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FROM: Mark Pentz, Chandler, Chair 

SUBJECT: MEETING NOTIFICATION AND TRANSMITTAL OF TENTATIVE AGENDA 

Wednesday, July 8,2009 - 12:00 noon
 

MAG Office, Suite 200 - Saguaro Room
 

302 North 1st Avenue, Phoenix
 

The next Management Committee meeting will be held at the MAG offices at the time and place noted above. 

Members of the Management Committee may attend the meeting either in person, by videoconference or by 

telephone conference call. The agenda and summaries are also being transmitted to the members ofthe Regional 

Council to foster increased dialogue between members of the Management Committee and Regional Council. 

You are encouraged to review the supporting information enclosed. Lunch will be provided at a nominal cost. 

Please park in the garage under the building, bring your ticket, parking will be validated. For those using transit, 

Valley Metro/RPTA will provide transit tickets for your trip. For those using bicycles, please lock your bicycle in 

the bike rack in the garage. 

Pursuant to Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), MAG does not discriminate on the basis of 

disability in admissions to or participation in its public meetings. Persons with a disability may request a reasonable 

accommodation, such as a sign language interpreter, by contacting Valerie Day at the MAG office. Requests 

should be made as early as possible to allow time to arrange the accommodation. 

Members are reminded of the importance of attendance by yourself or a proxy. Any time that a quorum is not 

present, we cannot conduct the meeting. Please set aside sufficient time for the meeting, and for all matters to 

be reviewed and acted upon by the Management Committee. Your presence and vote count. 
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MAG MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
 
TENTATIVE AGENDA
 

July 8, 2009
 

I . Call to Order 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

3. Call to the Audience 

An opportunity is provided to the public to address 
the Management Committee on items that are not 
on the agenda that are within the jurisdiction of 
MAG, or non-action agenda items that are on the 
agenda for discussion or information only. Citizens 
will be requested not to exceed a three minute 
time period for their comments. A total of 15 
minutes will be provided for the Call to the 
Audience agenda item, unless the Management 
Committee requests an exception to this limit. 
Please note that those wishing to comment on 
agenda items posted for action will be provided 
the opportunity at the time the item is heard. 

4. Executive Director's Report 

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

5. Approval of Consent Agenda 

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

COMMITTEE ACTION REQUESTED 

3. Information. 

4. Information and discussion. 

5. Recommend approval of the Consent Agenda. 

ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONSENT*
 

MINUTES
 

*SA. Approval of lune 10,2009, Meeting Minutes SA. Review and approval of the June 10, 2009, 
meeting minutes. 
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MAG Management Committee -- Tentative Agenda	 July 8,2009 

TRANSPORTATION ITEMS
 

*SB.	 Enhancement Peer Review Group Round 17 
Recommendations 

The Enhancement Peer Review Group reviews 
and recommends a ranked list of Enhancement 
Fund applications from this region to the State 
Transportation Enhancement Review Committee 
(TERC). This year, seven enhancement fund 
applications totaling $2,890,498 for projects on 
local roads were received, with approximately $8 
million available statewide. One application for a 
project on ADOT right-of-way was received 
totaling $1 million, with approximately $5 million 
available statewide. The Enhancement Peer 
Review Group recommends that the list of ranked 
applications be forwarded to the Arizona 
Department of Transportation for consideration 
by the TERC. Please refer to the enclosed 
material. 

*SC.	 Elderly Mobility Sign Project Update 

A project in the FY 2007 MAG Unified Planning 
Work Program was programmed with $400,000 
in federal funds for a regional project that would 
promote elderly mobility in the MAG region. The 
resulting project was jointly recommended by the 
Elderly Mobility Stakeholders Group, 
Transportation Safety Committee and the 
Management Committee. The final approval by 
the Regional Council resulted in the installation of 
nearly 3, I00 new street name signs across the 
region. Some of these signs replaced existing signs 
at intersections, and others were placed on 
intersection approaches providingthe name ofthe 
upcoming cross street. The key feature that was 
introduced by these signs was the use of a new 
letter font named Clearview Font. This font has 
been adopted by many agencies, including the 
Arizona Department of Transportation, due to its 
vastly improved legibility. Sixteen MAG member 
agencies participated in this project and their sign 
costs are reimbursed by MAG with project funds. 
As a result of this project, afew local agencies have 
decided to adopt the use of Clearview Font for all 

SB.	 Recommend that the list of ranked applications 
from the MAG Enhancement Peer Review Group 
be forwarded to the Arizona Department of 
Transportation for consideration by the State 
Transportation Enhancement Review Committee. 

SC. Information and discussion. 
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MAG Management Committee -- Tentative Agenda	 July 8,2009 

new	 street name signs. Please refer to the 
enclosed material. 

*5D.	 Consultant Selection for the MAG Hassayampa 
Framework Study for the Wickenburg Area 

The FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning Work 
Program and Annual Budget, approved by the 
MAG Regional Council, includes $70,000 to 
conductthe Hassayampa Framework Studyforthe 
Wickenburg Area. The Town of Wickenburg will 
contribute $5,000 toward the project, bringingthe 
total cost of the project to $75,000. A Request for 
Proposals for consultants to conduct the study was 
advertised on April 23 , 2009. Four proposals were 
received from the following firms: Wilbur Smith 
Associates, Dibble Engineering, HDR, and Wilson 
& Company. A multi-agency proposal evaluation 
team consisting of MAG member agencies and 
MAG staff reviewed the proposal documents. On 
June 12, 2009, the proposal evaluation team 
recommended to MAG the selection of Wilson & 
Company to conduct the project, in an amount 
not to exceed $75,000. Please refer to the 
enclosed material. 

*5E.	 Project Changes Amendments and 
Administrative Modifications tothe FY 2008-2012 
MAG Transportation Improvement Program and 
Material Cost Changes to the ADOT 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 
thattime, there have been requests from member 
agencies to modify projects in the program. To 
move forward with project implementation for 
fiscal year (FY) 20 10, ADOT has requested a 
number of financial, project description, and 
schedule changes. Fountain ~Iills and Scottsdale 
have submitted requests for programming 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARM) 
funds in their community. Valley Metro has 
requested administrative modifications related to 
four repayment projects. Details ofthese requests 
can be found in the enclosed table. In addition, 
the enclosed table annotates the material cost 

5D.	 Recommend that Wilson &Company be selected 
to conduct the Hassayampa Framework Study for 
the Wickenburg Area, for an amount not to 
exceed $75,000. 

5E.	 Recommend approval of amendments and 
administrative modifications to the FY 2008-20 12 
Transportation Improvement Program, as 
appropriate, to the Regional Transportation Plan 
2007 Update, and material cost changes to the 
ADOT Program as shown in the attached tables. 
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MAG Management Committee -- Tentative Agenda	 July 8,2009 

changes related to cost increases to the ADOT 
Program. The Transportation Review Committee 
recommended approval of this agenda item. 
Please refer to the enclosed material. 

*SF.	 Update to Federal Functional Classification System 

The MAG funding suballocation for the MAG 
Region from the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARM) requires projects to 
adhere to the requirements established in the 
Surface Transportation Program (STP). ARM 
funded projects must be located on a facility that is 
classified as an urban collector or rural major 
collector or higher in the functional classification 
hierarchy. Maricopa County and Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation have requested that the functional 
classification of three roadways located in the Ft. 
McDowell community be updated as related to 
programming ARM funds. The Management 
Committee is requested to recommend the 
proposed updates to the functional classification 
system. Please refer to the enclosed material. 

*SG.	 Final Closeout of the Federal Fiscal Year (FEY) 
2009 MAG Federally Funded Program 

Since the Regional Council approved the Interim 
FFY 2009 MAG Closeout, there have been 
additional request for project deferrals: GDY07­
302 and GDY07-709, which are found in TableA. 
With these new deferrals, the funding available for 
Closeout increases from $28.7 to $29.3 million. 
The identification of these additional funds for 
Closeout indicates that the two projects in the 
rank ordered Contingency List, MMA09-61 0 and 
PHX07-740 can be funded. The Transportation 
Review Committee (TRC) recommended 
approval of the project deferrals and funding as 
noted above. In addition, the TRC also 
recommended that any remaining CMAQ 
Closeout funds be allocated toward funding the 
remaining street sweepers on the prioritized list 
for FFY 2009. Please refer to the enclosed 
material. 

SF. Recommend approval ofthe proposed updates to 
the functional classification system. 

SG. Recommend approval of the Final Closeout for 
Federal FY 2009 and recommend 
amending/adjusting the FY 2008-2012 MAG TIP 
and the RTP 2007 Update as needed. 

5
 



MAG Management Committee -- Tentative Agenda	 July 8, 2009 

AIR QUALITY ITEMS
 

*5H.	 Additional Funding for Sweepers on the Approved 
Prioritized List of Proposed PM- 10 Certified Street 
Sweeper Projects for FY 2009 CMAo Funding 

On January 28,2009, the MAG Regional Council 
approved a Prioritized List of Proposed PM- 10 
Certified Street Sweeper Projects for FY 2009 
CMAQ funding and retained the prioritized list for 
any additional FY 2009 CMAQ funds that may 
become available due to year-end closeout, 
including any redistributed obligation authority, or 
additional funding received by this region. Funding 
for the remaining sweepers on the approved 
Prioritized List is available from $685,676 in 
savings associated with four sweeper projects that 
have been requested to be deleted, and from 
$LJ·02,968 in Federal Fiscal Year 2009 Closeout 
funds recommended by the Transportation 
Review Committee on June 25, 2009. The 
following sweepers would be funded: Phoenix 
(the remaining $62,696 for project #2); Paradise 
Valley; Tempe; Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 
Community; Chandler; Youngtown; and Buckeye 
($157,590 for project # I). Please refer to the 
enclosed material. 

*51.	 Conformity Consultation 

The Maricopa Association of Governments is 
conducting consultation on a conformity 
assessment for an amendment and administrative 
modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The 
proposed amendment and administrative 
modification involves several projects, including 
Arizona Department of Transportation projects, 
new American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
projects for Fountain Hills and Scottsdale, and 
Valley Metro Rail projects. The amendment 
includes projects that may be categorized as 
exempt from conformity determinations. The 
administrative modification includes minor project 
revisions that do not require a conformity 
determination. Please refer to the enclosed 
material. 

5H.	 Recommend approval of additional funding for 
sweepers on the Approved Prioritized List of 
Proposed PM- I0 Cerhfled Street Sweeper 
Projects for FY 2009 CMAQ Funding. 

51. Consultation. 
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MAG Management Committee -- Tentative Agenda	 July 8, 2009 

5J.	 Consultation on Proposed Transportation 
Conformity Processes for the 2009 MAG 
Conformity Analysis 

Federal and state conformity regulations require 
that MAG consult with federal, state, and local air 
quality and transportation agencies on proposed 
processes for the conformity analysis on the 
Transportation Improvement Program and 
transportation plan. MAG is distributing for 
comment the proposed processes to be applied 
beginning with the upcoming conformity analysis 
for the FY 20 10-20 ILj. MAG Transportation 
Improvement Program and the Regional 
Transportation Plan 2009 Update. Comments 
regarding this material are requested by July 22, 
2009. Please refer to the enclosed material. 

*5K.	 Consultation on Potentially Regionally Significant 
Projects for the Draft FY 20 I0-20 14 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program 

Federal and state conformity regulations require 
that MAG consult with federal, state, and local air 
quality and transportation agencies on which 
transportation projects will be considered 
"regionally significant" for the purposes of regional 
emissions analysis. Regionally significant projects 
are subject to conformity requirements. A list of 
potentially regionally signi"ficant projects from the 
proposed Draft FY 20 I 0-20 14 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program has been 
prepared. It is requested that comments regarding 
the list be reported to MAG by July 22, 2009. 
Please refer to the enclosed material. 

5J.
 

5K.
 

GENERAL ITEMS
 

*5L.	 Amendmenttothe FY20 I0 MAG Unified Planning 
Work Program and Annual Budget to Accept 
Funding from the Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality for Developing a Roadmap 
for Greening Water Infrastructure 

The Arizona Department of Envi ronmental Qual ity 
has notified MAG that it would be awarded 
$45,000 in stimulus funding from the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 for water 

5L.
 

Consultation. 

Consultation. 

Recommend approval to amend the FY 20 I0 
MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual 
Budget to accept $45,000 from the Arizona 
Department of Environmental Quality for 
developing a roadmap for greening water 
infrastructure. 

7
 



MAG Management Committee -- Tentative Agenda	 July 8, 2009 

quality management planning. The funding would 
be used to conduct a workshop on green 
infrastructure for water and wastewater treatment 
plants focusing on Arizona issues, and to prepare 
a roadmap for greening water infrastructure. It is 
necessary to amend the FY 20 I0 MAG Unified 
Planning Work Program and Annual Budget to 
accept these funds. Please refer to the enclosed 
material. 

*SM. Digital Aerial Photography Partnership with Central 
Arizona Association of Governments 

In May 2009, the MAG Regional Council approved 
the FY 20 10 Unified Planning Work Program and 
Annual Budget, which included $40,000 for digital 
aerial photography for use in planning activities by 
both MAG and its member agencies. This imagery 
is purchased on an annual basis and typically 
includes substantial portions of Pinal County. This 
year MAG has been approached by the Central 
Arizona Association of Governments (CAAG) to 
enter into a partnership to issue a single Invitation 
for Bids. Cost for the imagery purchased through 
the joint Invitation for Bids would be based on the 
area covered by the purchase. MAG and CAAG 
would receive the full imagery acquisition. 
CAAG's payment responsibility would be for the 
Pinal County portion of the imagery. As in past 
years, this photography will be made available at 
no charge to MAG member agencies, as well as to 
CAAG member agencies. The Management 
Committee is requested to recommend approval 
to amend the FY 20 I0 Uni"fied Planning Work 
Program and Annual Budget for MAG to accept 
funds from CAAG for the Pinal County portion of 
the digital aerial photography. Please refer to the 
enclosed material. 

*SN. Annexation Requirements for Census 20 I0 

The 20 I0 Census is only nine months away. To 
prepare for this count, MAG wants to ensure that 
all jurisdid:ions are aware of the need to complete 
any annexations by December 31, 2009, and 
report those annexations to the U.S. Census 
Bureau by March I, 20 I0, in order for population 
in the newly annexed area to be included in the 

SM.	 Recommend approval to amend the FY 20 I0 
Unified Planning Work Program and Annual 
Budget for MAG to accept funds from the Central 
Arizona Association of Governments for the Pinal 
County portion of the digital aerial photography. 

SN.	 Information. 
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jurisdiction's Census 20 10 population. The U.S. 
Census Bureau conducts the Boundary and 
Annexation Survey (BAS) annually to update 
information about the legal boundaries and names 
of all governmental units in the United States. The 
Census Bureau uses the boundary information 
collected in the BAS to tabulate data for various 
censuses and surveys, including the 20 I0 Census 
of Population and Housing. Please refer to the 
enclosed material. 

ITEMS PROPOSED TO BE HEARD 

TRANSPORTATION ITEMS 

6.	 MAG Federal Funds Working Group 

At the June 10, 2009, MAG Management 
Committee meeting, the expenditure of MAG 
federal funds was discussed. Following the 
discussion, it was suggested that a working group 
be appointed at the July 8, 2009, MAG 
Management Committee meeting. On June 12, 
2009, a memorandum was senttothe Committee 
requesting that potential names for the working 
group be submitted to MAG. The composition of 
the working group is open for discussion. In 1995, 
when a previous group was formed to discuss this 
issue, a seven-member working group was 
formed, consisting of four management 
representatives and three staff members. If this 
model is followed, it may be appropriate to have 
three technical staff members who are familiarwith 
the federal funds program and four management 
representatives. Balancing these appointments 
across the region is suggested. Names received 
will be forwarded in a separate mailing. 

7.	 Transportation Planning Update - Proposition 400 
Regional Freeway Program 

The Regional Council will receive an update on 
the strategies identified by MAG staff to address 
the funding gap in the Regional Freeway Program. 
Topics covered within this presentation include an 
update on cost saving proposals in the 
SR-202LjSouth Mountain Freeway and SR-303L 
corridors. The update will conclude with a 

6. Formation of a MAG Federal Funds Working 
Group. 

7. Information and discussion. 
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presentation on overall strategies and scenarios for 
meeting the Regional Freeway funding gap, based 
on the corridor-specific cost savi ngs, data collected 
from the Central Phoenix Peer Review Group, 
discussions with ADOT and their Management 
Consultants, and MAG staff recommendations. 

8.	 Presentation of the Framework Recommendation 
for the Interstates-8 and IO-~Iidden Valley 
Transportation Framework Study 

As a follow-up to the Interstate 10-Hassayampa 
Valley Framework Study, MAG and its funding 
partners, the Arizona Department of 
Transportation, the Maricopa County Department 
ofTransportation, Pinal County Public Works, the 
Town of Buckeye, and the Cities of Goodyear and 
Maricopa, recognized the need to extend 
framework planning into southwestern Maricopa 
County and western Pinal County. Beginning in 
May 2007, a project team began framework 
planning efforts for a 3,200 square mile study area 
in both Maricopa and Pinal Counties for an area 
bounded by Gila River on the north, SR-87 and 
Overfield Rd. on the east in Pinal County, the 
Tohono O'odham Indian Community and Barry 
Goldwater Range on the south, and 459th Avenue 
on the west in Maricopa County. The project's 
study team has determined that entitled 
development represents a population of 
approximately 2.5 million by buildout. Atthis time, 
the project's funding partners, in cooperation with 
a Study Review Team and a project consultant 
team, have made their "final framework 
recommendation that is ready for study acceptance 
by MAG and the Central Arizona Association of 
Governments (CMG). An illustration of the 
recommendation and draft of the project's 
executive summary is included in the transmittal 
summary. In this presentation, MAG staff will 
provide the Committee with information about the 
final framework recommendation in advance of 
formal acceptance by the Regional Council of the 
study's recommendations in September 2009. 
Please refer to the enclosed material. 

8. Information and discussion. 
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9.	 Transportation Public Involvement Report 

MAG has conducted a public involvement process 
on transportation plans and programs throughout 
Fiscal Year 2009. Included in this process were a 
variety ofspecial events, small group presentations, 
e-mail, telephone and Web site correspondence. 
The process also included a transportation public 
hearing hosted by MAG in cooperation with the 
Arizona Department of Transportation, Valley 
Metro, METRO and the City of Phoenix Public 
Transit Department. Agenda items included the 
draft project listing for the FY 20 10-20 14 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program; Status of 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
funds programmed in the MAG region; City of 
Phoenix Public Transit Department Program of 
Projects; and a review of issues for the MAG 
Regional Transportation Plan 20 10 update. A 
court reporter was in attendance to record public 
comments verbatim. All comments made at the 
hearing were provided a formal response from 
staff. The responses to comments are included in 
the attached Transportation Public Involvement 
Report. Also included is a list of the meetings and 
events MAG staff has participated in since the start 
of FY 2009. Please refer to the enclosed material. 

9. Information and discussion. 

GENERAL ITEMS
 

10.	 Update on the MAG Library District Stakeholder 
Group 

On May I3, 2009, it was noted at the MAG 
Management Committee that a request had been 
received to reconvene the MAG Library District 
Stakeholders Group. The purpose of the meeting 
is to discuss an equitable agreement regarding the 
reciprocal borrowing agreement with the 
Maricopa County Library District. On June I I, 
2009, the MAG Library District Stakeholders 
Group met and recognized that it would be 
beneficial for a sub-group to continue the 
discussion on the details of the reciprocal 
borrowing agreement. The sub-group met on 
June 22, 2009, and has agreed to continue 
discussions related to the reciprocal borrowing 

10. Information and discussion. 
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agreement. An update on the discussion to date 
will be provided to the Management Committee. 

I I . Legislative Update 

An update will be provided on legislative issues of 
interest. 

I2. Comments from the Committee 

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

I I. Information, discussion and possible action. 

12. Information. 
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Agenda Item #5A --J 
MINUTES OF THE
 

MAG MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING
 
June 10, 2009
 

MAG Office Building - Saguaro Room
 
Phoenix, Arizona
 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 

Charlie McClendon, Avondale, Chair Christopher Brady, Mesa 
Mark Pentz, Chandler, Vice Chair Jim Bacon, Paradise Valley 

# Matt Busby for George Hoffman, Carl Swenson, Peoria 
Apache Junction Frank Fairbanks, Phoenix 

David Johnson for Jeanine Guy, Buckeye John Kross, Queen Creek 
* Gary Neiss, Carefree * Bryan Meyers, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
* Usarna Abujbarah, Cave Creek Indian Community 

Spencer Isom for B.J. Cornwall, EI Mirage John Little, Scottsdale 
Alfonso Rodriguez for Phil Dorchester, Michael Celaya for Randy Oliver, Surprise 

Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation Charlie Meyer, Tempe 
Rick Davis, FOllntain Hills Chris Hagen for Reyes Medrano, Tolleson 

* Rick Buss, Gila Bend # Gary Edwards, Wickenburg 
* David Wllite, Gila River Indian Community Lloyce Robinson, Youngtown 

George Pettit, Gilbert Steve Hull for John Halikowski, ADOT 
Jessica Blazina for Ed Beasley, Glendale KerulY Harris for David Smith, 
Romina Korkes for John Fischbach, Goodyear Maricopa County 
RoseMary Arellano, Guadalupe Bryan Jungwirth for David Boggs, 
Sonny Culbreth for Darryl Crossman, Valley Metro/RPTA 

Litcllfield Park 

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

1. Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order by Chair Charlie McClendon at 12:00 p.m. 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited. 

Chair McClendon noted that Rick Buss, Gary Edwards, Matt Busby, and Michael Celaya were 
participating via teleconference. 
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Chair McClendon noted material at each place: item #5J, the addendum to the agenda, revised 
material for agenda item #6, and a bill sllmmary chart for agenda item #11. 

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

3. Call to the Audience 

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

Chair McClendon recognized public comment from Dianne Barker, who expressed her thanks for 
tIle transit ticket slle received. She said that she had been seen riding light rail by Rick 
Simonetta's assistant, and that she had brought Mike Hendricksen to the meeting. Ms. Barker 
reported that she had sent out a Twitter message at 6:00am that said "Warning: Happiness is 
contagious," and she had received a response, "I caught it." She stated that two light rail riders 
from Surprise, who parked their car on Central Avenue and were traveling to Tempe, asked her 
it the Surprise City Manager or Mayor rode light rail. Ms. Barker stated that multimodal 
transportation feels good. Chair McClendon thanked Ms. Barker for her comments. 

4. Executive Director's Report 

Dennis Smith, MAG Execlltive Director, reported to the Management Committee on items of 
illterest to the MAG region. 

Mr. Smith stated that he met with the Central Arizona Association of Governments (CAAG) 
regarding their planning relationship. He said that federal law 450.312 requires that the 
Metropolitan Plalming Area boundaries, shall encompass the entire existing llrballized area, plus 
the area expected to be urbanized within a 20-year forecast period for the metropolitan 
transportation plan. Mr. Smith displayed maps of the COlltiguous area expected to be urbanized 
by 2010 and by 2030, and noted how the boundary was expanding. Mr. Smith noted that MAG, 
CAAG and Pinal County have already participated in many joint plamling efforts, such as the 
Southeast Maricopa/Northern Pinal study and Hidden Valley Transportation Framework Study. 
He stated that for the MAG transportation model to perform correctly, requires the MAG 
transportation model to extend into Pinal County. Mr. Smith stated that previously the MAG 
model indicated that the level of service was not showing congestion in the Mesa area, however, 
when MAG extended tIle model into Pinal County, the level ofservice dots turned red, indicating 
congestion. Mr. Smitll displayed a map of the air quality nonattainment boundary for 8-hollr 
ozone tllat was reconlffiended by the Governor to EPA, and pointed out that it extends farther into 
Pinal County. He advised that the 2010 Census will establish the new urbanized areas. 
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Mr. Smith stated that MAG is a Transportation Management Area, which means that it must 
undergo a certification review by the Federal Higllway Administration and Federal Transit 
Adnlinistration. He continued that the 2004 final report ofMAG,s certification review concluded 
that, "As the urbanized area continues to grow outside the boundaries of Maricopa COllnty, the 
boundaries of the MPO should grow with it. We strongly encourage MAG to work with the 
neighboring jurisdictions outside Maricopa County to make their trallsitioll to the MPO as 
seamless as possible." 

Mr. Smith stated that MAG's next certification review is scheduled for November 2009, and the 
federal agencies will ask how MAG followed up on the comments from the 2004 certification. 
Mr. Smith stated that one possible strategy would be to develop a joint planning coordination 
resolution with MAG, CAAG and the Pinla Association of Governments to discuss mutual 
plannillg illterests. Mr. Smith reported that he had been invited to the CAAG Transportation 
Policy Committee to discuss plalming coordination, and he wanted to keep merrlbers informed that 
these discussions are ongoing. Chair McClelldon thanked Mr. Snlith for his report. No questions 
for Mr. Smith were noted. 

5. Approval of Consent Agenda 

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

Chair McClendon asked if any menlber of the Conlmittee had questions or a request to have a 
presentation on any Consellt Agenda item. 

Ms. Korkes moved to recommend approval ofConsent Agenda items #5A, #5B, #5C, #5D, #5E, 
#5F, #5G, #5H, #51, and #5J. Mr. Culbreth seconded, and the motion carried unanimously. 

5A. Approval of May 13,2009, Meetillg Minutes 

The Regional Council, by consellt, approved the May 13,2009, meeting minutes. 

5B. Draft Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) 

The Management Committee, by consent, recommended approval of the Draft FY 2010 Arterial 
Life Cycle Program contingent on a new Finding of Conformity for the Regional Transportation 
Plan 2010 Update and FY 2010-2014 MAG Transportation Improvement Program, which will be 
finalized in January 2010. The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) identifies 94 arterial street 
projects to receive funding from the regiollal sales tax extension and from MAG federal nlnds. 
The Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) provides illformation for 93 ofthe 94 projects spanning 
a 20-year life cycle. Infoffilation contained in the ALCP includes project location, regional 
funding, fiscal year (FY) ofwork, type ofwork, status ofproject and the lead agency. As part of 
the ALCP process, Lead Agencies update project information annually, at a nlinimum. MAG staff 
has programmed the Draft FY 2010 ALCP based on the illformation provided by Lead Agencies 
and from projected revenue streams from the Regional Area Road Fund (RARF), MAG Surface 
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Transportation Program funds (STP-MAG), alld Congestioll Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) 
funds. On May 27,2009, the Transportation Review Committee recommended approval of the 
Draft FY 2010 Arterial Life Cycle Program. 

5C.	 Project Changes - Amendment and Administrative Modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG 
Transportatioll Improvement Program 

The Management Committee, by consellt, recommended approval of amendments and 
administrative modifications to the FY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program, and as 
appropriate, to the Regional Trallsportation Plall 2007 Update, as shown in the attached tables. 
The fiscal year (FY) 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Regional 
Transportation Plan 2007 Update were approved by the MAG Regional Council on July 25, 2007. 
Since that time, there have been requests from member agencies to modify projects in the 
programs. The majority ofthe requested changes are related to modifying transit projects and the 
costs related to 2009. These modifications are needed to match the transit grant applications. The 
other requested project changes involve adding three new federal-aid Safe Routes to School 
projects, modifying costs for American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funded projects, 
modifying the project schedule for ADOT led projects, and doing the technical amendment to add 
the Phoenix Sky Train project into the TIP. These requests were recommended for approval by 
the Transportation Review Comnlittee. 

5D.	 Update to the Federal Functional Classification System 

The Management Committee, by consent, recommended approval of updates to the federal 
functional classification system as identified in the attached material. The sub-allocation to the 
MAG region from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) requires projects to 
adhere to the requirements established in the Surface Transportation Program (STP). As such, 
ARRA funded projects must be located on a facility that is classified as an urban collector or rural 
major collector or higher in the federal functional classification hierarchy. Toward that end, MAG 
menlber agencies have requested the update of the federal functional classification of specific 
roadways. On May 27, 2009, the Transportation Review Committee (TRC) recommended 
approval of tIle updates for Vulture Mine Road, Pecos Road, and Estrella Drive. Since the TRC 
met, there has been an additional request to classify Norterra Parkway. 

5E.	 PM-10 Pave Unpaved Road Projects 

The Management Committee, by cOllsent, recommended approval of a list of PM-10 Pave 
Unpaved Road projects to be programmed with Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) 
funds in 2011 and 2012, and to be included in the Draft FY 2010-2014 MAG Transportation 
Improvement Program. The MAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) allocates all future MAG 
federal funds to specific modes and, in some cases, identifies specific projects for the funds. For 
PM-10 Pave Unpaved Road projects, the RTP and MAG Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP) identify the ftlnding source of Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) but do not 
specify individual projects. Requests for CMAQ funds expected to be available for PM-10 Pave 
Unpaved Road projects for 2011 and 2012 have been received, reviewed by the Street Committee, 
and ranked by the Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee (AQTAC). The Transportation 
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Review Committee recommended PM-10 Pave Unpaved projects in 2011 and 2012 to be 
programmed with CMAQ funds which are shown in the attached tables. 

5F.	 Amendment to the FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget to Include 
Funding for a Park and Ride Study and a Trallsit Circulator Study for the City of Avondale 

The Management Committee, by consent, recommended approval to amend the FY 2009 MAG 
Unified Planning Work Program and Almual Budget to include $200,000 to support a Park and 
Ride Site Selection Study for the City of Avondale and to include $150,000 for a Transit 
Circulator Study. In March 2009, the Regional Council allocated Anlerican Recovery 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds for the MAG region. The City of Avondale received fullding 
for a park and ride study site selection study. Following the Regional Council action, tIle City of 
Avondale was informed by the Federal Transit Administration that the ARRA funds could not be 
used for a park alld ride lot site selection study. To move this project forward, MAG is requesting 
that the FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget be amended to 
provide MAG federal planning funds in the amOtlnt of $200,000 to support a park and ride site 
selection study and $150,000 for a bus circulator study. The park-and-ride study is an analysis 
ofpotential sites and right-of-way availability for a park and ride parking structure facility in the 
vicinity ofI-10 and Avondale Boulevard. The circulator studywill deliver a plan that recommends 
routes, operations and funding sources for the service. 

5G.	 Conformity Consultation 

The Maricopa Associatioll ofGovernments is conducting constL1tation on a conformity assessment 
for an amendment alld adnlinistrative modification to the fiscal year (FY) 2008-2012 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The proposed amendment involves several projects, 
including transit projects for Avolldale and Phoenix and new federal Safe Routes to School 
projects located in Phoenix and Gilbert for FY 2010. The proposed administrative modification 
involves several projects, including minor revisions to transit projects for Phoenix, and Arizona 
Department ofTransportation projects on State Route 88, Loop 101 Pima Freeway, and Loop 202 
Red MOtllltain Freeway. TIle anlendnlellt includes projects that are exempt from a conformity 
determination and the administrative modification includes minor project revisions that do not 
require a conformity determillation. Comnlellts on the conformity assessment are requested by 
June 19, 2009. This item was on tIle agellda for consultation. 

5H.	 New Finding of Conformity for the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program 
and Regional Transportation Plan 2007 Update, As Amended 

The Management Committee, by consent, recommended approval of the new Finding of 
Conformity for the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program and Regional 
Transportation Plan 2007 Update, as amended. On April 22, 2009, the MAG Regional Council 
approved a proposed amendment to add Stage One of the Phoenix Sky Harbor Automated Train 
System (Sky Train) to the fiscal year (FY) 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP) and MAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 2007 Update for the necessary air quality 
conformity analysis. MAG has conducted a regional emissions analysis for the proposed 
amendment. The results of the regional emissions allalysis for the proposed amendment, when 
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considered together with the TIP and RTP as a whole, indicate that the transportation projects will 
not contribute to violations offederal air quality sta11dards. Any comments on the an1e11dment and 
finding of conformity are requested by June 19,2009, following a 30-day public review period. 

51.	 Resource Maps - Part of Regional Heat Relief Planning Efforts 

The Maricopa Association of Governments has developed two maps of resources to help make 
water and shade available to vulnerable populations during the hot summer months. This activity 
supports regional heat relief activities. The first map shows where water hydration stations and 
refuge locations are located throughout the cOllnty, or where people in need can go for water and 
shade. The second map shows water collection and donation sites in the region. Many heat-relief 
efforts have been added since last year to prevent people from dying from heat-related illnesses. 
This item is presented to alert member agencies to reSOtlrCes available throughout the summer 
months and to solicit assistance in making these resources available. This iten1 was on tl1e agenda 
for information and discussion. 

5J.	 Amendment to the FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget to 
Provide FU11ding for MAG to Join the Western High Speed Rail Alliance 

The Ma11agement Committee, by consent, recommended approval to amend the FY 2009 MAG 
Unified Planning Work Progran1 a11d Annual Budget to provide $5,000 per month for twelve 
months for MAG to join the Western High Speed Rail Alliance. MAG has bee11 contacted by 
participants in the Western High Speed Rail Alliance to solicit MAG's participation in the 
Alliance. The purpose of the Alliance is to develop and promote a high speed rail network to 
provide high speed rail connections througl10ut the Rocky Mountai11 region witl1 connections to 
the Pacific coast. It is the intention ofthe Alliance to seek professional assistance to carry out its 
mission. To fund the effort, regions throughout the IntermOtlntain West would contribute 
financial resources. To date, the regions represe11ting Las Vegas, Reno and Salt Lake have 
committed. The regions for Albuquerque, Denver and Phoe11ix are also bei11g requested to joi11. 
Each participant is being requested to provide $5,000 per month for twelve months toward the 
effort. 

6.	 Update and Review of Project Deferral Requests for Federal Fiscal Year CFFY) 2009 MAG 
Closeout 

Eileen Yazzie, MAG Tra11sportation Program Manager, provided Committee members with a 
report 011 the 111terim MAG Closeout for federal fiscal year (FFY) 2009. She reviewed the new 
material at each place. Ms. Yazzie stated that the packet included a memorandtln1 and Table A, 
which listed the requests for project deferrals and deletions. She said tl1at pages one and two 
showed new requests to defer projects and remove federal funds, and these totaled approximately 
$3.4 million. Ms. Yazzie stated that Table A also included previously approved project deferrals 
and deletions which were shown on pages two and three. She noted that these projects totaled 
approximately $10.6 million, and she added that about one-halfofthe projects have already been 
approved by the Regional Council. Ms. Yazzie explained Table B, which included the 71 projects 
submitted for closeout and their cost effectiveness score. She noted that the far right column 
indicated the recommendation from Transportation Review Committee (TRC). Ms. Yazzie stated 
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that the packet also included the required justification letters from Fort McDowell, Guadalupe, 
and Scottsdale for the fOl.Ir projects requesting deferrals more than once. 

Ms. Yazzie reviewed actions taken by tIle TRC. On May 28,2009, the TRC recommended 
approval of additional projects to be deferred from FFY 2009 to FFY 2010 or later, alld 
recommended approval of additional projects requesting to remove federal funds, wllich were 
shown on Table A. On June 8, 2009, the TRC recommended approval of projects to be funded 
with funding available through the FY 2009 Closeout as annotated in Table B. 

Ms. Yazzie said that section 600 ofthe draft programming principles guides the closeout process 
for deferrals, and say that for all projects, member agencies would be allowed a one time deferral 
withol.lt justification, and if a project is requesting to be deferred for the second time or more, the 
sponsorillg agency for the project will submit a justification letter explaining why the project 
should remain in the MAG Federal FUlld Program. Ms. Yazzie stated that this justification letter 
with the deferral notification will be taken through the MAG comnlittee process, begilmillg at 
TRC; if the justification is approved the project would remaill in the program, and if the 
justification is not submitted or not approved, the project would be removed from the program. 

Ms. Yazzie stated that the project deferrals and deletions total approximately $3,393,030. She 
said that four projects were requesting to be deferred for a second time or more and required a 
justification letter, two projects were requesting a first time deferral and do not require a 
justification letter, and five projects were requesting federal uInds to be removed. Ms. Yazzie 
added that fOl.Ir of the five projects requestillg renloval will continue to move forward with local 
fullds and one will not move forward at this time. Ms. Yazzie asked members if they had 
questions on Table A. 

Mr. 1som asked if some of the projects looking to utilize closeout funds were projects deleted in 
prior years. Ms. Yazzie replied that deleted projects were annotated by an asterisk in Table B. 
She said that Buckeye, Surprise and Plloenix have deleted projects and are requesting that those 
funds be applied to another project ill their jurisdiction. 

Mr. 1som asked if the funds for projects deleted in a prior year llad been closed out, or are those 
projects being resurrected. Ms. Yazzie responded that this closeout is only for deletions in FFY 
2009, and she advised that the books had been reconciled for deletions in FFY 2008. 

Mr. 1som commented that he thought one of the projects on the list was from FFY 2007, and 
asked ifthat is the case, how the books were being reconciled. He added that he understands and 
supports the use it or lose it concept, bl.It it seems MAG is undergoing an abbreviated process that 
does not go through a subcommittee review. He asked who served on the committee that made 
the FFY 2009 recommendation. Ms. Yazzie replied that the normal application process for 
projects to be approved for federal funds starts at the subcommittee level and proceeds through 
the Transportatioll Review Comnlittee, Management Committee, Transportation Policy 
Committee, and Regional COl.l1lcil. She noted tllat due to tIle tigllt time constraint of the end of 
the federal fiscal year, wllell ADOT llas to reconcile its books by the end of September, MAG 
conducts an abbreviated process that starts at the Transportation Review Conlmittee. Ms. Yazzie 
stated that this year, the Transportation Review Committee met twice on closeout and the 
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recommendation then continues to the Management Committee, Transportation Policy 
Committee, and Regional Council. 

