
Welcome to a meeting of the Arizona State Transportation Board.  The Transportation Board consists of seven private 
citizen members appointed by the Governor, representing specific transportation districts.  Board members are ap-
pointed for terms of six years each, with terms expiring on the third Monday in January of the appropriate year. 

BOARD AUTHORITY 
Although the administration of the Department of Transportation is the responsibility of the director, the Transpor-
tation Board has been granted certain policy powers in addition to serving in an advisory capacity to the director.  In 
the area of highways the Transportation Board is responsible for establishing a system of state routes.  It determines 
which routes are accepted into the state system and which state routes are to be improved.  The Board has final au-
thority on establishing the opening, relocating, altering, vacating or abandoning any portion of a state route or a 
state highway.  The Transportation Board awards construction contracts and monitors the status of construction pro-
jects.  With respect to aeronautics the Transportation Board distributes monies appropriated to the Aeronautics Divi-
sion from the State Aviation Fund for planning, design, development, land acquisition, construction and improve-
ment of publicly-owned airport facilities. The Board also approves airport construction. The Transportation Board 
has the exclusive authority to issue revenue bonds for financing needed transportation improvements throughout 
the state.  As part of the planning process the Board determines priority planning with respect to transportation fa-
cilities and annually adopts the five year construction program. 

PUBLIC INPUT 
Members of the public may appear before the Transportation Board to be heard on any transportation-related issue. 
Persons wishing to protest any action taken or contemplated by the Board may appear before this open forum.  The 
Board welcomes citizen involvement, although because of Arizona's open meeting laws, no actions may be taken on 
items which do not appear on the formal agenda.  This does not, however, preclude discussion of other issues. 

MEETINGS 
The Transportation Board typically meets on the third Friday of each month.  Meetings are held in locations throughout 
the state.  In addition to the regular business meetings held each month, the Board also conducts three public hearings 
each year to receive input regarding the proposed five-year construction program.  Meeting dates are established for 
the following year at the December organization meeting of the Board. 

BOARD MEETING PROCEDURE 
Board members receive the agenda and all backup information one week before the meeting is held.  They have stud-
ied each item on the agenda and have consulted with Department of Transportation staff when necessary.  If no addi-
tional facts are presented at the meeting, they often act on matters, particularly routine ones, without further discus-
sion. In order to streamline the meetings the Board has adopted the "consent agenda" format, allowing agenda items 
to be voted on en masse unless discussion is requested by one of the board members or Department of Transporta-
tion staff members. 

BOARD CONTACT 
Transportation Board members encourage citizens to contact them regarding transportation-related issues.  Board 
members may be contacted through the Arizona Department of Transportation, 206 South 17th Avenue, Phoenix, Ari-
zona 85007, Telephone (602) 712-7550. 

 

Douglas A. Ducey, Governor 

Jack W. Sellers, Chairman 
Michael S. Hammond, Vice Chair 

Steven E. Stratton, Member 
Jesse Thompson, Member 

Sam Elters,  Member 
 Gary Knight, Member 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING AND BOARD MEETING OF THE STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Pursuant to A.R.S. Sec. 38-431.02, notice is hereby given to the members of the State Transportation Board and to the 
general public that the State Transportation Board will hold a public hearing and board meeting open to the public on 
Friday, March 15, 2019, at 9:00 a.m. in the City of Tucson Council Chambers, 255 W. Alameda, Tucson, Arizona 85726 . 
The Board may vote to go into Executive Session to discuss certain matters, which will not be open to the public.  Mem-
bers of the Transportation Board will attend either in person or by telephone conference call.  The Board may modify 
the agenda order, if necessary.  

EXECUTIVE SESSION OF THE STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Pursuant to A.R.S. 38-431.02, notice is hereby given to the members of the Arizona State Transportation Board and to 
the general public that the Board may meet in Executive Session for discussion or consultation of legal advice with legal 
counsel at its meeting on Friday, March 15, 2019, relating to any items on the agenda.  Pursuant to A.R.S. 38-431.03(A), 
the Board may, at its discretion, recess and reconvene the Executive Session as needed, relating to any items on the 
agenda. 

CIVIL RIGHTS 
Pursuant to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), ADOT does not dis-
criminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, sex or disability.  Persons that require a reasonable accommo-
dation based on language or disability should contact the Civil Rights Office at (602) 712-8946 or email  

CivilRightsOffice@azdot.gov.  Requests should be made as early as possible to ensure the state has an opportunity to 
address the accommodation.  
De acuerdo con el título VI de la Ley de Derechos Civiles de 1964 y la Ley de Estadounidenses con Discapacidades (ADA 
por sus siglas en Inglés), el Departamento de Transporte de Arizona (ADOT por sus siglas en Inglés) no discrimina por 
raza, color, nacionalidad, edad, género o discapacidad.  Personas que requieren asistencia (dentro de lo razonable) ya 
sea por idioma o por discapacidad deben ponerse en contacto con 602.712.8946. Las solicitudes deben hacerse lo más 
pronto posible para asegurar que el equipo encargado del proyecto tenga la oportunidad de hacer los arreglos necesa-
rios. 

AGENDA   
A copy of the agenda for this meeting will be available at the office of the Transportation Board at 206 S. 17th Avenue, 
Room 135, Phoenix, Arizona at least 24 hours in advance of the meeting. 

ORDER DEFERRAL AND ACCELERATIONS OF AGENDA ITEMS, VOTE WITHOUT DISCUSSION 
In the interest of efficiency and economy of time, the Arizona Transportation Board, having already had the opportuni-
ty to become conversant with items on its agenda, will likely defer action in relation to certain items until after agenda 
items requiring discussion have been considered and voted upon by its members.  After all such items to discuss have 
been acted upon, the items remaining on the Board's agenda will be expedited and action may be taken on deferred 
agenda items without discussion.  It will be a decision of the Board itself as to which items will require discussion and 
which may be deferred for expedited action without discussion. 

The Chairman will poll the members of the Board at the commencement of the meeting with regard to which items 
require discussion.  Any agenda item identified by any Board member as one requiring discussion will be accelerated 
ahead of those items not identified as requiring discussion.  All such accelerated agenda items will be individually con-
sidered and acted upon ahead of all other agenda items.  With respect to all agenda items not accelerated. i.e., those 
items upon which action has been deferred until later in the meeting, the Chairman will entertain a single motion and a 
single second to that motion and will call for a single vote of the members without any discussion of any agenda items 
so grouped together and so singly acted upon.  Accordingly, in the event any person desires to have the Board discuss 
any particular agenda item, such person should contact one of the Board members before the meeting or Linda Priano, 
at 206 South 17th Avenue, Room 135, Phoenix, Arizona 85007, or by phone (602) 712-7550.  Please be prepared to 
identify the specific agenda item or items of interest. 

Dated this 8th day of March, 2019 
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     STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD  
PUBLIC HEARING AND BOARD MEETING 

9:00 a.m., Friday, March 15, 2019 
City of Tucson Council Chambers 

255 W. Alameda 
Tucson, AZ 85726 

Pursuant to A.R.S. Sec. 38-431.02, notice is hereby given to the members of the State Transportation Board and to the 
general public that the State Transportation Board will hold a public hearing and board meeting open to the public on 
Friday, March 15, 2019, at 9:00 a.m. in the City of Tucson Council Chambers, 255 W. Alameda, Tucson, AZ 85726. The 
Board may vote to go into Executive Session, which will not be open to the public.  Members of the Transportation 
Board will attend either in person or by telephone conference call.  The Board may modify the agenda order, if neces-
sary. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION OF THE STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD 
Pursuant to A.R.S. 38-431.03 (A)(3), notice is hereby given to the members of the Arizona State Transportation Board 
and to the general public that the Board may meet in Executive Session for discussion or consultation for legal advice 
with legal counsel at its meeting on Friday, March 15, 2019.  The Board may, at its discretion, recess and reconvene 
the Executive Session as needed, relating to any items on the agenda. 

PLEDGE 
The Pledge of Allegiance led by Vice Chair Hammond 

ROLL CALL 
Roll call by Board Secretary Linda Priano 

OPENING REMARKS 
Opening remarks by Vice Chair Hammond 

TITLE  VI OF THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964, as amended. 
Reminder to sign in at meeting entrance and fill out survey cards by Floyd Roehrich, Jr. 

CALL TO THE AUDIENCE for Public Hearing on the FY 2020-2024 Tentative Five-Year Transportation Facilities  
Construction Program (information and discussion) 
An opportunity for citizens to discuss items of interest with the Board regarding the Tentative Five-Year Transportation 
Facilities Construction Program.  Please fill out a YELLOW Request for Public Input Form and turn in to the Secretary if 
you wish to address the Board.  A three minute time limit will be imposed. 

PUBLIC HEARING  
Presentation of FY 2020-2024 ADOT Tentative Five-Year Transportation Facilities Construction Program 
Recommendations  (http://azdot.gov/planning/transportation-programming/tentative-program)  
(ADOT website link will be live by Wednesday, March 13, 2019 at 5:00 p.m.) 
(For information and discussion only — Greg Byres, Division Director, Multimodal Planning Division ) 

BOARD AGENDA 
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ITEM A:  Overview of the Tentative FY 2020 - 2024 Five-Year Transportation Facilities Construction Program 
Staff will present an overview of the tentative FY 2020–2024 Five-Year Transportation Facilities  
Construction Program. 
(For information and discussion only — Greg Byres, Division Director, Multimodal Planning Division ) 

ITEM B: FY 2020 - 2024 Statewide Highway Construction Program 
Staff will present an overview of the FY 2020-2024 Statewide Highway Construction Program. 
(Excluding MAG and PAG)   
(For information and discussion only — Greg Byres, Division Director, Multimodal Planning Division ) 

ITEM C: FY 2020 - 2024 PAG Transportation Improvement Program  
Staff will present an overview of the FY 2020-2024 PAG Transportation Improvement Program. 
(For information and discussion only — Greg Byres, Division Director, Multimodal Planning Division ) 

ITEM D:  FY 2020 - 2024 MAG Regional Freeway Highway Program 
Staff will present an overview of the FY 2020-2024 MAG Regional Freeway Highway Program. 
(For information and discussion only — Greg Byres, Division Director, Multimodal Planning Division ) 

ITEM E:  FY 2020 - 2024 Airport Development Program 
Staff will present an overview of the FY 2020-2024 Airport Development Program. 
(For information and discussion only — Greg Byres, Division Director, Multimodal Planning Division ) 

*Adjournment
_________________________________________________________________________________________________

BOARD MEETING 

CALL TO THE AUDIENCE (Information and discussion) 
An opportunity for citizens to discuss items of interest with the Board.  Please fill out a WHITE Request for Public Input 
Form and turn in to the Secretary if you wish to address the Board.  A three minute time limit will be imposed. 

ITEM 1: Director’s Report 
The Director will provide a report on current issues and events affecting ADOT. 
(For information and discussion only — John Halikowski, Director) 

A) State and Federal Legislative Report

B) Last Minute Items to Report
(For information only. The Transportation Board is not allowed to propose, discuss, deliberate or
take action on any matter under “Last Minute Items to Report,” unless the specific matter is properly
noticed for action.)

BOARD AGENDA 
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ITEM 2: District Engineer’s Report 
Staff will provide an update and overview of issues of regional significance, including an updates 
on current and upcoming construction projects, district operations, maintenance activities and 
any regional transportation studies. 
(For information and discussion only — Doug Moseke, Assistant Southcentral District Engineer) 

*ITEM 3: Consent Agenda
Consideration by the Board of items included in the Consent Agenda.  Any member of the Board 
may ask that any item on the Consent Agenda be pulled for individual discussion and disposition. 
(For information and possible action) 

Items on the Consent Agenda generally consist of the following:  

 Minutes of previous Board Meeting
 Minutes of Special Board Meeting
 Minutes of Study Sessions
 Right-of-Way Resolutions
 Construction Contracts that have no bidder protest or State Engineer inquiry and meet the

following criteria:
- Low bidder is no more than 15% under state estimate
- Low bidder is no more than 10% over state estimate

 Programming changes for items that are a part of the approved scope of the project if they
exceed 15% or $200,000, whichever is lesser.

ITEM 4: Financial Report 
Staff will provide an update on financing issues and summaries on the items listed below: 
(For information and discussion only — Kristine Ward, Chief Financial Officer) 

▪ Revenue Collections for Highway User Revenues
▪ Maricopa Transportation Excise Tax Revenues
▪ Aviation Revenues
▪ Interest Earnings
▪ HELP Fund status
▪ Federal-Aid Highway Program
▪ HURF and RARF Bonding
▪ GAN issuances
▪ Board Funding Obligations
▪ Contingency Report

ITEM 5: Multimodal Planning Division Report 
Staff will present an update on the current  planning activities pursuant to A.R.S. 28-506. 
(For information and discussion only — Greg Byres, Division Director, Multimodal Planning 
Division ) 

Page 8 
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*ITEM 6:  Priority Planning Advisory Committee (PPAC)
Staff will present recommended PPAC actions to the Board including consideration of changes to 
the FY2019 - 2023 Statewide Transportation Facilities Construction Program. 
(For discussion and possible action — Greg Byres, Division Director, Multimodal Planning  
Division ) 

ITEM 7: State Engineer’s Report 
Staff will present a report showing the status of highway projects under construction, including 
total number and dollar value.   
(For information and discussion only — Dallas Hammit, Deputy Director of Transportation/State 
Engineer) 

*ITEM 8: Construction Contracts
Staff will present recommended construction project awards that are not on the Consent  
Agenda.  
(For discussion and possible action — Dallas Hammit, Deputy Director of Transportation/State 
Engineer) 

ITEM 9: Suggestions 
Board Members will have the opportunity to suggest items they would like to have placed on 
future Board Meeting agendas. 

*Adjournment

*ITEMS that may require Board Action

BOARD AGENDA 
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Items on the Consent Agenda generally consist of the following:  

 Minutes of previous Board Meeting and/or Study Session
 Minutes of Special Board Meeting
 Right-of-Way Resolutions
 Construction Contracts that have no bidder protest or State Engineer inquiry and meet the following

criteria:
- Low bidder is no more than 15% under state estimate
- Low bidder is no more than 10% over state estimate

 Programming changes for items that are a part of the approved scope of the project if they exceed 15%
or $200,000, whichever is lesser.

MINUTES APPROVAL 

*ITEM 3a: Approval of January 29, 2019 Study Session Minutes  Page 13

RIGHT OF WAY RESOLUTIONS (action as noted)  Page 117

*ITEM 3b: RES. NO. 2019–03–A–010 
PROJECT: 089 YV 327 HX247 / 089–B(213)T 
HIGHWAY: PRESCOTT – ASH FORK 
SECTION: Road 1 North Intersection 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89 
ENG. DIST.: Northwest 
COUNTY: Yavapai 
RECOMMENDATION: Establish new right of way as a state route to be utilized for traffic signal 
installation and other intersection improvements necessary to enhance convenience and safety 
for the traveling public. 

*ITEM 3c:  RES. NO. 2019–03–A–011 
 PROJECT: 010 PM 252 H8480 / 010–D(213)S 
 HIGHWAY: CASA GRANDE – TUCSON 
 SECTION: Ruthrauff Road T. I. 
 ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
 ENG. DIST.: Southcentral 
 COUNTY: Pima 
 RECOMMENDATION: Establish new right of way as a state route and state highway to  

accommodate design change and facilitate the imminent construction 
phase of the Ruthrauff Road Traffic Interchange Improvement Project, 
necessary to enhance convenience and safety for the traveling public. 

CONSENT AGENDA 
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*ITEM 3d: RES. NO. 2019–03–A–012 
PROJECTS: 010 MA 151 H7441 01R; 010 MA 149 H8768 / 010–C(213)S; 

and 010 MA 155 F0072 
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CASA GRANDE 
SECTION: I–17 Split – S. R. 202L  (Santan / S M F) 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
ENG. DIST.: Central 
COUNTY: Maricopa 
RECOMMENDATION: Establish new right of way as a state route to be utilized for 
future widening and related improvements necessary to increase capacity, reduce 
congestion and enhance convenience and safety for the traveling public. 

*ITEM 3e: RES. NO. 2019–03–A–013 
PROJECT: 024 MA 001 H8915 / 024–A(200)T 
HIGHWAY: GATEWAY FREEWAY 
SECTION: Ellsworth Road – Ironwood Road 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 24 
ENG. DIST.: Central 
COUNTIES:  Maricopa and Pinal 
PARCELS:  7–12085,  7–12105,  7–12106,  7–12107,  and  11–1085 
RECOMMENDATION: Establish new right of way as a state route by advance  
acquisition to forestall development along the alignment of the future Gateway 
Freeway, necessary to enhance convenience and safety for the traveling public. 

*ITEM 3f: RES. NO. 2019–03–A–014 
PROJECT: 089A CN 402 H8399 / A89–B(211)T 
HIGHWAY: SOUTH MILTON ROAD, FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: Plaza Way Intersection 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
ENG. DIST.: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 
DISPOSAL:  D – NC – 007 
RECOMMENDATION: Abandon to the City of Flagstaff, in accordance with  
Intergovernmental Agreement No. 17–0006451, dated November 30, 2017,  
and according to law, right of way that was acquired for the improvement of  
State Route 89A and is no longer needed for the State Transportation System. 

CONSENT AGENDA 
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Consent Contracts: (Action as Noted) 
Federal-Aid (“A” “B” “T” “D”) projects do not need FHWA concurrence, but must comply with DBE regulations; other 
 projects are subject to FHWA and/or local government concurrence and compliance with DBE regulations . 

CONSENT AGENDA 

*ITEM 3g: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 6 Page 188

BIDS OPENED: February 08, 2019 

HIGHWAY: LAKE HAVASU CITY 

SECTION: SWANSON AVENUE: ACOMA BOULEVARD TO SMOKETREE AVE. 

COUNTY: MOHAVE 

ROUTE NO.: LOCAL 

PROJECT : TRACS: STP-LHV-0(208)T : 0000 MO LHV SZ11401C 

FUNDING: 94.3% FEDS 5.7% STATE 

LOW BIDDER: FANN CONSTRACTING, INC. 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 1,674,893.54 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 1,615,178.15 

$ OVER  ESTIMATE: $ 59,715.39 

% OVER ESTIMATE:  3.7% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 12.96% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 12.99% 

NO. BIDDERS: 3 

RECOMMENDATION: AWARD 
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CONSENT AGENDA 

*ITEM 3h: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 2  Page 191

BIDS OPENED: February 8, 2019 

HIGHWAY: TUCSON – BENSON HIGHWAY (I-10) 

SECTION: VAIL ROAD TI UP EB AND MOUNTAIN VIEW TIP UP 

COUNTY: PIMA 

ROUTE NO.: I-10 

PROJECT : TRACS: NHPP-010-E(224)T:  010 PM 279 F003301C 

FUNDING: 94.34% FEDS 5.66% STATE 

LOW BIDDER: GRANITE CONSTRUCTION COMPANY 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 3,658,776.00 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 3,406,186.00 

$ OVER  ESTIMATE: $ 252,590.00 

% OVER ESTIMATE:  7.4% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 11.19% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 12.21% 

NO. BIDDERS: 2 

RECOMMENDATION: AWARD 
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CONSENT AGENDA 

*ITEM 3i: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 4  Page 194 

BIDS OPENED: February 8, 2019 

HIGHWAY:  PHOENIX – GLOBE HWY (US 60) 

SECTION: EB US 60 AT KINGS RANCH ROAD 

COUNTY: PINAL 

ROUTE NO.: US 60 

PROJECT : TRACS: NHPP-060-C(214)T :  060 PN 202 F007801C 

FUNDING: 94.3% FEDS 5.70% STATE 

LOW BIDDER: AZ WESTERN CONTRACTING, INC. 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 224,956.00 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 220,751.07 

$ OVER  ESTIMATE: $ 4,204.93 

% OVER ESTIMATE: 1.9% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 8.67% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 10.24% 

NO. BIDDERS: 2 

RECOMMENDATION: AWARD 
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ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

STUDY SESSION

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

Arizona Department of Transportation Auditorium
206 South 17th Avenue

Phoenix, Arizona  85007

January 29, 2019
9:00 a.m.

PREPARED FOR:
ADOT - STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

(Certified Copy)
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  1 (Beginning of excerpt.)

  2 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  We're going to move to the 

  3 call to the audience.  This is an opportunity for members of the 

  4 public to discuss items of interest with the Board.  If you want 

  5 to address the Board, please fill out a Request For Public Input 

  6 Form and give it to the Board secretary.  In the interest of 

  7 time, we will impose a three-minute limit.  

  8 So the first person I have for call to the 

  9 audience is Chris Bridges.

 10 MS. PRIANO:  Chairman, I do want to mention that 

 11 Michelle Kunzman, the Board attorney, is on the phone.

 12 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Thank you for the warning.

 13 MR. BRIDGES:  I'll watch what I say.  

 14 Thank you, Mr. Chair, members of the Board.  I'm 

 15 actually not here to talk to you about a road project, even 

 16 though I will be.  Just giving you the heads up.  

 17 But I did want to talk about our distracted 

 18 driving public education program.  We are in our third year of 

 19 that.  We entered into that making some videos, try to bring 

 20 awareness to the issue.  And Mr. Chair, you were at the 

 21 Distracted Driving Summit the same day that Senator Brophy McGee 

 22 introduced her bill to have a statewide hands-free ordinance, 

 23 and we're very excited to see that.  Our region obviously 

 24 supports that, and we've presented this to the Board in the 

 25 past, and we just wanted to bring that to your attention if you 

4

Page 16 of 211



  1 were unaware.  But we are very supportive, and we feel that 

  2 needs to happen.  So thank you for all your support in that 

  3 program, and hopefully it goes through.

  4 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Okay.  Thank you.

  5 Next up, we have Michael Thomsen.

  6 MR. THOMSEN:  Good morning.  Let's talk about 

  7 saving lives on Arizona highways.  It's a simple fact that cable 

  8 barriers in the medians of highways save lives.  Now, when you 

  9 drive between Tucson and Phoenix on I-10, it feels dangerous.  

 10 Traffic moves fast, lots of semis, narrow lanes.  Well, it is 

 11 dangerous.  Just last month, down near Marana, a pickup truck 

 12 went right across the median, hit an SUV head on.  Six vehicles 

 13 piled up.  Four people were killed.  

 14 Well, ADOT tells us the median's 70 feet wide, is 

 15 sufficient to the prevent crossover crashes, and it's really 

 16 safe.  Okay.  So crashes like that one must be very rare, right?  

 17 Well, not exactly.  In a three-year period on just 40 miles of 

 18 that highway between Tucson and Phoenix, there were 145 

 19 crossover crashes.  That's almost one per week.  46 people were 

 20 killed.  There were 154 serious injuries.  Now, I don't call 

 21 that rare.  

 22 We are also told that crossover crashes are a 

 23 driver behavior problem and not a highway engineering problem.  

 24 Fine.  Let's improve driver behavior.  That's a big job.  In the 

 25 meantime, isn't there anything we can do to stop the bleeding?  

5
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  1 We are also told that installing cable barriers 

  2 in medians will make matters worse because they'll just cause 

  3 more crashes.  Well, sure, more scraped fenders, but not more 

  4 fatalities.  So if you value property damage over human life, 

  5 then yes, that makes sense.  

  6 Now, we wondered if ADOT's position is in sync 

  7 with what's being done in the rest of the country.  So we've 

  8 made some phone calls.  We sent out some emails.  We've heard 

  9 back from about 35 states so far.  We've gotten -- we've talked 

 10 with highway engineers.  We've gotten reports.  We've gotten 

 11 design manuals.  We've gotten academic studies, and there are a 

 12 few things that jump right out at us.  

 13 First of all, the first places that get attention 

 14 and get protection with median barriers are the places that have 

 15 a history of serious crashes.  

 16 The second thing we find is that the factors like 

 17 traffic volume and median width and things of that sort may come 

 18 into play to identify additional places that may need protection 

 19 but they certainly don't forgive a place that has a crash 

 20 history already.  And cable barriers are a popular choice 

 21 because they absorb some of the crash impact instead of bouncing 

 22 vehicles back into fast moving traffic.  

 23 And the third thing we found is that cable 

 24 barriers dramatically reduce fatalities.  Virtually every state 

 25 told us that if they used cable barriers, they had a reduction 

6
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  1 in fatalities, and some of those reductions were as much as 90 

  2 to 100 percent, and many states are expanding the use of cable 

  3 barriers.  

  4 So it would seem to me that ADOT's position is 

  5 out of touch with reality, out of touch with the rest of the 

  6 country, and out of touch with the highway engineering 

  7 profession.  So let's get with the program, get those cable 

  8 barriers in the medians and start saving some lives.  Thank you.

  9 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Thank you.  

 10 Next.  Next up we have Mike Humphrey.

 11 MR. HUMPHREY:  Hello again, Chairman Sellers and 

 12 members of the Arizona Transportation Board.  My name is Mike 

 13 Humphrey.  I reside at 3716 North Camino Sinuoso in Tucson.  

 14 Since I last addressed you, elected officials and 

 15 community groups concerned about the lack of median cable 

 16 barriers on crash-prone sections on I-10 between Tucson and 

 17 Phoenix have spoken out.  They -- like the mayor of Casa Grande, 

 18 Craig McFarland, whose thoughts on cable median barriers I have 

 19 previously shared with you -- they also share a mutual concern 

 20 about the safety of motorists using this highway.  

 21 The Pinal County Board of Supervisors adopted a 

 22 resolution on September 19th, 2018 which states in part, the 

 23 Pinal County Board encourages and will commit to coordinate with 

 24 the Arizona Department of Transportation, as well as other 

 25 transportation planning agencies, to install safety strategies 

7
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  1 by means of federal, state and local funding for the section of 

  2 I-10 within the boundaries of Pinal to reduce the frequency of

  3 fatal and incapacitating crashes.

  4 The Sun Corridor Metropolitan Planning 

  5 Organization, in their resolution adopted on November 13th of 

  6 this -- of last year reiterated this call for safety strategies 

  7 to reduce the frequency of fatal and incapacitating injuries.

  8 Pima County supervisor Stephen Christy, a former 

  9 member of this board, shares his concern.  He stated, "I am 

 10 writing to the Arizona State Transportation Board to request 

 11 that ADOT revisit its position on refusing to install median 

 12 cable barriers.  I urge you to direct ADOT to do so in a much 

 13 more proactive and sensitive manner, which should include more 

 14 public input, more factual data, and more inclusion -- inclusion 

 15 and regard for the victims' families and the evidence they 

 16 present."  

 17 Many people that I've talked to on this issue 

 18 were left scratching their heads wondering why ADOT continues to 

 19 take such as hard-line stance against cable median barriers.  

