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March 10, 2010 
 
TO:  Members of the Valley Metro RPTA Board of Directors 
  
FROM: David A. Boggs 
  Executive Director 
 
RE:  March 18, 2010 Board Packet Notes 
 
Attached is the March 18, 2010 Board of Directors Meeting agenda and 
supporting information.  The meeting is scheduled to begin at 12:45 p.m. and will 
be held via conference call due to the limited agenda.  The call in information is: 
 

602-261-7510 
Meeting ID – 7782 

 
The MAG Saguaro Room at 302 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 200 will also be available if 
you choose to attend the meeting in person.    
 
If you have any questions regarding the information in this packet, please let me 
know. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #1 

 
Date 
March 10, 2010 
 
Subject 
Public Comment 
 
Summary 
An opportunity for general public comment on issues related to Valley Metro RPTA.  Up 
to three (3) minutes will be provided for each speaker. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
None 
 
Considerations 
None 
 
Prior Committee Action  
None 
 
Recommendation 
None 
 
Contact Person 
None 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2 

Date 
March 10, 2010 
 
Subject 
Consent Agenda 
 
Summary 
The Board of Directors will consider items A through E on consent. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
Please refer to individual items for this information. 
 
Considerations 
Please refer to individual items for this information. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
Please refer to individual items for this information. 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors approve the items listed on the consent 
agenda. 
 
Contact Person 
David Boggs 
Executive Director 
 
Attachments 
Consent Agenda Items 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #A 

 
Date 
March 10, 2010 
 
Subject 
Minutes 
 
Summary 
Minutes from the February 18, 2010 Board meeting are presented for review and 
approval. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
None 
 
Considerations 
None 
 
Prior Committee Action  
None  
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Valley Metro RPTA Board of Directors approve the minutes 
from the February 18, 2010 Board meeting. 
 
Contact Person 
David Boggs 
Executive Director 
 
Attachments 
February 18, 2010 Board Meeting Minutes
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Minutes of the 
Valley Metro RPTA 
Board of Directors 

Thursday, February 18, 2010 
12:45 p.m. 

 
 

Vice Mayor Shana Ellis, Vice Chair, City of Tempe 
Meeting Participants 

Councilwoman Peggy Neely for Councilmember Michael Johnson, Chair, City of 
Phoenix  
Councilmember Ron Aames, City of Peoria, Treasurer 
Mayor Lyn Truitt, City of Surprise, Secretary 
Councilmember Wayne Ecton, City of Scottsdale 
Vice Mayor Jim McDonald, City of Avondale  
Mayor Jackie Meck, Town of Buckeye 
Councilmember Trinity Donovan, City of Chandler 
Councilman Roy Delgado for Mayor Michele Kern, City of El Mirage  
Councilmember John Sentz for Councilmember Les Presmyk, Town of Gilbert 
Mayor Elaine Scruggs, City of Glendale (via telephone) 
Councilmember Frank Cavalier, City of Goodyear  
Supervisor Mary Rose Wilcox, Maricopa County  
Councilmember Scott Somers, City of Mesa  
 

Mayor Art Sanders, Town of Queen Creek 
Not Present 

Mayor Adolfo Gamez, City of Tolleson 
 
Vice Chairwoman Ellis called the meeting to order at 12:50 p.m. and welcomed 
Councilman Roy Delgado from the city of El Mirage; Councilman John Sentz from the 
town of Gilbert; and Councilwoman Peggy Neely from the city of Phoenix. 
 
1.  Public Comment
 
Marvin Rochelle said he wanted to thank publicly the city of Phoenix, Peggy Neely, in 
particular, for reinstating an awful lot of the cuts in dial-a-ride and helping the disabled 
and visually impaired community.  Secondly, I would also like to applaud the RPTA  

         

for the work that they've done over the years to regionalize my dream.  Regionalize the 
Dial-a-ride system and it's coming slowly but surely, and we all need that and I think that 
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RPTA over the years has done a fantastic job to help get this settled.  I've been working 
on this for 20 years.  I'm going to be 86 my next birthday, but I'm going to keep on 
trucking.   
 
2. 
 

Consent Agenda 

David Boggs, Executive Director, introduced the following items on consent: 
 
A. Summary Minutes from the January 21, 2010 Board meeting 
B. FY 2008/2009 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report and Single Audit Act 
 Report  
C. Budget and Finance Subcommittee Vacancy 
 
Mr. Boggs said there have been minor changes to the summary minutes on pages 5, 
18, 19, and 25.  Mr. Boggs said after each board meeting we send out a summary of 
action taken both to you and to staff and all of the meetings are recorded and DVDs are 
available.  We would like to go to using that summary rather than quasi word-for-word 
minutes.  If you have any issue with that, please let us know.  We believe that it would 
be helpful to everyone rather than such lengthy minutes.  But that will be up to the 
pleasure of the Board.  We would like to try that and if that doesn't work, we'll go back to 
a more detailed set of minutes.   
 
Item B is the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for fiscal year July 1, 2008 
through June 30, 2009.  The firm of Cronstrom, Osuch is now the firm of Larson and 
Allen.  I'm very pleased to say that there were no audit findings, no management letter 
or internal control issues.  The report is available to you if you would like it after the 
meeting.  I would like to thank Mike Taylor, Deputy Executive Director for Finance and 
Sue Kiang and other staff for doing such a great job on the audit.   
 
Item C is the Budget and Finance Subcommittee (BFS) Vacancy.  Vice Mayor Ron 
Aames has resigned from the committee when he assumed the treasurer's role.  We 
would like letters of interest by March 2, 2010, if you are interested in serving on the 
BFS.  The board will select a new member at its March meeting.  
 
Mayor Scruggs requested agenda item A – Summary Minutes be pulled from the 
consent agenda.  She also asked a question regarding item C – Budget and Finance 
Subcommittee Vacancy.  She asked if the BFS would be meeting before the Board 
meets in March to vote on the other member which will be required to come from the 
West Valley?  She said she didn’t understand why this was not taken care of so that the 
election of the member could be at this meeting and now it's moved to March, so I want 
to know if the Committee is going to be meeting between now and the next BFS 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Boggs said no, the BFS is not scheduled to meet prior to April.   
 
IT WAS MOVED BY SUPERVISOR WILCOX, SECONDED BY COUNCILWOMAN 
NEELY AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO ACCPET THE FY 2008/09 
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COMPREHENSIVE ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORT AND SINGLE AUDIT ACT 
REPORT. 
 
Mayor Scruggs said her concern is that item A was not posted for consideration, so it's 
being rolled into the adoption of minutes of a previous meeting, an idea to change the 
process for presenting minutes.  That is a stand-alone item, number one, and does not 
fit under acceptance of minutes of a previous meeting.  
 
Number two, regarding us getting summary minutes and asking for a DVD if we want 
anything further, I will comment that I will remain very opposed to that for a number of 
reasons one of which is the discussions that we've been having over the last few 
months regarding what was actually said and what direction was given at RPTA Board 
meetings.  We have had to go back and pull the tapes or DVDs, or I don't know in what 
form, to listen specifically because there has been so much disagreement and as some 
of us believe ignoring direction given during meetings.  So it's very difficult.  We allow at 
RPTA meetings, members other than the regular board member, to sit in.  And if they 
don't have anything that follows closely how the issue reached the point where it is at 
that particular meeting, they're at a very real disadvantage.  The public cannot -- is not 
going to be ordering DVDs to find out what was really said.  Summary minutes are very, 
very cursory.  And finally, this would be a question for Mr. Sims, whether summary 
minutes would even comply with the law that was passed, I think, in the last session 
regarding posting of minutes on the internet.  
 
I believe especially with all of the difficulties that we have had in the RPTA organization  
regarding some things being said and other actions being taken that this would be an 
extremely harmful, bad way to go to summary minutes.   But the main thing is that's not 
posted for us to take action on today anyway. 
 
Bill Sims, RPTA Legal Counsel, said the open meeting law requires the minutes to 
simply contain a general description of the matters.  He said he agrees with Mayor 
Scruggs that if this Board were to make a decision today to direct staff to alter its 
procedures for reflecting the minutes of this body, it could not make a decision.  What I 
heard the Executive Director say was that he was going to suggest that we go to 
summary minutes because of the numerous revisions that were made to the attempt at 
transcription that the RPTA clerk undertook.   Based on Mayor Scruggs concerns, I 
would advise that we leave the status quo and if a board member desires to put on an 
agenda a discussion of reverting to what's required by the open meeting law, which is 
only a general description, that could occur at the next board meeting.  Meaning, the 
current status quo of almost transcription would remain and then you as a board could 
make a decision.  
 
Councilwoman Neely said she would be supportive of Mayor Scruggs because I tend to 
believe that there has to be some sort of written document.  For those of us that come in 
and out of these committees, and that happens on a regular basis, we shouldn't have to 
sit and listen to a DVD for two hours for the last two months to be able to catch up.  So 
I'm not supportive of that.  I think that our council on a regular basis records the 
meetings, but then they transcribe.   And I think that more importantly in that 
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transcription when you transcribe it, it gives us some ability to understand if the intent of 
what we were trying to get at is taken care of.  If that isn't taken care of, then when we 
do approval of the minutes, that's when it needs to be adjusted.   I’m pretty sure that 
Councilman Johnson would be of the same belief, but I think if it's something someone 
wants, bring it back for an action item, but our position is we support Mayor Scruggs. 
 
IT WAS MOVED BY SUPERVISOR WILCOX, SECONDED BY COUNCILWOMAN 
NEELY AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM THE 
JANUARY 21, 2010 WITH THE MINOR CHANGES TO PAGES 5, 18, 19, and 25. 
 
3. Regional Transit Roles and Responsibilities
 

            

Vice Chairwoman Ellis said we all have been getting a lot of e-mails on this and some 
changes, but this is an effort to resolve conflicts in the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) audits that has been coming up over the years and to better coordinate and 
cooperate in regional and local transit planning and programming, so this Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) has been developed that memorializes the local and regional 
process for decision making for transit.   It's important to keep in mind that it should 
reflect the collaborative and cooperative process and to identify the roles of all the 
affected agencies in the decision-making process.   
 
Mr. Boggs said this issue came up about nine months ago when the MAG Executive 
Committee, responding to a federal certification process finding, that the FTA suggested 
that we need to have a better planning process within the Valley.  There were overlaps 
between MAG directions and our legislation and there was a working group established 
by Dennis Smith of MAG that included our agency, METRO, Phoenix as the designated 
recipient, and MAG, and we've been working for quite some time on trying to pull this all 
together.  We did reach consensus.  Yesterday, we sent those materials out to you.  
Our staff is recommending that we move forward with this item particularly in light of not 
so much the federal piece which won't come back for a few more years on the 
certification, but actually the regional transportation plan audit that is on the horizon.   
 
