
 

 

 

 

 

  

 
  

   
   

 
 
 

  

  

     
  

 
  

    
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SPECIAL NOTICE REGARDING PUBLIC MEETINGS 

Due to the risks to public health caused by the possible spread of the COVID-19 virus at public 
gatherings, the Maricopa Association of Governments has determined that public meetings will be 
indefinitely held through technological means. Meetings will be open to the public through 
technological means. In reliance on, and compliance with, the March 13, 2020, Opinion issued by 
Attorney General Mark Brnovich, the Maricopa Association of Governments provides this special 
advance notice of the technological means through which public meetings may be accessed. While 
this special notice is in effect, public comment at meetings will only be accepted through written 
submissions, which may or may not be read aloud during meetings. 

To attend the meeting noticed below by technological means, members of the public may: 

1. To watch a live video stream of the meeting, click here to go to MAG’s YouTube channel.
2. Members	 of the public may submit written comments relating to this meeting to

azmag.gov/comment. Comments may be sent at any time leading up to the meeting, but must
be received at least one hour prior to the posted start time for the meeting.

If any member of the public has difficulty connecting to the meeting, please contact MAG at (602) 
254-6300 for support. 

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCSKkQY9fkCqt0t5rgxKwDtw
file://mag1601/users/mbettis/MANAGEMENT%20CMTE/MAN%20Agendas/MAN%20Agendas%202020/azmag.gov/comment


      

   

  

  
  

 

   
              

     
                

  
   

   

 
   

  
  

 
  

             
   
  

 

  

October 1, 2020 

TO:	 Members of the MAG Management Committee 

FROM:	 Julie Arendall, Goodyear, Chair 

SUBJECT:	 MEETING NOTIFICATION AND TRANSMITTAL OF TENTATIVE AGENDA 
Wednesday, October 7, 2020 - 12:00 noon
Virtual Meeting 

The MAG Management Committee meeting has been scheduled at the time noted above.  The 
meeting will be held as a virtual meeting only, with no in-person attendance options available 
at this time. Instructions on how to participate will be provided via email to members of the 
committee. Members of the public will be able to view and listen to the meeting via a live video 
stream. You can watch the meeting online by clicking here to go to MAG’s YouTube channel. 
Public comments can be provided in written format through the MAG website at 
azmag.gov/comment. If you have questions, please contact the MAG office at (602) 254-6300. 

In 1996, the Regional Council approved a simple majority quorum for all MAG advisory
committees. If the Management Committee does not meet the quorum requirement, members
who have joined the meeting will be notified that a legal meeting cannot occur and the meeting 
will end. Your participation in the meeting is strongly encouraged. 

Pursuant to Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), MAG does not discriminate on 
the basis of disability in admissions to or participation in its public meetings.  Persons with a 
disability may request a reasonable accommodation, such as a sign language interpreter, by 
contacting the MAG office. Requests should be made as early as possible to allow time to 
arrange the accommodation. 

If you have any questions regarding the meeting, please contact MAG at (602) 254-6300. 

cc: MAG Regional Council 

Management Committee – Tentative Agenda 1 October 7, 2020 

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCSKkQY9fkCqt0t5rgxKwDtw


                                       
 

 

  
 

  

 

   

    

  
    

  
    

       
  

   
    

         
   

 
  

          
    

 
  

 

   

    
    

  
 

MAG Management Committee 
TENTATIVE AGENDA 
October 7, 2020 

1. Call to Order
 

2. Call to the Audience 

An opportunity will be provided to members of the public to provide input 
through written comment to the Management Committee on items that are 
not on the agenda that are within the jurisdiction of MAG, or on items on the 
agenda for discussion but not for action. Members of the public are asked to 
submit written comments related to this meeting through the MAG website at 
azmag.gov/comment, and indicate for which meeting the comment is 
intended.  Comments may be sent at any time leading up to the meeting, but 
must be received at least one hour prior to the posted start time for the 
meeting. Comments received prior to the deadline will be read aloud during 
the meeting. Comments must not exceed three minutes in length.  A total of 
15 minutes will be provided for the Call to the Audience agenda item, unless 
the Management Committee requests an exception to this limit. Please note 
that comments received for agenda items posted for action will be read at the 
time the item is heard. 

Action Requested:
Information. 

3. Executive Director’s Report 

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

Action Requested:
Information. 

Management Committee – Tentative Agenda 2 October 7, 2020 



                                       
 

    

    
      

   
   

  
  

  

        

  
 

   

 
 

   
  

   
  

   
  

  
     

 
   

 

     

     
  

4.	 Approval of Consent Agenda 

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

Action Requested:
Approval of the Consent Agenda. 

ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONSENT * 

*4A.	 Approval of the September 16, 2020, Meeting Minutes 

Action Requested:
Approval. 

*4B.	 Conformity Consultation 

The Maricopa Association of Governments is conducting consultation on a 
conformity assessment for an amendment and administrative modification to 
the FY 2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program and 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan Update.  The amendment and administrative 
modification involve changes to several projects, including Freeway Life Cycle 
Program projects, general highway projects, and Arterial Life Cycle Program 
projects.  The amendment includes projects that may be categorized as exempt 
from conformity determinations.  The administrative modification includes 
minor project revisions that do not require a conformity determination.  Please 
refer to the enclosed material. 

Action Requested:
Consultation. 

*4C.	 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Project Changes 

The Fiscal Year (FY) 2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP) and the 2040 MAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update were 

Management Committee – Tentative Agenda 3 October 7, 2020 



                                       
 

  
  

 
  

     
 

  
 

    
  

  

    
    

 
 

    
    

    
    

    
 

  
   

      
   

    
  

         
  

  
         

      
  
 
 

approved by the Regional Council on February 26, 2020 and have since been 
amended five times. 

Since approval of the last amendment, additional changes and modifications 
are needed. Please refer to the enclosed material. 

Action Requested:
Recommend approval of amendments and administrative modifications as 
appropriate to the Fiscal Year (FY) 2020-2024 MAG Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP), and 2040 MAG Regional Transportation Plan 
Update, as appropriate. 

*4D.	 Consultant Selection for the FY 2021-2025 Don't Trash Arizona Litter 
Prevention and Education Program 

The Don’t Trash Arizona Litter Education program is designed to increase 
awareness of the environmental, economic, safety, and health effects of litter 
on our regional roadway system and change littering behavior. On July 21, 
2020, MAG issued a Request for Proposals from qualified consultants with the 
resources, experience, and abilities to provide an array of communication 
services to continue the Don't Trash Arizona program for FY 2021 to FY 2025, 
contingent upon funding availability. 

On August 28, 2020, MAG received proposals from four qualified consultants 
in response to the Request for Proposals. Based on evaluation criteria, a seven-
member multidisciplinary evaluation panel selected two consultants for in-
person interviews. After group discussion and consensus, the evaluation team 
unanimously recommended to MAG that Off Madison Avenue be selected as 
the consultant to develop and implement the FY 2021-2025 Litter Prevention 
and Education Program, at a cost not to exceed $1,500,000 for the five-year
period, with an anticipated annual budget of $300,000. The Program will be 
contingent upon annual Litter Education funding availability approved through 
the Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget and consultant 
performance. Please refer to the enclosed material. 

Management Committee – Tentative Agenda 4 October 7, 2020 



                                       
 

  
        

      
           

  
           

  

   

       
       

  
   

   
        

   
   

  
         

 
  

     

         

   
 

 
         
  
     

 
  

 

Action Requested: 
Recommend approval that Off Madison Avenue be selected to design and 
implement the FY 2021-2025 Don’t Trash Arizona Litter Prevention and 
Education Program, for an amount not to exceed $1,500,000, with an annual 
expenditure of $300,000, contingent upon funding availability and approval, 
and that the contract will have a five-year term from the effective date. 

ITEMS PROPOSED TO BE HEARD 

5. Draft MAG Policy Principles 

MAG staff has updated the draft regional policy principles, a document that 
summarizes MAG’s legislative positions and the agency’s roles and 
responsibilities. The MAG Policy Principles are updated annually or as needed. 
In the month of September 2020, the draft MAG Policy Principles were 
presented to the MAG Management Committee, Transportation Policy 
Committee, Executive Committee and Regional Council for review and input.
The brochure was updated based on the input received from MAG member 
agencies. The MAG Policy Principles are being presented for action at the 
October 2020 policy committees with approval anticipated at the October 28, 
2020, Regional Council meeting. Please refer to the enclosed material. 

Action Requested:
Recommend approval of the Draft MAG Policy Principles. 

6. Update on the Development of a New Regional Transportation Plan 

MAG has initiated efforts to develop a new Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
that will serve as the basis for the extension of Proposition 400, which will expire 
at the end of calendar year 2025. An update on the planning work underway, 
including technical work associated with the development of the new RTP and 
activities associated with the Management Committee Work Group, will be 
provided. Please refer to the enclosed material. 

Action Requested:
Information and discussion. 

Management Committee – Tentative Agenda 5 October 7, 2020 



                                       
 

   

     
 

  
 

    

       
    

  
 

    

    
      

        
   

 

  
 

 

  

 

7. Legislative Update 

An update will be provided on legislative issues of interest. 

Action Requested:
Information and discussion. 

8. Request for Future Agenda Items 

Topics or issues of interest that the Management Committee would like to have 
considered for discussion at a future meeting will be requested. 

Action Requested:
Information. 

9. Comments from the Committee 

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

Action Requested:
Information. 

Adjournment
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MINUTES OF THE MAG MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEETING
 
September 16, 2020
 

This meeting was conducted virtually via Zoom.
 
The link to a video recording of the meeting can be found here.
 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 
#Goodyear: Julie Arendall, Chair 
#Tempe: Andrew Ching, Vice Chair 
#ADOT: Katy Proctor as proxy for John

Halikowski 
#Apache Junction: Bryant Powell 
#Avondale: Charles Montoya
#Buckeye: Roger Klingler 
#Carefree: Gary Neiss 
*Cave Creek: Carrie Dyrek
#Chandler: Marsha Reed 
#El Mirage: Amber Wakeman as proxy for 

Crystal Dyches 
#Florence: Brent Billingsley 
*Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation: Phil 

Dorchester 
#Fountain Hills: Grady Miller 
#Gila Bend: Kathy Valenzuela 
*Gila River Indian Community: Kathyleen 

Curley 
#Gilbert: Patrick Banger 
#Glendale: Kevin Phelps 

#Guadalupe: Jeff Kulaga 
#Litchfield Park: Bill Stephens 
*City of Maricopa: Rick Horst
#Maricopa County: Reid Spaulding as proxy 

for Joy Rich 
#Mesa: Christopher Brady 
#Paradise Valley: Jill Keimach 
#Peoria: Jeff Tyne
#Phoenix: Ed Zuercher 
#Pinal County: Himanshu Patel as proxy for 

Louis Andersen 
#Queen Creek: John Kross 
*Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 

Community: Bryan Meyers 
#Scottsdale: Jim Thompson
#Surprise: Mike Frazier 
*Tolleson: Reyes Medrano, Jr. 
#Valley Metro/RPTA: Scott Smith 
#Wickenburg: Vince Lorefice 
*Youngtown: Jeanne Blackman 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy.
# Participated virtually/telephone conference call. 

1. Call to Order 

A quorum of the MAG Management Committee was present.  The meeting of the 
MAG Management Committee was called to order by Chair Julie Arendall, Goodyear, 
at 12:00 p.m. 

2. Call to the Audience 

An opportunity was provided to members of the public to provide input through 
written comment to the Management Committee on items that are not on the agenda 
that are within the jurisdiction of MAG, or on items on the agenda for discussion but 

-1-
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not for action. Members of the public were asked to submit written comments related 
to this meeting through the MAG website at azmag.gov/comment, and indicate for 
which meeting the comment is intended.  Comments may be sent at any time leading 
up to the meeting, but must be received at least one hour prior to the posted start 
time for the meeting. 

Chair Arendall asked if MAG staff has received any public comment. MAG staff 
responded no public comment was received for this item or any other item on the 
agenda. 

3. Executive Director’s Report 

MAG Executive Director Eric Anderson reported on items of general interest in the 
MAG region. Mr. Anderson began by recognizing MAG’s work on the Luke Air Force 
Base Targeted Growth Management Plan. The plan received the Arizona American 
Planning Association award for Best Regional/General/Comprehensive Plan. He 
acknowledged MAG Deputy Executive Director Amy St. Peter for her work on the Plan 
that has been recognized as a national best practice. 

Mr. Anderson indicated there have been updates to the MAG public comment process. 
The Call to the Audience item has been inserted back into the agendas. He noted the 
public can comment on specific meetings through the MAG website at any time, up to 
one hour prior to the meeting. The Chair will ask MAG staff to read aloud any 
comments received. Comments are limited to 400 words, which is equivalent to 
approximately three minutes of speaking time. Comments on action items will be read 
at the time the item is heard. 

Mr. Anderson reported October is Domestic Violence Awareness Month. With the 
current pandemic and many people being at home more or working from home, the 
region has experienced an increase in domestic violence. MAG staff is collecting 
information for a calendar of events and noted member agencies can send information 
to MAG’s Human Services Division until September 23rd about training, educational, 
and awareness events planned for October. A resolution supporting Domestic 
Violence Awareness Month will be presented to Regional Council in October. 

Mr. Anderson announced the City of Phoenix was recently awarded a 2020 Build Grant 
Award. The City was awarded almost $17.5 million for an important project to improve 
the safety conditions along 35th Avenue from I-10 to Camelback Road. The scope of 
the project includes pedestrian crossing beacons, LED lighting, raised medians, fiber 
optic, and upgraded signals. 
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Chair Arendall asked membership wanting more information about any of these items 
to contact Mr. Anderson after the meeting. 

4. Approval of Consent Agenda 

Chair Arendall stated that agenda items 4A through 4H were on the Consent Agenda. 
She asked if any member of the Management Committee had questions or would like 
a presentation on any of the Consent Agenda items. 

Mr. Klingler asked for clarification about if there would be discussion during the 
legislative update regarding agenda item *4G, Draft MAG Policy Principles. Mr. 
Anderson indicated the MAG Policy Principles are on the agenda for information this 
month and MAG staff is looking for input from member agencies. He noted there 
would be further discussion about the Draft MAG Policy Principles during agenda item 
8, Legislative Update. MAG plans to bring back the revised document that incorporates 
member agency input through the policy committee meetings next month for 
recommended approval and anticipated approval at the October Regional Council 
meeting. 

Mr. Klingler move to recommend approval of Consent Agenda items 4A through 4H. 
Mr. Miller seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously. Ms. Arendall, Mr. 
Bitter, Mr. Bohr, Mr. Brady, Ms. Blackman, Mr. Busby, Mr. Ching, Ms. Dyches, Mr. Frazier, 
Ms. Keimach, Mr. Klingler, Mr. Kross, Mr. Kulaga, Mr. Lorefice, Mr. Lundahl, Mr. Neiss, 
Mr. Miller, Ms. Montes, Mr. Patel, Mr. Phelps, Ms. Proctor, Ms. Reed, Mr. Steele, Mr. 
Tyne, and Ms.  Valenzuela, and Mr. Zuercher voted in favor of the motion. 

4A. Approval of the August 14, 2020, Meeting Minutes 

The MAG Management Committee, by consent, approved the August 14, 2020, meeting 
minutes. 

4B. Conformity Consultation 

The Maricopa Association of Governments is conducting consultation on a conformity 
assessment for an amendment and administrative modification to the FY 2020-2024 
MAG Transportation Improvement Program and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan 
Update.  The amendment and administrative modification involve changes to several 
projects, including general highway projects, Arterial Life Cycle Program projects, 
Freeway Life Cycle Program projects, and transit projects.  The amendment includes 
projects that may be categorized as exempt from conformity determinations.  The 
administrative modification includes minor project revisions that do not require a 
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conformity determination. 

This item was on the agenda for consultation. 

4C.	 Transportation Improvement Program Project Changes 

The MAG Management Committee, by consent, recommended approval of 
amendments and administrative modifications as appropriate to the Fiscal Year 2020-
2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program, and 2040 MAG Regional 
Transportation Plan Update, as appropriate. 

The Fiscal Year (FY) 2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 
the 2040 MAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update were approved by the 
Regional Council on February 26, 2020 and have since been amended four times. 

Since approval of the last amendment, additional changes and modifications are 
needed. 

4D.	 MAG Public Outreach Report (Fiscal Year 2019 – Fiscal Year 2020) 

MAG believes that public participation is key to the region’s transportation planning 
process. MAG needs the community’s help to plan projects that provide benefits to 
the region and meet the wide-ranging needs of residents. 

MAG conducts extensive outreach through social media, online surveys, public 
hearings and community outreach tables in order to reach diverse populations and 
obtain feedback from community members within the region. In order to keep 
policymakers apprised of ongoing community feedback, we are providing this report 
that highlights MAG’s outreach activities and demonstrates MAG’s commitment to 
including a diverse blend of voices in the region’s transportation planning process. 

This item was on the agenda for information. 

4E.	 Amendment to the Fiscal Year 2020-2021 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and 
Annual Budget for the Fiscal Year 2021 MAG Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Design 
Assistance Program 

The MAG Management Committee, by consent, recommended an amendment to the 
FY 2020-2021 MAG Unified Planning Work Program to include the prioritized list of 
projects, funding $500,000 for Design Assistance projects, and allowing unfunded 
projects on the prioritized list to be eligible if additional funding becomes available. 
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The Fiscal Year (FY) 2020-2021 MAG Unified Planning Work Program and Annual 
Budget, approved by the MAG Regional Council in May 2019, includes $500,000 for 
the MAG Design Assistance program. The Design Assistance Program allows MAG 
member agencies to apply for funding for the preliminary design portion of a bicycle 
or pedestrian project with no matching funds required. 

4F.	 Arizona Department of Transportation Red Letter Process 

In June 1996, the MAG Regional Council approved the Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) Red Letter process, which requires MAG member agencies to 
notify ADOT of potential development activities in freeway alignments. Development 
activities include actions on plans, zoning, and permits. ADOT has forwarded a list of 
notifications from January 1, 2020, through June 30, 2020. 

This item was on the agenda for information. 

4G.	 Draft MAG Policy Principles 

MAG staff has updated the draft regional policy principles, a document that 
summarizes MAG’s legislative positions and the agency’s roles and responsibilities. The 
MAG Policy Principles are updated annually or as needed. In September 2020, the draft 
MAG Policy Principles are being presented to the MAG Management Committee, 
Transportation Policy Committee, and Regional Council for review and input. It is 
anticipated that the draft MAG Policy Principles will be presented for action at the 
October 2020 policy committee meetings with approval at the October 28, 2020, 
Regional Council meeting. Please refer to the enclosed material. Contact Nathan Pryor, 
Policy and Government Relations Director, with any questions and proposed input. 

This item was on the agenda for information. 

4H.	 Amendment to the Fiscal Year 2021 Unified Planning Work Program and Budget to 
Include a MAG Transportation Safety Associate Contract With Michael J. Kuzel for an 
Amount Not to Exceed $80,000 

The MAG Management Committee, by consent, recommended approval of an 
amendment to the Fiscal Year 2021 Unified Planning Work Program and Budget to 
include a MAG Transportation Safety Associate Contract with Michael J. Kuzel for an 
amount not to exceed $80,000. 

The focus of this request is to enhance capabilities of the MAG Transportation Safety 
Program by incorporating professional services of an individual with experience in 
analyzing human behaviors as it relates to the built roadway and other systems.  The 
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MAG Transportation Safety Associate will provide expertise to assist MAG in three key 
areas of safety planning, safety planning studies, administration of developed safety 
education programs, development and implementation of the MAG Strategic 
Transportation Safety Plan. 

5.	 Second Project Deferral Request: City of Tempe Alameda Drive Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Improvement Project – Rural Road to 48th Street 

Mr. Jason Stephens, MAG Transportation Planner, provided a brief overview of the 
federal fund guidelines and procedures that are required when there is a second 
project deferral request. If the sponsor agency wishes to defer a project a second time, 
an appeal process is required, which includes a presentation of the request through
the MAG committee process. He noted this item was recommended for approval by 
the Active Transportation Committee as well as the Transportation Review Committee. 
He then introduced City of Tempe Transportation Planner Mr. Chase Walman to 
present a request for a second deferral of the Alameda Drive Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Streetscape – Rural Road to 48th Street to defer the project from FY 2020 to FY 2021. 

