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September 9, 2009 
 
TO:  Members of the Valley Metro RPTA Board of Directors 
  
FROM: David A. Boggs 
  Executive Director 
 
RE:  September 17, 2009 Board Packet Notes 
 
Attached is the September 17, 2009 Board Meeting agenda and supporting 
information.  The meeting is scheduled to begin at 12:45 p.m. and will be held at 
MAG in the Saguaro Room at 302 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 200.   This meeting can 
be attended via teleconference.  Please contact Rosalia Lopez (602-262-7433) 
for the call-in information.  
 
If you have any questions regarding the information in this packet, please let me 
know. 
 
 
 



 



MOYES SELLERS & SIMS  
  

  

WILLIAM J. SIMS III • 6026042120 • 
wjsims@lawms.com 1850 N. Central Ave., #1100 • 

Phoenix, AZ 85004 • fax 602.274.9135  

 
TO:  RPTA Board of Directors 

FROM:  Bill Sims  

DATE:  September  9, 2009  

RE:  Consent Agenda for September 20 Board Meeting  

At the June 18, 2009 RPTA Board meeting, the Board was requested to authorize the 
Executive Director to execute contracts for FY 09/10 (including IGAs) on behalf of the RPTA 
that had been (i) properly procured, (ii) included in the TLCP and (iii) upon the Board’s 
approval of the FY 09/10 budget at the June 18 meeting, would have been funded pursuant 
to a Board approved budget. This request for delegated authority was consistent with prior 
Board approvals. In June 2008, the Board granted the Executive Director the authority to 
enter into contracts at the time that the Board approved the budget for FY 08/09.  

At the June 18 meeting, however, the Board decided to proceed with the approval of the 
FY 09/10 budget but decided to ask staff to come back for Board approval concerning the 
authority to enter into contracts for FY 09/10. At the meeting, the Board was advised that 
requiring such approval would necessitate lengthy consent agendas and possibly more 
frequent Board meetings.  

For contracts less than $50,000, the Executive Director is authorized to initiate 
procurements and approve contracts without the need for Board action, other than budget 
approval by the Board. Under current RPTA Procurement Guidelines, the RPTA Board 
must authorize every procurement of a contract with a value of $50,000 or more, and the 
Board must approve every contract with a value greater than $50,000. In prior years, the 
authority to enter into such contracts was granted at the time of budget approval. The 
Board chose not to take this approach at the June 18 meeting.  

In order to avoid an interruption of service for contracts that would have been renewed 
effective July 1, 2009 had the Board delegated contract renewal authority to the Executive 
Director at the June 18 RPTA Board meeting, the Executive Director notified all contracting 
parties that contracts currently effective at the end of June 2009 would not terminate on 
July 1, 2009 and would be extended through September 30, at which time the RPTA could 
decide whether to approve each contract going forward. All such contracts that were 
extended have been appropriately procured and previously approved by the Board. Before 
these contracts were extended, the Executive Director advised the RPTA Board of the 
extension in a memorandum dated June 26, 2009.  
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The lengthy consent agenda for the September 17, 2009 Board meeting is a result of the 
need to obtain Board approval of contracts for FY 09/10. Following this approval, RPTA staff 
will recommend a policy that may expedite the approval process in the future.  

cc:  David Boggs  

J:\WJS\RPTA\wjs04694.doc  
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September 9, 2009 

 
 

Board of Directors 
MAG – Saguaro Room 

302 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 200 
Thursday, September 17, 2009 

12:45 p.m. 
 

 
Action  

Recommended 
 

1. Public Comment 
 
An opportunity for general public comment on issues related to Valley 
Metro RPTA.  Up to three (3) minutes will be provided for each speaker. 
 

1. For information 

2. Consent Agenda 
 
The Board will consider items A through J on consent. 
 
Items B through J were approved by the TMC on September 2, 2009. 
 
A. Summary Meeting Minutes from June 19, 2009 Board meeting are 

presented for review and approval. 
 
B. Cooperative Agreements 

 
The Executive Director requests the Board of Directors to approve the 
following competitively procured cooperative agreements awarded by 
the Arizona State Procurement Office of the Arizona Department of 
Administration: 

 
i. Blackstone Security Services (State Contract) 
ii. HMI (landscaping) (State Contract) 
iii. Union Distributing (diesel-fuel) (State Contract) 

 
C. Contract Change Orders 

 
The Executive Director requests the Board of Directors to approve the 
following RPTA contract change orders.  Each change order has been 
procured in accordance with the RPTA Procurement Policy and will not 
exceed the total annual budget for the current year that has been 
approved by the RPTA Board of Directors: 
 
 

2.  For action 
 
 
 
 
 
A.  For action 
 
 
B.  For action 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C.  For action 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



i. Veolia Transportation – Fixed Route & Dial-a-Ride Services 
ii. ValuTrans – Fixed Route Bus Services 
iii. Second Generation dba Ajo Transportation, Inc. (Ajo – Gila 

Bend/Regional Circulator) 
iv. Ashton Tiffany for Risk Management Services 
v. IT Cooperative – Information Technology Consulting 
vi. Logic Tree – Interactive Voice Response (IVR) 
vii. VPSI – Vanpool Services 
viii. Ove Arup & Partners, Inc. Business Continuity Planning 
ix. Vehicle Technical Consultants (VTC) – Vehicle Maintenance, 

Inspections and Compliance 
x. WestGroup – Market Research Activities 
xi. DMS Facility Services for the East Valley Operations and 

Maintenance Facility 
xii. Zonar Annual Service (Software Maintenance-proprietary 

Sole Source) 
xiii. Scheidt Bachmann (Farebox Software Maintenance Sole 

Source) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D. Intergovernmental Agreements (IGAs) 
 

The Executive Director requests the Board of Directors to approve the 
following IGAs and Amendments including Transit Service Agreements 
(TSAs) by and between RPTA and other public agencies in accordance 
with the approved RPTA budget: 

 
i. City of Avondale – ADA Reimbursement 
ii. Town of Buckeye – ADA Reimbursement 
iii. City of Chandler –  Alternative Transportation Services  

(East Valley Ride Choice) 
iv. City of Chandler – East Valley Dial-A-Ride 
v. City of Chandler – Fixed Route TSA 
vi. City of Chandler – ADA Reimbursement 
vii. City of Chandler – Bus Stop Improvements 
viii. City of Chandler – AZ Avenue BRT 
ix. City of El Mirage – ADA Reimbursement 
x. Town of Fountain Hills – ADA Reimbursement 
xi. Town of Gila Bend – ADA Reimbursement 
xii. Town of Gilbert – East Valley Dial-A-Ride & Alternative 

Transportation Services (East Valley Ride Choice) 
xiii. Town of Gilbert – Fixed Route TSA 
xiv. Town of Gilbert – ADA Reimbursement 

D.  For action 
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xv. Town of Gilbert – Bus Stop Improvements 
xvi. Town of Gilbert – AZ Avenue BRT 
xvii. City of Glendale – ADA Reimbursement 
xviii. City of Glendale – Bus Stop Improvements 
xix. City of Goodyear – ADA Reimbursement 
xx. Town of Guadalupe – ADA Reimbursement 
xxi. City of Litchfield Park – ADA Reimbursement 
xxii. City of Mesa – Alternative Transportation Services  

(East Valley Ride Choice) 
xxiii. City of Mesa – East Valley Dial-A-Ride 
xxiv. City of Mesa – Fixed Route TSA 
xxv. City of Mesa – ADA Reimbursement 
xxvi. City of Mesa – Bus Stop Improvements 
xxvii. City of Mesa – AZ Avenue BRT 
xxviii. Town of Paradise Valley – ADA Reimbursement 
xxix. City of Peoria – ADA Reimbursement 
xxx. City of Phoenix – Fixed Route TSA, Agreement #88397 

(funded by RPTA) 
xxxi. City of Phoenix – Fixed Route TSA, Agreement #83974 

(funded by Phoenix) 
xxxii. City of Phoenix – General Services IGA 
xxxiii. City of Phoenix – Bus Stop Improvements 
xxxiv. Town of Queen Creek – ADA Reimbursement 
xxxv. SCAT – Dial-A-Ride Service 
xxxvi. City of Scottsdale – East Valley Dial-A-Ride & Alternative 

Transportation Services (East Valley Ride Choice) 
xxxvii. City of Scottsdale – Fixed Route TSA 
xxxviii. City of Scottsdale – ADA Reimbursement 
xxxix. City of Scottsdale – Bus Stop Improvements 

xl. City of Surprise – ADA Reimbursement 
xli. City of Tempe – Fixed Route TSA 
xlii. City of Tempe – ADA Reimbursement 
xliii. City of Tempe – East Valley Dial-A-Ride &  Alternative 

Transportation Services (East Valley Ride Choice) 
xliv. City of Tempe – Bus Stop Improvements 
xlv. City of Tolleson – ADA Reimbursement 
xlvi. City of Tolleson – Bus Stop Improvements 
xlvii. Town of Wickenburg – ADA Reimbursement 
xlviii. Town of Youngtown – ADA Reimbursement 
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xlix. Arizona Department of Transportation FTA Section 5311 
(Rural Transportation Services: Gila Bend/Ajo & Wickenburg) 

l. Maricopa County Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public 
Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement IGA 
 

E. Authorization to Issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) to Establish 
Dial-a-Ride Operations in the Northwest Valley for El Mirage, 
Peoria, Sun City, and Surprise 

 
RPTA staff will request the Board of Directors authorize the Executive 
Director to issue an RFP to establish Dial-a-Ride operations in the 
Northwest Valley for El Mirage, Peoria, Sun City, and Surprise. 
 

E.  For action 
 

F. Authorization to Issue a Competitive Procurement for a  
Integration of Real Time Transit Information and Signal Priority 
Service for the Arizona Avenue Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project  

 
RPTA staff will request the Board of Directors to authorize the Executive 
Director to issue a Competitive Procurement for an Integration of Real 
Time Transit Information and Signal Priority Service for Arizona Avenue 
BRT Project. 
 

F.  For action 
 

G. Authorization to Issue a 2010 On-Board Origin and Destination 
Study Request for Proposals (RFP) 

 
RPTA staff will request the Board of Directors to authorize the Executive 
Director to issue a 2010 On-Board Origin and Destination Study RFP. 

 

G.  For action 
 

H. Accept Transfer of Two (2) Vehicles from Maricopa County for 
Sun City Area Transit (SCAT) Service 
 

RPTA staff will request the Board of Directors to authorize the Executive 
Director to transfer two (2) vehicles from Maricopa County to SCAT. 

 

H.  For action 
 

I. Authorization to Issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) to Replace 
Services Formerly Provided by the Maricopa County Special 
Transportation Services (STS) 

 
RPTA staff will request the Board of Directors to authorize the Executive 
Director to issue an RFP to replace services formerly provided by the 
Maricopa County STS. 
 

I.  For action 
 

J. Office Space Lease Extension and Request for Commercial Real 
Estate Broker 

 
RPTA staff will request the Board of Directors to authorize the Executive 
Director to extend the current office space lease through December 
2010 and request authorization to use the State of Arizona Contract for 
commercial real estate broker services. 
 

J.  For action 
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3.  Emergency Procurements, Contracts, and Intergovernmental 
 Agreements (IGA) for Special Transportation Services (STS): 
 

A. Total Transit Operations Contract – The Executive    
 Director requests the Board of Directors approve the Total 
 Transit Operations Contract for STS and approve the revision to 
 the FY  2009/10 Operating and Capital Budget to include the cost 
 and revenues of this new project. 

   
B. Beatitudes Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)   
 Operations Contract – The Executive Director requests the 
 the Board of Directors to approve the Beatitudes MOU Operations 
 Contract for STS. 

 
C. Fountain Hills IGA – The Executive Director requests the  
 Board of Directors to approve the Fountain Hills IGA for STS.  
 
These items were approved by the TMC on September 2, 2009. 
 

3. For action 

4. City of Mesa Request to Reallocate ARRA Funds  

RPTA staff will request the Board of Directors authorization for the City 
of Mesa to reallocate ARRA funds from the Country Club/US 60 park-
and-ride to two other Mesa park-and-ride projects. 
 
This item was approved by the TMC on September 2, 2009. 

 

4. For action 

5.  Service Effectiveness and Efficiency Study, 18-Month Review 
 

David Boggs, Executive Director, will introduce Carol Ketcherside, 
Deputy Executive Director of Planning, who will provide an update on 
the Service Effectiveness and Efficiency Study (SEES) and will request 
the Board of Directors to accept this report. 
 
This item was approved by the TMC on September 2, 2009. 
 

5. For action 

6. Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) Technical Working Group 
 Update 
 
David Boggs, Executive Director, will provide an update on the TLCP 
Technical Working Group. 
 

6. For Information 

7.  Regional Transit Framework Study Draft Final Report 
 
David Boggs, Executive Director, will introduce Kevin Wallace, Maricopa 

ill provide an 
dy. 

7. For information 

Association of Governments (MAG) Transit Planner, who w
update on the status of the Regional Transit Framework Stu
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8.  Regional Transit Planning Roles and Responsibilities 
 

David Boggs, Executive Director, will introduce Carol Ketcherside, 
Deputy Executive Director of Planning, who will discuss the results of 
meetings with the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG), 
METRO Rail, and the City of Phoenix regarding the future of the transit 
element of the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) development 
process. 
 

8. For information 

9. Budget and Finance Subcommittee Membership 
 
Chairman Ecton will notify Board members of the availability of two 
upcoming Board appointments to the Budget Finance Subcommittee. 
 

9. For information 

10.  Executive Director’s Report 
 
David Boggs, Executive Director, will brief the Board on current issues. 
 

10. For information 

11.  Future Board Agenda Items Request and Report on Current 
 Events 

 
Chairman Ecton will request future Board agenda items from Board 
members and Board members may provide a report on current events.  
 

11. For information 

12. Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Board is scheduled for October 22, 2009 
at 12:45 p.m. at MAG in the Saguaro Room. 

12. For information 

 
N
o
 

ote: Pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-431.03.A.3, the Board may vote to go into Executive Session for purposes 
f consultation for legal advice with the RPTA attorney on any matter on the Agenda. 

Qualified sign language interpreters are available with 72 hours notice. Materials in alternative formats 
(large print, audiocassette, or computer diskette) are available upon request. For further information, please 
call Nichole Myers, Valley Metro at 602-262-7433 or TDD at 602-495-0936. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #1 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
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 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Consent Agenda 
 
Summary 
The Board will consider items A through J 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 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 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Summary Minutes 
 
Summary 
Minutes from the June 19, 2009 Board meeting are presented for review and approval. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
None 
 
Considerations 
None 
 
Committee Action Process  
None 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Valley Metro RPTA Board of Directors approve the minutes 
from the June 19, 2009 Board meeting. 
 
Contact Person 
David Boggs 
Executive Director 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
June 19, 2009 Board Meeting Minutes Summary 
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Minutes of the 
Valley Metro RTPA 
Board of Directors  

Thursday, June 19, 2009 
12:45 p.m. 

 
 
Meeting Participants 
Councilmember Wayne Ecton, Chair, City of Scottsdale 
Councilmember Michael Johnson, Vice Chair, City of Phoenix  
Vice Mayor Shana Ellis, Treasurer, City of Tempe 
Vice Mayor Joe Johnson, Secretary, City of Surprise 
Councilman Jim McDonald, City of Avondale  
Councilmember Trinity Donovan, City of Chandler 
Mayor Fred Waterman, City of El Mirage – via telephone 
Councilmember Les Presmyk, Town of Gilbert 
Councilmember Scott Somers, City of Mesa 
Councilmember Ron Aames, City of Peoria 
Councilmember Frank Cavalier, City of Goodyear – via telephone 
Mayor Jackie Meck, Town of Buckeye 
Mayor Elaine Scruggs, City of Glendale 
Mayor Art Sanders, Town of Queen Creek 
 
Not Present 
Supervisor Mary Rose Wilcox, Maricopa County  
 
Chairman Ecton called the meeting to order at 12:48 p.m.  

1. Public Comment 

 None. 
 
2. Consent Agenda 
 
David Boggs listed the following items on the consent agenda: 
 

2 

 

Item A - Summary Minutes from the May 19th meeting.  
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Item B - Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Education Program Grant Request.  
Mr. Boggs said this item was approved by the Transit Management Committee (TMC) at 
its June 3rd meeting.  He said staff is requesting continued funding of the current 
Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Education Program.  He said additional staff 
has been provided to help promote and incentivize safer walking and cycling practices.  
Before school classes end for summer break and before students return in late summer, 
funding from the current grant will allow us to modify public service announcements and 
air them across about three-quarters of the state of Arizona and through local access 
channels.   
 
He said there is a local match on this grant which is a two-year $477,000 federal 
transportation enhancement grant application to ADOT.  The local match is 5.7 percent, 
which is approximately $29,000 and these funds are included in the Prop. 400 Regional 
Services line item under website improvements and printing, which are currently 
budgeted items and have gone through the budgetary process.  He said there is a 
clause in the resolution that refers to cost overruns and that we are responsible for 
those.  Mr. Boggs said staff does not anticipate cost overruns; however, we do have a 
system where that information will be tracked.  He said if it appears that we would have 
increased costs prior to that happening, he is required to come back to the Board for 
approval of further expenditures. 
 
Item C - Statewide Safe Routes to School Support Center Project Grant Request.  This 
item was also approved at the June 3 TMC meeting.  Working in partnership with local 
and tribal governments, school districts, health care and corporate community 
organizations, the Statewide Safe Routes to School Support Center Project will provide 
integrated programs to develop safe routes for children to walk and bike to school and 
instill in students life-long skills regarding healthy and active life choices, traffic safety, 
and travel injury prevention. There is no local match required by Valley Metro.  This is 
an ADOT statewide project and they are responsible for meeting the match.  The same 
provision regarding cost overruns is included in this resolution.   
 
Item D - Authorization to Issue an Invitation for Bids (IFB) for the construction of Arizona  
Avenue/Country Club Drive Bus Rapid Transit Capital Improvement Projects.  This 
project is included in both the Regional Transportation Plan and the Transit Life Cycle 
Program and it was also selected for ARRA or stimulus funding for $15 million for 
capital.  Design work has been moving very quickly and the project is on a very tight 
time frame and the IFB and will allow staff to bring the contract award back to the Board 
in September.            
 
IT WAS MOVED BY COUNCILMAN PRESMYK, SECONDED BY VICE MAYOR JOE 
JOHNSON AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO APPROVE THE CONSENT 
AGENDA.  
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3. Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) Annual Update Recommendation        
 

Mr. Boggs said based on the discussion at the May Board meeting, all committees 
discussed approving a place holder to proceed with the Regional Transportation  
Plan (RTP) update but continued working on the long-term Transit Life Cycle Program 
(TLCP) changes.  The committee process did not want the place holder to guide 
implementation, but simply to provide a mechanism to create a balanced update to the 
RTP.  He said the Valley Metro Operations and Capital Committee (VMOCC), and the 
Finance Oversight Advisory Committee (FOAC) recommended alternative one to the 
TMC as a place holder with operating funds for Arizona Avenue Bus Rapid Transit 
project.  This alternative does not push operating costs to the cities and develops an 
acceptable alternative by December 31 for 2010 TLCP update.  
 
Mr. Boggs said the TMC recommended, as did the Budget and Finance Subcommittee  
(BFS), alternative five as a place holder with the caveat that we continue to work and 
develop an acceptable long-term solution by December.  
 

He said the staff recommendation reflects the recommendations of the BFS and the 
TMC.  If the Board should approve the recommendation to further review the TLCP by 
December 31, a technical working group will be formed which would include those 
communities who have Prop. 400 projects in the TLCP but don't necessarily sit on this 
Board to review the TLCP and develop a new recommendation for the Board. 
 
As discussed at the committee meetings, no service expansions will occur, nor will new 
capital projects begin until after the TLCP technical working group has reached a 
consensus and their recommendation has gone through the committee and Board 
process.  Mr. Boggs said the, place holder means that no new operations or capital 
projects will be implemented in FY 2010.  There are no budgeted dollars, nor are there 
any moneys available to do that other than the assumption for the funding for existing 
routes at their existing service level and the stimulus project on Arizona Avenue Bus 
Rapid Transit.  Operating costs for the Arizona Avenue project would be included f 
because that is now in the program.  
 
Mr. Boggs said many of you heard at MAG that sales tax revenues are continuing to 
decline.  For example, May 2009 versus May 2008 is roughly 2 percent less this year 
over last year or about $8.2 million.  Last year for the month of May was $10 million as 
compared to April it was a 17.8 percent reduction.  April of 2009 is $8.9 million and 2008 
was $10.8 million.  This is continuing to be a very serious issue and you are dealing with 
it through your cities and your other boards.   
  
Mayor Scruggs said she missed the prior discussion but has been briefed and would 
like to make a case for option one, which is not the option being recommended.  She 
said she would like to point out to each of the Board members that there are maps at 
each members place which had also been e-mailed several days ago and these maps 
show the actual impacts of the three options. She said she hoped they would take an 
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opportunity to look at those as we go through this item. What we're doing here is to 
have a place holder budget, something that will keep us in conformance with all the 
reporting that we must do.  We can report that we're balanced, but that we'll go forward 
sometime after the end of the year, after the end of this calendar year with an option 
that we all can agree upon and which recognizes the very needs within each city.  
 
She said when we began building this plan in 2002 in our individual communities and 
then coming together in 2003 as a committee and putting a plan forward in 2004, we 
recognized that different communities have different needs and they will have different 
needs at different times. On the option one map, green means something that's in that 
plan that was voted on that will stay in place. Option one does the best job of making 
sure that local budgets are least impacted. Option one ensures that all super grid and 
express routes are implemented by 2026.  In option one only seven routes have been 
reduced to 60-minute service and 21 will be implemented with 30-minute service, but 
none of the routes proposed for 60-minute service are scheduled to be implemented in 
the next nine years.  This new committee that will be formed will have done its work and 
we won't have to worry about the next nine years.  As a place holder, option one keeps 
all routes on the table.  
 
Mayor Scruggs said option five, on the other hand, makes very, very drastic changes.  
Remembering the code is green means good and red is bad, that's service going away.  
Those are things that are in the plan now that will not be if option five is implemented.  
Eighteen local routes will be delayed until after 2026.  Option five keeps only 10 out of 
28 new super grid routes within the TLCP and six out of 26 new express routes within 
the TLCP.  Some cities won't see any new super grid service come to their jurisdiction.  
Those are Avondale, Goodyear, Buckeye, Wickenburg, Gila Bend, Fountain Hills and 
Queen Creek.  The impact to local budgets is tremendous, in Glendale it's $52 million.  
Tremendous, tremendous impact.  Now, you might say well, we're only doing this as a 
place holder, as a temporary measure.   
 
She said it has been her experience, in her years of service, that once something is 
approved, that gives something new to people, it's very hard to take that away.  It would 
be very, very hard to come back later and say we didn't really intend for that to be what 
went into place, now we want this to go into place.  Which again leads me to option one 
which pretty much keeps everything on the table as is.  Nobody wins something new.  
Nobody loses big.  Everything remains pretty level until we get the results of this 
technical advisory committee that is going to be formed.  It doesn't cause a situation 
where cities might have to say, I have to redo my budget.  Glendale can't handle a $52 
million hit.  Why even do something like that as a place holder?  
 
She said she strongly advocates that the Board goes with option one and asks the 
technical advisory committee to come back with the best options they can, not causing  
everybody to go one way or the other.  As I said in the beginning, we have very different 
needs. There shouldn't be a statement that everything should be a capital expenditure 
priority because not everybody needs capital money.  Shouldn't service be priority 
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because others do need capital money and they don't need the operating money.  She 
said she sees this as an opportunity to look at the needs fairly and equitably.  If you look 
at option one and you compare it to option five, please say what are we doing here as 
this group.  Are we advocating for ourselves individually?  Or are we advocating for a 
regional system?  We are the one body that's supposed to be working to build a 
regional transit system.  
 
