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Call to Order

Chairman David Moody from the City of Peoria called the meeting to order at 10:03 a.m.

Approval of Draft July 31, 2010 Minutes

Chairman Moody asked if there were any changes or amendments to the July 31, 2010 meeting
minutes, and there were none. Mr. John Hauskins from Maricopa County motioned to approve
the minutes. Mr. Grant Anderson from the Town of Youngtown seconded, and the motion
passed by a unanimous voice vote of the Committee.

Call to the Audience

Chairman Moody announced that he had received a request to speak card regarding the agenda
item on the Amendment to the Regional Transportation Plan 2010 Update. He stated that the
Committee would hear the speaker when the agenda item was before the Committee. He stated
that no other request to speak cards had been submitted.

Chairman Moody informed the Committee that Mr. Eric Anderson was not available to present
Agenda Item 4, the Transportation Director’s Report. Chairman Moody stated it was the
Chairman’s prerogative to skip the Transportation Director’s report until Mr. Anderson was
available to present. Then, he requested the Committee hear Agenda Item 5.

Amendment to the MAG Regional Transportation Plan -2010 Upate

Chairman Moody invited Mr. Roger Herzog, Senior Transportation Planner, to discuss the
amendment to the MAG Regional Transportation Plan 2010 Update. Mr. Herzog reported that
the MAG Transportation Improvement Program (T1P) and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
2010 Update had been approved by the MAG Regional Council on July 28, 2010. He stated
that prior to the approval, the legislature had swept Local Transportation Assistance Fund
(LTAF) revenues to balance the State budget. Mr. Herzog announced that the LTAF sweep had
impacted transit schedules in the region. He reported that transit schedules had be modified,
and the changes had been modeled for inclusion in the RTP 2010 Update. He added that the
changes had not affected the air quality conformity model.

Then, Chairman Moody invited Ms. Serena Unrein from the Arizona Public Interest Research
Group to speak before the Committee as requested. Ms. Unrein expressed concern about how
the LTAF sweep was incorporated previously into the RTP 2010 Update and thanked MAG
Staff for incorporating the schedule changes. Ms. Unrein stated that it was increasingly
important to provide residents with transit service. She explained that the transit service cuts
had set the State back at a time when service was needed most. She expressed appreciation that
MAG was trying to increase transit service in the county.



Chairman Moody inquired if there were any questions about Mr. Herzog’s presentation. Mr.
Terry Johnson from the City of Glendale inquired if the amendment was merely an adjustment
of transit schedules. He also inquired how the changes affected the modeling network in 2020.
Mr. Herzog explained that service levels that could be carried out to 2020 were included in the
model. Mr. Herzog stated that he could not recite the exact coding details adding that the
majority of the changes were made to the earlier years of the RTP. Mr. Johnson inquired if the
RTP amendments would be incorporated into the MAG Fiscal Year (FY) 2011-2015 TIP. Mr.
Herzog replied that the amendment only impacted the RTP 2010 Update.

Mr. Hauskins motioned to amend the MAG Regional Transportation Plan — 2010 Update to
incorporate public transit service level adjustments resulting from reductions in revenues,
including repeal of the Local Transportation Assistance Fund, that were reflected in public
transit service schedules published in July 2010. He stated the action would be contingent upon
a finding of conformity of the FY 2011-2015 MAG Transportation Improvement Program and
the MAG Regional Transportation Plan — 2010 Update with applicable air quality plans. Mr.
Lance Calvert from the City of ElI Mirage seconded the motion, and the motion passed by a
unanimous voice vote of the Committee.

Programming of FY 2011 Highway Safety Improvement Projects

Next, Chairman Moody invited Mr. Sarath Joshua, MAG Intelligent Transportation Systems
and Safety Program Manager, to present the Programming of Highway Safety Improvement
Projects (HSIP) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2011. Mr. Joshua informed the Committee that the
Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) received $30 million in HSIP funds each year.
He reported that in 2010, ADOT began the process of disseminating HSIP funds to Council
of Governments (COGs) and Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) throughout the
State. Mr. Joshua announced that annually the MAG Region received $1 million in HSIP
funds, which needed to be allocated to projects.