Mr. Walman gave the committee some information about the location of the project. 
He indicated that funding for conceptual design was obtained from the Maricopa 
Association of Governments (MAG) in 2015 and the Arizona Department of 
Transportation (ADOT) is planning to construct a new pedestrian overpass connecting 
Alameda Drive on both sides of I-10. Mr. Walman explained that the project would 
provide regional pedestrian and bicycle connectivity with low vehicle traffic volumes 
and a non-continuous vehicular route. 

Mr. Walman stated the Alameda Drive Bicycle and Pedestrian Streetscape corridor is 
identified in the Bike It Boulevard network and Tempe’s Transportation Master Plan. 
He noted it provides enhanced east-west bicycle and pedestrian connectivity in Tempe 
between Rural Road and 48th Street to existing bike lanes at the City of Phoenix 
border. Mr. Walman added the three-mile streetscape area improvements would 
include dedicated bike lanes; Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) crossing safety 
improvements; landscaped medians and concrete-curb traffic calming bump outs; a 
connection to the new I-10 bike/pedestrian bridge; new sidewalks and ramps; and new 
pavement markings. 

Mr. Walman indicated the project was awarded more than $1.5 million in 
Transportation Alternative funding for FY 2019 construction with final design starting 
in January 2018. A deferral was requested in April 2019 to move the construction work 
phase from 2019 to 2020 due to a waterline break and 90 percent final design was 
completed in February 2020. He commented this second deferral request is due to 
outstanding coordination issues with Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) for preliminary and 
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final design of the Alameda Railroad Crossing, and the reallocation and replacement 
of the aging water line discovered during the design process at Alameda Drive 
between College and Mill Avenues. Mr. Walman indicated that $1.5 million is 
committed for water line design and construction, with an additional $200,000 for the 
UPRR crossing, which is programmed and committed for the Alameda Drive Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Improvement Project. Project management staff is assigned through 
the completion of the project 

Mr. Walman went over next steps for the project. These steps include UPRR Crossing
final design from September 2020 to January 2021; water line final design from August 
2020 to January 2021; construction of the UPRR Crossing from January 2021 to March 
2021; final design for Alameda Drive from December 2020 to March 2021; Alameda 
Drive streetscape construction from May 2021 to May 2022; and water line 
construction from May 2021 to August 2021. 

Mr. Zuercher moved to recommend approval of a second deferral for the City of 
Tempe, Alameda Drive Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvement Project – Rural Road to 
48th Street. Mr. Brady seconded the motion and the motion carried unanimously with 
Ms. Arendall, Mr.  Bitter, Mr. Bohr, Mr. Brady, Ms. Blackman, Mr. Busby, Mr. Ching, Ms. 
Dyches, Mr. Frazier, Ms. Keimach, Mr. Klingler, Mr. Kross, Mr. Kulaga, Mr. Lorefice, Mr. 
Lundahl, Mr. Neiss, Mr. Miller, Ms. Montes, Mr. Patel, Mr. Phelps, Ms. Proctor, Ms. Reed, 
Mr. Steele, Mr. Tyne, Ms.  Valenzuela, and Mr. Zuercher voting in favor of the motion. 

6. Update on the Development of the MAG Strategic Transportation Safety Plan 

MAG Transportation Safety Program Manager Margaret Herrera provided an overview 
of the technical work associated with the development of the Strategic Transportation 
Safety Plan (STSP) and its strategies as well as its relation to the development of the 
new Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 

Ms. Herrera first reviewed work done and recommendations made during earlier 
phases of Plan development, including to the vision, goal, and action areas. The 
recommendations came as a result of discussions with the Transportation Safety 
Stakeholders group with input from the Transportation Safety Committee. The first 
task included technical reviews, distribution of surveys and public outreach. This step 
was important in setting an approach to development and implementation of the Plan 
and emphasizing the unique opportunity to demonstrate the value of investment in 
safety in the MAG region. 

Ms. Herrera next discussed the STSP strategies and their associated opportunities in 
the next RTP. Ms. Herrera stated more than 70 safety strategies are currently under 
development that will address the MAG region’s safety issues. Strategies were placed 
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in three categories with the intent to draw a connection between implementation of 
STSP strategies as a framework for various elements for development of the next RTP. 
These categories include to identify locations of opportunity; promote use of high 
value countermeasures; and communicate the safety message. She provided some key 
examples for each strategy category. 

Ms. Herrera indicated the completion of the development of the STSP strategies, 
application of planning costs, and performance measures would take place in the next 
couple of months. Staff anticipates the draft Strategic Transportation Safety Plan will 
be complete in December or January and will bring the Plan back to the Management 
Committee for recommendation of approval at that time. She thanked member agency 
staff for providing input in the Plan and those who continue to participate in the See 
Me AZ Task Force. 

There were no questions or comments from membership. 

7. Update on the Development of a New Regional Transportation Plan 

MAG Transportation Planning Program Manager Audra Koester Thomas provided an 
update on efforts to develop a new Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) that will serve 
as the basis for the extension of Proposition 400, including the planning work 
underway, technical work associated with the development of the new RTP and 
activities associated with the RTP Management Committee Work Group. 

Ms. Thomas began her presentation with an update and highlights from the 
September 9 work group. She noted a majority of the meeting consisted of an open 
discussion of several policy questions included in two documents prepared by MAG 
staff in coordination with Chair Arendall and distributed to the committee in August. 
Also discussed were the recently completed peer region analysis and the needs 
catalog. Ms. Thomas indicated the open discussion focused on a review of the transit 
roles and responsibilities; maintenance and operations; legacy of sales tax funding 
regionally significant projects; alternative sales tax rates; as well as a need for public 
feedback on ultimate scenarios and tradeoffs. 

Ms. Thomas paused her presentation to allow for additional observations by Mr. 
Anderson and members of the work group. 

Mr. Anderson stated there was a significant discussion of maintenance and operations 
needs and funding responsibilities at the work group. He noted maintenance and 
operations is the focus of discussion due to lack of movement by the state legislature 
to increase revenue flowing into Arizona’s Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF), which 
is a primary source of funding for highways as well as the local street system. If the 
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region picks up maintenance responsibilities for the freeway/highway system or local 
roadways, it takes pressure off of the state to deal with this issue. The public policy 
question is what the region should do relative to maintenance, and moreover, should 
the region continue to invest in new roadway infrastructure if there isn’t a commitment 
and funding source for it to be maintained. 

Mr. Anderson provided background on the historic work and discussions of the 
Transportation Policy Committee and Regional Council. He stated the legacy of the 
sales tax is important. Proposition 300 was the first part of an intended two-part 
transportation effort.  The first part was for the half-cent sales tax for freeways, which 
passed successfully. The second part was for a half-cent sales tax for transit, which 
subsequently did not pass. Mr. Anderson commented that even in the 1980s there was 
a recognition of the need for more than a half-cent to build out the transportation 
system in the region. He talked about discussions that took place for Proposition 400 
and funding large-scale, regional-serving programs with both Proposition 300 and 
400. Proposition 400 has an arterial street program in it, which is designed to provide 
funding for important arterial streets vital to regional mobility. 

Mr. Anderson stated a lot of the discussion at the work group focused on the call for 
projects and items submitted by MAG member agencies. When Proposition 400 was 
being put together, there was discussion about a “return to sender” concept where the 
sales tax would be proportionally distributed to jurisdictions. In the end, it was 
determined there needed to be a plan that voters could evaluate what investments 
would be made and the return to sender concept was rejected by policymakers.  There 
also was a lot of discussion on what the rate and term should be. Some supported a 
perpetual tax and others wanted a longer term for the tax than was ultimately decided. 

Chair Arendall indicated the creation of the work group was to have a smaller group 
of the Management Committee spend extra time to dig deeper into some of the issues. 
The work group was not intended to and should not take the place of discussion in 
the Management Committee.  She mentioned the 18-page policy questions document 
that was distributed following the August committee meeting. The document 
identifies some of the outstanding issues in order to put together the framework for 
how the committee will go about tackling these issues. MAG staff provided the context 
for the document. Chair Arendall encouraged membership to study the document if 
they have not already. She noted that at the last work group, the group pulled out a 
couple of those policy issues to begin a deeper conversation.  One of those issues was 
identifying the roles between MAG and Valley Metro and how to best engage Valley 
Metro as part of the process for developing the new RTP. 

Chair Arendall talked about the maintenance and operations discussion at the work 
group. She stated managers felt strongly that if policymakers stick with a half-cent 
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sales tax, paying for maintenance and operations does not give the region any room 
to operate. The work group managers were interested in writing a position statement 
for consideration by the other MAG policy committees that maintenance and 
operations is not something policymakers would like to see the sales tax spent on. 

Mr. Tyne thanked MAG staff and Chair Arendall for leading the group through the 
issues. He mentioned that Proposition 400 identified buckets of money that were used 
for life cycle programs for the different modes. One of the items work group members 
wanted to identify is the baseline that is needed as the region begins scenario 
conversations and how much will be needed to support our existing transit operations, 
including fixed-route ADA operation. He emphasized this would be a critical number 
needed as conversations begin. Mr. Tyne noted policymakers need to be thoughtful 
of need based assessments as well as recognize there needs to be a balance as well as 
discussion for how to score some of the important criteria such as economic prosperity 
and mobility which may not be evident right away. He added the work group would 
like to hear different perspectives from the overall committee. 

Ms. Thomas continued her presentation, discussing highlights from the recently 
completed peer region analysis which was distributed to the committee earlier in 
September. The analysis includes a review of peer’s composition of regional 
transportation investments; peer funding portfolios and comparative revenue analysis; 
and insights on plan development processes, including scenario and trade off analyses. 
She displayed a graphic showing where the studied peer regions are located across 
the country. MAG studied fast-growing metropolitan areas focusing on Western U.S. 
metropolitan areas. Ms. Thomas also displayed a graph demonstrating the total per 
capita revenue by peer agency (annualized in year of expenditure dollars), a chart 
showing regional or county sales taxes, as well as a chart showing peer agency transit 
sales tax, not including other taxes such as property and income tax.  Ms. Thomas 
noted it is common to see a full-cent tax transit-dedicated sales taxes in regions, if not 
more. She added MAG has been tracking and monitoring peer regions, many who are 
preparing for new voter initiatives to fund transportation and gave a summary of that 
activity. 

Ms. Thomas provided highlights from the peer region analysis. Above all, peer regions 
are outpacing MAG in transportation investment with more robust regional funding 
sources and more significant state-generated revenues. As federal and state revenues 
decrease in value and erode in size, pressure will continue to increase on regional 
sources to deliver growing transportation needs. Additional highlights included noting 
that operations and maintenance is commonly funded across various peer funding 
sources; opportunities exist to leverage other revenues, such as public/private 
partnerships (P3); and that scenario planning is important in weighing tradeoffs and 
informing policy decisions. Ms. Thomas paused her presentation for comments. 
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Mr. Anderson stated that for some time, he has mistakenly thought the MAG region 
invested more to transportation that its peer regions. He encouraged members to look 
at the report and at investments in public transportation and other modes. Mr. 
Anderson added that this region needs to be cognizant of long-term implications to 
underfunding transportation, something that the region is currently doing and 
something he never thought he would be saying. He noted transportation is a key 
component to economic development competitiveness and that includes not just 
highways and roads but also public transportation. 

Mr. Anderson indicated referendums in California for taxes require a two-thirds super 
majority to pass, and even still, there has been tremendous success in passing 
transportation investment packages. He also commented on P3s and said P3s is code 
talk for toll roads. Mr. Anderson stated that in the regional funding chart shown earlier 
for Texas includes toll revenue. He added whether it is a toll or a tax, somehow you 
have to increase investments in transportation. 

Mr. Kross complemented MAG staff for their work on the peer region analysis. He 
asked if the team found any studies on the correlation of public investment to private 
investment from an economic development standpoint that could be relevant to this 
region. 

Mr. Anderson stated MAG has done analysis on the change in full cash value of 
properties in our region along freeway and light rail corridors. The analysis is very 
technical and staff is working on making the information easier to digest.  The analysis 
tracks changes between 2000 and 2019 and shows more than 80 percent of 
employment is within two miles of a highway or light rail corridor. There are big
increases to cash value of property, especially along the light rail corridor. 
Transportation unlocks trapped value in these corridors because without good access, 
you cannot get to the property. He commented if you look at economic development 
criteria that corporate relocation experts use, transportation is one or two in terms of 
priority infrastructure. 

Mr. Kross asked about revenue projections and cited a figure in the report that showed 
the original revenue projections for Proposition 400 and what was actually collected. 
He asked about the next round of projections for the extension and how that will be 
formulated and if the experience from Proposition 400 will be taken into consideration. 

Mr. Anderson stated the region has learned a lot of lessons from Proposition 400 and 
making revenue projections.  He noted MAG works with ADOT on sales tax projections 
and stated they have a good model and process that has been vetted by the rating 
agencies. ADOT issues the large bonds and MAG relies on them to ensure the revenue 
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is as accurate as possible.  Mr. Anderson commented the Great Recession affected the 
Proposition 400 revenue projections. There were three straight years of decline in the 
sales tax revenue which had never happened in Maricopa County. He added it is hard 
to predict future recessions or pandemics and stated the plan needs to maintain 
flexibility to accommodate these types of changes as well as changes in future 
technology and where the demand will be for transportation investments. It is 
important to maintain flexibility and not program all of the projected revenue as well 
as building in contingency for unforeseen events. 

Ms. Thomas added the region relies heavily on federal funds to enable its half-cent 
sales tax investment. MAG works with the Risk Analysis Panel (RAP) to ensure 
projections are accurate and is conducting an analysis on federal funding to illuminate 
some of the risks associated with uncertainty. She added there has been discussion 
about a pandemic or recession but the region also needs to consider political 
uncertainty in Washington D.C., driver behavior, and if people continue to work from 
home and how that affects revenue. Ms. Thomas indicated staff is facilitating a 
thorough analysis and risk register to inform funding projections, which will be 
presented to the policy committees. She noted staff intends to start conversations 
about revenue projections in October. 

Chair Arendall shared that what stood out for her in the report is how much the region 
is trying to do with a half-cent sales tax.  She recognized that the region’s existing 
transportation system stands above many systems that we are comparing it to in the 
peer region analysis and with less money. Chair Arendall added the region has done a 
great job of building out its transportation system and people are happy with it. She 
stated the region is trying to do a lot with a half-cent including capital projects, transit, 
maintenance and operations, and arterials. Chair Arendall commented policymakers 
need to have a conversation about how many tax initiative questions there should be 
and if the region should start stacking different taxes. 

Ms. Thomas moved on to discuss the draft needs catalog and review the performance-
based evaluation process and the steps the region will take over the next several 
months to get from the full needs catalog to the project and program portfolio. She 
focused on Step 1: regional project screening. The Draft Needs Catalog compiles 
regionally studied needs, deferred Proposition 400 projects, as well as agency RTP call 
for project submissions. She mentioned coordination is ongoing with ADOT and Valley 
Metro on any additional system needs or gaps to add. She asked that member 
agencies review submissions and flag edits, duplicates, recommended potential 
programs, and other issues. Ms. Thomas discussed Step 1: regional significance and 
how it is applied to the draft needs catalog to evaluate projects and programs. She 
displayed a slide showing approximately 40 different program types. Ms. Thomas also 
provided information on how these potential programs help contribute towards the 
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six goals identified for the development of the next RTP. 

Ms. Thomas indicated that staff had indicated it would apply the regional significance 
definition and present a recommendation on which met this threshold to be moved 
forward in the performance based evaluation process. As noted by Chair Arendall 
earlier, the call for projects demonstrates the desire to stretch the half-cent 
considerably, but the data demonstrates that the region is significantly constrained 
with the current funding level.  She noted staff is seeking direction on which programs 
meet the regional significant definition and which programs, while important, should 
be removed from further consideration. Ms. Thomas displayed a slide showing a list of 
programs MAG recommends to move forward and a list of programs they recommend 
to drop from the evaluation process. The recommended regionally significant 
programs represent existing programs that should be continued, federally required 
responsibilities aligned with funding received by the MPO, investments that are 
consistent with MAG’s legacy to fund regional, system-focused investments, and 
investments that high need was demonstrated in the RTP Call for Projects submissions. 
She went over the list of programs, highlighting two for further consideration because 
they are insufficiently funded through HURF: freeway/highway operations and 
maintenance and local roadway pavement preservation. 

Ms. Thomas again reiterated that MAG staff is seeking direction on the recommended 
regionally significant programs. Programs deemed regionally significant will move to 
next step in the performance-based evaluation process. She commented that even if 
the program meets the regional significance test and moves on to the next step, it 
does not guarantee funding. The portfolio of projects and programs is still fiscally 
unconstrained. This is the first opportunity to remove programs from further 
consideration. She added that as we move through this process, more programs will 
be eliminated or narrowed or even brought back. Ms. Thomas reminded the 
committee the planning process is iterative. 

Ms. Thomas stated that policy committee meetings in September will include 
information on the draft policy question frameworks as well as the draft needs catalog
(Version 1) for which staff will be seeking review and feedback. Staff is seeking 
direction for which regionally significant programs should move forward to the 
evaluation process. The September 30 work group will focus on the initiation of a 
regional conversation about transit. 

Mr. Anderson stated staff is putting together a baseline on how much future funding 
is tied up in existing commitments, which he noted is largely transit operations as well 
as freeway landscaping and litter. He added it is important to start thinking about if 
there are alternative revenue or funding sources the region should be considering for 
some of these programs. There are some peer regions who are receiving funds from 
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property taxes. When Proposition 300 was being put together, the initial thought was 
to use property tax but that was switched out for sales tax. Mr. Anderson stated all 
possible funding sources should be on the table. 

Chair Arendall asked to see the slide listing the regionally significant programs and 
opened up discussion. 

Mr. Klingler commented that freeway maintenance is not something the extension 
should be funding. He asked about programs that are not adopted now and if they 
could be added at a later time. Ms. Thomas stated that was correct and added the 
process will continue to adjust as it moves forward and gets more input from 
policymakers and the public. 

Mr. Klingler indicated policymakers are trying to determine costs and what could be 
funded with a half-cent or a full cent. He stated it is hard to do that without that 
information but there is enough information to know that the region probably will not 
be able to do half of these projects with more than a cent.  Mr. Klingler added that 
commuter rail would take a large amount of money on its own and commented the 
region may not want to take that on with all of the other projects that are list. He asked 
for a reminder about what pavement preservation meant in this context. Ms. Thomas 
stated the identified pavement preservation is just arterial and local street pavement 
preservation, an activity traditionally but insufficiently funded through HURF. She 
noted that implementation of commuter rail over the course of a 25-year horizon 
would be about a $3 billion investment including capital and operations costs. 

Mr. Anderson added that maybe commuter rail is something the region should have 
a separate ballot question for as a separate package. He commented not everything 
needs to be funded with the sales tax and there could be other ways to do different 
projects. 

Ms. Reed thanked Ms. Thomas for her presentation and stated she agrees with Roger’s 
statements about freeway operations and maintenance. She acknowledged it is 
something that is needed but believes the region should continue to lobby the state 
legislature to take care of operations and maintenance of freeways. Ms. Reed asked 
about the bridge replacement/rehab program and if that was intended to be on or 
off-system bridge replacement. Ms. Thomas stated for that programmatic category, 
several agencies submitted set-asides for ongoing maintenance or minor adjustments 
to off-system bridges. Any discreet project submitted as a bridge project was identified 
as a regionally significant project to be evaluated as part of the arterial system or 
identified as a freeway project. 

Ms. Reed asked if there were federal funds available for some of the off-system bridges 
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and how that would play into this category. Ms. Thomas answered there is some 
funding but a small amount. Preservation is an eligible activity to be funded with the 
composition of funding sources MAG uses. Just like Proposition 400, staff has 
considered the suite of federal funding available.  She noted when MAG talks about 
the extension and regionally significant programs, it is inclusive of federal funding 
source already identified.  Ms. Reed asked for clarification if minor repairs should be 
handled by the local jurisdictions. Ms. Thomas stated that is how MAG is 
recommending it be handled. 

