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TENTATIVE AGENDA 


COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED 
1. 	 Call to Order 

2. 	 Approval of Draft October 29,2009 Minutes 

3. 	 Approval of· Draft November 14, 2009 
Minutes 

4. 	 Call to the Audience 

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

5. 	 Transportation Director's Report 

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

6. 	 Consent Agenda 

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

2. 	 Approve Draft minutes of the October 29, 
2009 meeting. 

3. 	 Approve Draft minutes of the November 14, 
2009 meeting. 

4. 	 For information and discussion. 

5. 	 For information and discussion. 

6. 	 Recommend approval of the Consent Agenda 

ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONSENT 

6a*	.DevelopmentofFiscal Year (FY) 2011 .,. 2015 6a* .For information and discussion. 
Transportation Improvement Program and the 
FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

The processes for developing the FY 

2011-2015 MAG Transportation Improvement 




Program (TIP) and FY 2011 Arterial Life 
Cycle Program (ALCP) have been developed 
and released to MAG Member Agencies. 
Please refer to Attachment One for 
memorandum addressing the annual update 
processes for the Draft FY 20 11-20 15 TIP and 
Draft FY 2011 ALCP, deadlines, and ALCP 
certification requirements. 

ITEMS TO BE HEARD 

7. Proj ect Changes - Amendments and 7. For information, discussion and 
Administrative Modifications to the FY recommendation to approve of amendments 
2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement and administrative modifications to the FY 
Program 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement 

Program, and as appropriate, to the Regional 
The Fiscal Year 2008-2012 Transportation Transportation Plan 2007 Update. 
Improvement Program (TIP) and Regional 
Transportation Plan 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. A handout of proposed 
amendments to the FY 2008-2012 TIP will be 
provided at the meeting. 

8. 	 Programming of Projects for MAG Federal 8. For information, discussion, and possible 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality action to recommend a list of projects to be 
(CMAQ) Funding in the Draft FY 2011-2015 added to the Draft FY2011-2015 MAG 
MAG Transportation Improvement Program Transportation Improvement Program. 

The MAG Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) allocates MAG Federal CMAQ funds 
to specific modes, and, in some cases, 
identifies specific proj ects for the funds. For 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), 
Bicycle, Pedestrian and Air Quality projects, 
the RTP identified CMAQ allocations, but did 
not specify individual projects. The CMAQ 
funding available for PM-10 Pave Unpaved 
Road projects in FY 2013 is $4.513 million 
(m); $6.887m is available for ITS projects in 
FY 2014; and $8.737m is available for 
Bicycle and Pedestrian projects in FY 2014. 
Applications were made available in August 
2009 with a due date of September 18,2009. 
The related technical advisory committees 
(TAC) went through a two-tiered committee 



review process starting in October that 
resulted in project rankings by the ITS and 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Committee in November 
and the Air Quality TAC in December. 
Attachment Two includes memoranda from 
the Chairs of the respective committees that 
details the evaluation and ranking· process 
used and the ranked lists of projects per modal 
category. 

9. 	 Re-allocation of Unused Local/MPO 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
CARRA) Funds Policy Options - Technical 
Programming Issues 

Through the MAG Committee process, 
discussions have been held regarding the 
anticipated unobligated LocallMPO ARRA 
funds due to low project cost bids and projects 
not obligating by the March 2, 2010 deadline. 
An approval of policy and programming 
recommendations through the last committee 
cycle addressed how unobligated American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
Local funds (due to either projects not 
obligating or project cost savings)* are to be 
programmed. The Committees recommended 

. approval that any unobligated American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
Local funds * are to be programmed at the 
local discretion first, and may remain ARRA 
funds or may be exchanged with the Arizona 
Department of Transportation (ADOT) for 
ADOT Surface Transportation Program (STP) 
funds. ADOT would then use the ARRA 
funds on highway projects in the MAG region 
and ADOT will transfer an equivalent amount 
of ADOT STP funds that can be used by 
MAG members on local federally funded 
projects. If applicable, the local agency may 
use project cost savings from their original 
ARRA allocation to lower the 30 percent local 
cost share on projects programmed under the 
70/30 cost share policy. There are three 
technical programming issues to be addressed 
for the policy recommendation to move 
forward: (1) establish a threshold (total cost 
percent, dollar amount, etc.) related to 

9. 	 Information, discussion, and possible 
recommendation of technical programming 
issues related to the previously approved policy 
for programming future Unused LocallMPO 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) Funds. 



programming ARRAISTP funds on local 
projects, (2) determine local projects that can 
obligate by September 2010, and (3) prioritize 
a Regional Projects list. Please refer to 
Attachment Three. 

10. Development of MAG Transportation 
Financial Plan 

One of the recommendations made at the 
recent MAG Federal Certification meeting 
was for MAG to have better documentation on 
the financial assumptions underlying the 
Regional Transportation Plan (R TP) and the 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). 
The Federal Certification process is conducted 
every four years by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and the Federal 
Transit Administration (FTA) to ensure that 
the MPO planning process meets the federal 
requirements and to make recommendations 
that could improve the transportation planning 
in the region. Both the FHW A and FTA are 
concerned about the fiscal component of the 
TIP and RTP in light of the significant 
downturn in local and regional revenues. The 
first two years ofthe TIP must be constrained 
to committed, available revenues and the RTP 
must be constrained to revenues that are 
reasonably available. MAG Staff will provide 
an overview of the fiscal constraint 
requirements and what financial components 
may be included in the MAG Transportation 
Financial Plan. 

11. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
CARRA) Monthly 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 as of November 24, 2009. The 
report covers highway, local, transit, and 
enhancement projects programmed with 
ARRA funds and the status of project 

10. For information and discussion. 

11. For information and discussion. 



development milestones per project. Please 
refer to Attachment Four. 

12. Report on the Performance Measurement 
Framework and Congestion Management 
Update (PM/CMP) Study 

The MAG Regional Performance Report 
completes Phase II of the PMlCMP Study. 
The report documents and analyzes primary 
transportation performance indicators at a 
system and corridor level based on 
multi-modal observed data sets. Measures 
such as throughput, speed, travel time, delay 
and variability are included, as well as safety 
and mobility indicators. Performance for 
transit, freight and alternative modes are also 
documented, establishing a reporting template 
for future years. A summary of analysis and 
findings will be presented as well as a 
overview ofthe Technical Advisory Group 
collaborative participation on this process. 
Please refer to Attachment Five for additional 
information. 

13. Request for Future Agenda Items 

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

14. Member Agency Update 

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

15. Next Meeting Date 

The next regular TRC meeting will be 
scheduled Thursday, January 28, 2010 at 
10:00 a.m. in the MAG Office, Saguaro 
Room. 

12. For information and discussion. 

13. For information and discussion. 

14. For information. 

15. For information. 



DRAFT MINUTES OF THE 

MARlCOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 


TRANSPORTATION REVIEW COMMITTEE 


October 29, 2009 

Maricopa Association of Governments Office 


302 North First Avenue, Suite 200, Saguaro Room 

Phoenix, Arizona 


MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Peoria: David Moody Maricopa County: John Hauskins 

ADOT: Steve Hull for Floyd Roehrich Mesa: Brent Stoddard for Scott Butler 
#A vondale: David Fitzhugh Paradise Valley: Bill Mead 

Buckeye: Scott Lowe Phoenix: Ed Zuercher 
Chandler: Dan Cook for Patrice Kraus Queen Creek: Wendy Kaserman 
El Mirage: Pat Dennis for Lance Calvert RPTA: Bryan Jungwirth 
Fountain Hills: Randy Harrel Scottsdale: Dave Meinhart 

*Gila Bend: Rick Buss Surprise: Bob Maki 
Gila River: Sreedevi Samudrala for Doug Tempe: Jyme Sue McLaren for Chris 

Torres Salomone 
Gilbert: Michelle Gramley for Tami Ryall Valley Metro Rail: John Farry 
Glendale: Bob Darr for Terry Johnson Wickenburg: Rick Austin 
Goodyear: Cato Esquivel Youngtown: Grant Anderson for Lloyce 
Guadalupe: Gino Turrubiartes Robinson 
*Litchfield Park: Woody Scoutten for Mike 

Cartsonis 

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS ATTENDING 
*Street Committee: Darryl Crossman, City BicyclelPedestrian Committee: Peggy 

of Litchfield Park Rubach, RPTA 
*ITS Committee: John Abraham, City of *Transportation Safety Committee: Kerry 

Surprise Wilcoxon, City of Phoenix 

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

OTHERS PRESENT 
Eric Anderson, MAG Kevin Wallace, MAG Karen Peters, Phoenix 
Maureen DeCindis, MAG Eileen Yazzie, MAG Andy Granger, Peoria 
Roger Herzog, MAG John Dickson, ADOT Thomas Relucio, Glendale 
Christina Hopes, MAG Clem Ligocki, MCDOT Wulf Grote, METRO 
Marc Pearsall, MAG Bill Vachon, FHW A Ray Dovalina, Phoenix 
Nathan Pryor, MAG Kwi-Sung Kang, MAG Linda Branch-Dasch, 
Monique de los Rios Connie Randall, Phoenix MCDOT 

-Urban, MAG Matt Busby, Apache Junction 
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1. Call to Order 

Chairman David Moody from the City of Peoria called the meeting to order at 10:05 a.m. 
Chairman Moody started the meeting with a few brief announcements. He reminded the 
Committee ofthe MAG Committee Operating Procedures and Policies approved by the MAG 
Regional Council, which required a quorum at all times during the meeting, Chairman Moody 
directed the Committee's attention to a memorandum at their places from the MAG Executive 
Director regarding the "Arizona We Want" Gallup poll. r 

2. Approval of the Draft October 1, 2009 Minutes 

Chairman Moody asked if there were any changes or amendments to the October 1, 2009 
meeting minutes, and there were none. Mr. Bryan Jlmgwirth from RPTA moved to approve 
the minutes. Mr. David Meinhart from City of Scottsdale seconded the motion, and the 
minutes were subsequently approved by unanimous voice vote of the Committee. 

3. Call to the Audience 

Chairman Moody stated that he had not received any request to speak cards from the audience 
and moved onto the next item on the agenda. 

4. Transportation Director's Report 

Chairman Moody invited Mr. Eric Anderson from MAG to present the Transportation 
Director's Report. Mr. Anderson reported that the September Regional Area Road Fund 
(RARF) revenues had decreased by 13.4 percent compared to September 2008. He also 
reported that year-to-date RARF revenues were down 13.6 percent. 

Mr. Anderson announced that the MAG Regional Council had approved a modification the 
November 30, 2009 hard deadline to obligate projects funded by the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). He stated the Regional Council voted to change the 
November deadline to a milestone for locally sponsored ARRA projects to obligate. He added 
that a hard deadline would be established for the month of January. 

Mr. Anderson also announced that MAG Regional Council approved the tentative scenario for 
the Freeway Life Cycle Program (FLCP), which deferred over $6 billion in project funding to 
an unfunded phase of the program. He reported that MAG Staff would begin the cash flow 
analysis and fiscally balance the FLCP based on the approved prioritization of projects. 

Mr. Anderson reported that the MAG Federal Fund Working Group met on October 22, 2009. 
He explained the Working Group was reviewing the Draft MAG Federal Fund Programming 
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Principles. Mr. Anderson stat~d that at the meeting, MAG Staff presented a survey of the 
programming processes and deferral policies of six large Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPOs). He added that a third meeting of the MAG Federal Fund Working Group meeting 
would be held in December 2009; however, the exact date had not been determined. 

Chairman Moody asked if there were any questions or comments about this agenda item. 
There were none, and this concluded the Transportation Director's Report. 

5. 	 AWroval of Consent Agenda 

Addressing the next order of business, Chairman Moody directed the Committee's attention 
to the consent agenda. He inquired if there were any questions or comments about consent 
agenda item 5a on the Transportation Review Committee tentative 2010 meeting schedule. 
There were none. Ms. Pat Dennis from the City ofEI Mirage motioned to approve the consent 
agenda. Mr. Ed Zuercher from the City of Phoenix seconded, and the motion was approved 
by a unanimous voice vote of the Committee. 

6. 	 Project Changes - Amendments and Administrative Modifications to the FY 2008-2012 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program 

Chairman Moody invited Ms. Eileen Yazzie, MAG Transportation Programming Manager, 
to presentproposed project changes to the MAG Fiscal Year (FY) 2008-2012 Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP). Ms. Yazzie directed the Committee'.s attention to a revised 
project change sheet at their places that included an additional column regarding air quality 
conformity determination. 

Ms. Yazzie explained that the project changes with a confomlity notation would be heard by 
the Management Committee in November and by the Transportation Policy Committee and 
Regional Council in December. She stated that the project changes would presented for 
inclusion in the MAG TIP pending the conformity determination was approved by the MAG 
Regional Council. 

Chairman Moody asked if there were any questions or comments about the agenda item, and 
there were none. Mr. Meinhart motioned to approve of amendments and administrative 
modifications to the FY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program, and as appropriate, 
to the Regional Transportation Plan 2007 Update. Mr. John Hauskins from Maricopa County 
seconded the motion, and the projects changes were approved by a unanimous voice vote of 
the Committee. 

7. 	 Federal Funded Projects Not Obligating in FFY 2009 

Chairman Moody invited Ms. Yazzie to present on federally funded projects that would not 
obligate in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2009. Ms. Yazzie reported that after the complection 
ofthe Federal Fund Closeout Process MAG received notification that two additional projects 
would not obligate in FFY 2009. 
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Ms. Yazzie infonned the Committee that the current Federal Fund Programming Principles did 
not address projects that failed to obligate outside the closeout process. She explmned that the 
local agency sponsors (City of Scottsdale and Town ofFountain Hills) had requested to defer 
the projects from FFY 2009 to FFY 2010. Mr. Grant Anderson from the Town ofYoungtown 
motioned to defer the two projects from FFY 2009 to FFY 2010 as requested. Mr. Scott Lowe 
from the Town ofBuckeye seconded, and the motion was approved by aunanimous voice vote 
of the Committee. 

8. 	 Re-allocation of Unused LocallMPO American Recovery and Reinvestment Act CARRA) 
Funds Policy Options 

Moving on, Chainnan Moody invited Ms. Yazzie to present on the policy options for the 
reallocation of unused 10ca1JMPO American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. funds. Ms. 
Yazzie infonned the Committee that a five page memorandum and other handouts for the 
agenda item had been transmitted electronically to the Committee earlier in the week. She 
apologized for delay in disseminating the infonnation citing that MAG had not received the 
infonnation until Friday the previous week. 

Ms. Yazzie acknowledged that Mr. Bill Vachon from the local Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) Office and Mr. John Dickson from the- Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) Local Governments Section were at the table to assist in answering 
any questions or concerns ofthe Committee .. She reiterated the main objective was to obligate 
all locally sponsored ARRA projects prior to the federally mandated Match 2, 2010 deadline. 

Ms. Yazzie stated that MAG Staff continued to frequently coordinate ~thADOT and FHWA 
to meet the objective. Ms. Yazzie added that FHW A wanted to obligate all local, regional and 
state ARRA funds by February 1, 2010. She explained that FHWA's deadline was to allow 
the local office sufficient time to balance the books and ensure that all ARRA funding was 
obligated by the federally mandated deadline. 

Ms. Yazzie emphasized the time constraints each agency would experience betweenNovember 
and January in attempt to process all ofthe ARRA funded"projects. She reported that 65 local 
ARRA projects in the MAG Region, excluding highway projects and statewide ARRA 

'projects. Ms. Yazzie cautioned that ADOT and FHWA would experience congestion in 
processing the ARRA projects given the number of projects that must be reviewed and 
obligated by the established deadlines. 

Ms. Yazzie also cautioned that typically it required two to four weeks for a project to obligate 
once environmental clearances had been approved. She stated that self-certified agencies 
would be at an advantage.in regards to clearances because generally the agency could obligate 
a project within a week once environmental cleared. She encouraged the Committee to 
consider these factors in the discussion and development ofpossible policy options. 

Ms. Yazzie addressed a handout that was electronically disseminated to the Committee, which 
listed projects as possibly candidates for unobligated ARRA funds. She explaine4 that the 
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eligibility listed in the handout was derived from project status information available to MAG, 
FHWA, and ADOT. Ms. Yazzie emphasized that projects listed as "No" were not being 
excluded from potential funding. She clarified that the projects did not appear, based on 
current information, to be likely to obligate by the February 1 st deadline. 

Ms. Yazzie added that project status in the handout could be discussed with each member 
agency and revised at a later time ifadditional information was available. She emphasized that 
a project listed as a ''No'' may be a potential candidate to receive ARRA project savings. She 
explained that MAG Staff would continue ARRA policy discussions through the January 
Committee cycle to identify candidate projects for ARRA project savings that could obligate 
after the initial March 2,2010 deadline and prior to the September 10,2010 deadline. Then, 
Ms. Yazzie summarized upcoming deadlines and meeting dates between November and the 
March obligation deadline. She also summarized the October ARRA Status Report noting the 
obligation of a City ofPhoenix project. 

Ms. Yazzie informed the Committee that key factors used to develop policy options included 
eligibility per the Surface Transportation Program (STP) and ARRA guidance and project 
readiness to obligate by the established deadlines. Ms. Yazzie stated that MAG Staff was 
coordinating with the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT), the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHW A), and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to evaluate project 
readiness. She then presented policy options, or categories, which were presented in no 
particular order. 

Ms. Yazzie stated that under Category 1, unused/unobligated ARRA funds would be applied 
to existing ARRA funded projects, however, any increase in project scope would be prohibited. 
She announced that two analyses were conducted on Category 1, which were provided in 
Exhibits One and Two. 

Ms. Yazzie explained that Exhibit One provided calculations ifthe existing local, regional, and 
non-ARRA federal funds were replaced with additional ARRA funds. She explained that the 
approach would result in current ARRA projects being funded with 100 percent ARRA funds. 
Ms. Yazzie reported that funding all ARRA projects at 100 percent could result in the 
obligation of$18.45 million in unobligated ARRA funds by the March 2,2010 deadline. 

Ms. Yazzie explained that Exhibit Two demonstrated the application of unobligated ARRA 
funds to current ARRA funded projects that required additional funding due to unexpected 
project costs. She stated that more information would be required on the potential projects. 
Ms. Yazzie reported that the approach listed in Exhibit Two could result in the obligation of 
$3.68 million in unobligated ARRA funds. 

Then, Ms. Yazzie summarized the policy considerations pertaining to Category 1. She 
explained the policy considerations and proposed prioritization included: 
• 	 Ifthe Local Agency had cost savings or unobligated ARRA funds, then the unused funds 

could be moved to another ARRA funded proj ect in that jurisdiction that needed additional 
funds; AND THEN, 

• 	 Ifthe Local Agency had cost savings or unobligated ARRA funds, and the Local Agency 
did not have another ARRA funded project that needed additional funds, the cost savings 
would be returned to the region to be reprogrammed on currently ARRA funded projects 
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that had other types of funding (i.e., federal, regional, local) programmed or that needed 
additional funds; OR 

• 	 If there are cost savings/unobligated ARRA Local funds, the funds are automatically 
returned to the region to be reprogrammed on a currently programmed ARRA funded 
project with other types of funding (federal, regional, local) programmed or that needed 
additional funds. (Under this policy option, the local agency would not have discretion in 
the reallocation of cost savings.); AND THEN, 

• 	 If the cost savings or unobligated ARRA funds came back to the region, currently 
programmed ARRA local projects that could use the funds would be reprogrammed 
according to a prioritized list generated by MAG and approved through the MAG 
Committee process. 

Next, Ms. Yazzie summarized Category 2. She explained that under Category 2, cost savings 
or unobligated ARRA funds would be applied to federally funded projects that would obligate 
prior to March 2010. She stated that MAG Staff had received suggestions to reduce the 
minimum local match established in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and other MAG 
policies to maximize the amount of ARRA funds that could be applied under Category 2. 

Ms. Yazzie referred the Committee to Exhibit Three, which included two scenarios for 
replacing non-ARRA federal funds and other fund sources on currently programmed federally 
funded projects. Under Scenario 1, unobligated ARRA funds would be applied towards the 
local match on currently programmed federally funded projects resulting in several projects 
funded with 100 percent ARRA funds. Ms. Yazzie announced that under Category 2-Scenario 
1, $10.749 million in unobligated ARRA funds could obligate before the March deadline. 