Mr. Jungwirth said at the last board meeting when staff updated the Board, the Board 
asked staff to find some of the changes from the existing process to look at the pros and  
cons as well as to develop a graphic on what changes would take place which are in 
your packet.   
 
He said under the system level planning, which includes the planning that has potential 
to impact the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the recommendation from the 
working group is to consolidate the system level planning at MAG.  This includes such 
items as the transit element of the RTP, the corridor studies for unfunded projects, and 
systems plans and subregional studies.  
 
And this is very akin to the transit framework study and the commuter rail studies that 
MAG has been doing.  MAG has a lot of the federal money that is coming in for transit 
planning and so it seems appropriate that MAG be more involved in those types of 
planning.  MAG may at times choose to have RPTA or METRO conduct the subregional 
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or corridor studies.  Those studies would be performed on behalf of MAG and then be 
reviewed through the MAG process in lieu of the RPTA or METRO committee process.  
 
Some of the pros regarding this is it helps MAG.  MAG has a federal directive to 
conduct multimodal integrated planning. It would also bring all the modes together at 
one table which would be freeways, streets, bicycle, transit, etc.  It also allows MAG to 
become the central agency to formulate the elements of the RTP.  You have a broader 
representation of jurisdictions at MAG and it may improve the transit planning process. 
 
Mr. Jungwirth said the cons are, the RPTA Board would no longer be responsible for 
approving the transit element of the RTP.  Most of the transit expertise resides at 
METRO and RPTA.  There's a potential that MAG may need to add additional staff to  
handle this new responsibility.  Jurisdictions with little interest or little investment in 
transit may have more of a voice on transit issues in the future.  RPTA's oversight and 
legislative charge for transit system planning and some of the subregional studies would 
be reassigned.  
 
The next item is project planning.  This includes transit projects for evaluation at the 
local and regional level that have funding in place.  These include Alternatives Analysis 
(AA) that are federally required and Design Concept Reports (DCR) before the studies 
are done and brought through the process.  
 
Mr. Jungwirth said the recommendation here is for the process to remain the same 
whereby RPTA and METRO would continue to do those studies but with some process 
modifications.  Those process modifications are that the AAs that would normally come 
through and would be approved by the RPTA or METRO boards, would now be brought 
through the MAG committee process instead of our boards. 
 
Anytime those kinds of studies come through and have an effect on the RTP, it's going 
to go through MAG.  MAG is going to have to give its blessing to those types of studies, 
so we didn't feel like it was a significant change other than the RPTA or METRO Board's 
approval at that time.  
 
He said the DCR is another major scoping document that would be reviewed and 
approved for a concurrence through the MAG process.  MAG will join the operating 
agencies and the affected jurisdictions as members of the team.  That's not too much of 
a change from where we are today.  MAG will provide the oversight and quality control 
of the travel demand model, which is already MAG's charge.    
 
The pros are that it allows the transit operating agencies to plan the implementation of 
the operating projects.  We feel that's very important to bring these different disciplines 
whether it's planning, operations, finance, or marketing, together to make sure that what 
we are planning, once it goes to implementation, is actually implemented appropriately 
and can be operated correctly.  
 
The cons are, project planning that requires an AA would no longer be approved 
through the RPTA or METRO process before going to MAG.  You would still have the 
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potential for the policy makers to act twice, once on DCRs and major scoping 
documents, once at RPTA or METRO and then again at MAG.  
 
MAG staff also made a recommendation that RPTA and METRO should look at 
opportunities to consolidate project development functions between the two agencies.   
They understand that this is a consideration of the RPTA and METRO boards. Our 
response to that is there are some potential for savings and to streamline the process.  
 
Mr. Jungwirth said staff would be happy to go back and research that information and 
come back to the Board to show how that potentially could work in the future, but it 
would require some additional analysis.   
 
He said the staff recommendation for today is for the board to authorize the executive 
director to execute the MOU on the Regional Transit Planning Roles and 
Responsibilities that you find in your packet.  There was originally a clause that staff 
proposed.  We now don't think the clause to document the statutory changes from 
RPTA to MAG is really needed in the MOU and that is what the TMC recommended as 
well.   
 
Supervisor Wilcox said she had talked to Mr. Boggs earlier, in the agreement it says 
transit operators and the MAG region represented on the Regional Council would be 
part and parcel in this.  But on the sign-in sheet they're not on there, so is that possible? 
 
Mr. Jungwirth said we did ask MAG about that and suggested that all the transit 
operators be a signatory party to the agreements, but as they mentioned, they wanted 
to include the major transit operators, and then the other transit operators are all 
represented at the MAG table. So they felt that they would be covered at the MAG table 
itself.  
 
Supervisor Wilcox said because I know that everybody's reached agreement on this, 
and I wasn't in on some of those discussions, but I have a question because MAG is 
forming the transit committee.  Are we going to have cross representation so that we're 
not at odds with each other?  The transit committee that will now be doing some of this 
work, are we going to perhaps have a couple of members who are in both so that we 
don't have to worry that everybody's not talking?  That's always been my concern.  
 
Mr. Jungwirth said I believe that most of the cities and towns and RPTA itself will have 
that cross representation of the individuals so that nothing gets by anybody.  The MAG 
Transit Committee, I know their first charge is looking at the programming of the TIP but 
then they will also be a sounding board for systems level studies and other things as it 
progresses over time.  The RPTA Board and the RPTA committee processes could also 
be brought into those studies as well.  That's the intent.  
 
Supervisor Wilcox said one of the concerns I have is sometimes somebody is 
represented here, like in my case, I'm on RPTA, but Max Wilson is on Transit  
Committee.  So it's not the same person, so sometimes you don't know what RPTA’s 
doing, how you are transit planning -- what my recommendation was going to be was to 
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ask if a couple of designated RPTA members could be on that committee and maybe a 
couple of transit people could come to our meetings so that they would be  
the liaisons.  And if any questions were asked, at least we would have a couple of 
members who would also be there with staff to answer questions about the concerns of  
either group.   
 
Mr. Jungwirth said one difference is the MAG Transit Committee is a staff committee 
and the Regional Council is elected officials; the RPTA Board is elected officials.  So I 
think what we really need to make sure is that both the boards are equally well informed 
of developments in the transit system, I think we can do that. 
 
Supervisor Wilcox said don't they have elected officials on transit committee or 
transportation committee?  
 
Mr. Jungwirth said not on the Transit Management Committee or the staff committees, 
only the RPTA Board at RPTA. 
 
Supervisor Wilcox said so the transit committee is only with staff?  Mr. Jungwirth said 
that is correct. He said Carol Ketcherside is the RPTA representative.  
 
Supervisor Wilcox asked if that is  just a procedure point or do you feel that's something 
that needs to be included in the MOU? 
 
Mr. Jungwirth said no.   
 
Mr. Jungwirth said Eric Anderson is saying it's the Transportation Policy Committee 
(TPC), which is much broader than transit.  The transit committee at MAG is just a staff 
level committee. 
 
Supervisor Wilcox asked if this transit committee will be recommending to the TPC to go 
to MAG then? 
 
Mr. Jungwirth said potentially.  Through the MAG process, the Transit Committee would 
recommend to the Transportation Review Committee, the MAG  Management 
Committee, the TPC, and potentially the Regional Council as well.  
 
Supervisor Wilcox said wherever you have elected officials making decisions that we 
use to make or that are impacting us, we should have some kind of representative from 
our board on that committee so that they will know exactly what our thoughts are.  
 
I don't know if anybody is understanding what I'm saying, but I just want to make sure 
that this committee, because, it's been confusing in the past and no matter if Tempe has 
a rep here and a rep on the committee that Max is on, sometimes, you don't talk that 
much, so I would hope that maybe we could assign somebody to any elected committee 
and at least they'd relay RPTA's concerns to that committee.  
 
Councilmember Neely said I think that, first, we have to back up and say why are we 
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doing what we're doing.  It's because there were some issues in the audit that we 
needed to clear up that we were being asked at MAG why don't you do this planning  
we are financing.  Why isn't it done here?  I think the first thing I want to say is we are 
us.  We must be responsible for us.  Now we all have many facets and you can see that 
we come in and out, but we are us.  And I guess there's great concern.  No one's trying 
to exclude anybody here.  The concern that we've had at the Executive Committee is 
this is a difficult one for a lot of people to swallow.  But I have heard for years we need 
regional transportation.  This is one step in a long way to go to get there.  And no one's 
trying to write anyone out of being able to have a say in what's going on, but I can tell 
you that this is a minor step.  We've got a long ways to go.  No one is intending to 
preclude anything.  Local is still going to have input.  MAG is going to have input, but so 
is RPTA and Metro Rail.  
 
And it was interesting on one of Bryan's cons was well, you might have to see it twice.  
Well, you know what?  To me, that's even better because there's transparency.  It's 
been heard twice.  There's public hearings.  There's nothing wrong with that.  It may be 
heard more than that if it has a local deal, so I guess what I would say is it's painful 
moving in the direction we're moving and I think we've made huge headways.  I believe 
that this is really a great move for this community.  It's one step toward trying to make 
sure that we don't have 10 committees we attend, that we begin to oversee the issues 
that are specialized in each one of the departments.  
 
She said Eric Anderson from MAG is here.  He can tell you what the makeup of the 
committee is.  The chair happens to be Debbie Cotton from the City of Phoenix.  And it 
is staff.  It really is more of a functional type deal to look at this.  It's not to take away 
from the RPTA.  
 
Vice Mayor Aames said I'm a strong supporter of regionalism.  But I have a couple 
concerns here.  I don't want to see a lot of duplication of positions in different entities 
that are involved to make this happen.  That's a cost factor.  I'm concerned we'll risk 
delay taking action on things.  And my larger concern is there are, particularly when you 
look at METRO, and there's six members there, if this really is, an overall MAG 
decision, there will be a lot of jurisdictions having a say on that.  Maybe I'm wrong when 
they really shouldn't.  
 