Mr. Isom stated that MAG seems to have closeout funds each year. He asked if there was a way 
to review the closeout process. Ms. Yazzie responded that MAG is working under draft federal 
fund programnling principles that include the guidelines and process for closeo·ut. She advised 
that there will be all examination of the principles at a formal level this summer and fall to see if 
there is an opportunity to modify the process and review of federal fund projects. 

Mr. Isom expressed that he was concerned and curious about the accounting, if there is an issue 
with mixing funding sources, and tracking that projects will be obligated tllis year. Ms. Yazzie 
stated that a report on the federal fund project status is provided twice per year to tIle Street 
Committee, the Transportation Review Committee, the Management Committee, and the Regional 
Council, in addition to a quarterly federal fund status report to the Street committee. She stated 
that the projects are tracked in coordination with ADOT. Ms. Yazzie stated that if a project does 
not obligate, it is reported and annotated and usually is not carried forward. 

Mr. Harris noted tllat there is one Maricopa County project on the contingency list and asked how 
that worked. Ms. Yazzie said that the presentation on Table B would address the contingency list 
and asked if she could respond to his question after the update. Mr. Harris agreed. 

Mr. Bacon stated that it seems there are two categories of explanation for deferrals: fiscal 
constraint and the ability to apply technical resources. He stated that some communities are 
unaware of the technical req·uirements. Mr. Bacon asked if the reason for requesting a deferral 
mattered. Ms. Yazzie replied that agellda item #8 will provide a report on the federal funds 
process and financial conlmitments. She said that this is the first year that deferral letters were 
requested, and they are lookillg for more detail, whether financial or technical. Ms. Yazzie stated 
that in the past, there were more deferrals attributed to technical reasons than financial reasons, 
but this year, there seem to be more financial difficulties. 

Ms. Yazzie stated that Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) and (Surface 
Transportation Program (STP) federal funds available to the MAG region totaled $154 million, 
and $138.7 nlillion was programmed. She said tllat requests to defer projects or delete funds 
totaled $14 million and $21.4 ofSTP funds in the fiscally constrained Arterial Life Cycle Program 
(ALCP). Ms. Yazzie advised that this leaves an unobligated balance of $50.4 million and they 
are carrying forward $22 million to maintain fiscal balance in the ALCP. She noted that the 
unobligated funds for FFY 2009 Closeout total $28.7 million. 

Ms. Yazzie reviewed the prioritization ofunobligated federal funds in closeout process accordillg 
to the draft programming principles. She stated that projects submitted for use ofcloseout funds 
will be selected based on the following three priorities in order: 1) Advancing projects (or phases 
of projects) of the same mode that are already programmed in the current Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) with MAG federal funds from a future year, in chronological order 
of the TIP; 2) Adding additional federal funds to all existing, unobligated project, up to the 
origillally programmed, federal-aid maximum, or the maxinlunl established by the mode in the 
RTP, whichever is less; 3) Adding projects to the TIP for new funding. 
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Ms. Yazzie stated that 71 projects were submitted for FFY 2009 closeout funds, seven were 
submitted after the due date for almost $80 nlillion, with $28.7 million available. Ms. Yazzie 
explained that Table B is organized by priority category, then cost effectiveness, and she noted 
that some projects do not have cost effectiveness scores, this does not mean they are 'ranked' low, 
it means that the score is not pertinent to them maillly because they are requesting STP funds. 

Ms. Yazzie explained the Priority Code Key: 1 is a project advancement; 1A is advancing a 
portion of a construction project for a new design phase; 1-2 is an advancement and request for 
additiollal funds; 2 indicates a request for additional funds; 2# is a request for additional funds for 
previously obligated projects; 3 indicates a request for new funds; and 3A indicates a request for 
new CMAQ funds on a TEA funded project. 

Ms. Yazzie reviewed the recomnlendation of the TRC, whicll was indicated in the far right 
columll ofTable A. In Priority Code 1, one project was recommended to advance in the amount 
of $350,000; in Priority Code 1A five projects were recommended to advance a portion of 
construction projects for a new design phase in the amount of$1.216 million; in Priority Code 1­
2, projects were recommended to advance and requested additional funds in the amount of$2.59 
million; in Priority Code 2, projects were recommended to receive additional funds in the amount 
of$17.78 millioll; ill Priority Code 2# 13 projects were recommended to receive additional funds 
for previously obligated projects in the amOtlnt of $146,439; and in Priority Code 3, twelve 
projects were recommended for new funds in tIle amount of $6.56 million. 

Ms. Yazzie noted that there is a policy implication in the RTP. She said that the current policy 
allows up to the originally programmed, federal-aid maximum, or the maximum established by 
the mode in the RTP, whichever is less. Ms. Yazzie stated that the RTP designates a 70/30 split 
for bicycle, pedestrian, ITS, and arterials. She added that the RTP policy for paving dirt road 
projects varies depending on the year programmed. Ms. Yazzie noted that the federal aid 
maximum is 94.3 percent, and the Federal Energy Act of 2007 allows 2009 CMAQ projects to 
obligate at 100 percent. She advised that the majority ofthe projects in the TRC recommendation 
fall within either the Federal aid maxinlunl percentage or the Federal Energy Act of 2007 
percentage, but differ from the RTP policy of a 70/30 split. 

Ms. Yazzie then addressed Mr. Harris's earlier question about the Maricopa County project on 
the contingency list by saying that the TRC also recommended that the two projects on Table B 
be put in priority order, with the Maricopa County project first and the Phoenix project second. 

Ms. Yazzie concluded her presentation and said that she would answer questions from the 
Committee. 

Mr. Meyer asked for clarification ofthe deadlines. Ms. Yazzie replied that for the pas two years, 
MAG has instituted deadlines for closeout, especially for projects to be submitted. She explained 
that the first deadline for the FFY 2009 closeout was publislled ill July or August of last year in 
the Transportation Programming Guidebook, where schedules and deadlines are published for the 
fiscal year. Ms. Yazzie reported that a memorandum on closeout was sent to member agencies 
in mid March and the deadline was April 20. She explained that tIle deadline is so tight because 
the rnajority ofprojects submitted must undergo a CMAQ cost effectiveness analysis. Ms. Yazzie 
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stated that submitted projects must first be reviewed by the Transportation Division and then the 
Environmental Division, followed by an evaluatioll by MAG staff. She said that following this, 
the project would be considered by the Air Quality Technical Advisory Conlmittee for a 
recommendation. Ms. Yazzie noted that conlpleting this process for 60 to 70 projects takes a 
significant amount of time. 

Mr. Meyer asked if the deadlines were calculated by the hour or the day. Ms. Yazzie replied that 
the deadlines for this process are calclLlated by the day. 

Mr. Swenson nl0ved to recommend approval ofadditional projects to be deferred from FFY 2009 
to FFY 2010 or later, recommend approval of additional projects requesting removal of federal 
fullds, recomnlend approval on priorities for utilizing MAG federal lllnds, which become 
available through the FFY 2009 Closeout Process, and nlake the necessary amendnlents and 
modifications to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program, and as necessary 
to the Regional Transportation Plan 2007 Update. Mr. Kross seconded, and the motion passed 
with Mr. Isom abstaining. 

8. Expenditure of MAG Federal Funds 

This agenda item was taken out of order. 

Eric Anderson, MAG Transportation Director, reported to members on the Closeollt process for 
federal funds. He thanked members for their patience as the Closeout process is conducted. Mr. 
Anderson stated that the process was developed by a working group established by the 
Management Committee ill 1995. He advised that federal law requires that MAG conduct air 
quality confonnity to ensure projects meet air quality standards. Mr. Anderson stated that paving 
dirt roads is a great benefit for PM-10. He noted that federal law also requires that the 
Transportatioll Inlprovement Program, especially the first two years, must be fiscally constrailled, 
and there are implications when projects are delayed or the federal lllnds cannot be obligated. 

Mr. Anderson referenged Mr. Bacon's statement that deferrals fall into two categories: technical 
and financial. He said that in reviewing requests for Closeout funds, mallY projects may not have 
the full financial commitment at the local level due to financial issues. Mr. Anderson noted the 
difficulties encountered in obligating as many federal funds as possible and to have as many 
projects on the street creating jobs and assets. 

Mr. Andersoll noted that one ofthe original Closeout guidelines said that a project could only be 
deferred for one year. He explained that the guidelines required member agencies to notify MAG 
staff by March 1 if a project would be withdrawn or carried forward and if carried forward, a 
project can be carried forward one time only and must be obligated by March 1 the following year. 
Mr. Anderson noted that MAG has projects that have deferred mallY years for a llunlber of 
reasons, and this complicates the MAG process. He commented that MAG is carrying over 
approximately $50 million in federal funds and that mOlley could be on the street creating jobs. 

Mr. Anderson stated that staff is looking for guidance from the Managemellt Committee, alld a 
number ofsuggestions for discussion were listed in the agenda item. He commented that one-year 
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deferrals are fine, but subsequent deferrals cause problems and staffwould like to see a one-year 
limit on deferrals become a hard deadline. Mr. Anderson advised that if a project is deleted, that 
does not mean an agency calillot request that project be funded later Ollce the issues are resolved. 
He suggested that perhaps a limitation could be set on submitting new projects requests from a 
jurisdiction that has requested a number of deferrals for existing projects. 

Mr. Anderson stated that the TIP is fiscally constrained, and it is important in moving forward that 
the local share to do projects is budgeted, especially for the first three years of the TIP and is 
reflected in ajllrisdiction's capital improvement program. He commented that MAG staffwould 
like the guidance of the Management Committee on these concepts and also to welcome 
suggestions on additional concepts. Mr. Anderson stated that staff would like to draft some 
recommendations and vet tllem thrOUgll the Transportation Review Conlmittee and come back to 
the Mallagement Committee at the next meeting for additional discussion. 

Chair McClendoll clarified that staff had no set recommendations today, just thoughts, and tIle 
concepts would be taken to the Transportatioll Review Committee for discussion and brought 
back to the Management Committee. Mr. Anderson replied that was correct. He stated that a 
seven-member group of staff and Management Committee members worked on the Closeout 
process and that could be an option, or working through the Transportation Review Committee 
could be allother option. 

Mr. Isom commented that Mr. Atlderson had brought up a concern of his that if a project is 
deleted in a prior year that a jurisdiction would have the ability to brillg that project back, bllt to 
delete that project and replace it in a subsequent year with an entirely different project indicates 
the process needs review. 

Mr. Bacon commented that he saw it a little differently than Mr. Isom. He said that if a 
jurisdiction has projects and wants to allow it to be witlldrawn, it seemed to him that they should 
be able to apply for another project. Mr. Bacon stated tllat he thought there is a difference 
between financial and technical obstacles. He said that it can matter in ternlS of financial 
contributions if a project is closed out or allowed to continue. If there are technical issues and a 
jurisdiction can demonstrate it is making progress to resolve those issues, thell he would see a 
longer time period than for financial issues. Mr. Bacon expressed his agreement that tIle first 
three years should be included in a jurisdiction's budget. 

Mr. Fairbanks commented that the Bible says that he who is without sin should cast the first stone. 
He said that his city was not without sin, so he was not going to cast any stones and would speak 
about his city. Mr. Fairbanks stated tllat Phoenix does a fair job with Closeout, but the problem 
Mr. Anderson laid out is a huge problem, particularly now. He stated that there are a lot of 
unemployed people WllO camlot pay their mortgages or for their day-to-day needs. Mr. Fairbanks 
stated that MAG has federal money ready to spend that for various reaSOllS, is not being spent. 
He remarked that the money needs to be spent within the rules on good projects. Mr. Fairbanks 
stated that MAG has crept into tIle mode where projects are tllfown into the pot and if they can 
be done, that is all right; if they cannot be done, that is also all right, and this is a real problem. 
He noted that there is another reason to be timely: the bids that have come in over the past few 
months are outstanding - in some cases they are 30 percent to 50 percent lower than one year ago. 
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Mr. Fairbanks stated that MAG needs to spend the nl0ney because all member agencies are askillg 
for funds for roads, transit and infrastructure. One standard fronl the ARRA requires that the 
money be spent on time and ifMAG cannot spend the vast nlajority of the money its position to 
request more money for regional facilities is weakened. Mr. Fairbanks stated that he was glad this 
issue had been raised and he thought everyone needed to be more restrained when submitting 
projects and committed to getting them done in the time allotted and have the money and 
community support lined up. Mr. Fairbanks commented that he thought allowing this to continue 
was a recipe for disaster. He indicated his strong support for the issues that were raised by Mr. 
Anderson and he added that he was willing to bind his city to MAG's rules that encourage the 
expellditure ofthis money qllickly on quality projects and get them done as promptly as possible. 

Mr. Pettit commented that his Town was also not without fault. He said that tIle primary difficulty 
his Town encounters is getting thrOUgll the initial hurdles and cost ofthe environmental clearance 
process. Mr. Pettit indicated that one ofhis frustrations is tllat the year long process to have an 
idea vetted, reviewed and certified has not been relaxed. He stated that their 20-year trail system 
project sounded like a simple process until they heard the federal clearances that would be needed 
and how much a jurisdiction would have to commit on its own, which is a significant cost shift 
and has been a burden. Mr. Pettit expressed that he hoped there would be some sensitivity to this 
issue during tIle review of tIle Closeollt process. 

Mr. A1lderson remarked that Mr. Pettit was correct - the process from the time a number is 
received from ADOT to receiving clearances can take as long as 24 to 30 months. He indicated 
that MAG staff is working with ADOT and FHWA to see ifthe process can be streamlined. Mr. 
Anderson stated that this has been an issue at ADOT, member agencies and at MAG, and we need 
to work across the board on this. He noted that Mr. Halikowski has indicated he is committed to 
making available staff resources and streamlining the process. 

Chair McClendon stated that Avondale staffmet with ADOT and they were very helpful. He said 
that they discussed certification of local jurisdictiollS in other states that could provide the 
requirements now fulfilled by ADOT, which would, in effect, increase ADOT's resources. 

Mr. Rodriguez noted that with the ARRA funding, his community partnered with Maricopa 
County to conduct the project because Fort McDowell does not have sufficient resources to do 
it fast enough. 

Chair McClendon asked Mr. Andersoll if staffhad a preference to work the process through the 
TRC or to appoint a special committee to develop gtlidelines. Mr. Anderson replied that it could 
be done either way, but he had a slight preference for the Managemellt Comnlittee appointillg a 
special committee because it elevates the issue to an appropriate level. He expressed his concern 
for a TRC-only committee because some have been in the process for so long tlley might not have 
a new perspective. Mr. Anderson stated that staffcould draft some initial concepts that could be 
vetted through the working group. 

Chair McClendon asked if the committee could be appointed today. Mr. Smith noted that the 
issue is on the table and the Management Committee has the authority to create subcommittees 
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under tIle bylaws. Mr. Anderson lloted that in 1995, the seven representatives were designated 
by the member agencies, and it was not just Management Committee members. 

Fredda Bisman, MAG General Counsel, stated that if the intelltion was to appoint Management 
Committee members to the subcommittee she would say it could proceed, but if the intent was 
to appoint people outside the Management Committee, she would say it would need to be properly 
agendized. 

Chair McClendon directed staff to solicit names for members and have the appointment on the 
next agenda. 

Mr. Smith stated that he would like to see a concept explored that was implemented in the state 
until recellt resource sllortages for snlaller communities would trade their federal funds to the 
department oftransportation for HURF money. He suggested working witIl MCDOT, who would 
put the federal funds toward a large project and put the HURF toward projects such as 
intersections. Mr. Smith commented that it is difficult for smaller commUllities to participate 
because they lack technical resources. He noted that it took Scottsdale four years to be certified. 
In addition, this is not just an ADOT call, but a Federal Highway Administration call. Mr. Smith 
stated that he would like to get more agencies certified, but it is an arduous process. 

Mr. Anderson commented that once all agency is certified, there are major resource requirements. 

Chair McClendoll noted that Managemellt Committee members were requested to make known 
their recommendations for subcommittee members and MAG staffwill bring back the suggested 
list in July. 

7. Transportation Planning Update - Proposition 400 Regional Freeway Program 

Chair McClendon illtroduced Bob Hazlett, MAG Senior Engineer, for a staffreport on this item, 
and thanked Mr. Hazlett for his presentation to the Avondale City Council. Mr. Hazlett stated that 
for the past three to four months, MAG staff has been working witll ADOT staff alld the 
management consultants on some strategies to address the funding gap in the Regional Freeway 
and Highway Program. Mr. Hazlett stated that the original budget for the Regional Transportation; 
Plan was approximately $9.4 billion, and the current cost opinion by ADOT is approximately 
$16 billion. He stated that the approximate cost for completing the Regional Freeway Program 
from FY 2011 to the end of the program is approximately $13.2 billion and available funding is 
approximately $6.6 billion, which leaves a projected deficit of abo"ut $6.6 billion. 

Mr. Hazlett explained that they took the four maill principles of management strategies, value 
engineering, deferrals, and staying the course, as ways to deal with the deficit in the Regional 
Freeway Program. With managenlellt strategies, they looked at whether there was a better way 
to do construction, right of way, and systenlwide costs. With value engineering, they looked at 
two specific corridors, the South Mountain and Loop 303, alld tried to identify if there could be 
some cost savings. Mr. Hazlett stated that with deferrals, projects would still stay in the Regional 
Transportation Plan, but deferred to a later date. With staying the course, Mr. Hazlett noted that 
there are a number of projects that will stay on schedule. 
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Mr. Hazlett stated that recent construction project bids and right of way costs on the Regional 
Freeway System have been lower than the engineer's estimate and they took an overall ten percent 
reduction on construction. He explained that historically, ADOT would estimate the right ofway 
cost and apply a contingency to take care of things like relocation and court costs. Mr. Hazlett 
stated that the contingency used to be 40 percent, but with the real estate boom between 2005 and 
2007, ADOT increased contingency to 50 percent. He said that with the downturn in the real 
estate market, they asked ADOT to reduce the right of way cost estimates by seven percent for 
projects after FY 2011, by retllnling the contillgency back to 40 percellt. Mr. Hazlett noted that 
llon-project specific RTP costs, such as the freeway management system, qlliet pavement, noise 
walls and management consultants, were creeping illtO the Freeway Program alld they held these 
costs to the budgets originally identified in the RTP. He advised that tllese cOllcepts could result 
in a savings of about $900 million. 

Mr. Hazlett stated that they looked at value engineering on the corridors themselves. He said that 
the original estimate for the SOllth Mountain Freeway in the Regional Transportation Plan was 
approximately $1.1 billion and the current estimate is about $2.5 billion, an increase ofabout $65 
million per nlile. Mr. Hazlett noted that they looked at continuing with current plans as a freeway 
COllsidering a parkway, or llo-build. He said that the results oftraffic demand modeling indicated 
that the South Mountain wants to behave like a freeway alld as a result, staff dismissed the 
parkway idea. Mr. Hazlett stated that if the SOllth MOlllltain could not be built as a parkway, they 
considered what could be done to trim costs and still get capacity. They focused on segments 
eight and nine, which were the most expensive elements ofthe corridor because it is a conlmercial 
area and includes a tank farm. Mr. Hazlett stated that they suggested moving the alignment to 59th 

Avenue, which represents a cost savings of approximately $130 million. 

Mr. Hazlett stated that another element on the South Mountain was the cross section. He said that 
the original intent was to construct the South Mountain as six lanes, and ultimately widen it to ten 
lanes, with outside/inside widening to allow future expansion. Mr. Hazlett stated that this design 
is contrary to the designs ofProposition 300 freeways and added that returning to the Proposition 
300 cross section would help along Pecos Road, where ADOT already owns about 95 percent of 
tIle right of way to build the Proposition 300 cross section. He added that two-thirds fewer 
relocatiolls would be required. Mr. Hazlett stated that in tenns ofsavings, using the 59th Avenue 
alignment, the Proposition 300 cross section, lower right ofway and construction costs, and other 
value engineering could reduce tIle cost to about $1.9 billion versus the ADOT identified cost of 
$2.5 billion. He advised that the $1.9 billion cost includes HOV lanes for the entire corridor. 

Mr. Hazlett addressed Loop 303, which has seen the greatest cost increase ofany of the freeway 
corridors. He said that the original cost estimate in the Regional Transportation Plan was $1.4 
billion, and ADOT's current opinion is approximately $3.1 billion, an increase of about $91.7 
million per mile. Mr. Hazlett explained two key interchanges planned on Loop 303: at US-60 
(Grand Avenue) and at 1-10. He stated that the original design for the interchange at US-60 is a 
stacked SPUI, with ramps on both sides ofGrand Avenue, and the left turning movements would 
be at the traffic signals under the decks. Mr. Hazlett also noted that the BNSF railroad would be 
located within the traffic interchange footprint. Mr. Hazlett stated that as part of an access 
management study by MAG and the City of Surprise on US-60 that is underway, they looked at 
a partial cloverleafdesign, and a traffic analysis showed that this design will carry traffic at a quite 
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acceptable level ofservice through the year 203 O. Mr. Hazlett noted that this interim design could 
save approximately $150 million, and added that the traffic movements wOlLld be no different than 
those in use today. 

Mr. Hazlett addressed the proposed system traffic intercllange ofLoop 303 with 1-10. He said that 
this system interchange is really six interchanges in 011e and the cost to build it is about $760 
million, or three times what the Hoover Dam bypass is costing and represents about half of the 
cost to build all ofLoop 303 identified in the Regional Transportation Plan from MC-85 to 1-17. 
Mr. Hazlett stated that they have met with ADOT and Federal Highway Admi11istration to look 
at the interchange to determine if there were economies without sacrificing safety and capacity. 

Mr. Hazlett addressed some of the anticipated savings on the Loop 303 corridor, which include 
simplifying the interchanges with 1-10 at a cost savings of about $300 million and potentially 
deferring the construction of the MC-85 to 1-10 segment at a cost savings of $240 million. He 
noted by using tllese metllods, plus the Proposition 300 cross section could save the program 
almost $1 billion. 

Mr. Hazlett addressed potential deferrals and commented that they tried to keep the priorities 
established in the RTP. He advised that they recommend building out the HOV system because 
of gas prices and they can be built very cost effectively. Mr. Hazlett added that safety could be 
improved because HOV lane construction wOlLld allow concrete jersey barriers to be installed in 
place of cable barriers. He noted that they looked at deferrals for SR-801, additional general 
purpose lanes 011 tIle freeways, and some oftIle direct HOV ramp connections because they would 
require a complete reconstruction of some of the older traffic interchanges. Working on the 
recomnlendations from the Ce11tral Phoenix Peer Review Group, Mr. Hazlett noted that they 
thought looking at 1-17 from the Split to tIle Arizona Canal would be better than from 1-10 to the 
Arizona Canal. He said that they retained funding for the west access to Sky Harbor Airport to 
accommodate new security measures required by Homeland Security. 

Mr. Hazlett stated that with the savings he described on the South MOl111tain and Loop 303 
corridors: deferri11g new freeway segments; add general purpose lanes, and direct HOV ramps and 
traffic intercllanges; lowering rigllt of way contingency and construction costs; and reducing 
systemwide costs, the cost ofthe program is about $9.5 billion and the net savings to the program 
are approximately $6.6 billion, which matches up with the program deficit. Mr. Hazlett stated that 
the Transportation Policy Committee will receive a more detailed report 11ext week and staff 
would be looking for their guidance on balancing the system. 

Chair McClendon thanked Mr. Hazlett for his report and asked members if they had questions. 

Mr. Bacon expressed his appreciation for the work and the thought that went into this 
presentation. He suggested that staff might rethink reducing construction costs and real estate 
costs in the outer years - 2012 and beyond. Mr. Bacon said that finance directors say right now 
costs are good, but they expect significa11t inflation in the outer years. 

Mr. Pettit suggested clarifying the reconciliation ofthe original estimates on the major elements 
of engineering, construction, or right of way to see where the projections missed badly. Mr. 
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Hazlett responded by saying that a lot of the changes were due to the unprecedented increases in 
construction costs in 2006 and 2007 - cement itself saw a three- to five-fold increase. He 
commented that these cost increases coupled with the booming real estate market created the 
perfect storm. Mr. Hazlett stated that scope creep also contributed to the situation and they are 
working with ADOT to nlinimize this where possible. He stated that when the engineering and 
actual planning are done in a corridor, efforts are needed to mitigate things that are discovered. 
Mr. Pettit stated that he was just trying to reconcile those items before scopes ofwork are reduced. 

9. Zero Emissions Partnership Update 

Jonathan Read from ECOtality provided members with a report on a zero emissions partnership 
with Nissan that will help establish Arizona as a leader in the program for electric vehicles. He 
said that tIle nlain purpose of the partnership is to create an electric charging infrastructure 
program for Maricopa and Pinla Counties and the connecting corridor between them. Mr. Read 
announced that ECOtality had submitted the proposal on time to the U.s. Departnlent of Energy 
and this mODling they had received a preliminary indication that the proposal had passed the first 
round. 

Mr. Read stated that the program is for 5,000 vehicles - the largest electric vehicle program in 
history. He said that key players include British Petroleum America, Bovis Lend Lease, CB 
Richard Ellis, Oak Ridge Laboratory, and Ohio State University. Mr. Read stated that not one 
penny of the funding is going to Nissan and that the Department of Energy is paying for the 
infrastructure. He reported that Chrysler and General Motors asked the Department for $350 
million for 350 vehicles, and commented that the ECOtality program is far ahead of everyone 
economically. 

Mr. Read stated that the program will help Arizona reduce auto emissions and CO2, make Arizona 
a launch site for all electric vehicles, and position the MAG region for stimulus infrastructure 
funding. He noted that they had beell contacted by four other vehicle manufacturers to work with 
them to launch their electric vellicles. Mr. Read stated that they are actively hiring engineers and 
project that they will employ more than 150 skilled workers long term. 

Mr. Read stated that they are working with the utilities, the policymakers and vehicle 
manufacturers. He said that initial meetings have taken place in Arizona with building code 
representatives to discuss streamlining the permitting process. He indicated tllat there has been 
some resistance and they plan to bring the five major cities together to help them understand the 
process. He added that meetings will be held in Phoenix so there will be no expense by local 
conlpany representatives. Mr. Read stated that initial meetings have taken place with retail 
property owners and that they are on board with having charging stations at shopping malls. 

Mr. Read stated that Nissan has been working on projections with CalTech and Ohio State 
University to identify the potential demographic distriblltion ofvehicles to match up with recharge 
opportunities. He noted that anotller partner, British Petroleunl, llas the most advanced profiling 
of travel and refueling patterns in the world. Mr. Read stated that ECOtality will meet with city 
and town managers to present them with the potelltial opportunity for electric vehicles in their 
communities. 
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Mr. Read stated that contract notification for the Department ofEnergy proposals will be in July 
with award of the contract in September. He said that they have been advised that everything is 
on schedule and they are working to ensure the money is out the door by the end of the federal 
fiscal year. 

Mr. Read stated that they expect to have the public infrastructure rollout in the fourth quarter of 
2009 and vehicle rollout in 2010. He noted that as a result of this proposal, Nissan announced it 
will be building a plant in Tennessee so they will be American-made vehicles. Mr. Read said that 
tlley expect $25 million in direct support for buildollt of the electric vehicle infrastructure for the 
region, plus a significant amount for the engineerillg that will take place. 

Chair McClendon thanked Mr. Read for his report and asked members if they had questions. 

Mr. Pettit asked if they, along with APS and SRP, had identified all of the old EVI charging 
stations that were put in and then abandoned about five years ago. Mr. Read replied that they had 
identified the stations in Casa Grande and in shopping centers. He said that APS and SRP are 
working with Portlalld utilities to find Ollt how to better make this work. 

10. Electioll of Officers 

Chair McClendon stated that each June, the positions of Chair and Vice Chair are elected by tIle 
Management Committee. He called for nominations. 

Mr. Fairbanks moved to nominate Mark Pentz of Chandler as Chair of the Management 
Comnlittee and Carl Swenson ofPeoria as Vice Chair ofthe Management Committee. Mr. Brady 
seconded, and the motion passed llnanimously. 

Mr. Pentz thanked Mr. McClendon for an outstanding job as chair. 

11. Legislative Update 

Nathan Pryor, MAG Senior Policy Planner, provided an update on legislative issues of interest. 
He noted that realltllorizatioll of the transportatioll bill expires September 30, 2009. Mr. Pryor 
stated that the federal FY 2010 budget shows flat growth for transportatioll funding this year and 
ill the outer years. He noted that the I-lighway Trust Fund is projected to run Ollt of money in 
August or September the only significant increase in funding appears to be for lligh speed rail. 

Mr. Pryor stated that the administration is saying the projected sllortfall in the Higllway Trust 
Fund will be made up with program cuts instead of a transfer from the general fund. Mr. Pryor 
stated that the fuel economy standards were announced by the White House and the environmental 
components that will go into the transportation bill are unknown. He said that some oftIle otller 
unknown components in the bill include the 2010 appropriations, the mounting deficit, the 
political unwillingness to address additional revenue from the gas tax or vehicle miles traveled, 
and cap and trade that has been moving forward. 
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Mr. Pryor stated that Senator Oberstar has indicated he will release transportation legislation in 
the following weeks and would like to see it adopted before the current legislation expires, but 
there is discussion reauthorization may not OCC1.lr until 2010 or 2011. 

Mr. Pryor stated that the TIGER grants for stinlulus funds were released last nlonth and 
applications are due September 15,2009. He noted that tIle link to the TIGER information is 
posted on the MAG Web site. 

Mr. Pryor stated that the state budget has dominated this legislative session. He said that the 
Legislature has approved its FY 2010 budget proposal but has not yet forwarded it to the 
Governor. Mr. Pryor advised that there could potentially be a $170 million transfer from the 
HURF fund to the general fund. He added that the Governor is proposing a five percent reduction 
instead of a 15 percent reduction. Mr. Pryor stated that additional information is included in a 
press release issued that morning that is posted on tIle ADOT Web site. 

12. Comments fronl the Committee 

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

No commel1ts were provided by the Committee. 

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

Chairman 
Secretary 
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Agenda Item #5B 

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

DATE:
 
June 30, 2009
 

SUB.lECT:
 
Enhancement Peer Review Group Round 17 Recommendations
 

SUMMARY:
 
The Enhancement Peer Review Group, (EPRG), formerly the Enhancement Funds Working
 
Group, was formed by the MAG Regional Council in April 1993 to review and recommend a
 
ranked list of Enhancement Fund applications from this region to the Arizona Department of
 
Transportation (ADOT) Transportation Enhancement Review Committee (TERC). In January,
 
2009, after MAG was notified by ADOT that Round 17 Enhancement Fund applications will be due
 
on August 14, 2009, MAG member agencies were informed of the availability of the funding and
 
a schedule was distributed for the ranking and evaluation for transportation enhancement
 
projects. Transportation enhancement funds can be used for many types of non-traditional
 
transportation projects, including the design and construction of pedestrian walkways and bicycle
 
paths, landscaping, scenic and historic preservation, billboard removal, archeological research,
 
and other projects that are related to the surface transportation system. This year, seven
 
enhancement fund applications totaling $2,890,498 for projects on local roads were received, with
 
approximately $8 million available statewide. One application for a project on ADOT right-of-way
 
was received totaling $1 million, with approximately $5 million available statewide. The
 
Enhancement Peer Review Group recommends that the list of ranked applications be forwarded
 
to ADOT for consideration by the TERC.
 

Projects were evaluated and ranked by the EPRG using criteria established by ADOT. The EPRG
 
reviewed applications and recommended changes to strengthen the applications and improve
 
their ability to compete on a statewide basis. Applicants were then requested to revise their
 
applications based upon EPRG input. After the changes were considered, the EPRG ranked the
 
applications. Applicants were also present at the ranking meeting. Extensive opportunities for
 
agency and public input were included in the review and ranking process.
 

PU,BLIC INPUT:
 
A workshop for potential enhancement fund applicants was held on March 12, 2009, to explain
 
the transportation enhancement process. Notice of the workshop was mailed to persons
 
interested in bicycling, the arts, landscape architecture, planning, hiking, historic preservation, and
 
alternative mode transportation. In addition, the availability of enhancement funds was
 
communicated to the MAG Management Committee, Transportation Review Committee, Regional
 
Bicycle Task Force, Pedestrian Working Group, Street Committee, and planning directors of
 
member agencies. Further, all meetings of the Enhancement Peer Review Group were held in
 
accordance with the open meeting law. The committee chair provided abundant opportunity for
 
applicants to clarify and revise their applications before ranking by the Enhancement Peer Review
 
Group.
 



Extensive opportunities for agency and public input were included in the review and ranking 
process. These input opportunities occur at EPRG committee meetings. 

PROS & CONS:
 
PROS: Forwarding the ranked applications creates this region's opportunity to obtain federal
 
funds for projects which fall into the eleven enhancement fund categories.
 

CONS: None. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: None. 

POLICY: The Enhancement Funds Working Group was reconstituted into the Enhancement Peer 
Review Group by the MAG Regional Council on May 28, 2008. The EPRG is chaired by a 
member of the MAG Transportation Review Committee. Committee members include one 
member each from the Street Committee, Bicycle Task Force, and Pedestrian Working Group, 
as well as one historic preservation representative, one landscape architecture representative, 
and one arts representative. Process changes included prohibiting members on the EPRG from 
ranking their own projects; providing that members on the EPRG serve up to two years; 
geographically balancing the membership on the EPRG; and ensuring transparent voting. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend that the list of ranked applications from the MAG Enhancement Peer Review Group 
be forwarded to the Arizona Department of Transportation for consideration by the State 
Transportation Enhancement Review Committee. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
On May 20, 2009, the Enhancement Peer Review Group unanimously recommended that the 
ranked list of applications to the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) Transportation 
Enhancement Review Committee (TERC). 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Cato Esquivel, Chair, Goodyear, representing Peggy Rubach, MCDOT, representing 

the Transportation Review Committee the MAG Pedestrian Working Group 
Charles Andrews, Avondale, representing the Reed Kempton, Scottsdale, representing 

MAG Street Committee the MAG Regional Bicycle Task Force 
Angela Dye, A Dye Design, representing the *Doug Kupel, Arizona Preservation 

American Society of Landscape Foundation, representing the 
Architects, Arizona Chapter Archaeological and Historic Preservation 

*	 Eric Faulhaber,Vision Gallery, representing Community 
the Arts Community 

*	 Not present. 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Maureen DeCindis, Transportation Planner III, (602) 254-6300. 
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Agenda Item #5C
 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review
 

DATE:
 
June 30, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
Elderly Mobility Sign Project Update
 

SUMMARY:
 
In March 2002, MAG held the First National Conference on Aging and Mobility. At the conference it
 
was stressed that one of the best strategies to help older drivers with declining vision was to make
 
improvements to road signs such as using larger letter sizes, and more legible letter type such as the
 
Clearview Font. As a result, MAG programmed funding in a future year of the Transportation
 
Improvement Program to address this issue. This resulted in project in the FY 2007 MAG Unified
 
Planning Work Program with $400,000 in federal funds for a regional project that would promote
 
elderly mobility. The Elderly Mobility Stakeholders and Transportation Safety Committee jointly
 
developed the project concept and recommended a funding allocation to MAG member agencies. In
 
June 2006, the Management Committee recommended the concept for the project which was
 
concurred in by the Regional Council. The City of Phoenix made this project possible by accepting
 
MAG federal funds and providing City of Phoenix funds for the execution of this project.
 

The project has resulted in the installation of nearly 3,100 new street name signs across the region.
 
The key feature that was introduced by these signs was the use of new letter font named Clearview.
 
This font has been adopted by many states including the Arizona Department of Transportation due
 
to its vastly improved legibility. The adoption of Clearview Font is also included in the Federal Highway
 
Administration Guidelines and Recommendations to Accommodate Older Drivers and Pedestrians.
 
Figure 1 illustrates the types of signs installed and the comparison to an older sign.
 

Some of the new signs replaced existing signs at intersections, and others were placed on intersection
 
approaches providing the name of the upcoming cross street. Sixteen MAG member agencies agreed
 
to participate in this project and their sign costs are reimbursed by MAG with project funds. The funds
 
were allocated, by the Elderly Mobility Stakeholders and the Transportation Safety Committee, to each
 
participating agency, as shown in Table 1, based on their population over the age of 60-years. A total
 
of $ 110,161 that was left over at the end of first round of sign installation were reallocated by the
 
Transportation Safety Committee to seven participating agencies that requested reimbursement for
 
additional signs, and a project in the MAG FY 2009 Work Program for evaluating the safety
 
effectiveness of these signs. The evaluation project is currently being carried out by the Arizona State
 
University.
 

In addition to the installation of new signs, the project also provided the software necessary to produce
 
new signs to a few agencies that have sign making facilities. This has resulted in a few local agencies,
 
such as the City of Mesa and City of Surprise, deciding to adopt the use of Clearview Font for all their
 
new street name signs. This is a significant accomplishment of this regional effort and may lead to
 
the adoption of C1earview Font as a uniform standard for most street name signs in the region.
 

PUBLIC INPUT:
 
An opportunity for public input was provided during the MAG project approval process in 2006.
 



PROS & CONS: 
PROS: The proportion of the population over the age of 65 is rapidly growing in the nation and in the 
MAG region. Older road users can be expected to face challenges as drivers and as pedestrians, 
given known changes in their perceptual, cognitive and psychomotor performances. The improvement 
of the road environment made through projects like this would make the roads safer for the elder road 
users as well as for everyone else. The change to street name signs, introduced through this project, 
will make the signs easier to read, thereby increasing drivers' response time. This in turn would 
decrease their likelihood of making hurried decisions and errors that may lead to crashes. 