 20 Since I last spoke to you, there have been more 

 21 cross-median crashes on our interstates, including the one on 

 22 December 21st, 2018, where four people were killed, and four 

 23 people were injured in a cross-median crash in this dangerous 

 24 section of I-10.  After this crash, the interstate was closed 

 25 for, I believe, six hours, stranding hundreds or thousands of 

8
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  1 motorists on this roadway, many without food and water.  What 

  2 happens when a similar crash occurs in the summer months?  Does 

  3 ADOT have a plan in place to protect the safety of motorists 

  4 stranded in the aftermath of cross-median crashes?  How many 

  5 more cross-median-related crashes, fatalities and injuries must 

  6 occur before something is done to improve the safety of this 

  7 highway?  Thank you.

  8 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Thank you.

  9 Next we have Sean Hammond.

 10 MR. HAMMOND:  Good morning.  My name is Sean 

 11 Hammond.  I'm here to address some of the issues that 

 12 Mr. Humphrey just brought up about the delays that -- and 

 13 specifically about the delays that occur when there is a major 

 14 crash on our freeways.  

 15 I was on my way to Bisbee with my wife to visit 

 16 family on the night of December 21st.  We left Phoenix around 

 17 3:45.  We were heading to Bisbee.  We never made it to Bisbee 

 18 that night because of the crash.  We were in traffic for over 

 19 five and a half hours.  And something similar to what Mike 

 20 brought up is, you know, at no point did I ever see any type of 

 21 emergency vehicle of some sorts, combined with any food or water 

 22 or port-a-potties.  You know, I watched people have to find, you 

 23 know, bushes big enough for them to go behind, walk down 

 24 embankments.  You know, what about people that have medical 

 25 issues and they're stuck in traffic for that long or -- on these 
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  1 delays?  

  2 So those are my questions.  I'd like to know if 

  3 there are any emergency plans that are being put in place to 

  4 address those folks that are stuck on our roads, because these 

  5 crashes seem to happen every week somewhere in Arizona, on I-10 

  6 and I-17.  So thank you.

  7 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Thank you.  

  8 Next we have Glenn Walp.

  9 MR. WALP:  Good morning, your honorable Chair and 

 10 your honorable board members.  My name is Glenn Walp.  I'm the 

 11 president of the ADOBE organization in Gold Canyon, Arizona.  

 12 ADOBE is the Association For the Development of a Better 

 13 Environment.  It's been in effect since 1988, and I am the 

 14 current president.  

 15 It has been brought to our attention by many of 

 16 the citizens in Gold Canyon that what ever happened to the 

 17 bypass around Gold Canyon?  And we did some research on it and 

 18 found that at the turn of the century, ADOT had already done an 

 19 extensive engineering study of the bypass, which I have copies 

 20 of here, and it was to be put on the five-year plan, but then 

 21 somewhere along the line it fell through the cracks.  According 

 22 to the memo from Pinal County, it was somewhere around 2012, and 

 23 it never appeared on it.  And hundreds of thousands of dollars 

 24 have already been spent on the study.  It's not like we're 

 25 coming asking for a new one, but money has already been spent.  
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  1 The hard work has already been done, including the feds and the 

  2 state and the county.  

  3 And it's a very dangerous road.  We had two 

  4 fatalities here a few -- a little while ago, within a week.  In 

  5 that area there are five red lights on each end, and as you go 

  6 through Gold Canyon.  And I was a resident of Gold Canyon since 

  7 2005, and the traffic has increased significantly through Gold 

  8 Canyon, especially trucks, and they don't like to stop for red 

  9 lights, because they have to gear down, and there's many 

 10 occasions where they go flying through the red lights, and it's 

 11 a dangerous situation.  

 12 And just to give you my background, I was a 

 13 member of the Pennsylvania State Police for 29 years.  I held 

 14 every rank.  I was the commissioner and a member of the 

 15 governor's cabinet.  As captain, I was in charge of the 

 16 Pennsylvania Turnpike.  As major, I was in charge of the full 

 17 interstate system throughout the state.  I am currently an 

 18 expert witness certified in federal and state court on law 

 19 enforcement policies, which includes traffic safety.  

 20 Respectfully, from my position, it is becoming an 

 21 extremely dangerous road, and so we are asking the -- for you to 

 22 take a look at it.  We would love to get it onto the five-year 

 23 plan.  Again, hundreds of thousands of dollars has already been 

 24 spent.  And I appreciate the opportunity to come today and 

 25 present our position.  And if I can, Mr. Chairman, may I give 
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  1 the reports here?  Thank you.  

  2 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Yes.

  3 MR. WALP:  Thank you.  Appreciate it.

  4 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Thank you.  

  5 Next up we have Ana Olivares.

  6 MS. OLIVARES:  Good morning, Mr. Chairman and 

  7 members of the Board.  Thank you for the opportunity to speak to 

  8 you today.  My name is Ana Olivares, and I'm the Pima County 

  9 Transportation Director, and I'm here today to comment on the 

 10 2020 to 2024 Tentative Five-Year Program and to voice in person 

 11 the request we made last month, December 19, in a letter to the 

 12 Board.  

 13 I wanted to reiterate the importance of the three 

 14 projects for improving our local and regional economy in the 

 15 five-year plan.  The first one is the I-10 and I-19 to Kolb 

 16 State Route 210 DCR.  Completion of this DCR and then the EIS is 

 17 critical to the development that we have going on at Kino and 

 18 I-10.  And really, the construction of the Akino and Country

 19 Club TI is -- was really important for that big venue that we 

 20 are current building for the Kino Sports Complex.  

 21 The second project is the Sonoran Corridor, and 

 22 that is currently going through the tier one, and we really, 

 23 really request that the tier two continue immediately after 

 24 following the tier one.  As you all may know, the Sonoran 

 25 Corridor is a huge economic initiative that we have in Pima 

12

Page 24 of 211



  1 County, and it's very critical that that continue to be in the 

  2 program.  

  3 And last but not least is the I-10 and Sunset 

  4 interchange.  That is another interchange that is critical as we 

  5 develop the Sunset Innovation Campus on west of I-10 and Sunset.  

  6 These projects are critical to the economic development of Pima 

  7 County.  So we would respectfully request that they continue in 

  8 the five-year program as we proceed.  I thank you for your time 

  9 today.

 10 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Thank you.  

 11 Next we have Marcia Ellis.

 12 MS. ELLIS:  Good morning, Chairman and Board. 

 13 I'm here to sing some praises before I do anything.  In our 

 14 experience, ADOT has been absolutely fabulous.  I'm chair of a 

 15 group called Traffic Matters in Oak Creek Canyon, and we have 

 16 been working for the last two years to bring attention to 89A 

 17 through the canyon.  

 18 Jesse Thompson deserves special credit, because 

 19 he has come to our meetings and really paid attention.  I don't 

 20 know anywhere where the people have been so wonderful as they 

 21 have been in addressing some of our concerns.  

 22 We're now working as the Oak Creek Canyon Traffic 

 23 Management Committee, and that's been for two years this 

 24 January.  We're -- these meetings include all stakeholders, 

 25 ADOT, Sedona, Coconino County, The U.S. forest Service -- now 
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  1 that the federal government is back, thank heavens -- State 

  2 Parks, DPS, Fire Service, (inaudible) and Sedona Chamber of 

  3 Commerce have attended each one of those meetings, and we are so 

  4 grateful for that attention.  

  5 Things are in motion.  There are uptown 

  6 improvements that have been planned for Sedona.  As you know, 

  7 government works not quickly.  So they're supposed to start this 

  8 May, which will be good.  The engineering drawings have been 

  9 great, and there will be two lanes going out of the canyon into 

 10 Sedona, which will help relieve that traffic jam.  

 11 Also, I believe that ADOT has some electronic 

 12 signage in motion.  That's really important for our area, 

 13 especially when we hear about the fires in California.  The 

 14 problem with 89A through the canyon, you probably know, is it's 

 15 restricted, one lane north, one lane south, and I can't tell 

 16 when there's a four-mile backup what tragedy would occur should 

 17 there be a fire there on the weekend.  

 18 There -- we are now studying transit with ADOT's 

 19 help.  They have been fabulous.  All work together on it.  We 

 20 got a special grant through the federal government, with ADOT's 

 21 help, with money contributed from Sedona and Coconino County to 

 22 study transit, that will go all the way up to the top of the 

 23 switchbacks in Flagstaff, and all the way down to the village of 

 24 Oak Creek.  That is great.  That's in motion.

 25 And we will really need your attention to looking 

14

Page 26 of 211



  1 at ways we might get funding when that study is complete to get 

  2 that going.  We remind everyone that there are 2 million more 

  3 people, if you look at the Census Bureau, that will come to 

  4 Phoenix over the next 20 years, so we are asking everyone to 

  5 look to the future and not just do what they need to do today.  

  6 We should now be looking at another route into 

  7 Sedona.  They are landlocked, and that's a critical thing for 

  8 creative thinking to think how we can get another way in and 

  9 out.  California, as I say, sent quite a message with that, the 

 10 fires.  

 11 So just want to thank you, want to say your 

 12 attention has been great.  Don't let up on it, because we're 

 13 getting closer, and it will take five years to get anything 

 14 really done, and then we'll be on the next stage.  But thank you 

 15 very much.  Special thanks to Jesse.

 16 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Thank you.  

 17 I guess that's the end of our call to the 

 18 audience.  So we will now move on to Agenda Item Number 1 with 

 19 Kristine Ward and Greg Byres.  This item is for information and 

 20 discuss only on our tentative five-year plan.  

 21 MS. WARD:  Well, good morning.

 22 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Good morning.  

 23 MS. WARD:  So what we're going to over today is 

 24 we'll go over what the major fund sources that are flowing in to 

 25 support the tentative program and what our forecasts are 
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  1 associated with those fund sources.  We'll cover the Highway 

  2 User Revenue Fund, Regional Area Road Fund, what our assumptions 

  3 are for federal aid on which the program is built, and then 

  4 we'll go into the financing mechanisms that will be able to 

  5 additionally be brought to bear to support the program and 

  6 accelerate projects.

  7 And then finally, what you usually are waiting 

  8 for and probably just want me to skip to is what's the -- what 

  9 is that new fifth year?  What's that new fifth year number 

 10 that's going to -- that I then pass over to Greg, and Greg, 

 11 "Okay.  Here we go."

 12 So what you are looking at here is the historical 

 13 Highway User Revenue Funds, and you'll notice that pesky little 

 14 dip in the middle.  That was our lovely Great Recession.  Last 

 15 year we ended out -- ended the year with 2.8 percent growth, and 

 16 that was below forecast.  About a half a percent below forecast, 

 17 but that's significant, because it impacts the forecast going 

 18 forward, because that's new base you're working off of.  

 19 I do want to point out something that I heard 

 20 recently that was a very interesting comment to me.  I actually 

 21 heard someone express optimism and happiness because they saw 

 22 that in FY '18 we had reached a new Highway User Revenue Fund 

 23 high.  We have reached historically high revenues, and you know, 

 24 as a good CFO, I kind of wanted to downplay that a little 

 25 because of that pesky little dip in the middle.  You know, it 
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  1 was kind of like telling somebody who lost their job ten years 

  2 ago and was making $50,000 a year, and subsequently was living 

  3 off of part-time jobs for those ten years, comes back ten years 

  4 later and makes $50,001.  And well, congratulations, you're at a 

  5 new high, but you ran on bald tires and didn't fix your house in 

  6 that last ten years.  So I would -- while I am quite pleased 

  7 that we have achieved these new levels, we are not in an 

  8 optimistic position.

  9 As far as the funding sources that flow into the 

 10 Highway User Revenue Fund, you know, fuel taxes are 50 percent 

 11 of what flows in.  You know, gas and diesel.  The other 30 

 12 percent that makes up the -- you know, the majority of the funds 

 13 flowing in is vehicle license tax.  

 14 Now, what's interesting, and I always show this 

 15 slide because it -- I just find it interesting -- as we watch 

 16 how those sources have broken down over the years, when you look 

 17 at this chart, you will see the gas tax represents the very 

 18 bottom blue portion of the bar.  Each one of these years 

 19 represents the breakdown of the flow of the revenue categories 

 20 into HURF.  

 21 And what you see is that the gas tax is steadily 

 22 diminishing as a component of the funds flowing into HURF.  And 

 23 VLT, which is the top portion, that light -- that lime green 

 24 color, is steadily becoming -- HURF is becoming more dependent 

 25 on VLT.  The basis reason for that is because VLT has actually 
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  1 got a -- an inflationary factor that builds into it.  So we are 

  2 not -- so it is absorbing more of -- it's having to bear more of 

  3 the burden on -- of supporting HURF revenues, if that makes 

  4 sense.

  5 So basically, this is what our -- it shows the 

  6 history as well  as our forecast for Highway User Revenue.  We 

  7 are -- Fund.  We are looking at about a 3.4 percent annual -- 

  8 compound annual growth rate.  Keep in mind, to give you a little 

  9 historical perspective there -- again, not to take away any joy 

 10 or happiness, but typically we used to experience -- pre-Great 

 11 Recession, we were running growth rates at around 4 and a half, 

 12 all the way up to six and a half, 6.6 percent.  That is not our 

 13 world anymore.  And so what we're looking at here is more along 

 14 the lines of about 3 and a half percent growth.  Okay?

 15 So understand we take these forecasts and then 

 16 they feed into what -- the total revenue package that forms the 

 17 basis on which we build the tentative program.

 18 The result of the forecast when you look at the 

 19 actual numbers is that because we were growing off of a lower 

 20 base, because FY 2018's revenues came in under forecast, we were 

 21 growing our revenues off of a lower base, the overall result of 

 22 that is that we actually had to remove dollars from the five-

 23 year program.  So what you see there is a comparison of our 

 24 forecast from September of 2017 to our forecast -- our most 

 25 recent forecast of September 2018, and that is the -- that is 
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  1 the variation you see where we had to actually remove $160 

  2 million of availability to the program.  

  3 Now, remember, this is the Highway User Revenue 

  4 Fund.  The department's program ultimately then is supported by 

  5 the State Highway Fund, which roughly has about 47 -- that 106 

  6 -- that $160 million program, about 47 percent of that hits the 

  7 State Highway Fund, and that's the reduction you experience to 

  8 the overall program. 

  9 Any questions before I move on to Regional Area 

 10 Road Fund? 

 11 MR. THOMPSON:  Just one question.  The revenue 

 12 from last year was 2.8 above the year before, but not quite to 

 13 the estimate for the projection.  What was (inaudible)?  

 14 MS. WARD:  No.  No, no, no.  It was around 3 and 

 15 a half or something like that.  3 and a half percent.  Probably 

 16 3.4 or something like that.  I can get the precise percentage 

 17 for you.

 18 MR. THOMPSON:  (Inaudible.)

 19 MS. WARD:  Yes.  I -- the director has accused me 

 20 more than once of maybe getting into a little too much detail 

 21 so -- I heard you.  

 22 Moving on to Regional Area Road Fund.  It -- it 

 23 fared a little better this last year.  What we experienced was 

 24 5.9 percent growth for 2018, and we were a little above 

 25 forecast.  So as you might expect, the next slide will look -- 
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  1 the next couple of slides might look a little different.  

  2 Opposite of what we just saw.  Retail, we experienced 5.3 

  3 percent growth, a little above forecast.  1.4 above forecast.  

  4 Restaurant and bar surprisingly was a little behind.  I'm 

  5 disappointed in your dedication.  And then contracting did quite 

  6 well, but unfortunately -- with 11 and a half percent growth, 

  7 but the difficulty is we've got a very low base there, so it's 

  8 not a big influencer at this point.

  9 This look -- this slide shows you what our 

 10 forecast looks like going forward and what we're estimating.  

 11 The panel estimated a compound growth rate of about 5.1 percent 

 12 for the remaining life of the tax.  And that's what this looks 

 13 like in actual numbers.  When you compare our forecast from last 

 14 year to our forecast from this year, we were -- we added 100 -- 

 15 almost $150 million to the program.

 16 So you've got those -- you've got HURF that feeds 

 17 into and supports the program.  You've got RARF that feeds into 

 18 and supports the program.  You have federal aid that feeds into 

 19 the -- and supports the program.  Oh, I don't know if anyone's 

 20 noticed, but federal -- predicting the feds has been just a tad 

 21 difficult of late.  And so what you see that is built into this 

 22 program is flat assumptions, and actually, some might even 

 23 suggest that's optimism.  

 24 But what we've got right now, just to give you a 

 25 brief update here, so first of all, let me start with FAST Act 
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  1 expires in 2020.  So you will notice that we have flat lined -- 

  2 if you look at the numbers at the top of those bars, we have 

  3 flat lined those revenues going forward at exactly what the 

  4 levels were for the FY 2020, FFY 2020 federal revenues.

  5 Just to give you a brief update, you know, we've 

  6 got a -- on the shutdown, we got a continuing resolution through 

  7 the 15th.  They got us just past Valentine's Day.  So we'll just 

  8 be happy with that, I suppose.  And what that continuing 

  9 resolution does it is provides us our federal funding at the -- 

 10 at the FFY '18 levels.  At our '18 levels.  So we -- it is not 

 11 providing us our full federal fiscal year revenue '19 levels, at 

 12 '19 levels.  That is -- that typically -- this is -- it's very 

 13 typical when they're doing continuing resolutions, and so what 

 14 we anticipate is they will provide us funding for that when -- 

 15 when they resolve the overall -- overall picture.

 16 What this means -- excuse me.

 17 MR. HAMMOND:  Now, these federal funds aren't 

 18 federal gas taxes.  This is FAST Act money and that sort of 

 19 thing?  Are these project specific; am I correct?

 20 MS. WARD:  So sir, let me just start with the -- 

 21 Mr. Chair, Mr. Hammond, let me start with these are -- 95 

 22 percent of the funds that flow into the Federal Highway Trust 

 23 Fund come from gas -- from fuel taxes.  So yeah.  The Highway 

 24 Trust Fund is in the same predicament that we are in.

 25 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  So Mr. Chairman, all of these 
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  1 acts we've dealt with in the past, whether it's ISTEA, SAFETEA-

  2 LU or the FAST Act, those are the names Congress gives to those 

  3 transportation plans that they pass.  But as Kristine indicated, 

  4 they're all funded out of the Highway Trust Fund, and that's 

  5 essentially the 18.4 cents we send to the federal government for 

  6 every gallon of gas that's bought here in Arizona.

  7 There have been questions in the past about the 

  8 return to Arizona for every dollar we send, and I would just say 

  9 that we have to be cautious, because our federal match, given 

 10 our large amount of state and federal lands, is about 5.4 

 11 percent, where a lot of other states are paying 20 percent 

 12 through federal match.  So it's important to note that these 

 13 revenues are flat because if Congress doesn't take action, and 

 14 Kristine's being somewhat kind about Congress, we have watched 

 15 transportation get funded through continuing resolutions for the 

 16 past, I don't know, seven or eight years now.  They continue to 

 17 dangle us over the edge saying the money is going to dry up.  

 18 Our concern is after watching what's going on 

 19 with government these days in D.C., this becomes a bargaining 

 20 chip in the future.  If something isn't done by FY -- FFY 2021, 

 21 the Highway Fund will be insolvent, and essentially there won't 

 22 be enough revenue coming in there to cover the obligations that 

 23 the federal government made.

 24 MR. HAMMOND:  Thank you.

 25 MS. WARD:  And that, sir, is a marvelous segue 
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  1 into the next slide.  I couldn't -- I couldn't have asked for 

  2 that.

  3 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Big compliment.

  4 MS. WARD:  Thank you very much.  So what you -- 

  5 MR. THOMPSON:  Can I -- I got one question.  So 

  6 when you're talking about continuing resolution, understanding 

  7 that there may be additional funds available, but there's no 

  8 adjustment made to -- made by the continuing resolution?  Is 

  9 that what I'm hearing?

 10 MS. WARD:  So I would start with saying that it's 

 11 not that additional funds are available.  When we build these -- 

 12 the program, we assume, just like what's happening right here, 

 13 we assume a certain funding level.  And the FAST Act provided a 

 14 fiscal year '19 funding level.  But we have not yet been fully 

 15 given -- been given full access to that funding level.  So 

 16 unfortunately, I would love to tell you that there are 

 17 additional funds available, but that's not the case.  They are 

 18 just -- they are just parsing out the funds that they told us 

 19 that they would be providing sometime ago.  

 20 Does that answer your question, sir?  

 21 MR. THOMPSON:  Uh-huh.

 22 MS. WARD:  So on to this lovely chart.  So the 

 23 blue bars depict -- those blue bars depict the annual projected 

 24 deficit to the Federal Highway Trust Fund.  If you can't see the 

 25 scale real well, notice that those bars all go down from zero.  
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  1 We're rounding about $20 billion a year deficit, and just as the 

  2 director said, what has been bailing us out of this is infusions 

  3 that have come from the federal General Fund.  

  4 That red line depicts the cumulative effect on 

  5 the ending balance, the cumulative effect of those deficits on 

  6 the ending balance of the Highway Trust Fund.  If Congress does 

  7 not take action to provide additional infusions into the Highway 

  8 Trust Fund, then we will begin seeing a negative balance in that 

  9 fund in 2021.  They need to act.

 10 MR. HAMMOND:  So when that happens -- I'll just 

 11 say if it happens, I'll be optimistic -- what practically 

 12 happens?  What's the -- what happens when that point occurs?

 13 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Well, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hammond, 

 14 I think you'll be board chair at that point, right?  

 15 UNIDENTIFIED BOARD MEMBER:  And I told Board 

 16 Member Stratton the day I get off the Board is probably the day 

 17 new money comes into the system.  Something's got to give.

 18 MS. WARD:  That was good.  

 19 UNIDENTIFIED BOARD MEMBER:  I certainly hope he's 

 20 right since I follow him, Mr. Chairman.

 21 MS. WARD:  So Chairman, Board Member Hammond, 

 22 fortunately we have not -- we have not experienced the fund 

 23 going into the deficit -- into a deficit position because 

 24 Congress has always acted at the last minute.  We had some very, 

 25 very close scares, to the point a couple of years ago where my 
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  1 exceptional team was running scenarios like crazy to try -- 

  2 because the FHWA was getting ready to implement what they call 

  3 "cash management measures."  They have a threshold that when the 

  4 funds go -- the cash in the fund dips below a certain level, 

  5 they start slowing reimbursements to the State.  They slow -- 

  6 they cap the amount that they will reimburse to the State.  That 

  7 is when it becomes incumbent upon the State to ensure that they 

  8 have adequate reserves to stabilize and gently slow down their 

  9 program, if that -- if the feds don't come through.  So this is 

 10 -- this is what -- we haven't experienced it yet, but typically, 

 11 that's -- that's the situation we find.  They come in and bail 

 12 it out at the very last moment.

 13 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Mr. Chairman, Kristine, 

 14 though -- I mean, to Mr. Hammond's point, what is concerning to 

 15 us is the reimbursements are coming in you hope for a gentle 

 16 slow down, but if there's not a gentle slowdown, then contracts 

 17 have to be canceled, then it becomes very expensive because 

 18 there's penalties.  Essentially, the State is anticipating 

 19 federal funds coming in, Mr. Chairman.  If they don't, the 

 20 State's on the hook.

 21 MS. WARD:  Mr. Chairman, director, that is -- 

 22 that is true.

 23 UNIDENTIFIED BOARD MEMBER:  I love it when you're 

 24 in sync.

 25 MS. WARD:  I know.
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  1 All right.  So once you take all of those revenue 

  2 sources and you compile them together, you start looking at, 

  3 okay, do we have any capacity, any ability to issue additional 

  4 debt against those future revenues.  And so what the current 

  5 program assumes is that we will issue approximately $1.1 billion 

  6 of debt spread over our three different credits, our Highway 

  7 User Revenue Road Funds, Regional Area Road Funds and our 

  8 federal -- our federal funds.  So what this chart depicts is the 

  9 bond issues that we plan on for each fiscal year of the upcoming 

 10 -- of the tentative program that is before you.

 11 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Mr. Chairman, again, before we 

 12 leave this point, I just want to let you know there is -- there 

 13 are bills being discussed at the state Legislature that consider 

 14 taking money off the top of the HURF.  In other words, removing 

 15 up to $100 million off of top of the HURF before it goes through 

 16 its normal distribution formula, and ends parsing that money out 

 17 in some fashion to the 13 other counties in Arizona.  

 18 We have seen attempts before to take money off 

 19 the top of HURF, and the reason that is concerning to us -- and 

 20 we've got to let Kristine weigh in here in a moment -- is that 

 21 lessens the amount we have in pledged revenues for bonding, 

 22 because those dollars are not flowing into the State Highway 

 23 Fund.  

 24 The other thing is it sets a bad precedent.  

 25 Because once you start dipping into and taking off the top of 
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  1 HURF, the bonding houses look at that as an unpredictability, 

  2 that we don't know how your pledged revenues are going to 

  3 perform from year to year, because the Legislature keeps dipping 

  4 in and removing money out of the flow.

  5 MS. WARD:  So ironically, you will recall I came 

  6 before you I want to say three or so months ago and talked to 

  7 you about Standard & Poor's, and that they had changed their 

  8 rating criteria, and that we had actually experienced a slight 

  9 downgrade.  Not something a CFO really wants to be around for. 

 10 But the basis for that was because of exactly what the director 

 11 was speaking of.  They see that there has been a history of 

 12 behavior where the State has come in and impacted the flow of 

 13 the revenues that are pledged to support the bond, the bonds 

 14 that we issue.  So it is critical that we not -- that we not do 

 15 anything to disturb that flow of pledged revenues.  So thank 

 16 you, Director.

 17 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Kristine, what's our total 

 18 amount of debt right now?

 19 MS. WARD:  Oh, probably about 2.6 bil.  2.6 

 20 billion, something along (inaudible).  

 21 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Thank you.

 22 MS. WARD:  Have I got anybody -- anybody want to 

 23 validate?

 24 MR. EVERETT:  Sounds good to me, Kristine.

 25 MS. WARD:  Oh, not you, Randy.  All right.  
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  1 MR. ELTERS:  Mr. Chairman, Kristine, one more 

  2 question.  Following up on the scenario that Mr. Hammond brought 

  3 up, and with the director's response related to canceling 

  4 contracts, impacting projects going forward, and the cost of 

  5 canceling those contracts, what would the impact be on those 

  6 GANs debt loans that are out there that are based of revenue 

  7 coming in?  Would the State be left holding the bag for those?

  8 MS. WARD:  Mr. Chairman, Mr. Elters, that is a 

  9 very insightful question, and you are correct, and it is as we 

 10 -- as we approach each one of these bond issues, we evaluate 

 11 each time which credit we should actually use.  When I put this 

 12 before you, it assumes that I'm going to issue $400 million 

 13 worth of HURF bonds.  $475 million worth of GANs, grant 

 14 anticipation notes, against those federal revenues.  As things 

 15 become more unstable, as we see instability, we modify what 

 16 credits we issue against, what credits we actually use.  So yes, 

 17 you are correct.  If the funds -- if the situation becomes that 

 18 we are not getting those federal reimbursements, the State -- 

 19 the department is on the hook to make those debt service 

 20 payments.  