Ms. Yazzie explained the Category 2-Scenario 2 would work in a similar fashion, but maintain 
the local match requirement established in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) as well as 
other current MAG Policies. Under Scenario 2, non-ARRA federal funds and other funds 
would be removed and replaced with tillused unobligated ARRA funds up to the regionally 
established local match requirement. Ms. Yazzie stated that under Category 2-Scenario 2 
$7.33 million could be obligated before March 2,2010. 

Mr. Eric Anderson stated that by replacing federal funds with ARRA funds, MAG Member 
Agencies would have the flexibility to obligate the freed up federal funds by September 2010. 
He added the federal funds then could be reprogrammed to other projects that would not 
obligate by the March deadline, but could obligate by the September deadline. 

Ms. Yazzie informed the Committee that certain proj ects listed as "No" in Exhibit Three would 
be unable to obligate by March 2010, but may be eligible for ARRA project savings. She 
explained certain projects currently listed as "No" may be candidates for the reallocation of 
ARRA bid savings because the projects would be able to obligate by the federally mandated 
project savings obligation deadline of September 10,2010. 

Then, Ms. Yazzie summarized the policy considerations pertaining to Category 2. She 
explained the policy considerations and proposed prioritization included: 
• 	 Ifproject cost savings occur AND the Local Agency had another federally funded project 

ready to obligate as indicated on the approved "ARRA Project Ready list," AND the cost 
savings represent at least 25 percent of the federal funds programmed for the proposed 
project, THEN Local Agency could request to reprogram the funds to that project; OR. 
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• 	 If the cost savings did not represent at least 25 percent of the federal funds programmed 
for a proposed project, THEN the cost savings would be returned to the region to be 
reprogrammed; OR; 

• 	 If a Local Agency had cost savings but did not have a federally funded project ready to 
obligate, THEN the cost savings are returned to the region to be reprogrammed. 

Ms. Yazzie clarified that the 25 percent threshold listed in the policy considerations was a 
suggestion and not a recommendation. She explained that Committee should consider what 
threshold, if any, would be appropriate under the policy option. 

Next, Ms. Yazzie discussed Category 3, which would apply funds towards other local projects 
eligible for ARRA funds that could obligate by March, but considered "new" or are not 
currently programmed federal funds. Ms. Yazzie referred the Committee to Exhibit Four that 
listed projects submitted by MAG Member Agencies for consideration and that the member 
agency thought could obligate by March 2, 2010. 

Ms. Yazzie stated that based on discussions with ADOT and FHW A, all of the projects 
submitted for consideration would not obligate by the March 2nd deadline. She added that if 
member agencies had additional information that might change a project's eligibility status that 
MAG would set up meetings to discuss documentation further. Ms. Yazzie emphasized that 
projects deemed "No" may be candidates for ARRA funds from bid savings after the March 
deadline. 

Continuing on, Ms. Yazzie addressed Category 4. Under Category 4, the region would transfer 
any unobligated funds to the Arizona Department of Transportation for regional highway 
projects. Ms. Yazzie announced that the MAG Regional Council approved $59 million in 
backup highway projects that could obligate by the March deadline. She stated that if the 
Committee decided to proceed with this option, then MAG would need to conduct additional 
talks with ADOT about the exchange of ARRA funds for STP funds. 

Ms. Yazzie stated that Category 5 included the transfer of unobligated ARRA funds to transit 
for regional transit projects. She referred the Committee to Exhibit Six, which indicated that 
approximately $62 million ofcapital projects are currently funded with ARRA Transit funds. 
Ms. Yazzie explained ifhighway/locaVMPO ARRA funds were flexed over to transit, then an 
budget modification would be required that would reallocate the ARRA Transit funds to 
operations and maintenance and apply the highway Ilocal/MPO ARRA funds to transit capital 
expenditures. She emphasized that under the STP guidance, ARRA and STP funds could not 
be used for transit operations and maintenance. 

Ms. Yazzie explained that under the Category 5 option, the unobligated funds must be 
transferred by FHWA to FTA by February 1,2010. She added that FHWA had encouraged 
MAG to apply the ARRA funds to non-transit projects before making the transfer ifpossible. 
She added that under the option, any funds flexed to transit must be obligated by September 
2010, and any funds exchanged would not return to the MAG region. 

Mr. Eric Anderson noted that the next regularly meeting ofthe TRC was schedule for Monday, 
December 14,2009. He explained items discussed at that meeting would be presented to 
Management, IPC, and Regional Council in January. Mr. Anderson stated that MAG Staff 
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needed policy guidance from MAG Member Agencies otherwise staff would be forced to make 
the decision internally in order to ensure the obligation of the regional ARRA funds. 

Mr. Anderson reported that MAG Staff would coordinate closely with FHWA and ADOT on 
project status over the next few weeks. He stated MAG intended to allow FHWA and ADOT 
to make the determination on if project could obligate by the established milestones and 
deadlines. Mr. Anderson added that if it appeared that a project might not obligate by the 
established deadlines, then MA9 would coordinate with the Local Agency to determine ifany 
remedial action was available to ensure timely obligation. 

Chairman Moody invited Mr. Vachon to address the Committee before opening the floor to 
a general discussion. Mr. Vachon stated that FHWA was not interested in influencing the 
project selection and prioritization process. He stated that FHWA was subject to heightened 
scrutiny on ARRA funded projects from the US Congress and the General Accounting Office 
(GAO). Mr. Vachon stated that FHWA was available to assist agencies where applicable, but 
cautioned that FHWA would not give any leeway with the issues being discussed given the 
required level of transparency. 

Mr. Eric Anderson stated that Arizona was subject to higher scrutiny on ARRA funding and 
implementation due to the FHWA Administrator's previous position as the Director ofADOT. 
He announced that the GAO had conducted an office visit two weeks early and would continue 
to monitor ARRA funded projects in the region. 

Then, Chairman Moody invited~. John Dickson from the ADOT Local Governments Section 
to address the Committee. Mr. Dickson reiterated the sentiments of Mr. Vachon. He 
encouraged MAG Member Agencies to review project information in a timely manner in a 
effort to keep the obligation process fluid. Mr. Dickson stated that the ADOT' s target was to 
finalized all environmental clearances by the end of November. He acknowledged that the 
effort was ambitious, but reachable if the local government coordinated with ADOT. 

Chairman Moody solicited Committee input on the agenda item. Mr. Hauskins noted an error 
on Exhibit Three. He reiterated that Maricopa County was interested in being a team player 
in the ARRA programming process. Ms. Yazzie explained that readiness opinions were 
determined in collaboration with FHWA, FTA, MAG, and ADOT. She stated that MAG Staff 
would met with local agencies to address any concerns in greater details. 

Mr. Hauskins and Mr. Ed Zuercher from the City of Phoenix expressed gratitude to MAG 
Staff, FHWA, and ADOT for their efforts on ARRA funded projects. Mr. Zuercher stated the 
a City of Phoenix recently obligated and that the City anticipated significant savings due to 
lower bid costs. 

Mr. David Fitzhugh from the City ofAvondale voiced support for Category 1 given the various 
factors associated with ARRA funding. He stated it would be beneficial to fund all existing 
projects at 100 percent before funding additional projects. Mr. Fitzhugh also concurred with 
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FHWA and ADOT's stance the LocallMPO ARRA funds should be applied to streets and 
highways before being applied towards transit. 

Ms. Dennis voiced support for allowing local ageu,cy's to reprogram bid savings to other 
projects in that jurisdiction before retuming the funds to the region for reprogram. She stated 
the City of EI Mirage needed to coordinate with MAG on updating the project listing as 
presented in the Exhibits and MAG Transportation Improvement Program. 

Ms. Yazzie inquired ifthe Committee felt a minimum savings threshold should be established 
to detennine ifthe savings are reprogrammed within the jurisdiction or returned to region for 
reprogramming. She questioned the feasibility of programming a minute amount of bid 
savings to another project, which would require the local agency to provide a substantial· 
~ount of local funds. Mr. Eric Anderson added to the discussion stating that the 
administrative costs associated were significant when reprogramming ARRA funds to another 
project. He encouraged to the Committee to consider establishing a minimum threshold for 
projects. 

Chainnan Moody inquired if amendments to the TIP, if needed, would be difficult. Mr. 
Anderson replied that TIP amendments that did not impact air quality confonnity could be 
done on a monthly basis. He explained that TIP amendments that did not impact confonnity 
were typically financial adjustments. Mr. Anderson stated that MAG Staff would coordinate 
with member agencies on making necessary modifications to the TIP. A brief discussion 
followed. 

Mr. Scott Lowe from the Town of Buckeye stated it might be in the region's best interest to 
maximize funding on existing projects, excluding expenditures related to scope creep. He 
stated that certain bid alternates might increase cost estimates without changing the scope of 
the project. Ms. Yazzie replied that in Marchi April 2009 that the City of Phoenix had 
contacted ADOT to request doing bid alternatives. She explained that FHWA sent the request 
the FHW A Headquarters for review and approval, and FHWA decided that bid alternatives 
would not be accepted for ARRA funded projects . 

. Ms. Yazzie stated that once a project scope and clearances had been submitted and approved 
that changes to the scope and type ofpavement were not typically pennitted. She deferred the 
question to Mr. Dickson for clarification and additional input. Mr. Dickson responded that 
allowable changes were dependent on the defined environmental footprint and other factors. 
Mr. Lowe stated that FHWA did allow bid alternatives regarding pavement. Ms. Yazzie 
deferred the question to Mr. Vachon, who stated that although FHW A would pernlit bid 
alternatives it was not something that ADOT traditionally pennitted. A brief discussion 
followed. 

Mr. Grant Anderson from the Town of Youngtown stated that the focus should be on 
clearances not design. He explained that small cities rely upon ADOT management 
consultants for clearances. He stated that obtainingclearances, not that design element, that 
was the critical path for small cities that wanted to apply bid savings from a project to another 
project. Mr. Grant Anderson stated it is the ADOT staff and the management consultants' 
capacity to obtain the clearances in a short time frame that was most important. He 
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emphasized the need to achieve the goals instead of saying things could not be done. 

Mr. Dan Cook from the City ofChandler stated the process needed to be fluid and dynamic as 
it could be. He stated the application of unused ARRA may be based on projects, which are 
ready to go first. Ms. Yazzie stated that MAG Staffhad conducted additional research, which 
noted potential projects to receive ARRA funding that could obligate between March and 
September 2010. She stated that MAG would send the information electronically to the 
Committee after the meeting. 

Mr. Bob Maki from the City of Surprise expressed concerns about the delays in processing 
documentation at ADOT. He stated that delays were contributing local agency challenges in 
obligating projects within the established time frame. 

Mr. Meinhart inquired ifthe suggested 25 percent threshold applied to the total project cost or 
the federal funds programmed on a project. Ms. Yazzie clarified the proposed threshold 
applied towards the total cost on federally funded projects. Mr. Meinhart inquired if MAG 
Staffhad modified the stance on applying unobligated ARRA based on guidance received from 
FHW A and FT A. Ms. Yazzie explained that flexing the unobligated ARRA to transit was still 
a viable option, however, the funds could not be directly transferred to transit operations. 

Mr. Brent Stoddard from the City of Mesa inquired ifthe "No" determination was based on 
the February or March 2010 deadlines discussed. Ms. Yazzie replied that both deadlines were 
taken into consideration when making the determinations. Mr. Stoddard stated member 
agencies probably needed additional time to process the information presented and to verify 
project information with internal staff, ADOT, FHWA and MAG before deciding on a specific 
policy option. A brief discussion followed. 

Mr. Ed Zuercher from the City ofPhoenix exited the meeting and was replaced by a proxy, Mr. 
Ray Dovalina. Mr. Stoddard inquired what specific guidance MAG was requesting from the 
Committee. Mr. Eric Anderson stated that MAG Staff would like guidance on a policy option 
to proceed adding that any guidance on the subject at this point would be beneficial. Mr. 
Anderson stated that MAG Staff could call a special session of the Transportation Review 
Committee to discuss the matter further and allow member agencies to review the information 
presented. 

Ms. Yazzie encouraged the Committee to consider the likelihood that transit would have 
project savings from Transit ARRA funded projects. She stated that bid savings were coming 
in at 10 to 50 percent below cost estimates. Ms. Yazzie stated that according to the RPT A 
Board, the majority ofTransit ARRA project savings would be allocated towards operation and 
maintenance. 

Mr. Cato Esquivel from the City ofGoodyear inquired ifthe supplanted funds in Exhibits One 
and Two would be returned to the local agencies or a regional pot for reprogramming. Ms. 
Yazzie replied that various factors would need to be considered. She added that Surface 
Transportation Program (STP) funds allocated to the Arterial Life Cycle Program would need 
to remain with the program due to a current deficit ofprogram funds. 
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Discussion followed. After the discussion, Chainnan Moody inquired ifthe Committee would 
like to make a motion. Mr. John Hauskins motioned for MAG Staff to conduct a special 
session of the Committee to allow members to review the infonnation presented and discuss 
the agenda item further. Mr. Stoddard seconded, and the motion was approved by a unanimous 
voice vote of the Committee. 

9. Revisions to the Arterial Life Cycle Program Policies and Procedures 

Chainnan Moody invited Ms. Christina Hopes from MAG to present proposed revisions to the 
Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) Policies and Procedures (Policies). Ms. Hopes infonned 
the Committee that the Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) was one of three life cycle 
programs funded through Proposition 400. She stated that the implementation ofthe ALCP 
was governed by the ALCP Policies and Procedures approved through the MAG Committee 
Process. 

Ms. Hopes explained that November 9,2009 MAG Member Agencies had expressed concerns 
about the Policies after an update was approved by the MAG Regional Council on April 22, 
2009. She reported that MAG Staff conducted an ALCP Working Group meeting on 
September 3,2009 to address the concerns and develop potential revisions to the approved 
Polices. Ms. Hopes stated she would provide the Committee with an overview of the ALCP 
Working Group discussion and present policy recommendations stemming from the meeting. 
She stated that specific concerns addressed at the meeting included programming the ALCP 
with a deficit of program ftmds, the Regional Area Road Fund (RARF) Closeout Process, the 
timely and accurate collection of program data, and the reallocation ofproject savings. 

First, Ms. Hopes discussed member agency concerns expressed about progranlfiing projects 
with a deficit of program funds. She reported that Section 270 of the Policies addressed the 
surplus or deficit of program funds in the ALCP. Ms. Hopes stated that the current policy was 
to defer programmed reimbursements in priority order in the event of a deficit. She explained 
that when a deficit of funds occurred that reimbursements would be shifted to maintain the 
fiscal balance of the program. Ms. Hopes infonned the Committee that although the Working 
Group was concerned about the deficit of program ftmds, changes to existing policies were not 
recommended by the Working Group . 

. Next, Ms. Hopes addressed the RARF Closeout Process detailed in Section 260 ofthe Policies. 
She stated that Section 260 established the eligibility and prioritization of projects selected 
during RARF Closeout. Ms. Hopes explained that any project eligible for RARF Closeout 
must be completed and the facility must be open to traffic. She stated the issue addressed by 
the Working Group was ifthe definition of"completed" or "closed out" needed to be defined 
in the Policies. Ms. Hopes infonned the Committee that a project previously recommended 
to receive RARF Closeout ftmds had requested to submit invoices after the project was 
reported as complete. She stated that although facilities may be open to traffic, invoices from 
consultants were submitted to the Lead Agency after the project segment was "closed out." 

Ms. Hopes announced the Working Group's policy recommendation was to allow MAG Staff 
to make the detennination on ifa proj ect is closed out, but to prohibit additional invoices from 
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being submitted for reimbursement. Ms. Hopes reported that the Working Group did not want 
to revise the current. Policies and preferred that MAG Staff use their discretion in making 
decisions related to RARF Closeout eligibility and invoicing. 

Moving on, Ms. Hopes discussed the timely and accurate submission ofproject data to MAG. 
Ms. Hopes stated that per the approved Policies, Lead Agencies were required to update project 
data on annual basis, commonly referred to as the annual update. She reported the MAG Staff 
has experienced issues with late submissions of data and gross inaccuracies in the data 
submitted. Ms. Hopes cited a length amendment in July 2009 to the MAG Transportation 
Improvement Program after the discovery of inaccurate project data being incorporated into 
the ALCP, which has been approved a month earlier. She provided examples that included 
data being submitted two to three months after the deadline as well as work being reported as 
done in previous years that had not been done and was now schedule to start in 2016. 

Ms. Hopes informed the Committee that MAG Staff had no recourse when agencies did not 
submit accurate data in a timely manner. She stated that the ALCP Working Group agreed the 
issue was a concern, but did not propose revisions to the Policies or provide specific direction 
for MAG Staff. She requested the Transportation Review Committee's input on potential 
methods to improve the collection of data. A brief discussion followed. The Committee 
agreed that erroneous and late data was an issue and requested that MAG Staff conducted 
additional analysis and report to the Committee at a future meeting in an effort to resolve the 
Issue. 

Continuing on, Ms. Hopes discussed Section 350 of the Policies, which addressed the 
reallocation ofproject savings. Ms. Hopes directed the Committee's attention to the existing 
policy language that was provided in a memorandum in the agenda packet. She explained that 
the current policy required additional refinement because it was unclear ifproject savings must .~. 
remain with a project until the entire corridor was completed. She added that the Policy also 
did not provide guidance on how the reallocation of proj ect savings should be treated for 
multi-jurisdictional projects versus projects contained and administered wholly within one 
jurisdiction. 

Chair Moody inquired about the current methods for notifying and requesting data regarding 
the ALCP. Ms. Hopes replied that at the start of each fiscal year MAG Staff published an . 
ALCP Program Schedule that details processes and deadlines pertaining the program. She 
stated that two months prior to the annual update submission due date that MAG Staff 
disseminates materials, including clearly defined instructions and due dates. She added that 
MA G Staff continuously coordinates with member agencies during that period to facilitate the 
timely submission of accurate data. 

Ms. Hopes expressed concerns about the assignment ofTIP identification numbers for proj ects 
that would not be underway during the TIP window as well as the impact the inaccuracies have 
on the programming of reimbursement in the program, particularly when the ALCP is 
experiencing a deficit ofprogram funds. Discussion followed. 

Ms. Hopes informed the Committee that the ALCP Working Group's policy recommendation 
was to clarify the existing Policies to permit the reallocation ofproject savings once a project 
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segment is complete if the project segment is contained and administered wholly within one 
jurisdiction. She stated the Working Group also recommended adding a new policy requiring 
a Lead Agency to obtain consensus from any partnering agency( s) on the reallocation ofproj ect 
savings from a multi-jurisdictional project ifthe corridor was incomplete. 

Ms. Hopes directed the Committee's attention to proposed revisions to the Policies included 
in the agenda packet. She stated the item was on the agenda for information, discussion, and 
recommendation to approve the proposed revisions to Policies as· listed in the agenda 
attachment. The proposed revisions would modify Section 350 on the Reallocation ofProject 
Savings to read as follows: 
A. Project Savings from the ALCP will not be determined by MAG to be eligible for 
reallocation, unless and until: 

1. Construction has been completed and the work satisfies the original intent and scope of 
the Project, as included in the Project Agreement and Project Overview, and there are 
remaining regional funds allocated to the Project; OR, 

a. high degree ofcertainty is obtained that construction for the original ALCP Project will 
be completed consistent with the Proj ect Agreement and Project Overview specified scope 
and schedule. 

2. Ifapplicable, right-of-way, or other capital assets acquired with ALCP funds not used in 
the ALCP Project is disposed of at market rates and the funds returned to the ALCP. 
3. The project segment has been reimbursed or the Final PRR documenting all project costs 
has been accepted by MAG. 

B. ALCP regional funds found by MAG to be surplus to an ALCP Project, and for which 
certain criteria as established below are met, may be noted as Project Savings and reallocated 
to another ALCP Project depending on the availability ofProgram funds. Project savings may 
be applied: 

.. 	 LTo another ALCP Project or Projects to address a budget shortfall. not to exceed 70 
percent of the actual total Project costs. 
2. To advance a portion or entire existing ALCP Project or Projects up to the amount of 
available Project Savings. 

