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TENTATIVE AGENDA 


1. 	 Call to Order 

2. 	 Approval of Draft April 29. 2010 Minutes 

3. 	 Call to the Audience 

An opportunity will be provided to members 
of the public to address the Transportation 
Review Committee on items not scheduled on 

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

4. 	 Transportation Director's Report 

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

5. 	 Consent Agenda 

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

COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED 

2. 	 Approve Draft minutes ofthe April 29, 2010 
meeting. 

3. 	 F or information and discussion. 

4. 	 For information and discussion. 

5. 	 Recommend approval of the Consent Agenda. 

ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONSENT* 

Sa. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act Sa. For information. 
CARRA) Status Report* 

A Status Report on the American Recovery 

and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds 

dedicated to transportation projects in the 

MAG region details the status of project 

development. The report covers highway, 

local, transit, and enhancement projects 




programmed with ARRA funds and the status 
ofproj ect development milestones per proj ect. 
Please refer to Attachment One. 

5b. Update to Federal Functional Classification 
System* 

The City ofChandler has requested to classify 
Airport Blvd. as a Federally functional Major 
Collector. MAG concurrence is required in 
order for the Arizona Department of 
Transportation to proceed with classification 
of the facility. Please refer to Attachment 
Two for additional information. 

5b. For information, discussion, and 
recommendation to approve updates to the 
functionally classification system as identified 
in the attachment. 

ITEMS TO BE HEARD 


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

The Fiscal Year 2008-2012 Transportation 
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 proj ects in the 
programs. The proposed project changes will 
be made available at the Committee meeting. 

7. 	 Draft Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 Arterial Life 
Cycle Program (ALCP) 

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
identified 94 arterial street projects to receive 
funding from the regional sales tax extension 
and from MAG Federal funds. The Arterial 
Life Cycle Program (ALCP) provides 
information for each proj ect spanning a 
20-year life cycle. Information contained in 
the ALCP includes project location, regional 
funding, fiscal year (FY) of work, type of 
work, status of project and the Lead Agency. 
As part of the ALCP process, Lead Agencies 
update project information annually, at a 
minimum. MAG Staff has programmed the 
Draft FY 2011 ALCP based on the 
information provided by Lead Agencies and 

6. 	 For information, discussion and 
recommendation 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. 

7. 	 For information, discussion and possible action 
to recommend approval of the Draft FY 2011 
Arterial Life Cycle Program contingent on a 
new Finding of Conformity for the Regional 
Transportation Plan 201 0 Update andFY2011­
2015 MAG Transportation Improvement 
Program. 



from projected revenue streams the Regional 
Area Road Fund (RARF) , MAG Surface 
Transportation Program (STP-MAG) funds, 
and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
(CMAQ) funds. Please refer to Attachment 
Three for a memorandum, a list of project 
changes, and the Draft FY 2011 Arterial Life 
Cycle Program. An electronic copy of the 
Draft FY 2011 ALCP also is available for 
download from the MAG website 
http://www.mag.maricopa.gov/event.cms?ite 
m=11013. 

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

MAG is currently working with ADOT and 
FHW A to determine the available federal 
funds for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2010 in 
light of the multiple continuing resolutions 
and rescissions. Even though funding 
amounts are not complete at the time of the 
agenda mailout, it is anticipated the amount 
available for FFY 2010 Closeout will be 
relatively small, in the $1 - $5 million range. 
MAG will complete the FFY 2010 Closeout 
analysis and it will be presented at the 
Committee meeting including the list of 
projects submitted for Closeout funds and 
CMAQ scores. If information is available 
prior to the meeting, it will be e-mailed to 
members. 

9. 	 Interstate 11 Proposal Update 

The MAG Regional Council accepted the 
findings of the Interstate 10-Hassayampa 
Valley Roadway Framework Study and the 
Interstates 8 and 10-Hidden Valley 
Transportation Framework Study in February 
2008 and September 2009, respectively. The 
studies included the 152-mile Hassayampa 
Freeway as an illustrative (unfunded) project. 
The freeway is now being discussed as part of 
a greater Interstate 11 corridor designation that 
reaches to Las Vegas, and potentially 
destinations farther north into the Pacific 
Northwest. A presentation will be made to the 

8. 	 F or information, discussion and possible action 
to recommend approval of additional projects 
to be deferred from FFY 2009 to FFY 2010 or 
later, approve additional projects requesting 
removal of Federal funds, make 
recommendations on priorities for utilizing 
MAG Federal funds, which become available 
through the FFY 2009 Closeout Process, and 
recommend approval to amend and modify the 
FY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement 
Program, and as appropriate, to the Regional 
Transportation Plan 2007 Update. 

9. 	 For information and discussion. 

http://www.mag.maricopa.gov/event.cms?ite


Committee about the. status of this proposal 
and the potential influence on the MAG 
Region. Please refer to Attachment Four 
additional information. 

10. 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. 

11. 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. 

12. Next Meeting Date 

The next regular TRC meeting will be 
scheduled Thursday, July 1 , 2010 at 10:00 a.m. 
in the MAG Office, Saguaro Room. 

10. For information and discussion. 

11. For information. 

12. Forinformation. 



DRAFT MINUTES OF THE 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 


TRANSPORTATION REVIEW COMMITTEE 


April 29, 2010 

Maricopa Association of Governments Office 


302 North First Avenue, Suite 200, Saguaro Room 

Phoenix, Arizona 


MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Peoria: David Moody 

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

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

Scoutten 

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

Chandler 
* ITS Committee: Debbie Albert 

Maricopa County: Mike Sabatini for John 
Hauskins 


Mesa: Jeff Martin for Scott Butler 

Paradise Valley: Bill Mead 

Phoenix: Rick Naimark 

Queen Creek: Troy White 

RPTA: Bryan Jungwirth 

Scottsdale: Dave Meinhart 

Surprise: Bob Beckley 


#Tempe: Jyme Sue McClaren for Chris 
Salomone 

Valley Metro Rail: WulfGrote for John 
Farry _ 

*Wickenburg: Rick Austin 
Youngtown: Grant Anderson for Lloyce 

Robinson 

Bicycle/Pedestrian Committee: Peggy 
Rubach, RPT A 

*Transportation Safety Committee: Kerry 
Wilcoxon, City ofPhoenix 

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

OTHERS PRESENT 
Eric Anderson, MAG 
Alice Chen, MAG 
Roger Herzog, MAG 
Tim Strow, MAG 
Bob Hazlett, MAG 
Kevin Wallace, MAG 
Steve Tate, MAG 
Roger Roy, MAG 
Tom Remes, Phoenix 
Andy Granger, Peoria 

Clemenc Ligocki, MCDOT 
John Eckhardt, ADOT 
Ed Stillings, FHW A 
Bill Vachon, FHW A 
Bob Antilla, RPT A 
Wendy Kaserman, Queen 

Creek 
Tom Condit, Queen Creek 
Jerome Wiggins, FTA 
Kerri Morey, ADOT 

Andrew Matusk, Baker 
Jeanna Goad, Glendale 
Kammy Home, URS 
Art Brooks, Strand 
Jeanne Sapon, Austin, Ind. 
Greg Haggerty, Dibble 
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1. Call to Order 

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

2. Approval of Draft March 29,2010 Minutes 

Chairman Moody asked if there were any changes or amendments to the March 29, 2010 
meeting minutes, and there were none. [Committee Member Name] from [the Jurisdiction] 
moved to approve the minutes. [Committee Member Name] from [the Jurisdiction] 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 then reported on the Regional Area Road Fund (RARF) 
revenues. He informed those in attendance that the March RARF revenues decreased by 
approximately 6.9 percent from March 2009, which continued the two and half year trend of 
declining revenues. Mr. Anderson reported that year-to-date revenues were down 11 percent. 

Mr. Anderson projected that RARF revenue collections for FY 2010 would probably come in· 
at the FY 2004-2005 level of around $295 million. He contrasted current revenue collection 
with the $390 million collected at the peak in FY 2007. Mr. Anderson stated that some signs 
of economic improvement were occurring. He cited the newspaper article reporting an increase 
in sales tax revenue for the City of Chandler. He added that the region was less negative than 
it had been previously. 

Next, Mr. Anderson discussed the MAG Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) would be 
presented to the Regional Council for approval in May. He noted a large project included in the 
UPWP was a freight study for $500,000. Mr. Anderson stated the Mr. Bob Hazlett, MAG 
Senior Transportation Engineer, would discuss several initiatives in the UPWP, including the 
freight study, next month with the Committee. Mr. Anderson relayed that the initiatives 
included the Western High Speed Rail Alliance, Interstate 11, and inland port possibilities. 

Mr. Anderson reported that the Intermodal Planning Group (IPG) would be meeting to review 
work conducted by MAG over the last year. He stated the IPG consisted of individuals from 
the Federal Transit Authority (FTA) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). He 
explained that the review by the IPG differed from the certification review that MAG underwent 
previously. 
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Chairman Moody asked ifthere were any questions or comments about this agenda i tern. There 
were none, and this concluded the Transportation Director's Report. 

5. Consent Agenda 

Addressing the next item ofbusiness, Chairman Moody directed the Committee's attention to 
the consent agenda. He asked the Committee if there were any questions or comments 
regarding the consent agenda item: (5a) the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
Status Report. There were none. Mr. Jeff Martin from the City ofMesa motioned to approve 
the consent agenda. Mr. Eric Fitzer from the Town of Gila Bend seconded, and the motion 
passed with a unanimous voice vote of the Committee. 

10. FY 201 0 MAG Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) Projects 

Chairman Moody invited Mr. Sarath Joshua, MAG Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) and 
Safety Program Manager, to present the next agendaitem. Mr. Joshua informed the Committee 
that the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) was a new core progranl established by 
the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act - A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) Act. He explained that the HSIP replaced the Hazard Elimination System 
(RES) Program at the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) , which previously 
provided funding for safety projects. 

Mr. Joshua annOlmced that ADOT had decided to allocate 20 percent of HSIP funds to 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations(MPOs) and Councils of Governments (COGs) in the 
State. He reported that MAG would receive $1 million per year in funding for safety 
improvements. He stated that last month, ADOT had released the HSIP Manual, which 
provided additional information on the program. 