Mr. Brady thanked staff and then strongly recommended that for the next presentation 
either for the work group or committee, the baseline scenario be developed. He 
commented that otherwise the committee is working in a vacuum. Mr. Brady added 
that MAG staff has already presented some of this information previously and said the 
committee needs to have information on if the region did nothing else other than 
continued what is in place today including obligations for operations and maintenance 
and match that up with estimated revenues. He indicated that even during this 
pandemic, sales tax revenue is doing well. Mr. Brady stated the committee needs to 
identify the upper limit of what the region will be asking for and what that number is 
compared to the current baseline. He said policymakers need to have multiple 
scenarios to talk about and consider. Fiscal constraints at a high level need to start 
influencing the conversation. 

Mr. Brady asked about the difference between regional transit operations being 
recommended and light rail operations not being recommended. Ms. Thomas first 
stated she would be happy to bring back information on the region’s baseline costs. 
In terms of operations differences on transit in particular, she noted regional bus has 
an asterisk next to it and the region has a baseline support in supergrid bus service. 
The regional transit operations support category represents the system wide 
operations support that both Valley Metro, as the system operator, and City of 
Phoenix, also as a system operator and Designated Recipient, provide.  She noted that 
as part of Proposition 400, the decision was that light rail operations are wholly funded 
by the member agency where the light rail traverses. Member agencies did submit 
light rail operations as a consideration in the RTP call for projects, and while it is 
currently not recommended to be deemed regionally significant in reflection of the 
Proposition 400 decision, staff is looking for direction from policymakers. 

Mr. Brady asked if there are any items recommended to move forward in the 
evaluation process that are not consistent with what was done for Proposition 400. He 
added it is not that some of these programs are not important, but funding may not 
be available with a half-cent or one cent tax. Ms. Thomas stated that anything without 
an asterisk is a new regional program for consideration. 
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Ms. Montes asked for the definition of the circulator program listed under programs 
not recommended to move forward and if the program includes the local routes that 
tie into the regional system or go across multiple cities. Ms. Thomas stated circulators, 
whether wholly within a jurisdiction or those that may cross jurisdictions, are not being 
recommended as regionally significant and are not considered part of the regions 
supergrid network. 

Mr. Kross asked if there has been an itemized cost or estimate for each of the programs 
recommended to move forward in the evaluation process so the committee can see 
the difference between the asterisked items and non-asterisk ones. Ms. Thomas 
indicated so far the needs catalog comprises what was submitted or already identified. 
She added staff has done estimates on most of the big programmatic investments and 
that is what makes up the $60 billion deficit between known revenues and identified 
needs.  One of the areas staff continues to work with Valley Metro on is bus operations. 
There is a good understanding of some of the scenarios that MAG worked on last fall 
to create in partnership with the City of Phoenix and Valley Metro. Based on 
submissions received from the RTP call for projects, however, the amount of transit 
operations, new service, and interest is significantly larger than those developed 
scenarios. MAG is working with Valley Metro to better understand what the costs 
would be for an expanded paratransit bus service, which appear to be substantial. 

Mr. Zuercher stated one of the conversations the committee needs to have is that in 
the same way the region is trying to establish with the state that this tax is not a 
funding source for state responsibilities, we also need to be clear that this tax is not a 
funding source for local responsibilities. He commented that the list of recommended 
regionally significant programs is starting to split out that way, which is good. Mr. 
Zuercher said it can be tricky with bus operations to determine what is regional and 
what is local. 

Chair Arendall stated there seems to be a lot of hesitation to include the state 
obligations in the list of recommended projects.  She advised having a clean list with 
state obligations on the list of projects not recommended to move forward. She added 
the likelihood of doing a commuter bus when the Southwest Valley is in a transit desert 
is not good and added doing a regional circulator would be more palatable financially. 

Chair Arendall asked how the members of the committee could best communicate 
additional feedback to MAG staff. Ms. Thomas indicated staff would carry this 
conversation forward to the Transportation Policy Committee as well as Regional 
Council and would characterize the feedback and discussion from today, noting some 
of the observations made. She encouraged membership to work in partnership with 
their elected officials. Staff will be looking for and asking for direction from 
policymakers this month. 
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Chair Arendall asked if this item would be up for action at either of the other meetings. 
Ms. Thomas answered it would be on those agendas for information and discussion 
only. 

8. Legislative Update 

MAG Policy and Government Relations Manager Nathan Pryor indicated MAG 
continues to closely follow U.S. Census developments.  The Census will end field 
operations at the end of this month – one month earlier than expected. He reported 
MAG Chair Mayor Jerry Weiers sent a letter of concern about this change to 
congressional leadership via the National Association of Regional Councils (NARC), the 
Association of Metropolitan Planning Organizations, and National Association of 
Development Organizations. He also noted the Gila River Indian Community is a 
plaintiff in a court case looking for a decision to compel the Census to continue 
operations through the end of October. A decision is expected to be made in that case 
tomorrow. 

Mr. Pryor reported the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act is set to 
expire at the end of the month but will likely be given a one-year extension. He added 
federal programs and revenue continue to be a challenge with some uncertainty 
moving forward. 

Mr. Pryor advised the MAG Policy Principles were included in the consent agenda 
today with the draft policy principles included in the agenda packet. He added staff 
will continue to gather member agency feedback through September and will bring 
the policy principles back through the committee process in October, seeking approval 
from the Regional Council at the October meeting. 

9. Request for Future Agenda Items 

Topics or issues of interest that the Management Committee would like to have 
considered for discussion at a future meeting. 

No requests were noted. 

10. Comments from the Committee 

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

No comments were made. 

Adjournment 

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 1:40 p.m. 

Chair 

Secretary 
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Management Committee 
INFORMATION SUMMARY 

AGENDA ITEM # 4B 

DATE 

October 1, 2020 

SUBJECT 

Conformity Consultation 

CONTACT 
Dean Giles, Air Quality Planning Project Manager, 
(602) 254-6300. 

SUMMARY 
The Maricopa Association of Governments is conducting consultation on a conformity 
assessment for an amendment and administrative modification to the Fiscal Year (FY) 
2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan Update. The amendment and administrative modification involve 
changes to several projects, including Freeway Life Cycle Program projects, general 
highway projects, and Arterial Life Cycle Program projects. The amendment includes 
projects that may be categorized as exempt from conformity determinations.  The 
administrative modification includes minor project revisions that do not require a 
conformity determination.  A description of the projects is provided in the attached 
interagency consultation memorandum.  Comments on the conformity assessment are 
requested by October 23, 2020. 
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PUBLIC INPUT
 

Copies of the conformity assessment have been distributed for consultation to the 
Federal Transit Administration, Federal Highway Administration, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Arizona Department of Transportation, Arizona Department of 
Environmental Quality, City of Phoenix Public Transit Department, Valley Metro/RPTA, 
Maricopa County Air Quality Department, Central Arizona Governments, Pinal County Air 
Quality Control District, Sun Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization, and other 
interested parties including members of the public. 

PROS & CONS 
PROS: Interagency consultation for the amendment and administrative modification 
notifies the planning agencies of project modifications to the TIP and 2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan Update. 

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

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

POLICY: Federal transportation conformity regulations require interagency consultation 
on development of the transportation plan, TIP, and associated conformity 
determinations to include a process involving the Metropolitan Planning Organization, 
State and local air quality planning agencies, State and local transportation agencies, 
Environmental Protection Agency, Federal Highway Administration, and the Federal 
Transit Administration. Consultation on the conformity assessment has been conducted 
in accordance with federal regulations, MAG Conformity Consultation Processes adopted 
by the Regional Council in February 1996 and MAG Transportation Conformity Guidance 
and Procedures adopted by the Regional Council in March 1996.  In addition, federal 
guidance is followed in response to court rulings regarding transportation conformity. 

ACTION NEEDED 
Consultation. 
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PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS
 

None.
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September 30, 2020 

TO: Ray Tellis, Federal Transit Administration 
Karla Petty, Federal Highway Administration 
John Halikowski, Arizona Department of Transportation 
Misael Cabrera, Arizona Department of Environmental Quality
Jesus Sapien, City of Phoenix Public Transit Department 
Scott Smith, Valley Metro/RPTA
Philip McNeely, Maricopa County Air Quality Department
Andrea Robles, Central Arizona Governments 
Michael Sundblom, Pinal County Air Quality Control District 
Irene Higgs, Sun Corridor Metropolitan Planning Organization 
Jerry Wamsley, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX 
Other Interested Parties 

FROM: Dean Giles, Air Quality Planning Project Manager 

SUBJECT: CONSULTATION ON A CONFORMITY ASSESSMENT FOR A PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT AND ADMINISTRATIVE MODIFICATION TO THE 
FY 2020-2024 MAG TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AND 
2040 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 

The Maricopa Association of Governments is conducting consultation on a conformity 
assessment for an amendment and administrative modification to the FY 2020-2024 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan 
Update.  The amendment and administrative modification involve changes to several 
projects, including Freeway Life Cycle Program projects, general highway projects, and 
Arterial Life Cycle Program projects.  Comments on the conformity assessment are 
requested by October 23, 2020. 

MAG has reviewed the projects for compliance with the federal conformity rule and has 
found that consultation is required on the conformity assessment. The amendment 
includes projects that may be categorized as exempt from conformity determinations.  
The administrative modification includes minor project revisions that do not require a 
conformity determination.  The conformity finding of the TIP and associated 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan Update that was made by the Federal Highway 



 

 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
  

  

Administration and Federal Transit Administration on July 8, 2020 remains unchanged by 
this action. 

The conformity assessment is being transmitted for consultation to the agencies listed 
above and other interested parties.  If you have any questions or comments, please 
contact me at (602) 254-6300. 

Attachment 

cc: Dallas Hammit, P.E., Arizona Department of Transportation 



 

 

 
 
 

 
  

  
 

 
 
 

 
 

  
 

 
  

  
    

  
   

 
  

   
 

 
  

 
 

    
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT
 

CONFORMITY ASSESSMENT FOR A PROPOSED AMENDMENT AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
MODIFICATION TO THE FY 2020-2024 MAG TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM AND 2040 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 

The federal transportation conformity rule (40 CFR 93.105) requires interagency 
consultation when making changes to a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 
Transportation Plan.  The consultation processes are also provided in the Arizona 
Conformity Rule (R18-2-1405).  This information is provided for consultation as outlined 
in the MAG Conformity Consultation Processes document adopted by the MAG Regional 
Council on February 28, 1996.  In addition, federal guidance is followed in response to 
court rulings regarding transportation conformity. 

The amendment includes projects that may be categorized as exempt from conformity
determinations.  Types of projects considered exempt are defined in the federal 
transportation conformity rule at 40 CFR 93.126. The administrative modification includes 
minor project revisions that do not require a conformity determination.  Examples of 
minor project revisions include schedule, funding source, and funding amount changes. 
The proposed amendment and administrative modification to the FY 2020-2024 MAG 
Transportation Improvement Program and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
includes the projects on the attached tables. The project number, agency, and description 
is provided, followed by the conformity assessment. 

MAG has reviewed the projects for compliance with the federal conformity rule and 
consultation is required on the conformity assessment.  The projects are not expected to 
create adverse emission impacts or interfere with Transportation Control Measure 
implementation. The conformity finding of the TIP and associated 2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan Update that was made by the Federal Highway Administration and 
Federal Transit Administration on July 8, 2020 remains unchanged by this action. 



     

  

     

 
 

  
 

 
                                                                       

  
 

 

 
 

                                                                  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
                                                                

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

  
  

                                                           
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

  
  

                                                                
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

  
   

                                                                
 

 

 
 

 

                                                         

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

      
   

 
 

 

 

  
          

    

   
  

 

 

TABLE A:  Requested Freeway Life Cycle Program (FLCP) Project Changes to the
 

FY 2021 Freeway Life Cycle Program (FLCP), FY 2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan1, TIP AMENDMENT #6
 

TIP Amendment #6 

Agency Section MAG ID Location Federal Functional 
Classification MAG Mode 
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ADOT Highway 60858 
10 (Maricopa): 
SR202L Santan -
Riggs Rd 

Principal Arterial -
Interstate 

Freeway 
JAN-MAR 
2027 

Maricopa FLCP 6 4 8 Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No DOT21-010 ----- -----

Pre-design and 
environmental for 
freeway widening 
from 4 lanes to 6, 
plus HOV lanes 

2021 RARF 2021 - 240,000 - 240,000 

Amend: Increase regional and total 
amount by $220,000 from $20,000 
to $240,000. Additional funding 
transferred from TIP ID DOT21-710.

 A minor project revision is needed to change the 
programmed amount.  The conformity status of the 
TIP and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
would remain unchanged. 

ADOT Highway 30130 MAG regionwide 
Principal Arterial -
Other Freeway or 
Expressway 

Freeway 
OCT-DEC 
2032 

Maricopa FLCP 0 0 0 No No No No Yes No No DOT21-710 ----- -----
Design Change 
Orders 

2021 RARF 2021 - 1,760,000 - 1,760,000 

Amend: Decrease regional and total 
amount by $720,000 from 
$2,480,000 to $1,760,000. Move 
$500,000 to TIP ID DOT21-717. 
Move $220,000 to TIP ID DOT21-
010.

 A minor project revision is needed to change the 
programmed amount.  The conformity status of the 
TIP and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
would remain unchanged. 

ADOT Highway 49223 MAG regionwide 
Principal Arterial -
Other Freeway or 
Expressway 

Freeway 
OCT-DEC 
2029 

Maricopa FLCP 0 0 0 No No No No Yes No No DOT21-717 ----- -----

Preliminary 
Engineering 
(Mgmt. Cons. 30% 
Plans) 

2021 RARF 2021 - 2,425,000 - 2,425,000 

Amend: Increase regional and total 
amount by $425,000 from 
$2,000,000 to $2,425,000. $500,000 
was added from TIP ID DOT21-710. 
$75,000 was used as part of the FY 
2020 / FY 2021 UPWP Amendment 
approved by Regional Council in 
August, 2020

 A minor project revision is needed to change the 
programmed amount.  The conformity status of the 
TIP and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
would remain unchanged. 

ADOT Highway 45939 
303 (Estrella): MC 
85 - Van Buren St 

Principal Arterial -
Other Freeway or 
Expressway 

Freeway 
OCT-DEC 
2030 

Maricopa FLCP 5 0 6 No No No No Yes No No DOT22-840 ----- -----
Right of way for 
Freeway 

2022 RARF 2022 - 20,323,429 - 20,323,429 
Amend: Correct Right of way YOE 
cost basis from $20,755,947 to 
$20,323,429.

 A minor project revision is needed to change the 
programmed amount.  The conformity status of the 
TIP and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
would remain unchanged. 

ADOT Highway 45939 
303 (Estrella): MC 
85 - Van Buren St 

Principal Arterial -
Other Freeway or 
Expressway 

Freeway 
OCT-DEC 
2030 

Maricopa FLCP 5 0 6 No No No No Yes No No DOT23-807 ----- -----
Right of way for 
Freeway 

2023 RARF 2023 - 7,062,436 - 7,062,436 
Amend: Correct Right of way YOE 
cost basis from $7,761,617 to 
$7,062,436.

 A minor project revision is needed to change the 
programmed amount.  The conformity status of the 
TIP and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
would remain unchanged. 

ADOT Highway 45939 
303 (Estrella): MC 
85 - Van Buren St 

Principal Arterial -
Other Freeway or 
Expressway 

Freeway 
OCT-DEC 
2030 

Maricopa FLCP 5 0 6 No No No No Yes No No DOT24-805 ----- -----
Right of way for 
Freeway 

2024 RARF 2024 - 7,363,373 - 7,363,373 
Amend: Correct Right of way YOE 
cost basis from $8,092,347 to 
$7,363,373.

 A minor project revision is needed to change the 
programmed amount.  The conformity status of the 
TIP and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
would remain unchanged. 

ADOT Highway 85213 
10 (Papago): SR85 
- Verrado Way 

Principal Arterial -
Interstate 

Freeway 
APR-JUN 
2022 

Maricopa FLCP 8 4 6 Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No BKY21-011 ----- -----
Construct 
Widening 

2021 
STBGP-
MAG 

2021 600,000 - 5,530,563 6,130,563 

Amend: Add $6,130,563 to FY 2021 
construction phase from City of 
Buckeye. $600,000 of total funds is 
allocated from the City's portion of 
Special Census Funding. The 
remaining $5,530,563 is the 
required local match and 100% City 
funding.

 A minor project revision is needed to change the 
programmed amount.  The conformity status of the 
TIP and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
would remain unchanged. 

Notes 
 1.  Rows in the report are sorted in order by the following 2. The following are used to indicate MAG Committees 3. The year the federal funds (if any) were 4. For federal projects, this is the year the project will 5. Changes made since Management 6. Changes made since Transportation Policy 
columns: Section, Agency, Location, and Work Year. Changes are reviewing these TIP listings for amendment: TRC = apportioned by Congress. This item is authorize. For transit projects, this is the year the Committee are tinted in purple highlight. Committee are tinted in green highlight.
in red font. Deletions are shown in strike through font. Transportation Review Committee, MC = Management included only for informational purposes. project will appear in a grant. 

Committee, TPC = Transportation Policy  Committee 
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TABLE B:  Requested General Highway Project Changes to the
 

FY 2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan1, TIP AMENDMENT #6
 

Sort: Section, Agency, Location, Work Year 

TIP Amendment #6 

Agency Section MAG ID Location 

Federal 
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ADOT Highway 3961 

L-101 West 
between 
Interstate 10 and 
Cardinals Way 

Principal 
Arterial -

Other 
Freeway or 
Expressway 

ITS OCT-DEC 2020 Maricopa SM+O 0 0 0 No No No No Yes No Yes DOT20-813 ----- -----

Wrong Way Driver 
Detection - L-101 (Agua 
Fria) & L-202 (Red 
Mountain)  Install 
Wrong-Way thermal 
detection cameras and 
internally illuminated 
warning signs (SMO#5) 

2020 CMAQ 2020 310,247 - 18,753 329,000 

Amend: Increase federal amount by 
$247 from $310,000 to $310,247 and 
increase total amount by $245 from 
$328,755 to $329,000. Decrease local 
funding by $2 from $18,755 to $18,753.

 A minor project revision is needed to change the 
programmed amount.  The conformity status of the 
TIP and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
would remain unchanged. 

MAG Highway 23273 Regionwide 
Air 

Quality 
N/A Maricopa UPWP 0 0 0 No No No No No No Yes MAG21-735P1 

MAG-
T(020) 

PMG2003 
P 

Transportation and Air 
Quality planning and 
support 

2020 
STBGP-
MAG 

2020 701,885 - 42,426 744,311 Amend: New TIP listing. Funds came 
from TIP ID MAG21-735. 

The new project is considered to be exempt under 
the category "Specific activities which do not 
involve or lead directly to construction such as 
planning activities conducted pursuant to titles 23 
and 49 U.S.C." The conformity status of the TIP and 
2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update would 
remain unchanged. 

MAG Highway 23273 Regionwide Air Quality N/A Maricopa UPWP 0 0 0 No No No No No No Yes MAG21-735 
MAG-
T(020) 

PMG2003 
P 

Transportation and Air 
Quality planning and  
support 

2021 
STBGP-
MAG 

2021 5,880,594 - 355,455 6,236,049 

Amend: Reduce federal amount by 
$701,885.22 and local amount by 
$42,425.23. Move funds to TIP ID 
MAG21-735P1.

 A minor project revision is needed to change the 
programmed amount.  The conformity status of the 
TIP and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
would remain unchanged. 

Maricopa 
County 

Highway 7507 
University Dr, 
Higley Rd to 
Power Rd 

Minor Arterial Bike/Ped OCT-DEC 2023 Maricopa Other 2 4 4 No No No No No Yes Yes MMA20-801D ----- ----- Design multiuse path 2020 Local 2020 - - 374,000 374,000 

Admin: Update cost and open to traffic 
date. Increase local and total amount 
by $296,000. Change Open to traffic 
date from OCT-DEC 2021 to OCT-DEC 
2023.