C. If there are ALCP Project Savings that are not reallocated to another project or project 
segment currently programmed in the ALCP and the ALCP is completed, then new Project(s) 
for that jurisdiction may be funded. 
D. Project savings may b,e reallocated after the completion ofan ALCP Project segment. 

1. Forprojec! savings from completed ALCP project segments contained and administered 
wholly within one jurisdiction. 

a. The Lead Agency responsible for the project segment may reallocate the project savings 
to another project currently programmed in the ALCP. 

2. When project savings occurs on a completed ALCP project segment located in multiple 
jurisdictions: 

a. The project savings must be reallocated to anoth~ project segment located on the same 
corridor unless: 

i. All project segments located on the corridor are completed. If all project segments 
pertaining to a corridor currently programmed in the ALCP are complete, then the Lead 
Agency may reallocate the project savings Jo another project or project segment 
currently programmed in the ALCP under the Lead Agency's jurisdiction. 

b. An exception to 350.C.2.a may be granted by MAG to a Lead Ag~ncy requesting the 
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reallocation ofproject savings to another corridor prior to the completion of the original 
corridor where the fimds were programmed for reimbursement ifthe Lead Agency obtains 
consensus from the partnering agencies from each project segment on the corridor. 

i. The Lead Agency must submit a formal request in writing requesting the exception 
and documenting the requested reallocation of project savings. The written request 
must include the signed endorsement of a designated signer from each partnering 
agency before the reallocation will be programmed in the ALCP. 

Mr. Stoddard from the City of Mesa motioned to approve the proposed revisions to ALCP 
Policies and Procedures approved on April 22, 2009 as presented in the agenda attachment. 
Mr. Dovalina from the City of Phoenix seconded, and the motion was approved by a 
unanimous voice vote of the Committee. 

10. Acceptance of the Regional Transit Framework 

Chairman Moody announced that the agenda item to accept the Regional Transit Framework 
Study would not be heard at this time. He stated that the agenda item would be heard by the 
Committee at a future meeting, and continued on to the next agenda item. 

11. MAG Commuter Rail Studies Update 

Chairman Moody invited Mr. Marc Pearsall from MAG to present an update on the MAG 
Commuter Rail Studies. Mr. Pearsall stated he would provide the Committee with an update 
on the Commuter Rail Studies being conducted by MAG Staff. Mr. Pearsall explained that at 
the request of the Regional Council, MAG Staff began in-depth Commuter Rail Planning 
Studies earlier in the year. 

Mr. Pearsall explained that the Commuter Rail Strategic Plan indicated the need for additional 
planning studies on the Grand Avenue Corridor, the Yuma West Corridor, and a systemwide 
study. Mr. Pearsall announced that based on those recommendations MAG initiated three 
planning studies accordingly. He stated the Grand Avenue Corridor Development Plan would 
focus on the northwest ofthe region, and the Yuma-West Corridor Development Plan would 
focus on southwest valley communities. Mr. Pearsall added that the System Plan encompassed 
the entire MAG region and Northwestern Pinal County. He stated that a final report on the 
studies would be available in early 2010. 

Next, Mr. Pearsall presented a series of flow-charts and maps that visualized MAG Staffs 
efforts on the studies. First, he presented a flowchart demonstrating the interactivity between 
the data-collection, the MAG rail studies and the ADOT- Building a Quality Arizona (BQAZ) 
rail studies that would be used to reach conclusions and recommendations in the final report. 
Mr. Pearsall also presented maps on the existing freight railroad network featuring candidate 
corridors for commuter rail service and presented a sampling of boardings per revenue mile 
from the first round of modeling. 

Mr. Pearsall announced that the third round of modeling would be complete in November 
2009. He explained the models would analyze operating scenarios, including cross valley 
service on a single train on multiple corridors. He stated that future extensions and 
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right-of-way preservation also would be included in the final report. Mr. Pearsall summarized 
the next steps in the ridership forecasting, which included: 
• Base model scenario refinements; 
• Interlined model scenarios and sensitivity test model runs,; 
• Potential future extensions; and, 
• Systems analysis and corridor prioritization. 

Then, Mr. Pearsall stated the purpose ofthe corridor development plans was to determine the 
necessary elements to successfully implement commuter rail <service and the feasibility of 
implementing commuter rail service from : 
• Wickenburg/Wittmann to downtown Phoenix (Grand Avenue); 
• ArlingtonlBuckeye to Phoenix-Sky Harbor-Tempe (Yuma West); and, 

In closing, Mr. Pearsall provided an overview of the Commuter Rail Studies schedule. He 
stated that the majority ofthe three studies would be completed by the end of2009 and that the 
final stakeholder meeting would be conducted in late January or early February 2010. Mr. 
Pearsall reported that MAG Staff would continue coordination with ADOT on Rail Studies and 
would like present the studies for review and acceptance through the MAG Committee process 
in the Spring of2010. 

Chairman Moody asked ifthere were any questions or comments about the agenda item. There 
were none, and Chairman Moody moved to the next item. 

12. 	 Report on the Performance Measurement Framework and Congestion Management Update 
(PM/CMP) Study 

Chairman Moody announced that the report on the Performance Measurement Framework and 
Congestion Management Update Study would not be heard at this time. He stated that the 
agenda item would be heard by the Committee at a future meeting and proceeded to the next 
agenda item. 

13. 	 Request for Future Agenda Items 

Chairman Moody inquired ifthe members had any topics or issues ofinterest they would like 
to have considered for discussion at a future Committee meeting. There were none, and 
Chairman Moody moved onto the next agenda item. 

14. 	 Member Agency Update 

Chairman Moody asked members of the Committee if they would like to provide updates, 
address any issues or concerns regarding transportation at the regional level, and asked if any 
members in attendance would like to address recent information that was relevant to 
transportation within their respective communities. There were none, and Chairman Moody 
moved to the next agenda item. 
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15. Next Meeting Date 

Chairman Moody informed members in attendance that the next regularly scheduled meeting 
of the Committee would be held on December 14,2009. He added that MAG Staffwould 
notifY the Committee of the date, time, and location of the special session of the TRC to be 
held in the upcoming weeks. There be no further business, Chairman Moody adjourned the 
meeting at 11 :53 a.m. 
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1. 	 Call to Order 

Chairman David Moody from the City of Peoria called the meeting to order at 10:04 a.m. 

2. 	 Call to the Audience 

Chairman Moody stated that he had received a request to speak card from Mr. Mark Shreffler, 
a citizen from the City of Phoenix. Chairman Moody invited Mr. Shreffler to address the 
Committee. Mr. Shreffler thanked the Committee for the opportunity to speak and expressed 
concerns about the lighting and spacing oflight poles on the freeway system. In particular, Mr. 
Shreffler expressed concerns about the lighting on the Loop 202. 

Mr. Shreffler referenced the current conference at the Phoenix Convention Center sponsored 
by the US Green Building Council. He stated that he, as well as the Council, were interested 
in promoting the use natural light to reduce lighting load. Mr. Shreffler inquired about 
planning efforts on freeway lighting and the costs of lighting the freeway system. He also 
expressed concerns about the procurement of lighting, engineering costs, the life cycle costs 
of energy and materials, and emissions. 

Chairman Moody stated he was unsure what the accurate answers to his questions were. 
Chairman Moody encouraged Mr. Shreffler to provide MAG Staff with additional contact 
information and directed MAG Staff to determine the proper individuals to provide Mr. 
Shreffler with the information requested· and any opportunities for public input. 

Mr. Shreffler requested input from the Committee on the topic. Mr. Eric Anderson, MAG 
Transportation Director, stated that under the open meeting law, the Committee could not 
discuss an item that was not formally on the agenda adding that the Committee could add the 
item to a future agenda. A briefdiscussion followed about the technical process for adding the 
item to the agenda. Mr. Anderson stated that MAG Staff would assist Mr. Shreffler with 
obtaining additional information about the subject. 

3. 	 Re-allocation of Unused LocallMPO American Recovery and Reinvestment Act CARRA) 
Funds Policy Option,S 

Moving on, Chairman Moody invited Ms. Yazzie to present on the reallocation of unused 
LocallMPO American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds. Ms. Yazzie directed 
the Committee's attention to a memorandum and attached table that had been disseminated to 
the Committee electronically. She stated that the handouts were also available at the meeting. 

Ms. Yazzie quickly summarized the discussion on the agenda item at the October 29th meeting 
on the Committee. She stated that the focus of the current agenda item was the policies and 
programming ofthe unobligated Local ARRA funds that failed to obligate by the established 
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deadline or project savings from lower bids. 

Ms. Yazzie reported that three factors were considered by MAG Staff, the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHW A) and the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) in the 
developmentofthe policy option being presented. Ms. Yazzie emphasized the need to obligate 
all ofthe LocallMPO by ARRA funds by the federally mandated deadline. She expressed the . 
importance ofobligating any project bid savings after the initial deadline as well. 

Ms. Yazzie reported that MAGwas coordinating frequently with ADOT and FHW A onARRA 
funded projects. She stated that MAG Staff had met weekly with ADOT and FHWA to 
identifY and resolve issues in an efficient manner. Ms. Yazzie reported that FHW A and ADOT 
were focused on administrative and review work on clearances in an effort to obligate all local, 
regional and state ARRA funds by February 1, 2010. She explained that FHW A's deadline 
was to allow the local office sufficient time to balance the books and ensure that all ARRA 
funding was obligated by the federally mandated deadline ofMarch 2,2010. 

Ms. Yazzie explained that MAG was looking at two deadlines, pre- and post- March 2010. 
She stated that 'pre' March, funds were likely to be available due to the inability for some 
projects to obligate by the March 2, 2010 deadline or due to project costs being less than 
programmed. She stated that the 'post' March 2,2010, ARRA local funds were likely to be 
available due to project costs being less than programmed. 

Next, Ms. Yazzie informed the Committee that the recommendation ofMAG Staffwith input 
from FHWA and ADOT was that any unobligated ARRA Local funds, due to either projects 
not obligating or project cost savings, be exchanged with ADOT for ADOT STP funds. She 
stated that by allocating the ARRA funds to the larger highway projects, the MAG Region 
could reduce the potential of not obligating all of the ARRA funding by the March 2, 2010 
deadline. Ms. Yazzie announced that ADOT would then use theARRA funds on highway 
projects in the MAG region. She stated that MAG would then have a like amount of STP 
funds transferred back to the region for use by MAG members on local federally funded 
projects. 

Ms. Yazzie summarized the pros and cons ofthe policy option. She explained a 'pro' ofthe. 
option included allowing a flexible, local solution that would simplifY ARRA process. Ms. 
Yazzie stated that during previous policy discussions at TRC, MAG Member Agencies 
expressed interest in keeping the Local ARRA sub-allocation within each jurisdiction. She 
explained that by swapping the ARRA funds for STP funds, local agencies would be allowed 
that flexible solution. She added that the option also extend the obligation deadline to the 
deadline to obligate ADOT STP funds, which was September 2010. 

Ms. Yazzie reported that one negative of the proposed policy option was that local agencies 
would need to meet the 5.7 percent minimum local match requirement. She stated that with 
ARRA funds, a local match was not required; however, using STP funds would require the 
minimum local match established under the Surface Transportation Program guidance. 

Continuing on, Ms. Yazzie stated policy and programming considerations that would need to 
be addressed for the policy option presented to be implemented. She stated that for cost 
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savings that did not meet an established threshold funds shrn,tld be returned to the region to be 
programmed. She explained the minimum threshold was needed for projects where the project 
savings did not cover a substantial amount of the total project cost. Ms. Yazzie then gave a 
few examples to demonstrate the point. 

Ms. Yazzie stated another issue for further consideration was project readiness. She explained 
that new projects likely would not obligate by the September 2010 deadline for federal funds. 
She stated that projects selected to receive the reallocated ARRAISTP funds should be 
underway and in the process of obtaining clearances. Ms. Yazzie reported that a prioritized 
regional proj ect listing would need to be developed tmder the option. She stated the prioritized 
project list could include current ARRA funded, current federal funded, or current local funded 
projects that could obligate by the established deadlines. She added that the list did not need 
to be developed and approved immediately. 

Next, Ms. Yazzie informed the Committee the policy option could allow Local ARRA cost 
savings to be applied to the 30 percent local match established in the RTP. She explained that 
the application ofARRA savings towards the local match only would be applicable for projects 
within the jurisdiction with the cost savings. Ms. Yazzie stated the policy option presented 
was the option suggested by MAG Staff, FHW A, and ADOT; however, other policy options 
could still be considered at the discretion of the Committee. 

Chairman Moody asked the Committee ifthere were any questions regarding the policy option 
presented by MAG Staff. Mr. John Hauskins from Maricopa County requested clarification 
about the threshold. Ms. Yazzie stated that if project savings exceeded the minimum 
threshold, then under the policy option, the cost savings would be returned to the local agency 
for reprogramming. She added that for project savings that did not meet the minimum 
threshold, the funds would be returned to the region for reprogramming. She emphasized that 
under the policy option presented, the priority was with local jurisdiction discretion. She 
explained the threshold was added to the policy option due to the administrative expense and 
time needed for a project to obligate. Discussion followed. 

Mr. Cato Esquivel from the City of Goodyear inquired which of the policy options presented 
considered projects that could obligate by the February 1,2010 deadline. Ms. Yazzie replied 
none. She explained that MAG's approach had shifted from 'pre' and 'post' March deadline 
to the policy option being presented before the Committee. Ms. Yazzie stated that many 
projects at the local level are not ready-to-go, and for that reason, the ARRAISTP swap would 
benefit most of the member agenCies. 

Mr. Esquivel inquired how projects that would be ready-to-go by the February deadline would 
be prioritized and/or considered. Ms. Yazzie stated that all projects that would ready-to-go by 
February deadline had been programmed with ARRA funds. She explained that the option 
presented would allow member agencies to develop additional projects that could obligate by 
the STP deadline of September 2010. Ms. Yazzie added that under the policy option 
presented, local discretion and flexibility would be increased due the extended time frame. 
Discussion followed about the feasibility of funding various types of projects under the 
proposed option. 

Ms. Yazzie emphasized that local discretion was the first priority under the option presented. 
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She explained that the additional categories under the option were in the event that local 
agencies did not have additional projects that could use the ARRAlSTP funds in the 
established time frames. 

Mr. Terry Johnson from the City of Glendale stated the policy presented may not take 
advantage of ready-to-go projects in jurisdictions that had met the sub-allocation of Local 
ARRA funds and could use additional ARRA fimds. He cited ARRA projects in Glendale that 
could use additional ARRA funds to due increased project costs. Mr. Johnson questioned if 
monies should be swapped with ADOT if existing local ARRA projects could use the 
additional funds. 

Ms. Yazzie replied that under the policy presented, MAG was looking to hold the original sub
allocation ofARRA funds to each member agency. She inquired ifMr. Johnson would prefer 
to have project savings from other jurisdictions reallocated to member agencies, where 
applicable, before the swap. Mr. Johnson stated that was an option for the Committee to 
consider. Ms. Yazzie summarized Mr. Johnson's option for the Committee. A brief 
discussion followed. 

Mr. Grant Anderson from the Town ofYoungtown asked why the STP obligation deadline was 
September 2010. Ms. Yazzie explained that the deadline was based on the availability of 
ADOT-STP funds for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2010. Mr. Eric Anderson further explained 
that ADOT had received a notable recision notice for FFY 2009 and carrying forward the 
ARRAlSTP funds may be problematic. He added that it was the goal ofthe region to obligate 
all federal funds by the established deadlines. Ms. Yazzie added that the intent of the 
September deadline was to keep in line with the spirt of the ARRA legislation and stimulate 
jobs in the region. 

Mr. Grant Anderson stated that under these deadlines that only projects "on the books" would 
be able to take advantage ofthe policy option. Ms. Yazzie agreed. Mr. Grant Anderson stated 
that the proposed approach would only reallocate additional funds to existing projects. He 
inquired if the Magnificent Seven policies regarding STP funds would need to be revisited 
under the circumstances. Ms. Yazzie replied that the Draft Federal Fund Programming 
Principles, which evolved from the Magnificent Seven's STP guidance, would not need to be 
revised. She explained revisions were not needed because the swapped funds would be 
ADOT-STP funds not MAG-STP funds. 

Mr. RJ Zeder stated that the City ofChandler was in a similar position to other jurisdictions 
citing ARRA projects that could use additional funds. He recognized that the original Local 
ARRA sub-allocation was determined based on a minimum allocation plus a population 
allowance to ensure that smaller communities would receive a portion of the Local ARRA 
funds. Mr. Zeder stated that based on this, he felt local jurisdictions should be given priority 
to allocate any unused ARRA funds before redistributing those funds to other agencies. He 
continued, adding that iflocal agencies did not have ready-to-go projects, then the fimds should 
be redistributed to the region. Mr. Zeder finished his comments by expressing support for the 
policy option presented by MAG Staff. 

Mr. Dave Meinhart from the City of Scottsdale echoed Mr. Zeder's sentiments regarding the 
sub-allocation ofLocal ARRA funds to each MAG Member Agency. He stated the first step 
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in addressing the issue would be to keep the funds within the original jurisdiction. He 
expressed support for the policy option presented as a means to allow smaller jurisdiction 
additional time to obligate funds. 

Mr. Johnson stated that both options were viable optIons. He expressed support for the 
approach to extend the obligation deadline to September with an STP wash. He explained the 
approach would help smaller jurisdictions to maximize the amount of sub-allocation offunds 
obligated. Mr. Johnson expressed concerns about the annual trend in the region not to obligate 
all of the STP funds in a timely manner. 

Chairman Moody acknowledged Mr. Bill Vachon from the local Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) Office and Mr. John Dickson from the Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) Local Governments Section and inquired ifeither would like to speak 
to the issue. Mr. Vachon stated that most ofthe Local ARRA funds should be obligated by the 
February deadline based on current data. He opined that the issue would not be failure to 
obligate the ARRA funds by the established deadline, but how to address bid savings. Mr. 
Vachon stated the ARRAIADOT -STP swap would allow for additional time for the smaller 
member agencies to obligate projects in their jurisdictions. 

Mr. Zeder motioned to approve the recommendation of MAG Staff as presented in the 

attachment, which stated that: 

1) MAG would exchange any unobligated ARRA Local funds, due to either projects not 

obligating or project cost savings, with ADOT in exchange for ADOT STP funds; 

2) ADOT would then use the ARRA funds on highway projects in the MAG region; 

3) MAG would then have a like amount of STP funds that can be used by MAG members on 

local federally funded projects. 


Mr. Lance Calvert from the City ofEI Mirage seconded the motion as presented. Chairman 
Moody inquired if there were any questions about the motion as presented. Mr. Hauskins 
suggested that either the Committee or MAG Staff determine the threshold before voting on 
the motion. Mr. Hauskins also requested the issue ofpreserving the 70/30 split in the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) be discussed. 

Ms. Yazzie replied that three issues did not need to be addressed as part of the agenda item, 
including the threshold amount, the 70/30 RTP split, and the prioritization of projects for 
reallocated funding. She stated that the membership may want to consider these points further 
and make a decision at a later meeting. However, she welcomed the Committee to decide the 
points at the current meeting if that was the prerogative of the Committee membership. 

Chairnlan Moody stated that from the standpoint ofthe City ofPeoria, he would like the 70/30 
split discussed at the current meeting because ofthe potential ramifications on one ofthe City's 
projects. Chairman Moody then inquired ifanyone had additional questions or comments one 
the motion. Mr. Zuercher inquired ifthe motion before the Committee would allow member 
agencies to place project bid savings on another ARRA funded project to increase the amount 
of ARRA funds on a project. Mr. Eric Anderson stated yes with the caveat that projects 
receiving the additional funds needed to be ready to obligate. 

Mr. Zeder clarified that the intent of his motion was that there was not a minimum threshold 
applied to the local jurisdictions project bid savings from the original sub-allocation ofLocal 
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ARRA funds. Mr. Zuercher stated that he understood the motion to be as presented by Mr. 
Zeder. Mr. Woody Scoutten from the Town of Litchfield Park requested clarification that 
ready-to-go projects meant projects that could obligate by February 1, 2010. Mr. Eric 
Anderson clarified that ready-to-go meant projects that could obligate by September 2010. 