Mr. Joshua reported that on March 1, 2010, ADOT informed MAG that the HSIP funds 
allocated to MAG needed to obligate by June 1,2010. He stated that the MAG Transportation 
Safety Committee met and recommended that three project categories, which could obligate 
quickly, should receive the HSIP funds. According to Mr. Joshua the three project categories 
were ADOT Categorical Exclusion Type 1 and included upgrades to pedestrian countdown 
signals, upgrades to 8-inch traffic signal heads to 12-inch LED signals, and new 12-inch signal 
heads or conversions to LEDs, per the 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD). 

Next, Mr. Joshua stated theMAG had announced a call for projects on March 24, 2010. He 
reported that MAG Staff received 17 project applications from 10 agencies requesting 
$1,514,468 in HSIP funds. Mr. Joshua reported that the Transportation Safety Committee held 
a special meeting on April 20, 2010 to reviewed the applications. He announced that the City 
ofMesa withdrew one of three application submitted. 

Mr. Joshua reported that the Transportation Safety Committee recommended HSIP funds be 
allocated projects listed in a Table attached to a memorandum emailed to the Committee and 
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available at their places. He stated that 16 projects had been combined to form ten projects with 
one from each agency. He explained that the consolidation would be helpful in processing 
projects at ADOT. 

Mr. Joshua stated the Transportation Safety Committee recommendation allocated a minimum 
of $1 00,000 ofHSIP funds to each agency and distributing any remaining balance to agencies 
at the same percentage. He announced that the Transportation Safety Committee was 
developing a safety project evaluation methodology based on a cost -benefit ratio to program the 
HSIP funds in FFY 2011 and beyond. He added that the reconunended list ofprojects also were 
included in the agenda item for project changes to the 2008-2012 MAG Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP), which would be heard later. 

Then, Mr. Joshua announced that MAG Staff was coordinating with the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), ADOT, and member agency staff to facilitate the timely obligation 
of the HSIP projects. He stated that ADOT began issuing TRACS numbers for the projects 
pending funding approval through the MAG Committee Process. Mr. Eric Anderson informed 
the Committee that MAG Staff had initiated discussions with ADOT management regarding 
the allocation of funds and the time frame for relaying information to MAG. 

Chaim1an Moody inquired ifthere were any questions or comments on the agenda item. There 
were none. Mr. Martin motioned to approve the HSIP funding for the projects as presented. 
Mr. Bill Mead from the Town ofParadise Valley seconded the motion, and the motion passed 
by a unanimous voice vote ofthe Committee. 

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

Chairman Moody invited Mr. Steve Tate, MAG Transportation Planner, to present project 
changes to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Mr. Tate 
explained that the requested project changes to the MAG 2008-2012 TIP included adding one 
ADOT paving project, combing two Glendale pedestrian projects into one project, and adding 
the ten HSIP projects addressed by Mr. Joshua in the previous agenda item. 

Chairman Moody inquired ifthere were any questions or comment regarding the agenda item. 
There were none. Mr. Martin motioned to approve the amendments and administrative 
modifications to the FY 2008-2012 MAG TIP and the 2007 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) Update as appropriate. Mr. David Meinhart from the City of Scottsdale seconded, and 
the motion passed by a unanimous voice vote of the Committee. 

7. 	 Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) Update and Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 Regional Area Road 
Fund (RARF) Closeout 

Chairman Moody invited Ms. Christina Hopes, MAG Transportation Planner, to present the 
Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) -Update and FY 2010 Regional Area Road Fund (RARF) 
Closeout. Ms. Hopes stated that her presentation would address program revenues, 
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expenditures, and the development of the Draft FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program. 

Ms. Hopes addressed ALCP revenues. She displayed a table ofthe Regional Area Road Fund 
(RARF) revenue collection between July 2009 and March 2010. She noted that the lowest 
collections occurred in February 2010 while the highest collections occurred in January 2010. 

Then, Ms. Hopes addressed program expenditures. She reported less than 5 percent of FY 
2010 programmed RARF reimbursements had been submitted for reimbursement and that no 
ALCP projects had obligated STP-MAG funds in the current federal fiscal year. Ms. Hopes 
summarized ALCP program reimbursements by quarter. She reported that no reimbursement 
requests had been submitted in the first quarter of the fiscal year and that a request for 
$484,309 had been submitted in the second quarter. She noted an increase in reimbursements 
in the third quarter stating that $1,804,338 in eligible expenditures had been reimbursed. Ms. 
Hopes reported that thus far in FY 2010, $2,288,647 had been reimbursed. She added that 
MAG Staff anticipated additional reimbursement requests as the end ofthe fiscal year neared. 

Moving on, Ms. Hopes discussed the annual update process and the development ofthe Draft 
FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program. She informed the Committee that the annual update 
process was initiated in the November 2009. She reported that the Draft FY 2011 ALCP had 
been inflated to 2010$ using an inflation factor of 1.588 percent in accordance with the 
approved ALCP Policies and Procedures. Ms. Hopes stated that the Draft FY 2011 ALCP 
would be presented to the Committee in May for approval. 

Next, Ms. Hopes explained the FY 2010 Regional Area Road Fund Closeout Process. She 
informed the Committee that Section 260 of the Policies established the ALCP RARF Closeout 
Process and addressed the determination of project eligibility, deadlines as well as project 
selection prioritization. She stated that in order for a project to be eligible for RARF Closeout, 
the project must be programmed in the Arterial Life Cycle Program; be completed and/or 
closed out; and, all ALCP project requirements must be accepted by MAG as complete by the 
deadlines established in the FY 2010 ALCP Schedule. 

Ms. Hopes summarized the prioritization of eligible projects. She stated that first eligible 
projects were prioritized based on the fiscal year reimbursement was programmed in the 
approved ALCP, with projects programmed to receive reimbursements in the next fiscal year 
receiving the highest priority. She explained that if multiple projects were programmed to 
receive reimbursement in the same fiscal year, then the proj ects would be prioritized based on 
the date ofthe final project invoice and the acceptance date ofthe final Project Reimbursement 
Request submittal, if necessary. 

Ms. Hopes directed to the Committee's attention to the table of project~ eligible for RARF 
Closeout, which also had been provided in the agenda packet. She reported that MAG Staff 
had conducted a detailed financial analysis as part of the RARF Closeout process. She stated 

. the MAG Staff reviewed programmed and actual expenditures in FY 2010 and project data 
submitted as part of the annual update process. Ms. Hopes explained that MAG Staff reviewed 
historical and future trends in RARF revenues, the draft FY 2011 ALCP bonding program as 
well as progranuned expenditures in the draft FY 2011 ALCP. Ms. Hopes informed the 
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Committee than numerous funding scenarios were conducted in detennining the amount of 
funding available for the FY 2010 RARF Closeout. 

Ms. Hopes announced that based on the detailed analyses conducted, MAG Staff was 
recommending to advance $23.995 million in programmed reimbursements to FY 2010 for five 
ALCP projects. She stated the programmed reimbursements recommended for advancement 
included: 
• 	 Arizona AvelElliot Rd Intersection Improvements for $3.7 million; 
• 	 Gilbert Rd from SR-202L1Gennann to Queen Creek Rd for $6.1million; 
• 	 Shea Blvd at 90thJ92ndl96th Streets for $1.8 million; 
• 	 Gilbert Rd at University Dr for $2.7 million; and, 
• 	 EI Mirage Rd from Deer Valley Drive to L303 for $9.37 million. 

In closing, Ms. Hopes announced upcoming program deadlines, which were published in the 
FY 2010 ALCP Schedule. She added that the FY 2010 RARF Closeout was on the agenda for 
infonnation and discussion, and recommendation to approve advancing the $23.995 million 
in ALCP project reimbursements to FY 2010, and to amend the FY 2010 ALCP, the 
2008-2012 MAG TIP, and RTP Update as necessary. 

Chainnan Moody inquired if there were any comments or questions. Mr. Martin motioned to 
recommend approval to advance the programmed reimbursements to FY 2010 and amend the 
FY2010ALCP,2008-2012MAGTIP,andRTPUpdate, as necessary. Mr. Meinhart seconded 
the motion . 

. Mr. Terry Johnson from the City of Glendale inquired about the fiscal analysis conducted to 
detennine the amount available for RARF Closeout. Ms. Hopes replied that MAG Staff 
reviewed several factors, including: 
• 	 Programmed reimbursements in FY 2010; 
• 	 Programmed reimbursements in the Draft FY 2011 ALCP; 
• 	 Actual and anticipated program revenues 
• 	 Reimbursements made to-date in the current fiscal year; 
• 	 Anticipated reimbursement in the remainder of FY 2010 and the beginning of FY 2011; 
• 	 Inflation factors; as well as, 
• 	 The impact on bonding stream in the first phase of the program and throughout the life of 

the program. 

Mr. Eric Anderson ,stated additional considerations included project eligibility and if the 
project was programmed in an approved Arterial Life Cycle Program. Ms. Hopes stated that 
ALCP Project Requirements, such as Overviews and Agreements, also were a factor. 

Mr. Grant Anderson from the Town ofYoungtown inquired ifthe two member agencies with 
projects not recommended to receive· RARF Closeout had any concerns about the 
recommendation. Mr. RJ Zeder stated that City of Chandler was pleased to receive any 
funding available adding the City would resubmit for RARF Closeout the following year. Ms. 
Hopes stated that approximately $10 million had been reimbursed during the FY 2009 RARF 
Closeout, explaining that MAG Staff attempted to reimburse as much as feasible during the 
current closeout. She added that although the City ofChandler had not been recommended to 
receive $650,000 for a project that the recommendation did include a significant. 
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Mr. Eric Anderson explained that MAG had to be conservative in the recommendation in light 
of actual program revenues, anticipated revenues, and future programmed reimbursements .. 

Chairman Moody inquired if the City of Chandler had to resubmit for RARF Closeout next 
fiscal year. Ms. Hopes replied that member agencies are required to complete an RARF 
Closeout Eligibility Form each year. She added, however, that MAG Staff kept records of 
completed projects and would contact agencies with eligible projects if a form was not 
submitted. A brief discussion followed. 

Chairman Moody acknowledged the motion on the floor and reiterated the motion was to 
recommend approval to advance the programmed reimbursements to FY 2010 and amend the 
FY 2010 ALCP, 2008-2012 MAG TIP, and RTP Update, as necessary. Then, Chairman 
Moody called for a vote, and the motion passed by a unanimous voice vote ofthe Committee. 

