










Mobility Study was more generalized. Chair Towler suggested could the $400,000 a 
year include extension to University due to safety issues. Mr. Wessel agreed with 
Chair Towler’s south end suggestion. Mr. Barrett requested clarification on design, 
construction and reimbursement. Mr. Wessel stated if design or plan money is spent 
then the 10 year “clock starts ticking” to go to construction or reimbursement may 
occur. Mr. Wessel needs clarification and needs it in writing on if it is the 15% or 
30% design alternative/selection but not considered design. Chair Towler stated it 
may be an issue of terminology. Mr. Barrett stated the Urban Mobility Study was 
focused on Milton as well as downtown and 66. Mr. Barrett is concerned about the 
possibility of reimbursement and the public perception of too much money spent on 
study. The TAC discussed the southern end of Milton and ADOT office. Mr. Wessel 
mentioned reassigning design monies to construction. Mr. Barrett commented on 
medians and no lefts on Milton near Malapais. Mr. Wessel stated he will move 
forward on Milton with detail on the corridor and rearrange money for 
improvement(s). Ms. Merrick inquired about the lead agency. Mr. Wessel speculated 
it would be City of Flagstaff as previously explained.  Mr. Bertelsen mentioned an 
89A example in Sedona of a City and ADOT standards. The TAC discussed route 
transfers. Chair Towler stressed the importance to build on the Urban Mobilty Study 
and not replace or redo efforts. Mr. Barrett expressed the danger of a Study sitting 
to long and the importance to build on studies and keep the momentum going. Mr. 
Wessel suggested rearranging the work program and meeting with Mark Landsiedel 
and John Harper. The TAC will continue the discussion at next month’s meeting.  
 
Mr. Wessel updated the TAC on the Camp Navajo Industrial Park and that it is a 
placeholder in the Work Program for staff time in order to coordinate, if it moves 
forward due to the recent new activity. Mr. Wessel explained the transit task in 
regard to Martin Ince staff time. Mr. Wessel will do another traffic count $30,000 
program. Mr. Wessel stated the long range tasks of the Regional Plan 2012, 
Statewide Transportation Plan and I-40 DCR. Mr. Wessel mentioned the ASU 
Decision Theater for the Regional Plan 2012 effort and the MPO will apply $40,000 
to assist and the total cost for the Theater is $48,000. Mr. Wessel explained the 
Decision Theater provides real time visual display and analysis of a variety of 
scenarios and its impacts such as water consumption, transportation, housing, etc. It 
creates an environment of rapid decision making and consensus voting to take place 
around the various scenarios. He will prepare in July or August and go to ASU with 
the Citizen Advisory Commission and other stakeholders. The Theater can 
accommodate 30 in the main auditorium and upto 100 in overflow space. Mr. Wessel 
is unsure on the scale of the effort. Mr. Wessel has $30,000 in miscellaneous 
consulting services for a sole source contract for quick analysis and it may be limited 
because not all elements are transportation. Mr. Wessel also mentioned that there is 
the possibility there may not be enough money for the Decision Theater if all there is 
the MPO $40,000 and it may need to be reprogrammed.  
 
Mr. Wessel stated money will also be allocated to multi-modal Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) process. Mr. Wessel requested other Work Program suggestions from 
the TAC. Chair Towler requested clarification on Executive Board recommendation. 
Mr. Wessel explained there will be a discussion with the Executive Board before 
finalization in February or March. Mr. Barrett mentioned the Hazard Elimination 
Program. Mr. Wessel mentioned the $600,000 and a safety study done by Kimley-
Horn for the RTP.  Ms. Merrick suggested including the airport roundabout as part of 
the work program.  Mr. Barrett suggested general hours be allocated to a Work 
Program safety program because it may be 80 or more hours and place it under task 
3 short range planning.   
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2. FY 2011-2015 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)   
Mr. Wessel discussed the FY 2011-2015 TIP with the TAC.  He referred the group to 
page 12 of the TIP and reviewed the projects.  Mr. Barrett explained the Rio de Flag 
Flood control project and the Army Corp of Engineers role and requirements 
regarding authorization. He stated the Corp current estimate is unofficially $85 
million and current authorization is $54 million and are allowed to exceed by 25%, 
so the $85 million exceeds the budget. He stated that there is an unofficial “red 
light” on the project because of their estimate but that is unofficial. Mr. Barrett 
stated there is a week long value engineering seminar to evaluate the assumptions 
and if there are any ways to bring it back to the $54 million authorized amount and 
one option may be the closed conduit north of 66.  Mr. Barrett explained the project 
with an underground box and the low flow channel concept to the TAC.   
 