She said ripping apart what was in the plan in Proposition 400, this is not a regional 
system.  It may be regional in one area, but this is not a regional system.  Let's keep 
things status quo.  Put those delay dates in so that we can meet the requirements that 
say we are in balance by just pushing things back but keep everything on the table.  
 
Councilman Aames said he would like to echo what Mayor Scruggs has said.  He said a 
system without service is not a system and maybe we have to cut back on some service 
routes because of the deficit that we're experiencing, but option five virtually eliminates 
service.  And our taxpayers have been contributing toward this with the idea that 
through Prop. 400 and other ways that we're going to get service.  He said Peoria 
looked at doing it early and supporting it locally, and then when funds came through 
Prop. 400 we would do it through the Prop. 400.  But now we're looking at such a long 
timeline that we say wow, we can't really do this.  And it's virtually like no service to 
Peoria.  So we're in this year after year where we're not getting service.  
 
He said he realizes it's just going to be a place holder, but agrees with Mayor Scruggs, 
place holder's can become the default.  And thinks if we're going to have a default it 
should be looking towards service and then we can say maybe we can't do all of the 
service because some capital improvements are needed elsewhere in the existing 
system.  He said he thinks option one a better default to begin with. 
 
Councilman McDonald stated that he is in complete agreement with Mayor Scruggs in 
her statement regarding keeping the service on the table for people to be able to use 
the transit system.  To take it maybe even one level further, if we take it back to 
individual communities to see if they can fund it on their own, and some communities 
can and some can't, we're actually going to create some holes, even if the city can 
provide that service, it won't really matter because it won't be able to connect with 
anything.  If we spend it right now on some capital improvement plans but then bus 
service goes away, we'll have capital improvements that will be very much underutilized 
at that point also.  He said it was his opinion that we need to keep service on the table, 
keep as many bus routes open and available to the public as we can.  He said he is in 
very much in support of option one.   
 
It was moved by Mayor Scruggs to approve option one as a place older option 
recognizing that option one in its current form does not meet all cities' needs and 
priorities.  A technical advisory committee shall be established consisting of city staff.  
The committee shall meet as often as necessary to develop additional options to 
address the budget shortfall and the RPTA executive director shall provide periodic 
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updates on the technical committee's work to the Board beginning in September.           
During these updates the Board shall provide guidance and suggestions to the technical 
committee.  The technical committee shall bring forward a final recommendation 
through the regular committee process for the Board's consideration by the end of the 
year.  And that's to mean the calendar year 2009.   I also move that the Rail Life Cycle 
program be adopted for inclusion in the TLCP. 
 
This motion was seconded by Vice Mayor Joe Johnson.   
 
Chairman Ecton said everyone has been through the many different alternatives that 
appear and thinks the mayor gave a good explanation of the positive sides of going with 
option one.  He asked staff make a presentation just so that everyone fully understands 
what's in option one and what it means. 
 
Paul Hodgins, Capital Programming Manager, provided a summary of alternative one.  
He said alternative one is revised because the operating cost for the Arizona 
Avenue/Country Club Road BRT were programmed back in to make some other 
adjustments.  But what is in alternative one is routes that exist today, the funding is 
taken over by the region on the current schedule.  So there is no impact to city budgets 
under this alternative.  But for new routes, routes that do not exist, there are delays of 
up to eight years and I say up to because we don't delay anything past 2026, so if it was 
programmed any time after 2018, then the delays become less just to ensure  
it's in the program.   
 
He said the headways on seven of the routes are reduced to 60 minutes, which is a 
bare minimum level of service.  For the express routes, the trips are reduced to eight 
trips per day and three of the BRT routes are delayed outside of the TLCP.  That's the 
Scottsdale/Rural Road, South Central, and the Chandler Boulevard. This leaves only 
about $270 million to transfer over to the capital program and what was in last year's   
update was just over $500 million and it's just enough PTF funds to match the fleet and 
to meet any current commitments -- commitments that are already in IGAs for facilities, 
but there are no other new facilities that are programmed, so most of the park-and-rides 
and transit centers are delayed out beyond 2026.  
 
Mr. Hodgins said the key points for this option is that there is a minimum service level, 
the arterial BRT service is delayed, but the underlying super grid service and all those 
corridors are maintained.  Again, the PTF takes over funding on the existing schedules, 
so there is no impact to the city budgets, but the new services that start may do so 
without supporting capital facilities.   
 
Chairman Ecton said the reason he thought this was important is because of some of 
the things that Mayor Scruggs said.  Sometimes a place holder becomes the real thing 
as you move forward and we hope that it doesn't work out that way in either case, but I 
wanted every issue to be open and transparent.  This is what it means to do alternative 
one if it were to move forward and become in place.  
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Mayor Scruggs said she would like to add something that was left out when she was 
making her initial comments.  She said when we talk about the capital needs and those 
being diminished, it's important to remember that the capital projects in Proposition 400 
are eligible for many other sources of funding.  There is federal discretionary funding, 
formula funding, stimulus, reauthorization, CMAQ.  There are a lot of other places to go 
for capital funds.  There is no place else to go other than Prop. 400 for the operating 
funds.  
 
Councilwoman Donovan said it's important that when we look at the bus projects and 
these options that we're looking at it within our entire RTP, which includes more than 
just the work that we have a duty to do here.  And as we look at making changes to the 
plan that we've developed, those changes need to be made in light of the entire RTP.  
She said she is comfortable with changing that to option one and not maintaining the 
integrity of the plan that we developed then, which is what alternative five would do.  As 
we then move forward, I think one thing we all agree on is that we'll have a 
comprehensive review of this. And frankly, when we look at Chandler, we would lose 
things if we don't do option one. You see a lot of red in Chandler in option five.  There is 
a lot of red in Chandler and more green but I think it is important that we maintain the 
integrity of the plan and while there is a lot of green in option one, it's also important, as 
you mentioned, that service levels are compromised and when service levels are 
compromised, we can't establish the ridership that really makes a route successful.  
While there may be possibilities for capital funding, there is no guarantee of those 
getting funded, and so to have services without supporting facilities is a concern of mine 
as well.  
 
Councilman Somers said he wouldn’t be supporting this motion for many of the same 
reasons.  But what we have tried to do or what we have right here is a plan that tries to 
be all things to all people establishing as many bus routes as possible.  And I think while 
that's a noble goal, the fact is we're not just in another deficit.  We are in a new 
economic reality and the likelihood of coming out of this quickly is -- well, I think we've 
all discussed that already -- a fairly economic certainty that it's going to take a while  
to come out of this and that we are going to have to develop a new plan.  
 
He said we are going to have to realize that we're not going to be able to make this 
goal.  And what we're going to have to do is take a step back and take a regional 
approach and try to figure a system that maximizes the regional approach, moves the 
most people to where the job centers are and the population centers in both east and 
west as well.  And unfortunately when we try to spread that out too thin we end up with 
what was up here, 60-minute service or delayed service, and Councilwoman Donovan 
is correct, it's hard to establish a ridership when it is so spread out like that.  
 
Councilman Somers said in light of that he thinks we need to look at what MAG has 
done and they have just decided to continue forward with what they're doing for the year 
and take a close look at what work they're doing, and we're going to have to do the 
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same thing.  Everyone at least agrees on that.  But the closest, best alternative, I think, 
to what we have now, moving forward is to stick with alternative five, so that is the one I 
would support and I won't support option number one.   
 
Councilman Aames asked how new service can operate without supporting facilities?  
Mr. Hodgins said what has been done in the past is we have used temporary park-and-
ride lots and temporary locations, but they're similar to handshake agreements with 
other businesses.   
 
Mayor Scruggs said we keep saying we're trying to build this regional system, regional 
plan.  She said what is approved today, whether it is one or five, it really becomes the 
baseline for the work of the technical advisory committee.  She said she thinks what 
we're looking at today is, do we use as a baseline, something that really is a regional 
system in that it covers the entire metropolitan Valley.  Recognizing what Councilman 
Somers said, there may be some of these routes that really aren't going to prove out as 
being justifiable.  And I think we all recognize that.  Are we going to ask that committee 
to begin their work with a baseline but just immediately exclude close to three-fourths of 
the Valley?  If this is going to become the baseline when my council comes back in 
September and we start reviewing our budget, we have to look at why we are going to  
continue this service we put in place when clearly all the money will be going in a 
different direction.  This in no way represents a regional plan, in no way whatsoever.  
That's why we all approved it as the MAG Transportation Policy Committee and the 
MAG Regional Council and put it to the voters.  If it needs to be cut back, if it needs to 
be changed, do so, but make the changes looking at the entire Valley, not just a very 
select part of the Valley.  
 
She said the delays and the issue of trying to get people to use service, how can we do 
that if there are service delays?  As I pointed out, the delays don't begin for nine years.  
The work of this committee will have been done long before that.  But if we begin with a  
baseline where we know that two-thirds or three-fourths of the Valley is going to be cut 
out of transit service, then we can begin immediately to make people aware of that so 
they can make good decisions.  And I'm talking about riders and potential riders.  
 
Councilman Aames said option one is a better starting point because it focuses on  
service and as Mayor Scruggs said it’s one of the first things the committee should look 
at is what is the likely ridership on each of these routes.  And if we had to cut some, 
which ones would we cut.  And at the same time, if we start with the sense of service, 
because we don't have service, you don't have a bus system serving a particular area.  
He said another starting point is to look at where there might be funding for capital 
needs and can we achieve that kind of funding to supplement the program beyond the 
Prop. 400 funds.  He said he thinks option one is a better starting point.  And I think it is 
easier to draw back from the service and say well, we do need to spend capital here or 
this system, which is already carrying maybe a certain number of people, will be 
carrying more, but it needs these capital improvements.   He said it is a stronger and 
more equitable starting point and that's why he is support option one.  
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Councilman Somers said he disagrees with the idea that option one maintains the 
status quo.  I think option one is the one that's making a lot of the changes in the time 
frame.  Option five is the one, particularly over the next year, that is going to maintain 
the status quo.  I also think that we're forgetting both sides, whether you're for one or 
five, we have agreed that this plan needs to be adapted to meet the new economic 
realities and what that's going to look like is going to very different and based on one, 
our current financial -- new projected economic reality and trying to get regional equity 
and moving the most people from population centers to employment centers which is 
what a true regional system is about.  This plan was more about bus routes.  It was 
about streets.  It was about light rail, all of that.  What's under consideration today, 
obviously, is just about bus routes, but we need to maintain the status quo.  Number five 
best reaches that and I'll make that argument depending on what happens later and 
then move forward with a new plan that deals with our current fiscal issue. 
 
Councilwoman Donovan said she agrees with Councilman Somers that alternative five 
is pushing the projects out in order based upon a plan that we've already agreed upon.  
So it's maintaining what we've already agreed upon instead of making changes right 
now that are not taking into consideration the entire RTP that voters voted on in 
Proposition 400. 
 
Mayor Meck said he supports option one and is pleased to report that Buckeye has 
started a park-and-ride lot.  We're looking at the beginning of west side transportation as 
well and option one is regional.  It's okay to do things on the east side, but it's okay to 
do things on the west side.  We ought to solve this with option one now because we 
don't know what the next 35 years are going to hold.  This is a plan that's in place, 
shows where things can go, and as the funds come later on down the road, maybe 
there needs to be cuts.  But option one in particular, in the town of Buckeye, where I'm 
looking for this thing that's going to happen next year, would certainly like to see this 
kind of plan showing that we will possibly be involved.  He said option one is what he 
would want.  
 
Councilman Aames said as we look at the future we ought to seriously look at where 
has light rail supplemented the needs for bus.  And I don't know if we've really done that 
because this plan was really before we had light rail and if light rail is serving some of 
the corridors, there may not be as much of an additional need for buses or maybe there 
will be more. 
 
Mr. Boggs said the technical advisory group, which we would put together similar to 
what we did which would be made up of, as Mayor Scruggs had indicated, of member 
staff, we have a process laid out.  It was our intent to have a Board adopted benchmark 
report from 2007 which is what we call the HDR/SR Beard Report, which you adopted, 
that sets out the benchmark for the plan.  Unless advised otherwise, it would be our 
intent that is the best place to start because regardless of the alternatives that we've 
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gone through here, we're trying to get the alternative selected so we can meet the RTP 
requirements of MAG and work that through.  Mr. Boggs said staff can expand on the 
discussion.  There was not an appropriate time before now to bring it up, but that's what 
we've been working on for everything.  So staff would then work off of your benchmark 
report into wherever we go with the advisory group between now and December 31.    
 
Councilwoman Neely asked if in that baseline study are you using the Prop. 400 
program that was put together as the point in which to start the regional program, how 
the crafters of that wanted to see that?  Is that included in that study that you approved? 
 
Mr. Boggs said when Prop. 400 was adopted there was obviously a great deal of work 
that went on in pulling the plan together and what the voters voted on.  He said he came 
on board in 2005 and we went through a number of things with a group similar to what 
is being proposed today.  We began discovering that the detail in the plan was not 
sufficient.  For example, some of the routes in the plan didn't have enough mileage on 
them or had too much mileage and all the benchmark report did was take the plan and 
fine tune it.  We had the plan that the voters adopted and worked out some issues that 
the voters would have expected, we do not have the time to go through the level of 
detail to get that point.  So it's a benchmark report, a refined voter plan, and that's why I 
think it's a good place to start from.   
 
Councilwoman Neely said her only question is in that refinement did you expand it    
because there's only limited dollars and that's why we're here today because we know 
that, our dollars have fallen off and I think it is very important that we meet what Prop. 
400 was really looking for.  If there was expansion I would really like to know about that 
because that would concern me somewhat because we're not in the same economic 
times that 2005, 2007 was. 
 
Mr. Bogs said no, we did not expand it.  I considered it a fine tuning to really make the 
plan work in those areas where it didn't make sense with the routing and the miles.  It 
did not expand the plan.  It stayed within the financial framework at that time and what 
the voters approved.   
 
Chairman Ecton said we anticipated a certain amount of money and they've lived within 
that; however, we had some contingency that went away pretty quickly.  But my 
comment on this coming from the business world most of my life, anytime you go about 
revising a plan or something like this, you usually start out looking at what you've got 
today and then trying to improve upon it and learn from the experience that we have 
and also looking at the financial possibilities that come with that.  In my mind, number 
five is pretty much the same as the benchmark.  It just adjusted itself to the dollars that 
are available, when they are available and doing everything that was really intended in 
that first plan except we're not going to have enough money to do all of it within the time 
frame that we're given.  He said using the benchmark when the technical committee 
goes to work is an excellent place to start.  
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Councilman McDonald said he would disagree with it if you say that it's following the 
benchmark.  I don't think the benchmark ever outlined removing bus service from 
people in the first place.  The plan was before with the benchmark, to add all of these   
capital improvements and do all these additions while maintaining bus service.  If we 
remove bus service to say that we're going to follow benchmark and put capital in  
place, we're creating infrastructure of something that we've eliminated and that doesn't 
make a lot of sense to me.  There was a lot of talk here earlier about ridership and 
developing good routes and good ridership.  And I agree with that.  If there's a route 
that's not good then maybe it should be eliminated or reduced.   
 
He said in Avondale we don't even have the advantage of bus service that's running 
more frequently than within an hour, so I understand that ridership will increase when 
you increase the level of bus service.  And to the comment of an economic reality, the 
economic reality is people don't have a lot of money here.  They're trying to save money 
on gas.  They're trying to not use their car.  The economic reality is bus service is critical 
and if you remove bus service, if bus service goes away, infrastructure means nothing.  
I think if we're going to follow a benchmark we need to follow a benchmark that starts 
with having buses available to us and build infrastructure as we can, through whatever 
means we can, whether that be additional grant money or using residual here or in the 
future as revenues increase we can add additional money to capital depending on how 
the technical analysis goes from there.  
 
Mayor Scruggs said a lot of conflicting conversation has taken place. She said we're 
talking about a place holder only.  But yet I'm listening to Chandler and Mesa's 
comments and it's pretty clear if five is approved that's what's going to happen.  There 
seems to be some belief that there will be no job centers anywhere west of Rural Road.  
Clearly I'm misunderstanding.  So we're saying okay, this is just a place holder, but yet 
I'm hearing comments that this is what certain communities are counting on will happen 
period.  I'm hearing that this is closest to the original plan.  And that's the one that just 
astounds me the most.  You lop off two-thirds or more of the projects, you're staying 
closest to the original plan.  Absolutely not.  I think the general public could very quickly 
understand this is not closest to the original plan. Then I'm hearing you're going to go by 
the benchmark plan which is the beginning Proposition 400 plan as the beginning place, 
but that's not what I'm hearing from certain communities here at the table.  I think the 
communities at the table are expecting that the approved option will be the beginning 
place for the technical advisory committee.  
 
She said if we are honest that what we approve today is not what we think is the plan 
for the remainder of the Proposition 400 funds, but is a way to show that we are in 
balance, then you go with the do-the-least-harm model.  You leave everything on that   
was approved by the voters in Proposition 400.  There are delays but the delays are so 
far down the road they're not going to cause any impact.  The other choice is to tell the 
traveling public that they really don't count because they've been just eliminated from 
the plan.  So I'm hearing things said that really contradict each other and I'd like to  
understand it.  Is Mr. Boggs going to use the benchmark Prop. 400 plan.  Other cities 
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are saying we're going to use option five.  What is it that we're going to be using as the 
beginning for the technical advisory committee?  And if it's going to be the benchmark 
Prop. 400 plan, then why are we doing this other than to just bring ourselves into 
financial balance, and we can do that by not disrupting what the original plan was.  
 
Councilwoman Donovan said Chandler didn’t say that if five is approved that's what's 
going to happen and so I just need to be clear.  I apologize if it wasn't clear what I said.  
I did say that it's important that we have a comprehensive review of this, which will 
happen with both of them.  And when we look at the integrity of the plan that we have, 
now is not the time to put in a new option but go with projects being implemented in 
order based upon the 2007 review of this.  It's about maintaining what we've already 
agreed upon as we move forward to develop what is the next place for us to go.  As the 
Chandler representative I did not say that if five is approved that's what's going to 
happen.  I'm interested in a comprehensive review of this happening while we maintain 
what we've already agreed upon in making chose changes.  
 
Councilmember Cavalier said he didn’t see, as far as Goodyear is concerned, five or 
one, we're probably talking about the same kind of service.  We went over this in detail 
at the BFS meeting and I was in favor of option five. I come in here today and I look at 
the others and I can see Mayor Scruggs view point, but on the other hand, it's a holding 
pattern.  We have to have something that covers us in the budget so that we can say 
we have this going forward.  And these things all change anyway, but I still have to 
support option five because it does the same thing for Goodyear and what we're looking 
for is so far down the road it's going to be mostly commuter rail and BRT buses that 
support us and they're not in the immediate plan.  He said he would have to support 
option five.  
 
Councilman Presmyk said this has been a very enlightening and interesting discussion.  
But as he looked ahead without the presentation or the points of alternative five, we 
debated and discussed these at the Budget and Finance Subcommittee at great length, 
and I, too, believe that alternative five, while I don't like it necessarily, it gives us the 
best direction from the existing Prop. 400 plan and the baseline refinement of that that 
was done in 2007.  And it really comes down to what we consider to be service.  
 
He said alternative one puts a lot of routes out there but, in my opinion, not very much 
service.  Alternative five gives us the same level of service that we are currently 
providing in a systematic and orderly way based on the finances that become available 
to us through the Prop. 400.  And the same arguments that I've heard for  justifying 
option one well, it's five years out, 10 years out.  The same is also true for alternative 
five, but to me alternative five at least gives us a little bit more semblance of staying with 
the existing plan.  And as we get out in four, five and 10 years, we're going to modify 
this plan.  And I think all the discussion we're having here today and what we've done 
for the last several months is why the next five months with this technical committee 
working at the staff level to bring us back a recommendation towards the end of this 
year becomes so very important.  And so to me alternative five gives us Prop. 400 
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moving forward as a direction and that's the one that I'm going to support today.  
 
Mayor Scruggs asked for one thing to go on the record. The statement that option five is 
the best because it keeps everything on the table.  Option one delays four routes.  And 
one of them, I'd have to ask Councilwoman Neely where this is.  It's so far north that 
little piece up there is past Anthem.  So we're talking about delay of four routes, but 
option five, which is being presented as keeping things the most in place, delays 20 
routes.  So I would like that in the record, please, that the statements that option five 
keeps things most in place does not match what actually happens here.   
 
Chairman Ecton said let's not lose sight that neither one of these is going to happen.  
There is going to be a technical committee that works their way through this and it will 
come back here.  What we vote on today will have no impact on the service between 
now and the end of the year; is that correct, Mr. Boggs? 
 
Mr. Boggs said yes, everything before that is absolutely correct. 
 
Chairman Ecton said the debate is mostly centered around what the fears are if you 
adopt one or the other.  What direction does that lead you, and I think that's the major 
issue here.  If there is no further – 
 
Chairman Ecton called for the question and a roll call vote:    
 
AVONDALE:  Aye 
BUCKEYE:  Aye 
CHANDLER:  No. 
EL MIRAGE:  Aye 
GILBERT:  No 
GLENDALE:  Aye 
GILBERT No 
MESA:  No 

PEORIA:  Aye 
PHOENIX:  No 
QUEEN CREEK:  No 
SCOTTSDALE:  No 
SURPRISE:  Aye 
TEMPE:  No 
  

 
The motion failed with eight no’s and six yes’s. 
 
It was moved by Councilman Somers to approve option five as a place older option 
recognizing that option five, in its current form, does not meet all cities' needs and 
priorities.  A technical advisory committee shall be established consisting of city staff.  
The committee shall meet as often as necessary to develop additional options to 
address the budget shortfall and the RPTA executive director shall provide periodic 
updates on the technical committee's work to the Board beginning in September.           
During these updates the Board shall provide guidance and suggestions to the technical 
committee.  The technical committee shall bring forward a final recommendation 
through the regular committee process for the Board's consideration by the end of the 
year.  And that's to mean the calendar year 2009. I also move that the Rail Life Cycle 
program be adopted for inclusion in the TLCP. 
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This motion was seconded by Councilman Presmyk. 
              
Chairman Ecton asked Mr. Hodgins to provide an overview of option five. 
 
Mr. Hodgins said there is a lot less service included in option five. For all funded PTF 
funded routes we've planned basically 30-minute headways for weekday service and 60 
minute for weekend service, unless it currently exists at a better headway.  There are 
delays anywhere from four to eight years.  The routes earlier in the program get a 
shorter delay, but as we build up the operations, the delays required are longer which 
means there are eight of the super grid routes that are delayed beyond 2026 and 10 
express routes, but only two of the arterial BRT routes are delayed and that's South 
Central and Chandler Boulevard.  
 
He said this does leave a lot more PTF funds to transfer to the capital program of about 
$680 million.  He said more of the capital facilities end up being constructed with this 
option -- only five of the park-and-rides instead of about 10.  Five transit centers and 
four of the maintenance facilities are delayed beyond 2026, whereas almost all of them 
are delayed under alternative one.  The key points here are, standard service levels, the 
30 and 60 minute headways in all corridors, but many of the routes are delayed.  These 
projects are implemented in order based on the 2007 update, the benchmark report.  
There is arterial BRT service in three of the five corridors, but again, here the PTF funds 
for existing routes are delayed, so there is an impact to city budgets.  
 