 21 MR. ELTERS:  Thank you.

 22 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  So Mr. Chairman, I guess I would 

 23 just say from the Board's perspective as you're talking with 

 24 state legislators or Congressional delegation, I remember when I 

 25 was an intern in the House in 1989, and Polly Rosenbaum was 
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  1 still going up and down the stairs to the third floor, and she 

  2 gave all of us interns a lesson.  She said, "Legislate in haste.  

  3 Repent in leisure."  So when people start talking about messing 

  4 with the cash flows, we need to be very careful, because these 

  5 could have, as Board Member Elters pointed out, resounding 

  6 impacts on our ability to cover our debt in the future.

  7 The other thing is that if they lower our credit 

  8 ratings, which we have enjoyed AAA for many years, it becomes 

  9 much more expensive to borrow money in the future.  So these are 

 10 things that as they get introduced may seem like good ideas on 

 11 the surface, but let's make sure we use our voices and 

 12 thoroughly examine them.

 13 MS. WARD:  All right.  Moving on, I just thought 

 14 I'd give you just a minute or two on what happens after we 

 15 formulate all of the numbers, and we say, okay, when you add up 

 16 all of these revenue sources and what's available, then what 

 17 happens?  Well, what happens is I throw it over the fence to 

 18 Greg so we can go through the resource allocation process.  

 19 You recall -- or probably don't recall -- the 

 20 Casa Grande accords was a meeting that took place back in 1999 

 21 that in which transportation officials got together and 

 22 discussed how resources would be allocated and programmed across 

 23 the regions.  As part of that agreement, there were certain 

 24 things that were deemed of statewide benefit, and we refer to 

 25 those lovingly as the off-the-top items.  Things like ports of 
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  1 entry.  Things like rest areas. 

  2 So once I provide the figures, the available 

  3 revenue figures over to Greg and his team, what they do is they 

  4 then take those figures, take the dollars that are off the top 

  5 for those statewide benefiting items, and then the remaining of 

  6 those items are allocated based on what came out of subsequent 

  7 meetings post-Casa Grande accord, where the RAAC, a RAAC 

  8 committee got together -- and RAAC, the Resource Advisory 

  9 Allocation Committee -- and they arrived at these percentages 

 10 that would be programmed -- transportation funding that would be 

 11 programmed into each of the three major regions.  The MAG region 

 12 is to be programmed at 37 percent.  That means 37 percent of the 

 13 funds available to the department are to be programmed in MAG 

 14 region, 13 percent are to be programmed in the PAG region, and 

 15 then the remaining 50 percent are to be programmed in Greater 

 16 Arizona.

 17 So you don't need to -- I basically covered this 

 18 slide, but this basically carries you through the process of how 

 19 we go about calculating that allocation process.  Those 

 20 allocations.  So I'm not going to spend any more time on here.

 21 So I have to -- but don't glaze over on me here 

 22 yet.  I need to tell you a little -- a little bit of background 

 23 before we go into this.  And we won't go into it in detail.  But 

 24 if you -- you might have heard of something called the "public 

 25 safety fee."  The public safety fee was a new fee that was 
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  1 passed last year, last legislative session, and what that fee -- 

  2 the result of that fee is that the fee -- the intention of that 

  3 fee was to take the burden of the DPS Highway Patrol off of HURF 

  4 and provided it its own separate funding source.  The result was 

  5 that those funds -- the intention was ultimately that those 

  6 funds flow in to support transportation.  

  7 In the first year of its implementation, which is 

  8 right now, the funds that were scheduled to -- that would have 

  9 otherwise flowed into the State Highway Fund were actually 

 10 transferred to the General Fund, in this -- from the executive 

 11 budget just recently released has got -- has reduced still those 

 12 Highway Patrol costs.  They are -- the assumptions built in here 

 13 that the Highway Patrol will be funded from the public safety 

 14 fee, thus not funded through HURF.  

 15 And but in this particular case, the executive 

 16 budget has done something a little different, and it has 

 17 transferred those -- it intends to transfer those funds that 

 18 otherwise would have come to the department, it transfers them 

 19 into the state General Fund, and it then appropriates them back 

 20 to ADOT, $130 million, to finalize -- and Dallas will give you 

 21 more information -- to support the I-17 additional -- additional 

 22 facilities association -- associated with the implementation of 

 23 I-17.

 24 All right?  So what I have assumed in these 

 25 numbers is that the public -- the highway -- oh, goodness.  This 
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  1 is starting to become a tongue twister.  The Highway Patrol is 

  2 no longer funded out of HURF, and those go to -- and those 

  3 funds, other than what was built in the executive recommendation 

  4 to be transferred out, to come back to us, that's what's assumed 

  5 in here.  As soon as -- what the executive budget provides is 

  6 $40 million in 2020, it provides 45 million in 2021 for I-17, 

  7 and it provides 45 million in 2022 for I-17.  After that, these 

  8 forecasts assume those dollars flow into the program.  

  9 Let the questions begin.

 10 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  I think you were referring to 

 11 the vehicle license fee.  That is, I think, under --

 12 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Mr. Chairman, (inaudible), no.

 13 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  No?  

 14 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Vehicle license tax is an 

 15 (inaudible) property tax we collect at the time of registration.  

 16 It's set by formula in statute on the manufacturer's base retail 

 17 price of the vehicle.  The public safety fee is set by me, the 

 18 unelected bureaucrat, based on authority given to me by the 

 19 Legislature to fund the Highway Patrol budget plus 10 percent.

 20 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Okay.  I mistakenly said the 

 21 wrong name.

 22 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  I just want -- 

 23 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  We're talking about the same 

 24 thing.

 25 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  -- to be clear, because these 
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  1 become very -- how shall I put this -- contentious points by 

  2 some folks.

  3 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Well, my point is is there was 

  4 something submitted in the Legislature to repeal it.  This may 

  5 -- this is more a political question than a question for you, 

  6 Kristine, but this budget assumes that it stays.

  7 MS. WARD:  Mr. Chairman.

  8 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Okay.

  9 MS. WARD:  Board Member Hammond, exactly.  The 

 10 reason I am telling you this story, because I didn't really want 

 11 to go into all this complexity, is the fact that all this is a 

 12 risk.  Right now there are five bills before the Legislature 

 13 that have been introduced that do various things with this fee, 

 14 all the way to repealing it, to reducing it, and so we are in a 

 15 very unusual spot in trying to forecast something that could 

 16 have significant impact to funds available to transportation, 

 17 and quite frankly, I just can't predict what's going to come out 

 18 of this story.

 19 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  So essentially, Mr. Chairman, as 

 20 Kristine said, there are a number of bills at the Legislature -- 

 21 goes back to this the idea of legislate in haste, repent in 

 22 leisure.  There are -- I guess to be kind, there's some buyer's 

 23 remorse going on about the fee.  There are those who want to 

 24 repeal it and those who want to adjust it.  Any of those 

 25 scenarios then interrupts the cash flow and makes it very 
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  1 difficult to predict.  But right now what's in the governor's 

  2 budget is 130 million to finish out I-17 between Anthem and 

  3 Sunset Point with flex lanes in each direction.  

  4 The other thing the governor's budget 

  5 anticipates, I believe, is another additional 10 million in 

  6 pavement preservation funds, which are sorely needed, because as 

  7 we let maintenance go on pavement, as you know, it deteriorates 

  8 much more rapidly, and these funds are preventative to keep good 

  9 pavement in good shape longer.  So regardless of what people 

 10 think about the fee, the money is all going back into 

 11 transportation programs.

 12 MS. WARD:  Uh-huh.

 13 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Which as we all know, we've 

 14 heard over and over from stakeholders to stop this transfer of 

 15 HURF money for years and years and years, and now that it's 

 16 stopped, there is some contention about it.

 17 MR. ELTERS:  Mr. Chairman.  

 18 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Yes. 

 19 MR. ELTERS:  Just a follow-up question.  Kristine 

 20 and the director, with the fee being what it is (inaudible), I 

 21 guess the first question is is it projected to raise enough 

 22 money to cover DPS costs so we know HURF swap will occur going 

 23 forward?  That's the first question.

 24 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Well, yeah.  And Mr. Chairman, 

 25 Mr. Elters, the way the legislation is structured is we set the 
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  1 fee based on the number of registered vehicles that are eligible 

  2 to pay the fee, because the assumption initially was all eight 

  3 and a half million vehicles shown on our website were eligible 

  4 to pay the fee.  And if you ever care to, we can walk you 

  5 through, we have a crosswalk on why our number is 5.8 million 

  6 that are eligible to pay the fee and not the eight.  (Inaudible) 

  7 permanent trailers with different types of registration 

  8 scenarios.  We didn't believe people wanted us to charge the fee 

  9 to 100 percent disabled veterans and those types of categories.  

 10 So the bill anticiPates you fund the Highway 

 11 Patrol budget, not the amount as had been transferred to 

 12 supplement the Highway Patrol budget from HURF, but the bill 

 13 anticipates you fund the entire Highway Patrol budget, and that 

 14 number was much higher than I believe was anticipated at the 

 15 time this bill was discussed, because normally DPS gets a lump 

 16 sum.  The Highway Patrol budget, until this past year, was never 

 17 really singled out, and so I believe the number for the budget, 

 18 I would (inaudible) came out to 16- --

 19 MS. WARD:  168.

 20 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  -- 168, plus the legislation 

 21 says add another 10 percent on that amount to make sure that 

 22 we're covered.

 23 MS. WARD:  168 million.

 24 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Yes.

 25 MS. WARD:  Just to be clear.
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  1 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  So with the 10 percent, I 

  2 believe it was up to 185?  

  3 MS. WARD:  Correct.

  4 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  All right.  So essentially, we 

  5 put a fee in place to cover $185 million for the Highway Patrol 

  6 budget.  The Legislature still retains appropriation authority 

  7 and can set the Highway Patrol budget whatever they wish.  If 

  8 that happens, then that will have an effect on how much fee is 

  9 charged, because the fee is to be adjusted depending on the 

 10 amount of the Highway Patrol budget.  So theoretically, it could 

 11 go up.  It could go down.  It just depends on (inaudible).

 12 MR. ELTERS:  So Mr. Chairman, one more.  If 

 13 indeed -- whether it goes up or down to cover DPS costs, one 

 14 would assume that there would be a HURF swap.  So $100 million 

 15 that has been historically shifted from the Highway Trust Fund 

 16 to -- DPS would stay where it is, and furthermore, the 

 17 assumption -- and I don't know if it's correct -- but that's why 

 18 I'm asking the question, then if it stays, if it does not get 

 19 swept, then 50 of it will go to -- through the formula to 

 20 counties and cities, and the other 15 to the State.  The 15 to 

 21 the State is being programmed in the executive budget to I-17.  

 22 So there's no increase in any funding for outside of -- for 

 23 other projects.  

 24 MS. WARD:  Mr. Chair, Mr. Elters, so the 

 25 executive budget programs those I-17 dollars for FY '20, '21 and 
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  1 '22.  The way this is built is after that point in time, those 

  2 dollars that you quite articulately identified are -- flow into 

  3 this formula, flow into these revenues and are made available 

  4 for the program.

  5 MR. ELTERS:  Unless they're legislated to another 

  6 (inaudible).

  7 MS. WARD:  Mr. Chairman, Mr. Elters, if someone 

  8 comes in and snatches them up, I -- I can't -- I can't predict 

  9 that one.  You are -- you are quite correct.  The -- 

 10 MR. ELTERS:  Possibility is -- 

 11 MS. WARD:  It is absolutely a possibility, and 

 12 when we go on to the last slide here, we're going to see -- 

 13 we're going to identify risks.

 14 MR. ELTERS:  Thank you.  Thank you.

 15 MR. THOMPSON:  Chairman.  

 16 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Board Member Thompson. 

 17 MR. THOMPSON:  I do hear out in the public from 

 18 the organizations of leadership, do not repeal, but adjustment.  

 19 So if that's the case, who will be making that adjustment?  

 20 Would it be the Legislature, or would it be the department here?  

 21 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Well, I'm sorry.  Mr. Chairman, 

 22 the Legislature, as Kristine said, has a number of bills that 

 23 have been introduced.  One of them, I believe, would set the fee 

 24 back to $18, which was the legislative assumption when the bills 

 25 were approved.  If you reduce the amount to $18, and the 
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  1 assumption is that the Highway Patrol budget remains at 165 as 

  2 true budget, then you're going to have to supplement moneys from 

  3 the Highway Patrol budget from some source.  We could go back -- 

  4 or the Legislature could go back to supplementing those from 

  5 HURF or Highway Fund.  There's talk of supplementing them from 

  6 General Fund, which I think works fine as long as you have a 

  7 budget surplus.  But as we know, our budgets for our revenues in 

  8 this state go up and down.  So at the end of the day, you still 

  9 have to pay for public safety out of some source, and so 

 10 reducing the fee is going to cause a reaction somewhere else.

 11 MR. THOMPSON:  I do -- Chairman, I do -- there's 

 12 a lot of feeling among some leadership, local leadership out 

 13 there that they don't want to go back to having their HURF 

 14 dollars (inaudible) for the purpose of paying for DPS.  I just 

 15 want to make that statement.  

 16 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Board Member Stratton.

 17 MR. STRATTON:  Of the five or so bills that are 

 18 in the Legislature right now, do any of them identify the source 

 19 of the shortfall, where it would come from?

 20 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Mr. Chairman, Mr. Stratton, I 

 21 don't know for certain.  I'd have to go back and review and get 

 22 back to you.  I don't know if some of them are just the straight 

 23 -- one of them, I believe, is just the straight repeal with no 

 24 additional guidance on where that money might come from in the 

 25 future.  Another one, I think, is a reduction, but I don't 
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  1 believe it contains any, again, guidance on where the additional 

  2 moneys right come from.

  3 MR. STRATTON:  My point being I was just 

  4 wondering if any of the legislative people that are sponsoring 

  5 these bills were having any foresight of the impacts that it may 

  6 cost.

  7 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Yeah.  So Mr. Chairman, 

  8 Mr. Stratton, it's early in the session.  As we know, one bill 

  9 has passed the Senate committee, and it was a unanimous vote to 

 10 repeal the public safety fee.  What the fate of that is as it 

 11 moves through the process, I assume will become part of the 

 12 budget discussions, because these are not policy issues, per se, 

 13 as we consider them.  Most of these bills historically that have 

 14 budgetary impacts go into a holding tank as the appropriations 

 15 committees work out on the budget closer to the end of the 

 16 session.

 17 MS. WARD:  All right.  If there are no further 

 18 questions, I'll move on here.  I think the only really item that 

 19 I want to point out to this slide is that we have continued the 

 20 HURF swap where -- that was the long-awaited program where -- 

 21 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Yeah.  I -- thank you, Kristine.  

 22 I forgot to point that out.  We have the HURF swap, and we have 

 23 the HURF sweep.

 24 MS. WARD:  Thank you.  Exactly.

 25 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  And -- swap versus sweep.  So 
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  1 the sweep is obviously the money that comes out of the highway 

  2 and HURF for DPS, Highway Patrol operations.  Remember the swap 

  3 is where we trade State money for federal money with our local 

  4 governments in order to make their dollars go farther without 

  5 having to deal with all the federal restrictions.  So swap and 

  6 sweep.  

  7 MS. WARD:  So moving on.  So where we end up with 

  8 our overall revenue picture is that there are no modifications.  

  9 We do not have to make any modifications to years '20 through 

 10 '23.  FY '20 through '23.  The program dollars available will 

 11 remain the same.  And then in FY '24, the new fifth year, $750 

 12 million will be available for the program, is projected to be 

 13 available.  

 14 And you can't do any projections without having a 

 15 good slide on risks, many of which we have been discussing here 

 16 already.  We talked about the fact that we need Congressional 

 17 action to deal with the Highway Trust Fund deficit.  We talked 

 18 about the fact that the FAST Act is expiring in 2020.  We also 

 19 have discussed the fact that we can -- we can't predict the 

 20 state legislative action, any budgetary, additional budgetary 

 21 changes, sweeps, transfers, special distributions.  I'm just 

 22 letting you know there are bills going through that have 

 23 additional special distributions, and then, of course, the 

 24 public safety fee that we have just discussed quite -- in a 

 25 quite lengthy fashion.
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  1 So add to that I can't -- you know, can't really 

  2 fully promise you what's going to happen economically over the 

  3 next five years.  So these are risks that we will be watching 

  4 and evaluating on a day-to-day basis by my team, but if we 

  5 encounter them, I'll be coming back to you and letting you know, 

  6 communicating what the impacts are to the program.

  7 With that, I will be happy to take any additional 

  8 questions.

  9 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Anybody have any questions?  

 10 Thank you, Kristine.

 11 MS. WARD:  Thank you.  Have a wonderful day.

 12 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Next up, we have Greg.

 13 MR. BYRES:  Mr. Chair, board members, so what 

 14 we're going to go through today is the tentative five-year 

 15 program that we've put together, and again, this is based on the 

 16 revenues that Kristine just went through.  One set of numbers, 

 17 that's what we've based everything on going through.  No other 

 18 scenarios other than what she threw over the wall.  So that's 

 19 where we're at, so...

 20 So I'm going to go through the background of the 

 21 tentative program as well as going through an overview of asset 

 22 conditions that's current within the system.  Our P2P process, 

 23 the tentative five-year highway delivery program, the MAG 

 24 program, the PAG program, our airport program and then next 

 25 steps.
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  1 So as part of the background, this tentative 

  2 program is -- it's a collaborative effort between all of the 

  3 different groups within ADOT.  So IDO has had a huge amount of 

  4 influence on what we've put together.  TSMO's had influence.  

  5 Obviously, financial management has had a massive amount of 

  6 impact, as well as all of my staff within MPD in trying to put 

  7 this together.

  8 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Mr. Chairman, I'm not sure if 

  9 everybody's familiar with the acronyms, Greg.

 10 MR. BYRES:  So IDO is infrastructure and 

 11 development -- Infrastructure, Development and Operations.  TSMO 

 12 is Traffic Safety Maintenance and Operations.  FMS, of course -- 

 13 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  (Inaudible.)  

 14 MR. BYRES:  Trying to remember.  So -- and FMS 

 15 is, of course, the Financial Management System.

 16 MS. WARD:  Services.

 17 MR. BYRES:  Services.  Excuse me.  I'll get them 

 18 right eventually.

 19 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Do you know what MPD stands for, 

 20 Greg?  

 21 MR. BYRES:  Multimodal Planning Division.  I got 

 22 that one.  It's just hard to say, so...  

 23 But the big thing is it demonstrates how federal 

 24 and state dollars will be obligated over the next five years.  

 25 This program is obviously approved on an annual basis, which 
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  1 starts on July 1, and must be fiscally constrained to the dollar 

  2 values in which Kristine has given to us, and that's for the 

  3 full five-year program.  

  4 So just kind of an overview of our assets that we 

  5 have.  The latest numbers that we have, our system is valued at 

  6 $22.4 billion.  If for some reason we had catastrophic issues 

  7 and had to replace it, it would actually cost somewhere in the 

  8 neighborhood of about $250 billion to replace.  So there's -- 

  9 it's a huge investment that we have.  

 10 Where are we at with the assets that we currently 

 11 have?  Here's a set of conditions.  So the bridge condition, 

 12 this kind of gives you an idea of where we're at, with 59 

 13 percent of the bridges in good condition, 40 percent in fair 

 14 condition.  We have 1 percent in poor condition.  And the map 

 15 kind of gives you an idea of where we're at.  I know it's very 

 16 hard to see.  But you can see we've got a lot of green, but we 

 17 do have some yellow and red that's scattered across the state.  

 18 One of the big items that you'll see with the red is up in that 

 19 far northwest corner of the state with the Virgin River bridges.

 20 MR. STRATTON:  Now, Greg, quick question.  The 

 21 poor condition isn't -- does not represent a safety issue?  

 22 MR. BYRES:  It does not represent a safety 

 23 condition.  All it represents is basically an analysis of the 

 24 structural capacity -- or the structural abilities of the 

 25 bridge, not a matter of safety.  
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  1 MR. STRATTON:  Okay. 

  2 MR. BYRES:  So it's -- these poor bridges are -- 

  3 the bridges that are in poor condition are safe to drive on, but 

  4 they are in need of repair.

  5 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  I got a figure in my mind what 

  6 a poor bridge looks like.  How do you rate the Gila River/I-10 

  7 crossing?  Is that fair or poor?  

  8 MR. BYRES:  The majority of them are in poor 

  9 condition.

 10 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  No.  I'm just talking about 

 11 that one bridge.

 12 MR. BYRES:  Oh, the Virgin River one?  

 13 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  I don't think, Mr. Chairman, we 

 14 have a rating that goes that low.  Sorry.  

 15 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  So we don't -- I guess we 

 16 don't -- I mean, does anybody know what that bridge is rated?  

 17 MR. BYRES:  The Virgin River Bridge 1, is that 

 18 the one that you're -- 

 19 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Is that -- I'm talking about 

 20 the Gila -- the one that goes into Phoenix.

 21 MR. BYRES:  Oh, the Gila River Bridge.

 22 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Yes.

 23 MR. BYRES:  The Gila River Bridge right now is 

 24 rated -- I believe it's in fair condition, on the verge of going 

 25 into poor condition.
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  1 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Okay.  Thank you.

  2 MR. BYRES:  Sorry.

  3 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Just so you know, Mr. Chairman, 

  4 Greg drives over that bridge every day, and he commutes from 

  5 Tucson.  

  6 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Well, that's good.  I trust -- 

  7 MR. BYRES:  And it hasn't collapsed on me yet, 

  8 so...

  9 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  So he has an interest in keeping 

 10 it in operation.

 11 MR. THOMPSON:  Greg.

 12 MR. BYRES:  Yes.

 13 MR. THOMPSON:  I know that many locations, there 

 14 are a lot of issues with the culverts.  A couple of times I know 

 15 or even maybe three places I know where they have culverts 

 16 issue.  Is there any type of study that is put into that, to the 

 17 conditions of those culverts?  

 18 MR. BYRES:  So if it's -- if it is a large 

 19 culvert, 10 feet or greater, it's considered a bridge structure, 

 20 and so it is included in this analysis.

 21 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  (Inaudible.)  

 22 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  So Mr. Chairman, as Dallas comes 

 23 up, we met with Senator Peshlakai yesterday, Mr. Ocean and I 

 24 did.  She had some specific questions on the culvert that we had 

 25 suffered the washout on.  It was at 89.
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  1 MR. BYRES:  Yes.

  2 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  And as Steve explained, and I'll 

  3 let Dallas go on, it really wasn't a culvert issue as much as it 

  4 was a thousand year weather event issue and the scouring of one 

  5 of the wings on the culvert that caused the washout behind it.

  6 MR. HAMMIT:  And Mr. Chair, Mr. Thompson, on the 

  7 culverts specifically, a couple years ago the Legislature 

  8 through our maintenance fund added money in to our maintenance 

  9 program that we can clean out our culverts, and also ones that 

 10 are in -- that are corroded.  And these are the pipes.  Not the 

 11 big ones that Greg talked about that are 10 feet, but these are 

 12 pipes that we can clean them out and then line them.  So we're 

 13 taking care of those currently in our maintenance program 

 14 outside of the five-year program, so...

 15 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Okay.

 16 MR. HAMMIT:  If that answers your question.

 17 MR. THOMPSON:  Thank you, Chair.

 18 MR. BYRES:  So with that, we'll go on to the next 

 19 one.  This is our pavement conditions on the interstate highway 

 20 system.  One of the big things you're going to see on this slide 

 21 is if you look in 2017, you'll notice that we have had a fairly 

 22 substantial increase in fair condition and poor condition on our 

 23 interstates.  

 24 I'd like to note on this there's a little note on 

 25 this bottom of this slide that says 2017 data reflects a change 
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  1 in method of collecting the pavement data.  What we have done is 

  2 in the past, all of our data collection has been done by hand, 

  3 basically based on observations.  We have taken and swapped -- 

  4 we are now collecting data through an automated system.  That 

  5 data is -- includes what is called -- it's the riding surface, 

  6 which is called IRI, which is International Rating Index, and it 

  7 basically tells how smooth that surface is.  Also takes into 

  8 account cracking within the pavements.  Also takes into account 

  9 rutting along the longitudinal axis of the roadways, and it also 

 10 takes into account faulting, which occurs when concrete pavement 

 11 takes and adjusts at the joints.  So it takes all of that into 

 12 account, puts it together with different weighting factors, and 

 13 this is what is applied for the good, the fair and poor 

 14 conditions of the roadways.  And so -- 

 15 MR. STRATTON:  Mr. Chair, is that new system only 

 16 used on interstates, or is it used on the entire system?  

 17 MR. BYRES:  It is used -- Mr. Chairman, 

 18 Mr. Stratton, it is used on all of our roadway systems.  We are 

 19 now utilizing it, and we were collecting data on an annual 

 20 basis.  We drive every single mile of roadway within the state, 

 21 with the exception of local roads, to account for all of this 

 22 data.  So it's accounting for everything.

 23 One of the things that we have done to make sure 

 24 that we can utilize this information with past information is we 

 25 took and correlated the new data to the old data so it is 
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  1 comparable.  So -- but one of the big things is we're now 

  2 collecting much more data.  We have very, very good data that's 

  3 coming through, and as well as tons of it compared to what we 

  4 had in the past.  So what's reflected here is a good reflection.  

  5 It's much more comprehensive than what we had in the past.  

  6 So -- but it gives a good state of exactly where we're at.

  7 Now, we have collected for 2018 as well.  We're 

  8 still in the process of taking and analyzing the data that came 

  9 in, or else we'd have the 2018 data on here as well.  This was 

 10 2017 data.  And from now on, we will be collecting all of our 

 11 data through the automated system.

 12 MR. STRATTON:  Greg, I'm assuming that the poor 

 13 condition roadways are probably -- probably represent base 

 14 failure?

 15 MR. BYRES:  More than likely, it probably is.  

 16 One of the big things is -- is as the riding surface 

 17 deteriorates, it could be either -- either just basically a worn 

 18 surface.  It could be attributed to the pavement itself, but it 

 19 could be contributed to base as well.

 20 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  So excuse me, Mr. Chairman.  

 21 Greg, to that point, can you talk a little bit about what's 

 22 happened on I-10, certain sections in Tucson where we've gone 

 23 back to concrete and removed the rubberized asphalt.

 24 MR. BYRES:  So on I-10, through the section in 

 25 Tucson you're talking about, we had a friction course that was 
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  1 placed over the top of the Portland cement concrete paving.  

  2 What had happened is we had lost adhesion in the asphalt itself.  

  3 The binder itself had started to ravel out, causing that surface 

  4 to become very uneven.  We started getting a lot of aggregate, 

  5 loose aggregate coming up, starting to break windshields and so 

  6 forth.  That was all milled off down to that Portland cement 

  7 concrete pavement surface, which is a perfectly good riding 

  8 surface.  The only reason for having that friction course was, 

  9 one, is to obviously (inaudible) course the friction -- or 

 10 improve the friction, but it also quiets the roadway in ride as 

 11 well.  So which is also exactly what you see throughout the city 

 12 of Phoenix -- or the Phoenix area is that rubberized friction 

 13 course, so...