Mr. Wessel mentioned a parking garage structure possibility on the corner of Beaver 
and 66. Mr. Barrett suggested flexibility on the issue. The TAC discussed transit and 
a seasonal traffic shuttle for winter snowplay and event traffic. Mr. Wessel suggested 
a dedicated effort on options and studies with possible involvement with the Winter 
Snowplay Task Force.  The TAC discussed a conditional roadway as well as examples 
of traffic problems due to snowplay. Mr. Wessel requested if the STP has been 
approved. Mr. Feek stated it had but will double check. Mr. Wessel inquired if the 
Transit program had any changes. Ms. Dalmolin stated there may be small TIP 
changes but program is whole. Mr. Wessel stated Mr. Wiggins of FTA in San 
Francisco requires that federal dollars are not allowed to be programmed if you do 
not have them such as speculative grants. The TAC discussed the safety table and 
suggested the accident table was too much detail for the Executive Board. Mr. 
Barrett suggested providing the Executive Board a recommendation of where the 
$600,000 will be spent.  Mr. Wessel will work with Mr. Bauman for more evaluation 
on the projects in comparison to Milton.  
 

3.  Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update     
Mr. Wessel provided an update of the Regional Transportation Plan to the TAC. He 
stated it has been provided to ADOT and Feds for review, as well as, the draft from 
the consultant. The document will then be published and he is very pleased. He will 
send it to some national organizations because it is groundbreaking in terms of its 
approach and may be transferable to other municipalities and jurisdictions.  

 
III. NEW BUSINESS (Continued, postponed, and tabled items.)  

1. FMPO Calendar            
Mr. Wessel introduced the concept of work session items for the Executive Board to 
be presented every other month and the TAC provided input on topics. 
 Reauthorization 
 Federal Legislation 
 Long Term Maintenance 
 Camp Navajo Roles & Responsibilities 
 Freight  
 Shipping Association 
 Port authorization 
 Advisory Committee 
 Freight in general 
 Freight roundtable 
 Strategic Planning 
 Significance of modeling and traffic counts (baseline information and critical 

decision making) 
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IV. CONCLUDING GENERAL BUSINESS      
D.  REPORTS                 

Mr. Wessel reviewed the staff report with the TAC and noted the drafting of an MOU 
with NAIPTA is in progress. 

             
E. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

There were no announcements.  
 

ADJOURNMENT 
Chair Towler adjourned the meeting at 12:02 p.m. 
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FLAGSTAFF METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

Item No. 

STAFF SUMMARY REPORT 
 
To: FMPO Technical Advisory Committee 
 
From: David Wessel, FMPO Manager 
 
Date: February 1, 2010 
 
Meeting Date: February 4, 2010  
  
 
Title: FY 2011 Unified Planning Work Program and Budget  (UPWP) 
 
Recommended Actions:  Discussion only regarding tasks for FY 2011 to 

recommend to the Executive Board  
  
 
ACTION SUMMARY:  TAC input will assure that tasks recommended are 
able to be coordinated with and supported by member agencies, are 
provided with adequate financial resources and are aligned with FMPO 
objectives 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background/History: 
 UPWP is an annual federal requirement 
 UPWP should support the newly adopted Regional Transportation Plan 

 
Key Considerations: 
Staff communicated with member agencies to identify local, state and national efforts with 
which to coordinate and has considered primary objectives within the regional transportation 
plan in putting together this preliminary list of tasks and supporting budget.   

 Federal rescissions will results in a $12-14,000 reduction in planning funds 
 Carry forward from last year is greater than originally estimated 

 
 
Task 1 – Administration 
 Staffing - unchanged 
 Training – increased   $6,000 

o Intend for FMPO to host webinars, speakers and other opportunities for member 
agencies.  Training will be related to the broader FMPO mission and may be 
related to RTP policies and guidelines. 