 A minor project revision is needed to change the 
programmed amount.  The conformity status of the 
TIP and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
would remain unchanged. 

Maricopa 
County 

Highway 7507 
University Dr, 
Higley Rd to 
Power Rd 

Minor Arterial Bike/Ped OCT-DEC 2023 Maricopa Other 2 4 4 No No No No No Yes Yes 
MMA21-
802RW 

----- -----
Acquire Right-of-Way 
for multiuse path 

2022 Local 2022 - - 90,000 90,000 Amend: Add locally funded right-of-
way phase. 

The new project is considered to be exempt under 
the category "Bicycle and pedestrian facilities." The 
conformity status of the TIP and 2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan Update would remain 
unchanged. 

Maricopa 
County 

Highway 7507 
University Dr, 
Higley Rd to 
Power Rd 

Minor Arterial Bike/Ped OCT-DEC 2023 Maricopa Other 2 4 4 No No No No No Yes Yes MMA21-802C ----- -----
Construct multiuse 
path 

2023 TA-MAG 2023 1,272,319 - 1,316,000 2,588,319 Admin: Update open to traffic date 
from OCT-DEC 2021 to OCT-DEC 2023

 A minor project revision is needed to update open 
to traffic date.  The conformity status of the TIP and 
2040 Regional Transportation Plan Update would 
remain unchanged. 

Pinal 
County 

Highway 41861 
Gantzel Rd -
Ocotillo to 
Combs 

Street OCT-DEC 2022 Pinal 5-year 0 0 0 Yes No No No Yes No No PNL21-802 ----- -----
Design FYA, median 
modifications, 
sidewalk 

2021 HSIP-AZ 2021 204,812 - 5,188 210,000 Amend: Delete TIP listing. A new 
combined project will be created.

 A minor project revision is needed to delete TIP 
listing.  The conformity status of the TIP and 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan Update would remain 
unchanged. 

Pinal 
County 

Highway 41861 
Gantzel Rd -
Ocotillo to 
Combs 

Street OCT-DEC 2022 Pinal 5-year 0 0 0 Yes No No No Yes No No PNL21-803 ----- -----
Construct FYA, median 

2021 HSIP-AZ 2021 413,149 - 10,466 423,615 Amend: Delete TIP listing. A new 
combined project will be created.

 A minor project revision is needed to delete TIP 
listing.  The conformity status of the TIP and 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan Update would remain 
unchanged. 

modifications, 
sidewalk 

Pinal 
County 

Highway 13737 
Hunt Highway -
Gary Rd to Bella 
Vista Rd 

Safety OCT-DEC 2022 Pinal 5-year 0 0 0 Yes No No No No No No PNL21-804 
Design FYA, median 
modifications, 
sidewalk 

2021 HSIP-AZ 2021 205,851 - 4,149 210,000 Amend: Delete TIP listing. A new 
combined project will be created.

 A minor project revision is needed to delete TIP 
listing.  The conformity status of the TIP and 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan Update would remain 
unchanged. 
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TIP ID
Fed ID / 
Grant ID

TRACS / 
ALI Work

Work 
Year4

Funding 
Type

Apport. 
Year3 Federal Regional Local Total Conformity AssessmentTIP Change Request

TABLE B:  Requested General Highway Project Changes to the
FY 2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan1, TIP AMENDMENT #6

TIP Amendment #6

Through 
Lanes

Performance Categories

Pinal 
County

Highway 13737
Hunt Highway - 
Gary Rd to Bella 
Vista Rd

Safety OCT-DEC 2022 Pinal 5-year 0 0 0 Yes No No No No No No PNL22-801
Construct FYA, median 
modifications, 
sidewalk

2022 HSIP-AZ 2022 540,084        -              10,885          550,969        Amend: Delete TIP listing. A new 
combined project will be created.

 A minor project revision is needed to delete TIP 
listing.  The conformity status of the TIP and 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan Update would remain 
unchanged. 

Pinal 
County

Highway 10461
Kings Ranch Rd 
at Sunrise Sky Dr   

Major 
Collector

Safety OCT-DEC 2023 Pinal 5-year 0.1 2 2 Yes No No No Yes No No PNL21-805D
PPN-

0(224)T
T0275 
01D

Design High Intensity 
Activated Crosswalk 
(HAWK) and sidewalk 
improvements  

2021 HSIP-AZ 2021 185,000        -              -                185,000        Amend: Change mode from Street to 
Safety.

 A minor project revision is needed to change the 
mode.  The conformity status of the TIP and 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan Update would remain 
unchanged. 

Pinal 
County

Highway 10461
Kings Ranch Rd 
at Sunrise Sky Dr   

Major 
Collector

Safety OCT-DEC 2023 Pinal 5-year 0.1 2 2 Yes No No No Yes No No PNL22-802
PPN-

0(224)T
T0275 01C

Construct High 
Intensity Activated 
Crosswalk (HAWK) and 
sidewalk 
improvements 

2022 HSIP-AZ 2022 189,300        -              -                189,300        Amend: Change mode from Street to 
Safety.

 A minor project revision is needed to change the 
mode.  The conformity status of the TIP and 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan Update would remain 
unchanged. 

Pinal 
County

Highway 13015

Pinal County 
Combined Safety 
Improvement 
Project: Hunt 
Highway from 
Gary Road to 
Bella Vista Road 
and Gantzel 
Road from 
Ocotillo Road to 
Combs Road

Safety OCT-DEC 2024 Pinal 5-year 0 0 0 Yes No No No No No No PNL23-070D

Design Flashing Yellow 
Arrow (FYA), median 
modifications and 
sidewalk (the sidewalk 
is on Gantzel)                                                          

2023 HSIP-AZ 2023 381,253        -              8,747            390,000        

Amend: Create new TIP listing 
combining PNL21-802 and PNL21-804, 
adjust costs to reflect removal of 
sidewalk on Hunt and to bring costs 
into line with ADOT eligibility letter.

 A minor project revision is needed to combine TIP 
listings.  The conformity status of the TIP and 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan Update would remain 
unchanged. 

Pinal 
County

Highway 13015

Pinal County 
Combined Safety 
Improvement 
Project: Hunt 
Highway from 
Gary Road to 
Bella Vista Road 
and Gantzel 
Road from 
Ocotillo Road to 
Combs Road

Safety OCT-DEC 2024 Pinal 5-year 0 0 0 Yes No No No Yes No No PNL24-070C ----- -----

Construct Flashing 
Yellow Arrow (FYA), 
median modifications 
and sidewalk (the 
sidewalk is on Gantzel)                                                          

2024 HSIP-AZ 2024 967,164        -              22,191          989,355        

Amend: Create new TIP listing 
combining PNL21-801 and PNL21-803, 
adjust costs to reflect removal of 
sidewalk on Hunt and to bring costs 
into line with ADOT eligibility letter.

 A minor project revision is needed to combine TIP 
listings.  The conformity status of the TIP and 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan Update would remain 
unchanged. 

Surprise Highway 13556

Canyon Ridge, 
Cimarron 
Springs, Sunset 
Hills, and 
Western Peaks 
Elementary

Safety N/A Maricopa UPWP 0 0 0 Yes No No No Yes Yes No SUR19-705 -----
PMG1908

P
Safe Routes to School 
Studies 

2019 TA-MAG 2019 94,300           -              5,700            100,000        Amend: Change mode from Street to 
Safety

 A minor project revision is needed to change the 
mode.  The conformity status of the TIP and 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan Update would remain 
unchanged. 

Notes
6. Changes made since Transportation Policy 
Committee are tinted in green highlight.

 1.  Rows in the report are sorted in order by the following 
columns: Section, Agency, Location, and Work Year. Changes are in 
red font. Deletions are shown in strike through font. 

2. The following are used to indicate MAG Committees reviewing these TIP 
listings for amendment: TRC = Transportation Review Committee, MC = 
Management Committee, TPC = Transportation Policy  Committee

3. The year the federal funds (if any) were apportioned by Congress. 
This item is included only for informational purposes.

4. For federal projects, this is the year the project will 
authorize. For transit projects, this is the year the project 
will appear in a grant.

5. Changes made since Management Committee are tinted in 
purple highlight.
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Type Federal Regional Local Total

Mesa Highway ACI-BSL-20-03

Baseline Rd: 
24th Street to 
Consolidated 
Canal

Minor Arterial Street
APR-JUN 

2019
Maricopa ALCP 1 4 6 No No No No Yes No No

MES21-
154DRB

Design roadway 
widening 

2021  RARF -              355,624     (355,624)    -              RARF 2021 355,624        

Amend: Delete TIP Listing. 
Project is complete. Transfer 
$51,022.09 to MES21-154CRB. 
Transfer remaining $304,601.69 
of Regional Reimbursement 
savings to ACI-VAL-10-03-A.

 A minor project revision is needed to 
delete TIP listing.  The conformity 
status of the TIP and 2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan Update would 
remain unchanged. 

Mesa Highway ACI-BSL-20-03

Baseline Rd: 
24th Street to 
Consolidated 
Canal

Minor Arterial Street
APR-JUN 

2019
Maricopa ALCP 1 4 6 No No No No Yes No No

MES21-
154RRB

Acquisition of right-of-
way for roadway 
widening 

2021  RARF -              30,675        (30,675)      -              RARF 2021 30,675           

Amend: Delete TIP Listing. 
Project is complete.Transfer 
$30,675.02 of savings to ACI-VAL-
10-03-A.

 A minor project revision is needed to 
delete TIP listing.  The conformity 
status of the TIP and 2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan Update would 
remain unchanged. 

Mesa Highway ACI-BSL-20-03

Baseline Rd: 
24th Street to 
Consolidated 
Canal

Minor Arterial Street
APR-JUN 

2019
Maricopa ALCP 1 4 6 No No No No Yes No No

MES21-
154CRB

 Construct roadway 
widening  

2021 RARF -              316,542     (316,542)    -              RARF 2021 316,542        

Amend: Increase Regional 
Reimbursement amount by 
$51,022.09. Amount transferred 
from MES21-154DRB.

 A minor project revision is needed to 
increase reimbursement amount.  
The conformity status of the TIP and 
2040 Regional Transportation Plan 
Update would remain unchanged. 

Mesa Highway
ACI-VAL-10-03-

A

Val Vista Dr: 
Baseline Rd to 
US-60

Principal 
Arterial - 

Other
Street

JAN-MAR 
2020

Maricopa ALCP 1 5 6 No No No No Yes No No
MES21-

136CRB2
 Construct roadway 
widening  

2021  RARF -              335,277     (335,277)    -              RARF 2021 335,277        

Amend: New TIP Listing. Increase 
Construction Reimbursement 
Amount by $335,276.71. Savings 
transferred from MES21-154RRB 
and MES21-154DRB. 

 A minor project revision is needed to 
increase reimbursement amount.  
The conformity status of the TIP and 
2040 Regional Transportation Plan 
Update would remain unchanged. 

Scottsdale Highway
ACI-PMA-10-03-

B

Happy Valley 
Rd: Pima Rd to 
Alma School Rd

Principal 
Arterial - 

Other
Street

OCT-DEC 
2022

Maricopa ALCP 2.2 2 4 No No Yes No Yes No No
SCT21-

139RRB2

 Acquisition of right-of-
way for roadway 
widening  

2021 RARF -              43,663        (43,663)      -              RARF 43,663           

Amend: Delete TIP Listing. 
Reimbursement amount 
captured in construction phase. 
TIP listing in error.

 A minor project revision is needed to 
delete TIP listing.  The conformity 
status of the TIP and 2040 Regional 
Transportation Plan Update would 
remain unchanged. 

Notes

Conformity AssessmentTIP Change Request

TABLE C:  Requested Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) Project Changes to the
FY 2021 Arterial Life Cycle Program, FY 2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan1, TIP AMENDMENT #6

 1.  Rows in the report are sorted in order by the following columns: Section, Agency, Location, and Work Year. 
Changes are in red font. Deletions are shown in strike through font. 

2. The following are used to indicate MAG Committees reviewing these TIP listings for amendment: 
TRC = Transportation Review Committee, MC = Management Committee, TPC = Transportation 
Policy  Committee

3. The year the federal funds (if any) were apportioned by 
Congress. This item is included only for informational 
purposes.

4. For federal projects, this is the year the 
project will authorize. For transit projects, this 
is the year the project will appear in a grant.

5. Changes made since Management 
Committee are tinted in purple highlight.

6. Changes made since Transportation Policy 
Committee are tinted in green highlight.

MAG 
Mode

Through 
Lanes

Performance Categories

Reimb. 
Fiscal 
Year Fund Type

Regional 
Reimb.
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 Management Committee 
 INFORMATION SUMMARY 
  
 AGENDA ITEM # 4C 

  
 DATE  
 October 1, 2020 
  
 SUBJECT 
 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

Project Changes  
  
 CONTACT 

Patrick Stone, Transportation Improvement 
Program Supervisor or Aeysha Alam, 
Transportation Analyst II, (602) 254-6300. 
 
 

 

SUMMARY 

The Fiscal Year (FY) 2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the 
2040 MAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update were approved by the Regional 
Council on February 26, 2020, and have since been amended five times. 

Since approval of the last amendment, additional changes and modifications are needed. 
Please refer to the enclosed material.  Project changes requested include: 

Table A: Freeway Life Cycle Program Projects. 

Table B: General Roadway Projects. 

Table C: Arterial Life Cycle Program Projects. 

All listings are included in the conformity consultation. Please refer to the enclosed 
tables. 
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PUBLIC INPUT 

None 

PROS & CONS 

PROS: Approval of this amendment to the Transportation Improvement Program will 
allow projects to proceed in a timely manner.  

CONS: None. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

TECHNICAL: Projects that use federal transportation funds are required to be listed in the 
TIP in the year that they are expected to be authorized and a conformity analysis or 
consultation may be required prior to listing. All federally funded, highway projects 
programmed for Federal Fiscal Year 2021 are to have their final paperwork submitted by 
the sponsoring agency for obligation to the Arizona Department of Transportation no 
later than June 1, 2021, or funding may be lost from the project and from the Region. 

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

ACTION NEEDED 

Recommend approval of amendments and administrative modifications to the Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program and 2040 MAG 
Regional Transportation Plan Update, as appropriate. 
 
PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS 

None. 
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ADOT Highway 60858 10 (Maricopa): SR202L 
Santan - Riggs Rd

Principal Arterial - 
Interstate Freeway JAN-MAR 

2027 Maricopa FLCP 6 4 8 Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No DOT21-010 ----- -----
Pre-design and environmental for 
freeway widening from 4 lanes to 
6, plus HOV lanes

2021 RARF 2021 -                   240,000                 -                    240,000                  
Amend: Increase regional and total amount by 
$220,000 from $20,000 to $240,000. Additional funding 
transferred from TIP ID DOT21-710.

ADOT Highway 30130 MAG regionwide Principal Arterial - Other 
Freeway or Expressway Freeway OCT-DEC 

2032 Maricopa FLCP 0 0 0 No No No No Yes No No DOT21-710 ----- ----- Design Change Orders 2021 RARF 2021 -                   1,760,000              -                    1,760,000               

Amend: Decrease regional and total amount by 
$720,000 from $2,480,000 to $1,760,000. Move 
$500,000 to TIP ID DOT21-717. Move $220,000 to TIP 
ID DOT21-010.

ADOT Highway 49223 MAG regionwide Principal Arterial - Other 
Freeway or Expressway Freeway OCT-DEC 

2029 Maricopa FLCP 0 0 0 No No No No Yes No No DOT21-717 ----- ----- Preliminary Engineering (Mgmt. 
Cons. 30% Plans) 2021 RARF 2021 -                   2,425,000              -                    2,425,000               

Amend: Increase regional and total amount by 
$425,000 from $2,000,000 to $2,425,000. $500,000 
was added from TIP ID DOT21-710. $75,000 was used 
as part of the FY 2020 / FY 2021 UPWP Amendment 
approved by Regional Council in August, 2020

ADOT Highway 45939 303 (Estrella): MC 85 - 
Van Buren St 

Principal Arterial - Other 
Freeway or Expressway Freeway OCT-DEC 

2030 Maricopa FLCP 5 0 6 No No No No Yes No No DOT22-840 ----- ----- Right of way for Freeway  2022 RARF 2022 -                   20,323,429            -                    20,323,429             Amend: Correct Right of way YOE cost basis from 
$20,755,947 to $20,323,429.

ADOT Highway 45939 303 (Estrella): MC 85 - 
Van Buren St 

Principal Arterial - Other 
Freeway or Expressway Freeway OCT-DEC 

2030 Maricopa FLCP 5 0 6 No No No No Yes No No DOT23-807 ----- ----- Right of way for Freeway  2023 RARF 2023 -                   7,062,436              -                    7,062,436               Amend: Correct Right of way YOE cost basis from 
$7,761,617 to $7,062,436.

ADOT Highway 45939 303 (Estrella): MC 85 - 
Van Buren St 

Principal Arterial - Other 
Freeway or Expressway Freeway OCT-DEC 

2030 Maricopa FLCP 5 0 6 No No No No Yes No No DOT24-805 ----- ----- Right of way for Freeway   2024 RARF 2024 -                   7,363,373              -                    7,363,373               Amend: Correct Right of way YOE cost basis from 
$8,092,347 to $7,363,373.

ADOT Highway 85213 10 (Papago): SR85 - 
Verrado Way

Principal Arterial - 
Interstate Freeway APR-JUN 

2022 Maricopa FLCP 8 4 6 Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No BKY21-011 ----- ----- Construct Widening 2021 STBGP-
MAG 2021 600,000            -                         5,530,563         6,130,563               

Amend: Add $6,130,563 to FY 2021 construction phase 
from City of Buckeye. $600,000 of total funds is 
allocated from the City's portion of Special Census 
Funding. The remaining $5,530,563 is the required 
local match and 100% City funding.

Notes
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TABLE A:  Requested Freeway Life Cycle Program (FLCP) Project Changes to the
FY 2021 Freeway Life Cycle Program (FLCP), FY 2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan1, TIP AMENDMENT #6

TIP Amendment #6

Federal RegionalTIP ID Fed ID / 
Grant ID

TRACS / 
ALI Work

Work 
Year4

Funding 
Type

Apport. 
Year3

6. Changes made since Transportation 
Policy Committee are tinted in green 
highlight.

 1.  Rows in the report are sorted in order by the following 
columns: Section, Agency, Location, and Work Year. Changes are 
in red font. Deletions are shown in strike through font. 

2. The following are used to indicate MAG 
Committees reviewing these TIP listings for 
amendment: TRC = Transportation Review 
Committee, MC = Management Committee, TPC = 
Transportation Policy  Committee

3. The year the federal funds (if any) were 
apportioned by Congress. This item is 
included only for informational purposes.

4. For federal projects, this is the year the project 
will authorize. For transit projects, this is the year 
the project will appear in a grant.

5. Changes made since Management Committee 
are tinted in purple highlight.
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TIP ID
Fed ID / 
Grant ID

TRACS / 
ALI Work

Work 
Year4

Funding 
Type

Apport. 
Year3 Federal Regional Local Total TIP Change Request

ADOT Highway 3961
L-101 West between 
Interstate 10 and 
Cardinals Way

Principal 
Arterial - Other 

Freeway or 
Expressway

ITS OCT-DEC 2020 Maricopa SM+O 0 0 0 No No No No Yes No Yes DOT20-813 ----- -----

Wrong Way Driver Detection 
- L-101 (Agua Fria) & L-202 
(Red Mountain)  Install 
Wrong-Way thermal 
detection cameras and 
internally illuminated warning 
signs (SMO#5)

2020 CMAQ 2020 310,247         -                 18,753           329,000         

Amend: Increase federal amount by $247 from 
$310,000 to $310,247 and increase total 
amount by $245 from $328,755 to $329,000. 
Decrease local funding by $2 from $18,755 to 
$18,753.

