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Phoenix, Arizona
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+ Participated by videoconference call

1.

Call to Order

Themeeting of the Transportation Policy Committee (TPC) wascal led to order by Chair Elaine Scruggs
at 4:15 p.m.

Pledge of Allegiance

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.

Chair Scruggs announced that Councilmember Dan Schweiker and Mayor Woody Thomas were
parti cipating viatel ephone conference cal and Mayor Ron Badowski and Rusty Gant wereparticipating
viavideoconference call. Chair Scruggs stated tha transit tickets for those who used transit to attend
the meeting and parking garage ticket validation were available from MAG staff. Chair Scruggs noted
materialsthat were at each place: For agendaitems #4B and #4C, revised summary transmittals that
reflected public comment and actions taken at the Management Committee and Executive Committee
meetings, for agendaitem #5B, therevised AL CP Policies and Procedures document; for agendaitem
#6, the legidlative bill summary chart.



Call to the Audience

Chair Scruggs stated that an opportunity is provided to the public to address the Transportation Policy
Committee on items that are not on the agenda that are within the jurisdiction of MAG, or non-action
agendaitemsthat are on the agenda for discussion or information only. Citizens will be requested not
to exceed athree minute time period for their comments. She noted that an opportunity is provided to
comment on agenda items posted for action at the time the item is heard.

Chair Scruggs recognized public comment from Laurel Arndt, an environmental planner who resides
in Phoenix. Ms. Arndt commented that she sits on many boards and committees and understood what
it was like when citizens approach her when she is not fully versed on a topic. She said that the
Ahwatukee neighborhood has concerns about the South Mountain/Loop 202 and would be coming
before MAG and the Governor’s Office in the next couple of months to comment on those concerns.
Ms. Arndt expressed her appreciation for the support of the City of Phoenix to her community. She
commented on a study whose primary task was the analysis of pass through traffic, not destination
traffic. Ms. Arndt commented on reduced travel timesresulting from the South Mountain freeway. She
commented that her area needs improved internal roads and applauded ADOT for agreeing to
improvements on [-10. Ms. Arndt stated that the plan is creating an induced growth pattern. Ms.
Arndt’s three minute comment period expired and she said she had three additional points to cover.
Chair Scruggs thanked Ms. Arndt for coming to the meeting and presenting her comments. She said she
would haveto ask Ms. Arndt to conclude her commentsin fairnessto the other citizenswho also wished
to comment. Chair Scruggs suggested that because Ms. Arndt had extensive technical information to
present that she submit her points in writing, which would then be distributed to every committee
member. She added that she appreciated Ms. Arndt’s comments and said that Ms. Arndt was welcome
to continue attending the meetings.

Chair Scruggs recognized public comment from William ‘Blue’ Crowley, who said that he appreciated
the efforts of cities and townsto say that they are not going to compete for development. Mr. Crowley
commented that the citizen is the one who loses in the incentives battle. He stated that the legislative
change to CTOC creates a conflict because CTOC reviews the plan that one of its members, who sits
onthe TPC, hdpedto create. Mr. Crowley stated that he spoke to the Governor about it, but he did not
feel that she understood citizen input. He asked if the Truck Travel Survey inthe MAG Work Program
would be doing a baseline for pollutants in the CANAMEX corridor. Mr. Crowley stated that ozone
affectshim quickly. He stated that he needed MAG to do multimoda planningand be morein tunewith
theenvironment. Mr. Crowley stated that MAG' sjobisto do transportationin an ecologically sensitive
manner. Chair Scruggs thanked Mr. Crowley for his comments.

Approval of Consent Agenda

Chair Scruggs stated that any member of the committee can request that an item be removed from the
consent agendaand considered individudly. Chair Scruggsstated that agendaitems#4A, #4B, and #4C
were on the consent agenda.

Chair Scruggs recognized public comment from Mr. Crowley, who said that the TIP and RTP are
reviewed by MAG, CTOC, RPTA and the State Transportation Board. He said that ADOT and CTOC
had aquorum at the April public hearing, but not MAG. Mr. Crowley stated that MAG is supposed to
be proactive. If Regional Council members do not atend the hearing, it is disrespectful to the citizens
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4A.

4B.

