AT

Central Yavapai Metropolitan
Planning Organization

mm Regional Transportation

EM Plan Update 2040

Appendices
=SS April 2015

Prepared by:
AZCOM

In association with:
Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.
Central Creative



1 Appendix A

° u Public Involvement




A=COM

Regional ransgortatlon
“Plan Updaté“2040 s

Public Meeting
April 23, 2014




o Key Study Members

* Meeting Purpose

« History and Background

e Schedule and Process

o Study Area

 Existing and Projected Socioeconomics
 Existing and Projected Traffic Volumes
o Next Steps




Key Study Members

« CYMPO

» Arizona Department of Transportation
o City of Prescott

« Town of Prescott Valley

e Town of Chino Valley

e Town of Dewey-Humboldt

e Yavapal County




Meeting Purpose

* Educate the community on the study and its process

« Present existing and projected population, employment,
and traffic data

 Solicit input to identify areas where transportation
Improvements are needed




History and Background

What is CYMPQO?

« Central Yavapal Metropolitan Planning Organization

« Partnership between ADOT, Chino Valley, Dewey-Humboldt,
Prescott, Prescott Valley, and Yavapai County

» Responsible for planning the transportation system for the
Central Yavapai region (encompasses about 400 square miles)

What is a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)?

* Along-range (25-year) vision for the regional transportation
system




History and Background

Why update the plan?

» Legislation requires updates to RTPs every five-years

* Economic recession has caused dramatic changes in expected
population growth

Purpose of This Update
 Adjust traffic projections to more accurately reflect population
and employment growth

« Extend the life of the existing roadway network by identifying
high impact / low cost improvements

e Recommend future improvement projects and identify funding
opportunities




Schedule and Process

Nov 2013 Jan 2014 Mar 2014 May 2014 Jul2014] Sep 2014

Public Meetings

7 | CYMPO RTP Update 2040
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1
‘1’ e — |terstate
/ -}ﬂ =— State Highway
v+ Railroad

|

| |

| ~ I e — Street

| _Hfh_d,/d | e I___-| Planning Influence Area
| |

| |

|

e s
] 3 Chino Valley
Dewey-Humboldt
b Prescott
| Prescott Valley
= Yavapai Prescott Indian Reservation

| o 475 83
o — —_—
i | S e e +—+—t—

@ } Chino Valley

+
Miles

- - e

Outer Loop Ad
%

%,

&

% P
7 i

5,
<
%

I *-r.‘ ] ! Yavapai Prescott Dewe;-

Indian Reservation Humboldt f

|
I
I
|
|
|
|
I
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Copyright:© 2013 Esri

[ |
Hixagon
Bl [RRHSDORTATIEN CONSURTANTS, IHC.




Existing and Forecasted Population
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Existing and Forecasted Employment

Existing Employment
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Existing and Forecasted Traffic Volumes

Existing Traffic Volumes Forecasted Traffic Volumes (2040)
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Next Steps

* |ncorporate input from public meetings and analyze
future transportation condition (2040) traffic model to
Identify outstanding future transportation needs

« Develop and analyze regional transportation network
alternatives

 |dentify short-term improvements to extend the life of
existing transportation networks

 Bring transportation network recommendations back to
the public for review and comment (September)




Question and Answer
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Public Meeting 1 Summary
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Overview

The Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization (CYMPO) encouraged communities within its
planning boundaries to participate in public meetings scheduled for Wednesday, April 23 between 1 p.m.
and 3 p.m. and 5:30 p.m. and 7:30 p.m. and provide input on the existing transportation needs and areas
where the study should focus. Both meetings were held in the Town of Prescott Valley Library Auditorium.

A brief presentation was made by Kate Bondy, Project Manager with AECOM, followed by a brief question
and answer session. In total 39 people attended from the communities as well as elected officials and local
government representatives. All comment forms can be found in Appendix A: Comment Forms and copies of
the sign in sheets can be found in Appendix B: Sign In Sheets.

The following summarizes the discussion at both of the public meetings.

Questions and Answers:

Q: What is the base for the projected population numbers? How is that forecasted?

A: CYMPO uses the data from the existing Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) model, which
uses numbers based on the forecasted numbers produced by the Arizona Department of
Administration. The numbers provided from the state agencies were reviewed and compared to
those that the local governments used in their general plans.

Q: What will happen with the declining water resources in the area? How is it possible to continue to
develop infrastructure for growing populations when there will be no water in the future?
A: This is a transportation planning study. The water component is analyzed in the local government

plans and is inherently part of the transportation planning element. All population and employment
forecasts take into account water resources.

Q: What kind of short-term improvements will be considered in this study?
A: This study will consider improvement to help the flow of traffic such as additional turn lanes and
signal timing.

Q: Who is responsible for improving pavement quality?

A: The preservation of roadways is the responsibility of ADOT, Yavapai County, and local jurisdictions.
Q: Where in the plan is bus rapid transit and pedestrian and bicycle pathways considered?

A: The plan will include a multimodal element. This will be developed later in the study.

Verbal Comments:
* More wildlife corridors need to be implemented. Fewer vehicle collisions with wildlife would save
the governments hundreds of thousands of dollars.
* The biggest economic draw in this area is historical sites. There should be a greater emphasis on
trying to increase tourism in the area.
* European and Canadian studies should be researched and the findings should be applied to this
study.
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Written Comments Received on Comment Forms

1. On which roads do you currently experience the most traffic delays?

SR 69 — Montezuma Downtown Prescott

SR 89 — South of Prescott

SR 89 — Chino to SR 89A

SR 69 — SR 89 to SR 169

SR 89A — Granite Dells Parkway to Viewpoint Drive

Glassoford Hills Road

Willow Creek Road — SR 89 to Iron Springs

Sheldon Street

Gurley Street

SR 69 and Glassford Hills Road

SR 89 between Prescott and Chino Valley

SR 89 between Chino Valley and Prescott

None, with the exception of continued construction projects, which are making us like
Phoenix and S. Cal where everything is constantly torn up. If | must drive, | do it before or
after peak hours.

| do not drive but it would be nice to synchronize the traffic lights on Robert Rd and a few
other PV streets.

2. What areas within the CYMPO planning boundary or specific roads do you anticipate significant
traffic delays in the future (2040)?

SR 69/SR 89 — Sheldon, Gurley, and Montezuma
Willow Creek Road — Grove Miller Valley

SR 89A — SR 89 to Robert Road

SR 69 — SR 89 to SR 169

SR 169 — SR 69 to Old Cherry Road

SR 89 — Deep Well Ranch Roundabout to SR 89A
Glassford Hill Road

Willow Creek Road

Whipple Third Connector

SR 89 — Center Street north through Paulden

SR 69 and Glassford Hill Road

SR 89 between Prescott and Chino Valley

As our population increases all main roads in PV will be affected
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3. Are there any areas in which this study should focus to improve transportation conditions or
connections?

Alternative routes from SR 89 through the City of Prescott. Events downtown cause huge
bottlenecks.

SR 89A —SR 89 to SR 69

How long will Williamson Valley Road function as a two lane road? How long will the
realigned Willow Creek Road function as a two lane road? Establish a timeline for Great
Western.

Especially the intersection of Glassford Hill Road and SR 69.

Glassford Hill Road to Outer Loop in Chino Valley.

Widen SR 89 from Paulden to Prescott.

Public transit including bus, light rail, and air within communities and between communities.
Alternative transportation facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists.

To keep traffic moving traffic lights must be synchronized on all major roads.

4. |If options were provided, how would you prefer to travel?

MODE OF RESPONSES PERCENTAGE
TRANSPORTATION

PERSONAL VEHICLE | 4 44.5%
PUBLIC TRANSIT | 2 22.2%
WALK/BIKE | 3 33.3%
OTHER | 0

5. Do you have any other comments?

Retrofitting existing roads to be more accommodating to bicycle and pedestrian travel and
crossing.

Possible evaluation of a short connector from Sara Jane Lane (SR 69) to SR 169 until the Fain
to SR 169 could be built.

Keep me informed. Thank you.

Implement practices and policies to reduce motor vehicle number of trips, resulting in the
lowering of maintenance, widening, and new construction costs.

Complete non-motorized trail system connecting Prescott, Prescott Valley, Dewey-
Humboldt, Chino Valley, and Skull Valley.

Request ADOT to provide wildlife corridor information and funding for wildlife road
crossings.

Public transit routes: Prescott, Prescott Valley, Chino Valley connections.

Smart growth policies: shop, work, government, recreation where you live—not requiring a
motor vehicle.

Comments drawn on maps can be found on the following page.
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CYMPO RTP Update Study Area
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For more information, contact:

Chris Bridges Kate Bondy, PE, PTOE
CYMPO Administrator AECOM Project Manager
928-442-5730 602-337-2603

hristopher.Bridge avapai.u Kate.Bondy@aecom.com
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Name: _25 | ¥¥ k/\/%/vt/) {@
Email Address: 311/\/1 ; K/\,fA‘L/@& @ & Mi4'/ (L . C#r7

1. On which roads do you currently experience the most traffic delays?
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2. What areas within the CYMPO planning boundary or specific roads do you anticipate significant traffic
delays in the future (year 2040)?
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3. Are there any areas in which this study should focus to improve transportation conditions or connections?
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4. If options were provided, how would you prefer to travel?

[] Personal Vehicle B¢l walk/Bike
[] Public Transit [] other:

5. Do you have any other comments?
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Please submit your comments no later than Friday, May 9, 2014. Comments can be submitted by:

Mail: CYMPO RTP Email: Christopher.Bridges@yavapai.us
c/o CYMPO Telephone: 928.442.5730
1971 Commerce Center Circle
Suite E Completion of this comment form is voluntary and helps the study team

keep an accurate record of comments received. Under state law, any
identifying information provided will become part of the public record,
and as such, must be released to any individual upon request. —

Prescott, AZ 86301
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Name: M/KE LWL ECT
Email Address:  /WWEE o WILETT &= YR ppAl - OO

1. On which roads do you currently experience the most traffic delays?
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2. What areas within the CYMPO planning boundary or specific roads do you anticipate significant traffic
delays in the future (year 2040)?
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3. Are there any areas in which this study should focus to improve transportation conditions or connections?,
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4. If options were provided, how would you prefer to travel?

Er Personal Vehicle m/Walk/ Bike
P

ublic Transit Other

5. Do you have any other comments?
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Please submit your comments no later than Friday, May 9, 2014. Comments can be submitted by:

Mail: CYMPO RTP Email: Christopher.Bridges@yavapai.us
c/o CYMPO Telephone: 928.442.5730
1971 Commerce Center Circle
Suite E Completion of this comment form is voluntary and helps the study team

keep an accurate record of comments received. Under state law, any
identifying information provided will become part of the public record,
and as such, must be released to any individual upon request. /1

Prescott, AZ 86301
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Name: \é\\\v\f\ ]\[\O oM

Email Address: \(-\W\O oD @ \\\D\/ oL , N Q—*

1. On which roads do you currently experience the most traffic delays?

29 & (MeerSord O Rprsch

2. What areas within the CYMPO planning boundary or specific roads do you anticipate significant traffic
delays in the future (year 2040)?

— SRS — T

3. Are there any areas in which this study should focus to improve transportation conditions or connections?
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4. If options were provided, how would you prefer to travel?
Igérsonal Vehicle [[] walk/Bike
] Public Transit ] other:

5. Do you have any other comments?

Please submit your comments no later than Friday, May 9, 2014. Comments can be submitted by:

Mail: CYMPO RTP Email: Christopher.Bridges@yavapai.us
c/o CYMPO Telephone: 928.442.5730
1971 Commerce Center Circle
Suite B Completion of this comment form is voluntary and helps the study team

keep an accurate record of comments received. Under state law, any
identifying information provided will become part of the public record,
and as such, must be released to any individual upon request. /i

Prescott, AZ 86301
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Name: '\j O k om)%a_!
/
Email Address: }kowka\ioe_ @Jv\w\ Lﬁog Cavi

1. On which roads do you currently experience the most traffic delays?
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2. What areas within the CYMPO planning boundary or specific roads do you anticipate significant traffic
delays in the future (year 204.0)?

;\‘:&M (35 (,,&D s A

3. Are there any areas in which this study should focus to improve transportation conditions or connections?

4. If options were provided, how would you prefer to travel?

% Personal Vehicle [[] walk/Bike
Public Transit [] other:

5. Do you have any other comments?

;kaca,}ﬂ A nl\/‘\gow’v\ﬁ-—& — ’k’%«%k }./D\A

Please submit your comments no later than Friday, May 9, 2014. Comments can be submitted by:

Mail: CYMPO RTP Email: Christopher.Bridges@yavapai.us
c/o CYMPO Telephone: 928.442.5730
1971 Commerce Center Circle
Suite E Completion of this comment form is voluntary and helps the study team

keep an accurate record of comments received. Under state law, any
identifying information provided will become part of the public record,
and as such, must be released to any individual upon request. 1

Prescott, AZ 86301
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Name: D(’J rSBEOD A oT Z 16572
Email Address: C{M’l fa / .Z & @ma. £ (7974/]

(/

1. On which roads do you currently experience the mt:%fﬁc delays?
- {
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2. What areas within the CYMPO planning boundary or specific roads do you anticipate significant traffic
delays in the future (year 2040)?

3. Are there any areas in which this study should focus to improve transportation conditions or connections?
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4. If options were provided, how would you prefer to travel?

B Personal Vehicle ] walk/Bike
[] Public Transit ] other:

5. Do you have any other comments?

Please submit your comments no later than Friday, May 9, 2014. Comments can be submitted by:

Mail: CYMPO RTP Email: Christopher.Bridges@yavapai.us
c/o CYMPO Telephone: 928.442.5730
1971 Commerce Center Circle
Suits E Completion of this comment form is voluntary and helps the study team
Prescott, AZ 86301 keep an accurate record of comments received. Under state law, any

identifying information provided will become part of the public record,
and as such, must be released to any individual upon request.
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What areas within the CYMPO planmng boundary or specific roads do you anticipate significant traffic
delays in the future (year 2040)?

3. Are there any areas in which this study should focus to improve transportatmn conditions or connections?
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4., If options were prowded, how would you prefer to travel?

[] Personal Vehicle g Wall/Bike C(.Cb\'nmv.k\(eé« to work See 26 \i&m“bv

] Public Transit [] other:

5. Do you have any other comiments?
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Please submit your comments no later than Friday, May 9, 2014. Comments can be submitted by: O\)E 1 2

Mail: CYMPO RTP Email: Christopher.Bridges@yavapai.us
c/o CYMPO Telephone: 928.442.5730
1971 Commerce Center Circle
Suits B Completion of this comment form is voluntary and helps the study team

AZ 863 keep an accurate record of comments received. Under state law, any
Prescott, AZ 86301 identifying information provided will become part of the public record,
and as such, must be released to any individual upon request.
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1. On which roads de you currently experlence the most traffic delays?
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2. What areas within the CYMPO planning boundary or specific roads do you anticipate significant traffic
delays in the future (year 2040)?
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3. Are there any areas in which this study should focus to 1mprove transportatlon conditions or connections?
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4. If options were provided, how would you prefer to travel?

[1 Personal Vehicle [] walk/Bike By
Public Transit [] other:
5. Do you have any other comments?
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Please submit your comments no later than Friday, May 9, 2014. Comments can be submitted by:

Mail: CYMPO RTP Email: Christopher.Bridges@yavapai.us
c/o CYMPO Telephone: 928.442.5730
1971 Commerce Center Circle

: Completion of this comment form is voluntary and helps the study team
Suite E

keep an accurate record of comments received. Under state law, any
Prescott, AZ 86301 identifying information provided will become part of the public record,
and as such, must be released to any individual upon request.
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SIG N IN Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization
Regional Transportation Plan Update 2040 | Wed., April 23, 2014

5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. | Town of Prescott Valley CYMPO
Central Yavapai Metropolitan
N AM E _ ADDRESS EM AIL Planning Organization
Thomas Slabacke 7/5 E, Caruwm St Pesgl 26303
L e /
50D RoBefZiSont TOWK OF PREScHTT VALLEY
‘ M“"V\ D"“‘“S Towa o‘F Prese Valley ndavise ’Dua‘l.ne?.‘—
\ /. &S ?5(77.’3/0 FP70 i, L one L) v AZ
TS i Bl P - 200 PAREFC_ED  PREco’ 20k | kvt @ g o

THANK YOU

for participating!
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o Key study members

e Meeting purpose

 History and background

» Schedule and process

o Study area

 Existing and projected population, employment and traffic
» Regional recommendations (2040 and 2025)
 Intersection improvements

e Next steps

e Question and answer session




Key Study Members

« CYMPO

» Arizona Department of Transportation
o City of Prescott

« Town of Prescott Valley

e Town of Chino Valley

e Town of Dewey-Humboldt

e Yavapal County




Meeting Purpose

o Update the community on the schedule and process

« Present existing and projected population, employment,
and traffic data

o Solicit input on the draft 2040 and 2025 regional
recommendations

o Community’s project priorities




History and Background

What is CYMPQO?

« Central Yavapal Metropolitan Planning Organization

« Partnership between ADOT, Chino Valley, Dewey-Humboldt,
Prescott, Prescott Valley, and Yavapai County

» Responsible for planning the transportation system for the
Central Yavapai region (encompasses about 400 square miles)

What is a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)?

* Along-range (25-year) vision for the regional transportation
system




History and Background

Why update the plan?

» Legislation requires updates to RTPs every five-years

* Economic recession has caused dramatic changes in expected
population growth

Purpose of This Update
 Adjust traffic projections to more accurately reflect population
and employment growth

« Extend the life of the existing roadway network by identifying
high impact / low cost improvements

e Recommend future improvement projects and identify funding
opportunities




Schedule

‘Nov 2013/ Jan 2014 Mar 2014/ May 2014 | Jul 2014 | Sep 2014

7 | CYMPO RTP Update 2040




Process

REVIEW EXISTING DATA

Develop and validate traffic model for
2010 using the population census

VERIFY WITH THE
GENERAL PLAN

Population Employment

ASSESS THE NEEDS (“No-BuiLp”)

Includes 100% funded projects
What happens if we do nothing else?

ASSESS PREVIOUSLY PLANNED PROJECTS
TO IMPLEMENT BASED ON NEEDS

4 REGIONAL ALTERNATIVES
IDENTIFIED TO SATISFY
REGION’S NEEDS

EVALUATE
ALTERNATIVES

ELE R

DEVELOPED THE 2040 AND 2025
RECOMMENDED REGIONAL PLANS

Immediate projects Interim 2025 projects

Long term 2040 projects Beyond 2040 projects

~
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Existing and Forecasted Population

Existing Population Forecasted Population (2040)
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Existing and Forecasted Employment
Existing Employment Forecasted Employment (2040)
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Existing and Forecasted Traffic Operations
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2040 & 2025 Network Evaluation

e Developed four 2040 network alternatives

e Evaluation Criteria
— Traffic operations
— Mobility and Accessibility
— Planning Consistency
— Right-of-way
— Environmental Justice
— Safety
— Cost
— Implementation

e Developed preliminary recommendations

”
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2040 Draft Network Recommendations

LIt

—— Possible Improvements Shown in Pink

SR 89 - Widen to G-lanes

SR B5A - Waden to G-lanes

. SR 88A Roberd Rd T

. SR 59 - Widen to B-lanes

SR 169 - Widen o 4-lanes

MNorthemn Connector — New 2-lane road

. Deep Well Ranch Road — New 4-lane road
. Ajrport Loop Rd — Mew 2-lane road

Airport Bvd — New 2-lane road

Granite Dells Pioary — New 4-lane road

Great Western Extension (Phase 1) = New 2-lane road
Glassford Hill Exteansion — New 4-lane road

. Side Rd Connector — Mew 4-lane road

. Stoneridge Dr - Mew 4-lane road

. Glassford Hill Rd — Widen to 8-lanes

Sante Fe Loop Rd — MNew 4-lane road

. Lakeshare Dr — Widen to 4-lanes

Sundog Connector -- Mew 4-lane road

. O Black Canyon Highway - \Widan to 4 lanes
Country Club Bypass = New 2-lane road
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2040 Traffic Operations

2040 No-Build Conditions 2040 Recommend.ed Conditions
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2025 Draft Network Recommendations

0

-— Possible Improvements Shown in Pink

A, SR 69 — Widen 1o 6 lanes - Spot improvemeants only
B. SR 894 Robert Rd Tl

C. Glassford Hill Rd — Widen to 6 lanes

D. Side Rd Connector — New 4-lane road

E. Stonendge Dr — New 4-lana road

=
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2025 Traffic Operations

2025 No-Build Conditions 2025 Recommended Conditions
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Intersection Improvements

e SR 89A and SR 89 Traffic Interchange
e Existing Simulation
* Modification Simulation

e SR 69 and SR 169 Intersection

« SR 89A Traffic Interchanges




Next Steps

 Incorporate input from public into plan

o Write and finalize report

* Present final plan to CYMPO Board for approval by end
of the year




Question and Answer




Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization
Regional Transportation Plan Update 2040

Public Meeting 2 Summary

September 2014

Overview

The Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization (CYMPO) encouraged communities within its
planning boundaries to participate in public meetings scheduled for Monday, September 29 between 1 p.m.
and 3 p.m. and 5:30 p.m. and 7:30 p.m. to provide input on the existing transportation needs and areas
where the study should focus. Both meetings were held in the City of Prescott council chambers.

A brief presentation was made by Kate Bondy, Project Manager with AECOM, followed by a question and
answer session. In total 32 people signed in from the communities including elected officials and local
government representatives. All written comments can be found in Appendix A: Written Comments, copies
of the sign in sheets can be found in Appendix B: Sign In Sheets, and the meeting handout is in Appendix C:
Meeting Handout.

The following summarizes the discussion at both of the public meetings.

Questions and Answers:

1:00 p.m.

Q: In the population projections, what are the new percent projections for growth in the study area?
A: 3% per year; it was 270% previously.

Q: Is there a transit component to the plan? Does it mention it in this plan?

A: There is a transit study identifying a new funding source for a sustainable transit system. Not

completely incorporated into this plan. All other plans are summarized in this plan.

Q: Is the start date for the growth population 2010? So, 3% each year from 2010 to now?
A: Yes.
Q: In terms of demographics projections, we have a higher percentage of retirees, which is a higher death

rate. Is this taken into account? Did you look at where the areas are that have the large percentage of
retirees, with least potential for growth? Attractors for growth — what did you use as assumptions for
jobs? In terms of big landowners, Big Chino is privately held, several subdivisions planned, what
assumptions were made with that? In terms of classical modeling, what kind of confidence factor do
you have? Since so much of the study area is within the Prescott active management area for water,
what assumptions were made about ratio for private wells vs. development?

A: Yes, the numbers came from the DES, and then we took the allocations from the general plan. We
look at retirement areas as employed vs. non-employed. We don’t track as a separate group. From
2010 to 2040, some workers changed; Higher growth of retirement age. We use the DES, we also
look at the general plans, including the airport area, medical center, and major land owners around
SR 89A and added into projections. We gave the population projections to agencies for them to
verify. Yavapai Ranch, Las Vegas Ranch, talked to County development services. Not a lot happening
with Yavapai Ranch. We stopped at Big Chino Rd. Validated to existing conditions, using percent
error and route-mean-square, within 5% and some within 10% of counts. Tried to stay within 15%. If
the jurisdiction has a water element where a project’s affected, then it’s included in the plan. If it’s
in a general plan, it is being considered. The plan is updated every five years. ADOT provides traffic
projections.
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5:30 p.m.

Q: Does congestion take into account automated vehicles?
A: We use historical data from past and present based on behavioral trends.

Q: Are projects J, K and L regional? Would like to see a greater emphasis on Sun Dog Connector and 69
and Old Black Canyon to get pressure off 69 with no traffic signals. Develop this now rather than
widen 69. Fain Road connector to 169 doesn’t need 4 lanes.

A: Project K implemented would be regional. Depends on development north of 89A. We did look at
improving Sun Dog and projects S+T to relieve 69. It helps, but we need both. All roadways are still
in plan for 2040. Fain Road doesn’t have the demand by 2040. Will consider it in the plan. It’s more
expensive and harder to build in outlying areas. It will be evaluated again in five years.

Q: To confirm, Willow Creek Road Realign is Phase 1 in the five-year plan. Granite Dells wants to
prevent a four-lane, but may need it in the future (red).
A: Phase 2 is Deep Well Ranch Road. We left the Dells now, but may need to build four lanes — would

need to blast for more ROW. Willow Creek Road is in no-build alternative. East-west Road (M) side
road connector includes a bridge in 2025.

Q: What does environmental justice mean? ADOT has the responsibility of looking at environmental
impacts on wildlife corridors with roadway widening. Pronghorn loss — what are you doing to plan
ahead? Wildlife overpasses? On 93? On 89 at the fairgrounds the wire fence has the bottom wire.
Why?

A: AZG&F and ADOT have wildlife linkages, tracked herds and crossing points and we are involving
them earlier in the land use plan as part of the zoning phase. We’ve been working for four to five
years with AZG&F to help plan and get grant funding. There’s game friendly wire — ADOT maintains
the highway fencing. We will need to check on the fencing near the fairgrounds.

Q: ADOT won't get involved in wildlife unless asked by local agency jurisdiction.
A: Yes, we have talked to ADOT. Will be coordinating to get a letter. We aren’t a jurisdiction, but are
working on it with ADOT.

Q: Regarding the Sundog Connector — two years ago a meeting was held at Yavapai Hills. The road was
described as a narrow 2-lanes; another public meeting it was described as a 4-lane. This would be a
disaster to wildlife, trails. It’s not needed and | want it removed from the 2040 plan.

A: This project was in the past plan and we evaluated all the projects. Still modeled that it carried
traffic. The City of Prescott is responsible for this project. But, there is no money for the project.
CYMPO is focusing on 89, 69, and 89A. Please come to the TAC and Board meetings to voice your

opinion.
C: Would like to see a plan for alternative plans for bicycles.
A: That will be included.
Q: How soon will a turn lane be implemented at 89°?
A: It depends on funding. If money is available, it needs to be programmed, designed and then built. If

there is money, that could take a year or two.
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Q: In the population projections, did you think about density for currently undeveloped land and was
consideration given to water?

A: The base model came from the ADOT statewide model. Projections for 2040 came from DES and

DOA. These were verified with each general plan. Each jurisdiction reviews to verify land use. We
have talked to major developers and land owners. Water needs are not typically included in
transportation plans. If the jurisdiction includes water in their plans, it will be included in the RTP,
but indirectly.

C: I’d like to be included to continue to provide input on conservation with the RTP. We need to be
creative with land use planning and development.
A: CYMPO presents to the TAC on the first of each month. Check the agenda and also can attend the

next board meeting. This is an on-going plan.

