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Transportation Policy Committee -- Tentative Agenda July IS, 2009 

TRANSPORTATION POLICY COMMITTEE
 
TENTATIVE AGENDA
 

July IS, 2009
 

I . Call to Order 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

3. Call to the Audience 

An opportunity will be provided to members of 
the public to address the Transportation Policy 
Committee on items not scheduled on the agenda 
that fall under the jurisdiction of MAG, or on items 
on the agenda for discussion but not for action. 
Citizens will be requested not to exceed a three 
minute time period for their comments. A total of 
I 5 minutes will be provided for the Call to the 
Audience agenda item, unless the Transportation 
Policy 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. 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 (*). 

COMMITIEE ACTION REQUESTED 

3. Information. 

4. Recommend approval of the Consent Agenda. 

ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONSENT*
 

*4A. Approval of the lune 17,2009, Meeting Minutes 

*4B. Project Changes Amendments and 
Administrative Modifications to the FY 2008-20 12 
MAG Transportation Improvement Program and 
Material Cost Changes to the ADOT Program 

The Fiscal Year (FY) 2008-20 12 Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) and Regional 
Transportation Plan Update were approved by the 
MAG Regional Council on July 25, 2007. Since 
that time, there have been requests from MAG 

4A. Review and approval of the June 17,2009, meeting 
minutes. 

4B. 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, FY 2009 and FY 20 I0 MAG Unified 
Planning Work Program and Annual Budget, and 
material cost changes to the ADOT Program as 
shown in the attached tables. 
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Transportation Policy Committee -- Tentative Agenda	 July IS, 2009 

member agencies to modify projects in the 
program. To move forward with project 
implementation for FY 20 I0, ADOT has 
requested a number of financial, project 
description, and schedule changes. The Fort 
McDowell Yavapai Nation, Town of Fountain Hills, 
and City of Scottsdale have submitted requests for 
programming American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds in their 
communities. Valley Metro has requested 
administrative modifications related to four 
repayment projects. Project changes related to 
the federal fiscal year (FFY) 2009 MAG Final 
Closeout are also included. Details of these 
requests can be found in the enclosed table. In 
addition, the enclosed table annotates the material 
cost changes related to cost increases to the 
ADOT	 Program. The Transportation Review 
Committee (TRC) recommended approval of this 
agenda item. On July 8, 2009, the Management 
Committee recommended approval. The Fort 
McDowell request to move their ARRA funds to 
the Maricopa County ARRA project will be heard 
for the first time at the TPC. Please refer to the 
enclosed material. 

*4C.	 Update on the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of2009: Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) Portion, MAG Sub
Allocation, Transportation Enhancement Portion, 
and MAG Region Transit Funds 

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) of 2009 was signed by President Obama 
on February 17, 2009. The Act directs 
transportation infrastructure funds to both highway 
and transit agencies in states and metropolitan 
planning organizations. On March 25, 2009, the 
MAG Regional Council approved the necessary 
Transportation Improvement Program (TI P) 
project changes for ADOT-led freeway projects 
and MAG regional transit projects that are 
programmed with ARRA funds. On April 22, 
2009, the MAG Regional Council approved the 
necessary TIP project changes for the majority of 
the local projects funded with ARRA funds. An 
update will be provided at the meeting regarding 
project development for the MAG sub-allocated 
transportation ARRA funds, the status of the 
highway and transit funded ARRA projects, and any 
new developments. 

4C. Information and discussion. 
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ITEMS PROPOSED TO BE HEARD
 

5.	 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 I0-20 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 I0 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. This item was on the July 8, 2009, 
MAG Management Committee agenda for 
information and discussion. Please refer to the 
enclosed material. 

6.	 Transportation Planning Update - Proposition 400 
Regional Freeway Program 

In June, the Transportation Policy Committee 
(TPC) received an update on the strategies 
identified by MAG staff to address the funding gap 
in the Regional Freeway Program. A presentation 
was also made at the June 24, 2009, Regional 
Council meeting and at the July 8, 2009, MAG 
Management Committee meeting. Input from 
these meetings will be incorporated into the 
presentation for the July TPC meeting. Staff is 
seeking direction from the TPC on strategies in 
bridging the $6.6 billion gap in the Regional 
Freeway and Highway Program for future 
incorporation of a tentative scenario into the 
Regional Transportation Plan 20 I0 Update. Due 
to the uncertainties in the present cost and 

5. Information and discussion. 

6.	 Information, discussion, and possible action to 
provide direction in bridging the $6.6 billion gap in 
the Regional Freeway and Highway Program for 
future incorporation of a tentative scenario into the 
Regional Transportation Plan 20 10 Update, with the 
understanding that due to the present cost and 
revenue uncertainties that this represents a 
placeholder and the program will be reevaluated in 
18 months. 
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revenue environment, staff is recommending that 
the changes in the Proposition 400 Freeway 
Program projects be forwarded as a placeholder 
for an 18 month period. At that time additional 
information will be known on costs and revenues 
and the program can then be evaluated for 
possible changes. Additional information is being 
prepared for the members of the TPC and will be 
forwarded in a separate mailing. 

7.	 Presentation ofthe Framework Recommendation 
for the Interstates-8 and 10-Hidden 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 
of Transportation, Pinal County Public Works, the 
Town of Buckeye, and the Cities ofGoodyear 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 Road 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 this 
presentation, MAG staff will provide the 
Committee with information about the final 
framework recommendation in advance of the 
Regional Council's consideration of formal 
acceptance of the study's recommendations in 
September 2009. This item is on the July 8,2009, 
MAG Management Committee agenda for 
information and discussion. Please refer to the 
enclosed material. 

7. Information and discussion. 
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8. Legislative Update 8. Information, discussion and possible action. 

An update will be provided on legislative issues of
 
interest.
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MINUTES OF THE
 
MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 

TRANSPORTATION POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
 

June 17,2009
 
MAG Office, Saguaro Room
 

Phoenix, Arizona
 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 

Mayor Marie Lopez Rogers, Avondale, Mayor Jackie Meck, Buckeye 
Vice Chair David Scholl 

Councilmember Ron Aames, Peoria Mayor Elaine Scruggs, Glendale 
# Kent Andrews, Salt River Pima-Maricopa * Mayor Scott Smith, Mesa 

Indian Community # Mayor Jim Lane, Scottsdale 
COllncilwoman Maria Baier, Phoel1ix * Mayor Lyn Truitt, Surprise 

+ COllncilmember Gail Barney, Queen Creek * Supervisor Max W. Wilson, Maricopa COllnty 
* Stephen Beard, HDR Engineering Inc. * Felipe Zubia, State Transportation Board 
* Dave Berry, Swift Transportation * Vacant, Citizens Transportation Oversight 

Jed Billings, FNF Construction Committee 
Mayor James Cavanaugh, Goodyear 

* Mayor Boyd Dunn, Chandler OTHERS ATTENDING 
* Mayor Hugh Hallman, Tempe 
* Eneas Kane, DMB Associates TPC Member Nominee: Mayor John Lewis, 
* Mark Killian, The Killian Company/Sunny Gilbert 

Mesa, Inc. 

* Not present 
# Participated by telephone conference call 
+ Participated by videoconference call 

1. Call to Order 

The meeting of the Transportation Policy Committee (TPC) was called to order by Vice Chair 
Marie Lopez Rogers at 4:05 p.m. 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited. Vice Chair Rogers arul0unced that Councilmember Gail 
Barney was participating by videoconference and Mayor Jim Lane and Kent Andrews were 
participating by telephone. 
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Vice Chair Rogers introduced Gilbert Mayor John Lewis, whose appointment to the TPC is on the 
June 24,2009, Regional Council agenda. She welcomed Mayor Lewis, who was attending the 
meeting to acquaint himself with the TPC process. 

Vice Chair Rogers noted that this was Councilwonlan Baier's last TPC meeting. She congratulated 
Councilwoman Baier on her appointment by the Govenl0r to lead the State Land Department. 

Councilwoman Baier stated that she will bring the perspective of the cities forward in important 
decisions that must be made. She expressed that it had been a pleasure to serve on the TPC and 
she looked forward to working with member agencies in her new role at the State Land 
Department. Those in attendance applauded Councilwoman Baier. 

Vice Chair Rogers noted that items at each place included the report on projects funded by the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (agenda item #5) and a bill summary chart 
(agel1da item #7). 

3. Call to the Audience 

Vice Chair Rogers stated that an opportunity is provided to the public to address the Tral1sportation 
Policy 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. An opportunity is 
provided to comment on agenda items posted for action at the time the item is heard. 

Vice Chair Rogers noted that no public comment cards had been received. 