 Focal Points 
o Federal legislation 
o Key projects – Lone Tree Traffic Interchange 
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Task 2 – Public Participation 
 Coordination with Regional Plan 2012 
 
Task 3 – Short Range Planning 
 Milton Road Corridor Study   $400,000 +/- 

o Year one of a two-year study, Includes costs for project management and 
miscellaneous services. 

o Estimate based on input from agencies, consulting firms, and 30% of full design. 
o Project limits need to be finalized.  Staff recommends Riordan to Beaver and 

deferring the south end of the corridor to year three. 
o Scope should emphasize intersection solutions, urban design, capacity, 

multimodal solutions. A strong public involvement component is urged. 
o The project is in the transportation improvement program with funding over four 

years based roughly on the cost for final design.  Use of federal funds for design 
obligates the sponsor to achieve construction within 10 years.    

 Camp Navajo 
o MPO role needs strong direction from Executive Board.  Could be limited to 

monitoring and coordination (i.e., I-40 design concept report).  Could be 
expanded to initiating freight advisory board, shippers association and port 
authority. 

 Transit Planning 
o Mountain Links BRT support – staff review and coordination with intermodal 

linkages, interaction between transit and auto modes for signal coordination, etc. 
o Mass transit research (coordination with Regional Plan 2012) – might involve 

right-of-way requirement for various modes, cost projections, transportation 
model modifications to assess ridership of larger modes 

 
Task 4 – Long Range Planning  
 Regional Plan 2012 – a major effort for staff time, research, and public outreach 

o ASU Decision Theater  $40,000 
 Total cost is $40,000 to $80,000.  City planning is requesting $40,000 from 

the Council. 
 Theater will enable the Citizens Advisory Commission, staff and others to 

interactively evaluate scenarios and their impacts and decide on a preferred 
direction 

 Alternatively, this work may be done in-house and the money used elsewhere 
o Miscellaneous consulting  $30,000 
 Unexpected needs may arise including relatively quick turn-around for 

research or evaluation that is beyond staff’s ability to deliver 
 Statewide Long Range Transportation Plan 

o The 20-year plan to implement the Building a Quality Arizona vision 
o Staff will participate on technical groups, provide modeling support when 

requested, etc. 
 I-40 Design Concept Report 
 
Task 5 – Local Planning & Coordination 
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 Multimodal Traffic-transportation Impact Analysis procedures development 
 Model update to base year 2009 
 RTP policy and guideline integration 
 Design Review Board comments 
 Trail planning 
 
Community Involvement: 

 None to date.  Many subtasks are related to public comment received during the 
RTP process. Many subtasks have budgets for outreach.  

 
Attachments/Exhibits: None 
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FLAGSTAFF METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

Item No. 

STAFF SUMMARY REPORT 
 
To: FMPO Technical Advisory Committee 
From: David Wessel, FMPO Manager 
Date: February 1, 2010 
Meeting Date: February 4, 2010  
  
 
Title: FY 2011 – 2015 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
 
Recommended Actions:  Discussion only regarding projects for the FY 2011-2015 

TIP to recommend to the Executive Board  
  
 
ACTION SUMMARY:  TAC input will assure that projects recommended 
are able to be coordinated with and supported by member agencies, are 
provided with adequate financial resources and are aligned with FMPO 
objectives 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background/History: 
 TIP is an annual federal requirement 
 TIP should support the newly adopted Regional Transportation Plan 

 
Key Considerations: 
 Efforts to project the impact of the 2010 Census on funding for FY 2012-2015 

o A 6% decrease in funds by year 2015, $20-30,000, may be in order using Arizona 
Department of Commerce projections for the entire County compared to all non-
metro counties and current funding formulas. 

 Timing of projects relative to local and other budgets  
o Rio de Flag flood control – The Rio schedule continues to extend influencing the 

Route 66 bridge and other bridge projects 
o Beulah Boulevard design and delivery 

 Milton Road – size, scope and duration of the study or design effort may result in 
additional funds available for other efforts, particularly in years 2013-2015.  Executive 
Board is not supportive of a large corridor study. 

 Safety projects – $600,000 per year beginning in FY 2010 is available and should be 
programmed 

 Regional Transportation Plan directs regional surface transportation program (STP) 
funds and safety funds to focus primarily on pedestrian and bicycle safety and planning 
studies 

 Most funds’ life span is year of allocation plus three years with a 5.6% match 
requirement 

 High Priority Project funds such as those for the Rio are indefinite 
 Transit budgets and the TIP must be explicitly linked. 
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 Illustrative projects – including grants that have been applied for but not yet awarded – 

may be placed in the fifth year of the TIP. 
  