4C.

who do come. Mr. Crowley stated that bus, bike and transit need to be addressed when roadways are
updated, constructed, or maintained, and thisis something the County does. He said that Grand Avenue
from 43rd Avenueto 67th Avenueisbicycle, pedestrian, andtransit unfriendly. Mr. Crowley stated that
for 13 years, Phoenix has not addressed the 1-10 Deck Park termina and there is no timeline for
completion. He stated that TEA-21 says projects must be completed before new ones are started. Mr.
Crowley stated that Proposition 200 passed and it was not completed, and now they want Proposition
400 fundsto pay for it. Char Scruggs thanked Mr. Crowley for his comments.

Chair Scruggs asked membersif therewere any questions on the consent agendaitems. Mr. Berry asked
if theprivatefunds, asshowninthetablefor agendaitem #4C, could be deve oper or similar funds. Eric
Anderson replied that was correct.

Apache Junction Councilmember Dave Waldron, who was attending the meeting via videoconference,
clarified that part of the Ironwood project in Apache Junction was Pinal County money, in addition to
developer money.

With no further discussion on the consent agenda, Chair Scruggs called for amotion. Mayor Hawker
moved to gpprove consent agenda items #4A, #4B, and #4C. Mayor Drake seconded, and the motion
carried unanimously.

Approva of April 20, 2005 Meeting Minutes

The Transportation Policy Committee, by consent, gpproved the April 20, 2005 meeting minutes.

New Finding of Conformity for the Amended FY 2004-2007 MAG Transportation Improvement
Program and Regional Transportation Plan

The 2005 MAG Conformity Analysis concludes that the amended Transportation Improvement Plan
(TIP) and Regiona Transportation Plan (RTP) as a whole meet all applicable federal conformity
requirements and are in conformance with applicable air quality plans. The proposed amendment
includes requests by Maricopa County and the City of Apache Junction to add new projectsto the TIP
that are considered regionally significant. In addition, aconformity determination onthe TIP and RTP
for the new eight-hour ozone standard must be compl eted by June 15, 2005. Following a30-day public
review and comment period, MAG conducted a public hearing on April 25, 2005 on the proposed
amendment to the TIP and 2005 Conformity Analysis for the FY 2004-2007 MAG TIP and RTP. On
May 5, 2005, the MAG Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee made arecommendation to approve
the draft conformity analysis. The Management Committee concurred with the recommendation. The
MAG Regiona Council Executive Committee approved the new Finding of Conformity on May 16,
2005. Ratification of the Executive Committee’s action will be considered by the Regional Council on
May 25, 2005. Thisitem was on the agenda for information and discussion.

Amendment to the FY 2004-2007 MAG Transportation Improvement Program for Maricopa County
and A pache Junction Highway Projects

The Transportation Policy Committee, by consent, recommended ratification of the Executive
Committee action to approve an Amendment to the FY 2004-2007 MAG Transportation Improvement
Program to add five new privately and locadly funded Maricopa County projects and one privately
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funded widening project in Apache Junction, contingent upon afinding of conformity. On November
25, 2003, the FY 2004-2007 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) was approved by the
MAG Regional Council. Sincethat time, Maricopa County has notified MAG of five new roadsthat are
being constructed in the northwest and southwest Valley and Apache Junction of a nearly 10-mile
planned widening of Ironwood Road. All of these projectsrequirean Amendment to the TIPto be able
to proceed. All of the projects are regarded as regionally significant projectsfor air quality conformity
analysispurposesand anew Finding of Conformity for thisitemisconsidered as a separate agendaitem.
Theresults of the conformity analysisconcludethat the amended TIP and Regiona Transportation Plan
asawhole meet al applicable federal conformity requirements and arein conformance with applicable
air quality plans. The Transportation Review Committee and the M anagement Committee recommended
approval of a TIP amendment for these projects, pending completion of the air quality conformity
analysis. TheMA G Regional Council Executive Committee approved the Amendment on May 16, 2005.
Ratification of the Executive Committee actionwill beconsidered at theMay 25, 2005 Regional Council
meeting.

Interim Draft of the Arterial Life Cycle Program Policies

Mr. Anderson reviewed the four policy issues that were discussed at the April 2005 TPC meeting and
were included in the revised Draft Policies and Procedures document that was e-mailed and faxed to
members prior to the meeting. He noted that the revised document incorporated comments received at
the May 13 workshop. Mr. Anderson stated that one of the changes was the elimination of Section 400
on Memorandum of Understanding and Project Agreements, which will beadded in at alater date. He
stated that the section was eliminated in order to focus on finalizing the policies and procedures. Mr.
Anderson stated that the goal for tonight’s meeting was to receive a recommendation on some of the
policies and added that further refinements will be expected as the program is implemented.