CONS: None. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 

TECHNICAL: This project has resulted in nearly 3100 new street name signs, with larger letters and 
font, being installed across the region. The project has introduced a new letter font to the local street 
name sign practice, that is likely to be adopted across the region in time. It is very likely that there will 
be noticeable differences between the new signs and existing signs near these locations. However, 
the new signs would be observed as a road safety enhancement due to their increased legibility. 

POLICY: A likely implication of this project is that, as the new signs are observed to be more legible 
and a clear improvement of safety for all road users, it could result in public requests for more of these 
signs in their cities and towns. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
None. This item is for information and discussion. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
None. This item is for information and discussion. 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Sarath Joshua, ITS & Safety Program Manager, 602-254-6300. 
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Table 1. Summary of Elderly Mobility Sign Project Implementation 

Jurisdiction 
2000 Census 

Age 60+ 
Percent of 

Elderly 
Allocation of 

Project Funds* 
Amount 

Expended 
Reallocation of 

Remainder** 
Number of 

Signs Installed 
Avondale 2,789 0.61 % $3,221 $3,147 $1,700 20 

Chandler 14,705 3.22% $12,677 $11,511 224 
Fountain Hills 5,329 1.17% $4,594 $4,594 54 
Gilbert 6,287 1.38% $5,420 $5,919 32 
Glendale 22,508 4.93% $19,404 $9,223 205 
Goodyear 2,931 0.64% $3,232 $3,000 160 
Litchfield Park 1,061 0.23% $3,085 $3,084 $1,624 40 
Mesa 66,025 14.47% $56,921 $56,921 $19,818 826 
Paradise Valley 3,173 0.70% $3,252 $0 

Peoria 19,549 4.28% $16,853 $14,504 70 
Phoenix 145,232 31.83% $125,206 $31,802 $25,000 163 
Scottsdale 44,710 9.80% $38,545 $38,545 180 
Surprise 10,712 2.35% $9,235 $9,235 $15,857 334 
Tempe 15,730 3.45% $13,561 $13,561 $10,305 417 
Tolleson 695 0.15% $3,056 $3,055 $1,309 42 
Maricopa County 94,811 20.78% $81,738 $81,738 331 
ASU Evaluation Project $34,548 

Total 456,247 100.00% $400,000 $289,839 $110,161 3,098 

* Recommended by the Mag Elderly Mobility Stakeholders & MAG Transportation Safety Committee, March 21, 2006 
** Recommended by the MAG Transportation Safety Committee, April 28, 2009 



Agenda Item #5D 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review
 

DATE:
 
June 30, 2009
 

SUB~ECT: 

Consultant Selection for the MAG Hassayampa Framework Study for the Wickenburg Area
 

SUMMARY:
 
The FY 2009 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget, approved by the MAG
 
Regional Council includes $70,000 to conduct the Hassayampa Framework Study for the
 
Wickenburg Area. The Town of Wickenburg is going to contribute $5,000 toward the project,
 
bringing the total cost of the project to $75,000. The project will amend the Interstate­

10/Hassayampa Valley Transportation Framework Study, where a study would extend the
 
framework's northern boundaryfrom SR-74/Carefree Highway alignment, to encompass the Town
 
of Wickenburg Planning area. The final product will be to develop a transportation framework to
 
facilitate build-out travel demand in northwest Maricopa County.
 

The Request for Proposals was advertised on April 23, 2009. Four proposals were received from
 
the following firms: Wilbur Smith Associates, Dibble Engineering, HDR, and Wilson & Company.
 
A multi-agency proposal evaluation tea.m consisting of MAG member agencies and MAG staff
 
reviewed the proposal documents. On June 12, 2009, the proposal evaluation team
 
recommended to MAG the selection of Wilson & Company to conduct the project, in an amount
 
not to exceed $75,000.
 

PUBLIC INPUT:
 
No public input has been received.
 

PROS & CONS:
 
PROS: The procurement of consultant services will enable MAG to proceed with the study in a
 
timely manner.
 

C.ONS: Delaying the above work element could delay other projects occurring in the area. An
 
example would be the Wickenburg General Plan Update that started in May 2009. The General
 
Plan Update will adopt recommendations identified in this study.
 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
 
TECHNICAL: The procurement of consultant services will enable MAG to obtain technical
 
expertise in the long-range framework planning process.
 

POLICY: This study allows MAG to provide the Town of Wickenburg with information they will
 
need to make decisions about land use strategies and development proposals in or near future
 
high capacity transportation corridors. The study also provides the Arizona Department of
 
Transportation (ADOT), Maricopa County Department of Transportation (MCDOT), Yavapai
 
County Public Works, and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) with information for future
 



corridors, including the Hassayampa Freeway, US-60, US-93, SR-74, and SR-89. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend that Wilson & Company be selected to conduct the Hassayampa Framework Study 
for the Wickenburg Area for an amount not to exceed $75,000. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
None. 

On June 12, 2009, a multi-agency evaluation team reviewed submitted proposals and selected 
Wilson & Company. The proposal evaluation team has recommended to MAG that Wilson & 
Company be selected to conduct the MAG Hassayampa Framework Study for the Wickenburg 
Area for an amount not to exceed $75,000. 

Proposal Evaluation Team 
Jennifer Toth, Assistant Director, Multimodal Planning Division, Arizona Department of 
Transportation 
Gary Edwards, Town Manager, Town of Wickenburg 
Steve Boyle, Town Planner, Town of Wickenburg 
Tim Oliver, Systems Planning Branch Manager, Maricopa County Department of Transportation 
Bob Hazlett, Senior Transportation Engineer, MAG 
Tim Strow, Transportation Planner, MAG 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Tim Strow, Transportation Planner II, (602) 254-6300. 



Agenda Item #5E 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• foryour review
 

DATE:
 
June 30,2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
Project Changes - Amendments and Administrative Modifications to the FY 2008-2012 MAG
 
Transportation Improvement Program and Material Cost Changes to the ADOT Program
 

SUMMARY:
 
The fiscal year (FY) 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Regional
 
Transportation Plan (RTP) 2007 Update were approved by the MAG Regional Council on July 25,
 
2007. Since that time, there have been requests from member agencies to modify projects in the
 
program.
 

The proposed amendments and administrative modifications to the FY 2008-2012 TI P that were
 
recommended for approval by the Transportation Review Committee (TRC) are listed in the
 
attached Tables. To move forward with project implementation for fiscal year (FY) 2010, ADOT
 
has requested a number of financial, project description, and schedule changes. Fountain Hills
 
and Scottsdale have submitted requests for programming American Recovery and Reinvestment
 
Act (ARRA) funds in their community. Valley Metro has requested administrative modifications
 
related to four repayment projects, which do not negatively affect the financial program.
 

There is one ADOT projects in the enclosed Table (as annotated) that require Regional Council
 
approval of a Material Cost Change to the ADOT Program. According to A.R.S. 28-6353, it is
 
required that MAG approve any change in priorities, new projects, or requests for changes that
 
would materially increase Freeway Program costs. According to the MAG Material Cost Change
 
policy, a material cost change is defined as: 'An increase in the cost of a project that is more than
 
five (5) percent of the adopted project budget, but not less than $500,000 or any increase greater
 
than $2.5 million.'
 

All of the projects to be amended may be categorized as exempt from conformity determinations
 
and an administrative modification does not require a conformity determination.
 

PUBLIC INPUT:
 
There was no public comment at the June 25, 2009, Transportation Review Committee meeting.
 

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

CONS: None.
 

1 



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

POLICY: This amendment and administrative modification request is in accord with MAG 
guidelines. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend approval of amendments and administrative modifications to the FY 2008-2012 
Transportation Improvement Program, as appropriate, to the Regional Transportation Plan 2007 
Update, and material cost changes to the ADOT Program as shown in the attached tables. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
MAG Transportation Review Committee: On June 25, 2009, the MAG Transportation Review 
Committee recommended approval of the amendments and administrative modifications to the 
FY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program, and as appropriate, to the Regional 
Transportation Plan 2007 Update. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Peoria: David Moody Maricopa County: John Hauskins 
ADOT: Steve Hull for Floyd Roehrich *Mesa: Scott Butler 
Avondale: David Fitzhugh Paradise Valley: Bill Mead 
Buckeye: Scott Lowe Phoenix: Ed Zuercher 
Chandler: RJ Zeder for Patrice Kraus *Queen Creek: Mark Young 

*EI Mirage: Lance Calvert RPTA: Bob Antilla for Bryan Jungwirth 
Fountain Hills: Randy Harrel Scottsdale: Dave Meinhart for 
Gila Bend: Rick Buss Mary O'Connor 

*Gila River: Doug Torres Surprise: Randy Overmyer 
*Gilbert: Tami Ryall Tempe: Chris Salomone
 

Glendale: Terry Johnson Valley Metro Rail: John Farry
 
Goodyear: Cato Esquivel Wickenburg: Rick Austin
 

*Guadalupe: Gino Turrubiartes Youngtown: Grant Anderson for Lloyce 
*Litchfield Park: Mike Cartsonis Robinson 

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS ATTENDING 
*Regional Bicycle Task Force: Jim Pedestrian Working Group: Brandon 
Hash, City of Mesa Forrey, City of Peoria 
*Street Committee: Darryl Crossman, *Transportation Safety Committee: Kerry 
City of Litchfield Park Wilcoxon, City of Phoenix 
*ITS Committee: Mike Mah, City of 
Chandler 

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

CONTACT PERSON: 
Eileen O. Yazzie, Transportation Program Manager, (602) 254-6300. 
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Request for Project Change 

Amendments and Administrative Modifications to the FY08·12 TIP and Material Cost Change (ADOT Project)
 
MAG Management Committee • July 2009
 

ADOT 1 Dynamic Message 
Freeways in MAG Region Signs 

110: Avondale Blvd 
TI improvement 
construction project 

10: MP 133.60 - MP Erosion and drainage 

IRARF/SI 2009 I n/a TP-MAGI 1$ 250,000 I 1$ 300,000 1$ 550,000 

ADOT 2010 0.1 1M 
1 $ 114,0001 $ 1,886,0001 I I $ 2,000,000 

ADOT 2010 0.3 NHSHighway	 841 133.90 repair 1$ 14,2501 $ 235,7501 1 1$ 250,000 
DOT10- 10: 32nd St - SR202L, 

ADOT	 RIW Acquisition 2010 11 RARF
Highway 842	 Santan, Phase 1 $ 50,000,000 $ 50,000,000 

101 L Agua Fria Fwy: 1-10
ADOT	 Utility and RIW 2010 0.9 RARF

- Van Buren 
Highway 1905 

OOT09-1 
$ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 

101 L Agua Fria Fwy: 1-10 Ie	 t t dADOT	 2010 0.9 _Van Buren ons ruc roa way	 I STP & ILocal $DOT07­
1,245,500 I $ 2,357,500 I I 1$ 3,603,000 

$ 783,000$ 783,000 

$ 22,400,000$ 5,000,000 $ 17,400,000 

1 IHighway 1323 

IOOT10­ ADOT 101 L Price Fwy: Baseline FMS Construction 2010 5 RARF 
Highway 1843 Rd to Chandler Blvd 

202L South Mountain 
STP &

DOT10­ ADOT Fwy: 51 st Ave - 1-10 Construct roadway 2010 11 
Highway 16C35 West 

RARF 

202L South Mountain 
ADOT IFWY: 51 5t Ave - 1-10 R/W Acquisition 2010 11 RARF 

DOT09-1 
6C10 

West 

202L South Mountain 

DOT10­
ADOT Fwy: 51 st Ave - 1-10 RIW Acquisition 2010 11 RARF 

6C36 
West 

DOT10­
ADOT 

303L: Thomas Rd -
Design roadway 2010 2 RARF

844 Camelback Rd 

ADOT 
303L: Camelback Rd -

Design roadway 2010 2 RARF
3 Glendale Ave 

DOT10­
ADOT 

303L: Glendale Ave ­
Design roadway 2010 3 RARF

846 Peoria Ave 
DOT10­

ADOT 
303L: Peoria Ave ­

Design roadway 2010 2 RARF
Highway 1847 Waddell Rd 

DOT10­
ADOT 

303L: Waddell Rd -
Design roadway 2010 3.8 RARF

Highway 1848 Mountain View Rd 
DOT09­

ADOT 
802: SR202L, Santan ­

R/W Acquisition 2010 5 RARF
Highway 16C11 Meridian Rd 

Amend: Change project name 
to "51 st Ave - 1-10 West" & 
change type of work to "R/W" 

$ 20,000,000 $ 20,000,000 from "Design" 

Admin Mod: Change project 
name from "1-10 East - 51st 
Ave" to "51 st Ave - 1-10 West"

$ 50,000,000$ 50,000,000 

$7,000,000 $ 7,000,000 

$5,300,000 $ 5,300,000 

$9,300,000 $ 9,300,000 

$6,500,000 $ 6,500,000 

$9,500,000 $ 9,500,000 

$2,000,000 $ 2,000,000 

June 30, 2009 

Amend: Defer project from 09 
to 10. Change project name 
to "1-10 to VanBuren Sf'. 

*Material Cost Change & 
Amend: Change project name 

Ito "1-10 to Van Buren St" 
Increase local costs by $1.103 
million. 

IAmend: Add new FMS project 

Admin Modify: Decrease
 
budget by $87.6 million.
 

Amend: Add design project in
 
FY 2010.
 
Amend: Add design project in
 
FY 2010.
 
Amend: Add design project in
 
FY2010.
 
Amend: Add design project in
 
FY 2010.
 
Amend: Add design project in
 
FY 2010.
 
Admin Mod: Defer project from
 
09 to 10.
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DOT10­ Amend: Delete TI
ADOT 2010MAG Regionwide TI Improvements 0.1 State

825 $ 3,000,000Highway $3,000,000 improvement subitem. 
DOT10­ Pump station Amend: Add new project in FY

ADOT 2010 0.1MAG Regionwide NHS
849Highway $ 750,000 2010.$42,750 $707,250improvements 

Widen for third STP­
FTH07­ Fountain Shea Blvd: Palisades Blvd (westbound) climbing MAG & Admin Mod: Adjust Local and 

Hills to Fountain Hills Blvd lane and bicycle lane 2009 ARRAHighway 1301 ARRA costs for project $ 131,000 $ 2,164,000 $ 410,000 $ 2,164,000 $ 2,705,000 

FTH09­ Fountain Saguaro Blvd: Shea to 
Hills Palmer Way Highway 1800 

SCT09-1 I 
Highway 1802 Scottsdale Various Locations 

Design, and mill and 
overlay existing Amend: Add new ARRA 
roadway 0.52009 ARRA $ 671,614 Project$ 671,614 
Preliminary 
engineering, design 

land construction for 1 IAmend: Add new ARRA 
Mill & Replace I 2009 110.5 mi. I ARRA 1 $ I $ 4,600,000 1 $ - $ 4,600,000 project-I 

*Material Cost Change: A.R.S. 28-6353 requires that MAG approve any change in priorities, new projects, or requests for changes that would materially increase Freeway Program costs. According to the MAG Material 
Cost Change policy, a material cost changes is defined as: IAn increase in the cost of a project that is more than five (5) percent of the adopted project budget, but not less than $500,000 or any increase greater than 
$2.5 million.' 

VMR10-1 
Transit 1631T VM Rail 

VMR11-1 
Transit 1707T VM Rail 

VMR12-1 
Transit 1844T VM Rail 

VMR09-1 
Transit 1805 VM Rail 

Fixed Guideway 
Corridor - Repayment 

IOf,tunds advanced inIRegionwide pnor years 

I 
Fixed Guideway 
Corridor - Repayment 

IOf.funds advanced inIRegionwide pnor years 

I 
Fixed Guideway 
Corridor - Repayment 1 
of funds advanced inIRegionwide prior years 

Fixed Guideway 

Corridor - RepaymentI 
rf,funds advanced inIRegionwide pnor years 

2010 5309 $ (54,000,000) $ 54,000,000 $ 

Admin Mod: Reduce FY2010 
funding for ARRA; listed as 
$90 million should only be $54 
million 

2011 

20121 

20091 

(7,249,903J $ 7,249,9031 15309 $ 

1 

I$ (6'332'OOOll $6,332,000 

1 15309 

I$ 36,000,000 1 
1 ARRA-I 1 

5309 $ (36,000,000) 

1$ 

1$ 

1$ 

-

IAdmin Mod: Reduce FY2011 
funding to $7,249,903; listed in 
TIP as $90 million 

IAmend: Delete project from 
TIP. 

tmend: Add new ARRA­
5309/New Starts project to 
TIP. 

June 30, 2009 Page 2 of 2 



Agenda Item #5F 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• foryour review
 

DATE:
 
June 30, 2009
 

SUB.JECT:
 
Update to the Federal Functional Classification System
 

SUMMARY:
 
The MAG funding suballocation for the MAG Region from the American Recovery and
 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) requires projects to adhere to the requirements established in the
 
Surface Transportation Program (STP). As such, ARRA funded projects must be located on a
 
facility that is classified as an urban collector or rural major collector or higher in the federal
 
functional classification hierarchy.
 

The Ft. McDowell Yavapai Nation and Maricopa County is requesting that Ft. McDowell Rd,
 
Mojave Rd., and Yavapai Rd. are classified as Rural Major Collectors. Again, these three
 
classification requests are necessary for ARRA funded projects to move forward. Please refer to
 
the attached material for classification applications to the MAG regional functional classification
 
system.
 

PROS & CONS:
 
PROS: Approval of this classification of roadways will allow four ARRA funded projects to proceed
 
in a timely manner.
 

CONS: None.
 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
 
TECHNICAL: Roadway projects that wish to utilize transportation federal ARRA funds need to be
 
located on a roadway that is federally functionally classified as one of the following: Urban
 
Principal Arterial, Urban Minor Arterial, Urban Collector, Rural Principal Arterial, Rural Minor
 
Arterial or Rural Major Collector.
 

POLICY: This request is in accord with Federal regulations regarding the coordination of the
 
development and amendment of federal functional classifications between local governmental
 
agencies and state highway agencies.
 

ACTION NEEDED:
 
Recommend approval of the proposed updates to the federal functional classification system.
 

CONTACT PERSON:
 
Eileen O. Yazzie, Transportation Program Manager, (602) 254-6300.
 

1 



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

Functional Classification Worksheet 

Road Name: Fort McDowell Road Length: 3.0 miles 

Limits (termini): State Route 87 to Fort Loop Road 

Current Functional Classification: Rural Minor Collector


Proposed Functional Classification: _R_u_r8_I_M_8_jo_r_C_o_I_le_c_to_r _
 

Most recent traffic count (ADT): 3,030 Vear:_2_O_09 _ 

Is this request consistent with the transportation plan? (circle one)@Ves orOo 

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)@Ves 000 
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.gov. Legible, 
handwritten notes on the map are acceptable. 

The Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation currently has no roadways within the community that are federally functionally 
classified as higher than the current Rural Minor Collector, except for the predominantly east-west main regional 
access roadway (State Route 87), which is classified as a Rural Principal Arterial. Fort McDowell Road is a 
primarily north-south roadway that is the busiest of all of the roadways within the Nation. It provides the main 
connection from the main regional access roadway (State Route 87) to the southern half of the Nation up to the 
Tribal Council Chambers on Yavapai Road and most of the the other tribal facilities. 

Currently, Fort McDowell Road, and the continuation of Fort McDowell Road (known as Mustang Way) north to Rio 
Verde, are listed as Rural Minor Collectors. This request is to upgrade the classification of Fort McDowell Road, 
from State Route 87 to Fort Loop Road, from the current Rural Minor Collector to Rural Major Collector. 

This request is part of an effort to change the classification of three roadways within the Nation (Fort McDowell 
Road, Yavapai Road and Mojave Road) to match the roadways that they connect to, the current volume of traffic 
that they carry and to provide the ability to utilize Federal Transportation funds, should they become available. 

This is a joint request by Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation and Maricopa County. 

Please refer to the attached location map. 



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

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

Functional Classification Worksheet 

Road Name: Mojave Road Length: 1.75 miles 

Limits (termini): Pueblo Boulevard to Fort McDowell Road 

Current Functional Classification: Rural Minor Collector


Proposed Functional Classification: _R_u_ra_I_M_a_jo_r_C_o_I_le_c_to_r _
 

2O09Most recent traffic count (ADT): 1,970 Year:___ _ 

Is this request consistent with the transportation plan? (circle one) (£)Yes or()lo 

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

(circle one) G)Yes orOo 
Ifyes, attach a copy ofany documentation to this request 

Has the regional planning body approved this request? (circle one)@Yes orC:No 
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.gov. Legible, 
handwritten notes on the map are acceptable. 

The Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation currently has no roadways within the community that are federally functionally 
classified as higher than the current Rural Minor Collector, except for the predominantly east-west main regional 
access roadway (State Route 87), which is classified as a Rural Principal Arterial. 

Mojave Road is currently classified as a Rural Minor Collector. It is a continuation at it's western of Grande 
Boulevard in Fountain Hills and connects at it's eastern end to Fort McDowell Road. Grande Boulevard is already 
classified as an Urban Collector and Fort McDowell Road is being requested for an upgrade from a Rural Minor 
Collector to a Rural Major Collector. 

The roadway is one of only two roadways that directly connect to roadways in the Town of Fountain Hills and allow 
for the free flow of vehicles between the two communities. Mojave Road also provides primary access to more 
than 70 homes that have been constructed within the last ten years. 

This request is part of an effort to change the classification of three roadways within the Nation (Fort McDowell 
Road, Yavapai Road and Mojave Road) to match the roadways that they connect to, based on the current volume 
of traffic that they carry and to provide the ability to utilize Federal Transportation funds, should they become 
available. 

This is a joint request by Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation and Maricopa County. 

Please refer to the attached location map. 



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

Functional Classification Worksheet 

Road Name: Yavapai Road Length: 1.2 miles 

Limits (termini): Pueblo Boulevard to Fort McDowell Road 

Current Functional Classification: Not Ciassified

Proposed Functional Classification: _R_u_ra_I_M_a_jo_r_C_o_I_le_c_to_r _ 

2O09Most recent traffic count (ADT): 800 Vear:___ _ 

Is this request consistent with the transportation plan? (circle oneJ(£)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 oneJ(£)Ves orOo 
Ifyes, attach a copy ofany documentation to this request 

Has the regional planning body approved this request? (circle one)@ves o.<:No 
Ifyes, attach a copy ofeither aJ an adopted resolution passed by the regional planning body; or (bJ an 
approved motion shown in the minutes from an official meeting of the 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. 

The Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation currently has no roadways within the community that are federally functionally 
classified as higher than the current Rural Minor Collector, except for the predominantly east-west main regional 
access roadway (State Route 87), which is classified as a Rural Principal Arterial. 

Yavapai Road is the main road used to access the Tribal Council complex to the remainder of the Nation and 
connects at it's western end via San Marcus Drive and Pueblo Boulevard in Fountain Hills to McDowell Mountain 
Road and to Fort McDowell Road at it's eastern end. McDowell Mountain Road is currently classified as an Urban 
Collector and Fort McDowell Road is being requested for an upgrade from a Rural Minor Collector to a Rural Major 
Collector. 

The roadway provides the sole access to the tribal council chambers, provides primary access to more than 50 
homes that have been constructed within the last ten years and is only one of two direct access points between the 
Nation and the Town of Fountain Hills 

This request is part of an effort to change the classification of three roadways within the Nation (Fort McDowell 
Road, Yavapai Road and Mojave Road) to match the roadways that they connect to, based on the current volume 
of traffic that they carry and to provide the ability to utilize Federal Transportation funds, should they become 
available. 

This is a joint request by Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation and Maricopa County. 

Please refer to the attached location map. 





Agenda Item #5G 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review
 

DATE:
 
June 30, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
Final Closeout of the Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2009 MAG Federally Funded Program
 

SUMMARY:
 
The Interim Closeout was approved at the June 24, 200 Regional Council meeting, and included
 
the deferral and deletion of federal funds for 31 projects totaling $14 million, 36 projects to be
 
funded by Closeout Funds totaling $28.7 million, and a contingency list of two rank ordered
 
projects.
 

Recently, it was determined that the two paving projects for Goodyear, (GDY07-702 and GDY07­

907), would not obligate in FY 2009. This increased the requests to defer or delete federal funds
 
from $14 million to approximately $14.5 million. Table A reflects the new Project Deferrals. Since
 
the Interim Closeout, the funds for FFY 2009 Closeout have increased from $28.7 million to $29.3
 
million.
 

The identification of these additional funds for Closeout means that the two projects in the rank
 
ordered Contingency List, project MMA09-61 0 and PHX07-740 for the total amount of $86,632
 
can be funded. The Transportation Review Committee recommended approval of both the new
 
deferral requests and funding the contingency projects. In addition, the TRC also recommended
 
that any remaining CMAQ Closeout funds be allocated toward funding the remaining street
 
sweepers on the prioritized list for FFY 2009. Please see Table B for details.
 

An Amendment/Modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program will
 
be necessary if the Final Closeout is approved.
 

PUBLIC INPUT:
 
An opportunity for public input was provided at the MAG Transportation Review Committee
 
meeting on June 25,2009. No public comment was received.
 

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

CONS: There is no guarantee that sufficient funds will be available in the following fiscal year to
 
cover any or all of the deferred projects.
 



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

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

ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend approval of the Final Closeout for Federal FY 2009 and recommend 
amending/adjusting the FY 2008-2012 MAG TIP and the RTP 2007 Update as needed 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
Transportation Review Committee: On June 25,2009, the TRC recommended approving the Final 
Closeout of Federal FY 2009 and recommended that any remaining CMAQ Closeout funds be 
allocated towards funding the remaining street sweepers on the prioritized list for FFY 2009. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Peoria: David Moody Maricopa County: John Hauskins 
ADOT: Steve Hull for Floyd Roehrich *Mesa: Scott Butler 
Avondale: David Fitzhugh Paradise Valley: Bill Mead 
Buckeye: Scott Lowe Phoenix: Ed Zuercher 
Chandler: RJ Zeder for Patrice Kraus *Queen Creek: Mark Young 

*EI Mirage: Lance Calvert RPTA: Bob Antilla for Bryan Jungwirth 
Fountain Hills: Randy Harrel Scottsdale: Dave Meinhart for 
Gila Bend: Rick Buss Mary O'Connor 

*Gila River: Doug Torres Surprise: Randy Overmyer 
*Gilbert: Tami Ryall Tempe: Chris Salomone
 

Glendale: Terry Johnson Valley Metro Rail: John Farry
 
Goodyear: Cato Esquivel Wickenburg: Rick Austin
 

*Guadalupe: Gino Turrubiartes Youngtown: Grant Anderson for Lloyce 
*Litchfield Park: Mike Cartsonis Robinson 

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS ATTENDING 
*Regional Bicycle Task Force: Jim Pedestrian Working Group: Brandon 
Hash, City of Mesa Forrey, City of Peoria 
*Street Committee: Darryl Crossman, *Transportation Safety Committee: Kerry 
City of Litchfield Park Wilcoxon, City of Phoenix 
*ITS Committee: Mike Mah, City of 
Chandler 

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

CONTACT PERSON: 
Eileen O. Yazzie, Transportation Program Manager, (602) 254-6300. 



June 24! 2009 

Eileen O. Yazzie 
Transportation Programming Ma.nager 
MAG-Maricopa Association of Governments 
302 North 1st Avenue. Suite 300 
Phoenix, Arizona 85003 

Dear Madam: 

This letter serves to request the deferral of Goodyear's TIP programmed project GDY07-302. 
This paving dirt road project was originally progranlmed in 2007 and has a~ready received two 
deferrals. We are now requesting that the project be deferred so that design can occur in 2010 
and construction in 2011.. The total project cost is $834f OOO with $384.400 in local share. The 
local cost is budgeted as part of our Capltal Improvement Plan and wUl be availabte when 
needed. 

This project has been deferred due to the slowdown in development and roads we thought 
would see high spikes in vehicle counts have not materialized.. We are now seeing enough 
activity on these roads to justify moving fOrvJard with these projects and with MAGIs approval will 
begin the design and ADOT-Local government process this year with the target to construct in 
2011. 

Sincerely. 

~iSC:~C~ 
City Manager 

~STREET ADDRESS] • {CITY/STATE] • [ZlP/POSTAL CODE] 

PHONE; [PHONE NUMBER) • FAX [FAX NUMBER} 



MARICOPA
 
ASSOCIATION af
 

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

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

June 30, 2009 

TO: Members of the MAG Management Committee 

FROM: Eileen O. Yazzie, Transportation Programming Manager 

SUBJECT: FEDERAL FISCAL YEAR (FEY) 2009 YEAR END FINAL CLOSEOUT 

FI NAL CLOSEOUT 
MAG has received two new deferral requests from the City of Goodyear totaling $489,600. Please 
review Table A for project details and deferral justification letters from Goodyear. The Transportation 

Review· Committee (TRC) recommended aooroval of deferrin2 the oroiect. which increased funds 

available for the FFY 2009 Closeout. This imolies that the two oroiects (MMA09-61 0 and PHX07-740) 
in the aooroved contin2ency list can be funded: this contin2ency list was aooroved by Re2ional Council 
on 6-24-09. The TRC recommended aooroval of $86.632 of fundin2 for the two oroiects on the 
contin2ency list. In addition. the TRC also recommended that any remainin2 CMAO Closeout funds be 

allocated towards funding the remaining street sweepers on the prioritized list for FFY 2009. Please see 
Table B for details. 

The amounts in the paragraph below have been updated to reflect the new deferral requests. 

FFY09 OBLIGATION AUTHORITY 
The estimated amount of federal surface transportation program (STP) and federal congestion mitigation 

air quality (CMAQ) funds available for the MAG Region in FFY 2009 is $1 54 million. The total amount 
ofthe projects programmed for FFY 2009 is approximately $138.7 million. Forthis agenda item, merrlber 

agencies have submitted requests to defer or delete federal funds from projects totaling approximately 

$14.6 million. In addition, there is $21.4 million ofSTPto be deferred in the Arterial Life Cycle Program. 

This leaves an unobligated balance for FFY 2009 of $50.4 million. To balance the fiscally constrained 

Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP), $22 million in STP funds will be -carried forward to FFY20 10. This 
would leave a remaining balance of $29.3 million of unobligated funds for closeout. This amount has 

increased by $500,000 from $28.7 million during Interim Closeout. 

The Closeout balance is subject to change since member agency deferral notifications are still being 
submitted and the amount of STP and CMAQ funds to the MAG region are still being finalized. 

DEFERRAL REQUESTS 
By May 19, 2009, member agencies submitted requests to defer or delete federal funds from projects 
for approximately $14 million. There is currently $10.6 million of requests for project deferrals being 
heard through the MAG Committee process. There is an additional $3.4 million of requests to defer or 

A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County 
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remove federal funds from projects being heard at the May - June committee cycle. The TRC
 

recommended approval of the new requests on May 28,2009. Please see Table A for projects.
 

MAG Staff recognizes that agencies may defer projects at a later time due to continuous work to obligate
 

the project by September 2009 and will work with member agencies until the end of the federal fiscal
 

year for additional deferrals.
 

SUBMITTAL OF PROJECTS
 
The deadline for member agencies to submit projects for use of Closeout funds was April 20, 2009.
 

There were seventy one proje·cts submitted to MAG for close-out funds. There were seven requests
 

submitted late.
 

Of the seventy one projects, one project was identified to be advanced, six projects were requested to
 

advance a portion ofconstruction funds for a new design project for FFY 2009, there were eight projects
 

that requested to be advanced and increase of funds, twenty projects scheduled for FFY2009 requested
 

additional funds, four projects that obligated in FFY 2008 requested additional funds, and thirty two
 

proj-ects requested new funds. These are identified in Table B.
 

FEDERAL AID PROJECT FUNDING LEVELS
 
The MAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) establishes different local cost shares for types of projects.
 

For arterial proj-ects funded in the Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP), projects are funded at a 70(30 split
 

or the regional reimbursement amount, whichever is less. For Intelligent Transportation System (ITS),
 

pedestrian, and bicycle projects, there is a maximum cost share of 70(30. Paving proje·cts re~ated to air
 

quality and transportation demand management (AQ & TOM) are funded at different levels, 50/50,70(30,
 

or 94.3/5.7, depending on the year they were originally programmed.
 

Current federal legislation allows federal aid project in Arizona to be funded at 94.3%, and the Energy Bill
 

of 2007 allows ·CMAQ funded projects that obligate in FFY 2008 and 2009 to be funded up to 100% of
 

the project costs. For the majority of Closeout requests, lead agencies requested federal funds between
 

94.3% - 100% of project ,costs. In these challenging times, MAG staff recommends utilizing the fed·eral
 

aid maximum cost share, which allows projects to be -completed with little to zero local funds.
 

The total amount requested through the close-out is approximately $79.7 million. Of the $79.7 million
 

requested, about. $7.5 million is for projects to be advanced, about $43. I million is for additional funds,
 

and about $29.1 is for new projects/funds.
 

DRAFT FY 2009 MAG Federal Fund Programming Principles
 
The 2009 Closeout process will follow the DRAFT "FY 2009 MAG Federal Fund Programming Principles
 

(Principles) which set forth guidelines on project selection for available federal funds.
 

Per the DRAFT Principles:
 

I.	 Projects submitted for use ofCloseout funds will be selected based on the following th ree 

priorities in order: 

a.	 Advancing projects (or phases of projects) of the same mode, that are already 

programmed in the current Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) with MAG 

federal funds from a future year, in chronological order of the TIP. 



b. Adding additional federal funds to an existing, unobligated project, up to the originally 

programmed, federal-aid maximum, or the maximum established by the mode in the 

RTP, whichever is less. 

c. New projects. 

CONCERNS REGARDING PROJECTS SUBMITTED FOR FFY09 CLOSEOUT 
A) Advancing funds for design 
There are five projects requested to advance a portion ofconstruction funds for a new design project for 

FFY 2009 in the amount of$I.1 million. These funds would be advanced from a later year in the TIP to 

be used for design, therefore decreasing the amount of federal funds for the -construction project. The 

question is then, are there sufficient funds, both locally and federally to build the project. As an example, 

the request to advance $450,000 of$1 million for a Glendale, New River pedestrian path design project, 

leaves $550,000 in federal funds for a total construction cost of $4.9 million. 

B) Projects Requesting Additional Federal Funds 
A numb·er of requests were received to increase the federal funding for projects to reduce the local 

financial commitments. In some cases, the request is for large, significant increases. The concern is that 

many ofthese projects may not obligate if additional funds are not allocated to the projects, thus increasing 

the carryover of federal funds that the close-out process is based upon. 

Twenty projects scheduled to obligate in FFY2009 and have requested additional funds for about $25.6 

million. There were also four requests for an additional $10.6 million of funds for projects that obligated 

in FFY 2008 but have not yet gone out to bid. There are eight projects that have been requested to be 

advanced from future fiscal years with a requested increase of federal funds of $6.5 million. 

If jurisdictions are not prepared to obligate these projects without the requested additional funds, the 

amount offederal funds to be carried over increases significantly. The problem is then compounded since 

these projects could remain underfunded in future years. 

It is expected that TRC action on the interim list of closeout projects will occur at the special June 8,2009 

Committee meeting, with Management Committee, Transportation Policy Committee and Regional 

Council action taking p1ace in June, 2009. 

If there are any questions regarding the FFY09 year-end Closeout process, please call Eileen Yazzie at 

602-254-6300. 



I (Goodyear Pave
 

GDY07- ~Dirt Road IAQor
 
2007 212011 

I 

Yes 
Various Locations 
(Goodyear Pave 

GDY07- IDirt Road Ipave dirt roads- IAQ or 

Deferred 1302 Goodyear Program) IPave dirt road TOM ICMAQ 1$ 384,400 I $ 449,6001$ 834,000 

2007 212010 YesDeferred 1709 Goodyear Program) Design TOM ICMAQ 1$ 20,000 1$ 40,000 1$ 60,000 

Total NEW Deferral & Removal I $ 
489,600

of Federal Funds 

Total Previously Approved Deferral & Removal of I $ 14,017,759 
Federal Funds 

Total Deferral & Removal of $ 14,507,359
Federal Funds 

Deferred Deleted 
Total AQ & TDM $ 5,652,600 $ 1,200,142 
Total Bike & Ped 
Total ITS 
Total Street 
Total Transit 

ITotal 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

2,639,681 
2,577,136 
1,410,000 

-
12,279,417 

$ -
$ 227,800 
$ 800,000 
$ -
$ 2,227,942 
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Priority Code Key: 
1 =Advance 
1A =Advance portion of construction project for a new design phase 
1 - 2 =Advance and request Additional Funds 
2 =Additional Funds 
3 = New Funds 
3A = New CMAQ funds on a TEA funded project 
* = Request to utilize funds from a deleted project 

TABLE B: Federal Fiscal Year 2009 MAG Closeout Requests - FINAL
 
Closeout
 

2 
MMA09-/ 

1610 $ 
1Maricopa 

13,110 County 

2* 
PHX07-1 

1740 $ 3,910 1Phoenix 

Rio Verde Dr: Pave shoulders to IForest Rd to 136th include a bicycle 
St alignment lane 2009 Bicycle CMAQ 

I 

RC approved an additional 
$901,868 of funding on 6-24-09. 
Approval of this amount, would 
increase the new funds by $30,632 
and raise the additional federal 

$ 932,500 funds to $932,500 II $ 30,632$ 1,440,000 $ 1,440,000 

RC approved an additional 
$1,744,000 of funding on 6-24-09. 
Approval of this amount, would 
increase the new funds by $56,000 
Iand raise the additional federal 1 IAQOr

Ivarious Locations IPave dirt roads 2009 TOM li1lilliCMAQ 1 $ 1,800,000 1$ 5,257,9081 $ 4,428,9541 $ 828,954 funds to $1,800,000. 