Mr. Joshua explained the ADOT HSIP funding distributions. He reported that 10 percent went
to non-infrastructure improvements managed by ADOT, 20 percent went to improvements
managed by COGs and MPOs, and 70 percent went to all public roads. He stated that the
allocation to public roads was managed by ADOT. He added that ADOT was in the process
of determining how the 70 percent should be applied to projects on public roads.

Moving on, Mr. Joshua addressed the MAG HSIP allocation. He reported that in FY 2010,
10 projects were programmed with HSIP funds. He announced that for FY 2011 the
Transportation Safety Committee (TSC) had recommended $800,000 million in HSIP funds
be used for immediate road safety improvements and that $200,000 of HSIP funds and an
additional $200,000 from MAG Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) be allocated to
develop a multi-year program of road safety improvement projects. Mr. Joshua explained that
$400,000 would be used to conduct studies for future projects. He stated that $800,000 of
HSIP funds would be used for specific projects in a given year.

Mr. Joshua explained that MAG HSIP funds could be used for systematic safety improvement
projects classified as Categorical Exclusion (CE) Group 1 projects. He stated the funds used
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for studies would be programmed to identify safety improvements at high crash risk
intersections through Road Safety Assessments (RSASs), Project Assessments (Pas), and
Design Concept Reports (DCRs).

Mr. Joshua informed the Committee that an amendment to the TSC recommendation had been
included in the requested action. He stated that the amendment would add $2,000 in funding
from the UPWP to conduct a workshop on Road Safety Assessments. He explained that the
National Highway Institute conducted the RSA workshop for a fee of $2,000.

Next, Mr. Joshua discussed CE 1 projects that could be funded with HSIP funds. He stated
the projects must reduce crashes at the location(s); the proposed project must address an
existing crash risks and potentially reduce crashes by a cost-benefit ratio of greater than 1
(FHWA and ADOT requirement); and, the proposed project must identified as one of the top
100 intersections for high crash risks (MAG methodology). Mr. Joshua explained that four
key factors were used to determine the top 100 high risk intersections the number of crashes,
crash severity, crash cost, and crash rate. He stated that the methodology applied followed the
method used by the Wisconsin Department of Transportation. He explained that current list
of crashes were based on data from 2006 through 2008.

Then, Mr. Joshua discussed ADOT’s annual report to FHWA that identified the State’s top
five percent crash sites. He explained that the annual report was a requirement from the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act - A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-
LU). He informed the Committee that ADOT’s 2009 Annual Report indicated that 13 of the
20 worst intersections in Arizona were in the MAG Region adding that 12 of the 13
intersections were on local roads.

Mr. Joshua explained that a portion of the State’s HSIP funds would be allocated to projects
that could be done within one to two years to improve safety on these roads. He stated that
conducting studies would allow the MAG Region to compete for the ADOT HSIP funds for
public roads. He explained that if the region conducted studies regularly, then MAG could
compete for statewide funds with a continuous set of projects for immediate improvement.

Mr. Hauskins stated the programming methodology focused on intersection safety. He
inquired if the programming would include other elements in the future. Mr. Joshua replied
that the decision to fund intersection improvements was based on the highest safety needs. He
explained that intersection in the region had serious safety issues. Mr. Eric Anderson, who
joined the meeting late, added the Road Safety Assessment would look at other components
in addition to intersections. Mr. Joshua added that MAG would also focus on corridors, such
as 35™ Avenue, which had several intersections on the Top 100 Crash List in the region.

Mr. Gino Turrubiartes from the Town of Guadalupe inquired if an item would come back to
the Committee for other actions the TSC might want to pursue. Mr. Joshua stated that once
the proposed methodology was approved by the MAG Regional Council, then MAG Staff
would present specific projects to the Committee for future funding.