Mr. Anderson said Councilwoman Neely is correct that the transit committee is basically 
a staff led committee.  Debbie Cotton, director of City of Phoenix Public Transit 
Department chairs that committee.  But I want to address the Transportation Policy 
Committee in particular because that's our highest level Transportation Policy 
Committee that makes recommendations directed by the Regional Council.  You have a 
number of members who sit on this board who also are members of the Transportation 
Policy Committee.  Mr. Aames has been, I think, a charter member of the TPC, Mayor 
Scruggs also.  I believe Supervisor Wilcox actually sits on our Regional Council now.  
So she has an opportunity to weigh in there.  I think Mayor Truitt also as well as a 
number of others.  We have basically the same board members -- physically the same 
board members on the TPC that you have on your board too.  So I hope that clarifies 
that issue. 
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Councilwoman Neely asked Mr. Anderson to tell the Board how the TPC came to be?  
That wasn't just a committee MAG decided to form. 
 
Mr. Anderson said we formed the Transportation Policy Committee actually in 
September of 2002 to provide the high level policy input into the Regional 
Transportation Plan.  It was that committee that really crafted that.  Soon after we 
actually created the committee it was actually put in state statute as the committee that 
recommends to the Regional Council any changes to the regional transportation plan. 
 
Supervisor Wilcox said I'm all for regionalism too.  I think county should run everything, 
but we don't -- I'm all for regionalism.  But I guess what I'm worried about is that we 
have different people from different cities and even different people on county boards 
sitting on all these committees.  And I just want to make sure that RPTA -- because we 
still have a function and a duty.  Some of the ideas we have some of the regional 
planning we're doing particularly with dial-a-ride and things along that line, don't get put 
to a side because there's other priorities and we still have a role.  And I'm just trying to 
make sure that there is information back and forth so that we don't get crosswise and 
there's not information sharing that could help us with that? 
 
Mr. Anderson said we totally share that.  We have a good relationship with RPTA and 
we trade information back and forth all the time. 
 
Vice Mayor Aames said let me use this as an example here to help clarify.  Say the 
METRO Board, as they have, they've decided to do advertising on the cars.  Would that 
be something then that could be overridden with this new over-arching authority?  
 
Mr. Anderson said no.  In fact, the MOU is very clear that what we are talking about are 
the planning responsibilities that under federal law rest with MAG.  All the operating 
characteristics of the transit program rests with the individual transit operators 
themselves.  
 
Vice Chairwoman Ellis said on page 6, number 2, it talks about a review and adoption 
by the affected jurisdictions and then it goes into review and acceptance by METRO 
and RPTA.  Could someone walk me through the difference between adoption and 
acceptance?  To me, acceptance means that if something like your example came to 
one of those boards they could accept it or not accept it, but it really has no bearing on 
whether it would go forward to MAG.  Could you talk about the wording in that particular 
area which I think might get back to some of Vice Mayor Aames' concerns? 
 
Mr. Anderson said there are four levels of what we call the “A” words.  There's 
“acknowledgment” which is the lowest that's basically we see the document.  
 
Vice Chair Ellis said that is informational also. 
 
Mr. Anderson said yes.  There's “acceptance” which is we understand this, we're 
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accepting the report, it's over.  There's “adoption” and then there’s “approval”. 
 
Mr. Anderson said we use these all the time.  In fact, acceptance is a very carefully 
chosen word.  And what we're trying to do is not create situations much as Supervisor 
Wilcox mentioned that we have board positions at the various transit agencies that may 
cause conflicts when it reaches the regional level at the MAG table.  MAG's 
responsibility, is very clear under federal law, requires action by the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization on these Alternatives Analyses.  So what we're trying to do is 
make it clear that these other groups certainly have a role to play, but the approval of 
the document and the approval at the regional level of the locally preferred alternative in 
particular rests with the metropolitan planning organization.   
 
Vice Chairwoman Ellis said I know we spent a lot of time at this board level and I think 
METRO did too about a weighted vote.  Talk about how that works -- how would that 
affect this Board versus what MAG may have in their policies since some of us don't 
serve on the MAG Board.  
 
Mr. Anderson said the members of the RPTA Board and MAG do have weighted voting 
provisions in its bylaws.  It's been used a few times over the some 20 years it's been in 
place.  Typically MAG votes on a one-jurisdiction one-vote process.  Any of the 
jurisdictions can call for a weighted vote and I can't get into all the details.  I'm not 
familiar enough with how it works.  But basically it's a way that a motion --  that an 
action actually can get blocked to the MAG process, so it forces further conversation, 
further consensus.  
 
Councilwoman Neely asked if only certain committees have the ability to do the 
weighted vote.  Mr. Anderson said that was correct.  He said the Transit Committee 
does not operate weighted votes and neither does the Transportation Policy Committee. 
 
Mayor Scruggs said I would just comment that it seems like these issues that are raised 
that might be of concern in this moving forward with this action, really are issues that 
are occurring right now and that hopefully will be eliminated as we go forward.  
Right now we are speaking with many voices and Supervisor Wilcox is correct, within 
each jurisdiction people are not always talking to each other so that brings confusion to 
the committee that is next in the line.  So I see moving forward at this time not only  
solving issues with the federal government, but also eliminating some problems we 
have already been experiencing.  
 
Regarding the weighted vote, if that's a concern to people, that pretty much exists 
everywhere.  At Valley Metro Rail it has one composition.  On our Board at RPTA it has 
another composition.  And in fact, Councilman Johnson alluded last meeting to his 
acquiescence on the quorum issue.  
 
Well, if you go back and read what the change was on the quorum issue having to do 
with Phoenix, it does give cities an opportunity if the board member cannot be present 
to have an item held back.  I thought I was going to work my entire life on that, and now 
I can't remember the specifics, but it's in there, so that's a form of a weighted vote as 
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well as each jurisdiction has a weight.  Then you go to MAG and you have the same  
situation.  So this is not introducing something new if people are thinking that it's going 
to put new weight on matters that was not there before.  I've read the materials and 
what really moved me the most on all of this was staff.  Glendale staff did gather 
together all of the information regarding how many years the federal government has 
been directing that we move in this fashion.  And it really surprised me.  I hadn't kept  
track of it and I didn't realize it.  I think it's time to move along.  
 
IT WAS MOVED BY SUPERVISOR WILCOX, SECONDED BY COUNCILWOMAN 
NEELY AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO APPROVE THE MEMORANDUM OF 
UNDERSTANDING AS PRESENTED. 
 
4. 

Mr. Boggs said the Senate Bill 1416 version that was sent to you last night replaces 
what was the original Senate Bill 1416 by Senator Verschoor. This mirrors the MOU that 
you just approved.   

Senate Bill 1416 
 

 
Mr. Sims said when we took this to TMC a little less than two weeks ago, on the eve of 
that meeting we became aware of SB 1416 that someone had drafted on a parrallel 
effort to accomplish what you just approved in the MOU.  That spawned a spade of 
furious e-mailing as all the various jurisdictions tried to address how to, in effect, codify 
what you just agreed upon.  The bill that's before you accomplishes three goals.  It 
reduces the overlapping and parallel jurisdictions that FTA talked about.  Mr. Anderson 
mentioned this at the TMC meeting.  He acknowledges that there is in existing law 
conflicts between our legislation and the laws that govern MAG.  It preserves RPTA's 
planning responsibility with respect to operations and with respect to the implementation 
of operations.  And thirdly, it attempts to not alter any other aspect of the law that is now 
25 years old.  And I'll give you a couple quick examples some of which, Vice Mayor 
Aames, addresses your concern about acknowledging that local efforts are protected.  If 
you go to page 1 of the bill, you'll see on line 28 we modified the provision that was in 
the initial bill that had the effect, I think, unattended of MAG taking all your money.  
 
So we've changed that so that the PTF still stays under your jurisdiction.  That probably 
is the most significant change.  It was unintended in the initial bill and fixed here.  To 
address the point that Vice Mayor Aames asked about and others concerning 
preserving the right of the local jurisdictions, the right of you to operate, turn to page 2.  
You will see that we now changed the term from the regional public transportation plan.  
 
That's the plan that you as a Board were codified to prepare and, in fact, weren't 
preparing while MAG was preparing the regional transportation plan.  So now we've 
clarified what MAG's responsibilities are using the same template that you had in the 
MOU, and that's what you see all on page 2, but acknowledging that there's local 
operators, look on line 35. We've made sure that we protected the operational 
responsibility of METRO so it's not the regional planning agency, but it's the rail 
operator that's in charge of rail operations.  
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And the third example would be to preserve your operational authority and the question 
about advertising on buses or rails turn to page 3.  If you look on line 12, that clearly 
acknowledges your responsibility and right to implement the operational components of 
the RTP.  So the MAG working group met furiously over the last 48 hours.  We 
apologize we got this to you late yesterday.  We believe it accomplishes those three 
goals.  And we recommend its adoption. 
 
Mr. Sims said we hope to have your approval and then we can move forward and get 
the bill amended along these lines. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Ellis asked if this legislation is necessary?  It's my understanding 
other communities just have an MOU and the FTA is fine with that.  Could you address 
why the legislation would be necessary to pass? 
 
Mr. Sims said if your read our memos of 10 days ago we were saying we could stay 
with the MOU because we were skeptical that we could get all the stakeholders in the 
same room and agree upon and that happened yesterday.  Madam Chair, I believe the  
legislation is important because it does now have many aspects of being incorrect.  It 
has you preparing a plan that you don't prepare.  It has MAG preparing a different plan 
sometimes inconsistently.  It has, for example, on the bottom of page 3, it has you 
spending certain funds on operational requirements, when a different statute you're 
required to only spend them on planning requirements.  So we made that change.  So I 
believe -- but you raise a good question if the legislation doesn't pass, are we okay.  
Yes, the MOU would be sufficient, but we think the legislation is a good way to clean it 
up now that we have all the stakeholders agreeing.  
 
Supervisor Wilcox said I think your question was one that was very good because it 
went to the heart of the matter.  You know, if we have an MOU why do we need it.  But 
if we need it for statutory cleanup.   
 
IT WAS MOVED BY SUPERVISOR WILCOX, SECONDED BY COUNCILMAN 
ECTON TO APPROVE THE REVISED LANGUAGE IN SENATE BILL 1416. 
 
Councilwoman Neely said I've pushed the envelope and I want to thank all of the staffs 
that have come together and made both of these items work out.  We will have an 
Executive Committee meeting on Friday because we actually had met on Tuesday, so 
we were unable to do a final approval and since we got everything done yesterday.  So 
thank you to all the staffs for the great work that you did and I think that the beneficiaries 
are all of the cities and counties and transit people that are involved in this.   
 