Q: When do you start looking for money? Where does it come from? How involved are citizens?

A: Prioritizing projects is important for the region. Local funding comes from local tax or gas tax
(primary source since 1993). ADOT projects are federally funded, which covers right of way,
environmental, and mitigations. CYMPO only gets $600,000 per year; about $8 million since 2003.
Could take 10 years with federally funded projects. We are constantly looking at priorities.

Q: Would CYMPO recommend speed reducing in Paulden? At least speed limit signs?
A: We work with ADOT on a roadway safety assessment to evaluate the needs. Safety funding is
separate. We will keep the dialogue with ADOT.

C: There is a lot of commercial development interest on Big Chino Rd in Paulden. Development could
have a huge impact on 89 corridor traffic.

A: Our boundary of this study doesn’t go to Paulden, but we work with the county. Developers would
have to go through the zoning process. We could always go back to ADOT to run the traffic model
again.

Verbal/E-mail/Mail Comments:

¢ All the good plans you outlined at the meeting will be for naught if the traffic lights are not
programmed for better traffic flow. | take 69 from PV to Prescott and get stopped by many of
the lights. The same is true on Glassford in PV. With more traffic the desire will be to add more
lights to control traffic. This will cancel the added lanes.

* This is regarding traffic around Prescott area. We need the four-lane Sundog Connector first to
relive the traffic on 69. We could have two ways into Prescott or over to the Crossings, etc. on
North Willow Rd from Prescott Valley. Next should be 69 with 3 lanes on each side from 169 on
into Prescott. Better for emergency vehicles and traffic.

¢ llive in Chino Valley on Road 2 South just east of Road 1 West. When | was on the Chino Valley
Planning committee study group in the early 2000's, it had been decided that the outer loop
road would suffice for a large population growth. So now you think that making a major road
just 2 miles north would help a lower population? | clearly remember that it was decided to
consider Center or Road 5 from Chino as a connector road due to the existing properties at
Talking Rock, etc. wishing to gain access to the local Safeway. However by looking at your map |
notice that it seems convenient that more "up-scale” communities are not involved in how a
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road will be built even though the residents back had stated that they did desire a connector
road. So | guess it is a mute point to hear the concerns of a single taxpayer when other
taxpayers choose not interact.

* In developing the CYMPO Regional Transportation Plan, there is a great need to consider the
impact on wildlife of highway expansion and the resulting land fragmentation in Yavapai County
and Arizona. In researching this topic, | found valuable information in the Arizona Game & Fish
publication "Wildlife Field Notes, Volume 5." Scott Sprague and Jeff Gagnon presented valuable
information related to Pronghorn populations, which can be extrapolated to other wildlife
species as well. 1 am including many of their ideas, which correlate strongly with my own.

— Land fragmentation poses the greatest obstacle to long-term viability of many
species. Highways often create a barrier to “seasonal migration and gene flow.” This lack of
wildlife connectivity corridors results in local extinction such as was the case with the
Prescott Pronghorn herd.

— Research has shown that Pronghorn are reluctant to cross roads. One crucial fact | learned
was that because of their diurnal movements, as opposed to nocturnal deer and elk,
Pronghorn must deal with higher traffic volumes and resultant mortality rates. This fact
poses a threat not only for the Pronghorn, but also for motorist fatalities.

— The following are recommendations in consideration of federal law MAP-21, which requires
mitigation of wildlife and land fragmentation in highway construction.

= 1. Implement wildlife connectivity corridors. A design was created by the Ecosa
Institute in the Fall of 2012 entitled “Great Western Corridor: A Dynamic Vision for
Life in the West.” It outlines how these corridors could be established through land
swaps, conservation easements and joint planning. (I am in the process of obtaining
copies of this study for CYMPO use.)

= 2. Modify highway right-of-way fences designed to keep livestock off roadways so
Pronghorn can pass under, rather than over, them as they prefer. Many ranchers
have been cooperative in removing the bottom barbed wire from their fencing in
order to assist the Pronghorn. It should be required universally.

= 3. Based on identification of the preferred migratory corridors, create wildlife
overpasses to assist the various animals to cross highways. This is especially
important for the Pronghorn since they are a prey animal and resistant to using
underpasses unless they have a clear vision capability. For those who would
complain about the cost of such overpasses, remember that just one recent human
fatality settlement in a wildlife collision case was millions of dollars.

— There are numerous people concerned about the future of non-fragmented natural space,
conservation of native grasslands and the preservation of indigenous wildlife who would be
willing to contribute on their behalf. Please consider our input and let us participate in the
process of saving the environment we love. (*See additional comments in appendix)

* |am pleased to see the elimination of a new road south of Hwy 69 that in the 2030 Plan
appeared to cut through many established residential neighborhoods. If 69 is expanded to six
lanes, the additional parallel road should unnecessary.

o lalso agree that the bypass east of Prescott Valley from I-17 to 89N can be eliminated. The
road system we have now, with Fain Road and 89A seems adequate for future growth
during the current planning period



Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization
Regional Transportation Plan Update 2040

Public Meeting 2 Summary

September 2014

o As we move forward with a more detailed plan, | encourage CYMPO and other
transportation agencies to incorporate bike lanes and pedestrian ways in all roads shown on
the plan. Hwy 69 is currently extremely dangerous for bicycles and pedestrians in locations
where there is no other place to go but on the side of the road. A bike lane, which is at least
six feet wide, would be desirable, giving enough room for the occasional pedestrian. A
separate paved bike path is preferable, where there is adequate right of way.

o A plan for future roadway improvements should include a means for wildlife to cross the
highway. To my knowledge, there are at least two wildlife crossing paths that affect the
roads shown in red on the 2040 Recommended Network: Hwy 89N between the airport and
Chino Valley; and Hwy 69 between the Mall and Prescott Resort. | encourage CYMPO to
include these crossings in their plans, to work with state and federal agencies that have
jurisdiction over wildlife, and to seek federal funding for additional crossing facilities that
will be effective in allowing wildlife to cross without endangering the people who drive
these highways.

* | object completely to any roads that will cross the Deep Well Ranch. This seems totally
unnecessary! Does anybody ever consider the wildlife?

Written Comments Received on Comment Forms

1. Please let us know what comments you have on the draft 2040 Regional recommendations:

* There have been 2 public meetings on Sundog Connector. Two years ago the public was ready to
lynch you over a two-lane road. It was thought to be dead. A year later it came back and the
public was ready for tar and feathers. Now it is back as a four-lane highway. Who keeps pulling
the stake out of this vampire’s heart? This road would be an environmental disaster, destroying
open space, wildlife, habitat, trails with new barriers created by its construction. Remove from
plan.

* Paulden needs an improved area north of Big Chino Wash and south of Big Chino Road.

* It seems that the major focus has been and continues to be focused on building more roads and
hoping that will help with any congestion problems. However, that fails to address other needs
of the community like retirees and disabled people that have either given up their driving
privileges or never had them to begin with. These people still need to get to the stores for
groceries and other items, they still need to get to doctors offices, they still need to get to the
polls to vote. Yet, there is very little in this plan, or any previous plans on how this area is going
to address this growing segment of the population now and into the future. This is an issue that
will not go away, unless the people move to other communities where transit and
transportation for their citizens is considered a priority.

* |lam strongly opposed to the Sundog Connector roadway in any form.

* Onthe map of the 2040 network, show the corridors that were pushed out into the future as a
dashed line for future study. Call them “future corridors,” such as the remainder of Great
Western, the Chino Valley Extension, and the Fain to SR169 Connector if there is consensus from
the CYMPO member agencies to show this.

* | have lived out Rd 2 south for over 20 years now, the amount of new homes, traffic has
increased incredibly. On a average day the road is unbelievable and very dangerous. There are
so many people that use it that | can't start to maintain it anymore, (I used to try to blade it 4-5
times per year) when it's dry, the dust can be so thick I'm amazed the people who live along it
don't file complaints to ADEQ, | know that in our business if we made 1/3 the dust that that little
road can put off on any average morning or evening, we would be shut down immediately.
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When it's muddy forget getting emergency vehicles in or out, not to mention that most any
emergency vehicle cannot navigate the road safety at more than 5 mph at best. There are over
400 tax paying property owners that use the road steady, I've watched the county improve
roads with far less traffic and or home owners (very frustrating) | could go on an on but will stop
for now, if there's any project that should be front and center, it would be rd2 south.

* We feel there are way too many roads in areas that are prime pronghorn habitat, especially
those near the airport. Even now, the roundabout has driven away the herd that was there just
six months ago. In addition, Lakeshore Drive and Fain Road cut right through pronghorn habitat-
-they need wildlife corridors now--before the herds are gone.

* In developing the CYMPO Regional Transportation Plan, there is a great need to consider the
impact on wildlife of highway expansion and the resulting land fragmentation in Yavapai County
and Arizona. In researching this topic, | found valuable information in the Arizona Game & Fish
publication Wildlife Field Notes, Volume 5. Scott Sprague and Jeff Gagnon presented valuable
information related to Pronghorn populations, but which can be extrapolated to other wildlife
species as well. | will be including many of their ideas which correlate strongly with my
own. Land fragmentation poses the greatest obstacle to long-term viability of many species.
Highways often create a barrier to “seasonal migration and gene flow.” This lack of wildlife
connectivity corridors results in local extinction such as was the case with the Prescott
Pronghorn herd. Research has shown that Pronghorn are reluctant to cross roads. One crucial
fact | learned was that because of their diurnal movements, as opposed to nocturnal deer and
elk, Pronghorn must deal with higher traffic volumes and resultant mortality rates. This fact
poses a threat not only for the Pronghorn, but also for motorist fatalities.

* It would be great if road 2 south was paved. It would help out parents that need the bus to
come closer to their house. | live off of 2 south and would love to see this road paved.

¢ |just read about the possibility of making Road 2 South into a connector road to Williamson
Valley. | LOVE this idea! | live on Rd. 2 South, so | understand that for a while it would be a pain
with the construction, but it would be so worth it! It would save our cars on the bumpy roads,
and it would make it so much easier to get my son to work. He works on a ranch out in
Williamson Valley and this would cut down a lot of miles and time to get him there. | really hope
to see this move forward. | am in total support of it.

2. Do you think the team missed any important information in the draft 2040 recommendations?

*  What plans CYMPO and the various city and town councils plan to do to address the growing
need for transit in the CYMPO area. This is a need that is not going to diminish and will not go
away if it is ignored. It must be addressed by leaders thinking boldly and courageously for the
good of their communities.

* The widening of Rt 69 from Prescott Valley to the Rt69 Rt 89 junction should be included, along
with the synchronization of the 4 traffic lights from the Prescott Lakes Parkway to the Walker
Road intersections on Rt.69.

* Yes, the Sundog Connector needs to be relocated up the hill further to minimize the impact on
the homeowners in Yavapai Hills from its proposed location.

* This is significant in both plans. | am concerned about the fragmentation of wildlife and
maintenance of wildlife corridors. The existence of Pronghorn is a very good indicator of the
overall health of the ecosystem, and | would like to see the preservation of those herds be given
the highest priority, to include overhead wildlife crossings and realignment of roads to lessen
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the impact of new roads on the already fragmented and stressed herds of Pronghorn. Thank
you!

* We strongly encourage the inclusion of SPECIFIC PLANS to preserve wildlife, developed with the
input of a variety of local wildlife conservation experts. In looking through the last plans, there
don't appear to be any plans for how CYMPO will preserve wildlife, something most people in
the county really like (which is noted in one report). Roads and wildlife don't mix well. We feel
any plans for roads must address preservation of wildlife, and can't just be lip service.

* The following are recommendations in consideration of federal law MAP-21, which requires
mitigation of wildlife and land fragmentation in highway construction. 1. Implement wildlife
connectivity corridors. A design was created by the Ecosa Institute in the Fall of 2012 entitled
“Great Western Corridor: A Dynamic Vision for Life in the West.” It outlines how these corridors
could be established through land swaps, conservation easements and joint planning. (I am in
the process of obtaining copies of this study for CYMPO use.) 2. Modify highway right-of-way
fences designed to keep livestock off roadways so Pronghorn can pass under, rather than over,
them as they prefer. Many ranchers have been cooperative in removing the bottom barbed wire
from their fencing in order to assist the Pronghorn. It should be required universally. 3. Based
on identification of the preferred migratory corridors, create wildlife overpasses to assist the
various animals to cross highways. This is especially important for the Pronghorn since they are
a prey animal and resistant to using underpasses unless they have a clear vision capability. For
those who would complain about the cost of such overpasses, remember that just one recent
human fatality settlement in a wildlife collision case was millions of dollars.

3. Please let us know what comments you have on the draft 2025 Regional recommendations:

* |am strongly opposed to the Sundog Connector project in any form.

* The map or the text of the report needs to be clear that the Robert Road Interchange is not the
only SR89A interchange recommended to be constructed or improved by 2025. For example
widening Glassford Hill Road to 6 lanes may be needed but the Glassford Hill Interchange may
need to be improved to be able to get the 6 lanes of traffic on and off of SR89A. The 2025
recommendations need to include a recommendation to do further study along SR89A from
SR89 to the new Robert Road Interchange to determine the priority of improvements based on
the growth and traffic projections.

* One of the best things about Central Arizona is the unique wildlife in the area. The Central
Arizona Land Trust (CALT) wishes to express its strong support for mitigation of the negative
impact road building has on wildlife. In particular, we support placing roads near existing
development to avoid fragmenting grasslands, and thus the pronghorn herds that rely on that
habitat. As shown in AECOM-2025 Network Recommendations, the proposed Side Road
Connector and Stoneridge Drive projects would cut directly through antelope habitat, stranding
what remains of those herds. We urge CYMPO to reconsider these roads, or at least move them
closer to the existing roads and development. In addition, CALT strongly urges the construction
of overhead wildlife crossings. We recommend continued work with AZ Game & Fish, but
encourage CYMPO to take the advice of other experts in wildlife conservation, as well, so that
pronghorn and other animal populations in Central Arizona will be sustainable.

¢ If Glassford Hill is to be widened to six lanes, we don't support the creation of a Side Road
Connector + new Stoneridge Drive. Building new roads will further cut off the pronghorn herd.
89A (expanded in 2040 plan) and Glassford Hill (expanded in 2025) are very close to the
locations of these proposed roads. We are not convinced that they are necessary, and feel
strongly that they will be detrimental to wildlife, and thus quality of life.
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4. Do you think the team missed any important information in the draft 2025 recommendations?
¢ 1. Wildlife corridors and mitigating the bisecting caused by road construction; 2. Alternative
transportation (bicycle & pedestrian); and 3. Mass transit (including connections to #2).
* We believe that a detailed, specific plan as to how wildlife issues will be addressed should be
included in the plan. We would like to see specific plans for the creation and maintenance of
overhead wildlife corridors.

5. Do you have any other comments?

* If shoulders are constructed with curbs (as is happening on 89 widening between Prescott and
Chino Valley) it needs to be wider than normal as it limits escape range for alternate
transportation modes.

* Transit and transportation can enhance the communities in ways that cannot always be
quantified in dollars and cents. Take a look at that various communities around Arizona that
have active transit systems and ask the people that ride and use those systems what their lives
would be like without the transit system. Ask the business owners along the routes where the
buses travel and how the buses travelling by their shops have affected their businesses. Ask the
dialysis patients that rely on the Para transit service provided by the local transit service to get
them to their life-giving treatments three times a week without fail, on time. Ask the workers
that use transit to get to and from work every day what they would do if they were forced to
drive every day, if they could afford the gas and maintenance on a vehicle to get to and from
work. Transit is more than just buses move people around a community. Transit make the
community a better place to live for everyone and makes it possible for more people to enjoy
the various benefits that living in a community like Prescott, Prescott Valley, China Valley, Dewy-
Humbolt bring to them. The benefits of a viable transit system far outweigh the costs in greater
community services utilized, more revenues to business, more people able to get to work, more
people able to get to needed healthcare. Transit is a plus for any community.

* The elimination of the entrance to the Gateway Mall exit on from the north bound Rt 69 would
smooth traffic flow by elimination the traffic light at that spot. There are two other entrances
available to northbound Rt. 69 traffic.

* Itis not appropriate to remove a corridor from the study based on an comment from any
individual who thinks that a corridor like the Sundog Connector be withdrawn solely based on
their desire to see it be kept as open space or wildlife habitat. Any corridor planned on private
land cannot be designated as open space or wildlife habitat without the consent of the private
landowner or some requirement placed on a developer by a governmental entity during the
land development approval process. Furthermore if the corridors are not properly planned the
private landowner/developer will most likely provide some kind of circulation system for the
developed land and it be will much worse to “daisy chain” pieces of roadway together for traffic
circulation than it would be to properly plan the corridor and its connection to our arterial
roadways. If proponents of wildlife habitat and open space want to eliminate roadways on
private land then they need to either work though the jurisdiction with the authority to approve
the land development or purchase the land.

* Please make road 2 south a connecter road.

* Please consider this as one more public effort to support and encourage CYMPO to make every
effort to include wildlife and multi-modal corridors in current and future planning efforts for
road expansions and current road situations. As chairman of Community Forest Trust and
member of the General Plan | am requesting as always that you submit to ADOT my/our request
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for the implementation of wildlife corridors especially since you are cognizant of the extreme
severity of the wildlife kills here in Yavapai County.

* Not at this time, but CALT would be very happy to work with CYMPO on wildlife/conservation
issues.

* We feel you should expand what is there already, and not build so many new roads that cut
through open space. This will save taxpayer money and preserve open space and wildlife
habitat.

*  We would like to see much more focus on reliable and easily accessible public transportation. If
that existed, the pressure to build roads would decrease. We are adamantly opposed to building
roads to attract development. Please consider reading this book: "Better, Not Bigger". Here's a
description: "Contrary to accepted wisdom, rapid urban growth can leave communities
permanently scarred, deeply in debt, with unaffordable housing, a lost sense of community, and
sacrificed environmental quality. In Better NOT Bigger, Eben Fodor explodes the fundamental
myth that growth is good for us and that more development will bring in more tax money, add
jobs, lower housing costs, and reduce property taxes." It also has good ideas that could be
implemented in CYMPO plans.

* There are numerous people concerned about the future of non-fragmented natural space,
conservation of native grasslands and the preservation of indigenous wildlife who would be
willing to contribute on their behalf. Please consider our input and let us participate in the
process of saving the environment we love.

* | was unable to open the specific plans on your website. Why? Because | have a Mac? So all | can
do is give a general comment that | hope will be given consideration. Habitat fragmentation is a
significant problem with any expansion of road systems. We can and should include wildlife
corridors with underpasses or overpasses for species that need to migrate between critical
habitats as well as fencing that will reduce animals from being hit on our highways, both for the
protection of wildlife and reducing accidents involving wildlife and endanger people. | also
would like consideration given for significant trees and natural features whenever possible.
While | understand the importance of cost effectiveness and safety as being a priority, | have
lived and worked in other countries that value the natural landscape as a priority that warrants
consideration.

* | know | missed the deadline by a day, hopefully, you will still consider my comments. | am
pleasantly surprised to see that the proposed "Northern Connector" is proposed on Road 2
South. At one time, it was discussed to be Center Street, which, in my opinion, is not good, as it
comes out right at Chino Valley High School. So | am writing to support the proposed Road 2 as
the possible cut through. Thank You.
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Appendix A: Written Comments
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Name: Mike Willett

Email Address: Mike.willett@yavapai.us

1. Do you have any comments on the 2040 Draft Regional Network recommendations?

On the map of the 2040 network show the corridors that were pushed out into the future as a dashed line for
future study. Call them “future corridors” such as the remainder of Great Western, the Chino Valley Extension
and the Fain to SR169 Connector if there is consensus from the CYMPO member agencies to show this.

2. Do you have any comments on the 2025 Draft Regional Network recommendations?

The map or the text of the report needs to be clear that the Robert Road Interchange is not the only SR89A
interchange recommended to be constructed or improved by 2025. For example widening Glassford Hill
Road to 6 lanes may be needed but the Glassford Hill Interchange may need to be improved to be able to get
the 6 lanes of traffic on and off of SR89A. The 2025 recommendations need to include a recommendation to
do further study along SR89A from SR89 to the new Robert Road Interchange to determine the priority of
improvements based on the growth and traffic projections.

3. Do you think any other important information should be included in the Plan?

4. Which roadway in the Plan do you feel is the most important improvement?

SR89A shows the most need for improvements based on the projected increase in employment and
population?

5. Do you have any other comments?

It is not appropriate to remove a corridor from the study based on an comment from any individual who
thinks that a corridor like the Sundog Connector be withdrawn solely based on their desire to see it be kept
as open space or wildlife habitat. Any corridor planned on private land cannot be designated as open space
or wildlife habitat without the consent of the private landowner or some requirement placed on a developer
by a governmental entity during the land development approval process. Furthermore if the corridors are
not properly planned the private landowner/developer will most likely provide some kind of circulation
system for the developed land and it be will much worse to “daisy chain” pieces of roadway together for
traffic circulation than it would be to properly plan the corridor and its connection to our arterial roadways.
If proponents of wildlife habitat and open space want to eliminate roadways on private land then they need
to either work though the jurisdiction with the authority to approve the land development or purchase the
land.

Please submit your comments no later than Friday, October 10, 2014. Comments can be submitted by:

Mail: CYMPO RTP Email: Christopher.Bridges@yavapai.us
c¢/o CYMPO Telephone: 928.442.5730
1971 Commerce Center Circle
Suite E Completion of this comment form is voluntary and helps the study team

keep an accurate record of comments received. Under state law, any
identifying information provided will become part of the public record,
and as such, must be released to any individual upon request.

Prescott, AZ 86301
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How Did the Meadow Vole Cross the Road?

N

Designing travel routes for wildlife on Highway 93

Some fifteen miles south of Missoula, Montana, on an October morning as cold
and clear as a mountain stream, a biologist named Pat Basting crouched in the
brittle grass of a roadside ditch to show me one of the strangest pieces of
infrastructure I'd ever seen.

I’d gone for a drive down US Highway 93 to see how Basting’s agency, the
Montana Department of Transportation, was making the Bitterroot Valley safer
not only for drivers, but for non-human residents. In the ditch below the highway,
Basting, a slim man with a drooping fu manchu mustache, guided me to a metal
culvert, four feet in diameter, that ran beneath the road. A miniature catwalk, like
the scaled-down set of an action movie’s climax, hung on wire loops from the roof
of the culvert and ran off into the cylinder’s dark interior. Basting’s blue eyes were



alight behind his glasses. “This is really exciting,” he said, his raspy voice almost
reverent. The odd steel contraption, he told me, was called animal shelving—a
type of wildlife crossing.

| tried to contain my surprise. Perhaps you’ve seen photographs of wildlife
crossings Amazing Animal Bridges Around the World — graceful bridges that
swoop over highways in countries like Canada, Germany, and the Netherlands to
convey animals from one side of a well-trafficked road to the other.

A couple years ago the internet became briefly obsessed with wildlife bridges,
and it’s not hard to understand why: Seen from above, they’re gorgeous, almost
fanciful, a slash of incongruous greenery slicing through the concrete scar of the
highway. They seem more likely to have been built by elves than by humans.
The steel catwalk below US 93 bore little resemblance to those graceful
parabolas. But as Basting explained, it was just as important. For small, secretive
mammals, the dark tunnels of drainage culverts are vital conduits that allow mice,
skunks, and porcupines to cross between islands of habitat without having to
play Frogger through oncoming traffic. The problem is that culverts are expressly
designed to channel water off the surface of roadways —which means that during
the year’s wettest months, the tunnels are flooded. “When the groundwater
comes up, just a few inches is enough to stop a lot of animals,” said Basting.

Hence the catwalk, which allows small species to cross the culvert during rainy
season while remaining dry. First built in 2001, this crossing, and several others
like it, has helped more than 15 species, from raccoons to weasels, safely
traverse Highway 93. “We even got a picture of a turtle,” Basting told me —a
surprise, since a cold-blooded reptile shouldn’t have triggered the heat-activated
camera inside the culvert. “The only thing we can think is that the sun heated his
shell up enough for him to be detected.”

Though the Bitterroot Valley’s smallest critters are the most obvious
beneficiaries, this small metal runway isn’t just a local curiosity —it’s another
salvo in a decades-long battle to make our highway infrastructure safer for
wildlife. It’s one answer, too, to the ongoing question of who animal crossings
should really be for —the wildlife that use them, or the humans that build them.



As Basting spoke, a steady river of cars and big rigs roared south down Highway
93, the 1500-mile-long road that runs straight as a spine from British Columbia to
Arizona. Sudden curves and heavy vacation traffic make Highway 93 one of the
most dangerous roads in Montana; from 2007 to 2011, 69 motorists died on a
single stretch along the shores of Flathead Lake. In the 1990’s, one popular
Treasure State bumper sticker read, “Pray for me, | drive Highway 93.”

Another hazard: Large mammals. Almost nowhere is that threat more prevalent
than in Montana, the state with the third-highest rate of deer crashes in the
country. And the problem extends far beyond the state: A car slams into a deer
every 26 seconds nationwide, and collisions kill some 200 drivers a year.

Those crashes aren’t just dangerous, they’re enormously expensive. According
to a 2009 study by Marcel Huijser, research ecologist at Montana State
University’s Western Transportation Institute, the average deer collision costs
society around $6,600 in vehicle damage and human injury. (Elk collisions, also
frequent on Highway 93, cost more than $17,000 apiece, and moose almost
$31,000.) By averting those hefty damages, Huijser says, wildlife crossings on
many accident-prone stretches of North American highways would easily pay for
their own construction. “We could keep ourselves busy for a long time mitigating
road sections where it’s beneficial not only for safety, but to our wallets.”

But while roadkill-preventing projects have undeniable benefits —an underpass
beneath Idaho’s Highway 21, for instance, has eliminated deer strikes —they
come with a caveat. Most American wildlife crossings, says Huijser, are aimed at
the large, common ungulates that pose the greatest threat to property and



safety —rather than rare or small creatures that don’t typically endanger drivers.
Why is that a problem? While some species happily use underpasses designed
for deer, others are reluctant: Pronghorn and grizzly bears, for instance, prefer
bridges (which tend to be more expensive to build).

In other words, wildlife crossings tend to provide the most help to the most
common creatures — a strategy that makes plenty of sense if your primary goal is
to prevent drivers from crashing into white-tailed deer, but less if you’re trying to
conserve endangered species. “If you took a conservation perspective,” Huijser
told me recently, “you’d design structures of different type, dimensions and
location.”