Mr. Grant Anderson inquired if agenda item was to create or to change a process and inquired
what the older process was if one was in place. Mr. Anderson also expressed concerns that
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the process presented was geared towards larger jurisdictions. Mr. Joshua explained that the
agenda item was to create a process based on the ADOT process developed under SAFETEA-
LU. He acknowledged that the process may seem as if smaller jurisdictions have lesser ability
to compete, and noted that the goal of the Highway Safety Improvement Program was to
address high crash risk areas, regardless of the size of jurisdictions.

Mr. Hauskins stated he felt everyone was amenable to spending funds in smaller communities,
too. He added that the goal of the program was to properly spend the funds. Mr. David
Meinhart from the City of Scottsdale inquired if the 70 percent ADOT HSIP allocation could
be used for Road Safety Assessments. Mr. Joshua explained that the 70 percent allocation was
administered by ADOT, who was in the in process of developing the process for allocating the
funds. He stated that the planning studies included in the requested action would allow
members to compete for those funds once the process was developed.

Mr. Eric Anderson informed the Committee that initially ADOT wanted to use the 70 percent
allocation on highways only. He stated that MAG had coordinated with ADOT to open the
funds to all public roads. Mr. Paul Ward from the City of Litchfield Park acknowledged
MAG’s efforts in getting the 70 percent allocation open to all public roads. Mr. Ward
expressed concern that the process presented limited the ability for studies to be conducted in
smaller jurisdictions. He referred to the map of the Top 100 Intersections for crashes noting
that all of the intersections were located in eight jurisdictions throughout the region. He stated
that other areas would have projects with a cost-benefit ratio of 1 or greater, but would not be
considered because they did not fall on the Top 100 list.

Mr. Eric Anderson replied that SAFETEA-LU guidance made it very clear that HSIP funds
needed to be allocated to areas with the greatest safety need. He explained that process was
derived directly from the SAFETEA-LU guidance. He also encouraged the Committee to
propose an alternative method for consideration if the method adhered to the federal process.
A brief discussion followed.

Mr. Johnson expressed support for the focus on intersections. He stated that intersections
posed an important safety and capacity issue. Mr. RJ Zeder from the City of Chandler stated
that he felt the Committee should ignore boundaries and focus on need when programming the
HSIP funds. Mr. Grant Anderson stated that the process looked at the highest occurring risks
instead of areas that could be high risk in the future. Mr. Joshua concurred that the region
should look ahead when assessing risk adding that ADOT regulations required programming
to be based on crash history evidence.

Mr. Calvert restated the recommendation to program $800,000 CE 1 projects previously
identified and to program $400,000 for future studies. He inquired if the region would be able
to move the studies forward. He added that project viability needed to be considered in the
selection process.

Mr. Dan Cook, the MAG Streets Committee representative, inquired if the ranking of projects
was based on the sheer volume of crashes or crashes per volume of road. Mr. Joshua replied
that the analysis was weighted and included crash frequencies at each intersection. He
explained that the Top 100 Intersections were determined by reviewing 17,000 intersections
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throughout the region and applying a weight of 20 percent on crash frequency, 40 percent on
crash severity, 20 percent on crash cost by collision type, and 20 percent on crash rate.
September 16, 2010

Mr. Hauskins motioned to recommend the programming process for FY 2011 safety projects
to allocate (1) $800,000 for systematic safety improvements involving projects that are
classified as Categorical Exclusion Group 1; and (2) $400,000 for performing Road Safety
Assessments (RSAs) or developing Project Assessment (PAs)/Design Concept Reports
(DCRs) for high risk intersections identified through the network screening process based on
the Top 100 Intersection List and the state’s Top Five Percent Report. Mr. Zeder seconded
the motion, and the motion passed by a unanimous voice vote of the Committee.

Mr. Grant Anderson requested that an analysis be provided at the end of the year to determine
in the programming process should be continued or revised. Chairman Moody asked if there
were any additional questions or comments about the agenda item. There were none, and he
proceeded to the next item on the agenda.