Vice Chairwoman Ellis said I just would like to make a final comment.  As a regional 
player, I will support this.  I guess the issue that I have is getting this information at 5:30 
p.m. last night and I know we're up against a time frame dealing with the legislature, but 
my fear is voting on two things that are so integral to this whole transportation process 
as a whole as a regional player.  And to vote on these items including legislation when 
we haven't had the proper time to digest it, to go over it with our individual attorneys, 
that type of thing, it's makes me extremely uncomfortable.  But I'll be a regional player 
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and I'll vote for it.  It's just the timing.  I wish we had more time.  And I know that's 
beyond most people's control, but I just have to make that statement for the record.  
 
Mr. Sims said I shared that view.  I had that view 48 hours ago.  And I actually was 
criticized strongly for having that view occasionally.  But we've really moved mountain 
and earth to try to in effect using the MOU that I think you have had time to look at and 
I'm here as your attorney telling you I believe the statute does reflect the MOU and I 
know your city attorney was my partner.  I've talked to him about some of these issues 
and we've worked through them.  I recommend it.  And I'd be happy to talk to you if you 
have any concerns.  But I believe it is consistent with the MOU.  I do believe it's 
important to get done. I do have a question, though. I have a feeling there will be 
changes in the legislative process.  And we don't have time to have you meet again.  
 
And I'm wondering if this Board would give your executive director authority to approve 
changes that are consistent with the MOU because just knowing legislation it's going to 
change.  And what you approve today will not be what's in the final bill.  And I'm  
wondering if the mover and the seconder wouldn't mind amending it to say in the event 
there are minor amendments consistent with the MOU your executive director would 
have authority to approve those amendments provided he then reports those changes 
back to you.  
 
Vice Chairwoman Ellis said I think we probably need to have a discussion regarding 
that.  Unless the two people are comfortable with that.  I understand where you're 
coming from, but that's kind of a major step.  This affects the agency employees, so it's 
a little bit different.  
 
Councilman Aames said what if there is a change that is not consistent with the MOU?  
Mr. Sims said we have authority to approve that. 
 
Mr. Sims said they'll ask Mr. Boggs for his view and right now we would say we don't 
have Board approval for that.  
 
Supervisor Wilcox said I think as the maker of the motion as long as the intent stays 
with the intent of the MOU.  I think Mr. Boggs could, be involved with it.  But it would 
have to be the intent that the MOU is and the discussion held today. 
 
Vice Chairwoman Ellis asked if Supervisor Wilcox is amending her motion.  Supervisor 
Wilcox said yes. 
 
Councilman Ecton said I'm okay on the second and I think that's a fair statement.  The 
intent as long as there's not a change in the philosophy and what have you -- or the 
implication --  said if it's word-smithing and those types of things or doesn't really 
change the intent I'm okay.  He said my next question is what if there is a change in the 
intent? 
 
Mr. Boggs said we would have to come back for Board approval on the first part with 
minor changes consistent with the MOU you can be assured that I will not do anything 
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without your counsel providing advice.  But if there's a major change, we're going to 
have to come back quick.  And that's exactly what we would do as fast as possible.  
 
Councilman Somers said I have a question, which is if it is a major change and if Mr. 
Boggs, even without authority, were to say that we can't agree to it because it's been a 
major change, it's the legislature enacting a law, we don't have a choice.  So what 
difference does it make. 
 
Mayor Scruggs said this is my opinion, but I would think that we would not want our 
individual cities lobbying against a bill that came to us.  That was where I'm coming from 
as far as being on the same page.   
 
Mr. Sims said that's exactly my concern.  My concern is we don't want to represent that 
the bill as changed has been approved by this body because it may be the city of Mesa 
disapproves the change.  
 
Councilman Somers said I would imagine if it comes back and it's not consistent with 
the MOU, regardless we would be saying, if this is not consistent with the MOU and 
then our individual intergovs would be stirring it up a little bit at the level, but the 
legislature being what it is and the authority that they have, I guess the best we could do 
is just start sending out tweets. 
 
Mr. Sims said that would be an open meeting law violation. 
 
Mayor Scruggs said I think you touched on something that maybe we can go back over.  
It could be that there are changes made that if the RPTA Board of Directors met there 
might be a majority that did not support them, but individual cities might, so I heard you 
say we wouldn't want our individual cities going down and lobbying for something or 
against or whatever if we hadn't met, but if the intergovs from individual cities went 
down speaking for that city, because it's that city's position, really nothing can stop that.  
 
Mr. Sims said the cities have the ultimate control over their decision from their council. 
 
Mayor Scruggs said, but they should not speak as an RPTA Board member.  They 
should speak as the city of Glendale or the city of whichever city it is.  Would that be 
correct? 
 
Mr. Sims said yes, ma'am.  Madam chair, the only reason I ask is I can guarantee you if 
I didn't ask that question, 72 hours from now your executive director would be calling me 
and asking me if he had authority on your behalf to approve changes to the law.  
 
Mayor Scruggs said no.  I agree.  And I think this is a good healthy discussion, but I 
think that we shouldn't have an expectation that one or more cities might not speak up 
on their own behalf regarding the bill even though the collective body hasn't met and 
considered it. 
 
Councilman Somers said  I would certainly hope that that would not be the case, 
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because what Mayor Scruggs is describing, if I'm hearing her correctly, would be a 
rogue city breaking out of a regional context and start lobbying on their own.  And the 
purpose of this body and this MOU and all the work that has been done to this point has 
been in an effort to develop a truly more regional system.  So let's hope that that would 
not be the case.  
 
Mayor Scruggs said I'm just raising this, I don't expect to be doing anything like this, but 
I'm raising this because I think we need to be honest.  If this organization meets once a 
month, it's not going to meet next month, there might be changes.  
 
Most of the time the efforts to reach consensus are carried on by our staff members, but 
yet if there's no mechanism by which this Board can speak out, give new direction, 
change direction, whatever, that cannot limit an individual city that feels very strongly 
about something from implementing a direction that their council has given.  
 
So, in other words, and believe me, I have no specific situation in mind or no change, 
but I think we need to be realistic about this.  If the matter comes before the Glendale 
City Council and they give me direction to vote a certain way and they give direction to 
our intergovernmental programs director to lobby a certain way, that can't be overridden 
by RPTA. 
 
Vice Mayor Aames said did the authors of this or the committee, do they want to get our 
consideration at the state legislature?  
 
Mr. Sims said I should turn to Councilmember Neely.  I mean, they are scheduling a  
telephone conference tomorrow after this meeting today so we could report the result of 
your vote so that when this bill is lobbied, it could be lobbied as an RPTA approved  
piece of legislation.   
 
Vice Chairwoman Ellis said there is a motion and a second on the table as 
amended.  The Board voted unanimously to approve the language in the revised 
Senate Bill 1416 and authorizes the Executive Director to allow for minor changes 
to the bill that don’t change the intent of the legislation. 
   
5. 
 

Capital Development Policy 

Mr. Boggs said this is an item that we've been working on for quite some time, well over 
a year.  There's still some refinements, some internal procedures that I need to look at, 
so I'm going to ask that this item be pulled and I will just keep you posted on this in the 
future.  We just want to make sure we're prepared for audit purposes and there's some 
things we can do internally that cover this as well.  So I would ask that you pull this item. 
 
This item was pulled from the agenda.  
 
6. Office Space Update and Requirements

Mr. Boggs said our office space lease in this building is up at the end of 2010.  There 
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are a number of things obviously with the market going on.  Our current square foot cost 
is not quite $23 per square foot.  There are spaces out there for in the $15 range per 
square foot.  I just think we have a fiduciary responsibility to just see what is available.  
And there are a couple really key pieces.  One is that we are in this building with 
Phoenix and we'll be asking them for input on this process.  
 
And the other piece is rail -- METRO has quite a bit of vacant space in their building 
that, frankly, they're having to pay for and their members are having to pay for in 
operating costs, and we're looking at that extensively if there is any practical way to 
work with them.  Steve Banta, the new CEO of METRO, and I have talked, and so that 
is a very high priority for us to look into that space, whether or not that would be a 
practical space.  
 
We currently have 24,000 square feet in this building. The only additional, need for 
space is if we're in a different facility where there is no meeting space. Then we would 
have to go up to 33,000 square feet, but that's solely because of conference rooms and 
things of that type.  So until we finish the process we're not going to know how that's 
going to play out.  So with that I'd like to ask Don Rodie to come up, senior director of  
Cushman & Wakefield, who is assisting with this and he'll give you a quick presentation.  
Again, we're very conscious of the financials of everybody in the Valley and we just 
need to do the right thing here, and we want to come back later with options and let you 
pick what we do.  Right now we're in the exploratory stage.  This is informational only.  
 
Mr. Rodie said in the process of optimizing the terms and conditions for future 
occupancy we go through a six-step process.  In the strategic planning part of it we 
engaged an architectural firm, Dick and Fritche Design Group.  They conducted a 
programming effort including the staff leaders to identify what the current and forecasted 
needs would be for the office space.  That process effectively defines the ideal facility 
both in size and in components.  
 
The next step is a market evaluation where we take that ideal facility and we match it 
with what's available in the market.  The conclusion of that first pass was we identified 
18 buildings that could suitably accommodate the RPTA.  We shortlisted that after 
touring it and at this point are down to five, although I believe there are seven buildings 
in your report.  Those five buildings include this facility, the 302 North First Avenue 
building and also includes the light rail sublease, and then three other buildings.  One of 
them that you see in the report is a midtown building which we've effectively eliminated 
because we've heard from you that we really want to focus on being in downtown.  
 
The tactical plan execution which is where we are right now is to submit requests for 
proposals to the shortlisted buildings which are also being fit tested by the architectural 
firm.  The exercise the architect engages in helps us to see how efficient the buildings   
are able to deliver the programmed current need.  And what you find in that exercise is 
that some buildings can deliver effectively the program for less space than other 
buildings.  And, of course, that has a direct financial impact on the occupancy cost.  
 
The final implementation part, stage four, is really the contractual negotiations.  And 
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then we get into construction management, building space out if that's necessary.  We 
narrowed it down and we've pulled out the buildings in midtown and we're effectively 
looking at just downtown.              
 
The buildings being considered are: 
 
 302 N. 1st Avenue 
 METRO sublease 
 Collier Center  
 Renaissance Square 
 111 W. Monroe  

 
Councilman Ecton said I just want to call to everybody's attention that, of course, any 
move will involve some retrofitting and that bears into the cost, so you don't just look at 
the leasing cost.  There's other things.  And you kind of alluded a little bit you said some 
of these buildings are very close.  The cost of moving from one building to another 
doesn't really matter an awful lot how close they are.  If you just move from one building 
to another, the cost is the same whether it's a block away or two blocks away.  So I'm 
sure you're experienced at this and you know what you're talking about, but there's 
other costs other than just leasing.  
 