4. Approval of Consent Agenda 

Vice Chair Rogers stated that agenda items #4A, #4B, and #4C were on the consent agenda. She 
stated that public conlment is provided for consent items, and noted that no plLblic comment cards 
had been received. Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they would like to remove any of the 
consent agenda items or have a presentation. None were noted. Councilnlember Aames moved 
to recommend approval ofCOl1sent agenda items #4A, #4B, and #4C. Mayor Cavanaugh seconded, 
and the motion carried ul1animously. 

4A. Approval of the May 20,2009, Meeting Minutes 

The Transportation Policy Committee, by consent, approved the May 20,2009, meeting minutes. 

4B. Draft Fiscal Year (FY) 2010 Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) 

The Transportation Policy Committee, by consent, recommended approval of the Draft FY 2010 
Arterial Life Cycle Program contingent on a new Finding of Conformity for the Regional 
Tral1sportation Plan 201 0 Update and FY 2010-2014 MAG Tral1sportation Improvement Program, 
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which will be finalized in January 2010. The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) identifies 94 
arterial street projects to receive funding from the regional sales tax extension and from MAG 
federal funds. The Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) provides information for 93 ofthe original 
94 projects spanning a 20-year life cycle. Information contained in the ALCP includes project 
location, regional funding, fiscal year (FY) of work, type of work, status of project and the lead 
agency. As part of the ALCP process, Lead Agencies update project information annually, at a 
minimum. MAG staff has programmed the Draft FY 2010 ALCP based on the information 
provided by Lead Agencies and from projected revenue streams from the Regional Area Road Fllnd 
(RARF), MAG Surface Transportation Program funds (STP-MAG), and Congestion Mitigation 
and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds. The Transportation Review Committee and tIle Management 
Committee recommended approval of the Draft FY 2010 Arterial Life Cycle Program. 

4C.	 Project Changes - Amendment and Administrative Modification to the FY 2008-2012 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program 

The Transportation Policy Committee, by consellt, recommended approval of amendments and 
admillistrative nlodifications to tIle FY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program, and as 
appropriate, to the Regional Transportation Plan 2007 Update, as shown in tIle 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 of the 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, including projects related to the federal FY 2009 
Closeollt, 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 Committee and the 
Management Committee. 

5.	 Update on the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009: Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) Portion, MAG Sllb-Allocation, Transportation Enhancement Portion, and 
MAG Region Transit Funds 

Eileen Yazzie, MAG Transportation Program Manager, noted that the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Project Status report was at eacll place. She described the report as 
containing six subsectiollS, and includes basic project information, project status, project costs and 
historical actions. Ms. Yazzie noted that the highway projects are moving forward rapidly and due 
to recent project bids that have come in below budget, two additional projects on the list have been 
funded, bringing the total number of projects to from five to seven. 

Ms. Yazzie stated that all transit projects have been forwarded by the City ofPhoenix, as the grant 
recipient, to the Federal Transit Administration, where the majority of the projects have been 
approved. 
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Ms. Yazzie stated that the local governments section has not bee11 filled in completely, due to the 
early stage ofproject development. She said that all ARRA funded projects are in the TIP and are 
moving forward, and staff heard that ADOT expects more bids to come in under budget, which 
could allow funding of more projects. 

Vice Chair Rogers thanked Ms. Yazzie for her report. No questions from the Committee were 
noted. 

6. Regional Freeway and Highway Program: Proposition 400 Update 

Eric Anderson, MAG Transportation Director, bega11 the presentation by reporting that there has 
been a recent rumor that the Loop 303/1-10 interchange was going to be delayed. He advised that 
this is untrue, and as a matter of fact, they are doing everything they can to keep the project on 
schedule. Mr. Anderson noted that at last month's meeting the TPC discussed the interchange's 
current cost estimate of $760 million, which is significantly more than the funds available. He 
stated that staff met with ADOT and FHWA about possible concepts to reduce costs for this 
structllre, includi11g value engineering and analysis. Mr. Anderson continued that ADOT has 
assembled the final design team and this is an opportune time to look at the interchange, and 
advised that there is no recommendation to delay the project. 

Mr. Anderson reported that the May 2009 reve11ue decreased 18.2 percent from May 2008, which 
makes seven straight months ofnegative growth. He advised that April 2008 revenue decreased 
17 percent from April 2008, which demonstrates that revenue collectio11 is growing more negative 
day by day. Mr. Anderson commented that the bottom of the downturn has not been found a11d 
staff will continue to monitor the situation. 

Councilmember Aames asked for clarification of year to date revenue. Mr. Anderson noted that 
year to date revenue is down 13.2 percent, and explained that this could mean this year's total 
revenue cOlLld be down $40 million to $50 million from last year's total of $380 millio11. He 
commented that this picture of sales tax revenue is unprecedented and has never decreased in this 
manner since these records began being tracked in the 1960s. 

Mr. Anderso11 stated that the Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF) continues to experience 
negative growtll, due to the decrease ill fuel use and vehicle miles traveled. He stated that activities 
by tIle TPC today would focus 011 c011cepts to rebala11ce the program. Mr. Anderson stated that Bob 
Hazlett, MAG Senior Engineer, would prese11t the options on a corridor by corridor basis and TPC 
members were encouraged to ask questions a11d express concerns. He said that they hope to arrive 
at preliminary recommendations tonight in order to share them at the public hearing on the overall 
program the next day. Mr. Anderson stated that the goal is to have the 2010 Update of the RTP 
before the TPC in September for review a11d possible action to recommend conducting a 
conformity analysis. He commented that to meet that schedule, action is 11eeded on the freeway 
program. 
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Mr. Hazlett continued the presentation by providing a review of last month's preselltation. He 
noted that the Regional Freeway and Highway Program Proposition 400 budget was approximately 
$9.4 billion. Mr. Hazlett stated that ADOT's 2009 cost opinion is about $15.9 billion and projects 
obligated through FY 2010 total approximately $2.7 billion, leaving an amount of$13.2 billion to 
complete the Progranl. Mr. Hazlett stated that available funding totals approximately $6.6 billion, 
leaving a program deficit of abollt $6.6 billion. 

Mr. Hazlett explained that staff took the four main principles of managenlellt strategies - value 
engilleering, deferrals, and staying the course - as ways to deal with tIle deficit in the Regional 
Freeway Program. He advised that anticipated savings through value engineering and planning 
could be about $1.6 billion, project deferrals could save about $4 billion, lower right of way 
contingency and construction costs could realize about $500 million and reducing systemwide costs 
could total abollt $500 million, resulting in a new cost opinion ofabout $9.4 billion and net savings 
of abollt $6.5 billion to bridge the gap. 

Mr. Hazlett noted that his presentation would explain Table One titled, "Regional Freeway and 
Highway progranl by Corridor - Tentative Scenario," whicll was at each place and had been 
included ill the agenda packet. He noted the addition of Phase Five for project deferrals, which 
extends the planning horizon to 2030. 

Mr. Hazlett addressed the I-I0/Papago Freeway, which extends from SR-85 in Buckeye to 1-17. 
He noted that a number of projects on this corridor identified in the RTP are under construction. 
Mr. Hazlett noted that the RTP states the addition of one general purpose lane from Loop 101 to 
1-17. The current ADOT cost opinion recommends two general purpose lanes to accommodate 
travel demand, resulting in some sections of 1-10 being eight lanes in one direction. Mr. Hazlett 
noted that the Central Plloenix Peer Review Group recommended that some with identified 
improvements for 1-17 and this two-lane widening on 1-10 could negatively impacts the Stack. He 
said that a Central Phoenix Framework Study that was just approved in the FY 2010 MAG Work 
Program, will look at solutions in this area. Mr. Hazlett stated that ADOT repackaged the cost 
estimate for this segment to $79 million, which matches the RTP. 

Councilmember Aames asked for clarification ofthe projects deferred on this corridor. Mr. Hazlett 
replied that in this scenario, the SR-85 to Verrado Way segment, which was a Phase Four project, 
would be deferred to Phase Five. 

Councilwoman Baier noted that she may have a potential conflict of interest and would not be 
participating in discussion nor voting on this issue. 

Mr. Scholl asked if the repackaging is to give time to reexamining alternatives or does it fall into 
the category of value engineering, which could lead to potential delay. Mr. Hazlett replied that 
there is almost $80 million available for spot improvements to ease traffic. He stated that there are 
short lane drops called runollts in the area of the Stack and the funds might be applied to 
lengthening them and ensuring appropriate runouts to accommodate the South Mountain 
interchange on 1-10. 
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Vice Chair Rogers asked those participating remotely iftlley had questions on this corridor. None 
were noted. 

Mayor Cavanaugh commented that the rumor about the Loop 303 interchange resulted from 
conversations others had with ADOT. He stated that Mr. Anderson had indicated there was 
absolutely no delay anticipated for the Loop 303 interchange and asked ifADOT would say that. 
Mr. Anderson confinned that they had extensive discussions with the State Engineer and there 
could be a one to two month delay due to the value engineering process, btlt nothing significant. 
He stated that ADOT has the design team on board and ready to proceed. Mr. A11derson advised 
that there is time to influence the basic design oftile facility; if the process had been further along, 
there could have been a delay. 