Update on Exceptional Events, the MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-10, and Possible Effects
on Transportation Programming

Chairman Moody invited Ms. Lindy Bauer, MAG Environmental Division Director, to provide
an update on exceptional events, the MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-10, and the possible
effects on transportation programming. Ms. Bauer stated that her presentation would focus
on events that had occurred since her last presentation to the Committee.

Ms. Bauer announced that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) did not concur with
the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) documentation on four high wind
exceptional events at the West 43rd Avenue monitor. She explained that the four exceedances
would be considered a violation at the monitor and that the region would not achieve the first
year of clean data. She stated that a violation meant the region would not be in attainment by
2010 as required.

Ms. Bauer informed the Committee that the EPA Region 1X Administrator acknowledged that
the EPA Exceptional Events Rule was flawed. She stated that the Western States Air
Resources Council, which consisted of 15 States, has identified several issues with EPA’s
implementation of the exceptional events rule.

Ms. Bauer announced that the EPA intended to disapprove the MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan
for PM-10. She stated that on June 23, 2010, the EPA and Arizona Center in the Public
Interest had settled negotiations. She informed the Committee that on September 3, 2010, the
EPA would sign a notice of proposed action on MAG Five Percent Plan. Ms. Bauer explained
that once the notice was signed the EPA would publish the notice in the Federal Register for
comments. She added that by January 28, 2011, the EPA would sign a notice of final action.

Ms. Bauer reported that ADEQ had submitted comments to the EPA on June 30, 2010. She
stated the comments expressed three principal concerns with the EPA review, which included
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inconsistent application of the exceptional events rule, failure to take into account some of the
ADEQ supporting data and analysis, and inconsistency with the EPA’s August 27, 2007
concurrence with California’s request to exclude data from the determination of attainment
status for the San Joaquin Valley.

Ms. Bauer stated that on August 2, 2010, ADEQ had submitted additional comments to the
EPA. She reported that ADEQ had requested the EPA delay action on the Five Percent Plan
for at least six months. She stated that a six month would allow the EPA time to review the
documentation submitted by ADEQ and MAG and to facilitate a decision based on the best
scientific information available. Ms. Bauer informed the Committee that to-date, ADEQ had
not received a response from EPA regarding the request.

Ms. Bauer announced that ADEQ had submitted MAG’s comments to the EPA on July 2,
2010. She stated the MAG comments raised additional concerns and supported the
documentation and comments submitted by ADEQ. She reported that the EPA had not
responded to the comments submitted by MAG or ADEQ adding that the EPA had not
commented on the Plan in the three years since it was submitted.

Next, Ms. Bauer reported the MAG Member Agencies had expressed strong support for the
ADEQ comments. She informed the Committee that a letter signed by 27 members of the
MAG Regional Council supporting ADEQ’s comments had been submitted to the EPA. She
noted that Maricopa County and the Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community had
submitted letters to the EPA as well. She acknowledged that Maricopa County had some of
the strictest measures in the country and that the measures were developed in conjunction with
the EPA.

Ms. Bauer announced that MAG would coordinate on a possible lawsuit against the EPA. She
reported that the Imperial County Air District Board had approved pursuit of a legal challenge
to the EPA disapproval of dust control rules, tied to disapproval of exceptional events on
August 17, 2010.

Then, Ms Bauer addressed the consequences of an EPA disapproval of the plan. She explained
that projects in the first four years of the TIP could proceed, but that no new projects could be
added to the TIP. She stated that only projects that had already had a conformity
determination could proceed although some projects may be added to the TIP after the freeze
if the projects did not impact conformity.

Ms. Bauer informed the Committee that a conformity freeze would be in effect within 30 to
90 days after the EPA final disapproval was published in the Federal Register. She stated that
anew TIP and RTP could not be done until a Five Percent Plan that fulfilled the requirements
of the Clean Air Act could be submitted and the EPA found the conformity budget adequate
or approved the submission, and conformity to the Plan revision was determined.