This alternative has the least amount of funding for service, but the new services that  
are implemented do have the supporting facilities associated with them.  We have 
carried this model beyond the term of the TLCP, so we do ensure as we continue   
implementing operations that the funding is available to support them, assuming the tax 
were to get extended.  
 
Councilwoman Neely said she too wants a regional system.  She said she is fairly 
disappointed with the options that we're looking at because she thinks someday there 
should be some sort of blended system and your proposal should have some way to 
incorporate both the blend of one and five.  She said she understands each and every 
one of us sitting at this table are in a situation of survival with the state of the economy 
and realizes that, all of our city budgets have taken a big hit.  She said she is committed 
to work to see what we can do in the future and is hopeful that the economy does 
brighten for us fairly quickly.  And if that's the case, would hope that this committee 
would take another look at this and understands that this is to balance it for the current 
year, but chooses not to take the doom and gloom that this is forever at the bottom and 
we're not going to see an upside to it. She said she understands that we're committed to 
a regional system and it looks like we're far apart between one and five.  When the 
technical committee meets, she hopes that they put a lot of work into finding something 
that is comprehensive and cohesive for the whole group.  
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Chairman Ecton said he would like to ask Councilman Somers to give staff some 
guidance in the motion on what the starting point is the benchmark, what they work 
from.  And based on what Mayor Scruggs has said and what Councilwoman Neely has 
said, certainly we need to work from something, to something and there is a lot of room 
for improvement in taking both sides of these issues.  But I think I would request that the 
original motion maker give guidance that we do, in fact, start from the benchmark that 
was developed in 2007 and I think that gives us the advantage of looking at the things 
that had been mentioned today.  Is that acceptable?  
 
Councilman Somers and Councilman Presmyk agreed to the amendment. 
 
Chairman Ecton called for the question and a roll call vote: 
 
AVONDALE:  No. 
BUCKEYE:  No. 
CHANDLER:  Yes. 
EL MIRAGE:  No. 
GILBERT:   Yes. 
GLENDALE:  No. 
GOODYEAR:  Yes. 

MESA:  Yes.  
PEORIA:  No. 
PHOENIX:  Yes. 
QUEEN CREEK:  Yes. 
SCOTTSDALE:  Yes.  
SURPRISE:  No.  
TEMPE:  Yes.

 
The motion passed with eight Yeahs and six Nos.   
 
4. FY 2009/2010 Proposed Operating and Capital Budget 
 
Mr. Boggs said the proposed 2009-10 combined operating capital budget is $298 
million.  One of the things that staff did this year that we have not done in previous 
years, is we used to do the TCLP and then a budget program and the two didn't dovetail 
very well.  But this year, which I think hopefully has made it easier on everyone, we 
actually looked thoroughly at the TLCP.  We'll take the direction that you just gave us, 
but in this current budget there is only $39 million that's not in the TLCP that is covered 
by the budget.  So the budget is very close to the TLCP.  He said the committees have 
gone through and looked at our regional services and all of our staffing and other 
issues, so by your action on the life cycle, the budget dove tails and there are no dollars 
for new capital or new services.  
 
Mr. Boggs said in addition, last October we made some changes, we worked very 
closely with the committees and we have additional savings: 
 

• Three high-level positions that will not be filled 
• Frozen all salaries   
• Frozen all positions 
• Cut out 20 plus percent of the existing budget dollars that we can work with.    

 
He said there is no cost of living adjustments (COLA) and no salary increases for staff.  
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Mr. Boggs said the revised FY 2009-10 Operating Capital budget includes an additional 
$400,000 which was covered through the committee process to carry forward funds 
from the FY 2008-09 budget for the cost of the Scottsdale Road alternative analysis 
study which was approved in the budget process. 
 
Mr. Boggs said there is a revised resolution delegating authority to the executive 
director regarding signature authority for intergovernmental agreements and budgetary 
authority similar to what we did last year.  He said the reason for the change in the FY 
2008-09 revised budget, is a reduction in the PTF funds from $133.5 million to $115 
million.  There is also an increase in bond proceeds from $80 million to $105.  He said 
Rail came in with a revised estimate, so the bonding is only $105 million.  The FY 2008-
09 budget has been adjusted for that.  He said there were a number of reductions in 
administrative planning and marketing costs.   
 
Chairman Ecton said as chairman of the BFS he would like to ensure the Board that we 
looked at all of the cost elements extensively and we think they were fairly judged and 
they made significant cuts and we unanimously support the approval of this budget.  
 
Mayor Scruggs said after talking with her staff, who have been talking to other staff 
members from other communities, there does not seem to be a problem with budget.  
The resolution, however, is a policy matter and bears no relationship to the budget and 
is causing concern for a number of communities.  And in addition, it is contrary to how 
we operate in cities and that has caused some more confusion and concern.  So the 
two items need to be separated.  We have a budget and we have a resolution doing 
something entirely different.  She said she would provide a motion for the budget and 
the budget adjustment. 
 
IT WAS MOVED BY MAYOR SCRUGGS, SECONDED BY COUNCILWOMAN NEELY 
AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO APPROVE THE FISCAL YEAR 2009-2010 
OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGET AS OUTLINED AND THE AMDENDED FY 
2008-2009 OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGET.  
 
Bill Sims said this has caused concern at all levels. The TMC said exactly what Mayor 
Scruggs said which is that as governments they don't do this.  They bring IGAs to city 
and town councils for approval as required by Title 11.  
 
For the 20 years that this Board has been created, prior Executive Directors relied on 
two factors to address the problem that you meet infrequently.  You meet at the best 
case about every month and then much less frequently during the summer.  And well 
before my time you all with guidance and approval from your attorneys decided that 
your protection was afforded by these actions.  One, you have an administrative code 
that authorizes your executive director to sign all contracts if they're procured under 
your procurement code.  You have a procurement code that says all procurements -- 
and that's where the protection would have to be approved by you if over $50,000, 
which is his threshold -- and we did explain to many of you that many of your 
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jurisdictions have a modest threshold to allow staff to execute contracts.  
 
So historically the protection would have been you approved a budget, you had to 
approve the procurement, and in the administrative code you delegated to your 
executive director the power to sign a contract if the contract was appropriately 
procured meaning you authorized a procurement.   A little over a year ago Mr. Boggs 
came to me and said that's the way it's done in most governments.  And I had the same 
point that Mayor Scruggs had and, in fact, all your managers had -- and said no, 
typically all these contracts -- we'll just call them IGAs, because there is three categories 
in this resolution:  transit services agreements, which are IGAs, IGAs, and just run-of-
the-mill contracts.  
 
Typically those would come to your body, you as your city or town council, and I 
mentioned this to Dave.  To address that point this Board would act and would add to 
those other three layers we've already had what was approved the procurement, 
approve the budget, authorize him under the administrative code to approve -- to sign 
contracts, if approved, by you, and approve pursuant to a procurement.  But then we did 
have, and I must admit, Mayor Scruggs, it was a mixing of policy and budget, but in your 
protection was an authorized budget.  And if my concern as your attorney was, you 
never acted, a year ago you did this, a year ago you approved a resolution, it wasn't as 
quite as developed as the one you're looking at today that embodied budget approval 
and authority to sign based on those protections.  
 
We mentioned this to TMC and they didn't like it.  They wanted all contracts to come 
back to you.  So at Budget and Finance that was one of the suggestions.  And so this is 
not a legal call.  It is entirely your call.  If you wish to do like most city and town councils, 
we can have consent agendas and bring all the contracts back, but I'm telling you that at 
least a year ago when I looked at it, I, at least, had a resolution that addresses your 
point, Mayor Scruggs, so at some point where you as elected officials took a vote and  
expressly delegated to him the power to sign.  But again, we can easily convert this to 
what you typically do at most city and town councils and just do it by consent agenda.  
But you're right, Mayor Scruggs, this is combining budget and policy.  
 
Mayor Scruggs said after listening to Mr. Sims this has caused so much concern and 
unrest that I think we should hold this over and have another look around because as 
he pointed out at every level it has come, it has created a furor.  For me I'm not ready to 
approve it today.  I would like to have it go back through those committees that did not 
like it and talk it through again.  And if the resolution is we have longer consent 
agendas, I don't know what happens in other cities, but, I mean, it is not unusual for us 
to have 15 items on a consent agenda, but at least we know there's been review by the 
elected officials and the opportunity for the public to speak on every one of those, but I 
would prefer it go back for further discussion. 
 
Mr. Boggs said he would suggest the Board just not vote on the resolution and then 
rather than just bringing it back through, to leave it this way right now and then let him 
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take a look so that it's clear as far as -- and we do this regularly -- and actually, that's 
partly why this came up because I've never operated where you've had this kind of an 
authority.  I've always run it through all the process, so I'm going to suggest I just come 
back at some point in the next few months, lay out with our attorney's help what 
authorities are, exactly where everything is, and maybe you don't need the resolution. I 
understand that under the direction I'll be coming back with the intergovernmental 
agreements until something else is done.   
 
Councilman McDonald said he didn’t have any problem with delaying this right now.  
But when it does come back, a better explanation of what we've already put into place 
and all the safeguards that we need. The only thing he thinks is an issue with the way 
we are currently doing it is because of the summer break or anything that might be of a 
timely nature, getting this group together on a short notice would be incredibly difficult.  
As you come back through the committee process, if you give very good detail, we have 
a process here.  This process states these things.  These are the limits.  And as long as 
we can see all those things, it might be a little bit easier for us to look at and agree at 
that time. 
 
5. Update and Summary on Public Comments Regarding the proposed ADA 

Paratransit Eligibility Program 
 
Mr. Boggs said in January of this year the Board directed staff to hold public hearings 
on the proposed ADA bus and rail pass and in-person eligibility determination process.  
He said five formal hearings were held and 11 informational meetings.   
 
He said staff continues to work closely with member agencies, particularly the city of 
Phoenix, who will receive a presentation in September.   Mr. Boggs said the results of 
those hearings were 54 formal comments received about the in-person eligibility 
proposal.  Most comments and the most asked question was who conducts the 
interviews and the assessments.  He said this process allowed us to share that with 
those persons that were concerned.  He said staff will be coming back to the Board in 
October in order to continue the process and issue a request for proposals (RFP).  
 
He said staff will continue to work with the member agencies and we'll be coming back 
in October with further direction.   
 
Councilwoman Neely said the City of Phoenix would like to see that at the 
Subcommittee on Transportation and Infrastructure but also the rest of the council, but I 
would also ask, and I think you were kind of getting to it, is that we must work with the 
member cities before the RFP goes out or before we finish this to make sure we flush 
out the cost impacts upon all of the cities.  We need to really have the ability to look at 
this and figure out exactly what it's going to have the impact on. 
 
Mr. Boggs said staff agrees and that's actually part of the reason for the delay to make 
sure we can do that. 
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6. July 1st Fare Communications and Retail Location Strategy Update 
 
Mr. Boggs introduced Mario Diaz, Chief Marketing Officer, who provided an overview 
the July 1 fare implementation strategy.  Mr. Diaz covered the following items in his 
presentation.   
 

 Internal readiness 
 Customer information 
 Fare media 
 Fare vending machines 
 Fare media sales and locations 

 
7. Legislative Update 
 
Mr. Boggs introduced Bryan Jungwirth who provided the following update.  On the state 
legislative level, the vanpool technical correction to get it exempted from the Tourism 
and Sports Authority Tax passed the Senate Finance Committee yesterday 6:0, so 
that's continuing to move forward.  
 
The Local Transportation Assistance Funds, the lottery funds that go to many of the 
cities to help fund transit, have been cut in the budget, but they're not totally wiped out.  
We're looking at a $2.3 million and a $990,000 cut on a statewide basis respectively for 
LTAF I and II. 
 
As far as the 2009 Omnibus Appropriations Bill, we did fairly well if you include what we 
had in the bill itself.  There was about $3.6 million in the bill itself in the SAFETEA-LU 
Bill and that's coming through.  We received approximately $1.8 million for alternatives 
analysis for the three light rail extensions as well as some bus purchases in Phoenix, as 
well as about $92 million for the payment on the light rail extension -- full funding grant 
agreement portion of that.  The President's budget has been released and we are 
looking at a 1 percent increase for transit which isn't a whole lot.  It does propose to 
complete all the full funding grant agreement for the metro light rail 20-mile line.  
 
The House has also passed its conference report for the supplemental appropriations 
bill which is also referred to as the ARRA Spending Bill.  That included a provision for 
transit operating assistance and you may note that the feds never pay for transit 
operating costs, so this would be the first time in about 12 to 14 years that they've ever 
given any money to large urban areas for transit operating assistance.  He said the one 
catch on it is it is limited to 10 percent of the stimulus money that regions receive.  As 
you know, we have already decided on our stimulus projects.  There's a potential that 
cities could go back and change that, but we'd have to work through potentially an 
amendment process with Phoenix as the designated recipient, but it is a possibility.  
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You may have heard a little bit about reauthorization.  RPTA did submit about 25 
requests.  The big question is how to pay for it.  
 
The Highway Trust Fund is about to go bust and Chairman Oberstar, the chairman of 
the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, has meetings today where he 
is releasing a number of blueprints regarding the Reauthorization Bill but, he's also said 
he doesn't want the bill extended beyond the September 30th deadline.  He wants the 
new bill put in place.  That's probably not going to happen because the House Ways 
and Means Committee has not put forth any funding yet.  We're hearing he is looking at 
about a $450 billion bill.  
 
And on the heels of that, the transportation secretary, Mr. LaHood, came out yesterday 
calling for a 18-month highway reauthorization because the money is about to run out 
for the Highway Trust Fund in late August.  That bill proposes to do quite a bit  
with cost benefit analysis, investment into metro areas and to promote livability, but the 
administration is on record with not supporting a gas tax, so I think what we're looking at 
is a bailout from the general fund.  
 
Councilwoman Neely asked for an update on the work that has gone on with MAG to 
look at the way planning is done through MAG.   
 
Mr. Jungwirth said RPTA, METRO, the City of Phoenix, and MAG are working together 
to look at the roles and responsibilities for planning between the agencies to see if 
there's roles and responsibilities that potentially could shift between the agencies to 
make either a better process, or to save money, or to make it more transparent, or 
easier for the member agencies.  And so the committee continues to work.  I think in the 
next several months some of the recommendations will start coming back to the 
different boards and committee processes.  
 
Councilwoman Neely asked if it was his understanding that some of this is being driven 
by MAG being able to get their federal certification, correct, and that kind of has an 
October deadline on it? 
 
Mr. Boggs said there was a finding for MAG on a previous federal certification and they 
are trying to make sure they are in compliance with the federal regulations.  We believe 
there are things that probably can be done that can assist MAG in that area.  And then 
when they presented a brief presentation to MAG Executive Committee there were a lot 
of items on there.  I don't believe all of those items need to be done, but that's still being 
worked at a subcommittee level and yes, we're absolutely in agreement to try to help 
MAG make sure they meet whatever those requirements are and that's being 
discussed.   
 
8. Executive Director’s Report 
 
Mr. Boggs said he had two items.  The first one is we were advised by Standard & 
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Poor's that we do have a AA+ rating on our bonds we will issue.  Our estimate for 
interest is 4.74 percent which is what is in TLCP.  We believe that could be lower.  The 
financing will be finalized on June 30th and then we'll be able to update you at that time.  
 
Also, the Board has asked that we make sure that we're in tune with everyone on any 
legislative requests that you might have.  So if you have any legislative pieces that you 
need us to assist you with and your members or with your staffs, please let us know.  
We try to stay as attuned to that as we can.  But if something comes up please do not 
hesitate to contact Bryan.   
 
He said the Board meeting will be September 17th at 12:45 p.m.   
 
Chairman Ecton congratulated the staffs that worked on getting the bond ratings.  I think 
that is fantastic and we're all very pleased with that.  
 
With no further discussion the meeting adjourned at 2:35 p.m. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2B-i 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract with Blackstone Security, Inc. for Physical Security  
 
Summary 
Blackstone Security, Inc., is an on-call state contractor that provides physical security at 
RPTA’s Mesa facility with the use of one officer whose duties are primarily focused on 
the protection of RPTA’s rolling assets.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
The program was initiated after the budgeting process and currently does not have an 
adopted budget source.  Due to its critical nature, the facility’s state of vulnerability, and 
recommendations made by the Department of Homeland Security’s Transit Security 
Administration, a decision was made to provide physical security.  The current yearly cost 
of services is approximately $115,000. The cost could grow, slightly, with holiday pay. 
 
Considerations 
Failure to execute this change order will result in RPTA’s inability to provide optimal 
physical security necessary to protect its rolling stock, buildings and employees from 
undesired security events at our Mesa facility.   
 
Execution of this change order will satisfy one very important element the U.S. 
Department of Homeland Security/Transportation Security Administration’s findings 
during a recent assessment conducted at our Mesa facility. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Blackstone Security, Inc. – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2B-ii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract with HMI Landscaping 
 
Summary 
HMI Landscaping provides landscaping maintenance services at Valley Metro RPTA’s 
Mesa facility.  HMI Landscaping services are purchased through State of Arizona 
contract #T0611B00.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
HMI Landscaping expenses of $53,000 are included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 
budget in Projects 2015 and 2030, Activity 7055 on page 53. 
 
Considerations 
If not approved, payments will cease resulting in no landscaping service for the Valley 
Metro RPTA’s Mesa facility. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Transit Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
HMI Landscaping – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2B-iii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract with Union Distributing 
 
Summary 
Union Distributing provides diesel fuel for fixed route and Dial-a-Ride service vehicles. 
Union Distributing services and materials are purchased through the State of Arizona 
contract #SCC060021-6-A3. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The total cost of diesel fuel for FY 2010 is $2,995,189.  The expense for diesel fuel is 
included in the FY 2010 budget in Projects 2015, 2030, and 2017, Activity 7022 on 
pages 53, 54, and 58. 
 
Considerations 
If not approved, payments will end resulting in not having diesel fuel for fixed route and 
Dial-a-Ride services operated by Valley Metro RPTA.  Valley Metro RPTA would have to 
procure a new fuel vendor and that may not be as successful in receiving prices as low 
as the rate off the State of Arizona contract. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Union Distributing – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C-i 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract Change Order with Veolia Transportation for Fixed Route and Dial-a-Ride Services 
 
Summary 
The contract with Veolia is for the operation of 5,864,027 revenue miles of fixed route service 
for routes: 30, 45, 61, 96, 104, 112, 120, 128, 136, 156, Main St. LINK, 511, 531, 532, 533, 
535, 536, 540, 541, and 542.  Also included in the Veolia agreement is the operation and 
management of the East Valley Dial-a-ride service (146,158 revenue hours), RideChoice 
alternative transportation program, and natural gas compressor maintenance activities 
(provided by Clean Energy, Inc). 
 
Fiscal Impact 
Change Order #10 is valued at $31,328,420.  The expense is budgeted in activities 2015 and 
2030 on pages 53 and 58. 
 
Considerations 
Contract change order approval is required to continue to provide the fixed route bus, dial-a-
ride, and alternative transportation services. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to execute 
this agreement.  
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement and Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Veolia Transportation Change Order #10 – A copy of this agreement is available upon 
request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C-ii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract Change Order with ValuTrans, Inc. for Fixed Route Bus Services  
 
Summary 
The contract with ValuTrans, Inc. is for the operation of 369,463 revenue miles of fixed 
route service for Express Routes 562, 571, 572, 573, 575, 576, and 4,055 hours for the 
Rural Route 660.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
Change Order #5 is valued at $2,916,162.76.  The expense is budgeted in Projects 2017 
and 2029 on pages 54 and 57. 
 
Considerations 
Contract Change Order approval is required to continue to provide the fixed route bus 
services. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Contracts & Procurement Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
ValuTrans Change Order #5 – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C-iii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract Change Order with Second Generation (dba Ajo Transportation, Inc.), Ajo/Gila 
Bend Regional Connector (Route 685) 
 
Summary 
This change order to the existing contract will continue service on the Route 685-Ajo/Gila 
Bend Regional Connector.  This route provides service for the Maricopa County 
communities of Gila Bend, Buckeye, Avondale, Goodyear and Phoenix along Hwy 85. 
The contractor, Ajo Transportation, has been providing service since October 2005.  
Operating five round trips on weekdays and two round trips on Saturdays, Route 685 
uses both 16-and 26-passenger vehicles.  In FY 2008-09, the average daily ridership 
was over 43, which is a 21 percent increase from FY 2007-08. Riders use this route for 
medical, shopping, employment, education, job training, and social trips. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The annual net operating cost for Route 685 is $554,467, which includes operating 
service, one additional full-time administrative staff person in the Ajo Transportation 
Office, operator incentive program, and reimbursement for an office computer. The 
service is funded by Public Transportation Funds and from Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) Section 5311 (Rural Transit) and Section 5316 (Job Access 
Reverse Commute – JARC) programs.   
 
$554,467 is $3,446 more than the preliminary budgeted line item amount for the service 
contractor.  This slight increase is being funded through additional federal funds from 
FTA Section 5311 and Section 5316 programs.   
 
Route 685 is project 2027-2010 on page 57 of the FY 2009-10 Preliminary Operating 
and Capital Budget. 
 
Considerations 
Extending this contract another year will allow Route 685 service to continue another 
year without interruption.  Authorizing the amount for the administrative staff person and  
reimbursement for an office computer will allow Ajo Transportation to better comply with  
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agency and federal reporting requirements.  The operator incentive program rewards  
operators for continued safe driving and excellent customer service. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this change order. 
 
Contact Person 
Anne MacCracken 
Planner III 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Second Generation Contract Change Order – A copy of this document is available upon 
request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C-iv 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract Change Order with Ashton Tiffany for Risk Management Services 
 
Summary 
The RPTA has a contract with Ashton Tiffany to provide a variety of Risk Management 
services. The RPTA is requesting an extension of these services to provide guidance 
with issues of insurance, indemnification, risk mitigation, issuance of insurance 
certificates, and tracking of insurance certificates from RPTA contractors, data collection, 
contract review, surveys of other transit providers, assessment of risk, analysis of 
possible risk management techniques for specific risks, selection and design of risk 
management strategies, implementation of risk management strategies, reporting and 
monitoring risks and risk management action plan, as well as general risk management 
consulting. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The $65,000 expense for this project is included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in 
Project 1015, Activity 6500 on page 35. 
 
The Public Transportation Fund (PTF) is the source of funds for this project. 
 
Considerations 
Failure to execute the change order extending this contract, RPTA will be without the 
services of a Risk Management consultant, and all tasks that have been addressed by 
the consultant, as outlined above would not be accomplished, as the expertise in Risk 
Management does not reside in-house. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
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Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this change order. 
 
Contact Person 
Penny Lynch 
Senior Manager of Management Services 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Aston Tiffany Risk Management Services – A copy of this document is available upon 
request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C-v 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract Change Order for Information Technology Services with IT Cooperative 
 
Summary 
IT-Cooperative provides Information Technology (IT) services on site to the RPTA. Staff  
is requesting approval of a change order to extend the contract with IT Co-op for FY 
2010. The contractor provides the following services: Dedicated Helpdesk support 
including Network Support, Server Support including Main File/Print Server, Exchange 
Server, Terminal Server, SQL and Stellant Server, Web Server, Utility Server, IVR 
Server – Microsoft Windows Server 2003, IVR Server – Linux Server, Quality 
Management System Server, and the Badge System Server, Virus and Spyware 
Monitoring Support, and Help Desk support between 4 a.m.-9 p.m. onsite. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The $425,000 expense for IT services is budgeted for FY 2010 from PTF funds and is 
included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 1015, Activity 6510 on page 
35. 
 