Mr. Scholl stated that there are deferrals and value engineering opportunities. He stated that tIle 
value engineering process that creates a delay could lead to a deferral and it would be helpful if 
those were pointed out. 

Mr. Hazlett continued the presentation by addressing the I-I O/Maricopa Freeway, which extends 
from SR-51 and AR-202L/Red Mountain Freeway to the Santal1 Freeway. He 110ted that no 
projects on this corridor were being reconlmended for deferral except for tIle local express lanes 
from the mini stack to 32nd Street, which was 110t funded in the original RTP. Mr. Hazlett stated 
that section was included in the ADOT cost opinion of the Maricopa Freeway,. He said that they 
retained funding for the west access to Sky Harbor Airport to accommodate new security measures 
required by Homeland Security. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett continued the presentation with infonnation on 1-17. He said that the inlprovements 
from Loop 101 to Carefree Highway are on their way to completion by next summer. Mr. Hazlett 
stated that this is one ofthe biggest Proposition 400 projects being completed so far. He stated that 
$1 billion was identified in the RTP for this corridor and they focused on the issue created by the 
two general purpose lanes planned for the Stack to the Arizona Canal. Mr. Hazlett referenced what 
the Central Phoenix Peer Review Group said that adding extra lanes on 1-10 and 1-17 but no 
improvenlents at the Stack causes problems. He said that they asked to repackage the $1 billion 
to include four general purpose lanes and one HOV lane in each direction fronl the Split to the 
Arizona Canal. Mr. Hazlett continued that they asked the SR-74 to A11them Wayal1d Anthem Way 
to New River Road be deferred to Phase Five. He stated that significant funding is included for 
the urban profile on 1-10 and to add additional lanes fronl Dysart to Loop 303 required conversion 
from a rural cross sectiol1 to an urban profile and they asked this be deferred. He 110ted that the 
RTP estimate for this corridor was about $1.5 billion and they are asking for an additional $100 
million for this corridor. 

Mr. Hazlett concluded his remarks about both interstates 10 and 17 by stating that the Tentative 
Scenario still includes about $2.6 billion for 1-10 and 1-17, of which about $1.8 million is the 
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region's own funds. He noted how this is a considerable sum for facilities carrying nationwide 
travel. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett moved on to US-60/Grand Avenue by saying that the RTP identified six lanes from 
83rd Avenue to Loop 101 and this project should be underway shortly. He added that other 
projects on this corridor include some traffic interchanges and spot improvements to help improve 
traffic flow. Mr. Hazlett stated that up to three grade-separated traffic interchanges were identified 
in tIle RTP, but not fully specified. He indicated that they are requestillg tllese interchanges be 
deferred to Phase Five. Mr. Hazlett noted that this proposal does take some funds from the RTP 
but the improvements still provide significant throughput in the Surprise, EI Mirage, Yollngtown, 
and Sun City areas. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett then addressed US-60/Superstition Freeway by saying that they identified moving 
forward with the corridor as planned with the exception of the Lindsay Road traffic interchange, 
which, due to some design issues, they recommelld be deferred. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked menlbers iftlley had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett stated that the interim bypass on US-93 is about ready to open and the roundabout and 
the bridge are in place. He noted that this is the only project for US-93 in the RTP alld is a Phase 
One project and they recommend no changes. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked menlbers iftlley had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett reviewed the SR-51/Piestewa Freeway. He said tllat the improvements to this corridor 
identified in the RTP were from Shea Boulevard northward. Mr. Hazlett stated that the two Phase 
One projects - the HOV lanes on SR-51 from Shea to Loop 101 and the Direct HOV (DHOV) 
ramps to Loop 101 on the east are constructed and open to traffic. Mr. Hazlett stated that they are 
asking that the HOV lanes be built out where possible and that the general purpose lanes in this 
section be deferred to a future phase. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked menlbers iftlley had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett reviewed the Loop 101/Agua Fria Freeway. He stated that they recommend 
constructingtheHOV lanes on Loop 101 from 1-10 to 1-17, which should be ll1lderway shortly. Mr. 
Hazlett stated that they recommend deferring the general purpose lanes on Loop 101 alld tIle 
DHOV ramps at the 1-10 and 1-17 interchanges be deferred at this tinle. He explained that 
according to ADOT engineering staff, the DHOV ramps have driven up the cost estimates 
significantly because they would require a significant reconstruction ofboth traffic interchanges. 
Mr. Hazlett stated that they recommend revisiting the DHOV issue at a later date because they are 
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an inlportant part of the HOV network and a way to construct thenl more economically might be 
discovered. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. 

Councilmember Aames asked about the noise walls for this corridor. Mr. Anderson replied that 
the 11 noise wall projects that were approved by MAG last year, are moving into the final design 
and the design teams are in place. He stated that they will be working with the cities and the 
neighborhoods to ensure tllat the designs work. Mr. A1lderson said that he expects some of the 
projects to go to bid after the first of the year. 

Councilmember Aames stated that he would like to see a more detailed sclledule. Mr. Anderson 
replied that he would look into seeing if one was available. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked those participating remotely if they had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett addressed the Loop 101/Pima Freeway corridor and said that the HOV lanes are open 
on Loop 101 from SR-51 to Loop 202/Red Mountain Freeway. He said that they identified 
proceeding with the HOV lanes from 1-17 to SR-51 and the general purpose lanes from the Red 
Mountain Freeway to 1-1 7. Mr. Hazlett explained that according to the travel demand nlodel, this 
freeway will see tIle highest increase in traffic in the Valley and if these improvements are not 
made, the traffic will spill onto the arterials. 

Councilmember Aames stated that the impact is at the 1-17 at Loop 101 interchange in both 
directions. He asked if this design would handle that. Mr. Hazlett replied that appropriate lane 
drops will be needed. He stated that when the HOV lanes are built, these lanes should be 
constructed at the same time. Mr. Hazlett stated that ADOT is looking at all of the HOV lanes on 
Loop 101 from Grand Avenue to SR-51 as one project. He noted that work needs to take place 
with ADOT to ensure a smooth transition with general purpose lanes. 

Mr. Anderson noted that there is room where Loop 101 goes under 1-17 and there could be an 
opportllnity for restriping. He stated that they will be working with ADOT on HOV lanes at that 
interchange to improve traffic flow because the lane drops there cause problems and they want to 
have that fixed. 

Mr. Scholl asked ifthe auxiliary lanes on the Pima would be replaced with these lanes. Mr. Hazlett 
replied that the new lanes would be in addition to auxiliary lanes, which will remain in place 
because they are needed for safety. 

Mr. Hazlett reviewed the Loop 101/Price Freeway by saying tllat the HOV lanes on this corridor 
from Red Mountain to the Santan are under construction and should open soon. He noted that they 
recommend that the additional general purpose lane from the Superstition to the Santan go forward. 
Mr. Hazlett advised that they have identified lower cost estimates ofabout $104 million in the RTP 
to about $96 million due to lower construction costs. 
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Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett addressed the SR-143/Hohokam Freeway. He said that money was included in the 
RTP for SR-153, which was transferred to SR-143 for reconstructing the ramps at Sky Harbor 
Boulevard and a spur on Loop 202 to facilitate traffic and cOilllections. Mr. Hazlett noted that as 
it stands today, all of the movements cannot be made. He stated that SR-153 has been removed 
from the freeway system and is now a part of 44tll Street. Mr. Hazlett advised that the City of 
Phoenix will be utilizing some of 44th Street for the Sky Train. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett continued with the Loop 202/Red Mountain Freeway. He said that the improvements 
identified in the RTP for the Red MOllntain from SR-51 to Loop 101 are underway through a 
design build C011tract and should be completed in 2011. Mr. Hazlett stated that the HOV lanes 
from Gilbert Road to Loop 101 are under construction. He said they recommend the construction 
of the HOV system and the deferral of the general pllrpose lanes and the DHOV ramps at the 
SuperRedTan. In addition, they recommend the deferral of the Mesa Drive interchange due to 
some issues in that area. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett reported on the Loop 202/Santan Freeway by saying that they recommend building out 
the HOV system 011 the Santan from the Superstition to 1-10 and that the DHOV ramps be 
constructed at 1-10 and at Loop 101 to provide access. He noted that the only project on the Santan 
they are requesting to be deferred is the general purpose lanes from 1-10 to US-60. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett stated that an extensive presentation was given on Loop 202/S011th Mountain last 
month. He said that they were trying to take the ADOT cost opinion from $2.5 billion to $1.9 
billion by taking advantage of value engineering, the Proposition 300 cross section, and a 59th 
Avenue alignnlent. Mr. Hazlett advised tllat the $1.9 billion includes buildollt ofthe HOV system 
from I-10/Maricopa to I-10/Papago. He added that it would cost $65 million now as opposed to 
a later retrofit that could cost a couple ofhundred million dollars, and would be less of an impact 
to residents. Mr. Hazlett stated that they recommend moving the South Mountain forward as a 
freeway facility and adding about $800 million toward its completion. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. 