Mr. Vachon replied that FHW A did not believe there would be an issue with obligating 
projects by the February and March 2010 deadlines. He stated the issue would be project bid 
savings that would occur afterwards. Mr. Vachon added that the project bid savings could be 
applied to an existing ARRA project or to a new project that would be able to obligate by the 
September 1,2010 deadline. 

Mr. Meinhart expressed support for allowing local jurisdictions to apply project bid savings 
from their original sub-allocation ofLocal ARRA funds to reduce the 70/30 split established 
in the RTP. He stated, however, that he did not support using project savings from another 
jurisdiction to reduce the RTP local match requirement. 

Mr. Zeder stated he would amend the motion to include a provision that local agencies could 
apply proj ect bid savings in that jurisdiction to meet any ofthe local match requirements. Mr. 
Calvert seconded the amended motion. 

Chairman Moody inquired ifthere were any questions or comments about the amended motion. 
Mr. Vachon cautioned that if a jurisdiction experienced minimal project bid savings, the 
jurisdiction should consider the administrative costs for ARRA funded projects when 
determining how to reallocate the ARRA funds within that jurisdiction. Mr. Vachon added 
that if ARRA savings were reallocated to another project that the federal reporting 
requirements would still apply. 

Chairman Moody stated that the Committee should discuss the threshold further at some point 
given the administrative costs and reporting requirements associated with ARRA funds. Mr. 
Grant Anderson thanked Mr. Vachon for the clarification. Ms. Yazzie stated the ARRA 
reporting requirements was a consideration in recommending the swap of ARRA funds with 
ADOT -STP funds. She explained that by swapping the funds, ADOT would be responsible 
for the reporting requirements on the ARRA funded highway projects in the region, and the 
local jurisdictions would not be required to meet the ARRA reporting requirements for local 
projects using the ADOT -STP funds. Discussion followed. 

Mr. Hauskins moved to call the vote to question. Chairman Moody requested the motion be 
repeated. Ms. Yazzie stated the amended motion as stated by Mr. Zeder was to recommend 
that any unobligated ARRA Local funds, due to either projects not obligating or project costs 
savings, would be progranuned: 
1) ~t the local discretion first, and may remain ARRA funds or may be exchanged with ADOT 
for ADOT -STP funds; then, 
2) ADOT would use the ARRA funds on highway projects in the MAG Region, and ADOT 
would transfer an equivalent amount of ADOT -STP funds that could be used by MAG 
Members on local federally funded projects; and, 
3) If applicable, local agencies may use project cost savings from their original ARRA 
allocation to lower the 30 percent local cost share on proj ects programmed under the 70/30 cost 
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share policy in the Regional Transportation Plan. 

Mr. Zeder verified the motion as summarized by Ms. Yazzie. Chairman Moody called for a 
vote, and the motion was approved by a unanimous voice vote of the Committee. 

4. Request for Future Agenda Items 

Chairman Moody inquired ifthemembers had any topics or issues ofinterest they would like 
to have considered for discussion at a future Committee meeting. There were none, and 
Chairman Moody moved onto the next agenda item. 

5. Member Agency Update 

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

Ms. Peggy Rubach, the BicyclelPedestrian Committee representative, announced that the 
Maricopa Department ofPublic Health would be applying for a $20 million twenty four month 
ARRA grant to the Center for Disease Control on Monday, November 23, 2009. She 
encouraged member agencies to consider submitting potential proj ects as part ofa consolidated 
project and funding proposal. Ms. Rubach also announced that Valley Metro would hold a 
combined Valley Metro Grants Technical Advisory Committee and 2010 Valley Bike Month 
Committee meeting onTuesday November 17,2009 to discuss the funding opportunity and 
encouraged the various member agencies to attend the meeting. 

6. Next Meeting Date 

Chairnlan Moody informed members in attendance that the next regularly scheduled meeting 
of the Committee would be held on December 14, 2009. There be no further business, 
Chairman Moody adjourned the meeting at 11:15 a.m. 
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MARICOPA 

ASSOCIATION of 


GOVERNMENTS 

302 North 1st Avenue. Suite 300 '" Phoenix. Arizona 85003 


Phone (602) 254-6300 '" FAX (602) 254-6490 

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


December 7,2009 

TO: 	 Members of Transportation Review Committee 

FROM: 	 Eileen Yazzie, Transportation Programming Man'ager 

Christina Hopes, Transportation Planner" 


SUBJECT: 	 DEVELOPMENT OF THE FISCAL YEAR (PO 20 I 1-2015 TRANSPORTATION 

IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AND THE FY 20 I I ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM 


The Maricopa Association of Govemments (MAG) is required to update data on regionally significant 
projects in accordance with state and federal laws. Periodically, MAG is responsible for producing afiscally 
constrained Transportation Improvement Program (TI P), which includes a prioritized listing of 
transportation projects in the region that covers a 5-year period. In addition, MAG is tasked with updating 
project data and producing a fiscally balanced Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) on an annual basis. To 
meet the federal and state requirements, MAG Staff requests that MAG MemberAgencies update project 
schedules and costs each year. The deadline for MAG Member Agencies to submit project updates 
is Monday, January I I, 20 I O. 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE DRAFT FISCAL YEAR 20 I 1-2015 TIP 
MAG Staff developed the Transportation Improvement Program Data Entry System to facilitate and 
standardize the annual update of the federally required MAG TIP. The TIP Data Entry System allows 
member agencies to update project data on project scheduled from fiscal years 2009 to 2015. The 
information submitted by each member agency will be used to develop the Draft FY 20 I 1-2015 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program. 

The TIP Data Entry System is a M icrosoft Access 2007 application that requires Access be installed on the 
computer(s) or network running the application. Each member agency has its own database, which is 
annotated in the title and the download link. The databases and instructions are available for download 
from the MAG-TIP website at http://www.mag.maricopa.govlproject.cms?item=413. 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE DRAFT FY 20 II ALCP 
The annual update process is a requirement of the Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) Policies and 
Procedures. Information submitted for ALCP projects is used to update the Arterial Life Cycle Program 
as well as project listings in the MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TI P). For the FY 20 I I 
Annual Update, each Lead Agency has acustomized Microsoft Excel workbook to use for updating project 
schedules and cost estimates in the ALCP. The ALCP Annual Update workbooks, and other related 
materials are available for download from the MAG Website at r 

http://www.mag.maricopa.gov/detail.cms?item= 10905. 

A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County 

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

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


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


http://www.mag.maricopa.gov/detail.cms?item
http://www.mag.maricopa.govlproject.cms?item=413
http:www.mag.maricopa.gov
mailto:mag@mag.maricopa.gov


Please email Eileen Yazzie at eyazzie@mag.maricopa.gov or Stephen Tate at state@mag.maricopa.gov 
or call MAG at (602)254.6300 with any questions or problems regarding the annual update and/or the 
TIP Data Entry System. 

Please email Christina Hopes by phone at 602.254.6300 or by email at chopes@mag.maricopa.govwith 
any questions, concerns, or technical issues. MAG Staff also is available for training on the annual update 
process upon request. 

The deadline for MAG MemberAgencies to submit project updates for the FY 20 I I - 20 15 
TIP and FY 20 II ALCP is Monday, January 11,20 I O. 

ALCP CERTIFICATION PAGE 
The Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) is a reimbursement program. Lead Agencies are responsible for 
all aspects of project implementation, including project management, risk management, design, 
right-of-way acquisition, and construction. Adequate and secure funding from the local, regional, and if 
applicable, the federal level, must be identified in the Lead Agency's CI Por other budget document before 
projects are programmed for work and/or reimbursement in the first two years of the ALCP, as required 
by the ALCP Policies and Procedures. 

MAG Staff uses ClP/budget data to program the first two years of the ALCP, which pertains to 20 I I and 
2012 in the FY20 I I ALCP. If projects are not shown as programmed with committed funds in a local 
CI P ITI P or budget document in 20 I I and 2012, the project may not be programmed in the ALCP as 
requested. 

In an effort to maintain the fiscal balance of the ALCP, MAG Staff is requesting that ALCP Lead Agency 
certify the local funds committed for a project, and submit ALCP Progress Reports and CI P /budget data 
for projects programmed in 20 I I and/or 2012. MAG requests that the city!town administrator for the 
Lead Agency certify the local funds and project data submitted. The Certification of Local Funds and 
related materials should be submitted to MAG no laterthan February I , 2009. A copy of the Certification 
of Local Funds form is attached and may be downloaded from the MAG website at 
http://www.mag.maricopa.gov/project.cms?item =5034. 
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MAG ARTERIAL liFE CYCLE PROGRAM 
CERTIFICATION. OF LOCAL FUNDS FOR ALCP PROJECTS IN 2011 AND 2012 

The Arterial Life Cycle Program is reimbursement program funded by three revenues sources: the regional area 
road fund (RARF), otherwise known as the 1/2 cent sales tax, federal surface transportation program (STP) funds 
targeted for the MAG region, and federal congestion mitigation and air quality (CMAQ) targeted for the MAG 
region. ALCP project budgets are limited to the regional contribution specified in the ALCP, or 70% of the total 
eligible project expenditures, whichever is less. 

The Lead Agency is responsible for all aspects of Project implementation, including, but not limited to, Project 
management, risk management, design, right-of-way acquisition, and construction. All ALCP projects must be 
programmed in the Lead Agency's Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and the approved MAG Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) before they may be implemented or reimbursed. 

Adequate and secure funding from the local, regional, and if applicable, the federal level, must be identified in 
the Lead Agency's CIP before projects are programmed for work and/or reimbursement in the first two years 
of the Arterial Life Cycle Program, as required by the ALCP Policies and Procedures. MAG is also required to 
demonstrate fiscal balance based on committed funds for the first two years of the adopted Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP). 

MAG Staff uses this information to program the first two years of the ALCP, which pertains to 2011 and 2012 in 
the FY2011 ALCP. If projects are not shown as programmed with committed funds in a local CIP/TIP or budget 
document in 2011 and 2012, the project may notbe programmed in the ALCP as requested. For projects to be 
considered for work and/or reimbursement within the first two years of the Arterial Life Cycle Program, the 
following materials must be completed: 

1. 	 Completed and signed certification letter as attached 

2. 	 ALCP Progress Report for each ALCP Project in 2011 and 2012 

3. 	 Page(s) from an approved (or current draft) of the jurisdiction's Capital Improvement Program or other 
approved budget document demonstrating adequate and secure funding has been identified for each ALCP 
Project in 2011 and 2012. 

For additional information, or for questions, please contact: 

Christina Hopes, Transportation Planner II 


Maricopa Association of Governments 

302 North First Avenue, Suite 300 


Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

Phone: (602) 254-6300 


E-Mail: chopes@mag.maricopa.gov 
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[TO BE COMPLETED ON AGENCY LETTERHEAD} 

[DATE] 

Christina Hopes, Transportation Planner II 
Maricopa Association of Governments 
302 North 1st Avenue, Suite 300 . 
Phoenix, Arizona 85013 

RE: Certification of Local Funds for ALCP Projects in 2011 and/or 2012 

Ms. Hopes, 

The [CITY/TOWN] of is requesting that ALCP Projects listed in the table below be considered 
for programmed in FY 2011 and/or FY 2012 in the draft FY2011Arteriai Life Cycle Program. The required ALCP 
Project Progress Reports and appropriate pages from the [CITY/TOWN],s Capital Improvement Program or other 
approved budget documents are attached as requested. 

TABLE - REQUEST TO PROGRAM PROJECTS 
Work Phase(s) Underway in FY 2011

ALCP Project Name RTPID 
and/or FY 2012 

As the jurisdiction's manager/administrator or designated representative, I certify that the projects noted in the 
table above are programmed at the local level and have committed local funding as noted in the 
_____----:-- (jurisdiction) current CIP/TIP or budget. 

Print Name: 


Signature: 


Title: 


Date: 
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December 7,2009 

TO: 	 Members of the MAG Transportation Review Committee 

FROM: 	 Eileen O. Yazzie, Transportation Programming Manager 

SUBJECT: 	 RECOMMENDATION FOR ITS. BICYCLE. PEDESTRIAN. AND PM-IO PAVE 
UNPAVED ROAD PROIECTS TO BE PROGRAMMED WITH CMAQ FUNDS 

Per the Draft MAG Federal Fund Programming Principles (Principles), the MAG Transportation 
Review Committee's (TRC) role is to review the evaluation and analysis completed by the 
Technical Advisory Committees (TAC), and recommend projects to be selected and 
programmed with Federal funds based on guidelines established for project selection. The TRC 
can make recommendations to change the project scope, schedule, or budget during the project 
selection process. 

BACKGROUND 
Applications were made available in August 2009 with a due date of September 18, 2009. All 
information explained below pertains to on-time, complete, and eligible applications. 

• 	 There were thirteen ITS project applications submitted requesting a total of $7,464,642 
of CMAQfunds. There is $6.887,000 of CMAQ funds available for ITS projects in FY 
2014. 

• 	 There were nineteen Bicycle and Pedestrian applications submitted requesting a total of 
$17,299,787 of CMAQ funds. There is $8,737,000 of CMAQ funds available for Bicycle 
and Pedestrian projects in FY 2014. 

• 	 There were thirteen PM-IO Pave Unpaved Road applications submitted requesting a 
total of $10,461,448 of CMAQ funds. There is $4,513,000 of CMAQ funds available for 
PM-IO Pave Unpaved Road Projects in 2013. 

In addition to the application process, $7,503,000 of CMAQ funds are identified via the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) CMAQ funding distribution for Air Quality Projects in FY2014. 
Historically, six programs have been funded: purchase PM-I 0 Certified Street Sweepers. pave 
unpaved roads program, telework/ozone education program, regional rideshare program, trip 
reduction program, and travel reduction program. As the PM-I 0 Certified Street Sweepers and 
pave unpaved roads program moves forward. specific projects are identified as needed 
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TECHNICALADVISORY COMMITTEE RANKINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Per the Draft MAG Federal Fund Programming Principles, applications are heard and ranked at 
the related technical advisory committees (TAC). The applications go through a two-tiered 
committee review process, which began in October 2009. The TACs are not allowed to change 
the project scope, schedule, budget, or requested federal funds during the evaluation process. 
The TACs purpose is to rank order projects as submitted in the application through a project 
evaluation process. 

The ITS Committee met in October 2009 and agencies that submitted applications 
presented/briefed the committee of their project(s) and answered questions. At the November 
2009 meeting, the ITS Committee moved forward with their ranking process. This is explained 
in the attached memorandum from John Abraham, Chair of the ITS Committee and the ranked 
ordered list of ITS projects. The ITS Committee recommended that all. thirteen proposed 
projects for FY20 14 be programmed with the necessary cost adjustments. 

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee met in October 2009 when agencies presented the 
applications that were submitted. At the November 2009 meeting, the Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Committee completed their scoring and ranking process. This is explained in the attached 
memorandum from Brandon Forrey, Chair of the Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee and the 
ranked ordered list of Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects. The Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Committee moved to forward the list of recommended projects to the TRC with the 
recommendation that the Phoenix Grand Canal Multi-Use Path Connection at Indian 
School Road and 16th Street be funded with the balance of the $531,472. 

The PM-IO Pave Unpaved Road applications that were submitted went through a slightly 
different review process. The MAG Street Committee reviews the applications and the Air 
Quality TAC ranks the projects. The MAG Street Committee met in October and November 
2009 to present, review, and question the projects submitted. The AQ TAC is meeting on 
Thursday, December 10, 2009 to rank the PM-IO Pave Unpaved Road applications. The 
recommendation and material will be forwarded to you via e-mail by Friday, December I I , 
2009 and be available at the TRC meeting on December 14,2009. 

The Air Quality Technical AdviSOry Committee met in October 2009 and made a 
recommendation to forward six Air Quality programs/projects for the $7,503,000 in CMAQ 
funding for 2014. Since that recommendation, the MAG Executive Committee met and 
approved the elimination of the telework and ozone outreach program. At the time of the TRC 
agenda mailout, the information and funding amounts were being reviewed. Final material will 
be forwarded to you via e-mail by Friday, December I I, 2009 and be available at the TRC 
meeting on December 14,2009. 

An overview of all information will be presented at the TRC meeting. If you need additional 
information or have questions, please contact me at (602) 254.6300 or at 
eyazzie@mag.maricopa.~ov. 
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November 17, 2009 

TO: Members of the MAG Transportation Review Committee 

FROM: John Abraham, City of Surprise, Chair MAG ITS Committee 

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDATION OF ITS PROIECTS FOR INCLUSION IN THE FY2014 TIP 

In response to the call for projects for inclusion in the FY 2014 TIP, a total of 13 ITS project applications were 
received by MAG. The ITS committee completed a two-staged review of these projects at our October 7th and 
November lOth committee meetings and have taken action to recommend the entire list of 13 projects, The 
attached table shows how the committee ranked these projects. The total amount of federal funds available to 
be programmed for ITS projects in FY 20 14 is $ 6,887,000. However, the total cost of the 13 recommended 
projects exceed this amount by $577,642. In view of this shortfall, the ITS Committee requests that the TRC 
consider keeping all 13 projects in the list of recommended projects when determining the approved federal 
funding amounts for ITS projects. 

Below is a brief summary of the ITS project review process used to generate the ITS Committee 
recommendation. 

Project Applications 
For a number of years the MAG TIP application process has incorporated a guideline developed by the ITS 

Committee that has set an upper limit for federal funds requested for ITS projects at $1 ,000,000 per agency per 
program year. An exception is made for multi-jurisdictional ITS projects that involve more than three member 
agencies. This guideline has worked very well over the years and was incorporated in the FY 2014 application. 

Project Review Process 
A complete set of project applications were provided to the committee for review. The TIP project applications 
have been designed with input from the committee to capture key information that addresses the following 
questions: 
I) How does the project comply with the current ITS Strategic Plan (200 I) - a federal requirement 
2) How does the project conform to the current Regional ITS Architecture (2009) - a federal requirement 
3) Is the project supported by local agency with essential staffing and operating costs 
4) Does the planned project schedule seem realistic? 

Project Ranking Process & Recommendation 
Stage I: At the October 7, 2009, meeting member agencies that proposed projects were provided the 
opportunity to brief the committee on their projects and answer any questions from the committee members to 

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


clarify information in the TIP application. 

Stage 2: At the meeting held on November 10,2009, members were provided a memorandum from the Air 
Quality Committee that recommended cost effectiveness scores for each ITS project. The committee was 
advised that this information was to be considered in generating a project rank, along with all other project 
information contained in the project application and at the project briefings. 

Each ITS committee member then generated an entirely subjective project ranking, considering all of the 
information provided on the projects. Individual rankings were then combined into one composite ranking to 
representthe entire committee's ranking recommendation. The committee reviewed the result ofthe combined 

project ranking, further discussed and agreed upon the recommendation to be made to the TRC. 



ITS Projects Recomm"ended for the FY 2014 MAG TIP 


Agency Project Name 

Phoenix #1 ITS Strategic Plan 

MCDOT#1 RADS upgrade 

Adaptive traffic 
Scottsdale control at FL W Blvd 

& Loop 101 

Peoria 
ITS Corridor 

Upgrade 

South Tempe 
Tempe Communications 

Project 

Fiber Optic 
Phoenix #2 Backbone 

Expansion Phase B 

EI Mirage 
Arterial ITS 

Enhancements 

Chandler 
North Chandler 

Fiber Loop 

Descriptions 

Develop the City of Phoenix's first ITS Strategic Plan. This Plan will include strategies for 
building out, operating and maintaining and enhancing the City's ITS Infrastructure and 
manpower needs. 
Upgrade the Regional Archive Data Center Equipment and Systems to enhance 
archiving capacity and the utility (performance monitoring, research, sharing, planning 
capabilities) of real time traffic data. 
1. To identify traffic adaptive signal systems that have been deployed and returned 
successful outcomes in reducing traffic delay on stated corridors across the country. 2. 
Deploy the selected system on FLWand complete before and after delay studies. 3. 
Evaluate if the Adaptive System can manimumize delay as well, or better than real-time 
control of the area signals through the Traffic Management Center and human 
intervention. 