Considerations 
Failure to execute this change order for FY 2010 in the amount of $425,000 would cause 
RPTA to be faced with no information technology support. The RPTA does not possess 
the expertise in-house to provide these services. As a result, all departments within 
RPTA would be adversely affected, and as situations developed that needed to be 
resolved, such as servers that “go down”, there would be no available resource to 
remedy those situations, and RPTA employees could be affected by servers “going 
down” frequently. As a result, overall service and performance in all departments would 
be adversely affected. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 



2 

 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this change order. 
 
Contact Person 
Penny Lynch 
Senior Manager of Management Services 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Contract Change Order for Information Technology Services with IT Cooperative – A 
copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C-vi 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Annual Maintenance Agreement with Logic Tree, Inc. for the Interactive Voice Response 
System (IVR) 
 
Summary 
The IVR system used within the Regional Call Center provides call routing and 
automated options for customers to obtain transit information. Menu options include: next 
bus arrival times, trip planning, detours, my pass sales outlet, lost and found, and 
general information. In order to maintain various applications within the system and keep 
all information updated, Logic Tree Incorporated must perform quarterly maintenance on 
the system. This change order is necessary to continue annual maintenance services for 
the IVR system.  These services were procured competitively at the time the system was 
awarded. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The amount of this change order is for $64,100. The expense for this project is included 
in the Board adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 6035, Activity 7210 on page 67. 
 
Considerations 
This change order will enable Logic Tree Incorporated to support the IVR System for FY 
2009/10. Failure to execute this change order could result in a loss of service to our 
customers if the system goes down for any reason.   
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this change order. 
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Contact Person 
Scott Wisner 
Customer Service Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Annual Maintenance with Logic Tree for the IVR System – A copy of this document is 
available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C-vii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract Change Order with VPSI Inc. for the Operation and Management of the Valley 
Metro RPTA Regional Vanpool Program 
 
Summary 
The Regional Vanpool Services Contract between Valley Metro RPTA and VPSI Inc. was 
established and awarded through a competitive procurement process. VPSI performs the 
professional services for the vanpool program: billing, vehicle insurance and 
maintenance, administering vanpool starts, and terminations. This contract allows for 
option year extensions and budget price increases may be requested by the contractor 
sixty (60) days prior to each anniversary date of the contract. Any proposed increase is 
subject to RPTA approval with such approval not unreasonably withheld.  VPSI Inc. 
submitted a budget increase requested within the 60-day period stated in the contract. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
A one percent increase in indirect costs, administrative costs, profit, and associated 
taxes, but no increase in personnel for the vanpool contractor was allowed for FY 
2009/10.  This project is included in the Board-adopted budget in Project 2050, Activity 
7000 on page 63. Funds available in the FY 2009/10 vanpool budget amount to 
$610,000, which is an increase of $8,720 to the contractor.    
 
Considerations 
It is necessary to approve the change order and extend the Administrative Services 
Contract in order to continue regional vanpool operations.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this change order. 
 



2 

Contact Person 
Gary Roberts 
Vanpool Coordinator 
602-534-1808 
 
Attachments 
VPSI Contract – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C-viii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract Change Order with Ove Arup and Partners, Inc. for the Business Continuity 
Plan and Emergency Preparedness Plan 
 
Summary 
The objective of this project is to develop and provide RPTA with a Business Continuity 
Plan and Security and Emergency Preparedness Plan.  The Business Continuity Plan 
will provide the guidance necessary for RPTA to operate in the event of a major 
disruption.  The Security and Emergency Preparedness Plan will provide the guidance 
necessary for RPTA to function in the event of a major security occurrence.  Ove Arup 
are on-call consultants that will provide project planning, direction and information 
gathering, conduct site tours and interviews, identify best practices and lessons learned, 
and develop and a framework.   
 
Fiscal Impact 
The amount of the contract change order is $82,000.00.  The expense for this project is 
included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 2006, Activity 7035 on page 51. 
 
Considerations 
Failure to execute this change order will result in an inability for RPTA to have a defined 
Business Continuity Plan (BCP) and Security and Emergency Preparedness Plan 
(SEPP) that would allow RPTA to function effectively in the event of a major operations 
disruption.  Additionally, not having the BCP would result in an audit finding, as this 
deficiency has been previously identified in a previous audit. 
 
The SEPP is a requirement of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security.  It has been 
identified in a recent Baseline Assessment and Security Enhancement assessment as a 
finding, and is necessary to RPTA in its intentions to move forward with a more 
comprehensive security plan to better protect its system. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
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Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this change order. 
 
Contact Person 
Gardner Tabon 
Safety and Security Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Ove Arup and Partners, Inc. Contract – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C-ix 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract Change Order with Vehicle Technical Consultants (VTC) for vehicle inspection 
services 
 
Summary 
Vehicle Technical Consultants (VTC) provide factory on-line vehicle inspection services 
for new vehicles, bus, and Dial-a-Ride vehicles being produced at factory locations as 
required by federal law.  VTC provides scheduled vehicle inspection services at the 
facilities in Mesa, Tempe, ValuTrans, Inc. and Ajo contract locations. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
Funding for VTC service is included in the FY 2010 budget in Projects 2015, 2017 and 
2030, Activity 7200.  The total expense budget for VTC inspection services is $179,600 
in FY 2010. 
 
Considerations 
If not approved, Valley Metro RPTA vehicle inspection services will cease. This 
cessation would significantly impact Valley Metro RPTA’s vehicle oversight and the 
performance of the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) requirement of systematic 
asset continuing control. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this change order. 
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Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Contracts & Procurement Manager  
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Vehicle Technical Consultants Contracts – A copy of this document is available upon 
request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C-x 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
WestGroup Research 
 
Summary 
RPTA contracts with WestGroup Research to conduct market research as required by 
funding partners and the federal government.  This includes both user and non-user 
insight via survey research, phone studies, focus groups, omnibus questionnaires, etc.  
This information is used to maintain compliance and continuously improve regional 
service delivery via customer understanding with the ultimate goal of increasing ridership 
and customer satisfaction. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The contract change order is for $200,000 which provides research monies for: 

• Rider Satisfaction Survey (fixed route) 
• Rider Satisfaction (DAR) 
• TDM Research 
• Annual Market Research 
• Ozone (pre & post) 
• Transit Book 
• Telework (Employer) 
• Telework (Employee) 
• Focus Groups 

 
These monies also include estimated riders of research for cities (estimates of: $60K for 
Tempe and City of Phoenix) as well as $51,800 of grant funded research. 
 
Considerations 
Customer research is used to guide system improvements in the most cost effective and 
efficient manner.  Without this research, money would be spent on projects that could 
potentially have little or no impact on regional goals. 
 
Additionally, some of the research outlined above is contractually mandated as part of 
the region’s federally and state mandated clean air initiatives.  Not conducting this 
research, could lead in part to non-compliance issues as outlined in the current grants. 
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Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Mario Diaz 
Senior Marketing Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
WestGroup Research Contract – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C-xi 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract Change Order with DMS Facility Services for the East Valley Operations and 
Maintenance Facility  
 
Summary 
DMS Facility Services provides preventive maintenance and repair services for the 
Valley Metro RPTA Mesa facility. Services include, but are not limited to, maintaining and 
repairing the following: air conditioning system, air coolers, air flow management, 
plumbing, lighting, electrical equipment, security gates, and miscellaneous repairs.  
 
DMS Facility Services also provides janitorial services at the Valley Metro RPTA Mesa 
facility. These services include but are not limited to: cleaning restrooms, fuel island, 
office cleaning, maintenance building lunchroom and office cleaning, fare building 
cleaning and administration building cleaning. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The DMS Facility Services fees are included in the FY 2010 Board-approved budget in 
Projects 2015 and 2030, Activity 7055 on page 53.  The total amount budgeted for DMS 
Facitliy Services is $210,000. 
 
Considerations 
If not approved, facility preventive maintenance, repairs and janitorial services performed 
by DMS Facility services will cease and another vendor will need to be procured. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this change order. 
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Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
DMS Facility Services – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C-xii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Zonar Annual Service 
 
Summary 
Zonar is a paperless pre-/post-trip vehicle safety inspection system. The equipment was 
purchased as a sole-source procurement in 2007 by Valley Metro RPTA. Zonar is a web-
based electronic system used for vehicle pre-and post-trip safety inspections, vehicle 
tracking, vehicle defect notification, and maintenance work order initiation. The requested 
budgeted amount is an annual charge for “air time” for off-site data hosting. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The total cost for Zonar’s service is $100,500.  The project is budgeted in the FY 2010 
budget in Projects 2015, 2017, and 2030, Activity 7210 pages 53, 54, and 58. 
 
Considerations 
If not approved, payments to Zonar for “air time” and off-site data hosting will end, 
resulting in no electronic pre-/post-trip vehicle inspections.  Contractors will be required to 
return to a less accurate and less reliable paper-based system.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to execute 
this change order. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Contracts & Procurement Manager  
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Zonar Contract – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2C-xiii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract Change Order for Scheidt & Bachmann Farebox Software Maintenance 
 
Summary 
The Scheidt & Bachmann fare collection system requires an annual agreement between 
Valley Metro RPTA and Scheidt & Bachmann for software maintenance.  The 
maintenance agreement is a sole source purchase from Scheidt & Bachmann due to the 
proprietary nature of the system’s software.  The stability of fare collection software 
insures the following functionalities: tariff maintenance, statistical reporting, and the 
transfer of data.  The software maintenance agreement will provide updates and 
upgrades, when necessary, to meet system requirements.  The agreement provides 
software maintenance for up to 250 vehicles, help desk and advice guidance, and 
service management. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The total cost for Scheidt & Bachmann’s software maintenance is $79,250.  The project s 
included in the Board adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 2015, Activity 7052 on page 53. 
 
Considerations 
If not approved, Valley Metro RPTA will not receive software maintenance service from 
Scheidt & Bachmann for the regional fare collection system.  Valley Metro RPTA would 
run the risk of not being able to properly collect and/or report fare collection activities if 
Scheidt & Bachmann issued new/updated software.  Due to the proprietary nature of the 
software, there is no other vendor that can supply the support offered by Scheidt & 
Bachmann. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
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Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this change order. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Scheidt & Bachmann Contract – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-i 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – City of Avondale 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for 
ADA- certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. 
For the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the City of Avondale 
may request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $147,503 for service 
consumed by RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the City of Avondale. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $147,503 and is included in 
the Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 
budget referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the City of Avondale for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
City of Avondale ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of this 
document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-ii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – Town of Buckeye 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the Town of Buckeye may 
request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $5,355 for service consumed by 
RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the Town of Buckeye. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $5,355 and is included in the 
Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 budget 
referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the Town of Buckeye for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
Town of Buckeye ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of this 
document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-iii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
RPTA/City of Chandler Intergovernmental Agreement for the East Valley Ride Choice 
Program, Contract #118-33-2010 
 
Summary 
East Valley Ride Choice (EVRC) provides a cab subsidy program for Chandler residents 
as an alternative to the more expensive East Valley Dial-a-Ride (EVDAR) service.   
  
Fiscal Impact 
The City of Chandler will pay $50,000 for the cab subsidy program.  This project is 
included in the Board adopted FY10 budget in Project 2047, Activity 7000 on page 62.  
The revenue from the City of Chandler is included in the Board adopted FY 2010 budget 
in Project 2047, Activity 4418 on page 62. 
 
Considerations 
If the Intergovernmental Agreement is not approved, the City of Chandler cannot be 
invoiced for EVRC service provided in the City of Chandler.  Without the City of Chandler 
funding, another funding source would be required.  The decreased funding will require 
reductions to the EVRC program, which will likely result in more persons using the more 
costly federally-mandated ADA paratransit service (East Valley Dial-a-Ride). 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Contract & Procurement Manager  
602-262-7433 
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Attachments 
Chandler IGA Contract #118-33-2010 for EVRC – A copy of this document is available 
upon request. 
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  Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-iv 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
RPTA/City of Chandler Contract to provide East Valley Dial-a-Ride Service, Contract 
#118-32-2010 
 
Summary 
East Valley Dial-a-Ride (EVDAR) provides the federally mandated complementary 
paratransit service component as part of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 
1990 in the cities of Chandler, Mesa, Tempe, Scottsdale, and the towns of Gilbert, 
Guadalupe, and Paradise Valley.  This project provides mobility for senior citizens and 
persons with disabilities among these communities and coordinates transportation with 
the existing Dial-a-Ride service to and from Phoenix.  Chandler’s estimated revenue 
hours are 16,249. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The City of Chandler will pay $193,815 for EVDAR service in Chandler.  Included in the 
estimated operating budget above is a prorated fee of $29,554 charged by RPTA to 
administer, monitor, and market the project.  The expenses for the EVDAR projects are 
included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 2030, Activities 7000,7020, 
7030, 7040, 7200, and 7210 on page 58. 
 
The revenue from the City of Chandler is included in the Board adopted FY 2010 budget 
in Project 2030, Activity 4418 on page 58. 
 
Considerations 
If the IGA is not approved, the City of Chandler cannot be invoiced for Dial-a-Ride 
service in Chandler.  Without the City of Chandler funding, another funding source would 
be required.  The decreased funding will require reductions in the EVDAR service which 
may result in non-compliance with Federal Transit Administration ADA requirements. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
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Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Transit Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Chandler IGA Contract #118-32-2010 for EVDAR – A copy of this document is available 
upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-v 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
City of Chandler Transit Service Agreement Amendment, Contract #118-31-2010  
 
Summary 
The Transit Service Agreement between the City of Chandler and the RPTA details each 
agency’s responsibility for funding for local and express bus route services during FY 
2010. 
 
RPTA funded service for Routes 72, 81, 96, 104, 112, 136, 156, 511, 540, 541, and 542 
amounts to 985,347 annual miles.  The RPTA Contracted Service funded by the City of 
Chandler includes Routes 65, 81,104,112,108, and 542 amounting to 104,756 annual 
miles. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The value of the contract for the RPTA funded service is $5,026,248.  The funding is 
included in the Board adopted FY 2010 budget in Project #2015; Activities 7000, 7020, 
7030, 7040, 7200, and 7210 on page 53. The value of the contract for the City of 
Chandler funded service is $491,533 and is included in the Board adopted FY 2010 
budget in Project #2015, Activity 4418 on page 53. 
 
Considerations 
If the Intergovernmental Agreement is not approved, the City of Chandler cannot be 
invoiced for fixed route services in Chandler.  Without the City of Chandler funding, 
another funding source would be required or service would need to be reduced.  If this 
item is not approved, passengers using the service could be forced to find alternative 
transportation.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
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Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
City of Chandler Transit Service Agreement Amendment, Contract #118-31-2010 – A 
copy of this document is available upon request. 
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  Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-vi 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – City of Chandler 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the City of Chandler may 
request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $937,883 for service consumed by 
RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the City of Chandler. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $937,883 and is included in 
the Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 
budget referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61 and in Project 2030 – East 
Valley Dial-a-Ride on page 58. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the City of Chandler for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
City of Chandler ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of this 
document is available upon request. 
 



 

1 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-vii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
City of Chandler Intergovernmental Agreement for Bus Stop Improvements 
 
Summary 
The Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies require that project agreements be 
developed for all projects for which RPTA is not the lead agency.  A new Intergovernmental 
Agreement (IGA) has been developed for bus stop improvements in the City of Chandler. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The amount in the agreement was allocated and approved by the RPTA Board and is 
consistent with the approved TLCP financial model in FY 08/09.  Funding is required to be 
carried forward to FY09/10 and is consistent with the Board-approved RPTA operating and 
capital budget.  Reimbursements will not exceed the approved budgeted amounts. 
 
Considerations 
Without an approved agreement, the City of Chandler cannot be reimbursed for any bus 
stop improvement expenses.  This project is in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the 
approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP), the Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP), and the RPTA Capital Budget. 
 
Prior Committee Action 
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to execute 
this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Bob Antila 
Senior Management Analyst 
602-262-7889 
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Attachments 
City of Chandler Bus Stop Improvement Program IGA – A copy of this document is 
available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-viii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
RPTA/City of Chandler Intergovernmental Agreement for Arizona Avenue/Country Club 
Drive Bus Rapid Transit Capital Improvements, Contract #118-44-2010 
  
Summary 
The Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) corridor is one of 
several transit projects approved by voters in Prop. 400. This project was prioritized for 
federal stimulus funding by the RPTA Board  under the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA). The Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive arterial BRT corridor 
is scheduled in the Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) to begin service in Mesa, Gilbert 
and Chandler in July of 2010. This new BRT corridor will provide a direct  connection 
between the Tumbleweed Park and Ride in Chandler and the Sycamore Transit Station 
in Mesa (current end of line for METRO Light Rail).   
 
RPTA is acting as the lead agency in the design and construction of capital 
improvements needed for this project. The City of Chandler is to be reimbursed for the 
cost of right-of-way acquisition at a cost not to exceed $937,500.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
The project cost is estimated in the TLCP and the FY 2010 budget at $23,194,768 of 
which $15 million is funded by ARRA funds. The precise cost of the project will be 
determined by a combination of competitive and sole source solicitations as well as real 
estate acquisition activity. The expenses for the Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive BRT 
project is included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 9420, Activities 7020, 
7901, 9003, 9005, 9009, and 9900 on page 139. 
 
The grant revenue for the project is included in the Board adopted FY 2010 budget in 
Project 9420, Activity 4206 on page 139. 
 
Considerations 
If the Intergovernmental Agreement is not approved, RPTA will not be able to reimburse 
the City of Chandler for right-of-way acquisition.  
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Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Ratna Korepella 
Planner III 
602-261-8958 
 
Attachments 
City of Chandler IGA Contract #118-44-2010 for Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive BRT 
Project – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-ix 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – City of El Mirage 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the City of El Mirage may 
request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $22,187 for service consumed by 
RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the City of El Mirage. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $22,187 and is included in 
the Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 
budget referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the City of El Mirage for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
City of El Mirage ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of this 
document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-x 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – Town of Fountain Hills 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the City of Fountain Hills 
may request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $6,120 for service consumed 
by RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the Town of Fountain Hills. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $6,120 and is included in the 
Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 budget 
referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the Town of Fountain Hills for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Transit Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
Town of Fountain Hills ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of 
this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xi 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – Town of Gila Bend 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the Town of Gila Bend 
may request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $1,148 for service consumed 
by RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the Town of Gila Bend. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $1,148 and is included in the 
Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 budget 
referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the Town of Gila Bend for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
Town of Gila Bend ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of this 
document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
RPTA/Town of Gilbert Intergovernmental Agreement for East Valley Dial-a-Ride and 
East Valley Ride Choice Program, Contract #130-32-2010 
  
Summary 
East Valley Dial-a-Ride (EVDAR) provides the federally mandated complementary 
paratransit service component as part of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 
1990 in the cities of Chandler, Mesa, Tempe, Scottsdale and the towns of Gilbert, 
Guadalupe, and Paradise Valley.  This project provides mobility for senior citizens and 
persons with disabilities between these communities and coordinates transportation with 
the existing Dial-a-Ride service to and from Phoenix.  Gilbert’s estimated revenue hours 
for FY 2010 are 12,938. 
 
The East Valley Ride Choice (EVRC) program provides a cab subsidy and volunteer 
driver mileage reimbursement for Gilbert residents as an alternative to the more 
expensive EVDAR service.   
  
Fiscal Impact 
The Town of Gilbert will pay RPTA $229,779 for East Valley Dial-a-Ride service in 
Gilbert.  Included in the estimated operating budget is a prorated fee of $23,532 charged 
by RPTA to administer, monitor, and market the project.  The expenses for the EVDAR 
projects are included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 2030, Activities 
7000, 7020, 7030, 7040, 7200, and 7210 on page 58. 
 
The revenue from the Town of Gilbert for its participation in the EVDAR is included in the 
Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 2030, Activity 4430 on page 58. 
 
The Town of Gilbert will pay RPTA $20,000 for its participation in the East Valley Ride 
Choice Coupon for Cabs program.  This project is included in the Board-adopted FY 
2010 budget in Project 2047, Activity 7000 on page 62.  The revenue from the Town of 
Gilbert is included in the Board adopted FY10 budget in Project 2047, Activity 4430 on 
page 62. 
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Considerations 
If the Intergovernmental Agreement is not approved, the Town of Gilbert cannot be 
invoiced for Dial-a-Ride or EVRC service.  Without the Town of Gilbert funding, another 
funding source would be required or service would need to be reduced.  The EVRC 
program provides affordable alternatives to the expensive federally mandated ADA 
paratransit service, and EVDAR reductions may result in the region becoming non-
compliant with Federal Transit Administration ADA requirements. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Jim Wright 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Operations 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Gilbert IGA Contract #130-32-2010 for EVDAR and EVRC – A copy of this agreement is 
available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xiii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Town of Gilbert Transit Service Agreement Amendment, Contract #130-31-2010  
 
Summary 
The Transit Service Agreement between the Town of Gilbert and the RPTA details each 
agency’s responsibility for funding for local and express route service during FY 2010. 
 
The RPTA-funded service includes Routes 136,156 and 531 amounting to 381,467 
annual miles. The RPTA contracted service funded by the Town of Gilbert includes 
Route 108 amounting to 101,570 annual miles. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The value of the contract for the RPTA-funded service is $2,024,608. The funding is 
included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project # 2015, Activities 7000, 7020, 
7030, 7040, 7200, and 7210, on page 53. The value of the contract for the Town of 
Gilbert funded service is $529,564 and is included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 budget 
in Project #2015, Activity 4430 on page 53. 
 
Considerations 
If the IGA is not approved, the Town of Gilbert cannot be invoiced for fixed route services 
in Gilbert. Without the Town of Gilbert funding, another funding source would be required 
or service would need to be reduced.  If this item is not approved, passengers using the 
service could be forced to find alternative transportation.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Town of Gilbert Transit Service Agreement Amendment, Contract #130-31-2010 – A 
copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xiv 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – Town of Gilbert 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the Town of Gilbert may 
request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $623,751 for service consumed by 
RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the Town of Gilbert. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $623,751 and is included in 
the Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 
budget referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61 and in Project 2030 – East 
Valley Dial-a-Ride on page 58. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the Town of Gilbert for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
Town of Gilbert ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of this 
document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xv 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Town of Gilbert Intergovernmental Agreement for Bus Stop Improvements 
 
Summary 
The Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies require that project agreements be 
developed for all projects for which RPTA is not the lead agency.  A new Intergovernmental 
Agreement (IGA) has been developed for bus stop improvements in the Town of Gilbert. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The amount in the agreement was allocated and approved by the RPTA Board and is 
consistent with the approved TLCP financial model in FY 08/09.  Funding is required to be 
carried forward to FY09/10 and is consistent with the Board-approved RPTA operating and 
capital budget.  Reimbursements will not exceed the approved budgeted amounts. 
 
Considerations 
Without an approved agreement, the Town of Gilbert cannot be reimbursed for any bus 
stop improvement expenses.  This project is in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the 
approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP), the Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP), and the RPTA Capital Budget. 
 
Prior Committee Action 
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to execute 
this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Bob Antila 
Senior Management Analyst 
602-262-7889 
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Attachments 
Town of Gilbert Bus Stop Improvement Program IGA – A copy of this document is available 
upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xvi 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
RPTA/Town of Gilbert Intergovernmental Agreement for Arizona Avenue/Country Club 
Drive Bus Rapid Transit Capital Improvements, Contract #130-44-2010 
  
Summary 
The Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) corridor is one of 
several transit projects approved by voters in Prop. 400.   This project was prioritized for 
federal stimulus funding by the RPTA Board  under the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA). The Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive arterial BRT corridor 
is scheduled in the Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) to begin service in Mesa, Gilbert 
and Chandler in July of 2010. This new BRT corridor will provide a direct  connection 
between the Tumbleweed Park and Ride in Chandler and the Sycamore Transit Station 
in Mesa (current end of line for METRO Light Rail).   
 