Mr. Rodie said  we have been preparing a detailed budget that will be prepared to 
submit for your review prior to the next Board meeting that will incorporate all the capital 
expense, moving expenses, all those kinds of things.  As we move through the fit  
testing process, we'll be able to get a lot more clarity on the specifics of what those 
costs will be and they will vary from building to building. 
 
Mayor Scruggs said Mr. Boggs may have addressed this when he was explaining what 
they're looking for.  Our action that we're taking on Item No. 3 and Item No. 4, my 
question has to do with whether they're looking for something to house the same 
number of people or fewer people.  Mr. Jungwirth had said that if MAG were to take 
over these duties MAG may need to increase staffing so that would tell me that there 
might be a decrease in staffing for RPTA.  So how is the issue of moving roles and 
responsibilities being addressed in looking for new office space. 
 
Mr. Boggs said we have not gone into significant detail on that.  I believe it would be just 
a handful of positions on whatever we ended up doing with that.  The 24,000 square 
feet that we currently have is just chock-full, so if we had a few positions that were 
transferred over, the square footage would be, frankly, very, very similar.  And also I 
think that plays into the rail option.   
 
 
There is square footage there a significant amount that's available and we could refine 
that further.  Right now I don't see any position changes with the planning process being 
a huge number of people because we only have a handful of people in our planning 
department right now.  
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Vice Chairwoman Ellis asked for that to be addressed in April.  Mr. Boggs said the 
information would be included. 
 
Councilman Ecton said I don't mean to bring up a bad subject, but, of course, if we 
decided that the rail office was a good place to go, that brings back the interest in 
combining the organization some way or another, and I think we can't forget about that.  
There are some great cost savings ideas if we restructure both groups so that it can be 
managed more effectively and efficiently.  
 
7. ADA In-Person Assessment Center Space Update and Requirements 
 

 

Mr. Boggs said Mr. Rodie is also going to make a presentation on this item.  This 
involves our in-person assessment, which is our new practice for certifying ADA 
customers.  And at a previous meeting we showed what this looks like and I think it was 
kind of a shock.  It certainly was to me.  You have a building that has to have a bus in it.  
It has to have various kinds of training devices for the customers.  One of the key pieces 
here and it will be shown as Mr. Rodie goes through the presentation, is we want this 
near public transportation particularly light rail and bus routes, and with that I'll just turn 
it over to him.  Again, this is informational.  We're out doing a lot of research on this as 
well.   

Mr. Rodie said the strategic planning process started with an exercise that the architect 
did to program this to determine how much space we would actually need.  It was 
determined that it would be about 17 to 18,000 square feet.  And as Mr. Boggs alluded, 
there are some specialty things that are unique about this facility that would pretty much 
preclude a lot of buildings from being candidates. One of which is the fact that you need 
to have -- we want geographically for it to be on the light rail or very close proximity to 
light rail and close to, you know, bus service.  
 
And so the types of commercial buildings that are along light rail specifically need to 
accommodate a certain clear height which minimally is 14 feet.  It needs to have a roll-
up door so that we can have access to bring the bus in and some of the other things 
that go in there.  So we did a pretty thorough search in our market evaluation stage to 
identify buildings that were candidates.  And not surprisingly there weren't very many of 
them.  We started with about eight buildings.  Five of them have been eliminated 
because of a variety of reasons.  One of  them was on the light rail, but didn't have the 
type of cubic area that we needed within the space, nor did it have, suitable egress and 
ingress to really maneuver well both the applicants and the stuff that we're going to put 
inside this building.  
 
The list has been narrowed down to three locations:   
 
 Park Central Mall  
 44th and Van Buren  
 4600 East Washington 

 
We are considering the Third Avenue side of Park Central.  They would redo the whole 
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fascia to accommodate you to create a turn-in for the dial-a-ride vehicles that would be 
bringing applicants, and it's a large cubic space.  
 
It was formally occupied by a data center function, so it's got about 16-foot clear height.  
The column spacing is way greater than 25 feet which is kind of the benchmark we're 
looking for so that we can maneuver things around inside the space.  The space can 
easily install a roll-up door to bring things in there like the bus.   
 
This side will have good signage, very visible from Third Avenue.  Again, it will have a 
pull-in so that the dial-a-ride vehicles can drop off and pick up and just be waiting for the 
applicants as they complete the assessment.  We did look at a space that was up front  
right in here.  But the column spacing was about 12 feet, 15 feet.  And to maneuver 
around it, it would preclude it as a suitable candidate.  It would make it closer to the light 
rail station.  It would be more visible from Central Avenue, but functionally it just 
wouldn't work.  
 
The 44th and Van Buren sight is basically an industrial building.  The owners of this 
building are a little stressed.  We have a buyer that will purchase this building that's very 
well healed and would be able to do the lease with you.  It is close to light rail and there 
is a bus stop in front of this location.  There's a roll-up door that we can install here 
easily moving the bus or other items into the building.  Column spacing is about 30 feet 
on center, so it's easy to maneuver around in the building.  Right now the building is 
completely open.  We would have to install some office space, some support areas, 
bathrooms, those kinds of things.  The bathrooms need to be redone.  
 
The 4600 E. Washington site is an office building which is owned by the State 
Compensation Fund.  There's two spaces in this building on the ground floor.  One 
would be for the assessment course and then there would be -- because that space is 
about 10,000 square feet, 12,000 square feet.  And then across the lobby there's a 
smaller space where we could install the offices, interview rooms, that kind of thing.  
There's adequate space for dial-a-ride to bring passengers in, drop them off, pick them 
up.  It's a very visible building from the freeway.  
 
We've exhausted the availabilities all along the light rail and the challenge really is 
finding something central, something that is in close proximity to the freeways and 
something that is very close to a light rail station that can actually accommodate this 
requirement. Our next action is again to submit our RFPs.   
 
Those same RFPs are in the final stages of development and we'll be submitting them. 
 
Vice Mayor Aames said you're saying central, but basically these are central within the 
east side, not very central to the west side.  And the west side does not really have easy 
access to the light rail, so that's not so meaningful.  You didn't look at any buildings the 
west side of Central?  Probably the one here -- the one up north on Central might be the 
best link to the west side, but, I'm not very pleased that I don't see any that are really 
central.  You got central to the middle of the east side.  You don't have central to the 
region.  
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Mr. Rodie said we were directed to look on the light rail line only. 
 
Vice Mayor Aames said I'm saying I'm not pleased that that's such a high criteria 
because people coming from Peoria aren't going to use light rail.  
 
Vice Mayor Jim McDonald said I know your criteria was a little bit stiff, so I guess the 
first thing I'd like to say it seems kind of odd to me that the importance of being on the 
light rail are for people who are going to be using this facility are asking for special 
conditions anyway, so the reason they're asking for this is because they can't use 
normal public transportation anyway. So I don't think necessarily putting it on the light 
rail or even a bus system is as important if they're going to be coming on a dial-a-ride or 
similar type of facility anyway.  I just wanted to put that thought out there.   
 
As for where it's located, if it does end up being something more east of central, I would 
just like to ask as we charge for these types of facilities using this type of facility, that we 
do it as a per ride charge as opposed to a per mile charge.  So if we do end up putting 
somebody in a van to take them there to this facility that's not -- it would be equitable if 
it's charged by ride rather than per mile.  The last thing I'd like to put on there when we 
first looked at this, we were given a presentation.  We were shown one of these 
facilities.  The facility we saw was outdoors.  So why do we need to have a bus -- well, 
we saw one indoors, we saw one outdoors.  I think we saw a little bit of both.   We could 
open up the candidates for buildings by a lot if we -- the need for this bus could be 
outside.  Now I understand sometimes it's really hot here and that's uncomfortable, but, 
so is everybody who rides a bus in the state of Arizona or the city of Phoenix area.  
 
I think we could open up a lot of areas, add a lot more candidates to the list, even save 
a lot of money space-wise.  If the bus is the only one large item that we need to limit 
ourselves on items, put that outside, do everything else inside, things that can be 
staged that aren't an actual bus, I think we have a lot more places to choose from even 
maybe more central in this area.   
 
Mr. Boggs said we will take your comments into consideration.  And another thought in 
relation to Vice Mayor Aames comments, we will look at what's been said.  We'll go 
back to our team who's been viewing nationwide facilities and got a lot of detail, but we'll 
take these comments into consideration.  And one of the items as well possibly in the 
future, not that we don't need to do the first one right, but we likely could have more 
than one site in the Valley.  
 
Vice Chairwoman Ellis said I apologize.  I have a mandatory candidates forum I need to 
be at at 3:00 p.m., so Vice Mayor Aames is prepared to take over the meeting.  It's my 
understanding that we don't have anything in our bylaws if the vice chair is running the 
meeting and leaves, but that I can designate someone.  And he's prepared to continue 
this discussion.  So I apologize.  And thank you for a very lively first meeting.  
 
Councilman Cavalier said the only comment that I'd like to make is everything you're 
looking at is Class A office space. 
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Mr. Rodie said we are not looking at Class A space for the assessment space.  The 
4600 East Washington building is a brand new building, but Park Central could  
never be considered a Class A office space and neither would the 222 North 44th Street 
building.   And the office spaces that we've shortlisted, I think most people would 
consider the Collier Center to be an A building.  And I think that most people would still 
consider the Renaissance Square to be an A building.  But the 111 West Monroe 
building is probably considered a B, B- building.  This building is probably considered an 
“A” building.  101 North Central is probably considered a B building.  
 
Vice Mayor Aames said Mr. Boggs mentioned the possibility of two ADA locations.  If 
that were the consideration then, you know, 44 blocks east and 44 blocks west makes 
sense.  But if we're just going to is have one location, I see these as too far away.  
Anyone taking a bus from our place to yours would be problematic and don't really have 
connection to the light rail.  
 
Mayor Scruggs said I would just like to follow-up on what you're saying.  Everything 
we're going through right now, this organization needs to be looking at how to contain 
costs, not how to expand them.  I remember when we first started talking about a 
location for this particular process.  And we've explained that they will never be as busy 
as they're going to be in the beginning because all of the existing users need to be 
certified and qualified and so forth.  So really the idea of an effective location is kind of 
curious in my mind.  Because we're going to have our biggest need in the beginning.  
So following up on what you were saying regarding what is really central needs to be 
addressed first.  And then you start looking for buildings afterwards.  And I think this is 
going a bit backwards.  Who primarily is going to need to come and where are they 
coming from, and then the costs to bring them there might make a building become 
more expensive.  I believe I heard that they will be coming -- we will need to subsidize 
their ride for them to come there.  
 