To upgrade the existing cabinets, traffic controllers and also upgrade the existing loop 
detection to video detection on selected corridors to improve the overall communication 
within the City's Network and also upgrade the hardware and software with the changing 
technologies in ITS. Upgrade the hardware and software technology within the City's 
Traffic Signal Control System in order to improve the overall reliability and system 
performance. This will enable the City to improve the overall performance of traffic 
operations within City's street network system. 

Tempe currently uses leased phone lines to facilitate traffic signal operations. This 
project proposes to use an existing conduit along Elliot for fiber optic communication to 
the signals. Wireless radios will be used to provided communication to signals along 
Guadalupe & Warner. CCTVs will be placed at the major intersections for traffic 
monitoring. 

To extend Phase B Fiber Optic Backbone, To provide Traffic Signal interconnect to the 
City of Phoenix TMC 

Phase I, various arterial traffic signal enhancements to upgrade the existing signalized 
intersections for computerized signal control, closed circuit video, improved pedestrian 
control, improved signage and better signal preemption. Future phases to provide 
planned interconnections of signals both locally and with adjoining agencies 

Provide fiber optic communications from traffic signals in the project area back to the 
TMC. Improve the city's efficiency in responding to emergencies by providing 
communications from TMC to traffic signals. 

Transportation. Review Committee - December 14, 2009 

Fed$ Final 
Requested Rank 

$182,000 1 

$136,500 2 

$39,375 3 

$700,000 4 

$415,485 5 

$818,000 6 

$415,660 7 

$801,500 8 

1 



ITS Projects Recommended for the FY 2014 MAG TIP 


Agency 

Glendale 

Gilbert 

MCDOT#2 

Goodyear 

Fountain Hills 

Project Name 

Fiber conduit & 

CCTV at 67th Ave & 


node building 


Traffic signal 

improvement and 


coordination 


MC85 ITS 


Van Buren St Fiber 

and Conduit 


ITS Initial 

Deployment 


Descriptions 

Connect seven intersections to the city's central signal system and install four CCTV 
cameras along 67th Avenue to allow for remote monitoring and management of traffic 
along the corridor. Additionally, connect the fiber communications infrastructure to 
existing fiber and add equipment to a public safety building so that redundant pathways 
between node buildings for city and RCN communications are created. 

This project installs 3-mile fiber optic communication lines in existing conduits; The 
project will also add new CCTV cameras, traffic signal video detection, and controllers 
near Baseline Rd. & Val Vista Dr. The project enables Traffic Management Center to 
respond to traffic congestion at 7 remote intersections in real-time. It also includes 
jurisdiction-wide signal timing operations improvements. 

Extend traffic management capabilities along MC 85, thus improving traffic flow and 
overall roadway capacity, and reducing reliance on private sector leased lines for 
required communication links. Implement ITS corridor improvements recommended in 
the MCDOT ITS Communications Plan; provide interconnection among area traffic 
signals; improve traffic monitoring and traffic signal control in the MCDOT and Avondale 
TMC's; expand AZTech regional traffic information database 

The goal of this project is to improve the City's ability to manage traffic on Van Buren 
Street. This project will provide traffic signal connecitivity to three existing and one future 
traffic signal. In addition, CCTV cameras will be provided at key intersections. In addition 
to being an important east-west corridor in the City of Goodyear, Van Buren Street has 
been identified as a key corridor in the 1-10 Integrated Corridor Management System 
(ICMS). CCTV images and traffic Signal timing plans from intersections along this 
corridor will be shared with ADOT to maximize east-west traffic mobility during incidents 
and freeway construction restrictions. 

Provide an initial deployment of ITS for traffic signals on Shea Blvd and in the downtown 
area. Provide monitoring/control sites at Town Hall and the Street Yard. 

Fed$ Requested= 

Fed$ Available = 

Fed$ 
Requested 

$980,000 

$317,122 

$847,000 

$812,000 

$1,000,000 

$7,464,642 

$6,887,000 

Final 

Rank 


9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

The MAG ITS Committee has recommended that all 13 proposed projects for FY 2014 be programmed with the necessary cost 
adjustments. 

Transportation Review Committee:" December 14, 2009 2 



MARICOPA 

ASSOCIATION af 


GOVERNMENTS 

302 North 1st Avenue, Suite 300 & Phoenix, Arizona 85003 


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

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


December 1, 2009 

TO Members of the Transportation Review Committee 

FROM Brandon Forrey, Chair, MAG Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee 

SUBJECT: Recommend Approval of Bicycle and Pedestrian projects for 2014 TIP 

The MAG Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee spent six. months revising the TIP application based 
upon the MAG B_ikeway Master Plan and the MAG Pedestrian Plan_ The committee then revised 
the Evaluation Criteria based on the application. There were nineteen bicycle and pedestrian projects 
submitted by MAG jurisdictions. Copies of each application were mailed out to each committee 
member with an Evaluation Criteria sheet for each project. At the first meeting in October, members 
presented their projects to the Committee. Committee members asked questions and submitted a 
score for each project. The bicycle and pedestrian scores along with the CMAQ scores were tallied 
by MAG staffand sent back to committee members for review and consideration. At the November 
meeting, committee members discussed the scores and project merits. The attached excel 
spreadsheet reflects the ranking list recommended for approval by the MAG Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Committee. 

The MAG Bicycle and Pedestrian Committee has recommended that the $531,472 be applied to the 
City ofPhoenix Grand Canal Multi-use Path at Indian School and 16tb Street. The city ofPhoenix 
will work with the TRC to fund the project. Attached please find a copy ofthe ranked projects and 
a copy of the Evaluation Criteria. 

. . --.------~-.-- A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County -----~--~~------ .. -

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

Gila River Indian Community & Town of Gilbert & City of Glendale & City of Goodyear & Town of Guadalupe & City of litchfield Park & Maricopa County & City of Mesa & Town of Paradise Valley & City of Peoria & City of Phoenix 


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


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


Evaluation Criteria for Bicycle/Shared Use Projects TIP 2014 
Project Name (include city): _______________________________ 

Member Name (include city): ______________________________ 


CATEGORY 


Transportation 

Improvement 


10% 


Safety and 

Convenience 


Improvements 


30% 


Linkages 


40% 


Demographics 

10% 

Policies 

and Plans 


10% 


Highly 

Recommended 


Recommended 


Not 

Recommended 


POINTS POINTS
DESCRIPTION 

POSSIBLE EARNED 

Project enhances the local and/or regional transportation system 10 

Project addresses: existing safety concern =6-10 pts; potential safety concern 0-5 
10 

pts 


Types of safety improvements included in project: three or more =6-10 pts; two = 

10

3-5 pts; one =0-2 pts 


Types of convenience improvements included in project: three or more =6-10 pts; 

10 

two =3-5 pts; one =0-2 pts 


Projects links with: regional facility =6-8 pts; multi-jurisdictional facility =4-5 pts; 

10

local facility only =1-3 pts 

Links with one or more activity centers, parks or community, senior, recreation, or 
adult day care centers within: 1/4 mile =6-10 pts; 1/2 mile =3-5 pts; 1 mile =0-2 10 
pts 

Links with one or more commercial destinations (malls, retail centers, business 
parks, etc. ) or transit (bus/rail route/stops/station) within: 1/4 mile =6-10 pts; 1/2 10 
mile =3-5 pts; 1 mile =0-2 pts 

Links with one or more schools (elementary, middle, or high schools, colleges, or 
10

universities) within: 1/4 mile =6-10 pts; 1/2 mile =3-5 pts; 1 mile =0-2 pts 

Housing density (dwelling units per acre) is: 15+ =5 pts; 5 - 15 =2 pts; < 5 =0 pts 5 

Project is located within an area with an average income < $26k1yr: yes =3 pts; 
3 

no =0 pts 


Project is located within an area with higher elderly (age> 60 years) population: 

2

25%+ =2 pts; < 25% =0 pts 

Project is: identified in the General Plan, Council adopted policy, or CIP =3-5 pts; 
consistent with general policy/practices =1-2 pts; not addressed by jurisdiction's 5 
plans, policies, or practices =0 pts 

Jurisdiction has policies for improved bicycle/shared use facilities that are: required 5 

=3-5 pts; recommended =1-2 pts; not emphasized or do not exist =0 pts 

TOTAL 
SCORE 

FOR COMMITTEE DISCUSSION 

Project consistently exceeds most measured goals of a Bicycle/Shared Use project. It is highly ranked for: 

safety & convenience; and linkages to identified facilities, destinations and schools are clear and identifiable. 

The project benefits underserved populations and more densely populated areas. Jurisdictional support is 

exhibited through existing plans and policies. 
Project meets most measured goals of a Bicycle/Shared Use project. It demonstrates a minimum 

commitment to safety and convenience; linkages to facilities, destinations and schools may be identified. The 

project may benefit underserved populations and somewhat dense populated areas. There may be support 

for the project in a jurisdiction's existing plans and policies. 
Project does not consistently meet the measured goals of a Bicycle/Shared Use project. Application exhibits 

deficiencies in most measured areas. 

Transportation Review Committee - December 14, 2009 



Federal Cost
Local 	 CMAQ

Length 	 Bike 
Project Title General Project Description 	 Project Location Funding Local Cost Cost Rank Comment

(Miles) 	 ($8,737,000 Score
Source 	 Effectiveness

available) 

100% FUNDING AVAILABLE 
~ 

IIVCII.A. Grand Canal Multi- This project will provide an accessible "'""" "",u.d for crossing Thomas Road IThomas Road: 22nd Street to Grand Canal 

IUse Path Connection at along the Grand Canal by constructing a 10' wide multi-use pathway along the 
'Thomas Road and 22nd Street south side of Thomas Road between the traffic signal, located at the intersection AHURI 

of Thomas Road and 22nd Street, and the Grand Canal where it crosses Thomas 	 0.1 $146,550 $341 ,950 1220 $ 84,230 1
CMAQ

Road. To the north of Thomas Road a 10' wide multi-use pathway will be 

constructed along the 22nd Street alignment. 


C~ .GIIU.C•• Galveston Street The I Street Bicycle & Pedestrian Bridge over the Price/Loop 1 01 Street & Loop 101 at milepost 59.6. 
121 

-I & Pedestrian Bridge III ""::VY"Y will link the existing north-south & east-west bicycle/pedestrian paths on Bridge length over the freeway and frontage roads is Street 

both sides of the freeway to allow access to adjacent parks, schools, employment approximatelly 540' with ramps of approximatelly 
 0.15 G.O. $2,545,742 $2,056,758 1336 $ 323.998 2 
& shopping centers. This project will complete the non-motorized link from the 290' on each end of the structure Bonds 

regional core area to Downtown Chandler. 


Gilbert: Bicycle Crossing The project will improve five shared-use path crossings of arterial streets with Guadalupe Road & SRP Powerline Easement 
Improvement & Safety Project appropriate bicycle facilities, such as bicycle signals, bicycle refuge islands, (between Val Vista Drive & Greenfield Road) 

General 
Phase III 	 marked crossings, larger traffic signs, and ADA compliant ramps. The project will 0.1 $213,000 $497,000 1189 $ 103,671 3

Fund
make these improvements in reference to the HAWK system. 

'A;.~, 'wu,~ Central Avenue II.ddition of bike lanes on Central Avenue with mill and overlay. Provide reduced I Central Avenue in Avondale, Arizona Van Buren 
Bicycle Facility Project 'v"' ..... "'l widths I Street south to Westem Avenue 1 CIP $461,746 $1 ,077,405 1330 $ 361 ,137 4 

Youngtown FFY2014 Bike Path Multi-use project, which will include a bike lane that meander through a large Rural Road to Kiwanis Park 
Project portion of town, connecting with (and in some cases adjacent to) walking trails, 

giving residents easy access to no less than three Town parks, as well as 5 miles Local $300,700 $292,800 1106 $ 77,340 5 
WIIIIC.:;tkJII" to light rail along Grand Avenue, and Valley Metro bus lines at 

,various locations. 


AZ Canal Shared- IConstruct 0.9 miles of 14-foot wide shared-use path along the south bank of the Along the south bank of the Arizona Canal from 64th 
Use Path: 64th St - Goldwater IArizona Canal from 64th Street to Goldwater Boulevard. Construct accessible Street to Goldwater Boulevard, and the 64th 
Blvd intersections at 64th StlThomas, 64th/Osbom, 64thllndian School, and StreetlThomas intersection, 64thllndian School Sales tax 

68thllndian School. Construct pedestrian bridge and park connection at 68th St intersection, northwest portion of 68thllndian School 0.9 $995,904 $2,323,780 1196 $ 232,595 6
and bonds 


and AZ Canal. intersection, and pedestrian bridge/Lafayette Park 

connection. 

EI Mirage: Rancho EI Mirage 	 This project will provide a Multi-Use Path located within a drainage channel owned Thunderbird Road to Port Royale Lane 
Multi-Use Path 	 and maintained by the City to provide continuous non-motorized transportation to 

daily trip destinations throughout the community from schools, parks, shopping, 
and places of work. The path will provide a linear park with defined staging areas, 0.85 HURF $339,786 $792,835 1201 $ 320,654 7 

points of access and other public amenities. 

ITempe: EI Paso Gas Easement The project is a multi-use path extension of the existing EI Paso Gas Easement IAlong the north bank of the Arizona Canal, north of 
l.I , ".:. Path: Rural Rd.- path from Rural Road to Kiwanis Park. The project would extend the multi-use ICan,,,,,...,,,,,,, Rd. 

" ...w, ..~ Park path system from Price Road to Kiwanis Park, a major regional destination. The 
0.5 CMAQ $567,000 $1,323,000 1298 $ 461 ,014 8

project would allow and promote non-motorized access to Kiwanis Park. 

TOTALS $5,570,428 $8,705,528 	 ~1$531,472 availablelil!li:I!!!il!! 

PARTIAL FUNDING AVAILABLE 
Phoenix: Grand Canal Multi- This multi-use path/bridge project will construct a two-phase crosswalk across Indian School Road: Grand Canal to 16th Street The lA"""""",,,, ,,,,''v, ''''''''"...'''J that the 
Use Path Connection at Indian 16th Street at the Grand Canal alignment; a 10' wide multi-use pathway; and two $53' ,472 be applied to fund the 
School Road and 16th Street pre-fabricated multi-use bridges over the Grand Canal to provide an accessible Phoenix Grand Canal Project. The city 

AHURI
connection between the existing asphalt path along the Grand Canal and the 	 0.1 $598,500 $1,396,500 1160 $ 162,688 9 of Phoenix will work with the TRC. 

CMAQ
proposed multi-use paths leading to the signalized intersection. 

TOTALS (INCLUDING FULLY FUNDED ,,_JECTS) $6,168,928 $10,102,028 	 $865,028 Federally Unfunded 
II!: 



0.09 
Transp. 

$284,280 $663,320 1053 $ 106,798 10
Sales Tax 

to start on-road (and future off-road) bicycle and Fort McDowell Rd: SR-87 to Mohave Rd 
pedestrian system with a centrally located backbone along Fort McDowell Road 

will eventually link their RV resort (south of SR-87), casino and community Tribal 
buildings (south of Fort Loop Road). Further additions will be to link the tribal 1.3 $297,300 $693,700 750 $ 13,882 11 
offices, elementary school, residences and connect to Fountain Hills along 

funds 

branches along Mohave and Yavapai Roads. 

project will provide bike lanes along New River Road from Desert Hills Drive Desert Hills Road to Venado 
north to Venado Road. 8.6 HURF $392,025 $914,725 669 $ 6,919 12 

project will design and develop a quarter-mile pedestrian pathway connecting located between Gilbert Road and Ash 
the Water Tower Plaza and Westem Powerline Trail and Park. The pathway will from the Water Tower Plaza (south of Page 

General 
safety of pedestrians, reduce traffic congestion, improve air quality, and to Westem Powerline trail. 0.25 

Fund 
$95,400 $222,600 1262 $ 2,963,238 13 

provide universal access with ADA certified ramps. 

Maryland Avenue This is a multi-use path connecting two separated segments the Maryland 
Bicycle Spot Improvement at Avenue Bike Route. 0.05 

Transp. 
$161,671 $358,529 1023 $ 173,213 14 

Cemetery Sales Tax 

Western Avenue to support 
Pedestrian Project - Avondale between Goodyear and the intersection at Central Avenue. This project 

located in the city's revitalization area and will benefit low to moderate income 
0.42 CIP $320,918 $344,308 1191 $ 1,846,408 15

Improvements include .42 miles of sidewalk to include lighting, street 
and parking medians. 

: New River Multi-use will provide underpass lighting, landscaping, irrigation, ramada, is located on the east bank of New River 
- Amenities Project benches and bike racks for the planned New River Multi-use Pathway. Northern Avenue to the bethany Home Road 

amenities will be added to the future 2.25-mile New River Pathway that 2.25 
Transp. 

$780,500 $999,500 980 $ 278,309 16 
includes underpasses at Glendale Avenue and Northern Avenue. Sales Tax 

AZ 
Sales tax 

0.1 
and bonds 

$1,108,091 $2,585,545 1122 $ 797,171 17 

0.52 CIP $65,978 $153,948 1008 $ 426,216 18 

will provide one mile of a new 8' sidewalk on the south side of Varney Road from Dysart Road to EI Mirage Road 
Dysart Road to EI Mirage Road, and will be completing the existing 

1.25on the north side of Varney Road from EI Mirage Road to approximately HURF $112,108 $261,584 848 $ 11,357,278 19 

1350' to the west. 
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MARICOPA 
ASSOCIATION of 

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


Phone (6021 254-6300 A FAX (6021 254-6490 

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


December 7,2009 

TO: Members of the Transportation Review Committee 

FROM: Eileen Yazzie, MAG Transportation Programming Manager 

SUBJECT: POLICY AND PROGRAMMING OPTIONS FOR UNOBLIGATED ARRA LOCAL FUNDS 

At the November 13, 2009 Transportation Review Committee (TRC), the committee recommended 

approval that any unobligated American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Local funds, due to 

either projects not obligating or project cost savings, are to be programmed at the at the discretion of 

the local jurisdiction asARRA funds or may be exchanged with the Arizona Department of Transportation . 

(ADOT) for ADOT Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds. ADOT would then use the ARRA funds on 

highway projects in the MAG region and ADOT will transfer an equivalent amount of ADOT STP funds 

that can be used by MAG members on local federally funded projects. If applicable, the local agency 

may use project cost savings from their own original ARRA allocation to lower the 30 percent local cost 

share on projects programmed under the 70/30 cost share policy. 

Two technical programming issues need to be addressed together for the above policy recommendation 

to move forward: 1) Establish a threshold (total cost percent, dollar amount, etc.) related to 

programming ARRA/STP funds on local projects, and 2) local project readiness since the local projects 

will need to obligate by September 2010. 

Objective: Establish a threshold related to programming ARRA/STP funds on local projects 

Currently, all local ARRA projects in the MAG region are scheduled to obligate prior to February 2010 

according to ADOT and local agencies. Additional ARRA funds available for programming are anticipated 

as a result of project savings. It is recommended that a threshold dollar amount and/or percent of 

proposed new project cost be established for programming ARRA/STP project savings on future local 

projects. The analysis outlined bellowed outline suggestions; other ideas and suggestions are welcome. 

1. 	 Member jurisdictions must have a minimum dollar amount savings in order to request 
ARRA/STP project savings to be programmed on another local project. If the cost savings do not 
do not meet a minimum dollar threshold, the cost savings are returned to the region to be 
reprogrammed. 
• 	 A minimum dollar amount threshold would need to be established. Some analysis to take 

into consideration: 

A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County 

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

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


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


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


• 	 About half of the member agencies were allocated at least $1 million in ARRA. 

Based on a projected cost savings of 20%, this would result in project cost savings of 

$200,000. Is $200,000 enough federal funds to reprogram on another project 

considering the project development and STP guidelines? (20%/$200K is an 

example) 

• 	 All jurisdictions received at least $500,000 ARRA to program. Based on a projected 

cost savings of 20%, this would result in project cost savings of $100,000. Is 

$100,000 enough federal funds to reprogram on another project considering the 

project development process and STP guidelines? (20%/$100K is an example) 

2. 	 Member jurisdictions must have ARRA savings that amount to a minimum percentage of total 

costs of any new proposed local project to request ARRA/STP funds. If the cost savings do not 

represent a minimum of the total project costs programmed for the proposed project, the cost 

savings are returned to the region to be reprogrammed. 