An additional $1,499,414 in federal 
funds is requested for the purchase 
of the remaining eight PM-10 
certified street sweepers from the 

Purchase PM-10 Prioritized List of Proposed PM-10 

2 
MAG09­
614 I $ 2,002 IMAG Regionwide 

Certified Street 
Sweepers 

AQor 
2009 ITOM CMAQ $ 1,499,414 I $ 2,873,186 1$ 2,709,414 I $ 

Certified Street Sweeper Projects 
163,772 Ifor FY 2009 CMAQ Funding. II $ 402,968 

Final FFY09 Closeout June 30,2009 



Agenda Item #5H 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• foryour review
 

DATE:
 
June 30, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
Additional Funding for Sweepers on the Approved Prioritized List of Proposed PM-1 0 Certified Street
 
Sweeper Projects for FY 2009 CMAQ Funding
 

SUMMARY:
 
On January 28, 2009, the MAG Regional Council approved a Prioritized List of Proposed PM-10
 
Certified Street Sweeper Projects in FY 2009 CMAQ funding and retained the prioritized list for any
 
additional FY 2009 CMAQ funds that may become available due to year-end closeout, including any
 
redistributed obligation authority, or additional funding received by this region. Funding for the
 
remaining sweepers on the approved Prioritized List is available from $685,676 in savings associated
 
with four sweeper projects that have been requested to be deleted, and from $402,968 in Federal
 
Fiscal Year 2009 Closeout funds recommended by the Transportation Review Committee on
 
June 25, 2009. The following sweepers would be funded: Phoenix (the remaining $62,696 for
 
project #2); Paradise Valley; Tempe; Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community; Chandler;
 
Youngtown; and Buckeye ($157,590 for project #1). Please refer to the attachment.
 

Recently, MAG contacted member agencies to determine the status of street sweeper projects that
 
had been previously approved for funding by the MAG Regional Council but that had not yet
 
requested reimbursement. On June 4, 2009, the City of Goodyear notified MAG that they would not
 
continue with their two street sweeper projects in FY 2008. Also on June 17, 2009, the Arizona
 
Department of Transportation notified MAG that there would be no further request for reimbursement
 
for two sweepers programmed for FY 2006 CMAQ funding.
 

In August 2008, MAG solicited PM-10 Certified Street Sweeper Projects in the Maricopa County
 
PM-10 Nonattainment Area from member agencies. Projects were due by September 19, 2008.
 
The FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program contains an amount of $1 ,200,000
 
in FY 2009 CMAQ to fund the first seven sweepers on the Prioritized List. There is a minimum local
 
cash match of 5.7 percent.
 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
None. 

PROS & CONS: 
PROS: The purchase of PM-1 0 Certified Street Sweepers is supported by Measure #24 in the MAG 
Five Percent Plan for PM-10. This measure encourages the purchase and utilization of PM-10 
certified street sweepers for reducing particulate emissions from paved roads in the Maricopa County 
PM-10 Nonattainment Area. 

CONS: None. 



TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: The MAG Five Percent Plan for PM-10 contains the committed measure "Sweep 
Streets with PM-10 Certified Street Sweepers". 

POLICY: Using CMAQ funding forthe member agency purchase of PM-1 0 Certified Street Sweepers 
will assist in the reduction of PM-1 0 emissions in the Maricopa County PM-1 0 Nonattainment Area. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Recommend approval of additional funding for sweepers on the Approved Prioritized List of 
Proposed PM-10 Certified Street Sweeper Projects for FY 2009 CMAQ Funding. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
Transportation Review Committee: On June 25, 2009, the MAG Transportation Review Committee 
recommended approval of $86,632 of funding for the two projects on the contingency list. In 
addition, the TRC also recommended that any remaining CMAQ Closeout funds be allocated 
towards funding the remaining street sweepers on the prioritized list for FFY 2009. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Peoria: David Moody Maricopa County: John Hauskins 
ADOT: Steve Hull for Floyd Roehrich *Mesa: Scott Butler 
Avondale: David Fitzhugh Paradise Valley: Bill Mead 
Buckeye: Scott Lowe Pl1oenix: Ed Zuercher 
Chandler: RJ Zeder for Patrice Kraus *Queen Creek: Mark Young 

*EI Mirage: Lance Calvert RPTA: Bob Antilla for Bryan Jungwirth 
Fountain Hills: Randy Harrel Scottsdale: Dave Meinhart for 
Gila Bend: Rick Buss Mary O'Connor 

*Gila River: Doug Torres Surprise: Randy Overmyer 
*Gilbert: Tami Ryall Tempe: Chris Salomone
 

Glendale: Terry Johnson Valley Metro Rail: John Farry
 
Goodyear: Cato Esquivel Wickenburg: Rick Austin
 

*Guadalupe: Gino Turrubiartes Youngtown: Grant Anderson for Lloyce 
*Litchfield Park: Mike Cartsonis Robinson 

EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS ATTENDING 
*Regional Bicycle Task Force: Jim Pedestrian Working Group: Brandon 
Hash, City of Mesa Forrey, City of Peoria 
*Street Committee: Darryl Crossman, * Transportation Safety Committee: Kerry 
City of Litchfield Park Wilcoxon, City of Phoenix 
*ITS Committee: Mike Mah, City of 
Chandler 

* Members neither present nor represented by
 
proxy.
 
+ - Attended by Videoconference
 
# - Attended by Audioconference
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Regional Council: On January 28, 2009, the MAG Regional Council approved a prioritized list of 
proposed PM-10 Certified Street Sweeper Projects for FY 2009 CMAQ funding and to retain the 
prioritized list for any additional FY 2009 CMAQ funds that may become available due to year-end 
closeout, including any redistributed obligation authority, oradditional funding received by this region. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 

Councilmember Peggy Neely, Phoenix, 
Chair 

Mayor Thomas Schoaf, Litchfield Park, 
Vice Chair 

# Councilmember Robin Barker, 
Apache Junction 

Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale 
Mayor Jackie Meek, Buckeye 
Mayor Wayne Fulcher, Carefree 
Councilmember Dick Esser, Cave Creek 
Mayor Boyd Dunn, Chandler 
Mayor Fred Waterman, EI Mirage 

*	 President Clinton Pattea, Fort McDowell 
Yavapai Nation 

# Mayor Jay Schlum, Fountain Hills 
# Mayor Fred Hull, Gila Bend 

Lt. Governor Joseph Manuel for Governor 
William Rhodes, Gila River Indian 
Community 

*	 Mayor Steven Berman, Gilbert 
#	 Mayor Elaine Scruggs, Glendale 

Mayor James M. Cavanaugh, Goodyear 

*Mayor Frank Montiel, Guadalupe 
Supervisor Max W. Wilson, Maricopa 

County 
Mayor Scott Smith, Mesa 

# Mayor Vernon Parker, Paradise Valley 
Mayor Bob Barrett, Peoria 

# Mayor Art Sanders, Queen Creek 
*President Diane Enos, Salt River 

Pima-Maricopa Indian Community 
*Mayor Jim Lane, Scottsdale 
Vice Mayor Joe Johnson for Mayor Lyn 

Truitt, Surprise 
# Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe 
# Mayor Adolfo Gamez, Tolleson 
# Mayor Kelly Blunt, Wickenburg 
Mayor Michael LeVault, Youngtown 

*Felipe Zubia, State Transportation Board 
Victor Flores, State Transportation Board 
David Martin, Citizens Transportation 

Oversight Committee 

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

Management Committee: On January 14,2009, the MAG Management Committee recommended 
approval of a prioritized list of proposed PM-1 0 Certified Street Sweeper Projects for FY 2009 CMAQ 
funding and to retain the prioritized list for any additional FY 2009 CMAQ funds that may become 
available due to year-end closeout, including any redistributed obligation authority, or additional 
funding received by this region. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Charlie McClendon, Avondale, Chair 
Mark Pentz, Chandler, Vice Chair 

# George Hoffman, Apache Junction 
Matt Muckier for Jeanine Guy, 

Buckeye 
*	 Jon Pearson, Carefree 

*	 Usama Abujbarah, Cave Creek 
Spencer Isom for B.J. Cornwall, 

EI Mirage 
Alfonso Rodriguez for Phil Dorchester, 

Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation 
Julie Ghetti for Rick Davis, Fountain Hills 
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*	 Rick Buss, Gila Bend * Bryan Meyers, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
*	 David White, Gila River Indian Indian Community 

Community Bridget Schwartz-Manock for John little,
 
George Pettit, Gilbert Scottsdale
 
Ed Beasley, Glendale * Randy Oliver, Surprise
 
Romina Korkes for John Fischbach, Jeff Kulaga for Charlie Meyer, Tempe
 

Goodyear Chris Hagen for Reyes Medrano,
 
RoseMary Arellano, Guadalupe Tolleson
 
Darryl Crossman, litchfield Park Gary Edwards, Wickenburg
 
Christopher Brady, Mesa * lloyce Robinson, Youngtown
 

*	 Jim Bacon, Paradise Valley * Victor Mendez, ADOT 
Susan Daladdung for Carl Swenson, Mike Sabatini for David Smith, Maricopa 

Peoria County
 
Frank Fairbanks, Phoenix Mike Taylor for David Boggs, Valley
 
John Kross, Queen Creek Metro/RPTA
 

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

Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee: On December 11,2008, the MAG Air Quality Technical 
Advisory Committee recommended a prioritized list of proposed PM-10 Certified Street Sweeper 
Projects for FY 2009 CMAQ funding and to retain the prioritized list for any additional FY 2009 
CMAQ funds that may become available due to year-end closeout, including any redistributed 
obligation authority, or additional funding received by this region. 

MEMBERS PRESENT 
John Kross, Town of Queen Creek, Chairman Peggy Rubach for Randi Alcott, Valley Metro 
Sue McDermott, Avondale Dave Berry, Arizona Motor Transport 

* Elizabeth Biggins-Ramer, Buckeye Association 
# Jim Weiss, Chandler * Jeannette Fish, Maricopa County Farm 
# Jamie McCullough, EI Mirage Bureau 

Tami Ryall, Gilbert Russell Bowers, Arizona Rock Products
 
Doug Kukino, Glendale Association
 
James Nichols, Goodyear Amanda McGennis, Associated General
 

#	 Scott Bouchie, Mesa Contractors 
Gaye Knight, Phoenix Spencer Kamps, Homebuilders Association of 
larry Person, Scottsdale Central Arizona 
Antonio DelaCruz, Surprise Mannie Carpenter, Valley Forward 
Oddvar Tveit, Tempe * Kai Umeda, University ofArizona Cooperative 
Mark Hannah, Youngtown	 Extension 

*	 Walter Bouchard, Citizen Representative Beverly Chenausky, Arizona Department of 
*	 Corey Woods, American lung Association Transportation 

of Arizona * Diane Arnst, Arizona Department of 
#	 Barbara Sprungl, Salt River Project Environmental Quality 

Brian O'Donnell, Southwest Gas Corporation Wienke Tax, Environmental Protection 
Mark Hajduk, Arizona Public Service Company Agency

#	 Gina Grey, Western States Petroleum Jo Crumbaker, Maricopa County Air Quality 
Association Department 
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*	 Duane Yantorno, Arizona Department Christopher Horan, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
of Weights and Measures Indian Community
 

Ed Stillings, Federal Highway Administration * David Rueckert, Citizen Representative
 
*	 Judi Nelson, Arizona State University 

*Members neither present nor represented by proxy.
 
#Pa.rticipated via telephone conference call. +Participated via video conference call.
 

Street Committee: On November 12, 2008, the MAG Street Committee completed a final review of
 
all PM-1 0 Certified Street Sweeper Project Applications forthe Town of Gilbert, City of Tempe, Town
 
of Youngtown, Town of Buckeye, City of Scottsdale, City of Chandler, City of Glendale, City of
 
Phoenix, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, and the Town of Paradise Valley (see
 
Attachment Two). This item was on the agenda for information and discussion, there was no
 
committee action.
 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Darryl Crossman, Litchfield Park, Chairman Chris Plumb, Maricopa County 
Lupe Harriger, ADOT * Ken Hall, Mesa 
Charles Andrews, Avondale Andrew Cooper, Jr., Paradise Valley 
David Johnson proxy for Scott Lowe, Chris Kmetty, Peoria 
Buckeye Leticia Vargas for Briiana Leon, Phoenix 
Bob Bortfield for Dan Cook, Chand ler Dick Schaner, Queen Creek 
Lance Calvert, EI Mirage * Elaine Cabrera, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 

*	 Vacant, Gila Bend Indian Community 
Tony Rodriguez, Gila River Indian David Meinhart, Scottsdale 
Community Robert Maki, Surprise 
Stephanie Prybyl for Jeff Herb, Gilbert Shelly Seyler, Tempe 

*	 Wade Ansell, Glendale * Jason Earp, Tolleson 
Brian Barnes for Ron Sievwright, Goodyear Mark Hannah, Youngtown 

*	 Jim Ricker, Guadalupe 

*Members neither present nor represented by proxy. 

Street Committee: On October22, 2008, the MAG Street Committee reviewed and discussed PM-1 0 
Certified Street Sweeper Project Applications for the City of Chandler, City of Glendale, City of 
Phoenix, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, and the Town of Paradise Valley. This item 
was on the agenda for information and discussion, there was no committee action. 
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MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Chris Plumb, Maricopa County 

Darryl Crossman, Litchfield Park, Chairman Ken Hall, Mesa 
Lupe Harriger, ADOT	 Andrew Cooper, Jr., Paradise Valley 
Charles Andrews, Avondale	 Chris Kmetty, Peoria 
Jose Heredia proxy for Scott Lowe, Buckeye Briiana Leon, Phoenix 
Bob Bortfield for Dan Cook, Chandler * Dick Schaner, Queen Creek 
Lance Calvert, EI Mirage	 * Elaine Cabrera, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 

*	 Vacant, Gila Bend Indian 
*	 Tony Rodriguez, Gila River Indian Community 

Community David Meinhart, Scottsdale 
Stephanie Prybyl for Jeff Herb, Gilbert Robert Maki, Surprise 
Wade Ansell, Glendale * Shelly Seyler, Tempe 
Luke Albert for Ron Sievwright, Goodyear * Jason Earp, Tolleson 

*	 Jim Ricker, Guadalupe Mark Hannah, Youngtown 

*Members neither present nor represented by proxy. 

Street Committee: On October 16,2008, the MAG Street Committee reviewed and discussed PM-1 0 
Certified Street Sweeper Project Applications for the Town of Gilbert, City of Tempe, Town of 
Youngtown, Town of Buckeye, and the City of Scottsdale. This item was on the agenda for 
information and discussion, there was no committee action. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 

Darryl Crossman, Litchfield Park, Chairman Chris Plumb, Maricopa County 
Lupe Harriger, ADOT	 Ken Hall, Mesa 
Charles Andrews, Avondale	 Andrew Cooper, Jr., Paradise Valley 
David Johnson, Buckeye	 Burton Charon for Chris Kmetty, Peoria 
Bob Bortfeld for Dan Cook, Chandler Briiana Leon, Phoenix 
Lance Calvert, EI Mirage	 * Dick Schaner, Queen Creek 

*	 Vacant, Gila Bend * Elaine Cabrera, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
*	 Tony Rodriguez, Gila River Indian Indian 

Community Community 
Stephanie Prybyl for Jeff Herb, Gilbert David Meinhart, Scottsdale 

*	 Wade Ansell, Glendale Robert Maki, Surprise 
Ron Sievwright, Goodyear Robert Yabes for Shelly Seyler, Tempe 

*	 Jim Ricker, Guadalupe Jason Earp, Tolleson 
Mark Hannah, Youngtown 

*Members neither present nor represented by proxy. 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Dean Giles, Air Quality Planning Program Specialist III, (602) 254-6300. 
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Prioritized List of Proposed PM-10 Certified Street Sweeper Projects for FY 2009 CMAQ Funding
 
Approved by MAG Regional Council on January 28, 2009
 

$1,088,644 in CMAQ Funding Available for Sweeper Projects 111111111 
Supplemental Information 

Agency 

Glendale (#1) *+ 

Glendale (#2) *+ 

Gilbert (#1) 

Gilbert (#2) 

Federal 
Cost 

$190,910 

$190,910 

$199,331 

$199,331 

Local 
Cost 

$11,540 

$11,540 

$12,049 

$12,049 

Total Cost 

# 

$202,450 

$202,450 

$211,380 

$211,380 

Cost-Effectiveness 
Daily Emission I (CMAQ dollar cost 

Reduction per annual metric ton 
Kilograms/day) reduced) 

334 

334 

210 

191 

$223 

$223 

$371 

$407 

The requested certified street 
sweeper will: 

Replace 

.,t 

.,t 

Expand 
Increase 

Frequency 

.,t 

.,t 

If project is to expand 
or increase sweeping 
frequency, have 
additional local 
resources been 
committed for staff or 
equipment to support 
the project? 

Yes 

.,t 

.,t 

No 

.,t 

.,t 

Please indicate in what geographical 
area(s) the requested certified street 

sweeper will operate 

Within city limits. 

Within city limits. 

Baseline Road (north), Val Vista Drive 
(east), Williams Field Road (south), and 
Lindsay Road (west) 

Baseline Road (north), Gilbert Road 
(east), Ray Road (south), and Cooper 
Road (west) 

Number of 
certified 
street 

sweepers 
your 

agency has 
already 

purchased. 
-­

9 

9 

12 

12 

Does the 
requested 
sweeper 
satisfy a 
commit­
ment by 

your 
agency in 
the SIP? 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

Scottsdale * 

Phoenix (#1) *+ 

Phoenix (#2)*+ • 

Subtotal 

$148,618 

$171,798 

$171,798 

$1,272,696 

$8,983 

$10,385 

$10,385 

$157,601 

$182,183 

$182,183 

109 

105 

105 

$530 

$638 

$638 

.,t 

.,t 

.,t 

.,t 

.,t 

.,t 

North of Loop 101 to Carefree Highway, 
East of 56th Street to 144th Street 

Camelback Road to Pecos, Central 
Avenue to 107th Avenue & 111th Avenue 

Camelback Road to Pecos, Central 
Avenue to 107th Avenue & 111 th Avenue 

8 

36 

36 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Amount Available $1,210,000 

Balance 

Paradise VaU~y * 
I 

$-62,696 

<1>32ndJ5tt()Slcdtt:Sdal§R~d.;'Chalparral Rd. 2 Yes 

Tempe * 

Scottsdale * • $148,618 $8,983 $157,601 32 $1,802 .,t .,t 

".ftPU1.;;.JI.U;::;GI.L;;O;;:aL to Evergreel1'Dr.; US 60 
.< 1)I~Qr1thtc)Gc)ntirlen1talDr. 

Via De Ventura to Thunderbird Rd, 60th 
Street to Pima Road 

7 

8 

Yes 

Yes 

Salt River Pima­
Maricopa Indian 

Community + 

Chandler *+ 

$137,533 

$209,097 

$a,314. 

$12,639 

$145,647 

$221,736 

3D 

7 

I 

I 

$1~813 

$11,917 

I 
I 

.,t 

.,t 

.,t 

.,t 

Within the boundaries of SRPMIC. 

Between Arizona Avenue and Gilbert 
Road and between Germann Rd and 
Warner Rd 

o 

10 

No 

Yes 
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Supplemental Information 

If project is to expand 
or increase sweeping 
frequency, have 
additional local 
resources been Does the 

committed for staff or Number of requested 

The req uested certified street certified sweeper 

sweeper will: 
equipment to support 

street satisfy a 
sweepers commit-

Cost-Effectiveness 

the project? 

your ment by 

Ttl C t Please indicate in what geographical agency has your 
Federal 

Daily Emission I (CMAQ dollar cost 
o a	 os Reduction per annual metric ton Increase area(s) the req uested certified street already agency in 

Agency 
Local 

sweeper will operate Cost Cost # ~KiIOgramS/day) reduced) I Replace I Expand I Frequency Yes No purchased. the SIP? 

IFtdmGrand··Avenueto Olive·Avenue and 
Youngtown . ftOm>t1.1thAvenue to 116th Avenue 1 No 

YumaRd., DecmRd Jo Watson Rd.­
$209,871 $42,685Buckeye (#1) .. \l§rrado Way 1-10 to Indian School Rd 

Apache Rd @ Yuma Rd, Beloat @ 
255th Ave, Sundance Parkway @ Van 

$12,685 $222,557 4 $19,598 tI'	 tI'Buckeye (#2) $209,871 3 YesX
Buren St, Hilton Ave @ Dean Rd (East of 
Dean) 

$1,088,644 I (Includes remaining $62,696 for Phoenix #2 project and $157,590 for Buckeye #1.) Part II Subtotal 

$2,709,414Grand Total 

#	 Total cost for the CMAQ eligible portion of the project, excludes ineligible equipment. 
Replaces older, less efficient, certified sweepers. 

+	 Proposed sweeper projects for Chandler, Glendale #1, Glendale #2, Phoenix #1, Phoenix #2, and Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community indicate sweeping adjacent 
to a PM-10 monitor. 

•	 For Phoenix #2 sweeper project, initial funding of $109,102 is available in FY 2009 CMAQ. The remaining $62,696 of the $171,798 requested for the project may become 
available due to year-end closeout, including any redistributed obligation authority, or additional funding received by this region. 

•	 On June 10, 2009, the City of Scottsdale indicated that it would not continue with the second sweeper project on the list since there had been a reduction in the number of 
equipment operators for street sweeping. 

.. For Buckeye #1 sweeper project, funding of $157,590 is available in FY 2009 CMAQ. 
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Agenda Item #5I 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review
 

DATE:
 
June 30, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
Conformity Consultation
 

SUMMARY:
 
The Maricopa Association of Governments is conducting consultation on a conformity assessment
 
for an amendment and administrative modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation
 
Improvement Program (TIP). The proposed amendment and administrative modification involves
 
several projects, including Arizona Department of Transportation projects, new American
 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act projects for Fountain Hills and Scottsdale, and Valley Metro Rail
 
projects. The amendment includes projects that may be categorized as exempt from conformity
 
determinations. The administrative modification includes minor project revisions that do not
 
require a conformity determination. A description of the projects is provided in the attached
 
interagency consultation memorandum. Comments on the conformity assessment are requested
 
by July 17, 2009.
 

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

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

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

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

POLICY: Federal transportation conformity regulations require interagency consultation on
 
development of the transportation plan, TIP, and associated conformity determinations to include
 
a process involving the Metropolitan Planning Organization, State and local air quality planning
 
agencies, State and local transportation agencies, Environmental Protection Agency, Federal
 



Highway Administration, and the Federal Transit Administration. Consultation on the conformity 
assessment has been conducted in accordance with federal regulations, MAG Conformity 
Consultation Processes adopted by the Regional Council in February 1996 and MAG 
Transportation Conformity Guidance and Procedures adopted by the Regional Council in March 
1996. In addition, federal guidance is followed in response to court rulings regarding 
transportation conformity. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Consultation. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
None. 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Dean Giles, Air Quality Planning Program Specialist III, (602) 254-6300. 



MARICOPA
 
ASSOCIATION af
 

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

Phone (602) 254-6300 A FAX (602) 254-6490
June 30, 2009 E-mail: mag@mag. maricopa. gov Web site: www. mag. maricopa. gov 

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

FROM:	 Dean Giles, Air Quality Planning Program Specialist 

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

The Maricopa Association of Governments is conducting consultation on a conformity assessment for an 
amendment and administrative modification to the FY 2008-20 12 MAG Transportation Improvement Program. 
The proposed amendment and administrative modification involves several projects, including Arizona 
Department ofTransportation projects, new American Recovery and Reinvestment Act projects for Fountain Hills 
and Scottsdale, and Valley Metro Rail projects. Comments on the conformity assessment are requested by 
July 17,2009. 

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

Attachment 

cc:	 Nancy Wrona, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
Jennifer Toth, Arizona Department of Transportation 
Mark Hodges, Arizona Department of Transportation 

A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County 

City of Apache Junction City of Avondale 11, Town of Buckeye & Town of Carefree ~ Town of Cave Creek .& City of Chandler ~ City of EI Mirage Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation ~i Town of Fountain Hills Town of Gila Bend
 
Gila River Indian Community Town of Gilbert City of Glendale A. City of Goodyear g. Town of Guadalupe A City of Litchfield Park ;J. Maricopa County City of Mesa Town of Paradise Valley City of Peoria City of Phoenix
 

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



ATTACHMENT
 

CONFORMITYASSESSIVIENT FORA PROPOSED AMENDMENT AND ADMINISTRATIVE MODIFICATION 
TO THE FY 2008-2012 MAG TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

The federal transportation conformity rule (40 CFR 93.105) requires interagency consultation when making 
changes to a Transportation Improvement Program (TI P) and Transportation Plan. The consultation processes 

are also provided in the Arizona Conformity Rule (R 18-2-1405). This information is provided for consultation 
as outlined in the MAG Conformity Consultation Processes document adopted by the MAG Regional Council on 

February 28, 1996. In addition, federal guidance is followed in response to court rulings regarding transportation 

conformity. 

The amendment includes projects that may be categorized as exempt from conformity determinations. Types 
of projects considered exempt are defined in the federal transportation conformity rule at 40 CFR 93.126. The 
administrative modification includes minor project revisions that do not require a conformity determination. 

Examples of minor project revisions include funding changes, design, right-of-way, and utility projects. The 
proposed amendment and administrative modification to the FY 2008-20 12 MAG Transportation Improvement 

Program includes the projects on the attached table. The project number, agency, and description is provided, 

followed by the conformity assessment. 

MAG has reviewed the projects for compliance with the federal conformity rule and consultation is required on 
the conformity assessment. The projects are not expected to create adverse emission impacts or interfere with 
Transportation Control Measure implementation. The conformity finding of the TIP and the associated Regional 

Transportation Plan that was made by the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit Administration on 
August 14, 2008 remains unchanged by this action. 



Amendment and Administrative Modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program June 30, 2009 

A minor project revision is needed to 
defer the project to FY 2009 and add 
federal Surface Transportation 
Program funds. The conformity 

Posting travel times Admin Modify: Defer project status of the TI P and Regional 
Freeways in MAG on Dynamic Message from 2008 to 2009 and add Transportation Plan 2007 Update 

Highway Region Signs STP funds to the project. would remain unchanged. 
The addition of this project would not 
change the assumptions used in the 
regional emissions analysis. The 

Amend: Add new TI conformity status of the TIP and 
TI improvement improvement project in FY Regional Transportation Plan would 

Highway 10: Avondale Blvd construction project 2010. remain unchanged. 

The new project is considered 
exempt under the category "Projects 
that correct, improve, or eliminate a 
hazardous location or feature." The 
conformity status of the TI P and 

10: MP 133.60 - MP Erosion and drainage Amend: Add new drainage Regional Transportation Plan 2007 
Highwa 133.90 repair repair project in FY 2010. Update would remain unchanged. 

The addition of this project would not 
change the assumptions used in the 
regional emissions analysis. The 
conformity status of the TIP and 

10: 32nd St - SR202L, Amend: Add new RIW project Regional Transportation Plan would 
Highwa Santan, Phase 1 RIW Acquisition in FY 2010. remain unchanged. 

A minor project revision is needed to 
change project name and defer the 
project to FY 2010. The conformity 

Amend: Defer project from 09 status of the TIP and Regional 
101 L Agua Fria Fwy: 1-10 to 10. Change project name Transportation Plan 2007 Update 

Highway - Van Buren Utility and RIW to "1-10 to VanBuren St". would remain unchanged. 
A minor project revision is needed to 

*Material Cost Change & change project name and increase 
Amend: Change project name local funds. The conformity status of 
to "1-10 to Van Buren St". the TIP and Regional Transportation 

101 L Agua Fria Fwy: 1-10 Increase local costs by $1.103 Plan 2007 Update would remain 
Highway - Van Buren Construct roadway million. unchanged. 

The addition of this project would not 
change the assumptions used in the 
regional emissions analysis. The 
conformity status of the TIP and 

101 L Price Fwy: Baseline Regional Transportation Plan would 
Highwa Rd to Chandler Blvd FMS Construction Amend: Add new FMS project remain unchanged. 

A minor project revision is needed to 
decrease funds. The conformity 

DOT10-1 
Highway 16C35 ADOT 

202L South Mountain 

IConstruct roadway 12010 I 
IFwy: 51st Ave - 1-10 
West 11 

1 STP& I 
RARF I$ 5,000,000 I 

Istatus of the TIP and Regional I I IAdmin Modify: Decrease Transportation Plan 2007 Update 
$17,400,000 $ 22,400,000 budget by $87.6 million. would remain unchanged. 
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Amendment and Administrative Modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program June 30,2009 

A minor project revision is needed to 
change the project name, and the 
change in type of work would not 
change the assumptions used in the 

Amend: Change project name regional emissions analysis. The 
202L South Mountain to "51st Ave -1-10 West" & conformity status of the TIP and 
Fwy: 51st Ave - 1-10 change type of work to "RIW" Regional Transportation Plan 2007 

Highwa West RIW Acquisition from "Design" Update would remain unchanged. 
A minor project revision is needed to 
change the project name. The 

202L South Mountain Admin Mod: Change project conformity status of the TIP and 

DOT10-1 IFWY: 51st Ave -1-10 name from "1-10 East - 51st Regional Transportation Plan 2007 
Highway 16C36 ADOT West RIW Acquisition 2010 11 RARF $50,000,000 $ 50,000,000 Ave" to "51 st Ave - 1-10 West" Update would remain unchanged. 

I I I 
Project is considered exempt from 
conformity requirements under the 
category "engineering to assess 
social, economic, and environmental 
effects of the proposed action or 
alternatives to that action." The 
conformity status of the TI P and 

303L: Thomas Rd - Regional Transportation Plan would 

Highwa Camelback Rd Design roadway remain unchanged. 

Project is considered exempt from 
conformity requirements under the 
category "engineering to assess 
social, economic, and environmental 
effects of the proposed action orl 
alternatives to that action." The 
conformity status of the TIP and 

303L: Camelback Rd - Regional Transportation Plan would 

Highwa Glendale Ave Design roadway remain unchanged. 

Project is considered exempt from 
conformity requirements under the 
category "engineering to assess 
social, economic, and environmental 
effects of the proposed action or 
alternatives to that action." The 
conformity status of the TI P and 

303L. Glendale Ave ­ Amend: Add design project in Regional Transportation Plan would 

Highway Peoria Ave Design roadway FY 2010. remain unchanged. 

Project is considered exempt from 
conformity requirements under the 
category "engineering to assess 
social, economic, and environmental 
effects of the proposed action or 
alternatives to that action." The 
conformity status of the TIP and 

00T10-1 
Highway 1847 AOOT 

1303L: Peoria Ave -
Waddell Rd 1Design roadway I 2010 I 2 I RARF I I I I $6,500,000 I$ 

IAmend: Add design project in 1Regional Transportation Plan would 
6,500,000 FY 2010. remain unchanged. 
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Amendment and Administrative Modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program June 30, 2009 

Highway 
303L: Waddell Rd -
Mountain View Rd Design roadway 

Project is considered exempt from 
conformity requirements under the 
category "engineering to assess 
social, economic, and environmental 
effects of the proposed action or 
alternatives to that action." The 
conformity status of the TIP and 
Regional Transportation Plan would 
remain unchanged. 

Highway 

Highway 

802: SR202L, Santan ­
Meridian Rd 

MAG Regionwide 

RIW Acquisition 

TI Improvements 

Admin Mod: Defer project 
from 09 to 10. 

Amend: Delete TI 
improvement subitem. 

A minor project revision is needed to 
defer the project to FY 2010. The 
conformity status of the TI P and 
Regional Transportation Plan 2007 
Update would remain unchanged. 
The addition of this project would not 
change the assumptions used in the 
regional emissions analysis. The 
conformity status of the TI P and 
Regional Transportation Plan would 
remain unchanged. 

Highway MAG Reg ionwide 
Pump station 
improvements 750,000 

The new project is considered 
exempt under the category "Projects 
that correct, improve, or eliminate a 
hazardous location or feature." The 
conformity status of the TI P and 

Amend: Add new project in FY Regional Transportation Plan 2007 
2010. Update would remain unchanged. 

Shea Blvd: Palisades 
Blvd to Fountain Hills 

Highwa Blvd 

Saguaro Blvd: Shea to 
Highway Palmer Way 

SCT09-1 I 
Highway 1802 Scottsdale Various Locations 

VMR10-1 IRegionwideTransit 1631T VM Rail 

Widen for third 
(westbound) climbing 
lane and bicycle lane 

Design, and mill and 
overlay existing 
roadway 

Preliminary 
engineering, design 
Iand construction for 
Mill & Replace 

Fixed Guideway 
Corridor - Repayment 

10f.funds advanced in 
pnor years 

2009 

2010 

10.5 mi. ARRA 

5309 

$ -

$ (54,000,000) $54,000,000 

$ 4,600,000 $ - $ 

$ 

4,600,000 

-

A minor project revision is needed to 
change local and federal funds. The 
conformity status of the TI P and 

Admin Mod: Adjust Local and Regional Transportation Plan 2007 
ARRA costs for project Update would remain unchanged. 

The new project is considered 
exempt under the category 
"pavement resurfacing and/or 
rehabilitation". The conformity 
status of the TIP and Regional 

Amend: Add new ARRA Transportation Plan 2007 Update 
Project would remain unchanged. 

The new project is considered 
exempt under the category 
"pavement resurfacing and/or 
rehabilitation" The conformity 
status of the TIP and Regional 

Amend: Add new ARRA Transportation Plan 2007 Update 
project would remain unchanged. 

A minor project revision is needed to 
decrease the federal funds for a 
project to repay funds advanced in 

Admin Mod: Reduce FY2010 prior years. The conformity status of 
funding for ARRA; listed as the TIP and Regional Transportation 
$90 million should only be $54 Plan 2007 Update would remain 
million unchanged. 
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Amendment and Administrative Modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program June 30, 2009 

A minor project revision is 
decrease the federal funds for a 
project to repay funds advanced in 

Fixed Guideway prior years. The conformity status of 
Corridor - Repayment Admin Mod: Reduce FY2011 the TI P and Regional Transportation 

VMR11-/ IRegionwide 
10ffunds advanced in funding to $7,249,903; listed Plan 2007 Update would remain 

Transit 1707T VM Rail prior years 2011 5309 $ (7,249,903) $ 7,249,903 $ - in TI P as $90 million unchanged. 

I 
The project is to delete the project to 

Fixed Guideway repay funds advanced in prior years. 
Corridor - Repayment The conformity status of the TIP and 

VMR12-1 
IRegionwide 

10ffunds advanced in Amend: Delete project from Regional Transportation Plan 2007 
Transit I844T VM Rail prior years 2012 5309 $ (6,332,000) $6,332,000 $ - TIP. Update would remain unchanged. 

I 
The new project is to add new 
federal funds for a project to repay 

Fixed Guideway funds advanced in prior years. The 
Corridor - Repayment Amend: Add new ARRA- conformity status of the TI P and 

VMR09-1 
1Regionwide 

IOf.funds advanced in ARRA­ 5309/New Starts project to Regional Transportation Plan 2007 
Transit 1805 VM Rail prior years 2009 5309 $ (36,000,000) $ 36,000,000 $ - TIP. Update would remain unchanged. 

A minor project revision is needed to 
increase federal funds. The 

Purchase PM-10 

120091 ICMAQ 1 $ 97.4971 $ 1,612,9681 I 
1 IAdmin Mod: Increase CMAQ conformity status of the TIP and 

MAG09-1 
1Regionwide 

1Certified Street funds from $1,210,000 by Regional Transportation Plan 2007 
614 MAG Sweepers n/a $ 1,710,465 $402,968 to $1,612,968. Update would remain unchanged. 

A minor project revision is needed to 
increase federal funds. The 

Admin Mod: Increase CMAQ conformity status of the TI P and 
MMA09-1 Maricopa IRio Verde Dr: Forest Rd IPave shoulders to I 1 

ICMAQ 1 I $ 1,440,000 I 1$ 
I Ifunds by $30,632 for 100% Regional Transportation Plan 2007 

610 County to 136th St alignment include a bicycle lane 2009 5.8 - $ 1,440,000 CMAQ funding. Update would remain unchanged. 
A minor project revision is needed to 
increase federal funds. The 

Admin Mod: Increase CMAQ conformity status of the TI P and 

PHX07-1 
Ivarious Locations IPave dirt roads I 2009 I ICMAQ 1$ 828,9541 $ 4,428,9541 1$ 

1 Ifunds by $56,000 to Regional Transportation Plan 2007 
740 Phoenix 8.79 - $ 5,257,908 $4,428,954. Update would remain unchanged. 

The addition of this project would not 
change the assumptions used in the 
regional emissions analysis. The 

Various Locations conformity status of the TI P and 

GDY07-1 I<Goodyear Pave Dirt Admin Mod: Defer project Regional Transportation Plan would 
Highway 1302 Goodyear Road Program) Pave dirt road 2011 1 CMAQ $ 384,400 $ 449,600 $ 834,000 from 2009 to 2011 remain unchanged. 