Mayor Cavanaugh asked if the bicycle/pedestrian trail from 17th Avenue to 51 st Avenue had 
always been a part of the plan. Mr. Hazlett replied that there had been discussion ofhaving a trail 
of sonle sort in this area, and from the information provided by the consultant, it would cost 
approximately $10 million to construct. He added that with the mitigation that might be necessary, 
they thought they would incorporate the trail as part of the design now. 
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COllncilmember Aames asked the status of the SOllth MOllntain in terms of public hearings. Mr. 
Hazlett replied that ADOT is finishing up tIle draft environmental impact statement (EIS) and he 
understands that it will be available this fall or spring for public hearings. Mr. Hazlett noted that 
the final EIS is anticipated the end of201 0 and a record ofdecision in early 2011. Councilmember 
Aames asked if staff thought this design would be more acceptable. Mr. Hazlett replied that they 
are optimistic of that. 

Mr. Hazlett then updated members on Loop 303 by saying that the interim roadway from Happy 
Valley Road to 1-17 is llnder construction and ADOT is trying to have it open in 2011. He said 
there have been favorable bids that allowed them to move money around for construction in other 
areas of the corridor. Mr. Hazlett stated that they have identified some deferrals, including right 
of way preservation south ofSR-85 to Riggs Road and tIle section from SR-801/MC-85 to 1-10 
because they are recommendillg that SR-801 be deferred. He stated that they also idelltified some 
value engineering to move the interchange forward. Mr. Hazlett stated that they could perhaps look 
at a more economical design that would still provide connections and access. He stated tllat using 
the interim design at Loop 303 and US-60 that was presented last month would allow construction 
of the freeway mainline. Mr. Hazlett said they identified deferring the full US-60 interchange to 
Phase Five and noted that this was not included in the table. He noted that this interchange, for 
long ternl needs, will require a high type ofdesign and added that it has received its environmental 
clearances. Mr. Hazlett stated tllat in conjunction with the City of Glendale, it has been brought 
to their attentioll to provide a good connection at the Northern Parkway as a Phase Five project. 
He expressed that it was their concenl to get the mainlille under construction, develop the most 
economical interchange possible, and not compromise on safety or capacity. Mr. Hazlett noted that 
they are working with ADOT and FHWA to get this interchange llnder construction as quickly as 
possible. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked menlbers if they had questions. 

Mayor Scruggs commented on the Northern Parkway interchange that was overlooked and would 
be deferred to Phase Five. Slle asked frOlll which phase it was deferred. Mr. Hazlett replied that 
he understood that as part of the RTP the connection to Northern Parkway was not completely 
identified. He said that given the traffic volume projections for the Northern Parkway, they wanted 
to get the project in the program as soon as possible and to ultimately identify funding for the ranlp 
construction. 

Mayor Scruggs stated that there are other projects in the plan that are unfunded. She said that for 
the record, she would provide some history. Mayor Scruggs stated that the Proposition 400 maps 
did include Loop 303 and Northern Parkway and did show them connected. She said that the 
ADOT Concept Report and Environmental Assessment includes freeway ramp connections 
between Loop 303 and Northern Parkway and was approved three nlonths ago by FHWA. Mayor 
Scruggs stated that in 2006, the RTP included freeway ramp connections, but they have now 
disappeared. She commellted that the proposed interim connectioll between Loop 303 and the 
Northern Parkway is grossly inadequate for cOlmecting two freeways and requires frontage roads 
and going through multiple traffic signals, resulting in less than F level ofservice. Mayor Scruggs 
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stated that the estimate to go from one freeway to the next with the proposed interinl connection 
is 12 minutes. She advised that the cost of these ramps is $80 million, not $760 million, and this 
is a very near term problem. Mayor Scruggs stated that Loop 303 between Grand Avenue and 1-10 
is schedlLled for completion in 2015, and funds are also programmed for completion ofNorthern 
Parkway from Sarival to Dysart Road by 2015. She reported on the local funds committed to this 
project by saying that between FY 2009 and FY 2015, a total of$77.8 million of local funds will 
be provided: $28.5 million from the City of Glendale, $28.4 million from the Maricopa County 
Department ofTransportation, $8 million from the City ofPeoria, $3.8 million from the City ofEI 
Mirage, and $5.1 nlillion from the Flood Control District of Maricopa COllnty. Mayor Scruggs 
remarked that the $78.8 million is $20 million more than MAG federal funds. She indicated that 
she came here tonight with the intent to have motion to assure that MAG will maintain ramp 
connections between Loop 303 and Northern Parkway in the RTP, which have now disappeared. 
She noted that Mr. Hazlett acknowledged the oversight that had been pointed out by Glendale. 
Mayor Scruggs expressed that she was not satisfied with just saying let's maintain them in the RTP. 
She said that we have known about the Loop 303 since 1985 and the Northern Parkway has been 
included in various transportation plans since 2001 and no way to connect them. 

Mr. Anderson stated that the 2006 RTP assunles Northern Parkway would be completed in its 
ultimate configuration and that will not happen with the Proposition 400 timeframe because the 
cost for the Northern Parkway is close to $700 million. He stated that the region is putting in $200 
million to pair up with the city and county funding provided for the facility. Mr. Anderson noted 
that the analysis Mayor Scruggs mentioned in terms of traffic delay assumes a freeway profile of 
six lanes, but the interim construction calls for two lanes in each direction. He advised that tIle 
voillmes used to calculate the delay factor were inaccurate relative to the interim construction 
schedule being proposed for Northern Parkway. Mr. Anderson reported that they have worked with 
ADOT on an interinl connection between Northern Parkway and Loop 303 and what is included 
in the Plan to move the project to Phase Five when Northern is ultimately built out and then tIle 
ultimate connection with Loop 303 can be built out. 

Mayor Scruggs asked ifthe focus could remain on the Loop 303 and Northern Parkway connection 
rather than the ultinlate completions. She asked when that would happen, with or without ramps. 
Mr. A11derson replied that the interim ramp connections are part of the Loop 303 project in Phase 
Two. 

Mayor Scruggs asked how people would connect between the two facilities. Mr. Anderson replied 
that he could provide a schematic 011 the ramp cOilllections, which he did not have with him at the 
meeting. 

Mayor Scruggs asked ifthe reason ramps could not be built there was because it was not being built 
to its full width. Mr. Anderson replied that ADOT has included all right of way for a full system 
interchange in the cost and has proposed interim ramp connections consistent with the interim 
design for the Northern Parkway. Mayor Scruggs commented that Mr. Anderson was 110t 
answering her question and she did not think he was going to. 
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Mayor Cavanaugh stated that the Loop 303 will offload people onto 1-10 and there will be some 
sort of interchange there, b1lt some people will want to go south. Mr. Anderson responded that 
those ramps will be included in Phase One. 

Mayor Cavanaugh stated that Loop 303 al1d SR-801 are both new roads, not expansions, but are 
needed for the expandil1g population in the area. He asked if was feasible to come up with a low 
cost altenlative for SR-801 because it becomes more important as a result ofthe increased interest 
in Loop 202. Without Loop 202, SR-801 is almost irrelevant. Mayor Caval1augh asked if 
construction has to wait until 2030, could an interim solution, such as a four-lane road or a 
parkway, be investigated. Mr. A11derson stated that in these situations, staff looks at protecting 
corridors from development and is there an opportunity to provide an interim facility to provide 
mobility. He stated that the Arizona Parkway was too much relative to the available resources, but 
they think that corridor preservation and having some sort of interim facility are positive options. 
Mr. Anderson stated that their number one priority is probably acquiring right of way and their 
second is providing some sort of interim facility to provide mobility. He added that they will 
contil1ue to look at options. 

Mayor Cavanaugll asked if they would still acquire right of way. Mr. Andersol1 replied that was 
correct; they would try to do some right of way protection so they do not lose the corridor. He 
added that they thought construction was probably 20 years in the future. 

Mr. Smith stated that another possibility in that corridor is to get more right of way cleared and 
work with MCDOT to put in an interim facility. 

Mayor Scruggs stated that SR-801 did not exist before the RTP in 2004. She said that the Northern 
Parkway is a major east/west connection like SR-801 and asked what could be a better thal1 the 
connection of Loop 303 and the Northern Parkway. Mr. Anderson replied that they looked at the 
traffic vol1lmes generated by the interim Northern Parkway facility, and although the interim 
connection with Loop 303 is not optimal, it does work and does not have the delay times she 
quoted. Mayor Scruggs asked the delay times it does have and does it include traffic signals and 
turns. Mr. Anderson replied that he did not have tllat information with him at the meeting. 