 
Community Involvement: 

 None to date.  
 

Alternatives/Consequences: 
 Funds may be carried forward and accumulated for “pay-as-you-go” efforts.  ADOT 

prefer safety funds are spent annually. 
 Funds may be borrowed from another agency and repaid with FMPO STP funds.  
 Lone Tree Traffic Interchange is programmed for $500,000 in 2014.  Moving Milton 

Phase III and IV and year 2015 may approach full design funding 
 Program options – STP funds 

o Pavement Preservation focus – along with ARRA II funds, put STP funds in 
pavement preservation program.  All spending is federalized so requirements 
are met.  Money spent in years 2010-12 

o Lone Tree Traffic Interchange focus – shift funds previously committed to 
Milton Road and put into design for Lone Tree TI.  Allows partnership with I-
40 DCR 30% plans effort and possible leverage for FY 11 appropriations 
grant due 2/16/10.  Requires $900,000 in FMPO STP funds and $1.2 million 
in grant funds.  Spent in fy 11 

o Beulah/University focus – combined with programmed city funds, sufficient 
construction dollars appear available for the dual project approach.  ADOT 
office right-of-way acquisition remains a large problem.  

o Safety Option – combine with safety funds to deliver program priorities, 
design and delivery 

 Program options – Safety Funds 
o Process focus – spend some of initial funds to develop identification, 

selection and submittal processes.  First year only. 
o Pedestrian/Bicycle Focus – as directed by RTP 
o Sign focus  – sign replacement (to meet federal mandates – more info 

pending).  Emphasis over multiple years dependent on replacement costs. 
o Intersection Focus – locations of many accidents, could combine with 

pedestrian focus. 
 
 
Attachments/Exhibits:  

 None 
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FLAGSTAFF METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

Item No. 

STAFF SUMMARY REPORT 
 
To: FMPO Technical Advisory Committee 
From: David Wessel, FMPO Manager 
Date: February 1, 2010 
Meeting Date: February 4, 2010  
  
 
Title: FY 2010 – 2014 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) Amendment 
 
Recommended Actions:  Recommend amendments to the FY10-14 TIP for 

adoption by the Executive Board to account for expected safety and 
stimulus funds.  

  
 
ACTION SUMMARY:  TAC action meets operating procedures 
requirements for TIP amendments and is required for action by the Board.  
It will enable the expenditure of FY 10 funds in a timely manner. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background/History: 
 TIP is an annual federal requirement 
 TIP should support the newly adopted Regional Transportation Plan 

 
Key Considerations: 
 A federal jobs bill passed in the House is under development by the Senate and is urged 

by the President.  Funds may be $950,000 or less.  Funds must be under contract within 
90 days of the bill’s passage.  Current deadline estimate is June 1 for contract award. 

 First round of stimulus spent on county project.  General consensus that second round 
should go to city. 

 $600,000 in funds allocated to FMPO for a Safety project should be spent this fiscal 
year. 

 Funds not spent on time will lapse or be spent by another agency. 
 Based on discussions to date it appears that a signal at Sparrow/4th qualifies for ARRA II 

funds but not safety funds. 
 
Community Involvement: 

 None to date.  
 

Alternatives/Consequences: 
 Option 1 – ARRA II funds for Pavement Preservation/Safety funds for 

Zuni/Lone Tree Signal & Sign Management System 
 
The $950,000 is spent on single preservation project or two smaller ones.  The advantage 
of two projects is the ability to downsize if the money is not as large as predicted.  This may 
result in the city letting two separate pavement Sign inventory system meets federal 
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mandate for 2012. Need pavement preservation design almost immediately.  Signals 
estimated at $250,000 to $300,000.  Inventory system at $100,000 (depends on how many 
miles).   

 
 Option 2 – ARRA II funds + Safety funds for Signals at Zuni/Lone Tree & 

Sparrow/4th & Sign Management System & Sign replacement 
 
Fills safety needs and puts region ahead of schedule for sign replacement which is 
mandated for 2015.  Sign replacement could be set up as “spend till it’s gone.” 
 

 Option 3 – ARRA II funds for delayed Route 66 to the Mall transportation 
enhancement project & Zuni/Lone Tree signal.  Safety funds for sign program. 