MAG Highway 23273 Regionwide Air Quality N/A Maricopa UPWP 0 0 0 No No No No No No Yes MAG21-735P1 MAG-T(020) PMG2003P
Transportation and Air 
Quality planning and  
support 

2020 STBGP-
MAG 2020 701,885         -                 42,426           744,311         Amend: New TIP listing. Funds came from 

TIP ID MAG21-735.

MAG Highway 23273 Regionwide Air Quality N/A Maricopa UPWP 0 0 0 No No No No No No Yes MAG21-735 MAG-T(020) PMG2003P
Transportation and Air 
Quality planning and  
support 

2021 STBGP-
MAG 2021 5,880,594      -                 355,455         6,236,049      

Amend: Reduce federal amount by  
$701,885.22 and local amount by $42,425.23. 
Move funds to TIP ID MAG21-735P1.

Maricopa 
County Highway 7507 University Dr, Higley 

Rd to Power Rd Minor Arterial Bike/Ped OCT-DEC 2023 Maricopa Other 2 4 4 No No No No No Yes Yes MMA20-801D ----- ----- Design multiuse path 2020 Local 2020 -                 -                 374,000         374,000         

Admin: Update cost and open to traffic date. 
Increase local and total amount by $296,000. 
Change Open to traffic date from OCT-DEC 
2021 to OCT-DEC 2023.

Maricopa 
County Highway 7507

University Dr, 
Higley Rd to Power 
Rd

Minor Arterial Bike/Ped OCT-DEC 2023 Maricopa Other 2 4 4 No No No No No Yes Yes MMA21-802RW ----- ----- Acquire Right-of-Way for 
multiuse path 2022 Local 2022 -                 -                 90,000           90,000           Amend: Add locally funded right-of-way 

phase.

Maricopa 
County Highway 7507 University Dr, Higley 

Rd to Power Rd Minor Arterial Bike/Ped OCT-DEC 2023 Maricopa Other 2 4 4 No No No No No Yes Yes MMA21-802C ----- ----- Construct multiuse path 2023 TA-MAG 2023 1,272,319      -                 1,316,000      2,588,319      Admin: Update open to traffic date from OCT-
DEC 2021 to OCT-DEC 2023

Pinal 
County Highway 41861 Gantzel Rd - 

Ocotillo to Combs Street OCT-DEC 2022 Pinal 5-year 0 0 0 Yes No No No Yes No No PNL21-802 ----- ----- Design FYA, median 
modifications, sidewalk 2021 HSIP-AZ 2021 204,812         -                 5,188             210,000         Amend: Delete TIP listing. A new combined 

project will be created.

Pinal 
County Highway 41861 Gantzel Rd - 

Ocotillo to Combs Street OCT-DEC 2022 Pinal 5-year 0 0 0 Yes No No No Yes No No PNL21-803 ----- ----- Construct FYA, median 
modifications, sidewalk 2021 HSIP-AZ 2021 413,149         -                 10,466           423,615         Amend: Delete TIP listing. A new combined 

project will be created.

Pinal 
County Highway 13737

Hunt Highway - 
Gary Rd to Bella 
Vista Rd

Safety OCT-DEC 2022 Pinal 5-year 0 0 0 Yes No No No No No No PNL21-804 Design FYA, median 
modifications, sidewalk 2021 HSIP-AZ 2021 205,851         -                 4,149             210,000         Amend: Delete TIP listing. A new combined 

project will be created.

Pinal 
County Highway 13737

Hunt Highway - 
Gary Rd to Bella 
Vista Rd

Safety OCT-DEC 2022 Pinal 5-year 0 0 0 Yes No No No No No No PNL22-801 Construct FYA, median 
modifications, sidewalk 2022 HSIP-AZ 2022 540,084         -                 10,885           550,969         Amend: Delete TIP listing. A new combined 

project will be created.

Pinal 
County Highway 13015

Pinal County 
Combined Safety 
Improvement 
Project: Hunt 
Highway from Gary 
Road to Bella Vista 
Road and Gantzel 
Road from Ocotillo 
Road to Combs 
Road

Safety OCT-DEC 2024 Pinal 5-year 0 0 0 Yes No No No No No No PNL23-070D

Design FYA, median 
modifications and 
sidewalk (the sidewalk is 
on Gantzel)                                                          

2023 HSIP-AZ 2023 381,253         -                 8,747             390,000         

Amend: Create new TIP listing combining 
PNL21-802 and PNL21-804, adjust costs to 
reflect removal of sidewalk on Hunt and to 
bring costs into line with ADOT eligibility 
letter.

TABLE B:  Requested General Highway Project Changes to the
FY 2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan1, TIP AMENDMENT #6

Through 
Lanes

Performance Categories
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Funding 
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Apport. 
Year3 Federal Regional Local Total TIP Change Request

TABLE B:  Requested General Highway Project Changes to the
FY 2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan1, TIP AMENDMENT #6

Through 
Lanes

Performance Categories

Pinal 
County Highway 13015

Pinal County 
Combined Safety 
Improvement 
Project: Hunt 
Highway from Gary 
Road to Bella Vista 
Road and Gantzel 
Road from Ocotillo 
Road to Combs 
Road

Street OCT-DEC 2024 Pinal 5-year 0 0 0 Yes No No No Yes No No PNL24-070C ----- -----

Construct FYA, median 
modifications and 
sidewalk (the sidewalk is 
on Gantzel)                                                          

2024 HSIP-AZ 2024 967,164         -                 22,191           989,355         

Amend: Create new TIP listing combining 
PNL21-801 and PNL21-803, adjust costs to 
reflect removal of sidewalk on Hunt and to 
bring costs into line with ADOT eligibility 
letter.

Notes
 1.  Rows in the report are sorted in order by the following 
columns: Section, Agency, Location, and Work Year. Changes 
are in red font. Deletions are shown in strike through font. 

2. The following are used to indicate MAG Committees reviewing these 
TIP listings for amendment: TRC = Transportation Review Committee, 
MC = Management Committee, TPC = Transportation Policy  
Committee

3. The year the federal funds (if any) were apportioned by Congress. 
This item is included only for informational purposes.

4. For federal projects, this is the year the project will 
authorize. For transit projects, this is the year the project 
will appear in a grant.

5. Changes made since Management Committee are tinted in 
purple highlight.

6. Changes made since Transportation Policy 
Committee are tinted in green highlight.
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TIP ID Work
Work 
Year4

Funding 
Type Federal Regional Local Total TIP Change Request

Mesa Highway ACI-BSL-20-03

Baseline Rd: 24th 
Street to 
Consolidated 
Canal

Minor Arterial Street APR-JUN 
2019 Maricopa ALCP 1 4 6 No No No No Yes No No MES21-154DRB Design roadway widening 2021  RARF -                 355,624         (355,624)        -                 RARF 2021 355,624            

Amend: Delete TIP Listing. Project is complete. 
Transfer $51,022.09 to MES21-154CRB. 
Transfer remaining $304,601.69 of Regional 
Reimbursement savings to ACI-VAL-10-03-A.

Mesa Highway ACI-BSL-20-03

Baseline Rd: 24th 
Street to 
Consolidated 
Canal

Minor Arterial Street APR-JUN 
2019 Maricopa ALCP 1 4 6 No No No No Yes No No MES21-154RRB Acquisition of right-of-way 

for roadway widening 2021  RARF -                 30,675           (30,675)          -                 RARF 2021 30,675              
Amend: Delete TIP Listing. Project is 
complete.Transfer $30,675.02 of savings to ACI-
VAL-10-03-A.

Mesa Highway ACI-BSL-20-03
Baseline Rd: 24th 
Street to 
Consolidated Canal

Minor Arterial Street APR-JUN 
2019 Maricopa ALCP 1 4 6 No No No No Yes No No MES21-154CRB  Construct roadway 

widening  2021 RARF -                 316,542         (316,542)        -                 RARF 2021 316,542            
Amend: Increase Regional Reimbursement 
amount by $51,022.09. Amount transferred 
from MES21-154DRB.

Mesa Highway ACI-VAL-10-03-A
Val Vista Dr: 
Baseline Rd to US-
60

Principal 
Arterial - Other Street JAN-MAR 

2020 Maricopa ALCP 1 5 6 No No No No Yes No No MES21-136CRB2  Construct roadway 
widening  2021  RARF -                 335,277         (335,277)        -                 RARF 2021 335,277            

Amend: New TIP Listing. Increase Construction 
Reimbursement Amount by $335,276.71. 
Savings transferred from MES21-154RRB and 
MES21-154DRB. 

Scottsdale Highway ACI-PMA-10-03-B
Happy Valley Rd: 
Pima Rd to Alma 
School Rd

Principal 
Arterial - Other Street OCT-DEC 

2022 Maricopa ALCP 2.2 2 4 No No Yes No Yes No No SCT21-139RRB2  Acquisition of right-of-
way for roadway widening  2021 RARF -                 43,663           (43,663)          -                 RARF 43,663              

Amend: Delete TIP Listing. Reimbursement 
amount captured in construction phase. TIP 
listing in error.

Notes
6. Changes made since Transportation Policy 
Committee are tinted in green highlight.

 1.  Rows in the report are sorted in order by the following columns: Section, Agency, Location, and 
Work Year. Changes are in red font. Deletions are shown in strike through font. 

2. The following are used to indicate MAG Committees reviewing these TIP listings for 
amendment: TRC = Transportation Review Committee, MC = Management Committee, TPC = 
Transportation Policy  Committee

3. The year the federal funds (if any) were apportioned by 
Congress. This item is included only for informational purposes.

4. For federal projects, this is the year the 
project will authorize. For transit projects, this 
is the year the project will appear in a grant.

5. Changes made since Management 
Committee are tinted in purple highlight.

TABLE C:  Requested Arterial Life Cycle Program (ALCP) Project Changes to the
FY 2021 Arterial Life Cycle Program, FY 2020-2024 MAG Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan1, TIP AMENDMENT #6

MAG 
Mode

Through 
Lanes

Performance Categories

Reimb. 
Fiscal 
Year Fund Type

Regional 
Reimb.
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 Management Committee 
 INFORMATION SUMMARY 
  
 AGENDA ITEM # 4D 

  
 DATE  
 October 1, 2020 
  
 SUBJECT 
 Consultant Selection for FY 2021-2025 Don’t Trash 

Arizona Litter Education and Prevention Program 
  
 CONTACT 

Kelly Taft, Communication Director, (602) 452-
5020. 
 
 

 

SUMMARY 

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) includes $279 million for the freeway 
maintenance program, including litter control. In November 2003, MAG and the Arizona 
Department of Transportation signed a joint resolution that included a commitment to 
develop a long-term litter prevention program to help reduce freeway litter and defray 
pickup costs. The program, known as Don’t Trash Arizona, was first implemented in 2006. 
 

The Don’t Trash Arizona Litter Education program is designed to increase awareness of 
the environmental, economic, safety, and health effects of litter on our regional roadway 
system and change littering behavior. On January 1, 2018, MAG entered into its most 
recent contract with Off Madison Avenue, with the option to extend the contract on an 
annual basis through December 31, 2020. On July 21, 2020, MAG issued a Request for 
Proposals from qualified consultants with the resources, experience and abilities to 
provide an array of communication services to continue the Don't Trash Arizona program 
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for FY 2021 to FY 2025, contingent upon funding availability. The contract period was 
adjusted to five years as the half-cent sales tax for transportation expires in 2025. 

On August 28, 2020, MAG received proposals from four qualified consultants in response 
to the Request for Proposals. Based on evaluation criteria, a 7-member multidisciplinary 
evaluation panel selected two offerors to come in for in-person interviews. After group 
discussion and consensus, the evaluation team unanimously recommended to MAG that 
Off Madison Avenue be selected as the consultant to develop and implement the FY 
2021 - 2025 Litter Prevention and Education Program, at a cost not to exceed $1,500,000 
for the five-year period, with an anticipated annual budget of $300,000. The Program 
will be contingent upon annual Litter Education funding availability approved 
through the Unified Planning Work Program and Annual Budget and consultant 
performance.   
PUBLIC INPUT

There was no public input in regard to consultant selection. Input is encouraged on an 
ongoing basis through the Don’t Trash Arizona website, social media channels, and a 
statistically valid telephone survey regarding litter behavior.  

PROS & CONS
PROS: Research suggests that prevention programs can change public perception and 
habits regarding litter, which is ugly, unhealthy and unsafe. Properly maintained freeways 
are important to the quality of life of the residents of this region and to the image 
projected to tourists and economic development prospects. 

CONS: None. 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS

TECHNICAL: The Regional Transportation Plan includes $279 million in funding for 
landscape maintenance and noise mitigation, with a small portion allocated for litter 
prevention and education. The FY 2021-25 campaign will build on efforts of the Don’t 
Trash Arizona campaign to date. 

POLICY: An effective litter prevention and education program will help change the 
behavior of offenders, which will improve health and safety, protect the environment, 
improve visual aesthetics along the MAG Regional Freeway System, enhance tourism and 
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economic development prospects, and ultimately reduce the cost of freeway 
maintenance. 
 

ACTION NEEDED 

Recommended approval that Off Madison Avenue be selected to design and implement 
the FY 2021-2025 Don’t Trash Arizona Litter Prevention and Education Program, for an 
amount not to exceed $1,500,000, with an annual expenditure of $300,000, contingent 
upon funding availability and approval, and that the contract will have a five-year term 
from the Effective Date. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS 

On October 16, 2017, the MAG Regional Council Executive Committee approved a 
recommendation forwarded by the MAG Management Committee that Off Madison 
Avenue be selected to design and implement the FY 2018 Litter Prevention and 
Education Program for the Regional Freeway System in the MAG Region. The action 
included a provision that the base contract period shall be a one-year term but that MAG 
may, at its option, offer to extend the period of this agreement up to a maximum of two 
(2), one (1) year options, based on consultant performance and funding availability. The 
current contract is set to expire on December 31, 2020. 
 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 

Mayor Jackie Meck, Buckeye, Chair  
Mayor Mark Mitchell, Tempe  
#Mayor Gail Barney, Queen Creek 
Vice Chair Mayor Greg Stanton, Phoenix 

Past Chair #Mayor Lana Mook, El Mirage 
Treasurer Mayor Jerry Weiers, Glendale 
Mayor John Giles, Mesa 
 

 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 
# Participated by telephone conference call. + Participated by videoconference call. 
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 Management Committee 
 INFORMATION SUMMARY 
  
 AGENDA ITEM # 5 

  
 DATE  
 October 1, 2020 
  
 SUBJECT 
 Draft MAG Policy Principles 
  
 CONTACT 

Nathan Pryor, Policy and Government Relations 
Director, (602) 254-6300. 
 
 

 

SUMMARY 

MAG staff has updated the draft regional policy principles, a document that summarizes 
MAG’s legislative positions and the agency’s roles and responsibilities. The MAG Policy 
Principles are updated annually or as needed. In the month of September 2020, the draft 
MAG Policy Principles were presented to the MAG Management Committee, 
Transportation Policy Committee, Executive Committee and Regional Council for review 
and input. The brochure was updated based on the input received from MAG member 
agenices. The MAG Policy Principles are being presented for action at the October 2020 
policy committees with approval anticipated at the October 28, 2020, Regional Council 
meeting. Please refer to the enclosed material.  

PUBLIC INPUT 

None. 

 



2 

PROS & CONS 

PROS: Defining MAG’s policy principles in a single document has been of benefit to 
member agencies and staff. 

CONS: None 

TECHNICAL & POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

TECHNICAL: None. 

POLICY: The MAG Policy Principles document is intended to inform MAG member 
agencies and external entities as to the positions the agency has on priority issues. 

ACTION NEEDED 

Recommend approval of the Draft MAG Policy Principles. 

PRIOR COMMITTEE ACTIONS 

This item was on the September 30, 2020, Regional Council agenda for information. 

 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 

#Glendale: Mayor Jerry Weiers,     
   Chair  
#Mesa: Mayor John Giles, Vice  
   Chair 
#Apache Junction: Councilmember  
   Robin Barker  
#Avondale: Mayor Kenneth Weise   
#Buckeye: Mayor Jackie Meck 
#Carefree: Mayor Les Peterson 
*Cave Creek: Vice Mayor David L.  
   Smith 
#Chandler: Mayor Kevin Hartke  
#El Mirage: Mayor Alexis  
   Hermosillo 
*Florence: Mayor Tara Walter  

#City of Maricopa: Mayor Christian  
   Price 
#Maricopa County: Supervisor Clint  
   Hickman 
#Paradise Valley: Mayor Jerry Bien- 
   Willner 
#Peoria: Mayor Cathy Carlat 
#Phoenix: Mayor Kate Gallego 
*Pinal County: Supervisor Todd  
   House 
#Queen Creek: Mayor Gail Barney  
*Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian  
   Community: President Martin  
   Harvier 
*Scottsdale: Mayor W.J. “Jim” Lane 
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#Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation:  
   President Bernadine Burnette 
#Fountain Hills: Mayor Ginny  
   Dickey 
*Gila Bend: Mayor Tommy Lee  
   Sikes 
*Gila River Indian Community:  
   Governor Stephen Roe Lewis 
#Gilbert: Mayor Scott Anderson 
#Goodyear: Mayor Georgia Lord 
#Guadalupe: Mayor Valerie Molina 
#Litchfield Park: Mayor Thomas  
   Schoaf 

#Surprise: Mayor Skip Hall 
#Tempe: Mayor Corey Woods 
#Tolleson: Mayor Anna Tovar 
#Wickenburg: Mayor Rui Pereira 
#Youngtown: Mayor Michael  
   LeVault 
#State Transportation Board: Ms.  
   Jenn Daniels 
*State Transportation Board: Mr.  
   Sam Elters 

 

* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 
# Attended by web conference. 

 

This item was on the September 23, 2020, Transportation Policy Committee agenda for 
information. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 

#Phoenix: Mayor Kate Gallego: Chair 
#Chandler: Mayor Kevin Hartke: Vice  
   Chair 
*Avondale: Mayor Kenneth Weise 
#Buckeye: Mayor Jackie Meck 
#Gilbert: Mayor Scott Anderson 
#Glendale, Mayor Jerry Weiers 
#Goodyear: Mayor Georgia Lord 
#Huellmantel and Affiliates:   
   Charles Huellmantel 
#Maricopa: Mayor Christian Price 
#Maricopa County Board of    
   Supervisors:  Supervisor Jack Sellers 
*Mesa: Mayor John Giles  

#Queen Creek: Mayor Gail Barney 
#Roc Arnett Consulting: Roc Arnett 
#Scottsdale: Councilmember Suzanne  
   Klapp 
*Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian  
   Community: Vice President Ricardo  
   Leonard 
#State Transportation Board: Jenn  
   Daniels 
*Sunland Asphalt: Doug DeClusin 
#Surprise: Mayor Skip Hall 
*Swift Transportation: Dave Berry 
#Valley Partnership: Cheryl Lombard 
#Vulcan Materials Company: Mark  
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#Peoria: Councilmember Bridget  
   Binsbacher  

 

   Reardon 

 
* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 
# Participated virtually.  
 

This item was on the September 21, 2020, MAG Executive Committee agenda for 
information. 

Members Attending: 
#Mayor Jerry Weiers: Glendale, Chair 
#Mayor John Giles: Mesa, Vice Chair 
#Mayor Kenneth Weise: Avondale,  
   Treasurer  

#Mayor Anna Tovar: Tolleson 
#Mayor Kate Gallego: Phoenix  
#Mayor Les Peterson: Carefree 
#Mayor Kevin Hartke: Chandler 

 
* Not Present 
# Participated virtually  
 
This item was on the September 16, 2020, MAG Management Committee agenda for 
information. 