8. 	 Update and Review of Project Deferral Requests for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2010 MAG 
Closeout 

Continuing on, Mr. Moody invited Ms. Eileen Yazzie, the MAG Transportation Programming 
Manager, to present and update of project deferral requests for the FFY 2010 Closeout. She 
directed the Committee's attention to additional handouts for the agenda item that included a 
list of requested project deferrals as well as justification letters for projects requesting to be 
deferred for a second time or more. She stated that two projects in the Town ofBuckeye had 
been inadvertently left off the initial mailing, but were included in the revised handouts at their 
places. 

Ms. Yazzie explained that the purpose of the Federal Fund Closeout was to allocate 
unobligated funds to other projects that could obligate the funds in the time required. She 
added that the most important criteria for a project to be funded through closeout was that the 
project had completed or was near completion of the federal project development process 
administered by ADOT Local Government Section and would be able obligate by the end of 
the current federal fiscal year. 

Next, Ms. Yazzie outlined the three steps in the closeout process contained in the MAG Draft 
Federal Fund Programming Principles (programming Principles). She explained the first step 
was the initial closeout and required the calculation ofthe funding available. The second step 
was the interim closeout, which included a review ofproject deferrals and submittals. Then, 
during the final closeout, any additional funds from last minute deferrals and redistributed 
obligation authority (OA) would be captured. Ms. Yazzie stated that MAG Staff did not 
anticipate redistributed OA for the FFY 2010 Closeout process citing the FFY 2009 
reSCISSIOns. 

Ms. Yazzie stated that non-obligated federal funds would be considered within each mode as 
determined by the Regional Transportation Plan (R TP). She explained that modes 
programmed in the RTP to receive federal funds included street projects, intelligent 
transportation system (ITS) projects, and bicycle/pedestrian projects. Ms. Yazzie stated that 
the eligible projects could receive Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds 
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and/or Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds. She added that the federal funds would 
remain in the mode as originally programmed. 

Then, Ms. Yazzie summarize Section 600 of the Progranuning Principles, which addressed 
project deferrals in the closeout process. She informed the Committee that the Programming 
Principles permitted a one time deferral for projects. She stated that requests to defer a project 
for a second time or more required the sponsoring agency to submit a justification letter 
explaining why the project should remain in the MAG Federal Fund Program. Ms. Yazzie 
explained that the justification letter would be taken through the MAG Committee Process, and 
if the justification was approved, then the project would remain in the program. 

Ms. Yazzie reported the initial deadline to submit deferral notifications and justification letters 
was April 16, 2010. She acknowledged the deferral notification process was an on-going 
process and encouraged members to notify MAG Staff as soon as possible once the agency 
deternlined a project would not obligate in FFY 2010. 

Ms. Yazzie announced that MAG Staff had received 13 requests to defer a project for the 
second time or more. Then, she provided a breakdown ofthe number ofprojects by mode and 
allocated federal funds. She stated the requests to defer projects a second time or more 
included seven paving projects ($4.7 million), two bicycle projects ($315,000), one ITS project 
($665,000), two pedestrian projects ($315,000), and one street project ($910,000). 

Then, Ms. Yazzie addressed requests to defer a project for the first time. She stated that five 
projects had been submitted for a deferral. She stated the requests to defer a project for the 
first time include three paving projects ($2.25 million), one ITS project ($665,000), and one 
pedestrian project ($510,000). Ms. Yazzie announced that MAG Staff had received requests 
to remove federal funds/delete a project from the MAG Federal Fund Program. She reported 
that member agencies requested to remove federal funds from four projects, which included 
three bicycle projects ($1.7 million) and pedestrian project ($441,000). 

Ms. Yazzie informed the Committee that MAG Staff had not determined the estimated funds 
available for the FFY 2010 Federal Fund Closeout. She stated that MAG Staff hoped to 
present an initial estimate at Management Committee or at the Transportation Policy 
Committee in May. She added that MAG Staff would apprise the Committee ofthe estimated 
amounts at the next Committee meeting. 

Ms. Yazzie attributed the delay, in part, to the development of the Draft FY 2011-2015 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). She reported that FHWA and FTA was requiring 
MAG to address fiscal constraint in the TIP, particularly in the first two years programmed. 
She stated that increased fiscal constraint required additional data gathering and analysis and 
may impact the funding available for the FFY 2010 Federal Fund Closeout. 

Mr. Eric Anderson expressed a concern ofMAG and ADOT was that only one CMAQ funded 
proj ect had obligated in FFY 2010. He noted that many ofthe requested deferrals were CMA Q 
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funded projects. Mr. Anderson stressed the importance ofobligating CMAQ funded projects 
as the projects were elements of the components of the Air Quality Plans. 

Mr. Grant Anderson inquired when the MAG Federal Fund Working Group would meet to 
discuss and establish policies regarding the deferral of federally funded projects. Mr. Eric 
Anderson apologized for the delay of the MAG Federal Fund Working Group. He explained 
that MAG had been contending with ARRA and that staff needed to finalize the research 
requested by the Working Group. Mr. Eric Anderson stated he would continue his efforts on 
the issue. 

Mr. Gino Turrubiartes inquired what the deadline was to submit deferral notifications. Ms. 
Yazzie replied that an best effort deadline of April 16th had been established acknowledging 
that deferral notifications would continue over the next few months as member agencies 
determined that projects could not obligate in current federal fiscal year. A brief discussion 
followed regarding additional project deferrals, obligation deadlines for FFY 2010, project 
status, and the contents of the deferral justification letters. 

Mr. Meinhart expressed concerns about the duplication ofefforts in gathering information on 
federally funded projects. Mr. Eric Anderson reported that ADOT Local Governments had 
hired additional staff, which might result in increased information flow and an update to the 
Local Governments Manual. 

Chairman Moody asked ifthere were any additional questions or comments about the agenda 
item, and there were none. Mr. Martin motioned to recommend approval to defer the list of 
projects from FFY 2010 to FFY 2011 or later and make the necessary amendments and 
modifications to the 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program ,andasnecessary 
to the Regional Transportation Plan 2007 Update. Mr. Turrubiartes seconded the motion, and 
the motion passed by a unanimous voice vote of the Committee. 

9. Acceptance ofCommuter Rail Planning Studies 

Chairman Moody invited Mr. Marc Pearsall, MAG Transit Planner, to present on the 
acceptance ofcommuter rail planning studies. Mr. Pearsall announced that the item was on 
the agenda for action to request to accept three studies: Commuter Rail System Study, Grand 
Avenue Commuter Rail Corridor Development Plan, and Yuma West Commuter Rail Corridor 
Development Plan. 

Mr. Pearsall discussed the background and process of the Commuter Rail Studies (Studies). 
He reported that the Studies were funded by in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to 
study commuter rail in the region. He stated that the Commuter Rail Strategic Plan had 
accepted by MAG Regional Council in April 2008, which led to the additional Studies. Mr. 
Pearsall reported that the Grand Avenue study was initiated in November 2008 and that the 
Yuma West and System Study initiated in April 2009. He announced that an ADOT study on 
alternative alignments for the Phoenix-Tucson Intercity Rail currently out for bid adding that 
information from that study could provide useful information on commuter rail in the MAG 
Region. 
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Next, Mr. Pearsall summarized the objectives of the Grand Avenue and Yuma West studies. 
He explained the objectives included reviewing and documenting existing and forecast 
demographics, land use, and travel characteristics; identifying barriers and opportunities for 
implementation of commuter rail service; assessing alternative implementation or operating 
scenarios and associated costs and ridership; and, determining recommendations on a 
conceptual path forward for funding and implementation. 

, 
Mr. Pearsall also summarized the objectives of the Commuter Rail System study, which 
included evaluating commuter rail options for the MAG region and the potential connecting 
routes immediately adjacent to the MAG Region; establishing priorities for implementing 
commuter rail service through the evaluation of ridership potential, operating strategies, and 
associated capital and operating cost; and evaluating existing freight corridors and possible rail 
extension areas identified in the Commuter Rail Strategic Plan. He stated that evaluation 
criteria reviewed during the study included: 
• 	 Travel time savings, 
• 	 Boardings per revenue mile, 
• 	 Connections to activity centers, 
• 	 Land use compatibility, 
• 	 Impacts on regional travel and air quality, 
• 	 Capital cost per mile, 
• 	 Annual operations and maintenance cost per rider, 
• 	 Ease of implementation, and, 
• 	 Compatibility with freight railroads. 

Next, Mr. Pearsall addressed corridor prioritization in the Studies. He stated that the MAG 
Regional Council had requested a prioritization of corridors. He explained that the corridor 
prioritization focused on which corridor should be recommended start-up commuter rail 
service. He explained the Studies recommended the Southeast Corridor be the first priority due 
to significantly higher ridership projections, travel time savings, and cost-effectiveness. Mr. 
Pearsall cautioned that if the region could not use existing railroad rights-of-way, then other 
options would need to be pursued. He listed the options, which included: 
• 	 Building the Grand Corridor first; 
• 	 Building the southeast segment between Tempe and Queen Creek and transfer riders to 

light rail in downtown Tempe or at the airport; or 
• 	 Building the Tempe or Chandler segment in lieu of southeast corridor. 

Mr. Pearsall summarized the next corridor prioritization, which addressed corridor 
recommendations to interline with the southeast corridor, ifit was built first. He reported that 
the second corridor prioritization was the Grand Avenue to Southeast corridor due to ridership. 
He continued citing that ridership was highest when the most productive East and West Valley 
corridors were combined. 

Then, Mr. Pearsall addressed the phasing ofthe remaining corridors. He reported that ofthree 
remaining corridors, Tempe, Chandler, Yuma, none had outstanding performance compared 
to the others. He stated that considerations for future phasing and system build-out should 
include development patterns, changes in travel demand, community support, potential 
integration with intercity rail, and railroad support. 
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Mr. Pearsall informed the Committee that other factors were evaluated during the Studies. He 
stated that additional factors evaluated included the Impacts ofnot building selected highway 
projects, changes in ridership patterns between 2030 and 2035, increased ridership associated 
with several future corridor extensions, and options to minimize freight disruptions through 
cOlmections to existing light rail. 

