, Scottsdale 

Yavapai Nation Councilwoman Sharon Wolcott, Surprise 
Mayor Jay Schlum, Fountain Hills # Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe 

* 	Mayor Ron Henry, Gila Bend * Mayor Adolfo Gamez, Tolleson 
* Governor William Rhodes, Gila River 	 # Mayor Kelly Blunt, Wickenburg 

Indian Community # Mayor Michael LeVault, Youngtown 
Mayor John Lewis, Gilbert * Felipe Zubia, State Transportation Board 

* 	Mayor Elaine Scruggs, Glendale * Victor Flores, State Transportation Board 
# Roc Arnett, CTOC 
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* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 

# Attended by telephone conference call. + Attended by videoconference call. 


This item was on the March 10, 2010, Management Committee agenda. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Mark Pentz, Chandler, Chair 
Carl Swenson, Peoria, Vice Chair 

# George Hoffman, Apache Junction 
Rogene Hill for Charlie McClendon, Avondale 
David Johnson for Stephen Cleveland, 

Buckeye 
* 	Gary Neiss, Carefree 

Wayne Anderson for Usama Abujbarah, 
Cave Creek 

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 
Tami Ryall for Collin DeWitt, Gilbert 
Brent Stoddard for Ed Beasley, Glendale 
Mark Gaillard for John Fischbach, Goodyear 

Bill Hernandez, Guadalupe 
Darryl Crossman, Litchfield Park 
Christopher Brady, Mesa 
Jim Bacon, Paradise Valley 
Thomas Remes for David Cavazos, Phoenix 
John Kross, Queen Creek 

* 	Bryan Meyers, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community 


Dave Richert, Scottsdale 

Randy Oliver, Surprise 

Jeff Kulaga for Charlie Meyer, Tempe 


# Chris Hagen for Reyes Medrano, Tolleson 
# Gary Edwards, Wickenburg 
# Lloyce Robinson, Youngtown 
* John Halikowski, ADOT 

David Smith, Maricopa County 
David Boggs, Valley Metro/RPTA 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 

# Participated by telephone conference call. + Participated by videoconference call. 


This item was on the February 24, 2010, Regional Council agenda. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Councilwoman Peggy Neely, Phoenix, Chair 
Mayor Thomas Schoaf, Litchfield Park, 

Vice Chair 
# Councilwoman Robin Barker, Apache Junction 
# Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale 

Mayor Jackie Meck, Buckeye 
# Mayor David Schwan, Carefree 

Councilman Dick Esser, Cave Creek 
# Mayor Boyd Dunn, Chandler 

Mayor Michele Kern, EI Mirage 
* 	President Clinton Pattea, Fort McDowell 

Yavapai Nation 
# Mayor Jay Schlum, Fountain Hills 
* 	Mayor Ron Henry, Gila Bend 
* 	Governor William Rhodes, Gila River Indian 

Community 

Mayor John Lewis, Gilbert 


* 	Mayor Elaine Scruggs, Glendale 
Mayor James M. Cavanaugh, Goodyear 

Councilwoman Gloria Cota for Mayor 

Yolanda Solarez, Guadalupe 


* Supervisor Mary Rose Wilcox, Maricopa Co. 
Mayor Scott Smith, Mesa 

* Mayor Vernon Parker, Paradise Valley 
Vice Mayor Ron Aames for Mayor Bob Barrett, 
Peoria 

# Mayor Arthur Sanders, Queen Creek 
* President Diane Enos, Salt River 

Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
# Mayor Jim Lane, Scottsdale 

Councilwoman Sharon Wolcott, Surprise 
# Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe 
* 	Mayor Adolfo Gamez, Tolleson 
* Mayor Kelly Blunt, Wickenburg 
# Mayor Michael LeVault, Youngtown 
* 	Felipe Zubia, State Transportation Board 
* Victor Flores, State Transportation Board 

Roc Arnett, Citizens Transportation Oversight 
Committee 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 

# Attended by telephone conference call. + Attended by videoconference call. 
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This item was on the February 16, 2010, Executive Committee agenda. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Councilwoman Peggy Neely, Chair Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale 

# Mayor Thomas L. Schoaf, Litchfield Park, Mayor James M. Cavanaugh, Goodyear 
Vice Chair Mayor Scott Smith, Mesa 

# Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe, Treasurer # Mayor Jim Lane, Scottsdale 

* Not present # Participated by video or telephone 
conference call 

This item was on the February 10, 2010, Management Committee agenda. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Mark Pentz, Chandler, Chair 
Carl Swenson, Peoria, Vice Chair 