RPTA is acting as the lead agency in the design and construction of capital 
improvements needed for this project. The Town of Gilbert is to be reimbursed for the 
cost of right-of-way acquisition at a cost not to exceed $61,500.  
  
Fiscal Impact 
The project cost is estimated in the TLCP and the FY 2010 budget at $23,194,768 of 
which $15 million in ARRA funds. The precise cost of the project will be determined by a 
combination of competitive and sole source solicitations as well as real estate acquisition 
activity. The expenses for the Arizona Avenue / Country Club Drive BRT project are 
included in the Board adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 9420, Activities 7020, 7901, 
9003, 9005, 9009, and 9900 on page 139. 
 
The grant revenue for the project is included in the Board adopted FY 2010 budget in 
Project 9420, Activity 4206 on page 139. 
 
Considerations 
If the Intergovernmental Agreement is not approved, RPTA will not be able to reimburse 
the Town of Gilbert for right-of-way acquisition.  
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Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Ratna Korepella 
Planner III 
602-261-8958 
 
Attachments 
Town of Gilbert IGA contract #130-44-2010 for Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive BRT 
Project – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xvii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – City of Glendale 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the City of Glendale may 
request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $459,722 for service consumed by 
RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the City of Glendale. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $459,722 and is included in 
the Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 
budget referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the City of Glendale for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
City of Glendale ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of this 
document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #D-xviii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
City of Glendale Intergovernmental Agreement for Bus Stop Improvements 
 
Summary 
The Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies require that project agreements be 
developed for all projects for which RPTA is not the lead agency.  A new Intergovernmental 
Agreement (IGA) has been developed for bus stop improvements in the City of Glendale. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The amount in the agreement was allocated and approved by the RPTA Board and is 
consistent with the approved TLCP financial model in FY 08/09.  Funding is required to be 
carried forward to FY09/10 and is consistent with the Board-approved RPTA operating and 
capital budget.  Reimbursements will not exceed the approved budgeted amounts. 
 
Considerations 
Without an approved agreement, the City of Glendale cannot be reimbursed for any bus 
stop improvement expenses.  This project is in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the 
approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP), the Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP), and the RPTA Capital Budget. 
 
Prior Committee Action 
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to execute 
this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Bob Antila 
Senior Management Analyst 
602-262-7889 
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Attachments 
City of Glendale Bus Stop Improvement Program IGA – A copy of this document is 
available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xix 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – City of Goodyear 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the City of Goodyear may 
request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $17,826 for service consumed by 
RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the City of Goodyear. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $17,826 and is included in 
the Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 
budget referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the City of Goodyear for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
 
 
 



2 

Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
City of Goodyear ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of this 
document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xx 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – Town of Guadalupe 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010 it is estimated that the Town of Guadalupe 
may request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $536 for service consumed by 
RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the Town of Guadalupe. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $536 and is included in the 
Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 budget 
referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the Town of Guadalupe for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
Town of Guadalupe ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of this 
document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxi 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – City of Litchfield Park 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the City of Litchfield Park 
may request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $16,143 for service consumed 
by RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the City of Litchfield Park. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $16,143 and is included in 
the Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 
budget referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the City of Litchfield Park for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
City of Litchfield Park ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of this 
document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
RPTA/City of Mesa Intergovernmental Agreement for the East Valley Ride Choice 
Program, Contract #145-33-2010 
 
Summary 
The East Valley Ride Choice (EVRC) program provides a cab subsidy and volunteer 
driver mileage reimbursement for Mesa residents as an alternative to the more 
expensive East Valley Dial-a-Ride (EVDAR) service.   
  
Fiscal Impact 
The City of Mesa will pay RPTA $350,000 for the cab subsidy program and volunteer 
driver mileage reimbursement program.  This project is included in the Board adopted 
FY10 budget in Project 2047, Activity 7000 on page 62.  The revenue from the City of 
Mesa is included in the Board-adopted FY10 budget in Project 2047, Activity 4445 on 
page 62. 
 
Considerations 
If the Intergovernmental Agreement is not approved, the City of Mesa cannot be invoiced 
for EVRC service in Mesa.  Without the City of Mesa funding, another funding source 
would be required or service would need to be reduced.  The EVRC program provides 
affordable alternatives to the expensive federally-mandated ADA paratransit service, and 
EVDAR reductions may result in the region becoming non-compliant with Federal Transit 
Administration ADA requirements. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Contracts & Procurement Manager  
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Mesa IGA Contract #145-33-2010 for EVRC – A copy of this document is available upon 
request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxiii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
RPTA/City of Mesa Intergovernmental Agreement for East Valley Dial-a-Ride Program, 
Contract #145-32-2010 
 
Summary 
East Valley Dial-a-Ride (EVDAR) provides the federally-mandated complementary 
paratransit service component as part of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 
1990 in the cities of Chandler, Mesa, Tempe, Scottsdale and the towns of Gilbert, 
Guadalupe, and Paradise Valley.  This project provides mobility for senior citizens and 
persons with disabilities between these communities and coordinates transportation with 
the existing Dial-a-Ride service to and from Phoenix.  Mesa’s estimated revenue hours 
for FY 2010 are 62,622. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The City of Mesa will pay RPTA $2,131,897 for EVDAR service in Mesa.  Included in the 
estimated operating budget is a prorated fee of $113,899 charged by RPTA to 
administer, monitor, and market the project.  The expenses for the East Valley Dial-a-
Ride project are included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 2030, 
Activities 7000, 7020, 7030, 7040, 7200, and 7210 on page 58. 
 
The revenue from the City of Mesa is included in the Board adopted FY 2010 budget in 
Project 2030, Activity 4445 on page 58. 
 
Considerations 
If the Intergovernmental Agreement is not approved, the City of Mesa cannot be invoiced 
for EVDAR service.  Without the City of Mesa funding, another funding source would be 
required or service would need to be reduced.  EVDAR reductions may result in the 
region becoming non-compliant with Federal Transit Administration ADA requirements. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
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Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Jim Wright 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Operations 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Mesa IGA Contract #145-32-2010 for EVDAR and EVRC – A copy of this document is 
available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxiv 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
City of Mesa Transit Service Agreement Amendment, Contract #145-31-2010  
 
Summary 
The Transit Service Agreement between the City of Mesa and RPTA details each 
agency’s responsibility for funding for local, express and LINK services during FY 2010. 
 
The RPTA-funded service includes routes 40, 61, 96, 112, 136, 156, 531, 532, 533, 535, 
536, 541, and LINK amounting to 1,669,615 annual miles. RPTA contracted service 
funded by City of Mesa include Routes 30, 35, 104, 120, 128, 533, BUZZ, 77, and 108 
amounting to 1,056,451 annual miles. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The value of the contract for the RPTA-funded service is $8,151,193.  The funding is 
included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project #2015, Activities 7000, 7020, 
7030, 7040, 7200, and 7210, on page 53.  The value of the contract for the City of Mesa 
funded service is $4,559,481 and is included in the Board adopted FY 2010 budget in 
Project #2015, Activity 4445 on page 53. 
 
Considerations 
If the Intergovernmental Agreement Amendment is not approved, the City of Mesa 
cannot be invoiced for fixed route services in Mesa. Without the City of Mesa funding, 
another funding source would be required or service would need to be reduced.  If this 
item is not approved, passengers using the service could be forced to find alternative 
transportation.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
City of Mesa Transit Service Agreement Amendment, Contract #145-31-2010 – A copy 
of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxv 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – City of Mesa 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the City of Mesa may 
request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $2,052,341 for service consumed 
by RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the City of Mesa. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $2,052,341 and is included in 
the Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 
budget referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61 and Project 2030 – East 
Valley Dial-a-Ride on page 58. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the City of Mesa for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
City of Mesa ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of this 
document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxvi 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
City of Mesa Intergovernmental Agreement for Bus Stop Improvements 
 
Summary 
The Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies require that project agreements be 
developed for all projects for which RPTA is not the lead agency.  A new Intergovernmental 
Agreement (IGA) has been developed for bus stop improvements in the City of Mesa. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The amount in the agreement was allocated and approved by the RPTA Board and is 
consistent with the approved TLCP financial model in FY 08/09.  Funding is required to be 
carried forward to FY09/10 and is consistent with the Board-approved RPTA operating and 
capital budget.  Reimbursements will not exceed the approved budgeted amounts. 
 
Considerations 
Without an approved agreement, the City of Mesa cannot be reimbursed for any bus stop 
improvement expenses.  This project is in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the 
approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP), the Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP), and the RPTA Capital Budget. 
 
Prior Committee Action 
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to execute this 
agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Bob Antila 
Senior Management Analyst 
602-262-7889 
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Attachments 
City of Mesa Bus Stop Improvement Program IGA – A copy of this document is available 
upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxvii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
RPTA/City of Mesa Intergovernmental Agreement for Arizona Avenue/Country Club 
Drive Bus Rapid Transit Capital Improvements, Contract #145-44-2010 
  
Summary 
The Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) corridor is one of 
several transit projects approved by voters in Prop. 400.  This project was prioritized for 
federal stimulus funding by the RPTA Board  under the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA). The Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive arterial BRT corridor 
is scheduled in the Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) to begin service in Mesa, Gilbert 
and Chandler in July of 2010. This new BRT corridor will provide a direct  connection 
between the Tumbleweed Park and Ride in Chandler and the Sycamore Transit Station 
in Mesa (current end of line for METRO Light Rail).   
 
RPTA is acting as the lead agency in the design and construction of capital 
improvements needed for this project. The City of Mesa is to be reimbursed for the cost 
of right-of-way acquisition at a cost not to exceed $501,000.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
The project is estimated in the TLCP at $23,194,768 of which $15 million is funded by 
ARRA funds. The precise cost of the project will be determined by a combination of 
competitive and sole source solicitations as well as real estate acquisition activity. The 
expenses for the Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive BRT project are included in the 
Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 9420, Activities 7020, 7901, 9003, 9005, 9009, 
and 9900 on page 139. 
 
The grant revenue for the project is included in the Board adopted FY 2010 budget in 
Project 9420, Activity 4206 on page 139. 
 
Considerations 
If the Intergovernmental Agreement is not approved, RPTA will not be able to reimburse 
the City of Mesa for right-of-way acquisition.  
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Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Ratna Korepella 
Planner III 
602-261-8958 
 
Attachments 
City of Mesa IGA Contract #145-44-2010 for Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive BRT 
Project – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxviii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – Town of Paradise Valley 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the Town of Paradise 
Valley may request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $36,340 for service 
consumed by RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the Town of Paradise Valley. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $36,340 and is included in 
the Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 
budget referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the Town of Paradise Valley for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director for 
consideration. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
Town of Paradise Valley ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of 
this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxix 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – City of Peoria 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the City of Peoria may 
request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $218,041 for service consumed by 
RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the City of Peoria. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $218,041 and is included in 
the Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 
budget referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the City of Peoria for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Transit Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
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Attachments 
City of Peoria ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of this 
document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxx 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
City of Phoenix Transit Service Agreement, #88397 (funded by RPTA) 
 
Summary 
The Transit Service Agreement between the City of Phoenix and the RPTA details 
RPTA’s funding for local and express route services during FY 2010 and Phoenix’s 
service delivery roles. 
 
The RPTA-funded service includes Routes GAL, 70, 50, 59, 67, 106, 400, 450, 460, 480, 
560, 570, 581, 582, and 590 amounting to 1.47 million annual miles at a cost of $10.15 
million.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
The value of the contract for the RPTA funded service is $10.15 million. The funding is 
included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project #2015, Activities 7000, 7020, 
7030, 7040, 7200, and 7210 on page 53.   
 
Considerations 
If the Intergovernmental Agreement is not approved, the City of Phoenix cannot continue 
to provide fixed route services. Without the RPTA funding, another funding source would 
be required or service would need to be reduced.  If this item is not approved, 
passengers using the service could be forced to find alternative transportation.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
City of Phoenix Transit Service Agreement #88397 – A copy of this document is 
available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxxi 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
City of Phoenix Transit Service Agreement, #83974 (funded by Phoenix) 
 
Summary 
The Transit Service Agreement between the City of Phoenix and the RPTA details 
Phoenix’s funding for local and express route services during FY 2010 and RPTA’s 
service delivery roles. 
 
The Phoenix-funded service includes Routes 30, 45, 56, 61, 77, and 156 amounting to 
1.05 million annual miles at a cost of $4.59 million.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
The value of the contract for the City of Phoenix funded service is $4.59 million. The 
funding is included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project #2015 and 2026 on 
pages 53 and 55.   
 
Considerations 
If the Intergovernmental Agreement is not approved, RPTA cannot continue to provide 
fixed route services. Without the City of Phoenix funding, another funding source would 
be required or service would need to be reduced.  If this item is not approved, 
passengers using the service could be forced to find alternative transportation.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
City of Phoenix Transit Service Agreement #83974 – A copy of this document is 
available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxxii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
RPTA/City of Phoenix General Services Agreement 
 
Summary 
The General Services Agreement between the City of Phoenix and the RPTA defines 
that the City will provide financial and operational data, route change information, 
marketing information and comply with the Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies 
with respect to all transit services funded under any service Agreement with RPTA.   
 
Fiscal Impact 
None. 
 
Considerations 
If the Intergovernmental Agreement is not approved, RPTA may not receive information 
required to provide adequate reporting to the Board and an audit compliance finding 
could be received in respect to Prop. 400 funding controls. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
City of Phoenix General Services Agreement – A copy of this document is available upon 
request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxxiii 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
City of Phoenix Intergovernmental Agreement for Bus Stop Improvements 
 
Summary 
The Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies require that project agreements be 
developed for all projects for which RPTA is not the lead agency.  A new Intergovernmental 
Agreement (IGA) has been developed for bus stop improvements in the City of Phoenix. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The amount in the agreement was allocated and approved by the RPTA Board and is 
consistent with the approved TLCP financial model in FY 08/09.  Funding is required to be 
carried forward to FY09/10 and is consistent with the Board-approved RPTA operating and 
capital budget.  Reimbursements will not exceed the approved budgeted amounts. 
 
Considerations 
Without an approved agreement, the City of Phoenix cannot be reimbursed for any bus 
stop improvement expenses.  This project is in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the 
approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP), the Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP), and the RPTA Capital Budget. 
 
Prior Committee Action 
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to execute 
this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Bob Antila 
Senior Management Analyst 
602-262-7889 
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Attachments 
City of Phoenix Bus Stop Improvement Program IGA – A copy of this document is available 
upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxxiv 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) Reimbursement 
Agreement Amendment – Town of Queen Creek 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that the Town of Queen Creek 
may request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $4,208 for service consumed 
by RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in the Town of Queen Creek. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $4,208 and is included in the 
Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 budget 
referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse the Town of Queen Creek for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
Town of Queen Creek ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of 
this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxxv 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Sun City Area Transit (SCAT) Intergovernmental Agreement for Dial-a-Ride Service, 
Contract #163-31-2010 
 
Summary 
SCAT provides the federally mandated complementary paratransit service as part of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) in the Sun City and Youngtown.  This 
project provides mobility for senior citizens and persons with disabilities in these 
communities and coordinates transportation with the existing fixed route services and 
Dial-a-Ride service to and from Peoria.   
  
Fiscal Impact 
The RPTA will provide SCAT with Public Transportation Funds (PTF) in the amounts of 
$175,000 and $33,500 from the regional ADA allocation, and an estimated $26,000 in 
pass through funding from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for the associated 
capital maintenance.   The expenditures for the SCAT program are included in the 
Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 2040, Activity 7000 on page 59.  The ADA 
allocation for SCAT is in the Board-adopted budget in Project 2046, Activity 7901 on 
page 61. 
 
Considerations 
If the Intergovernmental Agreement is not approved, SCAT will not have the resources to 
provide the federally-mandated ADA paratransit service, which would result in non-
compliance with FTA ADA requirements. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this change order. 
 



2 

 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
SCAT Contract #163-31-2010 – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xxxvi 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
RPTA/City of Scottsdale Intergovernmental Agreement for East Valley Dial-a-Ride and 
East Valley Ride Choice Travel Training Program, Contract #160-32-2010 
 
Summary 
East Valley Dial-a-Ride (EVDAR) provides the federally mandated complementary 
paratransit service component as part of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 
1990 in the cities of Chandler, Mesa, Tempe, Scottsdale and the towns of Gilbert, 
Guadalupe, and Paradise Valley.  This project provides mobility for senior citizens and 
persons with disabilities between these communities and coordinates transportation with 
the existing Dial-a-Ride service to and from Phoenix.  Scottsdale’s estimated revenue 
hours for FY 2010 are 25,877. 
 
With the assistance of a Federal New Freedom Grant, East Valley Ride Choice Program 
(EVRC) will also provide fixed route bus and light rail travel training as a transportation 
alternative to the more expensive EVDAR service. 
  
Fiscal Impact 
The City of Scottsdale will pay RPTA $529,738 for EVDAR service in Scottsdale.  
Included in the estimated operating budget, is a prorated fee of $47,066 charged by 
RPTA to administer, monitor, and market the project.  The expenses for the EVDAR 
project are included in the Board adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 2030, Activities 
7000, 7020, 7030, 7040, 7200, and 7210 on pages 58. 
 
The revenue from the City of Scottsdale for its participation in the East Valley Dial-a-Ride is 
included in the Board-adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 2030, Activity 4460 on page 58. 
 
The City of Scottsdale will pay RPTA $15,000 for the Travel Training program.  This 
represents the local 50 percent matching funds for a Federal New Freedom Grant.  This 
project is included in the Board adopted FY 2010 budget in Project 2047; Activity 7000 
on page 62.  The revenue from the City of Scottsdale is included in the Board adopted 
FY 2010 budget in Project 2047, Activity 4460 on page 62. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-xlix 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Arizona Department of Transportation’s Federal Transit Administration Section 5311 
(Rural Transportation Services) Grant Contract for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2009/2010 
 
Summary 
RPTA has been awarded $482,557 in Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section 5311 
(Rural Transit) funding from the Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) for FY 
2009/10. The Section 5311 Program provides funding for administrative, operating and 
training expenses.  RPTA has been using this program to fund Route 660-Wickenburg 
Connector since October 2006 and Route 685-Gila Bend/Ajo Regional Connector since 
March 2005. 
 
Routes 660 and 685 provide a vital transportation link for the county’s rural populations.  
The two routes provide affordable access to jobs, shopping, medical and social services 
for many rural residents. The growth in rural transit ridership since the start of the 
program in 2005 attests to the demand that is being met by these services. The FTA 
Section 5311 grant program has allowed RPTA to leverage existing local funds to 
provide a level of service that begins to meet the needs of rural residents. 
 
For FFY 2009/10, Section 5311 funding will cover 47 percent of operating and 
administrative expenses on Route 685 and 50 percent of operating and administrative 
expenses on Route 660. ADOT also provides $500 for contractor training for each route. 
 
In order to accept this grant, continue to participate in ADOT’s 5311 Program, and 
continue current levels of service on Routes 660 and 685, RPTA must sign these 
agreements with ADOT by September 17, 2009.   
 
Fiscal Impact 
RPTA has been awarded $191,754 for the Route 660-Wickenburg and $290,803 for 
Route 685-Gila Bend/Ajo, for a total of $482,557 in FTA Section 5311 (Rural Transit) 
funding.  RPTA matches the Section 5311 grant funds of $349,436 in Public 
Transportation Funds (PTF). 
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Funding for Route 660 and Route 685 is included in the Board-approved FY 2009/10 
Operating and Capital Budget. 
 
Considerations 
If these contracts are not approved by the RPTA Board of Directors on September 17, 
2009, RPTA will lose $482,557 in FTA Section 5311 funding. This loss of funding would 
necessitate a drastic reduction in service levels that would adversely impact the rural 
populations that depend on this service. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Intergovernmental Agreement between the State of Arizona and the RPTA,  
A.G. Contract #KR06-0479TRN – A copy of this document is available upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2D-l 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Maricopa County Americans with Disability Act (ADA) Public Transportation Fund (PTF) 
Reimbursement Agreement Amendment 
 
Summary 
As a component of the Board approved Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) policies, 7 
percent of the PTF is set aside to reimburse jurisdictions for paratransit services for ADA 
certified riders. This policy applies to all jurisdictions with the exception of Phoenix. For 
the period of July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010, it is estimated that Maricopa County may 
request reimbursement from RPTA for a maximum of $91,584 for service consumed by 
RPTA ADA-certified paratransit riders in Maricopa County. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The maximum amount of reimbursement for FY 2009/10 is $91,584 and is included in 
the Board-approved Transit Life Cycle Update and the Board-adopted FY 2009/10 
budget referenced in Project 2046 – Other ADA on page 61. 
 
Considerations 
Approval of the ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment will allow RPTA to 
reimburse Maricopa County for eligible ADA expenses in FY 2009/10.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this agreement. 
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Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
Maricopa County ADA PTF Reimbursement Agreement Amendment – A copy of this 
document is available upon request. 
 



 

1 

 
 
 
 
 

Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2E 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Authorization to Issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) to establish Dial-a-Ride Operations 
in the Northwest Valley for El Mirage, Peoria, Sun City, and Surprise 
 
Summary 
For a variety of reasons, West Valley cities have grown and developed their own, 
independent dial-a-ride systems. Over time, municipal borders have melded, creating 
increased passenger demand for travel between cities.  Also, because each system 
developed in its own unique manner, there are a number of inconsistencies in the 
provision of dial-a-ride service throughout the participating Northwest Valley 
communities. 
 
Because operating expenses include fixed costs such as: separate operation facilities, 
computer equipment and software, vehicle maintenance, and human resources, 
consolidation of services is expected to reduce costs through the creation of economies-
of-scale. 
 
For participating Northwest Valley communities, the implementation of a subregional 
dial-a-ride service will provide a uniform service operation through standardized policies, 
fares, and one call center for travel throughout the subregion. 
 
The RPTA has the capability to successfully consolidate and to efficiently operate a 
subregional dial-a-ride system while providing local communities the ability to continue 
deciding jurisdictional service levels. Some communities may want to provide service for 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) paratransit-eligible passengers only. Other cities 
may opt to include dial-a-ride service for seniors, for customers eligible for reduced fixed 
route fares, or even for the general public. Likewise, cities may want to restrict travel 
areas or trip purpose for non-ADA customers. RPTA will manage the level of service any 
individual city desires. 
 
RPTA staff is seeking Board approval to issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) to solicit 
an operating contractor for a Northwest Valley Dial-a-Ride.  The service area will likely 
include the communities of El Mirage, Peoria, Sun City, and Surprise (at each 
jurisdiction’s discretion).  The contract would be a “turnkey” operation with the operator 
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providing the facility, call center and dispatch duties as well as vehicle operations and 
maintenance.  In the future, the call center function may be deleted from the contractor’s 
scope of work following the development and implementation of a regional paratransit 
call center.  The selected contractor will be required to give preference in hiring to 
existing Dial-a-Ride employees.  
 
The schedule for this procurement is detailed in Table I below. 
 
Table I 

Activity Date 
Transit Management Committee September 2, 2009 
RPTA Board of Directors September 17, 2009 
Issue Request for Proposals October 1, 2009 
Proposals Due November 16, 2009 
RPTA Board of Directors – Contract Award January 21, 2010 
Service Start July 1, 2010 
 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The operating expense for a Northwest Valley Dial-a-Ride service that combines the 
existing Sun City Area Transit (SCAT), City of El Mirage, City of Peoria, and City of 
Surprise systems will be approximately $3,000,000.  The actual cost will be determined 
through the procurement process. 
 