The bias toward human safety especially harms the untold millions of diminutive
animals that get pancaked each year with scarcely more than a gentle thump.
There are exceptions, of course — salamander tunnels in Massachusetts, turtle
crossings in Florida — but
for the most part,
transportation
departments don’t sweat
the small stuff. “We don’t
see nearly enough
mitigation for amphibians
and small mammals,”
says Rob Ament, road
ecology program
manager at the Western
Transportation Institute.
“There’s a lot more we
could be doing to help
those species out.”

In 2000, Pat Basting’s
agency, the Montana
Department of
Transportation, sought to
widen Highway 93 from
two lanes to four
throughout the Bitterroot Valley, a well-populated swath of fertile land wedged
between the Bitterroot Range and the Sapphire Mountains. Doubling the width of
the highway was certain to cause more roadkill in an area that already suffered
from plenty of it; to address the problem, MDOT created a citizen advisory group
to help choose wildlife crossing locations throughout the valley. The public had
little trouble identifying sites for ungulate underpasses, but they had another,
more difficult demand: What could the agency do for small mammals?

Basting placed a call to Kerry Foresman, a bushy-bearded field ecologist at the
University of Montana. Biologists at MDOT had come up with a crazy idea—



shelves within culverts that would allow small critters to cross beneath the
highway during the rainy season —and they wanted to know whether the concept
would work. Foresman wasn’t sure. “We had no idea whether even a single
animal would use these things,” he recalls.

To answer the question, Foresman crawled into the depths of three culverts
outfitted with shelving and installed heat-activated cameras. Over the next three
years, the devices captured 4,500 pictures —including grainy, security camera-
quality images of raccoons, skunks, weasels, and a dozen resourceful housecats
that used the shelves during their nocturnal hunting expeditions.

On first blush, then, the catwalks seemed a success. But still photographs could
only tell Foresman so much. He needed to know not only whether animals used
the shelves, but also how comfortable they felt on the metal runways. Back into
the tunnel he crawled, this time to implant video cameras. When he watched the
footage, a design flaw became apparent: Small mammals, like mice, struggled to
walk across the inch-wide holes in the metal mesh floor. “They were placing their
feet very carefully, like a person walking on railroad ties,” Foresman says. He
went back to Roscoe Steel, the company that had designed the structures, and
chose a tighter steel grid, one that could support tiny feet.

Yet he wasn’t done tinkering. Oddly, during the study’s first year, Foresman
hadn’t collected any picture of the meadow vole, a nondescript, brown-furred
rodent that’s lighter than a pack of playing cards. Meadow voles were more
common than any other mammal in the wetlands of the Bitterroot Valley —when it
comes to reproduction, they’re the most prolific mammal in the world — yet not a
single vole had crossed the catwalk. Clearly, the shelves were failing for one
critical species. The question was how to make them better.

To solve the puzzle, Foresman turned his attention to vole behavior. “These guys
are the prey base for hawks, owls, weasels —there’s lots of predation on them,”
he says. “So voles have evolved a behavior where they simply avoid going out in
the open.” The rodents, he realized, survive by spending their entire lives
concealed beneath dense mats of grasses and cattails. To such a secretive —
and delectable — creature, scurrying across the uncovered surface of a shelf
must have seemed tantamount to suicide.



What does an
ecologist do
when he’s
cracked a
riddle of
animal
behavior? He
goes to Home
Depot. There,
Foresman
bought 180
feet of plastic
gutter pipe,
taped it all
together, and
headed, once
more, into the
culvert, to ; .
hang his jerry- : compn vnccsn
rigged vole : i :
tube beneath
the shelves.
To test the apparatus, he dusted a plate with soot and surrounded it with sticky
white paper, ensuring that any animal passing through the tube would leave
behind telltale black paw prints — “exquisite tracks,” as Foresman puts it. He cut a
small door in the side of the gutter to observe the results. Then he left.

The next morning, Foresman hurried back to the culvert, his mind buzzing with
scientific curiosity. He shuffled into the darkness, found the door he’d sliced into
the gutter, and peered inside. There, pressed in black soot onto white paper like
minuscule fingerprints, were the exquisite tracks left behind by the half-inch-long
feet of Microtus pennsylvanicus —the meadow vole.

Further down Highway 93, Pat Basting pulled over yet again, this time alongside
a deer underpass called Dawn’s Crossing, named for a congressional staffer
who’d gotten $1.5 million allocated for the project. Tons of fill, which had once
created a steep wall over which wildlife had to scramble, had been scooped away
from beneath the roadbed, essentially turning the highway into a bridge over a
100-foot-wide animal path.

“There used to be a huge pile of bones right down the road,” Basting said as we
clambered into Dawn’s Crossing. The underpass was cool and dark; traffic
Dopplered faintly overhead. The structure had been designed for white-tailed
deer, and deer were primarily what used it —nearly 3,000 times in 2012 alone. In
the soft dirt floor of the underpass, though, amidst the jumble of cloven white-tail




tracks, Basting pointed out the prints of other species: Raccoons, skunks,
porcupines. He’d seen bobcat tracks down here, too. Clearly, designing for deer
didn’t entirely exclude small critters (though | couldn’t help but notice that a
meadow vole would have been loath to cross the bare dirt floor).

Back in 2003, in an article in Audubon Magazine, a U.S. Forest Service biologist
named Sandra Jacobson called for “something akin to the interstate highway
system — a highway system for critters.” Along U.S. 93 in Montana, perhaps more
than anywhere in the country, that alternative highway system is close to fruition.
The 40 miles south of Missoula boast 31 total crossings; to the north, another 41
structures, including a 26-foot-high overpass, help animals traverse the highway
as it bisects the Flathead Indian Reservation. Basting has shared information
with a dozen states and countries including France, China, and Mongolia, and for
good reason: “We have here what a lot of folks say is the most mitigated stretch
of highway in the country,” he told me.

Like any highway crossing worth its price tag, the Highway 93 structures have
helped prevent roadkill; Marcel Huijser’s research suggests that crossings north
of Missoula have cut collisions in half. But they’ve succeeded, too, through their
diversity — evidenced by the remarkable fact that an overpass intended for an
800-pound grizzly bear exists in the same network as a gutter designed for a 2-
ounce meadow vole.

Making highway crossings safe for the tiniest animals isn’t expensive, or even
particularly challenging. It just requires a touch of consideration. Huijser and
colleagues were able to nearly double the number of mice, voles, chipmunks and
other small mammals that used underpasses simply by laying down some brush
that the creatures can use as cover — a technique that actually saves
transportation departments money. “When you widen a road, there’s all sorts of
vegetation removed,” he says. “They can haul it away, they can bury it onsite, or
they can pile it by underpasses —and it’s cheaper to leave it onsite than to do
any of the destructive methods.”

Kerry Foresman, too, is attempting to take small animal crossings mainstream. A
year after demonstrating the effectiveness of his animal shelving, Kerry
Foresman spoke at the International Conference on Ecology and Transportation,
an annual jamboree for scientists who study roads and wildlife. After his talk, he
was surrounded by other researchers who wanted to use his design; the warm
reception persuaded him to patent his invention and start his own company,
Critter-Crossing Technology. (These days, the vole tubes are built into the frame
of the structure.) Now he’s developing shelves around North America, from
crossings meant for fishers in Yosemite to the endangered Preble’s jumping
mouse in Colorado, where roads are being rebuilt after catastrophic flooding last
fall. (Appropriately, Pat Basting, now working for the Federal Emergency
Management Agency in Denver, is helping to spearhead the latter project.)

“The cost of the shelves is minimal —they’re a few thousand dollars in a hundred-



million-dollar highway project,” Foresman told me. “We’re trying to make this
routine.”

All lllustrations by Summer OrtizThis story was supported by the Solutions
Journalism Network.
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14 October 2014

Christopher Bridges

Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization
1971 Commerce Center Circle

Suite E

Prescott AZ 86301

RE: Regional Transportation Plan 2014 Update

Mr. Bridges
Thank you and AECOM for your presentation on the Regional Transportation Plan 2014 Update on the 29" of September, 2014.

As a result of questions generated by the Town of Prescott’s General Plan update, ADOT’s bypass study and the Regional
Transportation Plan, we have been hired by the Fain Family of Prescott Valley to assist them with the long term planning of their
property. Your study, projections and outlook for the Prescott-Prescott Valley-Chino Valley area are very helpful in these early stages
of our work.

One of the early outcomes of our planning work is recognition of the importance of the existing regional employment center near the
intersection of Highway 69 and Fain Road. As you likely already know, over 50 employers have chosen this district for their
operations already, including Lockheed Martin, UPS, Ace Hardware, Sunstate Equipment, and Hensley & Co. This location with
convenient truck access to I-17 and 1-40, the adjacent regional natural gas transmission line, adjacent executive housing in the Prescott
Golf & Country Club, and the easy access to the workers of Prescott Valley, is positioned to grow dramatically over the next several
decades. Along Fain Road several large tracts of land (640+ acres) are relatively flat and easily developable, dramatically improving
the development potential for this area. ADOT has been studying bypass routes through the area to eventually connect 1-40 to 1-17,
the southernmost alignment of the study would further enhance the long-term development of this employment district. This roadway
would also provide a short secondary route for traffic along Highway 69 between Fain Road and Highway 169 where no other
secondary route currently exists.

To enhance the development of this vital regional economic engine, we request your assistance. While we know that the development
of such a roadway is not likely in the 2040 horizon with the current employment and residential projections, we request the inclusion
of a graphic showing the long term transportation plans in your report. If such a graphic included the proposed bypass alignment
shown in orange on the attached “Prescott Valley Employment Core” graphic it would be very helpful in our efforts to attract
additional employers to the region.

Thank you for your work to improve the quality of the Central Yavapai Metropolitan Area and your consideration of our request.

Sincerely,
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SIGN IN

1 p.m. to 3 p.m. | Prescott Council Chambers

NAME (please print)
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Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization
Regional Transportation Plan Update 2040 | Mon., Sept. 29, 2014
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SIG N IN Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization

Regional Transportation Plan Update 2040 | Mon., Sept. 29, 2014 [ 4
5:30 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. | Prescott Council Chambers CYMPO
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The Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization (CYMPO) is the designated planning
organization for the City of Prescott, Town of Prescott Valley, Town of Chino Valley, Town of Dewey-
Humboldt, Yavapai County, and Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT). The CYMPO is
governed by an Executive Board composed of elected officials from the various member agencies.

/11 Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization
Regional Transportation Plan Update 2040

FACT SHEET | September 2014

What is the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)?

The CYMPO is completing a new long-range transportation plan for the region. The RTP is
a 25-year plan that will provide a framework for transportation investments in the CYMPO
region by identifying projects that could be developed with federal, state, and local funding
through 2040.

Don’t we already have an RTP?

The quad-city MPO adopted the 2030 RTP for the greater Prescott area in 2006. This

study was prepared during an economic boom, and the forecasts have since been labelled
inaccurate because of the Great Recession that began in 2007-2008. In response, the CYMPO
updated its information in the 2011 RTP Update, completed in June 2012. The updated study
used 2000 and 2010 U.S. Census data and resulted in much lower growth estimates for 2030.

These reduced population and employment forecasts were used with the 2006 network

to evaluate future travel demands on existing and proposed roadways. As a result, several
proposed roadway corridors will no longer be needed in the next 25 years. Meanwhile,
other changes in travel demand and transportation needs have occurred and need to be re-
evaluated to make the smartest choices in future transportation investments.

How did population and employment forecasts lead us to an updated transportation
plan?
The forecasting process of the RTP Update 2040 was twofold:
1. Use the latest 2010 Census data to extend the existing 2030 travel forecasts ten years
to 2040.
2. Use the same data and forecasts to develop interim 2025 travel forecasts.

The future travel demand estimates were then overlaid on a “No-Build” traffic network to
determine if only funded projects in the current pipeline are built, what transportation needs
and deficiencies will remain in 20252 In 20402 With assistance from knowledgeable central
Yavapai area stakeholders, the technical team assembled and then evaluated competing
network improvement alternatives. Each alternative solution was designed to fit together
seamlessly, both geographically and over the lifetime of the plan. The recommended 2040
network, presented at the second public meeting, includes the following elements, as shown
in “Recommended 2040 Network and Facilities:”

e Widen portions of major regional highways, including SR 89A, SR 69, SR 89, and SR 169

* Widen portions of regional arterials (for example, Glassford Hill Road and Old Black Can-
yon Highway) to improve community connectivity

e Add new major arterials (for example, Sundog Connector, Northern Connector, Stoneridge
Drive) to improve regional connectivity

e Add new facilities to provide improved access to air travel (Airport Boulevard and Airport
Loop Road)

e Add new facilities to provide access to growing residential and commercial centers (for
example, Granite Dells Parkway and Phase 1 of Great Western Extension)




Recommended 2040 Network and Facilities

---- Possible Improvements Shown in Pink
SR 89 - Widen to 6-lanes

SR 89A - Widen to 6-lanes

. SR 89A Robert Rd Tl

SR 69 - Widen to 6-lanes

SR 169 - Widen to 4-lanes

Northern Connector -- New 2-lane road

Deep Well Ranch Road -- New 4-lane road

. Airport Loop Rd -- New 2-lane road

Airport Blvd -- New 2-lane road

Granite Dells Pkwy -- New 4-lane road

. Great Western Extension (Phase 1) -- New 2-lane road
. Glassford Hill Extension -- New 4-lane road

. Side Rd Connector -- New 4-lane road

. Stoneridge Dr -- New 4-lane road

Glassford Hill Rd -- Widen to 6-lanes

Sante Fe Loop Rd -- New 4-lane road
Lakeshore Dr -- Widen to 4-lanes

. Sundog Connector -- New 4-lane road

Old Black Canyon Highway -- Widen to 4 lanes
Country Club Bypass -- New 2-lane road
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2040 CYMPO RTP Update Draft RTP Public Comment Summary
Number Comment Date Name Comment
o015 s Lok Re hywy 69 &89 expansion 1L1s crilicalto include permanent widiie cormidorsand crossing SUCtures al key locations if our local pronghorn and other SPECies aré (o Survive T sUpport widie corridors and highway Under and overpasses. It has been highly sUccessful in Florida and other states.Please
1 consider this carefully.Thank You....Doris Lake
2 The decrease in the population estiamte for the County Area of 158,041 is noted
3 The elimination of Williamson Valley Road as a proposed 4-lane Major Arterial s strongly supported
7 4/6/2015 Williamson Valley Community Organization 1zt oS broposed Northern Connestor s strongly supported and coincides with recommendations from WVCO and It predecessor organizations
5 The proposal for the Great Western Extension is strongly supported
That said, | hope that your plan will Include Under- or over-passes to serve as wildiife corridors. One of the greatest parts about ATizona s our open Iand and wildiife, both as sources of recreation and hunting and for their own sake. A six-ane road will provide a Qificult barrier to a number of species, especially pronghorn, big
4/6/2015 Caleb Kulfan horned sheep, etc.
Section 5.3 of the final plan i a great start for addressing the conservation of wildlife in central Yavapai County. While | am pleased that much attention is given to our beloved Pronghorn, we need to include mitigation for other wildiife also. Deer, badgers and porcupines as well as many other species are dying on our
highways. We need to reduce collsions with a broader definition of wildife.
Habitat connectivity is a key issue for the conservation of our local wildiife. Itis ifficult to state how wide dors must be to be effective. It depends upon the situation. However, the longer the corridor the wider it must be in order to avoid a “tunnel effect.” This is why it criticalto bring AGFD experts
nto the early planning process to evaluate each setting. Basically, the wider the corridors, the better itis for wildlife, but setting hard numbers can be a mistake. The specifics in each case depend upon the species, the type and characteristics of the development, and environmental factors. Fortunately, AGFD has a system
developed to refine each project and identify the best placement and design of mitigation features to ensure habitat connectivity
Reqarding the subject offences, the ideal approach would be for Pronghorn-riendly ADOT Game Fence specficatins to be used as the defaultstandards for right-of-wayfencing, with exceptions and pplied as appropi f existing fences, including bringing them to these Game Fence standards,
wer01s oo, Greeners could benefit pportune locations where driver safety actually would be improved by encouraging Pronghorn passage i targeted areas of ighvisbilty. However, once overpasses (or underpasses for other species) e constructed on roadways, tall,impenetrable ferces must funnel wildlife to
9 those structures.
In addition to habitat connectivity for the Pronghorn, similar mitigation must apply to riparian areas as well. Riparian corridors are some of the most important corridors we have in Arizona. The species richness in these areas is usually the highest, and whenever possible these be maintained and d.
Once they are gone, they can be lost for good. Al wildiife exists because of water and their distribution is tied to it
Widespread community support has been shown for wildlife habitat connectivity and highway crossing structure mitigation. Now it is time to secure federal funds under the Transportation Re-Authorization Bl (MAP-21) to ensure these steps to conserve our local wildlife and increase motorist safety are enacted. This must
bea ffort with local ADOT, AGFD and other concerned parties brought into the initial stages of land use planning, and involved in the subsequent implementation and monitoring process.
7
5 476/2015___|Jim Goldstein TSupport wildiife corridors and overpasses
9 4/6/2015 | Arizona Game and Fish Department See Attachement letter & Support wildlife preservation and Crossings
10 See Attachement - Plan Week and incomplete on Environmental Considerations
1, 41612015 Sierra Club See Attachement - Plan Weak on Multimodal and future alternafive transportation plans
2 See Attachement - Peavine Trail should ot be shown as a future roadway. as suggested in page 22 of Executive Summary.
13 4/6/2015 [ Joanne Lee ILis S0 very important to preserve our wildife. These beautiful animals are a tremendous part of what we love about our great State of Arizona. We can't afford to disregard this Arizona heritage by ignoing thei preservation.
1 4/6/2015 Damon and Susan Lamb My wife and | are contacting you to indicate our support for wildife corridors and highway under and overpasses. We have seen these corridors work in Canada and hope to see them used in the United States also. Thariks for all you do.
We totally support having with wildIife corridors and highway under and overpasses
4/6/2015 Linda Emmett It has worked very well in many other stats. Please give the animal every chance and it will help people too.
15
16 4762015 Joel Barnes /A & college professor with an expertise in landscape ecology and conservation biology, | want to express my strong support for the 2040 regional Network Plan (o include wildie corridor connectivity and Species appropriate overpasses and Underpasses.
1 was recently informed of the 2040 transportation plans for Central Yavapai County and would like to express my concerns regarding expansion of highways 89 and 69 to six anes. My concerns include the continued fracturing of wildlife habitat, especially for the pronghorn antelope, which have suffered significant habitat
loss in the last 25 years. Expanding highways takes up the land they use to graze, and also impedes their ability to migrate and find suitable forage and cover. Expanding the highways also continues to contribute to reduced air quality. We should be talking more about improving mass transportation, which will reduce
) \
- it Carey Rubin highway congestion and air pollution and improve the quality of life for all. We have some of the cleanest ai in the nation here, let's preserve it
Please consider making changes to the transportation plan that pr wildiffe habitat wildiife corridors and right-of-way and preservation of our very clean and clear air.
17
18 47612015 Tinda sable Tsirongly support wildIife corridors and highway Under and over passesi T
1 4/5/2015 Margaret McConnell 'm originally from Alaska and we (in the Anchorage/Matsu valley area) had similar issues with wildlife--moose, in particular. Our solution was to provide underpasses where animals could safely cross roads and highways. | support wildlife corridors and other similar solutions for migratory wildlife. Thank you.
20| /572015 Carol Wilson Twould ke o Sttey pportfor dIfe orticors and Gy under and ovrasses b ncluded n el
wis201s arin Gosne Tstrongly urge all land-use planners, including I d ADOT, to utiize collected by the Arizona Game & Fish Dept. to determin the best design and placement of mitigation features to promote habitat connectivity. Wildife experts should be consulted early i the planning process to
21 Y ensure intelligent measures are adopted for the preservation of our native species.
2 47572015 Georgia Carter Justletting you know that | support wildife corridors and connectivity with highway over and under passes. It a huge pleasure to see the local pronghor when driving in and out of town. That's oné reason we picked Prescott to Iive and not a town in Calforal
23 /512015 [Tommy Thompson 1 support the wildiffe corridors and highway under and overpasses, and fence the right-of-ways to keep elk. deer and antelope from entering.
wa2015 . Ager s a professional geographer and engineer, and as a native of Prescott, 1 was pleased to see that some individuals are as concerned as me for Arizonas natural wildife. The attempt to provide corridors for wildife rigration habits as their natural environments degrade with increasing human population /s gratifying to me. 1
2 -H. Alg support the inclusion and development of wildiife corridors as human corridors are increase. Thank you for your work.
TSupport permanent wildlife corridors and wildiife crossing measures (overpasses and under passes, as well as other other Gevices that provid gration paths for wildite) i by Pronghorn and other species to prevent [0ss of their habitat vity. Please require Tor widiite ity be
given on allright-of-way fencing applications.
4/4/2015  |Jo Ann Johnson
I strongly urge all land use planners, including devel d ADOT, to utilize llected by the Arizona Game & Fish Dept. to determine the best design and placement of mitigation features to promote habitat connectivity.
25
26| 74720 [The Canfora Family Our family is in toal support of wildife corridors and overpasses.
27, 7420 [Todd Metcalf
28 74720 Nancy Vargo Strongly support wilite corridors and highway under and over passes!!! (2 Times)
29 74720 [Allis Werhan strongly support wildlife corridors and highway under and over passes. Please help.
30 74720 Kelly Boryca support the preservation of our natural resources and wild ife cooidors and overpasses
would like to please include the use of wildiife corridors in any future
47412015 Sandy Hall plans for Yavapai County.
a1
s resident of Yavapai County 1 would Tke Urge you to indlude wildiife corridors conmectivity and highway over and under passes.
| am aware that construction of such passages may increase the overall cost of the construction project, and that is only one short term consideration.
47412015 \When planing for the future it will be important to enhence and not minimize the legacy and greatness of our county.
Vavapai county is known for its vast landscapes and open spaces that host great array of wildlife species. It will be a shame that we might loose our uniqueness n the name of progress and construction of bigger and better highways.
32| Guy Whol
When considering the expansion of Fighways 89 and 69 1o Si lanes,
I support permanent and wildif g measures etc.)in areas used by Pronghorn and other species to prevent loss of their habitat connectivity. I live in Yavapai Hills and know that many animals cross Highway 69 in this area from Prescott National Forest. Many of them use the
wa015 culvert near Gostco o cross; others crass the highway and sometimes get kiled. Having to crass the highway is a danger both to the animals and tathe drivers,
I want to urge support of our diversity of species such as the Pronghorn who must have access to migratory corridor connectivity or perish.
33 Nancy Miller




2040 CYMPO RTP Update Draft RTP Public Comment Summary

Number Comment Date Name Comment

Tam writing on behalf of my family and friends that join in concern for the natural resources in our area. We have watched with sadness as the pronghorn habitat has dwindled. Please make your Gecisions with respect for all of creation. Natural beauty is important for the well-being of all, and those with no voice deserve
4/4/2015 respect and protection. | hope our grandchildren wil be able to see wildlife in it's natural state. PLEASE speak for keeping wildife corridors, safe passageways, and places for our natural heritage to survive and thrive.
34 Diane Bright

3% /412015 Laura Rhoden Tsupport wildiife corridors and highway over- and

Please include wildife corridors and underpasses overpasses for
highways 89 and 69 in the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan. The
41412015 pronghorn herds in particular cannot survive in small segmented grazing
areas when they cannot cross highways.

36 Steve Willing
Quality of ife is one of the prime reasons most of us choose to ive in Yavapai County. Greatly contributing to that quality of lfe s the presence of wildIife around us. Fragmentation of wildiife habitat by and road o is making it difficult for many wild creatures, including pronghorn, to
survive. The 2040 Regional Transportation plan should include measures to mitigate this fragmentation.
Specifically the Plan should:
wa01s Include and wildiif g measures etc) in areas used by pronghorn and other species to prevent loss of their habitat connectivity.
Give consideration for wildlife connectivity on all right-of-way fencing applications.
Further, all land-use planners, including municipalities, developers and ADOT, shouid utilize information collected by the Arizona Game & Fish Dept. to determine the best design and placement of mitigation features to promote habitat ldlife experts should b Ited early in the planning process to ensure
intelligent measures are adopted for the preservation of our native species.
37 Fred Leonard
rﬁl /412015 Marge Wilkins The criters were here before Us, the least e can Go is et them go where they need (o, ©0 SUrVIve.
39 Twant to express my satistaction that the 2040 plan incor porates reasonable population growth estimates, correcting the unrealistically high population estimates in earlier plans. AS a result, the transportation plans in this update appear to be realistic and necessary.
4/4/2015 Neil Cooperrider Concerning wildlife habitat connectivity, | support permanent wildife corridors and wildiife crossing passes, underpasses etc) in areas used by Pronghorn and other species. Studies by the Nature Conservancy and others show that pronghorn travel widely and are unwilling to cross highways. Overpasses in
40 particular, are needed to allow pronghorn free movement.

1 Support corridor connectivity and wildife Under/over passes on our highways.

This type of meaningful solution has alreacly produced positive results on Hwy 260 near Payson as you know, and ot only for wildlife but frequency and severity of vehicular accidents involving humans and animals. It would be wonderful to have it implemented in this busy area. Taxpayers need to realize it includes their
47472015 Cheryl Williams safety as well

If presented to the public through educational involvement, | believe people will be fascinated to experience, through use of over/under pass cameras, as on Hwy 260, how animals can and do adapt to change and how change can be a positive for both humans and wildlife. It takes caring, proactive communities to consider the
big picture we call the future, educating the citizens (including our young ones!) to create a positive, long term plan for all who share our environment.