• 	 A minimum percentage of total cost threshold would need to be established. Some analysis 

to take into consideration: 

• 	 A 50% threshold would mean that a project that has a total cost: $500,000 would 

need to have $250,000 of ARRA cost savings. 

• 	 A 70% threshold would mean that a project that has a total cost: $500,000 would 

need to have $350,000 of ARRA cost savings. 

• 	 Looking at the total costs of currently funded ARRA Local projects: projects that 

cost less than $250k, $500k, and $lM represent 10%, 16% and 45% of all projects 

respectively. 

Objective: Discuss local project readiness, local projects will need to obligate by September 2010 

For local projects to be funded with either ARRA/STP funds, due to project savings, the local projects will 

need to be obligated by September 2010. Project readiness will continue to be a leading factor in 

programming project savings. 

During October and November, member agencies submitted project candidates for anticipated 

unobligated local ARRA funds. MAG staff worked with FHWA, ADOT and local agencies to review 

projects and readiness. Not all of the projects submitted will be able to meet the deadline. In addition, 

many local Jurisdictions do not have any eligible projects. 

It is highly unlikely if the local agency has not begun the project development process that a project 

could obligate by September 2010. Member agencies that have not initiated the project development 

process could possibly not have the opportunity to request additional ARRA/STP funds. 

Project readiness factors will need to be decided on for projects to be funded with project savings. 

If there are any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at: eyazzie@mag.maricopa.gov 

or (602) 452.5058. 

mailto:eyazzie@mag.maricopa.gov
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Project Status Report 

Transportation Projects - MAG Region November 24 2009 


American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 
2009. The national Highway Infrastructure Investment component of the legislation is $27.5 billion. 

For the highway portion, the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 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 - 10 
Local Sponsored Project Overview p. 11 
Local Sponsored Project Details p. 12  15 
Highway Projects - ADOT Allocation Update p. 16  18 



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. 
Bid Opened - The project has received bids and the bids have been opened. 
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 

http:http://www.mag.maricopa.gov
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Admin Mod: Change project 
DOT09-

DOT 1-10: Verrado Way - Sarival Rd Construct General Purpose Lane ARRA $26,272.0 $26,272.0 $26,271.6 OS/27/09 ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ 7/17/09 costs from $28.2M to
815 

$26.3M. 


Admin Mod: Change project 

DOT09-

DOT 1-17: SR74-Anthem Way Construct General Purpose Lane ARRA $13,314.1 $13,314.1 $13,314.1 OS/27/09 ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ 6/19/09 costs from $13.4M to 
818 

$13.3M 

Admin Mod: Change project 
DOT09-

DOT US 60: SR 303L - 99th Ave Road Widening ARRA $22,275.7 $22,299.9 $22,299.9 03/25/09 ,/ ,/ ,/ 10/23/09 11/20/09 costs from $45.0M to 
6COOR 

$22.3M 

$2.5 million in ARRA-
DOT07- STP-AZ & 

DOT 99th Ave from 1-10 to MC-85 Road Widening $3,152.9 $3,753.9 04/22/09 ,/ ,/ Highway, and $652,890 in 
323 ARRA 

ARRA-MPO/Local. 

US 60: 99th Ave to Thunderbird 
DOT09- Transporatation Landscaping Admin Mod: Change project 

DOT Rd (within the city limits of EI ARRA $207.3 $207.3 $207.3 04/22/09 ,/ ,/ ,/ 10/23/09 11/20/09
801 Enhancement costs from $300k to $207k 

Mirage) 

Admin Mod: Change project 
DOT07-

DOT US 60: 99th Ave - 83rd Ave Road Widening ARRA $7,647.2 $7,647.2 $7,647.2 03/25/09 ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ 8/14/09 costs from $11.2 mill to 
332 

$7.6M. <I 

I Admin Mod: Change project 
,DOT06- Widen roadway, adding 2 through costs from $18.6 mill to

DOT SR 85: Southern Ave - I 10 ARRA $11,042.3 $11,042.3 $11,042.3 OS/27/09 ,/ ,/ ,/ 8/21/09 9/18/09
613 lanes $11.0M - pending contract 

.w.rrl 

Construct traffic interchange, ARRA, STP 
DOT12- 101 (Agua Fria Fwy) at Union Hills 

DOT construct new frontage road and MAG& $9,100.0 $27,564.4 $5,667.4 04/22/09 ,/ ,/ ,/ 9/25/09 10/16/09
840 Dr/Beardsley Rd 

Texas U-Turn structure over L101 Local 

DOT08- 74: US-60 (Grand Ave) to Loop Construct eastbound and 
DOT ARRA $3,900.0 $3,900.0 $2,324.6 OS/27/09 ,/ ,/ ,/ 9/25/09 10/16/09

673 303 (Estrella Fwy); MP 20-22 westbound passing lanes 

I $96,911.5 $116,001.2 $88,774.4 

tDate in Design and Environmental fields indicate estimated completion date. 
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AVN09

801 
AVN 

Dysart Road-I-10 to Indian School 

Road 

Preliminary engineering, design and 

construction for Mill & Replace 
ARRA $2,035.2 $2,035.2 4/22/09 11/20/09 ./ 12/11/09 

AVN09-801 & AVN09-802 could be bid 

together under one TRACS to save cost 

AVN09

802 
AVN Dysart Road -Van Buren to the 1-10 

Preliminary engineering, design and 

construction for Mill & Replace 

ARRA& 

Local 
$179.7 $401.8 4/22/09 11/20/09 ./ 12/11/09 

AVN09-801 & AVN09-802 could be bid 

together under one TRACS to save cost 

BKY09

801 
BKY 

Various Locations Townwide -

Functionallv Classified Roads 

Pre-engineer/Design and Pavement 

Rehabiliation and Preservation 
ARRA $1,621.9 $1,621.9 4/22/09 12/1/09 11/30/09 12/22/09 

Send to C&S without clearances for C&S 

to beEin review.. 

CFR09

801 
CFR 

Intersection of Tom Darlington 

Drive and Ridgeview Place 

Pre-engineer/Design and construct 

Pedestrian crossing 
ARRA $35.0 $35.0 4/22/09 N/A 11/26/09 N/A Combined w/ LG CFR09-802 

CFR09

802 
CFR 

Cave Creek Road: Scopa Trail to 

Carefree Eastern Border 

Pre-engineer/Design and construct, 

repair and restoration of Cave Creek 

Road 

ARRA $553.3 $553.3 4/22/09 11/12/09 12/4/09 12/31/09 
City not happy with type of flashers. 

Would like to use illuminated. 

CVK09
807 

CVK 
Various Locations - Functionally 

Classified Roadways 

Pre-Engineer/Design and Construct 

Pavement Rehab projects 
ARRA $614.8 $614.8 5/27/09 11/30/09 11/30/09 12/31/09 Over budget. Scope will be reduced - C&S 

CHN120

07C 
CHN 

Chandler Blvd/Dobson Road 

Intersection, and Dobson Road 

from Chandler Blvd to Frye Road 

Intersection and Capacity 

Improvement 

ARRA, Local 

& RARF 
$2,288.7 $7,629.0 4/22/09 ./ ./ 11/23/09 

Clearance for RW & URR may be under old 

TRACS SS78201C. 

CHN09

801 

ELM09

801 

CHN 

ELM 

Price Road from Germann Road 

south to Queen Creek Road 

Various Locations Citywide -

Functionally Classified Roadways 

Design and reconstruction of 

Ipavement 

pre-Engineer/Design and Mill and 

Replace Existing Road. 

ARRA 

ARRA 

$3,678.9 

$952.8 

$3,678.9 

$952.8 

4/22/09 

4/22/09 

./ 

11/16/09 

./ 

11/16/09 

12/17/09 

12/7/09 

Additional scope was done for this 
ro·ect. 

Scope of work chng. Letter sent to EPG to 

confirm chng. 

FTH07

301 
FTH 

Shea Blvd. (Palisades Blvd. to 

Fountain Hills Blvd.) 

Widen for 3rd (westbound) lane, bike 

lane, sidewalk, and turn pockets. 

ARRA, STP, 

& Local 
$1,081.6 $3,376.6 6/24/09 ./ ./ 11/4/09 

Under review w/ C&S 6/19/09. C&S to 

drive location to verify project limits. 

Send copy of plans to District for review. 

GBD09
gOl 

GBD09-

B02 

GBD09-

B03 

GBD 

GBD 

GBD 

Pima Street/SR-85 Various 

Locations 

Pima Street/SR-85 Various 

Locations 

Gila Bend Airport on SR-85 

Design and Construct Signage 

Imorovements 

Design and Construct Pedestrian and 

Landscape Improvements 

Design and Construct Carpool and 

Transit Park & Ride Lot 

ARRA 

ARRA 

ARRA 

$33.0 

$339.5 

$170.0 

$33.0 

$339.5 

$170.0 

4/22/09 

4/22/09 

5/27/09 

12/1/09 

12/1/09 

12/1/09 

11/30/09 

11/30/09 

11/19/09 

12/22/09 

12/22/09 

12/22/09 

Combined w/ GBD09-802 

Possible 4F. Actual cost estimate is 

pending. Gila Bend has requested MAG 

for additional funding. No survey work has 
Iheen rinne 

GRC09-

B01 
GRC 

Various Locations - Functionally 

ClaSSified Roadways 

Pre-Engineer/Design and Construct 

Pavement Rehab projects 
ARRA $561.3 $561.3 4/22/09 12/1/09 11/30/09 12/22/09 

EPG - Avoidance Letter from District. 

District waiting for change in scope. 

GLB09

gOl 
GLB 

Various Locations - Functionally 

Classified Roadways 

Pre-Engineer/Design and Construct 

Nova Chip Overlays- arterial roadways 
ARRA $5,306.3 $5,306.3 4/22/09 11/20/09 ./ 12/11/09 

ARRA Status Report - MAG November 24 2009 Page 4 of 18 
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GLN09- G Various Locations Citywide - New traffic signal cabinets and 
801 LN F t' II CI ' f' d R d t II 

unc IOna y ass I Ie oa ways con ro ers 

GLN09- Various Locations Citywide _ . 
GLN . I 'f' Modernize traffic signals

802 Functlona Iy Class I led Roadways 

GLN09- Various Locations Citywide _ 
GLN . 'fi CCTV Camera Installations 

803 Functionally Classl led Roadways 
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local Projects - Roadway .. < i ...................> .. ,...•. ". 
City of Glendale to Procure equipment 

$11000 $ 1000 4/22/09 11/30/09 11/10/09 12/21/09 . .
ARRA ,. 1,. but will advertise through ADOT for

instaliation. 

City of Glendale to Procure equipment 
ARRA $550.0 $550.0 4/22/09 11/30/09 11/10/09 12/21/09 but will advertise through ADOT for 

installation. 

. City of Glendale to Procure equipment 
ARRA $90.0 $90.0 4/22/09 11/30/09 11/10109 12/21/09 but will advertise through ADOT for 

,II. 

GLN09- Install wireless communication with 
GLN Camelback Rd. - 47th to 83rd Aves. . 

804 traffic signals 

. ... 
GLN09- G Bethany Home Rd. - 63rd to 83rd Install wireless communicatIOn with 
805 LN A t ff' . I 

ves. ra IC signa s 

GLN09- GLN Glendale Ave. _ 51st to 66th Aves. Pre-Engineer/Design and construct 
806 I oavement overlav 

GLN09- GLN Litchfield Rd. - Missouri to Pre-Engineer/Design and construct 
807 Northern Ave. I pavement surface treatment 

City of Glendale to Procure equipment 
ARRA $230.0 $230.0 4/22/09 11/30/09 ./ 12/21/09 but will advertise through ADOT for 

linstallation. 

City of Glendale to Procure equipment 
$2000 $2000 /22/09 11/30/09 ./ 12/21/09 . .

ARRA.. 4 but will advertise through ADOT for 
!installation. 

ARRA $1,170.0 $1,170.0 4/22/09 11/25/09 11/27/09 12/16/09 Advance NTP given to Dibble 

ARRA $510.0 $510.0 4/22/09 11/25/09 11/25/09 12/16/09 Advance NTP given to Dibble 

GLN09- GLN 25 Miles on Arterial Streets Install thermoplastic pavement 
808 markings 

ARRA $358.4 $358.4 4/22/09 11/30/09 ./ 12/21/09 This project could be combined with other 
Pavement Pres projects to save cost. 

GLN08 63rd Avenue at Loop 101 Design and construct multi-use 
GLN overpass over Loop 101 (Agua Fria 

604 Expressway Fwvl {Ph.sp ?l 

ARRA, . . 
CMAQ, & $1,850.0 $5,407.4 4/22/09./././ Project submitted to C&S 

I nral I 

GDY09- GDY Various Locations Citywide  Pre-Engineer/Design and construct 
801 Functionally Classified Roadways mill, patch and replace 

ARRA & $782.4 $798.4 4/22/09 11/30/09 ./ 12/21/09 ! 

Local 

GDL09- GDL Various Locations Townwide - Design and Mill & Asphalt overlay 
801 Functionally Classified Roadways roadways 

ARRA $634.0 $634.0 4/22/09 11/20/09 11/30/09 12/31/09 Combined w/ LG GUA0201. Previously 2 
projects. 

Pre-Engineer/Design and mill and 
LPK09- LPK Various LocationsCitywide  replace pavement resurfacing/ 
801 Functionally Classified Roadways reconstruction 

Cost estimate high. Scope will need t be 
ARRA $614.0 $614.0 4/22/09 11/30/09 ./ 12/21/09 reduced . Need funding prior to 

advertisement. JPA needs to be amended. 

MMA09- MMA Various Locations Countywide  Pre-Engineer/Design and construct AR 
801 Functionally Classified Roadways Overlay 

ARRA & $6,469.2 $6,478.1 4/22/09 11/30/09 11/30/09 12/21/09 Project Design 100% Complete. MOU is 
Local place between both agencies. 

MES09- MES Various Locations Citywide  Pre-Engineer/Design and pavement 
801R Functionally Classified Roadways reconstruct and ADA upgrades 

ARRA $1,610.9 $1,610.9 5/27/09././ 12/21/09 

MES09- MES Various Locations Citywide  Pre-Engineer/Design and construct mill 
802R Functionally Classified Roadways and replace pavement 

ARRA $970.7 $970.7 5/27/09././ 12/21/09 

MES09- Various Locations Citywide _ Pre-Engineer/Design and pavement 
803 MES F . II CI "f d R d reconstruct and ADA upgrades, Group 

unctlOna y assl Ie oa ways 1 
ARRA $2,559.3 $2,559.3 5/27/09././ 12/21/09 
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Loc;al~r()jects - Roadway .... ..•....... .. ..... " 

•• •• ." 
Pre-Engineer/Design and pavement

MES09- Various Locations Citywide -
MES reconstruct and ADA upgrades, Group ARRA $2,333.3 $2,333.3 5/27/09 12/4/09 ./ 12/21/09

804 Functionally Classified Roadways 
1J 


Pre-Engineer/Design and pavement

MES09- Various Locations Citywide -

MES reconstruct and ADA upgrades Group ARRA $3,310.6 $3,310.6 5/27/09 12/4/09 ./ 12/21/09
805 Functionally Classified Roadways 

13 

District needs a copy of plans. Under C&S 
PVY09- Various Locations Townwide - . Pre-Engineer/Design and construct ARRA& 

PVY $823.2 $823.8 4/22/09 11/30/09 11/30/09 1/7/10 Review 6/19/09. Don is going to drive 
801 Functionally Classified Roadways pavement resurface projects Lo cal 

area to verify plans - old project. 

Beardsley Rd Connection: Loop ARRA, STP
PEOI00- Construct Beardsley Road extension Pending Advertisement Date: October 23,

PEO 101 (Agua Fria Fwy) to Beardsley MAG& $2,850.4 $11,489.7 4/22/09 ./ ./ ./ 11/19/09 12/18/09
07AC1 and bridge over New River 2009 

Rd at 83rd Av/Lake Pleasant Pkwy Local , 

PE009- Pavement Preservation: Major Arterial ARRA& City hopes to have ARRA funds left over I 

PEO Various Locations $1,130.1 $1,396.3 6/24/09 11/30/09 ./ 12/21/09 I 

801 mill, overlay and re-striping Local from Beardsley Rd to cover ($1,389,351) 

PHX07- Design & Construction of Intersection ARRA& Advertised -310w bids rejected. FHWA 
PHX 7th St & McDowell Rd $1,000.0 $2,256.0 4/22/09 ./ ./ ./ 

316 Improvements CMAQ would like to review. Low bid $750K 

PHX09- Various Locations (North Area) - Design & Construction of Pavement 
PH X ARRA $7,136.2 $7,136.2 4/22/09 12/15/09 ./ 12/4/09

801 Functionally Classified Roadways Preservation 

PH X09- Various Locations (Central Area) - Design & Construction of Pavement 
PHX ARRA $7,150.0 $7,150.0 4/22/09 12/15/09 ./ 12/4/09

802 Functionally Classified Roadways Preservation 

PH X09- Various Locations (South Area) • Design & Construction of Pavement 
PHX ARRA $7,150.0 $7,150.0 4/22/09 12/15/09 ./ 12/4/09 95% Plans turned into ADOT 

803 Functionally Classified Roadways Preservation 

Design & Construction of 
PHX09- Removal/Replacement of Existing ADA

PH X Various Locations· (North Area) ARRA $1,750.0 $1,750.0 4/22/09 12/15/09 ./ 12/14/09 95% Plans turned into ADOT 
804 Ramps or Construction of New ADA 

IR.mn< 

Design & Construction of 
PHX09· Removal/Replacement of Existing ADA

PHX Various Locations· (South Area) ARRA $1,750.0 $1,750.0 4/22/09 12/15/09 ./ 12/14/09 95% Plans turned into ADOT 
805 Ramps or Construction of New ADA 

IRamn< 
PHX09- DeSign & Costruct Bridge Deck

PH X 11 Locations Citywide ARRA $2,250.0 $2,250.0 4/22/09 12/15/09 ./ 12/11/09 95% Plans tu rned into ADOT 
806 Rehabilitations 
PHX09- Design & Costruct Bridge Joint

PHX 6 Locations .Cltywide ARRA $1,250.0 $1,250.0 4/22/09 12/15/09 ./ 12/11/09 95% Plans turned into ADOr 
807 Rehabilitations 

PH X09- Inventory / Programming & Procure /
PH X Citywide Corridors ARRA $3,000.0 $3,000.0 4/22/09 12/15/09 ./ 12/18/09 PB need to verify if non-standard signs

808 Install Traffic Control Signs 

PHX09- Design & Procure/Install Fiber Optic
PH X Citywide Corridors ARRA $1,500.0 $1,500.0 4/22/09 12/15/09 ./ 12/18/09 PS&E package at ADOT awaiting approval.

809 Backbone System 
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PHX09

810 
PHX09

811 

QNC09
801 

PHX 

PHX 

QNC 

QNC09- IQNC 
802 

Citywide Corridors 

Citywide Corridors 

Design &Procure/lnstall CCTV 

Design &PrOcur~/lnstall Wireless 
Communications 

Combs Rd: UPRR/Rittenhouse Rd IPre-Engineer/Design and construct 
to approx. 1,000 ft west of Gantzel resurfacing roadway 

IRd 

Various Locations on Rittenhouse 

Rd 

Pre-Engineer/Design and construct 

resurfacing roadway and shoulder 

loavin~ 

ARRA 

ARRA 

ARRA 

$500.0 

$227.3 

$805.8 

$500.0 

$227.3 

$805.8 

4/22/09 

4/22/09 

4/22/09 

12/15/09 

12/4/09 

12/4/09 

./ 112/18/09 

12/1/09 1 1/6/10 

12/1/09 1/6/10 

PS&E package at ADOT awaiting approval. 

PS&E package at ADOT awaiting approval. 

Drafted PA complete. 

Drafted PA complete. 

SRP09

801 
ISRP 

Ivarious Locations - Functionally 
Classified Roadways 

DeSign & Construction of Pavement 

Preservation/Chip-Seal 
II ARRA $653.9 $653 .9 5/27/09 11/19/09 11/30/09 12/30/09 

Constructibility. Still need to determine 
where they will store eqUipment. 