 
The 90-day requirement applies to 50% of the funds allocated.  It appears this will apply to 
funds at the state-wide level, so smaller project may have a longer time frame to qualify.  
The Zuni/Lone Tree Project could be accelerated to meet the 50% target.  Allows city funds 
to be spent on other projects. 
 

 Option 4 – other ideas/other agency projects 
 
 
Attachments/Exhibits:  
None 
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FLAGSTAFF METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

Item No. 

STAFF SUMMARY REPORT 
 
To: FMPO Technical Advisory Committee 
From: David Wessel, FMPO Manager 
Date: February 1, 2010 
Meeting Date: February 4, 2010  
  
 
Title: Downtown Transit Transfer Center Alternative Site Evaluation 
 
Recommended Actions:  Support the recommendation for the northwest Beaver/66 

location for a federal grant application 
  
 
ACTION SUMMARY:  NAIPTA and the city are preparing a grant 
application for a combined parking garage/transit transfer center.  TAC 
action will support one location to satisfy the alternatives analysis part of 
the grant. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background/History: 
 The current transfer center is adequate but may not superior in regards to proximity to 

shopping, the Mountain Links project and other services. 
 The joint facility presents an opportunity to achieve strong synergy for multimodal 

interconnectivity in the downtown. 
 The grant is for an estimated $12,500,000. 

 
Key Considerations: 
 The site must satisfy several criteria: 
 The grant is due on 2/8/10. 
 Property is almost certainly needed to meet match requirements. 
 
Community Involvement: 
 Both NAIPTA and the City have done extensive involvement on the need for a transfer 

center and garage respectively.  
 

Alternatives/Consequences: 
 Decline to evaluate the sites.  Staff will make a recommendation in concert with city and 

NAIPTA staff. 
 Recommend a different site.   TAC may find a different location more suitable. 
 
 
Attachments/Exhibits:  
 Definition of criteria 
 Table comparing sites. 
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EASY CONNECTION TO OTHER TRAVEL MODES  
One of the most important criteria used when evaluating potential transit transfer sites is how 
easily the site can be accessed by all modes of transportation. This multimodal aspect is a 
fundamental consideration because it affects convenience, visibility, and other factors.  

ROUTING/OPERATIONS  
The transfer center site should be easily accessible and navigable for the buses. Operations and 
access should not be hindered by adjacent street traffic.  Block size and traffic directionality 
(one-way streets) also affect routing and operations.  

COST BENEFITS/IMPACTS  
The capital cost investment in constructing a transfer center is significant and will vary by site. 
A well-sited and designed transfer center, in combination with a grade-separated railroad 
crossing, may result in significant operational efficiencies and savings.  Both factors should be 
considered in evaluating project costs.  

DOWNTOWN EVOLUTION  
A transit center facility consumes land, but can also attract development and make downtown 
more accessible. As downtown Flagstaff continues to redevelop and change over time, the 
transfer center site will in part determine how much impact transit will have on the downtown 
environment. A site closer to the core of downtown will encourage a greater role for transit in 
downtown’s evolution.  

LONG TERM SYSTEM GROWTH/VISIBILITY  
The location of the transfer center affects the overall visibility of transit service. A site situated 
in downtown or along a major corridor will serve as a visible reminder that transit service is 
available and convenient. The flexibility of the site to handle various transit services (such as 
express buses or even commuter rail over time), and how the transfer center can adapt to 
changing demands, will affect the long term growth of the system.  

CONGESTION/TIME SAVINGS  
Auto congestion in Flagstaff is not severe enough to influence transit ridership.  However, as 
with transit operations cost considerations, a well-sited and designed transfer center, in 
combination with a grade-separated railroad crossing, may result in significant operational 
efficiencies and travel time savings, both of which have positive impacts on traffic congestion.  

VISITOR ATTRACTIVENESS  
Flagstaff is a major tourist destination attracting many visitors traveling to the city, the 
Grand Canyon, and other nearby destinations. A convenient, visible transit system is an 
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important asset for visitors as well as residents. A central transfer center should convey these 
values.  

STRENGTHENING NEIGHBORHOOD CONNECTIONS ACROSS THE RAILROAD  
The central transfer center, in combination with a grade separated crossing, will cater to routes 
serving areas on both sides of the tracks. The accessibility of the site from each side of the tracks 
will play a key role in the transfer center (and system’s) ability to help unify both sides of tracks, 
particularly in connecting downtown with the Southside and NAU.  