Mr. Anderson reviewed the four policies discussed at the April 20, 2005 TPC meeting. He referenced
the policy for the Reembursement Amount for Advanced Projectsin Section 220 (D). Mr. Anderson
stated that according to TPC discussion, the reimbursement would be treated as any other project and
the reimbursement includes an inflation allowance.

Mr. Anderson referenced thepolicy for Program Adjustmentsfor Revenue Shortfallsin Section 120 (E).
He said that according to TPC discussion, in the event that revenues are less than expected, projects
would be delayed in order and all projectswould remain in the program, with some going beyond 2025.
Mr. Anderson stated that projects could be funded with ongoing federal funds and perhaps by an
extension of the sales tax.

Mr. Anderson reviewed the policy for Program Adjustmentsfor Surplus Program Fundsin Section 120
(E). He said that as the TPC discussed, existing projects would be advanced in order. New projects
would be added to the end of the program.

Mr. Anderson reviewed the policy for the Use of Surplus Project Fundsin Section 350. According to
TPC discussion, surplus project funds could be used to augment another RTP project in the jurisdiction
up to 70 percent of costs. If thejurisdiction has no project, then a new project could be added in the
jurisdiction at the end of the program to use the surplus project funds. Mr. Anderson stated that per
discussion at the May 13 workshop, an item was added to this section. He stated that thisitem, Section
350(B)(2), saysthat surplus project funds coul d be used to advance aportion or an entireexisting ALCP
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project or projectsin thejurisdiction in the current year up totheamount of available surplusfunds. Mr.
Anderson stated that it was important to note that this item was not discussed by the TPC in April.

Chair Scruggs opened the floor for questions on the four policies.

Mr. Beard stated that we need to be sure we have sufficient program fundsin addition to project funds.
Wedo not want to add projectsif we do not have program funds to match up. Mr. Anderson suggested
that a clause could be added to Section 350, “reallocated in that jurisdiction, subject to the availability
of program funds and approval through the MAG committee process.”

Chair Scruggs asked members if they felt comfortable with this. She added that this mirrored the
discussion of the TPC last month that the whole plan has to be built.

Mr. Berry asked how flexible the document would bein the future. Mr. Anderson replied that the TPC
could change the document in the future. Hesaid that he felt that there were bound to be circumstances
not anticipated and it was realistic to think the document might require adjustments. Headded that this
is setting the general framework.

Mr. Berry asked if achange process shouldbedecided. Mr. Anderson replied that woul d be appropriate.
Mr. Berry asked about the time frame when the spending of the new salestax money would begin. Mr.
Anderson replied that salestax fundswould start flowing in March 2006. Mr. Berry asked if thepolicies
and procedureswoul d need to be approved beforethat spending began. Mr. Andersonrepliedthat would
bepreferred. He added that some cities are ready to move forward with project agreements because they
have work underway on some of the projects. Mr. Anderson stated that we want to have policies and
procedures agreed to so work can proceed on project agreements. Mr. Berry asked if the policies and
procedures had been reviewed by legal counsel. He said tha it seemed important for al policies and
proceduresto comply with Statelaw. Mr. Berry commented that inthe event that someone was unhappy
with adecision, they might look for away to challengeit, and the usuad way isto challenge the process.
Mr. Anderson replied that theMAG general counsel could review thepoliciesand procedures. Headded
that the individual project agreements would be reviewed by legal counsel.

With no further discussion on thefour policies, Chair Scruggs asked for amotion. Mayor Drake moved
torecommend approval of the Arterial Life Cycle Program Policiesdiscussed at the April 20, 2005 TPC
meeting. Mr. Beard seconded, and the motion carried unanimoudly.

Chair Scruggs noted that the TPC would address the process for changes at a future meeting.

Interim Draft of the Arterial Life Cycle Program Policies and Procedures

Chair Scruggs stated that Mr. Anderson would go over the policies and procedures section by section
with discussion and possible recommendation by the TPC after each section.

Mr. Anderson stated that the document was broken down into five sections: I. Program Management
& Administration; 11. Project Requirements; I11. Project Details; Appendix A: Glossary and Definitions;
and Appendix B: Examples of enhancements.