MEMBERS ATTENDING 

#Goodyear: Julie Arendall, Chair  
#Tempe: Andrew Ching, Vice Chair 
#ADOT: Katy Proctor as proxy for  
   John Halikowski 
#Apache Junction: Matt Busby as  
   proxy for Bryant Powell 
#Avondale: Gina Montes as proxy  
   for Charles Montoya 
#Buckeye: Roger Klingler 
*Carefree: Gary Neiss  
*Cave Creek: Carrie Dyrek 
#Chandler: Marsha Reed 
#El Mirage: Crystal Dyches 
#Florence: Benjamin Bitter as proxy  

#Guadalupe: Jeff Kulaga  
*Litchfield Park: Bill Stephens  
#City of Maricopa: Nathan Steele as  
   proxy for Rick Horst 
#Maricopa County: Reid Spaulding  
   as proxy for Joy Rich 
#Mesa: Christopher Brady  
#Paradise Valley: Jill Keimach 
#Peoria: Jeff Tyne 
#Phoenix: Ed Zuercher  
#Pinal County: Himanshu Patel as  
   proxy for Louis Andersen  
#Queen Creek: John Kross, Past Chair 
*Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian    
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   for Brent Billingsley  
*Fort McDowell Yavapai Nation:   
   Phil Dorchester 
#Fountain Hills: Grady Miller 
#Gila Bend: Kathy Valenzuela  
*Gila River Indian Community: 
   Kathyleen Curley  
#Gilbert: Rob Bohr as proxy for  
   Patrick Banger  

 #Glendale: Kevin Phelps 

   Community: Bryan Meyers  
#Scottsdale: Brad Lundahl as proxy for  
   Jim Thompson 
#Surprise: Mike Frazier 
*Tolleson: Reyes Medrano, Jr. 
#Valley Metro/RPTA: Scott Smith 
#Wickenburg: Vince Lorefice  
#Youngtown: Jeanne Blackman 

 
* Those members neither present nor represented by proxy. 
# Participated by webinar/telephone conference call. 

 

 

 

 



 Transportation Policy and Planning
•	 Support legislative efforts to increase statewide 

transportation funding. 

•	 Evaluate alternative revenue sources, in addition 
to the countywide sales tax, to fund needed future 
transportation investments.

•	 Support the continued development of a MAG Re-
gional Transportation Plan, along with future pursuit 
of enabling legislation that would allow extension of 
the regional tax for transportation to be put before 
voters.

•	 Support MAG’s federal responsibility for the develop-
ment of the mulitmodal Regional Transportation Plan.

•	 Oppose the transfer of Highway User Revenue Fund 
monies.

•	 Support funding distributions as agreed upon in the 
Casa Grande Resolves.

•	 Oppose diversions or sweeps of the regional voter 
approved half-cent transportation funds.

 Transportation Technologies & Services
•	 Support analytical, planning and engineering efforts 

of MAG member agencies by providing technical ser-
vices within available MAG resources.

•	 Support MAG’s role in providing long-range trans-
portation forecasts, technical services and data to 
MAG member agencies.

•	 Maintain MAG’s role as a regional data hub and as a 
center for regional technical services in core planning 
areas.

 Regional 9-1-1
•	 Support the MAG Maricopa Region 9-1-1 System. The 

9-1-1 System must proactively address population 
growth and the implementation of new technologies 
to properly maintain public safety.

•	 Support the scope of new communication platforms 
with the ability to communicate to 9-1-1 Centers 
through voice, texting, live video, and smart devices. 

 Regional Analytics
•	Support collaboration and data sharing with state 

agencies, universities, councils of governments, met-
ropolitan planning organizations, and other private 
and public sector entities that develop data analytics 
to advance our state and regional economies.

•	Support accurate data collected by the U.S. Census 
bureau through ongoing surveys and other efforts, 
which are used as the basis for planning efforts for 
the region and the state.

•	Support consistency in the interpretation of building 
codes and provide a forum for construction, devel-
opment, and other issues as they relate to building 
codes and building construction.

•	Support MAG’s role in development of long-range 
socioeconomic projections and regional datasets 
that are needed for planning and economic devel-
opment activities.

•	Support the development and publication of data 
and analyses to provide insight into issues that im-
pact the MAG region and the state of Arizona.

 Economic Development
•	Support growing the economic vitality of the region 

through collaboration with regional, state, national 
and international organizations, the Ari-Son Megare-
gion Council, and Joint Planning Advisory Council, 
among others.

•	Support passage of the Southwest Tourism Expansion 
Act, which would enable Mexican visitors with a bor-
der crossing card to travel statewide. This would have 
a positive economic impact of $181 million to the 
state in the first year of implementation.

•	 Support MAG’s efforts to provide additional tools for 
economic development, such as legislation to enable 
tax increment financing in Arizona that would en-
hance redevelopment efforts.

•	 Support communities and the region in utilizing smart 
technology to improve the lives of residents. This will 
be done by implementing MAG emerging technolo-
gy pilot projects and by participating in community 
efforts such as The Connective, the Greater Phoenix 
Smart Region Consortium.

 Human Services
•	Support MAG’s role as the collaborative applicant for 

the Continuum of Care homeless assistance funding.

•	Support MAG’s role in working collaboratively to 
make homelessness rare, brief, and nonrecurring.  

•	Support regional planning issues related to domestic 
violence and MAG as a forum for communication and 
coordinated action to effectively address, prevent, 
and eradicate domestic violence in the MAG region.

 Environmental
•	Support federal legislation to streamline the docu-

mentation required to demonstrate to the Environ-
mental Protection Agency that exceedances of the 
air quality standards were caused by Exceptional 
Events such as wildfires, high winds, and dust storms, 
as appropriate. Congress recognizes that exceptional 
events cannot be controlled by air quality plans.

•	Support federal legislation to provide relief for areas 
with a significant amount of background ozone that 
cannot be controlled with state and local govern-
ment measures, as appropriate. Background ozone 
is produced from natural sources like plants, vegeta-
tion, and wildfires. It can be transported downward 
during storms. Background ozone also can originate 
in other countries and be transported far distances.

•	Support MAG’s continued responsibility to develop 
regional air quality plans as the designated Lead Air 
Quality Planning Organization.

•	Support MAG’s continued responsibility to devel-
op the areawide water quality management plan as 
the designated Regional Water Quality Management 
Planning Agency.

•	Support MAG’s continued responsibility to undertake 
areawide solid waste management planning as the 
designated Regional Solid Waste Management Plan-
ning Agency.

 Administration
•	Support MAG’s continued participation in the Arizo-

na State Retirement System. Transferability of ASRS 
is a significant tool in recruiting and retaining MAG 
employees who provide essential public services.

•	MAG is committed to prohibiting discrimination in 
the planning and delivery of our programs and initia-
tives. MAG is a forum—for governments, stakehold-
ers, and the public—that works to serve our commu-
nities and endeavors to improve the quality of life for 
all of our residents.



 About MAG
•	The Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) is 

a Council of Governments (COG) and the designated 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for 
regional planning in the greater Phoenix region. 

•	Established in 1967, MAG provides regional planning 
and policy decisions in areas of transportation, air 
quality, water quality, human services, and economic 
development. 

•	MAG consists of 27 incorporated cities and towns, 
three Native nations, Maricopa County, and portions 
of Pinal County. 

•	The Regional Council serves as the governing 
board and includes representatives from the above 
agencies, as well as the Arizona Department of 
Transportation.

MAG 
POLICY PRINCIPLES

302 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 300
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

602-254-6300  •  azmag.gov

 Did You Know?
Arizona’s 18¢ per gallon gas tax hasn’t changed since 
1991. Since that time, Arizona’s population has almost 
doubled, while new fuel efficient technologies have 
emerged and the purchasing power of that 18 cents 
has decreased by 50%. 
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Inflation has decreased the purchasing power of the gas tax1
Gas tax proceeds from 2019 are less than that of 2000.

Arizona’s 18¢ per gallon gas tax has not changed since 1991.
The state gas tax principally funds the Highway User Revenue Fund (HURF), which is a primary source of revenue 
for highway construction and maintenance statewide, as well as city, town, and county roadway improvements.

The 18¢ gas tax is insufficient for the maintenance and preservation of the statewide highway and freeway system. 

February 2020

We are using the roads more than ever
With a growing population, more vehicles are on the road 
with less funding to maintain them.
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70% Less Revenue 
Generated from the gas tax
for 10,000 miles driven
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$95

$51

$28

Vehicles are becoming more 
fuel-efficient
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Expected Revenue and Maintenance Costs
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Rising maintenance costs
If the level of maintenance funding for freeways and 
highways does not increase from 2015-2019 levels, 
there will be a cumulative revenue shortfall of more 
than $7 billion by 2049 to address expected needs 
in Maricopa County.
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If the level of maintenance funding for freeways and 
highways does not increase from 2015-2019 levels, 
there will be a cumulative revenue shortfall of more 
than $7 billion by 2049 to address expected needs in 
Maricopa County.



October 1, 2020 

TO: Members of the MAG Management Committee 

THROUGH: Eric J. Anderson, Executive Director 

FROM:  Audra Koester Thomas, Transportation Planning Program Manager 

SUBJECT: MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE RTP WORK GROUP UPDATE  

Work Group Recap 

As part of the planning efforts for the new Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and extension of 

Proposition 400, the region will need to determine the desired vision for the regional transit 

system.  On September 30, 2020, Management Committee RTP work group initiated a 

conversation about the future approach to delivering and funding regional bus service.  The 

conversation centered on MAG’s Transit Funding Policy white paper that outlined how 

implementation of the 2003 RTP/Proposition 400 bus service has occurred and different 

approaches to providing transit operating assistance:  

1. Long-range, plan-based approach where the region commits to service types, or routes

with certain characteristics or that serve specific locations.

2. Funding-based, revenue-sharing approach where allocations are fixed long-term and

resources are distributed to jurisdictions.

3. Formula-based approach where transit operating subsidies are allocated based on actual

transit performance data and are responsive to transit demand, and current and future

market conditions (e.g., demographic, population and economic trends).

Managers were asked which pathway MAG should consider moving forward with, and what 

information is needed to inform future decisions about transit operating assistance.  While there 

was no consensus on a specific desired future approach, an expressed priority was to maintain 

regional funding support on existing routes/service that is or will be funded as part of the TLCP 

when the current sales tax expires.  It was acknowledged that, as the region continues to grow, 

there are other places where productive transit service exists as well as new, emerging transit 

markets with sufficient demand to support transit service.   

Agenda Item #6
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It was noted that funding transit operations is an ongoing, not one-time, funding commitment.  

Because Proposition 400 included regional bus transit operations support, it was suggested 

those commitments serve as an ongoing baseline.  Working with Valley Metro and using the last 

year of the TLCP as guidance, it is estimated that baseline regional commitment to bus service 

operations is approximately $105 million annually (in 2020 dollars), totaling $2.6 billion over 25 

years or approximately 20% of a half-cent sales tax.  If region’s funding support was held 

constant, the regional transit network could only grow if funded locally, a prospect several 

managers indicated would be difficult to achieve in their communities.   

MAG is developing a map to illustrate this baseline transit network. 

 

Other topics covered include the following: 

RTP and Extension Policy Questions 

As the Regional Transportation Plan development process has progressed, policy questions 

about the planning process and extension effort have been identified.  At the suggestion of, and 

in coordination with, Management Committee Chair Julie Arendall, MAG has documented these 

questions and provided a “road-map” of where they will be addressed in the process.  

Management Committee RTP work group committed to using these as guides for future work 

group conversations.  The two draft documents, Proposition 400 Extension Policy Framework and 

RTP Planning Process Overview, were distributed to MAG’s policy committees as part of their 

September 2020 committee agenda packets. 

The following summarizes policy question discussion at the September 30, 2020, work group: 

Alternative Revenue Source: Property Tax.  It was noted that consideration of alternative 

revenue sources was discussed at the September Transportation Policy Committee meeting, and 

in particular, whether a property tax was a viable candidate.  Several managers indicated a 

property tax was not viable and effort should not be spent evaluating it as an alternative 

revenue source. 

Local Match.  Desire was expressed to discuss required local match rates for various future 

investments.  MAG indicated this would be explored during Step 4: Scenario Planning and 

Tradeoff Analysis, and after projects and programs had been narrowed to the highest 

performing.  
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September Policy Committee Recap 

Step 1: Regional Significance  

Both federal and state guidance require a performance-based evaluation process in developing 

the fiscally constrained plan and investment strategy.  The performance-based evaluation 

process was presented at the July 1, 2020, Management Committee Work Group and is depicted 

in Figure 1.  This process illustrates how the regional needs catalogue—comprised of system 

identified needs, regionally studied investments, deferred projects from Proposition 400, and 

member agency submissions from the RTP Call for Projects—will be evaluated to identify the 

highest performing projects and programs.   

Figure 1: RTP Performance-Based Evaluation Process 

 

 

The Draft Needs Catalog, Version 1 was prepared and presented at the September 9, 2020, work 

group.  The Draft Needs Catalog comprises member agency submissions from the 2020 RTP Call 

for Projects, deferred Proposition 400 projects, and regional system and studied needs. The 

Draft Needs Catalog also applies Step 1 in the RTP performance-based evaluation process: 

sorting regionally significant projects that will be individually technically evaluated, from 

potential future-funded regional programs that contain collections of projects or ideas.   

With each step of the performance-based evaluation process, the universe of potential projects 

and programs is narrowed in order to arrive at a fiscally constrained plan and investment 

strategy.  Step 1 includes an initial screening to identify regionally significant projects and 

programs to move forward in the process.  In keeping with the regionally-focused legacy of 

Propositions 300 and 400, MAG presented to the Management Committee RTP work group on 
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September 9, 2020, and then to policy committees throughout the month of September, a draft 

recommendation on which potential programs are regionally significant and should initially 

move forward in the performance-based evaluation process.  Based on feedback received from 

policymakers in September, Table 1 reflects the initial list of regionally significant programs to 

move forward in the performance-based evaluation process with Freeway Operations and 

Maintenance dropping from the recommendations, while Circulators and Micro-transit was 

pulled forward for continued consideration. 

Table 1: Step 1 Regionally Significant Programs 

Programs to Move Forward in Evaluation 

Process 

Programs to Drop From Evaluation Process 

• Active Transportation* 

• Active Transportation Barrier Crossing 

• ADA Paratransit* 

• Air Quality* 

• Bus Rapid Transit 

• Circulator 

• Commuter Rail 

• Emerging Technology 

• Freeway Management System* 

• Freight Improvements 

• Intersection Improvements 

• ITS* 

• Local Roadway Turnbacks 

• Micro-transit 

• Pavement Preservation 

• Regional Bus* 

• Regional Commuter Bus* 

• Regional Traffic Counts* 

• Regional Transit Operations Support 

• RideChoice* 

• Safety* 

• Transit Asset Management* 

• Transportation Planning* 

• TDM* 

• Vulnerable Population Transportation* 

 

• ADA Improvements 

• Bridge Replacement/Rehab 

• Bus Stop Improvements 

• Complete Streets 

• Freeway Art 

• Freeway Operations and Maintenance 

• Light Rail Operations 

• Pedestrian Shade 

• Roadway Inspection and Maintenance 

• Roadway Landscape 

• Scalloped Streets 

• Sign Replacement 

• Streetlights 

• Utility Relocation 

 

*denotes a current Proposition 400-era program 

Program insufficiently funded by HURF 

 

  



Management Committee RTP Work Group Update 

October 1, 2020 

5 

 

What’s Next 

 Coordination with ADOT and Valley Metro continues in order to identify any remaining 

system need gaps; as a result of this coordination, any remaining identified projects or 

programs will be added before the Need Catalog is finalized.  A joint presentation to Valley 

Metro’s RTAG is scheduled for October 18, 2020. 

 Direction will be sought in October policy committee meetings on the approach(es) to 

analyze and pursue for future regional transit operating assistance. 

 The October 28, 2020, Management Committee RTP work group meeting will focus 

present the revised regionally significant project evaluation frameworks and preview 

revenue projections. 

 

 

Attachments: Transit Funding Policy White Paper 



 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM #3 

 

 

Transit Funding Policy  

The  purpose  of  this  memorandum  is  to  review  the  existing  regional  transit 

operating  funding  policy,  analyze  transit  performance  outcomes,  and  present 

industry best practices pertaining to transit operating funding distribution policies 

used by peer agencies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

September 25, 2020 
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Executive Summary 

As part of the planning efforts for the new Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and extension of 

Proposition 400, the region will need to determine the desired vision for the regional transit system.  

More specifically, a decision on the approach to delivering and funding regional bus service operations 

must be made. Generally, there are three ways to provide transit operating assistance:  

1) Long‐range, plan‐based approach where the region commits to service types, or routes with 

certain characteristics or that serve specific locations. 

2) Funding‐based, revenue‐sharing approach where allocations are fixed long‐term and resources 

are distributed to jurisdictions. 

3) Formula‐based approach where transit operating subsidies are allocated based on actual transit 

performance data and are responsive to transit demand, and current and future market 

conditions (e.g., demographic, population and economic trends).  

The 2003 RTP and Proposition 400 Program initially took a plan‐based approach, with regional funding 

identified for regional bus operations (bus service and express/commuter), bus capital, ADA, and light 

rail transit capital investments. Prior to Proposition 400, the performance and quality of bus service 

varied across different routes and jurisdictions; the RTP sought to remedy this by committing regional 

funding to enable a consistent level of service for key routes—known as “supergrid routes”—across the 

region. In response to the fiscal constraints caused by the Great Recession, Transit Life Cycle Program 

(TLCP) policy moved away from the plan‐based program to a funding‐based approach maintained 

through Jurisdictional Equity (JE) funding allocations.  

The Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Transit Funding Policy white paper is intended to 

outline how implementation of the 2003 RTP/Proposition 400 bus service has occurred. The goal is to 

inform decisions about the future regional bus network, as well as the role of the region and local 

communities in funding that network. Key take‐aways include: 

 The TLCP is the first and only formally approved policy document that codified jurisdiction‐level 

allocations of funding. The JE policy allocations do not tie back to the 2003 RTP nor voter 

approved Proposition 400 election materials and omit the rail component of the transit plan. 
 

 The JE allocations are static and now disproportionate to both population and the share of 

transit service outputs by sub‐region.   
 

 Local funding plays a very important part in the story of transit in the Valley. The regional sales 

tax – even if it were to be entirely dedicated to transit – is insufficient to fund a comprehensive 

regional transit system. 
 

 Of the 60 local bus routes in the Valley Metro system in 2019, only six were funded entirely 

through Proposition 400, 23 were partially funded through Proposition 400, and 31 were funded 

entirely through local sources. 

 

Key policy questions related to transit funding policy are detailed on page 30. 
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1. Introduction 

As  part  of  the  Maricopa  Association  of  Governments  (MAG)  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP) 

development process and preparation of an investment strategy as part of the sales tax extension, there 

is  value  in documenting the  history  of  Proposition  400 policies, assessing  how well  policies  have  are 

achieving  intended outcomes, and  identifying where policy  shifts merit consideration. The purpose of 

this memorandum is to review the outcomes and implications of funding policies in the Transit Life Cycle 

Program  (TLCP). A  central element of  the TLCP is  the  Jurisdictional Equity  (JE) policy, which  sets  fixed 

operating funding allocations for regional fixed route, express, and paratransit bus service across multiple 

MAG member agencies within Maricopa County. 

This memorandum presents transit operating funding distribution approaches used in other metropolitan 

regions and concludes with a discussion of next steps in exploring future regional transit funding options.  

2. Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Policy Background 

The 2003 RTP, which became the basis for Proposition 400, allocated a fixed percentage (33.3%) of the 

region’s half‐cent sales tax to fund the transit element of the plan. This allocation, known as the Public 

Transportation  Fund  (PTF),  was  codified  in  state  statute  as  part  of  the  enabling  legislation  for  the 

Proposition 400 ballot  initiative.  In addition to the half‐cent sales tax, the 2003 RTP also allocated the 

region's Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5307 funding, FTA 5309 funding, and a portion of the region's 

Federal Highway Administration  (FHWA)  Congestion Mitigation  and Air Quality  (CMAQ)  funds  to  the 

transit element of the plan. 