Considerations 
If the RFP is not issued, the four dial-a-ride services will not be combined and services 
will continue status quo in FY 2011.  Consolidation of these services is an important step 
in implementing the Board-approved regional strategic plan.  
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director issue this 
RFP. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Contracts & Procurement Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Board of Directors  
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2F 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Authorization to Issue a Procurement Solicitation for Real Time Transit Information and 
Signal Priority Services for Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
Capital Improvements  
  
Summary 
The Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive BRT corridor is one of several transit projects 
identified in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and originally adopted by the 
Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) Regional Council in 2003. This project was 
prioritized for federal stimulus funding by the RPTA Board under the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). The Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive arterial BRT 
corridor is scheduled in the Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) to begin service in Mesa, 
Gilbert and Chandler in July of 2010. This new BRT corridor will provide a direct  
connection between the Tumbleweed Park and Ride in Chandler and the Sycamore 
Transit Station in Mesa (current end of line for METRO Light Rail).   
 
The route is approximately twelve miles long and includes curbside stations for north and 
southbound BRT buses, with a total of 20 custom designed stations. There is presently 
no direct transit link between the two major passenger facilities previously stated, as well 
as to activity centers located along the BRT corridor. This BRT route will connect three 
communities (City of Chandler, Town of Gilbert and City of Mesa). 
 
BRT project elements were identified  as part of the design effort. The project includes 
the following: a curbside alignment, landscaping, ticket vending machines that will speed 
boarding at stops by allowing for off vehicle fare collection, traffic signal priority and 
queue jump lanes at major intersections, bike racks, and advertisement panels at the 
stations. Prototypical BRT stations  are proposed to be constructed along the side of the 
existing roadway generally in a far side position at major intersections. Each station will 
feature low heat gain finishes and materials, enhanced landscaping to further reduce 
heat gain, and will include dynamic message signs (DMS), which provide real-time next 
bus arrival times. The station as designed will accomodate a 60-foot articulated bus. At a 
minimum, the downtown Chandler and Tumbleweed Park-and-Ride Stations will be 
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equipped with Fare Vending Machines (FVM), but all stations will be wired to allow for 
future installation of FVMs as funding becomes available.   
 
The procurement solicitation for which authorization is being sought will allow RPTA to 
obtain the equipment and support needed for real time travel information at the stations. 
A recommendation for contract award will be brought through the RPTA committee 
process beginning in October and to the RPTA Board of Directors for action at their 
November meeting.   
  
Fiscal Impact 
No financial commitment is being asked of the RPTA Board of Directors at this time. The 
Arizona Avenue BRT project identified in the RTP will be funded for construction through 
a $15 million American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) stimulus grant from the 
Federal Transit Administration (FTA). Operations funding will be provided through Public 
Transportation Fund (PTF) monies as part of the TLCP. The $15 million of ARRA funding 
will be used for construction, construction management, the procurement of fare vending 
machines, and for dynamic message signs that will provide real-time bus information.  
 
Considerations 
BRT systems provide shorter travel times than traditional fixed route buses using one or 
more features such as traffic signal priority, intersection improvements including queue 
jumpers, limited stop service, and off-vehicle fare collection. The travel time savings and 
the frequency of service will encourage more transit usage, which will alternatively 
reduce traffic congestion, lessen the demand for parking and also contribute to clean air. 
The RPTA Board of Directors has recommended this project for ARRA funding. 
 
Without RPTA Board of Directors authority for a procurement solicitation in September, 
the dynamic message signs, real-time transit information and signal priority systems will 
not be available when the new BRT service begins in July 2010.  
 
In addition to these services for the Arizona Avenue/Country Club BRT, there will be 
options to provide the service for the Mesa Main Street BRT route as well. Separate 
funding sources will be identified for each project. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
April 21, 2009—VMOCC received the 30 percent design plans 
May 6, 2009—TMC received the 30 percent design plans 
May 21, 2009—RPTA Board received the 30 percent design plans  
June 18, 2009—RPTA Board authorized the issuance of an Invitation for Bid for the 
Construction Contract of Arizona Avenue/Country Club BRT 
August 18, 2009 VMOCC approved 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended the that Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to issue a 
procurement solicitation for the integration of real time transit information and signal 
priority services for Arizona Avenue/Country Club Drive BRT capital project 
improvements.  
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Contact Person 
Carol Ketcherside 
Deputy Executive Director of Planning 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2G 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Authorization to Issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) for the 2010 Origins and 
Destinations Study 
 
Summary 
The Origin and Destination Study (also known as the Transit On-Board Survey) will 
collect data about passenger travel patterns on fixed bus routes and light rail. Valley 
Metro RPTA has been conducting these surveys since 1986.  The last Origin and 
Destination survey was conducted in 2007. The survey results will be useful to Valley 
Metro and its partner agencies for several purposes: to gain market research insights to 
enable better understanding of customer travel patterns, demographic characteristics, 
and satisfaction with the service; and to assist in fulfilling a grant funding agreement 
obligation to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for a Before and After Study of the 
METRO Light Rail line which began operation in December of 2008. Data collected 
through origin-destination surveys is also used for calibration of the regional 
transportation model, as well as for network simulation for air quality forecasting and 
long-range planning by the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG).  It is 
anticipated that data collection for this study will be conducted in Fall 2010 pending 
approval from FTA.    
 
Fiscal Impact 
The projected cost for this project is $825,000 over two fiscal years. The approved FY 
2010 RPTA budget includes $165,000 for the portion of this project that will be 
completed during this fiscal year. The remaining cost of the project will be included in the 
FY 2011 budget. 
  
Considerations 
The 2010 Transit On-Board Study output will be used to calibrate the regional 
transportation model.  Since this survey will include ridership data on the METRO Light 
Rail line as well as the region’s first arterial Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line, this calibration 
will enhance the model’s ability to predict mode splits and projected ridership on the 
region’s transit networks.  Accurate ridership projections are a critical part of making the 
case when seeking New Starts or Small Starts federal funding of new transit 
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investments. The survey findings will also provide an interim benchmark of the effects of 
light rail on the community within two years of its start of operation. 
  
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to issue 
this RFP. 
 
Contact Person 
Carol Ketcherside 
Deputy Executive Director of Planning 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2H 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Accept Transfer of Two (2) Vehicles from Maricopa County for Sun City Area Transit 
(SCAT) service 
 
Summary 
Sun City Area Transit (SCAT) utilizes a compressed natural gas (CNG) station that was 
built in the early 1990s.  The station is in significant disrepair and is barely able to fuel 
the two (2) remaining CNG-powered vehicles in the SCAT fleet.  SCAT does not have 
the financial resources to repair its fueling facility. 
 
There are 36 vehicles currently available for reassignment due to Maricopa County’s 
dissolution of its STS program.  Valley Metro/RPTA is seeking title for two (2) 2008 Ford 
E-350 Cutaway vehicles for use in the SCAT service.  These diesel-powered vehicles 
will replace the two (2) CNG vehicles.  The CNG vehicles will be reassigned to the East 
Valley Dial-a-Ride program.   
 
Both Maricopa County and Valley Metro/RPTA have submitted their request to the City 
of Phoenix seeking Federal Transit Administration (FTA) approval of the vehicle transfer. 
 
Following the transfer of the two (2) 2008 diesel vehicles, SCAT will be able to 
decommission its CNG fueling facility. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
Valley Metro/RPTA provided the local funding for the vehicles. 
 
Considerations 
None 
 
Prior Committee Action 
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
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Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize this vehicle transfer to SCAT. 
 
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 #2I 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Request for Proposals to replace services formerly provided by Maricopa County Special 
Transportation Services (STS) 
 
Summary 
Staff is seeking Board approval to issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) for an operating 
contractor for door-to-door transportation to eligible persons displaced by the elimination 
of Maricopa County’s STS program. 
 
Transportation would be determined by local service needs, decision-making, and 
funding availability in each community served.  Transportation could be provided in 
incorporated and unincorporated areas of Maricopa County.  Local agencies choosing to 
participate in this service will be charged the rates determined in this competitive 
procurement.  The RPTA plans to charge an administrative fee estimated at 5 percent 
fee to cover its administrative costs. 
  
RPTA staff is seeking Board approval to issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) to solicit 
an operating contractor(s) for the door-to-door transportation.  This contract would be a 
“turnkey” operation with the operator providing the facility, call center and dispatch 
duties, and vehicle operations and maintenance.   
 
The schedule for this procurement is detailed in Table I below. 
 
Table I 

Activity Date 
Transit Management Committee September 2, 2009 
RPTA Board of Directors September 17, 2009 
Issue Request for Proposals October 1, 2009 
Proposals Due November 16, 2009 
RPTA Board of Directors – Contract Award January 21, 2010 
Service Start July 1, 2010 
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Fiscal Impact 
The operating expense for the door-to-door service would be paid by the individual 
communities participating in this service.  The cost for this service will be included in the 
FY 2011 budget if ultimately approved by the Board. 
 
Considerations 
If the RFP is not issued, the emergency service implemented by the RPTA to replace the 
discontinued STS will cease after FY 2010.  Without this safety-net service, vital life-
sustaining transportation in areas without any other mobility resources will cease.   
  
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to issue 
this RFP. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
  
Attachments 
None 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #2J 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Office Space Lease Extension and Request for Commercial Real Estate Broker 
 
Summary 
On January 3, 2006, Valley Metro RPTA and the City of Phoenix entered into an office 
lease covering the use of 24,967 square feet on the sixth and seventh floors of the 
Phoenix Transit building at 302 North 1st Ave. The lease was for three years through 
December 31, 2008. The lease included an option to extend the term for two, one (1) 
year periods. Last year, Valley Metro RPTA exercised the first of the two one (1) year 
options that expires December 31, 2009.  
 
The current rental rate that Valley Metro RPTA is paying is $21.82 per square foot. The 
remaining option year would include a 3% increase in the rental rate. The new rate for 
the remaining option year beginning January 1, 2010 will be $22.47 per square foot or a 
monthly rate of $46,760.78. 
 
Staff recommends extending the current office lease for the remaining option year 
expiring December 31, 2010 and to retain a commercial real estate broker off the State 
of Arizona’s contract to pursue other office possibilities. 
 
RPTA staff conducted a tour of the available space in the METRO Rail administrative 
building, located at 101 N. 1st Ave., but decided to look at all available options in the 
downtown and mid-town areas. If a real estate broker is retained, a broker fee will not be 
paid if RPTA decides to sub-lease the available space in the METRO Rail administrative 
building.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
The office lease for Fiscal Year 2009/10 will cost $553,000 plus any extra amount 
negotiated to cover costs increases in taxes and operating expenses as outlined in the 
agreement. The Board-approved operating budget for FY 2009/10 includes sufficient 
funding to cover the lease costs. 
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Considerations 
Approval of the final option year of the lease agreement will allow Valley Metro RPTA 
enough time to retain a commercial real estate broker to pursue other office possibilities 
and define office space requirements for the agency.  
 
Committee Action Process 
Transit Management Committee (TMC) – September 2, 2009 – approved 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors approve the extension of the current office 
lease with the City of Phoenix at 302 North 1st Avenue on the sixth and seventh floors for 
the final option year through December 31, 2010 and authorize Valley Metro RPTA staff 
to retain a commercial real estate broker off of the State of Arizona’s contract to pursue 
other office possibilities. 
 
Contact Person 
Michael Taylor 
Acting Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-256-4302 
 
Attachments 
Current and Future Space Requirements Document 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Current Space  
 

• 25,000 square feet on 2 floors 
• Currently on transit and rail lines 
• Proximity to METRO Light Rail offices 
• No dedicated meeting space for committee and Board meetings 
• Limited storage space 
• No employee amenities  
• Share telephone system with the City of Phoenix 
• No freight elevator 
• Inadequate floor plan to meet current and future needs without significant 

tenant improvement costs 
• Insufficient IT space with proper A/C and security 

 
Space Requirements 
 

• 30,000 square feet plus additional conference and Board room space 
• Right of first refusal of additional space that may be required over the term 

of the lease 
• Convenient parking for visitors and meeting attendees 
• Dedicated meeting space w/telecommunications technology 
• Dedicated IT space with proper A/C and security 
• Central location accessible by both freeways and transit 
• Location within five minute walking distance to light rail station 
• Call center accommodations 
• File and Storage space 
• Kitchen/break room area 
• Improved floor plan for expansion needs 
• Geographic boundaries – 7th Street to 7th Avenue, Camelback to Jefferson 
• Dedicated, secured reception area with conference area for customer 

interaction 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #3A 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Contract Change Order with Total Transit as (dba ValuTrans, Inc.) for Special 
Transportation Services (STS) 
 
Summary 
Change Order #6 with Valu Trans, Inc. provides for door-to-door transportation for 
eligible persons displaced by Maricopa County Special Transportation Services (STS) 
ceasing operations on June 30, 2009.  Transportation could be provided in incorporated 
and unincorporated areas of Maricopa County.  
 
Cities and towns choosing to participate in this service will be charged the rates shown 
below.  The RPTA is not obligated to spend any funds other than those funds provided 
by the participating jurisdiction.  The RPTA will charge participating agencies a 5 percent 
fee to cover its administrative costs. 
 

Passenger Type Pick-Up Fee Fee Per Mile 
Ambulatory $3.40 $2.20 

Non-Ambulatory  
(uses a wheelchair) 

$28.50 $2.20 

 
Fiscal Impact 
Change Order #6 is valued at $765,000 for FY 2010.  This expense is not included in the 
Board-approved FY 2010 budget.  Revenues to cover the cost of this project are from 
Maricopa County’s LTAF II and ADA Public Transportation Fund (PTF) funds and 
participating towns and cities, including Fountain Hills. 
 
Considerations 
This safety net service replaces the Maricopa County STS Program which ceased 
operations on June 30, 2009.  Without this service, vital life-sustaining transportation, 
such as trips to dialysis centers, may not be made.   
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
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Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this change order and approval to revise the FY 2009/10 Operating and Capital 
Budget to include the cost and revenues of this new project. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Total Transit (dba ValuTrans), Change Order #6 – A copy of this document is available 
upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #3B 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Beatitudes Developing Older Adult Resources (DOAR) Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) for Special Transportation Services (STS) 
 
Summary 
The MOU with Beatitudes DOAR provides for door-to-door transportation for eligible 
persons displaced by Maricopa County Special Transportation Services (STS) that 
ceased operations on June 30, 2009.  The project will provide a safety net for 
transporting ambulatory persons who relied on STS for medical, nutritional and other 
essential trips.   
 
The Beatitudes DOAR service would be provided by volunteer drivers using their own 
cars.  Cities and towns choosing to participate in this service would work with the RPTA 
to identify eligible persons and trips for the service.  Beatitudes would be paid a flat rate 
of $5 for eligible one-way trips within one city, $10 for eligible one-way trips within two 
cities, and $15 for eligible one-way trips within three cities or more.  Participation in this 
safety net service would be determined by local service needs, decision-making and 
funding availability in each community served.  The RPTA is not obligated to spend any 
funds other than those funds provided by the participating city or town.  The RPTA will 
charge a 5 percent fee to cover its administrative costs. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
There will be no funds expended until cities and towns choose to participate.  This 
project is not included in the board adopted FY 2010 budget.  Any expenditure 
associated with this project will have an accompanying revenue offset provided by the 
participating agency.  The project has been established as a pass-through program. 
 
Considerations 
This safety net service helps replace the Maricopa County STS Program which ceased 
operation on June 30, 2009.  The service can provide the vital, life-sustaining 
transportation, such as trips to dialysis centers at a very low cost to the cities and towns.  
If the Board decides not to agree to the Memorandum of Understanding, Beatitudes will 
not be available as a mobility resource to RPTA or its member agencies. 
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Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to 
execute this contract. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
Procurement & Contracts Manager 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Beatitudes Memorandum of Understanding – A copy of this document is available upon 
request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #3C 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Intergovernmental Agreement with the Town of Fountain Hills to participate in the special 
transportation services for Fountain Hills residents displaced by the discontinued Maricopa 
County Special Transportation Services (STS), IGA #124- 48-2010 
 
Summary 
This IGA with Fountain Hills, provides door-to-door transportation for eligible Fountain Hills 
residents displaced by the discontinued STS program which ended on June 30, 2009.  The 
service provides essential trips including trips to and from dialysis centers and nutritional 
sites.  The RPTA has contracted with Total Transit for the provision of this service. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
The Town of Fountain Hills will pay up to $70,500 for the service in FY10.  This is an 
unbudgeted project, however the expense will be completely paid for by the Town of 
Fountain Hills. 
 
Considerations 
If the IGA is not approved, the Town of Fountain Hills cannot be invoiced for the special 
transportation service in Fountain Hills.  The decreased funding will require reductions or 
elimination of the special transportation service in Fountain Hills.  Without this service, vital 
life-sustaining trips may not be made. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board of Directors authorize the Executive Director to execute 
this agreement. 
 
Contact Person 
Jon Medwin 
602-262-7433 
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Attachments 
Town of Fountain Hills IGA Contract #124-48-2010 – A copy of this document is available 
upon request. 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #4 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
City of Mesa Request to Reallocate American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
Funds 
 
Summary 
The original allocation of ARRA funds underwent an extensive prioritization process 
culminating in March 2009 when the Board allocated the region’s funds to specific 
projects.  The City of Mesa has asked that some ARRA funds originally allocated to the 
US60/Country Club park-and-ride project be reallocated to two other park-and-ride 
projects in Mesa. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
None 
 
Considerations 
The US60/Country Club park-and-ride is a Proposition 400 project.  It was allocated $9.4 
million in ARRA funds.  Subsequent to the allocation, the cost estimate for the project 
was revised and is much lower than earlier projected. Therefore the project will not 
require the full allocation of ARRA funds.  Mesa would like to shift the excess ARRA 
funds to two other park-and-ride projects in Mesa, one on the Loop 202 at Gilbert Road 
and the other on Loop 202 at Power Road.  Neither of these park-and-rides is a 
Proposition 400 project but both were identified in the 2001 MAG Park-and-Ride Study 
as high priority sites and are a component of the Regional Transportation Plan.  All three 
park-and-ride locations in Mesa support local and express bus service funded through 
Proposition 400. 
 
RPTA does not have a policy for reallocating unused ARRA funds.  TMC asked that a 
policy be developed in the future.  Several members asked whether there were other 
projects that could be ready and able to obligate these funds.  RPTA will update the 
project list that was developed during the initial ARRA discussions and present it as part 
of the policy discussion that will occur in the committee process in October.  It was noted 
by Mr. James of Mesa that these ARRA funds would supplant existing federal funds that 
are allocated to the park-and-ride projects and that Mesa would give those funds back to 
the region to be reprogrammed. 
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Because of the deadline to obligate ARRA funds, it may be expedient to approve this 
request and take the time to discuss which other regional projects could benefit from the 
federal funds that will be made available.  The additional benefit of doing this is that the 
federal funds may be available to the entire MAG region whereas the ARRA funds must 
remain within the Phoenix-Mesa Urbanized Area. 
 
Prior Committee Action  
Transit Management Committee approved the recommendation 13-1. 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Board approve the City of Mesa’s request to reallocation 
ARRA funds from the US60/Country Club Park-and-Ride to the Loop 202 park-and-rides 
at Gilbert Road and Power Road with the understanding that a formal reallocation 
process will be developed through the committee process. 
 
Contact Person 
Paul Hodgins 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
City of Mesa Request 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #5 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Service Efficiency and Effectiveness Study, 18-Month Review 
 
Summary 
As part of the RPTA Board approved Service Efficiency and Effectiveness Study (SEES), 
Booz Allen was tasked to undertake an evaluation of the SEES framework 
implementation eighteen months after the completion of the study. The attached memo 
contains the consultant’s findings from the November 2008 review of the implemented 
framework. It should be noted that the memo does not reflect any improvements in the 
framework that was undertaken subsequent to this review. A memo updating changes 
since November 2008 will be forthcoming. Transit Performance Data Timeline will be 
provided at the September 2009 VMOCC meeting. 
 
The highlights of these recommendations include the following:  

• Updating cost efficiency measures should be done though the RPTA’s budgeting 
process, which will better reflect local costs and revenues.  

• The Transit Performance Report should report on both Proposition 400 service 
and non-Proposition 400 funded service. 

• The Transit Performance Report should include route level analysis such as 
subsidy per boarding. 
 

Fiscal Impact 
This memo is the final deliverable on an existing consultant contract. The original cost of 
the SEEs contract was $83,750. The said cost was reflected in the FY 2007/08 and FY 
2008/09 Agency Adopted Budgets.  
 
Considerations 
The SEES provides a set of performance measures and performance targets or goals 
used to evaluate the performance of individual routes and the transit system as a whole.  
This evaluation provides a quantitative tool that provides the agency with guidance when 
considering how and when to adjust underperforming service. 
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Prior Committee Action  
VMOCC for action August 18, 2009, approved 
TMC for action September 2, 2009, approved 
Board for action September 17, 2009 
 
Recommendation 
It is recommended that the Transit Board of Directors accept this report. 
 
Contact Person 
Carol Ketcherside 
Deputy Executive Director of Planning  
602-534-0733 
 
Attachments 
Technical Memo: 18 Month Review – Service Efficiency and Effectiveness Study Phase II 



 
 
 

 
 

 Carol Ketcherside  December 30, 2008 (Version 2) 

 Yonel Grant  San Francisco 

 18 Month Review – Service 
Efficiency and Effectiveness 
Study Phase II 

 Bryan Jungwirth 

 
This technical memorandum constitutes Booz Allen Hamilton’s 18-month evaluation of 
the Service Efficiency and Effectiveness Study (SEES) framework implemented in early 
2007.   
 
1. INTRODUCTION 

Brief Background 
• Booz Allen Hamilton consultant team was hired in 2006. 
• The Phase I SEES Report was finalized in March 2007. 
• The SEES framework was adopted by the Valley Metro/RPTA Board in 

March 2007.   
• SEES performance targets were adopted by the Valley Metro/RPTA Board in 

June 2007. 
• RPTA issued the FY2006-07 Transit Performance Report in January of 2008. 
• 18 month evaluation (Phase II) was scheduled for November-December 2008. 
 

Purpose of 18 Month Review 
The purpose of the 18 month review is to provide an independent evaluation of the 
SEES framework implementation, and associated performance measures and processes.  
The consultant scope is also to provide recommendations for revising or amending 
specific components of the route and system performance criteria.  
 
Approach 
During the course of several days in November 2008, Booz Allen interviewed three 
RPTA Planning staff and two staff from City of Phoenix Public Transit Department.  
Booz Allen also conducted telephone interviews with a half dozen RPTA member 
agencies to solicit feedback on their experiences with the Transit Performance Report 
(TPR) data reporting and process.  Booz Allen also reviewed the draft TPR report and 
supporting data sheets, as well as early data submittals from the City of Phoenix.   
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2. FINDINGS 

Overall, the implementation of the SEES framework is going well (B+).  There have 
been, and continue to be, some challenges related to communications, technology, data 
quality, and staffing, but this is to be expected when implementing a new framework 
such as this for a transit system that is not truly regionalized.   
 
A major success came early when the Valley Metro/RPTA and Valley Metro Rail 
Boards adopted the recommended performance framework.  The two policy boards 
actively supported RPTA’s transit performance reporting goals.   
 
Findings and observations, which are discussed in this section, are grouped as follows: 

• Framework adoption 
• Target setting and adoption 
• Communications with reporting agencies 
• Data reporting into regional framework 
• Web tool implementation 
• Transit Performance Report (TPR) 
• Contract negotiations regarding performance reporting 
• Route maturation guidelines 
• Proposition 400 routes versus other routes 
• Reporting transit performance to policy bodies. 

 
Framework Adoption 
The framework was successfully adopted in March 2007 by the Valley Metro/RPTA 
Board and subsequently by the VMR Board (for the rail portion of the SEES). 
 