So I think your issue that you've raised about what is central is not definitely not agreed 
to and not well thought out and that should happen first before specific locations are 
being preselected.  And I really doubt that we'll be having a second location.  And if we 
do, I think we're doing something really wrong.  
 
Vice Mayor Aames said we should define what is central and what the best location is 
before we proceed.  
 
8. 
 

Legislative Update 

Mr. Jungwirth said there's been a number of bills that have been referred to the 
governor.  One you probably heard about is the one cent sales tax to help for schools 
and the deficit that that is awaiting the governor's signature.  
 
There were two companion bills on the lottery.  One extending the lottery for 25 years 
through 2037 and then one that would bond the lottery out and take the money that was 
originally going to the general fund of $35 million a year and promise that to the bond 
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holders to raise $450 million for the state itself for the general fund.  It would not affect 
the beneficiaries at this time.  Although we are watching, the governor's budget is 
proposing a redirection of the lottery funds both LTAF I and II, which has real severe 
affects on cities and towns as far as transit goes.  
 
Another bill that's making its rounds is a bill that takes a piece of the Vehicle License 
Tax from ADOT before it goes into the highway user revenue fund and it allows that to 
be used for the state to match different federal rail and transit grants.  So I think they're 
looking at about $2 million a year or so over five years for a total of around $10 million.  
 
We have the vanpool exemption from the tourism and sports authority tax that we talked 
about last year.  That is making it's way through the process.  Its passed Ways and 
Means, going to rules and then on to the floor.  
 
On the federal side the FY 11 appropriations submittals have now been delivered to the 
first congressional office and the other ones are in short order.  The fiscal year '10 
apportionments and earmarks have been released through five out of the 12 months so 
far through that continuing resolution through the end of the month.  Looks like the 
numbers are about nearly a 5 percent increase over '09, which is good for 
transportation.  And as far as reauthorization goes, the Senate is going to be taking up 
the Jobs Bill.  There is a provision in that bill to extend the reauthorization through the 
end of this calendar year.  The jobs bill that's going to the senate, at least the first one, 
is going to be much more limited.  It has some tax breaks for businesses that are hiring 
new employees, but it's not like the house bill that came out that mirrors the ARRA 
funds in the Recovery Act.  The first Stimulus that you all saw had $8.4 billion to transit 
and $64 million coming here to the Valley. That is going to be the subject of a second 
round of a jobs bill in the senate side, so we're thinking maybe that's got a 50/50 chance 
of moving and that's the one that has the provision to have the projects under contract 
within 90 days.  
 
We're still watching the alternative fuels tax credit.  There's a number of tax extender 
bills that are going to be going to the senate.  The one that expired the end of last year.  
and provides a 50 cent per gallon credit to the operators of transit for compressed and 
liquefied natural gas, so that's very important to us.  We're continuing to watch that.   
 
And the President just released his FY 11 budget.  It does have a two percent increase 
for transportation and given the economic climate in D.C., I think we're doing very well 
to get that.   
 
9.   
 

Executive Director’s Report 

Mr. Boggs said this is a follow-up to a notification we sent out to your offices yesterday 
and to your public information officers.  We did have a tragedy in the East Valley in our 
operations.  At approximately 1:25 p.m. yesterday, a bicyclist was hit after he veered 
into the path of one of our oncoming LINK buses on Main Street downtown at Lindsay 
and Val Vista traveling westbound in Mesa.  He was riding on the sidewalk riding 
towards oncoming traffic before going into the street where he was struck by the bus.  
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We're very sorry about this.  Our operator was -- there wasn't really anything he could 
do.  And we never like tragedies within your system.  I did want to follow-up and report 
it's still under investigation.   
 
And also I just want to be clear, the March 18th meeting is still a scheduled meeting and 
we'll be working with Chairman Johnson on the agenda, so I don't want any confusion 
that that's canceled because that will be up to Chairman Johnson.   
 
10. Future Agenda Items Request and Report on Current Events
 

.   

None.   
 
With no further discussion the meeting adjourned at 2:28 p.m. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2B 

 
Date 
March 10, 2010 
 
Subject 
Request for Proposals (RFP) for Vehicle Inspection Services 
 
Summary 
Valley Metro presently contracts its vehicle inspection services with Vehicle Technical 
Consultants (VTC) for ongoing bus inspections to meet Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) oversight guidelines for new bus purchase inspection requirements.  The current 
five-year agreement with VTC will expire on June 30, 2010.  In order to continue with its 
vehicle inspection program beyond June 30, 2010, Valley Metro needs to issue a RFP 
for a new agreement with a firm to perform the vehicle inspections. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
It is estimated that the cost during FY11 will be $157,000.  The expense is budgeted in 
the following projects: 2015 (RPTA Fixed Route Service, Veolia); 2017 (RPTA Fixed 
Route Service, ValuTrans); and 2030 (East Valley Dial-a-Ride).   
 
For new bus purchases, the FTA allows factory inspection expenses to be reimbursed 
to RPTA as a component of the capitalized cost of the particular bus purchase.  
Typically 80 percent of these expenses are reimbursed by FTA.  The expense for 
vehicle inspection services are budgeted on an annual basis as a component of the 
vehicle purchase cost.   
 
Considerations 
Valley Metro’s contractor performs vehicle inspections on a regular basis on buses and 
Dial-a-Ride vehicles.  The following are examples of vehicle inspection services 
performed; 

• Post preventive maintenance inspections (PMI) – After the contractor does a PMI 
inspection, a sample of vehicles are inspected to ensure all defects are noted. 

• Re-inspection of the contractor’s repairs (sample basis) to ensure that all defects 
are repaired. 

• Vehicle inspections to investigate complaints from customers 
• Return to service vehicle inspections to ensure all accident repairs are completed 

and the vehicle is safe to return to service. 
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• New vehicle production inspections during assembly to ensure the vehicle build 
meets required specifications – FTA and Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards 
(FMVSS) requirements. 

 
Continuation of this services contract will allow RPTA to comply with federal 
requirements and assure maintenance is performed by contractors. 

 
Committee Action Process 
VMOCC – February 16, 2010, approved 
TMC – March 3, 2010, approved 
Board – March 18, 2010 for action 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to issue 
a RFP for vehicle inspection services. 
 
Contact Person 
Jim Wright 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Operations 
480-287-5980 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C 

 
Date 
March 10, 2010 
 
Subject 
Invitation for Bids (IFB) for Valley Metro Specialized Printing Projects 
 
Summary 
Valley Metro RPTA plans to implement a number of printing projects which include 
collateral and communications pieces designed to inform and educate transit users.  
These materials include the Rider’s Guide, Destinations Guide, car cards, passenger 
notices, signage, and numerous other collateral pieces.  The goal is to streamline this 
process by implementing “master printing agreements” with a number of vendors.  This 
will ensure timely delivery of printing projects and reduce the need to quote each 
smaller job individually.  Having a multiple award will allow the region to benefit from 
specific expertise and specialties of the printing community and at the same time ensure 
that no one vendor is taking on too much work, and that deadlines are consistently met.   
 
The Invitation for Bids (IFB) would be structured in a manner whereby bidders would 
quote specific print jobs based upon a pre-determined quantity and color/paper/binding 
and specification requirement.  Bidders would be ranked with the lowest priced bidder 
receiving the number one ranking to print that particular job when needed by RPTA.  
Multiple contract awards will likely be recommended to allow RPTA flexibility to award to 
the bidder that is least expensive and can meet the deadline imposed by RPTA for the 
work.  Examples of the printed materials produced under the IFB are available upon 
request and will be shared with all bidders as a component of the IFB. 
 
As with any federally funded project solicited by the RPTA, the RPTA will seek a 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) goal from the City of Phoenix and will also 
request a listing of all certified DBE firms of these types of services.  As budget allows, 
RPTA will utilize environmentally-friendly printing.  The contract will include Federal 
required clauses so Federal funds can be utilized for printing projects where 
appropriate.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
The estimated value of the contracts is up to $250,000 per year and represents region 
wide usage consisting of RPTA and member agency printing jobs.  This contract will be 
funded by local Public Transportation Funds (PTF), federal grant funds and at times, 
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member agency funding.  No funds for projects will be expended that haven’t been 
approved by the Board in the annual budget.  It is anticipated that the resulting contract 
will be for a fixed base period of five years without any options.  
 
Considerations 
An IFB for specialized printing services would likely generate 5-10 proposals from local 
printers.  Materials utilized under this contract would consist of a variety of items, such 
as notices, brochures, posters, signage, newsletters and fliers. These materials assist 
the public with information on transit routes and schedules, fare policies, tips for riding, 
local destinations, and transit related programs and services.  On an annual basis, 
Valley Metro produces approximately 100 customized printed documents geared 
towards educating and informing transit and alternative mode users.  A contract of this 
nature will benefit the region by helping this transit information to consistently reach the 
public in a timely fashion. 
 

 
Estimated Project Timeline 

• Valley Metro Operations & Capitol Committee (VMOCC) February 16, 2010 – for action 
• Transit Management Committee (TMC)   March 3, 2010 – for action 
• Valley Metro Board      March 18, 2010 – for action 
• Issue Invitation for Bids     March 22, 2010 
• Pre-bid Conference       April 5, 2010 
• Bids Due 1:30 p.m.      April 23, 2010 
• Select Recommended Proposers    April 30, 2010 
• Contract Award Recommendations to VMOCC  May 18, 2010 – for approval 
• Contract Award Recommendations to TMC        June 2, 2010 – for approval 
• Contract Award Recommendations to Board        June 17, 2010 – for approval 

 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC – February 16, 2010 – approved 
TMC – March 3, 2010 – approved 
Board – March 18, 2010 – for action 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to issue 
an IFB to provide specialized printing services for RPTA. 
 
Contact Person 
Mario Diaz or Erin Rauch 
Marketing Department 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D 

 
Date 
March 10, 2010 
 
Subject 
Contract Change Order with HDR/SR Beard & Associates for Operations Planning Support  
 
Summary 
Since July 2008, RPTA has utilized operations planning services provided under 
contract by HDR/SR Beard & Associates. HDR provides these services as an extension 
of our in-house staff to assist with responses to requests for service modification as well 
as other member agency requests. Some of the tasks that have been provided, which 
are proposed to continue are: 

• Analyze service options within the context of other system characteristics and 
performance within the study area, looking at issues such as: 
 Connectivity to other transit services that cross or travel within the study 

area. 
 Connectivity to planned regional transit investments. 
 Road system constraints. 
 Location of activity centers.  
 Hours of operation and frequency of service. 
 Stop types and spacing.  
 Vehicle recommendations for specific services.   