# George Hoffman, Apache Junction 
Charlie McClendon, Avondale 
David Johnson for Stephen Cleveland, 

Buckeye 
Gary Neiss, Carefree 

* 	Usama Abujbarah, Cave Creek 
Spencer Isom for B.J. Cornwall, EI Mirage 

* 	Phil Dorchester, Fort McDowell Yavapai 
Nation 


Rick Davis, Fountain Hills 

Rick Buss, Gila Bend 


* 	David White, Gila River Indian Community 
George Pettit, Gilbert 
Brent Stoddard for Ed Beasley, Glendale 
Mark Gaillard for John Fischbach, Goodyear 

Bill Hernandez, Guadalupe 

Darryl Crossman, Litchfield Park 

Christopher Brady, Mesa 


* Jim Bacon, Paradise Valley 
David Cavazos, Phoenix 
John Kross, Queen Creek 

* 	Bryan Meyers, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community 


Dave Richert, Scottsdale 

Joy Grainger for Randy Oliver, Surprise 

Charlie Meyer, Tempe 


# Chris Hagen for Reyes Medrano, Tolleson 
# Gary Edwards, Wickenburg 

Lloyce Robinson, Youngtown 
* John Halikowski, ADOT 

Kenny Harris for David Smith, Maricopa Co. 
David Boggs, Valley Metro/RPTA 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 

# Participated by telephone conference call. + Participated by videoconference call. 


Regional Council: This item was on the January 27, 2010, Regional Council agenda. 


MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Councilwoman Peggy Neely, Phoenix, Chair 
Mayor Thomas Schoaf, Litchfield Park, 
Vice Chair 

# Councilwoman Robin Barker, Apache Junction 
# Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale 

Mayor Jackie Meck, Buckeye 
# Mayor David Schwan, Carefree 

Councilman Dick Esser, Cave Creek 
Mayor Boyd Dunn, Chandler 

# Mayor Michele Kern, EI Mirage 
* 	President Clinton Pattea, Fort McDowell 

Yavapai Nation 
# Mayor Jay Schlum, Fountain Hills 
* 	Mayor Ron Henry, Gila Bend 

Lt. Governor Joseph Manuel for Governor 
William Rhodes, Gila River Indian Comm. 

Mayor John Lewis, Gilbert 
# Mayor Elaine Scruggs, Glendale 

Councilmember Frank Cavalier for Mayor 
James M. Cavanaugh, Goodyear 

Mayor Yolanda Solarez, Guadalupe 
Supervisor Mary Rose Wilcox, Maricopa Co. 

#Mayor Scott Smith, Mesa 
* Mayor Vernon Parker, Paradise Valley 
* Mayor Bob Barrett, Peoria 

Mayor Arthur Sanders, Queen Creek 
* President Diane Enos, Salt River 

Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
* Mayor Jim Lane, Scottsdale 
#Mayor Lyn Truitt, Surprise 

Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe 
* Mayor Adolfo Gamez, Tolleson 
* Mayor Kelly Blunt, Wickenburg 

Mayor Michael LeVault, Youngtown 
* Felipe Zubia, State Transportation Board 
* Victor Flores, State Transportation Board 
# Roc Arnett, CTOC 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 

# Attended by telephone conference call. + Attended by videoconference call. 
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Executive Committee: This item was on the January 19, 2010 MAG Executive Committee agenda. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Councilwoman Peggy Neely, Chair Mayor James M. Cavanaugh, Goodyear 
Mayor Thomas L. Schoaf, Litchfield Park, Vice Chair * 
Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe, Treasurer Mayor Scott Smith, Mesa 

* Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale Mayor Jim Lane, Scottsdale 

* Not present 	 # Participated by video or telephone 
conference call 

Management Committee: This item was on the January 13, 2010 Management Committee agenda. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Mark Pentz, Chandler, Chair 
Susan Daluddung for Carl Swenson, Peoria 

# George Hoffman, Apache Junction 
Charlie McClendon, Avondale 
Stephen Cleveland, Buckeye 
Gary Neiss, Carefree 

* 	Usama Abujbarah, Cave Creek 
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 
Ed Beasley, Glendale 
Mark Gaillard for John Fischbach, Goodyear 
Bill Hernandez, Guadalupe 

Sonny Culbreth for Darryl Crossman, 
Litchfield Park 

Scott Butler for Christopher Brady, Mesa 
Jim Bacon, Paradise Valley 
David Cavazos, Phoenix 
John Kross, Queen Creek 

* 	Bryan Meyers, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Indian Community 


Dave Richert, Scottsdale 

Randy Oliver, Surprise 

Charlie Meyer, Tempe 


# Reyes Medrano, Tolleson 
Gary Edwards, Wickenburg 
Lloyce Robinson, Youngtown 
John Fink for John Halikowski, ADOT 
Kenny Harris for David Smith, Maricopa Co. 
David Boggs, Valley Metro/RPT A 

* 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 
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