41
Tam concerned that some of the changes for central Arizona potentially could harm our native wildife through habitat fragmentation due to increased and expanded roads.
1412015 Hlive in the Granite Dells and am extremely interested in preserving the remaining wildlife here. Please note my "vote" to support wildiife corridor connectivity and highway over- and under-passes.
2 Happy Oasis
W are partcularly concerned about environmental efects f S% 89A and SRG9 Widening. We sUpportand appIaud your Findings that Ut Coriaor improverment studies should coordinate With AGFD on ocations and design o prong Tructures (1. wildite and any other meastres
(ie.funnel fencing, etc.) recommended to maintain permeability and mitigate the potential impacts of roadway on pronghorn itis the available from AGFD be referenced b the focal jurisdictions and developers o plan future idors as part of the
process. This will align future crossings with the preservation of future open spaces for wildlife movement.”
w4015 steve Finucane Wildife is part of the essence of this count and needs to be preserved.
Drivers don't want to hit animals. Please implement crossing structures and related meaures!
43
@ Drivers also domt want to i bikes and pedestrians, so pleasé highlight the Support of rafic separation (¢.9. bike fanes with adequate segregration.
Tsupport wildiife corridors and highway underpasses. It very important to me and many others that wildife is considered a priority during talks regarding highway expansion
47312015 )
I'm very concerned about the impact of highway expansion on our wildiife. Please do all that you can to help.
45 Janet Morgello
Without wildiie corridors certain migratory and wandering species will ventually die out. We have an obligation to our heritage, our children their children and grandhildren to preserve what Iitile we have Ieft.
41312015 Roy Smith f we can afford new highways then surely we can afford to provide safe corridors for species like the Pronghorn.
4
a7 47372015 Udelle Stuckey Tsupport ildiffe corridors and highway underpasses
I think wild animals are a treasure worth protecting and we should keep wildlife corridors open and provide animals with safe places to cross busy highways. Over or under passes whatever it takes to ensure that our future generations can enjoy seeing the wonderful wild animals we have all been lucky to see.
47312015 Karen Goldstein I have noticed that | am not seeing as many Antelopes around as | did 20 years ago and that concerns me. | was around when the herd that was located by Willow Lake was surrounded by homes we did not do right by them, and now that herd is gone. We can not do anything about that now but we can protect the remaining
herds, we can at least ry
8
T support wildiie corridors and highway Under- and overpasses. The extension and expansion of highways wllsignificantly impact our Tocal wildIife and riparian areas. It is important that we protect the migratory pathways of our Tocal wildife. | have seen these Under- and overpasses in other areas and find they are aesthetically
41372015 ) P  cormd huiay unk " e
49 Brenda Smith pleasing and remind drivers that wildlife is important, which the majority of people agree with and support
50| 47372015 Gerald Stricklin T'm writing to support the inclusion of wildlife crossings in your and ADOTS highway planning efforts. Wildie on the highways is contrary to ADOTs essential charge of safe and efficient traffic flow. It also hard on animals and vehicles when they intersect.
51, 4/3/2015 [ Janet Grossman Tstrongly support maintaining wildife corridors and building highway under- and overpasses for animals as part of the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan and any road-building that comes from it
wa01s — Why can't we provide highway under passes or over passes for our Wildiife here in Yavapai County. They have absolutely no way to contend with our d Why are there ymeasures in these Fighway Bills that include the needs of the natural world and the animals that are dependent upon it
52 Terry Stickling o our own demise, we race.
My wife and |, despite not having any children or grandchildren, feel Tt would be a shame to see the wildife that we have around Prescott disappear from the scene,
47312015
53 Steve and Kay Van Slyke
5 7320 Katherine Grant T support wildiie Corridors and Righway Under- and overpasses
55, 73720 Vicki Irvine After reading today's editorial | am joining the residents of Yavapal county to request that you design the new highway structures with our local widiife in mind. These oreatures are part of this area and as our rights to live here are respected, theirs should be too.
56, 73720 [Richard Yetman Twould fike to affirm my ardent support for the planning and implementation of wildife corridor crossings on the future highway 69/89 widening/expansion. Thank you!
57, 73720 PATRICK TWOMEY my family and I strongly support wildife corridors
56 73720 Toni Kaus Please include wildife corridors in CYMPO"s Regional Transportation Plan. Highway over- and underpasses are critical o the survival of pronghorn and other wildife. Please Iimit habitat fragmentation as much as possible. Thank you-
J The changes for central Arizona potentially could harm our native wildife through habitat fragmentation due to increased and expanded roads. Highways 89 and 69 are scheduled to become six lanes, which significantly will impact our local wildife and riparian areas. The changes for central Arizona potentially could harm
4/2/2015 Lynette Tritel
59 our native wildiife through habitat fragmentation due to increased and expanded roads
60 47272015 Dan Garcia de la Cadena Twant to take this opportunity to let you know that I support wildife corridors and overpasses..Thanks!--Dan
o1, 4/2/2015_[iudy Coffman Please seriously consider including a wildiife corridor using over passes and under passes when widening any roads, especially during the highways 89 & 69 expansion in Yavapai County. In a world gone awry we need to take care of our wildifel
The plan needs to request, through ADOT, for available Federal funding to include wildiife corridor crossings, as species inall new and road projects. Thi s must pecies will not pass through tunnels but need overpass crossings, while the opposite is true for
4/2/2015 other species. The location and type of these corridor crossings may be determined by conferring with the Arizona Department of Game and Fish and the US Fish and Wildlife Service. Fencing also plays a partin wildiife movement management. Some animals will jump fencing, others must go underneath. Appropriate fencing
ol homas L. Siaback needs to be put in place to either prohibit animal passage, thereby directing them to safe crossings, or to allow free movement through the area. Through positive , wildiife can be taught to use th g
- Wit rendly overpasses and Underpases are a Vi part of coeXising it vldIfein tpots f iodversiy I h urban/nature ntetace. ATROugh they [cordors are Tvaluablefo e | am aso concerned with e uman aspect PUblc sfety s and notwildife
Dean Goehring/Presctt College Student
47212015 Chrapter o TreWitdits Socicey friendly. They increase accident frequency and could be fatal depending on the sze of the animal, The aesthetics o the place should also be considered. Would you rather see a herd of mule deer crossing overhead or see the carcasses of skunks and raccoon which is ot an uncommon sight. Please consider wildie friendly
63 corridors for the safety of an expanding area, the aesthetics, and course the intrinsic good of preserving the Southwest's wild side.
o4 47272015 Connie Foss Supportwildife corridor connectivity and over and under passes
Tsupport wildiife corridor connectivity and highway over- and under-passes.
47172015 Debra Campbell Howard
65
Please consider my Voice in support of Geveloping wildiife corridors and greenway connectivities i the proposed Highway 69 and 89 expansions. Th native pronghor are a Key part of the Prescort landscape, and they have already been impacted heavily by development and habitat [0ss. Arizona Game and Fish, ater fong-term study,
4112015 have made a number of suggestions regarding the need for over- and underpasses in regard to wildlife migration corridors that | would urge your office to consider. Besides the pronghorn population, other species of mammals, as well as birds and reptiles, would benefit from wise planning before modifying the roacways. Our native
66, Mark Riegner wildlife isa local treasure and it is important for all of us to do what we can to preserve their remaining wild populations.
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82] 3/25/2015

enise Nicklaus

Number Comment Date Name Comment
0 Tknow growth and new roads are Inevitable, but | Nope care wil be taken to maintain wildife coridor connectvity and highway over and Under passes. 1 have seen much of the Pronghorn areas 100s€ oL Lo development in the 23 years | have been here and all there s Tt of the Pronghorn in those areas are strest and sub
67, Ginger Carlson division names.
Tam extremely concerned about the proposed expansions of Fighways 69
and 89 to 6 lanes. While needed for traffic, it would greatly impact
the migratory pathways of local wildiife.
Any decision to expand these highways must take into account the
findings of the Arizona Game and Fish Department n intelligent,
41172015 Pamela Mills Knudsen scientific-based coridors and highway mitigation. With any expansion
there must be wildife corridor connectivity and highway over- and
under-passes.
We have an obligation to protect these animals and the ease and speed of
human traffic is no excuse to allow the slaughter of wildiife,
68
Tam writing to express my strong support for the inclusion of wildife corridors and the Central Yavapal Metropolitan Planning O Proceeds with its work. As a conservation biologist (and former member of the Board of the Society for
33172015 Conservation Biology), | know well how essentia itis for healthy to provide transpor dors for their movement. It is well documented that the fragmenting of wildlife habitat by roads s a key factor leading to the loss of biological diversity. | encourage CYMPO to include wildiife
69 | Thomas L. Fleischner corridors and overpasses i its planning for highway development in Yavapai County.
My name is Dennisse and | am currently attending Yavapai Community College. My teacher Joanne Oellers gave us really important about the fragmentation currently affecting the Pronghorn. Tam deeply concerned and would fike to offer my support and anything else I can do
3/31/2015 Dennisse A Esparza Please let me know how | can help, | would like to be closely engaged in this wildlife protection movement.
70
The Community Forest Trust is commenting on the Update for the CYMPO Regional Transportation Plan as an advocate for conservation of the forests, felds, waters and wildlife of Central Arizona and sustainable outdoor recreation opportunities among them. The CFT perceive wildlife corridors as open space where
recreational options exist. In looking at the area, wildife corridors as interconnecting open space also provide opportunities for multi-modal transportation options
3/31/2015  |gary worob/ Community Forest Trust Therefore to achieve this end CFT suggests the following language for Section 5.3, Environmental Considerations: In the second paragraph, insert "coordinate with AFGD in cooperation with local community groups with open space, recreation, and/or habitat preservation as their mission, to assist in locating, prioritizing and
conserving open space n accordance with the [ocal area Land Use/General Plans." Also, include the next sentence, “That these lands be considered options or conservation easements, o other legal mechanism, when CYMPO considers highway corridor planning. The CYMPO and AGFD, will collaborate with these groups to
seek th necessary to maintain habitat and recognizes the role that ecological systems hold in providing green infrastructure for storm water as well of multi-modal (bicycle, walking, horseback, etc.) accesses to the highway corridor for aesthetic and recreational value.
71
72 7302015 [Imina0708 Please support wildife corridors in overpasses and under passes along all iighway Improverments and new construction. | cringe every time | seé road Kill| am concerned about increased carnage along the proposed construction around the Verde Valley and Sedona corridors.
73 /29/2015 MARILYN ROMMEL Protect our Wildlife!
7 /20/2015__[Gail Roberts support wildiffe corridor connectivity and highway over and under passes to preserve our Northern Arizona wildife.
75 /29/2015_[pathunt support wildiffe corridor connectivity and highway over- and under passes
76, /20/2015_jon navarro support wildiff corridor connectivity and highway over- and under-passes. If and when 89 and 69 are expanded
P See my beautiful pronghorns everyday as  drive into Prescott, They and other wildife are one of the reasons we moved to this area. Please don't do anything that willfurther endanger them any more. Their welfare should be a part of any regional major transportation plan. Incorporate over/under passes for them in any
il a0 MAUCK future plans
78] 8/28/2015 __|Dan andKaren Brunken We support wildife corridor connectivity and highway over- and under-passes for the Yavapal County. Prescott and Prescott Valley area.
79| 8/28/2015 _|piane Young n consideration of the long term highway expansion program, please be sure to consider the need for wildife corridor connectivity including highway over and under passes for the wildiife.
Wr support WildifrCorridor connectivity.
32712015 and highway over and under passes.
80 Dusty & Dee Spitler
8] 9/27/2015 _ |Barbara Weingard Tam concerned about the migratory pathways of our Tocal wildiife and support wildiife corridor connectivity and ighvay over-and under passes

Tsupport wildlie Corridors and overpasses,

Tthink itis important that the Plan include Wildife Corridors and
overpasses. Part of what | love about our area is our environment.

Itisimportant that in the long run we allow such corridors in order

3/26/2015 Carl Brown to maintain the wildlife as our communities continue grow in human
numbers
[ balance of hurman and wildife needs should be maintained!
83,
84| 372672015 |Chrstine Brofles T regards to the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan, | want to express my Support, and beffef,in widife corridors and overpasses
P— susan Drown  understand that the CYMPO is looking for input for planning on Howys 89 and 69 in the Prescott area. | completely support including wildife corridors, including overpasses for certain species ke Pronghorn, in the planning. Please do not forget that a healthy environment for Arizona's wildiife means the very best long-term
8 economic resuit for the hurman community in this region. It a sustainable solution that wilattract the wisest human development, in my opinion.
One of the saddest aspects of progress is to watch decision-makers shape a future that disinherits the qualities that originally made their jurisdiction desirable.
The moststark example, of course, s Los Angeles, originally named Ciucad de Los Angeles - City of The Angels. Few would see it as that now.
3/25/2015 Dr. Layne Longfellow Vavapai County attracts tourists and residents precisely because of its natural attributes - terrain and wildlife.
\We must not lse those qualities that define our uniqueress.
86,
§7] 372572005 |Denise Nicklaus TSupportwildife corridors and overpasses.
s /252015 [snaron Seymour I amwriting to express my strong support for permanent wildife corridors and overpasses as part of the road expansion in Central Yavapai County outtined in the 2040 plan. Clearly, our area will continue to grow; lets preserve and protect the resouces that make this part of Arizona so appealing.
89 /25/2015 Glenn J Gooding Tsupport wildiife corridors and overpasses
90 /25/2015 Chelly Herren | support wildlife corridors and overpasses in Yavapai County
o1 /25/2015 Tsupport wildiife corridors and overpasses.
2] 3/25/2015 |ChenyiBerry Tvehermently hope that wid Ife connectivity and species appropriate over/underpasses will be required in the expansion plans for Hwy 89 and 691
Tunderstand planning is going on now regarding future transportation routes. Please bear in mind as this is done the needs of wildife corridors and some connectivity to allow our antelope and other important “our community g this lovely county with Us. Appropriate highway overpasses or
312412015 underpasses to allow these creatures to continue to live here i an important investmentin our future. 1workin mental heaith, and more and more every dayis being understood regarding the connection between menta llness and disconnecting from our fellow creatures 5o please work to make the improvements real
93, Laurel Freeman improvements for all of us.
We feel strongly that we need to supportwildife corridor fty and species-approprate ighviay a We the needs of wildife should be considered i any future transportation plan
3/24/2015 | Melvin and Cheryl Hill Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
94
5| a/ara0is  |Germy Garvey TSUppOEVIdHTe corridors and overpasses please SUpport this effort o save our wild .
96| 3/24/2015 Gavid m solomon T give my voice in support of the necessary migratory "corridors" needed in the Yavapai area to help preserve the native wildife, and riparian, areas as the state looks towards the future expansions of highways 89 & 60
9_7| 3/24/2015___|Anna Fallon T support highway bridges for wildlife
98 312412015 Lisa Zander T-am writing to advocate for the inclusion of wildlife appropriate corridors in the 2040 Regional Transportation Plan. Plenty of research and practical plans exist to implement wildlife-friendly strategies, you can ook to our very own Arizona Game and Fish for recommendations and guidance.
/2512015 Please know that me and my family are in fotal support of making sure our wildife s taken care of during the construction of the proposed ighvays. We MUSt speak for the animals that dor have  vorce. We are asking that you act responsibly and make certain there are permanentwildife corridors and overpasses to
99 Joy Doherty protect our precious animal friends.
A5 you are probaby discovering, the residents of Yavapal County place a high value on our natural heritage. Most of s ive here becase we wat to be closer to the natural world and wart o leave space for o thrive . Whle planting for future transportation needs s also important to Teave space for wildife corridors
3/23/2015 Dave Invine and possible over/under passes so that habitat is not too fragmented. Pronghorn and other species are what gives this region our unique character. Please listen to AZ Game & Fish recommendations to plan in these needed additions to ensure that wildlife will remain intact. A high quality of lfe is more than having a six lane
100 highway!
101 312312015 Doris Cellarius Tsupport wildiife corridor connectivity and species appropriate highway overpasses or underpasses,
10 3/23/2015 Felipe Guerrero | amwriting you in regard to the transportation development plans for Yavapai County and my concern for the wildlife that inhabit the region. | and many others feel it is very important to incorporate input from a variety of agencies and organizations that can provide insight into the potential impact this will have on wildlife.
103] 377372015 [suzame Yoder Turge You to plan as many wildife corridors and overpasses as possible i future road expansions for 89 and 69 and other other developments. Our pronghorn and riparian areas need to have a5 many undisturbed connectors and connetions a5 possble
104, 3/23/2015 Cynthia Jones | support wildlife corridors and overpasses.
/2212015 Thave been a Yavapai country resident since 1971 My deceased husband and  moved here because we loved the beauty of the surrounding natural world—the Giversity of ecosystem all Within close proxinity. T defiitely support whatever can be done to preserve our beautiful widife and their habitats 2 development
105 Joan Dukes ensues. | support wildiife corridors and overpasses.
Wiany of Us moved to Prescott for the apen spaces, il and The various species of wilde. Tspeak ot oy Tor myself Ut for any others when Trespectfuly request that you Roror the wonderful gt we have of varfous and abundant wildife by making sure there are wildie corridors and overpasses to protect ammals and
3/21/2015
106 Dr.J. L. Preston motorists. Tourists come here from crowded cities and antiseptic suburban surroundings for the beauty of the open spaces and the chance to see for example, antelopes grazing in the fields.
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Number Comment Date Name Comment
George T. Flood Support wildlife corridors and overpasses in Yavapai County, Arizona.
3/20/2015 Jeannie M. Flood We need to preserve our natural resources.
107
108 3/19/2015 Bill Amold Ve, I support wildlife and connectivity!!
109 3/19/2015 Johanna Hawley T support the Wildlife
Though the projected growth figures have been moved downward, | hope the revised estimates are still too high. | worry seriously about the impacts on (and surface water that depends on Tike the Upper Verde River) and on our quality of ife if we grow beyond our means. The thought of our
landscape being further fractured by major highways is distasteful to me at best. There is considerable evidence (as was reported in the 3/2/15 issue of High Country News) that more roads tends to lead to more traffi tion, not less. This seems counter-intuitive, but it has been shown multiple times. | would much
110 3/19/2015 \Walt Anderson |prefer us to look at creative alternatives to expanding the numbers of cars running here and there.
Nevertheless, whether the roads are expanded at the projected rate or not, it is imperative that we recognize the value of our currently healthy Pronghorn herds. There is already fragmentation of their habitat and consequent risks to inbreeding and other population problems. Pronghorns are open-country animals, and underpasses
m simply don't work for them; overpasses are essential. This is indeed the prime time for us to invest in strategically placed overpasses to protect the viability of our Pronghorn subpopulations. Please add my voice as strong support for this wise investment in our quality-of-life amenities--our wildlife populations,
112, 3/18/2015 The Sundog connector would suitable for the beyond 2040 plan.
113 davd seelye highway 69 widening and synchronization of the traffic lights from Prescott Parkway to Walker road. Is mostimportant.
114 3/18/2015 Leslie Hoy Please include corridors and overpasses for wildlife in the 2040 Regional T+ ion Plan. Thank you!
115 3/18/2015 Sharon Arnold Please put me down as a supporter of actions that will mitigate impact on wildiife, grasslands, woodlands and riparian areas affected by expanded highways in Yavapai County.
Twant to express my concern about including wildife corridors in future planning for transportation.
Wildlife is one of the state’s most important and valued assets. Pl d wildlife corti plans are being made. The wildlife and open spaces are reasons my family moved here in the 1960's, and we have already lost so much due to development.
3/17/2015
There are ways to balance the needs of transportation and maintain our wildlife populations. Please give this topic a high priority in planning.
116 Marleen Luckman
Page 22- Draft Project Implementation Schedule- Fain Road to SR 169 Connector
A) Atheme left over from the 2006 RTP was what if an accident occurs on SR 69 between Fain Road/Prescott Country Club intersection and SR 1692 There is no reasonable alternative detour route to 120-30 day. Couple this with the 2025 no build scenario that shows level of
service F & E for this segment, an accident would delay for 1 or more hours reasonable traffic access for 100,000 residents to the tri-city area for trips to/from the greater Phoenix metro area. This same condition is currently experienced on SR 89 between Prescott Airport and Chino Valley for higher accident incidence with
3/12/2015 Norm Davis its current failing level of service and 1 hour traffic delay detours even with a relatively close al te via Pioneer % Valley/Outer Loop.
Good recommendation to address this concern sooner that Beyond 2040 as currently shown for Fain Road to SR 169 Connector in Draft Project hedul the Great Western Extension project timeline) is to add “Design new 2-lane facility” in FY 2020-2025 and “Construct Phase | as new 2-lane
facility” and “Study and construct final phases of access controlled facility” in Beyond 2025. This project timeline would provide an alternate route for reasonable alternate access if accident occurs on SR 69 between Fain Road/Prescott Country Club intersection and SR 169.
117,
118 3/3/2015 Joyce Mackin See Attached - All Wildlife and too many unneccessary new roadways that causes wildife fragmentation.
119 3/24/2015 Dale Ellis T support the wildiife corridor connectivity and species appropriate highway overpasses or underpasses!
120[ [1do not support Wildiife Crossings
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1.0 Introduction

This working paper presents the alternatives developed for the future transportation network in
CYMPO, their evaluation criteria, and evaluation results. The results of the analysis of future conditions
with the “No-Build” alternative (described in working paper #6 — Future Conditions) reveal that several
areas of the network will suffer from congestion due to increasing traffic demand in the region. The
alternatives selected for review and described herein were selected to improve the health of the
transportation network and the mobility of CYMPO residents.

ﬂl
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2.0 Transportation Network Alternatives

The goal of the transportation plan presented herein is to provide CYMPO and its member agencies a
guide for programming transportation improvement projects that will most efficiently enhance the
regional connectivity of the network and support the circulation goals identified by member agencies.

The 2006 CYMPO RTP presented the 2030 planned regional system depicted in Figure 1. This system
includes widening several of the major state highways in the region, widening several more local routes,
constructing new highways for improved connectivity, and at least one long-range study for new
highway corridors.

@ Paulden
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Central Yavapai Metropolitan
Planning Organization

Cordes Junction Apri 3, 2008

Source: Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan (9/17/2012)

Figure 1 — CYMPO 2030 Regional Planned Transportation System
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For each CYMPO member agency, a summary of transportation goals and description of future network
improvement projects is provided.

2.1 Yavapai County Plan

The Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan (9/17/2012) identifies three major transportation element
goals. These are: fully integrated coordination between land use planning and transportation planning,
encouragement of multi-modal transportation opportunities (including transit), and ensured consistency
between transportation and land use through a thorough review and understanding of land use zoning
policy. In summary, Yavapai County transportation goals are centered on the cohesion of transportation
and land use as well as the promotion of multi-modal options for users.

The Yavapai County Comprehensive Plan (9/17/2012) lists the following major planned regional projects
in the Central Yavapai area.

o Great Western/Glassford Hill Extension, which will provide connectivity north of Prescott Valley
and southeast of Chino Valley. The corridor alignment connects SR 89A at Great Western Road
to SR 89 approximately one mile south of Outer Loop Road.

e [|-17 to SR 169 connector, a continuation of the previously studied SR 169 to Fain Road
connector. The new facility would provide a direct connection between I-17 and SR 89A and
would alleviate future congestion on SR 69.

e SR 89 to be widened between Chino Valley and Prescott.

e Intersection improvements at the intersections of SR 89 and Road 4 North and SR 89 and
Perkinsville Road.

e SR 89 between Road 5 South in Chino Valley and the Prescott Airport would be widened to four
lanes.

e SR 69 construction as a six-lane access-controlled roadway, identified as a long-range project.

e Widening of I-17 to six lanes from Cordes Junction to SR 169 as a long-range project.

2.2 City of Prescott Plan

The Draft 2014 City of Prescott General Plan identifies transportation goals for each of three types of
facilities separately: arterial streets, collector streets, and local streets. Goals for arterial roadways
include providing adequate level of service (LOS) and options for alternative mode usage during peak
hours. The goals for collector roadways include providing safe access to community amenities (such as
schools and libraries), connecting neighborhoods to each other, and connecting neighborhoods to
commercial centers. The goals for local streets include providing efficient access to emergency response
vehicles, and enhancing the environment and livability of neighborhoods. The general plan also includes
transportation goals revolving around enhanced transportation safety, efficient management of the
existing system, and the increased integration of bike, pedestrian, transit, and air travel modes.

The Draft 2014 City of Prescott General Plan does not provide a detailed list of future transportation
projects, instead referring to the plan developed in the CYMPO RTP.

CYMPO Regional Transportation Plan Update Page 3
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2.3 Town of Prescott Valley Plan

The Town of Prescott Valley General Plan 2025 identifies a guiding principle for its circulation element
that emphasizes traffic safety and efficiency, pedestrian safety, economic development, and alternative
modes of travel. The plan also affirms a second guiding principle that establishes the need to
administratively adopt transportation recommendations made by CYMPO. The general plan adopts goals
for its circulation element to 1) encourage alternative modes of travel, including transit, 2) incorporate a
comprehensive public trails system to increase connectivity to parks and other community amenities, 3)
adopt a street improvement program that draws maximum capacity from existing infrastructure, 4)
increase connectivity to the local airport in order to support air travel, and 5) adopt relevant
transportation projects approved by CYMPO in the Prescott Valley plans.

The General Plan lists several improvement projects for the 2025 future build-out network. With the
exception of roadways requiring the specified improvements, the Prescott Valley system was anticipated
to operate at LOS E or better in 2025. The projects listed would improve the roadways through capacity
augmentations, including (but not limited to) signal timing improvements, additional intersection lanes,
auxiliary lanes, and intersection grade separations. The projects identified are listed below:

e SR 69, Sundog Ranch Road to Prescott East Highway
e Fain Road, SR 69 to southern terminus

e Lakeshore Drive, Navajo Drive to Badger Road

e Robert Road, Florentine Road to Lakeshore Drive

e Robert Road, SR 89 to Pronghorn Parkway

The General Plan (Figure 2) summarizes the anticipated 2025 transportation system.

2.4 Town of Chino Valley

The Town of Chino Valley General Plan 2013-2014 (Review Draft) establishes the objective to increase
employment opportunities and establish community core areas without sacrificing the small-town, rural
atmosphere. The plan provides one overarching goal for the transportation system and several
supporting strategies. The circulation/transportation goal of the community is to encourage system
improvements that incorporate alternative transportation modes. The town identifies six targeted
strategies for achieving this goal. These are: 1) encouraging new connecting local roadways, 2)
supporting regional goals of widening existing and planning for future major regional connectors, 3)
promoting Yavapai Regional Transit Inc. (YRTI), 4) encouraging the use of all alternative transportation
modes, including transit, paratransit, and non-motorized, 5) considering “green” practices when
constructing new streets, and 6) adopting a five-year CIP.

ﬁu CYMPO Regional Transportation Plan Update Page 4
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The Draft General Plan identifies several projects for future development that aim to advance the
community’s circulation/transportation goal. These are projects that the City plans either to budget
itself or promote in cooperation with other entities. The projects listed are as follows:

e Westside Road at Center Street alignment, Williamson Valley Road to Reed Road

e Road improvements for several local corridors, including Reed Road north to Road 2N, Center
Street to SR 89, and others

o Eastside Loop Road Center Street to Peavine Trail to Road 4 South

e Planning for the installation of bus stop features, such as safe seating and shelters

e Complete an origin-destination study to determine non-motorized transportation needs

In addition to these roadway construction or planning projects, the Draft General Plan identifies specific
strategies for regional cooperation and incorporation of “green” roadway construction practices in all
new street construction.