• Work with members to determine a preferred option or recommendation based on: 
 cost-benefit analysis of the options utilizing evaluation criteria 
 the impact on Title VI populations 

• Define operating and capital characteristics including service frequencies and 
vehicles needs. 

• Develop a schedule and fleet needs for the new service.  
• Identify an implementation timeline. 
• Assist with addressing Valley Metro member operational needs as they arise. 
• Assist with preparation of the Transit Book and with the coordination of 

operations planning among transit operators in the region. 
 
A change order to the competitively procured “on-call” Public Transportation Planning 
Services Master Contract with HDR in an amount not to exceed $120,000 will allow these 
services to continue through June 2010, the end of the current budget year. 
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Fiscal Impact 
This change order is funded by Regional Area Road Fund (RARF) funds, which are 
included in the FY 2010 budget. The $120,000 expense is budgeted in the following 
projects: $60,000 is included under Project 3315 Short Range Planning and $60,000 is 
included under Project 3353 Operations Planning. 
 
Considerations 
RPTA has a significant need for a firm with very specialized expertise to analyze 
planned service changes and requests for service changes from member jurisdictions. 
Related to this we need operations planning help in the implementation of service 
adjustments dictated by the Transit Life Cycle Improvement Program. This expertise is 
a benefit to all Valley Metro members and to the regional transit system.  
 
Committee Action Process   
VMOCC – February 16, 2010, approved 
TMC – March 3, 2010, approved 
Board – March 18, 2010 for action 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to issue 
a change order to the Public Transportation Planning Services Master Contract with 
HDR/SR Beard & Associates in an amount not to exceed $120,000. 
 
Contact Person 
Carol Ketcherside 
Deputy Executive Director of Planning 
602-534-0733 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2E 

 
Date 
March 10, 2010 
 
Subject 
Reallocation of Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Pass-Through Grant Reimbursement 
funds from Grant AZ-90-X080 
 
Summary 
RPTA, as the lead agency, was awarded a total of $1,111,435 of FTA Formula (FFY2006 - 
Section 5307) funds in Grant AZ-90-X080 for reimbursement of Rolling Stock 
Rehabilitation/Rebuild of Tempe and Scottsdale owned buses operated by RPTA out of the 
Mesa operating facility. The funds in the grant were specifically awarded for rebuild of 
engines on these particular sub-fleets. 
 
In December of 2008, a restructuring of services resulted in the relocation of the Tempe 
and Scottsdale titled buses from the Mesa facility to Tempe’s new operating facility where 
they are presently being managed and used by Tempe to provide bus service.  The 
rebuilds of the power trains were only completed on some of the fleet prior to the transfer of 
vehicles. 
 
Since no Tempe or Scottsdale owned buses remain at the Mesa facility, the balance of 
funds remaining in this line item in the grant needs to be reallocated to the city of Tempe for 
their use. 
 
The city of Phoenix, as designated grant recipient for FTA funds on behalf of the region, is 
requiring that RPTA submit a formal request to reallocate the funds in this line item since 
they are in RPTA’s current Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with Phoenix. 
 
At this time, the Executive Director needs authorization to request Phoenix to reallocate the 
funds from RPTA to Tempe, which now operates and manages the fleet that these funds 
were originally designated to support. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
These funds are not included in the current fiscal year budget, since staff was aware that 
these funds were intended to support buses that RPTA no longer operates, manages or 
controls.  There is no effect on RPTA fund balances in approving this fund transfer. 
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Considerations 
Phoenix requires a formal request from RPTA to reallocate these funds from RPTA to 
Tempe.  The funds, which were awarded to support these sub-fleets now being operated 
by Tempe, need to be reallocated so Tempe can be reimbursed for work they perform on 
these sub-fleets. 
 
Prior Committee Action 
VMOCC – February 16, 2010 approved 
TMC – March 3, 2010, approved 
Board – March 18, 2010 for action 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to submit a 
formal request to reallocate funds in FTA Pass-Through Grant AZ-90-X080 (Activity Line 
Item 11.14.01) originally assigned to RPTA, to the city of Tempe.  
 
Contact Person 
Bob Antila 
Senior Management Analyst 
602-262-7889 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #3 

 
Date 
March 10, 2010 
 
Subject 
Budget and Finance Subcommittee (BFS) Vacancy 
 
Summary 
During the March 2010 Board meeting, the Board will elect a new member to the BFS.  
A member’s financial background will be considered along with their geographic 
representation when making this appointment.  It is estimated that a commitment to 
serve on the Subcommittee will require up to four to six hours each month for potential 
meetings. 
   
The Board has approved that all BFS members serve two-year terms with a four-year 
term being the maximum any one member could serve.  In this way, Subcommittee 
members can become more knowledgeable and can establish working relationships 
with Valley Metro RPTA staff assigned to the Subcommittee.  With Board approval, any 
Budget and Finance Subcommittee member can be appointed to a second, two-year 
term.     
 
The subcommittee schedules at least quarterly meetings around the first week of each 
calendar quarter so that any action taken by the BFS can occur prior to the Valley Metro 
RPTA monthly Board meeting.  The members can determine the day of the meeting at a 
regular meeting early each year.  A two-hour time block is recommended for BFS 
meetings with an agenda distributed at least seven days prior to the meeting.  If more 
meetings are needed, the subcommittee Chair may schedule meetings.  The current 
subcommittee members are: 
 
 Councilman Wayne Ecton, City of Scottsdale, Chair 
 Councilman Frank Cavalier, City of Goodyear 
 Councilman Michael Johnson, City of Phoenix 
 Councilman Les Presmyk, Town of Gilbert 

 
Attached is a solicitation letter from Chairman Johnson requesting interest in serving on 
the BFS due to the resignation of Vice Mayor Ron Aames from the subcommittee.  Vice 
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Mayor Jim McDonald is the only Board member who expressed interest in serving on 
the BFS in response to Chairman Johnson’s letter. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
None 
 
Considerations 
The selection of a new BFS member will provide for balanced geographic 
representation and ease in achieving a quorum for all BFS meetings. 
 
Prior Committee Action 
None 
 
Recommendations 
It is recommended that the Board select a new member to the BFS to fill the vacancy 
created by Vice Mayor Ron Aames resignation.  

 
Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-534-0734 
 
Attachments 
Letter from Chairman Johnson 
Resignation letter from Vice Mayor Ron Aames 
Letter of interest from Vice Mayor Jim McDonald 
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February 10, 2010 
 
 
Dear Valley Metro Board Members: 
 
City of Peoria Vice Mayor Ron Aames has resigned his position on the Budget and 
Finance Subcommittee (BFS).   The BFS is comprised of five members and includes 
the following Board members: 
 
 Councilman Wayne Ecton, City of Chandler, Chair 
 Councilman Michael Johnson, City of Phoenix 
 Councilman Les Presmyk, Town of Gilbert 
 Councilman Frank Cavalier, City of Goodyear 

 
If you are considering service on this subcommittee, please submit your request in 
writing to David Boggs at dboggs@valleymetro.org by noon on March 2, 2010.   
 
A member’s financial background will be considered, along with geographic 
representation, when making BFS appointments.  Please include information that is 
relevant for helping the Board understand your background and interest in serving as a 
BFS member.  The Board will be asked to select a new member at its March 18, 2010 
Board meeting. 
 
It is estimated that a commitment to serve on the BFS will require approximately four to 
six hours of your time each month.  There will be some months when meetings will not 
be necessary. 
 
Thank you for your consideration for serving on the Budget and Finance Subcommittee. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Councilman Michael Johnson, City of Phoenix 
Chair, Valley Metro RPTA Board of Directors  

mailto:dboggs@valleymetro.org�


 





 



 
 

 
City Council 

11465 W. Civic Center Drive • Avondale, AZ  85323 
Phone: (623) 333-1000 • Fax: (623) 333-0100 • TDD: (623) 333-0010 

www.avondale.org 

 

 
 
February 16, 2010 
 
 
 
Councilmember Michael Johnson 
Valley Metro RPTA 
302 North 1st Avenue, Suite 700 
Phoenix, AZ 85003 
 
Dear Councilmember Johnson: 
 
Please accept this letter as my interest in serving as a member on the Budget and Finance 
Sub-Committee. Since 2002, I have been a Financial Advisor for Edward Jones 
Investments. I believe my experience qualifies me for this position. As a Financial 
Advisor, I evaluate the economic performance of companies and industries, analyze 
social and economic data, examine market conditions, work with detailed financial 
records and advise my clients on financial matters.  
  
The work RPTA is doing to advance a multi-model regional transit system is consistent 
with the goals of the Avondale City Council and a priority for me as the Vice Mayor of a 
growing West Valley community. 
 
I appreciate your consideration and look forward to the opportunity to serve as a member 
of the committee. If you have any questions, please contact me at 623-333-1915. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jim McDonald 
Vice Mayor 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #4 

Date 
March 10, 2010 
 
Subject 
Legislative Update 
 
Summary 
 

 
Federal Government Issues: 

In FFY 09 Congress apportioned $735 million to the Arizona Department of 
Transportation but gave them obligation authority of only $691 million. Unlike some 
states, ADOT does not plan or spend beyond its obligation authority, and therefore, 
ADOT’s unobligated apportionments accumulate yearly.  When SAFETEA‐LU expired 
on September 30, 2009, the Act required all unobligated apportionments to revert back 
to the federal government (called a “rescission”). In addition, there was an earlier 
rescission in May 2009. Since May, ADOT has returned $235 million in unobligated 

Cost of Rescission to Arizona in FFY10 

apportionments to the federal government, resulting in an ending apportionment level of 
$500 million. 
 
Annual state apportionments are based on each State’s net apportionments for the 
previous year. Because Congress has yet to pass a multi‐year successor to 
SAFETEA‐LU, we are operating under continuing resolution authority based on the final 
(after the rescission) FFY 09 levels. Therefore, Arizona’s current FFY 10 apportionment 
level is $500 million. However, Arizona’s original obligation authority of $691 million 
remains unchanged. Because $1 in apportionments is required to use every $1 in 
obligation authority, Arizona stands to lose $191 million in obligation authority in FFY 10 
unless Congress acts to fix the current act. Without the fix, ADOT cannot spend what it 
has planned for in the five year plan, and numerous real projects will go unfunded.  
 
RPTA has instructed its federal legislative counsel to work to repeal the rescission.  He 
reports that a pending jobs bill (H.R. 2847, the Hiring Incentives to Restore Employment 
(HIRE) Act) would repeal the September 30 rescission and return FY 2010 highway 
apportionments to FY 2009 levels.  It would also extend SAFETEA-LU through 
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December 31 of this year.  The Senate will probably vote on the House-passed version 
of H.R. 2847 this week. 
 