Ms. Bauer explained that Clean Air Act sanctions would be imposed if the problem was not
corrected within 18 months from the disapproval action. She stated the sanctions would
include tighter controls on major industries, such as two-to-one offsets in emissions. She stated
that after 24 months from the disapproval action, the region would lose federal highway funds.
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Ms. Bauer stated that $1.7 billion in funds were at risk according to the MAG FY 2011-2015
TIP. She added that a federal implementation plan could be imposed. Ms. Bauer noted that
the imposition of highway sanctions might trigger a conformity lapse. She explained that if
a conformity lapse occurred that major projects in the TIP could not proceed.

Ms. Bauer informed the Committee that a new emission inventory would be needed. She
explained that the major economic down turn since 2005 had changed the mix of sources. She
reported that a new 2008 inventory had been completed on June 30, 2010. Ms. Bauer
announced that MAG may need to include additional measures in the Plan that would reduce
emissions by five percent per year until the region was in attainment, as measured at the
monitors. She stated that the modeling in the Plan would need to be revised and that three
years of clean data were needed to achieve attainment.

Ms. Bauer cited economic impact analysis conducted by Mr. Eric Anderson. She stated that
a conformity freeze could cost the region up to 61,000 jobs and that a conformity lapse could
cost the region 215,000 jobs. After she concluded her presentation, Ms. Bauer invited Ms.
Eileen Yazzie, MAG Transportation Programming Manager, to discuss the programming
implications.

Ms. Yazzie passed the Committee handouts, which included a list of exempt projects and a
letter from Federal Highway Administration addressing amendments and administrative
modifications to the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). Ms. Yazzie
stated that on January 28, 2011, the EPA would finalize the action. She stated that if the EPA
disapproved the plan, then the sanctions process would be triggered.

Ms. Yazzie explained that a conformity freeze would occur within 30 to 90 days of the EPA
disapproval’s publication in the Federal Register. She stated that 18 months after the
disapproval emissions offset sanctions would begin and that 24 months after the disapproval
a conformity lapse would be in place and highway sanctions would begin.

Next, Ms. Yazzie addressed the MAG TIP. She stated that federal regulations required
Transportation Improvement Programs to cover a four year period. She explained that the
MAG TIP covered a five year period. Ms. Yazzie announced that once a conformity freeze
was in effect, the region could not produce a new TIP or amend the existing TIP. She stated
under a freeze only exempt projects could be added to a TIP. She explained that new projects
could not move forward until the freeze was lifted.

Ms. Yazzie stated it was the goal of MAG Staff to have the most accurate information in the
TIP before a freeze occurred. She explained that MAG needed to make all project changes
before January 28, 2011. She stated that MAG could rerun or amend the conformity
determination before January. She encouraged member agencies to inform MAG Staff of any
projects changes as soon as possible.

Then, Ms. Yazzie discussed language in the federal regulations pertaining to programming
during a freeze. She stated that MAG could not amend the TIP during freeze however
administrative modifications were allowed. She announced that MAG would provide
clarification to all of the member agencies what qualified as an amendments or administrative
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modification before a freeze occurred. She explained that any action that would trigger a
conformity determination would be prohibited. She stated conformity determinations were
required for scope changes, location changes, and new construction projects.

Next, Ms. Yazzie addressed changes that would be permitted during a freeze. She explained
that funding changes, modifications to a project description that did not constitute a scope
change, and minor cost changes, including slight cost increases, would be allowed. Ms.
Yazzie announced that a new finding of conformity had been made for the new TIP and RTP.
She stated that between September and January, MAG Staff would coordinate with member
agencies on any necessary changes to the TIP and RTP. She encouraged member agencies to
review their project listing in the TIP adding that MAG would rerun conformity if needed.

Ms. Yazzie announced that in August the Governor’s designee approved the MAG FY 2011-
2015 TIP and that on August 25", FHWA approved the 2010 conformity determination for FY
2011-2015 TIP and RTP 2010 Update. She informed the Committee that project change
requests were due to MAG by September 13" and that project changes would be presented to
the Committee for approval on September 23, 2010. Ms. Yazzie announced that a second
round of project changes would be begin in November and be finalized by the Regional
Council slated for January 2011.