Mr. Anderson stated that Section 100, Program Objectives, includes Effective and Efficient
Implementation of the RTP; Fiscal Integrity; Accountability; Transparency; Compliancewith state and
federal requirements.

Chair Scruggs asked if there were questions or discussion on Section 100. No questions were noted.

Mr. Anderson moved on to Section 110, Applicability of ALCP Policies & Procedures. He stated that
Section 110 (A) saysthat thisappliesto street projectsin the RTP that receive regional funds; Section
110 (B) saysthat those projects receiving federa funds must also follow federal rules and regulations,
in addition to the ALCP policies and procedures.

Chair Scruggs asked if there were questions or discussion on Section 110.

Mayor Hawker asked if a project received an earmark with federal funds, if that would go toward the
local shareor into theregional pot. He commented that he did not feel ajurisdiction should be penalized
for obtaining additional money; however, he felt this could be an issue if many jurisdictions were to
compete for federal funds in order to use them for their local share. Mr. Anderson replied that he
believed that the conceptual answer would be if the funds were new money, the funds probably could
be counted toward the local share; if the funds were already coming into the region or state, that
probably would not be used toward the 30 percent. Mr. Anderson stated that incentives are needed for
juridictionsto find new money.

Chair Scruggs stated that this item would need to be added to the list of items to be addressed.

Mr. Berry stated tha the current highway bill, which has not yet been voted on, says that earmarked
funds fall into the redistribution category and is not new money. He said that earmarked funds are
counted against the total allocation to a state. Mr. Berry stated that we need to remain true to putting
al fundsinto the regional pot to get all of the projects done. He added that there is a good chance this
might stay inthelegislation. Dennis Smith stated that if aproject receivesan earmark, thereisafederal
obligation to implement the project.

No further questions were noted on Section 110.

Mr. Anderson moved on to Section 120, Programming the ALCP. He said that Section 120 (A) and
Section 120 (B) say that projects must be consistent with the approved RTP and TIP; Section 120 (C)
saysthat the programming of projects must beconsistent with the AL CPand its policiesand procedures.
Section 120 (D) says that the annual update of project budgets will be adjusted for the past year's
inflation. Mr. Anderson stated that some concern was expressed for using the U.S. Consumer Price
Index because construction costsincrease faster than the general priceinflation rate. He added that if
this goes on for an extended period, it could cause a disconnect between the total cost of projects and
theregional share, which could be afinancial concernfor cities. Mr. Anderson added that there may be
away to look at overall growth and determine what is over and above our projections. Mr. Anderson
stated that Section 120 (E) deals with the use of surplus or deficit regiond funds.

Mr. Berry asked for clarification of Section 120 (C) (3) about federal fundsbeing all ocated preferentially

to projects. Mr. Anderson stated that the federal process is more lengthy and has more requirements.
He commented that because of this, cities may prefer to have their projects funded by the sales tax,
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however, some will have to use federal funds. Mr. Anderson noted that in constructing the arterial
program we have about $500 million in federal money to allocate. He stated that what this policy says
isthe funds will go to those who say they will take them, have alarge project, or will be going through
amore extensive environmental process.

Mr. Moore asked if jurisdictions have the opportunity to decideif they will be funded by federal money
or isthe choice made for them? Mr. Anderson replied that not all projects can be funded with the sales
tax, athough that isthe preference. He said that staff istrying to work cooperatively with agencies and
ask for those who will take the federal funds. Mr. Anderson stated that if federal funding causes
problemsfor ajurisdiction, thereisthe flexibility to move funds around. He added that if al we have
is federal money, ajurisdiction might not have an option.

Mr. Berry asked if therewas abetter word to usethan ‘ preferentially.” He commented that someone has
got to take federal money, so will it be the last project left that gets the federal funds. Mr. Anderson
replied that could potentially happen. Mr. Berry asked if MAG had the ability to mandate the type of
project that should use the federal funds. Mr. Smith stated that there are only afew jurisdictions, such
as Phoenix, Tempe, and Maricopa County, that are self-certified and will be able to move a project
faster. He added that most other agencieswill haveto go through ADOT. Mr. Berry askedif Mr. Smith
thought that problems might be anticipated. Mr. Smith replied that if an issue arose where no onecould
usethefunds, it could be brought back beforethe TPC. He added that staff will beworking dosely with
agencies on using federal funds.