Mayor Scruggs remarked that she had knOW11 Mr. Anderson for many years and he 11as a memory 
that is incomparable - greater than 99 percent of the people in this room - and has great attention 
to detail. She asked him to generally tell her if she traveled north on Loop 303 how she would 
connect to the Northern Parkway. Mr. Anderson replied that slle would exit offNorthern Avenue 
and take the ramp to Northern Parkway where there was probably a traffic sigtlal. He stated that 
there might be a signal at Loop 303 and Sarival, but he would have to look at where the ligllts are 
on Northern Parkway to say for sure. 

Mayor Scruggs asked in which phase would be the full expansion of Northern Parkway. Mr. 
Anderson replied that funding to build Ollt the Northern Parkway as a six-lane facility or to build 
the system traffic interchange at Loop 303 was identified in the RTP, but including it in Phase Five 
aSS1lmes the extension of the sales tax and other funding sources. 
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Mayor Scruggs asked if the Loop 303 had funding identified for its full construction. Mr. 
Atlderson replied that given what is being proposed tonight, they feel it can be built. 

Mayor Scruggs stated that the Northern Parkway was a new RTP project in 2004, and Loop 303 
alld the South Mountain were carryover projects with a commitmellt to get full attention, however, 
funding is really not identified. Mr. Anderson stated that in ternlS of having enough funding for 
a full system interchange at Northern, a full system interchange at Grand Avenue, and $750 million 
for a system interchange at 1-10, no, there is not. 

Mayor Scruggs asked if they had enough money to build Loop 303 to its full width. Mr. Anderson 
replied yes, as contemplated in the RTP to six lanes. 

Councilmember Aames asked for clarification of the interchange of Loop 303 and US-60 would 
be a lesser design. Mr. Hazlett displayed a slide of tIle proposed and tIle interim solution for this 
connection. He pointed Ollt that tIle blue represents the 303 overcross of Grand Avenue and they 
recommend this be constructed. Mr. Hazlett explained that in place of the stacked SPUI they 
recommend a partial cloverleaf be constructed and avoid construction of the bridge at Grand 
Avenue over these connections and avoid reconstructing the railroad. Mr. Hazlett stated that they 
would construct the overcrossing and put in movements, which would be no different than the 
movements today between Loop 303 and US-60. 

COllllcilmember Aames asked for clarification that the proposed interchange would be moved to 
Phase Five. Mr. Hazlett replied that the ultinlate construction oftIle interchange WOllld be moved 
to Phase Five along with tIle reconstruction of the railroad to facilitate ramp movement. 

COullcilmember Aames commented that the cost would be a lot more in Phase Five. Mr. Hazlett 
stated that the current cost of construction is $200 million and the cost of the recommended 
configtlration is abollt $50 nlillion. 

Councilmember Aames commented that even if prices stay the same to Phase Five, the cost to 
construct the interchange will be $250 million because you first pay $50 million and then $200 
million. He noted that tIle project was planned for Phase Two. Mr. Hazlett conlmented that they 
looked at traffic movements and found the interim configuration will operate at an acceptable level 
ofservice D, which is the City ofSurprise standard during peak hours, and during off-peak it would 
run at level of service A and B. 

COllncilmember Aames asked why it was moved to Phase Five and not Phase Three or Four. Mr. 
Hazlett replied that when you are trying to Cllt $6.6 billion, this made a lot ofsense to have a design 
that operationally will carry traffic to the horizon of 2030. 

Mr. Anderson stated that MAG is trying to close a more than $6 billion deficit in the first fOllr 
phases of the RTP, and $2 billioll of projected sales tax revenue has beeillost from the freeway 
program, so tllis is not easy. COllllcilmember Aames said that he realized tIlat, but they are 
continuillg to do other freeway projects such as HOV lanes. Mr. Anderson stated that is WIlY staff 
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is asking the guidance ofthe TPC. He explained that from the technical analysis, they believe that 
HOV lanes provide more service for more people at less cost. Mr. Anderson stated that providing 
a reasonable level of service and saving $150 million seems like a good tradeoff. He said that tIle 
$150 million could provide 50 miles ofHOV lanes at $3 million per mile. He said that HOV lanes 
are very cost effective to build because they are built in the median and in addition, some of the 
bids received have been extremely favorable. 

Councilmember Aames asked why some value engineering could not be done at Grand Avenue. 
Mr. Hazlett replied that what is really driving the cost is accommodating the railroad. He said that 
ADOT has to accommodate the railroad and also keep to the promises made to Sun City Grand and 
StIn City West residents. Mr. Hazlett explained how they must go tInder the railroad and requires 
a gentle grade. He stated that if this can provide an acceptable level of service to 2030 and it can 
be constructed in the full configuration later, the savings can be diverted to other projects. Mr. 
Hazlett added that the construction ofHOV lanes allows the installation ofconcrete jerseybarriers 
aild the removal of cable barriers, which increases safety dramatically. 

Councilmember Aames asked if commuter trains could be accommodated with both designs. Mr. 
Hazlett replied that essentially, they are not touching the rails at all. Councilmerrlber Aames asked 
if a second rail cOllld be constructed. Mr. Hazlett replied that a second rail could be 
accommodated. 

Mr. Smith noted that HOV lailes are committed control nleaStlres in the air quality plans and are 
supposed to be given preference in nonattainment areas. He said that not constructing connection 
ranlps at system iIlterchallges is Oile thing, but to not build HOV lailes is another, and that is why 
on a number of cases, tlley are recommending deferral of general purpose lanes, and are 
recommending construction of the HOV lanes aild working within the federal guidelines. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked for the Loop 303 and 1-10 slide be displayed. Mr. Hazlett noted that this 
interchange is actually six traffic interchanges in one and provides access between Loop 303 and 
1-10, but also to Citrus Road, Sarival Road, Van Buren Street, McDowell Road, and Tllonlas Road. 
He advised that the extra ramping to accommodate the interchanges drives up the cost. 

Councilmember Aames asked if that was the least expensive or the more expensive of the two 
interchanges. Mr. Hazlett replied that ADOT has just begun the value engineering on this 
interchange. 

Councilmember Aames asked if the interchange went sotIth as well. Mr. Hazlett replied that any 
type of interchange constructed here would need to allow for traffic to move sOtIth. He noted that 
eveil though the section to the sotIth is being deferred it is still a part of the RTP and they would 
still work toward funding it. Mr. Hazlett pointed out where it serves a large commercial area, and 
said that a connection, eveil interim, would need to be provided. Councilmenlber Aames asked if 
staffwould show the TPC the new design. Mr. Hazlett replied tllat when they have the design they 
will share it witll the TPC and also with Goodyear and Maricopa County. He said that they need 
to work together on this type of desigtl work to make it workable. 
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Coullcilmember Aames asked if they were working toward getting right of way in place for the 
Northern Parkway. Mr. Hazlett replied that the plalmillg for Loop 303 identified ensuring right of 
way is in place so when the funding is available to put ill the direct ranlps to Northern Parkway, 
more right of way does not llave to be purcllased. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked if tllis interchange llad been deferred from another plan. Mr. Hazlett 
replied that the entire Loop 303 corridor had been deferred from Propositioll 300 in 1995. 

Vice Chair Rogers expressed concern that this critical corridor had already been deferred and is 
being deferred again. Mr. Anderson clarified that they are not proposing it be deferred, but to look 
at it from a value engineering perspective to see if some costs could be trimmed. Mr. Anderson 
noted that tllis is a key intercllallge and is a long term project and they want to ensure it will be 
dOlle when the mainline is completed. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked menlbers if they had additional questions. None were lloted. 

Mr. Hazlett continued his presentation with SR-801, whicll is a Phase Four project they are 
recommending be deferred. He stated that the environmental assessment is under way, and once 
that is done, the alignment from SR-85 to the South Mountain Freeway could be identified and 
right of way preservation can proceed. Mr. Hazlett noted that $25 million is contained in the 
program for right of way. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked menlbers if they had questions. None were noted. 

Vice Chair Rogers noted for the record that the City of Avondale will not support anythillg other 
than the southern alignment. 

Mr. Hazlett continued witll tIle SR-802/Williams Gateway Freeway. He said thattheRTP included 
construction of a six-Ialle facility to Meridian Road and the intent was to connect ill Pinal County. 
Mr. Hazlett stated that ADOT is still studying tIle connection. He said they recommend two 
general purpose lalles in each direction to Ellsworth Road and constructillg the intercllange at Loop 
202 and the Santall, and added that this will serve tIle development activity at the Plloenix-Mesa 
Gateway terminal. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett reviewed the SR-74/Carefree Highway corridor by saying that money is available for 
passing lanes west ofLake Pleasant. He said that money was identified in the RTP for right ofway 
protection and an environmental assessment and design concept report is underway by ADOT for 
this section for a potential freeway. Mr. Hazlett stated that the Hassayampa Study identified this 
corridor as the Lake Pleasant Freeway and they are recommending the right of way protection be 
deferred. 
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Councilmember Aames asked about the New River Freeway. Mr. Hazlett replied that is outside 
the phasing. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. None were 110ted. 