Target Setting and Adoption 
The SEES framework, route, mode and system targets were presented and discussed at 
TMC, VMOCC, Valley Metro/RPTA Board and VMR Board meetings.  Initial Board 
approval of performance targets occurred in March and April 2007.  Following 
recommendations from rail staff, the Total Rail Boardings target for the first year of 
operations was reduced from 10,665,000 to 7,827,000.  The revised targets were 
approved by the RPTA and VMR Boards in June 2007. 
 
In November-December 2007, RPTA Planning staff prepared the FY2007 Transit 
Performance Report using updated performance targets.  Financial targets (e.g., 
operating cost per boarding, operating cost per revenue mile) were increased by the 
percentage increase in the CPI-U for transportation items.  Effectiveness targets were 
not changed.  The targeted annual increase in boardings remained unchanged at 3%.  
The fixed route farebox recovery ratio target was also held at 25% (the RPTA Board 



SEES 18-Month Review 
December 30, 2008 
Page 3 
 
 
adopted the 25% farebox recovery ratio target in September 2007 when the regional fare 
policy recommendations were approved). 
 
RPTA staff commented to Booz Allen Hamilton that the 3% target for annual increases 
in paratransit ridership is problematic given the growth in operating costs.  The source 
of ridership target was the Financial Plan assumptions that were in place in 2007.  RPTA 
staff desires consistency with the Paratransit Study.   
 
Staff from one of the reporting agencies commented that targets should be revised on a 
regular basis, to challenge the operating agencies to continuously improve. 
 
For the November-December draft FY2008 TPR, RPTA staff have updated the targets 
using the same assumptions:  CPI-U increases for financial targets; other targets 
unchanged.  In December 2008, RPTA staff uploaded a series of documents to the 
Valley Metro website, including the draft TPR, supporting modal summaries, and a 
master table of targets. 
 
Communications with Reporting Agencies 
Communications to reporting agencies on TPR planning and reporting occurs mainly 
through the monthly VMOCC process.  In addition, RPTA sent notification to member 
agencies by e-mail in September 2008 about the October deadline for annual transit 
performance reporting.  The notification included a spreadsheet template for reporting 
agencies to populate as well as a complete list of performance indicator definitions.   
 
The primary challenge for communications with member agencies is the number of 
agencies involved in the process and the turnover (real and procedural) of member 
agency staff involved in this process.  Two examples are provided: 

 
• The Technical Working Group (TWG) established for the SEES was made up 

primarily of data practitioners from each agency, who would have the most 
familiarity with the data and data reporting that would ultimately be 
required.  Not counting RPTA staff, the TWG had 12 reporting agency 
members.  Of these 12, only one person holds the same role now (18 months 
later).  In at least one case, the responsible staff member is no longer with the 
agency and it appears that the replacement staff person may not have been 
trained on the reporting requirements. 

 
• Even with several of the larger reporting agencies (e.g., Phoenix, Scottsdale, 

Tempe), there is turnover in terms of attendance at VMOCC meetings.  As a 
result, the same person does not attend VMOCC meetings each month.  Both 
in-person and telephone interviews with member agencies revealed a 
significant information gap in the history of the SEES initiative, the rationale 
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for the regional reporting requirement vis a vis Proposition 400 and the 
upcoming audit, the need to report performance by route, and the need to 
flow down reporting requirements to contractors. 

 
A secondary challenge which results from turnover in reporting agency staff is the 
technical ability to accurately report all of the transit data required for the TPR.  For 
instance, during the review Booz Allen found that Boarding data initially submitted by 
a new transit analyst at the City of Phoenix was 17.5 percent too low.  RPTA staff 
immediately suspected an error, based on comparisons to prior year results.  The error 
was confirmed and subsequently corrected.  In cases where there is turnover among 
staff responsible for collecting and reporting data, it is critical to provide for training of 
replacement staff – and if possible, cross-training of other agency staff. 
 
Data Reporting into Regional Framework 
Member agencies interviewed for the 18 month review reported that the transition from 
the old Performance Management Analysis System (PMAS) to the regional 
Transportation Performance Report (TPR) process was seamless.  It is fairly difficult for 
RPTA Planning staff to spend considerable time auditing data provided by member 
agencies, and in most cases they do not have access to the source data to be able to audit 
it.  RPTA Planning staff do tally the information provided and compare it to expected 
levels and prior year results.  Questionable numbers typically are subjected to a second 
opinion and/or are sent back to the reporting agency for correction or explanation.  In 
the current cycle, this occurred with Phoenix ridership data as previously described.  
Another agency that revised data in response to a question from RPTA Planning staff, 
suggested that it would be helpful to receive a copy of the revised report before it is 
forwarded to the VMOCC.    
 
The agencies interviewed reported that they had not used the Operating Cost template 
distributed during the 2006 SEES.  This template provides a method to calculate total 
operating costs for member agencies, including allocated administrative and overhead 
costs.  However, on careful questioning, the agencies stressed that the reported 
operating costs include both direct and allocated costs, including contractor costs as 
well as administrative overhead for the respective cities.   
 
RPTA Planning staff noted that some performance categories needed for the TPR are 
not available due to large gaps in the data available from contractors.  Examples include 
safety/security, and the maintenance indicator.  One agency reports roadcalls in a 
manner that is consistent with the TPR definition, but manual data manipulation is 
required to pull those instances from the more broadly defined maintenance service call 
data that the agency tracks.  On-time performance data appears to be fully reported in 
the detailed tables, but not in the graphics section of the TPR.  In at least one case, on-
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time performance data is not available for neighborhood shuttles because there is no 
reporting system in place to capture the data. 
 
Although several agencies said that they are reporting performance data at the route 
level, RPTA is experiencing some push back from some member agencies for detailed 
route level performance data.   
 
Web Tool Implementation 
In the SEES concept, RPTA would work with member agencies to develop a final 
reporting format, complete the transition from PMAS (the old performance 
measurement reporting system), develop a reporting platform, and work with 
individual members to facilitate the process.  The hope was that these activities could 
occur between April and December of 2007. 
 
Ultimately, this schedule proved to be unrealistic because RPTA engaged a contractor 
to develop the web-driven, automated data reporting tool.  Development took longer 
than expected but now includes a detailed System Manual and User Manual.  As of 
December 2008 the contractor, Systems Technology Group, Inc. (STG), is still working 
through minor bugs.  Other RPTA Planning priorities also interfered with the schedule.   
 
RPTA decided therefore to pursue two parallel tracks: 
 

1) Develop the FY2008 TPR manually, sending spreadsheet templates to all 
reporting agencies and compiling the report based on the feedback 

 
2) Continue development of the automated Performance Planning System with 

STG, with gradual implementation during calendar year 2009.  The intent for the 
web-based reporting system is to begin quarterly performance reporting in 
addition to the annual reporting.   

 
RPTA has formed a working group to provide feedback on the STG web tool.  As soon 
as the beta version is ready, members will be able to comment on the input screens.  
Phoenix has already made a request to enter data by batch file.   
 
Transit Performance Report 
The TPR has replaced the old PMAS.  The transition occurred in the fall of 2007.   The 
Valley Metro/RPTA Board was pleased with the FY2007 report presented in January 
2008.   
 
Booz Allen reviewed the draft FY2008 Transit Performance Report (prepared in 
December 2008) and provided feedback to RPTA.  The report has an appealing layout 
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and features clear performance updates for system-wide bus, paratransit and vanpool.  
However, Booz Allen also identified several gaps: 
 

• The presentation of performance indicators does not include all the indicators 
in the SEES framework.  For example, the fixed route system-wide pages lack 
data on safety/security performance, on-time performance, and mechanical 
performance.  

  
• The draft TPR also does not contain any route-level data.  The SEES 

framework advocated a comprehensive set of route level indicators as shown 
below. 

 
Exhibit ES-2 

Fixed Route, Route Level Measures 
 

 

Cost Efficiency/Effectiveness
  Farebox Recovery Ratio
  Operating Cost per Boarding
  Subsidy (Net Opg Cost) per Boarding
  Cost per Revenue Mile
Service Effectiveness
  Total Boardings
  Boardings Avg. Weekday, Sat., Sun.
  Boardings per Revenue Mile
  Boardings per Revenue Hours (Express Bus)
  On-time Performance
  Miles between Mechanical Failures

Source: SEES Report, March 2007 
 

 It would be cumbersome to provide this much information in the TPR for all 
routes.  However, a summary of the best performing and worst performing 
routes (e.g., the highest and lowest quartile boardings per revenue mile and 
subsidy per boarding), and a link to the complete route level data should be 
additions to the TPR. 

 
Contract Negotiations Regarding Performance Reporting 
Since the SEES adoption, there do not appear to have been any changes in contractual 
requirements for reporting route level data and operating costs by the three primary 
fixed route bus contractors in the Valley (Veolia, First Transit, MV).  In most cases, the 
contractors derive route level performance from larger samples of data.   
 
As one example, representatives of the City of Phoenix said they were not made aware 
that their contractors had to report cost per boarding or miles between mechanical 
failures on a route by route basis.  Now that they understood the rationale for the 
regional reporting requirement, they could begin collecting this data for July 2008 (i.e., 
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first quarter of FY2009) so that the FY2009 TPR could include route level performance 
results. 
 
Route Maturation Guidelines 
By December 2008, route maturation guidelines have not specifically been discussed in 
TMC or VMOCC meetings since the SEES.  These are expected to be included in the 
Short Range Transit Program (SRTP).  Generally, the current understanding is that there 
is a two- year maturation period.  However, since neither the TPR nor other processes 
currently lend themselves to a quarterly comparison of route level performance data, 
discussion of this topic at the regional level is difficult. 
 
Another agency noted that the TPR does not make it clear whether data for “immature” 
routes (i.e., those that have been operating for less than two years) are excluded from 
the performance indicators.  That agency went on to make the case that data from 
immature routes should be excluded from the systemwide data because it is likely to 
have a negative impact on systemwide performance.  Performance of these routes 
should be reported only at the route level. 
 
The Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) provides guidance for Proposition 400 Route 
implementation and funding, above the original legislation.  Given the state of the 
Arizona and national economies, regional discussions are under way to consider 
phased route implementations (i.e., SRTP).   
 
Proposition 400 Routes Versus Other Routes 
For the 18-month review, the consultant team reviewed annual transit performance data 
files and confirmed that the transit performance data is available at the route level, 
including all of the Proposition 400 routes.  Each route receiving Proposition 400 
funding was identified, however it was not immediately possible for the consultant to 
know what percentage of the route was funded through Proposition 400 funding.   
 
Reporting Transit Performance to Policy Bodies 
The annual TPR is proceeding on schedule, with presentations to the TMC and Board 
planned for January 2009.   
 
Currently, there is no quarterly regional transit performance reporting.  It is expected 
that regional reporting can begin in the third or fourth quarter of FY09 (i.e., by June 
2009), as the web-based data implementation tool is rolled out. 
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3. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendations for the SEES implementation are provided below and organized by 
the following topics: 

• Target setting and adoption 
• Communications with reporting agencies 
• Web tool implementation 
• Transit Performance Report 
• Contract negotiations regarding performance reporting 
• Proposition 400 routes versus other routes 
• Reporting to policy bodies. 

 
Target Setting and Adoption 
First, Valley Metro/RPTA is to be commended on the establishment and adoption of 
performance targets.  As the reporting process matures, so too will the process for 
updating the targets. 
 
The appropriate Board(s) should always be involved in changes to performance targets.   
 
Performance targets can be divided into four groups with respect to how and when 
they should be updated (from less frequent to most frequent) 
 

Group Example Measure Source of 
Performance Target 

Rationale for 
Update Update Frequency 

1 Farebox Recovery Ratio Regional fare policy 
recommendation 

Regional policy; 
Regional fare policy 
recommendation 

Regular pulse check, but unlikely to 
change unless regional policy 
changes. 

2 Service effectiveness measures 
Miles between Mechanical Failures 
Security Incidents per X Boardings 
On Time Performance 
Customer Satisfaction 
Etc.  

Actual performance Regional policy Regular pulse check, but unlikely to 
change unless regional policy 
changes. 

3 Demand measures 
Annual Increase in Total Boardings 
Annual Increase in 
Saturday/Sunday Boardings 

Financial Plan 
assumptions 

Should be consistent 
with assumptions in 
RPTA financial plan  

Yearly pulse check; change 
according to Financial Plan 
assumptions 

4 Standard cost efficiency measures: 
Operating Cost per Boarding 
Subsidy per Boarding 
Operating Cost per Revenue Mile 
Etc. 

Actual baseline data 
from FY05-06 

For the FY07 and 
FY08 TPRs, the 
target was escalated 
based on national 
CPI-U for 
transportation items 
Future targets 
should be based on 
budgeted costs and 
service levels 

Need to update every year. 

 
RPTA staff requested advice on the rationale for updating cost efficiency measures such 
as operating cost per boarding.  Simply inflating historical operating cost data using 
national inflation trends can result in increasing the divergence between a theoretical 
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goal and what is observed (or attainable) locally.  A better approach would be to 
develop the target annually as a part of the budgeting process rather than externally 
through the CPI-U.  The Finance Department would take the lead in updating the 
targets based on current financial projections, ridership projections and interest rates.    
 
Annual transit budgets are developed to provide specific service levels, with costs built 
up at the line item level to reflect the direct (e.g., labor, benefits, fuels, parts) and 
indirect (or overhead) costs of providing a given level of service.  Therefore, the budget 
effectively establishes the target for annual efficiency measures such as operating cost 
per boarding or operating cost per revenue mile.  Transit budgets also identify revenues 
by source, and may therefore also be used to define targets for revenue measures, such 
as subsidy per boarding.  It is therefore recommended that RPTA use budgeted costs 
and revenues per unit of service delivered or consumed to calculate the annual targets 
for those indicators.  For instance, the paratransit ridership target of 3% annual increase 
could be dropped given the disproportionate cost of paratransit trips.   
 
In addition to being relatively simple to calculate, an advantage of this approach is that 
it makes it easy to explain variances in terms of budget line item costs.  It is also likely to 
be more relevant to local experience than the rate of change in a national index that may 
or may not reflect local conditions. 
 
RPTA should also periodically evaluate effectiveness performance targets (i.e., not 
dependent on cost).  For instance, the 3% target for annual increases in paratransit 
ridership, although a baseline assumption in the Financial Plan, should be dropped as it 
given the disproportionate costs involved.   
 
It is recommended that RPTA take advantage of the regular TMC and VMOCC 
meetings during the October cycle to discuss potential updates to the SEES targets (by 
exception only), with the objective of presenting recommended updates for Board 
consideration during the January cycle.   
 
Communications With Reporting Agencies 
The main strategy to address the turnover among member agency staff involved in 
reporting transit performance data is regular communication and solid documentation.   
 
RPTA already has a working group of data practitioners responsible for TPR updates 
and Proposition 400 reporting.  The working group listing needs to be kept current and 
should include back-ups (alternates) for participation when the primary member is not 
present.  RPTA should also keep a running tally of participation.   
 
RPTA staff should develop a standard package of documentation to share with current 
and future working group members.  This documentation could include: 
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• Working group list (primary member and alternate) 
• Proposition 400 legislation/summary 
• SEES Report 
• Operating cost template 
• Performance measure definitions (longer version) 
• Latest TPR report 
• Data implementation tool User Manual. 

 
Web Tool Implementation 
RPTA should more proactively advertise the data tool implementation with its working 
group.  Early participation by the data input staff will contribute to tool acceptance, and 
will likely prevent costly fixes to the software ahead of the beta version release.  The 
City of Phoenix request for batch data entry is a good example of both the former and 
the latter.   
 
Another advantage of more proactive participation in the data tool implementation 
project is increased member agency awareness of upcoming quarterly reporting, and 
the ability to sort performance by route including by Proposition 400 routes. 
 
To facilitate understanding and implementation of the tool, it is recommended that 
RPTA offer several training sessions for the working group members (ideally both 
primary and secondary members should be trained).  RPTA could use this opportunity 
to reiterate the importance of total operating cost reporting, and to provide additional 
training on the operating cost template.   
 
Transit Performance Report 
Booz Allen has worked with RPTA staff to make improvements to the draft FY2008 TPR 
report.  As indicated in the Findings section above, two major opportunities for 
improvement include the inclusion of the missing performance indicators (e.g., on-time, 
maintenance, safety and security) as well as the route analysis summary.   
 
Individual route performance is currently not available in the TPR, but definitely 
should be included in the future.  The following table illustrates three approaches RPTA 
peer agencies use to evaluate and present individual route performance. 
 

System Evaluation Measure Evaluation Approach 

Houston METRO  Subsidy per Boarding Routes ranked from best to worst  
Routes sorted by quartile 
Focus on 4th quartile for improvement 
Routes in lower 4th quartile subject to 
elimination 
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Denver RTD  Subsidy per Boarding 
 Boarding per Revenue Hour 

Routes ranked from best to worst 
Focus on least 10% for either measure 
Focus on least 25% for both measures 
Routes subject to modification or 
elimination 

Dallas DART  Subsidy per Boarding 
 Passengers per Trip 
 Passengers per Revenue Mile 

Routes ranked from best to worst 
Routes with Route Performance Index 
(RPI) less than 0.6 require corrective 
action; with 0.6-0.9 examined for 
corrective action 

Source: Booz Allen Hamilton, Technical Advisory Committee Presentation #7, SEES, November 2006 

The complete listing of the route level performance indicators is included in the SEES 
report and listed above (Exhibit ES-2).  Booz Allen does not recommend that all 
measures be included in the TPR report, but they should all be available upon request.  
It is expected that this data will be readily available once the data implementation tool 
is operational.   
 
Specific recommendations for what route level analysis to include in the TPR did not 
exist up to this point.  To cover the route cost component, it is recommended that 
subsidy per boarding be tracked, at a minimum.  For service effectiveness, it is 
recommended that RPTA track passenger boardings per revenue mile.  A 
representative sample of the best and worst performers would be shown in the TPR.   
 
From the base data, it is recommended that RPTA rank the routes from best to worst for 
each indicator, then sort them by quartile (top 25%, next 25%, etc).  Performance for the 
routes can be shown by quartile in a few simple tables as illustrated below. 
 

Route-Level Performance Summary, FY08 
Route-Level Subsidy Per Boarding 
Best performers (Top 25%) 
 
Route A:  $a/Boarding 
Route B:  $b/Boarding 
… 
 

Route-Level Subsidy Per Boarding 
Worst performers (Bottom 25%) 
 
Route Z:  $z/Boarding 
Route Y:  $y/Boarding 
… 
 

Passenger Boardings per Revenue Mile 
Best performers (Top 25%) 
 
Route A (not the same A as above):  a/mi 
Route B:  b/mi 
… 
 

Passenger Boardings per Revenue Mile 
Worst performers (Bottom 25%) 
 
Route Z:  z/mi 
Route Y:  y/mi 
… 
 

 
It is worth noting that in monitoring regionally funded service programmed under the 
TLCP, the draft SRTP (FY08/09 to FY13/14) recommends using both passenger 
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boardings per mile (target:  2.1) and the regional local bus passenger loading (standard:  
125%).  The passenger loading measure tracks whether for the same trip (in a period of 
6 months within the year) there were three or more consecutively sequenced trips that 
exceeded the regional local bus passenger load of 125% (i.e., 25% standees).   
 
Monitoring route performance is key to identifying areas of improvement.  This is 
desirable at all times, but particularly important in a recessionary economy.  Possible 
actions for poor performing routes could include targeted marketing, headway changes, 
days of service changes, elimination of non productive route segment(s), or route 
elimination, among others.  
 
Contract Negotiations Regarding Performance Reporting 
Progress needs to be made with respect to requiring operators to meet the regional 
reporting requirement contractually.  “Problematic” areas include safety and security, 
mechanical, and on time data.  Reporting agencies need to flow down the reporting 
requirements to their contractors for both the system and route level performance.  
RPTA should monitor and check compliance with the requirements.  Copies of the SEES 
indicator table should be helpful for communicating these needs.   
 
Proposition 400 Routes Versus Other Routes 
During the review, the question arose as to whether it would be appropriate for the TPR 
to provide specific reporting for Proposition 400 routes.  The TPR was designed as a 
reporting tool to manage the system on a regional basis.  It is expected that the web-
based data implementation tool will have the functionality to drill down to any 
indicator by route or groups of routes (e.g., for all Proposition 400 routes as a system).  
For this reason it is not recommended that RPTA transform the TPR into a Proposition 
400 system report.  It is recommended that RPTA ensure that a similar report can be 
produced through the automated system either by quarter or for all of FY2009.  
 
Reporting to Policy Bodies 
At the moment, the only regional transit performance data reporting occurs on an 
annual basis, in January for the prior fiscal year.  During the SEES, the recommendation 
was that regional transit performance reporting should occur quarterly.  The consultant 
team recommends maintaining the quarterly reporting cycle to the extent possible, and 
that the Operations Department should become involved in the process. 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #6 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) Technical Working Group Update 
 
Summary 
The Board directed the Executive Director to create a technical working group to review 
additional options and develop a new alternative for the TLCP update by December 31.  
The group was formed and has met twice, and will continue to meet up to three times per 
month to develop a consensus alternative for the TLCP.  Meeting summaries from the 
first three meetings are attached for information. 
 
Additionally, RPTA is hiring a facilitator to help the working group sort through the issues 
and policies.  Member agencies are involved in the selection process and a facilitator 
should be hired and in place for the September 24 meeting of the working group. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
None 
 
Considerations 
None 
 
Prior Committee Action  
None 
 
Recommendation 
None 
 
Contact Person 
Paul Hodgins, 602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
July 8 Meeting Summary 
August 18 Meeting Summary 
September 1 Meeting Summary 
Timeline 



 



 

 

Meeting Summary 
TLCP Working Group 

July 8, 2009 
 
 
Items Discussed 
 

1. Purpose of Meeting 
a. Kickoff working group 
b. Distribute background information 
c. Agree on issues to discuss 

2. Working Group Goal 
a. Assumptions 
b. Policy changes 
c. Consensus on project implementation schedule 
d. Complete work by December 31, 2009 

3. Documentation available 
a. CD with documentation was distributed 

4. Review initial time line 
a. Time line was discussed (see attached) 
b. Consensus will be reached by December 31, 2009 

5. Discuss policy items 
a. Operations projects already implemented will not be part of the 

discussions, but a performance evaluation will be performed 
b. Detail of capital projects in progress without an IGA will be provided for 

discussion prior to any decisions 
c. Regional Services and ADA policies need to be addressed with regard to 

certification and how cities that have not elected to participate in the 
regional ADA program will be affected 

d. Review of service levels and evaluation of future supergrid services 
(performance based decisions) 

e. Explain method of allocating costs 
f. Vote on issues only if necessary 

6. Process moving forward 
a. Future meetings will be led by a facilitator 
b. Suggested agenda items are: 

i. Expenditure assumptions prior to revenue forecasts 
ii. Cost allocations assumptions 
iii. Express route cost allocation



 

 

 
c. Agenda will be provided to committee members for review and input prior 

to the meeting. Any suggested agenda items should be submitted to Paul 
Hodgins as soon as possible. 

d. Meeting summary will be provided for each meeting 
 
Follow Up Required 
 

1. Provide documentation prior to 2007 TLCP Update as requested by Reed 
Caldwell 

2. Distribute future agendas for review 
3. Committee requested a short presentation on the MAG model and how it works.  
4. Committee will review bus life expectancy and the costs of operations versus 

capital costs. 
 