Mr. Anderson stated that thereare large projectsthat will haveto usefederal funds—Rio Salado and the
Northern Avenue Parkway. He said that the hopeisto work out who gets federal funds but we might
be in the position that federal funds are al that are avalable. Mr. Anderson added that with
reauthorization, we might receive additional federal funding. He remarked that he thought it will be
worked out among the member agencies. Mr. Berry stated that now isthetimeto put that inthe policies
and procedures, before a problem arises.

Mayor Thomasasked if federal fundswereallocated withthe projectsinthe RTP. Mr. Anderson replied
that project costsweredoneintotal, but specific federal or salestax fundswerenot allocatedto projects.

Mayor Hawker commented that from a city standpoint, if a city uses federal funds, the scope will be
larger. It makes the 30 percent contribution larger if you take federal funds. He said that he thought we
needed away for a city to not be penalized if it takes federal funds by having to increaseits 30 percent
match. Chair Scruggs asked Mayor Hawker if he had suggestions on direction. Mayor Hawker replied
that we would probably have to look at the sales tax base and figure out the federa ramifications
scenario for the same project and make it that the city would not be penalized for accepting the federal
funds. Mayor Hawvker commented that no onewill want projectsfunded federally and the federal funds
will be forced on the last one standing. Chair Scruggs asked if he thought this would be a fair use of
surplus project funds. Mayor Hawker replied that it depended on what is done with the 30 percent. It
would haveto be balanced out and the difference split between those who used sal estax funds and those
who used federal funds.

ViceMayor Dennisasked if there was any ideaof the difference. Mr. Anderson replied that he did not,
because it had more to do with the process at the front end of the project.



Mr. Anderson noted that he heard Mayor Hawker say that acity should be held harmlessif federal funds
are used and he would put this on the list of issuesto be addressed. Mr. Anderson stated that staff will
sit down with ADOT to discussthis.

Vice Mayor Dennis asked if that could have a small reduction in what a city might have to add,
depending on the percentage, if it did not change the program. Mr. Smith stated that when a city runs
aproject through ADOT, asurchargeisadded. If ajurisdiction isself-certified, it could bealittleless.
Mr. Smith added that saff could come up with some numbers.

Mr. Berry suggested adding into the policies and procedures that MAG staff hasthe power to allocate.
Heencouraged setting guidelinesfor federal funds. Mr. Berry commented that in negotiations, it would
be helpful if staff had a superior position. Mr. Smith stated that funding sources are identified in the
TIP. If acity disagrees, it would beknown prior to approva of the TIP. Mayor M anross thought the TIP
process might be the right process to make it work.

Mr. Anderson then moved on to Section 120(F), Moving Projects, which covers Advancement by
Jurisdiction, Deferment by Jurisdiction, and Substitute Projects. Mr. Anderson stated that (2)(a) was
added to Section 120 (F) to say that arequested deferral of a project needed to be documented. He sad
that MAG cannot force ajurisdiction to build a project, but the feeling was that it seemsfairr if thereis
avalid agreed-to reason for deferringaproject, such asunforseen environmental i ssues, that acity could
offer asubstitute project for the same amount of money at the regional level.

Chair Scruggs asked membersif there was discussion or questions.

Vice Mayor Dennis asked what would happen if a jurisdiction did not have its local funds. Mr.
Anderson replied that it could request adeferral. He said there was discussion at the workshop if there
would be alimit on the number of deferralsalowed. Mr. Anderson advised that city staff fet deferrals
could not be limited; however, it isimportant that aproject not be deferred every year for 10 years, for
example. Mr. Anderson added that the policy saysthat adeferral would need to come back through the
committeeprocess. Vice Mayor Dennisasked if ajurisdiction deferred aproject becauseit did not have
itslocal funds, and then did have the funds, would it have the right to be back in order. Mr. Anderson
replied it would take a new place in order.

Chair Scruggs commented that after three deferrals a project might move to the next phase but the
inflation figure stays where it was. Chair Scruggs commented that everyone worked hard to get their
projects at the beginning of the program. She expressed that she was uncomfortable with no limit on
deferrals because it holds the program hostageto a certain degree. However, to say you are moved out
of the plan seemstoo harsh. Chair Scruggs stated that it isbetter to haveapolicy so ajurisdiction knows
how to plan.

Mr. Beard suggested adding that the Lead Agency in submitting the request for deferral should dso
include wherein the timelinethe project will beready. He added that this could come back through the
committee process al so.