Mr. Hazlett stated that ADOT is moving toward completi11g SR-85 as a four lane divided facility 
from a two-lane facility. He stated that they recommend finishing what is on the books now and 
deferring the rest. Mr. Hazlett commented that he thought at some point beyond the RTP that SR
85 could become a freeway facility connecting 1-8 and 1-10 and noted that ADOT has a future plan 
for a system interchange of SR-85 with 1-8 at a cost of abollt $300 million. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. None were noted. It was noted that a 
quorum had bee11 lost. 

Mr. Hazlett addressed SR-87 by saying that the RTP identified spot improveme11ts to this corridor 
and no changes were recommended. He noted that ADOT is currently working 011 the Four Peaks 
Road interchange. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett stated that $1.5 million was identified for spot improvements to SR-88/Apache Trail 
tllat are identified by ADOT as Fish Creek Hill improvements. He said that no changes are 
recommended. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. None were noted. 

Mr. Hazlett stated that systemwide improvements include the freeway management systenl, 
maintenance, noise mitigation, right of way, design (includes the managenle11t consultants), and 
minor projects. He noted that close to $1 billion was included in the RTP for systenlwide costs and 
the ADOT cost opinion now totals $1.5 billion. Mr. Hazlett reported tllat they asked that ADOT 
trim the cost to $987 million. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked about the maps shown in Mr. Hazlett's presentation. Mr. Hazlett stated 
that a set of the maps were at each place and had been included in the agenda packet. 

Vice Chair Rogers asked members if they had questions. 

Mayor Cavanaugh stated that the 1-10 widening project in Goodyear is an HOV lane and a general 
purpose lane on the outside from Loop 303 to Dysart Road. He noted that tllere is another project 
on the outside that is not shown. Mr. Hazlett noted that he would need to add a project description 
to the table and added that the project is actually two general purpose lanes from Loop 303 to 
Dysart Road. 
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Mr. Anderson stated that MAG will conduct a transportation public hearing on June 18, 2009, at 
5:00 p.m., at the MAG office. He said that reports will be provided on the draft Transportation 
Improvement Program, the Regional Transportation Plan 2010 Update, and an update on the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), and the material presented to the TPC. Mr. 
At1derson noted that the goal is to bring a revised plan to the TPC in July for a possible 
recommendatiol1 and in September for a possible recommendation for an air quality conformity 
analysis. Mr. Anderson expressed his appreciation for the TPC's patience in receiving so much 
material. He commented that tl1is is a very important exercise and they are trying to do the best job 
they can. Mr. Anderson stated that public hearing comn1ents and il1put from the TPC will be 
included in a summary. 

Mr. Smith noted that the MAG General Counsel has instructed staff if there is no quorum no 
meeting can be conducted. 

7. Legislative Update 

No report was provided on this iten1 due to a lack of quorum. 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 5:45 p.m. 

Chair 

Secretary 
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Agenda Item #4B 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY••• lor your review
 

DATE:
 
July 9,2009
 

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 TIP 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 offinancial, project description, and schedule changes. Ft. McDowell, Guadalupe, 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. The City of Phoenix 
is also requesting a funding type change for an enhancement project. 

There is one ADOT project in the enclosed Table (as annotated) that requires 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.' 

Project changes are requested for projects related to the federal fiscal year (FFY) 2009 MAG Closeout 
process. Projects have been recommended to be deferred to a later year, to remove federal funds, 
added to the TIP, and to increase federal funding. These are noted in a separate table. 

There has also been a request from the Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation to program the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds with the Maricopa County led ARRA project: FTM09
801 will be deleted, and the funding for MMA09-801 will increase. The req·uest for project changes 
for the Guadalupe ARRA funded project and the City of Phoenix STP-TEA funded project have been 
submitted since the Management Committee met. These four project change requests will be heard 
at TPC for the first time. 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: 

1
 



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

CONS: None.
 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICA TIONS:
 
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
 
consuItation.
 

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, FY 2009 and FY 2010 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget, and material 
cost changes to the ADOT Program as shown in the attached tables. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
MAG Management Committee: On July 8, 2009, the MAG Management Committee recommended 
approval of amendments and administrative modifications to the FY 2008-2012 Transportation 
Improvement Program, as appropriate, to the Regional Tran~portation Plan 2007 Update, FY 2009 and 
FY 2010 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget, and material cost changes to the 
ADOT Program. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Mark Pentz, Chandler, Chair	 Darryl Crossman, Litchfield Park 
Carl Swenson, Peoria, Vice Chair Scott Butler for Christopher Brady, Mesa 

# Matt Busby for George Hoffman, Jim Bacon, Paradise Valley 
Apache Junction Frank Fairbanks, Phoenix 

Rogene Hill for Charlie McClendon, John Kross, Queen Creek 
Avondale	 * Bryan Meyers, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 

Stephen Cleveland, Buckeye	 Indian Community 
Gary Neiss, Carefree	 Bridget Schwartz-Manock for John Little, 

*	 Usama Abujbarah, Cave Creek Scottsdale 
Spencer Isom for B.J. Cornwall, EI Mirage Randy Oliver, Surprise 
Alfonso Rodriguez for Phil Dorchester, Charlie Meyer, Tempe 

Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation Chris Hagen for Reyes Medrano, Tolleson 
Julie Ghetti for Rick Davis, Fountain Hills Gary Edwards, Wickenburg 
Rick Buss, Gila Bend Mark Hannah for Lloyce Robinson, 

*	 David White, Gila River Indian Community Youngtown 
George Pettit, Gilbert Kwi Sung Kang for John Halikowski, ADOT 
Horatio Skeete for Ed Beasley, Glendale Kenny Harris for David Smith, 
Romina Korkes for John Fischbach, Maricopa County 

Goodyear Carol Ketcherside for David Boggs,
 
RoseMary Arellano, Guadalupe Valley Metro/RPTA
 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 
# Participated by telephone conference call. 
+ Participated by videoconference call. 
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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 Hash Pedestrian Working Group: Brandon Forrey 
* Street Committee: Darryl Crossman *Transportation Safety Committee: Kerry 
* ITS Committee: Mike Mah Wilcoxon 

* Members neither present nor represented by proxy. + Attended by Videoconference 
# 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 Transportation Policy Committee - July 2009
 

101 L Agua Fria Fwy: 1-10 Ie t t d 

1 

2010 

I 

I STP& IADOT 0.9 
DOT07

_Van Buren ons rue roa way 
Local 

Highway 323 

DOT10 ADOT 101 L Price Fwy: Baseline FMS Construction 2010 5 RARF 
843 Rd to Chandler Blvd 

202L South Mountain 
STP & 

DOT10-1 ADOT IFwy: 51 st Ave -1-10 Construct roadway 2010 11 
6C35 West 

RARF 

202L South Mountain 
ADOT Fwy: 51 st Ave - I-1O RIW Acquisition 2010 11 RARF 

Highway 
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 
DOT10

ADOT 
303L: Camelback Rd -

Design roadway 2010 2 RARF
845 Glendale Ave 
DOT10

ADOT 
303L: Glendale Ave 

Design roadway 2010 3 RARF
Highway 846 Peoria Ave 

DOT10
ADOT 

303L: Peoria Ave -
Design roadway 2010 2 RARF

Highway 847 Waddell Rd 
DOT10

ADOT 
303L: Waddell Rd -

Design roadway 2010 3.8 RARF
Highway 1848 Mountain View Rd 

Pump station 
ADOT IVarious Locations Iimprovements 2009 n/a NHS $ 42,750 

Posting travel times 
ADOT I Ion Dynamic Message RARF/S 

Freeways in MAG Region Signs 2009 n/a TP-MAG 

TI improvement
DOT10- ADOT 10: Avondale Blvd	 2010 0.1 1M

construction project 
Highway 1840 $ 114,000 

IDOT10- 10: MP 133.60 - MP Erosion and drainage 
ADOT	 2010 0.3 NHS

Highway 841 133.90 repair $ 14,250 
DOT10- 10: 32nd St - SR202L, 

ADOT	 RIW Acquisition 2010 11 RARF
842 Santan, Phase 1 

/101 L Agua Fria Fwy: 1-10ADOT	 Utility and RIW 2010 0.9 RARF 
DOT09-1 - Van Buren
 
905
 

$ 

1,245,500 I $ 

Clerical Error Correction: TIP # 
$ 707,250 $ 750,000 is DOT09-803 not DOT09-801 

Admin Modify: Defer project 
from 2008 to 2009 and add 

$ 250,000 $ 300,000 $ 550,000	 STP funds to the project. 
Amend: Add new TI 
improvement project in FY 

$ 1,886,000 $ 2,000,000 2010. 
Amend: Add new drainage 

$ 235,750 $ 250,000 repair project in FY 201O. 
Amend: Add new RIW project 

$ 50,000,000 $ 50,000,000 in FY 2010. 