SCT09

802 

SCT12

813 

SUR09

801 

TMP09

801 

WKN09
801 

YTN09

801 

SCT 

SCT 

SUR 

ITMP 

IWKN 

Various Locations 

Various Locations in Southern 
Scottsdale 

Bell Road-Parkview to West City 

Limit 

Preliminary engineering, design and 

construction for Mill & Replace 

Replace traffic signal controllers and 

cabinets 
Pre-Engineer/Design and construct 

pavement Reconstruct ion and ITS 
IConduit Installation 

II 

I Baseline Road between Kyrene 
Construct replacement bridge over the II

Road and the Union Pacific 

Rail road, over the Western Canal 
Western Canal 

I North Vulture Mine Rd: US 60 to DeSign and Complete Pavement Mill . 
II

Northern Town Limits and Replace 

Peoria Ave: 111th Avenue west by IPre-Engineer/Design and construct mili ll 
1950 feet/approx. 115th Avenue and replace - pavement resurfaCing 

ARRA 

ARRA,& 
Local 

ARRA 

ARRA, & 

Local 

ARRA 

ARRA 

$4,600.0 

$439.6 

$2,933.4 

$4,362.6 

$644.1 

$645.9 

$101;695:7 

$4,600.0 

$500.0 

$2,933.4 

$6,000.0 

$644.1 

$645.9 

$124,99B 

7/22/09 

4/22/09 

4/22/09 

4/22/09 

4/22/09 

4/22/09 

12/17/09 

11/16/09 

10/30/09 

./ 

11/30/09 

12/1/09 

11/30/091 1/7/10 

./ 1 12/7/09 

./ 111/21/09 

11/30/09 12/21/09 

11/30/09 12/21/09 

12/4/09 12/21/09 

PB will meet w/ City to determine what 

City plans to do with high cost estimate. 

IJ~~wiILneedto.be..amendedc 
Meet w/ Scottsdale to discuss installation 
r~uirements 

PS&E being reviewed by C&S. Materials 

Clearance needs to be verified. 

Awaiting clea rance. 

Additional scope is being requested by 

City. Need to determine if there is enough 
timp to do thic;. 

Fee proposal at LG for approval 

tDate in Design and Environmental fields indicate estimated completion date. 
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AVN09
804T 

<?' 

AVN Citywide 

' ....... .....<>.,c .·,,, y.· i .<:.. . ,,\'>{ 
Purchase 2 replacement dial-a
ride vehicles 

.• •.•.. · L()caIProject~~Transit Projects 

$126.0 $126.0 6/24/09 

. .. .. ." .. .•. ' •.. 

GDY05
202T 

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

. b . hf' Id )
Basin etween lItc Ie and Dysart 

. . . . 
Park and Ride Land AcquIsition $352.2 $1,847.1 6/24/09./././ Mar-l0 

. 
Grants have been submitted to FTA 

GDY06
204T 

GDY 
. . 

1-10: Litchfield Rd to Dysart Rd (ADOT 
Basin between Litchfield and Dysart) 

.. 
Construct regional park-and-nde 
(1/10 - Litchfield) 

$2,036.2 $4,193.8 6/24/09./././ Mar-l0 
The design is completed. The EA is completed. 
The land was acquired. Contract for construction 
is expected to be signed in December 2009. 

GDY08
800T 

GDY 1-10: Litchfield Rd to Dysart Rd (ADOT 
Basin between Litchfield and Dysart) 