Moving on, Mr. Pearsall discussed continued commuter rail implementation. He stated the 
implementation would require continued coordination with ADOT and railroads. He listed 
additional steps for implementation, such as determining liability and indemnification statutes 
and the upcoming Regional Sustainable Transportation and Land Use Integration Study. Mr. 
Pearsall reported that additional steps for implementation included identifying local fimding, 
develop and implementing a governance plan, establishing railroad agreements as well as 
design, construction, and operation of the facilities. 

Mr. Pearsall informed the Committee that the MAG Transit Committee had recommended to 
accept the findings ofthe Grand Avenue Commuter Rail Corridor Development Plan, Yuma 
West Commuter Rail Corridor Development Plan, and Commuter Rail System Study with the 
amendment that MAG Staff revise the corridor ranking included in the Commuter Rail System 
Study upon the completion of update regional socioeconomic forecasts or relevant passenger 
rail studies. 

Chairman Moody inquired if there were any questions or comments about the agenda item. 
Mr. Martin expressed concerns about ADOT efforts, particularly the level of involvement of 
MAG Member Agencies. He stated that East Valley cities had not been invited to participate 
as stakeholders in recent ADOT passenger rail efforts. Mr. Pearsall replied that MAG Staff 
would be a stakeholder on the Phoenix -Tucson Intercity Rail Alternative Alignment Study and 
could convey member agency concerns as well as encourage ADOT to include additional 
stakeholders. 

Mr. Johnson inquired if the study cost estimates included grade separations. Mr. Pearsall 
stated that the grade separations were included at some locations listed in existing ADOT 
plans. A brief discussion followed. 

Mr. Meinhart inquired what socio-economic data was used for the projections. Mr. Pearsall 
replied that the socio-economic data was from April 2007, which was the most current data 
approved for use by the MAG Regional Council. Then, Mr. Meinhart inquired if the horizon 
year modeled was 2030. Mr. Pearsall stated the horizon year of2030 was modeled with build­
out being modeled for 2050. Additional discussion ensued about the socio-economic data and 
how the Studies related to the Western High Speed Rail Alliance. 

Chairman Moody asked if there were any additional questions or comments regarding the 

agenda item, and there were none. Mr. Bryan Jungwirth from RPTA motion to recommend 


. the action as presented. Mr. Turrubiartes seconded the motion, and the motion passed by a 

unanimous voice vote of the Committee. 
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11. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Update and Guidance 

Chairman Moody asked Ms. Alice Chen, MAG Transportation Planner, to provide an update 
on the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of2009. Ms. Chen reported that 
all ARRA funded projects in the MAG Region had obligated by the established deadline of 
March 2, 2010. She stated that approximately $1.3 million in ARRA funds were exchanged 
for S TP funds during the process. 

Ms. Chen briefly discussed using STP funds that had been swapped with ARRA. She 
explained that STP funds required a minimunl 5.7 percent local match and must obligate by 
September 15,2010. She informed the Committee that the swapped STP funds could be used 
for design although ARRA could not. 

Next, Ms. Chen addressed the deobligation ofARRA funds. She announced that MAG Staff 
was coordinating with ADOT and member agencies on the deo bligation process. She reported 
that all bids on ARRA funded projects were anticipated to be opened by May 15,2010 and that 
member agencies could expect deobligation letters in the following weeks. Ms. Chen stated 
that two options were available regarding bid savings: 
• 	 The local agency could request a change order, which would be administered through 

ADOT review process; or, 
• 	 The local agency could request a new project, which would be administered through the 

MAG review process. 

Ms. Chen explained that change orders could be requested under specific conditions. She 
listed the conditions, which included if the scope of the change request: 
1. 	 Was included in the approved environmental clearance; 
2. 	 Did not include any new right-of-way; 
3. 	 Was consistent with the current scope of the project and did not expand the scope to 

include new work elements; and, 
4. 	 Did not exceed 15 to 20 percent of the original bid, including any utility adjustments or 

other incidental items. 

Moving on, Ms. Chen announced that the 2008-2012 MAG TIP had been amended to include 
TIP identification numbers for several potential ARRA funded projects. She stated that the 
amendment was approved by the MAG Regional Council on April 28, 2010. She explained· 
that ADOT required a project to be listed in an approved TIP before a TRACS number could 
be assigned. Ms. Chen stated that ADOT would not initiate the project review process until 
a TRACS number had been assigned. She emphasized that the inclusion ofthe projects in the 
TIP did not guarantee project funding or the ability to obligate on time. 

Mr. Eric Anderson stated that by May 15th, information on bid and award amounts would be 
available. He explained that the information would indicate the amount ofARRA bid savings 
that may be available for reallocation. 

Mr. Johnson inquired about adding new projects to the MAG Transportation Improvement 
Program. Mr. Anderson replied that the Regional Council had approved a list ofnew projects 
to be added to the TIP to facilitate the environmental process at ADOT. A brief qiscussion 
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followed, and a few member agencies relayed information about bid savmgs in their 
jurisdictions. 

Chairman Moody inquired if there were any additional questions or comments about the 
agenda item. There were none, and the Chair proceeded to the next agenda item. 

12. ADOT Red Letter Process 

Chairman Moody invited Mr. John Eckhardt from ADOT to present on the ADOT Red Letter 
Process. Mr. Eckhardt stated he would provide an overview ofthe process as requested by the 
Committee. 

Mr. Eckhardt informed the Committee that the intent ofthe ADOT Red Letter Process was to 
limit the future escalation ofright -of-way costs for highway improvements by notifying ADOT 
of potential development plans within the right-of-way of planned highway corridors. He 
explained that ADOT Right-of-Way Proj ect Management Office was notified by local agencies 
and/or developers of zoning changes, building permit applications or planned development 
projects within a half-mile of established freeway corridors. He stated that ADOT Staff 
reviews and analyzes the notices to determine if the property is located in a freeway corridor 
and ifthere would be a financial benefit to the State for advanced acquisition ofright-of-way. 

Next, Mr. Eckhardt explained the processes followed once the analysis was completed. He 
stated that if a property was not located in a corridor, then ADOT would send a letter to the 
property owner and/or local agency stating that no apparent conflict was indicated in the 
analysis. He stated that if a property would be affected, then the property owner would be 
notified and advance acquisition of the property would be explored. He added that approval 
for advance acquisition must be granted by the ADOT Right-of-Way Administration for the 
acquisition to occur. 

Mr. Eckhardt informed the Committee that the ADOT Red Letter Notifications were sent to 
MAG as a courtesy to facilitate the sharing of information. Ms. Peggy Rubach, the 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Committee representative, discussed how the process started and inquired 
ifADOT had the ability to prevent impending development. Mr. Eckhardt replied that ADOT 
did not have the ability to stop impending development, however, the local agency might in 
accordance with established regulations and ordinances. He added that if ADOT had the 
funding for advance acquisition, that many times ADOT would attempt to acquire the land. 
A brief discussion followed. 

Chairman Moody inquired if there were any additional questions or comments about the 
agenda item. There were none, and the Chairman proceeded to the next agenda item. 

13. Request for Future Agenda Items 

Chairman Moody inquired ifthe members had any topics or issues of interest they would like 
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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. 

15. Next Meeting Date 

Chairman Moody informed members in attendance that the next regularly scheduled meeting 
of the Committee would be held on May 27, 2010. There be no further business, Chairman 
Moody adjourned the meeting at 11 :45 a.m. 
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Project Status Report 

Transportation Projects - MAG Region MAY 14, 2010 

American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


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

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

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

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



Project Status Report 

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

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

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

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

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

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

This information can also be found at the MAG Website: 
http://www.mag.maricopa.govIdetail.cms?item=9615 

http:http://www.mag.maricopa.gov


PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 

American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 
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IO',-,v.."n 

Road Widening 

Transporatation Landscaping 
Enhancement 

Widening 

ARRA II $27,635.1 $27,635.1 $27,635.1 OS/27/09 

ARRA II $13,994.1 $13,994.1 $13,994.1 OS/27/09 

""E" 523.923.51 523.923.511 03/25/09 I 

~P-AZ & $1519.1 1 52.251.21 I 04/22/09 1
ARRA ' 

ARRA $212.8 $212.8 $212.8 04/22/09 

ARRA $8,046.8 58.046.8 58.046.8 03/25/09 

.• Widen roadway, adding 2 through II 
lanes 

ARRA II $11,147.31 511.147.31 511.147.31 OS/27/09 1 

-- ­
(Agua Fria F ) at Union HIIISlconstruct.traffic interchange, 

MAG& II $5,667.41 $17,173.91 $17,173.911 04/22/09 IRdwy construct new frontage road and 
. Texas U-Turn structure over Ll01 Local 

Construct eastbound and 
ARRA $2,440.9 $2,440.9 $2,324,6 OS/27/09

passing lanes 

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

Improvements ARRA $2,172.4 $2,172.4 $2,172.4 09/30/09 

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

ARRA $1,100.0 $1,100.0 09/30/09 

ARRA II $2,085.1 $2,085.1 09/30/09 

I Construct Roadway Improvements II ARRA II $18,500.0 $18,500.0 09/30/09 
InUi:lU 

./ ./. 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ 1 ./ 1 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ I ./ I 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

0/ 0/ 7/17/09 

./ ./ 6/19/09 

./ ./ 

./ 1 ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ I ./ 110/16/091 7/31/2011 

./ ./ 110/16/09 

./ ./ 1 5/4/10 

../ ./ 13/19/10 

./ ./ Bids open 6/11/10 

./ ./ Bids open 5/20/10 

./ ./ 5/4/10 Bids open 4/9/10 

./ ./ Bids open 4/30/10 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 
American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


MAY 142010 


Improvements, Adding Ramps 

ARRA $1,600.0 12/09/09 

ARRA $35,100.0 12/09/09 

ARRA $9,000.0 02/24/10 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 

American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 

MAY 14 2010 


ARRAjl $2,035.21 $2,035.21 $1,681.9114/22/091 ./ ./ ./ 3/5/10 4/8/10 

ARRA& II .. _- .,1 .....1 .. ..1 .._- ._- I 
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A IICombined with AVN09·801 

./ ./ ./ 2/12/10 3/19/10 

Combined Project: ARRA·CFE·0(200),Town 
ARRA II 535.01 535.01 N/AI 4/22/09 I N/A I N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A of Carefree has been combined with Cave' 

Creek Road ARRA·CFE-o(201)A. 