I I I 
A minor project revision is needed to 
defer the project to FY 2010. The 

Various Locations 

12010 I ICMAQ 1$ 20,000 I$ 40,000 I I 1$ 

lconformity status of the TIP and 
GDY07-1 1(Goodyear Pave Dirt IPave dirt roads - IAdmin Mod: Defer project Regional Transportation Plan 2007 

Highway 1709 Goodyear Road Program) Design 1 60,000 from 2009 to 2010 Update would remain unchanged. 
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Agenda Item #5J 

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

DATE:
 
June 30, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
Consultation on Proposed Transportation Conformity Processes for the 2009 MAG Conformity
 
Analysis
 

SUMMARY:
 
Federal and State conformity regulations require that Metropolitan Planning Organizations consult
 
with federal, state, and local air quality and transportation agencies on proposed processes for
 
the conformity analysis on the transportation improvement program and transportation plan. On
 
June 30, 2009, MAG distributed for interagency consultation the conformity processes on the
 
selection of proposed models, associated methods, and assumptions, identification of exempt
 
projects, and ensuring the expeditious implementation of transportation control measures. The
 
proposed processes will be applied beginning with the upcoming conformity analysis for the
 
FY 2010-2014 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the MAG Regional
 
Transportation Plan 2009 Update.· Comments regarding this material are requested by
 
July 22, 2009.
 

PUBLIC INPUT:
 
Copies of the attached processes were distributed for consultation purposes to the Federal
 
Highway Administration, Federal Transit Administration, Arizona Department of Environmental
 
Quality, Arizona Department of Transportation, Regional Public Transportation Authority, City of
 
Phoenix Public Transit Department, Pinal County Air Quality Control District, Central Arizona
 
Association of Governments, Maricopa County Air Quality Department, U.S. Environmental
 
Protection Agency, and other interested parties.
 

PROS & CONS:
 
PROS: Interagency consultation on the transportation conformity processes provides required
 
notification to the planning agencies.
 

CONS: The consultation on transportation conformity requires additional time in the development
 
of the FY 2010-2014 MAG Transportation Improvement Program and the MAG Regional
 
Transportation Plan 2009 Update.
 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
 
TECHNICAL: The 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis will be based upon the latest planning
 
assumptions and EPA-approved emissions models.
 



POLICY: The consultation for the conformity processes is being conducted in accordance with 
MAG Conformity Consultation Processes adopted by the Regional Council in February 1996. The 
2007 MAG Conformity Analysis on the FY 2008-2012 MAG Transportation Improvement Program 
and MAG Regional Transportation Plan 2007 Update received joint Federal Highway 
Administration and Federal Transit Administration approval on August 16, 2007. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Consultation. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
None. 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Dean Giles, Air Quality Planning Program Specialist III, (602) 254-6300. 



MARICOPA
 
ASSOCIATION of
 

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

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

june 30, 2009 E-mail: mag@mag.maricopa.gov Web site: www.mag.maricopa.gov 

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

FROM:	 Dean Giles, Air Quality Planning Program Specialist 

SUBJECT: CONSULTATION ON PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION CONFORMITY 
PROCESSES FOR THE 2009 MAG CONFORMITY ANALYSIS 

The Maricopa Association of Governments is distributing for interagency consultation the proposed 

transportation conformity processes to be applied beginning with the upcoming conformity analysis for 
the FY 20 10-2014 MAG Transportation Improvement Program and MAG Regional Transportation Plan 
2009 Update. Consultation on the proposed processes is required under MAG conformity consultation 
procedures that were developed to meet state and federal requirements. Please provide any comments 

regarding this material by july 22, 2009. Additional opportunities for comment on this consultation item 

are anticipated during the july 8,2009 MAG Management Committee and july 22,2009 MAG Regional 
Council meetings. 

The following information is being transmitted for consultation: 

•	 Attachment A documents the models, associated methods, and assumptions to be used in regional
 
emissions analyses.
 

•	 Attachment B documents the process for ensuring expeditious implementation of transportation
 
control measures.
 

•	 Attachment C documents the process for types of projects considered exempt from conformity
 

requirements.
 

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

Attachments 

cc:	 Nancy Wrona, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
jennifer Toth, Ar-izona Department of Transportation 
Mark Hodges, Arizona Department of Transportation 

A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County 

City of Apache Junction City of Avondale 21- Town of Buckeye ~ Town of Carefree A Town of Cave Creek City of Chandler City of EI Mirage Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation Town of Fountain Hills Town of Gila Bend
 
Gila River Indian Community Town of Gilbert City of Glendale 1. City of Goodyear 6:. Town of Guadalupe City of Litchfield Park Maricopa County City of Mesa Town of Paradise Valley City of Peoria City of Phoenix
 

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



ATTACHMENT A
 

DRAFT 

MODELS, ASSOCIATED METHODS, AND ASSUMPTIONS FOR USE IN
 
REGIONAL EMISSIONS ANALYSES
 

In accordance with the transportation conformity rule 40 CFR 93.1 05(c)(1 )(i), the Maricopa 
Association of Governments (MAG) is conducting interagency consultation on the models, 
associated methods, and assumptions to be applied begimling with the regional emissions analysis 
for a conformity determination on the FY 2010-2014 MAG Transportation Improvement Program 
and Regional Transportation Plan 2009 Update. MAG conducts consultation on the models, 
associated methods, and assumptions for use in regional emissions analyses at the olltset of the 
process to prepare a conformity analysis for a new TIP and transportation plan. 

In February 1996, the MAG Regional Council adopted conformity consultation processes in response 
to federal and state requirements (MAG, 1996a). The MAG process M-l directly addresses the 
requirement for periodic consultation on models, associated methods, and assumptions to be used 
in hot-spot analyses and regional emissions analyses. The process indicates that regional emissions 
al1alyses are to use the latest Ul1ited States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) approved motor 
vehicle emissions models and tllat all model inputs use the latest planning assumptions as required 
in 40 CFR Sections 93.110-111. 

Consultation on the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis is being conducted with the Federal Transit 
Administration, Federal Highway Administration, Arizona Department ofTransportation, Arizona 
Department of Environmental Quality, Regional Public Transportation Authority, City of Phoenix 
Public Transit Department, Maricopa County Air Quality Department, Central Arizona Association 
ofGovemments, Pinal County Air Quality Control District, United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, and MAG member agencies (e.g. Maricopa County, cities, towns, and Indian communities). 

The following sections describe the proposed approach for regional emissions analyses, including 
the methodology, latest planning assumptions, transportation modeling, and air quality nl0deling to 
be applied for the 2009 MAG COl1foffility Analysis. 

I. PROPOSED METHODOLOGY FOR THE 2009 MAG CONFORMITY ANALYSIS 

The criteria for determining conformity of transportation programs and plans under the federal 
conformity rule (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93) and the applicable conformity tests for the Maricopa 
County nonattainment and maintenance areas are summarized in this section. The 2009 MAG 
Conformity Analysis will be prepared based on these criteria and tests. Presented first is a review 
of the development of the applicable conformity rule and guidance procedures, followed by a 
summary of conformity rtLle requirements, air quality designation status, conformity test 
requirements, and analysis years. 

A-I 



FEDERAL AND STATE CONFORMITY RULES 

Clean Air Act Amendments 

Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act (CAA, 1990) requires that Federal agencies and Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations (MPOs) not approve any transportation project, program, or plan which does 
not conform with the approved State Implementation Plan (SIP). The 1990 amendments to the Clean 
Air Act expanded Section 176(c) to more explicitly define conformity to an implementation plan to 
mean: 

Conformity to the plan's purpose ofeliminatillg or reducing tIle severity and nllmber 
ofviolations ofthe national ambient air quality standards and achieving expeditious 
attainment of such standards; and that such activities will not (i) cause or contribute 
to any new violation of any standard in allY area; (ii) increase the frequency or 
severity of any existing violation of any standard in any area; or (iii) delay timely 
attainment of any standard or any required interim emission reductions or other 
milestones in any area. 

The expallded Section 176(c) also provided conditions for approval of transportation plans, 
programs, and projects; requirements that the Environmental Protection Agency promulgate 
confornlity determination criteria alld procedures no later than November 15, 1991; and a 
requirement that States submit their conformity procedures to EPA by November 15, 1992. TIle 
initial November 15,1991 deadline for confoffility criteria and procedures was not met by EPA. 

Federal Rule 

Supplemental interim conformity guidance was issued on Jllne 7, 1991 (EPA/DOT, 1991a and 
1991 b) for carbon monoxide, ozone, and particulate matter less than or equal to tell microns in 
diameter. The applicable period of tIlis guidance was designated as Pllase 1 of the interinl period. 
EPA subsequently promulgated the Conformity Final Rule, in the November 24, 1993 Federal 
Register (EPA, 1993). The Rule became effective on December 27, 1993. The federal 
Transportation Conformity Final Rule has been revised several times since its initial release. The 
first set ofamendments, finalized on August 7, 1995, (EPA, 1995a) aligned the dates ofconformity 
lapses due to SIP failures with the application of Clean Air Act highway sanctions for certain ozone 
areas and all areas with disapproved SIPs with a protective finding. 

The second set ofamendments was finalized on November 14,1995 (EPA, 1995b). This set allowed 
any transportation control measure (TCM) from an approved SIP to proceed during a conformity 
lapse, and aligned the date of conformity lapses with the date of application of Clean Air Act 
higllway sanctions for any failure to submit or submissions of an incomplete control strategy SIP. 
The second set also corrected the nitrogen oxides provisions of the transportation conformity rule 
consistent with the Clean Air Act and previous commitments made by EPA. Finally, the 
amendments extended the grace period for areas to determine conformity to a submitted control 
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strategy SIP, and established a grace period for determining cOllformity on transportation plans and 
programs in recently desigllated nonattainment areas. This grace period was later overturned in 
Sierra Club v. EPA in Novenlber 1997. 

The third set of amendments was finalized August 15, 1997 (EPA, 1997a). These amelldments 
streamlined the conformity process by eliminating the reliance on the classification systenl of"Phase 
II interim period," "transitional period," "control strategy period," and "maintenance period" to 
determine whether the budget test and/or emission reduction tests apply. The amendments also 
changed the time periods during which the budget test and the "Build/No Build" test are required. 

To incorporate provisions from the Sierra Club v. EPA court decision, EPA promlLlgated an 
anlendment to the transportation conformity rule on April 10, 2000 that eliminated a one-year grace 
period for llew nonattainment areas before conformity applies (EPA, 2000a). Then on 
August 6, 2002, the EPA promulgated an amendment to the transportation conformity rule which 
requires conformity to be determined within 18 mOllths of the effective date of the EPA Federal 
Register llotice on an budget adequacy finding in an initial SIP submissioll and established a one­
year grace period before conformity is required in areas that are designated nonattainment for a given 
air quality standard for the first time (EPA, 2002b). 

On July 1, 2004, EPA published the final rule, Transportation Conformity Rule Amendments for the 
New Eight-Hour Ozone and PM-2.5 National Ambient Air Quality Standards and Miscellaneous 
Revisions for Existing Areas; Transportation Conformity Rule Amendments - Response to Court 
Decision and Additional Rule Changes (EPA, 2004a). The rule describes transportation conformity 
requirements for the new eight-llour ozone and fine particulate matter (PM-2.5) standards. The rule 
also incorporates existing EPA and United States Departnlent of Transportation (U.S. DOT) 
guidance that implenlents the March 2, 1999, court decision and provides revisions that clarify the 
existing regulation and improve its implementation. On July 20, 2004, EPA issued a Federal 
Register notice that corrects two errors in the preamble to the July 1, 2004 final rule. 

On February 14,2006, EPA alld U.S. DOT jointly issued guidance on the implementation of tile 
transportation conformity-related provisions from the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). The transportation bill, which 
became law on August 10,2005, made several changes to the transportation conformity provisions 
in Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act. On January 24,2008, EPA issued a final rule on the 
transportation conformity amendments to implement the conformity provisions contained in 
SAFETEA-LU (EPA, 2008b). A summary of the key conformity provisions are: 

•	 Additional time is provided for areas to redetermine conformity of existing transportation 
plans and programs from 18 months to two years after tIle date that EPA finds a motor 
vehicle emissions budget to be adequate or approves an implementation plan that establishes 
a motor vehicle emissions budget, or when EPA pronlulgates an implementation plan that 
establishes or revises a motor vehicle emissions budget. 
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•	 The requirement for frequency ofconformity determinations on updated transportation plans 
and programs is changed from three to four years, except when the MPO elects to update a 
transportation plan or program more frequently, or when the MPO is required to determine 
conformity after EPA finds a motor vehicle emissions budget to be adequate or approves an 
implementation plan that establislles a motor vehicle emissions budget, or when EPA 
promulgates an implementatio11 plan that establishes or revises a motor vehicle emissions 
budget. 

•	 Confornlity determinations for transportation plans shall include the final year of the 
transportation plan as a horizon year, or optionally, after C011sultation with the air pollution 
control agency and the public and consideration ofconlments, the MPO may elect the longest 
ofthe following periods: the first 1O-year period ofthe transportation plan; the latest year in 
the implementation plan that contains a motor vehicle emissions budget; the year after the 
completion date of a regionally significant project if the project is included in the 
transportation improvement program or the project requires approval before the subsequent 
conformity determination. 

In addition, if the MPO elects to determine conformity for a period less than the last horizon 
year of the transportation plan, the conformity determination must include a regional 
emissions a11alysis for the last year of the transportation plan aIld for any year shown to 
exceed emission budgets from a previous conformity determination, for information only. 
The analysis years selected for the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis are described later in this 
section, and include the last year of the MAG Regional Transportation Plan 2009 Update. 

•	 Allows the substitution of transportation control measures in an implementation plan that 
achieve eqllivalent or greater emissions reductions than the control measure to be replaced 
and that are consistent with the schedule provided for control measures in the plan. The 
substitution or addition of a transportation control measure shall not require a new 
conformity determination for the transportation plan or a revision ofthe implementation plan. 

•	 An additional 12 month grace period is provided after a missed deadline before conformity 
lapses 011 a transportation plan or program. This provision applies to two types ofconformity 
determination deadlines: the deadline resulting from the reqllirementto determine conformity 
for the transportation plan and program at regular intervals and the deadlines resulting from 
the requirement for a conformity redetermination within two years of an EPA action 
approving or finding a motor vellicle enlissions budget adequate. 

•	 Requires a conformity SIP amendment addressing requirements from Title 40 CFR sections 
93.105, 93 .122(a)(4)(ii), and 93 .125(c) ofthe federal transportation conformity regulations. 

In addition, on AprilS, 2006 EPA rules became effective for establishing criteria for determining 
which transportation projects must be analyzed for particulate emissions impacts in PM-2.5 and 
PM-10 nonattainment and maintenance areas. 
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State Rule 

State rules for transportation conformity were adopted on April 12, 1995, by the Arizona Department 
ofEnvironmental Quality (ADEQ), in response to requirements in Section 176(c)(4)(C) ofthe Clean 
Air Act as amended in 1990 (ADEQ, 1995). These rules became effective upon their certification 
by the Arizona Attorney General on June 15, 1995 and, as required by the federal conformity rule, 
were submitted to EPA as a revision to the State transportation conformity SIP. 

To date, a State transportation conformity SIP has not received approval by EPA. Section 51.390(b) 
of the federal conformity rule states: "Following EPA approval of the State conformity provisiollS 
(or a portion thereot) in a revision to the applicable implementation plan, conformity determinations 
would be governed by the approved (or approved portion ofthe) State criteria and procedures." The 
federal transportation conformity rule therefore still governs, as a transportation conformity SIP has 
not yet been approved for this area. 

The State rule specifies that MPOs (i.e., MAG, for this region) must develop specific conformity 
guidance and consultation procedures and processes. MAG has developed and adopted two 
conformity gllidance documents to meet State requirements. MAG developed the "Transportation 
Conformity Gllidance and Procedures" document, wllich was adopted initially on 
September 27, 1995 by the MAG Regional Council. TIle doclffilent was revised by the MAG 
Regiollal Council on March 27, 1996 (MAG, 1996b). This guidance document addresses both the 
determination of"regiollal significance" status for individual traIlsportation projects, and tIle process 
by which regionally significant projects may be approved. 

MAG also developed the "Conformity Consultation Processes" document, which was adopted on 
February 28, 1996 by the MAG Regional Council (MAG, 1996a). This guidance document details 
the public and interagency consultation processes to be used in tIle developnlent of regional 
transportation plans, programs, and projects within the Maricopa County nonattainment area. 

Case Law 

On November 14,1997, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia issued an opinion 
in Sierra Club v. EPA involving the 1995 transportation conformity amendment that allowed new 
nonattainment areas a one-year grace period. Under this ruling, conformity applied as soon as an 
area was designated nonattainment. The EPA issued a final rule on April 10, 2000 ill the Federal 
Register deleting 40 CFR 93.1 02(d) that allowed the grace period for new nonattainnlent areas 
(EPA,2000a). Then, on October 27,2000, the FY 2001 EPA Appropriations bill illcluded an 
amendment to Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act that adds the one-year grace period to the 
statutory language. 

On March 2, 1999, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia issued an opinion in 
Environmental Defense Fund v. EPA involving the 1997 transportation conformity amendments. 
In general, the court struck down 40 CFR 93 .120(a)(2) which permitted a 120-day grace period after 
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disapproval of a SIP; determined that the EPA must approve a "safety margin" prior to its use for 
conformity in 40 CFR 93 .124(b); concluded that a submitted SIP budget must be found by EPA to 
be adequate, based on criteria found in 40 CFR 93 .118(e)(4) before it can be used in a conformity 
determination; and ended a provision that allowed "grandfathered" projects to proceed during a 
conformity lapse. 

Following the court ruling, the EPA and u.S. DOT issued guidance to address implementation of 
conformity reqllirements based on the court findings. The EPA issued guidance contained in a 
May 14, 1999 memorandum (EPA, 1999b). In addition, the u.S. DOT issued gllidance on 
June 18, 1999 that incorporates all u.S. DOT guidance in response to the court decision in a single 
document (U.S. DOT, 1999). On July 1,2004, transportation confoffility rule amendments were 
published in the Federal Register to incorporate provisions of the Environmental Defense Fund v. 
EPA court decision. 

On October 20, 2006, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia filed an opinion 
vacating a provision of the transportation conformity rule at 40 CFR 93.109(e)(2)(v) that allowed 
areas to use the interim emission tests instead of the one-Ilour budgets. All other provisions 
regarding the use of the illterim enlissions tests renlain unaffected by the court decision. Table A-I 
summarizes the criteria for conformity determinations for transportation projects, programs, and 
plans, as specified in amendments to the federal conformity rule. 

CONFORMITY RULE REQUIREMENTS 

The federal reglLlations identify general criteria and procedures that apply to all transportation 
conformity determinations, regardless ofpollutant and implementation plan status. These include: 

1)	 Conformity Tests - Sections 93.118 and 93.119 specify emission tests (budget and interim 
emissions) that the TIP and RTP must satisfy in order for a determination of conformity to 
be found. The final transportation conformity rule issued in January 2008 requires a 
submitted SIP motor vehicle emissions budget to be affirmed as adequate by EPA prior to 
use for making conformity determinations. The budget must be used on or after the effective 
date of EPA's finding of adequacy. 

2)	 Methods / Modeling: 

Latest Planning Assumptions - Section 93.110 specifies that conformity determinations 
must be based upon the most recent plaruling assumptions in force at the time the conformity 
analysis begins, which is "the point at which the MPO or otller designated agency begins to 
model the impact ofthe proposed transportation plan or TIP on travel and/or emissions. New 
data that becomes available after an analysis begins is required to be used in the conformity 
determination only ifa significant delay in the analysis has occurred, as determined through 
interagency consultation." (EPA, 2008b) This section of the conformity rule also requires 
reasonable assumptions to be made regarding transit service and changes in projected fares. 
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TABLE A-I
 
CONFORMITY CRITERIA FROM THE FINAL RULE
 

Applicability Pollutant Section Requirement 

All Actions at 
All Times 

CO, Ozone, PM-I0 93.110 

93.111 

Latest Planning Assumptions 

Latest Emissions Model 

93.112 Consultation 

Transportation 
Plan (RTP) 

TIP 

CO, Ozone, PM-I0 

CO, Ozone, PM-I0 

93.113(b) 

93.118 
and/or 
93.119 
93.113(c) 

TCMs 

Emissions Budget and/or Interim 
Emissions 

TCMs 

Project (From a 
Conforming Plan 
and TIP) 

CO, Ozone, PM-I0 

93.118 
and/or 
93.119 

93.114 

93.115 

Emissions Budget and/or Interim 
Emissions 

Currently Conforming Plan and TIP 

Project From a Conforming Plan and TIP 

CO andPM-I0 93.116 CO, PM-I0, and PM-2.5 Hot-Spots 

PM-I0 93.117 PM-I0 and PM-2.5 Control Measures 

Project (Not 
From a Conform­
ing Plan or TIP) 

CO, Ozone, PM-I0 93.113(d) 

93.114 

TCMs 

Currently Conforming Plan and TIP 

CO andPM-I0 93.116 CO, PM-I0, and PM-2.5 Hot-Spots 

PM-I0 93.117 PM-I0 and PM-2.5 Control Measures 

CO, Ozone, PM-I0 93.118 
and/or 
93.119 

Emissions Budget and/or Interim 
Emissions 

Source: Adapted from (EPA, 1997a) and (EPA, 2004a), Section 93.109(b), "Table 1 - Conformity 
Criteria". 
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Latest Emissions Models - Section 93.111 requires that the latest emission estimation 
models specified for use in SIPs must be used for the conformity analysis. 

3)	 Timely Implementation ofTCMs - Section 93.113 provides a detailed description of the 
steps necessary to demonstrate that the TIP and RTP are providing for the timely 
implementation of TCMs, as well as demonstrate that the plan and/or program is not 
interfering with this implementation. 

4)	 Consultation - Section 93.105 requires that the conformity determination be made in 
accordance witll the consultation procedures outlined in the federal regulations. These 
include: 

•	 MAG is required to provide reasonable opportunity for consultation with local air quality 
alld transportation agencies, state air and transportation agencies, and the u.S. DOT and 
EPA (Section 93.105(b)(I)). 

•	 MAG is required to establish a proactive public involvement process which provides 
opportunity for public review and comment prior to taking formal action on a conformity 
determination (Section 93.105(e)). 

Under the interagency consultation procedures, the RTP is prepared by MAG staff with 
gllidance from the MAG Transportation Policy Committee, tIle MAG Management 
Committee, and tIle MAG Regional Council. Copies ofthe final Draft are provided to MAG 
member agencies and others, including the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), Arizona Department ofTransportation (ADOT), ADEQ, 
Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA), City of Phoenix Public Transit 
Department, Pinal County Air Quality Control District (PCAQCD), Central Arizolla 
Association ofGovemments (CAAG), Maricopa County Air Quality Department (MCAQD), 
and EPA. TIle RTP is required to be publicly available and an opportunity for public review 
and comment is provided. 

The TIP is prepared by MAG staff with the assistance of the MAG modal committees, 
Transportation Review Committee, and Transportation Policy Committee. Copies of the 
Draft TIP are provided to MAG member agencies and others, including FTA, FHWA, 
ADOT, ADEQ, RPTA, City of Phoenix Public Transit Department, MCAQD, CAAG, 
PCAQCD, and EPA for review. As with the RTP, tIle TIP is reqllired to be publicly 
available and an opportunity for public review and comment is provided. 
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AIR QUALITY DESIGNATIONS 

Portions of Maricopa County are currently designated as nonattainment or maintenance for the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for carbon monoxide (CO), eight-hour ozone, 
and particulate matter less than or equal to ten microns in diameter (PM-l 0). Air quality plans have 
been prepared to address carbon monoxide, one-hour ozone, eight-hour ozone, and PM-I0: 

•	 The Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Carbon Monoxide Plan, reflecting the repeal ofthe 
remote sensing program by the Arizona Legislature in 2000, was submitted to EPA in 
March 2001 and approved by EPA effective April 8,2005; 

•	 The Carbon Monoxide Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan for the Maricopa 
County Nonattainment Area was submitted to EPA in Jllne 2003 alld approved by EPA 
effective April 8, 2005; 

•	 The EPA approved and promulgated a Revised 1998 15 Percent Rate ofProgress Plan for 
Ozone (Revised ROP FIP) for the Maricopa County nonattainment area, effective 
August 5, 1999; 

•	 The Serious Area Ozone State Implementation Plan for Maricopa County was prepared 
by ADEQ and submitted to EPA in December 2000 to meet the Serious Area 
requirements. No budget is contained ill the Serious Area Ozone Plan. EPA approved the 
Serious Area Ozone Plan, effective June 14,2005; 

•	 The One-Hour Ozone Redesignation Request alld Maintenance Plan for tIle Maricopa 
County Nonattainment Area was submitted to EPA ill May 2004 and approved by EPA 
effective Jllne 14, 2005; 

•	 The MAG Eight-Hollr Ozolle Plan for the Maricopa Nonattainment Area was submitted 
to EPA by June 15,2007; 

•	 The Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM-10 was submitted to EPA 
in February 2000 and approved by EPA effective August 26, 2002; and 

•	 The MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-I0 for the Maricopa County Nonattainment 
Area was submitted to EPA by December 31, 2007. 

•	 The MAG Eight-Hour Ozone Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan for the 
Maricopa Nonattainment Area was submitted to EPA in March 2009. 

The boundaries of the nonattainment and maintenance areas are identified below, followed by a 
sumnlary of the attainment status for each pollutant for the Maricopa County region. 
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Nonattainment and Maintenance Boundaries 

Nonattainment and maintenance areas in Maricopa County are shown in Figure A-I. The carbon 
monoxide maintenance boundary, encompasses 1,814 square miles (approximately 20 percent) of 
the county. This boundary was originally specified in 1974. 

On March 9, 2005, EPA published a final rule redesignating portions of Maricopa County to 
attainment for carbon monoxide and also removed the Gila River Indian Community from the 
Maricopa County maintellance area, effective April 8, 2005 (EPA, 2005a). 

Portions oftile Maricopa COllnty area, including the Gila River Indian Community, were designated 
nonattainment for one-hour ozone in September 1979. On June 14, 2005, EPA redesignated the area 
to attainment for one-hour ozone. The associated designations and classifications for the one-hour 
standard were revoked on June 15,2005. On November 10,2005, EPA published a direct final rule 
to correct the boundary of the Phoenix metropolitan one-hour ozone nonattainment area to exclude 
a portion of the Gila River Indian Community, effective January 9,2006. 

On April 15, 2004, EPA designated an eight-hollr ozone nonattainment area located nlainly in 
Maricopa County and Apache Junction in Pinal County. On April 30, 2004, EPA published the air 
quality designations and classifications for the eight-hour ozone standard that includes TIN, R8E 
and sections 1 through 12 ofTIS, R8E in Pinal County (EPA, 2004b). As Sl10wn in Figure A-I, the 
eigllt-hour boundary excludes the Gila River Indian Community. The eight-hour ozone 
nonattainment area covers approximately 4,880 square miles. 

Following promulgation of the PM-10 standard in 1987, EPA identified a larger PM-10 
nonattainment area in 1990. The PM-10 nonattainment area encompasses 2,916 square miles, 
consisting ofa 48 by 60 mile rectangular grid encompassing eastern Maricopa County, plus a six by 
six mile section that includes a portion of the City of Apache Junction in Pinal County. 

Attainment Status 

Following the requirements of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, EPA initially classified the 
MAG region as a "Moderate" nonattainment area for the eight-hour CO standard, with a design value 
of 12.6 parts per million (ppm), exceeding the CllITent NAAQS of9.0 ppnl. The standard was not 
achieved by the Clean Air Act deadline of December 31, 1995. The area was reclassified to 
"Serious" by operation oflaw in July 1996, with an effective date ofAugust 28, 1996 (EPA, 1996b). 
The new carbon nl0noxide attainment date was December 31,2000. No violations of the carbon 
monoxide standard have occurred since 1996. The State, in a July 23, 1999 letter, requested a carbon 
monoxide attainment determination from the EPA. 

In June 2003, the MAG Carbon Monoxide Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan for the 
Maricopa County Nonattainment Area was submitted to EPA. The CO Maintenance Plan 
demonstrated that all Clean Air Act requirements had been met and requested that EPA redesignate 
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the area to attainment for carbon monoxide. On September 22, 2003, EPA published a final 
attainment determination for the carbon monoxide standard (EPA, 2003). On March 9, 2005, EPA 
published the final rule in the Federal Register approving the Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area 
Carbon Monoxide Plan and the Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan, effective April 8, 2005 (EPA, 
2005a). 

Under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, the Maricopa County nonattainment area was classified 
as "Moderate" for the one-hour ozone standard. The standard was not achieved by the deadline of 
November 19, 1996. On November 6, 1997, EPA reclassified the area to "Serious" for ozone 
(EPA, 1997b), effective February 13, 1998 (EPA, 1998). The new ozone attainment date was 
November 19, 1999. Prior to EPA's revocation of the one-hollr ozone standard in 2005, no 
violations of the standard had occurred since 1996. The State, in a February 21, 2000 letter, 
requested an ozone attainment determination. On May 30, 2001, the Environmental Protection 
Agency published a final attainment detemlination for the one-hour ozone standard (EPA, 2001a). 

The MAG One-Hour Ozone Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan for the Maricopa County 
Nonattainment Area was submitted to EPA in May 2004. The MAG One-Hour Ozone Maintenance 
Plan demonstrated that all Clean Air Act requirements had been met and requested that EPA 
redesignate the area to attainment for one-hour ozone. On June 14,2005, EPA published the final 
rule ill the Federal Register approving the Olle-Hour Ozone Maintenance Plan and redesignating the 
one-hour ozone area to attainment (EPA, 2005b). EPA revoked the one-hollr ozone standard on 
June 15,2005. 

On April 30, 2004, EPA published the final rule designating eight-Ilour ozone nonattainment areas, 
effective June 15, 2004. The eight-hour ozone nonattainment area in Maricopa and Pinal Counties 
is classified under Section D, Subpart 1, of the Clean Air Act referred to as "Basic" nonattainment, 
with an attainment date ofJune 15, 2009. The bOllndary ofthe eight-hour OZOlle nonattainment area 
is shown in Figure A-I. The MAG 2007 Eight-Hollr OZOlle Plan for the Maricopa Nonattainment 
Area was submitted to tIle EPA by June 15,2007. The MAG Eight-Hour Ozone Redesignation 
Request and Maintenance Plan for the Maricopa Nonattainment Area was subnlitted to EPA in 
March 2009. 

Under Section 107(d)(4) ofthe 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, the PM-10 nonattainment area was 
initially classified as "Moderate," with an attainment deadline ofDecember 31, 1994. The standard 
was not achieved by this date. EPA reclassified the region to "Serious" in May 1996, with an 
effective date of Jllne 10, 1996 (EPA, 1996a). The new attainment date for PM-I0 was 
Decenlber 31,2001 for Serious areas; however the Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan 
for PM-1 0 for the Maricopa County Nonattainnlent Area contained a request to extend the attainment 
date to December 31, 2006, as allowed in the Clean Air Act Amendments (MAG 2000a). In the 
July 25, 2002 Federal Register, the Environmental Protection Agency published the final approval 
ofthe Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Plan for PM-l 0, including the request to extend 
the attainment date to December 31, 2006. 
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On May 25, 2007, EPA issued a final rule finding that tIle Maricopa County nonattainment area did 
not attain the PM-10 standard by December 31,2006. In accordance with Section 189(d) of the 
Clean Air Act, MAG prepared a Five Percent Plan for PM-10 that was submitted to EPA by 
December 31,2007 (MAG, 2007b). 

In addition, on July 18, 1997 EPA promulgated federal air quality standards for PM-2.5. On 
January 5,2005, EPA published a notice designating the region as an attainment area for PM-2.5, 
effective AprilS, 2005. 

CONFORMITY TEST REQUIREMENTS 

Specific conformity test requirements established for the carbon monoxide maintenance area and the 
eight-hour ozone and PM-10 nonattainment areas are summarized below. The Carbon Monoxide 
Redesignatioll Request and Maintenance Plan, submitted to EPA in June 2003, contained 2006 and 
2015 emissions budgets for carbon monoxide. These carbon monoxide budgets were found to be 
adequate by EPA on September 29,2003. On March 9,2005, EPA published the final rule in the 
Federal Register approving the Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan, including the emissions 
budgets, effective April 8, 2005. 

The MAG Eight-HotIT Ozone Plan, submitted to EPA by June 15,2007, contained 2008 conformity 
budgets for the ozone precursors, VOC and NOx. These enlission budgets were fotlnd to be 
adequate by EPA, effective Novenlber 9,2007. 

The MAG Eight-Hour Ozone Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan was submitted to EPA 
in March 2009. The maintenance plan established 2025 conformity budgets for VOC and NOx. It 
is anticipated that EPA will find these budgets to be adequate in time for their use in the 2009 MAG 
Conformity Allalysis. The 2025 conformity budgets for ozone precursors will be utilized in addition 
to tIle 2008 budgets established by the MAG 2007 Eight-Hour Ozolle Plan. 

The MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-10 was submitted to EPA by December 31,2007. This 
plan established a PM-10 conformity budget for the attainment year of20 1o. The conformity budget 
was found to be adequate by EPA on July 1,2008. 

The descriptions of the conformity tests that will be performed for carbon monoxide, eight-hour 
ozone, and PM-10, as part of the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis, are detailed below. 

Carbon Monoxide 

The MAG 1999 Serious Area Carbon Monoxide Plan for the Maricopa County Nonattainmellt Area 
was submitted to the EPA in July 1999 (MAG, 1999). The MAG 1999 Serious Area Carbon 
Monoxide Plan used the required EPA emissions nlodel to assess the emission reduction measures 
required to demonstrate attail1ffient and established a CO emissions budget of411.6 metric tons per 
day for 2000 for the modeled area. The EPA issued a notice of adequacy effective 
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December 14, 1999 in the Federal Register finding that the submitted CO motor vehicle emissions 
budget contained in the MAG 1999 Serious Area Carbon MOlloxide Plan for the Maricopa County 
Nonattainment Area was adequate for transportation conformity purposes (EPA, 1999a). 

The Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Carbon Monoxide Plan for the Maricopa County 
Nonattainment Area was submitted to the EPA in March 2001 (MAG,2001a). The Revised Plan 
reflected the repeal of the Random Onroad Testing Requirements (Remote Sensing Program) from 
the Vehicle Emissions Inspection Program by the Arizona Legislatllre in 2000. The Revised Plan 
used the reqllired EPA emissions model to assess the emission reduction measures required to 
demonstrate attainment and established a CO emissions budget of412.2 nletric tOllS per day for 2000 
for the modeled area. The EPA issued a notice of adequacy in the Federal Register on 
October 17, 2001, finding that the subnlitted CO motor vehicle emissions budget cOlltained in the 
Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Carbon Monoxide Plan for the Maricopa COUllty Nonattainment 
Area was adequate for transportation conformity purposes (EPA, 2001b). The new conformity 
budget for CO of 412.2 metric tons per day replaced the previous budget of 411.6 metric tons per 
day. 

In Jllne 2003, the Carbon Monoxide Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan was submitted 
to EPA (MAG, 2003). The CO Maintenance Plan used the EPA-approved MOBILE6 emissions 
model to develop a 2006 emissiollS budget for carbon monoxide of 699.7 metric tons per day and 
a 2015 budget of 662.9 metric tons per day. EPA found the 2006 and 2015 budgets to be adequate 
for confoffility purposes, effective October 14, 2003. The 2006 budget applies to horizon years from 
2006 through 2014 and the 2015 budget, to horizon years after 2014. The regional emissions 
analysis projected for the TIP and RTP must be less than or equal to these budgets. 

On September 22, 2003, EPA published a final attainment determination for the carbon monoxide 
standard (EPA, 2003). 111 additioll, on March 9, 2005, EPA published the final rule in the Federal 
Register approving the Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Carbon Monoxide Plan alld the MAG 
Carbon Monoxide Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan as part of the redesignation of 
Maricopa County to an attailnnent area for carbon monoxide, effective April 8, 2005 (EPA, 2005a). 

Eight-Hour Ozone 

This section discusses the conformity test requirements for the Maricopa nonattainment area for 
eight-hour ozone (EPA, 2008b). Ozone is a secondary polilltant, generated by chemical reactions 
in the atmosphere involving volatile organic compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx). The 
Eight-Hollr Ozone Plall for the MaricopaNonattainment Area (MAG, 2007a) establishes conformity 
budgets for VOC and NOx in the modeled attainment year of 2008. The 2008 emissions budgets 
for the eight-hour ozone nonattainment area are 67.9 metric tOllS per day for VOC and 138.2 nletric 
tons per day for NOx. EPA published a Federal Register notice finding tllese budgets to be 
adequate, effective November 9, 2007. The MAG Eight-Hour Ozone Redesignation Request and 
Maintenance Plan for the Maricopa Nonattainment Area (MAG, 2009a) was submitted to EPA in 
March 2009. The Maintenance Plan establishes conformity budgets for VOC and NOx in the 
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modeled maintenance year of 2025. The 2025 enlissions budgets for the eight-hour ozone 
nonattainment area are 43.8 metric tons per day for VOC and 101.8 metric tons per day for NOx. 
It is anticipated that EPA will publish a Federal Register notice finding these new ozone precursor 
budgets to be adequate prior to the completion of the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis. After the 
2025 maintenance budgets are found to be adequate, both the 2008 and 2025 budgets for VOC and 
NOx will be used in subsequent conformity analyses. 