 14 So as we get into the non-interstate NHS system, 

 15 our national highway system, you'll look and see that again we 

 16 have a considerable amount of roadway that is in fair condition, 

 17 and we're starting to go up on the poor condition as well.  So 

 18 we're at 63 percent fair, 35 percent good, and 2 percent in the 

 19 poor condition.  And again, this is representative of the 

 20 automated data collection system that we're currently using.  If 

 21 you look at the map, you can see that it reflects an awful lot 

 22 of yellow across the state.

 23 So as we get going into this -- into our 

 24 projections for the five-year program, I just want to make sure 

 25 that everybody's aware we're going to use terms for 
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  1 preservation, modernization and expansion as our investment 

  2 categories.  These come right out of our long range 

  3 transportation plan.  So I just want to make sure that there was 

  4 a definition given that -- of what we're talking about here.  

  5 And again, the preservation is just to keep the pavement smooth.  

  6 Modernization is mostly for safety and operations, and expansion 

  7 adds capacity to the roadways themselves.

  8 Here's a little more definition of exactly what 

  9 we're talking about for preservation and modernization and 

 10 expansion.  Preservation is basically taking care of the 

 11 surface.  It includes preservation rehab and reconstruction.  

 12 Modernization is mostly for safety uses as well as for rock 

 13 falls, stormwater mitigation and enhancements.  The expansion 

 14 is -- again is new routes, new lanes, new rail, intersections, 

 15 whatever increases our capacities.

 16 So looking at the tentative five-year program, 

 17 what we're looking at here is the different investment 

 18 categories and how much we're putting into each one.  So if you 

 19 look at 2020, you're looking at 264 million for the preservation 

 20 -- or the modernization items covered up there, but for 

 21 expansion you're looking at 62 million.  

 22 One of the things that you're looking at here, if 

 23 you look at the cross-hatched areas that we have at the top of 

 24 '20, '21 and '22 is that executive recommendation that was given 

 25 by the governor.  We're showing it across the top instead of 
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  1 including it in our expansion projects, because it's being 

  2 attributed to a single project.  So it's not open for the rest 

  3 of our programs since it's being attributed to a single 

  4 project.  So we broke that out separate so that everybody could 

  5 see what was going on.  

  6 One of the other things you see is we've got a 

  7 line that stretched out across all five years.  That line is set 

  8 at $320 million.  That is our goal for preservation that was set 

  9 in the long range transportation plan.  What you see in the 

 10 arrows is how much we're missing that goal by as we go through 

 11 the program.

 12 We've got expansion projects that we have to get 

 13 done.  They were already in the program.  We're carrying those 

 14 projects through this current program, and that's what you're 

 15 seeing in the first three years of this program.

 16 MR. STRATTON:  Greg, as you may or may not know, 

 17 prior to being on the Board, I followed this board for many, 

 18 many years, and I've watched that number increase exponentially.  

 19 It's -- you know, started out around 220, 240.  We finally get 

 20 there.  It's like, okay, now we can get some expansion projects 

 21 done such as things at Gold Canyon or other places.  And 

 22 immediately the next year it was at 260, and we get there and it 

 23 goes to 280, and then it goes to 320, I realized that the costs 

 24 go up, as do everything else.  

 25 But it's hard to justify to constituents the 
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  1 amount that it goes up and the fact that we can't do other 

  2 projects or expansion projects, and then it becomes even more 

  3 difficult to explain when you have that much in preservation, it 

  4 goes up every year, but the roads and -- the districts and the 

  5 road in particular I spoke to you about that you drive quite a 

  6 bit is Highway 77.  The right-hand lane is so bad you can't 

  7 drive in it, but yet on your map, it doesn't show in red.  It 

  8 shows in yellow.  And from one of the signs there, it says keep 

  9 right except to pass.  I will not drive in that lane, because 

 10 I'm afraid it will either ruin my tires or kick me off the road 

 11 or something.  So how do I tell my constituents -- how do I 

 12 justify this them to them?

 13 MR. BYRES:  Mr. Chairman, Mr. Stratton, one of 

 14 the biggest issues we have is, in the past and even in this 

 15 program, you can see that we -- we haven't established or we 

 16 haven't hit our targets on preservation.  So consequently, all 

 17 of the preservation that we need to get done well exceeds any 

 18 funding that we have available.  

 19 The longer that we go without taking care of the 

 20 pavements that we have, the worse it gets.  So as you can -- as 

 21 you saw on our chart that we had with the good, fair and the 

 22 poor, that fair is always going to continue to grow.  As long as 

 23 we can't get all of the preservation that we need done on our 

 24 roadways, our poor is going to probably stay about the same, 

 25 because what's going to wind up happening is because as the 

52

Page 64 of 211



  1 roadways get into that poor condition, they are starting to take 

  2 up more and more of the dollars.  So consequently, we're going 

  3 to have that fair range starting to grow and the good starting 

  4 to shrink.  

  5 So it's just a projection.  Unfortunately, you 

  6 hit it right on the head in that it's exponential, and it's not 

  7 a straight line.  So as the pavements start to deteriorate, they 

  8 deteriorate in an exponential timeline.  So it's just -- it's 

  9 just that.  There's -- it takes so much money to preserve what 

 10 we currently have.

 11 So with that, we'll go on to the planning to 

 12 programming process of the projects that we're looking at 

 13 putting into the program.  So with this, I wanted to kind of 

 14 answer the question why do we do planning to programming?  So 

 15 one of the first items is funding.  The limited funding projects 

 16 must be prioritized to ensure the limited funds are utilized on 

 17 projects to provide the highest value and satisfy the greatest 

 18 need.  That's one of the number one goals that we have in P2P.

 19 The second one is performance measures.  Through 

 20 the requirements mandated by the Federal Highway Administration, 

 21 all program projects must provide an improvement in the 

 22 performance measures, which include safety, infrastructure 

 23 condition, congestion reduction, and there's about four or five 

 24 others that we have.  We have to show every single one of those 

 25 projects taking and showing an improvement in each of those 
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  1 performance measures.

  2 The last one is compliance with the objectives 

  3 and goals provided in the long range transportation plan.  That 

  4 goes to accounting for the different investment categories that 

  5 we have.

  6 So with that, how does the P2P system work?  This 

  7 kind of goes through it.  We've got four major categories in 

  8 which projects are scored.  That's the technical score, the 

  9 policy score, safety score, and the district score.  So as those 

 10 go through, they're weighted at different rates.  Our technical 

 11 score is rated at 35 percent.  Our policy score is rated at 10 

 12 percent.  The safety analytic score is rated at 25 percent.  And 

 13 our district score is rated at 30 percent, as we go through the 

 14 entire process.

 15 Once that's established, again, through that five 

 16 -- that long range transportation plan, we have the different 

 17 funding categories or investment categories that we utilize, 

 18 being preservation, modernization and expansion.  We take and 

 19 utilize those with the projection that was given or the 

 20 percentages that were given in that long range transportation 

 21 plan to get into our tentative five-year program.  And again, 

 22 this is -- this is all tentative going to you, the Board, for 

 23 approval.

 24 So how does this year compare to last year?  Last 

 25 year we were looking at 37 percent preservation, 51 percent 
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  1 expansion, and 12 percent modernization.  This year we're 

  2 looking at 41 percent in preservation, 46 percent in expansion, 

  3 with another 3 percent that is coming out of that executive 

  4 recommendation, and 10 percent in the modernization.  So we're 

  5 -- we are increasing our -- we're working towards our goal on 

  6 the preservation side.

  7 So in Greater Arizona area itself, what we're 

  8 looking at is 66 percent is going into preservation, 13 percent 

  9 is going into expansion, and a total of 21 percent is going into 

 10 expansion -- or I'm sorry -- 18 percent's going into expansion, 

 11 16 percent into modernization.

 12 UNIDENTIFIED BOARD MEMBER:  Greg, on that 

 13 previous slide, does that expansion segment include the MAG and 

 14 PAG half cent sales tax money?  

 15 MR. BYRES:  That's exactly -- this is all funding 

 16 throughout the state, including MAG, PAG, and the Greater 

 17 Arizona money.

 18 UNIDENTIFIED BOARD MEMBER:  What's the percentage 

 19 of MAG and PAG in that expansion?  If that's 100 percent, what 

 20 -- how much of that is MAG and PAG roughly?  

 21 MR. BYRES:  They're -- I can't give you the exact 

 22 number, but it's the majority of all of that -- 

 23 UNIDENTIFIED BOARD MEMBER:  Okay.

 24 MR. BYRES:  -- expansion, because that's pretty 

 25 much where all of the expansion in the state is occurring, with 
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  1 the exception of a few projects that we have within the Greater 

  2 Arizona area.

  3 So as we get into each specific year, and I have 

  4 expansion projects that are occurring in the Greater Arizona 

  5 area listed up here, this gives you a breakdown of the 

  6 expansion, the modernization, the preservation, as well as our 

  7 planning costs and development costs that are projected for the 

  8 year.  

  9 As far as our expansion projects go, we've got 

 10 the Fourth Street Bridge that's occurring up in Flagstaff.  We 

 11 have the US-93 project, the west Kingman TI.  We also have a 

 12 project on 69 in Prescott, which is the Lakes Parkway.  We also 

 13 have the Gap Project on US-93, and we have the I-17 project, 

 14 which runs from Anthem to Sunset Point.  This also has a 

 15 breakdown on the funding that we're looking at for I-17 being 

 16 that that was -- is currently in the program.  The 40 million 

 17 that comes through the executive recommendation, and the 50 

 18 million that actually comes through MAG.

 19 In FY '21, for -- again, we have the breakdown of 

 20 everything, all of the different funding expenditures through 

 21 the different categories.  As far as the expansion projects go, 

 22 again, we have the Prescott Lakes Parkway on SR-69.  We have the 

 23 I-17 portion, which again is broken down between 62 million that

 24 we are projecting in FY '21 for expenditure, as well as the 45 

 25 million that's coming through the executive recommendation.  
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  1 Then we have also have the I-10 DCR scoping 

  2 environmental assessment put in there as well, as this project 

  3 is now -- prior to earlier this year, this wasn't even an 

  4 option.  And now we -- we have an option.  There's -- we've been 

  5 working with MAG to work with the Gila River Indian communities 

  6 to take and try and accept this project.  We've made substantial 

  7 headway, or I should say MAG has made substantial headway in 

  8 trying to get that done to the point where we are now 

  9 coordinating with MAG to get this project up and going.  So the 

 10 first step in doing that is putting together a study, the DCR, 

 11 or the design concept report, so that we can actually get this 

 12 project rolling in future years.

 13 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Mr. Chairman, Greg, is that 

 14 study up for bid?  

 15 MR. BYRES:  It will be out -- I believe it 

 16 advertises a week from -- not next week, but the following week.

 17 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Okay.  Thank you.

 18 MR. BYRES:  Yes.  Any other questions?  

 19 We'll go on to FY '22, which for expansion 

 20 projects in FY '22, we only have the one, which is I-17, which 

 21 again takes in that third year from the executive recommendation 

 22 of 45 million, as well as 65 million that we have tentatively 

 23 scheduled for that Anthem to Sunset Point.  And as well as the 

 24 breakdown of all of our other investment categories.

 25 This kind of gives you a breakdown of all the 
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  1 different funds, as well as the segment in which we're looking 

  2 at construction on I-17, which includes the flex lane section as 

  3 well as general purpose lanes.  It gives you a breakdown of 

  4 design as well as the segments between Anthem, Black City Canyon 

  5 [sic], and Black Canyon City to Sunset Point.  Total that we're 

  6 looking at here is about $320 million for the entire project.

  7 So FY '23, the expansion projects that we're 

  8 looking at, what we're looking at is by 2023, we should have the 

  9 DCR completed for I-10, as well as the first segment design, and 

 10 be ready to have some construction get going on it.  More than 

 11 likely this segment, which runs from the 202 up to 387 on I-10, 

 12 there's no way in the world we could afford to do that all in 

 13 one shot.  So we're probably looking at taking and breaking it 

 14 up into segments.  So that will be further vetted with the 

 15 production of the DCR.  But we're currently looking at having 

 16 some funding available for the first segment in FY '23, that 

 17 being $50 million.

 18 In FY '24, we've got the US-93 to west Kingman 

 19 TI.  Again, in earlier years, we had the design and right-of-way 

 20 money set aside for that.  This would be the construction for 

 21 phase one.  Phase one of this project would be the flyovers that 

 22 cover I-40.  So that would be -- again, this is only for phase 

 23 one of that project.

 24 So as we go out into the development years, the 

 25 six to ten program, this lays out what we're looking at for 
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  1 investment categories as we go into the future.  One of the 

  2 things that you see here is we're actually shooting for in 

  3 excess of our 320 million.  In preservation, we're actually 

  4 looking at 350 million.  The reason for that is because we're 

  5 looking at trying to make up ground for what we haven't hit in 

  6 the prior years that you saw where we were missing our mark in 

  7 the -- this projected five-year program.

  8 MR. STRATTON:  Greg, I notice in the projects we 

  9 had scheduled last year for expansion -- 

 10 MR. BYRES:  Yes.

 11 MR. STRATTON:  -- such as Lion Springs are not 

 12 appearing anywhere.  Can you explain to me what happened to 

 13 those projects that the Board had approved to be in those 

 14 programs?

 15 MR. BYRES:  So one of the things that we have 

 16 done in our P2P process, especially when it comes to our 

 17 expansion projects, is we took and looked at not only the 

 18 projects that were coming up, being recommended from the -- from 

 19 either different COGs, MPOs -- 

 20 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Greg, can you get closer?  I 

 21 think the feedback is trying to -- humming you up.

 22 MR. BYRES:  Okay.  So either coming from the COGs 

 23 the MPOs, the different planning studies that we had, or 

 24 projects that came through to this board from the public.  All 

 25 of those were taken into account.  
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  1 Not only were those projects analyzed through 

  2 P2P.  We took the expansion projects that we had in the outer 

  3 years, the last two years of the program, we took and ran all of 

  4 our priorities on all of those projects, and basically, we 

  5 shuffled the deck, coming up with the highest priority projects 

  6 that we could for those last two years that we're -- or the last 

  7 three years of the program that we're looking at.  

  8 So those -- the projects that you were just 

  9 speaking of, particularly the Lion Springs project, hit 

 10 extremely -- not extremely low, but hit much lower than several 

 11 other projects that hit higher in the P2P process.  So 

 12 consequently, that was what we are tentatively putting forward 

 13 to the Board for recommendation.

 14 MR. STRATTON:  My point being, Greg, is that the 

 15 Board voted those projects to be in the five-year plan, and many 

 16 of them were in the first three years, four years.  And now 

 17 you've disregarded what the Board voted last year.  You're -- 

 18 just washed those out and replacing them with something else.  

 19 In my observation for sure.  All intents and purposes, 93 is 

 20 going to be I-11, I would image, and I'll preface my reports 

 21 (inaudible) my good friend Karla Petty (inaudible).  I do 

 22 understand we have an obligation to take care of the freeways.  

 23 Okay?  And I believe we need to do that.  

 24 However, in looking at this program you're 

 25 putting forth, other than the project in Flagstaff, Fourth 
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  1 Street Bridge, and Highway 69 in Prescott, which both of those  

  2 entities have participated in, and I commend them for stepping 

  3 up and doing that, everything else in Greater Arizona is 

  4 basically freeway.  So you're basically telling me that our 

  5 citizens don't travel anything but freeways?  They don't -- they 

  6 don't need passing lanes?  They don't need anything -- freeways 

  7 is where it's at, and that's all we should be worried about?  

  8 MR. BYRES:  Mr. Chairman, Mr. Stratton, Board 

  9 Member Stratton, in our priorities that we set forth in P2P, we 

 10 -- again, we're -- took our goals in trying to develop projects 

 11 with the highest value that did the most good.  In doing so, one 

 12 of the big things is the interstates come right to the top 

 13 because of the amount of traveling public on those roads, the 

 14 amount of freight that is on those roads, the economic strength 

 15 that goes with those roadways.  So consequently, they're -- they 

 16 become a very high priority.  That's not to say that we don't 

 17 have priority on the other projects.  

 18 One of the things that we do to try and level out 

 19 the playing field is we don't just rely on traffic.  We don't 

 20 rely on the daily average traffic.  We take and look at the 

 21 volume to capacity ratios, which takes and kind of puts 

 22 everything on an even keel as far as if you've got an eight-lane 

 23 freeway that is -- has a massive amount of traffic on it, but it 

 24 also has a massive amount of capacity.  So you can take that 

 25 ratio, and you can take that ratio of a two-lane roadway that 
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  1 may have substantial traffic on it.  Those two ratios start 

  2 working out to being very close to the same, compared to the 

  3 amount of average daily traffic, which is extremely different.  

  4 So we've taken and tried to level the playing field in trying to 

  5 put all of those together.  That's one of the ways that we try 

  6 to do it.

  7 MR. STRATTON:  I can understand, and you look at 

  8 the numbers, and I understand what you have to do.  But again, 

  9 let's go back to Lion Springs, Highway 260 between Heber and 

 10 Show Low.  ADOT has developed that on both sides and created 

 11 bottleneck at Lion Springs now, because you have four lanes on 

 12 either side, and you bottleneck it down into two lanes, which to 

 13 me becomes somewhat of a safety issue, and it also, during the 

 14 holiday weekend, backs traffic up tremendously.  And I think 

 15 it's unfair to the citizens that understood the projects you put 

 16 forward, or ADOT did, not you, and -- years ago, and I believe 

 17 we need to finish those, complete those projects rather than to 

 18 go and start one and then move off to something else, and we 

 19 leave an issue such as this bottleneck.  

 20 And Lion Springs is probably the one I'm most 

 21 familiar with, being in Gila County, but there's others around 

 22 the state.  I think when we make a commitment to -- a board, 

 23 previous board, makes a commitment to projects, that we need to 

 24 look at following through with those and completing them.  

 25 There's -- and as far as this plan goes, I can tell you the one 
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  1 cannot support 100 percent freeway to my constituents in Pinal, 

  2 Gila and Graham Counties.  It just -- there's too many roads out 

  3 there that we have.

  4 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  You know, Mr. Chairman, 

  5 Mr. Stratton, we have to look at these projects, I think, almost 

  6 on a project-type basis, because if I apply the logic of Lion 

  7 Springs to 93, we should be finishing all of 93 and getting 

  8 those lanes put into the gap.  So it's very difficult, and I 

  9 think that the Board has a difficult job given the revenue 

 10 pictures of trying to balance out what the needs are, and we 

 11 keep hearing from many citizens who want a wide variety of 

 12 different things and improvements all across Arizona.  

 13 And so I think we just need to think about these 

 14 projects a little more in -- and I'm not saying you're not doing 

 15 this, but in a larger picture, because there are many sections 

 16 of roadway we've tried to improve, but we can't improve the 

 17 entire (inaudible).  

 18 MR. STRATTON:  And I don't disagree with you.  

 19 Our revenue's very tight, and it's very hard to pick and choose 

 20 what we do.  But it's very difficult for rural Arizona to 

 21 support nothing -- I know speaking for myself, nobody else -- to 

 22 support nothing but freeway commerce.

 23 MR. ELTERS:  Mr. Chairman.

 24 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Yes. 

 25 MR. ELTERS:  Question.  On the I-10, the one that 
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  1 is moving ahead, the reference to the (inaudible) with the Gila 

  2 River Indian community, you noted that once the DCR is complete, 

  3 we can start the programming, and in fact, we show the first 

  4 segment being in 2020 and 2023.  And then in 2024, there's the 

  5 US-93, I-40/West Kingman TI, and we get to 2025 and beyond, and 

  6 there's zero dollars for expansion.  

  7 So my question is how do we anticipate completing 

  8 the I-10 given the discussion Board Member Stratton had 

  9 (inaudible) versus other corridors that has been underway?  My 

 10 question is assuming -- assuming this approach that you've 

 11 taken, if indeed there's zero dollars for expansion in the '25 

 12 and beyond, how do we even complete the I-10 widening in between 

 13 Phoenix and Tucson?   

 14 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Mr. Chairman, Mr. Elters, I 

 15 assume we complete it in the same way we've completed other 

 16 sections of I-10, such as Picacho and the Eloy section.  As 

 17 funds become available, again, we'll use a weighted process to 

 18 decide which are the priority sections of I-10 to complete 

 19 between Phoenix and Casa Grande.  You know, anticipating that 

 20 there's no revenues is all we can do at this point, but as we've 

 21 done with other pieces of this, there's federal grants and other 

 22 money that might become available.  

 23 But sitting here today, I can't tell you that for 

 24 sure we've got a revenue source locked in.  But until the DCR 

 25 and other studies get completed, I have no basis to ask for 
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  1 money.  And so we have to take these first steps.  It's much 

  2 like the tier one on I-11, the tier one on the north and south.  

  3 You need to get the routes established at least from a high 

  4 level and begin to hone those down.

  5 MR. ELTERS:  Mr. Chairman, Mr. Byres, Director 

  6 Halikowski, your point is well taken, and I'm just highlighting 

  7 a point that I think the Board, when we approved the regional -- 

  8 the long range transportation plan last year, we asked for and 

  9 included, insisted on (inaudible) that said we are concerned 

 10 with the approach of no expansion funding.  And when you zero in 

 11 on the whole discussion, it just truly highlights the point of 

 12 there isn't enough funding to meet the need, and for the board 

 13 members, audience, everybody else involved, that is really the 

 14 biggest challenge that we have, and unless the revenue stream 

 15 increases somehow, somewhat, we're -- we will continue to 

 16 struggle and to -- to deliver what we all (inaudible).  Thank 

 17 you, Mr. Chairman.

 18 MR. HAMMOND:  I'm going to add to what Board 

 19 Member Elters said.  I said it earlier.  I have to believe 

 20 something's going to give in this infrastructure need.  

 21 A little history of my part.  When I first came 

 22 into the industrial real estate business, in 1978 I met with an 

 23 ADOT appraiser, and that was when the expansion of I-10 from 

 24 Phoenix to Tucson was on the books.  They were acquiring right-

 25 of-way, and I saw what happened -- I wasn't even on the Board 
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  1 then -- when the recession hit, when it was planned and funded.  

  2 The funding was removed from the system because it was of such 

  3 cost.  (Inaudible) sucked everything out of the state, and 

  4 that's why we are seeing, you know, 38 years later two of the 

  5 last three segments finally getting done.  Those were removed in 

  6 a budget -- in the budget crisis of, I think, 2007 or '08.  I 

  7 forget.  I wasn't on the Board then.  

  8 So we've always made choices and adjustments, and 

  9 I have to say I have a lot of respect for the objectivity of the 

 10 P2P process.  There is subjectivity in there, also, but there's 

 11 no way of getting around that.  But it is a fundamental funding 

 12 problem, and I don't -- you know, I saw -- and I see Tucson and 

 13 our region has suffered through the years for the -- you know, 

 14 of course, the whole state has -- for the lack of a widened 

 15 freeway all the way to Phoenix.  

 16 But it's -- and I know it did -- I think it made 

 17 the ten year, the tenth year, the ten year plan finally, and 

 18 then was -- and then was -- because we now see a window to get 

 19 it done, we're moving it up in the priorities, and I don't know 

 20 how you balance that throughout the state.  I know you're doing 

 21 it and, again, I have such respect for the objectivity of the 

 22 process, I tend to -- to not get subjective as a board member 

 23 and, you know, direct you to do otherwise.  But it's a delicate 

 24 issue that requires more funding.

 25 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  So Mr. Chairman, I've over the 
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  1 past 10 years watched this each year get tighter and tighter 

  2 from a funding perspective, and although, Board Member Hammond, 

  3 with respect, when you say something has to give, sitting here 

  4 today, I don't see anything given -- giving in the Legislature.  

  5 We're trying to build and maintain exactly the system the 

  6 taxpayers in Arizona are willing to pay for at this point.  

  7 There hasn't been any outcry that folks want to pay more for 

  8 transportation, infrastructure or preservation or maintenance or 

  9 modernization.  They come to you each month saying give me 

 10 something, but there are no solutions being offered on how to 

 11 achieve those -- those requests.  

 12 I would also remind the Board the governor was 

 13 very clear in his state of state address where he said there 

 14 will be no new taxes, and so as I'm looking out into the next 

 15 four years, we're going to have to continue to make hard choices 

 16 and try to be as creative as we can with providing additional 

 17 dollars for the projects that the Board wants to do.  

 18 So it's -- it's a tough situation.  Probably, I 

 19 think, in Board Member Elters' history, tougher than the times 

 20 he probably went through as a state engineer as we watch this 

 21 progress as far as transportation funding.  

 22 I'd like to say that there will be help from 

 23 Washington, but when you can't even decide on the shape of the 

 24 conference table you're going to sit around to discuss 

 25 something, I'm not sure that they can come to an agreement on 
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  1 transportation funding in the near future, also.

  2 MR. ELTERS:  Mr. Chairman, one more comment.  I 

  3 think the part that gives me personally the hardest time and I 

  4 find most challenging is for years we've -- we've told the 

  5 communities to understand the limitation and that we would find 

  6 any opportunity to partner with them.  So (inaudible) with your 

  7 needs not so much to ask for a project, but to partner with the 

  8 state so that project can be (inaudible) provided that project 

  9 has benefit the state highway system as well as the local 

 10 communities, and now we're getting into a point where that 

 11 message is clearly changing.  That partnership is being 

 12 undermined, depleted, going away, whatever term you want to use, 

 13 not deliberately, but it's for the very lack of funding that 

 14 we're discussing.  

 15 So even on projects where we wanted to help see 

 16 through because of its value, now we're not in position to do 

 17 that, and that is probably the hardest part.  When I see no -- 

 18 and again, it's no criticism of anybody.  Not the program, Greg, 

 19 but when we have no expansion dollars to even achieve that, to 

 20 build on that partnership that has taken place over the years, 

 21 and lack of that, introduces some -- in my humble opinion, some 

 22 unfairness in the process, because we've worked with some 

 23 communities throughout the state to deliver projects, there are 

 24 others that are lined up, and we won't be able to work with 

 25 them.  Thank you.
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  1 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  If I might, just one more 

  2 comment, and that is that everything we hear from the federal 

  3 government would suggest that we're -- to get any federal money 

  4 is going to take a greater state contribution, and I guess the 

  5 only encouragement I have from that is the legislators that I 

  6 talked to recognize that, and I think because of that, may be 

  7 more willing to look at what it's going to take to accomplish 

  8 that.

  9 MR. BYRES:  And Mr. Chairman, you bring up a very 

 10 good point.  Even today, we're working on an INFRA grant 

 11 application in this particular case.  It's for I-17, and one of 

 12 the reasons that I-17 was selected for the INFRA grant was if we 

 13 are successful in getting that grant, that would free up more 

 14 dollars -- actually, it's -- of all the projects we analyzed, it 

 15 would free up more dollars than any other that we could utilize 

 16 elsewhere within the Greater Arizona area.  So -- so it's a 

 17 two-fold hit.  One is we get additional dollars to complete 

 18 I-17, but we get to free up the dollars and use them somewhere

 19 else.  So that's -- that would be a substantial impact to -- to 

 20 our program if we were successful.