SUSTAINABILITY  
The concept of sustainability, while difficult to measure, is an important value in Flagstaff.  The 
central transfer center, in its design, location, and accessibility, should support a walkable 
downtown and the convenience and ease of using Mountain Line as a viable travel mode.  

SITE READINESS  
This factor is related to cost benefits and impacts.  Buildable sites, or sites with adaptable 
buildings, can accommodate a transfer center more quickly and efficiently than sites requiring 
demolition, mitigation, or other pre-construction preparation.  

GARAGE CRITERIA 
1) Site dimension of no less than 150’ in width; and  
2) proximity to the Aspen Street commercial corridor; and  
3) City ownership. 
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City of Flagstaff/Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Transportation Authority
Joint Garage/Transfer Facility Site Evaluation Matrix

Prepared by the Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization, January 2010

Factor Weight Score Value Score Value Score Value Score Value Score Value Score Value Score Value Score Value

Transfer Facility Factors
Easily Connect Travel Modes 15 2 30.00 3 45.00 2 30.00 2 30.00 2 30.00 2 30.00 2 30.00 2 30.00
Routing/Operations 15 3 45.00 2 30.00 2 30.00 2 30.00 2 30.00 3 45.00 2 30.00 2 30.00
Cost Benefits/Impacts 15 2 30.00 3 45.00 1 15.00 1 15.00 2 30.00 2 30.00 2 30.00 2 30.00
Downtown Evolution 15 2 30.00 3 45.00 3 45.00 2 30.00 3 45.00 3 45.00 3 45.00 2 30.00
Long Term System Growth/Visibility 9 3 27.00 3 27.00 3 27.00 2 18.00 3 27.00 3 27.00 3 27.00 2 18.00
Congestion/Time Savings 9 3 27.00 2 18.00 2 18.00 2 18.00 2 18.00 3 27.00 2 18.00 2 18.00
Visitor Attractiveness 9 3 27.00 3 27.00 3 27.00 2 18.00 3 27.00 3 27.00 3 27.00 2 18.00
Connecting Neighborhoods (N/S) 9 3 27.00 2 18.00 2 18.00 1 9.00 2 18.00 3 27.00 2 18.00 2 18.00
Sustainability 2 2 4.00 3 6.00 3 6.00 2 4.00 3 6.00 2 4.00 2 4.00 2 4.00
Site Readiness 2 2 4.00 3 6.00 1 2.00 1 2.00 2 4.00 1 2.00 1 2.00 1 2.00

Garage Facility Factors
Proximity to Aspen Street 9 1 9.00 2 18.00 2 18.00 3 27.00 3 27.00 3 27.00 3 27.00 2 18.00
City ownership (none = fatal) 1 1 1.00 1 1.00 1 1.00 0 0.00 1 1.00 1 1.00 0 0.00 1 1.00
Site width (< 150' = fatal) 1 1 1.00 0 0.00 1 1.00 1 1.00 1 1.00 1 1.00 1 1.00 1 1.00

Raw Score 327 260.00 285.00 236.00 201.00 262.00 291.00 258.00 216.00
Fatal Flaw Impact 260.00 0.00 236.00 0.00 262.00 291.00 0.00 216.00

Weighted Score (100%) 100 80 0 72 0 80 89 0 66
Rank 3 6 4 6 2 1 6 5

Weighted Rank (1 to 8) Third Sixth Fourth Sixth Second First Sixth Fifth

Notes
1.  Evaluation factors are weighted relative to each other to total 100.
2.  Scores range from 1 (low) to 3 (high) for each evaluation factor.
3.  Raw scores are weighted to a 100-point scale.

Site B Site C Site D Site E
Evaluation Criteria City Lot - Phoenix Amtrak Station APS Site Babbitt Ford W. City Hall Lot

Site A Site H(10)
NW Birch/Bvr

Site F(10)
NW 66/Beaver

Site G(10)
NW Aspen/Bvr
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FLAGSTAFF METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

Item No. 

STAFF SUMMARY REPORT 
 
To: FMPO Technical Advisory Committee 
From: David Wessel, FMPO Manager 
Date: February 1, 2010 
Meeting Date: February 4, 2010  
  
 
Title: NAIPTA-FMPO Memorandum of Understanding 
 
Recommended Actions:  Recommend the MOU to the Executive Board 
  
 
ACTION SUMMARY:  The MOU defines roles and responsibilities between 
NAIPTA and the FMPO for transit programming and planning and meets a 
federal requirement for such an agreement. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
Background/History: 
 The managers of the respective agencies signed an MOU in 2008. 
 The new FTA administrator recommends changes and wants those changes adopted by 

the April Intermodal Planning Group meeting. 
 