Mr. Scholl asked if the MAG committee process was ableto respond quickly to requests for substitute

projects. Mr. Anderson replied that if anew project is added in the next five years, MAG will have to
amend the TIP and do an air quality conformity anaysis, per federal requirements. He pointed out that
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aproject addition might be able to be enacted with avote, depending ontheyear. Mr. Anderson stated
that staff iscurrently working on putting the TIP amendment processonamoreregular basis. Mr. Scholl
asked Mr. Anderson for confirmation that new substitute projects would be with no deficit in the
program. He expressed concern with projects not in the plan suddenly being given apriority while other
projects in the plan not being able to move forward because of a deficit in the plan. Mr. Anderson
replied that substitute projects would be paid in the same year, and should be no net change or impact
to the program.

Chair Scruggsasked for clarification on what was meant that the substitute project should servethesame
‘genera area’ served by the deleted project. Mr. Anderson replied that thiswasintentionally left vague
because it is unknown if a jurisdiction might have a project in the immediate area He said that a
jurisdiction will need to make the case why aproject is worthy to replace the deferred project. Chair
Scruggs stated that aclearer definition of * general area’ was needed. She added that a substitute project
needsto work together with surrounding communities. Mr. Anderson stated that he agreed in concept,
but it was difficult to put into words. He commented that the issue is if the project islinked to other
projects.

Mr. Beard remarked that any substitute project will comethrough the MA G committee process. Hesaid
that thelinkage, theimpacts on neighboring communitiesand other system issuesarethingshewill want
to know before he votes to replace a project.

Chair Scruggs commented that shefelt it important to haveit defined. Otherwise, substitutionsbecome
political and awkward for staff.

Mayor Cavanaugh stated that the point is how do you define substitution? He said that each project has
apurpose. If aproject cannot accomplish the purpose, a true substitute would be a project that can
satisfy those requirements. If the project cannot satisfy those requirements, then itisanew project and
should be treated as such.

Mayor Manross stated that she thought Mayor Cavanaugh’s comments covered theissue. She said that
she thought the policy should have flexibility and not be narrowed down too much. Mayor Manross
commented that every few years, we might ook at the policies because some policies might work more
effectively than others.

Chair Scruggs stated her agreement with Mayor Cavanaugh. She said that the definition would not be
down to a specific measurement, such asamile, but adefinition that says a project that servesthe same
purpose and accomplishes the same linkages established originally is a substitute project, otherwise it
isanew project that jurisdictions can bring up if they have surplus funds.

Mr. Anderson stated that neighboring community impact through deferrals and advancements is the
same concept asthe freeway acceleration policy. He added that thisreally appliesto the entire Section
120 (F) and staff will do more work on this.

Mayor Hawker commented that the amount of advance notice needed for planning the TIP isprobably
ayear. He said that on a deferral, the order could be lowered and then reinsert it at the new date. He
brought up other options, such as if a project is dropped, a penalty of at least five years would be



imposed, or put it at the end of the 20-year program. Mayor Hawker commented that ajurisdictionis
aready being penalized for inflation because he thought the construction costs will exceed inflation.

Mr. Berry stated that the definition of regional funds, such asin Section 110 (A) and Section 120 (F) (3)
(b) needed to be more precise because they do not specify if the funds are sales tax funds or federal
funds. Mr. Anderson stated that Section 120 (F) is a key section and staff will continue to work on it.
He added that any action taken by the TPC tonight would not include Section 120 (F).

Mr. Anderson continued on with Section 120 (G), Workingwith ADOT, who will maintain the arterial
fund and will be responsible for issuing bonds on behalf of the arterial program. He stated that MAG
will also work with ADOT regarding the budget, invoicing, and other fiscal matters. Mr. Anderson
explained that ADOT will cut the check to thejurisdiction from the authorized bill received from MAG.
He stated that Section 120(H), Reporting, deals with the process for the annual reports and audits and
the process for providing the information needed for the reports.

Chair Scruggs asked membersif they had questions or comments on Section 120(G) or Section 120(H).