All federal transit appropriations requests have been submitted to all Arizona 
Congressional Offices. 

FFY2011 Congressional Appropriations Requests 

 

The 50 cent per gallon fuel credit for compressed and liquefied natural gas expired 
December 31, 2009.  A tax extenders bill (H.R. 4213) is being considered in the Senate. 
A vote to block a filibuster of the bill is scheduled for Tuesday.  If that passes, 
amendments will be considered and the Senate may get to final passage this week.  
The House passed a different version of H.R. 4213 in December, so the House and 
Senate bills would have to be reconciled.  If H.R. 4213 passes by the end of this month, 
it may include a retroactive provision to January 1, 2010.  If it continues to drag on, the 
retroactive provision may be lost. 

Alternative Fuels Tax Credit 

 

The House of Representatives passed a $154 billion jobs bill, the Jobs for Main Street 
Act, in December.  It included $8.5 billion in new transit spending, the same amount that 
was provided in the economic stimulus bill (ARRA) and $27.5 billion in new highway 
spending (also the same as in ARRA).  The House bill provided that 50 percent of those 
transit and highway funds would have to be “under contract” within 90 days of receipt 
and 100 percent would have to be under contract within one year.  

Additional Jobs Bills 

 
The Senate Democratic leadership considered bringing forward a similar bill.  A draft 
Senate version would have provided $7.5 billion for transit and $14 billion for highways.  
They finally decided, however, to move several smaller bills, starting with the HIRE bill 
(H.R. 2847) discussed earlier.   Senate Republicans are likely to filibuster any additional 
jobs bills, however, primarily because of their expense, so the prospects for additional 
jobs measures is highly uncertain. 
 

Senator Reid (D-NV) has promised to have the Senate consider a long term extension 
this year.  The Senate Environment and Public Works Committee (which has jurisdiction 
over highway programs) held a hearing recently at which Chairman Barbara Boxer said 
her Committee would produce a draft bill this year.   

Reauthorization of the SAFETEA-LU 

 
A financing title remains the largest hurdle.  An increase in the federal gas tax could 
occur in a lame duck session later this year, the bill could be deferred to next year, or 
funding may be sought from the General Fund.  As of now, SAFETEA-LU is authorized 
through March 28, 2010 under a continuing resolution.  As noted earlier, if the HIRE Act 
passes, SAFETEA-LU will be extended through the end of the year.  
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State Government Issues: 

As previously reported, the Governor’s proposed FY11 budget redirects both LTAF I 
and II and the Heritage Fund to the State General Fund.   A number of legislators are 
not in favor of the redirection, and we continue to work with them and other 
stakeholders to continue LTAF funding for this year and next.  Bills have been 
introduced in the House and Senate (HB1012 & SB1012) that would permanently 
eliminate LTAF I and II funding.  A Budget Reconciliation Bill (BRB) also proposes to 
cease LTAF I distributions to cities and towns beginning February 1, 2010 and it is our 
understanding that the Lottery Director is holding any further distributions of LTAF I to 
cities and towns.  RPTA and the Arizona Transit Association have been working with 
legislators to repeal the permanent fund redirection to the State General Fund and 
encouraging stakeholders to contact the Governor’s office and legislators to advise 
them of repercussions should a redirection of funding occur.  Staff is holding special 
meetings with members to prepare plans should a redirection become law. 

Local Transportation Assistance Funds (LTAF I & II) 

 

The Board approved revised bill, with minor changes made by MAG, is contemplated to 
be placed on to a striker bill in the Arizona House of Representatives. 

SB1416 – Regional Transit Planning Roles 

 

Has now passed out of the House and will continue to Senate for consideration. 
H2434 – Vanpool exemption from the Tourism and Sports Authority Tax 

 
Fiscal Impact 
None 
 
Considerations 
None 
 
Prior Committee Action  
None 
 
Recommendation 
This item is provided for information only.  No action is required 
 
Contact Person 
Bryan Jungwirth 
Chief of Staff 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #5 

 
Date 
March 10, 2010 
 
Subject 
Executive Director’s Report 
 
Summary 
 

• MAG is holding a public hearing on March 19 for the Regional Transportation Plan 
update. RPTA will make a presentation there about changes to PTF funded routes.   

Public Hearing Plans (March 10, 2010) 
 

• RPTA will hold one virtual hearing that is advertised 30 days in advance.  
o Venue to be determined. 
o Offer local access sites in the affected communities for those who do not 

have Internet access. 
o Utilize localized advertising in the affected cities (neighborhood and local 

newspapers) 
o Target affected routes with passenger notices on the bus. 

• Schedule the hearing for mid April to early May.  
• RPTA has notified all cities involved to advise them of our plans and invite their 

participation. (Phoenix, Scottsdale, Mesa, Tempe, Glendale, Peoria, Surprise, El 
Mirage) 

• RPTA is working on finalizing the message, communications and public outreach 
plan, and the logistics to deliver a hearing. 

 

 
List of Routes to be discussed at hearing presentations 

Route 96—Dobson Road  
Reduce peak headways from 15 minute to 30 minute service. This change alone does 
not trigger the need for a public hearing, however it should be included in the hearing 
content anyway.  
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Route 511—Chandler/Scottsdale Airpark Express  
(TLCP reference is East Loop 101 Connector) 
Route is shortened on the southern end. This change will be covered in City of Tempe 
public hearings. City of Chandler is also involved.  
 
Route 536—Northeast Mesa/Tempe/ASU  
(TLCP reference is Red Mountain Express-B pattern) 
PTF funding suspended for entire route. Assume the route will be eliminated. This 
change will be covered in City of Tempe public hearings. City of Mesa is also involved.  
 
Route 572—Surprise/Scottsdale Express  
(TLCP reference is North Loop 101 Connector) 
PTF funding suspended in El Mirage, Glendale, Peoria, and Surprise; funding (and 
route) maintained in Scottsdale and Phoenix. Change is presently not covered in any 
public hearing. 
 
Route 576—Northwest Valley/Montebello Express  
(TLCP reference is Northwest Valley Express-B Pattern) 
PTF funding suspended in Glendale. Allocation maintained in Phoenix. Assume this 
route will be eliminated, as there are presently no stops in Phoenix other than the end of 
the line at Montebello LRT station.   
 

In accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes, the Auditor General’s Office is 
responsible for contracting for a performance audit of the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) and projects scheduled for funding during the next five years.  

2010 Proposition 400 Performance Audit Preparation 

In preparation for a Proposition 400 Performance Audit to be performed by the Auditor 
General’s Office in 2010, RPTA has taken the following steps: 
 
1. Conducted a Service Effectiveness and Efficiency (SEE) Study to develop a 

structure to measure performance annually. 
2. SEE study 18 month follow-up 
3. Established committees to monitor system performance and the implementation 

of transit projects to ensure the integrity of the TLCP 
4. Updated Annual Transit Performance Report based upon recommendations of 

the SEE study. 
5. Performed a Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) Comprehensive Audit review in 

2007. 
6. Conducted an annual financial audit and complete a Comprehensive Annual 

Financial Report (CAFR) 
7. Provided an annual update to Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) on 

the transit element of the RTP. 
8. Developed transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) financial model that is annually 

updated 
9. Performed internal audits of Public Transportation Fund (PTF) expenditures to 

ensure compliance with adopted policies 
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10. Retained audit firm, Cronstrum, Osuch & Co., to review member lead agency 
agreements for compliance and review contract operating rates. 

11. Review procurement files for adherence to FTA specifications. 
12. Citizen’s Transportation Oversight Committee (CTOC) is conducting a Prop 400 

financial audit. 
13. Purchased new financial software system for enhanced reporting capabilities. 
14. Retained consultant, Heinfeld, Meech & Co, to review lead agency agreement 

with Valley Metro Rail for compliance with deliverables and PTF expenditures. 
Evaluate whether commitments to voters are being met; verify compliance with 
regulatory requirements, review of internal controls, and review of procurement 
and contract administration practices.  

 
Budget Process Update
The FY 2009/10 revised budget is 14 percent lower than original adopted budget.  The 
2010/11 preliminary budget is still under internal review. The draft budget includes 
continuation of a hiring freeze and there are currently six (6) vacant positions which will 
not be filled in FY 2010/11. This equates to 5 percent of Valley Metro’s workforce.  
There will be no employee compensation increases to include merit, Longevity Pay, and 
Cost of Living (COLA). This will be the second year with no employee compensation 
increases.   The Regional Services budget has been decreased 13 percent ($1.1 
million) from the FY 2009/10 adopted budget and planning expenses have been 
decreased 23 percent ($877,000) from the FY 2009/10 adopted budget.  We are 
continuing to review all staffing levels and expected expenses. 

  

 
The draft budget will be presented to the VMOCC and FOAC in a joint meeting that is 
scheduled for April 20, 2010.  The Transit Management Committee (TMC) will review 
the draft budget May 5, the Budget and Finance Subcommittee will review the draft May 
6 and the Board May 20 with final adoption in June. 
 

 
Draft April Board Agenda Items 

 
April 22, 2010 

1. Public Comment 
2. Consent Agenda – for action 

a. Authorization to Issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the Ajo/Gila 
 Bend Service (Route 685) 
b. Contract Change Order Request for Booz Allen Hamilton for Natural Gas 
 Compression Equipment Evaluation 
c. Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with the Gila River Indian Community 
 (GRIC) for Route 66 (Kyrene Road Extension) 
d. Contract Award for Integration of Real Time Transit Information and Signal 
 Priority Services 
e. Contract Award for the Completion of Two Lower-Level Work Areas at the 
 Mesa Operations and Maintenance Facility  
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f. Authorization to Issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) for Natural Gas 
 Compressor Maintenance Contractor 
g. Contract Award for Eligibility Assessment Contractor for the ADA 
 Assessment Center 

 
3. Board Policy Direction to the Executive Director Regarding Transit Life Cycle 

Issues – for information and possible action 
4. Northwest Valley Dial-a-Ride Update – for information 
 
 
Contact Person 
David Boggs 
Executive Director 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #6 

 
Date 
March 10, 2010 
 
Subject 
Future Board Agenda Items Request and Report on Current Events 
 
Summary 
Future Board agenda items and reports on current events will be requested from 
Board members.   
  
Fiscal Impact 
None 
 
Considerations 
None 
 
Prior Committee Action  
None 
 
Recommendation 
None 
 
Contact Person 
David Boggs 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
None 
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