 21 One of the criteria, it's actually the number two 

 22 criteria in that grant application is local funding that comes 

 23 through.  What -- the way the feds have put it together is 

 24 they're looking for that local funding, anything that's 

 25 non-federal, to take and leverage against, and that is the 
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  1 number two criteria.  Number one is safety.  Number -- second, 

  2 criteria is that leveraging amount, so...

  3 MR. THOMPSON:  Chairman, it appears to me that 

  4 there's still time to revisit some of the projects that are of 

  5 concern.  You realize that -- everybody realizes here that 

  6 there's not too many state or federal highways up north, in 

  7 northeastern Arizona.  And a lot of these roads are quite 

  8 heavily used, and we see that there are some damage and the 

  9 repairs that definitely need to be made.  So I'm questioning why 

 10 it didn't make it on that list.  So therefore, I feel -- I would 

 11 feel much better if those roads would be revisited, and then to 

 12 at least collect the information more as to those things -- 

 13 those information that are missing.  I would like to get 

 14 together with you and come to a (inaudible) that I have a 

 15 concern about, I think.  

 16 MR. BYRES:  Yeah.  I'd be more than willing to.

 17 MR. STRATTON:  Greg, the grants you have applied 

 18 for, when will you know something on that?  Will it be prior to 

 19 the adoption of the five-year plan or after?  

 20 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Chairman, as soon as Karla tells 

 21 us that we've been approved.  Right, Karla?

 22 MR. BYRES:  The selection will occur after the 

 23 five-area program is approved.  So we will not have that 

 24 information prior.  We submit in the middle of March.

 25 MR. STRATTON:  So if -- let's say we got lucky 
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  1 and we did get some money for 17, and that freed up money for 

  2 Greater Arizona.  Could we go back then and amend the five-year 

  3 plans, or we would have to wait until the following year to 

  4 adopt a new five-year plan (inaudible)?

  5 MR. BYRES:  If we are successful, Chris, we'll 

  6 keep you in the loop all the way through, Mr. Chairman, Board 

  7 Member Stratton.  If we're successful, we will come back to the 

  8 Board to let you know that we have been successful, and again, 

  9 that's freeing up extra dollars.  So what happens in the 

 10 program, you know, whether that money gets used for additional 

 11 preservation, whether it gets used for other projects, we would 

 12 -- we would take and analyze all of those, come to you with a 

 13 recommendation for the expenditure of any additional dollars.  

 14 If we have a -- any need outside of new projects, I think that's 

 15 probably -- that money would get utilized for any of that prior.

 16 MR. STRATTON:  But you would come to us to amend 

 17 this five-year plan?  Am I understanding that correctly?

 18 MR. HAMMIT:  Mr. Chairman, Mr. Stratton, the 

 19 moneys that would be freed up are in future years.  So there 

 20 would -- it wouldn't be -- free up 2020 dollars where we have 

 21 money programs '21 and '22.  That's where the savings would 

 22 happen.

 23 MR. STRATTON:  Thank you.  That was my question.

 24 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Mr. Chairman, one last thought I 

 25 just want to leave the Board with is that, you know, we think 
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  1 about this -- this issue a lot between the urban areas and 

  2 greater Arizona, and how do we do this.  And I think about it a 

  3 lot, and one of the questions I think we just have to ask 

  4 ourselves for the future, as we see population increase, what is 

  5 urban versus rural Arizona?  And when you look at the stretch of 

  6 I-10 between Phoenix and Tucson, should the 13 other counties be

  7 bearing the full brunt for those sections outside of Maricopa 

  8 and Pima County?  You could also look at I-17, because we're 

  9 seeing a lot of expansion as it continues out from this area of 

 10 the Sun Corridor.  And when does the Sun Corridor itself become 

 11 considered to be an urbanized area, not part of the 13 other 

 12 counties?  So there are some other discussions I think we need 

 13 to think about in the future.  

 14 MR. KNIGHT:  Mr. Chair.

 15 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Yes.  Go ahead.

 16 MR. KNIGHT:  To go back to Mr. Stratton's 

 17 question on adding new projects, I know that we've added new 

 18 projects several times throughout the previous -- throughout 

 19 last year, as money became available, matching funds became 

 20 available.  So it seems like that is something that we can do to 

 21 the existing program as money is -- as money becomes available.

 22 MR. BYRES:  Mr. Chairman, Board Member Knight, 

 23 you're absolutely correct.  We do add projects that come through 

 24 during the course of the year.  It comes through our PRB.  It 

 25 comes through PPAC, and obviously comes through the Board for 
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  1 approval.  But that's still -- that's a normal course for -- for 

  2 projects as either it -- as -- normally it's a matter of 

  3 schedule and timing, that we're manipulating projects back and 

  4 forth that you see that change.  With the funds that we're 

  5 talking about here, you're going to see those ones come before 

  6 the Board in the new program, for future years as those come 

  7 out.  So that's what we'd be looking at.

  8 MS. WARD:  If I may, Mr. Chairman.

  9 UNIDENTIFIED BOARD MEMBER:  I guess I'm in charge 

 10 now.

 11 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Let's get something done.

 12 MS. WARD:  You know, mostly what you see when you 

 13 see new projects coming on, what you see are projects that are 

 14 coming out and being defined out of the subprograms that already 

 15 exist, and the funding already exists.  What is concerning and 

 16 that can be something to consider is we are routinely 

 17 experiencing increases, decreases and changes to our estimates 

 18 on projects.  So typically what we do, we have -- when extra 

 19 dollars become available, unless it's something unusual like we 

 20 get an influx, a large influx, those dollars go into our 

 21 contingency fund and they circulate through.  As projects come 

 22 in over, we pull from the contingency.  If projects come under, 

 23 we flow it into the contingency, and ultimately those flow into 

 24 that next program.  

 25 It is very -- it is something to be cautious 
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  1 about to start looking at each additional dollar that becomes 

  2 available to the program and suddenly programming an additional 

  3 project.  I will caution you tremendously on that, because keep 

  4 in -- keep in mind we have been facing some significant 

  5 increases, inflationary increases and cost increases due to the 

  6 labor shortages and so forth, and so we have to be prudent in 

  7 that -- in our approach.

  8 MR. BYRES:  So we'll go ahead and continue on.

  9 We have not given up on modernization projects as 

 10 part of our P2P process.  We do go through and actually analyze 

 11 and rate our expansion projects.  This is just a list of the top 

 12 10 projects that we have.  These are expansion projects that 

 13 came out of our P2P list.  These are -- again, we're not showing 

 14 them in our program, but they're -- these are -- if suddenly 

 15 billions of dollars dropped out of the sky, this would be 

 16 somewhat of a wish list, but we do prioritize these based on all 

 17 of the criteria that we have in P2P.  So we're not giving up on 

 18 it.  We still do the planning for it.  We're just not showing it 

 19 within the program.

 20 So as we go on, now we're -- we'll talk about the 

 21 MAG region programming.  Right now MAG is going through a 

 22 redistribution, but this kind of gives you a list of the 

 23 projects that we are looking at that MAG has given us.  We are 

 24 working very closely with MAG to put together their program.  

 25 Again, they do their own planning.  Once they complete it, we 
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  1 will take and implement it into our five-year program.  But this 

  2 gives you an idea of the different projects within the MAG 

  3 region that are currently in their current program.  It may 

  4 change as we go through the redistribution, but this is what we 

  5 currently have.  

  6 In the PAG region, this is a list of the projects 

  7 that they're looking at.  Again, these are currently programmed 

  8 projects.  They are also looking at redistribution of their 

  9 projects, but this gives you an idea of exactly what's going on.  

 10 They will be finalizing theirs within the next couple, three 

 11 months as far as redistribution and their planning that will go 

 12 into our five-year program.

 13 The next item we have is our Airport Capital 

 14 Improvement Program.  What you're looking at here is the airport 

 15 of the year.  This is Falcon Field for -- it was selected as the 

 16 airport of the year just about a month ago.  So looking at our 

 17 current program that we have, this gives you an idea of the 

 18 funding that we have for our different programs.  So for 

 19 federal, state, local program, there's $5 million available.  

 20 The state and local program is currently not being funded.  The 

 21 Airport Pavement Preservation Program has $5 million in it, as 

 22 well as funding for the Grand Canyon Airport planning services, 

 23 and then the total -- that gives you a total of the Capital 

 24 Improvement Program.

 25 What we're looking at for 2020, which is the 
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  1 first year of our program, again, for the purposes of 

  2 maintaining our fiscal constraint for the airport -- or the 

  3 Aviation Fund, we're using -- oops.  It wasn't me. 

  4 So in order to maintain the fiscal constraint on 

  5 our aviation program, our Aviation Fund, we're only programming 

  6 one year at a time.  So this gives us our 2020 program.  In it 

  7 we are looking at, for our federal matches -- our FSL program, 

  8 five million.  We are bringing back our state and local grant 

  9 program, and it's being funded at $9 million.  

 10 The Airport Pavement Management System is being 

 11 funded a little bit heavier at 5.5 million.  The total funding 

 12 that's going into the Grand Canyon National Park Airport is 4.5 

 13 million, and then, of course, we've got the development projects 

 14 at 9 million, with a total programming of 24.9 million.

 15 So this puts us back on track with the 

 16 aeronautics program of where we were prior to the big sweeps and 

 17 having to draw down and stop our programs that we had over the 

 18 past couple years.

 19 So the next steps on our five-year tentative 

 20 program, we have public hearings in -- on March 15th, we have a 

 21 hearing in Tucson.  April 12th, we'll be in Flagstaff.  May 

 22 17th, we'll be in Phoenix, with a study session to finalize the 

 23 program with the Board on June 4th here in Phoenix.  We will 

 24 present the final program to the State Transportation Board for 

 25 approval June 21st in Pinetop, and then the program will be 

76

Page 88 of 211



  1 delivered to the governor June 30th, with the fiscal year 

  2 beginning July 1st.  

  3 And that's it for what I had with my 

  4 presentation.  Any other questions?

  5 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Any other questions for Greg?

  6 Yeah.  Board Member Thompson.  

  7 MR. THOMPSON:  Chairman, board members, recently 

  8 I stopped by a Hopi (inaudible), and they informed me that they 

  9 had received funding for their airport.  So is that part of last 

 10 year's funding where they got their -- or how did they get that  

 11 funding?  

 12 MR. BYRES:  So Mr. Chairman, Board Member 

 13 Thompson, that -- that particular airport, we actually added 

 14 that on, and that came through the Board for approval.

 15 MR. THOMPSON:  Uh-huh.

 16 MR. BYRES:  We had funding in excess of what we 

 17 had programmed.  So we were actually able to add a few airports 

 18 to it, and the Hopi Airport was one of the airports that got 

 19 added.  It was at the highest priority that was unfunded, so -- 

 20 MR. THOMPSON:  They do extend their appreciation 

 21 for that project.

 22 MR. BYRES:  Thank you.

 23 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Yeah.  Board Member Hammond.

 24 MR. HAMMOND:  Just so we can have final 

 25 discussion on this, I would make a motion that we approve the 
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  1 tentative plan, but I -- it is tentative.  There's been a lot of 

  2 input, and that's why we're here as board members to give staff 

  3 input on our thoughts, and I would hope if there's anything to 

  4 be learned and adjusted, and I kind of paid attention to that, 

  5 you know, staff can take our comments and do that.  Subject to 

  6 that, I would recommend that we approve the tentative plan.

  7 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  I believe today is for 

  8 discussion only.

  9 MR. BYRES:  Correct.

 10 MR. HAMMOND:  So there's no approval?  

 11 MS. PRIANO:  No.

 12 MR. HAMMOND:  Okay.  Well, I recommend we listen 

 13 to our discussion.  

 14 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Thank you, Greg.  

 15 Okay.  Next we'll move to Item 2.  Board Member 

 16 Stratton will talk to us about call to the audience procedure, 

 17 and again, this item is for information and discussion only.

 18 MR. STRATTON:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

 19 For -- I'd like to preface as my remarks to begin 

 20 with.  One, I think it's very important for the public to have 

 21 their input and their comments, and we certainly appreciate it.  

 22 During the course of a regular meeting, not the public hearings, 

 23 at all the meetings we go to, most of the people come and speak 

 24 and then leave.  I think I'll use Show Low as a prime example 

 25 when there was a multitude of people from Heber who came in, and 
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  1 we need this, we need that, and they left.  

  2 The people that stayed -- and I'm going to give 

  3 Ms. Harris a great deal of credit, the lady from southern 

  4 Arizona wanting the bike path.  She stayed for every meeting 

  5 she's been to, and after the meeting in Kingman, she came up to 

  6 me and said, you know, I'm learned a great deal from staying at 

  7 this meeting.  I understand better why you can do things and why 

  8 you can't do things and where you can do things.  

  9 So I think it's important that we look at that 

 10 and talk about it.  And one of the things in the other positions 

 11 I've had in local government, call to the public has been at the 

 12 last of the meeting for -- one of those for that reason.  I 

 13 don't believe all should be at the last of the meeting.  I think 

 14 the -- I'd like to have a discussion about the possibility of 

 15 the local dignitaries that welcome us being at the front of the 

 16 meeting.  The people that have comments about something that 

 17 we're going to vote on the agenda to be able to speak at the 

 18 front of the meeting or during that agenda item.  But the rest 

 19 of the people that want to make comments to us and ask that we 

 20 look at certain things, I think it helps.  They say that the 

 21 gentleman from Gold Canyon stayed for most of the meeting, he 

 22 heard the financial parts, which -- and there's two more here, I 

 23 understand.  That really helps.  

 24 I don't know what it does for MAG and PAG, but I 

 25 know in the Greater Arizona area -- actually, I have a meeting 
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  1 scheduled with these gentlemen from Gold Canyon, and with them 

  2 having been here and heard the financial difficulties that we 

  3 have and the decisions we have to make and how we prioritize 

  4 things or where the staff does, it makes it a great deal easier 

  5 to speak to them and help them.  So for that reason, I'd like to 

  6 have a discussion about possibly having a two-part call to the 

  7 public.  Some of it up front, and some of it at the end.

  8 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Any comments or questions?  

  9 You know, to tell you the truth, I don't have a 

 10 strong feeling one way or the other, but it sounds like it's 

 11 punishment for making them sit here and listen to us for an hour 

 12 and a half.  But -- 

 13 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Believe me, it's nothing of the 

 14 sort.  

 15 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  But I think Board Member 

 16 Stratton does bring up a point.  If nothing else, after being on 

 17 this board for four and a half years -- not quite yet -- but 

 18 it's a question of resources.  These are all good projects.  

 19 They're all very important projects, not just for the 

 20 communities, but to the whole state, you know, and that's why I 

 21 applaud this attempt at objectivity by staff.  

 22 I know that when you do weightings, for example, 

 23 you can subjectively move things one way or the other.  So it's 

 24 -- but I do believe in their heart they try to do that, and to 

 25 have the folks that come before us to speak understand that 
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  1 process is really what you're trying to do here.  So I don't 

  2 have a problem moving it if -- but then they're going to have to 

  3 kind of guess when the end of it is and maybe come an hour after 

  4 we start.  Does it really -- I mean, is there -- is this the 

  5 right solution?  And so I have no problem with it, even if it's 

  6 the wrong solution.  I'll be here one way or the other.

  7 MR. STRATTON:  I certainly would not want to 

  8 punish anybody to sit and listen to us, but I'm just trying to 

  9 get more information out to the public, and possibly in the long 

 10 run by doing so, it might help us find a solution to long-term 

 11 funding through the people talking to their legislative people 

 12 or something like that.

 13 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  You know, Mr. Chairman the only 

 14 really punishing part is the financial presentation.

 15 MS. WARD:  Now that was timing.

 16 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  I think Board Member Stratton 

 17 makes an excellent point, as I've observed the Board for the 

 18 past 10 years.  I mean, people do come in, and they expect you 

 19 somehow just to make money to make their requests come true, and 

 20 it is a learning process.  And you know, at the Legislature, if 

 21 I want to speak on a particular bill, I sign up and speak on 

 22 that particular bill, on that agenda item.  

 23 And so I think that, you know, certainly the 

 24 Board can consider maybe having people sign up for certain items 

 25 they're interested in, but it's somewhat out-of-the-box thinking 
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  1 to say that, you know, if you're going to come in and then make 

  2 requests, at least understand the process and the hurdles the 

  3 Board's facing financially.

  4 MR. ELTERS:  Mr. Chairman.

  5 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Yes.

  6 MR. ELTERS:  I would -- I would support it.  And 

  7 specifically, and recently, we've had a couple presenters who 

  8 have attended multiple board meetings and present and make 

  9 requests, come up.  In fact, at the last board meeting, either 

 10 in Morenci or Kingman, where we're -- individuals came up and 

 11 basically said we've been talking to you about these projects 

 12 for some time now.  We just -- we don't see anything happening.  

 13 We ask you to get off the dime and something, in a nutshell.  My 

 14 word, not theirs.  

 15 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Dime is kind.

 16 MR. ELTERS:  So I think if you see it to 

 17 Mr. Stratton's point, if you see it as an educational 

 18 opportunity, truly to inform and educate as to what it is that 

 19 we're all trying to do and the limitation, then I think there's 

 20 value there, and I would -- I would support some gradual 

 21 transition in that direction, how will we set it up.  

 22 Dignitaries speaking, you know, at the beginning.  Those that 

 23 want to speak to specific projects speaking when the project 

 24 item is presented, and then those that want to speak in general 

 25 about roadway-related issues and corridors-related issues, then 
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  1 they can speak at the call to the audience, which would be 

  2 toward the end.  At least I believe it's at least worthwhile.

  3 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Well, and I -- I guess my 

  4 perspective is I agree that it would be really important for us 

  5 to hear any input on agenda items at the beginning of the 

  6 meeting.  I do like the idea that if you're presenting something 

  7 that is not on the agenda, that it may be more fitting right 

  8 ahead of where we ask for board members that have agenda, future 

  9 agenda items, to be able to then relate the things that have 

 10 been expressed to us and say, gee, maybe this would be a good 

 11 agenda item for the future.

 12 MR. KNIGHT:  Mr. Chair.  

 13 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Yes. 

 14 MR. KNIGHT:  I'd just like to add -- and Board 

 15 Member Elters used the term I was going to use, educational, 

 16 rather than punishment.  Educational on -- for the audience, 

 17 because they do -- when they see no movement, they've got 

 18 nothing left, time and time again, and didn't stay for the whole 

 19 meeting.  So perhaps it would be a good idea.  I know on city 

 20 council, we have the call to the public at the end.  Anybody 

 21 that wants to speak about a particular -- any agenda item, they 

 22 speak during that agenda item.  But remarks that are made that 

 23 are not on agenda items come at the end.  So I -- we're going to 

 24 be here -- we're going to be here from start to finish.  So I -- 

 25 I think it would be educational.  I think maybe the audience 
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  1 could learn something about how much money we don't have and how 

  2 priorities are determined.  So I would be in favor of doing 

  3 something.

  4 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Board Member Thompson.

  5 MR. THOMPSON:  I do support Mr. Stratton's idea 

  6 here.  (Inaudible) different communities (inaudible) so I do 

  7 support (inaudible) and for all the other reasons that were 

  8 commented.

  9 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Board Member Hammond.

 10 MR. HAMMOND:  You know, a -- certainly a 

 11 collateral piece that we should have, whether they speak early 

 12 or late, is a -- well, this is quite user friendly, (inaudible), 

 13 but really, really what we have available, what the need is and 

 14 how we weed out the process.  I mean, I know it's on the website 

 15 somewhere, but is there just a collateral piece when these folks 

 16 speak that we can have here and give it to them so they can 

 17 study at their own leisure?  Otherwise, I think we should 

 18 require them to come to this meeting every year before they can 

 19 speak, because this is really where, you know, we're going to 

 20 peel back the onion on what we've got available and what we can 

 21 do.  But a collateral piece would be a good thing to have, two 

 22 to three pages if it's possible.

 23 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  So Mr. Chairman, unfortunately 

 24 it's been my lot in life to play devil's advocate.  While all 

 25 these are excellent suggestions, the other thing I'd just say to 
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  1 the Board you want to consider as you're mulling this over, the 

  2 public input is extremely important.  You don't want to have a 

  3 chilling effect by setting it in such a way that the public 

  4 feels like it's not worth their time to come and comment.

  5 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Okay.  Any other comments? 

  6 So should we suggest this as a future agenda 

  7 item?

  8 MR. STRATTON:  Mr. Chairman, first of all, I 

  9 appreciate you allowing me to put this on the agenda, and I 

 10 appreciate all the comments.  John, I appreciate you playing 

 11 devil's advocate, because you do well.

 12 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  My mother said I had horns.

 13 MR. STRATTON:  I think I would like to place it 

 14 on an agenda in the future and let us all go back and think 

 15 about all the things that were said here today and have more 

 16 discussion on it, and we'll consider it on an agenda at some 

 17 point in time.

 18 MR. KNIGHT:  Mr. Chair, just to add -- I know on 

 19 our forms that we have at the beginning of the meeting, they are 

 20 divided out.  We have a form for somebody that wants to speak on 

 21 a particular agenda item, and they write that agenda item down.  

 22 Then we have another form if they're just going to speak at call 

 23 to the public.  So it would make it easier for Linda to figure 

 24 out and the Chair.

 25 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Well, in fact, at MAG we have 
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  1 two different colored -- 

  2 MR. KNIGHT:  Yeah, exactly.

  3 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  -- cards.  One for agenda 

  4 items and one for items you just want to speak on.

  5 MR. KNIGHT:  Exactly.

  6 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  (Inaudible.)  

  7 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  (Inaudible.)  

  8 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Yeah.  I mean, I would never 

  9 want to create a lot of work for staff.  I mean, you guys are 

 10 busy, but if you can with, you know, the push of an email button 

 11 ask the question with -- of other organizations like ADOT, maybe 

 12 somebody's already looked at this issue and can come back with 

 13 some feedback rather than try to figure it out in a vacuum.

 14 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  We certainly can do that, 

 15 Mr. Chairman.  But, you know, again, I think as pointed out, it 

 16 comes down to subjectively what's the Board comfortable with, 

 17 you know, and is it different colored cards?  Is it specific 

 18 agenda items?  Are there going to be time limits, different for 

 19 people that want to speak to an agenda item different versus 

 20 just a public comment generally?  So there's some things to mull 

 21 over, but we'll -- we could look at some models and come up with 

 22 some recommendations but see where the Board wants to go.

 23 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Very good.  Thank you.

 24 Okay.  Now we need to have some more excitement, 

 25 so let's bring Kristine Ward back up with Dallas to talk about 
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  1 the Highway Aviation Program and the impact from the government 

  2 shutdown.  

  3 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Dallas, when did you 

  4 (inaudible)?  

  5 MR. HAMMIT:  Yeah.  Yeah.  And Mr. Chairman, I 

  6 think this was basically just in general of impact for the 

  7 department for the government shutdown.  And we can get into 

  8 aviation, but we've had very little impact to our aviation 

  9 program due to the shutdown, but we have in other areas.  

 10 Our transit program basically was put on hold.  

 11 Our staff members, we reassigned to other duties.  Outside of 

 12 staff and providers were not able to request -- or they could 

 13 request.  We were unable to pay them reimbursements for their 

 14 transit services.  Now that we are back up and going, we are 

 15 working very diligently.  We're encouraging them to submit their 

 16 invoices so in case we do get another shutdown in three weeks, 

 17 they're paid up-to-date.

 18 One of the things that we didn't see immediately 

 19 happening is our federal highway partners were able to continue 

 20 working, but our program, especially our NEPA process, relies on 

 21 multiple federal partners, the Bureau of Land Management, The 

 22 Forest Service.  A lot of them were on -- were not able to work 

 23 during this time.  And as we go through our NEPA process, they 

 24 were not able to comment on projects.  So it delayed some NEPA 

 25 approvals.  

87

Page 99 of 211



  1 And one that I found out last week, we have a 

  2 state historic preservation office that it goes through, but we 

  3 also have to send it to a national historic preservation.  They 

  4 don't have to act on it, but because they were shut down, it 

  5 couldn't be posted to their website.  So even though there was 

  6 no action required, we couldn't get it posted.  That clearance 

  7 could not happen.  

  8 One thing that happened that probably a lot of 

  9 you saw is our I-11 public meetings.  They were delayed.  We 

 10 could not post the I-11 documents on the National Register, in 

 11 addition to our partners through other federal agencies weren't 

 12 working, so they weren't able to comment.  

 13 So those have been the impacts.  We're hoping 

 14 that we can make up ground.  One good thing with some of our 

 15 federal partners, BLM and The Forest Service, we have imbedded 

 16 staff that we paid for.  They worked through the shutdown.  

 17 They're federal employees, but we use our program funds.  But 

 18 their boss wasn't there to sign off on it.  So a lot of the 

 19 legwork was done, but now their supervisor will have to get 

 20 through the cube of documents and approve.  But hopefully, it 

 21 won't take us long, because at least those liaisons continued 

 22 working through that month shutdown.  

 23 And I don't know if Kristine has anything else on 

 24 financial.

 25 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Kristine, did he handle that 
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  1 okay?  

  2 UNIDENTIFIED BOARD MEMBER:  Yeah.  Dallas, I had 

  3 one question.

  4 MR. HAMMIT:  Yes.

  5 UNIDENTIFIED BOARD MEMBER:  Are you aware of any 

  6 local government transit programs that had to shut down?  

  7 MR. HAMMIT:  I am not.  Greg probably could speak 

  8 to it.  We did get -- I know of one who definitely was in 

  9 financial hardship, (inaudible), we get information, but I 

 10 didn't hear that they shut down.

 11 MR. BYRES:  We were able to take and get as many 

 12 reimbursements done before the shutdown as possible.  So most 

 13 everybody -- most all of the different subrecipients either bill 

 14 on a monthly basis or a quarterly basis.  So several of them 

 15 that are on the quarterly basis didn't even have an invoice 

 16 coming in.  So they were fine.  They were operating on their own 

 17 money.  The ones that operate on a monthly basis, they were hurt 

 18 to the extent that they didn't get an immediate reimbursement, 

 19 which is why we are working diligently to get them reimbursed 

 20 now, so...

 21 UNIDENTIFIED BOARD MEMBER:  I'd like to commend 

 22 staff for all they did for everybody during the shutdown.

 23 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  So Mr. Chairman, on the aviation 

 24 issue, I ran into Mr. Arlando Teller, who's now Representative 

 25 Arlando Teller, at the Legislature the other day.  
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  1 Kristine, does he have a bill on the Aviation 

  2 Fund?  Are you familiar with it?  Can you -- there is a piece of 

  3 legislation, I believe, he's introduced that might be of 

  4 interest to the Board.

  5 MS. WARD:  Excuse me.  Mr. Chairman, Director 

  6 Halikowski, we're talking about the $65 million -- 

  7 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  Yes.