Mr. Rick Naimark from the City of Phoenix inquired about the additional information sent by
ADEQ to the EPA on August 27,2010. Ms. Bauer replied the information provided additional
information on friction velocity and analysis conducted by MAG Staff on when silt particles
became airborne.

Mr. Naimark requested clarification on the deadlines presented. Ms Bauer replied that action
was usually taken within 30 days; however, the EPA could decide to act immediately. A brief
discussion followed.

Mr. Grant Anderson inquired what would happen if a development like Anthem wanted to be
built with private funds during a freeze. Ms. Yazzie explained that the TIP included all
regionally significant projects regardless of fund type. She stated that if a project add lanes,
and therefore capacity, the project could not move forward during a freeze if it was not already
in an approved TIP.

Mr. Hauskins inquired if a road to a power facility could be built during a freeze. Ms. Yazzie
replied that a project must be in the TIP before the freeze occurs. She encouraged the
Committee to notify MAG Staff as soon as possible if there were any regionally significant
projects that needed to be included in the TIP. She stated that MAG Staff would review
projects to determine if they needed to be included in an approved TIP or required a
conformity determination. Mr. Eric Anderson emphasized that projects must be funded in
order to be included in the TIP.

Mr. Ward stated that projects on any roadway that would be included in the modeling network
needed to be in the TIP. Mr. Johnson inquired how a freeze would affect the federal fund
closeout process. Ms. Yazzie stated that funding was addressed in a separate part of the
regulations. She stated that if a process was established, the closeout could proceed during the
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freeze, but no new projects affecting conformity could be funded. Ms. Yazzie added that
MAG would need to verify the restrictions on amendments and administrative modifications
before closeout could occur.

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

State of Transit in the Region

Chairman Moody invited Ms. Yazzie to present the State of Transit in the Region. Ms. Yazzie
stated that due to time constraints, she would only present a portion of the original
presentation. She announced that she would present additional information at the next
Committee meeting.

Ms. Yazzie stated that MAG Staff was addressing the State of Transit due to a Regional
Council action that required a review of transit preventive maintenance by December 2010.
She explained that due to a ripple effect, preventative maintenance could not be addressed
without discussing other aspects of transit. Ms. Yazzie reported that the MAG Region had
programmed almost $30 million of federal funds in the FY 2011-2015 TIP for regional
preventative maintenance. She stated the programming was a placeholder until prioritization
guidelines for federal funds would be established in the future.

Ms. Yazzie informed the Committee that prioritization guidelines had been developed by
RPTA for all transit projects and that MAG had developed prioritization guidelines to program
funds from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). She explained
that some of the guidelines were out of date or irrelevant due to ARRA passing adding that the
ARRA guidelines were intentionally different because of the restrictions of the Act. She stated
that traditionally, federal funds could not be used to fund preventative maintenance.

Ms. Yazzie stated that transit operation and programming in region was complicated. She
explained that MAG was in the process of sorting out transit operations and programming in
conjunction with other partners. She directed the Committee’s attention to a slide that listed
several sources of transit funding and the agency responsible for programming the funds.

Ms. Yazzie explained that the Regional Transportation Plan was the overarching plan on how
transportation activities are conducted in the region. She cited federal and state laws and
regulations that required MAG to be involved in transit activities and to incorporate transit into
the RTP. Ms. Yazzie announced that in the spring, a memorandum of understanding had been
signed and new legislation enacted addressing the programming and planning of transit. Ms.
Yazzie stated that MAG and partnering agencies were working to define the process under the
MOU and bill.

Next, Ms. Yazzie discussed transit and Proposition 400. She stated that two percent of funds
had been allocated to transit under Proposition 300 while 33.3 percent of Proposition 400
revenues were allocated to transit. Ms. Yazzie stated that Proposition 400 revenue collections
were lower than projects and had been consistently decreasing. She explained that the lower
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revenues required cuts to the Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) due to inadequate funding.
Ms. Yazzie reiterated that she would continue the presentation at the next Committee due to
time constraints.