Key Considerations: 
 All roles and responsibilities are adequately addressed. 
 The MOU “codifies” a solid working relationship that has existed for more than 10 years. 
 
Community Involvement: 
 The UPWP and occasionally TIP reflect interaction between the agencies.  

 
Alternatives/Consequences: 
 Failure to meet the requirement could affect transit planning and programming funds. 
 
Attachments/Exhibits:  
 Draft MOU 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
 

By and Between 
The Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Public Transit Authority  

And 
The Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization 

 
Regarding  

Ongoing transit planning for the purpose of programming federal transit funding 
 
The purpose of the memorandum of understanding is to define the roles and responsibilities for transit 
planning within the planning boundaries of the Flagstaff Metropolitan Planning Organization (FMPO) as 
exercised by the (FMPO) and the Northern Arizona Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authority 
(NAIPTA).  This MOU supersedes the MOU signed between the agencies in 2008.  This MOU is 
intended to achieve compliance with 23 CFR 450.310. 
 

Section 1 – Communication 
 
NAIPTA and FMPO enjoy and rely upon a cooperative relationship at the staff, management, and policy 
levels to achieve successful planning, programming and operations for transit services in the region. The 
managers of these respective organizations accept responsibility for fostering the communications 
essential to this relationship.  Such communications result in the effective use of taxpayer resources in 
delivering the service they expect. 
 

Section 2 – Transit Planning 
 
Generally speaking, the FMPO will be responsible for long-range planning and NAIPTA for short-range 
planning.  Long-range is understood to mean those periods beyond 10 years away.  Short-range is 
understood to mean the next 5-Year period.  Mid-term planning, between 5 and 10 years will largely be a 
cooperative venture. 
 
Long Range Planning - Generally speaking, the FMPO will be responsible for coordination of 
transportation with local land use general plans and with statewide planning efforts conducted by the 
Arizona Department of Transportation.  FMPO will be responsible for delivering a federally compliant 
regional transportation plan.  This includes the understanding and projection of population and 
employment conditions, urban form, and their interrelation with transportation.  The FMPO will be 
responsible for development of the general policies and programs that develop the appropriate 
transportation systems, including transit, to properly respond to future land use conditions.  This will 
include general recommendations on the type of transit service (e.g., express, fixed route, circulator) and 
frequency (e.g., high, medium, low) that will support the desired land use policies and the pedestrian, 
bicycle and roadway developments required by such service.  NAIPTA is a stakeholder in these 
processes, a participant in the FMPO board and committee structures and will be regularly consulted. 
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Short Range Planning - Generally speaking, NAIPTA will be responsible for operations and financial 
planning for the transit system.  This will take place in regular updates to the 5-Year Transit Plan.  The 5-
Year Transit Plan will be consistent with the FMPO Regional Transportation Plan.  It will include, but is 
not limited to, ultimate route frequency (e.g., 15 minutes, etc.), stop frequency, type of bus, bus stop, and 
final route-path details.  It also includes estimating federal revenue, local revenue, fair box recovery and 
other sources of revenue.  Secondarily, NAIPTA financial plans will be reflected in the annual FMPO 
Transportation Improvement Program that is compliant with relevant federal regulations.  FMPO is a 
stakeholder in these processes and will be regularly consulted. 
 
NAIPTA and FMPO will actively participate in each other’s respective planning efforts.  This includes 
participation or representation on boards and committees that may be achieved through participation by 
respective member agencies. This includes regular staff briefings and staff representation on respective 
project study teams.  It is understood that FMPO staff will serve as liaison between NAIPTA and City of 
Flagstaff current planning and capital planning and programming processes, but this does not preclude 
NAIPTA staff from direct communications with the City. 
 
Cooperative Funding - NAIPTA and FMPO may share planning funds on an as-needed basis.  The 
primary factor determining allocation of funds is whether the region is engaged in a short-term or long-
term planning effort.  This determination will be made in the FMPO annual work program.  Other factors 
include availability of staffing resources. 
 