Mr. Berry stated that Section 120 (H) (2) saysthat “ All participating agencies must bewilling to provide
information.” Hesuggested rephrasingitto“All participating agenciesshall provideinformation.” Mr.
Berry also noted that Section 120 (H) (3), Audit, says “Participating agencies must cooperate and
provide requested information if available.” Mr. Berry commented that it should say what datasets are
required so everyone will be prepared for the audits. Mr. Anderson stated that it is uncertain what
information the auditor will want to collect, and we did not want to impose onerous data collection that
jurisdictions are not collecting already. Mr. Berry commented that network performance was an
objective from the beginning and it seems that information will be needed for the audit. Mr. Anderson
stated that jurisdictionswill provide basic traffic count information. He added that the major item that
was dropped was the measurement of before and after conditions because with growth, changes cannot
necessaily be attributed to an improvement. Mr. Berry asked if the federa government imposes
performance measurementsfor arterials. Mr. Anderson said they did not. He advised that thenew MAG
Work Program starting in July includes a position for a performance measurement engineer. Mr.
Anderson stated that one of thefirst tasks of the engineer will beto definewhich data elementswe need
to monitor. Mr. Berry stated tha he thought there should be a provision for the minimum dataset a
jurisdiction needsto provide.

Mr. Anderson moved on to Section 130, MAG Committee Process. Mr. Anderson stated that final
decisions for the ALCP will rest with Regional Council, with recommendations from the TPC,
Management Committee, Transportation Review Committee, and other technical committee input as
needed and in consultation with CTOC.

Chair Scruggs asked if members had any questions on Section 130. No questions or comments were
noted.

Mr. Anderson reviewed Section 140, Approva and Amendment of the ALCP. Mr. Anderson advised
that this policy saysthat AL CP Policies and Procedures, authorization to proceed for agreementsfor a
project, or changes to the scope, budget or schedule of ALCP projectsin the TIP and RTP can only be
changed through the M A G committee process. No commentsnor questionswerenoted for Section 140.
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Mr. Anderson moved on to Section 200, Project Eligibility. Section 200 (A) says that projects to be
funded or constructed must be consistent with the project as described in the RTP. Section 200 (B)
defineseligibletypes of facilities. Section 200 (C) says that projects will be designed to the standards
of local jurisdictions. Mr. Anderson noted that imposing one set of design standards could cause
problems. He said that staff will make sure that lane configurations will line up when they cross
jurisdictional boundaries. Mr. Anderson went on withthereview of Section 200. Section 200 (D) says
that eligible projects in the Program will be defined by a design concept report or similar sudy to
identify the scopein detail, to identify more detailed cost estimates, and to devel op recommendations
for implementation. Mr. Anderson stated that Section 200 (E) and Section 200 (F) definereimbursable
and non-reimbursable elements. Section 200 (G) says that the use of federal funds may involve other
requirements. Section 200 (H) defines eligible local match. Section 200 (l) says that the project
agreement will identify all project componentsfor ALCP, local, or other funding. Mr. Anderson noted
that Section 200 (J) saysthat the final determination of eligibility of aproject component restswith the
MAG committee process.

Mayor Hawker suggested that in consideration of time, the committee could be asked if there were any
questions or comments on any of the section 200 seriesand if there were none, to move onto the series
of the 300 section.

Chair Scruggs asked membersif they had had sufficient review of the document to begin with questions
on the Section 200 series. She noted no objections to Mayor Hawker’s suggestion. Chair Scruggs
remarked that she wanted to make sure everyone was aware of what the policies were saying.

Mr. Berry asked if Section 200 (E) (4) (b), Utility Relocations, was anew point. Mr. Anderson replied
that it had always been a part of the document. Mr. Berry referred to Section 200 (E) (4) (m), “noise,
privacy, and screen walls, and other buffers, if found to be necessary to meet applicablelocal, state or
federal standards,” as reimbursable items for regional funding. He asked if this meant ajurisdiction
would need only to request them and they would be funded. Mr. Anderson replied that jurisdictions
would have to have policies on noise and screen walls. This policy says that components would be
eligiblefor reimbursement if required under the standard jurisdictiond process.

Vice Mayor Dennis referred to project exchanges in Section 220 (F). She asked how it isbalanced if
the exchanged project ismore expensive than the deferred project. Mr. Anderson replied that there may
be enough cash flow to accommodate alarger project because a cash balance is maintained, however,
it depends on the cash balance. Vice Mayor Dennis suggested that the phrase “subject to funding
availability,” might be added to Section 220 (F).

Chair Scruggs asked if there were any further questions on the Section 200 series—200, 210 or 220.
None were noted.