  8 MS. WARD:  -- where they are proposing influxing 

  9 $65 million into the Aviation Fund from the General Fund.  It is 

 10 probably -- while I'm not abundantly familiar with the bill, 

 11 it's probably associated with the fund has undergone a series 

 12 over a number of years of sweeps where excess dollars -- well, 

 13 supposedly excess dollars were removed out of the fund and 

 14 transferred into the General Fund.  The most recent one being a 

 15 couple years ago for about $15 million was one of the items that 

 16 impacted the deferred payments.  Not entirely, but it was one of 

 17 the major factors impacting us having to defer payments to the 

 18 airports.

 19 Anything further, sir?  

 20 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Any other questions?  

 21 Comments?  All right.  

 22 MR. THOMPSON:  Chairman, I do know -- board 

 23 members, the audience, I do know that the federal shutdown has 

 24 really impacted the Bureau of Indian Affairs transportation.  

 25 And just at that time the shutdown happened, we have a quite a 
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  1 big weather out there, and the Navajo Nation (inaudible) County 

  2 had to struggle in keeping a lot of these roads open, but the 

  3 Bureau of Indian Affairs was certainly impacted.  Thank you.

  4 MR. ELTERS:  Mr. Chairman, just -- I have this 

  5 urge to ask the question, and that is and -- as we discuss 

  6 revenue shortfalls and challenges and such and look back, 

  7 recognizing that we -- we as a state economy are doing well, and 

  8 we have some surplus, which is wonderful.  A lot of people 

  9 worked hard to get there and deserve a lot of credit.  

 10 My question is looking back on -- over the years 

 11 when we had surplus, there were some moves, steps taken to 

 12 support the -- how we use the revenue fund by transferring money 

 13 from the General Fund to transportation, and called it STAN one 

 14 and two, and I think STAN stood for State Transportation 

 15 Acceleration Network or something along those lines.  Are there 

 16 -- is anyone hearing of any discussion or are there any thoughts 

 17 about maybe using a few dollars from the surplus to put into 

 18 transportation?

 19 MR. HALIKOWSKI:  A little bit of history.  I was 

 20 working at the Legislature when Chairman Biggs proposed that 

 21 idea.  I said, "What do you want to call the fund?"  And he 

 22 said, "Draft it and call it anything you want."  So my son had 

 23 just been born, Stanley.  So I named it the Stan (inaudible), 

 24 which is how it became the Statewide Transportation Acceleration 

 25 Needs.  
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  1 Right now I haven't heard anything, Mr. Chairman, 

  2 Mr. Elters.  That doesn't mean that there may not be in the 

  3 future, even if a bill's not introduced, some movement to infuse 

  4 General Fund, as we saw during those days with the STAN fund, I 

  5 think as we saw on 189 to accelerate it also.  So it's not out 

  6 of the question that someone may propose something like that in 

  7 a budget.  Just haven't seen anything yet.

  8 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Okay.  Moving on to our final 

  9 agenda item, Item Four.  Mr. Randy Everett will give us an 

 10 overview of traffic control strategies for the Renaissance 

 11 Festival on US-60.

 12 MR. EVERETT:  Does that have a pointer?  

 13 Good morning, Chairman Sellers, members of the 

 14 Board.  I was asked to give a brief -- no, just kidding around 

 15 -- but brief presentation on the Renaissance Festival.  So I 

 16 will do that this morning, give you a little bit of information.  

 17 So Tony Abbo has put this presentation together for us.  I 

 18 really just spit it out.  There's a lot of good information that 

 19 we've been doing with the Arizona Renaissance Festival over the 

 20 last several years.  

 21 There has been a long backup problem out there on 

 22 Route 60, and we've really been monitoring it over the last 

 23 couple years.  So I want to walk you through what we've been 

 24 doing and where we're going with this in a very short time 

 25 period here.  
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  1 So a little background.  I think this might bore 

  2 Board Member Stratton, but I'm going to give everybody -- for 

  3 the edification of the group, I want to give you a little bit of 

  4 background on what's going out on there.  Renaissance Festival, 

  5 been going on -- it's on U.S. Route 60, the vicinity of about 

  6 Milepost 205, which we'll look at in a second.  First event held 

  7 back in 1989.  They have about 275 to 300,000 people every year 

  8 go to this event.  It's over a six-week period, 17 regular event 

  9 dates, and then two school programs during the week.  

 10 About mid February is when it starts.  It ends in 

 11 early April each year.  Hours are about 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.  

 12 Opens at 9:00, 9:15 in the morning.  President's Day has 

 13 happened.  So then there's a school event that we talked about, 

 14 and it only happens on weekends except for that school event.  

 15 So this is where it is.  It's way out there on Route 60.  It's 

 16 approximately 5,000 feet past Peralta Road is where this is 

 17 located.

 18  So there are two gates to the facility itself, 

 19 Gate A and Gate B, and that will be important in just a second.  

 20 So we coordinate just like we do with every major 

 21 event.  We coordinate with both the Renaissance Festival, the 

 22 organizer on something like this, and then obviously also with 

 23 our DPS, our officers out there.  

 24 Challenges.  So this is what's happened, and this 

 25 is kind of why I think it's been brought to you as a board.  
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  1 There's only one access site, and that's from US-60.  Most of 

  2 the traffic comes from the west, from Phoenix.  There's a huge 

  3 influx into the area about from about maybe 10:00 to 12:00, 

  4 mostly in that 10:00 to 10:30, 11 o'clock range.  And then, of 

  5 course, that reverses in the morning.  And why -- or in the 

  6 afternoon.  

  7 And why weather is important here is because if 

  8 it does rain out there, what happens is everything goes to the 

  9 following weekend.  So it gets really busy when it does rain.  

 10 Parking is the obvious issue we've got, because we've got to get 

 11 people in and out out there.  And I don't want to say "we have 

 12 to."  The Renaissance Festival has to do that.  

 13 There are other events that now are coming.  

 14 There's a lot more push out to the east side from the west side 

 15 now.  So there's a lot more coming out there.  And then there is 

 16 signalization in the area where the freeway ends and the 

 17 festival grounds begin, and that's what we're going to talk 

 18 about here in a second.  

 19 So here's the challenges.  People don't 

 20 necessarily read the signs.  We tried a few things last year, 

 21 and that was a bit of a challenge.  So as meetings have 

 22 happened, we -- this is what we do, and this is what we do with 

 23 any major event in Central District.  We have a pre-event 

 24 meeting.  We do inspections during all the time that the event 

 25 is happening out there.  We always have a post-event, what went 
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  1 right, what went wrong, moving on to the next year, and then we 

  2 meet with any groups that may want to meet with us -- this being 

  3 one, obviously, when we have some either reservations or some 

  4 concerns or even some questions about what's happening out 

  5 there.

  6 So here's what happened.  In 2018, there were 

  7 quite a bit of backups out there.  In fact, there was about an 

  8 11-mile backup about two years ago, and I think this is why it

  9 came to such an attention, because there had to be something 

 10 done.  So we did a few things.  And again, I keep saying "we," 

 11 but the Renaissance Festival does this, and then what we do is 

 12 we oversee it to make sure it's done according to what we wanted 

 13 done.

 14 So this may seem like a small thing, but the 

 15 radius was expanded last year at the beginning of 2018, before 

 16 this event, and what it did is it made for a much easier turn 

 17 into the event.  And although, like I say, it sounds small, that 

 18 really made a huge difference, because people could get into the 

 19 event much, much faster.

 20 We tried a two-lane gate facility.  So in other 

 21 words, we brought them in with two lanes.  We tried everything 

 22 to make that stick through the year.  We did different 

 23 signalization, different signing, different everything out 

 24 there, and in the long run, people just did not use that left 

 25 lane -- well, the far -- the left lane of the two right.  I 
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  1 don't know why.  We even tried to force them into it and they 

  2 didn't use it.  So it ended up being something where we took it 

  3 off the table at the very end of the year and went back to the 

  4 single lane, and to be honest, it was faster.  I can tell you 

  5 that, right?  I mean, I don't understand people.  It never got 

  6 filled.  We forced people over there, and it never got filled.  

  7 I don't understand.  

  8 The great success story was this, though.  What 

  9 we did is we brought people in through Gate B.  We didn't.  The 

 10 festival people brought people in through Gate B.  And this is 

 11 people coming from the east.  So they're coming west, and what 

 12 used to happen, and I'll show you this in a second, what used to 

 13 happen is they had to go around, and they had to exit or take 

 14 the U-turn where all the people are going into Gate A.  Well, 

 15 that was a mess, and that made things horrible, and that caused 

 16 a lot of the delay.  Now, this Gate B is a little bit east of 

 17 Gate A, and what does now is the eastbound traffic -- I'm 

 18 sorry -- the westbound traffic can duck in right into Gate B.  

 19 That saved an amazing amount of time last year.

 20 So by the way, that Gate B is closed for all 

 21 different times of the year.  We only open it for this occasion, 

 22 this event.

 23 So this is what we showed you.  I showed you last 

 24 year.  This is what the Renaissance festival had done.  So 

 25 essentially what we have now -- I'm going to try to see if -- 
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  1 yeah.  There's a pointer.  So what we have is we have westbound 

  2 -- eastbound traffic that goes like this, and they go into the 

  3 event.  I'm sorry.  Yeah.  You're going to have to turn around.  

  4 I'm sorry.  I can show it up here maybe.  

  5 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  (Inaudible.)  

  6 MR. EVERETT:  All right, then.  I'll show it 

  7 here.  

  8 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  (Inaudible.)  

  9 MR. EVERETT:  It's going to go in here in Gate A.  

 10 That's the westbound traffic.  I'm sorry.  The eastbound traffic 

 11 is going into Gate A, and that's, again, most of the traffic.  

 12 Westbound traffic is going in now through Gate B.  What happened 

 13 is before this happened, this is what was going on the year 

 14 before.  They would come over here, they would take this U-turn 

 15 right here, get in line with the thousands of other people, and 

 16 then go into the event in Gate A.  That was taking the most 

 17 amount of time.  And so we've changed that, and now they go in 

 18 through Gate B.  Whole lot better right now.  So now these 

 19 people in the westbound go in through here in the morning.

 20 In the afternoon, it's very similar.  They're 

 21 just going to come out of Gate A and Gate B.  They can get into 

 22 this lane.  If they need to travel west, then they get in here, 

 23 and they take a U-turn.  And the afternoon hasn't really been a 

 24 problem.  Only time we had a problem last year was when we had a 

 25 marathon going through at the same time, and that did cause a 
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  1 little bit of a delay.

  2 Yes, sir.  Did you see a question?  

  3 MR. STRATTON:  Didn't last year we talk about 

  4 instead of going to the first crossover for the westbound 

  5 traffic, they went down to the second one and then made the 

  6 crossover to go back west?  Because I know the times that I've 

  7 been in this, when they come out Gate B and try and get over to 

  8 the first crossover.

  9 MR. EVERETT:  Yes.

 10 MR. STRATTON:  It really holds up the traffic 

 11 that's going through eastbound. 

 12 MR. EVERETT:  Yes.

 13 MR. STRATTON:  All at once they're trying to get 

 14 over, and it is very difficult for the traffic to blend?

 15 MR. EVERETT:  Yes.  You are correct.

 16 So really, the movement that we're asking people 

 17 to do, and this is what Renaissance Festival has done a pretty 

 18 good job at, is they are -- pretty much anybody westbound has 

 19 been asked to go out Gate A, and then they do get in that lane, 

 20 and then they take that U.  Whereas the Gate B, you're right, 

 21 most of these people don't even have the time to get over there. 

 22 It's a mess if they try to.  So they actually take that right 

 23 and continue straight down into the east.  That is correct.

 24 Okay.  So this is what's important.  And this is 

 25 why I think that we've had some success with this.  This is -- 
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  1 so if you take the signalization that is in the west side, it 

  2 starts about five maybe signals back, and that free flow 

  3 condition -- so if you had no event going on, that's about an 

  4 eight-minute trip through all those signals and then past the 

  5 festival site.  It's about an eight-minute trip if you just had 

  6 nothing out there.  So it does take you some time to get through 

  7 the signalization, but that's -- there are signals out there.  

  8 So you have no choice.

  9 What we found when we did a peak delay time last 

 10 year, and what we did is we took this -- just so you know, we 

 11 took this at a time where it was a sunny day.  It was a very 

 12 crowded day.  It was one of the most crowded days that we had 

 13 out there, and we took these peak delay times.  What we found is 

 14 that our peak delay -- and this is all through all the signals 

 15 and through the event traffic -- this is somebody not entering, 

 16 obviously, the event, but just going straight through -- it took 

 17 them approximately 14 minutes and 15 seconds, 16 seconds.  

 18 So what that tells you is there's about a 

 19 six-and-a-half-minute delay on a pretty bad day.  That to us is 

 20 palatable.  Not great, but palatable.  It's a whole lot better 

 21 than it was before.  We dropped from about an 11-mile backup to 

 22 about a three-mile backup at worst case.  

 23 Here's some images of drones just to see.  This 

 24 is also something we did.  We flew drones out there last year 

 25 just to see what this was all about.  We had a drone time.  So 
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  1 if you can kind of look at from a drone perspective, 9:30 shows 

  2 not a whole lot of traffic even going in there yet.  Then you 

  3 start to see ten o'clock, it starts to pick up.  Up here you can 

  4 actually see that.  Then you've got about 10:45, it picks up a 

  5 little bit more.  This is your real big time, about the 

  6 lunchtime or a little bit before 11:30.  There is a whole lot of 

  7 traffic going into the event at that time.  Now, all of a sudden 

  8 you've got 12:20, and there's really nobody else there.  So same 

  9 kind of thing goes on in the afternoon, is there's that time 

 10 period where it gets heavy, and then it starts to take a little 

 11 bit of a step back.  

 12 Yes, sir.

 13 MR. STRATTON:  Thank you.  First, I want to 

 14 commend you guys.  You really did a great job last year, and it 

 15 did reduce the time significantly by about an hour.

 16 MR. EVERETT:  That's great news.  

 17 MR. STRATTON:  I know I've been stuck on Signal 

 18 Butte Road before trying to get through there, and it took about 

 19 an hour.  So very good job.  

 20 Also heard last year that there was some kickback 

 21 from the Renaissance about working with us on certain things.  

 22 Are they being cooperative this year?  

 23 MR. EVERETT:  Yeah.  This year we didn't ask them 

 24 to do anything more, which we'll talk about in a second.  So -- 

 25 but they are.  They're cooperative.  I think that their point is 
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  1 we've been here many, many years, and this has been a great 

  2 event for the community, and therefore we should be able to, you 

  3 know, continue to do what we're doing.  But we've got to think 

  4 of the traffic, and that's where you come in, we come in, and we 

  5 have to make some of the changes that we did.  So yes, I think 

  6 that they've been mostly cooperative.

  7 MR. STRATTON:  So this will be a work in progress 

  8 again this year as it was last year?

  9 MR. EVERETT:  Yes.  

 10 MR. STRATTON:  Very good.  Thank you. 

 11 MR. EVERETT:  And we're going to talk about that 

 12 in the last couple of sides to see kind of where we're going in 

 13 the future.  So absolutely.

 14 Okay.  So in 2019 -- okay -- this is important.  

 15 So it did reduce the queue time -- the queue lines from about 11 

 16 miles to just under three last year was our maximum backup.  We 

 17 are reducing travel times for that through the event.  It's 

 18 really been, you know, again, about a six-and-a-half-minute 

 19 delay is what we found.  

 20 So this is what we are doing for 2019, Board 

 21 Member Stratton.  This is kind of some of the things that we've 

 22 got put into place.  There are no changes that we are dictating 

 23 this year.  There were a couple ideas that we thought were a 

 24 good idea.  One is splitting the parking.  As you get in, a lot 

 25 of times what they do now is they're just going into one lot, 
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  1 and then when that lot fills up, they go into another.  We asked 

  2 if they could split and go into two different lots.  But that's 

  3 not our business, unfortunately, at this point in time.  So we 

  4 couldn't really dictate that.  We didn't want to do that, but I 

  5 think that they're going to mull that over and see if that makes 

  6 sense for next year, depending on what we find this year.

  7 We are going to continue to collect data.  So 

  8 what we're doing is we're collecting hourly volumes for four of 

  9 the weekends and then at least two or three times we are going 

 10 to collect that same backup data, that delay data, which I think 

 11 gives us a good understanding if things are getting worse, if 

 12 they're staying the same, if they're getting better.  

 13 And then what we'll do is we will look at the 

 14 performance of the plan and it will be reviewed in 2019 after 

 15 this event.  So in April, May, we have a meeting with them and 

 16 say, "How did it go?"  And then we look at what will happen in 

 17 the next year, and we'll take it from there.  

 18 So that's where we're at.  Questions?

 19 MR. STRATTON:  Just one, Mr. Chairman.  Randy, is 

 20 it possible as you're collecting the hourly data, whether it's 

 21 now or in the future, if I'm interested in going to the 

 22 festival, is there a place I could go look up the current wait 

 23 time to get in, current backup?

 24 MR. EVERETT:  You know, that -- it's an 

 25 interesting point.  It was one that was suggested.  I think that 
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  1 it was suggested by a -- some of the mayors out there, and so we 

  2 asked them for that.  I think that there is -- on their website 

  3 they have information.  I don't know if it goes to that level, 

  4 John, but I do know that they are looking at -- like they open 

  5 the parking lots earlier, and they let people know that on their 

  6 website, at least that that was the plan.  So there are a few 

  7 things that they're doing, and they're encouraging people to 

  8 come in a little bit earlier for that kind of thing.  Yes.  And 

  9 we'll continue to encourage that kind of thing.

 10 MR. STRATTON:  Thank you.

 11 CHAIRMAN SELLERS:  Any questions from members?

 12 MR. EVERETT:  All right.  Thank you for your 

 13 time.  

 14 (End of recording.)

 15

 16

 17

 18

 19

 20

 21

 22

 23

 24

 25
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–010 
PROJECT: 089 YV 327 HX247 / 089–B(213)T 
HIGHWAY: PRESCOTT – ASH FORK 
SECTION: Road 1 North Intersection 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89 
ENG. DIST.: Northwest 
COUNTY:  Yavapai 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

TO THE HONORABLE ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: 

The Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division has made a 
thorough investigation concerning the establishment and 
improvement of State Route 89 within the above referenced 
project. 

The existing alignment was previously established as a state 
route and state highway, designated U. S. Route 89, by the State 
Highway Commission Resolution of September 09, 1927, entered on 
Page 26 of its Official Minutes, depicted on its Official Map of 
State Routes and State Highways, and incorporated by reference 
therein.  The Resolution dated October 28, 1933, shown on Page 
414 of the Official Minutes, established the location and 
relocation of the Prescott - Ash Fork Highway.  Resolution 62-
20, dated August 22, 1961, established a relocated alignment as 
a state highway; and Resolution 63-14, dated January 31, 1963, 
established additional right of way for widening and 
improvements as a state highway, which was thereafter amended by 
Resolution 66-33, dated May 06, 1966, to encompass additional 
relocation and improvements.  Thereafter, Resolution 92-08-A-56, 
by the Arizona State Transportation Board, dated August 21, 
1992, renumbered and redesignated this portion of U. S. Route 89 
as State Route 89. 

New right of way is now needed to be utilized for traffic signal 
installation and other intersection improvements to enhance 
convenience and safety for the traveling public.  Accordingly, 
it is necessary to establish and acquire the new right of way as 
a state route for this improvement project. 

Agenda Item: 3b
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO.  2019–03–A–010 
PROJECT: 089 YV 327 HX247 / 089–B(213)T 
HIGHWAY: PRESCOTT – ASH FORK 
SECTION: Road 1 North Intersection 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89 
ENG. DIST.: Northwest 
COUNTY:  Yavapai 

The new right of way to be established as a state route and 
acquired for the improvements is depicted in Appendix “A” and 
delineated on maps and plans on file in the office of the State 
Engineer, Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, 
Phoenix, Arizona, entitled:  “Stage IV Design Plans, dated 
December 2018, PRESCOTT – ASH FORK HWY., S. R. 89 at Road 1 North, 
Project 089 YV 327 HX247 / FA–089–B(213)T”. 

In the interest of public safety, necessity and convenience, I 
recommend that the new right of way depicted in Appendix “A” be 
established and improved as a state route, and that prior to 
construction the new right of way shall be established as a 
state highway. 

I further recommend the acquisition of the new right of way, 
pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28-7092 and 28-7094, an 
estate in fee, or such other interest as required, including 
advance, future and early acquisition, access rights, exchanges 
or donations, haul roads, material for construction, and various 
easements in any property necessary for or incidental to the 
improvements, as delineated on said maps and plans.  
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO.  2019–03–A–010 
PROJECT: 089 YV 327 HX247 / 089–B(213)T 
HIGHWAY: PRESCOTT – ASH FORK 
SECTION: Road 1 North Intersection 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89 
ENG. DIST.: Northwest 
COUNTY:  Yavapai 

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28-7046, I recommend the 
adoption of a resolution making this recommendation effective. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JOHN S. HALIKOWSKI, Director 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO.  2019–03–A–010 
PROJECT: 089 YV 327 HX247 / 089–B(213)T 
HIGHWAY: PRESCOTT – ASH FORK 
SECTION: Road 1 North Intersection 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89 
ENG. DIST.: Northwest 
COUNTY:  Yavapai 

RESOLUTION OF ESTABLISHMENT 

JOHN S. HALIKOWSKI, Director of the Arizona Department of 
Transportation, on March 15, 2019, presented and filed with the 
Arizona State Transportation Board his written report under 
Arizona Revised Statutes §  28-7046, recommending the 
establishment and acquisition of new right of way for the 
improvement of State Route 89, as set forth in the above 
referenced project. 

New right of way is now needed to be utilized for traffic signal 
installation and other intersection improvements to enhance 
convenience and safety for the traveling public.  Accordingly, 
it is necessary to establish and acquire the new right of way as 
a state route for this improvement project. 

The new right of way to be established as a state route and 
acquired for this improvement is depicted in Appendix “A” and 
delineated on maps and plans on file in the office of the State 
Engineer, Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, 
Phoenix, Arizona, entitled:  “Stage IV Design Plans, dated 
December 2018, PRESCOTT – ASH FORK HWY., S. R. 89 at Road 1 North, 
Project 089 YV 327 HX247 / FA–089–B(213)T”. 

WHEREAS establishment as a state route, and acquisition of the 
new right of way as an estate in fee, or such other interest as 
required, is necessary for this improvement, with authorization 
pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28-7092 and 28-7094, to 
include advance, future and early acquisition, access rights, 
exchanges or donations, haul roads, material for construction, 
and various easements in any property necessary for or 
incidental to the improvements, as delineated on said maps and 
plans; and 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO.  2019–03–A–010 
PROJECT: 089 YV 327 HX247 / 089–B(213)T 
HIGHWAY: PRESCOTT – ASH FORK 
SECTION: Road 1 North Intersection 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89 
ENG. DIST.: Northwest 
COUNTY:  Yavapai 

WHEREAS because of these premises, this Board finds public 
safety, necessity and convenience require the recommended 
establishment and acquisition of the new right of way needed for 
this improvement; therefore, be it 

RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Director is adopted and 
made part of this resolution; be it further 

RESOLVED that the right of way as depicted in Appendix “A” is 
hereby designated a state route, and that prior to construction 
the new right of way shall be established as a state highway; be 
it further 

RESOLVED that the Director is hereby authorized to acquire by 
lawful means, pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28-7092 and 
28-7094, an estate in fee, or such other interest as required,
to include advance, future and early acquisition, access rights,
exchanges or donations, haul roads, material for construction,
and various easements in any property necessary for or
incidental to the improvements, as delineated on said maps and 
plans; be it further 

RESOLVED that the Director secure an appraisal of the property 
to be acquired and that necessary parties be compensated.  Upon 
failure to acquire said lands by other lawful means, the 
Director is authorized to initiate condemnation proceedings. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–011 
PROJECT: 010 PM 252 H8480 / 010–D(213)S 
HIGHWAY: CASA GRANDE – TUCSON 
SECTION: Ruthrauff Road T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
ENG. DIST.: Southcentral 
COUNTY:  Pima 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

TO THE HONORABLE ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: 

The Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division has made a 
thorough investigation concerning the establishment of new right 
of way as a state route and state highway for the improvement of 
Interstate Route 10 within the above referenced project. 

The existing alignment was first established as a state highway, 
designated State Route 84, by Resolution of the State Highway 
Commission, dated September 09, 1927, on Page 26 of its Official 
Minutes, and depicted on its Official Map of State Routes and 
State Highways, incorporated by reference therein. The 
Resolution of November 03, 1931, on Page 390 of the Minutes, 
established the location and relocation of new right of way as 
the Florence – Tucson State Highway under Federal Aid Project 94. 
Resolutions of June 08, 1945 on Page 70; and September 02, 1947, 
on Page 218 led to its inclusion in the National System of 
Interstate Highways.   A Resolution of October 06, 1950, on Page 
457 of the Minutes established right of way as a state highway 
for relocation and alteration.  Resolution 62-7 of July 14, 1961, 
established additional right of way as a controlled access state 
highway.  This portion of State Route 84 was redesignated as 
Interstate Route 10 by Resolution 65-88 of November 30, 1965. 
Right of way for further improvement was established by State 
Transportation Board Resolution 98-12-A-063 of December 18,  1998; 
Resolution 2010-05-A-41 of May 21,  2010; and Resolution 2010-12-
A-089 of December 17,  2010.  New right of way was established as
a state route for the above referenced project by Resolutions 
2013-04-A-013 of April 12, 2013; 2014–12–A–047 of December 12,
2014; 2018–02–A–008 of February 16, 2018; 2018–05–A–026 of May
18, 2018; and by Resolution 2018–09–A–040 of September 21, 2018. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–011 
PROJECT: 010 PM 252 H8480 / 010–D(213)S 
HIGHWAY: CASA GRANDE – TUCSON 
SECTION: Ruthrauff Road T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
ENG. DIST.: Southcentral 
COUNTY:  Pima 

New right of way is now needed to accommodate design change and 
facilitate the imminent construction phase of the Ruthrauff Road 
Traffic Interchange Improvement Project to enhance convenience 
and safety for the traveling public.  Accordingly, it is 
necessary to establish and acquire the new right of way as a 
state route and state highway, and that access be controlled as 
necessary for this improvement project. 

The new right of way to be established as a state route and 
state highway and acquired for this improvement, to include 
access control as necessary, is depicted in Appendix “A” and 
delineated on maps and plans on file in the office of the State 
Engineer, Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, 
Phoenix, Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plans of the CASA 
GRANDE – TUCSON HIGHWAY, Ruthrauff Road T. I., Project 010 PM 252 
H8480 / 010–D(213)S”. 

In the interest of public safety, necessity and convenience, I 
recommend that the new right of way depicted in Appendix “A” be 
established as a state route and state highway, and that access 
is controlled.  