ARRA I $553.31 $553.31 $440.811 4/22/09 I 11/12/09 ./ ./ 3/12/10 Preliminary estimate based on low bid. 

ARRA $614.8 $614.8 $491.4 5/27/09 ./ ./ ./ 4/2/10 I I IIPreliminary estimate based on low bid. 

ARRA, 
Local & $2,288.7 $7,629.0 $4,370.0 4/22/09 ./ ./ ./ 2/5/10 I 3/25/10 I Feb·ll 

RARF 

ARRA $3.678.9 $3.678.9 $2.313.0 4/22/09 ./ ./ ./ 3/3/10 4/22/10 I Nov·l0 

ARRA II $952.81 $952.81 $566.811 4/22/09 I ./ ./ ./ 4/16/10 I IIPreliminary estimate based on low bid. 

./ ./ ./ 12/11/09 2/19/10 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A IlComblned with GBD09-802 

ARRA II 5339.51 5339.51 14/22/09 I ./ ./ ./ 4/23/10 

ARRA II 5170.01 5170.01 5245.01 5/27/09 I ./ ./ ./ 4/2/10 I I IIPreliminarv estimate based on low bid. 

ARRA II 5561.31 5561.31 $492.71 4/22/09 I ./ ./ ./ 4/9/10 I I IIPrellmlnarv estimate based on low bid. 

ARRA II 55.306.31 55.306.31 $4.179.411 4/22/09 I ./ ./ ./ 2/12/10 

ARRA II $1.100.01 51.100.01 51.512.511 4/22/09 I ./ ./ ./ 4/23/10 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 

American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


MAY 14 2010 


725 

~I 
$550.01 $550.01 rmml 

./ 

1./ARRA sqnn sqnn 4/nlOq 

romm""k,,;o" W'~ $230.0 $230.0 $250.7 4/22/09 ./ 

commUOIcatlon with ARRA $200.0 $200.0 4/22/09 ./ 

4/22/09 ./ 

4/22/09 I ./ I 

4/22/091 ./ 
1 

I 
./ I 

Local 
.,. ...._.. y ........ "1"""--'''' .,--, ...... ./ 

II ARRA $634.0 $634.0 $548.1 4/22/09 ./ 
OdUWdy!i IrUdUWdY!i 

Locations Citywide ­ I~re:Engineer/DeSign an~ mill ~nd II ARRA $614.0 $614.0 $455,905 4122/09 ./ 

./ 

I -,-_., I Stewart Mtn Rd I Design and construct bicycle lane II TEA-ARRA II 

Pre-Engineer/Design and construct AR II ARRA & 
$6,469.2 I $6,478.11 $9,399,60011 4/22/09 I ./ 

./ 

1./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

./ ./ 

14/16/10 I IIPreliminary estimate based on low bid. 

4/23/10 

5/14/10 

4/23/10 

3/5/10 I IIPreliminary estimate based on low bid . 

3/26/10 I 4/16/10 I II'Bid open date. 

4/9/10 I IIPreliminarv estimate based on low bid. 

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

in process. (This is an ADOT TE project, so 

13/24/10 7/21/09 Mar-10 ADOT will keep savings in theirTE 
program, if any.) 

I 2/18/10 I 3/24/10
801 Functionally Classified Roadways Overlay Local 

~/"''" ,"".~mro' $1,610.9 $1,610.9 $967.2 5/27/09 ./ ./ ./ 3/11/108
and ADA upgrades 

................... + ....... + .... :11 


ARRA $970.7 $970.7 $1,281.2 5/27/09 ./ ./ ./ 2/3/10 3/22/10 Aug-10 

ARRA II $2,559.31 $2,559.31 $2,336.411 5/27/09 1 ./ ./ ./ 2/10/10 4/5/10 Sep-10 

./ ./ ./ 2/3/10 3/22/10 Jun-10 
04 10(212) IFunctionally Classified Roadways I~'w'., .. ~" ""~ ~~~ ~~~, "~~" ~'v~"'11 ARRA II $2,333.31 $2,333.3J $1,975. j 5127/091 

II 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 

American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


MAY 14 2010 


ARRA s~~lohl s~~1nhl S~47h411 5/27/09 I v' v' 

Pre-Engineer/Design and construct IA~R~,& $823.21 $823.81 II 4/22/09 I v' v' v' I 5/20/10
pavement resurface projects 

Construct Beardsley Road extension 
v' v' v' 110/22/09112/18/09

and bridge over New River 

Pavement Preservation: Major Arterial 
./ ./ v' 3/12/10 IIPreliminarv estimate based on low bid . 

mill, overlay and re-striping I 
---<_.._<._- -f Intersection ARRA& 

$1,000.0 $2,256.0 $748.9 4/22/09 ./ v' ./ 10/27/09 11/18/091 Jul-10 
CMAQ 

Design & Construction of Pavement 
ARRA v' v' v' 1/26/10 3/3/10 I Dec-l0801 0(237) Functionally Classified Roadways Preservation 

PHX09- PHX- Various Locations (Central Area) - Design & Construction of Pavement II ARRA II $7,150.01 $7,150.01 $4,930.711 4/22/09 I v' v' ./ I 1/26/10 1 3/3/10 I Dec-lO 
802 0/2381 Functionallv Classified Roadways Preservation 

)- Design & Construction of Pavement II ARRA II $7,150.01 $7,150.01 $4,844.011 4/22/09 I v' v' ./ 1 1/26/10 1 3/3/10 I Dec-l0 
Classified Roadways Preservation 


Design & Construction of 


1 Removal/Replacement of Existing ADA II
Locations - (North Area) ARRA II $1,750.01 $1,750.01 $981.311 4/22/09 I v' v' ./ 1 2/2/10 1 3/3/10 I Dec-l0 
Ramps or Construction of New ADA 

.Il.L-­
Design & Construction 


Locations - (South Area) $1,750.0 $1,750.0 $1,082.1 4/22/09 v' ./ v' 2/2/10 1 3/3/10 I Dec-10 
Ramps or Construction of New ADA 
1'·_·""··,....."""",,,, g 

__ o. "'_~"M"_'" "'.1..1__ n. I. 

ARRA $2,250.0 $2,250.0 $1,397.4 4/22/09 ./ ./ ./ 3/23/10 I TBD I Dec-10 

ARRA II $1.250.01 $1.250.01 $412.3. 4/22/09 I ./ ./ v' 2/9/10 I TBD I Dec-lO 

ARRA II $3,000.01 $3,000.01 II 4/22/09 I v' v' ./ 3/23/10 I TBD I Dec-l0 

ARRA II $1.500.01 $1.500.01 5414.011 4/22/09 I v' ./ ./ 3/9/10 I TBD I Dec-10 

ARRA II 51.000.01 51.000.01 114/22/09 I v' v' v' 4/27/10 I TBD I Feb-11 

ARRA II $500.01 5500.01 4/22/09 v' ./ ./ 4/27/10 TBD I Feb-11 

ARRA II 5227.31 $227.31 N/A 4/22/09 N/A N/A N/A N/A I N/AN/A 
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II MAG& II $2,850.4 I $11,489.71 $7,919.311 4/22/09 I 

nnnMUO; 
$1,130.1 $1,396.3 $1,848.3 6/24/09

Local 

$7,136.2 $7,136.2 $5,190.0 4/22/09 

http:51.000.01
http:51.000.01
http:1.500.01
http:1.500.01
http:3,000.01
http:3,000.01
http:1.250.01
http:1.250.01
http:1,750.01
http:1,750.01
http:7,150.01
http:7,150.01
http:7,150.01
http:7,150.01


PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 


American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 

MAY 14 2010 


II 

resurfacing roadway and shoulder II ARRA II $805.81 $805.81 $816.611 4/22/09 I ./ ./ ./ I 4/16/10 I IIPreliminarv estimate based on low bid. 

Design & Construction of Pavement 
./ ./ I 3/26/10 I 4/16/10

Preservation/Chip-Seal $653.91 $653.91 $6632115/27/09 ! ./ 

~_ ... ; ..........; ...... ........ : ......... _..1 
 IHI 
./ ./ ./ 3/2/10 

./ ./ ./ 3/12/10 

ARRA $2,933.4 $2,933.4 $2,807.3 4/22/09 ./ ./ ./ 3/5/10 I 
I 

ARRA, & 
n3/23/10*14/22/10 1 ...• Ilcontract Awardd date April 22, 2010.$4,362.6 $6,000.0 $2,083.1 4/22/09 ./ ./ ./

ocal 

ARRA $644.1 $644.1 4/22/09 ./ ./ ./ 

ARRA $645.9 $645.9 $321.1 4/22/09 ./ ./ ./ I 4/23/10 

ARRA Status Report - MAG MAY 142010 Page 8 of 11 



PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 

American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


MAY 142010 


"""'""­","d." II 
Assistance ­ II 

construct II 
Preventive Maintenance II 

Bus access crossover 

./ I ./ 

6/24/09 ./ ./ I ./ 

6/24/09 ./ ./ I ./ 

_$:~I $9"'1 I'~ 
./ ./ I ./ 

NA NA I ./3/2/10 

3/2/10 NA ./ 

9/30/09 ./ ./ 

9/30/09 ./ ./ 

9/30/09 ./ ./ 

9/30/09 ./ ./ 

9/30/09 ./ ./ 

9/30/09 ./ ./ 

3/25/09 ./ ./ ./ 

3/2/10 NA NA ./ 

$1,100.0 5/27/09 ./ ./ 

,","_"·JI $5,500.0 3/25/09 ./ ./ ./ 

$5,400.01 $11,964.0 3/25/09 NA NA ./ 

$640.11 $640.11 113/25/09 I ./ ./ ./ 

NA 

NA 

NA 

./ 

I 

./ 
I 

./ 

./ 

dmin Mod: Modify project costs to lower 

amount and change funding type to ARRA-Transit 

Amend: Add new ARRA-Transit project to list. 

Amend: Add new ARRA-Transit project to list. 

Amend: Add new ARRA-Transit project to list. 

Amend: Add new ARRA-Transit proj 

Admin Mod: Modify project costs to lower 

I IIClIIU It:'t' J.1IVIJV;)dl III.. 