Amend: Defer project from 09 
to 10. Change project name 
to "I-10 to VanBuren St". 

$ 1,000,000 $ 1,000,000 
*Material Cost Change & 
Amend: Change project name 

I Ito "1-1 0 to Van Buren St". 
Increase local costs by $1.103 

2,357,5001 I $ 3,603,000 million. 

IAmend: Add new FMS project 
$ 783,000 $ 783,000 

Admin Modify: Decrease 
budget by $87.6 million. 

$ 5,000,000 $ 17,400,000 $ 22,400,000 
Amend: Change project name 
to "51 st Ave - I-10 West" & 
change type of work to "RIW' 

$ 20,000,000 $ 20,000,000 from "Desi n" 

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

$ 50,000,000 
Amend: Add design project in 

$7,000,000 

$ 50,000,000 

$ 7,000,000 FY 2010. 
Amend: Add design project in 

$5,300,000 $ 5,300,000 FY 201O. 
Amend: Add design project in 

$9,300,000 $ 9,300,000 FY 2010. 
Amend: Add design project in 

$6,500,000 $ 6,500,000 FY 2010. 
Amend: Add design project in 

$9,500,000 $ 9,500,000 FY 201O. 
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ADOT IMAG Regionwide ITI Improvements 

Pump station 
ADOT IMAG Regionwide Iimorovements 

Various Locations 
FTM09 Ft. Functionally Classified 

Highway 1801 McDowell Roadways 

I 
Shea Blvd: Palisades 

FTH07 Fountain Blvd to Fountain Hills 
301 Hills Blvd 

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

Various Locations 
GDL09 Townwide - Functionally 

Highway 1801 Guadalupe Classified Roadways 

GDL09- I IGaile Guadalupe: 1-10 to 
Highway 1803 Guadalupe Tempe City Limits 

I I I 

MMA09
Highway 1801 MCDOT 

I 
MES04
125C Mesa 

Various Locations 
Countywide - Functionally 
Classified Roadways 

Superstition Springs Mall 
Area 

Pre-Engineer/Design 
and Construct 
Pavement Rehab 
projects 

Widen for third 
(westbound) climbing 
lane and bicycle lane 
Design, and mill and 
overlay existing 
roadway 
Design and Mill & 
Asphalt overlay 
roadways 
Mill & Asphalt overlay, 
ADA Sidewalk 
Improvements and 
landscaping. 

Pre-Engineer/Design 
and construct AR 
Overlay 

Install real-time 
adaptive signal system 

PHX08-1 IThree Historic Phoenix 
Highway 1642 Phoenix Neighborhoods	 streetlights 

Preliminary 
engineering, design 
and construction for 

Highway	 Mill & Replace 

IRestore 123 historic 

2010 

2010 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

0.1 

0.1 

1 

0.5 

1.42 

0.25 

32 

Admin Mod: Defer project from 
$2,000,000 $ 2,000,000 09 to 10. 

Amend: Delete TI
State 

$3,000,000 $ 3,000,000	 improvement subitem. 
Amend: Add new project in FY

NHS 
$42,750 $707,250	 $ 750,000 2010. 

IAmend: Delete project and 
incorporate ARRA funds into 

ARRA $518,436 $518,436 MMA09-801 

STP-	 IMAG & I	 IAdmin Mod: Adjust Local and 
ARRA 

ARRA 

ARRA 

ARRA 

ARRA&
 
Local
 

CMAQ 

STP
TEA 

$ 131,000 1$ 2,164,000 I$ 410,000 I 

$ 8,938 

$ 21,545 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 356,425 

$ 671,614 

$ 634,022 

$ 268,022 

$ 6,469,193 

$ 1,370,000 

$ 

$ 

$ 2,705,000 ARRA costs for project 

Amend: Add new ARRA 
$ 671,614 Project 

Amend: Modify project description 
$ 634,022 and increase ARRA funds. 

$ 268,022 

$ 6,478,131 

$ 1,370,000 

$ 377,970 

Amend: Delete Project, funds are 
moved to GDL09-801 

Admin Mod: Increase ARRA 
funds from $5,950,757 to 
$6,469,193 to include Ft. 
McDowell related ARRA funds. 

Clerical Error Correction: 
Location should read 
Superstition Springs Mall Area 

Admin Mod: Change type of 
funds from ARRA-TEA to STP
TEA 

Amend: Add new ARRA 
project 

*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: '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.' 
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Transit 
VMR10-1 

1631T VM Rail IRegiOnWide 

Fixed Guideway 
Corridor - Repayment 
of funds advanced in 
prior 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 

Transit 
VMR11-1 
1707T VM Rail IRegionwide 

Fixed Guideway 

Corridor - RepaymentI 
of funds advanced in 
prior years 20nl 1 53091 $ (7,249,903J $ 7,249,9031 I 1$ -

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

Transit 
VMR12-1 

1844T VM Rail IRegionwide 

Fixed Guideway 

Corridor - RepaymentI 
of funds advanced in 
prior years 20121 I 5309 

I$ (6'332'000>1 $6,332,000 

I I 1$ -
IAmend: Delete project from 
TIP. 

Transit 
VMR09-1 

1805 VM Rail IRegionwide 

Fixed Guideway 

Corridor - Repayment 1 
IOffundS advanced in 
pnor years 20091 

1 ARRA-I I 
5309 $ (36,000,000) I$ 36,000,000 I 1$ -

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

MAG09
Highway Regionwide614 MAG 

Rio Verde Dr: Forest Rd 
Highway 

MMA09 Maricopa 
610 County to 136th 8t alignment 

PHX07
740 IPhoenix IVarious Locations 

Various Locations 

GDY07-1 (Goodyear Pave Dirt 
302 Goodyear Road Program) 

Various Locations 
GDY07-1 (Goodyear Pave Dirt 

Highway 1709 Goodyear Road Program) 

Sweepers I 2009 I 

Pave shoulders to 
include a bicycle lane 1 2009 1 

Pave dirt roads 

Pave dirt road 

Pave dirt roads 
Design 

2009 

2011 

2010 

n/a 

5.8 

8.79 

1 

1 

ICMAQ 1$ 97,497 I $ 1,612,968 I I I $ 1,710,465 

1$ - I $ 1,440,000ICMAQ 1 

CMAQ $ 828,954 

1$
 1,440,000 I
 

$
 4,428,954
 

$
 449,600
 

$
 40,000
 

$  $ 5,257,908 

Admin Mod: Defer project from 
CMAQ 2009 to 2011 

Admin Mod: Defer project from 

$ 834,000$ 384,400 

CMAQ $ 20,000 $ 60,000 2009 to 2010 
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Agenda Item #5MARICOPA
 
ASSOCIATION of
 

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

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

July 9,2009 

TO: Transportation Policy 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 atargeted 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 (TI P) and Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). However, due 

to avariety of factors , changes tothe 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 

involvement 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 A City of Avondale ... Town of Buckeye. Town of Carefree Town of Cave Creek £ City of Chandler ... City of EI Mirage ... Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation A Town of Fountain Hills A. 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 A City of Mesa 11 Town of Paradise Valley A City of Peoria A 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 At. Arizona Department of Transportation
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Kelly Taft 

Subject: FW: Parkway/Freeway Article 

From: michael hinz [mailto:michaelhinz@cox.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 03, 2009 2:03 PM 
Subject: RE: Parkway/Freeway Article 

Greetings; 

ADOT initially claimed, without hesitation, that a parkway was not viable for their transportation needs. Further 
ADOT and MAG maintained that a parkway was not within the scope of their studies. If these groups are moving 

to compromise that position, it is clear they are again meeting and the team needs to be called into session. 

