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Study Purpose

e |dentify efficiencies and service gaps for
existing and future transit services
— Optimize existing services
— |dentify current unmet needs
— Address changing study area conditions

 Develop recommendations for addressing
short-, mid-, and long-term transit needs

e |nvestigate funding strategies and partnership
opportunities
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Variety of Service . Areas in SEV
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Study Team
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Project Manager Project Manager

Jorge Luna Marc Pearsall

I URS
Principal-in-Charge
URS

Project Manager Kammy Horne, AICP

Community Relations
ELET

Howard Steere Jennifer Pyne, AICP
|

COMMUNITY TRANSIT TRANSIT FINANCIAL
RELATIONS OPTIMIZATION PLANNING ANALYSIS
Terry Gruver Task Lead: Task Lead: Task Lead:
Sonya Pastor La Sota Bruce Behncke (TMD) Joe Racosky Rick Brammer (AE)
Key Task Components: Key Task Components: Key Task Components:
« Service Optimization* « Transit Planning +Local Revenue
+ Scheduling** » Travel Pattern Analysis Generation Analysis
« Review of Federal
T e Russ Chisholm (TMD)* Tyler Besch Funding Options
: Zodin Del Rosario (TMD)* John Hausman
Transportation Management Tim Baker (TMD)** Wesley Pittman Sarah Murley (AE)
& Design, Inc. (TMD) Gary Ward (TMD)** Brian Piascik
Applied Economics (AE) Dolores Brehm (TMD)**
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Schedule
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Task 4: Transit Service WP4

Optimization I r

Task 5: Socioeconomic WP5
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Task 6: Transit WP6
Service Needs [

Task 7: Briefings and WP7
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Task 8: Financial Analysis

Task 9: Plan WP
Recommendations o
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Task 10: Study Record L:-
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WP =Working Paper PIP = Public Involvement Plan ES = Executive Summary Deliverable
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Community Outreach

Goals and Objectives

Develop public understanding of the Study

Encourage public comments by providing various
opportunities to participate

Obtain input from a variety of stakeholders

Inform and involve media outlets to maximize
stakeholder participation

Assist Study Team with identifying short-, mid-, and
long-term transit needs for the Southeast Valley
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Community Outreach

 Media coverage: AZ Repubilic,
Apache Junction/ Gold Canyon
Independent, Queen Creek Santan
Independent, La Voz, Prensa
Hispana, arizona.newszap.com

e Valley Metro: Commute Solutions
Newsletter, FaceBook, Twitter

e Attended 23 events/ I
presentations Queen Creek Ice Cream Social

e 1,170 self selected survey
responses
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Survey Results Summary

Largest response from periphery communities

More than 70% of responders do not work and live in
same community

Personal vehicle is the primary mode of transportation

Majority of responders:
— Do not use transit
— Feel that current options do not meet their needs

About half of responders would support a fare or tax
increase to fund transit improvements

Expanded service areas and hours would encourage use
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Transit Optimization Analysis (TOA)

e The TOA is a data-driven process that evaluates:

— Current transit successes and challenges
— Agency resource efficiencies
— Potential service improvements

— Ridership growth opportunities

Evaluate Guiding Principles &

... " Draft Recommendations
Existing Conditions Framework

On-Going Stakeholder Involvement
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Southeast Valley Service Structure

Southeast Valley System Map
e Grid network with strong | 9]

connectivity to LRT = {( i H ¢ \
_ T qﬂ_{ [ : A l
e Service types: Local, LINK, e LoHTH ¢
Circulator, Express, Rapid, /LT S S
Light Rail, Dial-a-Ride )  — e
1 [aeone e po @) T A B 8 i
e Fares are the same for I= =~ INE R R
Local, LINK, and Light Rail dEIEEFINE EE Ir
service; circulators free e
 Ridership and performance B L e e
indicate a commute — Sl i A o
(work/school) focused T (fg mo

transit demand today

 Market conditions rather than transit network design are having the greatest
impact on service performance (performance is strongly tied to population and
employment densities
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Ridership

= Average daily boardings for ~ Average Weekday Boardings Sep - Oct 2013
all services in the SE Valley: L UMy
— 81,000 weekday boardings

UNIVERSITY DR

— 43,000 Saturday boardings | : ot 71 | -y
(53% of weekday) el Lt Abod O\ SNSRI i
. | Superstition
— 27,000 Sunday boardings s e G — s
|
(33% of weekday) ‘ il
B "i Chandier (& » E-L § Weekd:y%-?rdlngs
N . Mall c.g!;n;‘: : Bus Rail
Haspiel | 2 10 100
Southeast Valley Bus Routes 50 250
Bus Routes Outside of Study Area I 100 500
Current transit use tilted toward N (’Q @~ ®
work and school commutes S WO ..
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Ridership

BRI Average Weokday Boardings Sep - Oct 2013

— Top 4 routes (Routes [ _;; s
61,45,72,30) account for ~ —— > :/f |
33% of total boardings e f

UNIVERSITY DR

— Key corridors — Arizona

SOUTHERN AVE
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Ave (ALNK,112) and Main = 4 Spren
St (MLNK,40) corridors el
account for 15% of et 4L :
weekday boardings HEL-SLEE - W
o] Chandler 1 E Weekday Boardings
WMall 7 ; Bus Rail
mace il > . 10 100
Southeast Valley Bus Routes » 50 250

Bus Routes Outside of Study Area 100 500
Q@ Transit Centers 4

Light Rail Route b 1900
o Light Rail Stations oA S

These six corridors carry 50% of
all SE Valley bus ridership
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Frequency