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

Federal Fund Working Group

Chairman Moody invited Mr. Eric Anderson to provide an update on the Federal Fund
Working Group. Mr. Anderson stated the Working Group had been formed last year as a
method to determine how MAG should proceed with developing a better process to obligate
federal funds. He reported that in 2009, $2.3 million in federal funds had been deleted and
$31.9 million had been deferred. He stated it meant that $34 million in funding had not been
put on the streets to create jobs.

Mr. Anderson explained that the Working Group was developing a new approach to address
the issue. He stated key elements of the new approach would be based on research conducted
by MAG Staff. He summarized key elements of successful programs, which included the need
for a clearly defined project development process that addressed requirements, typical
schedules with milestones, budgeting for project development, monitoring the project
development process, providing incentives and disincentives to maintain schedule, establishing
a policy on project deferrals, and enforcing the process and policies.

Mr. Anderson announced that ADOT was in the process of updating the Local Governments
Manual. He thanked members of ADOT in the audience for their efforts. He stated that other
regions that have a successful federal fund program have a well defined process for projects.
Mr. Anderson stated that MAG was working on programming more funds for design projects.
He cautioned that if agencies received federal funds for design and did not build the project,
then the agencies would be required by federal law to repay the funds used for design.

Mr. Anderson stated that MAG did not have incentives or disincentives for agencies to stay
on time with project schedules. He stated that the region needed to establish a policy on
project deferrals and that if policies or processes are in place, then enforcement was necessary
otherwise the policies and processes would be ineffective. He cited Seattle’s process, which
included a watch list of projects falling behind schedule and a list of past due projects.

Mr. Anderson informed the Committee that most regions allow a one-time project deferral.
He stated that most regions have a more detailed process for the second deferral and typically
deny a third deferral request. He added that once a request was denied, the funds were made
available for reprogramming in the region.

Next, Mr. Anderson discussed the programming process in Salt Lake City, Utah. He stated
in Salt Lake City, the TIP was a fluid document. He explained that projects can move forward
in the TIP when deadlines are met. He stated that once project clearances are in place, the staff
would modify the TIP to move funds to current year for pre-construction activities, such as
design and right-of-way acquisition. He explained that when projects are ready to proceed to
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10.

construction funds are moved to that fiscal year, but if projects are not ready to proceed then
the project is moved back in the program.

Moving on, Mr. Anderson summarized lesson learned from the research conducted. He stated

that the lesson learned included:

» A better upfront project scoping provided better guidance on time required for project
clearances;

* Monitoring against milestones is important;

« Investigation and remedial action required if a project falls behind;

* Progress must be demonstrated to defer a project or the project is deleted,;

» Second deferrals require more documentation and further deferrals are not encouraged;

» Flexibility in moving projects that are ready to go; and

* Appeals through committees including Regional Council.

Mr. Anderson announced that MAG Staff was available to assist member agencies with
keeping projects on track. He stated that MAG Staff needed to be more proactive in
monitoring projects and that MAG needed better information on projects.

Mr. Hauskins concurred with the need for proper project scoping and prioritization. He stated
that during the process, agencies can identify potential problems or delays. He added that in
doing so, agencies can identify the projects that are able to proceed. Mr. Calvert added that
it was imperative for the work to be done. He stated that region needed a uniform playing
field. A brief discussion followed.

Mr. Eric Anderson stated that ADOT would be developing a project tracking system. He also
announced that ADOT had begun to augment there staff and praised ADOT for their efforts.

Chairman Moody inquired when Mr. Anderson planned to reconvene the Federal Fund
Working Group. Mr. Anderson stated that the Working Group would reconvene after MAG
Staff had time to write up the research conducted. He explained that MAG was experiencing
a resource issue.

Mr. Scott Butler from the City of Mesa expressed support for firm guidelines that would
enable member agencies to know where they stand in the process. He also expressed support
for the dynamic process used in Salt Lake City.

Chairman Moody asked if there were any additional questions or comments about the agenda
item. There were none.