From: Fred Erickson [mailto:fred@kca-inc.com]
 
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2009 5:00 PM
 
To: albrown18@cox.net; bcsinvest@cox.net; Camilo.acosta@cableone.biz; cthurman@woodpatel.com;
 
ctamarkin@cox.net; cdanzeisen@ prodigy.net; ChadBlostone@cox.net; cpboettcher@cox. net;
 
diane@mtparkranch.org; jack.sellers@cox.net; jimpwesley@cox.net; loallison@lbidc.com;
 
laurelarndt@gmail.com; jimprendergast20@hotmail.com; lisa@lisabray.com; michaelhinz@cox.net;
 
mpgood415@hotmail.com; peggyeastburn@hotmail.com; sandy.bahr@sierraclub.org; steve@barclaylegal.com;
 
tamalad@cox.net; timmothyljrb@yahoo.com; ttatte@kyrene.org; weslines@msn.com;
 
woodfin.thomas@gmail.com
 
Cc: Amy.Edwards@hdrinc.com; Ben.Spargo@hdrinc.com; william.vachon@fhwa.dot.gov;
 
bhazlett@mag.maricopa.gov; briiana.leon@phoenix.gov; dhoward@policydevelopmentgroup.com;
 
don.herp@phoenix.gov; dnintzel@azdot.gov; froehrich@azdot.gov; heather.honsberger@hdrinc.com;
 
Jack.Allen@jacobs.com; Janet.Gonzalez@hdrinc.com; ktaft@mag.maricopa.gov;
 
kh itt@pol icydevelopmentgroup.com; mhollowell@azdot.gov; MBurd ick@azdot.gov; michael.book@hdrinc.com;
 
mbruder@azdot.gov; NWilcox@azdot.gov; peno@azdot.gov; raimundo.dovalina@phoenix.gov;
 
rroy@mag.maricopa.gov; sstewart@azdot.gov; scott.stapp@hdrinc.com; Steven.Johnson@gric.nsn.us;
 
thomas.remes@phoenix.gov; TTait@azdot.gov; tcorder@criticalpublicrelations.com; Wayne.nelson@gric.nsn.us;
 
tk@kca-inc.com
 
Subject: Parkway/Freeway Article
 

Good Afternoon All,
 

I hope this message finds all of you well. Attached in an article by Doug Murphy from the Ahwatukee Foothills
 

News regarding the proposed South Mountain Freeway. Please contact us with any questions.
 

Thanx 
Fred & Tom 
(480) 705-8444 

7/7/2009
 













































Agenda Item #7
 

MARICOPA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
 
INFORMATION SUMMARY.•• fDrYDur review
 

DATE: 
July 9,2009 

SUBJECT: 
Presentation of the Framework Recommendation for the Interstates-8 and 1O-Hidden Valley Transportation 
Framework Study 

SUMMARY: 
As a follow-up to the Interstate 1O-Hassayampa Valley Framework Study, MAG and its funding partners, 
the Arizona Department of Transportation, the Maricopa County Department of Transportation, Pinal 
County Public Works, the Town of Buckeye, and the Cities of Goodyear and Maricopa, recognized the 
need to extend framework planning into southwest Maricopa County and Western Pinal County. Beginning 
in May 2007, a consultant team began framework planning efforts for a 3,200 quare mile study area 
bounded by Gila River on the North, SR-87 and Overfield Road 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. 

This study is the second framework effort in the MAG region, since the conception of the regional freeway 
network in 1960, and the Hassayampa Study in 2008, to establish a network of transportation facilities to 
meet buildout travel demand. In doing so, the study team developed and studied alternatives illustrating 
high capacity roadway and transit corridors to frame transportation for the Hidden Valley study area. The 
team also conducted a precursory environmental scan of the study area so that transportation corridors 
could be identified to avoid presently known natural and built environmental factors. 

At this time, the project's funding partners, in cooperation with a Study Review Team and a project 
consultant team, has made their final framework recommendation that is ready for study acceptance by 
the MAG and the Central Arizona Association of Governments (CAAG) Regional Councils. An illustration 
of the recommendation and draft of the project's executive summary is attached to this transmittal. 

The project has received consultant help from DMJM Harris, Inc., and its sub-consultants Wilson and 
Company, Partners for Strategic Action, Lima and Associates, and Curtis Lueck and Associates. 

Regional Council action will be sought for acceptance of the Interstates 8 and 10-Hidden Valley 
Transportation Framework Study in September 2009. 

PUBLIC INPUT: 
To date, the project team has conducted more than 200 stakeholder events and meetings to receive public 
input on the study and transportation framework alternatives. The events included six public meetings, two 
public-developer forums, presentations to CAAG, and individual meetings with elected officials from 
Maricopa County, Pinal County, the City of Goodyear, the City of Casa Grande, the City of Goodyear, the 
Town of Buckeye, and the City of Coolidge, and the tribal councils for the Gila River and Ak-Chin Indian 
Communities. 

In addition to the meetings, the project's study team has issued two newsletters for the general public. All 
information related to the project is available at www.bgaz.org. 



PROS & CONS: 
PROS: The study recommends a framework for extending and preserving the existing and planned 
metropolitan freeway network for the next ring of development in the MAG and CAAG regions. The 
project's recommendations provide guidance to MAG, CAAG, and member agencies for establishing a 
transportation framework and an implementation strategy to meet buildout travel demands. The 
recommendations also include an interchange spacing strategy to preserve Interstates 8 and 10 as freight 
corridors. 

CONS: Most of the transportation needs identified in this study will not be funded. Thus, as with the 
Hassayampa Study, the Regional Council will be requested to accept the study's findings versus actually 
adopting them. In taking this action, the planning process can be moved forward in an illustrative manner, 
thereby providing guidance to MAG and the affected agencies in the Hidden Valley for future activities, 
including updates to the Regional Transportation Plan. The framework recommendations are also based 
upon presently known natural and built environmental factors. 

Future studies could identify potential impacts that may either need mitigation, prevent construction, or 
require an update to the framework. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS: 
TECHNICAL: The September2009 requestforthe project's recommendations is for acceptance. As future 
planning continues in the MAG region, additional studies will be needed to identify how the project's 
corridors are ultimately incorporated into the Regional Transportation Plan for possible implementation and 
construction. 

POLICY: This framework study is the second effort of its type for the MAG region since 1960. Preliminary 
results from the Interstates 8 and 10-Hassayampa Valley Transportation Framework Study are being 
incorporated by affected agencies in their continuing planning studies and process. From a policy 
perspective, this study's recommendations provide guidance and coordinated transportation vision to a 
rapidly developing portion of the metropolitan area. 

ACTION NEEDED: 
Information and discussion. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS: 
Management Committee: On July 8, 2009, the Management Committee received a presentation on the 
study. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
Mark Pentz, Chandler, Chair	 Horatio Skeete for Ed Beasley, Glendale 
Carl Swenson, Peoria, Vice Chair Romina Korkes for John Fischbach, Goodyear 

# Matt Busby for George Hoffman, RoseMary Arellano, Guadalupe 
Apache Junction Darryl Crossman, Litchfield Park 

Rogene Hill for Charlie McClendon, Scott Butler for Christopher Brady, Mesa 
Avondale	 Jim Bacon, Paradise Valley 

Stephen Cleveland, Buckeye	 Frank Fairbanks, Phoenix 
Gary Neiss, Carefree	 John Kross, Queen Creek 

*	 Usama Abujbarah, Cave Creek * Bryan Meyers, Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
Spencer Isom for B.J. Cornwall, EI Mirage Indian Community 
Alfonso Rodriguez for Phil Dorchester, Bridget Schwartz-Manock for John Little, 

Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation Scottsdale
 
Julie Ghetti for Rick Davis, Fountain Hills Randy Oliver, Surprise
 
Rick Buss, Gila Bend Charlie Meyer, Tempe
 

*	 David White, Gila River Indian Community Chris Hagen for Reyes Medrano, Tolleson 
George Pettit, Gilbert Gary Edwards, Wickenburg 

-2



Mark Hannah for Lloyce Robinson, Maricopa County 
Youngtown Carol Ketcherside for David Boggs, 

Kwi Sung Kang for John Halikowski, ADOT Valley Metro/RPTA 
Kenny Harris for David Smith, 

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

An update on the planning process for the Interstates 8 and 10-J-lidden Valley Transportation Framework 
Study was provided to the Transportation Review Committee, Management Committee, the Transportation 
Policy Committee, and the MAG Regional Council in June 2008. 

CONTACT PERSON: 
Bob Hazlett, MAG Senior Engineer, 602 254-6300. 
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          Interstates 8 and 10 Hidden 
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Executive Summary
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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

Natural Infrastructure
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Study Area Opportunities and Constraints

Drainage
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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Framework Study accepted by the MAG 
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Phase II underway 

(estimated completion 2009)
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Underway

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.

CENTRAL
ARIZONA
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ARIZONA
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ARIZONA

New River
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Yuma 
Valley 

Focus Area

Mohave-La 
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Focus Area
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Focus Area

Cochise-Santa 
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Focus Area

I-10 
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Valley

I-8/I-10 
Hidden Valley

MAG Regional 
Transportation 
Plan (adopted)
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ARIZONA
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ARIZONA
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ARIZONA
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Yuma 
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New River
Focus Area

Mogollon Rim
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Copper Country
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PAG Regional 
Transportation Plan 

(adopted)

MAG Regional 
Transportation 
Plan (adopted)

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