As depicted in Figure 1, the transit element of the 2003 RTP/Proposition 400 program (‘2003 RTP’) was 

comprised of multiple components, including funding for regional bus operations. Depicted in Figure 2, 

the 2003 RTP adopted a plan‐based approach featuring a system of key regional grid bus routes termed 

"supergrid routes.” Prior to the 2003 RTP, the performance and quality of local bus service varied across 

different routes and  jurisdictions, due  in  large part to unevenness  in  local  funding  from  jurisdiction  to 

jurisdiction. The 2003 RTP sought to address this issue by committing regional funding to provide a more 

consistent level of service on key routes across jurisdictions.  
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Figure 1: 2003 RTP/Proposition 400 Transit Program (PTF Only) 

 

 

Figure 2: 2003 RTP “Supergrid” Routes 

 

Bus, $950,961,305

ADA, $201,085,175Bus Capital, 
$387,689,495

Rail, $1,223,700,000
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A key component of the 2003 RTP was a multi‐phased plan featuring supergrid routes to be phased in at 

different periods within the Proposition 400 funding horizon1. In some cases, existing service pre‐dating 

Proposition 400 was funded immediately, while new routes were planned to initiate later in the funding 

horizon, some as late as Fiscal Years (FY) 2021 ‐ 2025 (Phase IV). In addition to operating assistance, the 

2003 RTP also allocated regional funding towards bus capital investments such as bus replacements, bus 

stop enhancements, and operations/maintenance facilities to support supergrid routes.  

The transit element of the 2003 RTP also included express bus and ADA paratransit services. Similar to the 

supergrid route concept, several express (commuter) bus routes—varying in service frequency and span 

of service—were identified for implementation. The 2003 RTP also provided funding for ADA paratransit 

services, which  amounted  to  seven  percent  of  the  total  PTF  fund,  as well  as  funding  for  the  capital 

construction of the region’s light rail system. It is important to note that the light rail component of the 

TLCP is not discussed in detail as part of this technical memorandum.  

Valley  Metro  Regional  Public  Transit  Authority  (RPTA)  was  given  the  primary  responsibility  of 

implementing the operating and capital components of the transit element  identified  in the 2003 RTP. 

Upon voter approval of the Proposition 400 in November 2004, Valley Metro began development of the 

TLCP, which functions as the financial management tool for implementation of the transit element of the 

RTP. 

In June 2005, the RPTA Board of Directors adopted the TLCP Funding Plan Model, which provided project‐

level specifications for the operating and capital components as reflected  in the 2003 RTP.2 In October 

2005, the Valley Metro RPTA Board of Directors approved the Transit Life Cycle Policies (TLCP Policies). 3  

The TLCP Policies identified the following six guiding principles as the framework for a consistent regional 

implementation process for the transit element of the RTP: 

 

Guiding Principal 1:  A defined and consistent process will be established to  implement  the 

voter‐approved plan (Proposition 400 maps and capital improvements). 

Guiding Principal 2:  A defined and consistent process for Plan amendments and changes will 

be established. 

Guiding Principal 3:  Funding allocations will be regularly monitored and managed. 

Guiding Principal 4:  A  defined  and  consistent  process  will  be  established  to  ensure  that 

legislated  compliance audit,  reporting, and performance  requirements 

are met. 

 

1 2005 Annual Report on the Status of the Implementation of Proposition 400 

2 2007 RPTA Regional Transportation Plan Evaluation (HDR|S.R. Beard & Texas Transportation Institute) 

3 2007 RPTA Regional Transportation Plan Evaluation (HDR|S.R. Beard & Texas Transportation Institute) 
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Guiding Principal 5:  Budgeting and accounting systems will be established to manage Public 

Transportation Funds and monitor and report results. 

Guiding Principal 6:  Jurisdictional Equity will be monitored annually over 20 years. 

3. History of Jurisdictional Equity (JE) 

The 2003 RTP divided funding among the region’s three modes – arterial streets, freeways/highways, and 

transit – and included all regional revenue sources. One of the key evaluative criteria adopted in the 2003 

RTP development process was geographic balance of investments across the region. Attainment of this 

was applicable to the balance of regional revenue sources across subregions  (east, central, west).  It  is 

important to note that the 2003 RTP and corresponding Proposition 400 program did not assess, nor try 

to  achieve,  a  balance  of  investments  on  a  jurisdiction‐by‐jurisdiction  basis.  The  benefits  of  regional 

transportation investments cross jurisdictional boundaries and because the inherent value is regional, the 

investment cannot in turn be valued proportionally to a jurisdiction. 

The  TLCP  is  the  first  and  only  formally  approved  policy  document  that  codified  jurisdiction‐level 

allocations. The original TLCP JE allocations, which have remained fixed in the current policy, were derived 

from planning‐level spreadsheets completed prior to the approval of the RTP; these JE allocations did not 

reflect the service or project locations (by jurisdiction) identified in the 2003 RTP, nor the voter‐approved 

Proposition 400 election materials. 4 Further, the calculations for JE focused only on the bus component 

of the TLCP, not the rail component.  

In  2006,  Valley  Metro  RPTA  commissioned  a  detailed  RTP  evaluation  to  assist  in  the  program’s 

implementation. The study, conducted by HDR/S.R. Beard & Associates and Texas A&M Transportation 

Institute, found that the overall transit component of the RTP was financially balanced, but that adherence 

to  the percent of  funding available per community was  insufficient  to  implement service or construct 

facilities identified in the plan, highlighting a direct conflict between TLCP Policies Guiding Principal 1 and 

Guiding Principal 6.5 This tension, which illustrates the limitations of using planning‐level cost estimates 

in developing the implementation plan, has resulted in unintended outcomes that raise questions about 

the ongoing viability of the current policy approach. In practical terms, jurisdictions with operating and 

capital costs greater than the planning‐level averages would have never been able to fully implement the 

transit component of the 2003 RTP. Conversely, jurisdictions with actual transit operating and capital costs 

less  than  estimated  would  have  been  able  to  fully  implement  2003  program  with  excess  funding 

remaining. 

4. TLCP Policy Revisions 

While there was extensive discussion during the initial TLCP development surrounding Guiding Principle 

#6  (Jurisdictional Equity) and how  it would be applied to the management and  implementation of the 

TLCP, the lack of clarity on the plan‐based approach left open the question of how TLCP Policies would be 

 

4 2007 RPTA Regional Transportation Plan Evaluation (HDR|S.R. Beard & Texas Transportation Institute) 

5 2007 RPTA Regional Transportation Plan Evaluation (HDR|S.R. Beard & Texas Transportation Institute) 
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implemented.  In 2008,  the Great Recession  forced  significant  service  cuts  to  core  transit  routes, and 

shifted  the policy emphasis  in  the 2009‐2010 TLCP  to a  fixed allocation‐based  funding approach. This 

change was codified with revisions to the TLCP Policies, changing Guiding Principal 6 from, “Jurisdictional 

Equity will be monitored over 20 years” to “Jurisdictional Equity will be maintained.” MAG staff opposed 

the TLCP Policy revisions, as it represented a shift away from a RTP’s plan‐based approach.  

The  shift  to  a  funding‐based plan  froze  each  jurisdiction’s  PTF  share  to  those  specified  in  Table A – 

Jurisdictional Equity Allocation.  This  policy  revision  is  contrary  to  the  initial  position  of  regional 

policymakers  (who developed  the 2003 RTP and Proposition 400 program)  to  reject a  funding‐based, 

revenue sharing model. The shift to a JE model highlights several policy issues: 

 The basis of the revenue‐sharing allocation model is incomplete and is not reflective of the 2003 RTP 

and Proposition 400 ballot initiative.  

 The shift to a revenue‐sharing allocation model for the transit element occurred after the passage of 

the 2003 RTP/Proposition 400 program.  

 A  revenue‐sharing  allocation model disincentives  cross‐jurisdictional  regional  service,  like express 

(commuter) bus, as agencies are focused on utilizing their allocation to deliver supergrid and localized 

service within their jurisdictional boundaries.  

Given  the significant changes  in population and development growth  throughout  the  region since  the 

establishment  of  these  distributions,  it  is  important  to  reassess  the  implementation  of  JE  to  better 

understand  the  extent  to  which  the  respective  transit  service  outputs,  both  sub‐regionally  and  by 

jurisdiction, align with these fixed funding allocations.     

5. Review of Jurisdictional Equity Policy Outcomes 

The purpose of this section is to review outcomes and issues pertaining to the JE policy in the TLCP.  This 

is done by comparing the Table A – Jurisdictional Equity Allocation shares against recent data on transit 

service produced  in  the MAG  region. The objective  is  to assess  the  relationship between  funding and 

service output levels to better understand how well the JE policy meets its original intent. It is important 

to reiterate: JE policy applies only to the bus program, not the rail program, of the TLCP. 

Since the implementation of Proposition 400 in 2006, there has been substantial population growth in the 

MAG  region, which  in  turn gives  rise  to emerging  transit markets and  changes  in demand within  the 

regional transit network. Outcomes are  important because the JE policy, which fixes PTF allocations at 

2005 levels, has not adjusted over time as the regional transit network has adapted, or needs to adapt, to 

expanding transit demand.   
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This  section examines  the  relationship, both by  sub‐region and 

jurisdiction,  between  the  Table  A  shares  in  the  JE  policy  and 

transit service output, which are characterized in terms of vehicle 

revenue  miles    and  annual  passenger  boardings.  These  two 

variables were selected because they are the commonly used in 

characterizing the basic units of transit output.   

Several key transit performance indicators (service effectiveness, 

measured by passengers per service mile, and cost effectiveness, 

measured by operating cost per boarding) were used  to assess 

how the variance between service output levels and fixed funding 

allocations  result  in  different  performance  outcomes  by  sub‐

region, jurisdiction, and route.  

The data presented in Section 5 is further shown in Appendix A, 

which  is  sourced  from  Valley Metro  and  the  National  Transit 

Database  (NTD)  transit  data  expressed  by  jurisdiction. 

Performance metrics for each jurisdiction are calculated to allow 

for comparisons with  the allocated percentages documented  in 

Table A – Jurisdictional Equity Allocation and  summarized  in 

Figure 3.  FY  2019  data  is  used  in  the  service  performance 

evaluation to exclude the impacts of COVID‐19. The FY 2019 data 

for operating costs is not available for this analysis. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Jurisdictional Allocation by Sub‐region 
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5.1 Jurisdictional Equity Policy Outcomes by Sub‐region 

5.1.1 Population 

The total population of jurisdictions receiving MAG PTF funding has grown from 3.4 million to 4.1 million 

between 2006 and 2019, as shown in Figure 4.6 Overall, the East Valley remains the sub‐region with the 

largest  share of  the  region’s population, but a higher proportion of population growth  is  in  the West 

Valley, as indicated by the increase in population share from approximately 20 to 22 percent.  

Figure 4: Population Growth by Sub‐region in Maricopa County 

 

As shown in Table 1, West Valley population growth increased approximately 28 percent between 2006 

and 2019. By comparison, the East Valley’s population grew approximately 21 percent and the Central 

Valley/City of Phoenix population grew approximately 13 percent.  

Table 1: Population Growth of Maricopa County by Sub‐region  

   2006  2019  Growth Percentage 

West Valley   683,684    876,600   28.22% 

East Valley   1,292,354    1,566,500   21.21% 

Central Valley   1,428,315    1,620,000   13.42% 

Total   3,404,353    4,063,100   19.35% 

 

6 Population figures and breakdowns are reflected as the populations of jurisdictions currently receiving PTF allocations 
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When population growth trends and current population shares are compared to the 2006 sub‐regional 

splits, there are several notable observations. While the proportion of PTF funding allocation for the West 

Valley remains fixed at 12 percent, the overall population  increased approximately 28 percent and the 

proportional population share has increased from approximately 20 to 22 percent. Additionally, the East 

Valley’s population has grown 21 percent,  increasing  its regional population share to approximately 38 

percent. Lastly, although the Central Valley/City of Phoenix sub‐region has experienced growth, there is a 

slight proportional decline of the regional population share.   

5.1.2 Service Performance 

Figure 5 and Figure 6 compare two performance metrics: 2018 population distribution and JE allocation 

by sub‐region. Below are general observations about the change in population, vehicle revenue miles and 

ridership, as they relate to the fixed JE shares in Table A – Jurisdictional Equity Allocation: 

 The Central Valley/City of Phoenix accounts  for 38 percent of  the  regional population  served by 
transit, operates 59 percent of the regional revenue miles, and generates 72 percent of the region’s 
bus ridership; however, it receives 32 percent of the regional transit fund exclusive of any rail transit 
funding. Under both transit service performance metrics, the Central Valley/City of Phoenix does not 
receive proportional PTF.  The  service  outputs  from  the City of  Phoenix are  funded  through  local 
funding rather than the PTF, which are used for paratransit and express (commuter) bus services.  

 The East Valley generates 33 percent of regional revenue miles and 21 percent of regional ridership 
but receives 57 percent of the PTF allocation exclusive of any rail transit funding. 

 Both transit service outputs provided by the West Valley are approximately six to eight percent. Its 
population has grown to 21.6 percent of the regional population. While the West Valley PTF receipt 
is a near equal share to its service outputs, the trend in population growth suggests that there may 
be a growing equity disparity from a sub‐regional standpoint. 
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Figure 5: Revenue Miles, Population, and Jurisdictional Equity Allocation Comparison by Sub‐region 

 

Figure 6: Ridership, Population, and Jurisdictional Equity Allocation Comparison by Sub‐region 
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5.1.3 Service Productivity 

Measuring  service  productivity  (ridership  divided  by  revenue  miles)  combines  the  two  primary 

performance outputs into a single measurement. Identifying the level of productive unit of service output 

directly  relates  to  attracting  transit  customers.  Figure 7 shows  the  average  service  productivity  in 

boardings per vehicle revenue mile for all routes in each jurisdiction. The red line indicates the regional 

average boardings per revenue mile. The regional average is inflated due to the expansiveness of the City 

of Phoenix service outputs, accounting for 60  ‐ 70 percent of the regional service outputs. The City of 

Phoenix is the highest followed by the City of Glendale. All other jurisdictions are performing below the 

average, due in part to the magnitude of City of Phoenix service. In general, jurisdictions in the East Valley 

have slightly higher service productivity.   

Figure 7: Service Productivity by Jurisdiction 

 

Note: The City of Buckeye was excluded from this figure because there is only one express route recorded, therefore it is not 

comparable to other jurisdictions. 
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5.2 Jurisdictional Equity Policy Outcomes by Jurisdiction 

This section will break each sub‐region in to individual jurisdictions to provide more in‐depth analyses of 

population distribution, service performance outputs, and financial effectiveness with JE allocations. 

5.2.1 Population 

Both Figure 8 and Figure 9 present commonalities of population distribution patterns  for  jurisdictions 

within the three sub‐regions. Most of the East Valley jurisdictions have higher JE allocation percentages 

than their respective population percentage of the region. In contrast, the Central Valley/City of Phoenix 

and most West Valley  jurisdictions have  lower JE allocation percentages than their respective regional 

population percentage. 

Figure 8: 2006 Population Distribution and Jurisdictional Equity Allocation Comparison 
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Figure 9: 2018 Population Distribution and Jurisdictional Equity Allocation Comparison 
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5.2.2 Service Performance 

Figure 10 displays the service outputs (revenue miles of service and ridership) of each jurisdiction. The 

City of Phoenix is the highest followed by the cities of Tempe and  Mesa. In general, the City of Phoenix 

produces most of the service outputs in the region and jurisdictions in the East Valley have higher service 

outputs than the West Valley.  

 

Figure 10: Service Outputs by Jurisdiction 
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Figure 11  compares  the  ridership percentage of each  jurisdiction with  their  respective  JE allocations. 

Among all the cities with a regional ridership share of more than 1 percent, the City of Phoenix is the only 

city that has smaller JE percentages than their regional ridership shares. Phoenix’s ridership share is more 

than twice the given JE allocation. In addition, for all the cities that receive more JE allocations than their 

regional  ridership  shares,  the  East Valley  cities,  such  as  the  City  of Mesa,  City  of  Scottsdale,  City  of 

Chandler, and Town of Gilbert, have significantly higher allocations than their respective ridership shares.  

 

Figure 11: FY 2019 Ridership Distribution and Jurisdictional Equity Allocation Comparison by 

Jurisdiction 
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Figure 12 presents a similar pattern of revenue miles, except for the City of Tempe and City of Avondale 

which have higher revenue mile percentages than their JE allocations. 

Figure 12: FY 2019 Revenue Miles Distribution and Jurisdictional Equity Allocation Comparison by 

Jurisdiction 
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Table 2 summarizes the route distributions of the East Valley and West Valley jurisdictions in the top 10 

and bottom 10 by operating cost per ridership. In the top 10 routes, the distribution between the East 

Valley and West Valley  is proportional  to  the  total  routes  in  the analysis. However,  in  the bottom 10 

routes, 40 percent are West Valley routes despite the West Valley only accounting for 22 percent of all 

routes included in the analysis.  

 

Table 2: Total Operating Cost per Ridership by Route 

  
Total 

Routes 

Total 

Routes % 

Top 10 

Routes 

Top 10 

Routes % 

Bottom 10 

routes 

Bottom 10 

Routes % 

East Valley 40  78%  8  80%  6  60% 

West Valley 11  22%  2  20%  4  40% 

Total 51  100%  10  100%  10  100% 

 

 

5.2.3 Role of Local Funding 

As has been noted throughout  the RTP planning process, there  is a significant gap between projected 

regional funding and  identified regional needs. The resulting challenge will be to determine where the 

region’s scarce resources should be invested. This problem is further exacerbated in transit; the regional 

sales tax – even  if  it were to be entirely dedicated to transit –  is  insufficient to fund a comprehensive 

regional transit system. As a result, the region has been, and will continue to be, heavily reliant on local 

funding  contributions  for  transit.  This  section  is  intended  to  give  additional detail  about  the  funding 

composition of the region’s transit operations and discuss potential policy  implications  that should be 

considered. 

Since the approval of Proposition 300 in 1985, six municipalities in the MAG region have passed local sales 

taxes to fund transportation: Glendale, Mesa, Peoria, Phoenix, Scottsdale, and Tempe. While the tax rate 

varies per  jurisdiction,  in each  case at  least a portion of  the dedicated  transportation  sales  taxes are 

allocated for transit. Figure 13 shows a timeline of municipal transportation sales taxes in the MAG region 

since 1989. 
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Figure 13: Timeline of Passage of Municipal Transportation Sales Tax in MAG Region   

 

Valley Metro’s Transit Service Inventory report indicates that in FY 2019, 69 percent of transit operations 

costs in the region were funded through local sources. In fact, only $78.3 million, or 23.3 percent, of transit 

operations costs in FY 2019 were funded through Proposition 400. The largest contributor of local transit 

funding in the region is the City of Phoenix, with local operations expenditures that totaled $158.5 million 

in FY 2019, followed by the City of Tempe, City of Mesa, and City of Glendale. Figure 14 displays amount 

of  funding  by  source  (local,  federal,  regional)  per  jurisdiction  in  FY  2019;  Figure 15 displays  the 

proportionality of  funding by agency  in FY 2019. Data  in  table  form has also been  included as part of 

Appendix B. It is also important to note that the local amounts noted for each jurisdiction are inclusive of 

funding received through the Lottery Transportation Assistance Fund for Mass Transit (LTAF II) program.  

Data Source: City of Avondale, City of Glendale, City of Mesa, City of Peoria, City of Phoenix, City of Scottsdale, City of Tempe, and Valley Metro 
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Figure 14: FY 2019 Transit Operations Funding Expenditures 

 

Local funding is inclusive of LTAF II funding distributions to jurisdictions 

Data Source: Valley Metro Transit Service Inventory FY 2019 – FY 2022 
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Figure 15: FY 2019 Funding Composition for Transit Operations  

 

Local funding is inclusive of LTAF II funding distributions to jurisdictions 

Data Source: Valley Metro Transit Service Inventory FY 2019 – FY 2022 

 

The proportionality of local funding relative to regional funding for local bus operations is even smaller 

still. Of the 60 local bus routes in the Valley Metro system in 2019, only six were funded entirely through 

Proposition 400, 23 were partially funded through Proposition 400, and 31 were funded entirely through 

local sources. This information is reflected in Figure 16. The disparity between regional and local funding 

can be primarily attributed to the distribution of regional transit funds under the current funding‐based, 

revenue sharing model. Some agencies invest regional transit funds towards express (commuter) bus and 

ADA services rather than in local bus routes. For example, the City of Phoenix only funds one route with 

regional funding, allocating the remainder to regional express (commuter) bus and ADA service.  
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Figure 16: Bus Route Funding (2019) 

 

Data Source: Valley Metro Transit Service Inventory FY 2019 – FY 2022 

 

Nearly all of the region’s express (commuter) bus service  is funded through Proposition 400 revenues. 