Future Meetings 
 

1. The next meeting is scheduled for August 18, 2009 at 1:30 p.m. in the METRO 
Rail 13th floor conference rooms. 

a. Agenda will cover Expenditure and Cost Allocation Assumptions 
2. Other future dates to be determined 
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Meeting Summary 
TLCP Working Group 

August 18, 2009 
 
 
Items Discussed 
 

1. Presentation on expenditures 
a. Comparison of Expenditures 

i. Use of TLCP Funds – All Revenue Sources 
ii. Use of TLCP Funds – PTF Revenues 

b. TLCP Operations Expenditures 
c. Operations Expenditures Assumptions 

i. Type 
ii. Variables 
iii. Jurisdictional Allocation 

d. TLCP Capital Expenditures 
e. Capital Expenditures Assumptions 
f. Other Expenditure Assumptions 
g. Expenditure Trends 

i. Transit Fleet Unit Costs 
ii. TLCP Average Operating Cost through 2026 

h. Relationship of TLCP Expenditures 
2. Discussion on allocation of expenditures 
3. Facilitator status 

a. Six proposals have been received and they will be discussed at a 
meeting of the selection committee, date to be determined 

 
Follow Up Required 
 

1. Breakdown of expansion fleet vs replacement fleet costs % of the TLCP 
Capital Expenditures Pie Chart to be provided 

2. Chart showing breakdown of what has already been spent, or what funds 
have been obligated (RTP funds or federal funds) 

3. What was the original breakdown of the use of TLCP funds (PTF 
Revenues only) prior to the 2007 update? 

4. PTF only pie chart of TLCP Capital Expenditures 
5. When are purchases of additional vehicles planned for expansion? 
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6. Consider standardizing bus stop funding, look at Phoenix and Chandler 
methods 

7. Blended Rate vs Actual – Comparison of total costs and impacts on 
jurisdictional allocations 

8. Slide 14 – TLCP Average Operating Cost – What is the split between 
Local and Express? What is percentage of PTF funds to express vs. local 

 
Future Meetings 
 

1. The next meeting is scheduled for September 1, 2009 at 1:30 p.m. in the 
METRO Rail 13th floor conference rooms. 

2. Other future dates determined (see attached schedule) 
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Meeting Summary 
TLCP Working Group 
September 1, 2009 

 
 
Items Discussed 
 

1. Follow-up From Previous Meeting 
a. Breakdown of expansion fleet vs. replacement fleet 
b. Summary of what has already been spent or obligated 
c. Revenue source of what has already been spent or obligated 
d. TLCP capital expenditures by assumed category 
e. Split between express & non-express services 

2. TLCP Revenue Assumptions 
a. TLCP Proposition 400 Revenues 
b. TLCP Bus Revenues 
c. TLCP Bus Operations Revenues 
d. TLCP Bus Capital Revenues 
e. Revenue Trends 
f. Fare Recovery Trends 
g. TLCP PTF Revenue Flow 

3. Fare recovery rates 
4. Facilitator status 

a. Selection committee has met and interviews will be conducted 
5. There was a discussion regarding the forecast of the PTF sales tax that is 

programmed in the TLCP financial model. RPTA currently uses the annual 
ADOT forecast to program the TLCP financial model. Concerns were 
raised that the ADOT forecast has not been very accurate and that maybe 
we should look at other alternatives to forecast the sales tax for the 
remaining years of the program. Currently the ADOT forecast is being 
used by MAG for their Life Cycle program and Regional Transportation 
Plan and RPTA follows that same policy. RPTA will ask an ADOT 
representative to attend the next TLCP working group meeting to go over 
ADOT’s methodology on forecasting the sales tax to better understand 
their approach. 
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6. There was a discussion regarding the methodology used to estimate the 

fare revenues in the TLCP financial model. It was suggested that the fare 
box recovery rates used in the model may be over stated compared to 
current actual recovery rates for PTF funded service.  Further review of 
fare revenues is needed to accurately estimate the amount that is 
programmed in the financial model.   

Follow Up Required 
 

1. Provide list of ARRA projects 
2. Provide confirmation of future fare increases planned 
3. Provide Revenue and Ridership Report data for July 
4. Request ADOT present forecast methodology  
5. Provide original TLCP plan, 2007 update and ADOT forecast numbers 
6. Provide outline of cost savings ideas 

 
Next Meeting 
 
The next meeting is scheduled for September 24, 2009 at 1:30 p.m. in the 
METRO Rail 13th floor conference rooms. 



 

July 2, 2009 DRAFT 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Executive Director’s TLCP Working Group 
 
 
 

Month Goals Actions 
July Set goals for working group 

Review time line 
Agree on issues to resolve 
Agree on items open for discussion 
Policy issues 

August Determine revenues 
Review ADOT revenue forecast 
Review federal revenue assumptions 
Review fare revenue assumption 

Determine expenditures 
Review inflation measures used 
List current commitments 
List future projects, uncommitted 

September Determine priorities 
Cities prioritize their projects 
Modal priorities 

October Develop alternatives 
Model scenarios 
Meet individually with cities 

November Develop alternatives 
Model scenarios 
Meet individually with cities 

December 
Consensus on preferred 
alternative 
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Board of Directors 
 Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #7 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Regional Transit Framework Study Final Draft Report 
 
Summary 
The overall goal of the study is to prepare a Regional Transit Framework Study in 
cooperation with the Regional Public Transportation Authority (Valley Metro RPTA) and 
Valley Metro Rail (METRO). This project is funded and managed by the Maricopa 
Association of Governments (MAG). Valley Metro RPTA and METRO are partners in 
managing the technical work effort. It is anticipated that the results of this study would be 
incorporated into the MAG Regional Transportation Plan for approval by the MAG 
Regional Council.   
 
The Study provides a technical basis for evaluating and prioritizing future transit projects 
and programs. It also provides decision makers with a comprehensive perspective on the 
costs, schedules, tradeoffs, impacts, and policy implications of various transit 
improvement options. 
 
The Framework Study identifies three mobility investments scenarios: 1) Basic mobility; 
2) Enhanced mobility; and 3) Transit choice. Costs associated with each of these levels 
have also been identified. The three mobility investment scenarios were modeled by 
MAG and the results evaluated.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
MAG funded the Regional Transit Framework Study at a cost not to exceed $980,000. 
 
Considerations 
None. 
 
Committee Action Process 
October 2008—VMOCC project update provided for information only. 
February 2009—VMOCC project update provided for information only.  
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Recommendation 
This item is for information and discussion. 
 
Contact Person 
Carol Ketcherside 
Deputy Executive Director of Planning 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
The Final Draft Report, and all other documents associated with this study, are available 
at www.bqaz.org, or by contacting Kevin Wallace at the MAG: (602) 452-5045. 

http://www.bqaz.org/
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Regional Transit 
F kFramework

Valley Metro RPTA 
Board of Directors

September 17, 2009

Introduction

• What a framework does
– Technical evaluation of long range transit needs (2030Technical evaluation of long range transit needs (2030 

& 2050)
– Provides guidance for future RTP updates and funding 

initiatives

• Why it’s needed 
– Transit will be increasingly important in the future
– The RTP is not keeping pace with transit demand
– Current service does not meet the public’s expectations 

in terms of convenience, speed, and time
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Process

February 2008 - September 2008 September 2008 – April 2009 April 2009 – July 2009

Regional 
Transit

Framework

Expected Outcomes

• Serves as a component of ADOT’s 
statewide multi-modal transportationstatewide multi modal transportation 
framework

• Provides a technical framework for future 
policy decisions regarding regional public 
transit in the MAG region
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Deficiencies and Needs

• Existing and planned transit service and 
investments
– Some existing developed areas of the region have 

limited or no public transit service

– Transit demand is exceeding capacity in some existing 
corridors (overcrowding)

– Proposition 400 funded transit operations improvements 
provide for minimal expansion of service area and basic 
service levelsservice levels

– Proposition 400 funded capital improvements does not 
meet demands for planned transit service expansion

Public Perception

• Local transit users and non-user focus groups 
and telephone survey
• Key words to describe initial impressions of the public 

transit system in the Valley were “slow”, “old,” and 
“prehistoric”

“A lot of times it’s inconvenient, 
because you can't make the 
connection or you have to wait 
a long time for the other bus.“

“An ideal transit system in the 
Valley would include more

• In comparison, transit systems 
used by participants when 
visiting or living in other areas 
were described as “seamless” 

Valley would include more 
buses, more routes, greater 
reliability and frequency, as well 
better connectivity with other 
transportation”

“Create more direct transit 
options to popular areas”

or “painless”…the systems were 
easy to use and allow the rider 
to get “anywhere,” at “any time”
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2006 Operating Investments

Region
Total Operating 

Expenses
Operating Expense 

per Capita COLI*

Atlanta $331,704,840 $81.88 96.1

Dallas $399,393,985 $83.05 91.2

Denver $320,088,805 $138.21 103.4

Salt Lake City $136,824,236 $144.79 100.7

San Diego $264,244,089 $97.08 139.5

Seattle $848,865,748 $295.26 121.0

Average $383,520,284 $129.87 ---

MAG Region $229,507,781 $71.10 100.6

* 2007 Composite Cost of Living Index

Service Type Purpose / Market Type Corridor 
Characteristics Mode Type

Regional Connector Rural to urban connections Rural or Arterial 
St Bus

Transit Service Types

g St

Supergrid Regional and local connections Arterial St Bus

Express Enhanced-speed, moderate-volume 
commuter or regional connections Mostly Freeway Bus

Arterial BRT Enhanced-speed, high-demand local or 
regional connections Arterial St Bus

HCT Peak Period Higher-speed, high-demand commuter or 
regional connections

Dedicated 
Guideway\Lane Bus or Train

HCT All Day Higher speed, high-demand regional 
connections

Dedicated 
Guideway\Lane Bus or Train

HCT All DayHCT Peak PeriodArterial Bus Rapid Transit
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Scenario Philosophy

I: Basic Continuation of RTP
Minimal service expansion with same types of services and

Transit Scenarios 
Philosophy

Mobility - Minimal service expansion with same types of services and 
programs as currently programmed in the RTP

II: Enhanced 
Mobility

Concentrated Expansion
- Moderate service expansion

- Moderate increase in service area
- Improved frequencies to met standard service levels
- Higher speed options (express bus, arterial bus & HCT)

- Activity centers outside urbanized area primarily connected 
through frequent limited stop express servicesthrough frequent, limited stop express services

III: Transit 
Choice

Growth Expansion 
- Most aggressive service expansion

- Comparatively greatest increase in service area
- Improved frequencies to met standard service levels
- More high speed options in urban/non-urban area

- Activity centers outside urbanized area connected through 
frequent, limited stop express services and supergrid bus

Scenario Investment 
Level Characteristics

Expands service to new areas

Transit Scenarios
Characteristics

I: Basic 
Mobility

Lowest
(extend existing 

sources)

- Expands service to new areas
- Improves service levels within a limited 
number of high demand transit corridors 
- Many deficiencies not addressed

II: Enhanced 
Mobility

Moderate
(comparable to 

peer regions level)

- Expands regional transit service levels
- Improves transit travel speeds in highest 
priority corridors
- Existing service level deficiencies fully 
addressed, other deficiencies not

III: Transit 
Choice

Higher
(comparable  to 

Seattle level)

- Expands regional transit service levels
- Provides a more comprehensive regional 
transit system 
- Improves transit travel speeds in many 
more corridors
- Most deficiencies are addressed
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Current 2030 Regional 
Transportation Plan

SCENARIO I - 2030
Supergrid, Express, BRT & HCT
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SCENARIO II - 2030
Supergrid, Regional Connectors, Express, BRT & HCT

SCENARIO III - 2030
Supergrid, Regional Connectors, Express, BRT & HCT
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Regional Intermodal Facilities

Estimated Transit Use

• Change in ridership from the RTP Base to 
Scenario I is minimal

• Scenarios II and III show an increase in 
ridership of 15.6% and 30.2% respectively 
compared to the RTP Base Scenario  

Scenario
Estimated Daily 

Boardings
Estimated Annual 

Boardings

FY 2009 Actual 236 000 71 252 000FY 2009 Actual 236,000 71,252,000 

RTP Base 399,000 117,264,000

Scenario I 409,000 120,221,000

Scenario II 461,000 135,585,000

Scenario III 519,000 152,660,000
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Estimated Expenditures

• Scenarios II & III include additional funding for 
local transit service investments such as 
i l t l l b tcirculators or local bus routes

• Use of funds to address local transit needs

Scenario Local/Other1 Regional2 Total
Program 

Years

RTP Base* $6.85 Billion $7.15 Billion $14.0 Billion 2008 – 2028

Scenarios
P

Scenario Local Regional Total
Program 

Years

Scenario I $0 $2.05 Billion $2.05 Billion 2027 – 2030

Scenario II $2.9 Billion $8.15 Billion $11.05 Billion 2015 – 2030

Scenario III $3.8 Billion $17.7 Billion $21.5 Billion 2015 – 2030

*Source – MAG 2007 RTP Update (estimated in 2008 dollars)
1 RTP local/other supported by fares, local sales tax, general funds, etc. (local taxes/gen fund = 69.3% of local/other category)
2 RTP regional supported by regional sales tax and federal funds (Prop 400 sales tax = 59.5% of regional category)

Summary of Investments

Investment Options Scenario I Scenario II Scenario III

Local Transit Service Improvements ---

Basic Expansion of ADA Paratransit Service

Regional Paratransit Service ---

Regional Connector – New Routes --- ---

Supergrid - Route Extensions

Supergrid - Increased Frequency ---

Express – New Routes & Increased Frequency

Express – Two-way All-day Service

Arterial BRT – New Routes --- ---

Arterial BRT – Increased Frequency

HCT Peak Period – New Routes ---

HCT All Day – Route Extensions ---
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Comparison of Investments

• Scenarios I has no expansion of HCT transit 
services beyond the 57 miles identified in the 
RTPRTP

• Some Arterial BRT corridors are converted to 
HCT corridors in Scenarios II and III

Scenario

Build-out Annual 
Revenue Service 

Miles1

Arterial BRT 
Corridors
(miles)2

HCT Peak Period 
Corridors
(miles)2

HCT All Day 
Corridors
(miles)2

Scenario I 30 558 000 131 0 57Scenario I 30,558,000 131 0 57

Scenario II 52,629,000 121 75 96

Scenario III 76,707,000 168 99 157

1 Includes all regional transit modes (local services not included)
2 Includes all corridor miles operated including original RTP funded corridors

Transit Corridors Beyond 2030
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Next Steps

• Review by MAG Regional Council in 
October/NovemberOctober/November

• Future planning studies, including 
developing a Regional Transit Foundation 
and Alternative Land Use Scenarios

Final Thoughts

• Define the future role of transit in our region 

• Focus on a market/demand based approach 
to define needs

• Move from the current collection of transit 
services and programs to one that more 
effectively addresses regional mobility needs
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REGIONAL TRANSIT 
FRAMEWORK

QUESTIONS

Contact:
GKevin Wallace, MAG Transit Program Manager

(602) 254-6300

kwallace@mag.maricopa.gov

www.bqaz.org
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #8 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Regional Transit Planning Roles and Responsibilities 
 
Summary 
Staff members from RPTA, METRO, MAG, and the City of Phoenix Transit Department 
(as federal designated recipient) have been meeting to discuss regional planning roles 
and responsibilities. The working group has outlined the way roles work today, and has 
been taking a look at what assignment of roles might be most effective and in the best 
interest of the region.  
 
The chart attached illustrates some of the options that have been discussed. The first 
column represents existing structure—the way in which planning responsibilities are 
presently conducted. Option 1 represents a potential improvement to the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) process. The working group has reached a consensus to 
recommend implementation of Option 1 to our respective governing Boards.  Options 2, 
3, and 4 are yet to be discussed by the group in detail and a thorough vetting of these 
options is required prior to any recommendations being brought forward.  
 
Fiscal Impact 
None. 
 
Considerations 
None. 
 
Committee Action Process 
VMOCC – At its August 18 meeting, the VMOCC asked that the working group 
determine what improvements or improved outcomes are likely based upon the 
proposed option(s) improvements.  The committee also requested that financial 
savings/costs be quantified and disclosed. 
 
TCM- September 2, for information 
 
Board of Directors – September 17 for information 
 



2 

Recommendation 
This item is for information and discussion. 
 
Contact Person 
Carol Ketcherside 
Deputy Executive Director of Planning 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
Transit Related Planning Roles and Responsibilities Chart 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #9 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Budget and Finance Subcommittee Membership 
 
Summary 
The Board Budget and Finance Subcommittee (BFS) was formed in November 2006.  
The Board then approved the BFS Guidelines in February 2008 (see attachment).  
These guidelines included information regarding member terms.  The Guidelines state 
that 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 current membership and appointment dates of the BFS are: 
 

Member Jurisdiction 
Appointment 

Date 
Councilman Ecton City of Scottsdale 2/2007 
Councilman Cavalier City of Goodyear 2/2007 
Councilman M. Johnson City of Phoenix 1/2008 
Councilman Aames City of Peoria 2/2008 
Councilman Presmyk Town of Gilbert 6/2008 

 
Currently, there are two members of the BFS that have been serving for two years and 
are eligible to be re-appointed to the subcommittee: 
 

• Councilman Wayne Ecton, Chair, Scottsdale 
• Councilman Frank Cavalier, Goodyear   

 
At this time other members of the Board may be interested in serving on the BFS.    
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According to the BFS member’s guideline, a member’s financial background will be 
considered along with geographic representation when making appointments.  It is 
estimated that a commitment to serve on the Subcommittee will require up to four to six 
hours each month for potential meetings. 
 
If you are interested in serving as a member of the BFS, please send your notice, in 
writing, expressing your interest to serve, no later than October 1, 2009.  Your letter 
should indicate the reason(s) for your interest, and qualifications you possess that may 
assist in the selection process.  This information should be sent to David Boggs, 
Executive Director.  Mr. Boggs will then submit all membership requests to the Board 
member for their consideration at the October 22, 2009 Board meeting. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
None 
 
Considerations 
 
Prior Committee Action 
None 
 
Recommendations 

 
Contact Person 
Mike Taylor 
Acting, Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-262-7433 
 
Attachments 
BFS Member Guidelines – February 12, 2008 
 
 
 



   Regional Public Transportation Authority
302 N. First Avenue, Suite 700, Phoenix, Arizona 85003

602-262-7433, Fax 602-495-0411

        
 

 
 
 

Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #7 

 
Date 
February 12, 2008 
 
Subject 
Budget and Finance Subcommittee Members Guidelines 
 
Summary 
At the November 30, 2006 Board retreat/meeting, the Budget and Finance 
Subcommittee was established.  The Subcommittee’s creation did not address term 
lengths or how to replace subcommittee members who are no longer Board members.  
Removal from the BFS was also not addressed.  The creation did not set annual 
Subcommittee meetings or the Subcommittee Chair selection process. 
 
At the Board meeting on November 30, 2006, where the BFS guidelines were 
discussed, then Board Chair Les Presmyk suggested that membership be limited to five 
members.  At its January 16, 2008 meeting, the Valley Metro RPTA Board discussed 
how the Budget and Finance Subcommittee (BFS) members would be selected.  The 
Board discussed having the fifth member come from the City of Phoenix. The Board 
voted to elect four members including the three current members, Scottsdale Vice 
Mayor Wayne Ecton, Goodyear Councilman Frank Cavalier, and Mesa Mayor Keno 
Hawker.  The Board voted to add Phoenix Councilman Michael Johnson.  Vice Mayor 
Ecton was voted by the Board to remain as Subcommittee Chair.   
 
During the February 2008 Board meeting, the Board will elect the fifth Subcommittee 
member.  A member’s financial background will be considered along with geographic 
representation when making appointments.  Those Board members interested in 
serving on the Subcommittee were asked by Mayor Scruggs to submit their request in 
writing to David Boggs, Valley Metro RPTA Executive Director, along with any relevant 
information so that an informed decision could be made.  Mr. Boggs will collect the 
requests and provide them to the Board members. 
 
It is estimated that a commitment to serve on the Subcommittee will require up to four to 
six hours each month for potential meetings. 
   

1 
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It is suggested that any BFS vacancy be filled using the following procedure.  Staff will 
notify the Board of a vacancy and the expiration of the term of any Subcommittee 
member.  A solicitation will be made by staff for interested Board members to submit 
letters of interest outlining pertinent information by a specified date.  After the interest 
letter deadline, staff will distribute the interest letters to all Board members who will vote 
at a subsequent Board meeting to elect board members to fill subcommittee vacancies. 
In the event of a tie vote by the Board, the Board Chair would make the final 
appointment decision.  As shown in the January 16, 2008 Board minutes it is 
recommended that the BFS Chair be selected by the Board Chair.   
   
Staff recommends that all Budget and Finance Subcommittee 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.     
 
According to the Valley Metro RPTA Administrative Code, any “members who fail to 
attend more than two successive regular meetings of the Board without either prior 
notice to the Chairman or providing a designated alternate approved by the city, town or 
county member of the RPTA to attend in the Board member’s place, shall be deemed 
ineligible to serve on the Board.”  If this provision is used, and a BFS member is 
removed from the Board, the vacancy filling provisions for the BFS will be followed.  If a 
subcommittee member misses two consecutive BFS meetings, the Board can remove 
the Board member from the subcommittee.  Any vacancy would then be filled according 
to these guidelines.     
 
It is recommended that the Board consider the financial background of potential 
members and geographical representation when making BFS appointments. 
 
It is further recommended that the subcommittee schedule 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. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
None 
 
Considerations 
During the initial year’s operation of the BFS, all the considerations addressed in this 
report have materialized.  Adoption of these guidelines would reflect the Board’s 
direction given to the Executive Director at the January 16, 2008 Board meeting and 
would make the operation of the BFS more efficient. 
 
Prior Committee Action 
None 
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Recommendations 
It is recommended that the following guidelines be approved by the Board: 
 

1. The Budget and Finance Subcommittee will be comprised of five Board 
members.   
 

2. One of the five subcommittee members will always be the elected official 
representing the City of Phoenix on the Valley Metro RPTA Board. 
 

3. Terms of membership shall be two years, with the ability to be reappointed by the 
Board.  No member shall serve more than four years as a BFS member. 
 

4. Staff will notify the Board of a vacancy and the expiration of the term of any 
Subcommittee member.  A solicitation will be made by staff for interested Board 
members to submit letters of interest outlining pertinent information by a specified 
date.  After the interest letter deadline, staff will distribute the interest letters to all 
Board members who will vote at a subsequent Board meeting to elect board 
members to fill subcommittee vacancies. 
 

5. The financial background of potential members and geographical representation 
will be considered when making Budget and Finance Subcommittee 
appointments. 
 

6. The Chair of the BFS shall be appointed by the Chair of the Board. 
 

7. If a subcommittee member misses two consecutive BFS meetings, the Board can 
remove the Board member from the subcommittee. 
 

Contact Person 
Christopher F. Curcio 
Deputy Executive Director of Finance 
602-534-0734 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #10 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Executive Director’s Report 
 
Summary 
David Boggs, Executive Director, will provide an update on agency issues. 
 
Fiscal Impact 
None 
 
Considerations 
None 
 
Committee Action Process 
None 
 
Recommendation 
No formal action is required 
 
Contact Person 
David Boggs 
Executive Director 
602-262-7433 
 
A
N
 

ttachments 
one 
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Board of Directors 
Information Summary 

 
Agenda Item #11 

 
Date 
September 9, 2009 
 
Subject 
Future Board Agenda Items Request and Report on Current Events 
 
Summary 
Chairman Ecton will request future Board agenda items from Board members and 
Board  members may provide a report on current events.   
  
Fiscal Impact 
None 
 
Considerations 
None 
 
Prior Committee Action  
None 
 
Recommendation 
None 
 
Contact Person 
David Boggs 
602-262-7433 
 
A
N
 

ttachments 
one 
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