2.5 Town of Dewey Humboldt

The Town of Dewey-Humboldt does not as yet have a general plan, but a Planning Assistance for Rural
Areas (PARA) study that outlines the transportation needs of the community was completed in May,
2012. These identified needs include improvements to the current system (paving some unpaved roads,
signal coordination, incorporation of ADA-compliant rehabilitation in the community core, and
rehabilitation of failing pavements), access management along major regional routes for improved
safety, federal reclassification of several roadway segments, and improved circulation through the
addition of some local streets and at least one river crossing. (ADA = Americans with Disabilities Act.)

The PARA study identifies two regional improvement projects that could affect circulation in the Dewey-
Humboldt area: the addition of the Country Club Bypass road and the addition of a north-south roadway
through the developments near the northeast corner of the SR 69 and SR 169 intersection (both projects
would be in the Town of Prescott Valley but would have an effect on Dewey Humboldt). In the long-
range time frame, the addition of a highway corridor ultimately connecting 1-17 to Fain Road would
affect conditions in the area as well. The study also identifies several small local street improvements
that should be implemented to improve mobility and connectivity in the community. Several of the
network improvement suggestions made in the study are recommended for further study and
development by the town.
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Four alternative transportation networks for the 2040 horizon design year were developed by the
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). These alternatives were drawn from a list of planned projects in
the CYMPO planning area, which was based in turn upon the 2011 RTP update, Yavapai County plans,
and city and town CIPs and general plans, as described in Section 2. Each alternative represents a
different combination of improvements to existing roadways and/or new facilities, assembled to
evaluate the combined projects’ effect on congestion in the region. Table 1 shows all improvement
projects considered, their inclusion in previous planning documents, and the responsible jurisdictions.

Table 1 - Comprehensive List of Planned Projects

Project

Jurisdiction

Included in
2006 RTP

Included in
2011 RTP
Update

Included in
Additional
Planning
Documents

SR 89: Center St to Deep Well Ranch | ADOT Yes Yes -
Rd
Deep Well Ranch Road Prescott No No Yes
Airport Loop Road Prescott Yes Yes Yes
SR 69: SR 89 to SR 169 ADOT Yes Yes Yes
SR 169: SR 69 to I-17 ADOT Yes Yes -
SR 89A: SR 89 to Robert Rd ADOT Yes Yes Yes
SR 89A-Robert Road  Traffic | ADOT/Prescott | Yes Yes Yes
Interchange Valley
SR 89A: Fain Rd to Milepost 329 ADOT Yes Yes -
Fain Road to SR 169 Connector ADOT Yes Yes Yes
SR 169 to I-17 Connector ADOT No Yes Yes
Great Western Extension ADOT Yes Yes Yes
Chino Valley Extension ADOT Yes Yes Yes
Northern Connector Yavapai Yes Yes Yes
County
[-17: Cordes Junction to SR 169 ADOT Yes Yes -
Sundog Connector Prescott Yes Yes Yes
Glassford Hill Rd: SR 69 to SR 89A Prescott Valley | Yes Yes Yes
Side Road Connector Prescott Yes Yes Yes
Outer Loop Rd: SR 89 to Williamson | Chino Valley Yes Yes -
Valley Rd
Glassford Hill Extension Prescott Valley | Yes Yes Yes
Old Black Canyon Highway: Country | Prescott Valley | Yes Yes -
Club Bypass to Stoneridge
Country Club Bypass Prescott Valley | Yes Yes Yes

ﬁ!/’ CYMPO Regional Transportation Plan Update
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_ Includedin ncludedin

Project jurisdiction  neludedin o, grp Additional
2006 RTP Planning
Update
Documents

Sante Fe Loop Rd Prescott Valley | Yes Yes Yes
Stoneridge Drive Prescott Valley | Yes Yes Yes
Granite Dells Pkwy: SR 89A to new | Prescott Yes Yes Yes
Great Western
Navajo Drive: SR 69 to Old Black | Prescott Valley | Yes Yes Yes
Canyon
Superstition Drive Extension No No Yes
SR 89: Milepost 314 to SR 89A ADOT Yes No -
SR 89: Deep Well Ranch to SR 89A ADOT Yes No -
Eastern Corridor Yes No -
SR 69 Bypass Corridor ADOT Yes No -

Four alternatives were developed for the 2040 horizon year transportation network. The TAC considered
each project in the list of planned projects and evaluated whether that project would be feasible by the
2040 horizon year. There were some projects that — based on their size, the needs of the community,
and/or the limited funding available — were deferred until after 2040 and not included in any alternative.
Table 2 identifies each project in the list of planned projects that was deemed feasible by 2040,
describes each, and indicates its inclusion in each of the four alternative future networks. Alternative 4
was developed to include all the projects in the list of planned projects for the region that were deemed
feasible by 2040.
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Table 2 — List of Projects Considered for 2040 with Inclusion Status in Each Alternative

Included in Alternatives

Project

Project Description

SR 89 Widen to 6 lanes from Center Street to Deep Well Ranch X X X
Road
Deep Well Ranch o , :
P Road New 4-lane facility connecting SR 89 to Pioneer Parkway X X X
. New 21 — — -
Airport Loop Rd ew 2-lane facility prov@mg full access to the regional X X X
airport
SR 69 Widen to 6 lanes from SR 89 to SR 169 X X X
SR 169 Widen to 4 lanes from SR 69 to Old Cherry Rd X X X
SR 89A Widen to 6 lanes from SR 89 to Robert Rd X X X
R89A/R t
SR8IA/ qber New Tl east of Robert Rd per Alternative 1 in the I-17 to
Rd Traffic Fain Rd Stud X X X
Interchange (TI) y
Fain Rd to SR 169 - , . .
! New 4-lane facility connecting Fain Road directly to SR 169 X X
Connector
SR 169 t0 I-17 New 4-lane facility extending the.Fam Rd to SR 1§9
Connector to the southeast, completing the connection to X
Connector 117
Great Western New 4-lane facility connecting SR 89A to SR 89, X X
Extension circumventing the airport area
Chino Valley New 4-lane facility connecting the future Great Western X
Extension Extension to SR 89 north of Chino Valley
Northern New 2-lane facility extending Center Street in Chino Valley
- X X X
Connector west to Williamson Valley Road
New 4-lane facility providing an east/west connection
n nnector X
Sundog Connecto between Prescott Lakes Parkway and SR 69 X
Glassford Hill Rd Widen to 6 lanes from SR 69 to SR 89A X X X
. New 4-lane facility connecting SR 89 to the future Great
Side Rd Connector Western Extension south of SR 89A X X X
Glassford Hill New 4-lane facility extending Glassford Hill Road north to
. . . X X X
Extension connect with the future Great Western Extension
Id Black , :
Old fac Canyon Widen to 4 lanes from Country Club Bypass to Stoneridge X
Highway
New 2-lane facility connecting SR 69 in Prescott Valley to
Country Club o .
SR 69 north of Dewey-Humboldt while circumventing the X
Bypass
Country Club
New 4-lane facility connecting future Stoneridge Drive to
Sante Fe Loop Rd Fain Road through Prescott Valley X X X
ﬂl
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Included in Alternatives

Project Project Description

. New 4-lane facility connecting SR 69 to the future Great

D . . . . X X X X

Stoneridge Dr Western Extension at the intersection with SR 89A

Granite Dells New 4-lane facility from SR 89A north to new Great
. X X X X

Parkway Western Extension

Navajo Dr New Facility from SR 69 to Old Black Canyon Highway X X X
Lakeshore Dr Widen to 4 lanes from Fain Road to Navajo Drive X X X X

Each of the four alternatives was developed in the TransCAD modeling software and provided to ADOT
to be run in the statewide model. The alternative networks and the results of the model runs for each
alternative are presented below.

3.1 Alternative 1

The TAC collaboratively identified those projects (from the list of planned projects) that would be
essential to traffic circulation in the future network. These projects were identified by taking into
account the needs identified in the No-Build network, the planned future residential and commercial
developments in the area, the ease of freight access to the region, and other factors. Alternative 1
includes only those projects that were deemed essential, the majority of which are improvements to
existing roadways, with some smaller new facilities.

Figure 3 depicts the Alternative 1 2040 CYMPO network. The figure highlights the areas that will be
improved under this scenario in pink. Projects include widening of major state highways (SR 89 from
Deep Well Ranch to Center Street), widening of local arterials (Glassford Hill Road and Lakeshore Drive),
and the addition of smaller local arterials (Stoneridge Drive and Santa Fe Loop Road). The alternative
also includes the Northern Connector, a new 2-lane facility that will improve connectivity between Chino
Valley, Williamson Valley, and Prescott, and the Airport Loop Road, which will enhance mobility to and
from the airport.

Figure 4 displays the projected volumes and LOS anticipated under the Alternative 1 network scenario.
The highest volumes in the network are projected at the following locations:

o SR 89 between Center Street (in Chino Valley) and SR 89A

e SR 89A between SR 89 and Glassford Hill Road

e SR 69 between downtown Prescott and SR 169

o Glassford Hill Road between SR 69 and SR 89A

o Willow Creek Road between Pioneer Parkway and downtown Prescott

ﬂl
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Figure 3 — Alternative 1 Regional Network
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These roadway segments correspond to the major regional routes in the CYMPO region. Figure 4 also
indicates that the LOS of several roadways will be at level of “F,” or failing. The congested segments
include the following:

e SR 89in northern Chino Valley

e Willow Creek Road through Prescott

e SR 89 between Deep Well Ranch Road and SR 69

e Manzanita Trail near the Prescott Country Club

e SR 69 west of Stoneridge Drive

e Various road segments in downtown Prescott

e Glassford Hill Road and Viewpoint Drive north of Santa Fe Loop Road
the west-side ramps on the four traffic interchanges on SR 89A

Compared to the 2040 No-Build Network (described in working paper #6 — Future Conditions),
Alternative 1 alleviates congestion on SR 89A, the majority of SR 69, SR 89 between Deep Well Ranch
Road and Center Street, Williamson Valley Road, and much of Glassford Hill Road.

3.2 Alternative 2

Alternative 2 was developed to include all of the projects present in Alternative 1, plus three regional
connecting roadways. This alternative was conceived to cover all of the essential circulation projects,
with the addition of some new options for regional travel and improved regional connectivity. Figure 5
shows the 2040 horizon year network proposed in Alternative 2. The three additional regional roadways
are the Fain Road to SR 169 Connector, the Great Western Extension, and the Sundog Connector. The
Fain Road to SR 169 Connector is a controlled-access facility that represents half of a roadway that
would ultimately connect 1-17 to Fain Road. This ultimate I-17 to Fain connection would provide an
alternate route between the Phoenix area and the Prescott area, alleviating traffic on SR 69. The Great
Western Extension provides an alternate route between Prescott Valley and SR 89 north of the airport,
meant to alleviate traffic on SR 89 between Road 4 South and SR 89A. The Sundog Connector will
connect SR 69 to Prescott Lakes Parkway, offering connectivity to residential and commercial
development in the Diamond Valley area.

Figure 6 displays the projected volumes and LOS anticipated under the Alternative 2 network scenario.
The figure indicates that the roadways with the highest traffic volumes are similar to those shown in the
Alternative 1 network (Figure 4). The high-volume roadways include the following:

o SR 89 between SR 89A and Center Street in Chino Valley
o Willow Creek Road through Prescott

e SR 69 between Prescott and Dewey-Humboldt

e Glassford Hill Road between SR 69 and SR 89

U CYMPO Regional Transportation Plan Update Page 7
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Alternative 1 indicated that the highest volume on SR 89A was between SR 89 and Glassford Hill Road.
However, with the addition of the Great Western Extension, Alternative 2 shows a lower volume on SR
89A between Great Western and Glassford Hill Road. The volumes on the Fain Road to SR 169 Connector
are low.

Figure 6 also depicts the LOS of several roadways at LOS “F.” When compared to Alternative 1, the
following segments are anticipated to still operate at LOS “F” under the Alternative 2 scenario:

e Willow Creek Road through Prescott

e SR 89 between Deep Well Ranch Road and SR 69

e SR 69, Manzanita Trail near the Prescott Country Club

e SR 69 west of Stoneridge Drive

e Various road segments in downtown Prescott

e Glassford Hill Road and Viewpoint Drive north of Santa Fe Loop Road

o The west-side ramps on three of the four traffic interchanges on SR 89A

However, the congestion on Glassford Hill Road north of Santa Fe Loop Road, the Granite Dells
Parkway/SR 89A traffic interchange, and SR 89 in northern Chino Valley have been reduced by this
alternative.

3.3 Alternative 3

Alternative 3 was developed to include all of the projects in the list of planned projects that were
identified as feasible by 2040, with the exception of SR 69 widening and the new Najavo Drive facility,
which were included in Alternative 2. This alternative was developed to evaluate whether these two
projects would be necessary, considering the addition of other regional circulation projects that provide
capacity and connectivity to the network. The network alternative is displayed in Figure 7. The
additional projects considered in Alternative 3 are the SR 169 to I-17 Connector (completing the
ultimate Fain Road to I-17 connector and providing an alternate route between the Phoenix and
Prescott areas) and the Chino Valley Extension (an extension of Great Western that connects Prescott
Valley to SR 89 north of Chino Valley). In exchange for the SR 69 widening and Navajo Drive projects,
Alternative 3 adds a Country Club Bypass facility and widening Old Black Canyon Highway between
Stoneridge Drive and Country Club Bypass, with the intent of diverting some SR 69 traffic onto Old Black
Canyon Highway.

Figure 8 displays the projected volumes and LOS anticipated under the Alternative 3 network scenario.
The figure indicates that the traffic volume distribution did not significantly change from Alternatives 1
and 2 to Alternative 3.
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The roadways with the greatest volumes are anticipated at the following locations:

e SR 89 from SR 89A to Center Street

e Willow Creek Road in Prescott

e SR 89A from Great Western to SR 89

e SR 69 from Prescott to Dewey-Humboldt
e Glassford Hill Road from SR 69 to SR 89A

The volume on the Fain Road to SR 169 Connector increased with the addition of the SR 169 to |-17
Connection segment. With the implementation of the network changes in Alternative 3 the following
segments are anticipated to still operate at LOS ‘F':

o Willow Creek Road through Prescott

o SR 89 between Deep Well Ranch Road and SR 69

e Various road segments in downtown Prescott

e Viewpoint Drive north of Santa Fe Loop Road

o The west-side ramps on three of the four traffic interchanges on SR 89A

The addition of the Country Club Bypass relieves congestion on Manzanita Trail near the Prescott
Country Club, and the Chino Valley Extension improves SR 89 to LOS ‘D’ or better from Deep Well Ranch
Road to the northern border of the CYMPO influence area. However, the removal of the SR 69 widening
project causes the majority of SR 69 to fail at LOS “E” or worse, even with the widening of Old Black
Canyon Highway, the addition of the Country Club Bypass, and the inclusion of the Sundog Connector.

3.4 Alternative 4

Alternative 4 was developed to include all the projects (in the list of planned projects for the region) that
were deemed feasible by 2040. This scenario includes all of the projects that were present in
Alternative 3, plus the SR 69 widening project and Navajo Drive widening projects. Figure 9 displays the
Alternative 4 network.

Figure 10 displays the projected volumes and LOS anticipated under the Alternative 4 network scenario.
This alternative does not significantly alter the traffic volume distributions from the other alternatives,
and the same roadways listed previously have the heaviest volumes. Figure 8 indicates that the
Alternative 4 LOS looks very similar to that of Alternative 3; however, SR 69 returns to the same state as
in Alternative 2, with only a small segment west of Stoneridge Drive operating at LOS “F.” Manzanita
Trail, on the other hand, goes back to operating at LOS “F.” This likely happens because the addition of
lanes on SR 69 makes it a more desirable roadway to use than the Country Club Bypass.
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Figure 9 — Alternative 4 Regional Network
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4.0 Alternative Evaluation Process

The alternatives described in Section 3 of this working paper were developed in cooperation with the
TAC. An evaluation was performed for each alternative individually, and results were then compared to
quantitatively rank their technical merits. The criteria used to evaluate the alternatives are listed in
Table 3.

Table 3 — Network Alternative Evaluation Criteria

# Criteria Performance Measures

1 Improve traffic operations Total miles of projected LOS E or F
. . Travel time savings per home-based work trip compared to
Promote mobility an.d accessibility for No-Build Alternative
personal and freight transport Percent of 24-hour truck VMT on congested facilities
3 Maintains planning consistency Consist.ent with comprehensive.plans, city/town general plans,
previous regional transportation plan and corridor studies
4 Right-of-way considerations Total estimated right-of-way (ROW) needed
Potential to result in relocations or Qualitative assessment of the new ROW required and the
5 displacements of a protected likelihood that relocations or displacements would be required
population in areas where protected populations have been identified
6 Potential to affect protected Qualitative assessment of the potential for adverse effects to
populations’ community the communities in which protected populations live
Improve safety by strengthening and Number of additional centerline miles with a high level of
7 expanding roadway access access management compared with the 2040 No-Build
management condition
Total estimated cost for all projects included in addition to
2040 No-Build condition
8 Cost . . . : proe
Ratio of estimated cost to annual time savings from building
the alternative
. . Constructability based on miles of included improvements
9 Ease of implementation . :
that are new major regional freeways
10 Local agency and public acceptance Local community support for and acceptance of the
alternative

The evaluation criteria were developed in coordination with the TAC. Results of the evaluation on all
criteria were compared across alternatives. The criteria and their performance measures are described
below.
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4.1 Descriptions of Criteria

Improve Traffic Operations

This criterion is a calculation of the total miles of level of service “E” or “F” for each network alternative.
LOS “E” and “F” were considered failing levels, meaning that the fewer the congested miles, the better
the performance.

Promote Mobility and Accessibility for Personal and Freight Transport

It is important to improve mobility for residents, visitors, and freight carriers operating in the region.
This criterion has two performance measures: one related to personal travel and one related to freight
travel. The first performance measure compares travel time savings per each home-based work trip
compared to the No-Build Alternative. Home-based work trips — that is, those trips with one end
located at home and the other at work, no matter the direction of travel — are typically the most
prevalent type of trip during a weekday. They tend to have the greatest impact on the transportation
system, since they are heavily concentrated during peak travel periods. This performance measure
calculates the average of the travel times of all home-based work trips in the No-Build network, then
compares that to the average of the travel times of all home-based work trips in each network Build
alternative. The second performance measure is the percent of daily vehicle miles that trucks travel in
the system on congested roadways. A “congested roadway” refers to a roadway operating at LOS ‘E’ or
‘F’ during the time the truck is traveling on it.

Maintains Planning Consistency

The improvement projects that were previously planned in the CYMPO area are listed in Table 1. This
evaluation criterion evaluates whether the projects in the network alternative are consistent with those
shown in the table. Although some of the projects from Table 1 were not considered due to the size of
the project, the needs of the community, and/or the limited funding available, the majority were
considered in at least one of the network alternatives. This criterion indicates which alternatives
maintained the most consistency with the planned projects.

Right-of-Way Considerations

A transportation project cannot be built unless the land necessary to build and operate the project is
first acquired. Acquisition of ROW is expensive and, in situations where the land is already occupied by
active land uses, its acquisition will disturb the community’s environment, continuity, and way of life.
This criterion estimates the amount of ROW that would need to be acquired for each alternative. The
more ROW needed, the less desirable the alternative.

Potential to Result in Relocations or Displacements of a Protected Population

If the land needed for a roadway project includes land on which a home is already located, the residents
of that home will need to vacate and find alternative housing (with assistance from the responsible
agency, as required by law). Protected populations include certain racial and ethnic minorities, low-
income households, disabled persons, and elderly persons, among others (in accordance with Title VI of
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the Civil Rights Act and Executive Order 12898). This criterion was set to evaluate the extent to which
any protected populations would need to be moved due to ROW acquisitions.

Potential to Affect Protected Populations’ Community

In addition to ROW acquisition, a new roadway can negatively affect a community simply through its
location; for example, by forming a barrier to circulation. A large facility, such as a freeway or major
arterial, can split a community, isolating a group on one side of the facility from neighbors and
community amenities on the other side. This criterion was established to determine the potential of
each alternative for creating such barriers affecting protected populations.

Improve Safety by Strengthening and Expanding Roadway Access Management

Vehicular crashes often involve conflicts between vehicles at public or private access points. Sound
access management practices can reduce the number of crashes while enhancing the efficiency of traffic
flow. This criterion quantifies linear miles of new access management — either new facilities that will
effectively manage access or existing facilities that will have access management features added.

Cost

The level of funding needed to complete each network alternative is an important factor in the
evaluation. The cost criterion includes two performance measures. The first is the estimated total cost
of each alternative. The second represents a form of cost/benefit analysis. This performance measure
compares the total cost of the alternative to the annual time savings resulting from that alternative. The
time savings is gleaned from reduction of congestion as compared to the No-Build network. For
example, in the No-Build network, a person may have sat in traffic for 60 minutes on the way to work. In
a network with a Build alternative implemented, that same trip may take only 55 minutes. If a person
makes that same trip twice in one day, for 250 days per year, then that person will save more than 20
hours of time each year. The total annual time savings for an alternative is the sum of the time savings
off all the trip-makers in the network. It should be noted that a transportation investment may have
many benefits other than travel time savings.

Ease of Implementation

Transportation improvements can be difficult to implement. Besides the necessary funding,
implementation requires public support, limiting disruption to the community, maintaining access
during construction, and other challenges. The ease of implementation criterion compares the number
of roadways in each alternative which are considered the most difficult to build.

Local Agency and Public Acceptance

The final criterion is the level of acceptance from the CYMPO member agencies and the public. None of
the projects proposed will be completed without community acceptance. The local agencies reviewed
the evaluation results for all other criteria and a recommended network alternative were presented to
the public on Monday, 9/29/14. The local agencies criterion was evaluated based on the input at the
public meeting and through the TAC coordination.
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4.2 Alternative Analysis Results

Table 4 presents the results of the alternative analysis. Each alternative is evaluated for all performance
measures. The black circles represent high impact and a low level of acceptability based on CYMPO’s
goals and those of the member agencies. The hollow circles represent a low impact and high level of
acceptability to the agencies. Half circles represent an intermediate impact. The evaluation indicates
that, although alternatives 3 and 4 do the best job of improving mobility and saving time, they do so at a
high cost compared with other Build alternatives.

The recommended alternative, which is based on the results of this evaluation, will be presented in the
Draft Recommendation Working Paper.

ﬂl
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Criteria

Performance Measures

Table 4 — Alternative Analysis Results

No-Build Alternative*

Build Alternative 1

Build Alternative 2

Build Alternative 3

AZCOM

Build Alternative 4

Improve traffic operations

Total miles of total projected LOSE or F

e 77.91 miles

< 47.94 miles

< 45.91 miles

< 48.15 miles

040.74 miles

Promote mobility and accessibility
for personal and freight transport

Travel time savings per home-based work
(HBW) trip compared to No-Build Alternative

e Travel time is greater than all
4 Build alternatives

© 2.18 minutes per HBW trip

0 2.43 minutes per HBW trip

© 2.49 minutes per HBW trip

0 2.59 minutes per HBW trip

Percentage of 24-hour truck VMT on
congested facilities

® 49% Truck VMT

© 24% Truck VMT

© 22% Truck VMT

© 26% Truck VMT

0 19% Truck VMT

Maintains planning consistency

Consistent with comprehensive plans,
city/town general plans, previous regional
transportation plan and corridor studies

e None of the planned
improvements are implemented

< Nearly all projects are present

in previous planning documents,
and 7 previously planned
projects are not included

< Nearly all projects are present

in previous planning documents,
and 4 previously planned
projects are not included

< Nearly all projects are present

in previous planning documents,
and 2 previously planned
projects are not included

o Nearly all projects are present
in previous planning documents

ROW considerations

Total estimated ROW needed

o No new ROW

o Approximately 500 acres

© Approximately 1,050 acres

e Approximately 1,800 acres

e Approximately 1,850 acres

Potential to result in relocations or
displacements within a protected
population

Qualitative assessment of the new ROW
required and the likelihood that relocations
or displacements would be required in areas
where protected populations have been
identified

o Wouldn't result in any
relocations/displacements
within protected populations.

¢ Potential for
relocations/acquisitions along
many of the new facilities

¢ Potential for
relocations/acquisitions along
many of the new facilities

¢ Potential for
relocations/acquisitions along
many of the new facilities

¢ Potential for
relocations/acquisitions along
many of the new facilities

Potential to affect protected

Qualitative assessment of the potential for
adverse effects to the communities in which

o No new effects for
surrounding communities

< Potential for new facilities to
affect continuity of adjacent

< Similar to Alt 1

< Similar to Alt 1

< Similar to Alt 1

i ) } ) communities
populations’ community protected populations live.
Improve safety by strengthening Number of additional centerline miles with a N ekl e mflles A & 57 illls ® ER Gills ® ER Gills
and expanding roadway access high level of access management compared
management with the 2040 No-Build condition
Total planning level cost estimates for all
projects included in addition to 2030 Base 0 $0.00 < $312 Million < $474 Million e $638 Million e $674 Million
condition
Comparison of total alternative planning N ) 084.30 ¢ 62.55 ¢ 48.18 ¢ 4731
. . o No time savings . . . :
level cost to total annual time savings g (annual min per $100 spent) (annual min per $100 spent) (annual min per $100 spent) (annual min per $100 spent)
Cost compared to the No-Build network

Ease of implementation

Probability and constructability based on
miles of included improvements that are
new major regional freeways

o No new major regional
freeways included

o No new major regional
freeways included

¢ Approximately 18 miles

e Approximately 42 miles

e Approximately 42 miles

Anticipated local municipal support for and

acceptance of the network alternative, * ° ° * *
Local agency acceptability based on input from TAC
*No-Build Alternative includes some area improvements which have already been funded o Low impact, high compatibility ¢ Medium impact, moderate compatibility e High impact, low compatibility

s (P2
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1.0 Introduction

The purpose of this report is to document the development of a focused travel demand model for the
Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization (CYMPO). The CYMPO focused travel model is
based on the Arizona statewide travel demand model developed by the Arizona Department of
Transportation (ADOT); AZTDM2. The model operates in the TransCAD software platform.

ADOT has spent several years developing a statewide model that can focus on specific MPO planning
areas of the state. The model is based on extensive data collection efforts that are beyond the reach of
most MPOs. The model has been calibrated and validated to a comprehensive set of observed data.

The statewide model has also undergone a national peer review which was focused on model
development, calibration and validation. Additionally, ADOT continues to update features of the model.
Documentation of the AZTDM2 model development and validation is available from ADOT in the
following report: “Development of the Arizona Statewide Travel Demand Model: Phase 2, September 19,
2011”.