Section 3 – Transit Fund Programming 
 

Programming Criteria – NAIPTA and FMPO will cooperatively develop programming criteria that 
reflect the policy expectations of the short and long range plans.  The criteria will be identified in the 
transportation improvement program (TIP). 
 
Federal Grant Applications – NAIPTA will prepare applications for federal transit funds and FMPO will 
be responsible for assuring their compliance with plans and the TIP. 
 
Transportation Improvement Program - NAIPTA will be responsible for preparing the annual listing of 
transit programs, drafting the “sixth” year of the five-year TIP, and presenting and defending those before 
the FMPO board and committees.  FMPO will be responsible for publishing the annual listing, assuring 
plan compliance, and processing any necessary amendments to the TIP. 
 

Section 4 – MOU Amendment and Termination 
 

This MOU may be amended only by mutual agreement between the parties.  This MOU may be 
terminated by either party with a 30-day written notice to the other party. 
 
 
________________________Date_______  ________________________Date_______ 
David Wessel, FMPO Manager  Jeff Meilbeck, NAIPTA General Manager 
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Office: 100 W. Birch Avenue 
Mail: 211 W. Aspen Ave  
Flagstaff, AZ 86001 
Phone: 928-226-4849 
Fax: 928-213-4825 
Website: www.flagstaffmpo.org   
 

2010 

Important Dates  
Annual Board Dinner Tentative 6/17/10  
Annual FMPO Retreat Tentative 9/22/10  
Annual Work Program Approval May 2010 
Annual TIP Approval May or June 2010 
Note: Executive Board Meetings in November &  
December are combined due to Holidays Date TBD 
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FLAGSTAFF METROPOLITAN 
PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

CITY OF FLAGSTAFF  COCONINO COUNTY  ARIZONA DOT 
Office: 100 West Birch Avenue  Flagstaff, Arizona 86001 

Mail: 211 West Aspen Avenue   Flagstaff, Arizona 86001 

      Phone:  (928) 226-4849    Fax:  (928) 213-4825 

        www.flagstaffmpo.org  fmpo@flagstaffaz.gov  

Action Summary 
Executive Board 

8:00 a.m. – 10:00 – Wednesday, January 27, 2010 
_____________________________________________________________ 

Coconino County 2nd Floor Conference Room,  
219 E. Cherry Avenue, Flagstaff, AZ 86001 

 
Chair Ryan called the meeting to order at 8:04 a.m. 
 
Roll Call. 
Present: Matt Ryan, Supervisor Coconino County; Robert (Bob) Montoya, Arizona Department 
of Transportation; Scott Overton, Councilmember City of Flagstaff; Coral Evans, Councilmember 
City of Flagstaff; Carl Taylor, Supervisor Coconino County 
Absent/Excused: Sara Presler, Mayor City of Flagstaff;  
Others Present: David Wessel, FMPO Manager; Meg Roederer, FMPO Administrative 
Specialist; Kevin Adam, RTAC 
 
I. PRELIMINARY GENERAL BUSINESS 

A. PUBLIC COMMENT 
None 

 
B. ANNOUNCEMENTS  

None 
  

C. APPROVAL of MINUTES.       
Mr. Overton made a motion to approve the December 16, 2009 Special Executive 
Board meeting minutes and Mr. Montoya seconded, which passed unanimously. 

     
II. OLD BUSINESS (Continued, postponed, and tabled items.)  

1. FY 2010 Unified Planning Work Program      
Mr. Wessel referred to the staff report and requested guidance on the Work Program 
from the Board. There was discussion only. 

 
2. FY 2011-2015 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)   

Mr. Wessel explained the TIP to the Board and received comment and feedback. Mr. 
Adam provided the Board with an update on stimulus and reauthorization and how it 
relates to the TIP and TIP amendments. There was discussion only.  
 

3.  Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Update     
There was no discussion. 

 
III. NEW BUSINESS (Continued, postponed, and tabled items.)  
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CERTIFICATION OF POSTING OF NOTICE 

The undersigned hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing notice was duly posted at Flagstaff City Hall on        ,at         a.m./p.m. in 
accordance with the statement filed by the Recording Secretary with the City Clerk. 
 

Dated this   day of    , 2010.       

1. FMPO Calendar          
There was no discussion. 

 
IV. CONCLUDING GENERAL BUSINESS      

D.  REPORTS                 
There was no discussion. 

             
E. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

None 
 
ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Ryan adjourned the meeting at 9:47 am. 
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