Figure 17 shows the funding composition of the region’s 21 express and RAPID (commuter) bus routes. A 

total of 13 routes are entirely funded through Proposition 400, two are partially funded, and the City of 

Phoenix locally funds all six RAPID routes.  
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Figure 17: Express and RAPID Route Funding (2019) 

 

Data Source: Valley Metro Transit Service Inventory FY 2019 – FY 2022 

ADA  costs  also  comprise  a  large portion of  annual operation  costs; of  the  total  Proposition  400 bus 

expenditures in 2019, approximately $31 million, went towards ADA costs. This amount is not inclusive of 

the full ADA service costs to the region, and several jurisdictions contribute additional local funding.  

5.3 Observations & Takeaways 

The MAG region has undergone significant changes over the last decade. Shifts in sub‐regional population 

growth  has  influenced  and  altered  regional  demand.  The  JE  policy  developed  in  2006  has  not  been 

calibrated to reflect population changes nor how transit services are being provided and funded  in the 

region. Key observations and findings are summarized below: 

 Population growth in different sub‐regions has been uneven for the past 12 years. The West 
Valley has experienced the most significant population growth compared to the East Valley and 
Central Valley/City of Phoenix. 

 The JE allocations are increasingly disproportional to population splits by sub‐region. Most of the 
East Valley cities have higher  JE allocations  than  their  regional population percentages while  the 
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Central Valley/City of Phoenix and majority of West Valley cities have lower JE allocations than their 
regional population percentages. 

 The JE allocations are disproportionate with the share of transit service outputs by sub‐region. The 
Central Valley/City of Phoenix is providing significantly more transit service outputs than its regional 
population percentage and  is not receiving  JE allocation proportional to  its population nor transit 
service output percentages. The East Valley is providing transit service outputs in proportion to its 
regional population; however, it is receiving more JE allocation compared to its population and transit 
service output. The West Valley is providing less transit service output than its regional population 
percentage.  Its  JE  allocation  is  proportional  to  its  transit  service  outputs  but  not  to  its  regional 
population.  

 Local funding plays an important part in the story of transit in the Valley. To  supplement PTF, 
several jurisdictions have gone to their voters to fund improvements to local transit services. These 
services play a critical role in connecting to the regional transit system and improving transit access 
throughout the region. Discussions relating to how the region funds transit operations must consider 
the role and scale local funding plays in sustaining and supplementing the expansion of the region’s 
transit network, and moreover, where regional operating assistance should be focused.  

6. Transit Funding Policy – Industry Review 

A review of recent peer studies and available literature was performed to identify commonalities in how 

regional  transportation  planning  agencies  set  and  administer  policies  relating  to  the  distribution  of 

regional transit funding to eligible entities. 

Based on  the  current  transit policies  in place  in  several  regions  (Los Angeles, CA; Puget  Sound, WA; 

Charlotte, NC; Dallas, TX; and Denver, CO) with multimodal regional transit systems comprising multiple 

complementary regional and local transit services, there are several policy features common to the way 

regions distribute transit funding for transit operations: 

 Formula‐based allocations reflect audited transit performance data 

 Formula‐based funds are calculated and allocated annually based on the most recently available 

audited transit performance data 

 Formula‐based allocations positively correlate with productive, demand‐driven service output 

 Formula‐based allocations must consider geographic and modal equity  

 Transit operators generally have the flexibility to determine how best to accomplish making public 

transportation more convenient, affordable, and improve quality of life 

 The formula allocation methodology for transit operating assistance is transparent and approved 

annually by a  committee  consisting of  the eligible operators and  the Regional Transportation 

Planning Entity (RTPE) distributing the funds 

The following section details Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s transit funding 

policies  and  procedures  to  present  a  clearer  understanding  of  how  regional  funding  allocations  are 

calculated and administered.  
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6.1 Case Study: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

(Metro) Formula Allocation Procedure (FAP) 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  present  a  case  study  of  how  regional  transit  funding  policies  are 

administered in another metropolitan region that consists of multiple local transit service providers and 

RTPE entrusted with  the  responsibility of  allocating  regional  transit  funding  to eligible  transit  service 

providers. The use case presented is this report is the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority (Metro) Formula Allocation Procedure (FAP), the methodology for allocating sales tax receipts 

for public transit each fiscal year in support of public transit throughout the region.  

In  December  1979,  the  then  Los  Angeles  County  Transportation  Commission  (LACTC)  adopted  an 

allocation formula for state and federal transit subsidies for qualified transit operators, as required by 

state law. The FAP was established as the policy mechanism for allocating countywide bus transit funds 

among  the bus operators  in Los Angeles County, as described  in  state  law—§ 99285  (d) of  the Public 

Utilities Code. Aside from fare revenue generated, the FAP fund is the main source of transit operating 

assistance to transit operators in Los Angeles.  

The formula allocation calculations used in the FAP is intended to establish a nexus between the funding 

allocation earned by an eligible operator and the quality of transit service the agency produces. Early in 

the policy formulation process, extensive consideration was given to linking the formula allocations more 

directly to specific indicators of transportation performance such as annual boardings per vehicle service 

mile,  operating  cost  per  boarding.  Ultimately,  the  decision  was made  to  utilize  a  simple  weighted 

calculation tied directly to service output levels and ridership. The formula calculation the LACTC adopted 

in December 1985 simplified the reporting requirements and was modified accordingly: 

 50 percent weight on in‐service revenue vehicle mileage 

 50 percent weight on fare units (defined as total fare box revenue divided by the base fare) 

In September 1996, three years after the SCRTD/LACTC merger, the California legislature passed SB 1755 

(the Calderon bill), which was drafted to ensure that each “eligible” municipal operator received at least 

the proportional share of funds allocated during FY 95. The revised FAP calculation above remains in place 

today7, and continues to be the basis for allocating regional transit operating subsidies to eligible transit 

operators, which include:  

   

 

7 In November 2008, the Board approved a Funding Stability Policy, where operators who increase their fares will have their fare units frozen at 
their level prior to the fare increase until such time that fare unit calculation based on the new higher fare becomes greater than the frozen 
level. 
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 Metro 

 AVTA 

 Arcadia 

 Claremont 

 Commerce 

 Culver City 

 Foothill Transit 

 Gardena 

 La Mirada 

 LADOT 

 Long Beach 

 Montebello 

 Norwalk 

 

 Redondo Beach – Beach 

Cities Transit 

 Santa Clarita 

 Santa Monica – Big Blue 

Bus 

 Torrance 

 

The calculation for the distribution of funds is based on transit performance data for bus operations that 

covers the most recent year for which audited data is available. The FAP controls the allocation of transit 

funds  two  fiscal  years  later.  For  example,  the  statistics  of  FY  18  determine  the  percentage  of  the 

allocations in FY 20. Those percentages are applied to the revenue estimates for FY 20.  

The transit subsidy funds allocated under the FAP consist of regional, state and federal sources: 

 State Transportation Assistance (STA) funds 

 Transportation Development Act (TDA) Article 4 

 Federal Urbanized Area (UZA) Formula Funds Program 

 Formula Equivalent Funds (the portion of Proposition A Discretionary funds ‐‐ also called "Prop A 

40 percent" ‐‐ that grow over CPI; if this is less than the CPI, Prop C 40 percent Discretionary 

money is substituted) 

 Prop A Incentive Program funds (5 percent of the Prop A 40 percent) 

 Foothill Transit Mitigation (funded from Prop C 40 percent) 

 Transit Service Expansion funds (funded from Prop C 40 percent and increased annually by CPI) 

 Discretionary Base Restructuring (was originally Prop A 40 percent, is now Prop C 40 percent) 

 Bus Service Improvement Program (Prop C 40 percent) 

 Municipal Operator Bus Service Improvement Program (funded by Metro, increases by 3 

percent each year) 

Figure 18 shows the FY 2020 FAP shares based on audited 2018 Transit Performance Measures (TPM) data 
submitted by each eligible operator. As discussed previously, the FAP uses 50 percent of operators’ vehicle 
service miles and 50 percent of operators’ fare units. (Fare units, which are used as a proxy for ridership, 
is defined as operators’ passenger revenues divided by operators’ base cash fare). Figure 18 also shows 
the proportional ‘TDA/STA Share’ is based on the sum of 50 percent VSM and 50 percent fare units (shown 
in the 8th column) and applied to that fiscal year’s accumulated FAP funding pool.  

FAP  funds allow eligible operators  receive FAP  fund allocations  for  several  types of  service,  including 
demand response, fixed route and express bus service. While the output levels and associated fare policies 
by  service  type  vary,  the  FAP  calculations  correlative  positively with  service  levels  and  performance 
irrespective of service type and preserve the incentive in place to provide productive, quality service.  
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Figure 18: Los Angeles Metro FY 2020 Bus Transit Funding Percentage Shares 

 

Each year, eligible transit operators submit their annual Transit Performance Measures (TPM) data for the 

FY 2020 FAP calculations from two years prior. As the RTPE, Metro then validates the performance data 

and inputs it into the FAP calculation. The draft FAP calculations are then reviewed by the Bus Operations 

Subcommittee, which consists of Metro and the recipient transit operators. Upon concurrence from the 

BOS, Metro staff prepares a request to the Metro Board to approve the FAP funding recommendations.  

Another key feature of the FAP is the inclusion of state funds from the Transportation Development Act 

(TDA), which requires recipients of funding to undergo a triennial performance audit every three years.  

The performance audit function is to review the performance of transit operators against several standard 

transit performance indicators and identify key initiatives, challenges, and issues facing the transit agency 

in providing quality transit service. Typically, the audit includes a trend analysis showing changes by year 

in  service output,  fare, operating  costs  and  ridership,  and  FAP  allocations, with  recommendations  to 

address service delivery issues impacting overall performance.  

Figure 19 below shows the total formula funds by source based on the TDA/STA shares calculated in the 

FAP model. Combined, these sources add up to an FAP funding level of approximately $780M, accounting 

for approximately 58 percent of the total transit subsidy of $1.35B returned to eligible operators in FY 20.  
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Figure 19: Los Angeles FY 2020 Metro State and Local Fund Allocations 

 

6.2 Observations & Takeaways 

There  are  several  features of  the  FAP  that  are worth highlighting,  as  they  reflect  attributes  that  are 
consistent with principles associated with regional transit funding.  

 The FAP establishes a nexus between subsidy funding levels and transit performance that places 

incentives to maintain efficient and productive transit service.  The  calculation  is  based  on  two 

equally weighted  variables  (vehicle  service miles  and  fare  units),  but  the  underlying  principle  is 

consistent with other peer regions. As an example, the Charlotte Area Transit System  in Charlotte, 

North Carolina has a formula‐based allocation that applies an equal weighting factor to three transit 

output variables: vehicle revenue miles,  fleet size, and unlinked passenger trips  (sourced  from the 

NTD). The key concept is that the allocation‐share an eligible entity receives is based on the amount 

and quality of  transit output produced,  rather  than  transit output being dictated by  fixed  funding 

levels.  

 Funding allocation shares change every year based on variances in actual transit performance 

output. Another key feature of the FAP is that funds are distributed annually based on actual transit 

performance data from two years prior, minimizing the risk of variance between funding shares and 
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actual transit service output levels. This is similar to peer regions that have adopted formula‐based 

methodologies to allocate regional transit funds to eligible operators.  

 TDA requires recipients of TDA funds to undergo a transit performance audit every three years. In 

Los Angeles County, this function has proven to be valuable because it provides a regular opportunity 

to assess the overall performance of the transit operator against commonly held transit performance 

indicators and delve into root causes affecting adverse and position trends over time. In addition, it 

allows for a comprehensive review of funding trends as they relate to external factors impacting unit 

costs, service expansion, and fare restructuring initiatives.  

 There is a formal committee process in place for eligible operators and Metro to discuss, review, 

and approve annual formula allocations, ensuring transparency and communications in the 

distribution of formula allocation funds.   The establishment of the Bus Operations Subcommittee, 

whose membership consists of Metro and the eligible transit operators, is the forum for discussing, 

reviewing and, ultimately, approving the FAP distributions for a given FY for recommendation to the 

Metro Board. The  function of  the Bus Operations Subcommittee  is critical because  it ensures that 

there  is  a  forum  to  raise  policy  issues,  highlight  critical  service  coordination  issues  and  provide 

oversight that Metro as the RTPE is performing its role consistent with adopted policies and practices. 

7. Approaches to Subsidizing Regional Transit Operations 

Based  on  historical  precedent  in  the MAG  region  and  how  regional  transit  operating  subsidies  are 

distributed  in  other  regions,  there  are  three  potential  paths  forward  for  providing  regional  transit 

operating assistance to eligible entities in the MAG region: 

1. Revisit Long‐Range Plan‐based Approach. A plan‐based approach represents a commitment to 

service types, or routes with certain characteristics or that serve specific locations. This approach 

was taken as part of the 2003 Program, whereby MAG and its transit partners developed a plan‐

based implementation approach, which was set aside in 2009‐2010. In hindsight, the commitment 

to a plan‐based long‐range bus service plan was, and continues to be, vulnerable to external risk 

factors outside the control of region’s transit operators. Market‐driven changes, in terms of both 

transit service levels and network structure, can deviate significantly from assumptions made in 

a  long‐range transit service plan that establishes the basis for allocations of regional operating 

subsidies.  Therefore,  transit  operators  typically  adopt  short‐range  transit  plans  that  consider 

between a 3‐ and 5‐year  time horizon, with  long‐range planning efforts  focused primarily on 

strategic and aspirational objective not bound to financial obligations. 

 

In general, long‐range plans are better suited to capital programs, given the comparatively longer 

time  horizon  associated with  the  procurement  and  construction  of  capital  projects. A  lesson 

learned from the 2003 RTP/Proposition 400 is that the commitment to a long‐range plan‐based 

funding  policy  derived  from  2003  average  unit  cost  estimates  is  highly  vulnerable  to 

misalignments in future transit costs, revenues, demographic changes, and performance trends, 

which is exactly what happened as a result of the Great Recession and subsequently created the 

funding‐based, revenue‐sharing approach in place today.  
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2. Continue with the Funding‐Base (Revenue‐Sharing) Approach.  This  approach  would  be  a 

continuation of a fixed allocation JE model currently in place, but it does require establishing an 

updated basis for revenue allocations. There are open issues central to the question of whether 

this approach merits continuation: 

 What should the allocations be based on? Based on the transit performance data discussed 
in the Section 5, there  is a discrepancy between the fixed PTF allocations set  in 2006 and 
amount of actual transit service output both by sub‐region and jurisdiction. Continuation of 
this approach would require recalculating the allocations based on factors reflecting current 
transit service outputs. Based on industry best practice, there are methodologies currently 
in use to re‐baseline the allocation of PTF funds based on actual transit data. However, long‐
range  forecasts of  future  transit service output are  typically not done, given  the range of 
uncertainties impacting short‐term transit service delivery decisions as noted previously. 

 How do you balance geographic equity with demand‐driven transit service planning with a 
20‐year fixed revenue approach? As discussed  in the prior section, transit service output, 
ridership, and operating  costs  in  the Valley have deviated  significantly  from assumptions 
used  to establish  the Table A – Jurisdictional Equity Allocation fixed allocations  in 2006. 
Fixed subsidy allocations are vulnerable to being misaligned with future transit service output 
and demand,  resulting  in both geographic and service  imbalances. Agencies  interested  in 
transit  today may not want  transit  in 20 years. Conversely,  jurisdictions  that do not need 
transit  today may desire  regional  transit operating  subsidies  in  the  future,  should  transit 
demand materialize.  

The principle disadvantages of a  fixed  revenue‐sharing approach  from a policy standpoint are 

three‐fold: 1)  the absence of a mechanism  for  reallocating scarce  regional  transit subsidies  to 

where  transit  service  should  expand  to meet new warranted demand,  2)  the disincentive  to 

decline fixed annual regional operating subsidies where transit market conditions do not support 

the  level  of  service  output  being  produced,  3)  the  inherent  incentivization  of  locally‐focused 

service rather than regionally‐focused service.  

 

3. Migrate to a Formula‐based Approach Correlated to Actual Transit Performance Data.  A 

formula‐based approach that allocates regional transit operating subsidies based on actual transit 

performance data  is  the  approach most  commonly used by peer  regions  to distribute  transit 

operating subsidies to transit operators. The underlying principles of this approach are discussed 

in Section 6.1. The main advantage of  this approach  is  that  transit operating subsidies can be 

adjusted or  reallocated  annually based on  actual  transit  service decisions driven by demand, 

current  and  future market  conditions,  and  broader  demographic,  population,  and  economic 

trends. Transit propensity analysis and short‐range transit planning tools could further be utilized 

in this model to determine system expansion decisions. 

 

There are several options within this approach that enable regions to balance coverage with demand‐

based  transit services. For example,  it  is possible  to establish a base allocation and allocate operating 

assistance based on standard  transit performance statistics  that capture both output and productivity 

(e.g., vehicle revenue miles, annual passenger boardings, fleet size, fare revenue). Other options include 
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separate allocations for regionally‐focused service (e.g., express/commuter bus, ADA paratransit). Section 

6.1 addressed these issues in greater detail.  

7.1 Transit Policy Questions 

The next steps  in  the transit policy discussion are  to explore the key  findings and observations of this 

preliminary technical memorandum, validate that a continuation of regional funding support for transit 

operations  is desired, and  finally, determine  the desired approach or combination of approaches  that 

should be pursued when considering the portfolio of transit investments proposed to be funded with the 

extension of Proposition 400. The following policy questions frame discussion around a regional approach 

to transit: 

 What is the region’s vision for future regional bus transit service? 

 What is the region’s role in funding transit, and specifically, bus service operations and maintenance 

expenses? 

 Which approach should be taken for the bus investment of the next Regional Transportation 

Plan/Proposition 400 extension? 

 Are there certain types of transit service, such as express (commuter) bus or ADA service, for which 

the region should fund entirely? 

 If a plan‐based approach is desired: 

o How does the region identify which routes and service types receive regional funding and 

which routes and service types do not? 

o How do we account for potential increase or decrease in revenues and costs over a 20‐year 

or more period? 

o How do we respond to areas that have new or increased transit demand? How do you 

respond to areas that have decreased transit demand? 

o How do we project transit needs for a period of 20‐years or more? 

o How should local match be calculated? 

o How do we incentivize “good” transit investments and provide disincentives for “bad” 

transit investments? 

o How do you provide flexibility to respond to new or changing services or innovations? 

 If a revenue‐sharing approach is desired: 

o What is purpose or desired outcome of revenue sharing?  

o How are investments distributed across the region, understanding that they alone are 

inadequate for a comprehensive regional system and need to be balanced? 

o What should the revenue allocations be based on? 

o How do we account for market changes over time? What if future transit demand develops 

but an agency doesn’t have a revenue allocation to fund service? What if future transit 

demand decreases reducing the need for an agency’s revenue allocation? 

o How do we incentive “good” transit investments and provide disincentives for “bad” transit 

investments? 

o How do we incentive regional outcomes versus localized outcomes? 

o How is a commitment to a consistent level or type of service delivered across jurisdictions? 
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o How do we allocate a portion of the funds to a revenue sharing model when the balance of 

the investment portfolio or plan isn’t based in jurisdiction‐based allocations? 

o How do we address cost increases in the future? How do you protect regional investments 

from sweeps for local need? 

 If an operating assistance‐based approach is desired: 

o How do we transition from the current regional funding commitment? 

o How do we balance operating assistance across the region? 

o What transit performance statistics should be included? 

o Should the formula include a base allocation to each agency? 

o How do we balance transit coverage with demand? 
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