I lfConstruction is in it's initial stage. Contractor is 

I 
on the revised scope of work by the 

!ctor were forwarded to EAS on March 
Jul-10 1118: A ~ost analysis on the proposal and a 

summary/memorandum will be 

ARRA Status Report - MAG MAY 14 2010 Page 9 of 11 



PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 

American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 


MAY 142010 


Pecos Road/40th Street 

Loop lOl/Scottsdale Rd 

IPecos/40th St Park and Ride 
Expansion 

Intelligent Transportation System 

Enhancement: Regional Transit 
Data Overhaul 

Stop Improvements 

Assistance - Phoenix 

Assistance ­

Central Station Transit Center 
Refurbishments 

1 Park-and-Ride construction 

Operating Assistance - Scottsdale 

xpansion/ Updgrade 

Operating Assistance - Tempe 

$3,000.0 $3,000.0 3/25/09 ./ ./ ./ 

$300.0 $300.0 3/25/09 NA ./ ./ 

$4,321.21 $4,321.21 113/25/09 I ./ ./ ./ 

~~:~"] 11 
3
/ 
2
/ 
10 

NA NA ./ 

3/2/10 NA NA ./ 

$5,000.01 $5,000.01 113/25/091 ./ ./ 

$5,000.01 $5,000.01 " 3/25/09 1 ./ ./ ./ 

$20.4 3/2/10 NA I NA I ./ 

$6,500.0 $6,500.0 3/25/09 ./ I ./ I ./ 

$331.0 3/2/10 NA I NA I ./ 

./ 

./ 

./ 

NA 

NA 

I NA I 

NA 

,,<~ nl" .~~nt 

Operational Review has been completed by 

Trapeze was on site March 2 - 5, 2010 installing 

Sep-l0 
the BSM software and providing training on 

System Admin, field staff using laptop and GPS for .. 
and updating bus stops, and map updates. 

been cr 

Fabrication received the Notice to 
work on 2/22/10. SW is now repairing 

Dec-11 Ilconcrele transit pads and is manufacturing transit 
- The first batch of new furniture is 

to be placed at sites by the end of 

I,ADrii 

construction plans were approved on March 

after one review. The Statement of Readiness 

Jan-11 
Ilfor Central Station has been approved by Budget 
& Research. Discussions are continuing on the 

services proposal from the consultant 

draft RCA 

FTA guidance on Scottsdale's request to 

documentation underway. Part of second 50%.I~'"" ·',. .r" ""'''''' "". ,"""'"m.." 
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PROJECT STATUS REPORT TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS IN MAG REGION 

American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Funding 

MAY 14 2010 

n/a II TEA-ARRA II $270,0001 $680,0001 $297.611 5/27/09 I ./ I ./ ./ 9/9/09 I9/18/09 

TEA-ARRA II $578,670 $578,670 $376.0 5/27/09 ./ ./ ./ 9/9/09 I 

0.05 II TEA-ARRA II $732,562 $732,562 5/27/09 ./ ./ ./ 12/3/09 

4.6 II TEA-ARRA $750,000 $1,117,817 $561.1 5/27/09 ./ ./ ./ 6/25/09 I7/21/09 

Canal Pathway, 8th Street and IDesign and construct 12-loot wide multi-use I 1.3 II TEA-ARRA $750,000 $1,509,375 6/24/09 ./ ./ ./ 4/7/10 1 6/21/10 

II ARRA; TEA­ $1,632,333 $3,117,272 $663,000 5/27/09 ./ ./ ./ ./0.75 ARRA 
IIMAl> AKKA Tunas.I I 
IIlnCludes estimated salaries 

n/a II TEA-ARRA $600,000 $625,402 $284.0 5/27/09 ./ ./ ./ 11/2/091 1 
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ATTACHMENT TWO 




c.. 

il#j\V 

Chandler + Arizona 
Where Values Make The Difference 

May 6, 2010 

Mr. Steve Tate, Transportation Planner 
Maricopa Association of Governments 
302 North First Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

Subject: Federal Classification of Airport Boulevard 

Dear Steve, 

Attached is the Functional Classification Worksheet for the proposed federal functional 
classification of Airport Boulevard as an Urban Collector. Also attached is the requested map 
showing the location. of the roadway. 

Please process this request for functional classification through the MAG and ADOT process. 

If you need any additional information or have any questions please give me a call at 480-782­
3403. 

Respectfully, 

anielW. Cook, P 
Deputy Public Works Director 

Attachments: Functional Classification Worksheet, Location Map 

Public Works Department 
Mailing Address: Administration 
Mail Stop 403 Location: 

Telephone (480) 782-3400PO Box 4008 215 East Buffalo Street 

Chandler, Arizona 85244-4008 Fax (480) 782-3415 Chandler, Arizona 85225 


o 




----------------------------------------------

Functional Classification Worksheet 

Road Name: Airport Boulevard Length: 1.16 miles 

Limits (termini): Germann Road on the north, and Queen Creek Road on the south 

Current Functional Classification: Urban Collector 

Proposed Functional Classification: _U_rb_8_n_C_o_I_le_c_to_r______________________ 

Most recent traffic count (AOT): 3010 ADT Vear:_2_O_09______ 

Is this request consistent with the transportation plan? (circle one)(!)Ves or{)lo 

Has the local agency (owner) committed to funding any construction projects on this route 
(i.e. new construction, improvements, etc), excluding or outside of any Federal funds? 

(circle one) ®Ves orOo 
Ifyes, attach a copy ofany documentation to this request 

Has the regional planning body approved this request? (circle one)OVes orG>.lo 
Ifyes, attach a copy ofeither a) an adopted resolution passed by the regional planning body; or (b) an 
approved motion shown in the minutes from an official meeting ofthe regional planning body. 

Request Criteria: Describe the reason for this request below (attach additional pages as necessary). 
If applicable, provide information on any specific traffic generators, population/housing changes 
(official Census or DES estimates), private or public development in the area, commercial/industrial 
activity and any other pertinent information that will help to justify this request. Please cite specific 
data and data sources for all figures used in the justification. Attach a map of the area with the route 
indicated on the map. Maps may be printed from the ADOT website at http://tpd.az.qov. Legible, 
handwritten notes on the map are acceptable. 

Airport Boulevard is an existing urban collector street is the City of Chandler, AZ. This roadway was constructed in 
1985 and extends between the urban principal arterial streets of Queen Creek Road on the south and Germann 
Road on the north. Airport Boulevard functions as a feeder to the arterial streets from the existing industrial 
development and the Chandler Municipal Airport (CHD). Chandler Municipal Airport is a very busy general aviation 
reliever airport to Phoenix Sky Harbor Airport. Chandler Municipal Airport has about 204,000 annual air traffic 
operations that ranks CHD as the 50th busiest airport and the 21 st busiest general aviation airport in the United 
States. Additionally, CHD has two parallel runways, 449 based aircraft, 234 aircraft storage hangers, 303 aircraft 
tie-down locations, and generates an economic impact to the City of Chandler of over $53.4 million based on a 
2002 ADOT and Arizona State University study. There is approximately 100,000 square feet of industrial 
development that feeds traffic directly onto Airport Boulevard. This is currently enough vacant land area to an 
additional 300,000 square feet of industrial and commercial development. Approximately one mile east of Airport 
Boulevard is an existing retail development that has over 1.5 million square feet of space. Traffic from the retail 
development also uses Airport Boulevard to travel between Germann Road and Queen Creek Road. To the north 
and east of the Airport Boulevard there is a developing commercial center that could develop about 2 to 3 million 
square feet of commercial space; some of the traffic from this development would also use Airport Boulevard. 

Currently the City of Chandler is planning on an improvement to a portion of Airport Boulevard with an estimated 
cost of $2.3 million. The ADOT has committed approximately $1.3 million and the City of Chandler has committed 
a grant match of approximately $230,000. 

http://tpd.az.qov


AIRPORT BOULEVARD 
Chandler " Arizona 

I 
> 
~ 
~ 
~ 

1.5 Million Square Feet 
Commercial/Retail Space 

Total number of aircraft storage 
tiedown units 
Economic Impact of CHD 
on 2002 ADOT I ASU an 

303 

$53.4 million 

o 
NTS 

1{;!MJIliJ@U£
WI/V (F:IENGINEERIGENSERv\_ArcMap_SharedlMap RequestslTransportationlAlRPORT BLVD FEDERAL AIDE ROUTEIAIRPORT BDmxd) 516/2010 



ATTACHMENT THREE 




DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

Work IFYfor FYll I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 I FY16 I FY16 I FY17 I FY18 I FY19 I FY20 I FY21 I FY22 I FY23 I FY24 I FY25 I FY26 I FY21 I FY28
Phase Work 

ACJ..PRC-10-03-B 



DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

FY10 
RTPCode Remain FY11 I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 I FY1S I FY16 I FY17 I Fyia I FY19 I FY20 I FY21 I FY22. I FY23 I FY24 I FY25 I FY26 I fY27 I FY28 



DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

FY11 I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 I FY15 I FY16 I FY17 I FY18 I FY19 I FY20 I FY21 I FY22 I FY23 I FY24 I FY25 I FY26 I FY2T I fY28 



DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

FY10 

ACI-PVII'R-10.03-C 

FYll F.... IWork I FY for 
Type Phase Work FYll I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 I FY15 I FY16 I FY17 I FY18 I FY19 I FY20 I FY21 I FY22 I FY23 I FY24 I FY25 I FY26 I FYl7 I FYl8 

1.483 



DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

FYll I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 I FY16 I FY16 I FY17 I FY18 I FY19 I FY20 I FY21 I FY22 I FY23 I FY24 I FY26 I FY26 I FY27 I FY28 



DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

ACI-NOR·2Q..03..H 

Work IFYfor 
Phase Work 

FY1i I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 I FY16 I FY16 I FY17 I FY18 I FY19 I FY20 I FY21 I FY22 I FY23 I FY24 I FY25 I FY26 I FY21 I FY26 



ProJoct 

DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

FYl1 I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 I FY16 I FY16 I FY17 I FY18 I FY19 I FY20 I FY21 I FY22 I FY23 I FY24 I FY2S I FY26 I FY27 I FY2B 



DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

FYll 1 FY12 1 FY13 1 FY14'1 FY1S I FY16 1 FYI1 1 FY18 1 FY19 1 FY20 I FY21 1 FY22 1 FY23 1 FY24 1 FY25 1 FY26 I FY21 1 FV28 