I recommend the acquisition of the new right of way, pursuant to 
Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28-7092 and 28-7094, as an estate in 
fee, or such other interest as is required, including advance, 
future and early acquisition, access rights, exchanges or 
donations, haul roads, material for construction, and various 
easements in any property necessary for or incidental to the 
improvements, as delineated on said maps and plans. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–011 
PROJECT: 010 PM 252 H8480 / 010–D(213)S 
HIGHWAY: CASA GRANDE – TUCSON 
SECTION: Ruthrauff Road T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
ENG. DIST.: Southcentral 
COUNTY:  Pima 

I further recommend the immediate establishment of existing 
county, town and city roadways into the state highway system as 
a controlled access state route and state highway, which are 
necessary for or incidental to the improvement as delineated on 
said maps and plans, to be effective upon signing of this 
recommendation.  This resolution is considered the conveying 
document for such existing county, town and city roadways; and 
no further conveyance is legally required. 

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28-7046, I recommend the 
adoption of a resolution making this recommendation effective. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JOHN S. HALIKOWSKI, Director 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–011 
PROJECT: 010 PM 252 H8480 / 010–D(213)S 
HIGHWAY: CASA GRANDE – TUCSON 
SECTION: Ruthrauff Road T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
ENG. DIST.: Southcentral 
COUNTY:  Pima 

RESOLUTION OF ESTABLISHMENT 

JOHN S. HALIKOWSKI, Director of the Arizona Department of 
Transportation, on March 15, 2019, presented and filed with the 
Arizona State Transportation Board his written report under 
Arizona Revised Statutes § 28-7046, recommending the 
establishment and acquisition of new right of way as a state 
route and state highway for the improvement of Interstate Route 
10, as set forth in the above referenced project. 

New right of way is now needed to accommodate design change and 
facilitate the imminent construction phase of the Ruthrauff Road 
Traffic Interchange Improvement Project to enhance convenience 
and safety for the traveling public.  Accordingly, it is 
necessary to establish and acquire the new right of way as a 
state route and state highway, and that access is controlled as 
necessary for this improvement project. 

The new right of way to be established as a state route and 
state highway and acquired for this improvement, to include 
access control as necessary, is depicted in Appendix “A” and 
delineated on maps and plans on file in the office of the State 
Engineer, Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, 
Phoenix, Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plans of the CASA 
GRANDE – TUCSON HIGHWAY, Ruthrauff Road T. I., Project 010 PM 252 
H8480 / 010–D(213)S”. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–011 
PROJECT: 010 PM 252 H8480 / 010–D(213)S 
HIGHWAY: CASA GRANDE – TUCSON 
SECTION: Ruthrauff Road T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
ENG. DIST.: Southcentral 
COUNTY:  Pima 

WHEREAS establishment as a state route and state highway, and 
acquisition of the new right of way as an estate in fee, or such 
other interest as required, is necessary for this improvement, 
with authorization pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28-
7092 and 28-7094 to include advance, future and early 
acquisition, access rights, exchanges or donations, haul roads, 
material for construction, and various easements in any property 
necessary for or incidental to the improvements, as delineated 
on said maps and plans; and 

WHEREAS because of these premises, this Board finds public 
safety, necessity and convenience require the recommended 
establishment and acquisition of the new right of way as a state 
route and state highway needed for this improvement and that 
access to the highway be controlled as delineated on the maps 
and plans; and 

WHEREAS the existing county, town or city roadways, as 
delineated on said maps and plans, are hereby established as a 
state route and state highway by this resolution action; and 
this resolution is considered the conveying document for such 
existing county, town and city roadways; and no further 
conveyance is legally required; therefore, be it 

RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Director is adopted and 
made part of this resolution; be it further 

RESOLVED that the right of way depicted in Appendix “A” is 
hereby designated a state route and state highway, to include 
any existing county, town or city roadways, and that ingress and 
egress to and from the highway and to and from abutting, 
adjacent, or other lands be denied, controlled or regulated as 
delineated on said maps and plans. Where no access is shown, 
none will be allowed to exist; be it further 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–011 
PROJECT: 010 PM 252 H8480 / 010–D(213)S 
HIGHWAY: CASA GRANDE – TUCSON 
SECTION: Ruthrauff Road T. I. 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
ENG. DIST.: Southcentral 
COUNTY:  Pima 

RESOLVED that the Director is hereby authorized to acquire by 
lawful means, pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28-7092 and 
28-7094, an estate in fee, or such other interest as is
required, to include advance, future and early acquisition, 
access rights, exchanges or donations, haul roads, material for 
construction, and various easements in any property necessary 
for or incidental to the improvements, as delineated on said 
maps and plans; be it further 

RESOLVED that written notice be provided to the County Board of 
Supervisors in accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes § 28-
7043, and to the affected governmental jurisdictions for whose 
local existing roadways are being immediately established as a 
state route and state highway herein; and that this resolution 
is the conveying document for such existing county, town and 
city roadways; and no further conveyance is legally required; be 
it further  

RESOLVED that the Director secure an appraisal of the property 
to be acquired, including access rights, and that necessary 
parties be compensated – with the exception of any existing 
county, town or city roadways being immediately established 
herein as a state route and state highway.  Upon failure to 
acquire said lands by other lawful means, the Director is 
authorized to initiate condemnation proceedings. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–012 
PROJECTS: 010  MA  151  H7441  01R; 010  MA  149  H8768 / 010–(213)S; 

and 010 MA 155 F0072  
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CASA GRANDE 
SECTION: I–17 Split – S. R. 202L  (Santan / S M F) 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
ENG. DIST.: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

TO THE HONORABLE ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: 

The Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division has made a 
thorough investigation concerning the establishment and 
improvement of Interstate Route 10 within the above referenced 
projects. 

The existing alignment was recommended for inclusion within the 
National System of Interstate Highways as a preliminary east-
west corridor by Resolution of the Arizona State Highway 
Commission dated June 08, 1945, shown on Page 70 of its Official 
Minutes.  The Resolution of May 02, 1957, shown on Page 155 of 
the Official Minutes declared interstate highways throughout 
Arizona to be controlled access highways.  The segment running 
between Broadway Road and Southern Avenue was established as a 
controlled access state highway in Resolution 61-78 of November 
15, 1960, under Project I-10-3.  Additional right of way for 
redesign of the project was established as a controlled access 
state highway by Resolution 62-72 of January 26, 1962.  Further 
improvements were added as a controlled access state highway by 
Resolution 63-74 of November 22, 1963 for Project I-10-3(22)152.  
Over the years, additional rights of way have been established 
as a controlled access state route and state highway along this 
segment of Interstate Route 10 by various Resolutions of the 
State Highway Commission, and thereafter, the Arizona State 
Transportation Board, which include numerous recent advance 
acquisitions for the above referenced improvement projects. The 
Maricopa TI – SR 202L Section of the Phoenix – Casa Grande Highway 
was established as a controlled access state route by Resolution 
2016–04–A–021 of April 15, 2016, under Project 010 MA 149 H8768. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–012 
PROJECTS: 010  MA  151  H7441  01R; 010  MA  149  H8768 / 010–(213)S; 

and 010 MA 155 F0072  
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CASA GRANDE 
SECTION: I–17 Split – S. R. 202L  (Santan / S M F) 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
ENG. DIST.: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 

New right of way is now needed to be utilized for future 
widening and related improvements to increase capacity, reduce 
congestion and enhance convenience and safety for the traveling 
public.  Accordingly, it is necessary to establish and acquire 
the new right of way as a state route, and that access is 
controlled as necessary for this improvement project. 

The new right of way to be established as a state route and 
acquired for this improvement, including access control as 
necessary, is depicted in Appendix “A” and delineated on maps 
and plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plans of the PHOENIX – CASA 
GRANDE HIGHWAY, Salt River – Baseline Rd., Project 010 MA 151 
H7441 01R”; an those entitled:  “Right of Way Plans of the 
PHOENIX – CASA GRANDE HIGHWAY, Interstate 17 (Maricopa T. I.) to 
S. R. 202L, Project 010 MA 149 H8768 / 010–C(213)S”; both of 
which are scheduled to be incorporated into a new plan set to be 
entitled:  “Right of Way Plans of the PHOENIX – CASA GRANDE 
HIGHWAY, I–17 Split – S. R. 202L (Santan / S M F), Project 010 MA 
155 F0072”. 

In the interest of public safety, necessity and convenience, I 
recommend that the new right of way depicted in Appendix “A” be 
established and improved as a state route, that access be 
controlled, and that the new right of way shall be established 
as a state highway prior to construction. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–012 
PROJECTS: 010  MA  151  H7441  01R; 010  MA  149  H8768 / 010–(213)S; 

and 010 MA 155 F0072  
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CASA GRANDE 
SECTION: I–17 Split – S. R. 202L  (Santan / S M F) 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
ENG. DIST.: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 

I further recommend the acquisition of the new right of way 
pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §§  28-7092 and 28-7094, an 
estate in fee, or such other interest as required, including 
advance, future and early acquisition, access rights, exchanges 
or donations, haul roads, material for construction, and various 
easements in any property necessary for or incidental to the 
improvements, as delineated on said maps and plans. 

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §  28-7046, I recommend the 
adoption of a resolution making this recommendation effective. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JOHN S. HALIKOWSKI, Director 
Arizona Department of Transportation 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–012 
PROJECTS: 010  MA  151  H7441  01R; 010  MA  149  H8768 / 010–(213)S; 

and 010  MA  155  F0072  
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CASA GRANDE 
SECTION: I–17 Split – S. R. 202L  (Santan / S M F) 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
ENG. DIST.: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 

RESOLUTION OF ESTABLISHMENT 

JOHN S. HALIKOWSKI, Director of the Arizona Department of 
Transportation, on March 15, 2019, presented and filed with the 
Arizona State Transportation Board his written report under 
Arizona Revised Statutes §  28-7046, recommending the 
establishment and acquisition of new right of way for the 
improvement of Interstate Route 10, as set forth in the above 
referenced projects. 

New right of way is now needed to be utilized for future 
widening and related improvements to increase capacity, reduce 
congestion and enhance convenience and safety for the traveling 
public.  Accordingly, it is necessary to establish and acquire 
the new right of way as a state route, and that access is 
controlled as necessary for this improvement project. 

The new right of way to be established as a state route and 
acquired for this improvement, to include access control as 
necessary, is depicted in Appendix “A” and delineated on maps 
and plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plans of the PHOENIX – CASA 
GRANDE HIGHWAY, Salt River – Baseline Rd., Project 010 MA 151 
H7441 01R”; an those entitled:  “Right of Way Plans of the 
PHOENIX – CASA GRANDE HIGHWAY, Interstate 17 (Maricopa T. I.) to 
S. R. 202L, Project 010 MA 149 H8768 / 010–C(213)S”; both of 
which are scheduled to be incorporated into new plan set to be 
entitled:  “Right of Way Plans of the PHOENIX – CASA GRANDE 
HIGHWAY, I–17 Split – S. R. 202L (Santan / S M F), Project 010 MA 
155 F0072”. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–012 
PROJECTS: 010  MA  151  H7441  01R; 010  MA  149  H8768 / 010–(213)S; 

and 010 MA 155 F0072  
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CASA GRANDE 
SECTION: I–17 Split – S. R. 202L  (Santan / S M F) 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
ENG. DIST.: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 

WHEREAS establishment as a state route, and acquisition of the 
new right of way as an estate in fee, or such other interest as 
required, is necessary for this improvement, with authorization 
pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §§  28-7092 and 28-7094 to 
include advance, future and early acquisition, access rights, 
exchanges or donations, haul roads, material for construction, 
and various easements in any property necessary for or 
incidental to the improvements, as delineated on said maps and 
plans; and 

WHEREAS because of these premises, this Board finds public 
safety, necessity and convenience require the recommended 
establishment and acquisition of the new right of way needed for 
this improvement, and that access to the highway be controlled 
as delineated on the maps and plans; therefore, be it 

RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Director is adopted and 
made part of this resolution; be it further 

RESOLVED that the new right of way as depicted in Appendix “A” 
is hereby designated a controlled access state route, that the 
new right of way shall be established as a state highway prior 
to construction, and that ingress and egress to and from the 
highway and to and from abutting, adjacent, or other lands be 
denied, controlled or regulated as indicated by the maps and 
plans.  Where no access is shown, none will be allowed to exist; 
be it further 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–012 
PROJECTS: 010  MA  151  H7441  01R; 010  MA  149  H8768 / 010–(213)S; 

and 010 MA 155 F0072  
HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – CASA GRANDE 
SECTION: I–17 Split – S. R. 202L  (Santan / S M F) 
ROUTE NO.: Interstate Route 10 
ENG. DIST.: Central 
COUNTY:  Maricopa 

RESOLVED that the Director is hereby authorized to acquire by 
lawful means pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §§  28-7092 and 
28-7094, an estate in fee, or such other interest as required,
to include advance, future and early acquisition, access rights,
exchanges or donations, haul roads, material for construction,
and various easements in any property necessary for or
incidental to the improvements, as delineated on said maps and 
plans; be it further 

RESOLVED that the Director secure an appraisal of the property 
to be acquired and that necessary parties be compensated.  Upon 
failure to acquire said lands by other lawful means, the 
Director is authorized to initiate condemnation proceedings. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–013 
ROJECT: 024 MA 001 H8915 / 024–A(200)T 
HIGHWAY: GATEWAY FREEWAY 
SECTION: Ellsworth Road – Ironwood Road 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 24 
ENG. DIST.: Central 
COUNTIES:  Maricopa and Pinal 
PARCELS:  7–12085, 7–12105, 7–12106, 7–12107, and 11–1085 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

TO THE HONORABLE ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: 

The Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division has made a 
thorough investigation concerning the establishment, approval 
and adoption of a State Route Plan for State Route 24, and the 
advance acquisition of land within the above referenced project 
024 MA 001 H8915 / 024–A(200)T; improvements are planned and 
this project is included in the Department's Five Year 
Construction Program. 

The areas of establishment, the location of the State Route 
Plan, and the land to be acquired by advance acquisition are 
depicted in Appendix “A”, and delineated on right of way maps 
and plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, under the above Project. 

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §  28-7094, it has been 
determined that a reasonable need exists for the land depicted 
in Appendix “A” and that said land should be acquired by advance 
acquisition to accommodate construction bid dates. 

Accordingly, I recommend that the land depicted in Appendix “A” 
be established as a state route, and approved and adopted as a 
State Route Plan, and that advance acquisition of the land be 
authorized. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 
 
 
 

March 15, 2019 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2019–03–A–013 
ROJECT: 024 MA 001 H8915 / 024–A(200)T 
HIGHWAY: GATEWAY FREEWAY 
SECTION: Ellsworth Road – Ironwood Road 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 24 
ENG. DIST.: Central 
COUNTIES:  Maricopa and Pinal 
PARCELS:  7–12085, 7–12105, 7–12106, 7–12107, and 11–1085 

 

 
 
 
In the interest of public safety, necessity, and convenience, 
and pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §  28-7046, I recommend 
the adoption of a Resolution making this recommendation 
effective. 
 
 
  Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  JOHN S. HALIKOWSKI, Director 
  Arizona Department of Transportation 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–013 
ROJECT: 024 MA 001 H8915 / 024–A(200)T 
HIGHWAY: GATEWAY FREEWAY 
SECTION: Ellsworth Road – Ironwood Road 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 24 
ENG. DIST.: Central 
COUNTIES:  Maricopa and Pinal 
PARCELS:  7–12085, 7–12105, 7–12106, 7–12107, and 11–1085 

RESOLUTION OF ESTABLISHMENT 

JOHN S. HALIKOWSKI, Director of the Arizona Department of 
Transportation, on March 15, 2019, presented and filed with the 
Arizona State Transportation Board his written report 
recommending the establishment and the approval and adoption of 
a State Route Plan for State Route 24, and the advance 
acquisition of land within the above referenced project. 

The areas of establishment, the location of the State Route Plan 
and the land to be acquired by advance acquisition are depicted 
in Appendix “A” and delineated on those certain Advance 
Acquisition Detail Sheets, dated January 28, 2019, depicting the 
above referenced parcels, on file in the office of the State 
Engineer, Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, 
Phoenix, Arizona, under the above project. 

Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes §  28-7094, it has been 
determined that a reasonable need exists for the land depicted 
in Appendix “A” and that said land should be acquired by advance 
acquisition to accommodate construction bid dates. 

Accordingly, it is recommended that the land depicted in 
Appendix “A” be established as a state route, and approved and 
adopted as a State Route Plan, and that advance acquisition of 
the land be authorized. 

WHEREAS public transportation improvements are planned for the 
existing alignment, and the above referenced project is included 
in the Five Year Construction Program; and  
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–013 
ROJECT: 024 MA 001 H8915 / 024–A(200)T 
HIGHWAY: GATEWAY FREEWAY 
SECTION: Ellsworth Road – Ironwood Road 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 24 
ENG. DIST.: Central 
COUNTIES:  Maricopa and Pinal 
PARCELS:  7–12085, 7–12105, 7–12106, 7–12107, and 11–1085 

WHEREAS it has been determined that a reasonable need exists for 
the above referenced land, and that advance acquisition would 
forestall development, resulting in a substantial savings to the 
State, and ensure critical construction bid dates are met; and 

WHEREAS the areas depicted in Appendix “A” should be established 
as a state route and adopted and approved as part of the State 
Route Plan for State Route 24; and 

WHEREAS because of these premises, this Board finds public 
safety, necessity, and convenience require the recommended 
establishment and the approval and adoption of the portion of 
the State Route Plan, and advance acquisition of the land needed 
for this improvement; therefore, be it  

RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Director is adopted and 
made a part of this Resolution; be it further 

RESOLVED that the areas depicted in Appendix “A” is hereby 
established as a state route and designated State Route 24; be 
it further 

RESOLVED that the State Route Plan for the location of State 
Route 24 as depicted in Appendix “A” is hereby approved and 
adopted; be it further 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–013 
ROJECT: 024 MA 001 H8915 / 024–A(200)T 
HIGHWAY: GATEWAY FREEWAY 
SECTION: Ellsworth Road – Ironwood Road 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 24 
ENG. DIST.: Central 
COUNTIES:  Maricopa and Pinal 
PARCELS:  7–12085, 7–12105, 7–12106, 7–12107, and 11–1085 

RESOLVED that the Director is hereby authorized to proceed with 
advance acquisition to acquire by lawful means, including 
exchanges, an estate in fee, or such other interest as required, 
and the appropriate rights of access needed for the land 
depicted in Appendix “A”, including material for construction 
and haul roads, in accordance with Arizona Revised Statutes § 28-
7094; be it further 

RESOLVED that the Director secure an appraisal of the land to be 
acquired, and that necessary parties be compensated. Upon 
failure to acquire said lands by other lawful means, the 
Director is authorized to initiate condemnation proceedings. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–014 
PROJECT: 089A CN 402 H8399 / A89–B(211)T 
HIGHWAY: SOUTH MILTON ROAD, FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: Plaza Way Intersection 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
ENG. DIST.: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 
DISPOSAL:  D – NC – 007 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

TO THE HONORABLE ARIZONA STATE TRANSPORTATION BOARD: 

The Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division has made a 
thorough investigation concerning the abandonment of certain 
right of way acquired for the improvement of State Route 89A 
within the above referenced project. 

The right of way to be abandoned was previously established as a 
state route, designated State Route 79, by Resolution of the 
Arizona State Highway Commission, dated September 09, 1927, 
entered on Page 26 of its Official Minutes, and depicted on its 
Official Map of State Routes and State Highways, incorporated by 
reference therein; and was subsequently designated a state 
highway by the Resolutions dated May 23, and June 18 of 1934, on 
Pages 625 and 692, respectively, of the Official Minutes. 
Alternate U. S. Route 89 was removed from the Federal-Aid Primary 
System, and placed on the State Federal-Aid Secondary System in 
the Resolution dated September 10, 1954, on Page 68 of the 
Commission’s Official Minutes.  Resolution 64–40, dated April 
14, 1964, extended State Route 79 over a portion of U. S. Route 
89A running North into the City of Flagstaff; the combined, 
overlapping right of way was established as a state route and 
state highway.  Thereafter, both the U. S. Route 89A and State 
Route 79 designations were eliminated and renumbered, and the 
highway was redesignated as State Route 89A by Transportation 
Board Resolution 93–02–A–08 of March 19, 1993.  Resolution 2017–
03–A–013 of March 17, 2017, established new right of way as a 
state route for the above referenced project; and to accommodate 
design change, Resolution 2017-11-A-061, dated November 17, 2017 
established new right of way as a state route and state highway. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–014 
PROJECT: 089A CN 402 H8399 / A89–B(211)T 
HIGHWAY: SOUTH MILTON ROAD, FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: Plaza Way Intersection 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
ENG. DIST.: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 
DISPOSAL:  D – NC – 007 

The right of way to be abandoned is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes.  The City of Flagstaff has agreed to 
accept jurisdiction, ownership and maintenance responsibilities 
of the right of way in accordance with Intergovernmental 
Agreement No. 17–0006451, dated November 30, 2017. 

Accordingly, I recommend that the State’s interest in the right 
of way be abandoned, as depicted in the attached Appendix “A” 
and on the maps and plans of the above referenced project. 

The right of way to be abandoned is delineated on the maps and 
plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plans of the SOUTH MILTON 
ROAD, FLAGSTAFF, Plaza Way Intersection, Project 089A CN 402 
H8399 / A89–B(211)T”, and is shown in Appendix “A” attached 
hereto. 

I further recommend that the right of way depicted in Appendix 
“A” be removed from the State Highway System and abandoned to 
the City of Flagstaff, in accordance with that certain 
Intergovernmental Agreement No. 17–0006451, dated November 30, 
2017, and as provided in Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28-7207 and 
28-7209; subject to the retention of all existing facilities and
structures of the State Transportation System, if any; and
subject to the reservation of a perpetual easement for ingress,
egress and maintenance of said facilities and structures, 
including, but not limited to: drainage, signage, utilities,
landscaping, access control, and any and all appurtenances 
thereto, which shall remain intact and under control of the 
Arizona Department of Transportation, as depicted in the
attached Appendix “A” and on the maps and plans of the above
referenced project. 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 
 
 
 

March 15, 2019 
 
 
 
RES. NO. 2019–03–A–014 
PROJECT: 089A CN 402 H8399 / A89–B(211)T 
HIGHWAY: SOUTH MILTON ROAD, FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: Plaza Way Intersection 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
ENG. DIST.: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 
DISPOSAL:  D – NC – 007 

 

 
 
 
All other rights of way, easements and appurtenances thereto, 
subject to the provisions of Arizona Revised Statutes § 28-7210, 
shall continue as they existed prior to the disposal of the 
right of way depicted in Appendix “A”. 
 
The abandonment becomes effective upon recordation in the Office 
of the County Recorder in accordance with Arizona Revised 
Statutes § 28-7213. 
 
This resolution is considered the conveying document for the 
right of way to be abandoned.  No further conveyance is legally 
required. 
 
Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes § 28-7046, I recommend that 
the Arizona State Transportation Board adopt a resolution making 
this recommendation effective. 
 
 
  Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  JOHN S. HALIKOWSKI, Director 
  Arizona Department of Transportation 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–014 
PROJECT: 089A CN 402 H8399 / A89–B(211)T 
HIGHWAY: SOUTH MILTON ROAD, FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: Plaza Way Intersection 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
ENG. DIST.: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 
DISPOSAL:  D – NC – 007 

RESOLUTION OF ABANDONMENT 

JOHN S. HALIKOWSKI, Director of the Arizona Department of 
Transportation, on March 15, 2019, presented and filed with the 
Arizona State Transportation Board his written report under 
Arizona Revised Statutes § 28-7046, recommending the abandonment 
of certain right of way to the City of Flagstaff within the 
above referenced project. 

The right of way to be abandoned is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes.  The City of Flagstaff has agreed to 
accept jurisdiction, ownership and maintenance responsibilities 
of the right of way in accordance with Intergovernmental 
Agreement No. 17–0006451, dated November 30, 2017.  Accordingly, 
it is recommended that the State’s interest in the right of way 
be abandoned. 

The right of way to be abandoned is delineated on the maps and 
plans on file in the office of the State Engineer, 
Infrastructure Delivery and Operations Division, Phoenix, 
Arizona, entitled:  “Right of Way Plans of the SOUTH MILTON 
ROAD, FLAGSTAFF, Plaza Way Intersection, Project 089A CN 402 
H8399 / A89–B(211)T”, and is shown in Appendix “A” attached 
hereto. 

WHEREAS said right of way is no longer needed for state 
transportation purposes; and 

WHEREAS the City of Flagstaff has agreed to accept jurisdiction, 
ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the right of way 
in accordance with that certain Intergovernmental Agreement No. 
17–0006451, dated November 30, 2017; and 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–014 
PROJECT: 089A CN 402 H8399 / A89–B(211)T 
HIGHWAY: SOUTH MILTON ROAD, FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: Plaza Way Intersection 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
ENG. DIST.: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 
DISPOSAL:  D – NC – 007 

WHEREAS for the convenience and safety of the traveling public, 
it is necessary that within the area of abandonment, the State 
of Arizona, acting by and through its Department of 
Transportation, shall retain all currently existing facilities 
and structures of the State Transportation System, if any; and 
shall reserve a perpetual easement for ingress, egress and 
maintenance of said existing facilities and structures, if any, 
including, but not limited to: drainage, signage, utilities, 
landscaping, access control, and any and all appurtenances 
thereto, which shall remain intact and under ADOT control, as 
depicted in the attached Appendix “A” and on said maps and 
plans; and 

WHEREAS this resolution is considered the conveying document for 
such right of way; and no further conveyance is legally 
required; and 

WHEREAS this Board finds that public safety, necessity and 
convenience will be served by accepting the Director's report; 
therefore, be it 

RESOLVED that the recommendation of the Director is adopted and 
made part of this resolution; be it further 

RESOLVED that the right of way depicted in Appendix “A” is 
hereby removed from the State Highway System and abandoned to 
the City of Flagstaff, in accordance with that certain 
Intergovernmental Agreement No. 17–0006451, dated November 30, 
2017, and as provided in Arizona Revised Statutes §§ 28-7207, 28-
7209 and 28-7210; be it further 

Page 156 of 211



ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
205 South 17th Avenue 
R/W Titles Section, MD 612E 
Phoenix, Arizona  85007-3212 

March 15, 2019 

RES. NO. 2019–03–A–014 
PROJECT: 089A CN 402 H8399 / A89–B(211)T 
HIGHWAY: SOUTH MILTON ROAD, FLAGSTAFF 
SECTION: Plaza Way Intersection 
ROUTE NO.: State Route 89A 
ENG. DIST.: Northcentral 
COUNTY:  Coconino 
DISPOSAL:  D – NC – 007 

RESOLVED that within the area of abandonment, the State of 
Arizona, acting by and through its Department of Transportation, 
hereby retains all currently existing facilities and structures 
of the State Transportation System, if any; and reserves a 
perpetual easement for ingress, egress and maintenance of said 
existing facilities and structures, if any, including, but not 
limited to: drainage, signage, utilities, landscaping, access 
control, and any and all appurtenances thereto, which shall 
remain intact and under ADOT control, as depicted in the 
attached Appendix “A” and on the maps and plans of the above 
referenced project; be it further 

RESOLVED that this abandonment becomes effective upon 
recordation in the Office of the County Recorder in accordance 
with Arizona Revised Statutes § 28-7213; and that this resolution 
is the conveying document for the right of way abandoned herein; 
and no further conveyance is legally required; be it further 

RESOLVED that the Director provide written notice to the City of 
Flagstaff, evidencing the abandonment of the State's interest. 
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Route & MP:

County:
District:

Schedule:

Project Name:
Type of Work:

Project Manager:
Project:

Requested Action:
New Program Amount:

*ITEM 6a:

Program Amount:

I-10 @ MP 130.0

DYSART ROAD - I-17

UTILITY RELOCATION

Maricopa

Central

H878601U TIP#: 11717 

Bharat Kandel

$441,000

$1,377,000

Increase Budget.  See 

Line 19a and Line 26.