Acquire land- regional park and 
ride 

$186.5 $977.6 6/24/09./././ Mar-l0 Grants have been submitted to FTA 

MES08
80lT MES Loop 202/Power 

Construct regional park-and-ride 
(Loop 202/Power) $517.8 $1,800.0 9/30/09 

Admin Mod: Modify project costs to lower 
~~~~i~:~~d~~~:nge funding type to ARRA-

MES10
80lT MES US60/Country Club Park-and-Ride design $367.5 $367.5 9/30/09 Amend: Add new ARRA-Transit project to list. 

MES10
802T MES US60/Country Club Park-and -Ride land acquisition $3,238.3 $3,238.3 9/30/09 Amend : Add new ARRA-Transit project to list. 

MES10
803T MES Loop 202/Power 

Design regional park-and-ride 
Loop 202!Power) $765.0 $765.0 9/30/09 

. . . 
Amend: Add new ARRA-Translt project to list. 

MES10
804T MES Gilbert/McDowell Design regional park-and-ride $765.0 $765.0 9/30/09 Amend: Add new ARRA-Transit project to list. 

MES10
805T MES Gilbert/McDowell Construct regional park-and-ride $517.8 $2,289.0 9/30/09 Amend: Add new ARRA-Transit project to list. 

MES10
809T MES Country Club/US 60 

. . 
Park-and-Rlde construction $3,228.8 $3,228.8 3/25/09 

./ ./ Admin Mod: Modify project costs to lower 
amount. 

PHX08
704T 

PHX 27th Ave/Baseline Rd 
/

27th Ave Baseline Park and Ride 
Construct 

$1,100.0 $1,100.0 5/27/09 ././ Jun-12 
The RFP for design is currently on the street. A 
pre-submittal meeting was held with potential 
consultants on November 16, 2009. 

PHX08

705T 
PHX 1-17/Happy Valley 

Happy Valley/I-17 Park and Ride _ 

construct 
$5,500.0 $5,500.0 3/25/09./././ Dec-l0 

The project is currently out to bid for 
con·struction. Construction is scheduled to begin 
lin Fphn,.rv ?n10 

PHX09
61lT 

PHX Regionwide Preventive Maintenance $5,400.0 $11,964.0 3/25/09./././ Jun-l0 Ongoing I 

PHX09
837T 

PHX Bell Rd/SR-51 Bus access crossover $640.1 $640.1 
. 

3/25/09./././ Jul-l0 
The RFP for design is currently on the street. A 
pre-submittal meeting was held with potential 
consultants on November 30, 2009. 

PHX09
838 

T 
PHX Pecos Road/40th Street 

Pecos/40th St Park and Ride 
E ' 
xpanslon 

$3,000.0 $3,000.0 3/25/09././././ Dec-l0 
The project is currently out to bid for 
construction . Construction is scheduled to begin 
lin i"nu"rv 2010. 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 

American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 

NOVEMBER 24 2009 

Project Information Project Funding Project Development Statust 

..,o 
c:: 
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! « ~ GJ .. GJ GJc:: <II Q,~ .~ ~.. E 'E e ~ o 'E EQ. E.. ~ I~ .., ._ ~ Q, .u; .g :r to .- E E~ .~ '0' ~ ...!!: ~ OJ ~ ~ ~ ~ o 

ct _.. 0.. 11.0 OJ w < « Q ~ 0 iii ~ 31 8 
,locaIProjects:'Transif~rojects 

Consultant was meeting with staff to assess 

needs and specifications. An Operation review Intelligent Transportation System 
PHX09 will be created from the information collected . PHX Regionwide Enhancement: Regional Transit $300.0 $300.0 3/25/09 ./ ./ ./ Sep-10
839T The Operational Review and a project plan will Stop Data Overhaul 

be submitted for review by Nov 25, 2009.Staff is 
nth 

PHX09-
PHX Citywide Bus Stop Improvements $4,321.2 $4,321.2 3/25/09 ./ ./ ./ Dec-ll The bid is currently being advertised. 

840T 
Programming schematic design, and design 

development phases are complete. We are now
PHX10- Central Station Transit Center 


PHX Central Avenue/Van Buren $5,000.0 $5,000.0 3/25/09 ./ ./ Jan-ll working to complete final design plans and 

818T Refurbishments 

specs. The bidding process will begin in January 
brl1n 
Programming schematic design, and design 

development phases are complete. We are now
SCT09-

SCT Loop 101/Scottsdale Rd Park-and-Ride construction $5,000.0 $5,000.0 3/25/09 ./ ./ working to complete final design plans and 
803T 

specs. The bidding process will begin in January 
l2mrL 

East Valley Operations and Negotiating contract for final design andTMP09- ITMP ./ ./ ./Expansion/ Updgrade $6,500.0 $6,500.0 3/25/09 Mar-ll 
806T Maintenance Facility construction drawings. 

Central/Camelback Park and Ride A design-build team has been selected and isVMR09- IVMR Central Ave/Camelback Rd $1,400.0 $1,400.0 5/27/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ Jun-Ol 
80lT Expansion working with VMR on finding a consultant. 

A design-build team has been selected and isVMR09- IVMR Regionwide LRT Park and Ride Shade Canapes $2,500.0 $2,500.0 5/27/09 ./ ./ ./ Dec-09 
802T working with VMR on finding a consultant. 

Arizona Avenue/Country Club (Service IBus Rapid Transit - Arizona 
VMTlO- IVMT betweeen Ocotillo Ave/Alma School Avenue/Country Club (Phase 1)- $2,500.01 $2,500.0 $0.011 3/25/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ Dec-09 Land Acquisition - Less than 50% complete.
80lT and Sycamore and MaIO uSlOg Amana Acquire ROW 

lruteLa:L 
Arizona Avenue/Country Club (Service Bus Rapid Transit Arizona 

VMTlO- 'VMT betweeen Ocotillo Ave/Alma School Avenue/Country Club (Phase I)  $12,500.01 $12,500.0 $4,154. 311 3/25/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ Jul-10 Construction - Less than 50% complete.
.80lT and Sycamore and Main using Arizona Construct busway improvements 

$67,762.21 $81,823.3 

tDate in Design and Environmental fields indicate estimated completion date. 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 


American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 

NOVEMBER 24 2009 


Project Information Project Funding Project Development:St:atust 
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Authorized 08/11/2009 but 
CHN09· Paseo Trail, Consolidated Canal : Galveston hold back NTP pending 

805 CHN to Pecos Rd . Construction of multi-use path $750,000 $1,161,610 5/27/09./././ resolution ofsole-source issue. 

GLB04- Design and constru ction pedestrian bridges 
303R GLB Canal Crossing Project over canal crossing $270,000 $680,000 5/27/09./././ 9/18/09 

GLB08- Design and construct sidewalks, landscaping 
801 GLB Heritage District Downtown Ped Project and other pedestrian improvements $578,670 $578,670 5/27/09./././ 10/6/09 
GLN08- Design and construct pedestrian 
611 GLN Old Roma Alley enhancements and landscape $732,562 $732,562 5/27/09./././ 12/3/09 
MMA09- Bush Hwy from Usery Pass Rd to Stewart Construction scheduled to 
725 MMA Mtn Rd Design and construct bicycle lane $750,000 $1,117,817 $561,095 5/27/09 ./ ./ ./ ./ ./ Oec-09 begin Oct 5, 09. 
MES09- Consolidated Canal Pathway, 8th Street and Design and construct 12-foot wide multi-use PH IIA auth; Adding PHIIV after 
806 MES Lindsay pathway with lighting and signing $750,000 $1,509,375 6/24/09./././ 12-3 MAG TIP action 

Project is using ~750 , 000 TE 
SCT09- Crosscut Canal, Thoma s Rd to Indian School Construct new pedestrian/bicycle bridge and ARRA funds plus $882,333 
703 SCT Rd multi-use path $1,632.3 $3,117.3 5/27/ 09 ./ ././ 12/15/09 MAG ARRA funds. 

Design and construct transportation 
SCT09 enhancements to connect Sun Circle Trail to 
801 SCT Downtown Canal Bank Improvements Goldwater Underpass $600,000 $625,402 5/27/09./././ 12/3/09 
TMP09- Crosscut Canal from Papago Park to Mouer Pending Notice of Additional 
704 TMP Park - Tempe Design and con struct multi-use path (phase II) $750,000 $1,400,000 5/27/09./././ Funding 

$5,181,232 $7,805,436 Illi. 
tDate in Design and Environmental fields indicate estimated completion date. 
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LOCAL SPONSORED PROJECT OVERVIEW 


MAG was notified by ADOT on March 16, 2009 that the MAG region will receive $104,578,340 of American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds. These funds are known as the sub-allocated ARRA transportation funds. On March 23, 

2009 Regional Council approved the policy direction for the sub-allocated ARRA funds of: a Minimum Agency Allocation of 

$500,000 plus population in accordance with the following: 

1. Establish a deadline of April 3, 2009, to have MAG member agencies define and submit projects to MAG for the sub

allocated funds due to the very limited time to obligate the projects. 

2. Have MAG prepare the necessary administrative adjustments/amendments to the FY 2008-2012 MAG 


Transportation Improvement Program and or RegionalTransportation Plan as appropriate. 


3. Have MAG conduct the air quality consultation/conformity if necessary. 

4. Establish a deadline of November 30,2009 for projects to be obligated. Funds from projects that are not obligated 

will be reprogrammed to meet the federal obligation date of February 17, 2010 in order for Arizona to be eligible to 

receive funding from other states that are unable to obligate their funds . 

.. Minimuiri Agency AI/ocation of $500K Plus 

, Jurisdiction Population 

Apache Junction (a) $ 

Avondale $ 

Buckeye $ 

Carefree $ 

Cave Creek $ 

Chandler $ 

EI Mirage $ 

Fort McDowell $ 

Fountain Hills $ 

Gila Bend $ 

Gila River (b) $ 

Gilbert $ 

Glendale $ 

Goodyear $ 

Guadalupe $ 

Litchfield Park $ 

Mesa $ 

Paradise Valley $ 

Peoria (b) $ 

Phoenix $ 

Queen Creek (a) $ 

Salt River $ 

Scottsdale $ 
Surprise $ 

Tempe $ 

Tolleson 

Wickenburg $ 

Youngtown $ 

Maricopa County (c ) $ 

Total $ 

1,348,343 

2,214,899 

1,621,878 

588,340 

614,813 

5,967,599 

1,252,805 

518,436 

1,081,614 

542,497 

561,349 

5,306,313 

6,058,413 

1,829,797 

634,022 

613,958 

10,784,779 

823,174 

3,980,451 

35,436,181 

1,033,098 

653,910 

5,921,966 

2,933,374 

4,362,619 

652,890 

644,140 

645,926 

5,950,757 

104,578,340 

ARRA Status Report - MAG November 24 2009 Page 11 of 18 



----- -

I~JI':\N, ,-

TIP# Project Description Federal Cost - ARRA 
CHN120-07C Intersection and Capacity Improvement $ 2,288,700 
CHN09-801 Design and reconstruction of pavement $ 3,678,899 

TOTAL $ 5,967,599 

F~ ': nuh ' ! c 

TIP# Project Description Federal Cost - ARRA 

FTH07-301 Widen for 3rd (westbound) lane, bike lane, sidewalk, and turn pockets. $ 1,081,614 
TOTAL $ 1,081,614 

LOCAL SPONSORED PROJECT DETAILS 
NOVEMBER 24 2009 

IAP!.l,.CHE JUNCT!ON , e,!, , 

TIP # IProject Description 
APJ09-801 IDesig'n and Reconstruction of Pavement 

TOTAL 

: 
"~I;;lPt\lE :;! 

TIP# Project Description 

AVN09-801 Preliminary engineering, design and construction for Mill & Replace 

AVN09-802 Preliminary engineering, design and construction for Mill & Replace 
TOTAL 

BKY09-801 and Pavement Rehabiliation and Preservation 

6~HEH;EE ,> ;, 

TIP# Project Description 
CFR09-801 Pre-engineer/Design and construct Pedestrian crossing 

Pre-engineer/Design and construct, repair and restoration of Cave Creek 

CFR09-802 Road 
TOTAL 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

Federal Cost - ARRA 
1,348,343 
1,348,343 

Federal Cost - ARRA 

2,035,200 

179,699 
2,214,899 

Federal Cost - ARRA 
$ 35,000 

$ 553,340 
$ 588,340 
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LOCAL SPONSORED PROJECT DETAILS 

NOVEMBER 24 2009 


Cc 
CC:tr. MCDOWEll Y/l.VAPAI NATION I 

TIP# IProject Description I Federal Cost - ARRA 
Ft. McDowell Yavapai Nation will be doing a joint project with Maricopa County. $518,436 of Maricopa County's project is 

for paving and rehab of roads in the Ft. McDowell community. 

I 

GIL;:l, BEND Cc ; CC : 
TIP# Project Description Federal Cost - ARRA 

GBD09-801 Design and Construct Signage Improvements $ 33,000 
GBD09-802 Design and Construct Pedestrian and Landscape Improvements $ 339,497 
GBD09-803 Design and Construct Carpool and Transit Park & Ride Lot $ 170,000 

TOTAL $ 542,497 

!GILBERT 
C; c_ 

_cc 

~W"W"'_w 

TIP# Project Description Federal Cost - ARRA 
Pre-Engineer/Design and Construct Nova Chip Overlays- arterial 

GLB09-801 roadways $ 5,306,313 
TOTAL $ 5,306,313 

construct multi-use overpass over Loop 101 

GLN08-604 

cr" i j 
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LOCAL SPONSORED PROJECT DETAILS 

NOVEMBER 24 2009 


l! 1LH!'!HU iY,lU{K «< 

TIP# Project Description Federal Cost - ARRA 
Pre-Engineer/Design and mill and replace pavement resurfacing/ 

LPK09-801 reconstruction $ 613,958 
TOTAL $ 613,958 

.Ml\RICOPi'\ COUNTY< 
; 

TIP# IProject Description 
MMA09-801 IPre-Engineer/Design and construct AR Overlay 

•• 

Federal Cost - ARRA 
$ 6,469,193 

TOTAL $ 6,469,193 

MES09-803 
ADA upgrades, 

MES09-804 
esign and pavement reconstruct and ADA upgrades 

MES09-805 

<"!:<\Jl~dH -
TIP# Project Description Federal Cost - ARRA 

PEOI00-07ACI Construct Beardsley Road extension and bridge over New River $ 2,850,401 

PE009-801 Pavement Preservation: Major Arterial mill, overlay and re-striping $ 1,130,050 
TOTAL $ 3,980,451 

R!<~ n 1= jIll!: 

TIP# Project Description Federal Cost - ARRA 
PHX07-316 Design & Construction of Intersection Improvements $ 1,000,000 
PHX09-801 Design & Construction of Pavement Preservation $ 7,136,181 
PHX09-802 Design & Construction of Pavement Preservation $ 7,150,000 
PHX09-803 Design & Construction of Pavement Preservation $ 7,150,000 

Design & Construction of Removal/Replacement of Existing ADA Ramps 

PHX09-804 or Construction of New ADA Ramps $ 1,750,000 
Design & Construction of Removal/Replacement of Existing ADA Ramps 

PHX09-805 or Construction of New ADA Ramps $ 1,750,000 
PHX09-806 Design & Costruct Bridge Deck Rehabilitations $ 2,250,000 
PHX09-807 Design & Costruct Bridge Joint Rehabilitations $ 1,250,000 
PHX09-808 Inventory / Programming & Procure / Install Traffic Control Signs $ 3,000,000 
PHX09-809 Design & Procure/Install Fiber Optic Backbone System $ 1,500,000 
PHX09-81O Design &Procure/lnstall CCTV $ 1,000,000 
PHX09-811 Design &Procure/lnstall Wireless Communications $ 500,000 

TOTAL $ 35,436,181 
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LOCAL SPONSORED PROJECT DETAILS 

NOVEMBER 24 2009 


IQUtH\i CREE!( 5««' <~< <.~ 

TlP# Project Description Federal Cost - ARRA 
QNC09-801 Pre-Engineer/Design and construct resurfacing roadway $ 227,282 

Pre-Engineer/Design and construct resurfacing roadway and shoulder 

QNC09-802 paving $ 805,816 
TOTAL $ 1,033,098 

SUPRISE 

TIP# 

SUR09-801 

Project Description Federal Cost - ARRA 
Pre-Engineer/Design and construct pavement Reconstruction and ITS 
Conduit Installation $ 2,933,374 

TOTAL $ 2,933,374 

iTOlLESCH'4 
TIP# 

DOT07-323 

; 

IProject Description Federal Cost - ARRA 
I Road Widening $ 652,890 

TOTAL $ 652,890 

f<itJIIJGI01NN 
TIP# Project Description Federal Cost - ARRA 

Pre-Engineer/Design and construct mill and replace - pavement 

YTN09-801 resurfacing $ 645,926 
TOTAL $ 645,926 
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American Recovery Investment Act {ARRA} - ADOT Allocation Update 

KEY 

# Not recommended for prioritization. 

Obligated, not awarded. Amount subject to change.* 
Special recommendation. ** 

p. ~lprltiz~abV: ~~gion~I(:8uncil (R.C) - currentIY!=!.InaecnNit:~ ARB~
'	 ""

.: 
. ., ,~,:,':":::,, < .::.:::.,':,',.:'>::..0. , '.: ,',. ,'_' , .,.. :,::,:;_:., ,:. ,-,_ , _'A' _ '''-;'',' ,_: .. " . ', .. ~ . '" . . . 

I 
~ ~ I 
'C 
,2 
~ Q; 
~"E 
ex: 0 ... 

G.I 
E 
E c 
~ .9 
c:: ~ 

o 
o 
~ ~ e'e
o. 0. Project Location Project Description Status 

Prog, Cost 

('OOOs) 

Actual Cost 

('OOOs) 

I 
I 
I 
I 

1 Avail. Funding 
I 

Diff. (,ooosll ('0005) Project Notes 

$129,393.0 

1-10: Verrado Way- Iconstruct General Purpose AWARD i 
I 

i 
I 

1 Yes ISarival Rd Lane 07/17/09 $26,272.0 1 $26,271.6 $0.4 1 $103,121.4lcontract was awarded on July 17,2009. 

Construct General Purpose CONST I 
I 

I 
I 

2 2 Yes 11 -17: SR74-Anthem Way ILane 8/7/09 $13,314.1 1 $13,314.1 ($11)1 $89,807.3 Construction started on August 7, 2009 
-0 

fi)l, reffle'.ea tRe State ST/\N f~Aas; tRis wejeEt is E~rreAtI'( ~Af~Aaea. TRe 

aesigA Eeffl~eAeAt is $12 fflillieA. TRe Eeffl~letieA ef tRe eA'fireAffieAtal 

~ # W ISR802: L202 te _llswertR IDesigA &. ROW $20,400.0 1 II $89,807.3 IAssessffleAt is ~AEertaiA at tRis t I 
BID 

i 
4 3 Yes I US 60: SR 303L - 99th Ave 10 Miles Widening 10/23/09 $22,299.9 1 $22,299.9 The bid is expected to be opened on October 23, 2009. 

US 60: 99th Ave - 83rd STB I 
I 

5 4 Yes lAve 2.5 Miles WideninL 8/14/09 $7,647.2 I $7,647.2 ($7)i $59,860.2 

Tllmprovement - Widening 

Loop 101: Beardsley Rd / Iunion Hills and Bridge with BID 

6 5 Yes I Union Hills Beardsley connector 9/25/09 $9,100.0 1 $5,667.4 $3,432.6 1 $54,192.8 The bid is expected to be opened on September 25, 2009. 

BID I I 
I 	 I 

7 6 Yes ISR 85: Southern Ave - I 10 I 2 Miles New Roadway 	 8/21/09 $11,042.3 1 $11,042.3' $0.01 $43,150.6 The bid was opened on August 21, 2009. The lowest bid was $11,042,300 

BID I 
I 

I 
I 

I 	 I 

8 7 Yes ISR 74: MP 20 - MP 22 I 2 Miles Passing Lane 19/25/09 $3,900.0 1 $2,324.6 $1,575.4 1 $40,826.0 The bid is expected to be opened on September 25, 2009. 

99th Avenue/Van Buren Street 

intersection with the SRP well 

relocation, pavement 

rehabilitation for 99th Avenue 

from 1-10 to Van Buren Street, 
I 

# 8 Yes 199th Ave: 1-10 to MC85 land acquiring right-of-way. $3,152.9 1 $2,500.0 $38,326.0 Irhis is a carry-over from Prop. 300. Project ready to Obligate. 

ARRA Funds AvaUableasof November 24, 2009 to be programmed: $38,326.0 

( 
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American Recovery Investment Act (ARRA) - ADOT Allocation Update 

KEY 

# Not recommended for prioritization. 

* Obligated, not awarded. Amount subject to change. 

** Special recommendation . 

I'rojects Reco'TIJl"e'hded ,to :be . .Funded with Available ARRA Funds Bas~(l'on,Project ~eadh,ess -C""rre';ltl.,,}~nfunde~v.ti~ AijRA .' -

't> 

.~ 

.g
el. ~ 

U ~ 
Ii <5 

" OJ 
E 

E " 8 0 
OJ .!o:: ; 

c 
c 
~ ~ e'e
el. el. Project Location Project Description Status 

Prog. Cost 

('0005) 

Actual Cost 

('0005) Dltt. ('0005) 

Avail. Funding 

('0005) Project Notes 

Project is ready to move forward. This project is requested to be combined with 

Loop 101: Northern to un-prioritized auxiliary lane project, Loop 101: 51st Ave to 27th Ave EB. 

9 9** Yes Grand SB Auxiliary lane - 3 miles $3,000.0 $35,326.0 !conformity would have to be assessed. 

This project is still in development and may not make the March 2, 2010 ARRA 

obligation deadline. Project readiness needs to be monitored. There is current 

10 # Yes Loop 101: Olive Avenue ITllmprovements $3,000.0 $32,326.0 Ifunding committed for the project in 2010. 

This project is still in development and may not make the March 2, 2010 ARRA 

obligation deadline. Project readiness needs to be monitored. There is current 

11 # Yes SR 74: MP 13 - MP 15 Construct Passing La nes $3,200.0 $29,126.0 Ifunding committed for the project in 2010. 

Southbound Roadway Final plans due by end of August 2009. Project requested to be funded based on 

12 9** Yes 1-17: 1-10 to Indian School !Improvements $1,500.0 $27,626.0 Iproject readiness. 

· .... .. - .. . - _ T.hi~ projE!c.ti~ stiH jn deye[oRment and_mill' .rTQt-rnake .the·March 2, 2010·ARflA .. 

· : . : . : . : . : . : . o~ligat!o~ d~a~fi0 e.: p!/liec~1'~B~f~es~'n:ee:ds: to:13~ nj"0it~r~d.: T~eie !s·sur!e~t: 
:. :.:.:.:.:. : t:un?j~g~()~~it~~?!?r~~~p~Q~ec~j~2~J.~. ~e~is~d:W:$~5.:6J'.?I.a:t.t~e:Ja~u~ry.: . 

. . . 13 ' .. 1 . . #. '1 .. 'f.e'S... tRegionw.ide · .. ..... ... .lC,o'rl.Str.llc.t'Noise 'walls ' ..... . . . . $15;600.0 . · . .. .. . . . . . ' . 20Q9 RegtQrTal 'CourTcil' . .... ............ . ....... ............. . ... .. . . 

Project is ready to move forward. This project is requested to be combined with 

Loop 101: 51st Ave to auxiliary lane project, Loop 101: Northern to Grand SB. Conformity would have 

# I 9** 1 No 127th Ave EB IAuxiliary lane $3,000.0 $24,626.0 Ito be assessed. 

The project is projected to be ready to advertise by November 2009. 

SR 87: Four Peaks - Dos S Iconstruct Roadway Recommend as a "catch-all" for all remaining ARRA funds after previous bids are 

# I 10 I Yes IRanch Road Improvements $23,000.0 $1,626.0 Isubmitted. 

143 Hohokam: SR ITllm12rovements, Adding Scheduled to advertise A12ril8, 2010. May be ready to obligate by the end of 

# I 11 I Yes I 143/Skv Harbor Blvd TI Raml2s $35,100.0 ($33,474.0)IFebruarv 2010. 

ARRA Status Report - MAG November 24 2009 Page 17 of 18 

http:projE!c.ti
http:C""rre';ltl.,,}~nfunde~v.ti


American Recovery Investment Act (ARRA) - ADOT Allocation Update 

KEY 


# Not recommended for prioritization. 


Obligated, not awarded. Amount subject to change.* 
Special recommendation. ** 

Backup. List of Projects to be Funded with Av~ilable ARRA FundsB,as'ed on Proj~ct Re~diness " Cur~ently Unfunded with ARRA 
"C 
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• ~ ~ Prog. Cost : Actual Cost ! Avail. Funding 
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0::.. 0 , c: , · ra,,~, Q.. Co Projl,l£t),ocation Pr()ject Description Status (,ODDs) ! ... (,ODDs) Diff. ('ODDs)! (,ODDs) Project Notes 


# # No SR 87: Gilbert - Shea Pavement Preservation $3,000.0 $35,326.0 IWork currently underway. Can no longer use ARRA funds. 


# # No 1-8: Gila Bend Rest Area Pavement Preservation $10,000.0 $25,326.0 


# # No 1-8: MP 121- Rest Area Pavement Preservation $21,000.0 $4,326.0 


US 60: San Domingo

# # No IWhitmann I Pavement Preservation $11,000.0 ($6,674.0) 

US 60: Wickenburg to San 

# # No IDomingo Wash 1 Pavement Preservation $3,777.0 ($10,451.0) 

Loop 303: Greenway to Conformity would have to be redetermined. This project is being advanced from 
# # Yes IMountain View Construction $135,000.0 2012 to 2010. Will not be ready to obligate. 

# # No ILoop 202: MP 10 - MP 17 Sign Replacement $1,150.0 

# # No ISR51: MP 7-MP 14 Sign Replacement $1,500.0 

# # No 11-10: MP 112 - MP 129 Sign Rep lacement $1,500.0 

# # No 11-10: MP 129 - MP 146 Sign Repla cement $1,500.0 

# # No 11-17: MP 194 - MP 201 1Sign Replacement $1,500.0 

# # No Various Routes Guard Ra ils $1,800.0 
1-17: 19th Avenue - 16th 

# # No IStreet Pavement Replacement $1,500.0 
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PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT FRAMEWORK AND 


CONGESTION MANAGEMENT UPDATE STUDY 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 2008-2009 

TRANSPORTATION PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

FOR tHE MAG REGION 

The MAG Performance Measures (PM) Report has been developed in conjunction with a 
Regional Performance Measurement Framework and a Data Gap Analysis Document as part of 
Phase II of the Performance Measurement Framework and Congestion Management Update 
Study. The purpose of the PM Report is to provide an overview of how the transportation 
system in the MAG region is currently performing, as well as highlight significant facts regarding 
performance across s~lected corridors and facilities. 

Data analyzed as part of the Performance Measures Report are primarily from 2006 and 2007, 
prior to both the dramatic increase in gasoline prices during 2008 and the economic recession 
which began to gain traction in the middle of that year. As a result, significant changes in 
transportation system use and performance are likely to have occurred since the data presented 
in this report were produced. Even so, this report illustrates how tracking transportation system 
performance data facilitates more informed public decision making, thereby resulting in better 
public policy, planning, and project selection. 

This Executive Summary highlights findings within the reported data that are of significant 
interest or that have potential future policy implications. Following is a summary and discussion 
for the principal sections of the Study: 

LIMITED ACCESS HIGHWAY AND HOV LANE PERFORMANCE 

The freeway system in Maricopa County encompasses fifty-three (53) miles of Interstate 
highway, and one hundred sixty-three (163) miles of other freeways and expressways. Interstate 
highways include 1-10 (the Maricopa/Papago Freeway) and the 1-17 (the Black Canyon Freeway 
). Other important freeways and expressways include: U.s. 60 (the Superstition Freeway), Loop 
202 (the Red Mountain/Santan Freeway), Loop 101 (the Price/Pima/ Agua Fria Freeway), SR 51 
(the Piestewa Freeway), and SR 143 (the Hohokam Expressway). According to the Texas 
Transportation Institute's 2009 AnnualUrban Mobility Report, congestion in the greater Phoenix 
metropolitan area cost (based on wasted time and fuel) $1.89 billion in 2007. The average cost 
of congestion per traveler during 2007 was $1,034. 

The most heavily traveled freeway is 1-10 west of downtown Phoenix, which serves almost 
200,000 vehicles on an average weekday. The 1-10 is a heavily congested roadway, moving at an 
average of just over 35 mph from SR 51 to 82nd Avenue during parts of both the AM and PM 
peak periods. Other regional freeways carrying fewer total vehicles are, at times, equally 
congested. As an example, the Loop 101 (southbound) between the Loop 202 and Guadalupe 
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Road has an average speed of less than 30 mph during the peak of the evening rush hour. In 
addition, the westbound portion of the Loop 202 is somewhat unique in that it routinely 
experiences heavy congestion between SR 143 and 1-10 during both the AM and PM peak 
periods. 

An important contributor to the MAG area's traffic congestion pattern is the transportation-land 
use configuration and how it influences travel behavior, especially for commuter trips which 
tend to concentrate on morning and afternoon periods. One consequence of regional traffic 
congestion (primarily resulting from high levels of demand and consequent slower vehicular 
speeds) is that portions of all of the freeways in the MAG region typically and consistently 
operate at lower efficiencies only during certain hours of the AM and PM periods. That is, as a 
result of traffic congestion, each of these roads becomes incapable of serving the traffic volumes 
they were designed to support under more favorable conditions. For example, congestion is 
frequently so severe during the peak period, that several sections of 1-10 actually serve less than 
60 percent of the vehicles they were designed to serve, simply because traffic is moving so 
slowly. Likewise, PM peak period traffic demand along sections of 1-17 is so high that these 
portions of the freeway are able to serve less tha n 40 percent of their design volumes. 

High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes have been designed and built to encourage carpooling and 
transit ridership, thus helping in relieving congestion. Nevertheless, congestion is also common 
on sections of several of the region's HOV lanes, reducing incentives associated with their use. 
This may be due, in part, to how motorists interact with the HOV lane usage time of day 
restrictions currently being applied in the region. For example, in the afternoon prior to 3 PM, 
the HOV lanes are open to general purpose (non-HOV) traffic. Consequently, a Significant 
number of single occupancy vehicles (SOV) make use of the HOV lanes right up to the 3 PM 
change-over; in some sections of the corridors, congestion begins to form in some HOV lanes as 
the usage period transitions. While traffic volumes in the HOV lanes do begin to decline after 
the HOV restrictions are imposed at 3 PM, the volumes remain high enough and the congestion 
in some sections of the HOV lanes is bad enough, that considerable congestion frequently 
remains in place until near the end of the peak period. While HOV lane congestion is not nearly 
as severe as general purpose lane congestion, some sections still perform fairly poorly, limiting 
the benefits the current HOV lane policy is intended to provide. 

With regard to freeway safety, the total crash rates and injury crash rates per million vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) appear to be consistent on a year-to-year basis. Total crash and injury 
crash rates are greatest on 1-17 and US 60, followed by 1-10 andSR 51. Results indicate that the 
Loop 101 and Loop 202 consistently have the lowest crash and injury rates as compared to all 
other freeways analyzed. Although 1-10 experiences higher traffic volumes than any other 
roadway in the MAG region, crash and injury crash rates are lower for the 1-10 corridor than for 
either 1-17 or US 60. 

Changes in freeway performance from 2006 to 2007 were mixed. Slightly more than half of the 
corridors showed slight increases in vehicle volume, while slightly less than half showed 
marginal decreases. Similarly, slightly more than half of the roadway sections examined had 
minor declines in average vehicle speed during the peak period, but almost half showed minor 
improvements. 
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ARTERIAL PERFORMANCE 

Arterials are also responsible for a very high percentage of Maricopa County's regional mobility. 
The major arterials selected for inclusion in this report were chosen due to the fact that they 
carry large volumes of traffic across the Valley and represent major traffic movements 
throughout the region. These arterials in some instances parallel the freeway corridors defined 
in Section 2 of this report, and in other instances carry traffic to and from areas not well-served 
by freeways. 

Study results indicate that average hourly vehicle throughput on arterials is consistently higher 
during the PM peak period than during either the AM peak period or Midday period. Shea 
Boulevard carries the highest traffic volumes of all the arterial study corridors, with volumes 
averaging more than 22,000 vehicles per day along each direction of travel. Bell Road/Sun Valley 
Parkway IS the second highest, with more than 20,000 vehicles per day along each direction. The 
lowest traffic volumes observed in the arterials selected for inclusion in this study occur on 
Dysart Road, with daily volumes of approximately 7,900 vehicles per day along each direction of 
the corridor. 

With regard to arterial congestion, during the PM peak period, the westbound direction of 
Glendale Avenue/Lincoln Drive experiences the most significant delay, with well over half of the 
corridor experiencing average travel speeds less than 75 percent of the posted speed limit. 
During the AM peak period, the southbound direction of Dysart Road experiences the greatest 
congestion-related delay, with more than 60 percent of the corridor experiencing average travel 
speeds less than 75 percent of the posted speed limit. Power Road is also highly congested 
during the AM peak period and Midday period, with almost half of the arterial (in both 
directions of travel) experiencing congestion-related delays in the morning,and more than half 
experiencing significant delays during the middle of the day. 

TRANSIT PERFORMANCE 

The transit system in the MAG region consists of a combination of local bus service, express bus 
service, arterial bus rapid transit service, circulator/shuttle services, dial-a-ride services, and as 
of the end of 2008, light rail service. As per the MAG Regional Transportation Plan, service levels 
on particular routes are determined by balancing demand for transit along those routes against 
the availability of funding. The Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTAj, commonly 
known as Valley Metro, is a membership organization aimed at helping to streamline transit 
service across the region. RPTA board member agencies include: Avondale, Buckeye, Chandler, 
EI Mirage, Gilbert, Glendale, Goodyear, Maricopa County, Mesa, Peoria, Phoenix, Queen Creek, 
Scottsdale, Surprise, and Tempe. 

The transit-related performance measures contained in the Performance Measures report 
reflect data collected by RPTA concerning the operation of the City of Phoenix, RPTA, and City of 
Tempe's transit services. As the data sets being analyzed are for 2006 and 2007, only bus
related modes of travel (express, local, and paratransit/dial-a-ride) are included; light rail transit 
service was not in operation at that, time and is consequently not included as part of this report. 

Although fixed route transit ridership increased from 2006 to 2007, the efficiency of those 
transit services (i.e., transit boardings per revenue mile driven) declined slightly. The most 
significant impact of a drop in boardings per revenue mile is the potential for it to result in an 
increase in subsidy per boarding. 
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On-time performance for all transit services in the MAG region increased from 2006 to 2007, 
with the exception of City of Phoenix's fixed route service, which fell by 1%. Nevertheless, 
during 2007 all services, both fixed route and Dial-A-Ride, exceeded the 90% on-time 
performance goal laid OLit by RPTA and the City of Phoenix for their transit services. 

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PERFORMANCE 

A number of planning-related efforts have taken place over the past few years with the purpose 
of improving opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian travel in the region. Tracking performance 
measures associated with non-motorized (Le., bicycle and pedestrian-based) modes of travel 
will provide MAG and its partners with key data concerning the extent to which those efforts 
have succeeded, as well as increase overall awareness of how travel via these alternative modes 
is being accommodated. 

Based on an analysis of data collected regarding the modes of transportation utilized by 
commuters, no significant change was apparent in bicycle and pedestrian based travel between 
2007 and 2008. Results also indicate that bicycle and pedestrian trips have the shortest 
commuting trip lengths (6.12 miles and 2.04 miles, respectively). 

With regard to the safety of bicycle and pedestrian modes of travel, the annual number of 
crashes and injury crashes appear to be fairly stable from year to year, increasing or decreasing 
annually by no more than 7-10%. 

QUALITY OF LIFE PERFORMANCE 

Quality of life-related issues are of growing concern to communities around the nation. The 
focus being placed on greater environmental quality, sustainable development, and healthy 
communities are evidence of an emphasis on an improved quality of life. Tracking quality of life
related performance measures is an important first step in providing community leaders with 
the information needed to implement substantive quality of life enhancement initiatives. 

As a first step in assessing quality of life as it relates to the MAG region, the Performance 
Measures Report contains an assessment of participation in Maricopa County's Trip Reduction 
Program (TRP)' aimed at encouraging the use of alternative modes (non-SOV based) of travel. 
Results of the analysis indicate continuing high levels of participation in the program (over 
650,000 participants) which, according to the Maricopa County Air Quality Department's Trip 
Reduction Report, resulted in the elimination of 12,934 tons of air pollution due to the use of 
alternative modes oftravel by program participants during 2008. 
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