0.304 



DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

I FY22 I FY23 I FY24 I FY26 I FY26 I FY21 I FY2&Project RTPCode 
FY10 

Remain Reg 
~udget 2009~ 

FY11 I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 I FY16 I FY1. I FY17 I FY1B I FY19 I FY20 I FY21 



DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

I FY17 I FY18 I FY19 I FY20 I FY21 I FY22 I FY23 I FY24 I FY26 I FY26 I FY27 I fYZ8 
FY10 FYll 

Work IFYfor 
Phase Work FYll I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 I FY15 I FY16 

10 



DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

Work IFYforProject FY11 I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 I FY15 I FY16 I FY17 I FY18 I FY19 I FY20 I FY21 I FY22 I FY23 I FY24 I FY25 I FY26 I FY21 I fY28 
Phase Work 

11 



DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

RTPCode 
FY10 

Remain Reg 
~udge1 2009~ 

ACI-BMT·1Q.Q3 I $ 22,046,651 I $ 

FY11 I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 I FY15 I FY16 I FY17 I FY18 I FY1. I FYZO I FY.21 I FYZ2 I FY23 I FY24 I FY25 I FY26 I FY27 I FV28 

1.338 

2679 I 2.679 

2.709 I 2.709 

12 



DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

Project RTP'Code FY11 1 FY12 1 FY13 1 FY14 1 FY16 I FY16 1 FY17 1 FY18 1 FY19 1 FY20 I FY21 1 FY22 I FY23 1 FY24 1 FY25 1 FY26 I FY27 I FY28 

$ 15,....,3381 $ 

0,055 

13 



DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

I FY22 I FY23 I FY24 I FY25 I FY26 I FY21 I FY26Project RTPCode 
FY10 

Remain Reg 
!udget 2009~ 

FY11 I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 I FY16 I FY1e I FY17 I FY18 I FY19 I FY20 I FY21 

0.049 

QB87 

Ql)7.3 

14 



DRAFT FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle Program 

FV10 
Project RTP Code Remain Rag FY11 I FY12 I FY13 I FY14 I FY16 I FY16 I FY17 I FY18 I FY19 I FY20 I FY21 I FY22 I FY23 I FY24 I FY25 I FY26 I FY21 I FY28 

0.0<8 OJ113 

15 



MARICOPA 

ASSOCIATION af 


GOVERNMENTS 
 302 Norlh ielA'"",ue, Sui!" 3004 Phoonill. ,oI,riltooa·1lSOO3

F'IIooo (602) 2*03* PAX (0(2) 254-6400 


Emall'mag@mag.. maJiropa.g<l'<lil Web.ita· 'tfflW..mag.marl""I"ql"" 


May 20,2010 

TO: Members of the Transportation Review Committee 

FROM: Christina Hopes, Transportation Planner II 

SUBJECT: DRAFT FISCAL YEAR 2011 ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM 

The Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) provides management for the arterial street component of the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and is updated annually to reflect current project information. 
ALCP revenues and expenditures also must be fiscally constrained, per Arizona Revised Statute 28­
6352(B). The Draft FY 2011 ALCP is fiscally constrained over the remaining period of the 20-year life 
cycle program using projected revenue streams of the Regional Area Road Fund (RARF), MAG Surface 
Transportation Program funds (STP-MAG), and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds. 

The ALCP Policies and Procedures approved on December 9, 2009 state that regional reimbursements 
will be adjusted using the United States Consumer Price Index (CPI), All Urban Consumers - West 
Region All Items (CUUR0400SAO). Regional reimbursements in the Draft FY 2011 ALCP have been 
inflated to 2010$ using an inflation rate of 1.588%. Using the same inflation factor, MAG Staff has 
inflated the local and regional reimbursement amounts for ALCP Projects listed in the Draft 2011-2015 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), which will be presented to the Committee in June for 
approval. 

Reimbursement amounts in FY10 and FYll will be adjusted prior to the approval of the Draft FY11 
ALCP by the Regional Council dependent on reimbursement requests submitted to MAG by June 1, 
2010. Several materials are attached for review, including the Draft FY 2011 Arterial Life Cycle 
Program. Table A indentifies project changes from FY10 to FY11 in the ALCP. The most notable 
change was the reprogramming of the Price Road project, which included the deletion of the original 
project and inclusion of several capacity improvement projects in the general vicinity of the original 
project. 

Regional reimbursements are listed by work phase, expressed in millions, and are rounded to the 
nearest thousand. The remaining regional budget is listed next to the project's RTP ID. The ALCP 
contains a number of abbreviations and acronyms, which are summarized in Table B 

For further information or questions, please contact Christina Hopes by phone at 602.254.6300 or by 
email at chopes@mag.maricopa.gov. 

mailto:chopes@mag.maricopa.gov


ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM PROJECT CHANGES: FY201 0 to FY2011 

Chandler 

Peoria 

Peoria 

Phoenix 

Gilbert 

Phoenix 

Maricopa 


County 


Maricopa 


County 


Maricopa 


County 


Maricopa 

Mesa ACI-GUD-l0-03-A Guadalupe Rd: Power Rd to Hawes Rd 

ACI-LKP-l0-03-C 


ACI-LKP-l0-03-A 


ACI-SON-l0-03 


ACI-ELM-l0-03-C 


ACI-MCK-30-03 


ACI-NOR-30-03-B 


ACI-NOR-20-03-B 


ACI-NOR-20-03-C 


Creek Rd: Mcqueen Rd to Lindsay Dr 

Lake Pleasant Pkwy: CAP to SR74/Carefree Hwy 

Lake Pleasant Pkwy: Dynamite Blvd to CAP 

EI Mirage Rd: Loop 303 to Jomax 

McKellips Road Bridge over the Salt River 

Northern Parkway: Corridorwide ROW Protection 

Northern Parkway: EI Mirage Alternative Access 

Northern Parkway: EI Mirage Overpass 

Project deferred from Phase II to Phase III 


Project deferred from Phase II to Phase III 


Project deferred from Phase II to Phase III 


Project deferred from Phase I to Phase II 


Project deferred from Phase III to Phase IV 


Project deferred from Phase II to Phase III 


Project deferred from Phase I to Phase II 


Project deferred from Phase III to Phase IV 


Project deferred from Phase III to Phase IV 


Project deferred from Phase I to Phase II 


III 


Project deferred from Phase II to Phase III 




ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM PROJECT CHANGES: FY201 0 to FY2011 

Mesa 

Scottsdale 

Chandler 

Chandler 

Chandler 

Chandler 

Chandler 

Chandler 
Improvements 

Chandler AII-RAY-20-03 
Exchange Project with Chandler Boulevard at Kyrene Road: 
Intersection Improvements 

Scottsdale ACI-SAT-10-03-1 Exchanged project with Pima Rd: Dynamite to Stagecoach 

Scottsdale ACI-SAT-10-03-0 Exchanged project with Pima Rd: Dynamite to Stagecoach 

Scottsdale Exchanged project with Pima Rd: Dynamite to Stagecoach 

Exchanged project with Pima Rd: Dynamite to Stagecoach. 

Scottsdale 

Scottsdale Exchanged project with Pima Rd: Dynamite to Stagecoach 



ARTERIAL LIFE CYCLE PROGRAM PROJECT CHANGES: FY201 0 to FY2011 

Chandler 

Chandler 

Chandler 

Chandler 

Chandler 


Chandler 


Gilbert 


Peoria 


Chandler 


Gilbert 


Scottsdale 


ACI-QNC-10-03-B 

ACI-ARZ-10-03 

AII-RAY-40-03 

AII-RAY-20-03 

ACI-QNC-10-03-B 


ACI-ARZ-10-03 


ACI-PWR-10-03-A 


ACI-GIL-10-03-B 


ACI-RAY-10-03 


ACI-PMA-30.o3 


Creek Rd: McQueen Rd to Lindsay Dr 

Ave: Ocotillo Rd to Hunt Hwy 

Rd at McClintock Dr: Intersection Improvements 

Creek Rd: McQueen Rd to Lindsay Dr 

Ave: Ocotillo Rd to Hunt Hwy 

Rd: Queen Creek Rdto Chandler Heights Rd 

Ray Rd: Val Vista Dr to Power Rd 

Pima Rd: McKellips to Via Linda 

Existing RARF funds swapped with STP-MAG from the deletion of 
Price Rd. RARF funds were reallocated to McQueen Road: 
Ocotillo Road to Riggs Road 

Existing RARF funds swapped with STP-MAG from the deletion of 
Price Rd. RARF funds were reallocated to Ocotillo Rd: Arizona Ave 

A portion of the funds from the deletion of Price Rd. were 
reallocated to the project. Total Remaining Regional Budget 
increased by $1,831,496 

A portion of the funds from the deletion of Price Rd. were 
reallocated to the project. Total Remaining Regional Budget 
increased by $2,879,476 

Reallocated $161,460 in project savings from Price Rd to Queen 
CreekRd 
Reallocated $1,213,375 in project savings from Price Rd to Arizona 
Avenue 
Reallocated $4.7 million in project savings to Power Rd: 
Sa ntan/202 to Pecos Rd (ACI-PWR-10.o3-B) 

Reallocation project savings of $5,334,127 from Beardsley 
Connection (ACI-BRO-10-03) 

Project divided into 2 segments: Gilbert Rd: Queen Creek to 
Ocotillo (ACI-GIL-1 0-03-B) and Gilbert Rd: Ocotillo Rd to Chandler 
Heights (ACI-GIL-1Q-03-0) 

Project divided into 3 segments: Ray Rd: Val Vista to Higley (ACI­
RAY-1Q-03-A), Ray Rd: Higley to Recker (ACI-RAY-10.o3-B), and 
Ray Rd: Recker to Power (ACI-RAY -10.03-0 

Project divided into 5 segments: Pima Rd: Via Linda to Via de 
(ACI-PMA-3Q-03-A), Pima Rd: Via de Ventura to Krail (ACI­

PMA-3O-Q3-B), Pima Rd: Krail to Chapparal (ACI-PMA-30-03-0, 
Pima Rd: Chapparal to Thomas Rd (ACI-PMA-30-03-0), and Pima 
Rd: Thomas Rd to McDowell Rd (ACI-PMA-10.o3-E) 

Project Completed o 

http:ACI-PMA-30.o3


MAG IMPLEMENTATION STUDIES 


UP Yuma West Commuter Rail 
Corridor Development Plan and 
Commuter Rail System Study 

According to House Bill 2546, 10.5 percent of Regional Area Road Funds (RARF) collected is to be allocated to 
arterial streets, including capital expenses and implementation studies. As established in the MAG Regional 
Transportation Plan approved in 2003i 0.3 percent of RARF funds are allocated for planning studies for the region. 
Implementation studies are conducted by MAG and approved in the MAG Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP). 