PM-IO 

As required by Clean Air Act Sectioll 189(d), the MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-IO was 
subnlitted to EPA by December 31, 2007. The Plan established a PM-10 emissions budget for 
onroad mobile sources in the modeled attainment year of20IO. The 2010 conformity budget for 
PM-lOin the Plan is 103.3 metric tons per day for the PM-I 0 nonattainment area. EPA published 
a Federal Register notice finding the PM-I 0 budget to be adequate, effective July 1, 2008. 

Section 93. 122(e)(2) of the federal conformity rule requires that PM-IO from construction-related 
fugitive dust be included in the regional PM-10 emissions analysis, if it is identified as a contributor 
to the nonattainment problem in a PM-I 0 plan. The motor vehicle emissions budget established in 
the MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-IO includes vehicle exhaust, tire wear, brake wear, 
reentrained dust from travel on paved roads, travel on unpaved roads, and road construction. 
Therefore, emissiollS from road construction will be included ill the PM-10 estimates developed for 
this conformity analysis. 

ANALYSIS YEARS 

In selecting analysis years, the conformity rule requires that: (1) if the attainment year is in the time 
frame of the transportation plan, it nlust be modeled; (2) the last year forecast in the transportation 
plan must be an analysis year; and (3) analysis years may not be more than ten years apart. For the 
2009 MAG Conformity Analysis, ol1foad mobile source emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), 
volatile organic compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and PM-IO will be estimated for the 
analysis years 2010, 2015, 2025, and 2030. 

The year 2010 will be modeled for PM-10, because it is the attainment year in the Five Percent Plan 
for PM-IO (MAG, 2007b). The year 2010 will also be modeled for CO, VOC, and NOx, because 
it is less than ten years from the 2002 base year for the transportation models. The year 2015 will 
be modeled for CO, because there is an EPA-approved emissions budget for the maintenance year 
of2015 ill tIle Carbon Monoxide Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan (MAG, 2003). The 
year 2015 will also be modeled for VOC, NOx, and PM-IO, because it is all intermediate year that 
meets tIle federal conformity requirement tllat analysis years be no more than ten years apart. The 
year 2025 will be modeled for VOC alld NOx, because it is the mailltenance year in the Eight-Hour 
Ozone Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan (MAG, 2009a). The year 2025 will also be 
modeled for CO and PM-IO, because it is an intermediate year that meets the federal conformity 
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requirement that analysis years be no more than ten years apart. The year 2030 will be modeled for 
all polilltants, since it is the last year of the Regional Transportation Plan. 

II. LATEST PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS 

The Clean Air Act states that "the determination of conformity shall be based on the most recent 
estinlates of emissions, and such estinlates shall be determined from the most recent population, 
employment, travel, and congestion estinlates as determined by the MPO or other agency authorized 
to nlake such estimates." On January 18,2001, the u.s. DOT issued guidance developed jointly 
with EPA to provide additional clarification concerning the use of latest planning assumptions in 
conformity determinations (U.S. DOT, 2001). In December 2008, EPA published revisions to the 
2001 guidance entitled, "Guidance for the Use of Latest Planning Assumptions in Transportation 
Conformity Determinations" (EPA, 2008c). 

Key elements of this guidance are identified below: 

•	 Areas are strongly encouraged to review and strive towards regular five-year updates of 
planning assumptions, especially population, employment and vehicle registration 
assumptions. 

•	 The latest planning assumptions must be derived from the population, enlployment, 
travel and congestion estimates that have been most recently developed by the MPO (or 
other agency authorized to make such estimates) and approved by the MPO. 

•	 Conformity determinations that are based on information that is older than five years 
should include written justification for not using more recent information. For areas 
where updates are appropriate, the conformity determination should include an 
anticipated schedule for updating assumptions. 

The latest planning assumptions proposed for use in the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis are 
summarized in Table A-3. The methodology and scheduled updates for the planning assllmptions 
are discussed below. 

The latest conformity regulatiolls (EPA, 2008b) indicate that "tIle conformity determination... must 
be based upon the most recent planning assumptions in force at the time the conformity analysis 
begins...as determined through the interagency consultation process." It is proposed that the "time 
that the conformity analysis begins" will be the day that the first traffic assignment (i.e., 2010,2015, 
2025, or 2030) has been submitted for travel denland modeling for the 2009 MAG Conformity 
Analysis. The latest planning assumptions and emissions models to be used are summarized in 
Table A-3. 
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TABLEA-3
 
LATEST PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS FOR MAG CONFORMITY DETERMINATIONS
 

Assumption Source MAG Models Next Scheduled Update 

Population and 
Employment 

Under Governor's Executive Order 95-2, official County projections are 
updated every 5 years after a census. These official projections must be 
used by all agencies for planning purposes. Following the release of 
2005 U.S. Census Survey data in June 2006, the Arizona Department of 
Economic Security (DES) prepared a new set of Maricopa County 
projections. MAG has also developed a set of employment projections 
for Maricopa County that are consistent with the DES population 
projections. The MAG Regional Council approved subcounty 
socioeconomic projections consistent with the 2005 Census Survey in 
May 2007. 

DRAMIEMPAL; 
SAM-1M 

Official Maricopa County socioeconomic 
projections based on Arizona Department of 
Commerce (DOC) county projections may be 
approved by the MAG Regional Council after 
the 2010 U.S. Census. 

Traffic Counts Transportation models were re-validated in 2009 using approximately 
2,200 traffic counts collected in 2006-2008. 

TransCAD Region-wide traffic counts are typically 
collected by MAG every 2-4 years, if funds are 
available. 

Vehicle Miles 
of Travel 

Transportation models were re-calibrated in 2006 using the 2001 home 
interview survey and a 2001 on-board bus survey. The base year for the 
calibration ofthe transportation models was 2002. Partial re-calibration 
ofthe models were conducted in 2008-2009 based on the 2007 on-board 
bus survey. 

TransCAD The FY 2008 Unified Planning Work Program 
(UPWP) contained $300,000 for an External 
Travel Survey and $750,000 for a Household 
Travel Survey. When available, these data will 
be used to re-calibrate the transportation models. 

Speeds Transportation models were validated in 2009 using survey data on peak 
and off-peak highway speeds collected in 2007. 

TransCAD Travel speed studies are conducted periodically 
to validate the transportation models. 

Vehicle 
Registrations 

July 2008 vehicle registrations were provided by ADOT. MOBILE6.2 When newer data become available from ADO 
in MOBILE6 format. 

Implementation 
Measures 

Latest implementation status of commitments in prior SIPs. N/A Updated for every conformity analysis. 
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POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT 

In accordance with the Arizona Governor's Executive Order 95-2, the population projections used 
for all State agency planning purposes are updated every five years after a decennial or mid-decennial 
census. Following the release of 2005 U.S. Census Survey data in June 2006, the Arizona 
Department of Economic Security (DES) prepared a new set of Maricopa County population 
projections. MAG allocated the DES projections for Maricopa County to TAZs using the 
DRAM/EMPAL and Subarea Allocation Model-Information Manager (SAM-1M) land use models. 
MAG has also used the DRAM/EMPAL and SAM-1M models to develop a set of employment 
projections for Maricopa County that are consistent with the DES population projections. 

The travel and speed estimates for the analysis years in the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis will be 
based on the Maricopa County subcounty population and employment projections that are consistent 
with the 2005 U.S. Census Survey data. These subcounty socioeconomic projections were approved 
by the MAG Regional Council in May 2007. 

Methodology 

DES prepared the official Arizona population projections by cOllnty, using census data as the base. 
MAG used official DES population projections consistent with the 2005 U.S. Census Survey for 
Maricopa COllnty. These population and employment projections for Maricopa County were 
distributed to snlaller geographic areas by MAG using the latest available data and state-of-the-art 
land use models. The nationally-recognized DRAM/EMPAL model was used to allocate county 
projections of households and employment to regional analysis zones (RAZs) based upon the pre­
existing location ofthese activities, land consumption, and transportation system accessibility. The 
allocation of population and employment from RAZs to one-acre grids was accomplished with a 
GIS-based model called SAM-1M which assesses the suitability ofeach grid for development based 
on measures such as adjacent land use, highway access, and proxinlity to other development. 

Population and employment at the one-acre level is aggregated to TAZs using SAM-1M. The 
Maricopa County population and employment control totals were approved by the MAG Regional 
Council in December 2006. The subcounty socioeconomic projections developed with the 
DRAM/EMPAL and SAM-1M models were approved by the MAG Regional Council in May 2007. 

Next Scheduled Update 

In December 2007, the DES Population Statistics Unit was transferred to the Arizona Department 
ofComnlerce (DOC). The next update of the TAZ socioeconomic projections will be based 011 the 
official Arizona Department of Commerce county-level projections, required by Executive Order 
95-2. It is anticipated that the next set of DOC projections will occur after the 2010 U.S. Census. 
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TRAFFIC COUNTS 

The traffic volumes estimated by the travel demand models were validated in 2009, using 
approximately 2,200 traffic counts collected in 2006-2008. Use of the most recent traffic counts to 
validate the models is consistent with the federal conformity guidance which strongly encourages 
areas to update the planning assumptions for network-based travel models at least every five years 
(EPA,2008c). 

Methodology 

MAG uses TransCAD software to perform travel demand nlodeling. TransCAD provides a 
geographic information systems (GIS) interface that facilitates transportation modeling. The MAG 
transportation models follow a traditional four-step process: trip generation, trip distribution, mode 
choice, and traffic/transit assignment. Trip generation determines the number of person trips 
produced and attracted by traffic analysis zone. Trip distribution links the productions and 
attractions by TAZ. The nested logit mode choice model determines the number of person trips 
allocated to automobile and trallsit modes. The nlode choice model is sensitive to highway and 
transit travel tinles, as well as pricing variables such as automobile operating costs, parking costs, 
and transit fares. I-lighway and transit route choice is determined in the assignment step, based on 
operating costs, travel times, and distances. Capacity-restrained traffic assignments are performed 
for the AM peak period, midday, the PM peak period, and nighttime. A feedback loop between 
traffic assignment and trip distribution is utilized to achieve near-equilibrium highway speeds. TIle 
transportation models are documented in the Draft MAG Travel Demand Model Documentation 
(MAG,2009c). 

Next Scheduled Update 

A comprehensive traffic count study was conducted by MAG in 2006-2008. This data was used to 
validate the traffic volumes estimated by the transportation models in 2009. Comprehensive traffic 
counts are typically collected by MAG every 2-4 years, if funding is available. 

VEHICLE MILES OF TRAVEL 

The MAG transportation models were re-calibrated in 2006 based on a 2001household travel survey 
and a 2001 on-board bus survey. The base year for the model calibration was 2002. The models, 
described above, simulate peak and daily traffic volumes on more than 30,000 highway links, as well 
as transit trips on bus and light rail routes. Vehicle miles of travel by link, output by the highway 
assignment process, are input to the emissions models used in conformity. 

Transportation model estimates of vehicle miles of travel (VMT) are validated using actual traffic 
counts. In 2009, the MAG transportation models were validated against approximately 2,200 traffic 
counts collected in 2006-2008. Table A-4 summarizes the validation results by area type for 
freeways and arterials. Both the R-squared (R2

) and Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) statistics 
indicate that there is a good fit between transportation model-estimated 2008 weekday traffic 
volumes and traffic count data collected in 2006-2008. 
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TABLEA-4
 
MODEL-ESTIMATED 2008 WEEKDAY VOLUMES VS. 2006-2008 TRAFFIC COUNTS
 

Freeways and Arterials 

Area Type R2 Ok RMSE 

CBD 0.986 17.1% 

Urban 0.972 30.2°1'<> 

Urban Fringe 0.930 39.3% 

Suburban 0.931 35.1% 

Rural 0.961 34.0°1'<> 

All 0.960 33.9% 
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In previous MAG conformity analyses, travel demand model estimates of VMTs were reconciled 
with the Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) to comply with Section 93 .I22(b) of 
the Transportation Conformity Regulations (EPA, 2008b). The Conformity Regulations require tllat 
regional emissions allalyses in serious, severe, alld extreme ozone nonattainment areas and serious 
carbon monoxide nonattail1ffient areas, with urbanized area populations over 200,000, meet certain 
network-based modeling requirenlents, including reconciliation of modeled VMT with HPMS. 

Due to EPA approval of the MAG Carbon Monoxide and One-Hour Ozone Redesignation Request 
and Maintenance Plans in 2005, the Maricopa area is no longer a Serious nonattainment area for 
carbon monoxide or one-hour ozone. In addition, the Maricopa area is not currently classified as a 
serious, severe or extreme nonattainment area for the 1997 eight-hour ozone standard and has met 
this standard since 2005. The area is unlikely to be designated as a serious, severe or extreme 
nonattainment area for the more stringent 2008 eight-hollr ozone standard of0.075 parts per million, 
because monitored concentrations are only marginally above the new standard. 

Therefore, the reqllirements of Sectioll 93 .I22(b) no longer apply to the Maricopa area and 
reconciliation ofmodeled VMT with HPMS is not required for the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis. 
However, it is important to note that the most recent comparison of model-estimated and HPMS 
VMTs for the travel demand model calibration year of2002 concluded that the VMT estimates for 
the PM-IO nonattainment area were nearly identical and factoring of the model outputs was not 
necessary (MAG, 2007c). 

Next Scheduled Update 

The MAG FY 2008 Unified Planning Work Program programmed $300,000 for an External Travel 
Survey and $750,000 to conduct a Housell0ld Travel Sllrvey. It is anticipated that these survey data 
will become available during the fourth quarter of 2009 and will be utilized to re-calibrate and 
update the transportation models in 2010-2011. 

SPEEDS 

Speeds obtained fronl the capacity-restrained traffic assignments are "fed-back" in the travel demand 
nl0deling chain. The trip distribution, mode choice, and traffic assignment steps of the chaill are 
executed until AM peak period trip tables and link volumes are in equilibrium (root mean square 
error of five percent or less). In addition to vehicle miles of travel, the MAG transportation models 
calculate system performance measures such as vehicle hours oftravel and volume to capacity ratios. 

Periodically, MAG conducts speed studies to compare model-estimated speeds with empirical data. 
The FY 2007 MAG Unified Planning Work Program contained $500,000 to conduct a Regional 
Travel Speed Study. Data from this 2007 speed study were used to validate the speeds estinlated by 
the MAG trallsportation models in 2009, as discussed below. 
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Methodology 

A compariso11 of speeds obtained from tIle MAG 2007 Regional Travel Time and Speed Study 
(MAG, 2008) with 2008 transportation model-estimated speeds is illustrated in Figures A-2 through 
A-5. Observed versus estimated arterial speeds by area type for the AM peak period (6-9 a.m.) and 
off-peak period (9 a.m.-3 p.m.) are shown in Figures A-2 and A-3, respectively. A similar 
comparison for freeway speeds is provided in Figures A-4 and A-5. 

Figures A-2 through A-5 indicate that the model-estimated speeds are in reasonable agreement with 
observed freeway and arterial speeds during the peak a11d off-peak periods. The modeled speeds are 
within fOllr miles per hour of the observed speeds for all facility types and area types, with the 
exception of off-peak speeds 011 freeways. Figure A-5 indicates tllat the model underpredicts off­
peak speeds on freeways by an average ofeleven percent, with the absolute differences ranging from 
two nlph on suburban freeways to thirteen miles per hour on rural freeways. MAG will use the 2007 
Travel Speed Study and ADOT freeway detector data to improve the speed estimates produced by 
the transportation model. It is anticipated that these model improvements will be completed in 2010. 

Next Scheduled Update 

Typically, MAG has conducted travel speed studies every five years and will continue to do so, if 
funding is available. 

VEHICLE REGISTRATIONS 

Vehicle registratio11s for July 2008 are the latest provided to MAG by the Motor Vehicle Division 
ofthe Arizona Department ofTransportation (ADOT). In the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis, the 
July 2008 registrations will be input to MOBILE6 to estimate VOC, NOx, and PM-IO enlissions. 
MOBILE6 will derive the registrations for estimating wintertime CO emissions from the JlLly 2008 
registrations. The vehicle registration data provided by ADOT has bee11 converted to MOBILE6 
format. MAG will use newer vehicle registration data when provided by ADOT in the format 
required by the MOBILE6 emissions model. 

IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES 

In the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis, emissions reduction credit will be assumed for the 
committed measures in the applicable SIPs, including the measures shown in Table A-5. The 
emission reductions assllmed for these committed meaSllres will reflect the latest implementation 
status of all nleaSllres for which emission reduction credits were assumed in the applicable SIPs. 
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FIGUREA-2
 
OBSERVED VS. ESTIMATED AM PEAK SPEEDS ON ARTERIALS
 

FIGUREA-3
 
OBSERVED VS. ESTIMATED OFF-PEAK SPEEDS ON ARTERIALS
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FIGURE A-4
 
OBSERVED VS. ESTIMATED AM PEAK SPEEDS ON FREEWAYS
 

FIGURE A-5
 
OBSERVED VS. ESTIMATED OFF-PEAK SPEEDS ON FREEWAYS
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TABLEA-5
 
COMMITTED MEASURES ASSUMED IN THE 2009 MAG CONFORMITY ANALYSIS
 

Measure # Reference MeaSllre Descriptiol1 Pollutant(s) 

1 CO Maintenance Plan! CARB Phase 2 with 3.5 Percent Oxygenate 
in Winter 

CO 

1 Eight-Hour Ozone 
Maintenance Plan2 

Summer Fuel Reformulation with 7 psi from 
May 1 through September 30 

VOC, NOx 

2 
2 

CO Maintenance Plan 
Eight-Hour Ozone 
Maintenance Plan 

Phased-In Emission Test Cutpoints CO, VOC, NOx 

3 
3 

CO Maintenance Plan 
Eight-Hour Ozone 
Maintenance Plan 

One-Time Waiver from Vehicle Emissions 
Test 

CO, VOC, NOx 

5 
4C 

16 

CO Maintenance Plan 
Eight-Hour Ozone 
Maintenance Plan 
Serious Area PM-I 0 Plan3 

Coordinate Traffic Signal Systems CO, VOC, NOx, 
PM-IO 

6 
5C 

CO Maintenance Plan 
Eight-Hour Ozone 
Maintenance Plan 

Develop Intelligent Transportation Systems CO, VOC, NOx 

7 
4 

CO Maintenance Plan 
Eight-Hour Ozone 
Maintenance Plan 

Tougher Enforcement ofVehicle Registration 
and Emission Test Compliance 

CO, VOC, NOx 

IC 
6 

CO Maintenance Plan 
Eight-Hour Ozone 
Maintenance Plan 

Expansion of Area A Boundaries (HB 2538) CO, VOC, NOx 

2C 
IC 

CO Maintenance Plan 
Eight-Hour Ozone 
Maintenance Plan 

Gross Polluter Option for 11M Program 
Waivers 

CO, VOC, NOx 

3C 
2C 

CO Maintenance Plan 
Eight-Hour Ozone 
Maintenance Plan 

Increase Waiver Repair Limit Options CO, VOC, NOx 

3C Eight-Hour Ozone 
Maintenance Plan 

Federal Heavy Duty Diesel Vehicle Emissions 
Standards 

VOC, NOx 

6C Eight-Hour Ozone 
Maintenance Plan 

Liquid Leaker Test as Part of VEl Program VOC, NOx 

lCarbon Monoxide Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan for the Maricopa 
County Nonattainment Area, May 2003 (MAG, 2003). 

2Eight-Hour Ozone Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan/or the Maricopa 
Nonattainment Area, February 2009 (MAG, 2009a). 

3Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Particulate Planfor PM-10for the Maricopa County 
Nonattainment Area, February 2000 (MAG, 2000a). 

A-25 



TABLE A-5 (Cont.) 
COMMITTED MEASURES ASSUMED IN THE 2009 MAG CONFORMITY ANALYSIS
 

Measure # Reference Measure Description Pollutant(s~ 

lC Five Percent Plan for PM-l 04 Public Education and Outreach PM-I0 

2 Five Percent Plan for PM-l 0 Extensive Dust Control Training Program5 PM-I0 

Dust Managers at Construction Sites of 50 Acres 3,16 Five Percent Plan for PM-I0 PM-I0 
and Greater; Require Dust Coordinators at 
Eal1hmoving Sites of 5-50 Acres5 

Certification Program for Dust Free PM-I0 
Developn1ents5 

Five Percent Plan for PM-I05C 

8 Five Percent Plan for PM-I0 Conduct Nighttime and Weekend Inspections5 PM-I0
 

9,10,44
 Five Percent Plan for PM-l 0 Increase the Number of Proactive Rule 310 and PM-I0 
Rule 316 Inspections5 

24C Five Percent Plan for PM-I0 Sweep Streets with PM-l 0 Certified Street PM-I0 
Sweepers 

26C Five Percent Plan for PM-l 0 Pave or Stabilize Existing Public Dirt Roads and PM-I0 
Alleys 

27C Five Percent Plan for PM-I0 Limit Speeds to 15 mph on High Traffic Dirt PM-I0 
Roads 

28 Five Percent Plan for PM-l 0 Pave or Stabilize Unpaved Shoulders PM-I0 

36,37,38 Five Percent Plan for PM-I0 Strengthen Rule 310 to Promote Continuous PM-I0 
Compliance5 

43C Five Percent Plan for PM-I0 Additional $5M in FY07 MAG TIP for Paving PM-I0 
Dirt Roads and Shoulders 

53 Five Percent Plan for PM-l 0 Repave or Overlay Paved Roads with Rubberized PM-I0 
Asphalt 

14C,15C, Five Percent Plan for PM-l 0 Reduce Trackout onto Paved Roads PM-I0 
17C 

Notes: 
(1) The Carbon Monoxide and Eight-Hour Ozone Maintenance Plans also rely on commitments to 
implement measures in the Revised MAG 1999 Serious Area Carbon Monoxide Plan (MAG, 2001a). 
(2) A "C" next to a Measure nun1ber indicates that it is a Contingency Measure in the applicable Plan. 
Like the other measures in Table A-7, the contingency measures are legally-binding commitments that 
have already been implemented. Therefore, credit for these measures is also taken in the conformity 
analysis. 

4MAG 2007Five Percent Plan for PM-IO/or the Maricopa County Nonattainment Area, 
December 2007 (MAG, 2007b). 

5These measures reduce road construction emissions that are included in the conformity 
budget for PM-1 O. 
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III. TRANSPORTATION MODELING 

MAG regional transportation modeling is performed using TransCAD software for both highway 
and transit network assignments. The transportation models forecast AM peak period, midday, PM 
peak period, and nighttime vehicle traffic, as well as daily transit ridership, for the MAG 
transportation modeling area. The transportation modeling area currently contains 1,995 traffic 
analysis zones and covers an area ofapproximately 6,500 square miles. The latest calibration ofthe 
transportation models was completed in 2006, using data from the 2001 household travel survey and 
the 2001 on-board bus survey. The base year for the model calibration was 2002. The latest 
validation of the transportation models was completed in 2009 using 2007 speeds and 2006-2008 
traffic counts. 

The MAG transportation models exhibit the following characteristics, which are consistent with 
requirements identified in the federal transportation conformity rule (Section 93.122(b)): 

•	 The traffic volumes simulated by the MAG transportation models have been recently 
validated against approximately 2,200 traffic counts collected in 2006-2008. This validation 
demonstrated a good statistical fit between actual and model-estimated daily traffic volumes, 
as measured by an overall percent root mean square error of33.9 percent. The transportation 
models are documented in the Draft MAG Travel Demand Model Documentation (MAG, 
2009c). 

•	 The population, households, and enlployment inputs to the travel demand models are based 
on DES population projections consistellt with the 2005 U.S. Census Survey. Official 
Maricopa County socioeconomic projections based on DES county projections were 
approved by the MAG Regional Council in May 2007. These projections were prepared 
using the DRAM/EMPAL land use model and tIle MAG Subarea Allocation Model­
Information Manager (SAM-1M). 

•	 The populatioll and employment projections to be used in the cOllformity analysis are 
consistent with the transportation system alternatives considered. In the MAG land use 
models, transportation system accessibility influences the allocation of population and 
employment to smaller geographic areas. The DRAM/EMPAL model distributes County­
level projections of households and employment to regional analysis zones (RAZs) based 
upon the pre-existing location of these activities, land use consumption rates, and 
transportation system accessibility, expressed in terms of PM peak travel times. These 
congested travel times are derived from an appropriate capacity-restrained traffic assignment 
for each forecast year. The allocation ofpopulatioll, households and employment from RAZs 
to one-acre grid cells is acconlplished with SAM-1M. SAM-1M uses transportation system 
accessibility measures, such as proximity to the closest highway, in determining the 
likelihood that a one-acre grid will develop during a given forecast interval. SAM also 
aggregates population, households, and employment projections by one-acre grid to the TAZ­
level for input to the transportation models. Congested travel times output by the 
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transportation models are "fed-back" into the land use models to ensure that there is 
consistency between the transportation system assumptions and the land use projections. 

•	 The transportation models perform capacity-restrained traffic assignments. Restrained 
assignments are produced for the AM peak period, midday, PM peak period, and nighttime, 
with volumes and congestion estimated for each period. A peak spreading model is used to 
derive AM and PM peak hOlIr traffic volumes. 

•	 Speeds obtained fronl the capacity-restrained traffic assignments are "fed-back" in the travel 
demand modeling chain. The trip distribution, mode choice, and traffic assignment steps of 
the cllain are executed until AM peak period trip tables and link volunles are in equilibrium 
(root mean square error of five percent or less). The travel impedances used in the mode 
choice model include travel times and costs associated with each of the following modes: 
allto-drivers, carpools (2 and 3+ persons), and transit (e.g., shlIttle bus, local bus, express bus, 
light rail, commuter rail). 

•	 TIle travel inlpedances used in the trip distribution and traffic assignment steps ofthe MAG 
travel demand modeling are a composite function of highway travel times and costs. TIle 
nested logit mode choice model is sensitive to highway and transit travel times, as well as 
pricing variables, such as automobile operating costs, parking costs, and transit fares. 

•	 As a result ofthe feedback loop in the MAG travel demand modeling process, the final peak 
and off-peak speeds are sensitive to the capacity-restrained volumes on each highway 
segment represented in the network. Data from the MAG 2007 Regional Travel Time and 
Speed Study (MAG, 2008) were used to ensure that the capacity-restrained speeds and delays 
output by the transportation models are consistent with empirical data. Figures A-2 through 
A-5 provide a comparison ofobserved and model-estimated speeds for the peak and off-peak 
periods. For both freeways and arterials, the TransCAD-estimated speeds are witllin ten 
percent of the observed speeds for each area type and the difference in overall speeds is two 
miles per hour or less. This indicates the capacity-restrained speeds produced by the 
transportation models are in reasonable agreement witp. the most recent empirical data. 

SOCIOECONOMIC PROJECTIONS 

Section 93.110 of the federal conformity rule requires tllat the population and employment 
projections used in the confornlity allalysis be the nlost recent estimates that have been officially 
approved by the Metropolitan Planning Orgallization (i.e., MAG, for this region). The 2009 MAG 
Conformity Analysis will be based on socioeconomic projections that were approved by the MAG 
Regional Council in May 2007. 

In accordance with the Arizona Governor's Executive Order 95-2, the population projections used 
for all State agency planning purposes were updated by the Arizona Department of Economic 
SeclIrity (DES) consistent with the 2005 U.S. Census Survey for Maricopa County. MAG has 
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prepared socioecononlic projections by traffic analysis zone (TAZ), based on the DES cOllnty-level 
population projections. MAG allocated the projections for Maricopa COllnty to TAZs using the 
DRAM/EMPAL and Subarea Allocation Model- Infoffilation Manager (SAM-1M) land use models. 
Official Maricopa County socioeconomic projections based on DES county projections were 
approved by the MAG Regional Council in May 2007. 

The TAZ population, households and employment projections take into account the transportation 
improvements contained in the conforming TIP (FY 2007-2011) and RTP (2006 Update) in effect 
at the time the projections were approved. For the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis, the projections 
ofpopulation, households, and employment by TAZ will be input to the MAG transportation models 
to estimate auto and transit trips, VMT, and congestion for each analysis year. 

TRANSPORTATION NETWORK ASSUMPTIONS 

This section describes the development of the highway and transit networks which will be used to 
perform the 2009 MAG Confoffility Analysis for the FY 2010-2014 Transportation Improvement 
Program and Regional Transportation Plan 2009 Update. Criteria for identification of"qualifying" 
projects are defined below. The choice of analysis years is reviewed in Section I, Proposed 
Methodology for the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis. 

Qualifying Projects. Not all of the street and freeway projects included ill the TIP will qualify for 
inclusion in the highway network. Projects which call for study, design, right-of-way acquisition, 
or non-capacity improvements will not be included in the networks. Wllell these projects result in 
actual facility construction projects, the associated capacity changes will be coded into the network, 
as appropriate. Since the networks define capacity in terms ofnunlber ofthrough traffic lanes, only 
construction projects that increase the lane-miles of through traffic will be included. Generally, 
MAG llighway networks will include only the one-mile grid system of streets, plus freeways. This 
includes all streets classified as arterials, as well as some collectors. 

Traffic on collectors and local streets not explicitly coded on the highway network will be simulated 
in the models by use ofabstract links called "centroid connectors". These represent collectors, local 
streets and driveways which connect a neighborhood to a regionally-significant roadway. Centroid 
connectors will also include travel occurring on public and private unpaved roads. 

Highway Networks. The 2008 base highway network will include all qualifying facilities, including 
freeways, which are open to traffic on December 31, 2008. The 2010 network will add to the base 
network all qualifying facilities which will be open to traffic by Decenlber 31, 2009, as well as FY 
2010 projects in the FY 2010-2014 TIP and freeway lane miles scheduled to be open to traffic by 
December 31, 2010. The 2015 and 2025 networks will aSSllme implementatioll of qualifying 
highway projects scheduled in the MAG Regional Transportation Plan through the years 2015 and 
2025, respectively, as well as all qualifying projects scheduled in the FY 2010-2014 TIP. The 2030 
network will assume implementation of the entire MAG Regional Transportation Plan, as well as 

A-29
 



all qualifying projects scheduled in the TIP. It is important to note that regionally significant projects 
in the Apache Junction portion of Pinal County are included in the MAG TIP. 

Coding Conventions. Specific coding conventions or criteria will be applied to determine whether 
a project qualifies for highway network coding. This will result in coding of all arterial streets and 
some collectors. The coding conventions will be: 

(1)	 Capacity-related projects on existing links or extensions of existing links on the base 
highway network will be coded in future networks. This will include projects on freeways, 
the mile-street grid, and half-mile streets already on the base network. 

(2)	 Capacity-related projects which are not on links or extensions of links in the base network 
will be coded, if the street is considered a logical part of the one-mile street grid system. If 
the project is on a half-mile street, it will be COllsidered for inclusioll on a case-by-case basis. 
The key factors to be considered in making this assessment will include: 
• the density of current and future development and travel in the area of the project; 
• whether the change may be accommodated without increasing the number ofzones; and 
• whether the change is consistent with standard network coding practices. 

Transit Networks. Transit networks will be input to the mode choice step ofthe MAG transportation 
models to determille the number ofperson trips made by transit, which in tllnl, removes vellicle trips 
from the highways. For all analysis years, the bus service and rail networks will reflect the latest 
planning assumptions provided to MAG by the Regional Public Transportation Autllority. All of 
the transit networks used in the 2009 MAG COllfoffility Analysis will include tIle first twenty miles 
of the light rail system that commenced operation in December 2008. 

EMISSIONS MODEL INPUT 

The MAG transportation models and the highway and transit networks described above will be 
utilized to estimate daily vehicle travel and transit ridership ill the MAG transportation modeling 
area. The primary input to the air quality modeling process will be transportation model estimates 
of vehicle traffic and speeds for four time periods (AM peak, midday, PM peak, and nighttime) on 
each highway link, along with the attendant link lengths and coordinate data. A detailed description 
of the MAG emissions models is provided below in Section IV, Air Quality Modeling. 

IV. AIR QUALITY MODELING 

The models which will be used to estimate enlissions for tIle 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis are 
(1) the latest version of MOBILE6.2, to derive motor vehicle emission factors for CO, VOC, NOx, 
and PM-10 (non-reentrainnlent) and (2) M6Link, to add PM-10 reentrainment emissions from 
AP-42, and calculate spatially and tenlporally allocated onroad mobile emissions using the emission 
factors from MOBILE6.2 and travel data from the transportation model. A briefdescription ofeach 
model is provided below, along with a summary ofthe principal input and output data. For the 2009 
MAG Conformity Analysis, model inputs not dependent on the TIP or RTP are generally derived 
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from the Carbon Monoxide Maintenance Plan (MAG, 2003) for CO; the Eight-Hour Ozone 
Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan (MAG, 2009a) for VOC and NOx; and the MAG 2007 
Five Percent Plan (MAG, 2007b) for PM-IO. 

MOBILE6 

Description. MOBILE6 is a model developed by EPA for the purpose of estimating motor vehicle 
emission factors, in llnits of grams per mile, for specified vehicle fleet, fuel, temperatllre, and speed 
conditions. This model estimates carbon monoxide, OZ011e preCllrsor, and PM-IO (excluding 
reentrained dust) motor vehicle emission factors. 

On January 18, 2002, the EPA issued policy guidance on tIle use of MOBILE6 for transportation 
conformity, indicati11g that there would be a two-year grace period before MOBILE6 would be 
required for new conformity determinations (EPA, 2002a). In the January 29, 2002 Federal 
Register, EPA announced the release of MOBILE6, which triggered the start of a grace period that 
ended on January 29, 2004. On May 19, 2004, EPA issued a Federal Register notice recommending 
the use ofMOBILE6.2 in SIPs and conformity determinations (EPA, 2004c). MOBILE 6.2 will be 
used in the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis, because it is the latest emissions model available from 
EPA. 

Inputs. There are a variety of inputs to MOBILE6. The use of a locally-derived motor vehicle 
registration distribution (by model year) of25 years is reconlmended. For the conformity analysis, 
July 2008 vehicle registration data obtained from ADOT will be used as input to MOBILE6 for 
VOC, NOx, and PM-IO. MOBILE6 will derive the January data to be used in obtaining wintertinle 
emissions rates for CO from the July 2008 vehicle registration data. The July 2008 data represents 
the most recent vehicle registrations that have been transmitted to MAG by ADOT. 

111 additio11, each modeled scenario may require several runs to reflect an 11M progranl and no 11M 
program. The results from tllese runs are weigllted to reflect the fraction of vehicles participating 
in the 11M program. Fuel parameters, which include fuel volatility and the use of oxygenated fuels 
(market share and oxygen content), are also input. The model is executed with hourly domain 
temperatures and an array of speeds by link as estimated by the transportation model. The detailed 
temperatures and speed data are more accurate than average values, since the relationship between 
emission factors and temperaturelspeed is not linear. 

Output. The output from the MOBILE6 model includes emission factors by hour, roadway facility 
type, pollutant, and area type. These emission factors will be utilized by the M6Link program in 
estimating motor vehicle emissio11S for the MAG region. The emission factors for the 2009 MAG 
Conformity Analysis will be calculated for the pollutants CO, VOC, NOx, and PM-IO. 
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AP-42 

Description. PM-10 enlission factors for reentrained dust for paved and unpaved roads will be 
calculated using equations found in Sections 13.2.1.3 and 13.2.2, respectively, ofAP-42, November 
2006. AP-42 is the common name for the EPA Conlpilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors. 

Inputs. The AP-42 equations require three inputs to calculate PM-l 0 emission factors forreentrained 
paved road dust: the fleet average vehicle weight (i.e., 3.18 tons), the number of days with at least 
.01 inch ofprecipitation (i.e., 36), and the road surface silt loading. For the silt loadings, paved roads 
are split into three classes: freeways, with a silt loading of 0.02 grams per square meter, high traffic 
arterials, i.e., non-freeways carrying 10,000 vehicles or more per average weekday, with a silt 
loading of 0.067 granls per square nleter, and low traffic arterials, i.e., non-freeways carrying less 
tllan 10,000 vehicles per average weekday, with a silt loadil1g of0.23 grams per square meter. These 
silt loadings and otller inpllt assllmptions to the AP-42 equations for estimating paved road fugitive 
dust emissions are consistent with the MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-I0. 

The calculation ofPM-10 emission factors for unpaved road fugitive dust enlissions requires road 
surface material silt content (i.e., 11.9%), soil moisture content (0.5%), fleet average vehicle weight 
(3 tons), and mean vehicle speed (25 mph). These inputs to the AP-42 equations for unpaved roads 
are also consistent with the MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-I0. 

Output. The output from the AP-42 equations for paved and unpaved roads provides PM-I0 
emission factors in grams per vehicle mile. PM-I0 emission factors are calculated for four facility 
types: freeways, paved high traffic arterials, paved low traffic arterials, and unpaved roads. The 
PM-I0 emissiol1 factors are input to M6Link to calculate PM-I0 fugitive dust emissions on paved 
and unpaved roads. The M6Link program nlerges the paved road PM-1 0 enlissions with the exhaust, 
tire wear, and brake wear emissions for PM-I0 that are Olltput by MOBILE6.2. 

M6Link 

The M6Link systenl processes emissions for all pollutants in the conformity analysis. M6Link 
multiplies emission factors by the traffic volumes and the length of each link to produce onroad 
vehicle emission totals. 