= Most routes operate Peak Serv_i_ce_gg_yels Jfor Local and LINK Routes

between 20 to 30 minute
frequencies during the
weekday with some 15
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minute peak service levels
= Spontaneous-use frequency | "'|[ B i T T
(15 minutes or better) /J A ol 2 )
support transit lifestyles
and maximize benefits of a } =i ™ :,‘q
grid network S
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Performance by Geographic Area

o . . Segment Level Productivity Sep - Oct 2013
* Significant difference in | _g | A

performance in service || Sl )
by geographic area im0 £ \:—|‘ \
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Tempe | s UNIVERSITY DR
e Highlights impact of local | - 4 | o r—
Iand use and —_ . _' | | I | SOUTHERN AVE
development patterns on B e =L pusesgy (g J o emnie

transit performance
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System Design - Observation

* A grid network design is appropriate for the Southeast
Valley

Grid represents the optimal balance of effectiveness and efficiency for
the prevailing road network and development patterns

Grid effectiveness is maximized when customers can use the network
spontaneously — which requires 15 minute frequencies or better

Major transit corridors (fast, 10-min or better service) should be
emphasized within the grid and targeted for linear TOD

Hub-based network elements are inefficient and ineffective and should
be oriented to the periphery where service is infrequent — given that the
periphery is on the move, infrastructure investment levels should
recognize this lack of permanence

Southeast Valley Transit Plan should present a phased approach that
responds to development intensification and expansion while recognizing
minimum density thresholds for frequent transit

ASSOCIATION of LY v
GOVERNMENTS [ | fi METRO



Corridor Design - Observations

 Overall corridor design is sound

— Deviations should be reconsidered based on value added impact to
network — with a grid network structure demand should orient to
corridors not the other way around — consider last mile service and/or
new pedestrian environment enhancements

— Duplication to connect to transit hubs should be limited to the infrequent
periphery and the “hubs” should be located to the major spines to
minimize cost and passenger impacts
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Trips Produced Anywhere to SEV Destinations

2012
5,987,000 Trips

2035
8,641,000 Trips

Valley

Paradise

| =—
Salt Rr've'ém}af’JIMN ]A—\’n/

Hale Maricopa Indian Community
b
i
a ~ 202
n Jnr L 187 ol
T T A Viceo g Apactic
salRiver &ml:ﬂﬂ' iy s Junction

Guadalupel

o wa
Phoenix zhi e iIt:;ftT -
8 Chandlerdl. e e
! an B - Queen |
.. \ VABICHPACOUNTY Creek\ l 2

-'—_rt i
- i ~

Gila River i
ol Indian Community N J
aricopa -~
187 \
e 367 1287

“PINAL BOUNTY

=]

Coolidge

Paradise
Valley

A A NS A

Salt River Pima= e~

Maricopa Indian Community

- ", - \laricopa

Gila River
Indian Community

I

10,001 - 15,000

500,001 - 550,000

SOUTHEAST VALLEY

E b 7
Model Trips per Square Mile " 15,001 - 20,000
0 I 20,001 - 30,000
1-2,500 B 30,001 - 50,000
2,501 - 5,000 I 50,001 - 100,000
5,001 - 10,000 M 100,001 - 500,000
=

10,001 - 15,000

1 ) \
Model Trips per Square Mile " 15,001 - 20,000
0 I 20,001 - 30,000
1-2,500 B 30,001 - 50,000
2,501 - 5,000 I 50,001 - 100,000
5,001 - 10,000 M 100,001 - 500,000
=

500,001 - 550,000

A

MARICOPA
ASSOCIATION of
GOVERNMENTS

(M—' VALLE'
: METRO

TRANSIT SYSTEM STUDY

B DE



Trips Attracted Anywhere from SEV Origins

2012
5,979,000 Trips

2035
8,507,000 Tr|ps
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Travel Districts
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Intra-District Travel
2012

R ive Vol of . . . R ive Vol of
et ostce | Top 5 Intra-district trip e i ki

Trips within Districts Top 5 Intra-district trip
SXje08 generators include North A generators remain the same
200,000 Tempe, West Mesa, Central | 200,000 between 2012 and 2035

Mesa, North Chandler, and
North Gilbert

' 400,000 " 400,000
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Inter-District Travel

2035
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Key Observations

High % of study area trips are satisfied internally

Study area has strong relationship to adjacent regional
districts to the north

By 2035 the study area will become more attraction-
oriented overall

The northern portion of the study area has districts with
high inter- and intra-district travel patterns

Mﬁgéncaocﬁzﬂou f A sty
EEEEEEEEE 5s A"l METRO



Key Observations

Intra-district trips will increase the most in districts
on the periphery

Mesa Gateway district will grow the most as a
producer and attractor

GRIC has different travel patterns than its
neighboring districts

Trip interaction between the City of Maricopa and
Florence, Eloy, Coolidge, and Casa Grande will
increase in the future.
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Next Steps

e Continuing stakeholder briefings
* Transit Optimization Assessment

e Incorporate stakeholder feedback into analysis

e Needs assessment for short- and longer term
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Questions?
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Project Contact Information

Marc Pearsall
Maricopa Association Of Governments (MAG)
302 North 1st Avenue, Suite 200
Phoenix, AZ. 85003
Main: 602 254-6300
email: mpearsall@azmag.gov

Jorge Luna
Valley Metro
101 North 1%t Avenue, Suite 1300
Phoenix, AZ 85003
main: 602 322-7433
email: jluna@valleymetro.org
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