Mr. Berry asked if the policies and procedures would be looked a again by the TPC. Chair Scruggs
replied that they would be discussed again at the June meeting with action anticipated at that meeting.

Chair Scruggs asked membersif there were any questions or discussion on the Section 300-300, 310,
320, 330, 340, or 350.
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Mayor Hawker asked how the dates were designated in Section 340. Mr. Anderson explained that
November 1, 2002 was the due date for submitting RTP project requests, and November 25, 2003 was
the date the RTP was approved by the MAG Regional Council. Mr. Anderson noted that July 1, 2000
was selected as the cutoff date for prior right of way purchase or work credits. Mayor Hawker asked if
that encompassed all right of way, including purchased or devel oper contributed. Mr. Andersonreplied
that was correct.

Chair Scruggs asked Mr. Anderson to confirm her understanding that a developer would not be
reimbursed with regional funds for right of way the developer contributed. Mr. Anderson replied that
was correct. He added that the value of contributed right of way could be a part of the local match, but
the deved oper would not be reimbursed for that.

Mr. Anderson noted a change made to Section 320 (D) to clarify the language to say that the Lead
Agency shall send theinvoiceto MAG for reimbursement from ADOT. Mayor Hawker asked if there
would be costs associated because ADOT would be functioning somewhat as a bank. Mr. Anderson
replied that ADOT would not assess charges.

Mayor Thomas requested an examplefor Section 310 (E) (2) because that iswherethere will besurplus
funds or where agencies will have to come up with additional money. Mr. Anderson explained that if
a $10 million project, of which $7 million is funded regiondly and $3 million is funded locally,
increases to $15 million, the regiona reimbursement would remain as if it was a $10 million
project—whichis$7 million. However, if the project cost decreases, theregional shareal so decreases—it
remainsat 70 percent of thecost. Mayor Thomasasked if the difference between the$15 million project
and the $10 million project would ever be reimbursed, such asfrom surplusfunds from another project.
Mr. Anderson replied that was not a part of the policies right now.

Vice Mayor Dennis asked if savings realized from aproject coming in at alower cost could be applied
to another project in the same jurisdiction. Mr. Anderson replied that they could.

Chair Scruggs asked if there were any further questions or comments on the Section 300 — 300, 310,
320, 330, 340, or 350. None were noted. No questions were noted on Appendix A or Appendix B.

Chair Scruggs recognized public comment from Mr. Crowley, who stated that he had a problem with
Section 200 (E). Hesaid that he did not see right of way acquisition and striping for pedestrians and
bicycles. Mr. Crowley stated that on page 7 in the MAGAZineisamap that showsinsufficient roadway
development in the western part of the County. He said that nine percent of the funding for streetsis
inadequate. Mr. Crowley stated that not all of the Indian Communities are membersof MAG. Heasked
how are the other Indian Communities going to get salestax money. Mr. Crowley stated that MAG has
no plan for these areas, is not looking to the future and needs to do planning regionwide. Chair Scruggs
thanked Mr. Crowley for his comments.

L egidative Update

Tom Remes provided an update on legislative issues of interest. He said that the L egislature adjourned
May 13. HB 2123, the HELP loan bill, was signed into Chapter Law by the Governor on April 20.
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Mr. Remes stated that SB 1119 was transmitted to the Governor on May 12. This bill establishes a
parity fund for salaries and benefits for DPS personnel. He said that this would be accomplished by
redirecting Vehicle License Tax funds and HURF funds. Mr. Remes noted that the Executive
Committeediscussed thisissue and the committee reached aconsensusthat continuingto fund DPSwith
HURF dollars would jeopardize the ability to fund transportation needs. Mr. Remes stated that a letter
from Mayor Hawker, as Chair of the Regional Council, was sent to the Governor expressing that MAG
wants to work with the Legislature and Governor on thisissuefor future years.

Mr. Remes stated that HB 2122 expanded the audit requirements for light rail. He added that the
language was similar to HB 2292, which was defeated. Mr. Remes stated that HB 2122 failed in the
Senate and there was amotion to reconsider; however, the President of the Senatedid not set adate for
the second vote.

Mr. Remes stated that HB 2499 isthetax incentivesbill, similar to SB 1201. He said that HB 2499 was
transmitted to the House, but did not receive afinal read. Chair Scruggs thanked Mr. Remesfor his
report. No questions from the committee were noted.

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 6:00 p.m.

Chair

Secretary
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