Update to the Federal Functional Classification System

Next, Chairman Moody invited Mr. Steve Tate, MAG Transportation Planner 111, to present
the update to the federal functional classification system. Mr. Tate explained that federal
guidance required updates to the federal functional classification system in urban areas must
be developed within the framework of the metropolitan planning process. He announced that
the last update to the federal functional classification system in the MAG Region occurred in
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2005 and largely ignored rural areas. He stated that since 2005, the region has added over
1,400 miles of publicly owned roads.

Mr. Tate informed the Committee that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) had
modified the functional classifications in 2008. He reported that the update functional
classification system removed the urban and rural division. He stated the revised system
include a minor collector class that could be assigned in the urban area and that FHWA
guidance suggested a review of class changes at the urban border to remove sharp changes in
classifications.

Mr. Tate reported that the changes expanded the data collection requirements. He explained
that for the principal arterial system, traffic counts must be collected every three years and
International Roughness Index (IR1) data collected every two years. He added that only
ADOT, MCDOQOT, and City of Phoenix were able to collect IRI data. Mr. Tate stated that for
minor arterials and major collectors traffic counts must be collected every six years. He added
that ADOT was required to collect data when it was not available from agencies.

Mr. Tate announced that the update to the federally functional classification system in the
region would be conducted by the MAG Street Committee in two phases. He explained that
in Phase | an update would be conducted on the regional estimate for publicly owned roads
to provide a mileage baseline. He stated that the first phase also required the expansion and
update of the arterial street network and the review and possible revision of the principal/minor
classification or arterials. He reported that MAG Staff would submit a recommended arterial
network for approval through the MAG Committee process in January 2011.

Next, Mr. Tate summarized phase two activities. He explained that in the second phase, the
collector street network would be expanded and updated. He reported that MAG Staff would
submit the recommended collector street network for approval in March 2011.

Mr. Tate informed the Committee that updating the federal functional classification system
would not affect the total highway funding. He explained that funding levels were established
in1998 with the enactment of the Transportation Equity Act for the Twenty First Century. He
stated that Arizona’s funding levels were a fixed share of the contribution to the Highway
Trust Fund. He added that under SAFETEA-LU, the State’s share was 92 percent of the
Arizona’s contribution to the highway account of the Highway Trust Fund.

Mr. Tate noted that changes to the federal functional classification system in the region could
reduce the amount of National Highway System funds received by ADOT. He stated that the
changes would be offset by the increased funding in other categories, such as Surface
Transportation Program (STP) funds and Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)
funds.

Chairman Moody inquired if there were any questions or comments about the agenda item, and
there were none.
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11.

12.

13.

Transportation Director’s Report

Moving on, Chairman Moody invited Mr. Eric Anderson to present the Transportation
Director’s report, which had been skipped earlier in the agenda. Mr. Anderson reported that
Regional Area Road Fund (RARF) revenues for FY 2010 were $298 million compared to the
peak of $390 million in FY 2007. He stated that July RARF revenues were down 4.6 percent,
which indicated that the economic decline had not bottomed out as previously thought. He
attributed part of the decline to the cash-for-clunkers program, which was underway in July
2009.

Mr. Anderson announced that the proposed acceleration for the Williams-Gateway project in
Mesa would be presented for approval through the MAG Committee process in September,
He stated that Mesa believed the project cost would be approximately $118 million and that
the City intended on issuing debt of $130 million to cover the costs.

Mr. Grant Anderson asked when the project would be heard by the Management Committee.
Mr. Eric Anderson replied that he believe the project would be heard the following week.

Chairman Moody asked if there were any questions or comments about the Transportation
Director’s Report. There were none, and he proceeded to the next agenda item.

Request for Future Agenda ltems

Chairman Moody inquired if the members had any topics or issues of interest they would like
to have considered for discussion at a future Committee meeting. There were none.

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.

Next Meeting Date

Chairman Moody informed members in attendance that the next regularly scheduled meeting
of the Committee would be held on September 23, 2010. There be no further business,
Chairman Moody adjourned the meeting at 11:55 a.m.
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