Description. M6Link is a series of computer programs developed to process link data files output 
by the MAG transportation model, in this case, TransCAD. These programs calculate emissions for 
roadway links in the MAG transportation networks. Traffic voillmes for four times of day (AM 
peak, midday, PM peak, and nighttime) for each link are converted into hourly volumes based upon 
local survey data (MAG, 2000b). HOllrly emission factors are developed by running MOBILE6.2 
for each facility type, area type, and vehicle class using link speeds by time of day. Emissions for 
each hour are distributed geographically in tIle modeling domain based on the grid in which each lil1k 
is located. 
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Transportation nlodels are designed to model "average weekday" traffic patterns, which do not 
necessarily correspond to episodic time periods for which vehicle emissions are modeled. As a 
result, day of the week and month ofthe year factors consistent with the methodologies used in the 
CO Maintenance Plan, Eigllt-Hour Ozone Redesignation Request and Maintenance Plan, and the 
Five Percent Plan for PM-IO, are included in the M6Link pre-processor. 

Inputs. The transportation data input to the M6Link programs consist ofdatabase formatted files that 
contain link-specific data and a node coordinate definitions file. M6Link also requires as input: 

•	 An adjustment factor table containing factors used to allocate period traffic volumes into 
hourly traffic volumes. 

•	 Fugitive dust emission factors for paved and unpaved roads (generated by the AP-42 
equations). 

•	 A matrix of emission factors for a range of hours, facility types, area types, vehicle 
classes, and vehicle ages (generated by the MOBILE6.2 model). 

•	 Factors for the appropriate weighting of vehicles that do and do not participate in the 
inspection/maintenance program. 

•	 The year being modeled. 
•	 The ratio of vehicles participating in the 11M program. 

Outputs. The OlltPlltS from M6Link include an hOllrly, gridded onroad mobile source emissions file 
and several summary files containing emissions and traffic data in the modeling domain. 

IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES 

Emissions model input files are adjusted, as necessary, to reflect inlplementation of committed 
control measures in the applicable SIPs. Control measures from the air quality plans for which 
emissions reduction credit will be taken in tIle 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis are presented in 
Table A-5, located in Section II, Latest Planning Assumptions. 

For the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis, emission reductioll credit will be applied for committed 
control measures and conlmitted contingellcy measures contained in the air quality plans. Credit 
may also be taken for Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) projects in the 
MAG Transportation Improvement Program, if credit for these measures was not quantified in the 
air quality plans. The equations, methods, and assumptions to be used in calculating emission 
reductions attributable to CMAQ projects are described in the Methodologies for Evaluating 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Projects (MAG, 2009b). In addition, emission 
reduction credit for the strengthening ofexisting control meaSllres or implementation ofnew control 
measures, specifically identified in the TIP and RTP, will be incorporated into the analysis, where 
appropriate. 
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CALCULATION OF PM-IO EMISSIONS FROM ROAD CONSTRUCTION 

As required by 93 .I22(e), PM-10 emissions from road construction will be estimated for each 
conformity analysis year. The estimate of road construction emissions will be derived from the 
MAG 2007 Five Percent Plan for PM-IO (MAG, 2007b). In the Five Percent Plan, future road 
construction emissions were estimated on the basis of earthmoving permits issued by Maricopa 
County for road construction in 2004-2007. The average annual permitted acreage for road 
construction over this four year period was divided by the 2005 permitted acreage for road 
construction to obtain the growth factor to project 2005 road construction emissions (MCAQD, 
2007) to 2010 base case road construction emissions. Implementation of the committed control 
meaSllres in the Five Percent Plan is expected to reduce the 2010 base case road construction 
emissions by 48.2 percent. 

For the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis, the data used to estimate base case road construction 
emissions in the 2007 Five Percent Plan will be updated to include acreage from the earthmoving 
permits issued by Maricopa County in the year 2008. Since the period (i.e., 2004-2008) used to 
develop the 2010 road construction emissions includes two years (i.e., 2005-2006) ofpeak regional 
road construction activity, this approach produces a conservatively high estimate of future road 
construction emissions. Therefore, the 2010 road construction emissions with the committed control 
meaSllres will be held constant for all conformity analysis years after 2010. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

DRAFT 

PROCESS FOR ENSURING EXPEDITIOUS IMPLEMENTATION OF
 
TRANSPORTATION CONTROL MEASURES
 

Section 93.105(c)(1)(iv) of the federal conformity rule requires a consultation process to be 
established for making a determination ofwhether past obstacles to implementation oftransportation 
control measures which are behind the schedule established in the applicable air quality plan have 
been identified and are being overcome. A determination also is required as to whether State and 
local agencies with influence over approvals or fundillg for transportation control measures (TCMs) 
are giving maximllm priority to approval or funding for TCMs. In addition, the process is required 
to consider whether delays in transportation control nleaSllre inlplementation necessitate revisions 
to the air quality plan to remove or substitute TCMs or other emissioll reduction measures. 

In February 1996, the MAG Regional Council adopted conformity consultation processes 
(MAG 1996b) in response to federal and state requirements. The following text from the process 
M-6 directly addresses the requirement for consultation on the expeditious implementation ofTCMs: 

"A consultation process is required for the determination of whether past obstacles 
to implementation oftransportation control measures which are behind schedule have 
been identified and are being overcome. Also, a determination is required whether 
State and local agencies with influence over approvals or funding for TCMs are 
giving maximum priority to approval or funding ofTCMs. These determinations are 
part of the criteria for TIP conformity determinations, specified in the federal 
conformity regulation 40 CFR 51.418(c)(2) (now 93. 113(c)(2))." 

For the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis, the anticipated approacll will be to conduct a review of 
projects and flInds allocated in tIle TIP which implement adopted pollution control measures. This 
will be used together with any TCM inlplementation annual reports described above that are 
available, as the basis for assessing whether or not implementing agencies are giving maximum 
priority to approval or funding of transportation control measures. 

The TCM findings reqlIired llnder federal conformity regulations will be incorporated as part ofthe 
2009 MAG Conformity Analysis, whicll will be made available for interagency and public review, 
including a public hearing, prior to a Finding of Conformity by the MAG Regional Council. 
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ATTACHMENT C 

DRAFT 

TYPES OF PROJECTS CONSIDERED EXEMPT
 
FROM CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS
 

Under Environmental Protection Agency regulations, a conformity determination is required before 
a regionally significant road or transit project (regardless offllnding sOllrce) call be approved by any 
agency which is a recipient offederal road or transit funds. As part ofthis conformity determination, 
regional emissions analyses are required. However, the regulations also identify various types of 
projects which are exempted from the analytical requirements due to their presumed negligible air 
quality impacts. Interagency consultation is required to determine whether any of these normally 
exenlpted projects "should be treated as nonexempt in cases where potential adverse emissions 
impacts may exist for any reaS011." 

In February 1996, the MAG Regional Council adopted conformity consultation processes 
(MAG, 1996b) in response to federal and state requirements. The following text from the process 
M-5 directly addresses the requirement for consultation on exempt projects: 

" ...the Metropolitan Planning Organization (i.e. MAG, for this region) shall 
initiate consultation for evaluating whether projects listed as exenlpt fronl 
conformity in the conformity regulation should be treated as nonexempt projects 
where potential adverse emission impacts may exist for any reason. In this 
consultation process, MAG provides for the participation of the transportation 
and air quality agencies, as well as the public." 

MAG consults on tIle designation of exempt status for a specific project proposal at the time the 
project in question is proposed for addition to the TIP and RTP. This consultation process is 
described in MAG process M-8. 

For the 2009 MAG Conformity Analysis, the anticipated approach includes the exempt projects 
which are contained in the EPA c011formity regulations, as listed in the three tables which follow. 
In Table C-1, 23 CFR 710.503 is the citation for emergency or hardship advance land acquisitions 
from the July 1,2004 EPA transportation conformity nL1e amendments. Table C-1 identifies the 
specific types of projects wllich require 110 conformity determination of any kind, by any agency. 
These project types include specific actions involving safety, mass transit, air quality, and other 
actio11S likely to have no adverse air quality impacts. Table C-2 lists projects for which a regional 
emissions analysis is not required. These projects are, however, not exempt from other conformity 
requirements. In addition, Table C-3 lists traffic signal synchronization projects which are exempt 
from conformity determinations prior to being funded, approved, or implemented. 
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TABLE C-1.
 
PROJECTS NORMALLY EXEMPT FROM CONFORMITY DETERMINATIONS
 

(From 40 CFR 93.126)
 

Safety 

Railroad/highway crossing.
 
Projects that correct, improve, or eliminate a hazardous location or feature.
 
Safer non-Federal-aid system roads.
 
Shoulder improvements.
 
Increasing sight distance.
 
Highway Safety Improvement Program implementation.
 
Traffic control devices and operating assistance other than signalization projects.
 
Railroad/highway crossing warning devices.
 
Guardrails, medial1 barriers, crash cushions.
 
Pavement resurfacing and/or rehabilitation.
 
Pavement marking.
 
Emergency relief (23 U.S.C. 125).
 
Fencing.
 
Skid treatments.
 
Safety roadside rest areas.
 
Adding medians.
 
Truck climbing lanes outside the urbanized area.
 
Lighting improvements.
 
Widening narrow pavenlel1ts or reconstructing bridges (no additional travel lanes).
 
Emergency truck pullovers.
 

Mass Transit 

Operating assistance to transit agencies. 
Pllrchase of support vehicles. 
*Rehabilitation of transit vehicles. 
Purchase of office, shop, and operating equipment for existing facilities. 
Purchase of operating equipment for vehicles (e.g., radios, fareboxes, lifts, etc.). 
Construction or renovation of power, signal, and communications systems. 
Construction of small passenger shelters and information kiosks. 
Reconstruction or renovation of transit buildings and structures (e.g., rail or bus buildings, storage 

and maintenance facilities, stations, terminals, and ancillary structures). 
Rehabilitation or reconstruction of track structures, track, and trackbed in existing rights-of-way. 

*Purchase ofnew buses and rail cars to replace existing vehicles or for minor expansions ofthe fleet. 
Construction ofnew bus or rail storage/maintenance facilities categorically excluded in 23 CFR part 
771. 
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TABLE C-1. (continued)
 
PROJECTS NORMALLY EXEMPT FROM CONFORMITY DETERMINATIONS
 

(From 40 CFR 93.126)
 

Air Quality 

Continuation of ride-sharing and van-poolil1g promotion activities at current levels. 
Bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

Other 

Specific activities which do not involve or lead directly to construction, such as: 
Planning and technical studies. 
Grants for training and researcll programs. 
Planning activities conducted pursuant to titles 23 and 49 U.S.C. 
Federal-aid systems revisions. 

Engineering to assess social, economic, al1d environmental effects of the proposed action or 
alternatives to that action. 

Noise attenuation. 
Emergency or hardship advance land acquisitions (23 CFR 710.503). 
Acquisition of scenic easements. 
Plantings, landscaping, etc. 
Sign removal. 
Directional al1d informational signs. 
Transportation enhancement activities (except rehabilitation and operation ofllistoric transportation 

buildings, structures, or facilities). 
Repair ofdamage caused by natural disasters, civil unrest, or terrorist acts, except projects involving 

substantial functiol1al, locational or capacity cllanges. 

*	 In PM-1 0 nOl1attainment or maintenance areas, such projects are exempt only if they are in 
compliance with control measures in the applicable implementation plan. 
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TABLE C-2.
 
PROJECTS NORMALLY EXEMPT FROM REGIONAL EMISSIONS ANALYSIS, BUT NOT
 

FROM OTHER CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS 
(From 40 CFR 93.127) 

Intersection channelization projects. 
Intersection signalization projects at individual intersections. 
Interchange reconfiguration projects. 
Changes in vertical and horizontal alignment. 
Truck size and weight inspection stations. 
Bus terminals and transfer points. 
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TABLE C-3
 
TRAFFIC SIGNAL SYNCHRONIZATION PROJECTS
 

(From 40 CFR 93.128)
 

Traffic signal synchronization projects may be approved, funded, and implemented without 
satisfying the reqllirements of this slLbpart. However, all subsequent regional emissions analyses 
required by sectiol1S 93.118 and 93.119 for transportatiol1 plans, TIPs, or projects not from a 
conforming plan and TIP must include such regionally significant traffic signal synchronization 
projects. 
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Agenda Item #5K 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• foryour review
 

DATE:
 
June 30, 2009
 

SUB.lECT:
 
Consultation on Potentially Regionally Significant Projects for the Draft FY 2010-2014 MAG
 
Transportation Improvement Program
 

SUMMARY:
 
Federal and State conformity regulations require that Metropolitan Planning Organizations consult
 
with federal, state, and local air quality and transportation agencies regarding which transportation
 
projects will be considered "regionally significant" forthe purposes of regional emissions analysis.
 
On June 30,2009, MAG distributed for interagency consultation the regionally significant projects
 
subject to conformity requirements. Comments on the list of potentially regionally significant
 
projects are requested by July 22, 2009.
 

PUBLIC INPUT:
 
Copies of the attached list of regionally significant projects were distributed for consultation
 
purposes to the Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit Administration, Arizona
 
Department of Environmental Quality, Arizona Department of Transportation, Regional Public
 
Transportation Authority, City of Phoenix Public Transit Department, Maricopa County Air Quality
 
Department, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Central Arizona Association of Governments,
 
Pinal County Air Quality Control District, and other interested parties.
 

PROS & CONS:
 
PROS: Interagency consultation on regionally significant projects provides required notification
 
to the planning agencies.
 

CONS: The consultation on transportation conformity requires additional time in the development
 
of the Draft FY 2010-2014 MAG Transportation Improvement Program and the MAG Regional
 
Transportation Plan 2009 Update.
 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
 
TECHNICAL: In general, regionally significant projects include arterial construction (orwidening)
 
of greater than one-half mile in length, freeway construction, or provision of major fixed transit
 
facilities. MAG may approve a Transportation Improvement Program or amendment only if
 
conformity criteria are met. A transportation project that is designated regionally significant is
 
required to meet conformity requirements. This requirement applies not only to federal projects,
 
but also to locally and privately funded transportation projects.
 



POLICY: The consultation for the regionally significant projects for the Draft FY 2010-2014 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program is being conducted in accordance with MAG Conformity 
Consultation Processes adopted by the Regional Council in February 1996. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Consultation. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
None. 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Dean Giles, Air Quality Planning Program Specialist III, (602) 254-6300. 



MARICOPA
 
ASSOCIATION of
 

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

Phone (602) 254-6300 h. FAX (602) 254-6490 
June 30, 2009 E-mail: mag@mag.maricopa.gov Web site: www.mag.maricopa.gov 

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

FROM: Dean Giles, Air Quality Planning Program Specialist 

SUBJECT: CONSULTATION ON POTENTIALLY REGIONALLY SIGNIFICANT PROIECTS FOR 
THE DRAFT FY 20 I0-20 14 MAG TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

The Maricopa Association of Governments is distributing for interagency consultation the transportation 
projects which will be considered "regionally significant" for the purpose of performing the regional 
emissions analysis. Regionally signi"f1cant projects are subject to conformity requirements. A list of 
potentially regionatly significant projects for the Draft FY 20 10-20 14 MAG Transportation Improvement 
Program is attached for your review and comment. Please provide any comments regarding the list by 
July 22,2009. 

The potentially regionally significant projects for the Draft FY 20 10-20 14 MAG Transportation 
Improvement Program were included in the draft copy ofthe Project Listing which was available for public 
review and comment at the Transportation Public Hearing on June 18, 2009. In addition on 
June 25, 2009, a draft copy of the Project Listing was provided to members of the MAG Transportation 
Review Committee. 

The MAG designation of transportation projects as regionally significant is considered advisory to the 
sponsoring agencies of the projects. Federal conformity regulations specify that a regionally signi"f1cant 
project is a transportation project that is on a facility that serves regional transportation needs, and would 
normally be included in the modeling of the transportation network. In addition, Section R18-2-1429(B) 
of the Arizona Administrative Code requires the project sponsor that is a recipient of federal highway or 
transit funds to determine whether or not the project is regionally significant. The criteria used to identify 
regionally significant projects are also detailed in the MAG Transportation Conformity Guidance and 
Procedures. 

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

Attachment 

cc:	 Nancy Wrona, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
Jennifer Toth, Arizona Department of Transportation 
Mark Hodges, Arizona Department of Transportation 

A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County 

City of Apache Junction A City of Avondale A Town of Buckeye.£. Town of Carefree £'" Town of Cave Creek A City of Chandler J?A City of EI Mirage Jd, Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation 11 Town of Fountain Hills A Town of Gila Bend
 
Gila River Indian Community'" Town of Gilbert At. City of Glendale A City of Goodyear iT-, Town of Guadalupe City of Litchfield Park &. Maricopa County &ili City of Mesa .4 Town of Paradise Valley £ City of Peoria J;,;. City of Phoenix
 

Town of Queen Creek .& Salt River Pima-Mal~icopa Indian Community A City of Scottsdale ~ City of Surprise City of Tempe 1&. City of Tolleson £.. Town of Wickenburg & Town of Youngtown ~,Arizona Department of Transportation
 



DRAFT FY 2010 - FY 2014 MAG TIP
 
Regionally Significant Projects
 

(June 29, 2009)
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AGENCY: Avondale 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2010 AVN96-608 Thomas Rd: 103rd to 99th Ave Add 1 westbound lane 0.5 2 3 Private 0 0 750,000 750,000 

2010 AVN07-621 Dysart Rd: Harrison St to Lower Buckeye 
Rd 

Construct new 3 lane roadway 0.5 0 3 Local 0 0 4,500,000 4,500,000 

2010 AVN08-625 Van Buren St: 107th Ave to 103rd Add 1 westbound through lane 0.5 2 3 Private 0 0 500,000 500,000 

2010 AVN08-802 107th Ave: Broadway Rd to Alta Vista Rd 
alignment 

Add 1 southbound lane 0.8 2 3 Private 0 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 

2010 AVN 10-904 McDowell Road: East of 119th Avenue to 
Avondale Blvd 

Add 1 eastbound lane 0.5 4 5 Private 0 0 500,000 500,000 

2010 AVN10-813 99th Ave: Thomas Rd to Osborn Rd Add 1 southbound lane 0.5 4 5 Private 0 0 500,000 500,000 

2011 AVN09-902 McDowell Road: East of 119th Avenue to 
Avondale Blvd 

Add 1 westbound lane 0.5 4 5 Private 0 0 500,000 500,000 
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AGENCY: Avondale 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2011 AVN08-623 99th Ave: 1/4 mi north of McDowell Rd to 
1/4 mi south of Thomas Rd 

Add 1 southbound through lane 0.5 4 5 Private 0 0 800,000 800,000 

2011 AVN08-806 Broadway Rd: Dysart Rd to Avondale Blvd Construct new 4 lane roadway 2.0 0 4 Private 0 0 2,500,000 2,500,000 

2011 AVN08-807 Dysart Rd: Sunland Ave to 1/4 mile north 
of Broadway Rd 

Add 1 northbound lane 1.0 2 3 Private 0 0 500,000 500,000 

2011 AVN08-809 EI Mirage Rd: Sunland Ave to 1/4 mile 
north of Broadway Rd 

Widen roadway from 2 to 4 lanes 1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 

2012 AVN12-002 EI Mirage & Lower Buckeye Road Widen EI Mirage at Lower Buckeye. 
Improve intersection capacity 

0.5 3 4 Local 0 0 610,000 610,000 

2012 AVN09-903 Dysart Rd: Osborn Rd to Indian School Rd Add 1 southbound lane 0.5 4 5 Private 0 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 

2012 AVN08-808 Dysart Rd: Osborn Rd to Indian School Rd Add 1 northbound lane 0.5 4 5 Private 0 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 
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AGENCY: Avondale 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2013 AVN11-705 Litchfield Rd: Broadway Rd to Lower 
Buckeye Rd 

Add 1 through lane in each direction 1.0 2 4 Local 0 0 550,000 550,000 

2013 AVN12-815 Van Buren St: Dysart to 99th Ave Add 2 lanes 1.0 4 6 Local 0 0 8,075,000 8,075,000 

2013 AVN13-005 Avondale Blvd-McDowell Road to Thomas 
Road 

Add 2 lanes 0.0 2 4 Local 0 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 

2013 AVN10-703 Van Buren St: EI Mirage to 122nd Ave 
(North half) 

Add 1 westbound through lane, paving, 
curb and gutter. 

0.5 2 3 Local 0 0 600,000 600,000 

2014 AVN14-001 107th Avenue-McDowell to the 1-10 Add a lane southbound 0.5 3 4 Local 0 0 1,900,000 1,900,000 
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AGENCY: Buckeye 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2010 BKY10-902 Miller Rd: Narramore Ave to Hazen Rd Street improvements, new pavement, 
utility relocation as necessary, striping 
and sidewalks 

1.3 2 6 Local 0 0 3,737,210 ~,737,210 

2010 BKY10-903 Apache Rd: Maricopa Rd to MC 85 Street improvements, new pavement, 
utility relocation as necessary, striping 
and sidewalks, rail crossing and canal 
crossing 

0.5 2 4 Local 0 0 2,491,474 2,491,474 

2010 BKY10-901 Miller Rd: Maricopa Rd to Narramore Ave East half street improvements, new 
pavement, utility relocation as necessary, 
striping and sidewalks 

0.8 2 6 Local 0 0 6,228,684 6,228,684 

2011 BKY11-904 Southern Ave: Apache Rd to Watson Rd Street improvements, new pavement, 
utility relocation as necessary, striping 
and sidewalks 

1.0 2 6 Local 0 0 5,145,941 5,145,941 

2012 BKY12-906 Rainbow Road: Durango St to Lower 
Buckeye Rd 

Street improvements, new pavement, 
utility relocation as necessary, striping 
and sidewalks 

0.5 2 6 Local 0 0 2,572,970 2,572,970 

2012 BKY12-907 Dean Rd: RID Canal to Southern Ave Street improvements, new pavement, 
utility relocation as necessary, striping 
and sidewalks 

2.3 2 4 Local 0 0 11,578,367 11,578,367 

2012 BKY12-905 Watson Rd: Durango St to Lower Buckeye 
Rd 

Street improvements, new pavement, 
utility relocation as necessary, striping 
and sidewalks 

0.5 2 6 Local 0 0 2,572,970 2,572,970 
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AGENCY: Chandler 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2011 CHN09-703 Ocotillo Rd: Arizona Ave to McQueen Rd 
ST607 

Widen roadway to add 2 through lanes in 
each direction 

1.0 2 6 Local 0 0 14,055,000 14,055,000 

2014 CHN06-213 Chandler Blvd: Colorado St to McQueen 
Rd ST297 

Widen roadway from 4 to 6 lanes, plus 
turn lanes 

0.8 4 6 Local 0 0 22,105,000 22,105,000 

2014 CHN12-806 Chandler Heights Rd: Arizona Ave to 
McQueen Rd ST608 

Reconstruct roadway to add 1 through 
lane in each direction 

1.0 2 4 Local 0 0 15,130,000 15,130,000 
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AGENCY: Fountain Hills 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2012 FTH12-002 Fountain Hills Blvd: Glenbrook Blvd to 
North Town Limit 

Construct roadway widening including 
bike lanes, turn pockets, sidewalk and 
landscaped median 

1.5 2 4 Private 0 0 5,200,000 5,200,000 

2012 FTH12-001 Fountain Hills Blvd: Shea Blvd to EI Lago Construct roadway widening including 
bike lanes, turn pockets, sidewalk and 
landscaped median 

2.0 2 4 Private 0 0 6,800,000 6,800,000 
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AGENCY: Gilbert 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2010 GLB08-712 Ray Rd: Higley Rd to Recker Rd Add 2 lanes in each direction 2.0 2 6 Private 0 0 3,000,000 3,000,000 

2010 GLB01-719 Recker Rd: Queen Creek Rd to Ocotillo Rd Construct new 2 lane roadway 1.0 0 2 Private 0 0 1,300,000 1,300,000 

2010 GLB10-004 Higley: Riggs to Hunt Add four through lanes 1.0 2 6 Local 0 0 8,500,000 8,500,000 

2011 GLB09-720 Lindsay Rd: Pecos Rd to Germann Rd Add 1 lane in each direction 1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 2,500,000 2,500,000 

2011 GLB09-718 Greenfield Rd: Germann Rd to Pecos Rd Add 1 lane in each direction 1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 4,000,000 4,000,000 

2011 GLB05-113 Warner Rd: Claiborne Rd to Higley Rd Reconstruct roadway to add 2 through 
lanes in each direction 

0.4 2 6 Private 0 0 1,500,000 1,500,000 

2011 GLB02-808 Recker Rd: Elliot Rd to Warner Rd Reconstruct roadway to add 1 through 
lane in each direction 

1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 4,000,000 4,000,000 
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AGENCY: Gilbert 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2012 GLB08-714 Warner Rd: Higley Rd to Recker Rd Add 2 lanes in each direction 1.0 2 6 Private 0 0 3,000,000 3,000,000 

2012 GLB08-715 Williams Field Rd: Gilbert Rd to SRP Canal Add 2 lanes in each direction 1.5 2 6 Private 0 0 3,000,000 3,000,000 

2012 GLB12-807 Lindsay Rd: Queen Creek Rd to Ocotillo Rd Add 1 lane in each direction 1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 4,000,000 4,000,000 

2012 GLB04-105 Pecos Rd: Gilbert Rd to Lindsay Rd Reconstruct roadway to add 1 through 
lane in each direction 

1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 2,000,000 2,000,000 

2012 GLB09-724 Val Vista Dr: Ocotillo Rd to Queen Creek 
Rd 

Add 2 lanes in each direction 1.0 2 6 Private 0 0 3,000,000 3,000,000 

2012 GLB10-725 Recker Rd: Elliot Rd to Warner Rd Add 1 lane in each direction 1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 4,000,000 4,000,000 

2012 GLB12-810 Val Vista Dr: Ocotillo Rd to Chandler 
Heights Rd 

Add 2 lanes in each direction 1.0 2 6 Private 0 0 4,500,000 4,500,000 
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AGENCY: Gilbert 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2012 GLB12-011 Chandler Heights: Val Vista Greenfield Widen road, add bike lanes, landscape 1.0 2 4 Local 0 0 18,250,000 18,250,000 

2012 GLB12-808 Ocotillo Rd: 148th St to Greenfield Rd Reconstruct roadway to add one lane in 
each direction 

1.5 2 4 Private 0 0 3,000,000 3,000,000 

2012 GLB05-108 Higley Rd: Warner Rd to Ray Rd Reconstruct roadway to add 2 through 
lanes in each direction 

1.0 2 6 Private 0 0 2,500,000 2,500,000 

2013 GLB13-003 Val Vista: Chandler to Riggs Add two lanes in each direction 1.0 2 6 Local 0 0 23,500,000 23,500,000 

2014 GLB03-904 Elliot Rd: Recker Rd to Power Rd Reconstruct roadway to add 2 through 
lanes 

1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 4,000,000 4,000,000 

2014 GLB11-802 Germann Rd: Greenfield Rd to Higley Rd Add 2 lanes in each direction 1.0 2 6 Private 0 0 3,500,000 3,500,000 

2014 GLB11-803 Germann Rd: Val Vista Dr to Greenfield Rd Add 2 lanes in each direction 1.0 2 6 Private 0 0 3,500,000 3,500,000 
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0 .. 2014 

AGENCY: Gilbert 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2014 GLB03-910 Warner Rd: Recker Rd to Power Rd Reconstruct roadway to add 2 through 
lanes in each direction 

1.0 2 6 Private 0 0 4,000,000 4,000,000 

2014 GLB99-257 Neely St: SPRR to SRP Western Canal Construct new grade railroad crossing 0.5 0 2 Local 0 0 3,000,000 3,000,000 
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AGENCY: Glendale 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2010 GLN07-313 Glendale Ave: Agua Fria Fwy to 115th Ave Widen roadway with curb, gutter, sidewalk 
and landscaping 

2.3 4 6 Private 0 0 4,000,000 4,000,000 

2012 GLN12-803 Sarival Ave: Northern Ave to Olive Ave Widen roadway, add curb, gutter, 
sidewalk, and landscaping. 

1.0 3 6 Private 0 0 3,000,000 3,000,000 

2013 GLN07-601 Bethany Home Rd: 91 st to 83rd Aves Construct new 4 lane roadway when 
property develops. 

1.0 0 4 Local 0 0 2,000,000 2,000,000 
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AGENCY: Goodyear 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2012 GDY12-903 Yuma Road, Saravil to 167th Avenue Street Imrpovement - 3 eastbound lanes, 
curb gutter, sidewalk, street lights, 
relocate power poles, add second lane 
westbound to 165th avenue 

0.0 2 6 Local 0 0 2,400,000 2,400,000 

2012 GDY12-904 Cotton Lane, Indian School to Thomas Street Improvement - Construct four lane 
arterial street 

0.0 2 4 Local 0 0 4,800,000 4,800,000 

2013 GDY13-916 Elliot Road 185th to Rainbow Valley Road Expand to 6 lanes 0.0 2 6 Local 0 0 3,750,000 3,750,000 

2013 GDY13-913 McDowell - Cotton Lane to Perryville Street Improvement - Construct four lane 
arterial street 

0.0 0 4 Local 0 0 9,200,000 9,200,000 

2014 GDY10-711 Elliot Rd: 185th Ave to Rainbow Valley Rd Reconstruct road from 2 to 4 lanes 1.0 2 4 Local 0 0 3,750,000 3,750,000 

2014 GDY13-914 Sarival- Indian School to Camelback Street Improvement - Construct four lane 
arterial street 

0.0 0 4 Local 0 0 4,800,000 4,800,000 

2014 GDY10-902 Van Buren - Estrella Parkway to 158th 
Avenue 

Street Improvement - Widen south side of 
Van Buren with second lane. Relocate 
RID facility 

0.0 2 3 Local 0 0 1,750,000 1,750,000 
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AGENCY: Goodyear 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2014 GDY13-912 Estrella Parkway Bridge over the Gila River Bridge - Widen Bridge from 2 lanes to 6 0.0 2 6 Local 0 0 52,000,000 52,000,000 

2014 GDY12-907 Sarival - MC85 to Eddie Albert Street Improvement - Add two north 
bound and one south bound lanes 

0.0 2 5 Local 0 0 900,000 900,000 

2014 GDY12-909 Sarival- Yuma to Elwood Street Improvement - Add two south 
bound lanes, curb, gutter, sidewalk, 
relocate power poles, street lights and 
storm system, 

0.0 2 4 Local 0 0 3,600,000 3,600,000 

2014 GDY12-906 Sarival - 1-10 to McDowell Road Street Improvement - Add second lanes 
north/south bound, relocate power poles 

0.0 2 4 Local 0 0 600,000 600,000 

2014 GDY12-905 Sarival- Harrison to Yuma Street Improvement - Add second south 
bound lane and relocate power poles 

0.0 2 3 Local 0 0 600,000 600,000 

2014 GDY13-910 Sarival - Van Buren to Portland Street Improvement - Add second north 
bound lane and relocate power poles 

0.0 2 3 Local 0 0 1,200,000 1,200,000 

2014 GDY13-911 Cotton Lane - Indian School to Thomas Street Improvement - Construct four lane 
arterial street 

0.0 2 4 Local 0 0 4,800,000 4,800,000 
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AGENCY: Goodyear 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2014 GDY12-908 Sarival - Mesquite to Harrison Street Improvement - Add second south 
bound lane and relocate power poles 

0.0 2 3 Local 0 0 300,000 300,000 
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AGENCY: Maricopa County 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2010 MMA09-608 MC-85: 107th Ave to 91st Ave Widen roadway from 4 to 6 lanes, plus a 
raised median 

2.0 4 6 Local 0 0 330,000 330,000 

2010 MMA08-605 MC-85: 91st Ave to 75th Ave Widen roadway from 4 to 6 lanes, plus a 2.0 4 6 Local 0 0 280,000 280,000 
raised median 

\ 

2010 MMA11-719 Deer Valley Rd: EI Mirage Rd to Lake 
Pleasant Rd 

Construct new bridge and road across the 
Agua Fria River 

1.8 0 4 Local 0 0 676,000 676,000 

2011 MMA03-912 MC-85: Cotton Ln to Estrella Pkwy Widen roadway from 2 to 4 lanes 2.0 2 4 Local 0 0 4,630,000 4,630,000 

2012 MMA09-812 Williams Field Rd: Gilbert Rd to Eastern 
Canal 

Widen roadway from 4 to 6 lanes 1.5 4 6 Local 0 0 7,190,000 7,190,000 

2012 MMA10-813 7th St: Carefree Hwy to Desert Hills Dr Widen roadway from 2 to 4 lanes 3.0 2 4 Local 0 0 4,000,000 4,000,000 

2012 MMA11-816 Ellsworth Rd: Hunt Hwy to S of Chandler 
Heights Rd 

Widen roadway from 2 to 6 lanes 1.8 2 6 Local 0 0 7,800,000 7,800,000 
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AGENCY: Mesa 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2010 MES08-806 McKellips Rd: Hawes Rd to Ellsworth Rd Widen roadway to add 1 through lane in 
each direction and a center turn lane 

1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 2,000,000 2,000,000 

2010 MES08-803 Ellsworth Rd at Pecos Rd Widen intersection along all four legs to 
add 2 through lanes in each direction and 
center turn lanes 

0.3 2 6 Private 0 0 3,200,000 3,200,000 

2011 MES08-804 Ellsworth Rd: McKellips Rd to McLellan Rd Widen roadway to add 1 through lane in 
each direction and a center turn lane 

0.5 2 4 Private 0 0 2,000,000 2,000,000 

2012 MES08-801 Elliot Rd: Hawes Rd to Loop 202 (Santan 
Fwy) 

Widen roadway to add 2 through lanes in 
each direction and a center turn lane 

0.5 2 6 Private 0 0 2,800,000 2,800,000 

2013 MES08-80S Hawes Rd: Elliot Rd to Paloma Ave 
alignment 

Widen roadway to add 2 through lanes in 
each direction and a center turn lane 

0.5 2 6 Private 0 0 2,800,000 2,800,000 
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AGENCY: Peoria 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2010 PE008-707 83rd Ave:Williams to Calle Lejos Widen roadway to add 1 through lane in 
each direction 

1.0 2 4 Local 0 0 6,100,000 6,100,000 

2012 PE099-724 83rd Ave: Northern Ave to Olive Ave Widen roadway from 2 to 4 lanes, paving, 
curb and gutter 

1.0 2 4 Local 0 0 6,400,000 6,400,000 

2012 PE009-718 83rd Ave: Olive Ave to Mountain View Rd Widen roadway to add 1 through lane in 
each direction 

0.5 2 4 Local 0 0 6,000,000 6,000,000 

2013 PE010-803 Vistancia Blvd: Central Arizona Canal to 
Twin Buttes Pkwy 

Construct new 4 lane roadway with 
median (ultimate 6 lane) 

2.0 0 4 Private 0 0 12,000,000 12,000,000 

2013 PE009-802 EI Mirage Rd: Vistancia Blvd to Westland 
Rd 

Construct 6 lane roadway 2.0 4 6 Private 0 0 12,000,000 12,000,000 

2014 PE009-714 67th Ave: Pinnacle Peak Rd to Happy 
Valley Rd 

Widen roadway to add 1 through lane in 
each direction 

1.0 4 6 Local 0 0 18,200,000 18,200,000 
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AGENCY: Phoenix 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2010 PHX10-025 19th Ave Bridge Jomax Rd to CAP Canal, 
NVP 

Construction 0.5 0 6 Local 0 0 16,000,000 16,000,000 

2011 PHX08-613 19th Ave: Baseline Rd to Southern Ave Reconstruct roadway to 64ft section, 
adding 2 through lanes 

1.0 2 4 Local 0 0 4,725,000 4,725,000 

2011 PHX11-843 32nd St: Washington St to McDowell Rd Construct roadway narrowing removing 
one northbound lane 

1.0 6 5 Local 0 0 4,656,960 4,656,960 

2012 PHX09-622 Pinnacle Peak Rd: 55th Ave to 43rd Ave Acquire right of way and reconstruct 
roadway to 74ft section, adding 2 through 
lanes 

1.0 2 4 Local 0 0 411,100 411,100 

2013 PHX12-860 Pinnacle Peak Rd: 55th Ave to 43rd Ave Reconstruct roadway to 74ft section, 
adding 2 through lanes 

1.0 2 4 Local 0 0 5,500,000 5,500,000 

2014 PHX10-629 32nd St: Southern Ave to Broadway Rd Reconstruct roadway to 64ft section, 
adding 2 through lanes 

1.0 2 4 Local 0 0 4,400,000 4,400,000 

2014 PHX08-714 64th St: Mayo Blvd to Loop 101 (Pima Fwy) Construct new 4 lane roadway to 64 ft 
section 

0.5 0 4 Local 0 0 4,375,000 4,375,000 
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AGENCY: Queen Creek 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2010 QNC07-712 Ellsworth Rd: Hunt Rd to Cloud Rd Widen roadway 1.0 2 6 Local 0 0 17,000,000 17,000,000 

2010 QNC08-759 Rittenhouse Rd: 196th to 206th St Widen roadway 1.5 2 4 Local 0 0 6,000,000 6,000,000 

2011 QNC07-724 Ocotillo Rd: Crismon Rd to 220th St Widen roadway 0.5 2 4 Private 0 0 500,000 500,000 

2011 QNC08-751 Ocotillo Rd: Signal Butte Rd to Meridian Rd Widen roadway 1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 4,200,000 4,200,000 

2011 QNC07-728 Ocotillo Rd: Rittenhouse Rd to 209th Way Widen roadway 0.5 2 4 Local 0 0 5,500,000 5,500,000 

2011 QNC07-730 Ocotillo Rd: Signal Butte Rd to 220th Rd Widen roadway 0.5 2 4 Private 0 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 

