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Attachment B

Subject: RTA Next Framework for COT Participation

RTA PROJECT FUNDING
Request: 
TIP subcommittee should be convened as soon as possible to discuss all RTA projects that are 
currently underfunded based on ballot amounts and have a comprehensive discussion about how 
best to deliver the remainder of the RTA Plan. 

Background:
Through the recent draft FY 2022-2026 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 
development process, the RTA has articulated a commitment to fund the remaining RTA ballot 
funding amounts for projects listed in the Roadway Improvement Element of the RTA Plan.  To 
date, 47% of City of Tucson RTA Roadway Improvement Element projects have been 
completed.  However, it has become clear that the amounts listed in the 2006 ballot will not be 
sufficient to deliver the remaining projects.  

Although RTA policy requires project funding be “adjusted annually for inflation”, this has not 
been completed (RTA Policies, Objective, and Procedures, Chapter IX, Section C, Item 3-2, #11-
12).  At this time, there are several projects in the RTA Roadway Improvement Element list 
where the ballot described scope cannot be completed without funding beyond the ballot 
amounts (see Attachment C- RTA project shortfalls). This includes projects currently under 
construction (Downtown Links). 

It should be noted that while the RTA continues to fund parts of the Transit Element of the RTA 
plan, RTA has no longer articulated a commitment to fund the Safety Element or Environmental 
and Economic Vitality Element to the amounts listed on the 2006 ballot. 

 
REPRESENTATION AT PAG/RTA
Request:  
Agendize a discussion of PAG Regional Council and RTA Board composition and voting 
structure at Regional Council.

Background:
The City of Tucson represents over half of the regional population and approximately 60% of the 
regional sales tax base. However, all PAG member jurisdictions have equal voting rights at PAG 
Regional Council and the RTA Board.  Not all Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) or 
Regional Transit/Transportation Authorities (RTAs) are structured this way.  At some MPOs, 
intergovernmental balance and population-based representation is addressed by assigning 
population-based weighted voting rights or weighted allocation of seats on the governing board.  
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According to a 2017 study by the Federal Highway Administration (MPO Staffing and 
Organizational Structures), approximately 26% of metro areas with populations greater than one 
million residents have some form of weighted voting structure articulated in the MPO bylaws.  
Additionally, several Regional Transit/Transportation Authorities have also implemented 
weighted voting structures; either as a default voting assumption or upon request.

For example, the Maricopa Association of Governments (MAG) has a weighted voting structure 
available upon request for both Regional Council and Management Committees.  If a weighted 
vote is requested, a motion will only pass if it is approved by both a “numerical vote” as well as 
by a population-based weighted vote of members present (see page 12 of the MAG Agency 
Overview here: https://www.azmag.gov/Portals/0/Documents/MagContent/MAG_Info-
Book.pdf)  Similarly, the Valley Metro Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA) board 
has weighted voting available upon request.

PAG Regional Council and the RTA Board should establish an appropriate population-based 
weighted voting structure or Board composition to allow for fair participation and representation 
of our region’s residents.  

RTA CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE (CAC)
Request: 
Revisit composition of the CAC ensuring that it is demographically and geographically 
representative of the community.  Provide CAC roster, attendance report, and current vacancies.  
Remove members who have failed to attend sufficient meetings in accordance with CAC bylaws.  
Fill vacancies with more diverse voices and perspectives.

Background:
At the recent Regional Council retreat, several Board members expressed concerns about the 
diversity and composition of the RTA CAC.  Given the responsibility placed on the CAC to 
advise on the framework and structure of the RTA Next, and review and recommend member 
jurisdiction project submittals for inclusion in the plan, committee membership should be well 
represented across age groups, genders, ethnicities, zip codes, and transportation interest areas.    

RTA NEXT
Request: 
In order to open the RTA Next process to be a more collaborative effort co-developed by RTA 
members, agendize a regular and on-going discussion of the RTA Next framework to address the 
specific points listed below with the Technical Advisory Committee and the RTA Citizens 
Advisory Committee.  

Background:
The RTA Next process to date has focused entirely on named corridor projects, although the 
effort needs to include much more than just the named improvements.  As shared previously, the 

https://www.azmag.gov/Portals/0/Documents/MagContent/MAG_Info-Book.pdf
https://www.azmag.gov/Portals/0/Documents/MagContent/MAG_Info-Book.pdf
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Move Tucson process has identified the following categories of need on our transportation 
network in the City of Tucson:

Category Estimated Need
Overall System Needs

Move Tucson Named Capital Projects $3 billion
New High Capacity Transit Projects $2 billion
Pedestrian/ADA Improvements $930 million
Traffic Signal & Technology Upgrades $55 million
Street Lighting $10 million

20-Year Program Funding
Pavement Rehabilitation & Preservation $1.4 billion
Transit Service Improvements $1.1 billion
Safety Improvements $60 million
Transportation Demand Management $10 million
Education & Encouragement $7 million
Shared Mobility $7 million

There is not an expectation that RTA Next, or any single funding source will be adequate to 
address all of these needs identified through Move Tucson. However, to ensure that RTA Next 
funding would be available to meet Tucson’s priority needs, it is important that the RTA engage 
sponsor agencies in a discussion of the overall framework for RTA Next, including which 
“categorical” elements and associated funding distributions would be included in the plan.

 
Foundational discussions vital to the development of a successful RTA Next that have yet to be 
discussed include:

 How the overall funding framework will be structured (named projects vs. system-wide 
needs)

 Funding distributions associated with each plan component
 What new categorical elements should be included in this plan 

o Pavement
o Climate change & resiliency
o Technology (including 5G)

 How to address repeated calls for building more flexibility into RTA Next project 
delivery

 Relationship of RTA 1 to RTA Next - defining a clear strategy for transitioning between 
the two

 A timeline for the plan development process including a target date for an RTA Next 
election

 Open discussion of the appropriate size of the tax levy and associated revenue projections

This conversation can happen independent of the named project lists requested of member 
jurisdictions.  