The CYMPO focused model encompasses the communities of Prescott, Prescott Valley, Chino Valley,
Dewey-Humboldt, portions of Yavapai County and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe, including an area of
influence of approximately 401 square miles. Figure 1 shows the location of these communities and the
planning influence area. To validate the AZTDM2 model for the CYMPO planning area, information on
existing socioeconomic and roadway characteristics were collected for input into the model. Daily
traffic counts on City and County roads were also collected to serve as the basis for the validation
efforts. Cordon and screenline locations were developed to summarize and compare model validation
estimates with actual count data. These efforts were completed under Task 4 and are documented in
the “Current Socioeconomic and Transportation Conditions” report.

S/
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2.0 Model Validation Database

Model validation efforts consists of several steps including estimation of person and truck trips (trip
generation), distribution of trips (trip distribution), assignment of trips to the network (trip assignment)
and aggregate and roadway level comparisons of model assigned daily vehicle trips to traffic counts.

The validation process is a top down approach starting with estimation of the number for trips within
the region and ending with roadway level analysis. At each step, daily traffic counts are used to evaluate
if the model is performing within acceptable standards. For the CYMPO model validation, both
aggregate and disaggregate analyses were conducted. The validation standards used for this analysis
are the same as those used to validate the AZTDM2 model. The AZTDM2 model validation followed
guidelines from several sources, such as the Federal Highway Administration, the National Cooperative
Highway Research Project and Best Practices.

ﬂl
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Figure 1 — CYMPO Planning Area
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The model validation effort consisted of the following comparisons of model assigned traffic to
aggregated traffic counts.

Cordon Line

e ScreenlLine

o Facility Type

e Volume Group
e Roadway Level

The results of the comparison are then evaluated based on the validation guidelines to determine
whether the standards have been met. The first step in the model validation process is to establish the
database and validation guideline(s) for each of the categories. The development of the data sets for
the model validation are described below.

2.1 Cordon Line Database

A cordon line is used to evaluate whether the correct number of trips are entering and exiting the study
area. Animaginary circle is drawn across facilities at the boundary of the study area. The imaginary
circle is drawn to include, to the extent possible, locations were traffic counts exist on the roadways that
serve as entry/exit points to the region. These counts are then totaled to estimate the total daily
volume entering and exiting the CYMPO region. Figure 2 shows the CYMPO area cordon line and Table
1 lists the facilities that comprise the CYMPO area cordon line and the existing traffic count for each of
the facilities. Based on the information in Table 1 it is estimated that there are approximately 47,000
daily trips between the CYMPO area and the rest of the region. The validation target for the cordon line
validation is 10 percent. This means that the sum of the model assigned volumes crossing the cordon
line is within 10% of the traffic counts at the cordon line.

Table 1 — CYMPO Cordon Line

ﬂl

Roadway Location Existing Count

S.R89 S. of Big Chino Rd. 8,890
Perkinsville Rd. W. of Forest Service 641 Rd.-- 100

S.R.89A W. Of Mingus West Rd. 1,880
S.R. 169 W. of I-17 5,000
S.R.69 W. of I-17 11,800
Senator Highway S. of Nathan Ln. 2,770
S.R.89 N. of Haisley Rd. 5,780
Copper Basin Rd. S. of Vista Rd. 3,960
Iron Springs Rd. W. of Hereford Dr. 3,420
Williamson Valley Rd. N. of Outer Loop Rd. 3,180
TOTAL 46,780

‘@U CYMPO Regional Transportation Plan Update
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Figure 2 — CYMPO Focused Model Cordon Line
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2.2 Screenline Database

Screenlines are tools to analyze whether the CYMPO focused model is replicating the existing travel
patterns in the CYMPO region. Like cordon lines, screenlines are imaginary lines drawn across major
roadways at specific locations in the roadway network. Figure 3 shows the screenlines for the CYMPO
focused model.

Seven screenlines were developed for the CYMPO model validation, four north/south screenlines and
three east/west screenlines. Each screenline was drawn to capture travel patterns in the area.

For example, screenline 1 includes facilities that capture trips coming to/from the City of Prescott
traveling in a north/south direction. Screenline 2 captures travel between the Town of Prescott Valley
and the City of Prescott. Like the cordon line analysis, the evaluation target for each screenline is to
have the model assigned volumes be within 10% of the traffic counts. Table 2 presents the seven
CYMPO screenlines and the sum of the existing traffic counts at the screenlines.

ﬂl

‘ﬁu CYMPO Regional Transportation Plan Update Page 5




AZCOM

Figure 3— CYMPO Focused Model Screen Lines
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Table 2 - CYMPO Focused Model Screenlines

S’c;lrj;r;;nre Location Sﬁrr;ﬁ?z E)(()ijg:sg Travel Pattern

1 North Prescott 47,200 N/S travel to/from City of Prescott

2 Prescott/Prescott Valley 59.400 E/W travel to/fror\n/alilree;cott and Prescott
3 North of 89A 24,900 N/S travel to/from Chino Valley

4 s WiIFI;ston VY 8,000 E/W travel to/from western study area.

5 West of F.ain Rd. 32300 E/W travel to@;ﬂl ;ity of Prescott

° South of 89A 31,300 N/S travel to/from City of Prescott Valley
! SR 89 N&;ﬁg;‘c Chino 8,900 N/ travel to/from City of Chino Valley

TOTAL 212,000

2.3  Facility Type Database

Facility type validation is an analysis of roadways that have the same functional classification. The
functional classification of roadways for the CYMPO region was documented in the Draft Chapter:
Current Socioeconomic and Transportation Conditions and also depicted in Figure 4. Existing traffic
counts are totaled for roadways by facility type and then compared to the sum of the model assigned
traffic volumes by facility type. The validation standard for facility types varies by the type of facility and
is shown in Table 3

| . .
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Figure 4 — Existing Roadway Functional Classification
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Table 3 —Facility Type Validation Guidelines

Facility Type Number of Count Locations Validation Guideline
Freeways 10 +/- 7%
Major Arterials 37 +/- 10%
Minor Arterials 49 +/- 15%
Collectors 110 +/-20%

2.4  Volume Group and Roadway Database

The goal of the volume group validation is to ascertain that the model is correctly assigning traffic to
roadways based on the amount of traffic of the facilities. Aggregate validation compares the sum of all
counts and assigned model volumes by volume group. Disaggregate validation compares the individual
count and model assignment at a specific location. The volume groups and aggregate validation
standards used for the CYMPO model validation is listed in Table 4.

Table 4 — Volume Group Validation Guidelines

Number of Count Validation Guideline Validation Guideline

Volume Group (vpd) : :
Locations Aggregated Disaggregated
0to 4,500 94 +/-10% 48%
4,500 to 10,000 52 +/-10% 36%
10,000 to 15,000 22 +/-10% 31%
15,000 to 20,000 12 +/-10% 28%
20,000 to 35,000 25 +/-10% 24%
(vpd) vehicles per day
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3.0 Model Validation

Once the model validation database was in place the focused model was run. The results of the traffic

assignments were compared to the validation database and, through an iterative process, adjustments
were made to model inputs and parameters until the model validation targets were met. The first step
in model validation is to ensure the model is accurately estimating the number of trips with the region

and that the distribution of those trips within the region is correct.

The results of the first model validation run indicated that the model was doing a good job overall in
estimating trips into and out of the area at the cordon line. The model assigned traffic was with 5% of
the counts at the cordon line. However, within the study area the model was under estimating trips by
approximately 15%. This was not an unexpected result because the AZTDM2 model was also low at the
CYMPO cordon.

The CYMPO trip generation model uses occupied dwelling units as one of the inputs. Seasonal
households are not included in the model as part of the occupied households. Approximately seven
percent of the households in the CYMPO region are seasonal households. Seasonal households within
the CYMPO region were added to the database and the model was rerun. The inclusion of the seasonal
households in the database resulted in an increase of approximately 24,000 daily trips. The inclusion of
seasonal households improved the model validation. However, the number of trips generated by the
model was still low compared to the counts.

A series of analyses were conducted to indentify the cause of the under estimation of trips in the region.
The analysis included:

e |dentification of additional travel markets

0 special eventsin the CYMPO region

o0 college enrollment in the CYMPO region
o Validation and modification of the AZTDM2 truck model for the CYMPO region
e Review of the household income segmentation
o Analysis of trip rates

0 Review of the non-home-based trip generation rates

0 Modification of the CYMPO focused model non-home-based trip rates
e Modification of speeds on collector roads
e Roadway and centroid connector modifications

CYMPO Regional Transportation Plan Update Page 10
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3.1 Additional Travel Markets Data Collection

The initial validation runs showed that the model was under estimating trips. Two of the potential
causes for the under estimation of trips in travel forecasting models are:

e Travel markets are missing from the weekday travel included in the model.
e Trip rates used in the trip generation model are too low

To determine if there were missing travel markets in the CYMPO focused model additional information
was collected for special events and college enrollment. Special events are activities such as major
conventions, sporting events, fairs, rodeos etc. These events do not occur on a daily basis and therefore
are excluded from most regional models. However on a sub regional level, these types of activities can
have an impact on daily travel.

CYMPO MPO staff provided a listing of special events in the CYMPO region. These events included
activities such as the Annual Whiskey Row Marathon, Western Art Show and Annual Rodeo. The list was
reviewed and it was determined that the majority of these events occur on weekends and therefore
should not be included in the CYMPO model, which only estimates weekday travel.

The CYMPO model includes estimates of travel to/from colleges in the area. Daily college trips are
estimated based on college enrollment at the campus location. The original socio-economic data used
as input into the CYMPO focused model did not include college enrollment. Additional information on
college enrollment in the CYMPO region was collected and the socio-economic database was updated to
include this information. Table 5 lists the colleges included in the CYMPO model and. Figure 5 show the
location of these colleges.

Table 5 - Colleges Included in model

College Enrollment

Embry Riddle 1,723 students
Prescott College 1,134 students
Yavapai College Prescott 3,972 students
Yavapai College Career/Tech (Prescott airport) 541 students
Yavapai College Chino Valley 241 students
Yavapai College Prescott Valley 466 students

ﬂl
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Figure 5 — College Campus Locations
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3.2 Truck Model Validation

The Arizona Statewide Travel Demand Model (AZTDM2) includes both short distance and long-distance
truck models. Long distance truck trips are estimated from commodity flow data provided by the
Federal Highway Administration. The long distance model simulates truck trips across North America to
account for trips passing through Arizona and trips beginning and ending in Arizona. The long distance
truck model also simulates truck trips between urban areas.

The short distance truck model is implemented to capture local truck trips and service deliveries not
included in the FHWA commodity flow data. The model implemented within the AZTDM is based on
travel behavior observed in the Phoenix metropolitan area. The short distance truck model estimates
single-unit trucks and multi-unit trucks. It uses the model’s population and employment database in a
three-step trip generation, distribution, and assignment process. The model segments trip generation
and distribution into twelve land use categories to match truck trips between compatible land uses.

The CYMPO model uses both the long-distance and short-distance truck model. The CYMPO long
distance truck model uses the trip table from the AZTDM2. The CYMPO short-distance truck model
implements the trip generation and trip distribution procedures used in the AZTDM2. The key difference
between the AZTDM2 short distance truck model and the CYMPO truck model is the geographic
modeled area. The CYMPO model only simulates short distance truck trips for Yavapai County to avoid
overlap with the long distance trip model and short distance trips related to other urban areas.

Both short and long distance truck trips, combined with passenger vehicles on each modeled roadway
segment results in the estimate of total traffic. Truck traffic estimates were not compared to truck
counts. Rather, total traffic volume estimates were compared to total traffic counts. Figure 6 shows the
validated truck model volumes for the existing year in the CYMPO region.
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Figure 6 — Validated Truck Model Volumes
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3.3 Household Income Analysis

The CYMPO model indicated that in several areas where property values are relatively high, there might
be lower than anticipated trip generation which might be a result of inflated numbers of low income
households. To verify, a spot comparison was completed of the TAZ low income data against the 2012
American Community Survey (5-year) from the US Census Bureau. Preliminary results displayed that
there were no conclusive results to indicate a need to change the model inputs. In some areas, the TAZ
numbers for the under $25k population were lower, and the $45-65 population higher, than the census
data. It was thought that perhaps the retirement population may account for this discrepancy; however,
a review of employment data produced inconclusive results.

3.4 Non Home Based Trip Rates

The CYMPO model was updated to include the changes noted above in 3.1 and 3.2. The model was then
rerun and the validation results reviewed. The results indicated that the inclusion of college trips and
updated truck trips improved the model validation. However the model was still under estimating daily
travel in the CYMPO region which indicated that adjustments were needed to the trip rates used in the
CYMPO model.

The initial trip rates used in the CYMPO model were the same as those used in the AZTDM2 model. The
trip rates are based on Arizona household travel survey information. Non home base trips are often
under reported in household travel surveys. The non home based trip purpose is often linked with other
trips. For example there are three trips and two different trip purposes in the following travel sequence:

Home ---> Grocery Store > Hardware Store-> Home

The above trip sequence translates into the following trips and trip purposes:

1. Home to Grocery Store: Home to shopping trip
2. Grocery Store to Hardware Store : Non home based trip
3. Hardware Store to Home: Home to Shopping trip

The second trip listed above is often missed in travel surveys because the traveler will see this as part of
the first trip and thus the non home based trip is under reported. Therefore non home based trip rates
in regional travel models are often adjusted during the model validation process.

Non home based trip rates information was collected and analyzed from other regions. Of the data
collected, the French Board River MPO region (FBR) stood out as being similar in nature to the Prescott
region. The FBR area encompasses the Asheville North Carolina region. This region has a high
retirement population and also includes a high number of seasonal households. The non home based
trip generation model structure used in the FBR model is the same as that used in the CYMPO model
and therefore it was possible to efficiently update the non home based trip rates and measure the
impact on CYMPO model validation. Tables 5 and 6 list the CYMPO and FBR Non Home Based Trip rates.
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Table 5— CYMPO Model AZTDM2 NHB Trip Rates

0-1 Autos Per Household

altliEailole 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4+ Person
Income

0-25K 0.38 1.24 1.24 1.24
25 - 45K 0.38 1.55 2.57 2.57
45 — 65K 0.38 1.55 2.57 2.57
65— 100K 2.16 1.55 4.27 4.27
100+K 2.16 1.55 6.28 7.23

\ 2+ Autos Per Household

altliEailole 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4+ Person
Income

0-25K 0.91 2.81 2.81 2.81
25 - 45K 0.91 3.26 3.27 3.27
45 - 65K 0.91 3.26 3.27 3.27
65— 100K 2.16 3.26 4.27 4.27
100+K 2.16 3.26 6.28 7.23

Table 6 — French Broad River NHB Trip Rates

0-1 Autos Per Household

Household 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4+ Person
Income

0-25K 0.68 1.864 1.27 1.68
25 - 45K 0.68 2.63 1.27 1.68
45 - 65K 0.68 1.43 3.70 4.30
65— 100K 2.46 2.63 3.71 4.30
100+K 2.46 1.43 3.71 5.11

\ 2+ Autos Per Household

Household i P 2 Person 3 Person m
Income

0-25K 0.98 2.53 2.81 2.81
25 - 45K 0.98 4.13 2.81 3.63
45 - 65K 1.04 4.73 3.91 4.47
65— 100K 2.46 4.73 5.50 6.06
100+K 2.46 4.73 5.50 6.06

The CYMPO model non home based trip rates were replaced with the FBR rate. The CYMPO model was
rerun with the updated rates and the model results reevaluated. The update to the non home based
trip rates resulted in an increase of approximately 25,800 trips in the CYMPO region. The inclusion of
the FBR non home based trip rates improved the validation of the CYMPO model. The validation
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comparisons at the cordon and screenlines indicated that the model was producing an accurate
estimate of total trips in the CYMPO region.

3.5 Collector Roadways Speeds

The modification of the NHB trip rates improved the validation of the CYMPO model. However, there
were still issues with the model assigned volumes by facility type. The model was under assigning major
arterials and over assigning collectors in the study area.

The CYMPO model uses posted speeds provided by the user. The model input speeds were compared by
facility type and, in general, it was found that the collector speeds being used in the model were higher
than the posted speeds on the collector facilities. In the CYMPO region, the majority of collector
roadways are posted at 25 MPH. The model assigned speeds for collectors were averaging about 40
MPH.

Speeds for all collectors in the CYMPO focused model were reset to 25 MPH. The model was rerun and
the once again the model assigned volumes were compared to the validation database. The number of
trips in the region did not change and therefore the validation of screenlines and cordon remained
about the same. However the validation by facility type and roadway group showed substantial
improvement.

3.6 Roadway and Centroid Modifications

The adjustments to the CYMPO focused model described above ensured the model was validated in
terms of total trips and the distribution of trips. The assigned volumes were summed by facility type and
compared to the counts by facility type and that comparison showed that the model was accurately
assigning trips by facility type. The final step in model validation was to review the assignment results at
the individual roadway level.

The speeds on individual roadway facilities were increased or decreased to produce a more accurate
estimate of assigned traffic compared to the counts. These network refinements concentrated on the
higher level facilities in the study area. In corridors where two arterial run parallel to each other, it is
often necessary to adjust model speeds on both facilities to improve the assignment results. Gurley
and Sheldon Streets in the City of Prescott are examples of arterials where input speeds were modified
to reflect actual driving behavior, which improved the validation. The model was over assigning trips to
Gurley Street and under assigning trips to Sheldon Street. The model speeds on both of these facilities
were modified to better match the traffic counts on these roads.

In some instances to improve the assignment to roadways, centroid connectors were added, modified or
deleted. Intransportation models centroid connectors distribute the trips from a traffic analysis zone
(TAZ) to roadway facilities. A TAZ can have multiple connectors. Generally a TAZ is connected to each
roadway it is adjacent to by a centroid connector. During the validation process modifications were
made to centroid connectors to improve model validation.
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4.0 Model Validation Results

A total of 22 validation runs were completed to validate the CYMPO. After each validation run the
model assigned volumes were compared to the daily traffic counts for each of the validation categories
identified in Section 2 of this report. This was an iterative process. At each successive model run,
inputs and parameters were adjusted until further changes to the model no longer improved overall
model validation.

On a daily basis the CYMPO model results in the following™:

o Trips Per Person 3.5

e Trips Per household 8.1

e Assigned Trips: (CYMPO Region) 394,000

o Vehicle Miles of Travel (CYMPO Region) 2,616,947
o Vehicle Hours of Travel (CYMPO Region) 57,518

Figure 7 show the traffic assigned volumes for the CYMPO region.

4.1 Cordon and Screen Line Results

The CYMPO model accurately estimates existing daily traffic in the CYMPO region. Regional level
validation statistics show the following results:

o Cordon Validation: model assigned trips to counts within 4%
o Screenline Validation: model assigned trips to total screenline volumes within 1%

o Total assigned volumes compared to total counts within 2%

Table 7 lists the validation results at the regional screenlines.

1 VMT/VHT do not include centroid connectors

‘@U CYMPO Regional Transportation Plan Update Page 18




— AP

AZCOM

Figure 7 — Validation Results: Average Daily Traffic
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Table 7 — Screen Line Validation

AZCOM

Location Counts Volume Percent Error RMSE
Number
1 North Prescott 47,200 43,000 9% 15%
2 Prescott/Prescott Valley 59,400 60,000 1% 3%
3 North of 89A 24,900 27,300 10% 10%
4 West of WllFlzlgmson Valley 8,000 8,100 1% 20
5 West of Fain Rd. 32,300 33,700 5% 13%
6 South of 89A 31,300 32,600 4% 16%
7 SR 89 North of Chino 8.900 8,400 6% 6%
Valley

TOTAL 212,000 213,100 1% 11%

Tables 8 and 9 show the results of the CYMPO focused model validation by facility type and roadway

volume group.

Table 8 — Facility Type Validation Results

Validation

Facility Type Guideline Counts Percent Error
Freeway +/- 7% 90,400 94,0000 4%
Major Arterial +/- 10% 616,700 616,300 1%
Minor Arterial5 +/- 15% 567,800 583,900 3%
Collectors +/-20% 363,100 322,800 11%

Table 9 — Volume Group Validation Results

Volume Validation
Guideline Model Percent Error
Group (vpd)
0to 4,500 +/-10% 188,400 200,500 6% 47%
4,500 to 0 344,000 338,700 2% 49%
10,000 e
10,000 to 265,100 258,800 2% 22%
1 _ 0 1 1
15,000 +/-10%
15,000 to 211,600 202,400 4% 19%
1 _ 0 1 1
20,000 L
20,000 to . 617,300 602,100 2% 10%
35,000 +-10%
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Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 1
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745

Site Code: 14-1062-001
Station ID:
SR-69 btwn Sundog Ranch Rd. & E Baker
St
Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined

Eastbound

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/18/14 0 38 13 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 52
01:00 0 43 6 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 51
02:00 0 26 8 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 35
03:00 0 36 10 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 51
04:00 0 58 24 1 4 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 93
05:00 0 177 51 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 234
06:00 0 394 116 0 6 0 0 8 0 0 4 0 1 529
07:00 0 535 137 0 8 2 0 5 5 0 7 0 0 699
08:00 0 564 163 0 7 1 1 7 7 0 3 0 4 757
09:00 0 694 183 0 4 1 0 11 7 0 12 2 2 916
10:00 0 798 222 0 14 2 0 3 7 0 10 3 3 1062
11:00 3 938 264 3 7 0 0 6 5 0 4 4 7 1241
12 PM 1 1001 267 5 13 2 1 4 9 0 17 4 5 1329
13:00 1 1011 252 2 10 1 0 3 9 0 22 6 5 1322
14:00 2 1058 285 1 9 1 0 2 9 0 12 3 7 1389
15:00 0 1164 263 4 8 6 0 2 14 0 11 4 10 1486
16:00 0 1183 291 4 5 5 0 7 20 0 14 3 11 1543
17:00 0 1146 231 0 4 8 0 1 13 0 10 7 17 1437
18:00 1 677 131 0 3 2 0 2 3 0 5 2 2 828
19:00 0 489 108 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 600
20:00 0 457 86 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 550
21:00 0 259 53 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 315
22:00 0 128 23 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 153
23:00 0 90 15 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 107
Day Total 8 12964 3202 20 107 34 3 86 109 0 134 38 74 16779

Percent 0.0% 77.3% 19.1% 0.1% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.8% 0.2% 0.4%
AM Peak 11:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 10:00 07:00 08:00 09:00 08:00 09:00 11:00 11:00 11:00
Vol. 3 938 264 3 14 2 1 11 7 12 4 7 1241
PM Peak 14:00 16:00 16:00 12:00 12:00 17:00 12:00 16:00 16:00 13:00 17:00 17:00 16:00

Vol. 2 1183 291 5 13 8 1 7 20 22 7 17 1543



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 2
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745

Site Code: 14-1062-001
Station ID:
SR-69 btwn Sundog Ranch Rd. & E Baker
St
Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined

Eastbound

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/19/14 0 52 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 58
01:00 0 31 6 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 39
02:00 0 25 6 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 35
03:00 0 30 9 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 43
04:00 0 71 20 0 2 1 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 98
05:00 0 186 48 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 240
06:00 0 372 118 1 4 2 0 4 0 0 4 0 1 506
07:00 1 502 164 2 3 0 0 6 1 0 6 1 0 686
08:00 0 530 161 3 8 0 0 8 2 0 4 0 2 718
09:00 0 628 196 2 8 1 0 9 5 0 11 2 0 862
10:00 0 791 233 0 11 4 0 5 8 0 7 3 3 1065
11:00 0 861 238 1 12 1 0 2 7 0 21 3 8 1154
12 PM 1 981 243 3 7 2 0 5 10 0 11 1 9 1273
13:00 0 1086 311 0 5 1 1 6 17 1 8 0 7 1443
14:00 2 1072 284 0 5 2 0 1 10 0 18 0 3 1397
15:00 1 1196 261 2 10 7 0 6 14 0 10 5 10 1522
16:00 1 1238 275 3 3 7 0 7 10 0 10 3 15 1572
17:00 1 1184 259 2 1 5 0 2 12 0 16 2 8 1492
18:00 1 726 189 1 2 2 0 1 4 0 3 1 3 933
19:00 1 528 122 1 3 3 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 662
20:00 0 492 93 1 2 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 0 592
21:00 0 252 54 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 309
22:00 0 166 40 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 208
23:00 0 107 14 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 124
Day Total 9 13107 3350 22 92 38 1 84 104 1 133 21 69 17031

Percent 0.1% 77.0% 19.7% 0.1% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.8% 0.1% 0.4%
AM Peak 07:00 11:00 11:00 08:00 11:00 10:00 09:00 10:00 11:00 10:00 11:00 11:00
Vol. 1 861 238 3 12 4 9 8 21 3 8 1154

PM Peak 14:00 16:00 13:00 12:00 15:00 15:00 13:00 16:00 13:00 13:00 14:00 15:00 16:00 16:00
Vol. 2 1238 311 3 10 7 1 7 17 1 18 5 15 1572



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc.