2011 QNC07-729 Ocotillo Rd: Crismon Rd to Rittenhouse Rd Widen roadway 0.3 2 4 Private 0 0 900,000 900,000 
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AGENCY: Queen Creek 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2012 QNC08-748 Meridian Rd: Chandler Heights Rd to 
Riggs Rd 

New 6 lane road 2.0 0 6 Local 0 0 10,000,000 10,000,000 

2012 QNC09-778 Rittenhouse Rd: Queen Creek Wash to 
Cloud Rd 

Widen roadway, adding 2 through lanes 
and add Bridge 

0.5 2 4 Private 0 0 4,400,000 4,400,000 

2012 QNC07-721 Hawes Rd: Rittenhouse Rd to Queen 
Creek Rd 

Widen roadway 0.3 2 4 Private 0 0 900,000 900,000 

2014 QNC09-776 Rittenhouse Rd: Ocotillo Rd to Queen 
Creek Wash 

Widen roadway, adding EB lane 2.0 2 3 Local 0 0 3,190,000 3,190,000 

2014 QNC09-779 Signal Butte Rd: Ocotillo Rd to Queen 
Creek Rd 

Widen roadway, from 2 to 4 lanes 1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 4,800,000 4,800,000 

2014 QNC09-775 Rittenhouse Rd: Cloud Rd to Riggs Rd Widen roadway, adding 2 through lanes 0.5 2 4 Local 0 0 2,000,000 2,000,000 

2014 QNC09-773 Power Rd: Riggs Rd to Cloud Rd Widen roadway, adding NB lane 0.5 2 3 Private 0 0 1,500,000 1,500,000 
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AGENCY: Queen Creek 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2014 QNC09-781 Sossaman Rd: Ocotillo Rd to Chandler 
Heights 

Widen roadway 1.0 2 4 Local 0 0 4,280,000 4,280,000 

2014 QNC09-769 Ocotillo Rd: Hawes Rd to Sossaman Rd Widen roadway 1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 3,700,000 3,700,000 

2014 QNC09-766 Chandler Heights Rd: Sossaman Rd to 
Hawes Rd 

Widen roadway 1.0 2 4 Local 0 0 4,000,000 4,000,000 

2014 QNC13-903 Riggs Rd: Ellsworth Rd to Meridian Rd Construct new roadway 3.0 0 4 Local 0 0 20,000,000 20,000,000 

2014 QNC09-768 Meridian Rd: Queen Creek Rd to Ocotillo 
Rd 

Widen roadway, adding SB lane 1.0 2 3 Private 0 0 4,000,000 4,000,000 

2014 QNC08-802 Queen Creek Rd: Signal Butte Rd to 
Meridian Rd 

Widen roadway 1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 6,500,000 6,500,000 

2014 QNC08-801 Queen Creek Rd: Crismon Rd to Signal 
Butte Rd 

Widen roadway 1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 6,500,000 6,500,000 
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AGENCY: Queen Creek 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2014 QNC08-750 Ocotillo Rd: Recker Rd to Power Rd New 4 lane road 1.0 0 4 Private 0 0 4,000,000 4,000,000 

2014 QNC08-747 Meridian Rd: Ocotillo Rd to Chandler 
Heights Rd 

New 6 lane road 1.0 0 6 Private 0 0 3,000,000 3,000,000 

2014 QNC07-735 Queen Creek Rd: Crismon Rd to 213th St Widen roadway 0.5 2 4 Private 0 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 

2014 QNC07-726 Ocotillo Rd: Ellsworth Rd Bypass to Hawes 
Rd 

Widen roadway 0.8 2 4 Private 0 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 

2014 QNC07-719 Hawes Rd: Ocotillo Rd to Queen Creek Rd Widen roadway 1.0 2 4 Private 0 0 2,000,000 2,000,000 

2014 QNC07-707 Ellsworth Rd: Ocotillo Rd to Queen Creek 
Wash 

Widen roadway, adding SB lane 0.5 2 3 Local 0 0 500,000 500,000 

2014 QNC07-701 Chandler Heights Rd: Ellsworth Rd to 
204th St 

Widen roadway, adding WB lane 0.5 2 3 Private 0 0 900,000 900,000 
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AGENCY: Queen Creek 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2014 QNC07-713 Ellsworth Rd: Rittenhouse Rd to Ellsworth 
Loop Rd 

Widen roadway 0.5 2 4 Private 0 0 3,000,000 3,000,000 
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AGENCY: Surprise 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: Miles: Lanes 
Before 

Lanes 
After: 

Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2010 SUR10-001 Reems Road between Waddell and Peoria improvement and widening 1.0 4 6 Local 0 0 1,500,000 1,500,000 
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AGENCY: Buckeye 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: ALI: Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2011 BKY10-805T 1-10/Jackrabbit Construct regional park-and-ride (1­
1O/Jackrabbit Trail) 

11.33.04 PTF 0 2,898,201 0 2,898,201 
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AGENCY: Glendale 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: ALI: Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2012 GLN12-001T Loop 101/Bell Construct regional park-and-ride (Loop 
101/Bell) 

11.33.04 5309 2,459,762 614,940 0 3,074,702 

2012 GLN12-812T Grand/Glendale Construct regional park-and-ride 
(Grand/Glendale) 

11.33.04 5307 2,459,762 614,940 0 3,074,702 
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AGENCY: Mesa 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: ALI: Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2010 MES10-809T US60/Country Club Construct regional park-and-ride 
(US60/Country Club) 

11.33.04 5309 2,251,030 0 0 2,251,030 
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AGENCY: Peoria 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: ALI: Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2012 PE012-806T Grand/Peoria Construct regional park-and-ride 
(Grand/Peoria) 

11.33.04 Local ° ° 3,074,702 3,074,702 
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AGENCY: Phoenix 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: ALI: Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2010 PHX10-801T Sky Train - Stage 1: 44th Street and 
Washington Light Rail Stop to Sky Harbor 
Terminal 4 

Construction of Stage 1 Local 0 0 97,450,000 97,450,000 
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AGENCY: Scottsdale 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: ALI: Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: Local 
Cost: 

Total Cost: 

2010 SCT09-803T Loop 101/Scottsdale Rd Construct regional park-and-ride (Loop 
101/Scottsdale) 

11.33.04 5309 2,185,466 546,376 0 2,731,842 
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AGENCY: Valley Metro/Rail 

Fiscal 
Year: 

10#: Location: Type of Work: ALI: Fund 
Type: 

Federal Cost: Regional Cost: 

2010 VMR10-001T 1-17 Corridor - Bethany Home Rd to Fixed guideway corridor - Northwest LRT None Local 0 0 
Dunlap Rd Extension - Construction (Operation 

beains in 2013) 
2010 VMR10-626T 1-17 Corridor - Bethany Home Rd to 

Dunlap Rd 
Fixed guideway corridor - Northwest LRT 
Extension - Construction (Operation 
beains in 2013) 

13.23.01 PTF 0 21,133,000 

2011 VMR11-832T Tempe Fixed guideway corridor - Tempe South ­ 13.23.01 PTF 0 7,300,000 
Construct Transitway 

2011 VMR11-705T 1-17 Corridor - Bethany Home Rd to Fixed guideway corridor - Northwest LRT 13.23.01 PTF 0 10,786,000 
Dunlap Rd Extension - Construction (Operation 

beains in 2013) 
2011 VMR11-827T Main Street Corridor Fixed guideway corridor - Central Mesa­ 13.23.01 PTF 0 6,000,000 

Construct transitway 

2011 VMR11-831T Tempe Fixed guideway corridor - Tempe South ­
Construct Transitway 

13.23.01 PTF 0 4,400,000 

2012 VMR12-839T 1-17 Corridor - Bethany Home Rd to Fixed guideway corridor - Northwest LRT 13.23.01 PTF 0 12,400,000 
Dunlap Rd Extension - Construction (Operation 

beains in 2013) 
2012 VMR12-841T Main Street Corridor Fixed guideway corridor - Central Mesa­ 13.23.01 5309 5,250,000 5,600,000 

Construct transitway 

2012 VMR12-845T Tempe Fixed guideway corridor - Tempe South ­
Construct Transitway 

13.23.01 PTF 0 7,000,000 

2012 VMR12-846T Tempe Fixed guideway corridor - Tempe South ­
Construct Transitway 

13.23.01 PTF 0 7,700,000 

2012 VMR12-003T 1-17 Corridor - Bethany Home Rd to Fixed guideway corridor - Northwest LRT None Local 0 0 
Dunlap Rd Extension - Construction (Operation 

beains in 2013) 
2013 VMR13-925T Main Street Corridor Fixed guideway corridor - Central Mesa ­ 13.23.01 CMAQ­ 2,529,026 632,256 

Construct Transitway Flex 

2013 VMR13-933T Tempe Fixed guideway corridor - Tempe South ­
Construct Transitway 

13.23.01 5309 12,984,843 19,937,620 

2013 VMR13-936T Main Street Corridor Fixed guideway corridor - Central Mesa-
Construct Transitway 

13.23.01 5309 14,250,000 14,250,000 

2014 VMR14-011T Tempe Fixed guideway corridor - Tempe South ­
Construct Transitway 

None CMAQ-
Flex 

3,000,000 750,000 

2014 VMR14-003T Main Street Corridor Fixed guideway corridor - Central Mesa-
Construct Transitway 

None CMAQ-
Flex 

8,000,000 2,000,000 

2014 VMR14-004T Main Street Corridor Fixed guideway corridor - Central Mesa-
Construct Transitway 

None 5309 22,750,000 22,750,000 

2014 VMR14-010T Tempe Fixed guideway corridor - Tempe South ­
Construct Transitway 

None 5309 13,500,000 24,850,000 

Local 
Cost: 

14,407,000 

67,406,000 

0 

40,644,000 

0 

0 

29,700,000 

0 

0 

0 

7,600,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total Cost: 

14,407,000 

88,539,000 

7,300,000 

51,430,000 

6,000,000 

4,400,000 

42,100,000 

10,850,000 

7,000,000 

7,700,000 

7,600,000 

3,161,282 

32,922,463 

28,500,000 

3,750,000 

10,000,000 

45,500,000 

38,350,000 
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Agenda Item #5L 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review 

DATE:
 
June 30,2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
Amendment to the FY 2010 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget to Accept
 
Funding from the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality for Developing a Roadmap for
 
Greening Water Infrastructure
 

SUMMARY:
 
The Arizona Department of Environmental Quality has notified MAG that it would be awarded
 
$45,000 in stimulus funding from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 for water
 
quality management planning. The funding would be used to conduct a workshop on green
 
infrastructure for water and wastewater treatment plants focusing on Arizona issues and prepare a
 
roadmap for greening water infrastructure. It is necessary to amend the FY 2010 MAG Unified
 
Planning Work Program and Annual Budget to accept these funds.
 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
None. 

PROS & CONS:
 
PROS: Approval of the amendment to the FY 2010 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and
 
Annual Budget to accept the funding from the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality would
 
allow MAG to conduct a workshop and develop a roadmap for greening water infrastructure. This
 
project would be useful to water/wastewater professionals, planners, businesses, and governments.
 
Planning for low impact development may lead to resource conservation, water quality improvement,
 
and lower costs.
 

CONS: None.
 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
 
TECHNICAL: This project would include a workshop on green infrastructure for water and
 
wastewater treatment plants focusing on Arizona issues and the preparation of a roadmap for
 
greening water infrastructure.
 

POLICY: Planning for low impact development may lead to resource conservation, water quality
 
improvement, and lower costs.
 

ACTION NEEDED:
 
Recommend approval to amend the FY 2010 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual
 
Budget to accept $45,000 from the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality for developing a
 
roadmap for greening water infrastructure.
 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS:
 
There are no prior committee actions on this item.
 

CONTACT PERSON:
 
Julie Hoffman, Environmental Planning Program Manager, (602) 254-6300
 



Agenda Item #5M 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review
 

DATE:
 
June 30, 2009
 

SUBJECT:
 
Digital Aerial Photography Partnership with Central Arizona Association of Governments (CAAG)
 

SUMMARY:
 
In May 2009, the MAG Regional Council approved the FY 2010 Unified Planning Work Program
 
and Annual Budget, which included $40,000 for digital aerial photography for use in planning
 
activities by both MAG and its member agencies. This imagery is purchased on an annual basis
 
and typically includes substantial portions of Pinal County. This year MAG has been approached
 
by the Central Arizona Association of Governments (CAAG) to enter into a partnership to issue
 
a single Invitation for Bids. Cost for the imagery purchased through the joint Invitation for Bids
 
would be based on the area covered by the purchase. MAG and CAAG would receive the full
 
imagery acquisition. CAAG's payment responsibility would be for the Pinal County portion of the
 
imagery. As in past years, this photography will be made available at no charge to MAG member
 
agencies, as well as to CAAG member agencies. The Management Committee is requested to
 
recommend approval to amend the FY 201 0 Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget
 
for MAG to accept funds from CAAG forthe Pinal County portion of the digital aerial photography.
 

PUBLIC INPUT:
 
None has been received.
 

PROS & CONS:
 
PROS: MAG will not be responsible for payment to vendor for the Pinal County portion of the
 
entire imagery purchase.
 

CONS: There are none.
 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS:
 
TECHNICAL: This would enable MAG to potentially obtain a larger area of aerial imagery.
 

POLICY: The digital aerial photography will be available at no extra cost for all member agencies
 
to use.
 

ACTION NEEDED:
 
Recommend approval to amend the FY 201 0 Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget
 
for MAG to accept funds from the Central Arizona Association of Governments for the Pinal
 
County portion of the digital aerial photography.
 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
None. 

CONTACT PERSON:
 
Rita Walton, Information Services Manager, (602) 254-6300
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Agenda Item #5N 

June 30, 2009 

TO: Members of the MAG Management Committee 

FROM: Heidi Pahl, MAG Regional Planner 

SUBJECT: ANNEXATION REQUIREMENTS FOR CENSUS 20 10 

The 20 10 Census is only nine months away. To prepare for this count, it is important that all jurisdictions 

be aware of the need to complete any annexations by December 3 I, 2009, and report those 

annexations to the U.S. Census Bureau by March 1,20 10, in order for population in the newly annexed 

area to be included in the jurisdiction's Census 20 I0 population. 

The U.S. Census Bureau conducts the Boundary and Annexation Survey (BAS) annually to update 

information about the legal boundaries and names of all governmental units in the United States. The 

Census Bureau uses the boundary information collected in the BAS to tabulate data for various censuses 

and surveys, including the 20 I0 Census of Population and Housing. It is anticipated that all federally 

recognized tribal areas, governmental counties, and incorporated places will receive their 20 10 BAS 
materials in the mail between October I and November 25,2009. 

Responses to the 20 I0 BAS must be received by the Census Bureau before March I, 20 I0 to be 

included in the Census 20 IO. If a city or town has annexed land in recent years, but the Census Bureau 

does not know about the annexation by March I, 20 10, the population data from Census 20 I0 for that 

city or town could be under reported. 

For more information about the annexation requirements for Census 20 I0, please contact me at (602) 
254-6300. 

A Voluntary Association of Local Governments in Maricopa County 
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Executive Summary Report

The Interstates 8 and 10 Hidden Valley Transportation 
Framework Study is the second long-range planning 
study that the Maricopa Association of Governments 
(MAG) is conducting in rapidly developing areas 
surrounding present-day metropolitan Phoenix.  The 
purpose of these studies is to initiate the transportation 
planning process in large areas that are expected to 
experience intense growth and development over the 
next 30 to 50 years.

The study area, which encompasses approximately 
3,000 square miles (larger than the state of Delaware), 
is situated in Maricopa and Pinal counties.  Its 
boundaries are generally the Gila River on the north, 
the I-8 corridor on the south, Overfield Road (east 
of I-10) on the east, and 459th Avenue in Maricopa 
County on the west.  The Hidden Valley contains two 
Native American Indian communities, five wilderness 
areas, and the Sonoran Desert National Monument.  

MAG and its partners are beginning broad-brush 
planning in advance of growth.  The planning 
timeframes are 2030 and Buildout, which may occur 
after 2050.  The table below shows the magnitude of 
expected growth.  At Buildout, the Hidden Valley study 
area will have roughly two-thirds the population of 
Maricopa County today.

Completion of this study met the following objectives:
Developed a conceptual network  of transportation •	
corridors for freeways, parkways, arterials, and 

public transit throughout the study area;
Identified potential traffic interchange locations •	
on I-8, I-10, and  proposed freeways;
Established access management strategies for •	
high-capacity corridors to ensure safe and efficient 
operation of the roadways;
Prepared a comprehensive set of maps illustrating •	
the study area’s natural and man-made 
environment.
Integrated recommendations with results of the •	
recently completed MAG Interstate 10 Hassayampa 
Valley Transportation Framework Study, which 
covered much of the area just north of the Hidden 
Valley study area; 
Determined logical phasing of major transportation •	
improvements;
Specified future corridors in which right-of-way •	
should be preserved now; and
Examined alternative funding strategies.•	

Project Background, 
Purpose and Objectives

Date or Scenario Population Employment (Jobs)
Year 2005 90,000 49,000
Year 2030 448,000 224,000

Buildout (post-2050) 2,500,000 1,100,000
Source:  MAG Study Team, 2009



The recommended transportation framework for the 
Hidden Valley is illustrated on page 3.  The network 
is multimodal, featuring expanded and new high-
capacity roadway corridors to accommodate future 
travel demand, as well as transit corridors to facilitate 
travel to the major employment centers of Metropolitan 
Phoenix and Tucson and activity hubs in the Hidden 
Valley.  The framework is designed to:

Meet the long-range mobility needs of the Hidden •	
Valley region, in a manner consistent with adopted 
transportation and land use plans.
Introduce new travel corridors between existing •	
and proposed communities in the Hidden Valley.

Accommodate travel demand in a sustainable •	
and environmentally responsible manner, 
using context-sensitive solutions such as grade-
separated wildlife crossings and “scenic ways” 
across visually attractive landscapes.
Lay the foundation for local and regional •	
multimodal planning, including approximate 
locations of future transportation hubs,  traffic 
interchanges, and park-and-ride facilities.  
Allow for phased implementation, depending on •	
development timeframes and available funding 
streams, over a period extending 40 or more years 
into the future.
Be consistent with the continuing planning efforts •	
of Native American communities within the Hidden 
Valley by avoiding known cultural resources and 
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identifying transportation improvements on tribal •	
lands that protect and enhance the goals of their 
communities.  
Provide seamless highway and transit links with •	
adjacent regions.

The network includes several new freeways and 
parkways,  and identifies approximate locations of 
arterials.  All of the framework routes should be viewed 
as generalized corridors, not specific alignments.  
Specific locations for roadway and transit facilities will 
be established in future planning and design studies.  
While all recommendations on tribal lands have been 
informally agreed upon, such improvements are 
contingent upon formal acceptance by both the Ak-
Chin and GRIC tribal councils. 

The roadway network contains approximately 1,960 
lane miles of freeways, 1,703 lane miles of parkways, 
and 3,668 lane miles of arterials.  Freeways are 
fully access-controlled and have four to five lanes 
per direction at Buildout.  Arizona Parkways are 
intermediate- capacity, six- to eight-lane divided 
roadways with partial access control and indirect 
left turns permitted at major intersections.  Parkway 
facilities are generally spaced every three to five miles.  
The background network of arterial streets would 
accommodate shorter trips in and between Hidden 
Valley communities.  A series of interchanges is 
illustrated on the map.  FHWA, ADOT, MAG, and CAAG 
are working to set a minimum spacing of two miles 
between interchanges on Interstate highways, except 
where closer spacing already exists or was previously 
approved. (The minimum spacing from the nearest 
freeway-to-freeway or “system” interchange is three 
miles.)  Existing or proposed traffic interchanges refer 
to freeway-to-arterial or freeway-to-parkway access 
points.  System interchanges refer to freeway-to-
freeway ramp systems.

 A synopsis of additional features follows:
Two scenic ways are proposed, reflecting a parkway •	
cross-section with enhanced wildlife crossing 
corridors.  These roadways can also provide 
accessibility for recreational opportunities.
High occupancy vehicle lanes are identified on •	
those freeways that connect communities to major 
employment centers.  
Freeway transit and parkway bus transit corridors •	

are proposed to connect major activity centers, 
with potential park-and-ride facilities identified 
on the map.
Communities would offer local bus transit and •	
paratransit services.
Two enhanced transit corridors are illustrated.  •	
The City of Goodyear has proposed an enhanced 
transit corridor to connect the multiple Goodyear 
city centers along a north- south transit spine.  The 
City of Maricopa has proposed an enhanced transit 
corridor along SR-347 to provide a rapid transit 
connection to freeway transit along I-10.
A potential route for future commuter rail service •	
is illustrated.  This service could connect with a 
potential system serving central Phoenix.  
A proposed freight rail route is depicted in the •	
western portion of the study area, connecting two 
Union Pacific lines, one near Gila Bend and another 
in Buckeye.  This could extend farther north to the 
BNSF Railway parallel to US-60/Grand Avenue.

Interstates 8 and 10 Hidden Valley Transportation Framework Study
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The Interstates 8 and 10 Hidden Valley Transportation 
Framework Study included an agency coordination 
and community outreach program throughout the 
project.  Approximately 200 meetings were conducted 
with public agency staff, elected officials, and a wide 
range of private stakeholders, such as landowners 
and developers.  All of these public and private 
stakeholders were invited to participate in several 
forums. Over 100 people, including several elected 
officials, attended each event.  MAG also conducted 
two sets of community workshops to present the study 
findings to the general public.  

The MAG team supplemented these meetings with 
three newsletters and a special web page, http://
www.bqaz.org, linked to the MAG website.  The stake-
holder team included:

Funding Partners:
Maricopa Association of Governments•	
Arizona Department of Transportation•	
Maricopa County Department of Transportation•	
Pinal County Department of Public Works•	
Town of Buckeye•	
City of Goodyear•	
City of Maricopa•	

Coordination and Outreach
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Contributing Partners:
Central Arizona Association of Governments•	
City of Casa Grande•	

Study Review Team:
Ak-Chin Indian Community•	
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality•	
Arizona Department of Transportation•	
Arizona Game and Fish Department•	
Arizona State Land Department•	
Central Arizona Association of Governments•	
City of Avondale•	
City of Casa Grande•	
City of Goodyear•	
City of Eloy•	
City of Maricopa•	
Federal Highway Administration•	
Flood Control District of Maricopa County •	
Gila River Indian Community•	
Maricopa Association of Governments•	
Maricopa County Department of Transportation•	
Pinal County Department of Public Works •	
Tohono O’odham Indian Community•	
Town of Buckeye•	
Town of Gila Bend•	
U.S. Air Force (Luke Air Force Base and Goldwater •	
Range)
U.S. Bureau of Land Management•	

An environmental scan, like an environmental overview 
at a corridor level, assists in identifying critical flaws of 
transportation alternatives.  An environmental scan of 
more than 35 maps was created to display the existing 
conditions of the Hidden Valley.   The scan included 
a review of the social, environmental, physical, and 
economic environment of the study area.  It is especially 
useful for providing background information at a 
glance to stakeholders and the community.  

Upon completion of the scan, a development suitability 
analysis was conducted by combining  natural and 
man-made opportunities on two maps, which were 
used to develop regional transportation network  
alternatives for the Hidden Valley study area.

Environmental Scan and 
Development Suitability 
Analysis
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Studies

Development Suitability Analysis Process

Arizona Parkway Functional 
Classification

The Arizona Parkway is a new roadway functional 
classification, proposed in the Hassayampa Valley 
study and further studied by the Maricopa County 
Department of Transportation. This facility type has 
an excellent record of providing capacity up to double 
that of a conventional arterial, at a fraction of the cost 
of a freeway. 

Parkways include: six- to eight-lane divided roadways, 
more access management than a typical arterial 
roadway, right-of-way of at least 200 feet, and minimum 
60-foot median to accommodate storage for indirect 
left turns and large vehicle turning radii.

A unique intersection design feature that greatly 
increases parkway capacity is the “indirect left turn.”  

Aerial view of 
parkway in 
the state of 
Michigan
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Traditional left turns are not permitted at intersections, 
resulting in a two-phase signal cycle that improves 
traffic operations and safety.  At high-volume junctions 
between two parkways, grade-separated intersections 
may be provided.

Key advantages of this type of roadway over a typical 
arterial include: higher vehicle capacity, faster travel 
times, better gas mileage due to fewer stops and less 
idling at intersections, and less potential for accidents 
at intersections due to elimination of left turns.

Following the preliminary recommendations of the 
Hassayampa Valley Framework Study, the Maricopa 
County Department of Transportation led several 
studies to identify the operation and construction of 
the Arizona Parkway cross-section. Please find these 
studies and additional information at:   http://www.
bqaz.org/azparkway/index.asp

The Arizona Wildlife Linkages Workgroup, a 
partnership of public agencies and non-governmental 
organizations, completed a study known as Arizona’s 
Wildlife Linkages Assessment in 2006. The assessment 
documented and mapped initial work to identify 
habitat blocks, fracture zones, and potential linkage 
zones, in an effort to promote connectivity of habitat 
for Arizona’s wildlife. The assessment is intended to 
provide a framework for land managers and planners 
to assess opportunities for mitigation, such as wildlife 
crossings and land protection measures.

Mitigation measures are important for two reasons.  
The first reason is human safety.  As our infrastructure 
expands into more rural areas, we are moving into the 
wildlife habitat, increasing the chances of wildlife-
vehicle collisions.  Secondly, wildlife crossings reduce 
the adverse effects of roads, decreasing wildlife 
mortality.

A follow-on program to the Arizona’s Wildlife Linkages 
Assessment, the Arizona Missing Linkages assesses 
specific regions to determine these wildlife crossing 
needs.  The Gila Bend-Sierra Estrella Linkage Design 
identifies the two most important linkages in the 
study area – the connection across SR-85 between 
the Gila Bend Mountains and the Sonoran Desert 
National Monument, and the connection across the 
proposed Hassayampa Freeway between the Sonoran 
Desert National Monument and the Sierra Estrella 
Wilderness Area.  Both of these areas include a range 
of species size for which wildlife crossings should 
include appropriate infrastructure.Wildlife Crossings

Arizona Parkway Cross-Section

Concrete ramp for tortoise crossing near US-60 (right)
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 Several wildlife crossings are planned or exist in Arizona 
and offer examples of alternative mitigation measures.  
For example, to accommodate desert bighorn sheep 
on US-93, three wildlife bridges will be constructed 
over the highway, to appeal to the sheep’s desire to be 
up high.  On the other hand, eleven underpasses were 
constructed on a 17-mile section of SR-260 between 
Payson and Show Low, permitting elk to cross the 
highway after over 100 documented wildlife-vehicle 
collisions in 2001.  Mitigation measures included 
elk crossing signs along SR-260 between Payson 
and Show Low and pedestrian-wildlife underpasses 
with monitoring equipment.  Since implementation 
of these crossings on SR-260, elk-vehicle collisions 
have fallen as much as 95 percent.  Near Superior 
along the Gonzales Pass segment of US-60, concrete 
ramps have been constructed at the entrance of each 
culvert to help tortoises avoid slipping between the 

riprap entrances to culverts.  The ramp guarantees the 
animals a pathway up to and into the culvert.

Arizona Wildlife and Missing Linkages

Wildlife Linkage Priority Linkage/Arizona Missing Linkage

NOTES:
While every effort has been made to ensure the accuracy of this information, the Maricopa 
Association of Governments makes no warranty, expressed or implied, as to its accuracy and 
expressly disclaims liability for the accuracy thereof.

Alignments for new freeway, highway, parkway, arterial, high occupancy vehicle, and bridge 
facilities will be determined following the completion of appropriate corridor planning, design, and 
environmental studies.

Locations of proposed freeway interchanges are preliminary and subject to review and approval of 
the FHWA and ADOT.
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ADOT Central Arizona 
Framework Study 

Underway

Example elk underpass on SR-260
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A bridge or box culvert with a large opening attracts 
larger species, whereas low pipe or box culverts 
with smaller openings are more attractive to small 
and medium animals.  In both situations, fencing is 
necessary to guide the animals into the crossing, and 
not over the road. 

The cross-section presented above can easily be 
adapted to a freeway or arterial by varying the 
dimensions of the culvert opening in relation to 
the roadway width.  Additionally, depending on the 
animal size, the box culvert can be replaced with a 
pipe culvert or other appropriate pathway, which may 
use an overpass rather than an underpass.

Protection of significant wildlife crossings is an 
important element of this study. Appropriate mitigation 
measures should be included in future design of the 
recommended roadways, especially scenic ways. 

Arizona Parkway Sample Wildlife Crossing for Large Mammal: Cross-Section

Arizona Parkway Sample Wildlife Crossing for Large Mammal: Elevation

Artist 
rendition of a 
bighorn sheep 
crossing over 
US-93
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Building the recommended roadway network in the 
study area will cost over $25 billion in today’s dollars. 
These roadway projects are not funded or included 
in the adopted Regional Transportation Plans. The 
study team identified various transportation revenue 
sources in use today by study area jurisdictions, 
including the Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF) 
(primarily the state fuel tax), the Regional Area Road 

The Arizona State Transportation Board has 
undertaken a statewide collaborative process to 
identify Arizona’s multimodal transportation needs 
and a range of options to meet them.  It is the first 
statewide transportation planning effort in Arizona to 
address truly long-range needs (2030 and 2050); the 
first to consider all roadways and transit on an equal 
footing; the first to include city and county, as well as 
state systems; and the first to fully integrate principles 
of smart growth, environmental stewardship, and tribal 
participation.  It will also include a rail development 
program and investment strategy for the state.

ADOT’s program has applied the concept of a 
framework study statewide.  For Maricopa County 
and a portion of Pinal, the Hidden Valley study, the 
I-10 Hassayampa Valley Regional Transportation 
Framework, and the update of the MAG RTP provide 
the basis for the future transportation network. In 
Pima County, ADOT will incorporate the update of the 
PAG RTP.  ADOT has split the rest of the state into four 
regions – Northern Arizona, Western Arizona, Central 
Arizona, and Eastern Arizona.  The Hidden Valley 
recommended network is fully integrated with its 
adjacent study area, the Central Arizona Framework, 
which encompasses the rest of Pinal County.  

In summer 2009, ADOT and its regional partners will 
use the information developed to create a Statewide 
Transportation Planning Framework, which will  lead 
to the updated State Long-Range Transportation Plan.
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MAG Regional 
Transportation 
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I-8/I-10 
Hidden Valley

I-10 
Hassayampa 

Valley

Framework Planning Regions

System Funding

Relationship to Statewide 
Transportation Planning 
Framework

Fund (RARF) which comes from the voter-approved 
half-cent sales tax in Maricopa County, and the Pinal 
County Transportation Excise Tax extended to 2025 
in Pinal County. The HURF has been declining in real 
terms for almost twenty years, and the RARF and the 
Pinal County tax expire in 2025. Accordingly, these 
sources cannot be relied on for the proposed Hidden 
Valley framework. We need to identify and commit a 
new array of funding sources to build the network. 
Funding will also be needed for continuing operation 
and maintenance once construction is complete.

There are no easy solutions 
to this funding predicament, 
as the sources that generate 
the most revenue will likely 
be the most difficult to enact. 
Even though the conceptual 
network is a long-term 
vision, we should begin 
to think now about how 
to overcome the funding 
shortfall.
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Corridor Segment

Corridor/
Preliminary 

Alignment Study
Right-of-Way 
Preservation

Facility Level of Development*

Interim (2030) Buildout
Freeway

I-8 I-10 to SR-347 N/A 2010-2015 (for 
new TIs)

6 lanes (general 
purpose)

10 lanes, including 
2 HOV, and new TIs

West of SR-347 4 lanes (existing) 10 lanes, including 
2 HOV, and new TIs

I-10** SR-202L to I-8 N/A 2010-2015 (for 
new TIs)

6 lanes (general 
purpose)

10 lanes, including 
2 HOV, and new TIs

SR-85 I-8 to I-10 Complete Complete 4 lanes (general 
purpose)

8 lanes, including 
2 HOV

SR-303L Extension I-10 to Rainbow Valley Rd 2010-2015 2010-2020 6 lanes (general 
purpose)

8 lanes, including 
2 HOV

Rainbow Valley Rd to 
Hassayampa Fwy

2010-2020 2015-2020 4 lanes (general 
purpose)

8 lanes, including 
2 HOV

SR-303 Spur Hassayampa Fwy to I-8 2010-2020 2015-2020 6-lane parkway 8 lanes, including 
2 HOV

Hassayampa Fwy I-10 (Casa Grande) to I-10 
(Buckeye)

2010-2015 2010-2020 6 lanes (general 
purpose)

8 lanes, including 
2 HOV

SR-238 Hassayampa Fwy to SR-347 2010-2015 2015-2020 4 lanes (general 
purpose)

8 lanes, including 
2 HOV

Montgomery Fwy I-8 to Hassayampa Fwy 2020-2025 2020-2030 4 lanes (general 
purpose)

8 lanes, including 
2 HOV

Parkway

SR-347**H I-10 to Maricopa-CG Hwy N/A 2010-2020 6 lanes 6 lanes

Farrell Rd to I-8 2010-2020 4 lanes 8 lanes

Sonoran ValleyH SR-238 to SR-303L 2010-2015 2010-2020 4 lanes 6 lanes

Warren-RalstonH I-8 to SR-238 2010-2015 2010-2020 4 lanes 8 lanes

AndersonH SR-84 to Maricopa-CG Hwy 2010-2015 2010-2020 4 lanes 8 lanes

AndersonM I-8 to SR-84 2015-2020 2015-2025 4 lanes 6 lanes

Cotton LnH SR-303L to SR-303L 2010-2015 2010-2020 4 lanes 6 lanes

Kortsen/SR-84/SR-
287M

Montgomery to SR-303 Spur 2015-2020 2015-2025 4 lanes 6 lanes

Maricopa-CG HwyM All (parkway portion) 2010-2020 2015-2025 6 lanes 6 lanes

FarrellM All (parkway portion) 2010-2020 2015-2025 4 lanes 6 lanes

Val VistaM Hassayampa Fwy to 
Hassayampa Fwy

2010-2020 2015-2025 4 lanes 6 lanes

Selma HwyM East of I-10 2010-2020 2015-2025 6 lanes 6 lanes

TrekellM South of I-8 2010-2020 2015-2025 4 lanes 6 lanes

Vekol ValleyM I-8 to Hassayampa Fwy 2010-2020 2015-2025 4 lanes 6 lanes

Hidden WatersL Gila Bend to I-10 2010-2015 2010-2020 2-lane arterial 6 lanes

TabletopL SR-347 to Trekell 2015-2025 2020-2030 4-lane arterial 6 lanes

Watermelon/
PalomaL

I-8 to Hidden Waters 2015-2025 2020-2030 2-lane arterial 8 lanes

Potential Implementation Timeframe
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Corridor Segment

Corridor/
Preliminary 

Alignment Study
Right-of-Way 
Preservation

Facility Level of Development*

Interim (2030) Buildout
Parkway (cont.)

SR-85 Scenic Way South of I-8 N/A Post 2030 2-lane arterial 
(no change)

4-lane scenic way

De Anza Scenic 
Way

SR-238 to SR-85 N/A Post 2030 2-lane arterial 
(no change)

4-lane scenic way

Regional Transit

Passenger Rail Queen Creek-Eloy (UP 
Phoenix Subdivision)

2010-2015 2010-2020 Peak period 
service

Full service

SR-303L/Hassayampa Fwy 
corridor

In conjunction with 
Hassayampa Fwy 
studies

2015-2025 Limited or no 
service

Full service

Regional Bus All N/A N/A Based on demand Based on demand

Potential Implementation Timeframe (cont.)

*Refers to total lanes in both directions.
**All transportation improvements on tribal community land require advance authorization from the tribal governing council.
Parkway priorities:  HHigh   MMedium   LLow

Source:  MAG Study Team, 2009
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June 30, 2009 

TO: Management Committee 

FROM: Jason Stephens, Public Involvement Planner 

SUBJECT: TRANSPORTATION PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT REPORT 

This report is designed to provide an update regarding the ongoing public involvement process for MAG 

transportation plans and programs in Fiscal Year 2009. Included in this process were a variety of special 

events and small group presentations, as well as e-mail, telephone and Web site correspondence. The 

process also included a transportation public hearing hosted on June 18, 2009, in cooperation with the 

Arizona Department of Transportation, Valley Metro, METRO and the City of Phoenix Public Transit 

Department. The public hearing was advertised through a press release, public notice, display 

advertisements in English and Spanish, and a targeted mailing. A court reporter was in attendance and the 

transcript of the hearing is attached. Also attached is a list of public comments made at the hearing 

accompanied by formal responses from staff. 

In the past, staff provided a presentation in April detailing the public involvement process for updates to 

the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). However, due 

to avariety offactors, changes to the planning and programming schedules were required. These changes 

affected the timing and manner in which MAG conducted its FY 2009 public input process. MAG public 

involv~ment staff continues to participate in large special events and make small group presentations 

throughout the Valley to inform and obtain input. Attached is a list of the events and presentations MAG 

has participated in during Fiscal Year 2009. Also included is asummary ofcomments/questions/suggestions 

received during each event and presentation. These comments were answered by staff at the event or 

responded to after the event via e-mail, telephone or written correspondence. 

If you have questions or comments, please contact Jason Stephens at (602) 452-5004 or via e-mail at 

jstephens@mag.maricopa.gov. 

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

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

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