PPAC - PROJECT MODIFICATIONS - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
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EN1N

DYSART ROAD - I-17 UTILITY RELOCATION

10 130.0Central

Bharat Kandel     @    (602) 712-8736

H878601U

6. Project Name:

11. County:9. District:

7. Type of Work:

4. Project Manager / Presenter:

Maricopa

2. Teleconference: No

13.0

10. Route:8. CPSID: 12. Beg MP: 13. TRACS #: 14. Len (Mi.):

1. PRB Meeting Date: 2/12/2019

2/12/2019

Bharat Kandel

3. Form Date / 5. Form By:

205 S 17th Ave, , EM01 - 4984 URBAN PROJECT MANAGEMENT

CURRENTLY APPROVED:
19. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
72318 $441 .

CHANGE / REQUEST:
19A. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
70819 $936 UTILITY GROUP

11717 16. Program Budget: 17. Program Item #:

STAGE V

18. Current Approved Program Budget:

$441

18a. (+/-) Program Budget Request:

$936

18b Total Program Budget After Request:

$1,377

20. JPA #'s: SIGNED: NO NOADV:

PRB Item #:

02 Project Review Board (PRB) Request Form - Version 4.0
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

YES

YES24f. MATERIALS MEMO COMP:

24h. C&S CLEARANCE:

YES

YES24j. CUSTOMIZED SCHEDULE:

24e. ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE:

24g. U&RR CLEARANCE: YES

YES24i. R/W CLEARANCE:

CURRENT SCHEDULE:

21. CURRENT FISCAL YEAR:

22. CURRENT BID READY:

23. CURRENT ADV DATE:

CHANGE REQUEST\NEW SCHEDULE:

21A. REQUEST FISCAL YEAR:

22A. REQUEST BID READY:

23A. REQUEST ADV DATE:

NO NO NO24a: PROJECT NAME: 24b. TYPE OF WORK:CHANGE IN:

15. Fed Id #:

NH  010-B(215)T

25. DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

Increase Budget

26. JUSTIFICATION OF REQUEST

Salt River Project (SRP) has an existing irrigation line with siphon manhole vaults that crosses existing ADOT Right-Of-Way 
within the project limits and needs to be relocated to allow an additional lane on WB I-10.  SRP irrigation has prior rights.  SRP 
previously provided an estimate which was based on a conceptual design.  The final SRP construction cost was based on Final 
design and input from SRP Construction.

Utility Relocation - $850k
ICAP - $86k

27. CONCERNS OF REQUEST

28. OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

24c. SCOPE: 24d. CURRENT STAGE:

24k. SCOPING DOCUMENT: YES

CHANGE IN BUDGET

REQUESTED ACTIONS: APPROVED / RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

REQUEST APPROVED
SUBJECT TO PPAC APPROVAL - 2/28/2019

$441
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Route & MP:

County:
District:

Schedule:

Project Name:
Type of Work:

Project Manager:
Project:

Requested Action:
New Program Amount:

*ITEM 6b:

Program Amount:

US 60 @ MP 226.0 

SUPERIOR - GILA COUNTY LINE 

PAVEMENT REHABILITATION 

Pinal

Southeast

F016501D TIP#: 9118  

Richard Wallace

$322,000

$412,000

Increase budget.  See Line 19a 

and Line 26.

PPAC - PROJECT MODIFICATIONS - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
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LN1O

SUPERIOR - GILA COUNTY LINE PAVEMENT REHABILITATION

60 226.0Southeast

Richard Wallace     @     

F016501D

6. Project Name:

11. County:9. District:

7. Type of Work:

4. Project Manager / Presenter:

Pinal

2. Teleconference: No

10.0

10. Route:8. CPSID: 12. Beg MP: 13. TRACS #: 14. Len (Mi.):

1. PRB Meeting Date: 2/5/2019

2/8/2019

Richard Wallace

3. Form Date / 5. Form By:

- 4983 PROJECT MANAGEMENT

CURRENTLY APPROVED:
19. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
9118 $320 SUPERIOR TO GILA 

COUNTY LINE

72318 $2 .

CHANGE / REQUEST:
19A. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
72319 $90 CONTINGENCY

9118  16. Program Budget: 17. Program Item #:

STAGE IV

18. Current Approved Program Budget:

$322

18a. (+/-) Program Budget Request:

$90

18b Total Program Budget After Request:

$412

20. JPA #'s: SIGNED: NO NOADV:

PRB Item #:

03 Project Review Board (PRB) Request Form - Version 4.0
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

NO

YES24f. MATERIALS MEMO COMP:

24h. C&S CLEARANCE:

NO

NO24j. CUSTOMIZED SCHEDULE:

24e. ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE:

24g. U&RR CLEARANCE: YES

YES24i. R/W CLEARANCE:

CURRENT SCHEDULE:

21. CURRENT FISCAL YEAR:

22. CURRENT BID READY:

23. CURRENT ADV DATE:

CHANGE REQUEST\NEW SCHEDULE:

21A. REQUEST FISCAL YEAR:

22A. REQUEST BID READY:

23A. REQUEST ADV DATE:

NO NO NO24a: PROJECT NAME: 24b. TYPE OF WORK:CHANGE IN:

15. Fed Id #:

NHPP060-D(219)T

25. DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

Increase budget.

26. JUSTIFICATION OF REQUEST

This project needs additional funding to complete design. During development, MPD requested that the project team 
incorporate a pilot project to evaluate the benefits of using LIDAR surveying.  Unfortunately, the team moved forward with the 
request without getting approval or funding.  A portion of this request is asking to fund the pilot project.  Project design funds 
were used for the pilot project but those funds are now needed to complete the original design work.  In addition, the Queen 
Creek tunnel is within the limits of this project and experiencing concrete spalling. The tunnel repairs were identified in the 
Project Assessment, but the design and cultural clearance costs associated with the tunnel repairs were not accounted for in 
the original design budget.

Staff = $61.7K
Consultant = $20K
ICAP = $8.3K

27. CONCERNS OF REQUEST

28. OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

24c. SCOPE: 24d. CURRENT STAGE:

24k. SCOPING DOCUMENT: YES

CHANGE IN BUDGET

REQUESTED ACTIONS: APPROVED / RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

REQUEST APPROVED
SUBJECT TO PPAC APPROVAL - 2/28/2019

$322
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Route & MP:

County:
District:

Schedule:

Project Name:
Type of Work:

Project Manager:
Project:

Requested Action:
New Program Amount:

*ITEM 6c:

Program Amount:

SR 89A @ MP 374.5

SEDONA CITY LIMITS - BEAR HOWARD DR. 

PAVEMENT REHABILITATION

Coconino

Northcentral

F004701C TIP#: 8170

Craig Regulski

$0

$10,912,000

Establish construction project.  See Line 

19a and Line 26.

PPAC - NEW PROJECTS - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
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AG1O

SEDONA CITY LIMITS - BEAR HOWARD DR. PAVEMENT REHABILITATION

89A 374.5Northcentral

Craig Regulski     @    (602) 769-5585

F004701C

6. Project Name:

11. County:9. District:

7. Type of Work:

4. Project Manager / Presenter:

Coconino

2. Teleconference: No

10.9

10. Route:8. CPSID: 12. Beg MP: 13. TRACS #: 14. Len (Mi.):

1. PRB Meeting Date: 2/5/2019

2/6/2019

Craig Regulski

3. Form Date / 5. Form By:

2501 W Georgia Ave, , E748 - 4983 PROJECT MANAGEMENT

?

CURRENTLY APPROVED:
19. BUDGET ITEMS:

CHANGE / REQUEST:
19A. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
76219 $462 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT 

& REHABILITATION

74819 $10,450 MINOR & 
PREVENTATIVE 
PAVEMENT 
PRESERVATION

817016. Program Budget: 17. Program Item #:

STAGE III

18. Current Approved Program Budget:

$0

18a. (+/-) Program Budget Request:

$10,912

18b Total Program Budget After Request:

$10,912

20. JPA #'s: SIGNED: NO NOADV:

PRB Item #:

02 Project Review Board (PRB) Request Form - Version 4.0
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

NO

NO24f. MATERIALS MEMO COMP:

24h. C&S CLEARANCE:

NO

YES24j. CUSTOMIZED SCHEDULE:

24e. ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE:

24g. U&RR CLEARANCE: NO

YES24i. R/W CLEARANCE:

CURRENT SCHEDULE:

21. CURRENT FISCAL YEAR:

22. CURRENT BID READY:

23. CURRENT ADV DATE:

CHANGE REQUEST\NEW SCHEDULE:

21A. REQUEST FISCAL YEAR:

22A. REQUEST BID READY:

23A. REQUEST ADV DATE:

 19

5/3/2019

5/17/2019

NO NO NO24a: PROJECT NAME: 24b. TYPE OF WORK:CHANGE IN:

15. Fed Id #:

A89-B(221)T

25. DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

Establish construction project.

26. JUSTIFICATION OF REQUEST

This project is to rehabilitate the rapidly deteriorating pavement along SR89A between Sedona city limits and Bear Howard Dr. 
The work consists of 3" mill and replace, guardrail replacement, and bridge deck work. 

ICAP is included in this request.

27. CONCERNS OF REQUEST

28. OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

24c. SCOPE: 24d. CURRENT STAGE:

24k. SCOPING DOCUMENT: YES

ESTABLISH A NEW PROJECT

REQUESTED ACTIONS: APPROVED / RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

REQUEST APPROVED
SUBJECT TO PPAC APPROVAL - 2/28/2019

$0
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Route & MP:

County:
District:

Schedule:

Project Name:
Type of Work:

Project Manager:
Project:

Requested Action:
New Program Amount:

*ITEM 6d:

Program Amount:

SR 260 @ MP 302.7 

MAINLINE RD  - OVERGAARD 

PAVEMENT PRESERVATION 

Navajo

Northeast

F003801C TIP#: 8154     

Kirstin Huston

$0

$4,500,000

Establish new project.   See 

Line 19a and Line 26.    

PPAC - NEW PROJECTS - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
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AC1O

MAINLINE RD  - OVERGAARD PAVEMENT PRESERVATION

260 302.7Northeast

Kirstin Huston     @    (602) 712-4493

F003801C

6. Project Name:

11. County:9. District:

7. Type of Work:

4. Project Manager / Presenter:

Navajo

2. Teleconference: No

7.4

10. Route:8. CPSID: 12. Beg MP: 13. TRACS #: 14. Len (Mi.):

1. PRB Meeting Date: 2/12/2019

2/28/2019

Kirstin Huston

3. Form Date / 5. Form By:

205 S 17th Ave, 293, 614E - 4983 STATEWIDE PROJECT MANAGEMENT

?

PROJECT FUNDING VERIFIED BY PM

CURRENTLY APPROVED:
19. BUDGET ITEMS:

CHANGE / REQUEST:
19A. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
74819 $4,500 MINOR & 

PREVENTATIVE 
PAVEMENT 
PRESERVATION

8154     16. Program Budget: 17. Program Item #:

STAGE IV

18. Current Approved Program Budget:

$0

18a. (+/-) Program Budget Request:

$4,500

18b Total Program Budget After Request:

$4,500

20. JPA #'s: SIGNED: NO NOADV:

PRB Item #:

03 Project Review Board (PRB) Request Form - Version 4.0
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

YES

YES24f. MATERIALS MEMO COMP:

24h. C&S CLEARANCE:

NO

YES24j. CUSTOMIZED SCHEDULE:

24e. ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE:

24g. U&RR CLEARANCE: NO

YES24i. R/W CLEARANCE:

CURRENT SCHEDULE:

21. CURRENT FISCAL YEAR:

22. CURRENT BID READY:

23. CURRENT ADV DATE:

CHANGE REQUEST\NEW SCHEDULE:

21A. REQUEST FISCAL YEAR:

22A. REQUEST BID READY:

23A. REQUEST ADV DATE:

19 

2/28/2019

3/28/2019

NO NO NO24a: PROJECT NAME: 24b. TYPE OF WORK:CHANGE IN:

15. Fed Id #:

260-B(222)T

25. DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

Establish new project  

26. JUSTIFICATION OF REQUEST

Construction of 2 study segments for FHWA Every Day Counts No. 4 (EDC4). Segment No. 1 (MP 302.70-306.00) consists of 
full-width placement of mastic crack sealing, pre-coated chip seal with TR+, and micro-surfacing. Segment No. 2 (MP 306.00-
310.05) consists of full-width placement of mastic crack sealing, pre-coated chip seal with TR+, and slurry seal.
ICAP is included in this request.

27. CONCERNS OF REQUEST

28. OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

24c. SCOPE: 24d. CURRENT STAGE:

24k. SCOPING DOCUMENT: YES

ESTABLISH A NEW PROJECT

REQUESTED ACTIONS: APPROVED / RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

REQUEST APPROVED
SUBJECT TO PPAC APPROVAL - 2/28/2019

$0
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Route & MP:

County:
District:

Schedule:

Project Name:
Type of Work:

Project Manager:
Project:

Requested Action:
New Program Amount:

*ITEM 6e:

Program Amount:

Local Roads

Courtwright and Pierce Ferry Rd 

RUMBLE STRIPS

Mohave

Northwest

T017501D TIP#: 100496 

Mohammad Zaid

$0

$213,000

Establish new project.  See Line 

19a and Line 26.

PPAC - NEW PROJECTS - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
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RB1O

Courtwright and Pierce Ferry Rd RUMBLE STRIPS

0000 MMONorthwest

Mohammad Zaid     @    (602) 712-8467

T017501D

6. Project Name:

11. County:9. District:

7. Type of Work:

4. Project Manager / Presenter:

Mohave

2. Teleconference: No

31.0

10. Route:8. CPSID: 12. Beg MP: 13. TRACS #: 14. Len (Mi.):

1. PRB Meeting Date: 2/12/2019

2/12/2019

Mohammad Zaid

3. Form Date / 5. Form By:

1611 W Jackson St, ,  - 4983 PROJECT MANAGEMENT

?

PROJECT FUNDING VERIFIED BY PM

CURRENTLY APPROVED:
19. BUDGET ITEMS:

CHANGE / REQUEST:
19A. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
70119 $213 MODERNIZATION .

10049616. Program Budget: 17. Program Item #:

18-0006857-1

STAGE I

18. Current Approved Program Budget:

$0

18a. (+/-) Program Budget Request:

$213

18b Total Program Budget After Request:

$213

20. JPA #'s: SIGNED: YES YESADV:

PRB Item #:

01 Project Review Board (PRB) Request Form - Version 4.0
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

NO

NO24f. MATERIALS MEMO COMP:

24h. C&S CLEARANCE:

NO

NO24j. CUSTOMIZED SCHEDULE:

24e. ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE:

24g. U&RR CLEARANCE: NO

NO24i. R/W CLEARANCE:

CURRENT SCHEDULE:

21. CURRENT FISCAL YEAR:

22. CURRENT BID READY:

23. CURRENT ADV DATE:

CHANGE REQUEST\NEW SCHEDULE:

21A. REQUEST FISCAL YEAR:

22A. REQUEST BID READY:

23A. REQUEST ADV DATE:

NO NO NO24a: PROJECT NAME: 24b. TYPE OF WORK:CHANGE IN:

15. Fed Id #:

MM0-0(218)T

25. DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

Establish new project.

26. JUSTIFICATION OF REQUEST

This is an LPA project requested by Mohave County to Install centerline and edge line rumble strips on Courtwright Road from 
Dike Road to Golden Shores Parkway,  and Pierce Ferry Road from MP 11 to MP 21.

WACOG TIP amendment #2 dated January 31,2019-MMO-H19-102

Staff - $69k
Consultant - $144K

27. CONCERNS OF REQUEST

28. OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

24c. SCOPE: 24d. CURRENT STAGE:

24k. SCOPING DOCUMENT: NO

ESTABLISH A NEW PROJECT

REQUESTED ACTIONS: APPROVED / RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

REQUEST APPROVED
SUBJECT TO PPAC APPROVAL - 2/28/2019

$0
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Route & MP:

County:
District:

Schedule:

Project Name:
Type of Work:

Project Manager:
Project:

Requested Action:
New Program Amount:

*ITEM 6f:

Program Amount:

I-19 @ MP  45.0

EL TORO ROAD OP, SB & NB

Replace Bridge Deck

Pima

Southcentral

FY 2020

F000401C TIP#: 19616

Olivier Mirza

$0

$7,000,000

Establish new project.  See

Line 19a and Line 26.

PPAC - NEW PROJECTS - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
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SE1N

EL TORO ROAD OP, SB & NB Replace Bridge Deck

19 45.0Southcentral

Olivier Mirza     @     

F000401C

6. Project Name:

11. County:9. District:

7. Type of Work:

4. Project Manager / Presenter:

Pima

2. Teleconference: No

1.0

10. Route:8. CPSID: 12. Beg MP: 13. TRACS #: 14. Len (Mi.):

1. PRB Meeting Date: 2/5/2019

2/8/2019

Olivier Mirza

3. Form Date / 5. Form By:

, ,  - 4983 PROJECT MANAGEMENT

?

CURRENTLY APPROVED:
19. BUDGET ITEMS:

CHANGE / REQUEST:
19A. BUDGET ITEMS:

Item # Amount Description Comments
76219 $7,000 BRIDGE REPLACEMENT 

& REHABILITATION

19616 16. Program Budget: 17. Program Item #:

STAGE V

18. Current Approved Program Budget:

$0

18a. (+/-) Program Budget Request:

$7,000

18b Total Program Budget After Request:

$7,000

20. JPA #'s: SIGNED: NO NOADV:

PRB Item #:

01 Project Review Board (PRB) Request Form - Version 4.0
ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

NO

YES24f. MATERIALS MEMO COMP:

24h. C&S CLEARANCE:

YES

YES24j. CUSTOMIZED SCHEDULE:

24e. ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE:

24g. U&RR CLEARANCE: YES

YES24i. R/W CLEARANCE:

20

7/1/2019

TBD

CURRENT SCHEDULE:

21. CURRENT FISCAL YEAR:

22. CURRENT BID READY:

23. CURRENT ADV DATE:

CHANGE REQUEST\NEW SCHEDULE:

21A. REQUEST FISCAL YEAR:

22A. REQUEST BID READY:

23A. REQUEST ADV DATE:

19

3/8/2019

4/5/2019

NO NO NO24a: PROJECT NAME: 24b. TYPE OF WORK:CHANGE IN:

15. Fed Id #:

NHPP019-A(233)T

25. DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST

Establish new project

26. JUSTIFICATION OF REQUEST

This project will replace the bridge deck on the El Toro OP,  SB structure #1573 and NB structure #1572.

This FY20 project is shelf ready and is being advanced to FY19 due to project need and that another project could not be 
delivered in FY19 and is being moved to FY20.

ICAP is included in this request.

27. CONCERNS OF REQUEST

28. OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

24c. SCOPE: 24d. CURRENT STAGE:

24k. SCOPING DOCUMENT: YES

ESTABLISH A NEW PROJECT

REQUESTED ACTIONS: APPROVED / RECOMMENDED ACTIONS:

REQUEST APPROVED
SUBJECT TO PPAC APPROVAL - 2/28/2019

$0
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*ITEM 6g: AIRPORT NAME: Winslow-Lindbergh Regional    
SPONSOR: City of Winslow 
AIRPORT CATEGORY: Public General Aviation 
SCHEDULE: FY 2019-2023 
PROJECT #: E9M1Y 
PROGRAM AMOUNT: New Project 
PROJECT MANAGER: Lisa Yahraus    
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Reconstruct Taxiway B (Design Only) 
REQUESTED ACTION: Recommend STB Approval  
FUNDING SOURCES: FAA  $ 242,609 

Local Sponsor $ 11,909 
State $ 11,909 

Total Program   $ 266,427 

PPAC - AERONAUTICS PROJECTS - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

MPD -Aeronautics Group 

Project Committee Recommendations 

AIRPORT: 
SPONSOR: 

WINSLOW-LINDBERGH RGNL 
CITY OF WINSLOW 

CATEGORY: PubltcGA 
PROJECT NUMBER: E9M1Y 
AIP NUMBER: 3-04-0052-021-2018 
DATE: January 22, 2019 

Current Program Fiscal 
Description Year State Share Sponsor Share FAA Share 

� New Project 

U Changed Project 

Prionly 
Total Amounl Number 

Reconstrucl Taxiway B • Design Only 2019 S11.909 00 S11,909,00 $242,609 00 $26642700 155 

. 

Revised Program Fiscal 
Description Year Slate Share Sponsor Share FAA Share 

Justification For RecommendaUon: Sponsor received FAA Grant 
request matching State Grant. 

Source of Funds: 2019 - Federal Programs (State Match) 

Original Set-Aside 

$5,000,000 

Amount committed to date 

$3,758,766.71

Present Balance 

$1,241,233.29 

Aeronautics Project Development Committee Recommends to PPAC: 

Vf Approval I J Disapproval 

Aeronautics Representative J,?/ 

Pnor.ly 
Total Amounl Number 

Balance If Approved 

$1,229,324.19 

Date· January 22. 2019 

Ualt:. lj '? 1)/ I 1 
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*ITEM 6h: AIRPORT NAME: 
SPONSOR: 
AIRPORT CATEGORY: 
SCHEDULE: 
PROJECT #: 
PROGRAM AMOUNT: 
PROJECT MANAGER: 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
REQUESTED ACTION: 
FUNDING SOURCES: $ 275,000.00 

$ 13,499.50 

Buckeye Municipal Airport 
City of Buckeye 
Public General Aviation 
FY 2019-2023 
E9M2A 
New Project 
Lisa Yahraus    
Rehabilitate Taxiway – Design Only 
Recommend STB Approval  
FAA 
State 
Sponsor $ 13,499.50 

Total Program $ 301,999.00 

PPAC - AERONAUTICS PROJECTS - DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION
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CONTRACTS: (Action As Noted) 

Federal-Aid (“A” “B” “T” “D”) projects do not need FHWA concurrence, but must comply with DBE regulations; other 
projects are subject to FHWA and/or local government concurrence and compliance with DBE regulations. 

CONTRACTS 

*ITEM 8a: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 5  Page 197
BIDS OPENED: February 15, 2019 

HIGHWAY: ASHFORK – FLAGSTAFF HIGHWAY (I-40) 

SECTION: BELLEMONT TI UNDERPASS, EB & WB 

COUNTY: COCONINO 

ROUTE NO.: I 40 

PROJECT : TRACS: NHPP-040-C(223)T:  040 CN 185 F010601C 

FUNDING: 99.34% FEDS 0.66% STATE 

LOW BIDDER: FISHER SAND & GRAVEL CO. DBA SOUTHWEST ASPHALT PAVING 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 5,850,000.00 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 5,026,209.00 

$ OVER  ESTIMATE: $ 823,791.00 

% OVER ESTIMATE: 16.4% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 5.97% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 5.99% 

NO. BIDDERS: 3 

RECOMMENDATION: AWARD 
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CONTRACTS 

*ITEM 8b: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 5 Page 200

BIDS OPENED: February 15, 2019 

HIGHWAY: FLAGSTAFF – HOLBROOK HWY (I-40) 

SECTION: METEOR CITY TI OP, EB #20175 & WB #20176 

COUNTY: COCONINO 

ROUTE NO.: I 40 

PROJECT : TRACS: NHPP-040-D(233)T: 040 CN 239 H873501C 

FUNDING: 99.34% FEDS 0.66% STATE 

LOW BIDDER: FNF CONSTRUCTION, INC. 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 5,588,004.00 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 3,738,715.75 

$ OVER  ESTIMATE: $ 1,849,288.25 

% OVER ESTIMATE: 49.50% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 7.98% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 9.17% 

NO. BIDDERS: 5 

RECOMMENDATION: AWARD 
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CONTRACTS 

*ITEM 8c: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 5 Page 203 

BIDS OPENED: February 15, 2019 

HIGHWAY: W  WINSLOW INDUSTRIAL SPUR 

SECTION: WEST WINSLOW SPUR RR OP 

COUNTY: NAVAJO 

ROUTE NO.: LOCAL 

PROJECT : TRACS: NHPP-S40-A(201)T: 040S NA 001 H894401C 

FUNDING: 94.3% FEDS 5.7% STATE 

LOW BIDDER: VASTCO, INC. 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 2,307,867.48 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 1,493,222.80 

$ OVER  ESTIMATE: $ 814,644.68 

% OVER ESTIMATE: 54.6% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 10.36% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 12.65% 

NO. BIDDERS: 4 

RECOMMENDATION: AWARD 
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CONTRACTS 

*ITEM 8d: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 4 Page 206

BIDS OPENED: February 1, 2019 

HIGHWAY: PHOENIX – GLOBE HWY (US 60) 

SECTION: 2ND STREET – EL CAMINO STREET 

COUNTY: GILA 

ROUTE NO.: US 60 

PROJECT : TRACS: NHPP-060-D(218)T: 060 GI 246 F006701C 

FUNDING: 67.39% FEDS 4.07% STATE  28.54% LOCAL 

LOW BIDDER: HATCH CONSTRUCTION & PAVING, INC. 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 992,287.53 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 782,768.73 

$ OVER  ESTIMATE: $ 209,518.80 

% OVER ESTIMATE: 26.8% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 6.13% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 6.20% 

NO. BIDDERS: 2 

RECOMMENDATION: AWARD 
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CONTRACTS 

*ITEM 8e: BOARD DISTRICT NO.: 1 Page 209

BIDS OPENED: February 15, 2019 

HIGHWAY: MARICOPA COUNTY 

SECTION: VARIOUS LOCATIONS 

COUNTY: MARICOPA 

ROUTE NO.: LOCAL 

PROJECT : TRACS: HSIP-888-A(232)T: 888 MA 000 F018101C 

FUNDING: 100% FEDS 

LOW BIDDER: ROADWAY ELECTRIC, LLC 

LOW BID AMOUNT: $ 2,098,797.80 

STATE ESTIMATE: $ 1,499,816.80 

$ OVER  ESTIMATE: $ 598,981.00 

% OVER ESTIMATE: 39.9% 

PROJECT DBE GOAL: 2.28% 

BIDDER DBE PLEDGE: 2.29% 

NO. BIDDERS: 2 

RECOMMENDATION: AWARD 
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