21636 N. Dietz Dr.

Maricopa, AZ 85138

(520) 316-6745

Page 3

Site Code: 14-1062-001

Station ID:

SR-69 btwn Sundog Ranch Rd. & E Baker

St

Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined

Eastbound

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/20/14 0 48 12 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 61
01:00 0 32 6 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 44
02:00 0 32 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40
03:00 0 31 8 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 41
04:00 0 61 20 0 3 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 88
05:00 0 176 65 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 243
06:00 0 361 124 0 4 0 0 5 4 0 2 0 0 500
07:00 0 532 167 1 6 3 0 5 1 0 11 0 1 727
08:00 0 571 159 2 7 1 0 7 1 0 6 2 1 757
09:00 0 648 188 0 11 0 0 3 3 0 2 1 4 860
10:00 0 765 219 2 4 0 0 9 5 0 13 1 4 1022
11:00 1 870 245 1 9 2 0 4 5 1 10 3 4 1155
12 PM 0 1043 218 1 10 6 0 6 12 0 16 3 5 1320
13:00 1 1089 239 4 11 3 0 2 11 0 21 3 9 1393
14:00 0 1043 240 1 5 6 0 7 17 0 12 3 10 1344
15:00 1 1201 264 1 6 5 0 7 11 0 19 5 4 1524
16:00 0 1279 240 5 7 5 2 8 16 0 16 2 10 1590
17:00 0 1098 219 1 4 6 0 0 14 1 19 5 8 1375
18:00 0 796 164 1 4 5 0 3 3 0 6 1 1 984
19:00 0 577 117 0 5 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0 705
20:00 0 461 85 3 2 0 0 2 2 0 2 1 0 558
21:00 0 310 81 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 395
22:00 0 199 28 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 231
23:00 0 99 15 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 117
Day Total 3 13322 3131 23 99 43 2 88 110 2 160 30 61 17074

Percent 0.0% 78.0% 18.3% 0.1% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.9% 0.2% 0.4%
AM Peak 11:00 11:00 11:00 08:00 09:00 07:00 10:00 10:00 11:00 10:00 11:00 09:00 11:00
Vol. 1 870 245 2 11 3 9 5 1 13 3 4 1155
PM Peak 13:00 16:00 15:00 16:00 13:00 12:00 16:00 16:00 14:00 17:00 13:00 15:00 14:00 16:00
Vol. 1 1279 264 5 11 6 2 8 17 1 21 5 10 1590

Grand

Total 20 39393 9683 65 298 115 6 258 323 3 427 89 204 50884

Percent 0.0% 77.4% 19.0% 0.1% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.8% 0.2% 0.4%



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 4
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745

Site Code: 14-1062-001
Station ID:
SR-69 btwn Sundog Ranch Rd. & E Baker
St
Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined

Westbound

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/18/14 0 53 12 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 67
01:00 0 24 9 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 35
02:00 0 21 7 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 32
03:00 0 37 8 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 52
04:00 0 92 32 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 133
05:00 0 240 68 0 4 2 0 9 0 0 1 1 0 325
06:00 0 458 171 0 9 0 0 12 3 0 8 0 3 664
07:00 0 973 243 5 11 1 0 10 15 0 15 8 12 1293
08:00 0 821 244 0 7 0 0 7 4 0 11 5 8 1107
09:00 0 877 242 2 14 2 1 7 9 0 8 2 11 1175
10:00 1 925 276 0 12 3 1 6 8 0 14 8 13 1267
11:00 0 935 222 0 7 3 1 7 10 1 16 0 11 1213
12 PM 0 919 217 3 8 4 1 3 15 1 17 4 16 1208
13:00 1 934 244 1 8 2 0 7 6 0 17 3 9 1232
14:00 1 856 222 3 7 3 2 5 8 0 14 6 13 1140
15:00 0 834 206 3 6 6 0 2 10 0 15 3 14 1099
16:00 0 875 193 1 8 3 1 2 11 0 9 4 6 1113
17:00 0 769 181 2 6 0 0 3 5 0 7 1 3 977
18:00 0 533 124 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 670
19:00 0 372 83 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 462
20:00 0 330 70 0 1 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 2 408
21:00 0 218 41 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 0 0 263
22:00 0 101 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 131
23:00 0 69 11 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 82
Day Total 3 12266 3156 21 126 29 7 101 107 2 162 47 121 16148

Percent 0.0% 76.0% 19.5% 0.1% 0.8% 0.2% 0.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 1.0% 0.3% 0.7%
AM Peak 10:00 07:00 10:00 07:00 09:00 10:00 09:00 06:00 07:00 11:00 11:00 07:00 10:00 07:00
Vol. 1 973 276 5 14 3 1 12 15 1 16 8 13 1293
PM Peak 13:00 13:00 13:00 12:00 12:00 15:00 14:00 13:00 12:00 12:00 12:00 14:00 12:00 13:00

Vol. 1 934 244 3 8 6 2 7 15 1 17 6 16 1232



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc.

21636 N. Dietz Dr.

Maricopa, AZ 85138

(520) 316-6745

Page 5

Site Code: 14-1062-001

Station ID:

SR-69 btwn Sundog Ranch Rd. & E Baker

St

Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined

Westbound

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/19/14 0 45 10 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 56
01:00 0 31 4 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 40
02:00 0 15 6 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 25
03:00 0 35 9 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 48
04:00 0 109 29 0 8 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 151
05:00 0 235 60 1 6 1 0 8 2 0 2 0 0 315
06:00 0 474 161 1 11 0 0 6 5 0 8 3 1 670
07:00 0 963 288 2 10 1 1 12 12 0 17 2 5 1313
08:00 1 783 237 2 15 2 0 8 10 0 11 3 10 1082
09:00 0 845 265 4 10 2 2 8 15 0 24 6 13 1194
10:00 1 945 255 0 11 2 0 8 8 0 15 9 11 1265
11:00 0 988 229 1 10 3 0 11 9 0 16 6 4 1277
12 PM 0 922 223 3 12 5 0 6 11 0 11 5 12 1210
13:00 2 901 227 0 7 6 0 9 14 1 8 4 11 1190
14:00 0 937 191 1 9 3 0 5 9 0 9 2 12 1178
15:00 0 909 207 4 6 3 0 3 14 0 14 1 12 1173
16:00 1 872 194 1 2 3 0 3 14 0 12 0 6 1108
17:00 0 746 199 1 0 2 0 4 3 0 5 3 3 966
18:00 0 570 154 1 6 4 0 2 4 0 3 0 0 744
19:00 0 369 87 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 464
20:00 0 399 93 0 2 1 0 2 2 0 2 0 1 502
21:00 0 268 56 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 326
22:00 0 117 24 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 145
23:00 0 82 18 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 102
Day Total 5 12560 3226 22 129 38 3 122 133 1 157 44 104 16544

Percent 0.0% 75.9% 19.5% 0.1% 0.8% 0.2% 0.0% 0.7% 0.8% 0.0% 0.9% 0.3% 0.6%
AM Peak 08:00 11:00 07:00 09:00 08:00 11:00 09:00 07:00 09:00 09:00 10:00 09:00 07:00
Vol. 1 988 288 4 15 3 2 12 15 24 9 13 1313
PM Peak 13:00 14:00 13:00 15:00 12:00 13:00 13:00 13:00 13:00 15:00 12:00 12:00 12:00
Vol. 2 937 227 4 12 6 9 14 1 14 5 12 1210



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 6
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745

Site Code: 14-1062-001
Station ID:
SR-69 btwn Sundog Ranch Rd. & E Baker
St
Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined

Westbound

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/20/14 0 43 11 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 55
01:00 0 26 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30
02:00 0 23 5 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 31
03:00 0 36 10 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 51
04:00 0 106 32 0 5 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 150
05:00 0 231 55 0 2 0 0 7 0 0 1 0 1 297
06:00 0 473 167 1 16 0 0 6 1 0 4 2 2 672
07:00 0 930 286 1 12 1 0 6 8 0 14 4 10 1272
08:00 1 812 219 1 12 0 0 3 17 0 14 1 9 1089
09:00 0 834 230 3 7 2 0 8 11 0 18 6 13 1132
10:00 0 923 251 0 9 3 0 6 8 0 21 3 10 1234
11:00 0 978 246 3 8 0 0 4 10 0 20 2 12 1283
12 PM 1 874 213 3 8 3 0 8 16 0 17 4 10 1157
13:00 0 908 241 4 9 0 0 8 13 0 9 9 10 1211
14:00 0 930 230 1 1 2 0 4 13 0 11 3 7 1202
15:00 0 914 194 0 7 5 0 8 13 0 13 1 11 1166
16:00 1 954 185 0 5 3 0 2 9 0 13 2 6 1180
17:00 1 850 201 0 3 0 0 2 5 0 5 1 4 1072
18:00 1 610 139 0 5 4 0 1 4 0 2 2 4 772
19:00 0 455 111 0 3 1 0 3 3 0 3 1 0 580
20:00 0 306 86 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 398
21:00 0 237 67 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 309
22:00 0 134 33 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 172
23:00 0 67 17 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 87
Day Total 5 12654 3233 17 116 24 0 102 132 0 168 41 110 16602

Percent 0.0% 76.2% 19.5% 0.1% 0.7% 0.1% 0.0% 0.6% 0.8% 0.0% 1.0% 0.2% 0.7%
AM Peak 08:00 11:00 07:00 09:00 06:00 10:00 09:00 08:00 10:00 09:00 09:00 11:00
Vol. 1 978 286 3 16 3 8 17 21 6 13 1283
PM Peak 12:00 16:00 13:00 13:00 13:00 15:00 12:00 12:00 12:00 13:00 15:00 13:00
Vol. 1 954 241 4 9 5 8 16 17 9 11 1211

Grand

Total 13 37480 9615 60 371 91 10 325 372 3 487 132 335 49294

Percent 0.0% 76.0% 19.5% 0.1% 0.8% 0.2% 0.0% 0.7% 0.8% 0.0% 1.0% 0.3% 0.7%



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 7
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745

Site Code: 14-1062-001
Station ID:
SR-69 btwn Sundog Ranch Rd. & E Baker
St

Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined
Eastbound, Westbound

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/18/14 0 91 25 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 119
01:00 0 67 15 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 86
02:00 0 47 15 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 67
03:00 0 73 18 0 5 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 103
04:00 0 150 56 1 8 0 0 10 0 0 1 0 0 226
05:00 0 417 119 0 4 2 0 15 0 0 1 1 0 559
06:00 0 852 287 0 15 0 0 20 3 0 12 0 4 1193
07:00 0 1508 380 5 19 3 0 15 20 0 22 8 12 1992
08:00 0 1385 407 0 14 1 1 14 11 0 14 5 12 1864
09:00 0 1571 425 2 18 3 1 18 16 0 20 4 13 2091
10:00 1 1723 498 0 26 5 1 9 15 0 24 11 16 2329
11:00 3 1873 486 3 14 3 1 13 15 1 20 4 18 2454
12 PM 1 1920 484 8 21 6 2 7 24 1 34 8 21 2537
13:00 2 1945 496 3 18 3 0 10 15 0 39 9 14 2554
14:00 3 1914 507 4 16 4 2 7 17 0 26 9 20 2529
15:00 0 1998 469 7 14 12 0 4 24 0 26 7 24 2585
16:00 0 2058 484 5 13 8 1 9 31 0 23 7 17 2656
17:00 0 1915 412 2 10 8 0 4 18 0 17 8 20 2414
18:00 1 1210 255 1 9 2 0 2 3 0 10 3 2 1498
19:00 0 861 191 0 4 0 0 2 1 0 3 0 0 1062
20:00 0 787 156 0 3 2 1 2 2 0 2 1 2 958
21:00 0 477 94 0 1 1 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 578
22:00 0 229 53 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 284
23:00 0 159 26 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 189
Day Total 11 25230 6358 41 233 63 10 187 216 2 296 85 195 32927

Percent 0.0% 76.6% 19.3% 0.1% 0.7% 0.2% 0.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.9% 0.3% 0.6%
AM Peak 11:00 11:00 10:00 07:00 10:00 10:00 08:00 06:00 07:00 11:00 10:00 10:00 11:00 11:00
Vol. 3 1873 498 5 26 5 1 20 20 1 24 11 18 2454

PM Peak 14:00 16:00 14:00 12:00 12:00 15:00 12:00 13:00 16:00 12:00 13:00 13:00 15:00 16:00
Vol. 3 2058 507 8 21 12 2 10 31 1 39 9 24 2656



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 8
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745

Site Code: 14-1062-001
Station ID:
SR-69 btwn Sundog Ranch Rd. & E Baker
St

Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined
Eastbound, Westbound

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/19/14 0 97 16 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 114
01:00 0 62 10 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 79
02:00 0 40 12 0 2 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 60
03:00 0 65 18 0 1 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 91
04:00 0 180 49 0 10 1 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 249
05:00 0 421 108 1 9 1 0 11 2 0 2 0 0 555
06:00 0 846 279 2 15 2 0 10 5 0 12 3 2 1176
07:00 1 1465 452 4 13 1 1 18 13 0 23 3 5 1999
08:00 1 1313 398 5 23 2 0 16 12 0 15 3 12 1800
09:00 0 1473 461 6 18 3 2 17 20 0 35 8 13 2056
10:00 1 1736 488 0 22 6 0 13 16 0 22 12 14 2330
11:00 0 1849 467 2 22 4 0 13 16 0 37 9 12 2431
12 PM 1 1903 466 6 19 7 0 11 21 0 22 6 21 2483
13:00 2 1987 538 0 12 7 1 15 31 2 16 4 18 2633
14:00 2 2009 475 1 14 5 0 6 19 0 27 2 15 2575
15:00 1 2105 468 6 16 10 0 9 28 0 24 6 22 2695
16:00 2 2110 469 4 5 10 0 10 24 0 22 3 21 2680
17:00 1 1930 458 3 1 7 0 6 15 0 21 5 11 2458
18:00 1 1296 343 2 8 6 0 3 8 0 6 1 3 1677
19:00 1 897 209 1 6 3 0 4 2 0 1 0 2 1126
20:00 0 891 186 1 4 1 0 4 3 0 3 0 1 1094
21:00 0 520 110 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 635
22:00 0 283 64 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 353
23:00 0 189 32 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 226
Day Total 14 25667 6576 44 221 76 4 206 237 2 290 65 173 33575

Percent 0.0% 76.4% 19.6% 0.1% 0.7% 0.2% 0.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.9% 0.2% 0.5%
AM Peak 07:00 11:00 10:00 09:00 08:00 10:00 09:00 07:00 09:00 11:00 10:00 10:00 11:00
Vol. 1 1849 488 6 23 6 2 18 20 37 12 14 2431

PM Peak 13:00 16:00 13:00 12:00 12:00 15:00 13:00 13:00 13:00 13:00 14:00 12:00 15:00 15:00
Vol. 2 2110 538 6 19 10 1 15 31 2 27 6 22 2695



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 9
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745

Site Code: 14-1062-001
Station ID:
SR-69 btwn Sundog Ranch Rd. & E Baker
St

Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined
Eastbound, Westbound

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/20/14 0 91 23 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 116
01:00 0 58 10 0 1 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 74
02:00 0 55 13 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 71
03:00 0 67 18 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 92
04:00 0 167 52 0 8 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 238
05:00 0 407 120 0 2 0 0 8 0 0 2 0 1 540
06:00 0 834 291 1 20 0 0 11 5 0 6 2 2 1172
07:00 0 1462 453 2 18 4 0 11 9 0 25 4 11 1999
08:00 1 1383 378 3 19 1 0 10 18 0 20 3 10 1846
09:00 0 1482 418 3 18 2 0 11 14 0 20 7 17 1992
10:00 0 1688 470 2 13 3 0 15 13 0 34 4 14 2256
11:00 1 1848 491 4 17 2 0 8 15 1 30 5 16 2438
12 PM 1 1917 431 4 18 9 0 14 28 0 33 7 15 2477
13:00 1 1997 480 8 20 3 0 10 24 0 30 12 19 2604
14:00 0 1973 470 2 6 8 0 11 30 0 23 6 17 2546
15:00 1 2115 458 1 13 10 0 15 24 0 32 6 15 2690
16:00 1 2233 425 5 12 8 2 10 25 0 29 4 16 2770
17:00 1 1948 420 1 7 6 0 2 19 1 24 6 12 2447
18:00 1 1406 303 1 9 9 0 4 7 0 8 3 5 1756
19:00 0 1032 228 0 8 1 0 5 5 0 5 1 0 1285
20:00 0 767 171 3 3 0 0 4 2 0 4 1 1 956
21:00 0 547 148 0 2 0 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 704
22:00 0 333 61 0 1 0 0 4 4 0 0 0 0 403
23:00 0 166 32 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 204
Day Total 8 25976 6364 40 215 67 2 190 242 2 328 71 171 33676

Percent 0.0% 77.1% 18.9% 0.1% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 1.0% 0.2% 0.5%
AM Peak 08:00 11:00 11:00 11:00 06:00 07:00 10:00 08:00 11:00 10:00 09:00 09:00 11:00
Vol. 1 1848 491 4 20 4 15 18 1 34 7 17 2438
PM Peak 12:00 16:00 13:00 13:00 13:00 15:00 16:00 15:00 14:00 17:00 12:00 13:00 13:00 16:00
Vol. 1 2233 480 8 20 10 2 15 30 1 33 12 19 2770

Grand

Total 33 76873 19298 125 669 206 16 583 695 6 914 221 539 100178

Percent 0.0% 76.7% 19.3% 0.1% 0.7% 0.2% 0.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.0% 0.9% 0.2% 0.5%



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 1
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745
Site Code: 14-1062-002

Station ID:

Glassford Hill Rd. btwn. SR-89A &

Granville Pkwy.

Northbound Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle

Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/18/14 0 23 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
01:00 0 23 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
02:00 0 27 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 44
03:00 0 48 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 68
04:00 0 64 31 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 98
05:00 0 177 48 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 229
06:00 0 397 169 0 5 2 0 6 0 0 1 0 1 581
07:00 0 710 223 2 7 2 1 1 9 0 7 0 9 971
08:00 0 430 146 3 13 1 0 2 3 0 1 2 1 602
09:00 1 341 124 0 5 3 0 6 2 0 4 2 0 488
10:00 2 359 138 0 6 3 0 2 4 0 4 0 0 518
11:00 1 391 127 1 7 2 0 2 1 0 1 1 6 540

12 PM 1 458 171 1 13 5 0 4 5 0 5 1 4 668
13:00 2 453 164 0 6 3 1 3 2 0 4 1 1 640
14:00 1 578 161 2 6 6 1 2 7 0 4 1 2 771
15:00 0 605 199 2 11 1 0 6 5 0 4 2 8 843
16:00 0 646 183 2 10 3 0 3 13 0 3 0 4 867
17:00 0 524 161 1 8 0 0 1 1 0 3 2 0 701
18:00 1 439 92 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 4 0 0 541
19:00 0 285 70 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 357
20:00 0 319 93 0 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 417
21:00 0 213 55 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 271
22:00 0 78 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 92
23:00 0 49 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 59
Day Total 9 7637 2426 14 106 36 3 42 54 0 47 12 36 10422

Percent 0.1% 73.3% 23.3% 0.1% 1.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.5% 0.1% 0.3%

AM Peak 10:00 07:00 07:00 08:00 08:00 09:00 07:00 06:00 07:00 07:00 08:00 07:00 07:00
Vol. 2 710 223 3 13 3 1 6 9 7 2 9 971

PM Peak 13:00 16:00 15:00 14:00 12:00 14:00 13:00 15:00 16:00 12:00 15:00 15:00 16:00

Vol. 2 646 199 2 13 6 1 6 13 5 2 8 867



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc.

21636 N. Dietz Dr.

Maricopa, AZ 85138

(520) 316-6745

Page 2

Site Code: 14-1062-002

Station ID:

Glassford Hill Rd. btwn. SR-89A &
Granville Pkwy.
Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined

Northbound

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/19/14 0 29 7 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 37
01:00 0 31 7 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 39
02:00 0 40 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 48
03:00 0 50 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 67
04:00 0 74 26 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 103
05:00 0 191 59 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 257
06:00 0 356 141 1 9 0 0 2 3 0 3 1 1 517
07:00 1 718 219 3 11 3 1 4 2 0 4 5 5 976
08:00 0 426 165 3 15 1 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 615
09:00 1 369 96 2 5 1 0 4 0 0 1 1 1 481
10:00 1 328 130 0 9 2 0 3 3 0 1 1 1 479
11:00 1 380 148 0 7 0 0 2 3 0 1 0 1 543
12 PM 0 445 144 0 13 1 0 3 2 0 4 0 1 613
13:00 1 506 150 4 12 3 0 2 2 0 2 2 4 688
14:00 1 547 175 1 9 3 0 3 8 0 6 2 4 759
15:00 0 611 187 0 8 3 0 2 6 1 6 4 2 830
16:00 2 537 174 0 1 1 0 2 8 0 12 3 4 744
17:00 0 565 164 1 1 7 0 2 4 1 2 1 1 749
18:00 0 415 134 1 4 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 558
19:00 0 283 92 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 380
20:00 0 218 49 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 267
21:00 0 165 38 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 204
22:00 0 81 14 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 97
23:00 0 42 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 54
Day Total 8 7407 2356 16 112 27 2 39 43 2 48 20 25 10105

Percent 0.1% 73.3% 23.3% 0.2% 1.1% 0.3% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2%
AM Peak 07:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 08:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 06:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 07:00
Vol. 1 718 219 3 15 3 1 4 3 4 5 5 976
PM Peak 16:00 15:00 15:00 13:00 12:00 17:00 12:00 14:00 15:00 16:00 15:00 13:00 15:00
Vol. 2 611 187 4 13 7 3 8 1 12 4 4 830



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 3
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745
Site Code: 14-1062-002

Station ID:
Glassford Hill Rd. btwn. SR-89A &
Granville Pkwy.
Northbound Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined
Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/20/14 0 20 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
01:00 0 24 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 30
02:00 0 28 4 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 34
03:00 0 48 14 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 64
04:00 0 75 28 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 107
05:00 0 165 62 1 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 234
06:00 0 351 134 0 3 0 1 1 1 0 2 0 0 493
07:00 0 713 232 3 11 3 0 2 0 0 5 3 1 973
08:00 1 464 218 1 12 1 0 5 0 0 1 1 1 705
09:00 0 301 115 0 11 1 1 3 1 1 0 1 0 435
10:00 2 308 94 1 8 0 0 3 1 0 1 1 2 421
11:00 2 363 134 0 4 1 0 1 1 0 3 0 1 510
12 PM 0 464 137 1 1 1 0 1 2 1 2 0 1 611
13:00 1 532 104 3 3 6 1 2 1 0 1 0 1 655
14:00 2 532 102 3 2 4 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 648
15:00 0 524 163 0 2 3 0 2 1 1 3 1 1 701
16:00 1 525 165 1 2 3 0 3 2 0 1 3 4 710
17:00 0 495 153 0 6 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 658
18:00 1 369 93 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 469
19:00 0 283 76 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 364
20:00 0 218 37 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 255
21:00 0 162 49 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 212
22:00 0 75 20 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 97
23:00 0 50 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 64
Day Total 10 7089 2157 16 75 28 4 29 15 3 24 13 15 9478
Percent 0.1% 74.8% 22.8% 0.2% 0.8% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.2%
AM Peak 10:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 08:00 07:00 02:00 08:00 04:00 09:00 07:00 07:00 10:00 07:00
Vol. 2 713 232 3 12 3 1 5 1 1 5 3 2 973
PM Peak 14:00 13:00 16:00 13:00 17:00 13:00 13:00 16:00 12:00 12:00 15:00 16:00 16:00 16:00
Vol. 2 532 165 3 6 6 1 3 2 1 3 3 4 710
Grand
Total 27 22133 6939 46 293 91 9 110 112 5 119 45 76 30005

Percent 0.1% 73.8% 23.1% 0.2% 1.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 0.1% 0.3%



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 4
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745
Site Code: 14-1062-002

Station ID:

Glassford Hill Rd. btwn. SR-89A &

Granville Pkwy.

Southbound Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle

Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/18/14 0 27 5 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 34
01:00 0 12 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 15
02:00 0 7 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
03:00 0 18 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
04:00 0 71 31 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 104
05:00 0 131 47 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 180
06:00 0 369 109 0 20 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 503
07:00 0 709 175 0 2 1 0 2 6 0 1 1 1 898
08:00 0 499 165 0 9 1 0 3 2 0 4 1 0 684
09:00 0 445 131 1 6 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 590
10:00 0 463 122 0 10 1 0 2 1 0 0 2 0 601
11:00 0 469 152 1 14 2 0 3 2 0 1 0 2 646

12 PM 0 444 121 0 13 2 0 2 1 0 5 0 0 588
13:00 0 489 151 1 19 1 0 2 2 0 5 1 0 671
14:00 0 599 164 0 20 0 0 4 6 0 1 0 0 794
15:00 1 705 205 1 12 0 0 0 3 0 8 0 0 935
16:00 0 793 198 0 3 1 0 2 3 0 1 1 0 1002
17:00 0 803 185 0 1 3 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 995
18:00 0 382 99 0 4 2 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 492
19:00 0 204 46 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 251
20:00 0 220 25 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 246
21:00 0 117 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 136
22:00 0 59 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 69
23:00 0 38 4 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 43
Day Total 1 8073 2173 4 136 17 0 32 34 0 30 6 4 10510

Percent 0.0% 76.8% 20.7% 0.0% 1.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0%

AM Peak 07:00 07:00 09:00 06:00 09:00 06:00 07:00 08:00 10:00 11:00 07:00
Vol. 709 175 1 20 2 4 6 4 2 2 898

PM Peak 15:00 17:00 15:00 13:00 14:00 17:00 14:00 14:00 15:00 13:00 16:00

Vol. 1 803 205 1 20 3 4 6 8 1 1002



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 5
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745
Site Code: 14-1062-002

Station ID:

Glassford Hill Rd. btwn. SR-89A &

Granville Pkwy.

Southbound Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle

Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/19/14 0 24 9 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 34
01:00 0 43 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 49
02:00 0 32 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 39
03:00 0 28 6 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 35
04:00 0 79 25 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 106
05:00 0 138 48 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 187
06:00 0 329 116 1 8 0 0 6 1 0 3 0 1 465
07:00 0 675 155 0 3 1 0 0 8 0 3 0 0 845
08:00 0 526 146 0 5 4 0 4 1 0 0 1 1 688
09:00 1 431 101 0 5 2 1 6 2 0 4 0 0 553
10:00 0 447 125 1 7 1 0 2 1 0 1 2 0 587
11:00 0 505 141 0 5 1 0 5 3 0 4 0 0 664

12 PM 0 509 137 0 14 3 0 2 1 1 2 1 0 670
13:00 0 493 144 0 10 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 652
14:00 0 558 159 0 6 2 0 1 1 0 4 0 1 732
15:00 0 651 159 1 6 2 0 2 1 0 3 1 1 827
16:00 0 741 160 0 4 5 0 3 1 0 4 0 0 918
17:00 2 837 205 0 1 3 0 2 0 0 3 1 1 1055
18:00 0 478 108 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 589
19:00 0 235 50 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 288
20:00 0 289 47 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 339
21:00 0 125 27 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 152
22:00 0 66 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 77
23:00 0 40 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 45
Day Total 3 8279 2097 3 78 27 1 38 23 1 34 7 5 10596

Percent 0.0% 78.1% 19.8% 0.0% 0.7% 0.3% 0.0% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0%

AM Peak 09:00 07:00 07:00 06:00 06:00 08:00 09:00 06:00 07:00 09:00 10:00 06:00 07:00
Vol. 1 675 155 1 8 4 1 6 8 4 2 1 845

PM Peak 17:00 17:00 17:00 15:00 12:00 16:00 16:00 12:00 12:00 14:00 12:00 14:00 17:00

Vol. 2 837 205 1 14 5 3 1 1 4 1 1 1055



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 6
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745
Site Code: 14-1062-002

Station ID:
Glassford Hill Rd. btwn. SR-89A &
Granville Pkwy.
Southbound Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined
Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/20/14 0 21 9 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 32
01:00 0 43 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50
02:00 0 21 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27
03:00 0 30 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34
04:00 0 69 24 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 95
05:00 0 142 46 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 190
06:00 0 338 105 0 13 2 0 5 3 0 1 0 0 467
07:00 0 687 163 0 5 2 0 1 3 0 1 0 0 862
08:00 0 502 119 0 4 1 0 1 1 0 5 0 1 634
09:00 0 447 133 0 5 2 0 5 1 0 1 0 0 594
10:00 0 442 149 1 5 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 601
11:00 0 487 133 1 5 1 0 1 1 0 2 0 1 632
12 PM 0 465 116 0 5 0 0 0 3 1 4 0 0 594
13:00 0 533 140 0 20 1 0 3 4 1 1 0 1 704
14:00 0 581 159 0 11 4 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 763
15:00 0 682 205 0 5 3 0 3 2 0 1 0 0 901
16:00 0 741 178 0 3 1 0 2 2 0 5 1 1 934
17:00 1 709 185 0 7 1 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 908
18:00 0 414 89 0 5 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 511
19:00 0 231 43 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 276
20:00 0 208 53 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 264
21:00 0 130 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 154
22:00 0 67 9 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 77
23:00 0 48 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 53
Day Total 1 8038 2103 4 98 21 1 26 26 2 30 1 6 10357
Percent 0.0% 77.6% 20.3% 0.0% 0.9% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1%
AM Peak 07:00 07:00 04:00 06:00 06:00 06:00 06:00 08:00 08:00 07:00
Vol. 687 163 1 13 2 5 3 5 1 862
PM Peak 17:00 16:00 15:00 20:00 13:00 14:00 14:00 13:00 13:00 12:00 16:00 16:00 13:00 16:00
Vol. 1 741 205 1 20 4 1 3 4 1 5 1 1 934
G_Ir_?)',:; 5 24390 6373 11 312 65 2 96 83 3 94 14 15 31463

Percent 0.0% 77.5% 20.3% 0.0% 1.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0%



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 7
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745

Site Code: 14-1062-002
Station ID:
Glassford Hill Rd. btwn. SR-89A &
Granville Pkwy.

Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined
Northbound, Southbound

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/18/14 0 50 10 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 62
01:00 0 35 7 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 43
02:00 0 34 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 53
03:00 0 66 25 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 92
04:00 0 135 62 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 202
05:00 0 308 95 0 3 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 409
06:00 0 766 278 0 25 2 0 10 1 0 1 0 1 1084
07:00 0 1419 398 2 9 3 1 3 15 0 8 1 10 1869
08:00 0 929 311 3 22 2 0 5 5 0 5 3 1 1286
09:00 1 786 255 1 11 5 0 8 4 0 4 2 1 1078
10:00 2 822 260 0 16 4 0 4 5 0 4 2 0 1119
11:00 1 860 279 2 21 4 0 5 3 0 2 1 8 1186
12 PM 1 902 292 1 26 7 0 6 6 0 10 1 4 1256
13:00 2 942 315 1 25 4 1 5 4 0 9 2 1 1311
14:00 1 1177 325 2 26 6 1 6 13 0 5 1 2 1565
15:00 1 1310 404 3 23 1 0 6 8 0 12 2 8 1778
16:00 0 1439 381 2 13 4 0 5 16 0 4 1 4 1869
17:00 0 1327 346 1 9 3 0 1 3 0 4 2 0 1696
18:00 1 821 191 0 7 3 0 1 2 0 7 0 0 1033
19:00 0 489 116 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 608
20:00 0 539 118 0 3 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 663
21:00 0 330 74 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 407
22:00 0 137 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 161
23:00 0 87 14 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 102
Day Total 10 15710 4599 18 242 53 3 74 88 0 77 18 40 20932

Percent 0.0% 75.1% 22.0% 0.1% 1.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.4% 0.1% 0.2%
AM Peak 10:00 07:00 07:00 08:00 06:00 09:00 07:00 06:00 07:00 07:00 08:00 07:00 07:00
Vol. 2 1419 398 3 25 5 1 10 15 8 3 10 1869
PM Peak 13:00 16:00 15:00 15:00 12:00 12:00 13:00 12:00 16:00 15:00 13:00 15:00 16:00

Vol. 2 1439 404 3 26 7 1 6 16 12 2 8 1869



Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc. Page 8
21636 N. Dietz Dr.
Maricopa, AZ 85138
(520) 316-6745

Site Code: 14-1062-002
Station ID:
Glassford Hill Rd. btwn. SR-89A &
Granville Pkwy.

Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined
Northbound, Southbound

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/19/14 0 53 16 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 71
01:00 0 74 13 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 88
02:00 0 72 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 87
03:00 0 78 23 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 102
04:00 0 153 51 0 3 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 209
05:00 0 329 107 0 6 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 444
06:00 0 685 257 2 17 0 0 8 4 0 6 1 2 982
07:00 1 1393 374 3 14 4 1 4 10 0 7 5 5 1821
08:00 0 952 311 3 20 5 1 6 1 0 2 1 1 1303
09:00 2 800 197 2 10 3 1 10 2 0 5 1 1 1034
10:00 1 775 255 1 16 3 0 5 4 0 2 3 1 1066
11:00 1 885 289 0 12 1 0 7 6 0 5 0 1 1207
12 PM 0 954 281 0 27 4 0 5 3 1 6 1 1 1283
13:00 1 999 294 4 22 3 0 3 2 0 5 3 4 1340
14:00 1 1105 334 1 15 5 0 4 9 0 10 2 5 1491
15:00 0 1262 346 1 14 5 0 4 7 1 9 5 3 1657
16:00 2 1278 334 0 5 6 0 5 9 0 16 3 4 1662
17:00 2 1402 369 1 2 10 0 4 4 1 5 2 2 1804
18:00 0 893 242 1 5 1 0 2 1 0 2 0 0 1147
19:00 0 518 142 0 0 3 0 2 2 0 1 0 0 668
20:00 0 507 96 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 606
21:00 0 290 65 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 356
22:00 0 147 25 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 174
23:00 0 82 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 99
Day Total 11 15686 4453 19 190 54 3 77 66 3 82 27 30 20701

Percent 0.1% 75.8% 21.5% 0.1% 0.9% 0.3% 0.0% 0.4% 0.3% 0.0% 0.4% 0.1% 0.1%
AM Peak 09:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 08:00 08:00 07:00 09:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 07:00
Vol. 2 1393 374 3 20 5 1 10 10 7 5 5 1821
PM Peak 16:00 17:00 17:00 13:00 12:00 17:00 12:00 14:00 12:00 16:00 15:00 14:00 17:00

Vol. 2 1402 369 4 27 10 5 9 1 16 5 5 1804



Northbound, Southbound

Field Data Services of Arizona, Inc.

21636 N. Dietz Dr.

Maricopa, AZ 85138

(520) 316-6745

Page 9

Site Code: 14-1062-002

Station ID:

Glassford Hill Rd. btwn. SR-89A &
Granville Pkwy.

Latitude: 0' 0.000 Undefined

Start Cars & 2 Axle 2 Axle 3 Axle 4 Axle <5 Axle 5 Axle >6 Axle <6 Axle 6 Axle >6 Axle
Time Bikes Tirs Long Buses 6 Tire Single Single Double Double Double Multi Multi Multi Total
2/20/14 0 41 17 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 60
01:00 0 67 8 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 1 80
02:00 0 49 10 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 61
03:00 0 78 18 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 98
04:00 0 144 52 1 2 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 202
05:00 0 307 108 1 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 424
06:00 0 689 239 0 16 2 1 6 4 0 3 0 0 960
07:00 0 1400 395 3 16 5 0 3 3 0 6 3 1 1835
08:00 1 966 337 1 16 2 0 6 1 0 6 1 2 1339
09:00 0 748 248 0 16 3 1 8 2 1 1 1 0 1029
10:00 2 750 243 2 13 0 0 4 1 0 3 1 3 1022
11:00 2 850 267 1 9 2 0 2 2 0 5 0 2 1142
12 PM 0 929 253 1 6 1 0 1 5 2 6 0 1 1205
13:00 1 1065 244 3 23 7 1 5 5 1 2 0 2 1359
14:00 2 1113 261 3 13 8 1 2 4 0 2 1 1 1411
15:00 0 1206 368 0 7 6 0 5 3 1 4 1 1 1602
16:00 1 1266 343 1 5 4 0 5 4 0 6 4 5 1644
17:00 1 1204 338 0 13 3 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 1566
18:00 1 783 182 1 8 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 980
19:00 0 514 119 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 2 0 0 640
20:00 0 426 90 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 519
21:00 0 292 73 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 366
22:00 0 142 29 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 174
23:00 0 98 18 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 117
Day Total 11 15127 4260 20 173 49 5 55 41 5 54 14 21 19835

Percent 0.1% 76.3% 21.5% 0.1% 0.9% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1%
AM Peak 10:00 07:00 07:00 07:00 06:00 07:00 02:00 09:00 06:00 09:00 07:00 07:00 10:00 07:00
Vol. 2 1400 395 3 16 5 1 8 4 1 6 3 3 1835
PM Peak 14:00 16:00 15:00 13:00 13:00 14:00 13:00 13:00 12:00 12:00 12:00 16:00 16:00 16:00
Vol. 2 1266 368 3 23 8 1 5 5 2 6 4 5 1644

Grand

Total 32 46523 13312 57 605 156 11 206 195 8 213 59 91 61468

Percent 0.1% 75.7% 21.7% 0.1% 1.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1%



Intersection Turning Movement

Prepared by:

520.316.6745

‘{@ELD DATA SERVICES OF ARIZONA, INC.

Project #: 14-1253-001

TMC SUMMARY OF SR-89 & SR-89A WB Ramps
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TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT

SR-89 & SR-89A WB Ramps
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TUESDAY 08/26/14
Day Date
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700 AM

430 PM




‘iFlELD DATA SERVICES OF ARIZONA, INC.
520.316.6745

N-S STREET:

SR-89

Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

E-W STREET: SR-89A WB Ramps

DATE: 08/26/14

DAY: TUESDAY

<

Q

traffic

LOCATION: Prescott

PROJECT# 14-1253-001

NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
LANES: 1 2 0 0 25 05 0 0 0 1.5 15 1
6:00 AM 1 19 0 0 112 0 0 0 0 28 2 40 202
6:15 AM 1 29 0 0 141 3 0 0 0 35 4 24 237
6:30 AM 2 41 0 0 178 1 0 0 0 76 11 59 368
6:45 AM 2 25 0 0 170 4 0 0 0 69 16 65 351
7:00 AM 3 33 0 0 197 2 0 0 0 101 14 66 416
7:15 AM 7 35 0 0 250 4 0 0 0 120 12 81 509
7:30 AM 5 37 0 0 220 6 0 0 0 188 17 122 595
7:45 AM 4 38 0 0 201 2 0 0 0 117 7 97 466
8:00 AM 4 19 0 0 210 4 0 0 0 86 9 69 401
8:15 AM 7 38 0 0 163 3 0 0 0 77 9 68 365
8:30 AM 6 40 0 0 172 4 0 0 0 78 10 66 376
8:45 AM 4 46 0 0 116 3 0 0 0 86 11 61 327
9:00 AM
9:15 AM
9:30 AM
9:45 AM
10:00 AM
10:15 AM
10:30 AM
10:45 AM
11:00 AM
11:15 AM
11:30 AM
11:45 AM
[TOTAL NL | NT | NR SL | ST | SR EL | ET | ER | wL | wT | WR | TOTAL
Volumes 46 400 0 0 2130 36 0 0 0 |1061 122 818 | 4613
Approach % | 10.31 89.69 0.00] 0.00 98.34 1.66|#### #### ####]| 53.02 6.10 40.88
App/Depart 446 /1218|2166 / 3191] © / 0 |2001 / 204
AM Peak Hr Begins at: 700 AM
PEAK
Volumes 19 143 0 0 868 14 0 0 0 526 50 366 | 1986
Approach % | 11.73 88.27 0.00] 0.00 98.41 1.5Q|#### #### H###| 55.84 5.31 38.85
PEAK HR.
FACTOR: 0.964 0.868 0.000 0.720 0.834
CONTROL: Signal
COMMENT 1:

GPS:

34.632736, -112.429197




Intersection Turning Movement

4'IF|E|_D DATA SERVICES OF ARIZONA, INcC.

520.316.6745 © traffic
N-S STREET: SR-89 DATE: 08/26/14 LOCATION: Prescott
E-W STREET: SR-89A WB Ramps DAY: TUESDAY PROJECT# 14-1253-001
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
NL NT NR  SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
LANES: 1 2 0 0 25 05 0 0 0 15 15 1
1:00 PM
1:15 PM
1:30 PM
1:45 PM
2:00 PM
2:15 PM
2:30 PM
2:45 PM
3:00 PM 6 78 0 0 138 2 0 0 0 73 26 101 424
3:15 PM 8 84 0 0 141 2 0 0 0 65 25 87 412
3:30 PM 9 84 0 0 115 1 0 0 0 71 21 107 408
3:45 PM 11 63 0 0 98 1 0 0 0 52 25 80 330
4:00 PM 10 79 0 0 105 0 0 0 0 63 15 88 360
4:15 PM 6 70 0 0 93 3 0 0 0 58 21 76 327
4:30 PM 6 77 0 0 143 1 0 0 0 51 20 105 403
4:45 PM 6 71 0 0 107 0 0 0 0 57 11 132 384
5:00 PM 6 110 0 0 115 1 0 0 0 72 28 109 441
5:15 PM 5 107 0 0 90 1 0 0 0 44 13 87 347
5:30 PM 12 79 0 0 95 2 0 0 0 64 15 85 352
5:45 PM 4 58 0 0 86 1 0 0 0 34 9 81 273
6:00 PM
6:15 PM
6:30 PM
6:45 PM
[TOTAL NL | NT | NR SL | ST | SR EL | ET | ER | wL | wT | WR | TOTAL
Volumes 89 960 0 0 1326 15 0 0 0 704 229 1138 | 4461
Approach % 8.48 91.52 0.00] 0.00 98.88 1.12|#### #### ####| 33.99 11.06 54.95
App/Depart | 1049 / 2098|1341 / 2030]| © / 0 2071 "/ 333
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 430 PM
PEAK
Volumes 23 365 0 0 455 3 0 0 0 | 224 72 433 | 1575 |
Approach % 5.93 94.07 0.00] 0.00 99.34 0.66|#### #### ####| 30.73  9.88 59.40
PEAK HR.
FACTOR: | 0.836 | 0.795 | 0.000 | 0.872 | 0.893 |

CONTROL: Signal
COMMENT 1: O
GPS: 34.632736, -112.429197



gy

4'I FieLp DaTAa SErvICES oF ARIZONA, INcC.

520.316.6745 traffic

Pedestrian & Bicycle Study

N-S STREET: SR-89
E-W STREET: SR-89A WB Ramps

Date: 08/26/14
Day: TUESDAY

City: Prescott
Project #: 14-1253-001

PEDESTRIANS BICYCLES
N-LEG S-LEG E-LEG W-LEG N-LEG S-LEG E-LEG W-LEG
6:00 AM 0 0 0 0 6:00 AM 0 0 0 0
6:15 AM 0 0 0 0 6:15 AM 0 0 0 0
6:30 AM 0 0 0 1 6:30 AM 0 0 0 0
6:45 AM 0 0 0 0 6:45 AM 0 0 0 0
7:00 AM 0 0 0 0 7:00 AM 0 0 0 0
7:15 AM 0 0 0 0 7:15 AM 0 0 0 0
7:30 AM 0 0 0 0 7:30 AM 0 0 0 0
7:45 AM 0 0 0 0 7:45 AM 0 0 0 0
8:00 AM 0 0 0 0 8:00 AM 0 0 0 0
8:15 AM 0 0 0 0 8:15 AM 0 0 0 0
8:30 AM 0 0 0 0 8:30 AM 0 0 0 0
8:45 AM 0 0 0 0 8:45 AM 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 1 TOTAL 0 0 0 0
PEDESTRIANS BICYCLES
N-LEG S-LEG E-LEG W-LEG N-LEG S-LEG E-LEG W-LEG
3:00 PM 0 0 0 0 3:00 PM 0 0 0 0
3:15PM 0 0 0 0 3:15PM 0 0 0 0
3:30 PM 0 0 0 0 3:30 PM 0 0 0 0
3:45 PM 0 0 0 0 3:45 PM 0 0 0 0
4:00 PM 0 0 0 0 4:00 PM 0 0 0 0
4:15 PM 0 0 0 0 4:15 PM 0 0 0 0
4:30 PM 0 0 0 0 4:30 PM 0 0 0 0
4:45 PM 0 0 0 0 4:45 PM 0 0 0 0
5:00 PM 0 0 0 0 5:00 PM 0 0 0 0
5:15PM 0 0 0 0 5:15PM 0 0 0 0
5:30 PM 0 0 0 0 5:30 PM 0 0 0 0
5:45 PM 0 0 0 0 5:45 PM 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 TOTAL 0 0 0 0
North Leg
West Leg East Leg

South Leg




Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

‘{ FieLp DATA SERVICES OF ARIZONA, INC.
A ad 520.316.6745

Project #: 14-1253-002

TMC SUMMARY OF SR-89 & SR-89A EB Ramps
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‘iFlELD DATA SERVICES OF ARIZONA, INC.
520.316.6745

N-S STREET:

SR-89

Intersection Turning Movement

E-W STREET: SR-89A EB Ramps

Prepared by:

DATE: 08/26/14

<

Q

DAY: TUESDAY

traffic

LOCATION: Prescott

PROJECT# 14-1253-002

NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
LANES: 0 2 1 2 2 1 0.5 1 0.5 0 0 0
6:00 AM 0 16 14 73 73 0 2 9 4 0 0 0 191
6:15 AM 0 26 28 82 91 0 4 30 5 0 0 0 266
6:30 AM 0 38 48 102 155 0 4 22 7 0 0 0 376
6:45 AM 0 26 32 108 138 0 5 26 8 0 0 0 343
7:00 AM 0 31 47 97 202 0 5 9 16 0 0 0 407
7:15 AM 0 39 60 138 247 0 8 20 8 0 0 0 520
7:30 AM 0 40 55 101 300 0 3 25 11 0 0 0 535
7:45 AM 0 37 55 110 201 0 2 32 14 0 0 0 451
8:00 AM 0 27 58 116 192 0 2 18 15 0 0 0 428
8:15 AM 0 41 51 81 145 0 1 17 11 0 0 0 347
8:30 AM 0 42 57 75 168 0 4 19 13 0 0 0 378
8:45 AM 0 44 35 54 146 0 4 16 11 0 0 0 310
9:00 AM
9:15 AM
9:30 AM
9:45 AM
10:00 AM
10:15 AM
10:30 AM
10:45 AM
11:00 AM
11:15 AM
11:30 AM
11:45 AM
[TOTAL NL | NT | NR SL | ST | SR EL | ET | ER | wL | wT | WR | TOTAL
Volumes 0 407 540 | 1137 2058 O 44 243 123 0 0 0 4552
Approach % 0.00 42.98 57.02| 35.59 64.41 0.00| 10.73 59.27 30.00|#### #H##H# HHHHHE
App/Depart 947 / 451 | 3195 / 2181 | 410 /  1920| © / 0
AM Peak Hr Begins at: 715 AM
PEAK
Volumes 0 143 228 | 465 940 0 15 95 48 0 0 0 1934
Approach % 0.00 38.54 61.46] 33.10 66.90 0.00| 9.49 60.13 30.38|###H# H#HHH HIHHH
PEAK HR.
FACTOR: 0.937 0.876 0.823 0.000 0.904
CONTROL: Signal
COMMENT 1:

GPS:

34.631752, -112.428918




Intersection Turning Movement

4'I<I1=_|’ELD DATA SERVICES OF ARIZONA, INcC.

520.316.6745 © traffic
N-S STREET: SR-89 DATE: 08/26/14 LOCATION: Prescott
E-W STREET: SR-89A EB Ramps DAY: TUESDAY PROJECT# 14-1253-002
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR  TOTAL

LANES: 0 2 1 2 2 1 0.5 1 0.5 0 0 0
1:00 PM
1:15 PM
1:30 PM
1:45 PM
2:00 PM
2:15 PM
2:30 PM
2:45 PM
3:00 PM 0 105 72 96 120 0 4 16 7 0 0 0 420
3:15 PM 0 82 71 84 129 0 3 15 8 0 0 0 392
3:30 PM 0 105 88 68 138 0 2 9 5 0 0 0 415
3:45 PM 0 84 79 66 77 0 1 10 11 0 0 0 328
4:00 PM 0 74 65 57 106 0 3 10 5 0 0 0 320
4:15 PM 0 70 66 49 101 0 0 6 12 0 0 0 304
4:30 PM 0 89 89 78 108 0 3 21 10 0 0 0 398
4:45 PM 0 81 79 66 103 0 1 4 8 0 0 0 342
5:00 PM 0 115 119 64 112 0 4 2 5 0 0 0 421
5:15 PM 0 104 101 58 89 0 4 5 3 0 0 0 364
5:30 PM 0 90 71 50 92 0 0 8 4 0 0 0 315
5:45 PM 0 59 48 62 51 0 1 9 6 0 0 0 236
6:00 PM
6:15 PM
6:30 PM
6:45 PM
[TOTAL NL | NT | NR SL | ST | SR EL | ET | ER | wL | wT | WR | TOTAL
Volumes 0 1058 948 | 798 1226 O 26 115 84 0 0 0 4255
Approach % 0.00 52.74 47.26] 39.43 60.57 0.00| 11.56 51.11 37.33|#### #HitH# HHHH
App/Depart | 2006 / 1084|2024 / 1310 | 225 /1861 ] © / 0
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 300 PM
PEAK
Volumes 0 376 310 | 314 464 0 10 50 31 0 0 0 | 1555 |
Approach % 0.00 54.81 45.19| 40.36 59.64 0.00| 10.99 54.95 34.07|#### #H#HH#H HHHHH
PEAK HR.
FACTOR: | 0.889 | 0.900 | 0.843 | 0.000 | 0.926 |

CONTROL: Signal
COMMENT 1: O
GPS: 34.631752, -112.428918



Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

‘{ FieLp DATA SERVICES OF ARIZONA, INC.
A ad 520.316.6745

Project #: 14-1253-003

TMC SUMMARY OF SR-69 & SR-169
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‘iFlELD DATA SERVICES OF ARIZONA, INC.

Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

<

Q

520.316.6745

traffic

N-S STREET: SR-69 DATE: 08/26/14 LOCATION: Dewey
E-W STREET: SR-169 DAY: TUESDAY PROJECT# 14-1253-003
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND
NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
LANES: 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
6:00 AM 0 67 5 36 45 1 2 0 0 4 1 37 198
6:15 AM 0 84 4 44 63 2 5 1 1 6 1 55 266
6:30 AM 0 101 1 50 77 1 2 2 0 8 0 62 304
6:45 AM 0 97 13 64 83 3 1 0 0 4 0 66 331
7:00 AM 0 140 7 48 92 4 1 0 0 5 1 110 408
7:15 AM 1 144 5 73 103 3 4 0 1 10 0 95 439
7:30 AM 1 150 5 70 97 3 7 1 1 17 2 125 479
7:45 AM 0 145 9 82 126 2 0 1 1 22 1 83 472
8:00 AM 3 166 17 65 111 3 3 0 2 9 0 78 457
8:15 AM 1 118 11 79 128 1 0 1 1 7 1 84 432
8:30 AM 0 146 5 59 130 3 5 1 2 10 0 86 447
8:45 AM 0 141 9 71 108 3 2 1 0 7 2 79 423
9:00 AM
9:15 AM
9:30 AM
9:45 AM
10:00 AM
10:15 AM
10:30 AM
10:45 AM
11:00 AM
11:15 AM
11:30 AM
11:45 AM
[TOTAL NL | NT | NR SL | ST | SR EL | ET | ER | wL | wT | WR | TOTAL
Volumes 6 1499 91 | 741 1163 29 32 8 9 109 9 960 | 4656
Approach % 0.38 93.92 5.70| 38.33 60.17 1.50| 65.31 16.33 18.37] 10.11 0.83 89.05
App/Depart 1596  / 2491]1933 / 1281 ] 49 / 840 | 1078  / 44
AM Peak Hr Begins at: 715 AM
PEAK
Volumes 5 605 36 | 290 437 11 14 2 5 58 3 381 | 1847
Approach % 0.77 93.65 5.57| 39.30 59.21 1.49| 66.67 9.52 23.81| 13.12 0.68 86.20
PEAK HR.
FACTOR: | 0.868 0.879 0.583 0.767 0.964
CONTROL: Signal
COMMENT 1:

GPS:

34.529816, -112.242124




Intersection Turning Movement

4'IF|E|_D DATA SERVICES OF ARIZONA, INcC.

520.316.6745 © traffic
N-S STREET: SR-69 DATE: 08/26/14 LOCATION: Dewey
E-W STREET: SR-169 DAY: TUESDAY PROJECT# 14-1253-003
NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND EASTBOUND WESTBOUND

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR  TOTAL

LANES: 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0
1:00 PM
1:15 PM
1:30 PM
1:45 PM
2:00 PM
2:15 PM
2:30 PM
2:45 PM
3:00 PM 0 124 6 92 136 1 2 0 2 5 0 78 446
3:15 PM 2 136 12 87 160 2 4 1 0 7 0 103 514
3:30 PM 3 143 5 90 154 3 5 1 3 10 0 68 485
3:45 PM 1 105 6 82 169 2 7 0 2 4 1 69 448
4:00 PM 0 130 6 84 155 3 4 2 1 7 1 77 470
4:15 PM 1 131 5 98 154 1 2 1 0 9 1 94 497
4:30 PM 2 144 9 97 163 1 3 0 1 6 0 73 499
4:45 PM 1 144 6 72 152 5 5 0 1 4 0 74 464
5:00 PM 1 114 1 83 137 2 7 2 1 5 0 97 450
5:15 PM 0 98 6 110 129 1 7 2 1 3 0 82 439
5:30 PM 0 111 7 76 129 0 9 1 0 5 1 79 418
5:45 PM 0 85 3 101 116 2 5 1 0 8 1 70 392
6:00 PM
6:15 PM
6:30 PM
6:45 PM
[TOTAL NL | NT | NR SL | ST | SR EL | ET | ER | wL | wT | WR | TOTAL
Volumes 11 1465 72 | 1072 1754 23 60 11 12 73 5 964 | 5522
Approach % 0.71 94.64 4.65| 37.63 61.57 0.81] 72.29 13.25 14.46| 7.01 0.48 92.51
App/Depart | 1548 / 2489|2849 / 1839 | 83 / 1155 ] 1042 / 39
PM Peak Hr Begins at: 400 PM
PEAK
Volumes 4 549 26 |351 624 10 14 3 3 26 2 318 | 1930 |
Approach % 0.69 94.82 4.49| 35.63 63.35 1.02| 70.00 15.00 15.00] 7.51 0.58 91.91
PEAK HR.
FACTOR: | 0.934 | 0.943 | 0.714 | 0.832 | 0.967 |

CONTROL: Signal
COMMENT 1: O
GPS: 34.529816, -112.242124
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