TABLE 1 MAG Implementation Studies 	 The funding allocated for 
implementation studies is contingent 

Funding on RARF revenue collections. As a result, Fiscal 
RTP Code Implementation Study Name Amount the amounts programmed in the ALCPYear(s)

(millions) are estimates derived the Arizona 
Department of Transportation (ADOn 
RARF Revenue Forecasts published 
annually. The remaining regional 
budget for the implementation studies APL-MAG-1O-D3-B 0.020 2007 
fluctuate concu rrently with the 
forecasts. Therefore, the amount of 

APL -MAG-10-D3-C 1.076 2009 funding published in the ALCP varies by 
fiscal year. 

Table 1 details all implementation studies funded by RARF Revenues to date. Please refer to the MAG/Multi­
Agency section for additional funding information pertaining to the MAG Implementation Studies. 

DELETED/SUBSTITUTE PROJECTS 

Per the Section 220 of the ALCP Policies and Procedures approved by the MAG Regional Council, Lead Agencies 
may delete and/or substitute projects in the ALCP if the original project is deemed not feasible. Substitute projects 
must be in the same jurisdiction, use the regional funds allocated to the original project; and relieve congestion 
and improve mobility in the same general area addressed by the original project, if possible. In addition, substitute 
projects may not be completed prior to inclusion in the Arterial Life Cycle Program. 

To date, the following projects have been deleted from the Arterial Life Cycle Program: 

• SRl 01 L South Frontage Roads: Hayden Rd to Pima Rd (Scottsdale); 
• Scottsdale AirparkTunnel (Scottsdale); 

• Price Rd Extension (Chandler) 

At the request of the City of Scottsdale, project savings from the deletion of the SR1 01 L South Frontage Roads was 
reallocated to the Pima Rd: SR1 01 L to Happy Valley Rd. and Dynamite Rd to Cave Creek Rd projects (ACI-PMA-10­
03). The change was approved by the MAG Regional Council on June 25, 2008, as part ofthe Fiscal Year (Fy) 2009 
annual update process. 

During the FY 2010 annual update process, the City of Scottsdale requested to delete the Scottsdale Airpark Tunnel 
process and add a series of substitute arterial capacity improvement projects in the Airpark vicinity called the 
Scottsdale Airpark Area Capacity Improvements (ACI-SAT-10-03). The change was approved by the MAG Regional 
Council on June 24, 2009, as part of the FY 2010 annual update process. 
The City of Chandler requested to delete the Price Rd Extension during the Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 annual update 
process after Chandler's Transportation Master Plan Update indicated a change in the City's needs. The City 
requested to add a series of arterial capacity and arterial intersection improvements in lieu of Price Rd. The 
changes were presented to the MAG Street Committee and through the MAG Committee Process for approval. 



COMPLETED PROJECTS 


Since 2006, 19 projects have been completed and are now open to traffic. Seven agencies in the MAG Region 
have completed projects in the ALCP. The Table below indicates the completed projects in the ALCP by agency, 
location, and fiscal year completed. 

Lead Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
RTPID Segment Name 

Agency Completed Reimbursed 

iot Rd: Intersection Improvements 2006 

2007 

ACI-GIL-10-03-A 


ACI-QNC-10-03-A. 


ACI-PWR-10-03-A 


ACI-VAL-20-03 


ACI-HPV-20-03-A 


ACI-PMA-10-03-F 


ACI-SHA-20-03-A 


ACI-ELM-10-03-D 

ACI-PWR-20-03-B 

AII-GIL-10-03 

ACI-BRD-10-03-A 

ACI-HPV-10-03-B 

Phoenix 

Scottsdale 

Scottsdale 

Chandler 

Chandler 

Gilbert 

Gilbert 

Gilbert Rd: SR202L/Germann Road to Queen Creek Rd 

Queen Creek Rd: Arizona Ave to McQueen Rd 

Power Rd at Pecos: Intersection Improvements 

Val Vista Dr: Warner Rd to Pecos Rd 

EI Mirage Rd: Deer Valley Drive to Loop 303 

Power Rd: Baseline Rd to East Maricopa Floodway 

ilbert Rd at University Dr: Intersection Improvements 

eardsley Rd: Loop 101 to 83rd Ave/Lake Pleasant Parkway 

Happy Valley Rd: Lake Pleasant pkwy to 67th Ave 

Lake Pleasant Pkwy: Union Hills to Dynamite Rd 

101 at Beardsley Rd/Union Hills Dr 

Happy Valley: 1-17 to 35th Ave 

Pima Rd: SR101L to Thompson Peak Pkwy 

Shea Blvd at 90th/92nd/96th: Intersection Improvements 

Shea Blvd at Mayo/134th St: Intersection Improvements 

Shea Blvd at Via Unda (Phase1): Intersection Improvements 

2010 2010/2021 

2009 2009 

2009 2010 

2006 2008 

2009 TBD 

2009 2009 
..................... ................... 

2010 2010 

2009/2010 2009/2010 

2010 TBD 

2008 2006-2009 

2008 2008 

2007 2009 

2006 2009 

2006 2009 

TBD - To be determined. Please refer to the currently approved version of the ALCP for the estimated fiscal year for reimbursement 
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MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

INFORMATION SUMMARY••• for your review 

DATE: 
May 20,2010 

SUBdECT: 
Interstate 11 Proposal Update 

SUMMARY: 
The MAG Regional Council accepted the findings of the Interstate 10-Hassayampa Valley Road­
way Framework Study and the Interstates 8 and 1 O-Hidden Valley Transportation Framework Study 
in February 2008 and September 2009, respectively. These studies included the 152-mile Has­
sayampa Freeway as an illustrative (unfunded) project. This freeway is now being discussed· as 
part of a greater Interstate 11 corridor designation that reaches to Las Vegas, and potentially desti­
nations farther north into the Pacific Northwest. 

A north-south interstate highway corridor in this part of the United States was not identified as part 
of the original 42,843-mile system when President Eisenhower signed the Federal-Aid Act of 1956 
authorizing construction of the Interstate Highway System. In fact, the combined populations of 
Phoenix, Tucson, Las Vegas, and Reno was less than 700,000 in 1956, and the focus of interstate 
planners at that time was to improve connections to California. Today, the US Census Bureau esti­
mates this corridor has about 8 million in population. Future projections indicate this corridor will 

. continue to see significant growth, prompting the need for better s~rface transportation connections 
to accommodate not only the travel demandpetween these metropolitan areas, but also improved 
mobility for freight shipments throughout the Intermountain West. 

Elements for an Interstate 11 corridor have been emerging over time. In Arizona, the Department 
of Transportation (ADOT) is in the process of conducting a multi-year program for improving US-93 
between Phoenix and Las Vegas by widening the roadway to four-lanes with planning and right-of­
way acquisition that could allow the corridor to be constructed to interstate standards in the future. 
The State Transportation Board recently accepted the findings of ADOT's bqAZ: Statewide Trans­
portation Planning Framework Program that includes the conversion of US-93 into a interstate cor­
ridor and for that interstate route to continue along the Hassayampa Freeway from .Wickenburg to 
Casa Grande. In Nevada, the Department of Transportation (NDOT) has already constructed por­
tions of US-93 to interstate standards, as Interstate 515, and has cleared an environmental impact 
statement to extend the freeway corridor around Boulder City. NDOT also continues to plan for 
improvements to US-95 between Las Vegas and Reno to connect Nevada's largest cities. Both 
states, in partnership with the Federal Highway Administration - Central Federal Lands Division, will 
open later this year, the Mike O'Caliaghan - Pat Tillman Memorial Bridge, providing a four-lane in­
terstate standard bypass of Hoover Dam and crossing of the Colorado River. 

These actions, including the recent deSignation of the Hassayampa Freeway corridor as an illustra­
tive (unfunded) project of the MAG Regional Transportation Plan, have prompted various govern­
ment and business organizations in both Arizona and Nevada to form a coalition called CANDO: 
Connection Arizona and Nevada, Delivery Opportunities, to advance the Interstate 11 concept. The 
coalition is presently working with members of the United States Congress to establish a High Pri­
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ority Corridor designation for Interstate 11 as a corridor that extends from metropolitan Phoenix to 
Reno and potentially farther north. The coalition is only seeking the Interstate 11 designation at this 
time to position the corridor for funding opportunities in future surface transportation authorizations. 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
No public input has been received. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: Since the initial 1956 system was identified, another 3,900 miles of interstate highways 
have been added by the United States Congress to improve connections throughout the country. 
Interstate designations have been proven to raise the visibility of transportation corridors as a 
means for relieving congestion, improving goods movements and freight connections, providing for 
economic development, and providing safer corridors for intercity travel. An Interstate 11 corridor 
could certainly meet several of these criteria, especially in providing for an alternate route to the 
congested Interstate 5 corridor, and to improve the north-south movement of goods from ports in 
Mexico and Canada in the Intermountain West. The MAG priority is to deliver the projects included 
in the Regional Transportation Plan that were part of the Proposition 400 election. 

CONS: The funding for Interstate 11 does not exist at this time. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: The majority of the long-range planning for an Interstate 11 corridor has been com­
pleted through the Interstate 10-Hassayampa Valley Roadway Framework Study, the Interstates 8 
and to-Hidden Valley Transportation Framework Study, and bqAZ: Statewide Transportation Plan­
ning Framework. The next steps for the corridor would be to conduct environmental, design con­
cept and location studies, to establish the route centerline. 

POLICY: In the metropolitan Phoenix area, MAG has identified through the framework studies the 
Hassayampa Freeway corridor and has encouraged member agencies that are affected by these 
studies to incorporate this recommendation into their general plan. This corridor recommendation 
provides an opportunity for preserving the corridor that could eventually become Interstate 11. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Information and discussion. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
Presentations on this topic have been made to the Transportation Policy Committee on 
Wednesday, April 21, 2010, and to the MAG Regional Council on Wednesday, April 28, 2010. 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Bob Hazlett, Senior Transportation Engineer, MAG 602 254-6300. 
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